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Key points:
e Both ontogeny and genomics show independent prognostic values in AML.
e The newly proposed myelodysplasia-related gene mutations are neither specific to AML-
MRCYHO216 nor predictive for adverse outcomes.
e Ontogeny stratifies the outcome of AML with myelodysplasia-related gene mutations.

Abstract (275 words)

Accurate classification and risk stratification is critical for clinical decision making in AML patients. In
the newly proposed World Health Organization (WHO) and International Consensus classifications (ICC)
of hematolymphoid neoplasms, the presence of myelodysplasia-related (MR) gene mutations is included
as one of the diagnostic criteria of AML, myelodysplasia-related (AML-MR), largely based on the
assumption that these mutations are specific for AML with an antecedent myelodysplastic syndrome. ICC
also prioritizes MR gene mutations over ontogeny (as defined by clinical history). Furthermore, European
LeukemiaNet (ELN) 2022 stratifies these MR gene mutations to the adverse-risk group. By thoroughly
annotating a cohort of 344 newly diagnosed AML patients treated at Memorial Sloan Kettering Cancer
Center (MSKCC), we show that ontogeny assignment based on database registry lacks accuracy. MR
gene mutations are frequently seen in de novo AML. Among MR gene mutations, only EZH2 and SF3B1
were associated with an inferior outcome in a univariate analysis. In a multivariate analysis, AML
ontogeny had independent prognostic values even after adjusting for age, treatment, allo-transplant and
genomic classes or ELN risks. Ontogeny also stratified the outcome of AML with MR gene mutations.
Finally, de novo AML with MR gene mutations did not show an adverse outcome. In summary, our study
emphasizes the importance of accurate ontogeny designation in clinical studies, demonstrates the
independent prognostic value of AML ontogeny and questions the current classification and risk
stratification of AML with MR gene mutations.

Key words: acute myeloid leukemia, ontogeny, myelodysplasia-related, de novo, therapy-related,
mutations, genomics, risk stratification, classification, outcome

Abbreviations: WHO, World Health Organization; ICC, International Consensus Classification; ELN,
European LeukemiaNet; AML-MRC, Acute myeloid leukemia with myelodysplasia-related changes; t-
AML, therapy-related acute myeloid leukemia; MDS, myelodysplastic syndromes; MDS/MPN,
myelodysplastic/myeloproliferative syndromes; MR-Hx, acute myeloid leukemia, myelodysplasia-related
based on history of MDS or MDS/MPN; MR-CG, acute myeloid leukemia, myelodysplasia-related based
on MDS-defining cytogenetic changes (no history of MDS or MDS/MPN)
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Introduction

Acute myeloid leukemia (AML) is a heterogeneous group of clinically aggressive hematologic
malignancies characterized by maturation arrest and accumulation of myeloid blasts'?. AML classification
is a prerequisite for appropriate disease management and has been an evolving process. The French-
American-British (FAB) classification, arguably the first widely adapted classification scheme was largely
based on cytomorphology and cytochemical characteristics, which, despite limitations, informed the
formulation of the modern AML classification®. With a deeper understanding of the underlying molecular
pathogenesis, it has become clear that an integrated algorithm including clinical history, morphology,
immunophenotype and genetics provides better disease delineation which can further guide clinical
decision making®. This culminated in the WHO 2016 classification of hematolymphoid neoplasms
(WHO>'%) that classifies AML into 4 major subtypes: AML with recurrent genetic abnormalities (AML-
RGA), AML with myelodysplasia-related changes (AML-MRCWYH02%!%) " therapy-related AML (t-AML)
and AML, not otherwise specified (AML, NOS)*. Prior cytotoxic therapy for a non-myeloid disorder is a
prerequisite for the diagnosis of t-AML. Diagnostic criteria for AML-MRCYH2°!6 are: 1) history of
myelodysplastic syndrome (MDS) or MDS/myeloproliferative neoplasm (MDS/MPN); or 2) the presence
of MDS-defining cytogenetic abnormalities; or 3) morphologic dysplasia in greater than 50% of cells of at
least 2 lineages. The evaluation of dysplasia appears subjective with a poor interobserver agreement;
therefore, its value as a criterion of AML-MRCWYH92°!6 has been questioned’'!. Notably, AML ontogeny,
as defined by clinical history outweighed genomics in WHO>'® classification.

