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Abstract

Background: Prostate cancer (PCa) is the most common cancer and one of
the leading causes of death worldwide. However, a significant proportion of
PCa are low risk PCa which do not require an active treatment due to its low
mortality rates. Thus, one major issue in PCa management is to accurately
distinguish between indolent and clinically significant (cs) PCa to reduce
overdiagnosis and overtreatment. In this study, we aim to validate the
performance of diagnostic nomograms (DN) based on previously published

urinary biomarkers for discriminating csPCa.

Patients and Methods: Capillary electrophoresis/ mass spectrometry has
been employed to validate a published biomarker model based on 19 urinary
peptides specific for csPCa. Added value of the 19-biomarker model (19-BM)
was assessed in diagnostic nomograms including prostate specific antigen
(PSA), PSA density and the risk calculator from The European Randomized
Study of Screening for Prostate Cancer (ERSPC). For this purpose, urine
samples from 147 PCa patients (including 80 low, 44 intermediate and 17 high
risk patients) were collected prior to prostate biopsy. The 19-BM score was
calculated via a support vector machine-based software based on the pre-
defined cut-off criterion of -0.07. DNs were subsequently developed to assess

added value of integrative diagnostics.

Results: Independent validation of the 19-BM resulted in 87% sensitivity and
65% specificity, with an AUC of 0.81, outperforming PSA (AUCpsa:0.64), PSA
density (AUCpsap: 0.64) and ERSPC-3/4 risk calculator (0.67). Integration of
19-BM with the other clinical variables into distinct DN, resulted in improved
(AUC range: 0.82- 0.88) but not significantly better performance compared to
19-BM alone.

Conclusions: 19-BM alone or combined with clinical variables into DN,
demonstrated value for detecting csPCa, and decreasing the number of

biopsies.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.26.22269739
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.26.22269739; this version posted January 28, 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preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Introduction

Prostate Cancer (PCa) ranks as the second most frequent and the fifth leading
cause of cancer death among men. In 2020, almost 1.4 million new cases
were diagnosed worldwide, and 375,000 deaths were reported due to PCa [1].
Although this malignancy is diagnosed in 15-20% of men, the lifetime risk of
death is significantly lower (3%) [2]. PCa patients represent a heterogeneous
group, with many of them presenting slow growing forms of PCa, unlikely to
progress in the absence of treatment and others having aggressive life-
threatening disease if left untreated. For patients presenting with slow growing
PCa, defined also as clinically insignificant cancer (insPCa: Gleason score-
GS < 7 and PSA < 10 ng/ml) [3], immediate treatment is not recommended,
rather a conservative management by active surveillance (AS) [3].

Screening for PCa is currently based on serum prostate specific antigen (PSA)
testing and digital rectal examination (DRE). However, multiple factors not
related to prostate malignancy may affect the level of blood PSA
(inflammation, infection, presence of benign prostate hyperplasia etc.) [4].
Therefore, PSA lacks specificity, with only ~40% of all patients with an
elevated PSA positively confirmed with PCa following biopsy [5]. The
introduction of intensive PSA screening led on one hand to early detection of
PCa, on the other hand numerous insPCa are diagnosed often associated with
overtreatment. According to the European Association of Urology (EAU)
guidelines [3], definitive diagnosis of PCa is based on the histopathological
confirmation of PCa in biopsy cores, following a positive result of DRE and/ or
high PSA levels [3]. Until recently, the procedure was guided by transrectal
ultrasound (TRUS) upon administration of local anesthesia [6]. TRUS guided
biopsy is an invasive procedure associated with several side effects like
infectious complications, hematuria, bleeding episodes and urinary clot
retention [7]. In an effort to improve the accuracy for PCa detection,
multiparametric magnetic resonance imaging (mpMRI) has been recently
adopted, resulting in good sensitivity for detecting GS = 3+4 (sensitivity of
91%, specificity of 37%) [8], although it is less sensitive for GS < 3+4
(sensitivity of 70%, specificity of 27%) [8]. While mpMRI is beneficial,

particularly for guiding repeated biopsy [9], inter-reader variability among
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radiologists as well as the limited capacity to perform a high number of MRI-
guided procedures remain significant challenges [10].

Considering the above challenges, a non-invasive test to guide not only initial
but also repeated biopsies would be of added value. High throughput -omics
technologies have enabled simultaneous analysis of thousands of features
and a better definition of molecular pathophysiology in cancer [11]. In the
context of PCa, although several candidate biomarkers have been described
[12], single biomarkers frequently lack diagnostic accuracy for routine clinical
application due to disease heterogeneity [13]. The high biological variability of
PCa suggests that a combination of multiple, -omics derived biomarkers into
integrative diagnostics, rather than a single biomarker, are better suited to
accurately detect significant PCa. In this context, high resolution urinary
proteomics profiles from >800 patients have been acquired by capillary
electrophoresis coupled to mass spectrometry (CE-MS). Subsequently,
proteomics patterns that were developed using machine learning algorithms in
a form of a 19-biomarker model (19-BM), have been used to discriminate
csPCa (GS =7) from slow-progressing PCa in patients with low PSA levels
(<15 ng/mL) [14]. Based on the previously published data [14], the 19-BM
resulted in a 90% sensitivity and 59% specificity, with an AUC of 0.81,
outperforming PSA (AUCpsa: 0.58) and the ERSPC-3/4 risk calculator
(AUCerspc: 0.69). Moreover, based on a first investigation, integration of the
CE-MS biomarkers with other variables like PSA and age showed an
increased performance (AUC: 0.83), demonstrating a level of complementarity
of these variables. Considering this evidence, in this study, the aim was to
validate the previously established CE-MS-based 19-BM, and additionally
investigate whether integrative models, including 19-BM in combination with
current state-of-the art clinical risk calculators can lead to improved non-

invasive discrimination between insPCa and csPCa.
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Methods

