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Abstract

Background: The number of pharmacogenetic assays available is continuously expanding as more molecularly targeted
anticancer drugs are under clinical development. While the literature regarding drug—gene associations and therapeutic
implications is often robust, reviews regarding clinical assay availability and profiling methodologies of commonly used
cancer biomarkers are often lacking.

Objective: To concisely identify and describe cancer biomarkers and their respective pharmacogenetic assays currently
available in clinical practice.

Discussion: Analysis of germ-line DNA mutations can often help to predict pharmacokinetic and pharmacodynamic
responses, whereas somatic DNA mutations are particularly useful in predicting tumor response. Molecular profiling and
pre-emptive identification of cancer biomarkers can help to predict disease prognosis as well as response to anticancer
therapy. Dozens of pharmacogenetic assays, utilizing several common methodologies, are currently available in clinical
practice. It is essential for clinicians to understand the molecular pathways for anticancer drugs, the therapeutic impli-
cations of mutations within these pathways, the clinical assay(s) available to test for pharmacogenetic differences, and the
common profiling methodology employed.

Conclusion: As research continues to unveil more drug—gene and disease—gene associations, it is critical that clinicians
understand which pharmacogenetic assays are available to identify inter-individual differences that predict safety and
efficacy of anticancer drugs as we move toward the concept of personalized medicine.
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Introduction pr‘oﬁle.l Given.the biologi'cal heterogene.:ity known to
exist from patient to patient, cancer biomarkers are
Considerable advancements have been made regarding
the way human tumors are characterized. Our know-

ledge of cancer at the molecular level has dramatically
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changed the way we treat cancer and has caused a shift
from characterizing tumors solely based on their loca-
tion and histology to consideration of their molecular

Box 7361, Genetic Medicine Building, rm 1010, Chapel Hill, NC 27599-
7361, USA.
Email: hmcleod@unc.edu

Downloaded from opp.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 15, 2016


http://opp.sagepub.com/

Journal of Oncology Pharmacy Practice 0(0)

being increasingly used to personalize cancer therapy.
Both somatic mutations, variations found within the
tumor, and germ-line mutations, heritable variations
found within the host, may influence disease outcome
and/or response to therapy. These mutations, or cancer
biomarkers, can be broadly classified as prognostic,
those mainly associated with disease outcome, or pre-
dictive, those associated with drug response.! This
review aims to highlight important differences between
classes of cancer biomarkers and molecular profiling
methodologies, and elucidate the availability of phar-
macogenetic assays currently used in clinical practice.
Table 1 outlines the clinically relevant cancer bio-
markers, therapeutic implications, pharmacogenetic
assays used to identify the biomarker of interest, and
the respective method of detection.

Somatic versus germ-line DNA
mutations

DNA analysis for pharmacogenetic purposes is gener-
ally performed with germ-line DNA. However, for
anticancer therapy, DNA is frequently analyzed
within the tumor tissue and is referred to as somatic
DNA. These mutations can be distinguished by the
origin of the mutated cell. Germ-line DNA mutations
are found within germ cells (the sperm or egg), and are
therefore inherited and transmitted to the offspring,
whereas somatic mutations occur within any other
cell (i.e. tumor cell) after conception and subsequently
are not passed on to progeny.>*An additional difference
is the sampling methodology. Germ-line DNA is
readily obtained by peripheral blood samples.
Subsequently, germ-line DNA mutations, if present,
will occur homogenously throughout any randomly
drawn blood sample within the same individual.
Somatic DNA, however, must be obtained by tumor
biopsy and is therefore subject to sample selection.
Common practice is to obtain one biopsy from the pri-
mary tumor for molecular analysis, as it was assumed
that tumors were homogenous and the section sampled
accurately represented the complete tumor compos-
ition. However, recent evidence suggests that intratu-
mor heterogeneity exists within cancer, which may lead
to the underestimation of the genomic characterization
of a tumor from the use of a single biopsy for molecular
diagnosis.>*