The genomic landscape of AML has been increasingly delineated in the last decade'*'’. Genomic
classification of AML has thus been proposed based on the presence of mutations/fusions adding prognostic
value to risk stratification'*'¢. Besides the well-recognized AML-RGA as defined by WHO>'¢, two large
genomic clusters of patients with either TP53 or chromatin-spliceosome mutations are also identified'?,
presumably corresponding to t-AML and AML-MRCY"0%!6 respectively. Furthermore, a study based on
a multi-center clinical trial demonstrated that mutations in 8 genes (i.e. ASXLI, BCOR, EZH2, STAG?2,
SF3BI1, SRSF2, ZRSR2, U2AFI) within the chromatin-spliceosome cluster appear 95% specific to AML-
MRCWYHO216 i comparison to de novo AML'". Based on these new data, both WHO?*** and ICC*** include
a new AML subtype classifying AMLs with the presence of any of these 8 gene mutations as AML with
myelodysplasia-related gene mutations (MR genes)'®". ICC also adds RUNXI mutations to the list
(MR/RUNXT)". Moreover, while WHO still retains ontogeny in the diagnostic hierarchy'®, genomic
features override ontogeny in ICC which means that ICC abandons t-AML and AML-MRC""02!6 a5
diagnostic entities'’. Concurrently, a few studies have shown inferior outcomes in AML patients carrying
MR gene mutations '**°%, Therefore, these mutations have been universally added to the adverse-risk
group by the ELN2022% Despite of these new classifications/risk stratification, there is a lack of data
demonstrating the relative importance of ontogeny versus genomics in AML prognosis. Thorough and
comprehensive review of patient history is essential for an accurate ontogeny assignment, which
unfortunately has been challenging in many published studies to date. Second, whether all the assigned MR
gene mutations are specific to AML-MRCY"°2°!¢ and are bona fide adverse risk factors as designated by
ELN2022 awaits independent validation.

In this study, we manually annotated a cohort of 344 newly diagnosed AML patients treated at MSKCC
and correlated ontogeny and genomics with outcomes. We show that: 1) ontogeny assignment from the
database registry lacks sensitivity and specificity; 2) both ontogeny and genomics provide independent
prognostic values in AML; 3) the newly proposed MR gene mutations are enriched in but not specific to
AML-MRCYHO216 " and do not necessarily correlate with adverse outcomes; 4) de novo AML with MR
gene mutations shows an outcome that falls in between favorable- and intermediate-risk groups.

Methods
Patient cohort
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Patients with a newly diagnosed AML from January 2014 to December 2019 at MSKCC were
retrospectively enrolled into this study. Any patients who lacked genomic data or follow ups were
excluded. AML diagnosis was confirmed independently by two hematopathologists (M.R. and W.X.).
Therapy-related AML (t-AML) was defined according to WHO?'® criteria as a late complication of
cytotoxic chemotherapy and/or radiation therapy administered for a prior non-myeloid neoplastic or non-
neoplastic disorder including alkylating agents, platinum derivatives, topoisomerase II inhibitors, anti-
metabolites, anti-tubulin agents, external beam radiotherapy to active marrow sites, and therapeutic
systemic radioisotopes®. AML-MRCYH"92%!¢ \as further divided into MR-Hx and MR-CG: AML was
classified as MR-Hx when developed at least 3 months after the histologic documentation of antecedent
MDS or MDS/MPN and not qualifying as t-AML. In the absence of the abovementioned history, AML
with MDS-defining cytogenetic abnormalities was classified as MR-CG. Morphologic dysplasia was not
included as one of the criteria for AML-MRCY"°?"'6 in this study. It should be noted that the criteria of t-
AML, MR-Hx and MR-CG are nearly identical between WHO?*® and WHO?*'®. The remaining cases
were classified as de novo AML. Therefore, AML ontogeny was assigned as t-AML, AML-MRCWH02016
(specifically MR-Hx vs. MR-CG) and de novo AML. This study was approved by the Institutional
Review Board at MSKCC.

Chromosome and FISH analysis:

Conventional chromosome analysis was performed on fresh bone marrow aspirate and/or peripheral blood
specimens following standard protocol. At least 20 metaphase cells were analyzed, and karyotype was
described according to the international system of human chromosome nomenclature (ISCN, 2016).

FISH analysis was performed on bone marrow or peripheral blood pellets following standard protocols.
Various commercial FISH probes, specific for myeloid neoplasia, such as for deletion or loss of
chromosomes 5, 7, 17/TP53, gain of chromosome 8, deletion of 20q, and for MLL/KMT24 (11q23)
translocations, EVII (3q26.2), and other translocations, were used as appropriate. At least 300 cells were
analyzed in each sample, and results were described according to ISCN, 2016. FISH results were
correlated with chromosome analysis findings, when feasible also on metaphase cells for a precise
interpretation of chromosome abnormalities. All cytogenetic karyotypes were manually re-annotated by a
cytogeneticist (Y.Z.) based on numerical and structural chromosomal abnormalities, such as gain, loss,
deletion, addition, duplication, balanced or unbalanced translocations, inversion, and derivative
chromosomes, as well as marker chromosome, ring chromosome to define complex karyotypes (CK), i.e.,
three or more clonal chromosome abnormalities, clonal heterogeneity, and monosomal karyotype (MK).

