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Ocular Adverse Events Associated with Antibody—Drug
Conjugates in Human Clinical Trials

Joshua Seth Eaton,' Paul E. Miller,? Mark J. Mannis? and Christopher J. Murphy'34

Abstract

This article reviews ocular adverse events (AEs) reported in association with administration of antibody—drug
conjugates (ADCs) in human clinical trials. References reporting ocular toxicity or AEs associated with ADCs
were collected using online publication searches. Articles, abstracts, or citations were included if they cited
ocular toxicities or vision-impairing AEs with a confirmed or suspected association with ADC administration.
Twenty-two references were found citing ocular or vision-impairing AEs in association with ADC adminis-
tration. All references reported use of ADCs in human clinical trials for treatment of various malignancies. The
molecular target and cytotoxic agent varied depending on the ADC used. Ocular AEs affected a diversity of
ocular tissues. The most commonly reported AEs involved the ocular surface and included blurred vision, dry
eye, and corneal abnormalities (including microcystic corneal disease). Most ocular AEs were not severe (<
grade 2) or dose limiting. Clinical outcomes were not consistently reported, but when specified, most AEs
improved or resolved with cessation of treatment or with ameliorative therapy. A diverse range of ocular AEs
are reported in association with administration of ADCs for the treatment of cancer. The toxicologic mecha-
nism(s) and pathogenesis of such events are not well understood, but most are mild in severity and revers-
ible. Drug development and medical professionals should be aware of the clinical features of these events to
facilitate early recognition and intervention in the assessment of preclinical development programs and in

human clinical trials.

Introduction

WHILE CONVENTIONAL CHEMOTHERAPEUTIC agents
serve as the foundations of most cancer treatment
protocols, drug toxicities commonly result in dose-limiting
adverse events (AEs). Targeted agents such as monoclonal
antibodies (mAbs), however, aim to reduce toxicity and
demonstrate encouraging potential in the clinical setting.'*

As of February 2015, over 35 mAbs have been approved
by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), and at least
15mAbs were first approved for the treatment of cancer.’
Despite proven activity against malignancies, however,
most mAbs are prescribed only as adjuncts to conventional
chemotherapy protocols due to limited efficacy as single-
agent therapies.” Putatively contributing to these limitations
are factors such as target heterogeneity or loss of targets on
tumor cells, as well as insufficiency of the desired antitumor
immune response.4 Furthermore, the presence of similar

targets in healthy tissues has contributed to a variety of
drug-related toxicities, including ocular toxicities.”

The eye may be susceptible to toxicity due to several
factors, including its inherently robust blood supply, presence
of subpopulations of rapidly dividing cells, and an abundance
and variety of cell surface receptors. In turn, the ocular AEs
associated with targeted agents such as mAbs are diverse,
affecting a variety of structures. Severities of mAb-associated
ocular toxicities are also variable, ranging from minor ocular
irritation to severe vision-threatening events.”’

The newest generation of targeted cancer therapies, the
antibody—drug conjugates (ADCs), capitalize on molecular
binding of an mAb and cytotoxin through a chemical linker.®
Once directed to a tumor cell by its mAb, the conjugate is
internalized and undergoes lysosomal degradation, liber-
ating its cytotoxic payload to act on its intracellular target.®
Most ADCs employ powerful tubulin-inhibiting cytotoxins
(maytansinoids, auristatins) or other potent agents that
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target and disrupt DNA (calicheamicin, duocarmycin).”'®

Preclinical and clinical investigations of ADCs have
demonstrated considerable antitumor efficacy and there-
fore great potential to function as single-agent therapies for
certain cancers.” >

Despite their promise, the design of ADCs and refinement
of their pharmacologic properties are challenging. Limita-
tions related to linker stability, target specificity, and payload
delivery have been encountered, influencing efficacy and
margin of safety.” Despite a paucity of published evidence
regarding ocular toxicity of ADCs in the preclinical literature,
ocular AEs have been reported in clinical investigations. The
following is a review of the clinical literature reporting those
ocular toxicities and AEs associated with ADCs.

Methods

Data regarding ocular AEs associated with ADCs were
collected using online publication searches, including
PubMed, Medline, GoogleScholar™, and Scopus™, as well
as the FDA Adverse Event Reporting System database, and
the website of the US Patent and Trademark Office. Key-
words or terms searched included ‘‘antibody-drug conjugate’
(“ADC”), “eye,” “ocular,” “ocular toxicity,” ‘‘ophthalmo-
logic,” “‘vision,” “‘keratitis,” ‘“‘cornea,” ‘“‘corneal microcyst,”
““corneal inclusions,” “‘conjunctivitis,” “‘dry eye,” “‘uveitis,”
““cataract,” ‘‘neuropathy,” “‘retina,” and “‘blindness.” Articles
or abstracts were included in the review if they cited ocular
toxicity or vision-impairing ocular AE(s) in association with
administration of an ADC. When available, descriptions of
AEs and data reporting incidence, severity, and reversibility
were compiled; the features of associated ADCs were com-
pared with those without reported association with ocular AEs.

Results

Twenty-two references were found citing ocular or
vision-impairing AEs associated with 13 different ADCs,
summarized in Table 1. All references cited phase I or II
clinical trials determining the safety, tolerability, activity,
pharmacokinetics, and/or maximum tolerated dose (MTD)
of ADCs. The indication for ADC administration in all
references was treatment of cancer (solid tumors in 14 ref-
erences and hematopoietic/lymphoid neoplasia in 10 refer-
ences). In almost all references, patients had refractory or
recurrent malignant neoplasms and had undergone prior
chemotherapeutic treatment. In 1 study,'® some patients
naive to chemotherapeutic treatment were enrolled. Only
1 ADC was administered to a patient in any trial.

Among all 13 ADCs, 11 distinct molecules were targeted,
the mAb component of each varying depending on the tu-
mor being treated. Table 2 presents a list of cells, tissues,
and neoplasms expressing the targets cited in this review.
Most ADCs (12/13) employed tubulin-inhibiting cytotoxins
(8 with maytansinoids and 4 with auristatins). Only 1 em-
ployed a DNA-targeting cytotoxin (calicheamicin).

A summary of ocular AE incidence across all 22 references
is presented in Table 3. AEs commonly involved the ocular
surface, including keratitis (8/22), dry eye (7/22), corneal
microcysts (5/22), corneal deposits/inclusions (4/22), con-
junctivitis/keratoconjunctivitis (3/22), and unspecified kera-
topathy (2/22). Corneal epithelial defect/damage, swollen tear
duct, increased lacrimation, conjunctival hemorrhage, and
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eye redness were cited in 1 reference each. The most common
symptom reported by affected patients was blurred vision
(10/22). Decreased visual acuity and diplopia were each re-
ported in 2/22. Intraocular AEs were uncommon, reported
sporadically in individual patients. Neuro-ophthalmic or
neurologic AEs included optic neuropathy (2/22) and cortical
blindness (1/22), presumed in the latter to be reversible
posterior leukoencephalopathy syndrome (RPLS). When
specified, 13/22 references cited ocular toxicities or AEs
equaling or exceeding grade 3 (according to the Common
Terminology Criteria for Adverse Events, US Department of
Health and Human Services, National Institutes of Health,
National Cancer Institute).l4

For comparison, the structural components of ADCs as-
sociated with and unassociated with ocular AEs are com-
pared in Table 4.

IMGN242 (huC242-DM4)

IMGN242 (huC242-DM4) is a conjugate of a humanized
antibody (huC242) and DM4 (a maytansinoid). huC242
demonstrates affinity for a tumor-associated epitope of CanAg,
a glycoform molecule of MUC1."> CanAg is a desirable target
expressed by gastrointestinal and pancreatic carcinomas and
nonsmall cell lung tumors.'® A preclinical abstract reported
superior activity of IMGN242 against CanAg-expressing solid
tumors in a mouse xenograft model."”

