
Br J Haematol. 2023;00:1–9.     | 1wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/bjh

G U I D E L I N E

B S H  G u i d e l i n e s

Diagnosis and evaluation of prognosis of myelofibrosis: A British 
Society for Haematology Guideline

Donal P. McLornan1  |    Anna L. Godfrey2 |    Anna Green3 |    Rebecca Frewin4 |   
Siamak Arami5 |    Jessica Brady6 |    Nauman M. Butt7 |    Catherine Cargo8 |   
Joanne Ewing9 |    Sebastian Francis10 |    Mamta Garg11 |    Claire Harrison12  |   
Andrew Innes13  |    Alesia Khan8 |    Steve Knapper14 |    Jonathan Lambert1 |   
Adam Mead15,16  |    Andrew McGregor17 |    Pratap Neelakantan18 |    Bethan Psaila15,16  |   
Tim C. P. Somervaille19 |    Claire Woodley12 |    Jyoti Nangalia20 |    Nicholas C. P. Cross21  |   
Mary Frances McMullin22  |    on behalf of the BSH Committee

Correspondence
BSH Guidelines Administrator, British Society for Haematology, 100 White Lion Street, London N1 9PF, UK.
Email: bshguidelines@b-s-h.org.uk

Keywords: diagnostic haematology, guideline, myelofibrosis, prognosis

SU M M A RY A N D A I MS

This document represents an update of the British Society 
for Haematology (BSH) guideline on myelofibrosis (MF) 
first published in 2012 and updated in 2015.1 This guideline 
aims to provide healthcare professionals with clear guidance 
on the diagnosis and prognostic evaluation of primary my-
elofibrosis (PMF), as well as post-polycythaemia vera myelo-
fibrosis (post-PV MF) and post-essential thrombocythaemia 
myelofibrosis (post-ET MF). A section on prefibrotic MF is 
also included. A separate BSH Guideline covers the manage-
ment of MF and is published alongside this guideline.

M ETHODOLOGY

These guidelines were compiled according to the BSH process  
https:// b- s- h. org. uk/ media/  16732/  bsh- guida nce- devel opmen t- 
proce ss- dec- 5- 18. pdf. The Grading of Recommendations, 
Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) no-
menclature was used to evaluate levels of evidence and to 
assess the strength of recommendations. The GRADE cri-
teria can be found at http:// www. grade worki nggro up. org. 
Recommendations are based on a review of the relevant 
MF-related literature using Medline, PubMed/Medline and 

Cochrane searches beginning from 2012 up to mid-2022. 
Filters were applied to include only publications written in 
English, studies carried out in humans, clinical conferences, 
congresses, clinical trials, clinical studies, meta- analyses, 
multicentre studies and randomised controlled trials. 
Exclusion criteria included papers published in non-English 
journals and those publications without an abstract.

REVIEW OF THE MANUSCRIPT

Review of the manuscript was performed by the BSH 
Guidelines Committee Haemato-oncology Task Force, the 
BSH Guidelines Committee and the Haemato-oncology 
sounding board of the BSH. We invited two global expert ex-
ternal reviewers to review contents—Professor Ruben Mesa 
and Professor Alessandro Vannucchi. This guideline has also 
been reviewed by patient representatives from MPN Voice.

I N TRODUC TION

Myelofibrosis encompasses PMF, post-ET MF and post-
PV MF. It is characterised by clonal haematopoietic stem 
cell proliferation and elevated levels of pro-inflammatory 
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cytokines, resulting in reticulin deposition and collagen fi-
brosis. The annual incidence is estimated at 1–2 individuals 
per 100 000 of the population in the United Kingdom, with 
an equal sex incidence.2 All patients newly diagnosed with 
MF should be reported to the National Cancer Registry, via 
the multidisciplinary meeting, and to MF-specific registries 
if available.

CLI N ICA L FE AT U R E S

Clinical features of MF are heterogeneous and may include 
anaemia, leucocytosis and extramedullary haemopoiesis, 
with progressive splenomegaly. Patients may experience 
constitutional symptoms, consequences of progressive sple-
nomegaly (pain, early satiety, portal hypertension and dysp-
noea), progressive marrow failure and have an inherent risk 
of leukaemic transformation.

