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Abstract: Pancreatic cancer (PC) is anticipated to be second only to lung cancer as the leading cause
of cancer-related deaths in the United States by 2030. Surgery remains the only potentially curative
treatment for patients with pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma (PDAC), the most common form of PC.
Multiple recent preclinical studies focus on identifying effective treatments for PDAC, but the models
available for these studies often fail to reproduce the heterogeneity of this tumor type. Data generated
with such models are of unknown clinical relevance. Patient-derived xenograft (PDX) models offer
several advantages over human cell line-based in vitro and in vivo models and models of non-human
origin. PDX models retain genetic characteristics of the human tumor specimens from which they
were derived, have intact stromal components, and are more predictive of patient response than
traditional models. This review briefly describes the advantages and disadvantages of 2D cultures,
organoids and genetically engineered mouse (GEM) models of PDAC, and focuses on the applications,
characteristics, advantages, limitations, and the future potential of PDX models for improving the
management of PDAC.
Keywords: patient-derived xenograft; pancreatic cancer; preclinical study; genetically engineered
mouse models; 3D organoids; preclinical drug evaluation; precision medicine

1. Introduction
Patients with pancreatic cancer (PC) have a uniformly poor prognosis. It is estimated that 57,600 men
and women in the US will be diagnosed with PC and that 47,050 patients will die from this disease in
2020 [1]. Currently, PC is the fourth leading cause of cancer-related deaths in the US, with an overall
5-year survival rate of 9%, among the lowest survival rate for all solid tumors [1]. PC is projected to
become second only to lung cancer as the leading cause of cancer related deaths in the US by 2030 [2].
Established risk factors include increasing age, tobacco smoking, type II diabetes, and obesity [3–6].
The most common form of PC is pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma (PDAC). This subtype of PC derives
from the ductal cells of the exocrine pancreas and accounts for >90% of all PC cases. Activating point
mutations of KRAS occur in 95% of cases, and inactivating mutations or deletions of CDKN2A (90%),
TP53 (75%), and SMAD4 (50%) frequently appear early in the course of disease [7–9]. In 2008, the first
comprehensive study found that any one pancreatic tumor contained an average of 63 genetic alterations
affecting 12 core cellular signaling pathways indicating the genetic heterogeneity of this disease [10].
A follow up study recently published, examined 150 pancreatic tumors using an integrated multi-platform
approach examining genomic, transcriptomic, and proteomic profiles of each tumor [11]. The study
found that excluding the high prevalence of KRAS mutations in PC, 42% of patients had at least one other
alteration in their tumors with a drugable target. Therefore, those patients whose tumors harbored those
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alterations would be eligible for the trial designed to target that specific mutation. This study suggested a
utility of patient-derived xenograft (PDX) models in personalized approaches to the treatment of PC [11].
About 80% of PDAC patients present with advanced stage disease, due to the paucity of
specific symptoms, established biomarkers, and lack of early diagnostic methods available in the
clinic. Approximately 20% of patients present with disease amenable to surgical resection, the only
curative option in PDAC [12]. Gemcitabine, initially approved in 1996, has been frontline treatment
for PC based on data demonstrating that it improved median survival from 4.41 months with
5-fluorouracil to 5.65 months, and also increased 1-year survival from 2% to 18% [13]. More recently, the
approval of FOLFIRINOX (leucovorin, fluorouracil, irinotecan, and oxaliplatin) and the combination
of gemcitabine plus albumin bound paclitaxel (nab-paclitaxel) have been approved for the treatment
of advanced pancreatic cancer [14,15]. FOLFIRINOX improved median survival for patients with
metastatic pancreatic cancer from 6.8 months with gemcitabine alone to 11.1 months [14]. Additionally,
the combination of gemcitabine plus nab-paclitaxel increased overall survival to 8.5 months, compared
to 5.7 months with gemcitabine alone [15]. This combination also improved 1-year survival [15].
Despite some improvement in median survival by these combinations, virtually all patients diagnosed
with nonresectable PC die from their disease.
Preclinical models of PDAC are essential to improving our understanding of genetic and molecular
etiologies of this disease, and for developing and validating effective treatments. A variety of models
have been reported. These models include immortalized cell lines (2D cell culture), 3-dimentional
(3D) organoids culture system, and genetically engineered mouse models (GEMMs). A fourth model
system, and the focus of this review, is patient-derived xenografts (PDXs), which are generated by
direct implantation of human tumor tissue into immunocompromised mice. The goal of this review is
to summarize literature characterizing the four types of PDAC models, and to discuss advantages,
limitations, and potential uses of each type of model with a particular focus on PDX models of PDAC.
The following section (Section 2) will discuss major model systems used in PDAC, including 2D cell
culture, 3D culture (organoids), and GEM models. The rest of the review (Section 3) will be an in depth
discussion of the importance of PDX models and their utility in PDAC. Figure 1 summarizes the utility
of PDX models in PC research to identify agents with an ultimate goal to improve patient outcome.
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Figure 1. The utility of patient-derived xenograft (PDX) models in pancreatic cancer research toward
Figure 1. The utility of patient-derived xenograft (PDX) models in pancreatic cancer research toward
precision medicine. A portion of surgically resected tumors from patients is directly implanted into
precision medicine. A portion of surgically resected tumors from patients is directly implanted into
immunocompromised mice and expanded for additional applications. The expanded tumor tissue
immunocompromised mice and expanded for additional applications. The expanded tumor tissue
can be cryopreserved for future use and analyzed for model fidelity. Panels of pancreatic ductal
can be cryopreserved for future use and analyzed for model fidelity. Panels of pancreatic ductal
adenocarcinoma (PDAC) PDX models can be used in biomarker development or novel drug evaluation
adenocarcinoma (PDAC) PDX models can be used in biomarker development or novel drug
studies. Promising candidates can be moved into clinical trials for evaluation and a direct comparison
evaluation studies. Promising candidates can be moved into clinical trials for evaluation and a direct
can be made between patients and PDX models to identify the best therapeutic option for patients.
comparison can be made between patients and PDX models to identify the best therapeutic option for
Abbreviations. PK: pharmacokinetic, PD: pharmacodynamic.
patients. Abbreviations. PK: pharmacokinetic, PD: pharmacodynamic.
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2.1. 2D Culture: Cell Lines and Primary Cultures
2.1. 2D Culture: Cell Lines and Primary Cultures
A major advancement in the development of preclinical models was the ability to propagate
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Panc-1, has been in continuous use since it was reported in 1975. The Panc-1 cell line was derived
from poorly differentiated primary tumor tissue, of a 56 year old male patient [17]. Since that time,
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from poorly differentiated primary tumor tissue, of a 56 year old male patient [17]. Since that time,
over 20 human PC cell lines have been established from primary tumor tissue. Deer et al. has reviewed
the most commonly used pancreatic cancer cell lines, with respect to origin, genotype, phenotype,
and tumorigenic properties [18].
The major advantages of PC cell lines propagated as monolayer cultures are that these cell lines are
cost effective, easy to maintain and manipulate, relatively homogeneous, are subject to fewer regulatory
issues than primary tumor tissue, and are available in sufficient numbers to confirm reproducibility
of data produced in vitro or to establish subcutaneous xenografts in murine hosts. While a variety of
concepts can be evaluated, PC cell lines are particularly useful for an experimental design that rely
on using models that have 100% of cells express a transfected construct or harbor a given mutation.
PC cell lines also have specific limitations.
Firstly, pancreatic cancer cell lines do not always retain key characteristics of their tumors of
origin. It is likely that clonal drift and/or expansion, adaptation to growth as monolayers on plastic,
and genetic changes associated with immortalization occur with time in culture. Secondly, cell lines
lack supporting stromal tissue. Primary PDAC tumors, for example, are characterized by dense fibrotic
stroma that contributes to tumor progression [19–21]. An alternative to conventional cell line cultures
is the establishment of cell lines from primary pancreatic tumor cells. Two methods used to generate
this type of model involve mechanical isolation or separation of pancreatic tumor cells based on their
relatively greater motility compared to most nonmalignant cells, and the subsequent use of early
passage generations of the resulting cell populations [22–25]. These early passage PC cell populations
are more heterogeneous and therefore more likely to mimic characteristics of primary pancreatic tumor
cell populations than cells cultured long-term [26]. These early passage pancreatic primary culture
cells may contain tumor-associated fibroblasts, but usually do not retain other stromal components
with serial passage. However, the availability of large numbers of early passage cells may limit the
types of studies that can be performed.
2.2. 3D Culture: Organoids
Organoids are 3D structures derived from embryonic stem cells (ESCs), induced pluripotent stem
cells (iPSCs), somatic stem cells, or tumor cells [27–30]. A primary characteristic of 3D culture is to
prevent cells from attaching to the bottom of the culture dish by keeping them in suspension through
the use of a matrix structure, such as collagen or Matrigel. This model system is thought to bridge the
gap between 2D culture and in vivo models, as organoids can be co-cultured to contain multiple cell
types such as stromal components similar to the in vivo counterpart [31,32]. Organoids derived from
stem cells have been observed to differentiate and organize into structures that mimic the structure
and function of the organ from which the stem cells were obtained [33–35].
Initial studies using this type of model focused on culturing normal pancreatic tissue [36].
These studies demonstrated that human pancreas cells embedded in Matrigel or rat tail collagen
proliferated, expressed pancreatic ductal cell markers, and formed structures similar to endocrine
islets [37,38]. Early approaches did not include in vitro passage and propagation of organoids, but were
important to understanding pancreatic development and function [39,40]. More recently, a collaborative
effort by the Tuveson and Clevers groups generated 3D cultures of murine and human PDAC cells,
and established methods for serial culture [41]. Methods published in this study allowed for the
culture of normal pancreas and PDAC under the same conditions [41]. Of note, when PDAC organoids
were used to establish orthotopic tumors in mice, these investigators observed progression from
pancreatic intraepithelial neoplasia (PanIN) precursor lesions to invasive adenocarcinoma [41,42].
Published methods from these groups describe conditions for propagation and cryopreservation,
suggesting the utility of the method for proteomic, biochemical, and transcriptional analyses [41–43].
Organoids developed from pancreatic tumors have both advantages and disadvantages compared
to 2D models. Advantages are the following. First, tumor cells grow suspended in a matrix that mimics
a basement membrane and more of an in vivo setting. Second, pancreatic tumor cells can be co-cultured
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with stromal components to better understand cell to cell interactions in these compartments. Third,
a given ‘organoid system’ can be established from a relatively small primary tumor specimen. Fourth,
similar to 2D models, this model system is amenable to a wide variety of biochemical assays, as well
as, drug efficacy studies. The disadvantages of this model are the following. First, this model system
is still artificial and the genetic selection for growth in an artificial environment is not completely
understood [44]. Second, these models cannot fully replicate the tumor microenvironment seen in
human disease and lack a vasculature component [45–48]. Third, these models cannot sufficiently
address the immune component in human PDAC [45,49,50]. To overcome this disadvantage, several
laboratories co-culture PC cells or organoids developed from resected tissue with cancer associated
fibroblasts (CAFs) in a Matrigel extracellular matrix overlayed with media containing T-cells or
monocytes. The co-culture models are being used to study the crosstalk between pancreatic tumor
cells, CAFs, and the immune cells by assessing the migration and invasion of T-cells into extracellular
matrix, analyzing the cytokine profile of the co-culture, and assessing changes in monocyte phenotype.
These models may also provide a system for evaluating the effectiveness of immunotherapies for the
treatment of PDAC in vitro [31,51]. Despite these drawbacks, pancreatic organoid models can help
bridge the gap between conventional cell lines and in vivo studies.
2.3. Genetically Engineered Mouse Models (GEMMs)
As mentioned previously in this review, a key issue in modeling PDAC is the ability to faithfully
recapitulate disease. The Tuveson laboratory provided a major breakthrough in the area of pancreatic
tumors, when they used a Cre/LoxP strategy to express a mutant KRAS allele specifically in pancreatic
progenitor cells, resulting in the development of PanIN lesions [52]. PanIN lesions progressed to
invasive and metastatic disease. The principle on which the model is based is the mutant Lox-Stop-Lox
(LSL)-KRASG12D knock-in allele, which is silenced by a loxP- flanked stop element and is activated
by Cre recombinase, thus activating the mutant KRAS allele. This model mimics characteristics of
human disease in that tumors are associated with a strong desmoplastic stromal reaction [52–54].
This was the first in vivo model of pancreatic cancer that progressed from precursor lesions to metastatic
disease. Several strains of mice have been used to target the pancreatic progenitor cells and include the
PDX1-Cre and Ptf1a+/Cre strains. A consequence of this system is that the KRASG12D mutant allele is
activated in embryonic pancreatic development, which does not mimic what is observed in sporadic
