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Recently, clinical trials have demonstrated promising efficacy for novel HER2-targeted therapies in HER2-low breast cancers, raising
the prospect of including a HER2-low category (immunohistochemical [IHC] score of 1+, or 2+ with non-amplified in-situ
hybridization [ISH]) in the HER2 evaluation of breast cancers. In order to better understand this newly-proposed HER2 category, we
investigated the incidence, HER2 staining patterns, clinicopathologic features, and genomic profile of HER2-low breast cancers.
HER2-stained slides of 281 consecutive breast cancers were re-reviewed and the clinicopathologic information, MammaPrint, and
BluePrint results of these cases were retrospectively analyzed. HER2-low breast cancers were identified in 31% of cases and were
more common in estrogen receptor (ER)-positive than ER-negative breast cancers (33.6% vs 15%, p = 0.017). HER2-low cancers were
generally clinical stages I-Il (79%), ER-positive (93.1%), had homogenous HER2 staining (59.2%), HER2 IHC score of 1+ (87.4%),
ductal phenotype (81.6%), histologic grades of 1 or 2 (94.2%) and luminal molecular subtypes (94.3%). Three HER2-low patients
received neoadjuvant chemotherapy and none of them achieved pathologic complete response. When compared to HER2-
negative (IHC of 0+) and HER2-positive (IHC of 3+ or IHC of 2+ with amplified ISH) cancers, HER2-low breast cancers had
significantly lower Ki-67 (p = 0.03 and p < 0.01, respectively) and higher ER positivity (p = 0.01 and p = 0.03, respectively). HER2-low
breast cancers were less likely to be basal molecular subtype when compared to HER2-negative cancers (p < 0.01) and were less
likely to have a HER2 molecular subtype when compared to HER2-positive cancers (p < 0.01). When adjusted for ER status, there was
no significant difference on all the examined variables between HER2-low and HER2-negative groups. Our study provides valuable
baseline characteristics of HER2-low breast cancers deriving from consecutive, real-world cases with a consensus confirmation of

HER2 status, and would help to increase our understanding of this newly-proposed HER2 category in breast cancers.
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INTRODUCTION
The human epidermal growth factor receptor 2 (HER2) is an
important biomarker for breast cancer prognosis and predictive
efficacy of HER2-targeted therapy. According to the American
Society of Clinical Oncology/College of American Pathologists
(ASCO/CAP) HER2 testing guidelines, HER2 status should be
routinely assessed by immunohistochemistry (IHC) and/or in-situ
hybridization (ISH) in all newly-diagnosed breast cancers'. Based
on results from early clinical trials which showed that only HER2-
positive breast cancer patients benefited from the addition of
trastuzumab to chemotherapy regimens®™>, the evaluation of
HER2 status in breast cancer has focused on separating HER2-
positive cancers from HER2-negative cancers. This binary positive
or negative paradigm of HER2 evaluation in breast cancers has
been applied in routine clinical practice around the world.
Intriguingly, results from recent clinical trials have demon-
strated significant clinical benefits from novel therapeutic
compounds, particularly the new HER2-targeting antibody-drug
conjugates (ADCs), in a subset of patients who have traditionally
been considered as HER2 negative by IHC and ISH, but had low

levels of HER2 IHC expression®’. A new concept of “HER2-low”
breast cancer (breast cancers with HER2 IHC score of 1+, or HER2
IHC score of 2+ with a negative ISH result) has been proposed and
applied in recent and ongoing clinical trials® '3,

Based on the current proposed definition for HER2-low breast
cancers, breast cancers with HER2 IHC score of 1+, or HER2 IHC
score of 24+ with a negative ISH result will be the targeted
populations for these novel HER2-targeting ADCs; however, this
“HER2-low” category of breast cancers has rarely been studied and
remains largely undefined. Therefore, the aims of this study were
to investigate the incidence, HER2 IHC staining patterns,
clinicopathologic features, and genomic profile of HER2-low
breast cancers, in order to gain a better understanding of this
newly-proposed HER2 category for breast cancers.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

A retrospective search of the pathology laboratory information system
(SoftPath 1V) at the University of Rochester Medical Center (URMC) was
performed to identify breast cancers diagnosed on core biopsy between
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A HER2 Negative (n) HER2 Low (n) | HER2 Positive (n) Total (n)
ER Positive 136 81 24 241
ER Negative 28 6 6 40
Total 164 \ 87 30 | 281
B c Frequencies of HER2-low in ER positive and ER
10.67% negative breast cancers
(n=30)
P=0.017
ER Positive ER Negative
= HER2 Negative = HER2 Low HER2 Positive
Fig. 1 Incidence of HER2-low breast cancers. A A table showing the case distribution in the study population; B A Pie chart showing the

incidence of HER2-negative, HER2-low, and HER2-positive in the study population; C incidence of HER2-low breast cancers in estrogen

receptor (ER)-positive and ER-negative breast cancers.

