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Different next-generation sequencing
pipelines based detection of tumor DNA in
cerebrospinal fluid of lung adenocarcinoma
cancer patients with leptomeningeal
metastases
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Abstract

Background: The nucleic acid mutation status in intracranial metastasis is markedly significant clinically. The goal of
the current study was to explore whether the tumor-associated mutations can be detected by different next-
generation sequencing (NGS) pipelines in paired cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) and plasma samples from lung
adenocarcinoma (LAC) patients with leptomeningeal metastases (LM).

Methods: Paired CSF cell free DNA (cfDNA), CSF cells, plasma and formalin-fixed and paraffin-embedded (FFPE)
samples of primary tumors were collected from 29 LAC patients with LM to detect the mutations by different NGS
pipelines.

Results: DNA libraries were generated successfully for 79 various samples in total for NGS sequencing, of which
mutations were detected in 7 plasma samples (24.14%), 12 CSF cfDNA samples (66.67%), and 10 CSF cells (76.9%)
samples. For the 26 patients with detected mutations, 8/26(30.77%) had mutations in plasma, which was significantly
lower than that those from CSF cfDNA (12/15, 80.00%), CSF cells (10/11, 90.91%) and FFPE samples (13/17, 76.47%).
When the input DNA of CSF cells was less than 20 ng, the cHOPE pipeline of NGS identified the most mutations for
epidermal growth factor receptor (EGFR).

Conclusions: NGS-based detection of mutations in cfDNA or cells from CSF provided more information than from
plasma samples from LAC patients with LM. In addition, the cHOPE pipeline performed better than the other three
NGS pipelines when input DNA from CSF cells was low.
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Background
Lung cancer is one of the most common malignant
tumor in the world. Leptomeningeal metastasis which
predicts poor prognosis occurs in about 5% lung cancer
patients [1]. Genomic characterization of tumor is cru-
cial for treatments. Specifically, more than half lung can-
cer patients were detected to have acquired EGFR T790

M mutation after they were treated with Gefitinib or Er-
lotinib [2]. It has become a consensus that lung cancer
patients with tumor progression should carry out a
re-biopsy to adjust the treatment [3]. However, most
lung cancer patients with leptomeningeal metastases
cannot get leptomeningeal tumor tissue for DNA muta-
tion testing [4]. Liquid biopsy based on the detection of
circulating tumor DNA in plasma also played a limited
role for patients with intracranial lesions [5, 6].
It was reported that tumor-associated DNA could be

detected in the CSF samples of cancer patients with cen-
tral nervous system (CNS) tumor using NGS sequencing
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[6, 7]. Previous studies reported that DNA in brain tu-
mors showed more common mutations with those in
CSF when compared to plasma DNA in cancer patients
[5], and CSF cfDNA could reveal the unique genetic pro-
files of leptomeningeal metastases in EGFR-mutated
non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC) [8]. These findings
suggest that CSF is a potential source of tumor-derived
DNA in lung cancer patients with leptomeningeal me-
tastases. Jiang et al. [9] showed that tumor mutations in
leptomeningeal metastases of NSCLC could be detected
from CSF tumor cells, which demonstrated that we
could get the tumor-related genetic information from
both supernatant and cell pellets of the CSF samples of
lung cancer patients with leptomeningeal metastases.
In this study, different detection pipelines were utilized

for CSF cfDNA, cells, plasma and FFPE samples of pri-
mary lung cancer to identify sequence mutations. It
aimed to find out whether CSF as liquid biopsy samples
in a clinical setting can be substantiated and can be con-
sidered as an excellent substitute to primary cancer
tissue.