PDAC development. In addition, the targeting of pancreatic progenitor cells is not completely specific.
For example, PDX1 is expressed in the embryonic foregut (stomach and duodenum) [55]. To address
these issues, several laboratories developed tetracycline-inducible expression of mutant KRASG12D
allele in pancreatic tissues, and administration of doxycycline initiates KRASG12D tumorigenesis
that develop into PDAC [56,57]. Because of this, the potential of off-target tumorigenesis should be
considered when designing experiments.
Another issue with this particular model is the long latency period required to develop invasive
ductal adenocarcinoma [52,58]. To overcome the long latency period, researchers developed the
LSL-KRASG12D ; LSL-Trp53R172H ; PDX-1-Cre (KPC) mouse. The addition of a p53 mutation (R172H)
accelerated pancreatic tumorigenesis and ameliorated the long latency period and infrequent tumor
development with the LSL-KRASG12D ; PDX-1-Cre mouse model [58]. A logical progression in the
development of GEMMs was to target other tumor suppressor genes known to be dysregulated in
PDAC. For example, a conditional loss of the INK4a/ARF (CDKN2A) locus generated more rapid
development of PanIN lesions, decreased tumor latency, a more undifferentiated histology, and the
dissemination of metastatic lesions to the liver and lungs in the LSL-KRASG12D background [59,60].
A second example examined the loss of the tumor suppressor SMAD4 in the mutant LSL-KRASG12D
background. Interestingly, the conditional loss yielded the formation of cystic type lesions that are seen
in human disease [61–63]. Several comprehensive reviews have been published with more in-depth
analysis of the multitude of GEMMs in PC that is beyond the scope of this review [64,65].
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A major advantage to this type of GEM model is the ability to investigate and identify biomarkers for
early disease detection and therapeutic intervention at relatively early disease stages. GEMMs present
an opportunity to develop novel diagnostic methods to improve early detection. Toward this goal,
Fendrich et al. (2011) used 18F-fluorodeoxyglucose, a radiolabeled glucose analog, and positron
emission tomography (FDG-PET) imaging approaches to detect glucose metabolism in precursor
lesions of pancreatic cancer [66]. This study determined that PanIN lesions as well as invasive pancreatic
carcinoma had an increased signal in the pancreatic region, while no signal was detected in wild
type mice [66]. Further, Faca et al. (2008) detected KRASG12D in the plasma of GEMMs of PDAC in
which tumor initiation and progression were mediated by oncogenic KRASG12D and a conditional
loss of the INK4a/Arf locus [67]. These investigators identified a panel of proteins that they are
evaluating as potentially predictive of PDAC development [67]. GEM models of PC have been used to
evaluate treatment regimens. These studies used non-invasive imaging techniques to assess efficacy
and pharmacokinetic data and demonstrated that their data in GEM models were similar to data from
human clinical trials [68]. GEM models may be useful predictors of chemotherapeutic response in
human patients.
GEM models do, however, have several disadvantages. Development of these models is labor
intensive and once established are costly to maintain [69]. While GEM models can develop tumors with
100% penetrance, time to tumor initiation and progression can be greater than 12 months. In currently
available models that include expression of mutated KRAS, KRASG12D is not completely restricted
to the pancreatic tissue [70,71]. Further, monitoring tumor progression requires specialized imaging
equipment that is not available to many laboratories [72]. Finally, tumors are of murine origin and
may not precisely recapitulate human PDAC. Despite these limitations, GEMMs have been used to
generate useful and clinically relevant data and are important models for the study of PDAC.
3. Xenograft Models
Prior to the development of xenograft models, in vivo studies were performed using syngeneic
or allograft mouse models. This in vivo model system was developed over 50 years ago and were
used to study a variety of malignancies, such as colon cancer, breast cancer, and lung cancer [73–75].
Syngeneic murine models of PDAC were limited by the available murine cell lines to graft. This type
of model has largely been replaced with the use of immunocompromised mice as tumor hosts.
The development and characterization of immunodeficient mice can be regarded as a major milestone in
oncology research. In 1966, the first BALB/c Nude (nu/nu) mouse was characterized [76]. A mutation in
the Foxn1 gene produced a mouse that lacked hair and a functional thymus, limiting the immune system
to a low population of T-cells, minimal T-cell dependent response to antigens, and antibody response
confined to the IgM class [76,77]. The impaired immune system of these mice allowed subcutaneously
injected human cells to produce viable tumors in vivo. A variety of immunocompromised mouse
strains are now available, and are compared in more detail in subsequent sections of this review.
Immunocompromised mouse strains made are now widely used as hosts for human tumors
generated from essentially all human cell lines, termed cell line derived xenografts (CDX). These models
reliably produce tumors within four to six weeks, depending on tumor cell inoculum, and provide a
reproducible system amenable to statistical analysis [78]. PC CDX models include subcutaneous, orthotopic,
and metastatic models [79–81]. These models have been used for drug screening, pharmacokinetic and
pharmacodynamics assessments, and detecting toxicities [82–84]. However, models generated with cell
lines lack the tumor cell and stromal cell heterogeneity of primary pancreatic tumors, and the ability to
predict clinical response with this type of model is not always reliable. Tumors derived from pancreatic
cancer cell lines lack heterogeneity due to multiple reasons [85]. These may include genetic adaptation to
growth in vitro on plastic for many decades, which is not representative of primary tumors [85,86].
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3.1. Generation of Patient-Derived Xenograft (PDX) Models
Patient-derived xenograft (PDX) models address the limitations of CDX models. These models
are derived by direct implantation of primary human tumor specimens into immunocompromised
mice. The rationale for the generation of such models is the hypothesis that these models would
more closely resemble human disease and will more accurately predict response to given therapeutic
regimens [87–90]. Direct implantation of tumor specimens circumvents time in vitro during which
genetic selection or clonal expansion might occur. Human stromal elements are implanted with tumor
cells in host mice and studies conducted to examine the duration for which human stromal elements
are retained in PDX models. For example, Delitto et al. showed human stromal elements were present
in first generation of PDAC PDX models but did not expand with tumor growth and were replaced
with murine stroma [91]. Similar results have been observed in colorectal cancer PDX models [92,93].
Subcutaneous tumors require a minimally invasive surgical procedure and tumor growth is easily
monitored [94,95]. Orthotopic tumors may more closely resemble primary human tumors and are more
likely to produce metastatic lesions than subcutaneous tumors, but monitoring tumor progression
is more difficult [72,96,97]. Methods to generate subcutaneous and orthotopic pancreatic PDXs have
been detailed in several publications [94,98]. Once successful growth is established in mice tumor
tissue can be serially transplanted into subsequent cohorts of mice, to provide adequate numbers of a
given tumor for multiple applications and statistical analysis. Tumor tissue can be cryopreserved and
repositories maintained. Undoubtedly, molecular and/or genetic ‘drift’ will occur in later passages
or generations; however, KRAS mutational status in PDAC PDX tumors has been documented to be
maintained for up to 39 generations when propagated in vivo [99].
PDAC PDXs develop ~1–4 months after implantation of a primary tumor specimen, with a
“take rate” or successful growth of tumors reported to be 20–80% [44]. Successful engraftment depends
predominantly on the number of viable tumor cells in the implanted specimen, the ratio of tumor cells
to stroma, and the presence or absence of necrotic areas in the specimen [44]. In our hands, implantation
of primary tumor specimens within an hour of resection produced an 85% take rate [100]. In addition,
we observed a statistically significant correlation of take rate and size of the primary tumor from which
the specimen was obtained. Specimens from tumors that were at least 2.5 cm in one dimension had
higher engraftment rates than smaller tumors [100]. Consistent with this observation, other laboratories
have reported that failure to engraft correlates with a more favorable clinical prognosis [101,102].
3.2. Mouse Strains for Generation of PDX Models
Another factor that impacts successful tumor engraftment is the strain of immunodeficient
mouse chosen as host. Following the identification of the athymic nude mouse strain, a variety of
immunocompromised strains have been identified and bred for research purposes. The mouse strains
most commonly used to generate PDX models include the severe combined immunodeficient (SCID)
strain, the non-obese diabetic (NOD-SCID) hybrid mouse strain, and the NOD-SCID Interleukin-2
receptor gamma (γ) chain deletion (NOD-SCID IL2rg−/− ; NSG) strain [103–105]. These models differ in
their residual immune components. SCID mice were first reported in 1983, following the observation of
spontaneous agammaglobulinemia in CB-17 mice [103]. In these mice, a mutation in the DNA-activated,
catalytic subunit of the protein kinase (Prkdc) gene yielded a severe combined immunodeficiency
disease (Prkdcscid ): these mice lack functional T- and B-cells [106,107]. This DNA-dependent protein
kinase (Prkdc) is essential for joining non-homologous ends of DNA. Dysfunctional Prkdc impairs Tand B-cell function. These mice retain functional natural killer (NK) cells [108]. Hybrid NOD-SCID
mice have fewer NK cells than SCID mice, and the take rate after tumor specimen implantation is higher
than in SCID mice mainly due to the increased immunodeficiency [109]. A third model is a hybrid
of NOD-SCID mice and IL2rg−/− (NSG) mice. The IL-2R γ-chain contributes to Interleukin receptor
signaling [110,111]. Deletion of the DNA locus encoding IL-2Rγ impairs T- and B-cell development and
function, and prevents NK cell development [112–114]. All three models are suitable for development
of pancreatic PDX models.
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3.3. Comparison of Pancreatic PDX Tumors with Tumors of Origin
The utility of preclinical models depends in large part on how faithfully they recapitulate human
disease. Several laboratories have documented that PDAC PDX models retain specific morphologic,
genetic, histologic, and differentiation characteristics of the tumors from which they were derived, and
human stromal components have been observed associated with subcutaneous PDX tumors for the
first generation in vivo [89,115]. When a tumor specimen is implanted, human stromal elements are
implanted as a component of the tumor specimen. As tumors are passaged in vivo, human stroma is
replaced by murine stroma. The microenvironment of early passage PDX tumors comprises human
tumor cells + human stroma, while subsequent passages are comprised of human tumor cells +
predominantly murine stroma. Further, human tumor cells have been detected in the blood of the mice
bearing pancreatic PDX tumors, suggesting that tumors retain metastatic potential [116]. Retention of
primary tumor morphology and differentiation status is consistent with PDX models of other tumor
types such as colon and breast cancer [117,118].
In addition to histological similarities, several laboratories report fidelity of multiple characteristics
common to primary PDAC tumors [99,119]. Initial studies focused on sequencing DNA loci encoding
driver genes specific to PDAC and immunohistochemistry (IHC) to determine concordance in
expression of specific gene products in primary and PDAC PDX tumors. For example, Rubio-Viqueira
et al. determined that KRAS mutational status of the primary tumor was retained and stable for at least
three passages in 12 of 12 models [120]. The study compared first, second and third generation PDXs with
primary tumors of origin. Of the 12 primary tumors, 10 harbored specific, single copy KRAS mutations
(KRAS WT/MUT) that were maintained for the duration of the study. The remaining two primary tumors
also harbored a single copy KRAS mutation: first and second generation tumors harbored the same
single copy mutation, and the third generation tumors were homozygous for this mutation. In all models,
KRAS mutation was maintained. The authors also used IHC to demonstrate that SMAD4 expression
levels in 10 of 12 models were similar to those of the tumor of origin [120]. Several labs have looked more
in depth into the genomic stability of pancreatic PDX models. Mattie et al. used copy number variation
analysis, gene expression analysis, miRNA microarrays and mutation analysis to document a high
degree of similarity between lower (5th generation) and higher passaged (>30 generations) PDX tumors
and tumors of origin [99]. Additionally, Jung et al. (2016) performed exome sequencing on 8 pairs of
pancreatic primary tumors and corresponding PDX models, utilizing a panel of 409 cancer-related
genes to determine genomic conservation [119]. Clustering analysis of the exome sequencing data
showed a high degree of concordance (range 90.2–97%) among the primary tumor and PDX model.
3.4. Biomarker Identification Using Pancreatic PDX Models
Diagnosis of PC remains challenging in the clinic, as patients often present with non-specific
symptoms and there are no early screening methods for PC. Identification of tumor biomarkers to detect
PDAC, have the potential to aid diagnosis, improve prognosis, and monitor response to treatment.
While validated biomarkers have not been identified for PC, PDX models with high genetic and
molecular fidelity to tumors of origin have been used to identify potential biomarkers for this tumor
type. This area of investigation is described below and summarized in Table 1.
The first proof of concept study to address whether pancreatic PDX models could be used to
identify markers of response to treatment was conducted in 2006 by the Hidalgo group [120]. A panel of
14 pancreatic PDXs was established in nude mice. This group of investigators observed that relatively
high levels of expression of deoxycytidine kinase (dCK), an enzyme responsible for gemcitabine
activation, were associated with sensitivity to gemcitabine. This observation suggested that levels
of dCK expression might be used as a biomarker for response to gemcitabine. Further, the authors
demonstrated the feasibility of testing multiple drugs for efficacy in all 14 PDX models to simulate a
phase II clinical trial [63].
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Table 1. Published studies discussed in this review that describe genetic and molecular characteristics
of PDAC PDX models and biomarker identification efforts.
Study