04/2020 and 12/2020. During this study period, all breast cancers
diagnosed on core biopsy (n=281) at our institution were sent for
MammaPrint and BluePrint molecular testing to help triage patients for
surgical vs systemic treatment, in response to the COVID19 Pandemic
Breast Cancer Consortium Expert Opinion'®. The study was approved by
our institution’s Institutional Review Board.

Clinicopathologic characteristics (age at diagnosis, size of tumor,
pathologic tumor stage, pathologic lymph-node stage, clinical stage),
histomorphologic features (histologic type, histologic grade, lymphovas-
cular invasion), prognostic factors (estrogen receptor [ER], progesterone
receptor [PR], HER2, and Ki-67) and genomic profile (MammaPrint risk of
recurrence and BluePrint molecular subtypes) of all 281 cases were
retrospectively collected. A 3-tier HER2 scoring system was used in this
study: (1) HER2-negative (HER2 IHC score of 0-+), (2) HER2-low (HER2 IHC
score of 1+, or 2+ with a non-amplified ISH), and (3) HER2-positive (HER2
IHC score of 3+ and IHC score of 2+ with an amplified ISH).

HER2 IHC staining was performed by the Hercep TEST™, using an
automated Dako 48 links Autostainer. HER2 fluorescent in-situ hybridiza-
tion (FISH) was performed ([DAKO]—HER2 IQFISH pharmeTM) on all
equivocal HER2 IHC results, and the FISH results were used in lieu of the
IHC to define the HER2 status for these cases, according to the most
updated ASCO/CAP HER2 testing guidelines'. HER2 IHC stained slides were
re-reviewed by at least two subspecialized breast pathologists (H.Z. and
H.K. and also by D.G.H. for equivocal cases) to reach consensus on the
HER2 scoring and HER2 staining pattern. HER2 IHC scoring of 0+ was
defined as either no staining observed or incomplete membrane staining
that is faint /barely perceptible within <10% of invasive tumor cells; HER2
IHC scoring of 1+ was defined as incomplete faint/barely perceptible
membrane staining within >10% of invasive tumor cells; HER2 scoring of
2+ was defined as weak to moderate complete membrane staining
observed in >10% of invasive tumor cells; and HER2 scoring of 3+ was
defined as complete, intense circumferential membranous staining in
>10% of invasive tumor cells'. HER2 staining patterns were recorded as
either homogenous or heterogeneous with the heterogeneous pattern
being further defined as either clustered, mosaic, or scattered. A HER2
homogenous staining pattern was defined as an overall evenly-distributed
HER2 staining cells within the tumor. A HER2 heterogeneous staining
pattern was defined as the presence of geographic differences in
HER2 staining within the same tumor. The “clustered (regional)” pattern
was defined as segregated populations of HER2-stained tumor cells and
non-stained tumor cell populations. The “mosaic (intermixed)” pattern was
defined as a tumor displaying HER2-stained cells comingled with non-
stained tumor cells. The “scattered” pattern was defined as a tumor
demonstrating isolated HER2-stained cells in a background of a non-
stained tumor cell population. The status of ER (ERa [clone EP1], PR [clone
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PgR1294]), and Ki-67 ([clone MIB-1]) were extracted from the pathology
report.

For all 281 cases in this study, ten unstained slides at 5 microns interval
sections were sent for MammaPrint testing (a 70-gene risk of recurrence
assay) and Blueprint testing (an 80-gene molecular subtyping assay), both
performed at Agendia, Inc (Agendia, Inc, Irvine, CA, USA)'*'6. The
MammaPrint results were reported by Agendia, Inc as low risk or high
risk, and were further interpreted at URMC as MammaPrint Index (MPI)
ultra-low risk (score +0.355 to +1.0), MPI low risk (score 0 to +0.355), MPI
high risk 1 (H1, score 0.0 to —0.57), or MPI high-risk 2 (H2, score —0.57 to
—1.0)"7"'8, The BluePrint results were reported by Agendia, Inc as luminal A,
luminal B, HER2, or basal types.