Methods
Patients and sampling
Twenty-nine pathologically confirmed lung cancer pa-
tients with leptomeningeal metastases were enrolled in
this cohort (Table 1) between Jan 1, 2016 and June 30,
2016 in the Department of Oncology, Huashan Hospital
Fudan University. The inclusion criteria were positive re-
sults of malignant cells detection in CSF. We collected
baseline variables such as age at diagnosis, sex and re-
corded type of EGFR mutation in primary lesions by
amplification refractory mutation system. The present
study was approved by the Ethics Committee of Hua-
shan Hospital Fudan University (No. KY2017–010). In-
formed consent was obtained from all individual
participants included in the study.
About 10ml of CSF, 10 ml blood and FFPE primary

tumor tissues were collected from the enrolled patients.
Two ml of CSF was used for cytological examination,
and the remainder was centrifuged at 1600 g for 15 min
at 4 °C to separate the supernatant and cell pellets. Blood
samples were immediately centrifuged at 1600 g for 15
min at 4 °C after being sampled from patients. The
supernatant was collected into a new tube for another
centrifuge at 16,000 g for 10 min at 4 °C, and the second
supernatant was collected as plasma samples. The super-
natant of CSF (CSF cfDNA), the cell pellets of CSF (CSF
cells), and the plasma were stored at − 80 °C until DNA
extractions.

DNA extraction from different samples
cfDNA from CSF supernatant and plasma were ex-
tracted using the QIAamp Circulating Nucleic Acid Kit

(Qiagen, Hilden, Germany). DNA from the cell pellets of
CSF were extracted using the QIAamp DNA Mini Kit
(Qiagen, Hilden Germany). DNA from the FFPE tissues
were extracted using the QIAamp DNA FFPE Tissue Kit
(Qiagen, Hilden, Germany). All the DNA extraction ex-
periments were handled strictly in accordance with the
corresponding manufacturer’s instructions. DNA was
quantified using the Qubit Fluorometer (Thermo scien-
tific, MA, USA).
For NGS sequencing, DNA input should not be less

than 30 ng and the majority of fragments were located
between 150 and 180 bp for DNA from the CSF super-
natant and the plasma; while DNA input should not be
less than 20 ng and the majority of fragments were lo-
cated above 500 bp for DNA from CSF cell pellets and
the FFPE tissues.

NGS sequencing
Different pipelines of NGS library preparation and se-
quencing were supplied by Singlera Genomics, Inc.
Shanghai, China, for different types of samples. ddCAP
pipeline was used for libraries prepared from plasma
samples and CSF supernatant samples. OncoAim,
cHOPE, or ddCAP-on-tissue pipelines were used for
CSF cell pellets samples. OncoAim pipeline was used for
FFPE samples. DNA library preparation and NGS se-
quencing were performed according to manufacturer’s
recommended protocols. Generally, target regions were
enriched by either targeted captureor multiple PCR 150
bp paired-end sequencing was performed on Illumina
platforms including NextSeq 500, Hiseq 4000, MiSeq, or
MiniSeq (Illumina Inc., San Diego, CA, USA). Features
of these NGS pipelines were showed in Table 2.

ddPCR test for conflicting results in one sample
The CSF cells sample in patient #12 was analyzed by
drops digital PCR (ddPCR) for the mutation of EGFR
E746_A750del, which showed conflicting statuses be-
tween the results of cHOPE and ddCAP-on-tissue pipe-
lines. The ddPCR experiment was conducted using the
QX200TM ddPCR system (Bio-Rad, CA, USA), and
ddPCR Supermix and primer/probes for EGFR from
BioRad were used.

Data analysis and statistics
Bioinformatical analyses were performed for results from
each pipeline. Briefly, sequencing reads were quality-fil-
tered, assembled and aligned against the reference gen-
ome hg19/GRCh37. Unique reads derived from GATK
were used for variant calling. The minimum confidence
threshold for variant and insertion/deletion (indel) call-
ing was set to 0.05 (5%). Variation annotation, effect pre-
diction and clinical practice guidance were integrated
into the pipelines through vcf files.
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Comparisons among the detection rates of plasma,
CSF cfDNA, CSF cells, and FFPE samples were per-
formed by Fisher’s exact test using SPSS v19.0 software.
Significance was assumed for a p-value of less than 0.05.
Column graphs were generated using Graphpad Prism
(version 5.0a) software.