In phase I/II clinical trials, ocular AEs in some patients
prompted dose alteration and ameliorative therapy. In a
phase I study, patients with refractory and/or inoperable
CanAg-expressing solid tumors were treated with single
intravenous (IV) infusions of IMGN242 (18-297 mg/mz)
once every 3 weeks.'® Dose-limiting toxicities, including
decreased visual acuity, corneal deposits, and keratitis, were
reported in 2 patients receiving 223 mg/m” during the sec-
ond treatment cycle. Ameliorative lubricating eye drops
were prescribed. Ocular AEs were reversible, with 1 patient
experiencing marked improvement and the other returning
to baseline. Grades of severity were not specified.

In a phase II study, patients with CanAg-positive meta-
static or locally advanced gastric/gastroesophageal tumors
were eligible if treated with at least 1 chemotherapeutic
regimen before enrollment.'® Six patients received a single
IV infusion at the MTD (168 mg/m?) every 3 weeks. Three
patients developed unspecified ocular AEs, but additional
details were not reported.

Trastuzumab emtansine (Kadcyla®
(formerly T-DM1), Genentech®)

Trastuzumab emtansine (Kadcyla (formerly T-DMI1),
Genentech) is a conjugate of the human epidermal growth
factor receptor 2 (HER2)-binding antibody trastuzumab
(Herceptin~, Genentech) and DMI1 (a maytansinoid).
HER?2 is abundantly expressed in 10%-30% of primary
human breast tumors?>?'; and tumor cells overexpressing
HER2 often demonstrate aggressive growth associated
with poorer clinical outcomes.”>*> Despite these prog-
nostic implications, HER?2 is an attractive therapeutic tar-
get. When combined with chemotherapy, unconjugated
trastuzumab has prolonged survival in patients with
HER2+ breast cancer.> To date, T-DM1 is considered one
of the most successful examples of ADC development into



(panunuoo)

(yreap juoned
0} onp umouun
SIIIOAN [eIdJR[Iq JO

(Ayredornau

Scliv

:9mpayds pazrundo
J(s18K00101IWL
[BoUI0D puE

UOTeILLIL
9ka ‘erdordip
‘(UorISIA paxIMIq
ym) Ayredornau
ondo ‘Aymoe
[enSIA PaseaIdop/m
SII9AN [BIAJR[Iq
‘UOISTA palIn[q

:9mmpayods pozrundo
o S1sAd0101
msodep Teou

Qw0IN0) AJIOIX0) ondo) ¢ pue UOISIA PalIn[q) -100 ‘Ayredoinou ondo "THN [I°°-9 YINa-yany)
L T8 10 Seiqry [BIUIO0D IqISISAY (asodap [eou102) ¢ #7/01 ‘ANO9pM  ‘UOISIA pann[q PRI dadS/yINA/61ad  Atowerjar/pasdefoy 61vEdVS
Ayedoinou
(quoned o[3urs (yoeo ondo ‘ewojoos
B Ul UOTIB)LLIL juoned [) s1oyo ‘SIATIOUN[U0D0TBIY
9A9 pue uoISIA e ‘(syuaned 7) ‘syneIay ‘sysodop +0zad
paxmn[q —¢ opeid erdordip [BOUIOD ‘UOTBILIIT PUe +61AD)
M PJRIOOSSE ‘(sjuarnyed ¢) 9K ‘erdordip ewoydwA] [[90-g
Ayredoinou ko A1p ‘(syuened ‘sy1anounfuod a31e[ osnyyIp FINA-ygny)
o¢ T8 10 T0JI0D payroads JoN ondo 1doox9) 7—1 G) UOISIA paung ‘0A9 AIp ‘UOISIA pain[g dadS/yINa/e61ad  Awoerjoypasderoy 617€AVS
(uoned 1) ¢ psesueyo [erayiida
{(syuaned ) ¢ [B9UI0D OTISAD0IOTW ewoydwA] [[90-g FINA-yany)
c¢ [B 19 SaUNOX polqISIoAdYy “(syuomed £) ¢ 6¢/L1 ‘UOISIA PALIN|q 2I9A3S dads/yINa/e1ad  Aojoeraypasdefoy 61vEdVS
oka K1p ‘snneray (IWa-n
payroads jou arenjound ‘OseasIp I90UBD ISBAIq QUISUBIUWID
oz T8 10 wereag payoads JoN  s1oyjo ‘(syuaned ) ¢ Q7/E1  90BNS IB[NOO ‘poRIRIR)  DDINS/IINA/CIAH  +2¥dH PodueApy qewnznjsel],
snranoun(uod
Quourredwr
UOTSTA/poIIN[q (TNa-1)
UOISIA ‘UONBWILIOR] hhliich) QUISUBIUID
1z T8 19 stung poyads 10N o1 Cl1/Se pasearour ‘oko AIq  DDINS/TINA/CIHH 1sealq +0YdH qemmznisel,
Jonp Ies) U9[Joms (INa-1)
‘e1rqoydojoyd I90ued JSeaIq QUISUBIWIQ
oz T8 10 doTy payroads 10N 1 9peID qV</1 ‘sniandunfuod  DDNS/TINA/CIHH  +CTYHH PAJUBAPY qewnzmselry,
sjown) uonoun(
[ea3eydosoonsed
(Jw/Burggy o owses  (FINA-THCONY)
o1 TE 30 JJoD pagads 10N pagoads 10N SUIATOQI) 9/¢ poyads 10N gAdS/AHINA/SYueD aAnisod-3yue) THINDINI
19y)0
) ur paoidur ANE\WE €T snnesay ‘syisodop
Apueoyrusrs e ‘9100 jusunean [eou100 ‘Anoe siown) pIjos ($INA-ZHZOnY)
g T80 AL Juaned | ur poajosay peyads JoN  puooss Suumnp) og/g [ensIA pasearddq  gAdS/HINa/Svue)  Suissaxdxe-3yue) TYINDINIT
20UI[2Y U02IN() 2PDAD) 2ouap1oUf woidwds/£1101x0 [ A2YU1]/U1X0103£D (wsvjdoau) oaqv
JUI31UD 12340 ] uoyvIIPUJ

SHLVONINOD) HNI—AJOLIINY d0 NOILVILSININAY HLIM ddLVIOOSSY SHY ONIIIVAIN]-NOISIA dO/dNV dVIND() 40 SHINLVI] 40 AYVININNS

1 419V,

591



(panunjuoo)