For statistical analysis, a two-sample independent t-test and Fisher's
exact test were used for numeric data and categorical data, respectively. A
p value of <0.05 was considered statistically significant.

RESULTS

Of the 281 consecutive breast cancers diagnosed on core biopsies
at our institution during the study period, 58.4% (n = 164) were
HER2-negative, 31% (n = 87) were HER2-low, and 10.6% (n = 30)
were HER2-positve (Fig. 1). 34.7% (87/251) of patients who would
be considered as HER2 negative by the current ASCO/CAP
guidelines, were reclassified to HER2-low. Of the 87 patients
reclassified to HER2-low breast cancers, 87.4% (76/87) had a HER2
IHC score of 1+, and 12.6% (11/87) had a HER2 IHC score of 2+.
HER2-low cases accounted for 15% of the cases in the ER-negative
group, and 33.6% of the cases in the ER-positive group (p = 0.017)
(Fig. 1).

Of the 87 HER2-low cases, 76 (87.4%) cases were available for
evaluation of HER2 staining pattern. 59.2% (n =45) showed a
homogenous pattern of HER2 staining, including 40 cases with
scores of 1+ and 5 cases with score of 2+. 40.8% (n = 31) showed
a heterogeneous HER2 staining pattern, including 34.2% with a
clustered staining pattern (n =26, all were an IHC score of 1+),
and 6.6% with a mosaic staining pattern (n =5, 4 cases with an
IHC score of 1+ and 1 case with an IHC score of 2+) (Fig. 2). All 45
cases with homogenous HER2 staining pattern were ER-positive,
and 44 of these 45 cases were luminal molecular types (one
remaining case was HER2 molecular type). Twenty-four of 26 cases
with HER2 clustered heterogeneous staining pattern were ER-
positive, and 25 of these 26 cases were luminal molecular type
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Homogeneous Heterogeneous staining
staining
Clustered | Mosaic | Scattered

N (%) 45 (59.2) 26 (34.2) | 5 (6.6) 0
HER2 1+ (n,%) 40 (88.9) 26 (100) 4 (80) 0
HER2 2+ (n,%) 5(11.1) 0 1 (20) 0

i _

At e ke =

Fig. 2 HER2 immunohistochemical staining patterns in HER2-low breast cancers. A A HER2-low breast cancer with IHC score of 2+ and
negative FISH (HER2/CEP17 ratio of 1.8 and average HER2 signal copy number per cell of 2.5, showing homogenous staining (x40); B a HER2-
low breast cancer showing heterogeneous staining, clustered pattern (x40); C a HER2-low breast cancer showing heterogeneous staining,

mosaic pattern (x40).

(one remaining case was basal molecular type). 3 of 5 cases with
HER2 mosaic heterogeneous staining pattern were ER-positive and
were luminal molecular type (two remaining cases were basal
molecular type). When compared to the cases with homogenous
staining pattern, the cases with mosaic heterogeneous pattern
appeared to have more ER negativity and more likely to be basal
molecular type (0% vs 40%, p < 0.01).

Table 1 lists the clinicopathologic features of HER2-low breast
cancers. Briefly, the majority of HER2-low breast cancers were
clinical stage I-Il disease (79.0%), and 10.5% of cases being stage
lIl disease, 6.6% of cases being stage IV disease, and 3.9% of cases
being recurrent disease. 81.6% of HER2-low cancers were found in
women aged > 50 years, 81.6% had a ductal phenotype, 94.2%
had histologic grades of 1 or 2, 93.1% were ER-positive, and 86.2%
were PR positive. Genomic profiling results showed that 65.5% of
HER2-low breast cancers had a luminal A molecular subtype, with
a low risk for disease recurrence. 34.5% of cases had a high-risk for
disease recurrence by MammaPrint testing, including 28.8% cases
with a luminal B molecular subtype, 1.1% of cases with a HER2
molecular subtype, and 4.6% of cases with a basal molecular
subtype (Table 2).

