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The life-long inhibitor risk in non-severe hemophilia A has been an important clinical and research focus in recent years. Non-severe hemophilia A is most commonly caused by point mutation, missense F8 genotypes, of which over 500 variants are described. The immunogenic potential of just a single amino acid change within a complex 2,332 amino acid protein is an important reminder of the challenges of protein replacement therapies in diverse, global populations. Although some F8 genotypes have been identified as “high risk” mutations in non-severe hemophilia A (e.g., R593C), this is likely, in part at least, a reporting bias and oversimplification of the underlying immunological mechanism. Bioinformatic approaches offer a strategy to dissect the contribution of F8 genotype in the context of the wider HLA diversity through which antigenic peptides will necessarily be presented. Extensive modeling of all permutations of FVIII-derived fifteen-mer peptides straddling all reported F8 genotype positions demonstrate the likely heterogeneity of peptide binding affinity to different HLA II grooves. For the majority of F8 genotypes it is evident that inhibitor risk prediction is dependent on the combination of F8 genotype and available HLA II. Only a minority of FVIII-derived peptides are predicted to bind to all candidate HLA molecules. In silico predictions still over call the risk of inhibitor occurrence, suggestive of mechanisms of “protection” against clinically meaningful inhibitor events. The structural homology between FVIII and FV provides an attractive mechanism by which some F8 genotypes may be afforded co-incidental tolerance through homology of FV and FVIII primary amino sequence. In silico strategies enable the extension of this hypothesis to analyse the extent to which co-incidental cross-matching exists between FVIII-derived primary peptide sequences and any other protein in the entire human proteome and thus potential central tolerance. This review of complimentary in vitro, in silico, and clinical epidemiology data documents incremental insights into immunological mechanism of inhibitor occurrence in non-severe hemophilia A over the last decade. However, complex questions remain about antigenic processing and presentation to truly understand and predict an individual person with hemophilia risk of inhibitor occurrence.
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INTRODUCTION

The European Union defines a rare disease as one affecting fewer than 5 in 10,000 of the general population, estimating as many as 1 in 17 people will be affected by a rare disease at some point in their lives (1). Hemophilia A is arguably the most well-known and characterized heritable rare diseases. As an X-linked recessive defect in the F8 gene, the resultant deficiency in FVIII coagulation protein activity (FVIII:C) leads to a phenotype of life long bleed risk. It has been well-established since the 1950s that the severity of this phenotype is inversely correlated to the residual FVIII:C detectable in the person with hemophilia (PWH) plasma (2). Hemophilia A was subsequently classified by the International Society of Thrombosis and Hemostasis (ISTH) as severe, moderate or mild depending on residual measurable FVIII:C, <1, 1–5, or >5 iu/dl, respectively (3). Like some other rare protein deficiency syndromes (e.g., Pompe's disease), therapeutic intervention to moderate the disease phenotype emerged in the form of pre-emptive replacement of the missing protein, so called “prophylaxis.” For severe hemophilia A, prophylaxis was initially in the form of plasma or plasma derivatives (i.e., cryoprecipitate) (4, 5) and subsequent factor concentrates of either donor derived plasma or recombinantly synthesized (6). The predictable immunological consequence of such a protein replacement intervention in a heritable deficiency is one of anti-drug antibodies (ADA) directed against the therapeutic molecule. For PWH, an anti-therapeutic FVIII (t-FVIII) ADA is known as an inhibitor. Inhibitors arising in the early stages of treatment of severe hemophilia A have been well-recognized for as long as the attempts to correct the coagulation protein deficiency (7, 8). Inhibitors are detected using a functional clotting assay (Bethesda assay) and result in partial or complete loss of efficacy of the replacement FVIII therapy depending on inhibitor potency.

Inhibitor occurrence in severe HA is immediately impactful on clinical decision making, necessitating thought about re-establishing tolerance to the FVIII molecule. This “tolerizing” clinical intervention, immune tolerance induction (ITI), is a significant commitment for all concerned: the PWH (most commonly a young boy under the age of 3 years); his parents, hospital treating team and the health service bearing the cost (9, 10). The epidemiology of inhibitor occurrence in the severe HA cohort is now well-described. By the functional, clotting-based surveillance (Bethesda) assay criteria, up to 40% of previously untreated patients (PUPs) will generate a detectable inhibitor. Between 30 and 50% of these will be low titer (<5 Bethesda Units, BU), the remaining majority being much more challenging as high titer (>5 BU) resulting in immediate inactivation of infused t-FVIII concentrate (11, 12). The degree of inherited disruption of the F8 gene correlates directly with risk for inhibitor occurrence, the more truncated any residual protein product, the higher the inhibitor risk (13). Additional immune response polymorphisms (IRPs) (e.g., IL10, TNF) and intracellular signaling molecules (e.g., MAPK9) have been identified as additional heritable risks for inhibitor occurrence, modified by the environmental influences of treatment exposure intensity and possible FVIII product choice (12, 14–16).

