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Abstract 
 
Background: Pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma (PDAC) is amongst the deadliest cancers, 
with few modern tools to inform patient prognosis and help guide treatment options. 
Transcriptome-based molecular subtyping is one emerging technology that has been employed 
to help patients optimize available therapeutic approaches. Here we retrospectively 
demonstrate the clinical validity of PurIST (Purity Independent Subtyping of Tumors), an RNA-
based classifier that divides PDAC patients into two subtypes with differential prognoses, as a 
validated laboratory-developed test (LDT) on the Tempus Labs sequencing platform. 

 
Methods: A cohort comprising 258 late-stage PDAC patients with available transcriptomic and 
outcomes data was drawn from the Tempus clinicogenomic database and classified using 
PurIST into one of two subtypes (“Basal” or “Classical”). Differences in patient survival from the 
date of diagnosis were compared between subtypes, and between two common first-line 
treatment regimens, FOLFIRINOX, and gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel. 

 
Results: Of the 258 PDAC patients in the validation cohort, PurIST classified 173 as classical 
subtype, 59 as basal subtype, and 26 as no-calls. Reinforcing previous findings, patients of the 
basal subtype had significantly lower overall survival than those of the classical subtype. 
Notably, differential survival by subtype was significant among the subset of patients on 
FOLFIRINOX, but not those on gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel.  
 
Conclusions: The implementation of PurIST on a high-throughput clinical laboratory RNA-Seq 
platform and the demonstration of the model’s clinical utility in a real-world cohort together show 
that PurIST can be used at scale to refine PDAC prognosis and thereby inform treatment 
selection to improve outcomes for advanced-stage PDAC patients. 
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Introduction 
 
Pancreatic cancer represents approximately 3.2% of all new cancer diagnoses with an 
estimated 60,430 new cases diagnosed in 2021 (Park et al. 2012, SEER Cancer Stat Facts), 
while pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma (PDAC) constitutes the most prevalent type of 
pancreatic neoplasm, accounting for more than 90% of all pancreatic cancer cases. To date, 
PDAC is the fourth most frequent cause of cancer-related deaths worldwide with a 5-year 
overall survival below 8% (Orth et al. 2019; Sarantis et al. 2020). When known tumor-specific 
alterations are detected in PDAC patients, targeted treatment can be used to significantly 
improve progression-free and overall survival (Lowery et al. 2017; Aguirre et al. 2018). 
Unfortunately, only 26% of pancreatic cancer patients have these types of actionable molecular 
alterations (Pishvaian et al. 2020), highlighting the need for a more general approach to 
optimizing treatment selection.  

Transcriptome-based molecular profiling of tumor tissue can offer additional insight into tumor 
biology and help guide treatment decisions. For example, transcriptomic data can be used to 
detect gene expression networks or the activity of oncogenic pathways and support the 
development of more targeted therapies (Malone et al 2020). Gene expression data can also be 
used to define and identify cancer subtypes that differ in their rates of disease progression or 
responses to specific therapies (Weigelt et al. 2009; Kim et al. 2019). Already, transcriptome-
based molecular profiling has been used to predict the risk of recurrence in prostate (Long et al. 
2014), breast (Wallden et al. 2015), and lung cancers (Sun et al. 2021; Ma et al. 2021), and to 
guide treatment decisions in lung, breast, and bladder cancers (Robinson et al. 2017; Benayed 
et al. 2019; Adashek et al. 2020; Wise and Solit 2019; Rodon et al. 2019). 