Patient population and characteristics

This study was performed according to the REMARK Reporting
Recommendations [15] and the recommendations for biomarker identification
and reporting in clinical proteomics [16], including 148 patients who underwent
a transrectal ultrasound (TRUS) -guided prostate biopsy according to clinical
guidelines at the Department of Urology in Innsbruck Medical University,
between 2016 and 2018, as part of BioGuidePCa project (E! 11023,
Eurostars). Sample collection and processing were ethically approved by the
local ethics committee at Innsbruck Medical University and informed consent
was obtained from all participants. Of the 148 patients for whom biopsy results
confirmed presence of adenocarcinoma of prostate, one patient was excluded
as the PSA measurement was missing. A schematic representation of the
study design is presented in Figure 1. D'Amico classification used Gleason
Score (GS) and PSA criteria as per D'Amico et al. [3, 17]. At the time of patient
enrollment, mpMRI- guided biopsy was not yet implemented in the clinical
practice, therefore all patients underwent TRUS-guided biopsy to provide
biopsy information. TRUS-guided prostate biopsy was carried out under local
anesthesia by using a standard periprostatic block, a TRUS transducer, and
an 18-gauge automated needle biopsy instrument. The prostatic volume was
measured, and 10 biopsy cores were obtained. Full clinical and laboratory
data, including among others: PSA level, the results of DRE, prostatic volume,
number of previous biopsies and GS were collected and are presented in the
Supplementary Table S1. The European Randomised Study of Screening for
Prostate Cancer (ERSPC) estimates for risk stratification were calculated as
previously described [18], considering serum PSA levels, the DRE result and
information about the previous biopsies. The patient cohort characteristics are

summarized in Table 1.
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Urine collection and processing

All urine samples were collected prior to prostate biopsy according to clinical
guidelines. Voided urine samples were collected in sterile containers and
immediately stored at -20°C until further processing. Sample preparation was
performed by diluting 700 ul aliquots from the urine collected from PCa
patients after DRE, in two volumes (1:2) alkaline buffer containing 2M urea,
10mM NH4OH and 0.02% SDS (pH 10.5). The samples were subsequently
filtered by Centrisart ultracentrifugation filters (Sartorius, Géttingen, Germany)
to retain proteins/ polypeptides below 20kDa that were further desalted

through PD-10 columns (GE Healthcare, Munich, Germany).

Mass Spectrometry analysis

CE-MS analysis was performed in 147 urine samples, following the previously
established protocols for samples preparation and data acquisition [19]. CE-
MS analysis and data processing was performed according to 1S013485
standards yielding quality controlled urinary data sets [20]. Mass spectral ion
peaks representing identical molecules at different charge states were de-
convoluted into single masses using MosaiquesVisu software [20, 21]. A peak
list of each peptide was defined by its molecular mass [kDa], normalized
migration time [min] and normalized signal intensity [AU] [21]. Normalization of
the CE-MS data was based on 29 internal collagen fragments stable over
disease/ health state that serve as internal standards [22]. All detected
peptides were deposited, matched, and annotated in a Microsoft SQL
database [23] and used as input in the presented study. These data have not
been previously described before and are unique to this study. Transformation
of the data (log-transformation) was performed before performing the statistical

analysis, as previously described [24].
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Statistical evaluation of model predictivity

The proportion, mean, standard deviation, median and interquartile range
(25th—75th percentiles) estimates were calculated to describe the distribution
of the different variables in the patient cohort (summarized in Table 1). The
biomarker model’'s scores were calculated via the support vector machine
(SVM)-based software, namely MosaCluster (version 1.7.0), as previously
described [25]. The sensitivity and specificity estimates for the SVM-based
peptide marker pattern were calculated based on the number of correctly
classified samples, as defined by biopsy, considering the previously reported
cut-off criterion of (-0.07). The receiver operating characteristic (ROC) plots
and the respective confidence intervals (95% CIl) were based on exact
binomial calculations and were calculated in MedCalc 12.7.5.0 (Mariakerke,
Belgium). The area under the ROC curve (AUC) was evaluated to estimate the
overall accuracy independent upon a particular threshold [26], and the values
were then compared using DelLong tests. Statistical comparisons of the
classification scores between the PCa risk groups and GS groups were
performed by the Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test using MedCalc 12.7.5.0
(Mariakerke, Belgium) [27]. The diagnostic nomograms (DN) of 19-BM in
combination with clinical variables were established using multiple linear
regression analyses. Decision curve analysis (DCA) [28] examined the
potential net benefit of using the diagnostic nomograms in the clinic, according
to which a net benefit is defined as a function of the decision threshold at
which one would consider obtaining a biopsy. The list of scoring data is

presented in Supplementary Table S2.
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Results