Table 3 illustrates the comparison of clinicopathologic para-
meters and molecular subtypes between HER2-low versus HER2-
negative cases, and HER2-low versus HER2-positive cases.
Compared to HER2-negative breast cancers, HER2-low breast
cancers showed significantly lower Ki-67 (p=0.03), higher ER
positivity (p = 0.01), fewer cases with clinical stage Il disease (p =
0.01), and were significantly less likely to be of the basal molecular
subtype (p<0.01). There was no significant difference in age,
tumor size, histologic type, histologic grade, presence of
lymphovascular invasion, and PR status. Compared to HER2-
positive breast cancers, HER2-low breast cancers showed a
significant tendency to occur in older women (p<0.01), had
significantly higher ER and PR positivity (p =0.03 and p <0.01),
lower histologic grade (p < 0.01), lower Ki-67 (p < 0.01), fewer cases
with clinical stage Il disease (p <0.01), and were significantly less
likely to be of HER2 molecular subtype (p < 0.01).

In order to understand whether HER2-low breast cancers are
distinctly different from HER2-negative cases, we further compared

Modern Pathology (2022) 35:1075-1082

all of these clinicopathological variables between HER2-low and
HER2-negative cases with adjustment of ER status. Interestingly,
when adjusted for ER status, there was no significant difference in
any of the examined variables between the HER2-low and HER2-
negative groups (Table 4). However, the interpretation of results in
the ER-negative group should be cautioned due to the limited case
numbers.

In the HER2-low group, three patients received neoadjuvant
chemotherapy. All three cases were histologic grade 3, ER-
negative, PR-negative, and had a HER2 score of 2+4. Genomic
profiling with MammaPrint showed that all three were high-risk for
disease recurrence. Genomic profiling with BluePrint revealed that
two were basal subtypes, with the third being luminal B subtype.
None of these three cases achieved pathologic complete response
(pCR). In contrast, 4/14 (28.6%) HER2-negative patients and 7/12
(58.4%) HER2-positive patients achieved pCR (Table 4). While the
response to neoadjuvant chemotherapy was poorer in HER2-low
cases, when compared to HER2-negative and HER2-positive cases,
the differences did not reach statistical significance (Table 3).

DISCUSSION

The recent publications reporting a promising efficacy for novel
HER2-targeted therapy with ADC in low-HER2 expressing breast
cancers®’, have garnished increasing attention for the addition of
a "HER2-low” category for breast cancer. In this study, we
retrospectively investigated the incidence, HER2 IHC staining
patterns, clinicopathologic features, and genomic profiles of HER2-
low breast cancers, compared to HER2-negative and HER2-positive
breast cancers.

The exact population incidence of HER2-low breast cancers is
unknown, although it is estimated to be approximately 45-55% of
breast cancers'"'*'°2°  pased on studies using variable
HER2 scoring criteria before the publication of 2013 and updated
2018 ASCO/CAP HER2 testing guidelines. After the new concept of
“HER2-low” in breast cancer was introduced, two studies reported
incidences of 31% and 51% for HER2-low breast cancer, based on
data from The Cancer Genome Atlas and a clinical trial dataset,
respectively?'?2.  Neither of these studies had a central
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Table 1.
cancers.

The clinicopathologic parameters of HER2-low breast

Age (Y) (mean, range) 66.62 (37-88)

<50 Y (n, %) 16 (18.4)
250'Y (n, %) 71 (81.6)
Tumor size (mm, mean, range) 21.5 (3-153)
Histologic type
Ductal (n, %) 71 (81.6)
Lobular (n, %) 15 (17.2)
Mixed (n, %) 1(1.2)
Histologic grade
1 (n,%) 43 (49.4)
2 (n,%) 39 (44.8)
3 (n,%) 5 (5.8)
pT stage
1 (n,%) 42 (75)
2 (n,%) 8 (14.3)
3 (n,%) 6 (10.7)
Unknown/Neoadjuvant 31
pN stage
0 (n, %) 36 (83.7)
1 (n, %) 6 (14.0)
2 (n, %) 1(2.3)
3 (n, %) 0 (0)
Unknown/Neoadjuvant 44
Clinical stage
1 (n, %) 50 (65.8)
Il (n, %) 10 (13.2)
Il (n, %) 8 (10.5)
IV (n, %) 5 (6.6)
Recurrence (n, %) 3 (3.9)
Unknown 11
Lymphovascular invasion
Present (n, %) 6 (11.5)
Absent (n, %) 46 (88.5)
Unknown 35
ER
Positive (n, %) 81 (93.1)
Negative (n, %) 6 (6.9)
PR
Positive (n, %) 75 (86.2)
Negative (n, %) 12 (13.8)
Ki-67 (%) (mean, range) 12.8 (1-60)

ER estrogen receptor, PR progesterone receptor.

confirmation of HER2 status. In our study, we re-evaluated 281
consecutive breast cancer cases diagnosed at our institution, and
HER2-low breast cancers were confirmed, with consensus, in 31%
of our study population. Under the current definition, identifica-
tion of HER2-low breast cancer predominantly relies on the
HER2 status tested by a semi-quantitative IHC assay, and these
assay interpretations may be impacted by a number of pre-
analytic, analytic, and post-analytic factors’?>72>. For example,
Lambein et al. found that central reassessment of breast cancers
scored as IHC negative after local laboratory testing resulted in an
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Table 2. The genomic profiles of HER2-low breast cancer by
MammaPrint and BluePrint analysis.