Alongside the considerable work to understand relevance and contribution of IRPs in the generation of inhibitory and non-inhibitory anti-FVIII antibody responses, classification of the immunoglobulin type and subtypes identified class-switching to IgG4 from IgG1 as a predictive step toward a clinically relevant inhibitory ADA (17). Such class switching requires T cell help (Th) and as such tFVIII-derived peptide presentation through HLA class II molecules. Paradoxically, in the context of severe HA, HLA II type seemed to be only a weak determinant of inhibitor risk, likely explicable by the large FVIII protein size providing sufficiently numerous and varied binding peptide sequences for the HLAII repertoire, excluding the likelihood of any allele being predictive. Thereafter, further work to dissect this antigen presentation pathway to understand the key immunological event for inhibitor occurrence in severe hemophilia A declined (18–20).

Although less prevalent in the non-severe HA cohort, and consequently less studied, inhibitor occurrence remains a clinical challenge. Data published from the INSIGHT group has importantly recognized the life-long risk of inhibitor development in this non-severe HA cohort, and that once present, the morbidity and mortality risk is considerable (21, 22). Inhibitory antibodies are detected with the same Bethesda assay as severe hemophilia, although due to the more sporadic, “on-demand” requirement for t-FVIII replacement in moderate and mild HA (non-severe HA) at times of injury or surgery, inhibitory surveillance is not as systematic as severe HA (23). Consequently, the range of 5–13% prevalence of inhibitory activity reported by the Bethesda assay surveillance in non-severe HA may be under reported, but this figure conforms to the observation of a less disruptive F8 genotype having a reduced risk compared to the larger deletions causing severe HA. Historical collection of F8 genotype data (e.g., www.f8-db.eahad.org/) has identified >800 missense F8 mutations resulting in a non-severe HA and whether associated with inhibitor formation. In the last decade it has become very attractive to consider these missense F8 mutations as an alloreactivity model simplified to the single amino acid difference between the PWH's endogenous FVIII (e-FVIII) and the t-FVIII that risks the anti-drug antibody response and potential inhibitory activity. This review will describe the initial cellular work confirming the value of such a simplified allo-response model to dissect the antigen presentation and T cell activation pathway and subsequent necessity to harness bioinformatic power to explore scaled up hypotheses not amenable to in vitro techniques alone.



CELLULAR LEVEL T CELL SPECIFIC FVIII PEPTIDE RECOGNITION: IN VITRO WORK

In 2003, Jacquemin et al. were able to discriminate the helper T cell specificity toward t-FVIII derived peptides containing the position of the wild type Arg2150 FVIII whilst the patient's endogenous His2150 containing peptides were not recognized (24). This correlated with the clinical observation that the R2150H subject of study living with non-severe hemophilia A had an inhibitory response selective for the infused t-FVIII. The elegant experimental design focused on the individual patient's sample with a documented high titer 305BU inhibitor. His PBMC were immortalized, autologous dendritic cells derived to then detect FVIII-specific reactive T cells with IFN gamma secretion read out. Subsequent cloning of reactive CD4 T cells enabled dissection of individual responses in HLA-DR binding assays to confirm differential recognition of R2150 and H2150 containing peptides when presented by DRB1*0401/DRB4*01 and DRB1*1501/DRB5*01 HLA Class II haplotypes. These peptide competition assays utilized the concentration of competitor peptide to prevent binding of 50% of biotinylated peptide of interest (IC50). They were also able to abrogate the T cell response by co-culture with a monoclonal antibody to MHC class II DR molecules, indicating the class II restriction being DR specific.

Subsequently, James et al. characterized T-cell responses in two unrelated hemophilia A inhibitor subjects with a different F8 missense mutation, R593C (25). In contrast to the Jacquemin subject, these 2 subjects demonstrated cross reactivity to their endogenous FVIII sequence, seen clinically in at least 50% of cases of non-severe hemophilia inhibitors (22). Similarly elegant but labor intensive in vitro techniques demonstrated the 2 subjects with high titer inhibitors both had HLA DR restricted T cell responses to peptides containing the mutational position 593 in contrast to HLA-DR matched healthy controls. This study's experimental design incorporated some computational biological prediction of peptide binding scores generated by the Propred algorithm alongside conventional competition assays to determine FVIII peptides' affinities to a panel of HLA-DR monomers. Earlier work from the same group had examined Th cell lineage evolution between two brothers, both multiply transfused with FVIII concentrate. Their causative F8 genotype, A2201P, was different to the aforementioned cases. The proband inhibitor case had a high titer (29BU) inhibitor and a responsive Th2 polarized clone after an earlier Th17/Th1 response, whereas his brother, sharing the HLA-DRA-DRB1*0101 allele, without an inhibitor, had detectable but persistently unchanged Th1 clones responsive to F8 mutation position containing peptides (26).