Palpable splenomegaly is present in up to 80% of pa-
tients. Clinical palpation is the easiest method to evaluate 
spleen size, with the patient in the supine position. Ideally, 
a simple measuring tape can be used to record the size of 
an enlarged spleen below the left costal margin in centime-
tres (cm). Ultrasound may aid spleen size determination 
in a more uniform manner. In MF trials, the International 
Working Group-Myeloproliferative Neoplasm Research 
and Treatment (IWG-MRT) criteria utilised spleen vol-
ume as part of the clinical improvement response; this can 
be derived from computed tomography or magnetic reso-
nance imaging. This is not a requirement in routine clinical 
practice.

Myelofibrosis frequently has a significant symptom bur-
den that can negatively impact on quality of life, activities of 
daily living and functional status. Validated tools that have 
been developed to objectively measure symptom burden in-
clude the MF Symptom Assessment Form (MF SAF), MPN 
Symptom Assessment Form (MPN SAF) and MPN-SAF 
Total Symptom Score (MPN-SAF TSS—MPN 10).3,4 The 
MPN-SAF TSS is an abbreviated symptom assessment tool 
that measures 10 symptoms through patient self-assessment 
on a linear scale from 0 (absent) to 10 (worst imaginable), 
namely: fatigue, early satiety, abdominal discomfort, inac-
tivity, concentration problems, night sweats, pruritus, bone 
pain, fever and weight loss. Regular use of MPN-SAF TSS 
provides an indication of symptom status and treatment re-
sponse and should be performed at each clinical review as 
appropriate.

Thrombosis risk is often underestimated in MF, in par-
ticular for those in the so-called lower prognostic groups 
with a JAK2 V617F mutation.5 An individualised risk assess-
ment is warranted.

Finally, it is well established that some MF patients are 
at risk of non-cirrhotic portal hypertension, in particular 
those with bulky splenomegaly.6 Where clinical signs (e.g. 
the presence of ascites, anterior abdominal wall dilated 
veins or signs associated with liver impairment) or liver im-
aging/transient elastography suggest the presence of portal 

hypertension, consideration should be given, in appropriate 
cases, for an oesophagogastroduodenoscopy (OGD) to be 
performed to rule out occult varices.

Recommendation

• Spleen assessment by palpation, recorded as cm below 
the left costal margin, is the most straightforward 
method but may be limited by body habitus. Ultrasound 
aids spleen size determination in a more uniform man-
ner, if required (Grade 1C).

• Assessment of symptoms using a validated tool, for ex-
ample, the MPN-SAF TSS (MPN-10) is recommended at 
baseline, followed by dynamic assessment of symptom 
burden during follow-up (Grade 1B).

• An individualised risk assessment of thrombosis is war-
ranted for all patients, in particular for those with the 
JAK2 V617F mutation (Grade 1C).

• Where clinical signs or liver imaging/transient elas-
tography suggest the presence of MF-related portal 
hypertension, consideration should be given for an oe-
sophagogastroduodenoscopy (OGD) to be performed to 
rule out occult varices (Grade 2B).

E STA BLISHI NG A DI AGNOSIS OF M F

Patients classically present with progressive anaemia, a leu-
coerythroblastic blood film with teardrop poikilocytes, sple-
nomegaly and constitutional symptoms. These, along with 
pathogenic mutations (see below) and typical bone marrow 
(BM) morphological findings, form the basis of the diagnos-
tic criteria proposed by both the World Health Organization 
(WHO) and the International Consensus Classification 
(ICC; Table 1).7,8 Any patient being investigated for potential 
MPN with suspicious clinical features or atypical peripheral 
blood (PB) findings (cytopenia, left-shifted granulopoie-
sis, circulating blasts) should proceed to BM examination, 
which is essential for the diagnosis.9