Clinically relevant germ-line mutations that have
been shown to impact drug response include cytochrome
P450 2D6 (CYP2D6), uridine-diphosphate glucurono-
syltransferase 1A1 (UGT1Al), and thiopurine-
S-methyl transferase (TPMT). CYP2D6 is necessary
for tamoxifen activation and metabolism to the active
metabolite, endoxifen.” Mutations in CYP2D6 may
therefore result in altered concentrations of endoxifen

in the serum. The clinical ramifications of decreased
CYP2D6 enzymatic activity include increased breast
cancer recurrence rates in poor and intermediate metab-
olizers compared to extensive metabolizers.” UGT1Al is
responsible for conjugating activated irinotecan, SN-38,
to a glucuronide inactive metabolite, SN-38G.
Mutations in UGTI1A1 can result in significant reduc-
tions in glucuronidation, leading to increased exposure
of SN-38 and an increased risk of toxicity, namely severe
neutropenia.”> TPMT is expressed throughout the
human body and catalyzes the S-methylation of thiopur-
ines, such as 6-mercaptopurine (6-MP) and thioguanine,
into inactive compounds. Certain genetic polymorph-
isms result in deficient TPMT activity, which affects
the ability of patients to tolerate standard, full dose 6-
MP by potentially exposing them to higher drug concen-
trations (approximately 10-fold) and a subsequent
increased risk of severe neutropenia.'?

While germ-line DNA can often help predict phar-
macokinetic and pharmacodynamic responses, somatic
DNA is particularly useful in evaluating pharmacody-
namic effects, and ultimately tumor response.>> A well-
known example is the mutation of the tyrosine kinase
domain at codons 12 and 13 of the KRAS gene, con-
ferring constitutive downstream tumor growth signal-
ing. KRAS mutations are significantly associated with
resistance to the epidermal growth factor receptor
(EGFR) inhibitors, cetuximab and panitumumab, in
metastatic colorectal cancer patients. Somatic muta-
tions in the kinase domain of EGFR, seen in tumor
tissue of non-small-cell lung cancers (NSCLC), are
strongly associated with a favorable response to the
small molecule tyrosine kinase inhibitor, erlotinib.*
In fact, many insurance companies require genetic test-
ing before coverage of the respective targeted therapy is
attainable in clinical practice (i.e. BRAF and vemura-
fenib, anaplastic lymphoma kinase (ALK) and crizoti-
nib, and KRAS and cetuximab/panitumumab).
Knowledge of where a mutation occurs will be vital
in understanding cancer prognosis, as well as predicting
drug response.

Prognostic versus predictive biomarkers

A prognostic biomarker is a single trait or combination
of traits found in certain individuals with respect to the
outcome of interest, regardless of treatment.*® Notable
examples of prognostic biomarkers include the 21-gene
recurrence score, Oncotype DX®, and the 70-gene pro-
file, MammaPrint, for estrogen/progesterone receptor
(ER/PR) positive and lymph node-negative breast
cancer. These gene expression assays help to determine
the risk of recurrence in women with early-stage breast
cancer in order to drive treatment recommendations
based upon recurrence score.”® The use of Oncotype
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DX® is included in the 2007 American Society of
Clinical Oncology guidelines, and has remarkably
changed nearly a third of medical oncologists’ recom-
mendations regarding chemotherapy.?’

A predictive biomarker is a single trait or combin-
ation of traits found in certain individuals with respect
to the outcome of interest from specific therapies.
Predictive biomarkers can be used to prospectively iden-
tify individuals who are likely to benefit from treatment
and)/or those pre-disposed to toxicity.”® Notable positive
predictive biomarkers involving somatic DNA muta-
tions include BCR-ABL in chronic myelogenous leuke-
mia (CML) and the tyrosine kinase inhibitors (imatinib,
nilotinib, and dasatinib), EGFR in NSCLC and erloti-
nib, BRAF in metastatic melanoma and vemurafenib,
and EML4/ALK in NSCLC and crizotinib, among
others. Predictive biomarkers may also include muta-
tions in germ-line DNA, such as TPMT, CYP2D6,
and UGTI1A1, which help to determine the exposure
of active drug, or pharmacokinetics, and ultimately
drug response and/or toxicity.?’ Alternatively, some bio-
markers such as the human EGFR 2-neu (HER2) and
ER/PR can be classified as both prognostic and predict-
ive. In the absence of treatment, HER2 over-expression
results in worse prognosis; however, after the develop-
ment of therapies targeting HER2, such as trastuzumab,
lapatinib, and pertuzumab, the predictive value of a
positive response has greatly increased.’® Similarly,
ER/PR status can be used to measure disease prognosis
utilizing the 21-gene recurrence score, while ER/PR-
positive breast tumors are also 60% more likely to
respond to hormonal therapy, compared to a 5-10%
response in ER/PR-negative tumors.”