Several transcriptome-based schemas have been proposed to enable molecular subtyping of 
PDAC (Collisson et al. 2011; Bailey et al. 2016; Puleo et al. 2018; Moffitt et al. 2015), with the 
Moffitt et al. schema showing strong prognostic value and performing well independently of 
biopsy purity (Rashid et al. 2020; TCGA 2017). Moffitt et al. used the expression of tumor 
intrinsic genes to identify two PDAC subtypes, “basal-like” (hereafter “basal”) and “classical,” 
which remain stable and distinct regardless of patient treatment experience (Moffitt et al. 2015). 
Rashid et al. (2020) formalized the Moffitt schema with Purity Independent Subtyping of Tumors 
(PurIST), a classifier with intra-sample normalization to enable single-sample subtyping suitable 
for a clinical setting. PurIST consistently recapitulated Moffitt basal and classical subtype calls 
with high fidelity across multiple platforms (microarray, NanoString NGS, and Illumina NGS) and 
sample types (flash-frozen, FFPE), and on publicly available datasets (TCGA PDAC) (Rashid et 
al. 2020). Importantly, preliminary evidence suggests that PurIST subtypes may have prognostic 
value, with classical patients showing significantly higher response rates and survival benefits 
from leucovorin-fluorouracil-irinotecan-oxaliplatin (FOLFIRINOX) than basal patients (O’Kane et 
al. 2020; Rashid et al. 2020). PurIST is currently being further evaluated for treatment matching 
in resectable and borderline-resectable PDAC patients in a phase II trial (NCT04683315). 

In this study, we report the results of a prospectively designed retrospective clinical validation of 
the PurIST classifier as a laboratory-developed test (LDT) on the Tempus Labs sequencing 
platform. We validate PurIST using a real-world dataset of 258 patients with advanced PDAC 
who received one of the two most-administered first-line treatments, FOLFIRINOX or 
gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel. All samples were processed on the Tempus xT RNA sequencing 
whole exome capture transcriptome assay. The implementation of PurIST on a high-throughput 
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clinical laboratory RNA-Seq platform and the demonstration of the model’s clinical utility in a 
real-world cohort together show that PurIST can be used at scale to refine PDAC prognosis and 
thereby inform treatment selection and improve outcomes for advanced-stage PDAC patients.  

 

Methods 
 
Sample Selection 
 
Three PDAC cohorts were drawn from the Tempus clinicogenomic database, one for analytical 
validation of PurIST at Tempus, one to test for concordance across platforms, and the third for 
clinical validation. For the analytical validation (N = 36 reference samples), patients with any 
stage of PDAC were selected. For the platform concordance cohort (N=100), we selected 
patients with early-stage PDAC to maximize similarity to the original Moffitt et al. (2015) cohort; 
namely, those with Stage I-III resectable tumors and biopsies exclusively from primary tumors in 
the pancreas. For the validation cohort (N=258), we selected patients with late-stage PDAC, 
defined as Stage III-IV unresectable tumors, and biopsies from either primary or metastasized 
tumors, to better reflect the types of patients that will be seeking PurIST results in a clinical 
setting. Additionally, patients in the platform concordance and clinical validation cohorts had no 
prior resections, were treatment naive at the time of biopsy, were treated with either 
FOLFIRINOX or gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel as first-line (1L) systemic therapy, had biopsy 
sequencing performed no more than 30 days prior to 1L treatment start date, and had available 
outcomes data. Patient data were de-identified according to HIPAA guidelines. Line of therapy 
was determined using clinician notes and clinical abstraction methods. Dates of diagnosis and 
sequencing spanned years 2009 – 2021 and 2017 - 2022 for the two cohorts, respectively. 
Clinical abstraction included records that had data for pancreatic cancer diagnosis date, age, 
gender, race, status (primary vs metastatic), stage (resectable vs non-resectable). Tempus xT 
sequencing was completed between 2017 - 2022. The study design, including analyses and 
endpoints, was prospectively defined before development of the validation cohort. 
 