Patient characteristics

In this study, CE-MS proteomics analysis was performed in urine samples
from 148 patients, for which biopsy results confirmed presence of prostate
adenocarcinoma. Of these 148, one patient had to be excluded as PSA values
were not available. The PCa patients were classified into risk groups
according to D’Amico criteria [17] and EAU guidelines [3] , revealing 86
patients of low, 44 of intermediate and 17 of high risk (Table 1). Patients in the
low risk group were of median age of 64 years (61.9-66.0; 95% CI), while the
median value of PSA was 4.4 (4.1- 4.7; 95% CI). Accordingly, PCa patients of
intermediate risk presented median age of 69 (65.6-71.4; 95% ClI), while the
median value of PSA was 6.9 (5.5- 9.4; 95% CI). Finally, seventeen high risk
PCa patients were classified with median age of 72 (67.0-74.0; 95% CI) and
median PSA levels of 18.1 ng/ml (9.7- 20.9; 95% CI). Out of 147 patients, 99
(67.3%) presented with insignificant (GS: 6) and 48 (32.7%) with significant
PCa (GS = 3+4). Men with csPCa were significantly older (median age of 69.5;
67.0-72.0; 95% CI) compared to men with insPCa (median age of 65; 62.4-
66.0; 95% CI; p= 0.0053; Mann-Whitney test) and had significantly higher PSA
levels [(PSAins.= 4.6 (4.2-5.3; 95% CI) compared to PSAsig.=6.6 (5.2-8.8; 95%
Cl); p=0.0055; Mann-Whitney test]. Moreover, out of 99 patients with insPCa,
70 (70,7%) did not undergo any previous biopsy, while 29 (29,3%) were
previously biopsied. For those patients with csPCa (n=48), the respective
proportion was 70.8% (n=34) who did not have previous biopsies and 29.2%
(n=14) that had previously undergone biopsies. The difference in the
percentage proportion of the number of previous biopsies between clinically cs
and insPCa was not significant (p=0.8565; Chi-squared test).
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Validation of 19- BM based on CE-MS urinary peptide biomarkers

First the performance of the previously published 19-BM, based on high
resolution CE-MS urinary profiles [14] was validated, in line with the
recommendations for biomarker identification and reporting in clinical
proteomics [16]. Considering 99 patients with ins.PCa and 48 patients with
csPCa, the AUC for the 19-BM (AUC19-8m) was estimated at 0.803 with the
95% CI ranging from 0.73 to 0.86 (p< 0.0001). At the validated cut-off level of -
0.07 [14], the sensitivity was estimated at 87.5% and the specificity at 64.6%
(Figure 2A). The 19- BM correctly classified 42 out of the 48 csPCa (GS =
3+4) whereas 35 out of the 99 insPCa (GS: 6) were misclassified as csPCa
cases. Considering a prevalence rate of 32.7 for csPCa, as estimated on the
basis of this patient cohort, the negative predictive value (NPV) for detecting
csPCa was computed at 91.8% (71.9- 99.1%; 95% CI) while the positive
predictive value (PPV) at 55.0% (34- 75.8%; 95% CI). Moreover, as presented
in Figure 2B, the 19- BM significantly discriminated between significant and
insignificant PCa (p <0.0001, Kruskal-Wallis H test), separated patients with
GS 6 from both those with GS 7 and GS 28 (p < 0.005, Kruskal-Wallis H test;
Figure 2C) but also according to the risk group (low risk from intermediate and
high risk; p<0.005, Kruskal-Wallis H test; Figure 2D). Additionally, the
classification based on the urinary 19- BM was not affected by biochemical
variables like urinary creatinine (Spearman's rank correlation coefficient:
0.104; -0.06 to 0.27; 95% CI; p=0.2278) and total urinary protein (Spearman's
rank correlation coefficient: -0.058; -0.22 to 0.11; 95% CI; p=0.5060).

Comparative assessment of 19- BM with PSA and PSA density

Considering serum PSA levels that were measured at the timepoint of biopsy,
a direct comparison of PSA and PSA density with the CE-MS based 19-BM
was performed. Multivariate analysis showed that the 19-BM outperformed
PSA in discriminating csPCa (AUCpsa: 0.64;0.55- 0.72; 95% CI; p= 0.006;
Figure 3A). The sensitivity of the PSA was estimated at 66.7% (51.6- 79.6%;
95% CI; PSA > 4ng/ml), while the specificity at 44.4% (34.5- 79.6; 95% CI;

PSA > 4ng/ml). Sixteen patients with csPCa were detected by the 19-BM but
10
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were missed by serum PSA. Out of 16 patients, 13 were bearing GS 3+4 PCa
tumours, and three patients had tumors of GS 2 4+3. Additionally, both the
NPV (73.3; 48.4- 90.6; 95% CI) and the PPV (36.8; 19.5- 57.0; 95% CI)
estimates were lower than the estimates based on the 19-BM. Considering
135 PCa patients, for whom data on prostate volume were available, a direct
comparison of the 19- BM with PSA density (PSAD) was also possible. As in
the case of serum PSA, the 19-BM outperformed PSAD in discriminating
csPCa (AUCpsap: 0.64;0.56- 0.73; 95% CI; p= 0.0127; Figure 3B). The
sensitivity of the PSAD was estimated at 83.7% (69.3- 93.2%; 95% CI), with
the specificity at 42.4% (32.1- 53.1; 95% CI). Six patients with csPCa were
detected by the 19-BM but were missed when considering PSAD. Out of these
six patients, four were bearing GS 3+4 PCa tumours and two patients had
tumors with GS = 4+3. Similar to the PSA comparison, both the NPV (84.4;
55.6- 97.8; 95% CI) and the PPV (41.3; 23.2- 61.4; 95% CI) estimates for

PSAD were lower than the estimates based on the 19-BM.