Results
NGS libraries of different types of samples
Twenty-nine patients with an average age of 55 (range
from 35 to 73) were enrolled in our study, of which 18
were female and 11 were male. All the enrolled patients
had LAC. Patients’ information was shown in Table 1.
CSF supernatant of a volume of 1.2 to 12 ml was col-
lected from all 29 patients, of which 18 NGS libraries
were generated successfully from those between 2.5 to
12ml. Cell pellets from CSF were collected from 27 pa-
tients, of which 13 NGS libraries were generated suc-
cessfully from samples whose volume ranged from 0.2 to
2.6 ml. Plasma samples (1~10.5 ml) and FFPE samples
(1~39 Slices) were collected from 29 and 19 patients re-
spectively, and NGS libraries were generated successfully
for all these samples (Table 3). In total DNA libraries
were prepared successfully for a total of 79 samples of
various types for sequencing.

NGS results by different pipelines (Table 1 and Table 4)
A total of 29 plasma samples were collected, and the in-
put DNA for library preparation ranged from 13 ng to
150 ng. Mutations were detected in only 7/29 (24.14%)
plasma samples. NGS library of CSF cfDNA were gener-
ated for 18 patients with input DNA ranging from 9.5 ng
to 50.5 ng. Mutations were detected in 12 of 18 (66.67%)
CSF cfDNA samples.

We used different panels based on the quantity of
DNA we extracted from the 13 CFS cell samples, and in
10/13(76.9%) samples we identified positive mutations.
Samples having over 50 ng extracted DNA could be se-
quenced using all available pipelines, including
ddCAP-on-Tissue, which was specialized for FFPEs sam-
ple in this study.
When the input DNA was less than 20 ng, the

cHOPE pipeline was capable of identifying the lar-
gest amount of mutations. Indeed, seven individuals’
CSF-cell samples were analyzed using both cHOPE
and a non-cHOPE pipeline. Among them 4 individ-
uals (#5, #4, #11 and #12) had more mutations de-
tected by cHOPE than the non-cHOPE pipelines.
Two individuals (#2 and #9) had identical mutations
identified by the two pipelines. The remainder (#6)
was shown to have two mutations in EGFR,
E746Valfs and P753Rfs, based on cHOPE pipeline,
whereas a complex deletion was identified by
OncoAim. In summary, mutation discoveries in CFS
cells samples may yield different results due to dif-
ferent detection panels.

EGFR status in the CSF cells samples for patients #12
In the CSF-cell sample from patient #12, conflicting re-
sults were obtained from 2 different NGS pipelines
(Table 4). EGFR E746_A750del was identified by the
cHOPE pipeline, whereas EGFR gene was shown to be
wild type by the ddCAP –on-tissue pipeline. We further
analyzed patient #12’s sample by ddPCR, which also
identified E746_A750del mutation (8 copies/μl) in the
EGFR gene (Additional file 1: Figure S1), confirming the
results from cHOPE pipeline to be more reliable than
those from ddCAP-on tissue.

Table 2 Feathers of the next-generation sequencing pipelines used for different sample types

ddCAP ddCAP on tissue cHOPE OncoAim

Number of Genes 10 10 59 59

Targets all exons all exons hotspots hotspots

Enrich method targeted capture targeted capture multiple PCR multiple PCR

DNA input 5~30 ng 50 ng 5~20 ng 10~20 ng

Instruments NextSeq NextSeq NextSeq/miniSeq NextSeq/miniSeq/MiSeq

Table 3 Different samples enrolled in the study

Sources Number Start ml DNA yield (ng) SampleNum Library QC

CSF supernatant 29 1.2~8.6 0.00~7.70 111 failed

2.5~12 9.74~642 18 pass

CFS cell pellet 29 1.2~8.6 3.28~15.6 16 failed

2.5~8.6 5~48.5 13 pass

Plasma 29 1~10.5 13~162 29 pass

FFPE 19 \ 27.42~439.6 19 pass
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Tumor DNA detected in different samples
Most mutations detected in this study were located in
the genes EGFR and TP53. Mutations detected in the
plasma and CSF samples were also detected in the FFPE
samples except the ALK G689R (CSF cfDNA of #2, and
CSF cell of #5) and KRAS Q61L (CSF cfDNA of #9).
In all 29 patients, 12 (41.38%) patients showed same