Focus of Study

Observation

Reference

Model validation

Expression profiling

High correlation of gene expression profiles
between early and late passage PDAC PDX
tumors.

[99]

Model validation

Genetic stability,
expression profiling

KRAS status and SMAD4 expression level
conserved in 10-12 PDAC PDXs, compared
to tumors of origin.

Biomarker

Gemcitabine sensitivity

Higher level dCK expression predicted
greater response to gemcitabine.

Jung et al. (2016)

Model validation

Genetic stability

>90% sequence similarity between primary
tumor and PDAC PDX models.

[119]

Garrido-Laguna et al. (2011)

Biomarker

Gemcitabine sensitivity

Gene enrichment analysis showed increases
in expression of genes that contribute to
Notch signaling and to the production of
stroma in gemcitabine resistant tumors.

[121]

Torphy et al. (2014)

Biomarker

Circulating tumor cells

Treatment with BKM120 decreased the
number of circulating tumor cells.

[116]

Dutta et al. (2019)

Biomarker

Glucose metabolism

Increased conversion of radiolabeled
pyruvate to lactate in PDAC PDXs with
relatively rapid rates of proliferation.

[122]

Mattie et al. (2013)

Rubio-Viqueira et al. (2006)

Type of Study

[120]

A second study by the Hidalgo group investigated factors influencing engraftment rates and
predictability of clinical outcome in PDX models derived from surgically resectable patients with
PDAC [121]. A total of 94 patients underwent surgical resection and 69 chemotherapy naïve tumors
were implanted into nude mice and 42 were successfully engrafted. The authors found that loss
of SMAD4 expression and successful engraftment was a significant predictor of shorter survival in
patients (p = 0.006). Gene set enrichment analysis (GSEA) performed on microarray data of patient
tumors showed gemcitabine resistance was associated with an upregulation of the stroma and stem
cell pathways, specifically Notch signaling. A key feature of this study was as a clinical trial, relevant
clinical parameters could be collected from patients and used to validate PDX model results.
In 2014, Torphy et al. used pancreatic PDX models to determine if levels of circulating tumor
cells (CTCs) comprised biomarkers of response to the oral phosphatidylinositol-3 kinase inhibitor
BKM120 [116]. Cohorts of mice received either vehicle or BKM120 for 28 days and CTCs were detected
in peripheral blood smears using an immunofluorescence assay with antibodies to human cytokeratin
8/19 on days 0 and 28 of treatment. The data showed a decrease in the median number of CTCs in
blood, from 26.6 on day 0 to 2.2 on day 28. The authors proposed that detection of CTCs in blood
samples could be used as a proxy for response to chemotherapy in patients with PDAC.
As a fourth example, Dutta et al. used pancreatic PDX models to develop a novel non-invasive
image-based biomarker to determine pancreatic tumor invasiveness or aggressiveness that could
be utilized in the clinic [122]. Magnetic resonance microscopy was used to follow the conversion of
radiolabeled pyruvate to lactate in vivo, and the data indicated that higher conversion rates were
found in the faster growing PDX models. This finding was corroborated by immunohistochemistry
(IHC) of lactate dehydrogenase (LDH) which is known to be expressed at relatively high levels in
aggressive PDX tumor models [122]. As pancreatic cancer is difficult to detect early this could be a
potential non-invasive way to determine the prognosis of the patient, as well as, monitor treatment in
patients diagnosed with PDAC.
These studies demonstrate the utility of PDX models for identifying biomarkers of disease
progression or response to therapy. A principle advantage of this type of model system is exemplified
in the Hidalgo clinical trial [121]. Because PDX models retain genomic and molecular characteristics of
the tumors from which they were derived, prospective studies for biomarkers can be conducted and
preclinical data compared with clinical outcome.
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3.5. The Use of Pancreatic PDX Models for Preclinical Drug Evaluation
No approved chemotherapeutic regimens produce durable clinical responses in patients with
PDAC. This section discusses five studies that used PDAC PDX models to demonstrate the potential
utility of novel single or combination regimens for treating this tumor type. The discussion is
summarized in Table 2.
Table 2. Preclinical studies discussed in this review that evaluate drug efficacy in PDX models of PDAC.
Study

Study Type,
Preclinical

Number of
Models Used

Tumor Location

Drug Target(s)

Drug (s)
Evaluated

Reference

Jimeno et al. (2010)

Efficacy

3

Subcutaneous

PLK1

rigosertib,
gemcitabine

[123]

Lohse et al. (2017)

Efficacy

6

Orthotopic

PLK4

CFI-400945

[124]

Venkatesha et al. (2012)

Efficacy

2

Subcutaneous

CHK1

AZD7762

[125]

Garcia et al. (2016)

Efficacy

5

Subcutaneous

BET proteins

JQ1

[126]

Subcutaneous

BET proteins,
PARP

JQ1, olaparib

[127]

[128]

Miller et al. (2019)

Efficacy

2

Hidalgo et al. (2011)

Precision
medicine

4

Subcutaneous

Multiple

15 agents,
15 monotherapy
7 combinations

Villarroel et al. (2011)

Precision
medicine

1

Subcutaneous

DNA synthesis
DNA replication

mitomycin C,
cisplatin

[129]

Gao et al. (2015)

Precision
medicine

42

Subcutaneous

Multiple

38 agents,
36 monotherapy
26 combinations

[130]

Witkiewicz et al. (2016)

Precision
medicine

2

Subcutaneous

MEK

AZD6244

[131]