Taken together these key studies spanning a decade of work, had elegantly dissected the T cell responses of a handful of patients with 3 different F8 genotypes and <10 HLA-DR alleles (24–26). Labor intensive but informative at the subjects' F8 genotype and HLA-DR allelic level they addressed key issues of T cell epitope specific allo responses, previously lacking in the severe HA literature. However, they were also emblematic of the future challenges to scale up in vitro strategies to address the hundreds of F8 missense genotypes in the context of more heterogenous HLA Class II presentation. This would be necessary to further understand generalizable mechanisms of inhibitor generation, and to potentially risk stratify inhibitor risk. The key question in both severe and non-severe hemophilia A is not necessarily why an individual has generated an inhibitory response against t-FVIII, but possibly more interesting, why has an individual not generated a clinically meaningful inhibitory response. The emergence of computational biological predictive algorithms offered the potential to model this complexity in silico at scale.



IN SILICO PROOF OF PRINCIPLE PREDICTING COMPLEXITY OF INHIBITOR RISK: F8 GENOTYPE IN CONTEXT OF HLA-II HETEROGENEITY

Concurrent with the described in vitro work above, clinicians began describing particular missense F8 genotypes as “high risk” and by implication other genotypes at lower risk. R612C (Human Genome Variation Society (HGVS)-nomenclature) (previously reported as R593C without the 19 amino acid leader sequence), is one such F8 genotype labeled as “high risk” (27). The INSIGHT cohort demonstrated the strength of an international collaboration to provide a more robust clinical data set to inform individual treaters and patients about risk specific to a given F8 genotype (21). Analyzing 1,112 non-severe hemophilia A patients from 14 centers performing routine F8 genotyping (to avoid selection bias), 59 of the 1,112 (5.3%) patients developed an inhibitor. The inhibitor risk at 50 exposure days was 6.7% and at 100 exposure days rising to 13.3%. Of the total 214 different F8 genotypes described in that study, 19 were associated with a detectable inhibitor, provoking more questions than answers. For the 19 “at risk” F8 genotypes with reported inhibitors, what were the determinants of risk for an inhibitor to occur and for the majority of genotypes without reported inhibitors, could it really be concluded that they were at meaningfully different risk to those in the inhibitor positive n = 19 subgroup? Some environmental risk factors have been identified (e.g., treatment intensity, peak level of treatment), but the question remained at the larger cohort level what might the determinants be for a given F8 genotype that could predict inhibitor risk? (28) Could the simplicity of the single amino acid difference between t-FVIIII and e-FVIII within the complex, multi-domain FVIII protein of 2,332 amino acids be re-evaluated as a function of HLA-FVIII peptide presentation?

Shepherd et al. published a large scale in silico study to demonstrate the predicted importance of interpreting F8 genotype in the context of HLA-DR type and the inherent heterogeneity in this. Utilizing a well-established in silico class II MHC peptide binding prediction server (NetMHCII), they modeled 520 F8 missense genotypes (at 392 locations within the F8 gene) through 14 common HLA-DR types (with 70% population coverage) comparing endogenous vs. therapeutic FVIII-derived 15 mer amino acid sequences straddling the causative F8-mutation position (29, 30). The authors make explicit the calculated scale up of HLA-DR/15 mer peptide combinations required for this, with 5,880 different tFVIII-derived peptide possibilities and 7,280 endogenous FVIII-derived peptides, each modeled through the panel of 14 HLA-DR isoforms. This resulted in 1,340,640 separate calculations. The resulting published heat maps (Figure 1) of predicted strongest binding candidate peptide for each F8 genotype and HLA-DR combination visually depicts the heterogeneity of inhibitor risk prediction, not solely dependent on F8 genotype alone for the majority. Interestingly, for a minority of F8 genotypes, regardless of the HLA-DR isoform, a novel peptide-MHC surface could be generated with the potential to provoke a Th cell response, including the aforementioned R593C. Such apparent promiscuity for any HLA-DR type in the panel was evident for 15 of the F8 genotypes (K166E, K166T, F293S, T295A, T295I, A469G, A469T, A469V, R593C, M614I, F1775P, A1779P, R2150C, R2150H, H2155D).
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FIGURE 1. MHC-binding strengths of F8 peptides predicted to form novel pMHC surfaces. Heatmap showing the predicted occurrence of novel pMHC surfaces and binding strengths for 26 HLA-DR/DP/DQ alleles (y axis) covering the first 51 missense mutations in f8-db-eahad.org database (x axis). Black squares indicate F8 missense mutation/HLA allele combinations that are not predicted to form a novel pMHC surface. Otherwise the temperature color scale indicates the predicted binding strength of the strongest binding peptide with a novel pMHC surface for each remaining F8 missense mutation/HLA allele combination (31).