The clinical utility of these biomarkers are more than
ever urgent, particularly in oncology as many antican-
cer drugs have a narrow therapeutic index, low overall
response rate, rapid and severe systemic toxicity, and
unpredictable efficacy. Table 1 identifies the clinically
relevant drug-gene associations, their respective
therapeutic implications, clinical assay availability,
and the frequency of mutations across the Caucasian
population.

Common molecular profiling
methodologies

Common methodologies employed in tumor molecular
profiling include DNA sequencing, real-time polymer-
ase chain reaction (RT-PCR) amplification, fluorescent
in situ hybridization (FISH), and immunohistochemis-
try (IHC). Two methods to detect the presence or
absence of a specific genetic mutation are DNA sequen-
cing and RT-PCR.

The most common method of DNA sequencing was
developed by Sanger, Nicklen, and Coulson in 1977.%!

Sanger sequencing results in the synthesis of a specific
DNA sequence complementary to the template strand
of interest. The process is time and labor intensive and
has a lower sensitivity, but allows for the analysis of all
potential mutations in the target region as the patient’s
exact nucleotide sequence is generated.?” Clinical appli-
cations for Sanger sequencing include sequencing for
mutations in exons corresponding to the tyrosine
kinase domain of the EGFR gene.

Alternatively, RT-PCR is based upon the generation
of a fluorescent signal during the PCR process, which is
detected during cycling and reflects the amount of PCR
product synthesized during the reaction.*® RT-PCR has
better sensitivity than Sanger sequencing but only iden-
tifies mutations that the sequence specific primer is
designed to detect.’? PCR-based methods are also uti-
lized to detect candidate genes as a research tool in
validating genes discovered through genome-wide asso-
ciation studies.*> Clinical applications of RT-PCR
include identification of melanoma patients harboring
the BRAF mutation V60OE for treatment with vemur-
afenib and testing for the most common mutations in
codons 12 and 13 of the KRAS gene.

More recently, single nucleotide polymorphism
microarrays have be used to identify the genetic basis
of traits and disease susceptibilities, as well as measure
DNA polymorphisms, capturing the majority of
common genetic variations found within the human
population.** However, common variants may only
have minimal effects on a certain phenotype or variable
penetrance secondary to epigenetic influences.
Furthermore, copy number variations and rare variants
cannot be analyzed readily using existing genotyping
microarray technologies.”> Whole genome sequencing
offers a potential solution and has become a popular
research tool as it provides the most comprehensive
collection of a patient’s genetic variations, including
rare variants and structural variation.®> Although the
use of whole genome sequencing is currently limited by
high costs, a paradigm shift is likely to be seen in the
near future secondary to dramatically falling costs and
higher throughput.*’

Molecular profiling may not always involve DNA
sequencing. In many cases, phenotypic analysis can pro-
vide useful information via gene amplification or protein
expression. FISH utilizes fluorescently tagged nucleic
acid probes to assess intact cells for genetic alterations,
including gene amplification, gene deletion, or trans-
locations.*® Clinical applications of FISH include
assessment of HER2 gene copy amplification to predict
clinical benefit from trastuzumab in metastatic and adju-
vant breast cancer, qualitative detection of the presence
of the BCR—ABL gene translocation which is diagnostic
of CML, and identification of the ALK rearrangement
to predict response to crizotinib in NSCLC.
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IHC staining utilizes labeled fluorescent antibodies
as specific reagents to detect and visualize antibody—
antigen interactions that occur.’” IHC is applied as a
semi-quantitative tool with a scoring system reflective
of intensity of staining to the number of protein or
receptors on the surface of the cell.’” While FISH
detects the over-expression of gene copies, IHC detects
the over-expression of proteins and, ultimately, the
translational product of the gene. Clinical applications
of THC include assessment of ER/PR status as well as
HER2 receptor over-expression to predict clinical
benefit from hormonal and trastuzumab therapy,
respectively, in metastatic and adjuvant breast
cancer.’’