(Kep/zw/Sui 46) /1
‘Kep/zwi/Sw /) T/l (T06NDIAID)
MA%N@\NE\ME ) sIowm) quIsue)IOW
co B 12 [IOM poyoads JoN 1 6T/1 “¥9/€ T8I0, ssoupar akg ddS/TINA/96AdD PIOS +96dD qeunznjoAlo]
owy/(uneisune)
JVININOW
(,.snouas,, (eSeyrIoway J(ovuda) sIown)
SB poyIsse[d pue o3eyrroway 7 101dooar p1jos K10j0B1jo1
oc T8 10 ElRIZUNUUY poyroads JoN nq) payroads JoN ured 949 10J Yoeo) 9/] EiBE...EAMo ,Emm%»m v 2dA) utydg Io pesdefoy L¥S-TAdN
oy1oads
Jou UOnEBdIo[ owEwwmcmv QuozeIpAy BIWIOY unuesozo
¢ Te 10 3neddrq payroads JoN ¥ 6/1 SuIpeo[q B[N0  /UIDTWEBIYDIRI/CED  -NO[ PIO[AW N0y qeuINZnjwon)
paymoads jou siown) pi
oc T8 10 Tuog J[qIsIoAdy  s1oyo (syuened 7) ¢ A vmv\ 11 snneray| d4ddS/YINA/9SA  -O0S PIdUBAPE +9VD) 869996 VS
%81
K9 AIp ym UOISIA paln[q
juaned T :¢ opeIin) ‘(% L7) 29 A1
((%9¢)
:Sursop Ao M Sursop Apeom
(%6) snneiey
‘(%11) uoISIA
sdoip 949 pro1as paxmiq ‘(9%0¢) 20"
pue sIe9) [eroyn 9Kka AI1p “(%GT1) onejselawW Io
-Ie [IIm (Surajosar Kypyedorpoyida SNNRIdY ‘UOISTA THN Al1030€1J21
JO PIAJOSI) 9 €7 Ul € dpeIn) 2 [eduao)) :(9%/S) pain[q ‘9ks AI1p owy/(uneisLne) /pasdeyax
L T8 30 Iuue],  9[qISIoAal K[[e1ou9n) :3ursop yoam¢ Sursop yoamg()  ‘Aypedoroynda 1esuro) AVININ/OLAD aantsod-0,dD SL-NDS
THN AIojoeijar
owy/(unejsune) /pasderar 10 DOV
gy TE 30 uosdwoy, poyroads JoN 4 poyroads JoN snokoopry JVININ/0LAD dnejseoWl +0LdD SL-NDS
BIUISYNOT
pro[eAw 9noe
¢y T8 10 uesndery 9[qISIOAdY ¢ A Nvm: (Sunrwrr-asop) suneId3| dads/yNascedd  Aropengaypasderoy €E€96HAV
%6
juonjed oerpad ewoydwA|
1 pue (%+€) QAIssaI33e A[ysiy
sdoip 243 sjuenjed Jnpe ¢ pue BIuIayna|
PIOIAIS YIM 7—] syuan ur Ayjedojeroy Ayredojeray Jmnoe a3eaul-g
opei3 03 paaoxdurt -ed jnpe § ur sy onsKo0IoTI onsKooxomu [eroyradns our/(une)sune) K1030R1J21
o TE 10 RS IO paa[osar AjuIofely [BoUIOD /¢ Speln) [erogradng  ‘0k9 AIp ‘UOISIA paln[g AVININ/6TAD Io pesdefoy V61AdD-NDS
ewoydwA|
Ie[noI[[0]
sdoip 943 prox Z—1 opeid (%L6) Ayredojeray ¢ opeid
-9)S JIM JUAUIBAI) Appsowr ‘9sImIay}O onsAd0101I Ayyedojeroy Jo ‘ewroydwA|
Suimorjoy ‘sasop 1oy31y “(9%¢7) Aypedoje onsAd0IoTW 199 opuewr “THN
paroxdur 3urareoar sjuaned -1 ‘(%6€) 9K AI1p ‘Ayyedojeray ‘oko our/(une)sune) [199-g A101081)91
g¢ [B 19 ZUMONSON 10 PaA[osoY ¥ UL 10 ¢ 9pe1)  (%6G) UOISIA parmn[g AIp ‘uorsIA parmg IVINIW/61dD I0 pasdefoy V6I1dO-NDS
20U212[2Y U02IN() 2PDAD ouap1ouf woidwds/£1101x0 [ AYU1]/UIX0J01KD (wsvjdoau) oav
JU231UD 12340 ] uoyvIIPUJ

(QANNLLNOD)) [ d4714V],

592



‘JySrom Apoq [8101 ‘A gL ‘BWOUIdIRd [[00 [eual QDY ‘ewoydwA] unSpoy-uou “THN ‘J Uneisune [Ayowouout ‘JVINIA ‘7 101deoar 10108 yamoid [euuropide uewiny
‘TYAH ‘unmuesozo qewnzmwdgd ‘O o 10)dodar 93e[o) Y ‘¢ oserdnsarpoydsoydyasereydsoydosfd opriosonuoos ‘¢ddNH IYSom Apoq [eapr pasnlpe ‘M dIv ‘serednfuod Snip-Apoqnue ‘sOAV
*9[qEJBWAIUN SEM UONBUIIEXI ) JO 1S9 Y} pUB PIJoJje Jou A[9SIe] 2Jom SSOUMOIY) [BAUIOD PUEB UONOUNY Jed) SJudned [9A9] [eroynide ayy je Surdwnydo ysniym [eUOISBOJ0 PIM SIXE
Jy) pIemo) SuneIsiw ‘rouurw YI[-Sull e ul Aroyduad [eaurod oy e Sunaels A[[eord£) souereadde onsAoosoru yiim Ayredorjoyiids [eauIod [eIoIR[Iq Sem uoneUIeXd dwe-11[s 18 SUIpUl UOWWIOD JSOIA
'sjuonjed [[B ul 9[qISIoARI ureSe Jnq ‘s9[oAd juanbasqns YIIm JUALINOAI Sem AJIDIXO0] [BAUIOD ‘HY Ie[NO0 snoiadld B SuImo[[o} paIoISIUIIPE 1M SISOP [BUOLIIPPE USYA\
"UOIBNUNUOJSIP JO SABP ¢ UIYIIM QUI[ISeq O} UonNNjosal paoualradxe sagueyd [eautod 4 opeid Y juaned 9[3urs oy pue ‘sjuoned [[e Ul J[qISIOAT 2IoM SOSURYD [BAUI0)) [9A9] [eraylide ay je Surdwnyo
Usnrgm [euoiseddo ym sixe Arefjided oy premoy SunerSru ‘rouuew ayi[-Sulr e ut Aroydued [eouros je Sunels AjreordAy ‘Ayredoraypide [eourod snskoordrun [eole[lq sem SUIPUY UOWIWOD ISOIA],
*90uaLmoal Jnoyim Aderay) uo paurewar juanied Sy, “[INC-L 01 pare[aaun st pajrodar ‘A3moe [ensia paonpal f 9peIs Judlsuen pue ewoone[3 ¢ apers pado[oadp ewoone[s Jo A10Is1y B yiim Juaned auQ,
"pagtoads jou sem sjuened ojeredos Ul paAISSqo AIOM SHY 9SAU) JYIRYA “A[eAnoadsar ‘Yoed 10§ g/ se partodar sem jonp 1eay usfoms pue ‘erqoydojoyd ‘snianoun(uods jo aousprouy,
(6007) 2IMNsu] 19our)) [RUONEN ‘UI[BIH JO SAIMINSU] [BUONEBN ')’y UOISIOA (HYDLD) SIUGAD ISIOAPE J0J BLIDILID ASOJOUIULIS) UOWWIO)),, ‘SIJTAIDS UBWINH pue yIedy Jo juswiredsq SN,

¢ opeIs ¢I/el (By/8wg ) poyroads
Z 1 :(sop d€091-SDV jou IsIMIaYI0 dVINIA
Aue) J€D91-SOV  +€/6T :AED91-SOV nq ‘Ayredojeroy (Krefqided -1€D91-SOV
¢ opeis 2 Q[qISIoAIL owy/(une)st PUE [[29 Je3[0) pue JVININ
2, Te 30 uosdwoy, IlqIsIaAdy [ -d8IN9I-SDV 9¢/8 -d8IN91-SOV A[uowrwod SO -1ne) JVININ/EddNA $ODY A1oioe1joy -dA8IN9[-SDV
(uoned T) ured o49
‘(syuaned 7) 1540
[eou10d ‘(syuened )
Juawredwr UoISIA
JUOISN[O0 UIdA
reunas ‘(quaned 1) ured 249
S1SA0010TW 9sAd [eaurod quounired
rerepide [eau1od -WI UOISIA/UOISN[OJ0
“(Uoea 9507>)  UIOA [BUnAI ‘S)SA20I0TW
snne1ay 9ajejound 1o reroypde [eau Iooued
SUONEOYIPOW S0P snneIy ‘(%05 ~) -10d ‘spneray ayejound uerreao [erydo
o, T8 39 SI00N Im O[qeaSeueA € opeid s IV UOISIA palm|g  ‘SHIBISY ‘UOISIA paum[g dddS/YINA/Pdd  uelsisal-unune[d ES8NDINI
38w g9 e s1oyeop ‘Ayjedounor
L/€ ‘Sy[w(g e “UOISTA PALIN[Q ‘SNNRINY
1/1 Sutsop Mgy 2reround :Zursop M ATV
K3101X0} JB[NO0 JYI0
SHV I8 10} 7—1 38w e poyroadsun ‘uoISIA
‘Suisop MATV G/S BY/Sw (G e paLIN[q ‘SHRINY
g9 T8 10 2I00]N 9[qISIoAdY ¢—1 :Susop MdL [1/4 :Suisop Mgl eound :Susop ML dads/yINA/eYd  siown) prjos +oyd €SSNDINI
suorsn[our
/aseasp Teroylido
[eoUI0d Im suorsnyour [e)
juonyed | ‘uorsia -sAI10 ‘aFewrep [BoUIOD rwIO[eAW
poLIN|q/S9A9 reroyda ‘uorsia ordnnuw
Lo T8 30 UBY3-UBURYD payads 10N ¢ Kp ynm juoned suQ EENZ ﬁm&ﬂbo dadsS/yINa/8e1ad  Arowexapasdejoy 29014
QWIOIPUAS
J1012p pPIeY Kyyedoreydeouaoynof
[enstA juaysiszod Jorrdysod 9[qrsIoAal (106NDIAD
M Juauwrdaold (310dax M JUISIS BUIOUIOTRD QuIsueIOW
5o TE 10 UOS[IA\  -WIT QATSSAIS01d MO[S poymoads JoN  9sed) juoned 9[SUIS  -U0D) SSAUPUI[Q [BO1I0D) ddS/1INA/9sad 1199 [oION qewnZnjoAlo|
20U2f2Y] U02IN() 2PPLID) 2ouap1oUf woiduks/£1101x0 [, A2YU1]/U1X010LD (wsvydoau) oayv
JUdSUD 12340 ] uonvIIpUJ