results between at least two different types of samples.
In the 16 patients with 3–4 types of samples, only 4
(25%) showed identical results among various samples
(#1, #3, #8 and #16). No mutation was detected in the
plasma, CSF or FFPE samples of patient #3, #8 and #16
(Table 1). We took these 3 individuals as negative sam-
ples to avoid statistical errors. For the other 26 patients
with detected mutations, 8 (30.77%) had mutations in
plasma, which was significantly lower (P < 0.05, Fig. 1a)
than those having mutations in CSF cfDNA (12/15,

80.00%), CSF cells (10/11, 90.91%) and FFPE samples
(13/17, 76.47%). The detection rates were of no signifi-
cant difference between the CSF cfDNA, CSF cells and
FFPE samples (P = 0.622).
With regard to EGFR mutations, 12 of all 13 CSF cells

had the identical mutations as those in CSF cfDNA. The
CSF cells from the individual (patient #12) without matching
CSF cfDNA sample had a mutation of EGFR E746_A750del,
which was in agreement to the EGFR 19del identified in the
primary tumor by the ARMS technology (Table 1).
The average maximum allele fractions (AFs) of differ-

ent sample types in an ascending order were plasma,
CSF cells, FFPE tissues and CSF cfDNA, which were
13.19% (0.1%~ 46.8%, 10 mutations), 20.18% (01.19%~
76.26%, 15 mutations), 42.72% (2.7%~ 88.4%, 16 muta-
tions) and 49.62% (0.13%~ 98.13%, 19 mutations), re-
spectively. (Fig. 1b).

Table 4 Mutations in CSF cell samples detected with different pipelines

Patients CFS cell Mutation sites/ (DNA input)

cHOPE OncoAim ddCAP ddCAP on Tissue

#1 EGFR L747_E749del NA NA NA

(8 ng)

#2 No mutation NA No mutation NA

(11 ng) (20 ng)

#3 No mutation NA NA NA

(14 ng)

#4 EGFR E746_A750del;
TP53 R158L

NA TP53 R158L NA

(9 ng) (30 ng)

#5 ALK G689R; EGFR L858R
(20 ng)

NA NA EGFR L858R
(50 ng)

#6 EGFR E746Valfs, P753Rfs
(20 ng)

EGFR E746_P753 > VS
(20 ng)

NA NA

#7 NA NA NA EGFR L858R

(50 ng)

#8 NA NA No mutation NA

(7 ng)

#9 TP53 W53 NA NA TP53 W53

(5 ng) (50 ng)

#10 NA NA EGFR L858R NA

(30 ng)

#11 EGFR L858R; TP53
D228Valfs

EGFR L858R NA NA

(8 ng) (20 ng)

#12 TP53 V272 M; EGFR
E746_A750del

NA NA TP53 V272 M;

(10 ng) (50 ng)

#19 NA NA NA EGFR E746_A750del

(50 ng)

NA not available
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Discussion
In this study we used various DNA mutation detection
pipelines for 4 types of biospecimens, and successfully
generated NGS libraries from plasma (1~5.5 ml), CSF
cfDNA (2.5~12 ml), CSF cells (0.2~2.6 ml) and FFPE
sample. The input DNA for cHOPE pipeline was as low
as about 5 ng. Both cHOPE and OncoAim pipelines uti-
lized multiple PCR as enrich technology to detect
tumor-associated hotspots. However, they were designed
for different sample types, of which cHOPE was special-
ized for cfDNA while OncoAim was for DNA from
FFPE sample. The other 2 NGS pipelines, ddCAP and
ddCAP-on-Tissue, used target capture as enrichment
technology to scan all the exons of 10 tumor-associated
genes. The input DNA of ddCAP pipeline for cfDNA
could be as low as 5 ng as well, whereas 50 ng DNA was
required for the ddCAP-on-Tissue pipeline for DNA
from FFPE sample.
In most cases that had discrepancies between CSF and