 
Clinical Data Abstraction 
 
Clinical data were extracted from the Tempus real-world oncology database. This encompassed 
longitudinal structured and unstructured data from geographically diverse oncology practices, 
including integrated delivery networks, academic institutions, and community practices. Records 
included in this study may have been obtained in partnership with ASCO CancerLinQ. 
Structured data from electronic health record systems were integrated with unstructured data 
collected from patient records via technology-enabled chart abstraction and corresponding 
molecular data, if applicable. Data were harmonized and normalized to standard terminologies 
from MedDRA, NCBI, NCIt, NCIm, RxNorm, and SNOMED. Additional mortality data were 
obtained from Datavant, an organization that augments Social Security Administration death 
master files with information from newspapers, funeral homes, and memorials to construct an 
individual-level database of more than 80% of US deaths annually (Datavant, Mortality Data in 
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Healthcare Analytics, 2021). Patients with no recorded date of death across all mortality sources 
were censored at the date of last recorded interaction with the medical system (i.e., date of last 
follow-up). 
 
DNA and RNA sequencing 
 
De-identified records from 394 Formalin-Fixed Paraffin-Embedded (FFPE) tumor samples from 
PDAC with DNA and RNA sequencing data were selected from the Tempus Oncology 
Database. All samples underwent DNA and RNA sequencing using the Tempus xT targeted 
panel. Tempus xT is a next-generation sequencing assay employed for the detection of specific 
cancer targets by sequencing tumor samples from patients (saliva or blood samples) when 
available. Tempus xT detects insertions and/or deletions, single-nucleotide variants, and copy 
number variants in 648 genes (spanning ~3.6Mb long genomic region) along with chromosomal 
rearrangements in 22 genes with high specificity and sensitivity. The assay also evaluates 
transcriptomic alterations from whole-transcriptome RNA sequencing data, including variations 
in gene expression, altered splicing, and fusions. Sample preparation, DNA sequencing, and 
RNA sequencing were conducted as described (Leibowitz et al. 2022; Michuda et al. 2022).  
 
The PurIST model 
 
PurIST is a Top Scoring Pairs (k-TSPs) gene signature model that assesses rank-based 
expression levels of 16 genes sorted into 8 gene pairs from a single sample to estimate the 
likelihood of that sample being basal (Rashid et al. 2020).  
 
Robustness of the PurIST model on the Tempus platform 
 
To confirm that PurIST performance was not sensitive to differences in sequence processing 
platforms, we compared results from samples bioinformatically processed according to the 
pipeline described in Rashid et al. to those processed as part of the whole-transcriptome xT 
assay at Tempus. This comparison included a difference in normalization method, namely 
transcripts per million (Rashid et al.) vs. the Tempus xT method of normalization based on 
transcript length, GC content, and library size as described in Leibowitz et al. (2022). Similarly, 
to confirm that PurIST performance was not sensitive to differences in model training datasets, 
we compared results from the original model as described by Rashid et al. to those from a new 
version of the model retrained on Tempus transcriptomic data. More specifically, the model 
training process described in Rashid et al. (2020) was used to generate new Tempus-specific 
PurIST gene-pair coefficients, and intercepts and subtype classifications from both model 
versions were compared for samples from the platform concordance cohort (N=100).  
 
Analytical validation of PurIST on the Tempus platform comprised four stages: limit of detection 
(LOD), intra-assay precision, inter-assay precision, and inter-sequencer concordance. To 
establish the lower limit of detection in terms of tumor purity, four tumor samples with at least 
50% purity were diluted to 20%, 30%, and 40% purity using unmatched adjacent normal tissue 
obtained from patients with pancreatic cancer. Diluted samples were sequenced and analyzed 
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in triplicate at all three dilution levels. Intra-assay precision was determined by processing eight 
samples in triplicate on a single sequencing run. Inter-assay precision was determined by 
processing 12 samples in triplicate by at least two different operators on different equipment, on 
different days, and using different reagent lots. Inter-instrument concordance was determined by 
sequencing nine samples in triplicate across three different Illumina NovaSeq sequencers. All 
stages of the analytical validation were performed at Tempus Labs in Chicago, IL; a second 
analytical validation was performed in parallel at Tempus Labs in Durham, NC. 
 