(@INNLLNOD) [ d14V],

593



594

EATON ET AL.

TABLE 2. ANTIGENS TARGETED BY ADCs REPORTED TO CAUSE OCULAR AEs; THE CELLS, TISSUES,
AND/OR NEOPLASMS EXPRESSING EACH ANTIGEN

Target antigen Cells/tissues/neoplasms expressing antigen Reference(s)

CanAg Gastrointestinal and pancreatic carcinomas, some nonsmall cell lung 16
tumors

HER2 Breast tumors (~ 10%-30%) 20.21

CDh19 B lymphocytes (precursor and differentiated with the exception of 8.29.30
differentiated plasma cells) and neoplastic B lymphocytes

CD33 Acute myeloid leukemia, myeloid precursor cells, mature monocytes, and 404143
macrophages

CD70 Activated T and B lymphocytes, mature dendritic cells, lymphoma, RCC, 44,45
glioblastoma

CA6 Solid tumors (pancreas, ovary, breast, bladder) o

Ephrin type A Overexpressed in some carcinomas, melanomas, and gliomas; normal 54

receptor 2 (EphA2) epithelial tissues (skin, lung, colon, ovary, bladder)

CD56 Neurons, astrocytes, Schwann cells, natural killer cells, and some activated 44,59
T lymphocytes

CD138 Mature epithelial cells, overexpression has been documented on B-cell and 65,66
plasma cell precursors, as well as mature plasma cells, including those
associated with multiple myeloma

FRo Various solid tumors (ovarian, endometrial, and some lung tumors) 68,69

ENPP3 Renal carcinomas (clear cell and papillary) .72

AEs, adverse events.

the clinic.'® Correspondingly, preclinical evaluation has
demonstrated excellent stability, safety, and efficacy in
HER2-expressing tumor models.>*%

In a phase I, dose-escalation clinical trial, patients with
metastatic HER2-positive breast cancer received T-DM1 IV
every 3 weeks (0.3—4.8 mg/kg).? Patients received a mean
of 4 chemotherapeutic treatments before enrollment. While
the majority of AEs were nonocular, conjunctivitis, photo-
phobia, and swollen tear duct (all grade 1-2) were infre-
quently reported. Further details concerning management or
follow-up were not specified.

In a phase II study, patients with tumor progression de-
spite treatment with HER2-directed therapy and prior che-
motherapy, received T-DM1 IV every 3 weeks at the MTD
(3.6 mg/kg).”” Ocular AEs (mostly grade 1-2) were reported
in 31.3% of patients, including dry eye, increased lacrima-
tion, blurring of vision/vision impairment, and conjunctivi-
tis. Follow-up information was not specified. In this study, a
single patient with historic glaucoma developed grade 3
glaucoma with transient grade 4 reduced visual acuity, but
this was not considered ADC related. That patient continued
treatment without recurrence.

In another phase I dose-escalation study of patients with
advanced HER2-positive breast cancer, T-DM1 was ad-
ministered weekly or every 3 weeks.”® Patients had previ-
ously received trastuzumab. Ocular AEs were reported in
13/28 patients, including cataract, ocular surface disease,
punctuate keratitis, and dry eye. In 2 patients, AEs were
classified as grade 3.

SAR3419 (CD19-DM4)

SAR3419 (CD19-DM4) is a conjugate of humanized
IgG1 anti-CD19 monoclonal antibody and DM4. CD19 is a
glycoprotein member of the immunoglobulin superfamily,
expressed on normal and cancerous B lymphocytes.® Tt is
more abundant early in cellular development from pre-B-
cell differentiation through plasma cell differentiation.?*-°

It is believed that CD19 targeting can eliminate potentially
malignant immature B cells that otherwise escape targeting
by other B-cell antigens such as CD20.%” SAR3419 has been
associated with minimal toxicity and encouraging efficacy in
animal models for lymphoma, demonstrating superior anti-
tumor activity when compared with unconjugated maytansi-
noid or antibody alone.*'~**

In a phase I multidose-escalation study, SAR3419 was
administered to patients with relapsed or refractory B-cell
lymphoma.®® Patients had undergone a median of 4 prior
treatment regimens, some receiving stem cell transplanta-
tion and all receiving rituximab. Escalating IV doses of
SAR3419 (10-270 mg/m?*) were administered every 3 weeks.
Dose-limiting ocular AEs were observed in 17 patients
(44%), primarily at higher doses (=160 mg/m?) after the
second administration. Blurring of vision was reported in 16
patients, typically after the second dose. Microcystic corneal
epitheliopathy was commonly observed on ophthalmic ex-
amination, typically distributed at the corneal periphery in a
ring-like pattern, migrating toward the central cornea (Fig. 1).
Clumping of whitish intraepithelial material was also occa-
sionally observed. Seven patients had grade 2 AEs, 5 had
grade 3, and 1 had grade 4. Based on these findings, the MTD
was 160 mg/m”. Corneal AEs were reversible in all affected
patients, but recovery to baseline vision required a dose delay
of 1-2 weeks. Even following dose delay, reversible corneal
toxicity was again observed.

In another phase I/II dose-escalation study, SAR3419 was
dosed weekly for a total of 8 doses.*® Dose-dependent oc-
ular AEs were observed, including blurred vision, dry eye,
conjunctivitis, diplopia, eye irritation, corneal deposits,
keratitis, keratoconjunctivitis, scotoma, and optic neuropa-
thy. The only ocular AE exceeding grade 2 occurred
in a patient with optic neuropathy associated with grade
3—4 blurred vision and eye irritation.

A subsequent phase I study evaluated a weekly IV dose and
an optimized IV dosing schedule (4 weeklzy infusions, fol-
lowed by 4 biweekly infusions) at 55 mg/m”. The optimized
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SUMMARY OF THE INCIDENCE OF OCULAR AES
ACROSS ALL REFERENCES

TABLE 3.