Mutation profiling

Next generation sequencing (NGS) studies were performed on submitted bone marrow or peripheral
blood cells at diagnosis using one of the three clinically validated targeted panels: Raindance
Thunderstorm (RDTS, 28-gene panel), Raindance Thunderbolt (RDTB, 49-gene panel) or IMPACT-heme
(400-gene panel) (supplemental Table 1) >, The detection of FLT3 mutations were supplemented by
PCR tests. There were 23 patients who had NGS studies not at diagnosis but only performed on
refractory/persistent disease (>20% blasts) within 4 months after the initiation of treatment. Patients who
only had NGS data at relapse were excluded. Candidate mutations were annotated with VAGTENT (v.
3.3.0) (https://github.com/cancerit/VAGrENT) and Ensemble (v. 91) - VEP (v. 92)
(https://github.com/Ensembl/ensembl-vep). They were compared to the COSMIC (v. 81)*°, OncoKB*
and Genome Aggregation Database (gnomAD) *’ databases along with recurrence in a panel of normal
samples to provide further information about the prevalence of each mutation in human cancer and
normal populations. This information was used for the manual curation of each variant in order to classify
it as pathogenic, likely pathogenic, or a variant of uncertain significance. Pathogenic and likely
pathogenic mutations were retained for analysis and visualization (supplemental Table 2).

Genomic class
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Genomic class assignment was based on the WHO>*** and IC**** classifications'®!?. The patients were
classified in an hierarchical order as well-defined AML entities with fusions including t(15;17), t(8;21),
inv(16), t(6;9), MLL rearrangements, and EVII rearrangements, followed by NPM1, CEBPA bZIP, TP53,
and lastly MR/RUNXI mutations. Disease-defining fusions override disease-defining mutations when co-
occurring. There were no patients with NPM1 and TP53 co-mutations. One patient with a CEBPA bZIP
mutation and a subclonal 7P53 mutation was classified as AML with CEBPA bZIP mutation. AML with
MR/RUNXI mutations is defined as the presence of any MR/RUNXI mutations but no disease defining-
fusions or mutations (i.e. NPM1, CEBPA bZIP or TP53).

Statistics

Descriptive statistics, including median and interquartile range [IQR] for continuous variables, and
percentages for categorical variables, are provided. Fisher’s exact test or 2 test was used to evaluate the
association between two categorical variables. Wilcoxon rank-sum test or Kruskal-Wallis test was used to
assess the difference in a continuous variable between/among patient groups. Univariable logistic
regression was performed to assess the association between mutations profiles and AML ontogeny (MR-
Hx vs. de novo AML, MR-Hx vs. t-AML and t-AML vs. de novo AML). Overall survival (OS) was
calculated from the start of systematic treatment for the AML or the date of diagnosis for patients
under supportive care until death or the date of the last follow-up. Left truncation was used to
account for molecular testing performed after the start of first line chemotherapy in a small group
of patients (n=23). Kaplan-Meier method was used to estimate OS and log-rank test to evaluated
differences between groups. Univariable Cox proportional hazard regression to evaluate OS associated
with disease-related determinants such as AML ontogeny and mutation profiles. We also evaluated AML
ontogeny related risk in multivariable Cox-regression models adjusting for age (modeled by cubic spline),
initial treatment at diagnosis, allogenic hematopoietic stem/progenitor cell (allo-HSCT) transplant
(modeled as time-dependent variable), presence of 7P53 mutation, ELN2022 risk, cytogenetics,
genomics, or sequencing platform. In sensitivity analysis, we stratified on ELN2022 risk, cytogenetics,
genomics, or sequencing platform while adjusting for the same set of covariates to confirm association
between AML ontology and OS. All analyses and graphics were produced using R version 4.0.3.

Results

Re-classification of AML ontogeny

The entire study cohort comprised 344 patients newly diagnosed as AML (male to female ratio: 1.4;
median age: 66.7 years, supplemental Table 3). Based on the information extracted from the database
registry, the ontogeny was assigned as follows: t-AML (n=48, 14.0%), and AML-MRC""9%!6 (n=139,
40.4%), and de novo AML (n=157, 45.6%). In order to accurately classify AML based on ontogeny and
WHO?>'¢ criteria, a multidisciplinary team curated each patient via a thorough chart review including the
history of antecedent hematologic diseases, cancers, chemoradiation therapy, laboratory tests, and
cytogenetic reports. Curated data was independently validated by two board-certified hematopathologists
(M.R. and W.X.). Karyotyping and FISH results were re-annotated by a board-certified cytogeneticist
(Y.Z.). Any discrepancies were resolved by group consensus.

To this end, the entire cohort was re-classified based on the thorough review into t-AML (92/344, 26.7%),
MR-Hx (107/344, 31.1%), MR-CG (29/344, 8.4%), and de novo AML (116/344, 33.7%) (see Methods
for definitions, Table 1). Although the initial classification of t-AML was highly specific, the sensitivity
was only 52.2%. Half of t-AMLs were initially misclassified as AML-MRC""°?"' or de novo AML due
to an inadequate history review. The initial classification of AML-MRCWYH92%!¢ wags moderately specific
(79.3%) and sensitive (70.6%). Importantly, the initial designation of de novo AML had a specificity of
only 78.1% with nearly a third of these cases being t-AML or AML-MRCY"9?!¢ These findings
demonstrate the importance of thorough cohort annotation to render an accurate assignment of AML
ontogeny.
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Prediction of AML Ontogeny by mutations

The clinical characteristics of AML subtypes were shown in Table 2. Patients with de novo AML were
younger than those with t-AML or MR-Hx (median age: 60 years vs 70 or 69 years, respectively,
p<0.001). There were roughly two-fold more patients with de novo AML receiving induction
chemotherapy and allo-transplant than those with t-AML and MR-Hx (Table 2). The median interval
between MDS or MDS/MPN and MR-Hx was 15 months (IQR: 6-26 months). The median latency of t-
AML from the prior chemoradiation therapy was 71 months (IQR: 29-106 months). A small proportion of
the patients with de novo AML (8/116, 6.9%), MR-Hx (13/107, 12%) and MR-CG (4/29, 14%) also had a
history of solid cancers mostly at early stages and treated with surgical resection solely for which none of
whom received chemoradiation therapy.