Confidence scoring and implementation of a no-call zone 
 
Like any classifier that uses continuous measures to group patients into discrete bins, PurIST 
can give low-confidence or indeterminate results when the expressions of gene pairs used in 
the algorithm provide results that are within statistical margins of error between those defining 
the classical and basal subtypes. While it is not important to account for such indeterminate 
samples in population-level analyses when mean effects are the primary concern, it is important 
to flag them when reporting LDT results to individual patients to ensure a high degree of patient-
level reproducibility. Hence, we developed a simulation-based approach to calculate confidence 
scores for each sample by evaluating across all gene pairs the proximity of the paired values, 
the subsequent likelihood of rank inversion, and subtype flipping as a result. Samples with 
confidence scores below 0.85 were flagged as no-calls and were censored from analytical 
validations.  
 
Confidence scores were generated for each sample as follows: 

1. For each observed expression value for each PurIST gene, a predicted standard 
deviation was estimated using a simple linear model: 
 

predicted_sd ~ a * sqrt(log10(observed_expression)) - b 
 
where constants a = -0.08344563 and b = 0.2120142 as determined by fitting the model 
to a dataset comprising 1000 replicate runs of a single universal human reference 
sample on the Tempus RNA-Seq pipeline. The linear model predicts standard deviation 
based on mean expression alone and is agnostic to gene identity. 

2. A new set of 16 gene log-transformed expression values was drawn from 16 normal 
distributions defined using the observed log-transformed expression values as their 
means along with their respective predicted standard deviations. The PurIST algorithm 
was then re-applied to the new set of simulated expression values to determine the 
predicted classification.  

3. The process in (2) was repeated 10000 times, and the frequencies of basal and classical 
classification outcomes were tabulated. 

4. Confidence score was calculated as the number of times the majority classification was 
observed divided by the total number of simulations (10000); as such, scores ranged 
from 0.5 (very low confidence; equivalent to a coin flip) to 1.0 (very high confidence; zero 
discordance expected). 
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Validation of the PurIST model in a RWE PDAC cohort 
 
Kaplan-Meier analysis of overall survival (OS) from the date of diagnosis was compared 
between subtypes and other cohort groupings and assessed with log-rank tests. Univariable 
and multivariable statistical associations to OS were determined using Cox proportional hazards 
(cox PH) models. The 12-month survival rates were compared between groups using two-
proportion z-tests.  
 
Clinical and molecular associations with PurIST subtypes and outcome measures 
 
Associations between clinical or molecular variables and OS were assessed using the same 
methods as above. A comparison of gene-level mutation burden was performed using mutations 
deemed pathogenic and likely pathogenic as per the Tempus Knowledge Database (KDB) 
(Beaubier et al. 2019). The proportion of samples harboring gene-specific mutations and 
proportions of specific amino acid changes were compared using Fisher’s exact tests. 
Differential gene expression between subtypes was determined using the Wilcoxon test. Cox 
PH models were used to examine gene expression associations with OS. 
 

Results 

To begin our PDAC tumor subtyping studies, qualifying Tempus PDAC samples (N=358) were 
grouped into a platform concordance cohort (N=100), consisting of patients with early-stage 
resectable tumors, and a clinical validation cohort (N=258), consisting of patients with late-stage 
unresectable tumors. The overall schema of the study is shown in Figure 1, and the clinical and 
demographic characteristics of both cohorts are shown in the Supplementary Materials section 
and Table 1, respectively.  

Robustness of the PurIST model on the Tempus platform 
 
Samples processed using both Rashid et al. and Tempus bioinformatics pipelines (N = 100) were 
98% concordant in their PurIST subtypes, suggesting that the classifier is robust to differences 
among sequencing data processing pipelines (Supplementary Figure 1). Likewise, the original 
PurIST model (Rashid et al. 2020) and the model retrained using data from the Tempus assay 
were 98% concordant, suggesting that the classifier is robust to training set differences. Given 
that the two versions of the PurIST model performed equivalently, the original PurIST model as 
described in (Rashid et al. 2020) was used to subtype patients in the validation cohort. 