Comparison of 19-BM with the ERSPC clinical risk calculator

To investigate if the 19- BM can improve on the current state-of-the-art clinical
prognosticators, the SVM-based scores from 19-BM were further compared
with the estimates of ERSPC risk calculator for detecting high risk PCa
(ERSPC 3/4), as presented in Figure 4. Based on the available clinical data
for the PSA levels, the DRE result and accounting also for the previous
biopsies, ERSPC 3/4 estimates for 109 PCa patients were available for this
comparison. In this analysis the performance of 19-BM (auci9-8mM=0.82; 0.74-
0.89) was significantly superior to the one of ERSPC 3/4 risk calculator
(AUCerspc3ia =0.67; 0.57- 0.76; p= 0.0275). At the optimal cut-off level
sensitivity of the ERSPC 3/4 was estimated at 52.9% (35.1- 70.2; 95% CI) and
specificity at 72.0% (60.4- 81.8; 95% CI). Fifteen of the 34 patients with
confirmed csPCa, including three GS=8 tumours were misclassified by the
ERSPC3/4. Interestingly, fourteen of the 15 were detected by the 19- BM.
Considering the predictive values, both the NPV (75.9; 52.5- 91.6; 95% CI)

11
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and the PPV (47.9; 19.6- 77.3; 95% CI) estimates based on ERSPC 3/4 were
slightly but not significantly lower than the estimates based on the 19- BM.

Integrative diagnostics: Assessment of multimodal models based on 19-
BM

Evidence based on initial analysis of previously reported data [14] showed a
slightly improved performance upon integration of 19- BM to a DN including
CE-MS based 19-BM, PSA and age (DNpsa-ace-198m). As before [14], in this
study integration of PSA and age with the 19-BM, DNpsa-ace-ck, resulted in an
improved AUC value of 0.83 (0.76- 0.89; 95% CI), although not statistically
significant (p= 0.1308) compared to the 19- BM (AUC: 0.80; 0.73- 0.87; Figure
5A). The integrative nomogram outperformed PSA (AUC: 0.64; 0.5- 0.72; 95%
Cl; p= 0.0001; Table 2). A second DN was developed by integrating PSAD
and 19-BM (DNpsab-198m), performing again slightly (AUCpbn:psap-ce: 0.82; 0.74-
0.88; 95% CI) but not significantly better than 19- BM alone (p= 0.2421;
Figure 5A; Table 2). In comparison to PSAD alone, DNpsap-198m demonstrated
significantly better performance based on the ROC pairwise comparison (p=
0.001). Similarly, a third DN was evaluated by combining ERSPC 3/4 with 19-
BM (DNerspcais-198m). In this assessment, too, and although the integrative
performance for DNerspcsis-198M Was even higher reaching an AUC of 0.86
(0.78 — 0.92; 95% ClI), the difference was not statistically significant when
compared to 19-BM alone (p= 0.076; Figure 5A; Table 2). Lastly, all the
above significant clinical variables were integrated together into a DN including
all relevant risk estimates such as the 19- BM, PSA, PSAD, age and ERSPC
3/4. As shown in Figure 5A, the performance for this DN including all
significant variables was further improved reaching an AUC of 0.88 (0.80-
0.93; 95% CI), significantly outperforming PSA (p= 0.002), PSAD (p < 0.001),
ERSPC 3/4 (p= 0.0007) alone but not the 19-BM (p= 0.06) alone. Considering
the optimal cut-off criterion for the diagnostic nomogram (>0.1766; Youden
index), the sensitivity was estimated at 93.8% (79.2 — 99.2; 95% CI) and the
specificity at 65.7% (53.4- 76.7; 95% CI). The integrative nomogram correctly

classified 30 out of the 32 significant PCa (GS = 3+4) and misclassified two
12
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patients with GS 7. Additionally, the NPV for detecting csPCa was computed
at 95.6% (71.3- 99.9%; 95% CI) whereas the PPV at 57% (32- 79.6%; 95%
Cl). To assess the clinical benefit of the integrative model, a decision curve
analysis was performed. Based on the net plotting against the threshold
probabilities for the comparisons between the DN and the 19-BM, PSA, PSAD
and ERSPC estimates, there is a clear benefit of the integrative model

particularly in the lower range of the risk thresholds (Figure 5B).