Gene mutations covered by all 3 panels and additional MR genes (BCOR, SRSF2, STAG2, U2AF1,
ZRSR2) only covered by RDTB and IMPACT-heme panels were shown in Figure 1A-B. As expected,
mutations in NPM1, DNMT3A, IDHI, IDH? and FLT3 were predictive for de novo AML, while TP53
mutations were highly predictive for t-AML (Figure 1B and supplemental Figure 1A). We also
confirmed that mutations in ASXL1, SF3B1, SRSF2, EZH2 and RUNX1 were predictive for MR-Hx over
de novo AML'"*(Figure 1B-C and supplemental Figure 1B). Surprisingly, KRAS mutations were
mostly present in MR-Hx. Both WHO-MR and ICC-MR gene combinations were also predictive for MR-
Hx (Figure 1C). When t-AML and MR-Hx were compared, 7P53 mutations were more predictive for t-
AML while mutations in SF3B1, SRSF2, and RUNXI were predictive for MR-Hx (supplemental Figure
1C). Of note, the mutational profile of MR-CG resembled that of t-AML with a high prevalence of 7P53
mutations (16/29, 55.2% in MR-CG and 36/92, 39.1% in t-AML) and complex karyotype (CK),
suggestive of shared biology driven by 7P53 mutations. 7P53 mutations were only present in a small
subset of MR-Hx (13/107, 12.1%), and rarely in de novo AML (2/116, 1.7%).

Correlation between AML ontogeny and genomic classification

Based on previous studies and the new WHO and IC classification'>'®!*, AML patients were divided into
8 genomic classes: favorable fusions [t(15;17), t(8;21) or inv(16), n=19, 5.5%], MLL rearranged (n=10,
2.9%), t(6;9) (n=2, 0.6%), EVII rearranged (n=18, 5.2%), NPM1 mutations (n=43, 12.5%), CEBPA bZIP
mutations (n=11, 3.2%), TP53 mutations (n=64, 18.6%), and MR/RUNXI mutations (n=102, 29.7%)
(Table 2 and supplemental Table 4). Sixty-two (18%) patients had mutations that did not belong to any
of these subgroups (not otherwise specified, NOS). Thirteen patients (3.8%) had no mutations detected
(negative, NEQG).

Patients with favorable fusions and CEBPA bZIP mutations were younger than other subgroups
(supplemental Table 4). NPM] mutated and MLL rearranged AML showed female preponderance. The
majority of AML with favorable fusions, CEBPA bZIP or NPM1 mutations were de novo and a small
proportion t-AML (Figure 2). Interestingly, 3/11 (27.3%) CEBPA bZIP and 7/43 (16.3%) NPM1 mutated
AML had a history of MDS (one had MDS/MPN) with a median interval of 6 months (IQR 3.8-10.5
months) before progressing to AML (supplemental Table 5). Among them, 2 CEBPA bZIP and 2 NPM1
mutated patients had MDS-EB2 (10-15% blasts). In addition, 1/10 (10%) MLL and 9/18 (50%) EVII
rearranged AML had antecedent MDS or MDS/MPN with a median interval of 12 months (IQR 4-24
months) prior to AML (supplemental Table 5). 6 patients were evaluated for EVII rearrangements at the
stage of MDS and 5 were positive, 4 with 10-15% blasts and 1 with 5%. Of note, nearly all these patients
would be classified as de novo AML based on the WHO?**? and approximately 50% would if ICC*** is
applied.

TP53 mutated AML comprised predominantly t-AML (35/64, 54.7%), MR-CG (16/64, 25%) and MR-Hx
(12/64, 18.8%) groups. Only 1/64 (1.6%) TP53 mutated AML was de novo (supplemental Table 4). This
patient had de novo monocytic AML with TET2 and TP53 mutations and extensive necrosis in the


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.26.22283876

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.26.22283876; this version posted December 27, 2022. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

marrow. FISH studies performed on peripheral blood samples were negative. The patient had refractory
disease and died in 6 months. 31/64 (48.4%) patients with 7P53 mutated AML had a prior MDS (19 t-
MDS) or MDS/MPN stage and the median interval was 11 months (IQR 4-15 months) before the
development of AML. Strikingly, 61/64 (95.3%) patients with 7P53 mutated AML had CG abnormalities
involving -5/del5q, -7/del7q, -17/del17p and/or CK. Conversely, 61/119 (51.3%) patients with such CG
abnormalities harbored 7P53 mutations. Specifically, 46/55 (83.6%) patients with concurrent CK and
monosomal karyotypes harbored 7P53 mutations.