Case numbers %
MPI by MammaPrint
Ultra-low risk (Score +-0.355 to +1.0) 25 28.7
Low risk (Score 0 to +0.355) 32 36.8
High risk-H1 (Score 0.0 to —0.57) 27 31.0
High risk-H2 (Score —0.57 to —1.0) 3 3.5
Molecular subtype by BluePrint
Luminal A 57 65.5
Luminal B 25 28.8
HER2 1 1.1
Basal® 4 4.6

MPI MammaPrint Index.
2All the cases with basal molecular types were ER negative/PR negative.

important shift (75% of cases) of a HER2 score of 0 toward a
HER2 score of 1+2*. A preliminary study by Scott et al.
demonstrated that the VENTANA 4B5 antibody clone identified
a higher proportion of HER2-low cases than HercepTest (27.4% vs
9.2%) in a subset analysis of 500 cases®®. We have also observed
an inter-observer and inter-antibody variation in the evaluation of
HER2 IHC, particularly in cases with 0 to 1+ HER2 staining®’. The
variable incidences of HER2-low breast cancers among studies
demonstrate the challenges of using IHC as the primary assay in
identifying HER2-low breast cancer. Until a more consistently
reproducible methodology is available, careful evaluation of HER2
IHC with consensus between observers and/or additional training,
may be necessary for the accurate evaluation of HER2-low breast
cancers, in order to better stratify patients into groups who are
more likely to benefit from the newer ADC therapeutic agents
used to treat HER2-low breast cancers.

The clinical benefits of the newly-developed ADCs, including
trastuzumab duocarmazine (SYD-985) and trastuzumab deruxtecan
(T-DXd), in the HER2-low breast cancers, are likely achieved by the
so-called “bystander-killing” mechanisms. This is distinctly different
from the more traditional HER2-targeted agents, which either
direct inhibition of HER2 dimerization or the blockade of down-
stream signaling®”'". In the “bystander-killing” model, HER2
molecules on the tumor cell surface primarily function as a means
for delivering antibody-conjugated drugs. The pre-clinical in vitro
and in vivo studies have demonstrated that T-DXd induces a
potent “bystander-killing” effect on cells in close proximity to
targeted HER2-expressing tumor cells, regardless of their
HER2 status, through the transfer of released payload from the
antigen-expressing cells to the neighboring antigen-negative
cells'"?8 In vitro studies have demonstrated that threshold
densities of 50,000-200,000 HER2 receptor molecules on the cell
membrane, which correspond to HER2 IHC scores of 1+ to 2+223°,
are necessary for efficient binding of HER2-targeted model ADCs
and triggering the ADC internalization into the tumor cells®'32
Therefore, it is reasonable to hypothesize that the homogenous
and mosaic patterns of HER2 staining may respond better to these
newer ADCs than those of “clustered” and “scattered” patterns of
staining in the HER2-low breast cancers. In the current study, we
reported specific HER2 staining patterns for the first time in HER2-
low breast cancers. 65.8% of HER2-low breast cancer cases showed
either a homogenous or mosaic patterns, indicating that more than
50% of HER2-low breast cancers may potentially respond to these
ADCs. Larger studies, particularly studies using clinical trial data, are
necessary to validate this finding.

Earlier retrospective studies on low HER2-expressing breast
cancers have been focused on the difference between HER2 2+
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Table 3. Comparison of clinicopathologic parameters and molecular subtypes between HER2-low and HER2-negative/positive breast cancers.