While there are several methods available to detect
HER?2 status, FISH and IHC are the two most com-
monly employed methods. FISH is considered the gold
standard because of its higher sensitivity and specificity;
however, it requires an expensive fluorescence micro-
scope and is often more time-consuming than THC.*®
Studies have shown high concordance rates between
FISH and THC when IHC reported low expression (0
or 1+) or high expression (3+).*® However, IHC 2+
cases were highly discordant with FISH.*® As a result,
common practice is to measure IHC initially and sub-
sequently confirm HER2 status with FISH if the tumor
is IHC 2+.

Each methodology for molecular analysis of tumors
is associated with its own advantages and disadvan-
tages in the analysis and interpretation of results, as
previously mentioned. Additional factors to consider
include turnaround time, assay cost, and whether the
assay is cleared and/or approved by the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) (which may in turn affect reim-
bursement costs and confidence in quality control
measures). While the majority of clinical assays are
not FDA-approved, a number have been cleared by
the FDA (FDA-clearance is offered through a pre-
market notification (510(k)) submission).** Table 1
highlights these pharmacogenetic assays currently
available in practice. The manufacturers of these
assays vary from Dako (ER/PR pharmDx,
HercepTest, c-kit pharmDx, and EGFR pharmDx),
Roche (Cobas 4800 BRAF V600E, Amplichip
CYP450, and EGFR mutation assay) to Abbott
(Vysis ALK Break Apart FISH probe kit, and
PathyVysion Her-2), amongst others. To acquire
FDA-clearance, the applicant must indicate that the
clinical assay is ‘substantially equivalent’ to a device
that is currently legally marketed for the same use.
For a clinical assay to gain FDA-approval, the appli-
cant must provide reasonable assurance of the device’s
safety and effectiveness. Most pharmacogenetic
and genetic device submissions are pre-market
notification (510(k)) submissions for FDA-clearance.®

Those assays that are not approved nor cleared by the
FDA are still required to abide by Clinical Laboratory
Improvement Amendments (CLIA), passed by
Congress in 1998 and administered by the Center for
Medicare and Medicaid Services. CLIA establishes
quality standards for all laboratory testing to insure
reliability and accuracy of test results regardless of
where the test is performed. It is important to note
that this oversight relates to the quality of performance
of laboratory testing and does not evaluate the clinical
utility of a given assay.*°

Conclusion

The goal of molecular analysis is to elucidate the genetic
basis for inter-individual differences in drug response
and to use this information to predict safety, toxicity,
and efficacy of anticancer drugs. Guidelines describing
the drug—gene association and pharmacological man-
agement based on genetic results will be particularly
valuable and may incline clinicians to adopt genotype
guided therapy. The Clinical Pharmacogenetics
Implementation Consortium (CPIC) of the National
Institutes of Health’s Pharmacogenomics Research
Network and the Pharmacogenomics Knowledge Base
(www.pharmgkb.com) was devised to provide peer-
reviewed, updated, evidence-based, and freely accessible
guidelines to assist clinicians in translating assay results
into actionable prescribing decisions.*'

As presented in Table 1, several pharmacogenetic
assays are available, many of which are cleared by the
FDA. While clinicians may be aware of relevant cancer
biomarkers and therapeutic implications, the availabil-
ity of assays and knowledge of molecular profiling
methodologies are not always as evident. As pharma-
cogenetic studies continue to rise and more targeted
therapies become available, the rapid translation of
pharmacogenetic testing into clinical practice will be
indispensable. In order to prepare for the future of
personalized medicine, there is an unprecedented
urgency for clinicians, including both physicians and
pharmacists, to become trained on the availability of
pharmacogenetic assays, understand the underlying
method of detection of cancer biomarkers, and ultim-
ately, how to interpret results and therapeutic implica-
tions to optimize cancer therapeutics.

Funding

This study received no specific grant from any funding agency
in the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest.

Downloaded from opp.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 15, 2016


http://opp.sagepub.com/

Patel et al.

References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

. Allegra JC, Lippman ME, Thompson EB,

. Yang XR, Chang-Claude J,

. Lindor

. Perera

Macconaill LE, Van Hummelen P, Meyerson M, et al.
Clinical implementation of comprehensive strategies to
characterize cancer genomes: opportunities and chal-
lenges. Cancer Discov 2011; 1: 297.

et al.
Distribution, frequency, and quantitative analysis of
estrogen, progesterone, androgen, and glucocorticoid
receptors in human breast cancer. Cancer Res 1979; 39:
1447-1454.