The first of these studies focused on an approach to circumvent or overcome resistance to
gemcitabine. Gemcitabine is a frontline agent for treating PDAC patients, and has some efficacy in
the clinic but is not curative as a single agent or in any combination evaluated thus far. Fine needle
aspirates were taken from 11 pancreatic PDX models with varying levels of gemcitabine sensitivity
and grown ex vivo with or without 6 hour exposure to gemcitabine. [123]. Fine needle aspirates were
subjected to low density microarray analysis of RNA extracted from with or without gemcitabine
identified polo-like kinase 1 (PLK1) as a gene of therapeutic interest. Comparison of the therapeutic
efficacy of gemcitabine alone or in combination with the PLK1 inhibitor rigosertib (ON01910.NA) in
mice bearing a panel of three PDAC PDX tumors with intermediate resistance to gemcitabine (n = 1) or
gemcitabine refractory tumors (n = 2). In the gemcitabine refractory tumors, the combination treatment
induced tumor regressions and suggested rigosertib could be a potential sensitizing agent in a subset of
gemcitabine resistant tumors. This study was one of the first designed to target a specific gene product
to overcome gemcitabine resistance in PDX models of PDAC.
A second study used PDX models of PDAC to investigate potential efficacy of polo-like kinase
4 (PLK4) [124]. PLK4 plays a role as a mitotic kinase that functions late in the cell cycle [132,133].
CFI-400945 was tested against a panel of six individual orthotopic pancreatic PDX models with a
variety of phenotype such as growth characteristics, genetic abnormalities, and levels of hypoxia.
A reduction in tumor growth was observed in four of six models when treated with this single agent
PLK4 inhibitor (p < 0.05).
A third preclinical study used PDAC PDX models to address whether the Chk1 inhibitor AZD7762
could sensitize tumor cells to gemcitabine [125]. The data showed that gemcitabine or AZD7762 alone
or in combination suppressed tumor growth in two subcutaneous pancreatic PDX models. Interestingly,
the combination gemcitabine and AZD7762 depleted the cancer stem cell (CSC) population as measured
by FACS analysis. Furthermore, secondary tumor formation assays were performed on each treatment
group and monitored for 10 weeks for tumor initiation in vivo. The authors observed that 83% of mice
treated with gemcitabine alone developed tumors, while only 43% of mice treated with the combination
developed tumors (p < 0.05).
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Our lab has also used PDAC PDX models to evaluate the efficacy of inhibitors of the bromodomain
and extraterminal (BET) family of proteins in treating this tumor type [126,127]. BET family members
(BRD2, BRD3, BRD4, and BRDT) recognize acetylated lysine residues on histones and recruit proteins
required for transcription of specific genes [134–136]. The small molecule BET bromodomain inhibitor
JQ1 competitively binds to bromodomain motifs on BET proteins to disrupt gene transcription.
We reported that JQ1 suppressed tumor growth in five independent PDX models of PDAC and that JQ1
decreased the expression of CDC25B, a G2/M cell cycle regulator, in 4 of 5 JQ1-sensitive PDX models
using NanoString platform [126]. In a follow up study, we observed that JQ1 decreased expression
of DNA repair proteins RAD51 and Ku80, and simultaneously increased levels of the DNA damage
marker γH2AX in PDX models [127]. These data suggested the hypothesis that decreased DNA repair
by JQ1 would sensitize pancreatic tumor cells to PARP inhibitors. Efficacy studies using two PDAC
PDX models demonstrated that the BET inhibitor JQ1 + the PARP inhibitor olaparib was well tolerated
and was more effective than either drug alone [127]. The combination of BET inhibitor and the PARP
inhibitor in PDAC warrants further investigation.
3.6. Pancreatic PDX Models in Precision Medicine and Clinical Relevance
PDX models clearly have utility in preclinical studies of pancreatic cancer. However, the degree to
which these models will be useful in designing therapeutic regimens for specific patients or tumor types
is unknown. Pioneering work in this area by Hidalgo and colleagues provides reason for optimism.
Below we summarize studies that directly address the likelihood that PDAC PDX models comprise
useful tools for designing therapeutic regimens.
Two published studies associated with a clinical trial conducted by Hidalgo et al. demonstrate that
efficacy data from PDAC PDX experiments have relevant clinical application [128,129]. The first study
was a pilot study that enrolled 14 patients with advanced solid tumors, including four patients with
PDAC [128]. PDX models were established from resected tumors (n = 6) or metastatic lesions (n = 8)
and the anti-tumor efficacy of 63 compounds, in 232 different combinations was evaluated in these
14 PDX models. One patient died prior to obtaining experimental data. The remaining 13 patients were
treated with the combination predicted by PDX data to be the most effective. There were 11 patients
who received 17 prospectively guided treatments based on PDX data, and 15 of those treatment
regimens resulted in durable partial remissions. Specific to the PDAC patients, 15 unique compounds
were investigated as single agents, as well as, 7 combination treatments to determine drug efficacy.
One of the patients in this clinical trial was known to have gemcitabine resistant PDAC [129].
PDX data predicted that this tumor would be sensitive to the DNA damaging agents mitomycin c and
cisplatin. The patient was treated with mitomycin c as a single agent, and achieved a partial response
of 22 months’ duration before disease progression was observed. The patient was again treated with
mitomycin c, but renal toxicity mandated a change to cisplatin. The patient responded to cisplatin and
remained symptom free for three years. The demonstrated correlation between PDX data and clinical
response was unprecedented.
More recent advancements include efforts to develop integrative platforms to guide patient
therapy, such as the comprehensive approach reported by Gao et al. These investigators used 277 PDX
models (n = 42 PDAC PDXs) of breast, colon, lung, gastric, and pancreatic cancers to evaluate 62 unique
treatments to mimic a phase I/II clinical trial setting [130]. The study was done with one mouse per
model per treatment with a goal of identifying association between drug response and specific genomic
characteristics for better prediction of patient response in clinical trials. In a proof of concept study
specific to PDAC, Witkiewicz et al. used both patient-derived cell lines and PDX models to identify
potential chemotherapeutic interventions in PDAC [131]. In one patient, high-throughput screening
of primary tumor material identified a sensitivity to the MEK inhibitor AZD6244, and PDX model
derived from the same patient showed a similar sensitivity (p < 0.01). The investigators of this study
suggest this type of approach may be valuable for identifying useful drug targets and for validating
these targets.
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3.7. Limitations of Pancreatic PDX Models
Despite notable utility, pancreatic PDX models have limitations. First, these models are labor
intensive to establish, costly to maintain, and may have a significant lag between engraftment and
first passage. Tissues for engraftment are limited, as only 20% of the ~56,000 patients diagnosed this
year will be eligible for surgical resection, and tumor take rates vary between 20% and 85% among
laboratories [44,100]. The feasibility of generating PDX models with fine-needle aspirate biopsies could
increase the potential pool of patient samples if implemented [129]. Second, PDX models, as well as
all other models, is the loss of human stroma in early passages. Human stromal tissue is replaced
with murine stroma, usually within the first generation [91–93], and the relevance of human PDAC
tumor-stroma interaction must be addressed in individual studies. However, recent advances in
transcriptomic analysis has allowed for such tumor-stroma interaction analysis in silico. For example,
Moffitt et al. utilized computational methods to define tumor, stroma, and normal tissue genetic
signatures in PDAC. The study identified and characterized two tumor subtypes (basal-like and
classical), as well as normal or activated stroma [137]. In PDAC PDX models, both tumor signatures
aligned with known human transcripts, while the murine transcripts associated with the stromal
signatures [137]. An additional study used multiomics and computational methods to analyze tumor
and stromal gene signatures to identify novel drug targets in PDAC [138]. In this study, the cholesterol
transporter Niemann-Pick C1-Like 1 Protein (NPCL1L) was determined to be increased in PDAC cells.
NPCL1L was evaluated as a potential drug target by treating mice bearing two PDAC PDX models to
the cholesterol absorption inhibitor ezetimibe. Ezetimibe as a single agent inhibited tumor growth
(p < 0.001).
Third, recent literature documents some genomic alterations in PDX models after serial passaging
in mice. Ben-David et al. assessed the changes in the copy number alteration (CNA) landscape
among 1,110 PDX samples across 24 tumor types including PDAC models [139]. This study observed
CNAs in PDX models of all tumor types during the engraftment and early passage. These CNAs
resulted primarily from expansion of pre-existing subclones within tumors, and not de novo events.
These investigators proposed that these genetic differences between PDX tumors and their primary
tumors of origin could alter therapeutic response and should be considered when interpreting drug
efficacy and biomarker studies [139].
Fourth, PDX tumors are propagated in immunocompromised mice. It is well accepted that
components of tumor, stroma, and the immune system interact in the tumor microenvironment [140–142].
In PDX models, a majority of stromal tissue and residual immune competent cells, if any, are of murine
origin; therefore, these models cannot be regarded as having a true tumor microenvironment. The use of
PDX models to evaluate agents that target tumor-stroma interaction requires careful interpretation, and
have limited use for evaluating agents that regulate immune-mediated anti-tumor efficacy. To overcome
this problem, several laboratories have begun to develop “humanized mice” PDX models, in which
components of the human immune system are expressed into mice [143,144]. One such strategy is
the transplantation of CD34+ hematopoietic stems cells (HSCs) isolated from human umbilical cord
blood, bone marrow, or peripheral blood into irradiated NSG mice [145,146]. Engraftment is considered
successful when human CD45+ immune cells surpass 25% in peripheral blood, allowing for PDX
implantation. Using this strategy, Morton et al. demonstrated in PDX models of head and neck
cancer that human B- and T-cells migrated to tumor tissue and induced pro-lymphogenic factors [147].
With specific relevance to PDAC, Ames et al. used a humanized mouse model to demonstrate that
human NK cells infiltrated orthotopic PDAC tumors, preferentially targeted the CSCs, and inhibited
tumor growth [148]. This type of model, however, does have the potential for the development of graft
versus host disease and may show impaired differentiation and maturation of immune cells due to
species specific cytokines. Residual murine macrophages and granulocytes may also modify responses
to human CD45+ cells. Transgenic approaches are being used to further reduce host immune function
and mitigate these limitations. Although the use of humanized mouse models with PDAC PDX tumors
is in its nascent stages, we anticipate their increased use in the future.
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4. Conclusions
The 5-year survival for patients with nonresectable pancreatic cancer is ~9% [1]. Each type
of preclinical model used to characterize the genotype and phenotype of pancreatic tumors—2D
immortalized cell lines, 3D organoids, GEMMs, and PDX models—has advantages and disadvantages,
and the model of choice will depend on the experimental goal. However, the degree to which PDAC
PDX models have been shown to retain characteristics of their tumors of origin and their demonstrated
utility in reflecting clinical response are viewed as distinct advantages for identifying markers for the
early detection of PDAC, the characterization of molecular and genetic changes critical to PDAC tumor
progression, and the evaluation of therapeutic efficacy of treatment regimens.
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Interleukin-2 receptor gamma chain
Non-obese diabetic
Pancreatic Cancer
Pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma
Patient-derived xenograft
Pancreatic intraepithelial neoplasm
Severe combined immune deficiency

References
1.
2.

3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8.

9.
10.

Siegel, R.L.; Miller, K.D.; Jemal, A. Cancer statistics. CA Cancer J. Clin. 2020, 70, 7–30. [CrossRef]
Rahib, L.; Smith, B.D.; Aizenberg, R.; Rosenzweig, A.B.; Fleshman, J.M.; Matrisian, L. Projecting Cancer
Incidence and Deaths to 2030: The Unexpected Burden of Thyroid, Liver, and Pancreas Cancers in the United
States. Cancer Res. 2014, 74, 2913–2921. [CrossRef]
Rawla, P.; Sunkara, T.; Gaduputi, V. Epidemiology of Pancreatic Cancer: Global Trends, Etiology and Risk
Factors. World J. Oncol. 2019, 10, 10–27. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Iodice, S.; Gandini, S.; Maisonneuve, P.; Lowenfels, A.B. Tobacco and the risk of pancreatic cancer: A review
and meta-analysis. Langenbecks Arch. Chir. 2008, 393, 535–545. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Andersen, D.K.; Korc, M.; Petersen, G.M.; Eibl, G.; Li, N.; Rickels, M.R.; Chari, S.T.; Abbruzzese, J.L. Diabetes,
Pancreatogenic Diabetes, and Pancreatic Cancer. Diabetes 2017, 66, 1103–1110. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Rebours, V.; Gaujoux, S.; D’Assignies, G.; Sauvanet, A.; Ruszniewski, P.; Lévy, P.; Paradis, V.; Bedossa, P.;
Couvelard, A. Obesity and Fatty Pancreatic Infiltration Are Risk Factors for Pancreatic Precancerous Lesions
(PanIN). Clin. Cancer Res. 2015, 21, 3522–3528. [CrossRef]
Abramson, M.A.; Jazag, A.; Van Der Zee, J.A.; Whang, E.E. The Molecular Biology of Pancreatic Cancer.
Gastrointest Cancer Res. 2007, 1, S7–S12.
Schutte, M.; Hruban, R.H.; Geradts, J.; Maynard, R.; Hilgers, W.; Rabindran, S.K.; A Moskaluk, C.; A Hahn, S.;
Schwarte-Waldhoff, I.; Schmiegel, W.; et al. Abrogation of the Rb/p16 tumor-suppressive pathway in virtually
all pancreatic carcinomas. Cancer Res. 1997, 57, 3126–3130.
Vincent, A.; Herman, J.; Schulick, R.; Hruban, R.H.; Goggins, M. Pancreatic cancer. Lancet 2011, 378, 607–620.
[CrossRef]
Jones, S.; Zhang, X.; Parsons, D.W.; Lin, J.C.-H.; Leary, R.J.; Angenendt, P.; Mankoo, P.; Carter, H.;
Kamiyama, H.; Jimeno, A.; et al. Core Signaling Pathways in Human Pancreatic Cancers Revealed by Global
Genomic Analyses. Science 2008, 321, 1801–1806. [CrossRef]

Cancers 2020, 12, 1327

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

26.