Recognizing that all patients with identical F8 mutations are not at the same risk of inhibitor formation, but in the absence of routinely available HLA typing data required for the majority of genotypes in the Shepherd model (29), Pashov et al. published a pragmatic, weighted F8 genotypic risk stratification (32). Authors derived the mean predicted peptide binding strength in silico for an HLA-DR panel using the “Immune Epitope Database” (IEDB). This platform incorporates 5 different predictive in silico platforms into a single, consensus meta-algorithm. The calculated mean affinity of t-FVIII-derived peptides for 10 HLA Class II alleles assigned each F8 genotype a “promiscuity index” ranging from 0 to 100, zero being consensus predicted high affinity binder, to 100, low binding affinity. Inhibitor positive cases demonstrated a significantly more promiscuous peptide affinity prediction than the inhibitor negative cases derived from the EAHAD registry. Both Shepherd and Pashov et al. authors make the case for scaled up, in silico prediction servers at such a scale that could not be feasible in vitro to expand our insight into the complexity of HLA antigen presentation of each individual missense F8 mutation (29, 32). Importantly, the predictive power of the utilized algorithms had been previously validated against real peptide binding data (not used to teach each algorithm). It should be remembered that a peptide predicted to bind a given HLA allele with high affinity does not guarantee T cell activation. Shepherd et al. recognized that their predictive algorithm “overcalled” risk, relative to the reported prevalence of clinically detectable inhibitor responses (29). This could be explained by clinical surveillance practice, threshold sensitivity of the clinical assays or insufficient cumulative or intensity of FVIII treatment to some patients (21, 23, 33). However, subsequent studies, below, elaborate on additional antigen presentation or tolerance mechanisms that may reduce further the risk of inhibitor predicted from peptide binding affinity alone.

Kempton and Payne's clinical cohort study contributes confirmatory, individualized clinical data to how in silico FVIII-derived peptide binding predictions furthers our understanding of an apparent threshold of activation for inhibitor development (34). In contrast to the Shepherd and Pashov papers that used the EAHAD F8 repository (29, 32), genotype-specific inhibitor rates in the absence of patient level HLA typing, Kempton and Payne describe a smaller patient cohort (n = 57), but each individually HLA typed and correlated with inhibitor status (34). Twenty inhibitor positive cases and 37 inhibitor negative controls had predictions of peptide binding and subsequent upward, T cell receptor (TCR) facing, novel peptide-MHC surface as described by Shepherd et al. (29). The t-FVIII derived peptide was considered novel if it was predicted to bind, present to a TCR and be unique from that presented by the e-FVIII derived peptides. Candidate peptide binding predictions used the www.iedb.org server. Authors found the prediction of binding of FVIII-peptides to a patient's own HLA-DRB1, creating a novel peptide-MHC surface to interact with the TCR, was strongly associated with inhibitor development as predicted by Shepherd et al. (29). Additionally, aligning with Pashov's predictions (32), there is an apparent burden of novel peptide presentation that is required to provoke a clinically detectable inhibitor. Kempton applied a predicted >10 novel peptide-MHC surfaces per patient to be a meaningful threshold resulting in an overall risk (OR) increase of 4.4 (95% CI 1.1–15.0), adjusted for intensive FVIII treatment (34). Additionally, their data suggests higher levels of HLA-DRB1 binding and resultant novel pMHC surfaces for some F8 genotypes identified previously as “higher risk” (e.g., R593C). Although patient numbers are small and larger clinical cohorts would be required to confirm this, the threshold effect of multiple peptides rather than a single peptide available to drive the adaptive immunological response is compelling.