plasma, CSF had more mutations detected [5, 8], which
was confirmed in our study. There are several possible
reasons: Firstly, because CSF circulates through the CNS
and has a large interface with the CNS, it has a strong
potential to carry circulating tumor DNA (ctDNA) of
CNS metastases. Secondly, because there is
blood-brain-barrier, DNA cannot travel between blood
and CSF freely, which leads to discrepancies in DNA
species in CSF and blood. Thirdly, because our cohort
all had both intracranial and extracranial metastasis,
spatial heterogeneity in primary lesions and CNS metas-
tases may contribute to the discrepancies too.
Of the 19 patients who provided both plasma and CSF

samples, 13 of them had mutations identified in CSF
samples (cfDNA, cell pellets or both). Meanwhile, only 4
out of the 19 plasma samples had mutations identified,
all of which were also discovered in the matched CSF
samples. Previous research indicated that positive

detection of EGFR was more sensitive in CSF than in
the matched plasma [8, 10]. Our results indicate that
NGS detection of CSF samples could provide more ac-
curate and credible mutation information than plasma
samples, which were consistent with the previous con-
clusion [10].
It was reported that more mutations could be detected

in CSF cfDNA than in the paired CSF cells [8]. Due to
the tumor heterogeneity and the various analysis settings
in different pipelines, we did not observe same gene al-
ternation for all the genes detected, particularly for some
low AF mutations (such as ALK G689R with an AF of
1.0% and of 1.2%, and KRAS Q61L with an AF of 0.1%)
and rare mutations (like FGFR1 R455H, which is not re-
ported in COSMIC). However, similar detection rates
were obtained by the sequencing for CSF cfDNA and
cell samples, and the largest number of mutations were
detected in those two types of sample. Especially for the
EGFR gene, same mutations were identified in the
cfDNA and cells of CSF sample, demonstrating the po-
tential of using CSF cells to predict the response of
EGFR-tyrosine kinase inhibitors (TKIs). This may be due
to the different panels and detection methods used in
the NGS library generation and sequencing. Four NGS
pipelines were performed for CSF cells samples in this
study. If more than 50 ng input DNA was used, all 4
panels performed well. When input DNA was less than
20 ng, cHOPE pipeline had the best performance:
cHOPE pipeline identified the largest number of muta-
tions from CSF cell samples, and most of these muta-
tions identified by cHOPE pipeline was also discovered
in the CSF cfDNA. The ddPCR results of the patients
#12 confirmed the reliability of the results by cHOPE
pipeline. OncoAim and ddCAP-on-tissue pipelines are
designed for tissue DNA, in which fragmentation steps
are contained. The fragmentation step would result in a
loss of some DNA sample and miss some variations with

Fig. 1 Detection rates and mutation allele fractions of different kinds of samples a. The difference of detection rates among 4 kinds of samples.
Y- axis means No. of sample with mutations divided by No. of samples tested. p1, plasma vs. CSF cfDNA; p2, plasma vs. CSF cells; p3, plasma vs.
FFPE. b. The maximum mutation allele fractions of the different kinds of samples in patients from which 3 or 4 kinds of sample were collected
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low AF in the samples with less DNA input. For the two
pipelines designed for plasma DNA, ddCAP is based on
targeted capture technology for all exons of genes in the
panel, whereas cHOPE is based on multiple PCR for
hotspots of genes in the panel. Multiple PCR for hot-
spots is more focused on the variations we interested in.
In general, cHOPE is the most appropriate pipeline for
CSF cell samples with less than 20 ng DNA extracted.
Most mutations detected in CSF samples could be