Results from the four stages of the analytical validation showed 100% agreement within all sets 
of replicates, indicating that the PurIST algorithm generates reliable and reproducible subtype 
classifications on the Tempus sequencing pipeline. Of the 36 reference samples initially 
selected for the analytical validation, two were identified as no-calls and removed. The 
remaining 34 reference samples (15 basal, 19 classical) were diluted with normal tissue where 
applicable, subsampled in triplicate, and submitted for sequencing, resulting in 138 attempted 
replicates. Of these, eight failed sequencing, resulting in 130 successfully processed replicates. 
Together, the four stages of the analytical validation show that (1) PurIST subtypes can be 
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reliably determined at tumor purities as low as 20%, (2) subtyping results are consistent when 
run in parallel on the same sequencing run, (3) subtyping results are reproducible even when 
processed by different users on different equipment, and (4) subtyping results are not sensitive 
to minor differences between Illumina NovaSeq sequencers. For specific sample sizes and 
additional details about the analytical validation, refer to Supplementary Table 2.  
 
 

Validation of the PurIST model in a RWE PDAC cohort 
 
Patient validation cohort 
 
Of the 258 patients in the validation cohort, 26 were determined to be no-calls and dropped from 
the analysis. Of the remaining 232 patients, PurIST classified 173 (74.6%) tumors as the 
classical subtype and the remaining 59 (25.4%) as the basal subtype (Table 1). Basal patients 
were significantly more likely than classical patients to be male (75% vs. 53%, respectively; p = 
0.003). Basal patients were also more likely than classical patients to have a liver metastasis 
(78% vs. 69%), and less likely than classical patients to have a pathogenic or likely pathogenic 
mutation in a DNA Damage Repair (DDR) gene (1.7% vs 9.4%) defined as BRCA1, BRCA2, 
PALB2, ATM, ATR, ATRX, BAP1, BARD1, BRIP1, CHEK1, CHEK2, RAD50, RAD51, RAD51B, 
FANCA, FANCC, FANCD2, FANCE, FANCF, FANCG, FANCL, but these associations were not 
significant. Following the current standard of care, patients who were younger and had lower 
ECOG scores were more likely to receive FOLFIRINOX than gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel.  
 
The prognostic value of PurIST for PDAC patients 
 
PurIST subtype classification was broadly prognostic of survival for patients in the validation 
cohort. Specifically, basal patients had significantly shorter OS than classical patients (HR = 
1.61; 95% CI: 1.16-2.25; p = 0.0043), with median OS values of 8.93 months (95% CI: 7.73-
12.03) and 13.6 months (95% CI: 11.67-16.5), respectively (Figure 2A). Similarly, basal patients 
were significantly less likely than classical patients to survive to 12 months (32.7% vs. 55.3%, 
respectively; p = 0.008), recapitulating the prognostic subtype association observed in prior 
studies (Moffitt et al. 2015; Rashid et al. 2020). 
 
Prognostic value of PurIST for first-line FOLFIRINOX treated PDAC patients 
 
PurIST subtype classification was significantly prognostic in the subset of patients who received 
FOLFIRINOX as 1L, but not in the subset of patients who received gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel 
as 1L. Among patients treated with FOLFIRINOX (n = 137), basal patients (n = 33) had 
significantly shorter OS than classical patients (n = 104) (HR = 1.7; 95% CI, 1.1-2.63; p = 
0.015), with median OS values of 8.98 months (95% CI: 7.93-17.07) and 14.1 months (95% CI: 
12.33-17.03), respectively (Figure 2B). In addition, FOLFIRINOX-treated basal patients were 
significantly less likely than classical patients to survive to 12 months (33.3% vs. 59.34%, 
respectively; p = 0.024). Among patients treated with gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel (n = 95), 
basal patients (n = 26) did not differ significantly from classical patients (n = 69) in their median 
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OS (basal = 10.5 months, 95% CI: 6-18.3 vs; classical= 12 months, 95% CI: 10.3-18.2; p = 
0.1087; Supplementary Figure 3) or 12-month survival (basal = 31.8%, classical = 49.2%; chi-
squared p-value = 0.25). 
 