Number of
references (of 22)
Adverse event citing AE
Blurred vision 10
Keratitis (including punctate) 8
Dry eye 7
Corneal microcysts/microcystic 5

epithelial changes
Corneal deposits/inclusions
Conjunctivitis/keratoconjunctivitis
Decreased visual acuity
Unspecified keratopathy
Optic neuropathy
Eye irritation
Diplopia
Corneal epithelial defect/damage
Unspecified ocular toxicity
Ocular surface disease
Swollen tear duct
Increased lacrimation
Conjunctival hemorrhage
Eye redness
Ocular bleeding (location unspecified)
Uveitis (bilateral)
Iridocyclitis
Photophobia
Cataract
Cortical blindness
Scotoma
Nonspecific retinopathy
Eye pain
Floaters
Retinal vein occlusion
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schedule yielded an improved safety profile.”” Of 44 patients
receiving weekly treatment, 10 (23%) reported blurring of
vision, and bilateral microcystic corneal changes with whitish
epithelial clumps, similar to those reported by Younes et al.,
were described on slit-lamp examination.>> With the opti-
mized schedule, only 4/25 patients (16%) developed ocular
AEs, including blurred vision, bilateral uveitis with decreased
visual acuity (1 patient), and optic neuropathy with diplopia
and eye irritation (1 patient). The only AE exceeding grade 2
was optic neuropathy (grade 3). All corneal toxicities were
reversible. Visual acuity returned to 90% in the patient with
uveitis within 6 weeks, but further follow-up was not avail-
able due to death of the patient.

SGN-CD19A

SGN-CD19A is a conjugate of a humanized anti-CD19
antibody and an auristatin drug, monomethyl auristatin F
(MMAF). CD19 is commonly expressed in patients with B-
cell non-Hodgkin lymphoma (NHL).*

In a phase I dose-escalation study evaluating SGN-CD19A
in patients with relapsed or refractory lymphomas, SGN-
CD19A was administered IV (0.5-6.0 mg/kg) at 21-day in-
tervals.*® Patients were enrolled if they had received at least
1 systemic treatment regimen for their malignancy. Ocular
AEs were reported in =20% of patients, including blurred
vision (59%), dry eye (39%), and keratopathy (23%). In
25 patients (57%), corneal examination confirmed superficial
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microcystic keratopathy (grade 1-2). In 4 patients receiving
higher doses, grade 3—4 corneal AEs were observed.

In another phase I dose-escalation study, SGN-CD19A was
administered to adult and pediatric patients with relapsed/
refractory B-cell leukemia or highly aggressive lymphomas.*
Patients were enrolled if they had received at least 1 treatment
regimen for their malignancy. SGN-CD19A was adminis-
tered according to 2 IV dosing schedules: weekly on days
1 and 8 of 21-day cycles (0.3-4.5 mg/kg) or every 3 weeks
(0.5-6 mg/kg). Blurred vision and dry eye were among the
most frequently reported AEs. Superficial microcystic kera-
topathy was observed in 13 adult patients (34%) and 1 pe-
diatric patient (9%). Grade 3—4 corneal AEs were observed in
4 adult patients.

In both studies, patients experiencing ocular AEs were
prescribed ophthalmic steroids and most experienced reso-
lution or improvement to grade 1-2 by last follow-up. This
observation prompted topical steroid prophylaxis in both
trials, administered before each ADC dose. At interim anal-
ysis, the authors of the latter study reported that this pro-
phylaxis had reduced the incidence of grade 3—4 events.*

AVE9633

AVE9633 is a conjugate of an anti-CD33 antibody and
DM4. CD33 is expressed on myeloid precursor cells and
mature monocytes and in up to 90% of patients with acute
myeloid leukemia (AML), making it an attractive thera-
peutic target.***' In preclinical evaluation, AVE9633
demonstrated encouraging antitumor activity in an animal
model of AML.**

Data from 3 phase I single-agent trials have been reported,
evaluating AVE9633 in patients with relapsed or refractory
AML.* AVE9633 was administered at escalating IV doses at 3
different schedules; day 1 of a 21-day cycle, (15-260 mg/m?),
days 1 and 8 of a 28-day cycle (30-150 mg/mz), and days 1, 4,
and 7 of a 28-day cycle (30-90 mg/m?). One patient receiving
the day 1/8 schedule developed dose-limiting, reversible grade
3 keratitis during the second cycle at 150 mg/m?.

SGN-75 (CD70-MMAF)

SGN-75 (CD70-MMAF) is a conjugate of a humanized
anti-CD70 antibody and MMAF. CD70 is a member of the
tumor necrosis factor family, expressed on the surfaces of
activated T and B lymphocytes, natural killer cells, and
mature dendritic cells.** It is also expressed in some ma-
lignancies, including lymphoma, renal cell carcinoma
(RCC), and glioblastoma.**** In a preclinical study, SGN-
75 demonstrated antitumor activity in a mouse model of
human RCC.**¢

SGN-75 was evaluated in phase I clinical trials for
treatment of patients with RCC and/or NHL.**® In a phase
I dose-escalation study, SGN-75 was administered IV (0.6—
3mg/kg) weekly or every 3 weeks.*® The only ocular AE
reported was grade 2 iridocyclitis, but details regarding in-
cidence and follow-up were not specified.

In the other study, SGN-75 was administered IV every 3
weeks (0.3—4.5mg/kg) or on days 1, 8, and 15 of 28-day
cycles (0.3-0.6 mg/kg).*” Dose-dependent ocular AEs (some
dose limiting) were reported in 57% of patients dosed every
3 weeks, typically observed following multiple doses. These
AEs included dry eye (30%), corneal epitheliopathy (15%),
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TABLE 4. STRUCTURAL COMPONENTS OF ADCS ASSOCIATED WITH AND UNASSOCIATED
WITH OCULAR ADVERSE EVENTS

ADC MAb mode Target Cytotoxin Linker
ADCs associated Trastuzumab emtansine ~ Humanized  Her-2 Maytansine SMCC
with ocular AEs (Kadcy1a®, T-DM1) (DM1)
Lorvotuzumab mertansine Humanized = CD56 Maytansine SPP
(IMGN-901) (DM1)
SAR3419 (HuB4-DM4) Humanized CDI19 Maytansine SPDB
(DM4)
BT-062 Chimerized CD138 Maytansine SPDB
Syndecanl) (DM4)
SAR566658 Humanized  Mucl (CA6) Maytansine SPDB
(HuDS6-DM4) (DM4)
SGN-75 Humanized  CD70 Auristatin Maleimidocaproyl
(MMAF) (mc)
IMGN242 Humanized  CanAg Maytansine SPDB
(huc242-DM4) (DM4)
SGN-CD19A Humanized = CDI19 Auristatin Maleimidocaproyl
(MMAF) (mc)
AVE9633 Humanized  CD33 Maytansine SPDB
(DM4)
GO Humanized  CD33 Calicheamicin ~ Hydrazone
MEDI-547 Human EphA2 Auristatin Maleimidocaproyl
(MMAF) (mc)
IMGN 853 Humanized  FRa Maytansine SPDB
(DM4)
AGS-16M8F (AGS-6MF) Fully human ENPP3 Auristatin Maleimidocaproyl
(MMAF) (mc)
ADCs unassociated Brentuximab vedotin Chimeric CD30 Auristatin ve
with ocular AEs*  (Adcetris®, SGN-35) (MMAE)
Inotuzumab ozogamicin  Humanized  CD22 Calicheamicin ~ Hydrazone/AcBut
(CMC-544)
Glembatumumab Fully human GPNMB Auristatin ve
vedotin (CDX-011, (MMAE)
CR-011-vcMMAE)
Milatuzumab—doxorubicin Humanized = CD74 Doxorubicin Hydrazone
(IMMU-110)
AGS-22M6E Fully human Nectin-4 Auristatin Ve
(ASG-22ME) (MMAE)
AMG-172 ND ND ND ND
AMG-595 Fully human EGFRvVIII Maytansinoid Noncleavable
ASG-5ME (AGS-5M2E) Fully human SLC44A4 Auristatin ve
(MMAE)
DEDN-6526A Humanized  ET8R Auristatin ve
(endothelin B) (MMAE)
IMGN 529 (K7153A- Humanized = CD37 Maytansine SMCC
SMCC-DM1) (DM1)
IMMU-130 (hMN14- Humanized =~ CEACAMS SN-38 CL2
SN38)
MDX-1203 Fully human CD70 MGBA ve
PSMA-ADC (PSMA- Fully human PSMA Auristatin ve
ADC-1301) (MMAE)
RG-7450 (DSTP-3086S) ND ND Auristatin ND
RG-7458 ND MUCI16 (CA125) Auristatin ND
(MMAE)
RG-7593 (pinatuzumab Humanized = CD22 Auristatin ve
vedotin, DCDT-2980S) (MMAE)
RG-7596 (DCDS-4501A) Humanized CD79 Auristatin ND
RG-7598 ND ND Auristatin ND
RG-7599 ND MUCI16 (CA125) Auristatin ND
RG-7600 ND ND Auristatin ND
BAY 94-9343 Fully human Mesothelin Maytansine SPDB
(DM4)

aModified from Sassoon and Blanc.!!