HER2 low HER2 negative
(n=87) (n=164)

Age (year, mean) 66.62 64.38
Tumor size (mm, mean) 21.49 19.29
Histologic type

Ductal (n,%) 71 (81.6) 139 (84.8)

Lobular (n,%) 15 (17.2) 24 (14.6)

Mixed (n,%) 1(1.2) 1(0.6)
Histologic grade

1 (n,%) 43 (49.4) 64 (39.0)

2 (n,%) 39 (44.8) 81 (49.4)

3 (n,%) 5 (5.8) 19 (11.6)
LVI present (%) 11.5 (6/52) 11.6 (14/121)
Clinical stage

1 (n,%) 50 (65.8) 87 (61.3)

Il (n,%) 10 (13.2) 40 (28.2)

Il (n,%) 8 (10.5) 7 (4.9)

IV (n,%) 5 (6.6) 3(2.7)

Recurrence (n,%) 3 (3.9) 5 (3.5)

Unknown 11 22

ER positivity (%)
PR positivity (%)

93.1% (81/87)
85.5% (74/87)

82.9% (136/164)
76.8% (126/164)

Ki-67 (%) 12.81 18.29
Molecular subtype
Luminal A (n, %) 57 (65.5) 105 (64.0)
Luminal B (n, %) 25 (28.8) 31 (18.9)
HER2 (n, %) 1(.1) 0
Basal (n, %) 4 (4.6) 28 (17.1)
Response to NAC
pPCR (n,%) 0 4 (28.6)
RCB | (n, %) 0 2 (14.3)
RCB 1I-lI (n,%) 3 (100) 8 (57.1)

HER2 positive

P value

P value

(n=30) (HER2 low vs negative) (HER2 low vs positive)
56.73 0.22 <0.01
26.67 0.49 0.38
27 (90) 0.52 0.39
3 (10) 0.59 0.56
0 1.00 1.00
1(3.3) 0.14 <0.01
15 (50.0) 0.51 0.67
14 (46.7) 0.18 <0.01
15.8 (3/19) 1.0 0.693
13 (44.8) 0.51 0.074
14 (48.3) 0.01 <0.01
2 (6.9) 0.16 0.72
0 0.13 0.32
0 1.00 0.56
1 NA NA
80% (24/30) 0.01 0.03
50% (15/30) 0.09 <0.01
323 0.03 <0.01
1(3.3) 0.89 <0.01
9 (30) 0.08 1.00
19 (63.4) 0.35 <0.01
1(2.2) <0.01 1.00
7 (58.4) 0.29 0.2
1(8.3) 1.00 1.00
4 (33.3) 0.52 0.08

ER estrogen receptor, LVI lymphovascular invasion, NAC neoadjuvant chemotherapy, pCR pathologic complete response, PR progesterone receptor, RCB

residual cancer burden.

with negative ISH and HER2 0/14+°°*, Due to the increased
interest in the HER2-low breast cancers, it is important to better
characterize the clinicopathologic features of HER2-low breast
cancers according to the proposed definition. Recently, Schettini
et al.*® reported the clinical, pathological and molecular features
of 3689 HER2-low breast cancers, based on a pooled-dataset
analysis from multiple clinical trials. Their results showed that
HER2-low breast cancers were more frequently found to have
hormone receptor-positive expression (88.2%) with either luminal
A or luminal B subtypes (79.6%), were more frequent in older and
male patients, and showed more axillary lymph-node involvement
compared to HER2 0 disease. Denkert and colleagues®? performed
a pooled analysis of 2310 patients from four prospective
neoadjuvant clinical trials. In that study, HER2-low breast cancers
tended to show higher hormone receptor expression, lower cell
proliferation, lower tumor grade, low pCR to the neoadjuvant
chemotherapy, and significantly longer survival. The major
limitations of these two studies include the patient population
and a lack of central review of HER2 status. In both studies,
patients were pooled from different clinical trial database and
from different studies, with different original purposes and
different inclusion/exclusion criteria. In addition, both studies

Modern Pathology (2022) 35:1075-1082

tended to have patients with breast cancers with more aggressive
features or higher clinical stages. In the current study, we analyzed
281 consecutive, real-world cases with a consensus confirmation
of HER2 status. Our results were essentially consistent with those
from earlier studies and reinforced that the majority of HER2-low
breast cancers are grades 1 or 2, early-stage, hormonal receptor
positive, have a HER2 IHC score of 1+, and are less likely to
achieve pCR to neoadjuvant chemotherapy.