27.
28.
29.

30.
31.

14 of 21

Cancer Genome Atlas Research Network. Integrated Genomic Characterization of Pancreatic Ductal
Adenocarcinoma. Cancer Cell 2017, 32, 185–203.e13. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Gilbert, J.W.; Wolpin, B.; Clancy, T.; Wang, J.; Mamon, H.; Shinagare, A.B.; Jagannathan, J.; Rosenthal, M.
Borderline resectable pancreatic cancer: Conceptual evolution and current approach to image-based
classification. Ann. Oncol. 2017, 28, 2067–2076. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
A Burris, H.; Moore, M.J.; Andersen, J.; Green, M.R.; Rothenberg, M.L.; Modiano, M.R.; Cripps, M.C.;
Portenoy, R.K.; Storniolo, A.M.; Tarassoff, P.; et al. Improvements in survival and clinical benefit with
gemcitabine as first-line therapy for patients with advanced pancreas cancer: A randomized trial. J. Clin. Oncol.
1997, 15, 2403–2413. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Conroy, T.; Paillot, B.; François, E.; Bugat, R.; Jacob, J.-H.; Stein, U.; Nasca, S.; Metges, J.-P.; Rixe, O.;
Michel, P.; et al. Irinotecan Plus Oxaliplatin and Leucovorin-Modulated Fluorouracil in Advanced Pancreatic
Cancer—A Groupe Tumeurs Digestives of the Fédération Nationale des Centres de Lutte Contre le Cancer
Study. J. Clin. Oncol. 2005, 23, 1228–1236. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Von Hoff, D.D.; Ervin, T.; Arena, F.P.; Chiorean, E.G.; Infante, J.; Moore, M.; Seay, T.; Tjulandin, S.A.; Ma, W.W.;
Saleh, M.N.; et al. Increased survival in pancreatic cancer with nab-paclitaxel plus gemcitabine. N. Engl.
J. Med. 2013, 369, 1691–1703. [CrossRef]
Dobrynin, Y.V. Establishment and Characteristics of Cell Strains From Some Epithelial Tumors of Human
Origin. J. Natl. Cancer Inst. 1963, 31, 1173–1195. [CrossRef]
Lieber, M.; Mazzetta, J.; Nelson-Rees, W.; Kaplan, M.; Todaro, G. Establishment of a continuous tumor-cell
line (PANC-1) from a human carcinoma of the exocrine pancreas. Int. J. Cancer 1975, 15, 741–747. [CrossRef]
Deer, E.L.; Gonzalez-Hernandez, J.; Coursen, J.D.; Shea, J.E.; Ngatia, J.; Scaife, C.L.; Firpo, M.A.; Mulvihill, S.J.
Phenotype and Genotype of Pancreatic Cancer Cell Lines. Pancreas 2010, 39, 425–435. [CrossRef]
Iacobuzio-Donahue, C.A.; Ryu, B.; Hruban, R.H.; Kern, S.E. Exploring the Host Desmoplastic Response to
Pancreatic Carcinoma. Am. J. Pathol. 2002, 160, 91–99. [CrossRef]
Feig, C.; Gopinathan, A.; Neesse, A.; Chan, D.S.; Cook, N.; Tuveson, D.A. The pancreas cancer
microenvironment. Clin. Cancer Res. 2012, 18, 4266–4276. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Pothula, S.P.; Pirola, R.C.; Wilson, J.S.; Apte, M.V. Pancreatic stellate cells: Aiding and abetting pancreatic
cancer progression. Pancreatology 2020, 20, 409–418. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Hotz, H.; Hines, O.J.; Foitzik, T.; Reber, H.A. Animal models of exocrine pancreatic cancer. Int. J. Color. Dis.
2000, 15, 136–143. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Mahadevan, D.; Von Hoff, D.D. Tumor-stroma interactions in pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma.
Mol. Cancer Ther. 2007, 6, 1186–1197. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Kountouras, J.; Diamantidis, M.; Tsapournas, G.; Zavos, C. New aspects of regulatory signaling pathways
and novel therapies in pancreatic cancer. Curr. Mol. Med. 2008, 8, 12–37. [CrossRef]
Rueckert, F.; Aust, D.; Böhme, I.; Werner, K.; Brandt, A.; Diamandis, E.P.; Krautz, C.; Hering, S.; Saeger, H.-D.;
Grützmann, R.; et al. Five Primary Human Pancreatic Adenocarcinoma Cell Lines Established by the
Outgrowth Method. J. Surg. Res. 2012, 172, 29–39. [CrossRef]
Fredebohm, J.; Boettcher, M.; Eisen, C.; Gaida, M.M.; Heller, A.; Keleg, S.; Tost, J.; Greulich-Bode, K.M.;
Hotz-Wagenblatt, A.; Lathrop, M.; et al. Establishment and Characterization of a Highly Tumourigenic
and Cancer Stem Cell Enriched Pancreatic Cancer Cell Line as a Well Defined Model System. PLoS ONE
2012, 7, e48503. [CrossRef]
Lei, Y.; Jeong, D.; Xiao, J.; Schaffer, D.V. Developing Defined and Scalable 3D Culture Systems for Culturing
Human Pluripotent Stem Cells at High Densities. Cell. Mol. Bioeng. 2014, 7, 172–183. [CrossRef]
Lei, Y.; Schaffer, D.V. A fully defined and scalable 3D culture system for human pluripotent stem cell
expansion and differentiation. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2013, 110, E5039–E5048. [CrossRef]
Sato, T.; Vries, R.G.; Snippert, H.J.; Van De Wetering, M.; Barker, N.; E Stange, D.; Van Es, J.H.; Abo, A.;
Kujala, P.; Peters, P.J.; et al. Single Lgr5 stem cells build crypt-villus structures in vitro without a mesenchymal
niche. Nature 2009, 459, 262–265. [CrossRef]
Drost, J.; Clevers, H. Organoids in cancer research. Nat. Rev. Cancer 2018, 18, 407–418. [CrossRef]
Tsai, S.; McOlash, L.; Palen, K.; Johnson, B.; Duris, C.; Yang, Q.; Dwinell, M.B.; Hunt, B.; Evans, D.B.;
Gershan, J.A.; et al. Development of primary human pancreatic cancer organoids, matched stromal and
immune cells and 3D tumor microenvironment models. BMC Cancer 2018, 18, 335. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Cancers 2020, 12, 1327

32.

33.

34.
35.

36.
37.
38.

39.

40.
41.

42.

43.

44.
45.
46.

47.

48.

49.

50.
51.

15 of 21

Ware, M.; Keshishian, V.; Law, J.J.; Vilentchouk, B.G.; Favela, C.A.; Rees, P.; Smith, B.; Mohammad, S.;
Hwang, R.F.; Rajapakshe, K.; et al. Generation of an in vitro 3D PDAC stroma rich spheroid model.
Biomaterials 2016, 108, 129–142. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Bartfeld, S.; Bayram, T.; Van De Wetering, M.; Huch, M.; Begthel, H.; Kujala, P.; Vries, R.; Peters, P.J.;
Clevers, H. In vitro expansion of human gastric epithelial stem cells and their responses to bacterial infection.
Gastroenterology 2014, 148, 126–136. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Huch, M.; Koo, B.-K. Modeling mouse and human development using organoid cultures. Development 2015,
142, 3113–3125. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Ootani, A.; Li, X.; Sangiorgi, E.; Ho, Q.T.; Ueno, H.; Toda, S.; Sugihara, H.; Fujimoto, K.; Weissman, I.L.;
Capecchi, M.R.; et al. Sustained in vitro intestinal epithelial culture within a Wnt-dependent stem cell niche.
Nat. Med. 2009, 15, 701–706. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Jones, R.T.; Trump, B.F.; Stoner, G.D. Culture of human pancreatic ducts. Echinoderms Part B 1980, 21, 429–439.
Montesano, R.; Mouron, P.; Amherdt, M.; Orci, L. Collagen matrix promotes reorganization of pancreatic
endocrine cell monolayers into islet-like organoids. J. Cell Boil. 1983, 97, 935–939. [CrossRef]
Kerr-Conte, J.; Pattou, F.; Lecomte-Houcke, M.; Xia, Y.; Boilly, B.; Proye, C.; Lefebvre, J. Ductal cyst formation
in collagen-embedded adult human islet preparations. A means to the reproduction of nesidioblastosis
in vitro. Diabetes 1996, 45, 1108–1114. [CrossRef]
Lee, J.; Sugiyama, T.; Liu, Y.; Wang, J.; Gu, X.; Lei, J.; Markmann, J.F.; Miyazaki, S.; Miyazaki, J.-I.; Szot, G.L.;
et al. Expansion and conversion of human pancreatic ductal cells into insulin-secreting endocrine cells. eLife
2013, 2, e00940. [CrossRef]
Grapin-Botton, A. Three-dimensional pancreas organogenesis models. Diabetes Obes. Metab. 2016, 18, 33–40.
[CrossRef]
Boj, S.F.; Hwang, C.-I.; Baker, L.A.; Chio, I.I.C.; Engle, D.D.; Corbo, V.; Jager, M.; Ponz-Sarvise, M.; Tiriac, H.;
Spector, M.S.; et al. Organoid models of human and mouse ductal pancreatic cancer. Cell 2014, 160, 324–338.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
Seino, T.; Kawasaki, S.; Shimokawa, M.; Tamagawa, H.; Toshimitsu, K.; Fujii, M.; Ohta, Y.; Matano, M.;
Nanki, K.; Kawasaki, K.; et al. Human Pancreatic Tumor Organoids Reveal Loss of Stem Cell Niche Factor
Dependence during Disease Progression. Cell Stem Cell 2018, 22, 454–467.e6. [CrossRef]
Huang, L.; Holtzinger, A.; Jagan, I.; BeGora, M.; Lohse, I.; Ngai, N.; Nostro, M.C.; Wang, R.; Muthuswamy, L.B.;
Crawford, H.C.; et al. Ductal pancreatic cancer modeling and drug screening using human pluripotent stem
cell– and patient-derived tumor organoids. Nat. Med. 2015, 21, 1364–1371. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Behrens, D.; Walther, W.; Fichtner, I. Pancreatic cancer models for translational research. Pharmacol. Ther.
2017, 173, 146–158. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Es, H.A.; Montazeri, L.; Aref, A.R.; Vosough, M.; Baharvand, H. Personalized Cancer Medicine: An Organoid
Approach. Trends Biotechnol. 2018, 36, 358–371. [CrossRef]
Pauli, C.; Hopkins, B.D.; Prandi, D.; Shaw, R.; Fedrizzi, T.; Sboner, A.; Sailer, V.; Augello, M.; Puca, L.;
Rosati, R.; et al. Personalized In Vitro and In Vivo Cancer Models to Guide Precision Medicine. Cancer Discov.
2017, 7, 462–477. [CrossRef]
Schütte, M.; Risch, T.; Abdavi-Azar, N.; Boehnke, K.; Schumacher, D.; Keil, M.; Yildiriman, R.; Jandrasits, C.;
Borodina, T.; Amstislavskiy, V.; et al. Molecular dissection of colorectal cancer in pre-clinical models identifies
biomarkers predicting sensitivity to EGFR inhibitors. Nat. Commun. 2017, 8, 14262. [CrossRef]
Van De Wetering, M.; Francies, H.E.; Francis, J.M.; Bounova, G.; Iorio, F.; Pronk, A.; Van Houdt, W.;
Van Gorp, J.; Taylor-Weiner, A.; Kester, L.; et al. Prospective derivation of a living organoid biobank of
colorectal cancer patients. Cell 2015, 161, 933–945. [CrossRef]
Jabs, J.; Zickgraf, F.M.; Park, J.; Wagner, S.; Jiang, X.; Jechow, K.; Kleinheinz, K.; Toprak, U.H.; Schneider, M.;
Meister, M.; et al. Screening drug effects in patient-derived cancer cells links organoid responses to genome
alterations. Mol. Syst. Boil. 2017, 13, 955. [CrossRef]
Xu, H.; Lyu, X.; Yi, M.; Zhao, W.; Song, Y.; Wu, K. Organoid technology and applications in cancer research.
J. Hematol. Oncol. 2018, 11, 116. [CrossRef]
Kuen, J.; Darowski, D.; Kluge, T.; Majety, M. Pancreatic cancer cell/fibroblast co-culture induces M2 like
macrophages that influence therapeutic response in a 3D model. PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0182039. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Cancers 2020, 12, 1327