Although the studies discussed thus far have derived statistical significance in their prediction of inhibitor risk, there remains a concern that computational predictions continue to overcall risk. Hart et al. put forward a novel hypothesis of coincidental and previously unrecognized tolerance to tFVIII-derived peptides attributable to predicted cross matched primary peptide sequence homology between tFVIII and unrelated proteins in the human proteome as a possible explanation of this over calling (31). This emanated from an initial hypothesis that the known structural and sequence homology between FVIII and FV might afford some coincidental primary peptide sequence homology, providing additional central tolerance to t-FVIII-derived peptides. They extend their predictions to 25 common HLA DR, DP, DQ isoforms with estimated worldwide population coverage of >70, >90, and >80%, respectively and 956 distinct F8 missense mutations at 605 different loci from 3,243 individuals, a total of 160 (4.9%) of whom were identified as having an inhibitor. The experimental design is based on their previous work described by Shepherd et al. and also Kempton and Payne (29, 34), identifying HLA-II binding, t-FVIII-derived peptides that form a predicted upward-facing, novel p-MHC surface to interact with helper TCRs. Layered on top of this extended repertoire of HLA and F8 genotypes is a comprehensive cross referencing of all putative FVIII-derived HLA-II core binding 9 mer peptide sequences with the primary sequences of the 20,000 proteins constituting our human proteome (www.uniprot.org/). After subdivision into all possible 9 mers, the canonical human proteome consists of 39 million 9-mers, 11 million of which are non-identical. The predicted novel FVIII-p-MHC surfaces from previous work are cross referenced against this human proteome 9 mer repository and are required to remain unique to still be reclassified as a novel p-MHC surface capable of stimulating an engaged Th cell. Four thousand six hundred and five proteins of the 20,300 within the human proteome afforded some cross matching. Factor V afforded the most cross-matching, then Hephestin-like protein 1 and Ceruluplasmin with 640, 457, and 437 homologous protective peptides, respectively. The consequent predicted cohort-wide inhibitor risk falls appreciably from 37 to 21% with a binding threshold of 500 nM. Validating in vitro experiments are still required to demonstrate tolerance to proteome cross-matched peptides in contrast to those binding peptides without a proteome cross-match. Specifically, in vitro demonstration of T cell reactivity to relevant peptides/HLAII combinations without predicted proteome crossmatching, and the absence of equivalent reactivity to proteome-cross matched peptides/HLAII straddling the same F8 mutation position, will be an important in vitro validation of this hypothesis.

Hart et al. acknowledge that potential confounders remain, limiting the repertoire of FVIII-derived peptides available for MHC presentation (31). Addressing these, Schneidman-Duhovny et al. provide a step-change refinement in their in silico pipeline to further improve prediction accuracy (35). Specifically, a three step, “integrative structure-based” algorithm starts with a peptide cleavage prediction to account for the cleavage preferences of natural intracellular proteases, cathepsins B, H, and S (36, 37). The second step not only used the “conventional” peptide binding prediction servers already described, but further trained the output from IEDB with an atomic distance-dependent statistical potential to better account for stability of the predicted peptide MHC interaction (38). Finally, previously described modeling was only of peptide-MHC surface available to interact with a given TCR without any account of the variable footprints TCRs might take over a given p-MHC surface. This new pipeline incorporates a structure-based predictor of peptide MHC-II—TCR recognition. Their data includes a validating peptide series, unrelated to FVIII, but subsequently use FVIII derived peptides as a proof of translational principle, in particular to narrow the field of likely preferred tFVIII-derived binders. Using 5 patient-derived TCR sequences reduced the number of possible 12 mer epitope cores from 2,340 to just six peptides including the correct epitope core (35). Such refinement is hypothesis generating, providing a manageable repertoire of candidate immunogenic peptides with which to work.

Finally, van Haren et al. provide important data highlighting the cellular context of antigen presentation (39). Maturity status of dendritic cells processing FVIII-derived peptides correlated with the efficiency of membrane presentation of peptide loaded HLA Class II, less mature DCs retaining more of the peptide-loaded HLA molecules intracellularly. Additionally, macrophages were also able to take up and process FVIII, albeit less efficiently than DCs. Van Haren concludes a relatively limited number of FVIII peptides are presented by multiple HLA-DR molecules, although this experimental technique may preferentially detect immunodominant peptides. Additional work documents the contribution of HLA-DQ to antigen presentation (40).

van Haren observes only a minority of the peptides predicted in silico to bind, actually bind to HLA class II and are retrievable in peptide elution experiments (40). The Schneidman cathepsin-cleaving modeling is likely to contribute to this more limited repertoire (35). Competition from the multitude of other intracellular self and non-self peptides vying for presentation position within the HLAII repertoire has not been accounted for, although may be an explanation, in part, for the limited retrievable repertoire. Given the Kempton proposed requirement of multiple presented FVIII-derived peptides to drive a clinically relevant response (34), the van Haren data demonstrating a more limited repertoire of actually available peptides contributes further to explain why clinically observed inhibitor responses are lower than might be predicted (40), and goes some way to answering the question, not “why has this individual generated an antibody response,” but rather “why has this individual not generated an anti-FVIII antibody response?”