Currently, the biology of HER2-low breast cancers is largely
unknown. Genomic profile analysis can provide insights on the
molecular subtypes and prognostic gene signatures of HER2-low
breast cancers. Two earlier studies on molecular profiling of HER2-
low breast cancers were both done using the PAM50 assay?®'"°.
The current study is the first to examine the molecular profile of
HER2-low breast cancer using the MammaPrint and BluePrint
genomic assays. PAM50 is a gRT-PCR based, 50-gene molecular
profile assay that classifies patients into luminal A-, luminal B-,
HER2-enriched- and basal-like subtypes. An 18 gene subset of the
50-gene molecular profile is used to calculate a proliferation score
and determine the risk of recurrence in combination with the
molecular profile and the tumor size. The MammaPrint assay is a
microarray-based technology that measures the expression of 70

SPRINGER NATURE



H. Zhang et al.

1080

Table 4. Comparison of clinicopathologic parameters and molecular subtypes in ER-positive and ER-negative breast cancers between HER2-low and

HER2-negative groups.

ER positive
HER2 low HER2 negative
(n=81) (n=136)
Age (year, mean) 66.76 65.25
Tumor size (mm, mean) 21.07 19.00
Histologic type
Ductal 65 (80.2) 112 (82.4)
Lobular 15 (18.5) 23 (16.9)
Mixed 1(1.2) 1(0.7)
Histologic grade
1 40 (49.4) 64 (47.0)
2 38 (46.9) 67 (49.3)
3 337 53.7)
LVI present (%) 8 (4/50) 12.1 (12/99)
Clinical stage
111l 60 (89.5) 114 (95.8)
\ 4 (6.0) 2 (1.7)
Recurrence 3 (4.5) 3 (2.5)
Unknown 14 17
PR positivity (%) 91.3 (74/81) 94.8 (129/136)
Ki-67 (%) 10.03 11.26
Molecular subtype
Luminal A (n, %) 57 (70.4) 103 (75.7)
Luminal B (n, %) 23 (28.4) 30 (22.1)
HER2 (n, %) 1(1.2) 0(22)
Basal (n, %) 0 3° (2.2

ER negative
P value HER2 low HER2 negative P value
(n=26) (n=28)
0.41 64.66 60.2 0.54
0.55 Not performed®
0.72 6 (100) 27 (96.4) 1.00
0.85 0 1 (3.6) 1.00
1.00 0 0 NA
0.78 1(16.7) 0 0.18
0.78 3 (50.0) 14 (50.0) 1.00
1.00 2 (33.3) 14 (50.0) 0.26
0.44 Not performed?
0.59 4 (80.0) 20 (87.0) 0.30
0.19 1 (20.0) 1(4.3) 0.33
0.35 0 2 (8.7) 1.00
NA 1 5 NA
0.91 0 0 NA
0.38 383 51.9 0.29
0.43 0 2(7.1) 1.00
0.33 2 (33.3) 1(3.6) 0.074
0.37 0 0 NA
0.30 4 (66.7) 25 (89.3) 0.67

ER estrogen receptor, LVI lymphovascular invasion, NA Not available/applicable, PR progesterone receptor.
?Data analysis not performed due to most of patients received neoadjuvant chemotherapy.
PTwo cases were ER-low positive/PR negative; One case was ER positive (~30% with moderate staining)/PR negative.

genes that are involved in cell cycle and proliferation, invasion and
metastasis, angiogenesis, and signal transduction. BluePrint is
another microarray-based, 80-gene profile assay that determines
the intrinsic breast cancer molecular subtypes by measuring the
similarity of the tested tumor to that of luminal-type (58 genes),
basal-type (28 genes), and HER2-type (4 genes). When combined
with MammaPrint results, BluePrint further classifies luminal-type
tumors into luminal A (low risk) or luminal B (high risk). Although
there are only 9 genes in common between PAM50 and
BluePrint'®, it has been demonstrated that the classification of
breast tumors into luminal, HER2, and basal subtypes by PAM50 or
BluePrint has moderate to great agreement'®**, Using the PAM50
assay, both Schettini et al. and Agostinetto et al.>"*> demonstrated
that HER2-low breast cancers are composed of a heterogeneous
group of breast cancers including luminal A (50.8-56.9%), luminal
B (22.8-28.8%), HER2-enriched (3.5-3.6%), and basal-like (13.3-
17.7%). Our BluePrint/MammaPrint results on HER2-low breast
cancers also showed similar distributions of these molecular
subtypes: 65.5% of the luminal A subtype, 28.8% of the luminal B
subtype, 1.1% of the HER2 subtype, and 4.6% of the basal subtype.
These molecular profiling results indicate that the majority of
HER2-low breast cancers (79-94%) are luminal gene-driven,
although with low-HER2 expression on IHC. In ER+/HER2-low
breast cancers, approximately 50-60% of cancers are luminal A
type with a biologically lower risk for recurrence, and approxi-
mately 25-30% are luminal B type with a comparably biologically
higher risk for recurrence. It would be interesting to investigate
the differences between low-risk and high-risk ER+/HER2-low