MR/RUNXI mutated AML were mostly MR-Hx (51/102, 50%), and t-AML (18/102, 17%) (Figure 2 and
supplemental Table 4). Only 5 patients were MR-CG (4.9%). Importantly, 29/102 (28%) patients were
de novo AML. Of note, 10 (9.6%) patients had isolated trisomy 8 and/or del20q only, which was newly
added by ICC but not WHO as MDS-defining CG abnormalities, and 5 of them were de novo AML
(supplemental Table 6).

AML ontogeny predicts outcome independent of ELN2022 risk stratification

De novo AML had a significantly better overall survival (OS) than all 3 other subtypes (median: not
reached vs. 8.4 months (95% CI: 6-12.1 months) in t-AML, 9.4 months (95% CI: 6.5-14.7 months) in
MR-Hx and 7.7 months (95% CI: 4.3-17.1 months) in MR-CG, p<0.0001, Figure 3A). This difference
remained statistically significant in patients treated with daunorubicin+cytarabine (7+3) induction
therapy, if 7P53 mutated patients were excluded or after stratified by ELN2022 risk groups, genomic
classes, CG risks and NGS platforms (supplemental Figures 2-3). AML ontogeny further stratifies the
outcomes of all 3 ELN2022 risk groups but of only the intermediate (not favorable, or adverse) CG risk
group (supplemental Figure 4).

Genomic classes significantly correlated with OS (Fig 3B). The impact of genomic class was more
significant in de novo AML and only borderline significant in t-AML (supplemental Figure 5). Patients
with favorable fusions and CEBPA mutations had the most favorable OS (median not reached, Fig 3B).
NPM 1 mutated and MR/RUNXI mutated AML had a median OS of 28.9 months (95% CI: 14.6 months-
not reached) and 16.3 months (95% CI: 9.1-23.4 months), respectively. Interestingly, the outcome of both
CEBPA and NPM1 mutated AML were further stratified by ontogeny (supplemental Figure 6B-C),
somewhat in contrast to a recent large cohort showing NPM[ mutated t-AML has similar OS to de novo
counterpart after excluding early death . As expected, either TP53 mutated or EVII rearranged AML had
dismal outcome (median OS: 4.4 months (95% CI: 3.4-7.5 months) and 10.3 months (95% CI: 4.9-35.7
months), respectively) regardless of ontogeny (supplemental Figure 6D-E). Further analysis on 7P53
mutated AML showed that neither mutation burden, biallelic status, complex karyotypes, or co-mutations
in signaling molecules affected the outcomes (supplemental Figure 7).

In univariate analysis, CEBPA, DNMT3A, NPM1 and IDH?2 mutations were associated with a superior OS
(supplemental Figure 8A). In contrast, TP53, KRAS, NOTCH?2, EZH?2 and SF3B1 mutations were
associated with an inferior OS. Of note, mutations in most MR genes and RUNXI were not significantly
associated with outcome. To study the interaction between mutations and ontogeny, the impact of
mutations on OS was adjusted for AML subtype. To this end, the prognostic values of many gene
mutations (DNMT34, NPM1, IDH2, KRAS, NOTCH2, EZH2 and SF3BI) were no longer significant,
while 7P53 and CEBPA mutations remained prognostic (supplemental Figure 8B). In a multivariate
analysis adjusting for age, initial treatment for induction, and allo-HSCT, both AML subtypes and
genomic classes or ELN2022 risks were significantly associated with outcomes (Figure 3C and
supplemental Figure 8C), demonstrating that ontogeny and genomics provide independent prognostic
values.

Specificity of myelodysplasia related gene mutations for MR-Hx AML
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We next focused on MR/RUNXI mutated AML. Although a previous study had suggested that MR gene
mutations are highly specific to MR-Hx (with 95% specificity)'’, the specificity of these gene mutations
to MR-Hx remains controversial ****, We decided to address these issues with our well-annotated cohort.
We first examined the MR/RUNXI group that were sequenced by targeted NGS panels covering all 8§ MR
and RUNXI genes. Among 42 patients, mutations of MR/RUNXI genes were present in 14 de novo AML
and 28 MR-Hx AML, resulting in a positive predictive value of only 66% for MR-Hx. This is similar to
our entire cohort (positive predictive value 51/80, 64%, specificity 74%) regardless of NGS panels used
(Figure 2) as well as other studies®*. If RUNXI mutations are excluded, the positive predictive value
and specificity of MR gene mutations for MR-Hx is 70% and 75%, respectively.