This series of clinical epidemiology, in vitro and in silico data sets have, together, highlighted the complexity of antigen presentation at the time of an exogenously infused protein therapeutic, such as FVIII. The computational power of in silico algorithms has been an absolute necessity to re-evaluate the predicted importance of HLA haplotypes to inhibitor risk in our non-severe hemophilia A patient cohorts, but also the limitation of simplifying risk stratification to just the F8 genotype and HLA class II combination. Future evolution and sophistication of immunological predictive pipelines, incorporating additional steps within the antigen processing pathway as alluded to in this review, will further elucidate mechanism of the allo-response against therapeutic FVIII protein and refine personalized inhibitor prediction accuracy. The whole-genome sequencing era opens the opportunity for a renewed, coordinated and systematic effort between clinical and laboratory teams to further characterize their patients' profiles sufficiently to contribute the necessary, validatory, real-world data for these pipelines. This will be the crucial step to achieve meaningful translation of this technology for patient benefit.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

The author confirms being the sole contributor of this work and has approved it for publication.



REFERENCES

 1. Implementation report on the Commission Communication on Rare Diseases: Europe's challenges [COM 2008 679 final] and Council recommendation of 8 June 2009 on an action in the field of rare diseases. Official Journal of the European Union (2009) 2009/C 151/02 Report From the Commission to the European Parliament, The Council, The European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions.

 2. Nilsson IM, Blombäck M, Ahlberg A. Our experience in Sweden with prophylaxis on hemophilia. Bibl Haematol. (1970) 34:111–24. doi: 10.1177/002224297003400125

 3. White GC II, Rosendaal F, Aledort LM, Lusher JM, Rothschild C, Ingerslev J, et al. Definitions in hemophilia. Recommendation of the scientific subcommittee on factor VIII and factor IX of the scientific and standardization committee of the International Society on Thrombosis and Haemostasis. Thromb Haemost. (2001) 85:560. doi: 10.1055/s-0037-1615621

 4. Pool JG, Gershgold EJ, Pappenhagen AR. High-potency antihaemophilic factor concentrate prepared from cryoglubulin precipitate. Nature. (1964) 203:312. doi: 10.1038/203312a0

 5. Pool JG, Shannon AE. Production of high-potency concentrates of antihemophilic globulin in a closed-bag system. N Engl J Med. (1965) 273:1443–7. doi: 10.1056/NEJM196512302732701

 6. White GC II, McMillan CW, Kingdon HS, Shoemaker CB. Use of recombinant antihemophilic factor in the treatment of two patients with classic hemophilia. N Engl J Med. (1989) 320:166–70. doi: 10.1056/NEJM198901193200307

 7. Biggs R, Bidwell E, Macfarlane RG. The mode of action and aetiology of antihaemophilic globulin inhibitors. Sang. (1959) 30:340–51.

 8. Collins PW, Palmer BP, Chalmers EA, Hart DP, Liesner R, Rangarajan S, et al. Factor VIII brand and the incidence of factor VIII inhibitors in previously untreated UK children with severe hemophilia A, 2000–2011. Blood. (2014) 124:3389–97. doi: 10.1182/blood-2014-07-580498

 9. Dimichele DM, Hay CR. The international immune tolerance study: a multicenter prospective randomized trial in progress. J Thromb Haemost. (2006) 4:2271–3. doi: 10.1111/j.1538-7836.2006.02127.x

 10. Earnshaw SR, Graham CN, McDade CL, Spears JB, Kessler CM. Factor VIII alloantibody inhibitors: cost analysis of immune tolerance induction vs prophylaxis and on-demand with bypass treatment. Hemophilia. (2015) 21:310–9. doi: 10.1111/hae.12621

 11. Peyvandi F, Mannucci PM, Garagiola I, El-Beshlawy A, Elalfy M, Ramanan V, et al. A randomized trial of factor VIII neutralizing antibodies in hemophilia A. N Engl J Med. (2016) 374:2054–64. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa1516437

 12. Gouw SC, van der Bom JG, Ljung R, Escuriola C, Cid AR, Claeyssens-Donadel S, et al. Factor VIII products inhibitor development in severe hemophilia A. N Engl J Med. (2013) 368:231–9. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa1208024

 13. Schwaab R, Brackmann HH, Meyer C, Seehafer J, Kirchgesser M, Haack A, et al. Hemophilia A: mutation type determines risk of inhibitor formation. Thromb Haemost. (1995) 74:1402–6.