SPRINGER NATURE

breast cancers in the whole transcriptome level, in order to better
understand HER2-low breast cancers. Interestingly, HER2-low
breast cancers were also classified into the HER2 molecular
subtype in these studies, although very rare (1.1-3.6%). Schettini
et al.®> found ERBB2 gene expression was significantly higher in
HER2-low/hormone receptor (HR)+ tumors than that of HER2 0/
HR+ tumors with the highest amount observed in HER2 IHC 2+
tumors, followed by 1+ and 0. HR-negative/HER2-low tumors had
statistically significantly higher levels of ERBB2 compared to HER2
0 tumors; however, there was no statistically significantly
difference across the three HER2 IHC groups. Agostinetto et al.”’
also demonstrated that levels of ERBB2 mRNA expression were
higher in HER2-low tumors compared to HER2-negative tumors,
with significantly higher expression in HER2-low/HR-positive
tumors compared to HER2-low/HR-negative tumors. Since HER2
molecular type is not defined by the single HER2 gene expression,
it is unclear whether this is due to increased gene expression, or as
a result of an alternate mechanism other than the amplification by
which the HER2 pathway is known to be activated.

Additionally, it is still unclear whether HER2-low breast cancers
represent a biologically distinct category from HER2-negative
breast cancers. The findings from Schettini et al?*> and Denkert
et al.?> may indicate HER2-low breast cancers are biologically
distinct from HER2-negative breast cancers. In the study by
Schettini et al.?*, PAM50 intrinsic subtypes and 34 of 55 genes
(61.8%) were differentially distributed between HER2-low and
HER2-negative breast cancers, and this significant difference
remained in the HR-positive disease population, but not in the
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HR-negative disease population. On the contrary, Agostinetto
et al?' reported that PAMS50 intrinsic subtypes significantly
differed between HER2-negative and HER2-low in the HR-
negative tumors, while the difference was not statistically
significant when comparing HER2-negative/HR-positive vs HER2-
low/HR-positive tumors. Overall, the intrinsic molecular subtype
distributions in the HER2-low breast cancers among HR-positive
breast cancers in our study were more similar to the study of
Agostinetto et al.?', supporting that HER2-low/HR-positive breast
cancers are biologically similar to HER2-negative/HR-positive
breast cancers. Our results did demonstrate that HER2-low breast
cancers had some distinct differences compared to HER2-negative
breast cancers, particularly with regards to hormone receptor
status, tumor proliferation activity, intrinsic molecular subtypes
and response to neoadjuvant chemotherapy; however, when
further adjusted for ER status, these differences did not reach
statistical significance. It did appear that any significant differ-
ences observed between HER2-low and HER2-negative groups
were mainly associated with the ER-negative breast cancers;
however, in our study ER-negative, HER2-low breast cancers only
accounted for approximately 7% of the study population, and due
to the small case numbers included for analysis in the ER-negative
cases (HER2-low, n = 6; HER2-negative, n = 28), the significance of
this observation cannot be confirmed. Our findings, when
examined alongside the findings of Schettini et al® and
Agostinetto et al.?', emphasize the importance of considering
the percentage and intensity of ER status in future studies
investigating biological comparisons between HER2-negative and
HER2-low breast cancers.

There are some limitations in this study. First, the retrospective
nature of this study has its associated biases. Second, a relatively
small number of cases were included in this cohort, particularly
with respect to HER2-low/ER-negative cases, which limits the
significance of any conclusions in this group. We recognize these
limitations and look forward to a prospective study with a larger
cohort in the future.

Our study is different from previous reports on HER2-low breast
cancers, being by far the first study to investigate the incidence,
HER2 IHC staining patterns, clinicopathologic features, and
genomic profile of HER2-low breast cancers deriving from the
consecutive, single-institution based cases after re-evaluation and
consensus confirmation of HER2 status, using the MammaPrint
and BluePrint genomic assays. Our results provide valuable
baseline characteristics of HER2-low breast cancers, and would
add value to the existing limited body of knowledge regarding
HER2-low breast cancers, and will hopefully help to increase our
understanding of this newly-proposed HER2 category in breast
cancers. Further investigations are needed on HER2-low-related
topics, including additional studies to further validate the findings
from this single-institution study.
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