Goode EL, et al
Associations of breast cancer risk factors with tumor sub-
types: a pooled analysis from the Breast Cancer
Association Consortium studies. J Natl Cancer Inst
2011; b103: b250-b263.

. Owens MA, Horten BC and Da Silva MM. HER2 amp-

lification ratios by fluorescence in situ hybridization and
correlation with immunohistochemistry in a cohort
of 6556 breast cancer tissues. Clin Breast Cancer 2004;
5: 63-69.

. Jin'Y, Desta Z, Stearns V, et al. CYP2D6 genotype, anti-

depressant use, and tamoxifen metabolism during
adjuvant breast cancer treatment. J Natl/ Cancer Inst
2005; 97: 30-39.

. Marsh S, McKay JA, Cassidy J, et al. Polymorphism in

the thymidylate synthase promoter enhancer region in
colorectal cancer. Int J Oncol 2001; 19: 383-386.

NM, Burgart LJ, Leontovich O, et al
Immunohistochemistry versus microsatellite instability
testing in phenotyping colorectal tumors. J Clin Oncol
2002; 20: 1043-1048.

. Siddiqui AD and Piperdi B. KRAS mutation in colon

cancer: a marker of resistance to EGFR-I therapy. Ann
Surg Oncol 2010; 17: 1168-1176.

MA, Innocenti F and Ratain MJ.
Pharmacogenetic testing for uridine diphosphate glucur-
onosyltransferase 1A1 polymorphisms: are we there yet?
Pharmacotherapy 2008; 28: 755-768.

Janku F, Wheler JJ, Westin SN, et al. PI3K/AKT/mTOR
inhibitors in patients with breast and gynecologic malig-
nancies harboring PIK3CA mutations. J Clin Oncol 2012;
30: 777-782.

Heinrich MC, Corless CL, Demetri GD, et al. Kinase
mutations and imatinib response in patients with meta-
static gastrointestinal stromal tumor. J Clin Oncol 2003;
21: 4342-4349.

Stanulla M, Schaeffeler E, Flohr T, et al. Thiopurine
methyltransferase (TPMT) genotype and early treatment
response to mercaptopurine in childhood acute lympho-
blastic leukemia. JAMA 2005; 293: 1485-1489.

de Klein A, van Kessel AG, Grosveld G, et al. A cellular
oncogene is translocated to the Philadelphia chromosome
in chronic myelocytic leukaemia. Nature 1982; 300:
765-767.

Fielding AK. Current treatment of Philadelphia chromo-
some-positive acute lymphoblastic leukemia. Hematology
Am Soc Hematol Educ Program 2011; 2011: 231-237.
Raelson JV, Nervi C, Rosenauer A, et al. The PML/RAR
alpha oncoprotein is a direct molecular target of retinoic

acid in acute promyelocytic leukemia cells. Blood 1996;
88(8): 2826-2832.

16. Kwak EL, Bang YJ, Camidge DR, et al. Anaplastic

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

lymphoma kinase inhibition in non-small-cell
cancer. N Engl J Med 2010; 363: 1693—1703.
Lynch TJ, Bell DW, Sordella R, et al. Activating muta-
tions in the epidermal growth factor receptor underlying
responsiveness of non-small-cell lung cancer to gefitinib.
N Engl J Med 2004; 350: 2129-2139.

Paez JG, Janne PA, Lee JC, et al. EGFR mutations in
lung cancer: correlation with clinical response to gefitinib
therapy. Science 2004; 304: 1497-1500.

Chapman PB, Hauschild A, Robert C, et al. Improved
survival with vemurafenib in melanoma with BRAF
V600E mutation. N Engl J Med 2011; 364: 2507-2516.
Saif MW, Ezzeldin H, Vance K, et al. DPYD*2A muta-
tion: the most common mutation associated with DPD
deficiency. Cancer Chemother Pharmacol 2007; 60:
503-507.

Kilpivaara O, Mukherjee S, Schram AM, et al. A germ-
line JAK2 SNP is associated with predisposition to the
development of JAK2(V617F)-positive myeloprolifera-
tive neoplasms. Nat Genet 2009; 41: 455-459.