Discussion

There is evidence that AS is a feasible and safe option for patients with low
risk PCa. However, accurate and frequent monitoring is required to detect
disease progressing to detect significant cancer in a timely fashion. Routine
monitoring is commonly based on either PSA levels over time in addition to
regular mpMRI and re-biopsy, the latter requiring the use of invasive needle
biopsies [29]. To delay or even avoid regular re-biopsies for monitoring the
disease, biomarkers predicting disease progression are of utmost importance.
-omics based studies have been published reporting on predictive features of
PCa biopsy outcome to guide patient stratification to significant and non-
significant prostate cancer and improve patient management [30, 31]. Using
CE-MS proteomics, a biomarker model based on 19 urinary peptides (19BM)
was established and validated in 823 patients suspicious for presence of PCa
(reporting an AUC of 0.81, outperforming PSA and ERPSC) [14]. Building
upon this previous report, in this study we aimed at validating the 19- BM in
147 patients with confirmed PCa. The 19- BM demonstrated high
reproducibility in this external validation study for discriminating significant
PCa. The 19-BM exhibited good performance (AUC19.8m:0.80) that was
comparable to the previously described estimates (AUC:0.81). Furthermore,
the 19-BM sensitivity (88%) and specificity (65%) were similar to those
previously reported (90% and 59%, respectively) [14]. The lower specificity is
mostly attributed to the mis-classification of clinically insignificant PCa as

clinically significant forms. The clinical consequence of this observation can be
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weighted as tolerable, since patients with positive score based on the CE-MS
assessment will further undergo biopsy to rule out the presence of csPCa.

In this study, 19-BM again performed better than PSA and successfully
classified most of PCa cases (19-BM: 42/48 patients; PSA: 32/48 patients).
Moreover, both the NPV of 19-BM and the PPV were also higher than the
values reported based on PSA performance The same observations were
present when comparing to PSA density (AUC: 0.64) and the ERSPC3/4
calculator (AUC:0.67).

To investigate if improved performance can be achieved upon combination of
19-BM with current state-of-the-art risk calculators, several integrative
diagnostics strategies were employed to develop DN including different
combinations of 19-BM with the significant clinical variables like PSA, PSAD,
age, ERSPC. In all above comparisons, the integrative DNs demonstrated
improved performance, an observation which is in line with previous evidence
for a level of complementarity of the diagnostics assays. Yet, in all
comparisons the performance of the multimodal DNs did not significantly
improve the 19-BM alone. An additional decision curve analysis was
performed to assess the clinical benefit of the integrative model in comparison
with the 19-BM, ERSPC 3/ 4, PSAD and PSA, demonstrating an improved net
benefit particularly in the low range of risk threshold.

Considering the above scientific evidence as well as the very high NPV
(>90%), the specific clinical impact of a non-invasive test like 19-BM or a DN
based on 19-BM, would primarily be to guide and eventually reduce the
number of invasive biopsies. The required high sensitivity for accurate
detection of csPCa was achieved in this study. Upon potential application of
such a test and in view of a positive test, urologists are alerted to perform a
more thorough investigation, improving the overall accuracy in detection of
csPCa. Lower specificity would likely result in more misclassifications of an
insPCa form as a csPCa. As a result, a positive result based on 19-BM or a
DN- based on 19-BM should be complemented by a biopsy procedure to rule

out csPCa.
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Considering the literature, several biomarkers have been tested to
discriminate significant PCa, such as 4K score test, PHI, PCA3, SelectMDx
[32, 33]. The PCAS urinary assay based on post DRE samples demonstrated
67% sensitivity and 83% specificity for detecting PCa [34]. In comparison to
the PHI in guiding initial and repeated biopsy, the PCA3 assay performed
slightly, but not significantly inferior in both the initial (AUCpcasz: 0.57; AUCPpHI:
0.69) and the repeated biopsy setting (AUCpcas: 0.63; AUCpH:: 0.72) [35].
SelectMDx assay based on the combination of homeobox protein (DLX-1) and
homeobox protein Hox-C6 (HOXC®6), demonstrated an AUC of 0.73 [36], while
Mi-Prostate Score which is based on the detection of the gene fusion
TMPRSS2-ERG, in combination with urinary PCA3 resulted in an AUC of 0.76
for detection of PCa [37]. The validation results shown in this study with an
AUC higher of 0.80 and 0.88 for the integrative nomogram, is higher than the
range 0.57- 0.73 which is shown by other biomarkers and justifies
implementation of this approach, also in future investigative settings.

Although in this study previous potentially clinically useful positive results for
19-BM were replicated, the study also presents with certain limitations. Firstly,
a direct comparison with the above biomarkers reported in the literature was
unfortunately not possible, as paired data were not available. Moreover, this
study was performed retrospectively, however, on samples that were
prospectively collected. Based on the data presented, implementation of this
approach, also in an investigative setting, seems to be highly justified.
Additionally, and as another limitation, multiparametric MRI data was not
available for this patient cohort. In line with the above, and in order to facilitate
comparisons and inclusion of multiparametric MRI, assessment of
complementarity with mpMRI in a future prospective setting is planned.
However, based on the data already available, the potential use of this test in
guiding PCa management should be considered as a valid option.