Clinical and molecular associations with PurIST subtypes and outcome 
measures 

 
Clinical variables associated with prognosis 
 
We next assessed other relevant clinical variables that were potentially predictive of overall 
survival in this cohort. We found sex to be highly prognostic for PDAC patients (HR = 1.63, 95% 
CI = 1.2-2.21, p = 0.0014), irrespective of 1L therapy administered, with males having a worse 
prognosis both overall and within subtypes and treatment groups. Importantly, PurIST subtype 
remained a significant predictor of OS in a multivariable Cox PH model accounting for sex (HR 
= 1.44, CI = 1.02-2.02, p = 0.038). However, in a similar multivariable model including sex and 
the PurIST subtype as covariates, the PurIST subtype was only marginally associated with 
survival among FOLFIRINOX-treated patients (HR = 1.53, CI = 0.96-2.43, p = 0.074). The 
presence of liver metastases was marginally associated with survival, but only among patients 
treated with FOLFIRINOX (HR = 1.57, CI = 0.98-2.52, p = 0.057), not among patients treated 
with gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel. Within the subgroup of patients with liver metastases, the 
PurIST subtype was significantly associated with survival both for the FOLFIRINOX-treated 
group and for the two regimens together (HR = 2.02, CI = 1.22-3.35, p = 0.0054 and HR = 1.64, 
CI = 1.12-2.41, p = 0.011 respectively), as basal patients with liver metastasis had a worse 
prognosis than classical patients with metastasis. The presence of DNA Damage Repair (DDR) 
mutations was significantly associated with survival in the full cohort in a univariate analysis (HR 
= 0.52, CI = 0.28-0.96, p = 0.034), however in a multivariable Cox PH model including the 
PurIST subtype, only the PurIST subtype was significantly associated with survival, both in the 
FOLFIRINOX treated cohort and in the combined regimens cohort (Supplementary Figure 4). In 
a univariate model, neither age nor histological site was associated with prognosis. In a 
multivariable Cox PH analysis including sex, age at diagnosis, histological site, the presence of 
liver metastasis, and of DDR mutations, and ECOG score the PurIST subtype remained 
significantly associated with OS (HR = 6.26, 95% CI = 1.49-26.38, p = 0.012) in the 
FOLFIRINOX-treated group (Figure 3A). 
 
KRAS coding mutations and other commonly mutated genes 
 
Previous studies have shown that select gene alterations can influence PDAC disease status in 
both classical and basal patients (Saiki et al. 2021). We tested for differences in mutation rates, 
gene expression, and amino acid changes using Fisher’s tests in KRAS, TP53, CDKN2A, and 
SMAD4, four genes previously associated with PDAC (Cicenas et al. 2017), as well as in 10 
additional genes with high mutation prevalence in the validation cohort (Figure 3B). Single 
nucleotide variants for KRAS, TP53, and CDKN2A were similarly prevalent in patients from both 
PurIST subtypes, while SMAD4 and ATM mutations were more common in classical patients 
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than in basal patients (19% vs. 7%; p = 0.05; 6% vs. 0%, p = 0.07 respectively), see Figure 3B). 
Gene expression in KRAS, TP53, and SMAD4 did not differ significantly between the two 
subtypes, while gene expression in CDKN2A was significantly higher in basal patients (p = 
0.031). The frequency of KRAS codon mutations differed nominally by PurIST subtype (p = 
0.08), with G12V being more prevalent in classical patients (34.8% vs 21.1%) and G12R in 
basal patients (23.1% vs 15.6%), but these codons were not associated with differences in 
survival in a subtype-stratified analysis (Figure 3C). Our findings corroborate previous work 
highlighting the potential implications of codon 12-specific KRAS mutations in PDAC (Mueller et 
al. 2018; Smit et al. 1988). Additional Fisher tests on genes with high mutation prevalence did 
not yield a significant result. 
 