De novo AML with myelodysplasia related gene mutations do not have an adverse outcome

Nearly one third of the AML patients with MR/RUNXI mutations were de novo. The ELN2022 guideline
risk stratifies these patients to the adverse-risk group regardless of ontogeny. We thus investigated the
impact of ontogeny on the OS in the patients carrying these mutations. In this group, there were very few
patients with MR-CG, insufficient for a statistical analysis. However, patients with de novo AML had a
remarkably better outcome than those with MR-Hx or t-AML (median OS: not reached vs 7.3 (95% CI:
5.1-17 months) or 6 months (95% CI: 3 months-not reached), p<0.001, Figure 4A, and supplemental
Table 7). This was also true in the patients with MR only or RUNXI only mutations (supplemental
Figure 9 A-B). Comparable OS was observed between ELN2017 intermediate and adverse risk groups,
suggesting even ASXL I and RUNXI mutations may not be able to risk stratify this patient population
(supplemental Figure 9C). The proportion of adverse CG abnormalities was significantly lower in de
novo AML subgroups (supplemental Table 7), but the difference in OS was small between intermediate
and adverse CG risk groups (supplemental Figure 9D). Univariate analysis stratified by AML subtypes
showed mutations in NRAS and KRAS but not any of the individual MR/RUNXI genes were associated
with an inferior OS (supplemental Figure 10A). A multivariate analysis showed that age, initial
treatment for induction, allo-HSCT, and AML ontogeny but not NRAS or KRAS mutations or CG risks
remained statistically significant (supplemental Figure 10B). The prognostic values of AML ontogeny
were even more significant if the analysis was restricted to the patients uniformly treated with induction
chemotherapy with daunorubicin+cytarabine regimen (Figure 4B). De novo AML with MR/RUNX1
mutations had an outcome that fell in between favorable- and intermediate-risk groups when compared to
the remainder of the patients stratified by either ELN 2017 or ELN2022 risks (Figure 4C and
supplemental Figure 11). Interestingly, de novo AML with WHO-MR mutations had an outcome
overlapping with ELN2022 intermediate-risk group but de novo AML with only RUNXI mutations had a
rather favorable outcome (supplemental Figure 11D).

Discussion

The most striking finding of our study is the inaccuracy of ontogeny assignment based on initial database
registry, which is likely not unique to this study and/or our cancer center. It may also have been
encountered by many large cohorts of AML studies as several landmark genomic studies on de novo
AML included at least 15-20% cases harboring apparent MDS-defining cytogenetic abnormalities with or
without 7P53 mutations '>!'7*!% consistent with either t~-AML or AML-MRCYH92°!¢ This number is
certainly an underestimate as not all t-AML or AML-MRCWVH9?¢ cases have MDS-defining cytogenetic
abnormalities. The inaccurate assignment of ontogeny is due to 1) inadequate history documentation of
antecedent MDS or MDS/MPN, or cytotoxic treatment for other types of malignancies/disorders; 2)
delayed and/or overlooked cytogenetic information showing MDS-defining abnormalities; and 3)
overcalling AML-MRCWYH9216 solely based on morphologic dysplasia. Our study emphasizes the
importance of cohort annotation to render an accurate assignment of AML ontogeny.

Our study demonstrates the prognostic value of AML ontogeny independent of genomics and/or ELN risk
stratification. The designation of ontogeny as either MR-Hx/MR-CG or t-AML has clinical implications.
Many studies have shown that “secondary” AML, mostly MR-Hx/MR-CG and t-AML, is associated with
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an inferior outcome with or without allo-HSCT '6#33436-4° Oyr study has confirmed these findings by
showing MR-Hx, MR-CG and t-AML all confer worse outcomes than de novo AML even after adjusting
for age, treatment, transplant, and ELN risks. Importantly, several clinical trials had shown that CPX-351,
a liposomal form of daunorubicin+cytarabine, improves outcomes of AML-MRCWH02%!¢ and t-AML
compared to conventional daunorubicin+cytarabine*'*. Therefore, an accurate designation of AML
ontogeny remains important for clinical decisions.

How to best incorporate ontogeny and genomics into AML classification and risk stratification to guide
clinical management remains to be determined particularly for AML with MR gene mutations. Although
many MR genes are moderately predictive for MR-Hx, our study found that they are also frequent in de
novo AML resulting in only an approximate 70% specificity to MR-HX, significantly lower than the 95%
previously reported '’. The discrepancy may be due to different cohorts but is more likely related to
misclassification. The suboptimal specificity of MR gene mutations has also been observed in a few
recent studies ***°. This questions the approach of classifying these MR genes into one entity largely
aiming to replace MR-Hx or AML-MRCWHO2016,

Several studies have demonstrated inferior outcomes in AML with MR gene mutations, but its
independent prognostic value in de novo AML has been controversial *'***, Recent studies have shown
that MR gene mutations in a favorable-risk group (mostly de novo) do not affect outcome®***. Our
findings indicate that the outcome of AML with MR gene mutations in ELN2017 intermediate/adverse
risk group is stratified by ontogeny and de novo patients had an OS not inferior to intermediate risk group.
Therefore, it would be reasonable to restrict the diagnostic criteria of AML-MR to: 1) history of MDS or
MDS/MPN (i.e. MR-Hx); or 2) MDS-defining CGA (i.e. MR-CG). A majority of patients with AML with
MR gene mutations will meet one or both of these two criteria and therefore be classified as AML-MR. In
order to better study the biology and management of de novo AML with MR gene mutations that do not
meet either one of these two criteria, a provisional entity could be established: (de novo) AML with MR
gene mutations. Our data demonstrate that assignment of mutations in all these MR genes into adverse
risk groups is likely oversimplified and inaccurate and may lead to mismanagement in a subset of these
patients. Our data also suggest that ontogeny of MR-Hx and t-AML bears more prognostic weight than
MR gene mutations and should be included in AML risk stratification for the patients lacking favorable
risk factors. The findings that ontogeny carries prognostic value independent of genomics are intriguing,
which may be attributed to clonal architectural complexity, immune dysregulations, and
microenvironment among other factors.