Collectively, the data presented in this study demonstrate the utility of a
multimodal approach for improved non-invasive detection of significant PCa.
Effective discrimination between clinically significant and insignificant PCa is
expected to reduce the number of diagnostic biopsies and enable more

frequent assessment of PCa (due to the non-invasive nature of the test), thus
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have a positive impact on PCa patient management, by improving patient
compliance and reducing over-treatment and the associated costs.
Considering the high NPV, the clinical utility of the presented homogram could
also be investigated in the context of guiding mpMRI. Along these lines,
another study is planned to investigate the added value of this diagnostic
nomogram to mpMRI in the context of detecting significant PCa.
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Table 1. Clinical and biochemical variables for the 147 patients with

confirmed PCa

Baseline characteristics

Median age (95% CI; yr)
Age range (yr)

PSA median (95% CI; ng/ml)
Digital Rectal Examination
(normal/ suspicious / NA)
Previous biopsies (Y/N)
Median urinary creatinine
(95% CI; mmol/L)

Median total protein

(95% CI; mmol/L)

Disease pathology

. GS 6

. GS 3+4/ 4+3

. GS 8

. GS 9

D’amico risk Stratification
] Low risk

] Intermediate risk

. High risk

Significant PCa (GS 2 3+4)
Insignificant PCa (GS: 6)

Patients with confirmed PCa (n=147)

66.0 (64.2-67.0)
40 - 84
5.2 (4.5-5.9)
90 /20 / 37

43/ 104
8.8 (7.6 - 10.3)

0.03 (0.03 - 0.05)

99
31/ 4
8
5

80
44
17
48 (32.7%)
99 (67.3%)

Abbreviations: 95% CI: Confidence interval; GS: Gleason Score; NA: data

not available; N: Not received; PCa: Prostate Cancer; Y: Received
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Table 2. Summary of pairwise statistical comparisons for the developed

integrative diagnostic nomograms (DN)

AUC 95% CI P value
DN: PSA-age-19BM 0.83 0.76 to 0.89
. 19BM 0.81 0.73t0 0.87 0.1308
. PSA 0.64 0.56t00.72 0.0001
DN: PSAD-19BM 0.82 0.74 to 0.88
. 19BM 0.80 0.721t0 0.86 0.2421
. PSAD 0.64 0.56t0 0.73 0.0001
DN: ERSPC3/4-19BM 0.86 0.78 t0 0.92
) 19BM 0.82 0.74 t0 0.89 0.076
° ERSPC 3/4 0.67 0.571t0 0.76 0.001
DN: all variables 0.88 0.80 to 0.93
) 19BM 0.82 0.731t0 0.89 0.0645
. PSA 0.69 0.60t0 0.78 0.0002
. PSAD 0.65 0,56 t0 0.75 < 0.0001
) ERSPC 3/4 0.69 0.59t00.78 0.0007

Abbreviations: 95% CI: Confidence interval; AUC: Area under the ROC
curve; BM: biomarker model; DN: diagnostic nomogram; PSA: prostate specific
antigen; PSAD: prostate specific antigen density; ROC - receiver operating

characteristics.
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Figure 1

148 patients

Patients with confirmed PCa

1 patient was excluded as PSA
‘ estimate was missing

Recruitment Phase
Inclusion/ Exclusion criteria

Patients with confirmed PCa
(n=147)
- 86 patients with low risk PCa
- 44 patients with intermediate risk PCa
- 17 patients with high risk PCa

Validation Phase

Figure 1. Schematic representation of the study design for the validation of urine CE-
MS based nomograms.
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Figure 2: A) Receiver operating characteristics (ROC) analysis displaying the
performance of the 19- biomarker model for discriminating csPCa from nsPCa; B)
Classification scores, presented in Box-and-Whisker plots grouped according to the
csPCa (n=48) and nsPCa (n=99), C) Classification scores displaying the level of
discrimination across the different Gleason score, and D) risk groups based on
D’amico classification. A post-hoc rank-test was performed using Kruskal-Wallis test.
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Figure 3: Comparative analysis depicted by receiver operating characteristics (ROC)
curves of the 19- biomarker model (19-BM) with A) serum PSA measurements and B)

PSA density (PSAD)
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Figure 4: Comparative analysis depicted by receiver operating characteristics (ROC)
curves for the 19-BM and the ERSPC 3/ 4, considering a subgroup of 109 PCa patients
for whom, available clinical data enabled ERSPC estimation (34 csPCa and 75 insPCa).

22


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.26.22269739
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.26.22269739; this version posted January 28, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Figure 5

100 F = -

>
>
‘0
C
[(5])
)
- — 19-BM
20 1 -------- DN: PSA-AGE-19BM
! DN: PSAD-19BM
,,,,, DN: ERSPC3/4-19BM
DN: all
Olllll
0 20 40 60 80 100
100-Specificity
B
o _
s - ° — 19BM
% o _| - - DN: PSA - AGE - 19BM
m ° PSA
© g _ DPSA
< ERSPC
S Al
= o
- —— None
5 o |
o
E SR J-\«f\é\'\
w o | 5 LA T g Ao =y
(=] NS ~
\ | | | i |
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

High Risk Threshoeld

Figure 5: A) Receiver operating characteristics (ROC) analysis displaying the
performance of DN nomograms based on 19- BM combined with the state-of-the-art
risk variables (PSA, PSAD, ERSPC 3 /4 and age). B) Results of the decision curve
analysis, comparing the net benefit for the prediction of csPCa on biopsy using the
19BM (blue line), and DN (PSA-AGE-19BM; red line), PSA (orange line), DPSA
(yellow line) and ERSPC high risk 3/ 4 (pink line) as a function of the risk threshold,
compared to those benefits of the strategies of treating all patients (grey line) and
treating none (black line).