Discussion 
 
In this study, we demonstrate the clinical validity of the Tempus PurIST molecular subtyping 
assay as a prognostic tool for PDAC patients when performed as an LDT on the Tempus xT 
sequencing platform. Validation was established using a predefined statistical plan, using an 
independent, retrospective, real-world cohort of advanced-stage (Stage III unresectable and 
Stage IV) PDAC patients undergoing biopsy before receiving first-line systemic therapy. While 
we recapitulated the results from previous studies (Moffitt et al. 2015; Rashid et al. 2020) in 
demonstrating that basal subtype patients have overall worse survival than classical subtype, 
we further extended the analysis and validated PurIST’s regimen-specific prognostic value. 
Amongst patients receiving 1L FOLFIRINOX, basal subtype patients had a significantly worse 
prognosis compared to classical subtype patients. This supplements the results of Rashid et al. 
to a survival endpoint and confirms that basal subtype patients not only have poor response 
rates to FOLFIRINOX but also poorer survival when being administered FOLFIRINOX. 

In a previous study analyzing the same cohort, which did not require the implementation of a no-
call zone, classical subtype patients receiving FOLFIRINOX as first-line therapy survived 
significantly longer than classical subtype patients receiving gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel as 
first-line therapy (p = 0.046), while there was no significant difference in survival by regimen 
among basal subtype patients (Wenric et al. 2022). Implementation of a no-call zone in the 
clinical implementation of PurIST effectively reduced the number of samples included in the 
analysis presented here, resulting in a survival-based  analysis that was directionally similar, but 
not statistically significant. 
 
Given the real-world, retrospective nature of the validation cohort, some clinical variables were 
not balanced between treatment groups, with FOLFIRINOX-treated patients unsurprisingly 
being younger on average and having lower ECOG PS than the gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel 
treated cohort. As a result, while directionally encouraging, future prospective studies should be 
conducted to confirm and further investigate the results described here. To the best of our 
knowledge, these findings represent the first clinical validation of PurIST as a molecular 
subtyping classifier providing FOLFIRINOX-specific prognostic value. 

Clinical covariate analysis assessing the whole clinical validation cohort and within subtypes 
and treatment groups revealed that males have significantly worse overall survival both overall 
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and within subtypes and treatment groups. This result aligns with findings from prior studies that 
males diagnosed with PDAC tend to have a worse prognosis than females (Jinkook Kim et al. 
2021; Pijnappel et al. 2022). Additionally, patients with liver metastases had worse overall 
survival, both within the FOLFIRINOX treatment group (HR = 1.57, p = 0.057) and the 
gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel treatment group (HR = 1.33, p = 0.27); similar results have also 
been observed by others (Suenaga et al. 2014; Groot et al. 2018). Finally, both the male sex 
and the presence of liver metastases were significantly enriched in basal subtype patients. This 
enrichment may be due to intrinsic differences in molecular drivers of disease, differences which 
might be molecularly recapitulated by the PurIST subtypes. Other studies have demonstrated 
that differential molecular drivers of disease aggressiveness are associated with the male sex 
(Natale et al. 2020; Hermann et al. 2021) and liver metastases (Paik et al. 2012; Sperti et al. 
1997; Yachida et al. 2012), both of which are associated with the poorer prognosis basal 
subtype in our validation cohort. Importantly, PurIST remains significantly associated with 
survival even after accounting for these variables, confirming that PurIST has prognostic value 
and clinical utility in a heterogeneous demographic background. 