 14. Astermark J, Oldenburg J, Carlson J, Pavlova A, Kavakli K, Berntorp E, et al. Polymorphisms in the TNFA gene and the risk of inhibitor development in patients with hemophilia A. Blood. (2006) 108:3739–45. doi: 10.1182/blood-2006-05-024711

 15. Pavlova A, Delev D, Lacroix-Desmazes S, Schwaab R, Mende M, Fimmers R, et al. Impact of polymorphisms of the major histocompatibility complex class II, interleukin-10, tumor necrosis factor-alpha and cytotoxic T-lymphocyte antigen-4 genes on inhibitor development in severe hemophilia A. J Thromb Haemost. (2009) 7:2006–15. doi: 10.1111/j.1538-7836.2009.03636.x

 16. Astermark J, Donfield SM, Gomperts ED, Schwarz J, Menius ED, Pavlova A, et al. The polygenic nature of inhibitors in hemophilia A: results from the hemophilia inhibitor genetics study (HIGS) combined cohort. Blood. (2013) 121:1446–54. doi: 10.1182/blood-2012-06-434803

 17. Whelan SF, Hofbauer CJ, Horling FM, Allacher P, Wolfsegger MJ, Oldenburg J, et al. Distinct characteristics of antibody responses against factor VIII in healthy individuals and in different cohorts of hemophilia A patients. Blood. (2013) 121:1039–48. doi: 10.1182/blood-2012-07-444877

 18. Oldenburg J, Picard JK, Schwaab R, Brackmann HH, Tuddenham EG, Simpson E. HLA genotype of patients with severe hemophilia A due to intron 22 inversion with and without inhibitors of factor VIII. Thromb Haemost. (1997) 77:238–42. doi: 10.1055/s-0038-1655945

 19. Aly AM, Aledort LM, Lee TD, Hoyer LW. Histocompatibility antigen patterns in haemophilic patients with factor VIII antibodies. Br J Haematol. (1990) 76:238–41. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2141.1990.tb07878.x

 20. Hay CR, Ollier W, Pepper L, Cumming A, Keeney S, Goodeve AC, et al. HLA class II profile: a weak determinant of factor VIII inhibitor development in severe haemophilia A. UKHCDO Inhibitor Working Party. Thromb Haemost. (1997) 77:234–7. doi: 10.1055/s-0038-1655944

 21. Eckhardt CL, van Velzen AS, Peters M, Astermark J, Brons PP, Castaman G, et al. Factor VIII gene (F8) mutation and risk of inhibitor development in nonsevere hemophilia A. Blood. (2013) 122:1954–62. doi: 10.1182/blood-2013-02-483263

 22. van Velzen AS, Eckhardt CL, Hart DP, Peters M, Rangarajan S, Mancuso ME, et al. Inhibitors in nonsevere hemophilia A: outcome and eradication strategies. Thromb Haemost. (2015) 114:46–55. doi: 10.1160/TH14-11-0940

 23. Batty P, Austin SK, Khair K, Millar CM, Palmer B, Rangarajan S, et al. Treatment burden, haemostatic strategies real world inhibitor screening practice in non-severe hemophilia A. Br J Haematol. (2017) 176:796–804. doi: 10.1111/bjh.14543

 24. Jacquemin M, Vantomme V, Buhot C, Lavend'homme R, Burny W, Demotte N, et al. CD4+ T-cell clones specific for wild-type factor VIII: a molecular mechanism responsible for a higher incidence of inhibitor formation in mild/moderate hemophilia A. Blood. (2003) 101:1351–8. doi: 10.1182/blood-2002-05-1369

 25. James EA, van Haren SD, Ettinger RA, Fijnvandraat K, Liberman JA, Kwok WW, et al. T-cell responses in two unrelated hemophilia A inhibitor subjects include an epitope at the factor VIII R593C missense site. J Thromb Haemost. (2011) 9:689–99. doi: 10.1111/j.1538-7836.2011.04202.x

 26. Ettinger RA, James EA, Kwok WW, Thompson AR, Pratt KP. Lineages of human T-cell clones, including T helper 17/T helper 1 cells, isolated at different stages of anti-factor VIII immune responses. Blood. (2009) 114:1423–8. doi: 10.1182/blood-2009-01-200725

 27. Eckhardt CL, Menke LA, van Ommen CH, van der Lee JH, Geskus RB, Kamphuisen PW, et al. Intensive peri-operative use of factor VIII and the Arg593–>Cys mutation are risk factors for inhibitor development in mild/moderate hemophilia A. J Thromb Haemost. (2009) 7:930–7. doi: 10.1111/j.1538-7836.2009.03357.x