2

EGFR, epidermal growth factor receptor; MMAE, monomethyl auristatin E; ND, nondisclosed.
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blurred vision (11%), and keratitis (9%). In 23% of those
patients, ocular AEs were = grade 3. Ocular AEs were
reported in 36% of patients dosed weekly, including dry
eye (27%) and blurred vision (18%), but corneal epithe-
liopathy was not observed. Only 1 patient experienced an
AE (dry eye) = grade 3. Ocular AEs were reversible, with
even grade 3 events reported to improve or resolve fol-
lowing discontinuation of treatment. Observation of ocular
AEs prompted a subsequent amendment, requiring clinical
assessment of affected patients by a corneal specialist.
Examination identified a ring pattern of microcystic-
appearing corneal epithelial changes, starting in the
periphery and migrating centrally. This finding was also
associated with astigmatism and refractive error. Artificial
tears and steroid eye drops were prescribed, mitigating the
duration and severity of ocular symptoms. Thereafter,
steroid eye drops were recommended for all patients with
evidence of microcystic corneal epitheliopathy, even if
asymptomatic.

SAR566658 (DS6-DMA4)

SAR566658 (DS6-DM4) is a conjugate of a CA6-targeting
antibody (huDS6) and DM4. CA6 is a glycol-epitope of
MUCI, overexpressed in some solid tumors, including those
of the pancreas, ovary, breast, and bladder.® Preclinical
evaluation has been performed in mouse models of solid
human tumors.*’

In a phase I, dose-escalation clinical trial, SAR566658
(SAR) was evaluated in patients with CA6-expressing solid
tumors. Patients received single-agent therapy with esca-
lating IV doses (10-240 mg/m?) every 3 weeks.”® Keratitis
was reported in 11/34 patients, observed in those receiving
150 mg/m? late in the study. In 2 patients, the keratitis was
classified as grade 3. Keratitis was reportedly reversible, but
additional information was not specified.

Gemtuzumab ozogamicin (Mylotarg™, Pfizer®)

Gemtuzumab ozogamicin (GO; Mylotarg, Pfizer) was a
conjugate of a CD33-binding antibody and a calicheamicin
cytotoxin. CD33 is associated with myeloid differentiation
and highly expressed on myeloid precursor cells and cir-
culating monocytes.**** Expression is lower on granulo-
cytes and macrophages and constitutive on dendritic cells.*’
GO demonstrated potent antitumor activity in a preclinical
study,’! receiving FDA approval in 2000 for treatment of
patients with CD33-positive AML.'" Despite early promise
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FIG. 1. Clinical images of mi-
crocystic corneal epithelial changes
associated with SAR3419 (huB4-
DM4:; Younes et al.>%). (A) Slit lamp
photo of corneal toxicity, epithe-
lial haze in the mid-periphery of
the cornea. (B) High-power photo
showing micro-cystic appearance
within the corneal epithelium. Color
images available online at www
liebertpub.com/jop

in phase II trials, Mylotarg was withdrawn from the market
in 2010 due to concerns about relative efficacy.’*>

In a clinical study, 9 elderly patients with AML (untreated
or relapsed) were treated with GO (6 mg/m” on day 1 and
4 mg/m? on day 8) in combination with cytarabine (100 mg/m?
daily for days 1-7). One patient experienced grade 4 ocular
bleeding.'® Additional details were not reported, but it was
presumed to be associated with drug-induced thrombocy-
topenia following myelosuppression.

MEDI-547

MEDI-547 is a conjugate of a monoclonal antibody to
EphA2 and MMAF. EphA2 is a member of the tyrosine
kinase family and is expressed at relatively low levels in most
normal adult tissues, with higher expression confined majnlsy
to epithelial tissues (skin, lung, colon, ovary, and bladder).‘4
It is also abundantly expressed in some carcinomas, mela-
nomas, and gliomas. Overexpression of EphA2 in patients
with some malignancies has been associated with a poorer
clinical outcome.>* Potent antitumor effects of MEDI-547
have been demonstrated in preclinical animal models.”>’

In a phase I study, MEDI-547 was evaluated in patients with
relapsed or refractory solid tumors.>® MEDI-547 was initially
administered IV (0.08 mg/kg) every 3 weeks. All patients
in the study, however, discontinued treatment and dose esca-
lation was never pursued, primarily due to treatment-related
hemorrhage or coagulation events. Eye pain was also reported
in 1/6 patients, prompting discontinuation of treatment. Con-
junctival hemorrhage was observed in 1/6 patients.

Lorvotuzumab mertansine (IMGN901)

Lorvotuzumab mertansine (IMGN901) is a conjugate of a
CD56-targeting antibody and DM1. CD56 [neural cell ad-
hesion molecule (NCAM)] is a glycoprotein expressed on
neurons, astrocytes, Schwann cells, skeletal muscle, natural
killer cells, and some activated T lymphocytes. It is also
expressed on many multiple myeloma cells and some solid
tumor cells.***® IMGN901 demonstrated potent antitumor
activity in preclinical models of small cell lung and ovarian
cancers and multiple myeloma.®*%?

A phase I, dose-escalation clinical study evaluated
IMGNO901 in patients with CD56-positive solid tumors.®?
Patients were enrolled if they had received 1-6 prior che-
motherapeutic regimens. IMGN901 was administered IV,
once daily for 3 consecutive days, every 3 weeks. Ocular
AEs were uncommon, but eye redness (< grade 1-2) was
reported in 3 patients at 3 different dose levels (448, 75,
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and 94 mg/m?/day). Details regarding duration of the AE
and/or reversibility were not specified.

A case report described cortical blindness in a single
patient with CD56-positive Merkel cell carcinoma (MCC)
receiving IMGNOO1 in a phase I study.®* On day 16 of the
study, the patient developed nausea, vomiting, headache,
and confusion and disorientation. Brain magnetic resonance
imaging (MRI) revealed bilaterally symmetrical cortical and
subcortical lesions involving the parietal and occipital white
matter characteristic of RPLS. Although the etiology of
RPLS is unclear and a causative relationship with IMGN901
is not verifiable, the onset of clinical signs and characteristic
MRI findings were highly suggestive. Despite improvement
with general supportive care and monitoring, vision recov-
ery was slow and a visual field deficit persisted.

BT-062

BT-062 is a conjugate of an anti-CD138 antibody and
DM4. CD138 is a cell surface proteoglycan molecule in-
volved with cell adhesion. CD138 is primarily expressed on
the surfaces of mature epithelial cells. Overexpression has
been demonstrated on B-cell and plasma cell precursors,
including those associated with multiple myeloma.®>
In vivo preclinical investigations have demonstrated anti-
tumor activity.®

BT-062 was evaluated in a phase I dose-escalation stucéy
of patients with relapsed or refractory multiple myeloma.®’
BT-062 was administered IV every 3 weeks (10-200 mg/m?).
Four days following the fourth cycle of treatment (at
160 mg/m?), 1 female patient experienced dry eyes and
blurry vision. Three days after the third cycle of treatment,
at the same dose, a male patient developed corneal epi-
thelial damage and crystal corneal inclusions. In both pa-
tients, these AEs were designated as grade 2 and medically
significant. Further details regarding reversibility and/or
follow-up were not reported.