found in FFPE samples except for ALK G689R in 2 indi-
viduals and KRAS Q61L in 1 individual, demonstrating
that most tumors in the brain originated from the pri-
mary lung cancer. Because these 3 CSF-only mutations
had low AFs, it is unlikely that they are highly instructive
in the clinical treatment in the LAC patients with LM;
additionally, these mutations were likely to have
emerged after the metastasis of the tumor. Although the
ALK G689R nutation is labeled as a variant of undeter-
mined significance (VUS) at present, alterations in ALK
gene are involved in many malignancies including lung
cancer and could mediate acquired resistance to some
ALK inhibitor [11, 12]. KRAS is known to be mutated in
pancreatic, colon and lung cancers [13]. Q61L was one
of the hotspots in the KRAS gene and has been con-
firmed to influence response to EGFR antagonists for
tumor patients [14]. Hence, we deduced that mutations
in CSF DNA could help illustrate the gene mutation sta-
tus of brain metastasis, which can further benefit the
analysis of resistance mechanisms, and guide the treat-
ment. Mutation detection of CSF cells or cfDNA im-
proves the accuracy in accessing the feasibility of
molecular targeted drug therapies, especially for
EGFR-TKIs, which have been widely proven to have sig-
nificantly extended the patients’ survival.

Conclusions
NGS based detection of CSF samples of both cfDNA
and cells can provide more gene information than
plasma samples from LAC patients with LM. In
addition, the cHOPE pipeline performed better than the
other three NGS pipelines when low amount of input
DNA from CSF cells was used.

Additional file

Additional file 1: Figure S1. Result of EGFR E746_A750del in CSF cells
of Patient #12 by ddPCR system. Y-axis means the signals of each PCR
amplification, X-axis means the PCR events. Evens above the cutoff
threshold represent the mutated DNA in the sample tested. (TIF 1324 kb)

Abbreviations
AF: Allele fraction; cfDNA: Cell free DNA; CNS: Central nervous system;
CSF: Cerebrospinal fluid; EGFR: Epidermal growth factor receptor;
FFPE: Formalin-fixed and paraffin-embedded; LAC: Lung adenocarcinoma;
LM: Leptomeningeal metastases; NGS: Next-generation sequencing;

NSCLC: Non-small cell lung cancer; TKI: Tyrosine kinase inhibitors;
VUS: Variant of undetermined significance

Acknowledgements
We thanked Li Liao for her help in NGS analysis.

Funding
This work was supported by Shanghai Municipal Committee of Health and
Family planning (201440584, 2014, design of the study and collection),
Baoshan District Committee of Science and Technology (14-E-28, 2014,
design of the study and collection), Shanghai Municipal Natural Science
Foundation (16ZR1404300, 2016, analysis and interpretation of data) and
Scientific Research Foundation Huashan Hospital (787, 2017, analysis).

Availability of data and materials
All data generated or analysed during this study are included in this
published article and its Additional file 1.

Authors’ contributions
MG, QZ and RH were major contributors in writing the manuscript. ZZ and
XJ were responsible for NGS and analysis. XZ and XL analyzed the data and
helped in writing the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final
manuscript.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
All procedures performed in studies involving human participants were in
accordance with Ethics Committee of Huashan Hospital Fudan University
(No. KY2017–010) and with the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later
amendments or comparable ethical standards. Written informed consent
was obtained from all individual participants included in the study.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
Zhenzhen Zhang is a member of Singlera Genomics, Shanghai, China.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Author details
1Department of Oncology, Huashan Hospital Fudan University, Shanghai,
China. 2Singlera Genomics Inc., Shanghai, China.

Received: 19 September 2018 Accepted: 4 February 2019

References
1. Nagpal S, Riess J, Wakelee H. Treatment of leptomeningeal spread of

NSCLC: a continuing challenge. Curr Treat Options in Oncol. 2012;13:491–
504.

2. Yu HA, Arcila ME, Rekhtman N, Sima CS, Zakowski MF, Pao W, et al. Analysis
of tumor specimens at the time of acquired resistance to EGFR-TKI therapy
in 155 patients with EGFR-mutant lung cancers. Clin Cancer Res. 2013;19:
2240–7.