Our findings support the classification of AML with 7P53 mutations as a distinct entity due to its dismal
prognosis regardless of ontogeny, which has recently been demonstrated by several studies ***7#47 We
and others show that nearly >90% of AML with TP53 mutations harbor CK or monosomal karyotype
involving chromosomes 5, 7 and/or 17*°. Notably, the similar mutational profile between MR-CG and t-
AML is largely driven by TP53 mutations *’*°, further supporting a separation of AML with TP53
mutations from others.

Because this is a retrospective, single-centered study at a tertiary cancer center, there is a potential
inherent bias towards more adverse risk patients. However, we were able to review the detailed clinical
history and pathologic findings of every patient in this cohort. To our knowledge, this is to date the most
well-annotated cohort with a large number of patients with therapy related or antecedent MDS history,
which is essential for addressing the clinical impact of ontogeny. Although not all the patients were
uniformly treated, most of the patients received standard intensive induction chemotherapy with the
daunorubicin+cytarabine regimen and the conclusion remained valid when analysis was restricted to this
subset of patients. Moreover, preliminary data from several recent studies performed in different centers
support our findings with respect to AML with MR gene mutations®*>*, arguing against the inclusion of
all MR gene mutations into the adverse-risk group. A recent study suggested that the number of MR
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mutations predicts outcome'. Unfortunately, our study was not powered to validate the results due to an
incomplete coverage of all MR genes in a subset of patients. More studies are urgently needed to
delineate the role of individual MR genes, its combination and allelic burden in AML classification and

risk stratification®*™.
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Table 1 Reclassification of AML ontogeny

Final curated assignment Initial assignment Sensitivity
(n=345)
t-AML (n=48) AML-MRCWHO2!6 (n=139) De novo AML (n=157)

t-AML (n=92) 48 34 10 52.2%
AML-MRCWHO2 (n=136) 0 96 40 70.6%

MR-Hx (n=107) 0 88 19

MR-CG (n=29) 0 8 21
De novo AML (n=116) 0 9 107 92.2%
Specificity 100% 79.3% 78.1%
Accuracy 87.2% 75.9% 82.8%
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Table 2 Clinical characteristics of AML ontogeny subtypes

De Novo AML! t-AML! MR-Hx' MR-CG' P value?
(n=116) (n=92) (n=107) (n=29)
Age (years) 60 (46, 68) 70 (61, 75) 69 (60, 77) 71 (60, 77) <0.001
BM Blast % 56 (38, 72) 30 (21, 48) 30 (23, 44) 35(25,55) <0.001
WBC (k/mcL) 6(2,17) 3(2,8) 2(1,6) 2(1,4) <0.001
Platelets (k/mcL) 68 (37, 128) 50 (30, 113) 46 (22, 106) 37 (28, 90) 0.050
PB Blast % 27 (12, 60) 14 (3, 25) 8(2,22) 9 (4, 18) <0.001
Gender 0.024
F 55 (47%) 45 (49%) 37 (35%) 7 (24%)
M 61 (53%) 47 (51%) 70 (65%) 22 (76%)
Previous History of Non-Myeloid Cancer <0.001
No 108 (93%) 0 (0%) 94 (88%) 25 (86%)
Yes 8 (6.9%) 92 (100%) 13 (12%) 4 (14%)
History of Chemo Radiation <0.001
No 116 (100%) 0 (0%) 107 (100%) 29 (100%)
Yes 0 (0%) 92 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
History of MDS/MPN <0.001
No 116 (100%) 50 (54%) 0 (0%) 29 (100%)
Yes 0 (0%) 42 (46%) 107 (100%) 0 (0%)
Transplant (allo-HSCT) <0.001
No 48 (41%) 73 (79%) 78 (73%) 21 (72%)
Yes 68 (59%) 19 (21%) 29 (27%) 8 (28%)
Death <0.001
No 71 (61%) 11 (12%) 15 (14%) 4 (14%)
Yes 45 (39%) 81 (88%) 92 (86%) 25 (86%)
CG Risk Group <0.001
Favorable 13 (11%) 6 (6.5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Intermediate 84 (72%) 31 (34%) 55 (51%) 1 (3.4%)
Adverse 6 (5.2%) 49 (53%) 51 (48%) 28 (97%)
Cannot be Assessed 13 (11%) 6 (6.5%) 1 (0.9%) 0 (0%)
ELN 2022 <0.001
Favorable 38 (33%) 11 (12%) 7 (6.5%) 0 (0%)
Intermediate 41 (35%) 18 (20%) 18 (17%) 1 (3.4%)
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Adverse 37 (32%) 63 (68%) 82 (77%) 28 (97%)
Treatment <0.001
7+3 98 (84%) 34 (37%) 38 (36%) 17 (59%)
Venetoclax + HMA/low DAC 3 (2.6%) 7 (7.6%) 8 (7.5%) 0 (0%)
HMA 3 (2.6%) 21 (23%) 17 (16%) 5 (17%)
Trial 12 (10%) 16 (17%) 28 (26%) 6 (21%)
None/Supportive Care 0 (0%) 14 (15%) 16 (15%) 1 (3.4%)
Best Response Pre-Transplant <0.001
CR 87 (75%) 23 (25%) 26 (24%) 10 (34%)
CRi 3 (2.6%) 5 (5.4%) 8 (7.5%) 1 (3.4%)
Death/Early Death 5(4.3%) 21 (23%) 26 (24%) 5(17%)
MLFS 2 (1.7%) 4 (4.3%) 3(2.8%) 1 (3.4%)
Persistent Disease 19 (16%) 39 (42%) 44 (41%) 12 (41%)
MRD Category (By Flow) 0.020
CR/CRi MRD Neg 55 (64%) 11 (39%) 13 (37%) 5(56%)
CR/CRi MRD Pos 31 (36%) 17 (61%) 22 (63%) 4 (44%)
Molecular Group <0.001
inv16, t(15;17), t(8;21) 13 (68%) 6 (32%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
CEBPA 7 (64%) 1(9.1%) 3(27%) 0 (0%)
NPM1 30 (70%) 6 (14%) 7 (16%) 0 (0%)
MLL 1 (10%) 8 (80%) 1 (10%) 0 (0%)
t(659) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
EVIl 5(28%) 4 (22%) 9 (50%) 0 (0%)
TP53 1 (1.6%) 35 (55%) 12 (19%) 16 (25%)
MR and/or RUNX1 29 (28%) 17 (17%) 51 (50%) 5(4.9%)
NOS 24 (39%) 11 (18%) 19 (31%) 8 (13%)
NEG 5(38%) 3(23%) 5(38%) 0 (0%)