IMGN853

IMGNS853 is a conjugate of a folate receptor o (FRa)-
binding antibody and DM4. FRa is abundantly expressed on
several solid tumors, including those of the ovary, endo-
metrium, and lung.68’69

In a phase I dose-escalation study of patients with re-
fractory FRo+ solid tumors, doses of IMGNS853 [based on
total body weight (TBW)] were administered IV at 21-day
intervals.®® Ocular AEs were observed in 4/11 patients at
5.0mg/kg and 5/5 patients at 7.0 mg/kg. The nature of all
AEs was not specified, but severity ranged from grade 1 to 3
at both dose levels, including dose-limiting punctate keratitis
and blurred vision in 2 patients, respectively, at 7.0 mg/kg.
Pharmacokinetic analysis determined an association be-
tween ocular AEs and earlier exposure to higher plasma
levels of IMGNS853 and poor correlation between patient
plasma volume and TBW. To mitigate this discrepancy,
patients’ adjusted ideal body weights (AIBWs) were cal-
culated and thereafter used to determine the administered
dose, aiming to decrease variability in early exposure levels.
The use of AIBWs yielded visual disturbance in only 1/7
patients at 5.0 mg/kg (grade 1-2). At 6.0 mg/kg, however,
3/7 patients developed grade 1-2 ocular AEs, including
blurred vision with punctate keratitis, blurred vision with
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floaters, and unspecified retinopathy in 3 patients, respec-
tively. All ocular AEs were reversible. No patients receiving
IMGN853 at 5.0 or 6.0mg/kg using AIBWs developed a
> grade 3 ocular AE.

Another study evaluated IMGNS853 in patients with FRao-
positive platinum-resistant epithelial ovarian cancer (EOC).
Patients were enrolled if they had platinum-resistant histo-
logically confirmed EOC, primary peritoneal cancer, or
fallopian tube cancer and had received no more than 5 prior
systemic treatment regimens.’® Ocular AEs included blurred
vision (~50%) and keratitis or punctate keratitis (<20%
each). Corneal epithelial microcysts, corneal cysts, and eye
pain were also infrequently reported and, in some cases,
warranted dose delay, reduction, or continuation. When
specified, all ocular AEs were grade 1 or 2. Follow-up was
not provided, but all ocular AEs were reportedly manage-
able with dose modifications.

AGS-16M8F-MMAF and AGS-16C3F-MMAF

AGS-16M8F-MMAF and AGS-16C3F-MMAF are conju-
gates of an anti-ectonucleotide pyrophosphatase/phosphodi-
esterase 3 (ENPP3) antibody and MMAF. Expression of the
ENPP3 receptor is relatively restricted in normal tissues, but
abundant in RCC cells (90% of clear cell RC and 69% of
papillary RC).”" In preclinical studies using xenograft mod-
els, AGS-16M8F-MMAF demonstrated tumor inhibition and
was well tolerated in nonhuman primates.”’

Phase I clinical studies evaluated AGS-16MS8F and
AGS-16C3F in patients with refractory RCC.”? Both were
administered every 3 weeks at dose ranges of 0.6—4.8 and
1.8-4.8 mg/kg, respectively. In patients receiving AGS-
16MSF, 8/26 patients experienced ocular AEs (only 1 patient
> grade 3), most commonly a reversible keratopathy occur-
ring at higher doses, prompting treatment discontinuation in
3 patients. Ocular AEs were more prominent in patients
receiving AGS-16C3F, affecting 29/34 patients (= grade 3 in
10 patients). When the dose was de-escalated to 1.8 mg/kg,
however, tolerability improved, but incidence of ocular AEs
remained at 12/13 (= grade 3 in 2 patients).

Discussion

The available literature demonstrates a diversity of ocu-
lar or vision-related AEs associated with ADCs. Compared
with nonocular toxicities, AEs affecting the eye were in-
frequent, rarely exceeding 50% of enrolled patients in any
study. Conclusions regarding overall incidence of ocular
AEs, however, are difficult to draw due to the relatively
small number of references, varied study designs, and pre-
sumed variability within and between study populations.
Furthermore, a range of individual patient- and treatment-
related factors affecting pharmacokinetics and clearance in
cancer patients, particularly those with advanced disease,
may influence the incidence of AEs.”

The clinical methods used to assess affected patients
were rarely reported. Slit-lamp biomicroscopic examination
was specifically cited in only 2 studies,®”*” and information
regarding other assessment or diagnostic techniques was
scarce. Consultation with a corneal specialist was only re-
ported in 1 study.*’ Lack of detailed clinical description,
particularly of ocular surface findings, may underrepresent
distinguishing features of certain toxicities.
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Clinical outcomes in affected patients were only men-
tioned in 10/22 references. When specified, however, most
either improved or resolved with ameliorative therapy and/
or dose alteration/discontinuation. Furthermore, 3 refer-
ences®®3%% cited treatment with a topical steroid, reporting
benefit in patients with corneal AEs. In 2 studies evaluating
SGN-CD19A,**% prophylactic treatment with a topical
steroid was emplogyed following identification of corneal
AEs, and in one,3 it was associated with a reduction in
incidence. Response to therapy in these studies suggests an
inflammatory component to ocular toxicity, but causality or
reversibility by other mechanisms (including self-limiting
resolution) cannot be ruled out.

Determining the toxic mechanism(s) of ocular AEs is
difficult due to the diversity among AE descriptions as well
as the complexities of ADC structure and pharmacology.
Hypothetically, any component of an ADC could contribute
to ocular toxicity whether through on-target (antibody-
mediated delivery) or off-target (delivery of an unconju-
gated cytotoxin) mechanisms.’* Regardless of the mode of
delivery, the weight of the evidence presented here suggests
a strong association between the cytotoxin and ocular AEs.
Of 13 ADCs associated with ocular AEs, 12 employed
potent maytansinoids. Comparatively, of ADCs without re-
ported association to ocular AEs (Table 4), only 3/21 em-
ployed maytansinoids, but 13/21 employed auristatins, and
when disclosed, the only auristatin cited was monomethyl
auristatin E (MMAE).

Corneal toxicity was reported in all references citing ADCs
with DM4 as their cytotoxic payload. Ocular surface AEs,
including reversible superficial keratopathy, have been re-
ported in association with other unconjugated tubulin-binding
drugs (i.e., docetaxel and paclitaxel), although the exact toxic
mechanism(s) are undetermined.””" It is plausible that
similarly ocular AEs associated with ADCs result from off-
target delivery of naked, but active, cytotoxin released from
an unstable conjugate. Optimization of conjugate stability,
and linker stability in particular, remains a principle challenge
in development and refinement of ADCs. The ideal linker
mitigates toxicity by remaining stable in the extracellular
environment, resisting dissociation in circulation or at off-
target sites, and efficiently releasing cytotoxin within the
target cell. Achieving this profile in vivo, however, is com-
plicated by factors that promote premature deconjugation and
off-target delivery such as degradative proteases or other
enzymes in blood or off-target tissues and variations in ex-
tracellular and intracellular conditions (i.e., pH).80

While off-target delivery of an unconjugated cytotoxin
presents a simple model for ocular toxicity, other features
of ADC metabolism suggest more complex mechanisms.
Linker—cytotoxin chemistry, for example, considerably in-
fluences the active metabolite(s) delivered to the intracel-
lular environment after successful targeted delivery and may
contribute to on-target toxicity. In this review, both non-
cleavable and cleavable linkers were employed in studies
evaluating a diversity of ADCs whether associated or
unassociated with ocular AEs (Table 4). The majority of
AE-associated ADCs, however, employed linker—cytotoxin
combinations of SPDB (a cleavable disulfide linker) and
DM4 (6/13) or maleimidocaproyl (a noncleavable linker)
and MMAF (4/13). Conversely, these same combinations
were only rarely reported (when disclosed) in ADCs unas-
sociated with ocular AEs (Table 4).
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In comparative in vitro and in vivo studies, intracellular
cleavage of a disulfide-linked maytansinoid ADC (SPDB-
DM4) yielded a noncharged, membrane-permeable active
metabolite.®' Correspondingly, these effects of this highly
toxic metabolite extended to adjacent bystander cells
through diffusion across cell membranes. Despite presenting
an advantage in the treatment of some heterogeneous
tumors, it also risks greater distribution of toxicity.** Con-
versely, intracellular degradation of a similar ADC with a
noncleavable linker (SMCC-DM1) yielded a charged me-
tabolite incapable of membrane diffusion unless assisted by
active transport. Although intracellular accumulation of an
active metabolite may also contribute to toxicity (and some
ocular AEs were seen with SMCC-DMI in this review), the
wider distribution of a cell-permeable toxin may provide at
least a partial explanation for an association with higher
incidence of ocular toxicity.