3. Chouaid C, Dujon C, Do P, Monnet I, Madroszyk A, Le Caer H, et al.
Feasibility and clinical impact of re-biopsy in advanced non small-cell lung
cancer: a prospective multicenter study in a real-world setting (GFPC study
12-01). Lung Cancer. 2014;86:170–3.

4. Hasegawa T, Sawa T, Futamura Y, Horiba A, Ishiguro T, Marui T, et al.
Feasibility of Rebiopsy in non-small cell lung Cancer treated with epidermal
growth factor receptor-tyrosine kinase inhibitors. Intern Med. 2015;54:1977–
80.

5. De Mattos-Arruda L, Mayor R, Ng CK, Weigelt B, Martínez-Ricarte F, Torrejon
D, Oliveira M, et al. Cerebrospinal fluid-derived circulating tumour DNA
better represents the genomic alterations of brain tumours than plasma.
Nat Commun. 2015;6:8839.

6. Pentsova EI, Shah RH, Tang J, Boire A, You D, Briggs S, et al. Evaluating
Cancer of the central nervous system through next-generation sequencing
of cerebrospinal fluid. J Clin Oncol. 2016;34:2404–15.

Ge et al. BMC Cancer          (2019) 19:143 Page 7 of 8

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12885-019-5348-3


7. Wang Y, Springer S, Zhang M, McMahon KW, Kinde I, Dobbyn L, et al.
Detection of tumor-derived DNA in cerebrospinal fluid of patients with
primary tumors of the brain and spinal cord. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2015;
112:9704–9.

8. Li YS, Jiang BY, Yang JJ, Zhang XC, Zhang Z, Ye JY, et al. Unique genetic
profiles from cerebrospinal fluid cell-free DNA in leptomeningeal metastases
of EGFR-mutant non-small cell lung Cancer: a new medium of liquid biopsy.
Ann Oncol. 2018;29:945–52.

9. Jiang BY, Li YS, Guo WB, Zhang XC, Chen ZH, Su J, et al. Detection of driver
and resistance mutations in leptomeningeal metastases of NSCLC by next-
generation sequencing of cerebrospinal fluid circulating tumor cells. Clin
Cancer Res. 2017;23:5480–8.

10. Zhao J, Ye X, Xu Y, Chen M, Zhong W, Sun Y, et al. EGFR mutation status of
paired cerebrospinal fluid and plasma samples in EGFR mutant non-small
cell lung cancer with leptomeningeal metastases. Cancer Chemother
Pharmacol. 2016;78:1305–10.

11. Carneiro BA, Pamarthy S, Shah AN, Sagar V, Unno K, Han H, et al. Anaplastic
lymphoma kinase mutation (ALK F1174C) in small cell carcinoma of the
prostate and molecular response to alectinib. Clin Cancer Res. 2018;24:
2732–9.

12. Katayama R, Friboulet L, Koike S, Lockerman EL, Khan TM, Gainor JF, et al.
Two novel ALK mutations mediate acquired resistance to the next-
generation ALK inhibitor alectinib. Clin Cancer Res. 2014;20:5686–96.

13. Bos JL. Ras oncogenes in human cancer: a review. Cancer Res. 1989;49:
4682–9.

14. Smith G, Bounds R, Wolf H, Steele RJ, Carey FA, Wolf CR. Activating K-Ras
mutations outwith 'hotspot' codons in sporadic colorectal tumours -
implications for personalised cancer medicine. Br J Cancer. 2010;102:693–
703.

Ge et al. BMC Cancer          (2019) 19:143 Page 8 of 8


	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Patients and sampling
	DNA extraction from different samples
	NGS sequencing
	ddPCR test for conflicting results in one sample
	Data analysis and statistics

	Results
	NGS libraries of different types of samples
	NGS results by different pipelines (Table 1 and Table 4)
	EGFR status in the CSF cells samples for patients #12
	Tumor DNA detected in different samples

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Additional file
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	Author details
	References