Ross CJ, Katzov-Eckert H, Dube MP, et al. Genetic vari-
ants in TPMT and COMT are associated with hearing
loss in children receiving cisplatin chemotherapy. Nat
Genet 2009; 41: 1345-1349.

Deenen MJ, Cats A, Beijnen JH, et al. Part 1. back-
ground, methodology, and clinical adoption of pharma-
cogenetics. Oncologist 2011; 16: 811-819.

Gerlinger M, Rowan AJ, Horswell S, et al. Intratumor
heterogeneity and branched evolution revealed by multi-
region sequencing. N Engl J Med 2012; 366: 8§83-892.
Iyer L, Das S, Janisch L, et al. UGT1A1*28 polymorph-
ism as a determinant of irinotecan disposition and tox-
icity. Pharmacogenomics J 2002; 2: 43-47.

Dobbe E, Gurney K, Kiekow S, et al. Gene-expression
assays: new tools to individualize treatment of early-stage
breast cancer. Am J Health Syst Pharm 2008; 65: 23-28.
McDermott U, Downing JR and Stratton MR.
Genomics and the continuum of cancer care. N Engl J
Med 2011; 364: 340-350.

Mandrekar SJ and Sargent DJ. Clinical trial designs for
predictive biomarker validation: theoretical consider-
ations and practical challenges. J Clin Oncol 2009; 27:
4027-4034.

de Leon J, Susce MT and Murray-Carmichael E. The
AmpliChip CYP450 genotyping test: integrating a new
clinical tool. Mol Diagn Ther 2006; 10(3): 135-151.
Sawyers CL. The cancer biomarker problem. Nature
2008; 452: 548-552.

Smith-Zagone MJ, Pulliam JF and Farkas DH.
Molecular pathology methods. In: Leonard DGB (ed.)
Molecular pathology in clinical practice. New York:
Springer Science + Business Media, LLC, 2007, pp.15-40.
Bossler A and Ven Deerlin V. Conventional and real-time
polymerase chain reaction. In: Tubbs RR and Stoler MH
(eds) Cell and tissue based molecular pathology.
Philadelphia, PA: Churchill Livingstone Elsevier, 2009,
pp-33-49.

lung

Downloaded from opp.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 15, 2016


http://opp.sagepub.com/

Journal of Oncology Pharmacy Practice 0(0)

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

O’Leary JJ, Sheils O, Martin C, et al. TagMan® technol-
ogy and real-time polymerase chain reaction. In: Crocker
J and Murray PG (eds) Molecular biology in cellular path-
ology. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 2003,
pp-251-268.

Mao X, Young BD and Lu Y. The application of single
nucleotide polymorphism microarrays in cancer research.
Curr Genomics 2007; 8(4): 219-228.

Ng PC and Kirkness EF. Whole genome sequencing.
Methods Mol Biol 2010; 628: 215-226.

Niedobitek G and Herbst H. In-situ hybridization in
histopathology. In: Crocker J and Murray PG (eds)
Molecular biology in cellular pathology. Chichester: John
Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 2003, pp.19-47.

Pauletti G, Dandekar S, Rong H, et al. Assessment of
methods for tissue-based detection of the HER-2/neu
alteration in human breast cancer: a direct comparison
of fluorescence in situ hybridization and immunobhisto-
chemistry. J Clin Oncol 2000; 18: 3651-3664.

38.

39.

40.

41.

Sui W, Ou M, Chen J, et al. Comparison of immunohis-
tochemistry (IHC) and fluorescence in situ hybridization
(FISH) assessment for Her-2 status in breast cancer.
World J Surg Oncol 2009; 7: 83.

US Food and Drug Administration. Guidance on phar-
macogenetic tests and genetic tests for heritable markers,
http://www.fda.gov/MedicalDevices/
DeviceRegulationandGuidance/GuidanceDocuments/
ucm077862.htm (2007, accessed 25 November 2012).
Willard HF and Ginsburg G (eds) Pharmacogenomics in
drug development and clinical medicine: the role of regu-
lation. Essentials of genomic and personalized medicine.
Academic Press (Elsevier), 2010, pp.223-233.

Relling MV and Klein TE. CPIC: clinical pharmacogen-
etics implementation consortium of the pharmacogenom-
ics research network. Clin Pharmacol Ther 2011; 89:
464-467.

Downloaded from opp.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 15, 2016


http://opp.sagepub.com/