52.

53.

54.

55.
56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.
65.
66.

67.

68.
69.

16 of 21

Hingorani, S.; Petricoin, E.F.; Maitra, A.; Rajapakse, V.; King, C.; Jacobetz, M.A.; Ross, S.; Conrads, T.P.;
Veenstra, T.D.; Hitt, B.A.; et al. Preinvasive and invasive ductal pancreatic cancer and its early detection in
the mouse. Cancer Cell 2003, 4, 437–450. [CrossRef]
Neesse, A.; Michl, P.; Frese, K.K.; Feig, C.; Cook, N.; A Jacobetz, M.; Lolkema, M.P.; Buchholz, M.; Olive, K.P.;
Gress, T.M.; et al. Stromal biology and therapy in pancreatic cancer. Gut 2010, 60, 861–868. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
Olive, K.P.; Jacobetz, M.A.; Davidson, C.J.; Gopinathan, A.; McIntyre, D.; Honess, D.; Madhu, B.;
Goldgraben, M.A.; Caldwell, M.E.; Allard, D.; et al. Inhibition of Hedgehog Signaling Enhances Delivery of
Chemotherapy in a Mouse Model of Pancreatic Cancer. Science 2009, 324, 1457–1461. [CrossRef]
Gannon, M.; Gamer, L.W.; Wright, C.V.E. Regulatory Regions Driving Developmental and Tissue-Specific
Expression of the Essential Pancreatic Gene pdx1. Dev. Boil. 2001, 238, 185–201. [CrossRef]
Ying, H.; Kimmelman, A.C.; Lyssiotis, C.A.; Hua, S.; Chu, G.C.; Fletcher-Sananikone, E.; Locasale, J.W.;
Son, J.; Zhang, H.; Coloff, J.L.; et al. Oncogenic Kras maintains pancreatic tumors through regulation of
anabolic glucose metabolism. Cell 2012, 149, 656–670. [CrossRef]
Collins, M.A.; Bednar, F.; Zhang, Y.; Brisset, J.-C.; Galbán, S.; Galbán, C.J.; Rakshit, S.; Flannagan, K.S.;
Adsay, N.V.; Di Magliano, M.P. Oncogenic Kras is required for both the initiation and maintenance of
pancreatic cancer in mice. J. Clin. Investig. 2012, 122, 639–653. [CrossRef]
Hingorani, S.; Wang, L.; Multani, A.S.; Combs, C.; Deramaudt, T.B.; Hruban, R.H.; Rustgi, A.K.; Chang, S.;
Tuveson, D.A. Trp53R172H and KrasG12D cooperate to promote chromosomal instability and widely
metastatic pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma in mice. Cancer Cell 2005, 7, 469–483. [CrossRef]
Bardeesy, N.; Aguirre, A.J.; Chu, G.C.; Cheng, K.-H.; Lopez, L.V.; Hezel, A.F.; Feng, B.; Brennan, C.;
Weissleder, R.; Mahmood, U.; et al. Both p16Ink4a and the p19Arf-p53 pathway constrain progression of
pancreatic adenocarcinoma in the mouse. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2006, 103, 5947–5952. [CrossRef]
Aguirre, A.J.; Bardeesy, N.; Sinha, M.; Lopez, L.; Tuveson, D.A.; Horner, J.; Redston, M.S.; A DePinho, R.
Activated Kras and Ink4a/Arf deficiency cooperate to produce metastatic pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma.
Genes Dev. 2003, 17, 3112–3126. [CrossRef]
Bardeesy, N.; Cheng, K.-H.; Berger, J.H.; Chu, G.C.; Pahler, J.; Olson, P.; Hezel, A.F.; Horner, J.; Lauwers, G.Y.;
Hanahan, U.; et al. Smad4 is dispensable for normal pancreas development yet critical in progression and
tumor biology of pancreas cancer. Genome Res. 2006, 20, 3130–3146. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Izeradjene, K.; Combs, C.; Best, M.; Gopinathan, A.; Wagner, A.; Grady, W.M.; Deng, C.X.; Hruban, R.H.;
Adsay, N.V.; Tuveson, D.A.; et al. Kras(G12D) and Smad4/Dpc4 haploinsufficiency cooperate to induce
mucinous cystic neoplasms and invasive adenocarcinoma of the pancreas. Cancer Cell 2007, 11, 229–243.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
Kojima, K.; Vickers, S.M.; Adsay, N.V.; Jhala, N.; Kim, H.-G.; Schoeb, T.R.; E Grizzle, W.; Klug, C.A.
Inactivation of Smad4 Accelerates KrasG12D-Mediated Pancreatic Neoplasia. Cancer Res. 2007, 67, 8121–8130.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
Westphalen, C.B.; Olive, K.P. Genetically engineered mouse models of pancreatic cancer. Cancer J. 2012, 18,
502–510. [CrossRef]
Colvin, E.; Scarlett, C.J. A historical perspective of pancreatic cancer mouse models. Semin. Cell Dev. Boil.
2014, 27, 96–105. [CrossRef]
Fendrich, V.; Schneider, R.; Maitra, A.; Jacobsen, I.; Opfermann, T.; Bartsch, D.K. Detection of Precursor
Lesions of Pancreatic Adenocarcinoma in PET-CT in a Genetically Engineered Mouse Model of Pancreatic
Cancer1. Neoplasia 2011, 13, 180–186. [CrossRef]
Faça, V.M.; Song, K.S.; Wang, H.; Zhang, Q.; Krasnoselsky, A.L.; Newcomb, L.F.; Plentz, R.R.; Gurumurthy, S.;
Redston, M.S.; Pitteri, S.J.; et al. A Mouse to Human Search for Plasma Proteome Changes Associated with
Pancreatic Tumor Development. PLoS Med. 2008, 5, e123. [CrossRef]
Gopinathan, A.; Morton, J.P.; Jodrell, D.I.; Sansom, O.J. GEMMs as preclinical models for testing pancreatic
cancer therapies. Dis. Model. Mech. 2015, 8, 1185–1200. [CrossRef]
Becher, O.J.; Holland, E.C.; Sausville, E.A.; Burger, A.M. Genetically engineered models have advantages
over xenografts for preclinical studies. Cancer Res. 2006, 66, 3355–3359. [CrossRef]

Cancers 2020, 12, 1327

70.

71.

72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.

83.

84.

85.
86.
87.
88.

89.

90.

17 of 21

Mazur, P.K.; Grüner, B.M.; Nakhai, H.; Sipos, B.; Zimber-Strobl, U.; Strobl, L.J.; Radtke, F.; Schmid, R.M.;
Siveke, J.T. Identification of Epidermal Pdx1 Expression Discloses Different Roles of Notch1 and Notch2 in
Murine KrasG12D-Induced Skin Carcinogenesis In Vivo. PLoS ONE 2010, 5, e13578. [CrossRef]
Obata, J.; Yano, M.; Mimura, H.; Goto, T.; Nakayama, R.; Mibu, Y.; Oka, C.; Kawaichi, M. p48 subunit of
mouse PTF1 binds to RBP-Jkappa/CBF-1, the intracellular mediator of Notch signalling, and is expressed in
the neural tube of early stage embryos. Genes Cells 2001, 6, 345–360. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Wang, Y.; Tseng, J.-C.; Sun, Y.; Beck, A.H.; Kung, A. Noninvasive Imaging of Tumor Burden and Molecular
Pathways in Mouse Models of Cancer. Cold Spring Harb. Protoc. 2015, 2015, 135–144. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Griswold, D.P.; Corbett, T.H. A colon tumor model for anticancer agent evaluation. Cancer 1975, 36, 2441–2444.
[CrossRef]
Dexter, D.L.; Kowalski, H.M.; A Blazar, B.; Fligiel, Z.; Vogel, R.; Heppner, G.H. Heterogeneity of tumor cells
from a single mouse mammary tumor. Cancer Res. 1978, 38, 3174–3181.
Bertram, J.S.; Janik, P. Establishment of a cloned line of Lewis lung carcinoma cells adapted to cell culture.
Cancer Lett. 1980, 11, 63–73. [CrossRef]
Flanagan, S.P. ‘Nude’, a new hairless gene with pleiotropic effects in the mouse. Genet. Res. 1966, 8, 295–309.
[CrossRef]
Nehls, M.; Pfeifer, D.; Schorpp, M.; Hedrich, H.; Boehm, T. New member of the winged-helix protein family
disrupted in mouse and rat nude mutations. Nature 1994, 372, 103–107. [CrossRef]
Herreros-Villanueva, M.; Hijona, E.; Cosme, A.; Bujanda, L. Mouse models of pancreatic cancer.
World J. Gastroenterol. 2012, 18, 1286–1294. [CrossRef]
Marincola, F.M.; Drucker, B.J.; Siao, D.Y.; Hough, K.L.; Holder, W.D. The nude mouse as a model for the
study of human pancreatic cancer. J. Surg. Res. 1989, 47, 520–529. [CrossRef]
Qiu, W.; Su, G.H. Development of orthotopic pancreatic tumor mouse models. Breast Cancer 2013, 980,
215–223. [CrossRef]
Saur, D.; Seidler, B.; Schneider, G.; Algül, H.; Schmid, R.M. CXCR4 expression increases liver and lung
metastasis in a mouse model of pancreatic cancer. Z. Gastroenterol. 2005, 43, 1237–1250. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Bergman, A.M.; Adema, A.D.; Balzarini, J.; Bruheim, S.; Fichtner, I.; Noordhuis, P.; Fodstad, Ø.;
Myhren, F.; Sandvold, M.L.; Hendriks, H.H.; et al. Antiproliferative activity, mechanism of action and oral
antitumor activity of CP-4126, a fatty acid derivative of gemcitabine, in in vitro and in vivo tumor models.
Investig. New Drugs 2010, 29, 456–466. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Dey, J.; Kerwin, W.S.; Grenley, M.O.; Casalini, J.R.; Tretyak, I.; Ditzler, S.H.; Thirstrup, D.J.; Frazier, J.P.;
Pierce, D.W.; Carleton, M.; et al. A Platform for Rapid, Quantitative Assessment of Multiple Drug
Combinations Simultaneously in Solid Tumors In Vivo. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0158617. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Suenaga, M.; Yamada, S.; Fujii, T.; Tanaka, C.; Kanda, M.; Nakayama, G.; Sugimoto, H.; Koike, M.;
Fujiwara, M.; Kodera, Y. S-1 plus nab-paclitaxel is a promising regimen for pancreatic cancer in a preclinical
model. J. Surg. Oncol. 2016, 113, 413–419. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Feldmann, G.; Rauenzahn, S.; Maitra, A. In vitro models of pancreatic cancer for translational oncology
research. Expert Opin. Drug Discov. 2009, 4, 429–443. [CrossRef]
Gillet, J.-P.; Varma, S.; Gottesman, M.M. The Clinical Relevance of Cancer Cell Lines. J. Natl. Cancer Inst.
2013, 105, 452–458. [CrossRef]
Siolas, D.; Hannon, G.J. Patient-derived tumor xenografts: Transforming clinical samples into mouse models.
Cancer Res. 2013, 73, 5315–5319. [CrossRef]
Tentler, J.J.; Tan, A.-C.; Weekes, C.D.; Jimeno, A.; Leong, S.; Pitts, T.M.; Arcaroli, J.J.; Messersmith, W.A.;
Eckhardt, S.G. Patient-derived tumour xenografts as models for oncology drug development. Nat. Rev.
Clin. Oncol. 2012, 9, 338–350. [CrossRef]
Hidalgo, M.; Amant, F.; Biankin, A.V.; Budinská, E.; Byrne, A.T.; Caldas, C.; Clarke, R.; De Jong, S.; Jonkers, J.;
Mælandsmo, G.M.; et al. Patient-Derived Xenograft Models: An Emerging Platform for Translational Cancer
Research. Cancer Discov. 2014, 4, 998–1013. [CrossRef]
Rosfjord, E.; Lucas, J.; Li, G.; Gerber, H.-P. Advances in patient-derived tumor xenografts: From target
identification to predicting clinical response rates in oncology. Biochem. Pharmacol. 2014, 91, 135–143.
[CrossRef]