In summary, these results, using the largest retrospective real-world PDAC cohort with RNA-
Seq reported to date, demonstrate the clinical validity of the PurIST molecular subtyping 
classifier as a prognostic marker for PDAC patients receiving FOLFIRINOX when performed as 
a laboratory-developed test on the Tempus xT platform.  As part of the comprehensive DNA and 
RNA profiling offered by the platform, including driver mutation status (e.g., EGFR, NTRK, 
KRAS, TP53) and HRD status, PurIST may help decision-making in the critical first-line setting 
and contribute to personalized care for PDAC patients.  
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Figures 

 

Figure 1. Study workflow. A. Platform concordance cohort. B. Retrospective clinical validation 
cohort. 

Figure 2. Validation of the PurIST model in a RWE PDAC cohort. A. Overall survival of the 
full cohort (n = 232). B. Overall survival of the FOLFIRINOX treatment group (n = 137). 
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Figure 3. A. Multivariable survival analysis including clinical covariates in the FOLFIRINOX 
treatment group (n = 41 patients with recorded ECOG score, due to missingness). B. 
Comparative mutation rates for basal and classical cohorts with available DNA samples. 
SMAD4 and ATM mutations are more common in classical patients than in basal patients (19% 
vs. 7%; p = 0.05; 6% vs. 0%, p = 0.07 respectively). C. Comparative KRAS codon mutation 
distributions between basal and classical patients.  
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Tables 

Table 1. Clinical validation cohort 
 
 
Characteristic Basal, N = 591 Classical, N = 1731 p-value2 

Gender     0.003 

Female 15 (25%) 82 (47%)   

Male 44 (75%) 91 (53%)   

Age at diagnosis 66 (61, 70) 66 (58, 72) 0.7 

DDR mutation 1 (1.7%) 16 (9.4%) 0.079 

Unknown 1 3   

regimen     0.6 

FOLFIRINOX 33 (56%) 104 (60%)   

gemcitabine + paclitaxel 26 (44%) 69 (40%)   

Stage     >0.9 

Stage 3 3 (5.1%) 9 (5.2%)   

Stage 4 56 (95%) 164 (95%)   

Histology     0.5 

Adenocarcinoma 36 (63%) 104 (62%)   

Adenocarcinoma, metastatic 15 (26%) 48 (29%)   

Carcinoma, metastatic 1 (1.8%) 0 (0%)   

Infiltrating duct carcinoma 5 (8.8%) 15 (9.0%)   

Unknown 2 6   

Liver metastasis 46 (78%) 119 (69%) 0.2 

ECOG     0.4 

0 4 (33%) 32 (48%)   

1 6 (50%) 29 (43%)   

2 1 (8.3%) 3 (4.5%)   

3 1 (8.3%) 3 (4.5%)   
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Unknown 47 106   

1n (%); Median (IQR) 

2Pearson's Chi-squared test; Wilcoxon rank sum test; Fisher's exact test 
  
 
 
 

 

Table 2. Validation of the PurIST model in a RWE PDAC cohort. 1. Median OS and 12-
month survival of the PurIST subtypes ascertained in the full cohort (n = 232). 2. Median OS 
and 12-month survival of the PurIST subtypes ascertained in the FOLFIRINOX treatment group 
(n = 137). 3. Median OS and 12-month survival of the PurIST subtypes ascertained in the 
gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel treatment group (n = 95). 

 

1. Prognostic value of PurIST for PDAC patients 

 Classical (n = 173) Basal (n = 59) p-value 

Median OS 13.6 (11.7 - 16.5) 8.9 (7.7 - 12) 0.0043 

12-month survival 55.3% 32.7% 0.008 

 

2. Prognostic value of PurIST for first-line FOLFIRINOX treated PDAC patients 

 Classical (n = 104) Basal (n = 33) p-value 

Median OS 14.1 (12.3 - 17) 8.98 (7.9 - 17.1) 0.015 

12-month survival 59.3% 33.3% 0.024 

 

3. Prognostic value of PurIST for first-line gemcitabine + nab-paclitaxel treated 
PDAC patients 

 Classical (n = 69) Basal (n = 26) p-value 

Median OS 12 (10.3 - 18.2) 10.5 (6 - 18.3) 0.109 

12-month survival 49.2% 31.8% 0.252 
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