23


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.26.22269739
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.26.22269739; this version posted January 28, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

References

[1] Sung H, Ferlay J, Siegel RL, Laversanne M, Soerjomataram |, Jemal A, et al. Global Cancer
Statistics 2020: GLOBOCAN Estimates of Incidence and Mortality Worldwide for 36 Cancers
in 185 Countries. CA: a cancer journal for clinicians. 2021;71:209-49.

[2] Jemal A, Siegel R, Ward E, Murray T, Xu J, Smigal C, et al. Cancer statistics, 2006. CA: a
cancer journal for clinicians. 2006;56:106-30.

[3] Mottet N, van den Bergh RCN, Briers E, Van den Broeck T, Cumberbatch MG, De Santis M,
et al. EAU-EANM-ESTRO-ESUR-SIOG Guidelines on Prostate Cancer-2020 Update. Part 1:
Screening, Diagnosis, and Local Treatment with Curative Intent. European urology.
2021;79:243-62.

[4] Fenton JJ, Weyrich MS, Durbin S, Liu Y, Bang H, Melnikow J. Prostate-Specific Antigen-
Based Screening for Prostate Cancer: Evidence Report and Systematic Review for the US
Preventive Services Task Force. Jama. 2018;319:1914-31.

[5] Guichard G, Larre S, Gallina A, Lazar A, Faucon H, Chemama S, et al. Extended 21-sample
needle biopsy protocol for diagnosis of prostate cancer in 1000 consecutive patients.
European urology. 2007;52:430-5.

[6] Mottet N, Bellmunt J, Bolla M, Briers E, Cumberbatch MG, De Santis M, et al. EAU-ESTRO-
SIOG Guidelines on Prostate Cancer. Part 1: Screening, Diagnosis, and Local Treatment with
Curative Intent. European urology. 2017;71:618-29.

[7] Mohler JL, Antonarakis ES, Armstrong AJ, D'Amico AV, Davis BJ, Dorff T, et al. Prostate
Cancer, Version 2.2019, NCCN Clinical Practice Guidelines in Oncology. Journal of the
National Comprehensive Cancer Network : JNCCN. 2019;17:479-505.

[8] Drost FH, Osses DF, Nieboer D, Steyerberg EW, Bangma CH, Roobol MJ, et al. Prostate
MRI, with or without MRI-targeted biopsy, and systematic biopsy for detecting prostate
cancer. The Cochrane database of systematic reviews. 2019;4:CD012663.

[9] van der Leest M, Cornel E, Israel B, Hendriks R, Padhani AR, Hoogenboom M, et al. Head-
to-head Comparison of Transrectal Ultrasound-guided Prostate Biopsy Versus
Multiparametric Prostate Resonance Imaging with Subsequent Magnetic Resonance-guided
Biopsy in Biopsy-naive Men with Elevated Prostate-specific Antigen: A Large Prospective
Multicenter Clinical Study. European urology. 2019;75:570-8.

[10] Sonn GA, Fan RE, Ghanouni P, Wang NN, Brooks JD, Loening AM, et al. Prostate
Magnetic Resonance Imaging Interpretation Varies Substantially Across Radiologists.
European urology focus. 2019;5:592-9.

[11] Torkamani A, Andersen KG, Steinhubl SR, Topol EJ. High-Definition Medicine. Cell.
2017;170:828-43.

[12] van den Bergh RC, Ahmed HU, Bangma CH, Cooperberg MR, Villers A, Parker CC. Novel
tools to improve patient selection and monitoring on active surveillance for low-risk prostate
cancer: a systematic review. European urology. 2014;65:1023-31.

[13] Zhang Z. An In Vitro Diagnostic Multivariate Index Assay (IVDMIA) for Ovarian Cancer:
Harvesting the Power of Multiple Biomarkers. Reviews in obstetrics & gynecology.
2012;5:35-41.

[14] Frantzi M, Gomez Gomez E, Blanca Pedregosa A, Valero Rosa J, Latosinska A, Culig Z, et
al. CE-MS-based urinary biomarkers to distinguish non-significant from significant prostate
cancer. British journal of cancer. 2019;120:1120-8.

24


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.26.22269739
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.26.22269739; this version posted January 28, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

[15] McShane LM, Altman DG, Sauerbrei W, Taube SE, Gion M, Clark GM, et al. REporting
recommendations for tumor MARKer prognostic studies (REMARK). Nature clinical practice
Urology. 2005;2:416-22.

[16] Mischak H, Allmaier G, Apweiler R, Attwood T, Baumann M, Benigni A, et al.
Recommendations for biomarker identification and qualification in clinical proteomics.
Science translational medicine. 2010;2:46ps2.