Similar to maytansinoids, there is disparity in the be-
havior of the active metabolites of auristatins (i.e., MMAE
and MMAF). Cleavage of veMMAE [a common cleavable
linker—cytotoxin pair in ADCs not associated with ocular
AEs (Table 4)] yields a noncharged membrane-permeable
drug capable of bystander toxicity (such as SPDB-DM4).
Cleavage of mcMMAF, however, produces a charged me-
tabolite incapable of diffusing across cellular membranes
(such as SMCC—DMl).83 Dissimilar to the mechanism
suggested by noncharged metabolites of the maytansinoids,
toxicity associated with MMAE may be more likely related
to intracellular accumulation.

To illustrate this disparity, consider the microcystic
keratopathies described nearly identically in 2 unrelated
clinical trials*>*’ (Fig. 1). In 1 study, the administered linker—
cytotoxin was SPDB-DM4, and in the other, mcMMAF.
While only representing 2 references, this reinforces that
(while the trends presented here may provide insights)
multiple mechanisms of on-target toxicity must be consid-
ered. Furthermore, clinical descriptions of corneal toxicities
associated with ADCs often lacked detail. Therefore, side-
by-side comparison of corneal toxicities between different
studies is challenging, further complicating determination of
a toxic mechanism.

Corneal epithelial microcysts have been reported as a
nonspecific consequence of generalized corneal disease and
corneal dystrophies and in association with cytosine arabi-
noside (Ara-C), a common chemotherapeutic agent.>**
Recent confocal microscopic investigation, however, failed
to demonstrate true cysts within or under the affected cor-
neal epithelium.®® Instead, necrotic epithelial foci were
observed within the basal layer early, thereafter progressing
to involve the apical layers as disease progressed. The self-
limiting nature of the toxicity is presumed to result from
eventual desquamation of the necrotic epithelial cells. It is
noteworthy that one of the referenced clinical trials'? de-
scribed concurrent administration of an ADC (GO) and Ara-
C. No corneal AEs, however, were observed.

Although this keratopathy’s features may bear resem-
blance to the microcystic lesions observed in association
with SAR3419, lesion distribution is different in the latter,
concentrated primarily at the periphery. Therefore, the
mechanism of toxicity for an ADC such as SAR3419 may
differ. Assuming that the microcystic corneal lesions as-
sociated with ADCs are truly cysts and not necrotic foci,
other mechanisms could include focal separation between
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the epithelium and basement membrane or toxicity to
limbal stem cells, resulting in altered centripetal differen-
tiation. Further characterization of these lesions with ad-
vanced imaging (i.e., optical coherence tomography and/or
confocal microscopy) is indicated in any study to investi-
gate the pathogenesis.

Given the diversity of cellular targets presented here,
ocular AEs secondary to on-target toxicity of the antibody
component itself are less plausible, but may warrant consid-
eration. Epidermal growth factor receptor (EGFR) is abun-
dant in epithelial tissues of the adnexa and ocular surface,
with ocular AEs reported in up to 15% of patients receivin
targeted agents such as cetuximab or panitumumab.’?**
It is important to note, however, while trastuzumab-targeted
HER?2 is within the EGFR family, its structure and expression
are distinct and it is only readily expressed on breast cancer
cells.”® Despite some homology of the 2 receptors, the study
has failed to demonstrate a consistent cross-reactivity be-
tween anti-HER?2 antibodies and HER1 (EGFR).”’

On-target ocular toxicity of mAbs targeting leukocytic
cluster of differentiation (CD) molecules is not easily ex-
plained. CD19-expressing B cells and CD33-expressing
mononuclear cells are not present within the healthy cornea,
but may be delivered from the limbus and/or conjunctiva to
the corneal epithelium through centripetal migration.”®~'%
Others such as CD70 and CD138 may be present in corneal
dendritic cells or corneal epithelial cells, respectively, but
not in abundance.®”**'°' Furthermore, ephrin type A is only
found at low levels and in many tissues, and DS6 is only
reported on the surfaces of solid tumors.”® The relationship
between targeting of CD56 (NCAM) and the RPLS reported
in association with IMGN901%* may be more directly ex-
plained due to toxicity of the mAb or DMI1. The exact
pathophysiology of RPLS, however, is poorly understood,
and furthermore, this single report indicated that the late onset
of signs following dosing argues against direct toxicity.

As with other pharmaceuticals, exposure is largely dictated
by the pharmacokinetic properties of a drug and could pro-
vide insights into mechanisms of toxicity. Even though the
antibody component of an ADC contributes the most to its
pharmacokinetic profile, some attributes of ADCs may yield
more unpredictable pharmacokinetics.'” Some ADCs, in-
cluding those approved for clinical trials, possess consider-
able variation in the number of drug molecules bound to each
antibody and heterogeneity in molecular binding sites.'” In
1 study evaluating an auristatin ADC, higher cytotoxic load
per antibody actually decreased the conjugate’s therapeutic
index in vivo, at least partially, due to its faster clearance.'™
Studies determining the impact of optimal drug load on con-
jugate stability remain an active area of investigation.'>!%

Patient-related factors that influence ADC pharmacoki-
netics and increase individual drug exposure may also play
important roles in ocular toxicity. Ocular AEs associated
with IMGN242 prompted a pharmacokinetic and pharma-
codynamic investigation of the effect of a soluble plasma
form of the CanAg antigen in patients with CanAg-
expressing tumors.'”” This study demonstrated that patients
with low plasma CanAg levels (<1,000 U/mL) more consis-
tently developed ocular AEs than those with higher levels,
putatively due to comparatively lower clearance. Binding of
the conjugate in circulation and, subsequently, increased rate
of clearance likely contributed to this difference, which was
3- to 5-fold higher in patients with CanAg levels exceeding
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1,000 U/mL. A corresponding correlation between circulating
CanAg levels and tumor CanAg expression, however, was
not observed. Based on these findings, the dosing regimen
reported in the phase II trial was amended,'® guided instead
by an individual patient’s plasma CanAg levels. In the 3 pa-
tients treated with the amended protocol, no ocular AEs were
reported.

To these authors’ knowledge, ocular AEs have not been
reported in published preclinical evaluations of ADCs. In
light of the unknown mechanism(s) of toxicity, AEs in clin-
ical trials have led to changes in the approaches to preclinical
evaluation of these agents.'® Areas of focus include incor-
poration of ophthalmic examinations into preclinical studies,
improvement in tumor modeling,'”"''* and greater attention
to pharmacokinetics and pharmacodynamics.''’ A more
exhaustive preclinical assessment in multiple species will
contribute more translatable data, with greater relevance to
human toxicity.

Administration of ADCs is associated with a diversity of
ocular AEs in human clinical trials, but the exact mecha-
nisms of toxicity are undetermined. While trends were ob-
served (i.e., higher comparative incidence of ocular AEs in
association with maytansinoid- and MMAF-containing
ADC:s), the data presented here indicate that multiple on-
and off-target mechanisms of toxicity must be considered.
The majority of ocular AEs were mild and reversible, some
manageable with dose alteration and/or palliative therapy.
Drug development and medical professionals alike should
be aware of the clinical features of these effects to facilitate
early recognition and intervention in both preclinical and
clinical investigations.
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