Cancers 2020, 12, 1327

91.

92.

93.

94.
95.
96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.
105.

106.

107.

18 of 21

Delitto, D.; Pham, K.; Vlada, A.C.; Sarosi, G.A.; Thomas, R.M.; Behrns, K.E.; Liu, C.; Hughes, S.J.; Wallet, S.M.;
Trevino, J.G. Patient-derived xenograft models for pancreatic adenocarcinoma demonstrate retention of
tumor morphology through incorporation of murine stromal elements. Am. J. Pathol. 2015, 185, 1297–1303.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
Maykel, J.; Liu, J.H.; Li, H.; Shultz, L.D.; Greiner, D.L.; Houghton, J. NOD-scidIl2rg (tm1Wjl) and NOD-Rag1
(null) Il2rg (tm1Wjl): A model for stromal cell-tumor cell interaction for human colon cancer. Dig. Dis. Sci.
2014, 59, 1169–1179. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Hylander, B.L.; Punt, N.; Tang, H.; Hillman, J.; Vaughan, M.; Bshara, W.; Pitoniak, R.; Repasky, E.A. Origin of
the vasculature supporting growth of primary patient tumor xenografts. J. Transl. Med. 2013, 11, 110.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
Morton, C.L.; Houghton, P.J. Establishment of human tumor xenografts in immunodeficient mice. Nat. Protoc.
2007, 2, 247–250. [CrossRef]
Euhus, D.M.; Hudd, C.; LaRegina, M.C.; Johnson, F.E. Tumor measurement in the nude mouse. J. Surg. Oncol.
1986, 31, 229–234. [CrossRef]
Fu, X.; Guadagni, F.; Hoffman, R.M. A metastatic nude-mouse model of human pancreatic cancer constructed
orthotopically with histologically intact patient specimens. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 1992, 89, 5645–5649.
[CrossRef]
Loukopoulos, P.; Kanetaka, K.; Takamura, M.; Shibata, T.; Sakamoto, M.; Hirohashi, S.
Orthotopic Transplantation Models of Pancreatic Adenocarcinoma Derived From Cell Lines and Primary
Tumors and Displaying Varying Metastatic Activity. Pancreas 2004, 29, 193–203. [CrossRef]
Kim, M.P.; Evans, U.B.; Wang, H.; Abbruzzese, J.L.; Fleming, J.B.; E Gallick, G.; Abbrusseze, J.L. Generation of
orthotopic and heterotopic human pancreatic cancer xenografts in immunodeficient mice. Nat. Protoc. 2009,
4, 1670–1680. [CrossRef]
Garcia, P.L.; Council, L.N.; Christein, J.D.; Arnoletti, J.P.; Heslin, M.J.; Gamblin, T.L.; Richardson, J.H.;
Bjornsti, M.-A.; Yoon, K.J. Development and Histopathological Characterization of Tumorgraft Models of
Pancreatic Ductal Adenocarcinoma. PLoS ONE 2013, 8, e78183. [CrossRef]
Mattie, M.; Christensen, A.; Chang, M.S.; Yeh, W.; Saïd, S.; Shostak, Y.; Capo, L.; Verlinsky, A.; An, Z.;
Joseph, I.; et al. Molecular Characterization of Patient-Derived Human Pancreatic Tumor Xenograft Models
for Preclinical and Translational Development of Cancer Therapeutics. Neoplasia 2013, 15, 1138–1150.
[CrossRef]
Rubio-Viqueira, B.; Jimeno, A.; Cusatis, G.; Zhang, X.; Iacobuzio-Donahue, C.; Karikari, C.; Shi, C.;
Danenberg, K.; Danenberg, P.V.; Kuramochi, H.; et al. An In vivo Platform for Translational Drug
Development in Pancreatic Cancer. Clin. Cancer Res. 2006, 12, 4652–4661. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Chen, Q.; Wei, T.; Wang, J.; Zhang, Q.; Li, J.; Zhang, J.; Ni, L.; Wang, Y.; Bai, X.; Liang, T. Patient-derived
xenograft model engraftment predicts poor prognosis after surgery in patients with pancreatic cancer.
Pancreatol. 2020, 20, 485–492. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Pergolini, I.; Morales-Oyarvide, V.; Mino-Kenudson, M.; Honselmann, K.C.; Rosenbaum, M.W.; Nahar, S.;
Kem, M.; Ferrone, C.R.; Lillemoe, K.D.; Bardeesy, N.; et al. Tumor engraftment in patient-derived xenografts
of pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma is associated with adverse clinicopathological features and poor survival.
PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0182855. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Bosma, G.C.; Custer, R.P.; Bosma, M.J. A severe combined immunodeficiency mutation in the mouse. Nature
1983, 301, 527–530. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Shultz, L.D.; A Schweitzer, P.; Christianson, S.W.; Gott, B.; Schweitzer, I.B.; Tennent, B.; McKenna, S.;
Mobraaten, L.; Rajan, T.V.; Greiner, D.L. Multiple defects in innate and adaptive immunologic function in
NOD/LtSz-scid mice. J. Immunol. 1995, 154, 180–191.
Ito, M.; Hiramatsu, H.; Kobayashi, K.; Suzue, K.; Kawahata, M.; Hioki, K.; Ueyama, Y.; Koyanagi, Y.;
Sugamura, K.; Tsuji, K.; et al. NOD/SCID/gamma(c)(null) mouse: An excellent recipient mouse model for
engraftment of human cells. Blood 2002, 100, 3175–3182. [CrossRef]
Blunt, T.; Finnie, N.J.; E Taccioli, G.; Smith, G.C.; Demengeot, J.; Gottlieb, T.M.; Mizuta, R.; Varghese, A.;
Alt, F.W.; A Jeggo, P.; et al. Defective DNA-dependent protein kinase activity is linked to V(D)J recombination
and DNA repair defects associated with the murine scid mutation. Cell 1995, 80, 813–823. [CrossRef]