[17] D'Amico AV, Whittington R, Malkowicz SB, Schultz D, Blank K, Broderick GA, et al.
Biochemical outcome after radical prostatectomy, external beam radiation therapy, or
interstitial radiation therapy for clinically localized prostate cancer. Jama. 1998;280:969-74.
[18] Gomez-Gomez E, Carrasco-Valiente J, Blanca-Pedregosa A, Barco-Sanchez B, Fernandez-
Rueda JL, Molina-Abril H, et al. European Randomized Study of Screening for Prostate Cancer
Risk Calculator: External Validation, Variability, and Clinical Significance. Urology.
2017;102:85-91.

[19] Metzger J, Negm AA, Plentz RR, Weismuller TJ, Wedemeyer J, Karlsen TH, et al. Urine
proteomic analysis differentiates cholangiocarcinoma from primary sclerosing cholangitis
and other benign biliary disorders. Gut. 2013;62:122-30.

[20] Zurbig P, Renfrow MB, Schiffer E, Novak J, Walden M, Wittke S, et al. Biomarker
discovery by CE-MS enables sequence analysis via MS/MS with platform-independent
separation. Electrophoresis. 2006;27:2111-25.

[21] Frantzi M, Metzger J, Banks RE, Husi H, Klein J, Dakna M, et al. Discovery and validation
of urinary biomarkers for detection of renal cell carcinoma. J Proteomics. 2014;98:44-58.

[22] Siwy J, Mullen W, Golovko |, Franke J, Zurbig P. Human urinary peptide database for
multiple disease biomarker discovery. Proteomics Clin Appl. 2011;5:367-74.

[23] Latosinska A, Siwy J, Mischak H, Frantzi M. Peptidomics and proteomics based on CE-MS
as a robust tool in clinical application: The past, the present, and the future. Electrophoresis.
2019;40:2294-308.

[24] Dakna M, Harris K, Kalousis A, Carpentier S, Kolch W, Schanstra JP, et al. Addressing the
challenge of defining valid proteomic biomarkers and classifiers. BMC Bioinformatics.
2010;11:594.

[25] Frantzi M, van Kessel KE, Zwarthoff EC, Marquez M, Rava M, Malats N, et al.
Development and Validation of Urine-based Peptide Biomarker Panels for Detecting Bladder
Cancer in a Multi-center Study. Clinical cancer research : an official journal of the American
Association for Cancer Research. 2016;22:4077-86.

[26] Deleo JM. Receiver operating characteristic laboratory (ROCLAB): Software for
developing decision strategies that account for uncertainty. Uncertainty Modeling and
Analysis, 1993 Proceedings, Second International Symposium on. 1993:318-25.

[27] Roobol MJ, van Vugt HA, Loeb S, Zhu X, Bul M, Bangma CH, et al. Prediction of prostate
cancer risk: the role of prostate volume and digital rectal examination in the ERSPC risk
calculators. European urology. 2012;61:577-83.

[28] Vickers A, Elkin E. Decision Curve Analysis: A Novel Method for Evaluating Prediction
Models. . Medical Decision Making. 2006;6:565-74.

[29] Briganti A, Fossati N, Catto JWF, Cornford P, Montorsi F, Mottet N, et al. Active
Surveillance for Low-risk Prostate Cancer: The European Association of Urology Position in
2018. European urology. 2018;74:357-68.

25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.26.22269739
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.26.22269739; this version posted January 28, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

[30] Luca BA, Moulton V, Ellis C, Edwards DR, Campbell C, Cooper RA, et al. A novel
stratification framework for predicting outcome in patients with prostate cancer. British
journal of cancer. 2020.

[31] Luca BA, Brewer DS, Edwards DR, Edwards S, Whitaker HC, Merson S, et al. DESNT: A
Poor Prognosis Category of Human Prostate Cancer. European urology focus. 2018;4:842-50.
[32] Alford AV, Brito JM, Yadav KK, Yadav SS, Tewari AK, Renzulli J. The Use of Biomarkers in
Prostate Cancer Screening and Treatment. Reviews in urology. 2017;19:221-34.

[33] Frantzi M, Gomez-Gomez E, Mischak H. Noninvasive biomarkers to guide intervention:
toward personalized patient management in prostate cancer. Expert Review of Precision
Medicine and Drug Development 2020;5.

[34] Hessels D, Klein Gunnewiek JM, van Oort I, Karthaus HF, van Leenders GJ, van Balken B,
et al. DD3(PCA3)-based molecular urine analysis for the diagnosis of prostate cancer.
European urology. 2003;44:8-15; discussion -6.

[35] Scattoni V, Lazzeri M, Lughezzani G, De Luca S, Passera R, Bollito E, et al. Head-to-head
comparison of prostate health index and urinary PCA3 for predicting cancer at initial or
repeat biopsy. The Journal of urology. 2013;190:496-501.

[36] Van Neste L, Hendriks RJ, Dijkstra S, Trooskens G, Cornel EB, Jannink SA, et al. Detection
of High-grade Prostate Cancer Using a Urinary Molecular Biomarker-Based Risk Score.
European urology. 2016;70:740-8.

[37] Tomlins SA, Day JR, Lonigro RJ, Hovelson DH, Siddiqui J, Kunju LP, et al. Urine
TMPRSS2:ERG Plus PCA3 for Individualized Prostate Cancer Risk Assessment. European
urology. 2016;70:45-53.

26


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.26.22269739
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