"Median (IQR); n (%)

2 Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test; Pearson's Chi-squared test; Fisher's Exact Test for Count Data with simulated p-value (based on
2000 replicates).

CR: complete remission, CRi: complete remission with incomplete count recovery, MLFS: morphological leukemia free state. MRD:
measurable residual disease. HMA: hypomethylating agents.
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shown. MR/RUNX1 genes are bolded. C. Association between individual gene mutations and AML
ontogeny. Odds ratio was depicted on a logio scale. The comparison is between MR-Hx and de novo
AML.
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Figure 2
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Figure 2. Distribution of AML ontogeny subtypes in each genomic class. The width of each bar
represents the number of patients. MR indicates AML patients with MR gene mutations (including
ASXLI, BCOR, EZH2, STAG2, SF3BI1, SRSF2, ZRSR2, U2AF 1, but no RUNXI mutations). MR-RUNXI
indicates AML patients with both MR gene and RUNX! gene mutations. RUNXI indicates AML patients
with RUNXI but no MR gene mutations. MR or RUNX] indicates AML patients with MR and/or RUNX1
gene mutations. NOS indicates AML patients with mutations detected but unable to assign to a well-
defined entity. NEG indicates AML patients with no mutations or rearrangements detected.
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Figure 3
A Overall Survival by AML Type C Cox PH model adjusting for age (as a cubic spline),
100% 7Y treatment, transplant, AML type, and genomic class
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Figure 3. Both AML ontogeny and ELN risks have independent prognostic values. A. Kaplan-Meier
curves of overall survival divided by AML ontogeny subtypes. B. Kaplan-Meier curves of overall
survival divided by genomic classes. Both patients with t(6;9) received allo-HSCT. C. AML ontogeny
related risk was evaluated in multivariable Cox-regression models adjusting for age (modeled by cubic
spline), initial treatment at diagnosis, allogenic transplant (modeled as time-dependent variable), and
genomic classes. 7+3, daunorubicintcytarabine including CPX-351; HMA, hypomethylating agents; low
DAC, low-dose cytarabine.

23


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.26.22283876

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.26.22283876; this version posted December 27, 2022. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Figure 4
A Overall Survival (MR or RUNX1 Group) by AML Type B Cox PH model adjusting for age (as a
100% o
cubic spline), AML type, transplant,
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Figure 4. AML ontogeny determines the outcome of AML with MR/RUNXI gene mutations. A.
Kaplan-Meier curves of overall survival of AML with MR/RUNXI gene mutations divided by ontogeny.
B. AML ontogeny related risk was evaluated in multivariable Cox-regression models adjusting for age
(modeled by cubic spline), allogenic transplant (modeled as time-dependent variable), NRAS/KRAS
mutations, and CG risks in AML patients with MR/RUNXI mutations uniformly treated with 7+3
induction therapy. C. Kaplan-Meier curves of AML patients were divided by ELN2022 risk groups. De
novo AML with MR/RUNXI gene mutations separated from ELN2022 adverse group show an outcome
falling in between favorable and intermediate risk groups.
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