Cancers 2020, 12, 1327

19 of 21

108. Dorshkind, K.; Keller, G.M.; A Phillips, R.; Miller, R.G.; Bosma, G.C.; O’Toole, M.; Bosma, M.J. Functional status
of cells from lymphoid and myeloid tissues in mice with severe combined immunodeficiency disease.
J. Immunol. 1984, 132, 1804–1808.
109. Dorshkind, K.; Pollack, S.B.; Bosma, M.J.; A Phillips, R. Natural killer (NK) cells are present in mice with
severe combined immunodeficiency (scid). J. Immunol. 1985, 134, 3798–3801.
110. Kataoka, S.; Satoh, J.; Fujiya, H.; Toyota, T.; Suzuki, R.; Itoh, K.; Kumagai, K. Immunologic aspects of the
nonobese diabetic (NOD) mouse. Abnormalities of cellular immunity. Diabetes 1983, 32, 247–253. [CrossRef]
111. Leonard, W.J.; Lin, J.X.; O’Shea, J.J. The gammac Family of Cytokines: Basic Biology to Therapeutic
Ramifications. Immunity 2019, 50, 832–850. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
112. Lin, J.X.; Leonard, W.J. The Common Cytokine Receptor gamma Chain Family of Cytokines. Cold Spring
Harb. Perspect. Biol. 2018, 10, a028449. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
113. Cao, X.; Shores, E.W.; Hu-Li, J.; Anver, M.R.; Kelsall, B.L.; Russell, S.M.; Drago, J.; Noguchi, M.; Grinberg, A.;
Bloom, E.T. Defective lymphoid development in mice lacking expression of the common cytokine receptor
gamma chain. Immunity 1995, 2, 223–238. [CrossRef]
114. Di Santo, J.P.; Müller, W.; Guy-Grand, D.; Fischer, A.; Rajewsky, K. Lymphoid development in mice with a
targeted deletion of the interleukin 2 receptor gamma chain. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 1995, 92, 377–381.
[CrossRef]
115. Sugamura, K.; Asao, H.; Kondo, M.; Tanaka, N.; Ishii, N.; Ohbo, K.; Nakamura, M.; Takeshita, T.
THE INTERLEUKIN-2 RECEPTOR γ CHAIN: Its Role in the Multiple Cytokine Receptor Complexes
and T Cell Development in XSCID. Annu. Rev. Immunol. 1996, 14, 179–205. [CrossRef]
116. Yoshida, G.J. Applications of patient-derived tumor xenograft models and tumor organoids. J. Hematol. Oncol.
2020, 13, 4–16. [CrossRef]
117. Torphy, R.J.; Tignanelli, C.J.; Kamande, J.W.; Moffitt, R.A.; Loeza, S.G.H.; Soper, S.A.; Yeh, J.J. Circulating Tumor
Cells as a Biomarker of Response to Treatment in Patient-Derived Xenograft Mouse Models of Pancreatic
Adenocarcinoma. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e89474. [CrossRef]
118. Julien, S.; Merino-Trigo, A.; Lacroix, L.; Pocard, M.; Goéré, D.; Mariani, P.; Landron, S.; Bigot, L.; Nemati, F.;
Dartigues, P.; et al. Characterization of a Large Panel of Patient-Derived Tumor Xenografts Representing the
Clinical Heterogeneity of Human Colorectal Cancer. Clin. Cancer Res. 2012, 18, 5314–5328. [CrossRef]
119. Derose, Y.S.; Wang, G.; Lin, Y.-C.; Bernard, P.S.; Buys, S.S.; Ebbert, M.T.; Factor, R.; Matsen, C.; Milash, B.A.;
Nelson, E.; et al. Tumor grafts derived from women with breast cancer authentically reflect tumor pathology,
growth, metastasis and disease outcomes. Nat. Med. 2011, 17, 1514–1520. [CrossRef]
120. Jung, J.; Lee, C.H.; Seol, H.S.; Choi, Y.S.; Kim, E.; Lee, E.J.; Rhee, J.-K.; Singh, S.R.; Jun, E.S.; Han, B.; et al.
Generation and molecular characterization of pancreatic cancer patient-derived xenografts reveals their
heterologous nature. Oncotarget 2016, 7, 62533–62546. [CrossRef]
121. Garrido-Laguna, I.; Uson, M.; RajeshKumar, N.V.; Tan, A.-C.; De Oliveira, E.; Karikari, C.; Villaroel, M.C.;
Salomon, A.; Taylor, G.; Sharma, R.; et al. Tumor engraftment in nude mice and enrichment in stromarelated gene pathways predict poor survival and resistance to gemcitabine in patients with pancreatic cancer.
Clin. Cancer Res. 2011, 17, 5793–5800. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
122. Dutta, P.; Perez, M.R.; Lee, J.; Kang, Y.; Pratt, M.; Salzillo, T.; Weygand, J.; Zacharias, N.M.; Gammon, S.T.;
Koay, E.J.; et al. Combining Hyperpolarized Real-Time Metabolic Imaging and NMR Spectroscopy To Identify
Metabolic Biomarkers in Pancreatic Cancer. J. Proteome Res. 2019, 18, 2826–2834. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
123. Jimeno, A.; Rubio-Viqueira, B.; RajeshKumar, N.; Chan, A.; Solomon, A.; Hidalgo, M. A Fine-Needle
Aspirate-Based Vulnerability Assay Identifies Polo-Like Kinase 1 as a Mediator of Gemcitabine Resistance in
Pancreatic Cancer. Mol. Cancer Ther. 2010, 9, 311–318. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
124. Lohse, I.; Mason, J.; Mary, P.C.; Pintilie, M.; Bray, M.; Hedley, D. Activity of the novel polo-like kinase
4 inhibitor CFI-400945 in pancreatic cancer patient-derived xenografts. Oncotarget 2016, 8, 3064–3071.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
125. Venkatesha, V.A.; Parsels, L.A.; Parsels, J.D.; Zhao, L.; Zabludoff, S.D.; Simeone, D.M.; Maybaum, J.;
Lawrence, T.S.; Morgan, M.A. Sensitization of Pancreatic Cancer Stem Cells to Gemcitabine by Chk1
Inhibition. Neoplasia 2012, 14, 519–525. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Cancers 2020, 12, 1327

20 of 21

126. Garcia, P.L.; Miller, A.L.; Kreitzburg, K.M.; Council, L.N.; Gamblin, T.L.; Christein, J.D.; Heslin, M.J.;
Arnoletti, J.P.; Richardson, J.H.; Chen, N.; et al. The BET bromodomain inhibitor JQ1 suppresses growth
of pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma in patient-derived xenograft models. Oncogene 2015, 35, 833–845.
[CrossRef]
127. Miller, A.L.; Fehling, S.C.; Garcia, P.L.; Gamblin, T.L.; Council, L.N.; Van Waardenburg, R.C.; Yang, E.S.;
Bradner, J.E.; Yoon, K.J. The BET inhibitor JQ1 attenuates double-strand break repair and sensitizes models
of pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma to PARP inhibitors. EBioMedicine 2019, 44, 419–430. [CrossRef]
128. Hidalgo, M.; Bruckheimer, E.; RajeshKumar, N.V.; Garrido-Laguna, I.; De Oliveira, E.; Rubio-Viqueira, B.;
Strawn, S.; Wick, M.J.; Martell, J.; Sidransky, D. A pilot clinical study of treatment guided by personalized
tumorgrafts in patients with advanced cancer. Mol. Cancer Ther. 2011, 10, 1311–1316. [CrossRef]
129. Villarroel, M.C.; RajeshKumar, N.V.; Garrido-Laguna, I.; De Jesus-Acosta, A.; Jones, S.; Maitra, A.;
Hruban, R.H.; Eshleman, J.R.; Klein, A.; Laheru, D.; et al. Personalizing cancer treatment in the age
of global genomic analyses: PALB2 gene mutations and the response to DNA damaging agents in pancreatic
cancer. Mol. Cancer Ther. 2010, 10, 3–8. [CrossRef]
130. Pavlichenko, A.K.; Karpenko, I.V.; Zhdanova, N.N. Growth and development peculiarities of Hormoconis
resinae (Lindau) von Arx & de Vries strains isolated from premises of the 4th unit of the Chernobyl NPP.
Mikrobiolohichnyi Zhurnal 2006, 68, 1318–1325.
131. Witkiewicz, A.K.; Balaji, U.; Eslinger, C.; McMillan, E.; Conway, W.; Posner, B.; Mills, G.B.; O’Reilly, E.M.;
Knudsen, E.S. Integrated Patient-Derived Models Delineate Individualized Therapeutic Vulnerabilities of
Pancreatic Cancer. Cell Rep. 2016, 16, 2017–2031. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
132. Vaid, R.; Sharma, N.; Chauhan, S.; Deshta, A.; Dev, K.; Sourirajan, A. Functions of Polo-Like Kinases:
A Journey From Yeast to Humans. Protein Pept. Lett. 2016, 23, 185–197. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
133. Van De Weerdt, B.C.; Medema, R.H. Polo-Like Kinases: A Team in Control of the Division. Cell Cycle 2006, 5,
853–864. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
134. Dhalluin, C.; Carlson, J.E.; Zeng, L.; He, C.; Aggarwal, A.K.; Zhou, M.-M. Structure and ligand of a histone
acetyltransferase bromodomain. Nature 1999, 399, 491–496. [CrossRef]
135. Filippakopoulos, P.; Picaud, S.; Mangos, M.; Keates, T.; Lambert, J.-P.; Barsyte-Lovejoy, D.; Felletar, I.;
Volkmer, R.; Müller, S.; Pawson, T.; et al. Histone Recognition and Large-Scale Structural Analysis of the
Human Bromodomain Family. Cell 2012, 149, 214–231. [CrossRef]
136. Shi, J.; Vakoc, C.R.; Junwei, S. The mechanisms behind the therapeutic activity of BET bromodomain
inhibition. Mol. Cell 2014, 54, 728–736. [CrossRef]
137. Moffitt, R.A.; Marayati, R.; Flate, E.L.; Volmar, K.E.; Loeza, S.G.H.; Hoadley, K.A.; Rashid, N.U.; Williams, L.A.;
Eaton, S.C.; Chung, A.H.; et al. Virtual microdissection identifies distinct tumor- and stroma-specific subtypes
of pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma. Nat. Genet. 2015, 47, 1168–1178. [CrossRef]
138. Nicolle, R.; Blum, Y.; Marisa, L.; Loncle, C.; Gayet, O.; Moutardier, V.; Turrini, O.; Giovannini, M.; Bian, B.;
Bigonnet, M.; et al. Pancreatic Adenocarcinoma Therapeutic Targets Revealed by Tumor-Stroma Cross-Talk
Analyses in Patient-Derived Xenografts. Cell Rep. 2017, 21, 2458–2470. [CrossRef]
139. Ben-David, U.; Ha, G.; Tseng, Y.-Y.; Greenwald, N.F.; Oh, C.; Shih, J.; McFarland, J.M.; Wong, B.; Boehm, J.S.;
Beroukhim, R.; et al. Patient-derived xenografts undergo mouse-specific tumor evolution. Nat. Genet. 2017,
49, 1567–1575. [CrossRef]
140. Hanahan, D.; Coussens, L.M. Accessories to the Crime: Functions of Cells Recruited to the Tumor
Microenvironment. Cancer Cell 2012, 21, 309–322. [CrossRef]
141. Hui, L.; Chen, Y. Tumor microenvironment: Sanctuary of the devil. Cancer Lett. 2015, 368, 7–13. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
142. Quail, D.F.; Joyce, J.A. Microenvironmental regulation of tumor progression and metastasis. Nat. Med. 2013,
19, 1423–1437. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
143. Kametani, Y.; Miyamoto, A.; Seki, T.; Ito, R.; Habu, S.; Tokuda, Y. Significance of humanized mouse models for
evaluating humoral immune response against cancer vaccines. Pers. Med. Universe 2018, 7, 13–18. [CrossRef]
144. Walsh, N.C.; Kenney, L.L.; Jangalwe, S.; Aryee, K.-E.; Greiner, D.L.; Brehm, M.; Shultz, L.D. Humanized
Mouse Models of Clinical Disease. Annu. Rev. Pathol. Mech. Dis. 2016, 12, 187–215. [CrossRef]
145. Zhou, Q.; Facciponte, J.; Jin, M.; Shen, Q.; Lin, Q. Humanized NOD-SCID IL2rg−/− mice as a preclinical
model for cancer research and its potential use for individualized cancer therapies. Cancer Lett. 2014, 344,
13–19. [CrossRef]

Cancers 2020, 12, 1327

21 of 21

146. Morton, J.J.; Bird, G.; Refaeli, Y.; Jimeno, A. Humanized Mouse Xenograft Models: Narrowing the
Tumor-Microenvironment Gap. Cancer Res. 2016, 76, 6153–6158. [CrossRef]
147. Morton, J.J.; Bird, G.; Keysar, S.B.; Astling, D.P.; Lyons, T.R.; Anderson, R.T.; Glogowska, M.J.; Estes, P.;
Eagles, J.R.; Le, P.N.; et al. XactMice: Humanizing mouse bone marrow enables microenvironment
reconstitution in a patient-derived xenograft model of head and neck cancer. Oncogene 2015, 35, 290–300.
[CrossRef]
148. Ames, E.; Canter, R.J.; Grossenbacher, S.K.; Mac, S.; Chen, M.; Smith, R.C.; Hagino, T.; Perez-Cunningham, J.;
Sckisel, G.D.; Urayama, S.; et al. NK Cells Preferentially Target Tumor Cells with a Cancer Stem Cell
Phenotype. J. Immunol. 2015, 195, 4010–4019. [CrossRef]
© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