 28. Eckhardt CL, Loomans JI, van Velzen AS, Peters M, Mauser-Bunschoten EP, Schwaab R, et al. Inhibitor development mortality in non-severe hemophilia A. J Thromb Haemost. (2015) 13:1217–25. doi: 10.1111/jth.12990

 29. Shepherd AJ, Skelton S, Sansom CE, Gomez K, Moss DS, Hart DP. A large-scale computational study of inhibitor risk in non-severe hemophilia A. Br J Haematol. (2015) 168:413–20. doi: 10.1111/bjh.13131

 30. Nielsen M, Lund O. NN-align. An artificial neural network-based alignment algorithm for MHC class II peptide binding prediction. BMC Bioinform. (2009) 10:296. doi: 10.1186/1471-2105-10-296

 31. Hart DP, Uzun N, Skelton S, Kakoschke A, Househam J, Moss DS, et al. Factor VIII cross-matches to the human proteome reduce the predicted inhibitor risk in missense mutation hemophilia A. Haematologica. (2019) 104:599–608. doi: 10.3324/haematol.2018.195669

 32. Pashov AD, Calvez T, Gilardin L, Maillère B, Repessé Y, Oldenburg J, et al. In silico calculated affinity of FVIII-derived peptides for HLA class II alleles predicts inhibitor development in hemophilia A patients with missense mutations in the F8 gene. Haemophilia. (2014) 20:176–84. doi: 10.1111/hae.12276

 33. Batty P, Hart DP, Platton S. Optimization of pre-analytical heat treatment for inhibitor detection in hemophilia A. Int J Lab Hematol. (2018) 40:12862. doi: 10.1111/ijlh.12862

 34. Kempton CL, Payne AB. HLA-DRB1-factor VIII binding is a risk factor for inhibitor development in nonsevere hemophilia: a case-control study. Blood Adv. (2018) 2:1750–5. doi: 10.1182/bloodadvances.2018019323

 35. Schneidman-Duhovny D, Khuri N, Dong GQ, Winter MB, Shifrut E, Friedman N, et al. Predicting CD4 T-cell epitopes based on antigen cleavage, MHCII presentation, and TCR recognition. PLoS ONE. (2018) 13:e0206654. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0206654

 36. Hartman IZ, Kim A, Cotter RJ, Walter K, Dalai SK, Boronina T, et al. A reductionist cell-free major histocompatibility complex class II antigen processing system identifies immunodominant epitopes. Nat Med. (2010) 16:1333–40. doi: 10.1038/nm.2248

 37. O'Donoghue AJ, Eroy-Reveles AA, Knudsen GM, Ingram J, Zhou M, Statnekov JB, et al. Global identification of peptidase specificity by multiplex substrate profiling. Nat Methods. (2012) 9:1095–100. doi: 10.1038/nmeth.2182

 38. Dong GQ, Fan H, Schneidman-Duhovny D, Webb B, Sali A. Optimized atomic statistical potentials: assessment of protein interfaces and loops. Bioinformatics. (2013) 29:3158–66. doi: 10.1093/bioinformatics/btt560

 39. van Haren SD, Herczenik E, ten Brinke A, Mertens K, Voorberg J, Meijer AB. HLA-DR-presented peptide repertoires derived from human monocyte-derived dendritic cells pulsed with blood coagulation factor VIII. Mol Cell Proteomics. (2011) 10:M110.002246. doi: 10.1074/mcp.M110.002246

 40. Peyron I, Hartholt RB, Pedró-Cos L, van Alphen F, ten Brinke A, Lardy N, et al. Comparative profiling of HLA-DR and HLA-DQ associated factor VIII peptides presented by monocyte-derived dendritic cells. Haematologica. (2018) 103:172–8. doi: 10.3324/haematol.2017.175083

Conflict of Interest: The author declares that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2020 Hart. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.



OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		FVIII Immunogenicity—Bioinformatic Approaches to Evaluate Inhibitor Risk in Non-severe Hemophilia A



		Introduction



		Cellular Level T Cell Specific Fviii Peptide Recognition: in vitro Work



		In silico Proof of Principle Predicting Complexity of Inhibitor Risk: F8 Genotype in Context of Hla-Ii Heterogeneity



		Author Contributions



		References

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers
in Immunology

FVIII Immunogenicity—Bioinformatic
Approaches to Evaluate Inhibitor
Risk in Non-severe Hemophilia A





OPS/images/fimmu-11-01498-g001.gif
i sl e N
Eitliilf m"l':-#-I!_ll

Illr"' ..imiE“










OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
, frontiers
in Immunology