A key morphological finding in the BM is a proliferation of 
atypical megakaryocytes,7 showing clustering and abnormal 
localisation with hyperchromatic or bulbous nuclei, lying 
within an increased reticulin network with focal or diffuse 
collagen.10 In advanced stages, osteosclerosis can be exten-
sive. To establish a diagnosis and define the disease, reticulin 
grading is essential with a minimum of grade 2 (0–3 grading 
system).11 Commercial reticulin staining kits detect only re-
ticulin fibrosis necessitating additional staining for collagen 
(trichrome stain).10–12 Separate scoring systems for colla-
gen fibrosis and osteosclerosis have been recommended.7,12 
These may enable more accurate response assessment in 
patients receiving disease modifying therapies, although 
their clinical impact is yet to be established.12,13 The BM 
should be reported in a Specialist Integrated Haematological 
Malignancy Diagnostic Service (SIHMDS) and as per either 
the WHO or ICC criteria. The classification used should be 
stated in the report and consideration should be given to 
stating the diagnosis according to both classifications.
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It is essential to distinguish MF from other myeloid malig-
nancies, and careful morphological assessment for features 
such as the degree of dysplasia is required.14 In particular, 
it is important to highlight that systemic mastocytosis can 
be associated with significant marrow fibrosis. In patients 
with monocytosis, distinguishing between MF and chronic 
myelomonocytic leukaemia (CMML) can be challenging 
though genomic testing with targeted myeloid sequencing 
panels may help. This will not only detect mutations which 
are more specific to either disease but will also provide a 
JAK2 mutant allele burden which is frequently reported to 
be higher in PMF than in CMML.15,16

Genetic tests for assessment of patients with MPN have 
been previously described.17 Suspected PMF cases should be 
screened for common MPN driver mutations (affecting the 
JAK2, CALR and MPL genes), on either PB- or BM-derived 
DNA. Between 50% and 60% of PMF cases are positive for 
JAK2 V617F, with the remaining 15%–35% and 6%–9% of 
cases testing positive for CALR exon 9 or MPL exon 10 mu-
tations respectively.17 Type 1/Type 1-like CALR mutations 
are much more prevalent in PMF than Type 2/Type 2-like 
mutations.18

Patients with BM histology and clinical features consis-
tent with PMF or pre-PMF who test negative for JAK2, CALR 
or MPL mutations should be tested further using a myeloid 

gene panel and, ideally, karyotyping or genome-wide sin-
gle nucleotide polymorphism (SNP) array.17 Patients with-
out a typical driver mutation in JAK2, MPL or CALR may 
be diagnosed as triple negative (TN) PMF, although this 
should prompt careful evaluation of the clinical picture and 
morphology to exclude the diagnosis of another myeloid 
neoplasm as highlighted above. In the absence of a clonal 
marker of disease, causes of secondary fibrosis also require 
exclusion (Table 2).7,8,19 In addition, exclusion of BCR::ABL1 
is important for all TN patients with thrombocytosis and/or 
atypical features.

For patients with a confirmed diagnosis of PMF or 
post-PV/ET-MF, a myeloid panel and karyotyping/SNP 
array, performed on either PB or BM, provide important 
prognostic and potentially additional therapeutic target 
information and are generally recommended for alloge-
neic haematopoietic stem cell transplantation (allo-HSCT) 
candidates. In other patients, including those with pre-
PMF, testing may be considered for prognostic purposes 
and/or whether additional genomic data will guide clinical 
management.

As a minimum, myeloid gene panels should include 
ASXL1, CBL, CSF3R, DNMT3A, EZH2, KIT, KRAS, IDH1/2, 
NRAS, RUNX1, SETBP1, SF3B1, SH2B3, SRSF2, TET2, TP53 
and U2AF1, together with full coding sequence coverage of 

T A B L E  1  WHO diagnostic criteria for post-PV/ET myelofibrosis and overt PMF.

WHO 5th edition7 ICC8 2022 WHO 5th edition ICC 2022

Post-PV/ET MF Overt PMF

Major Documentation of a previous established diagnosis of PV or 
ET

Major Bone marrow biopsy showing megakaryocytic 
proliferation and atypia, accompanied by 
reticulin and/or collagen fibrosis grades 2 or 3

Bone marrow fibrosis of Grade 2–3 on a 0–3 scale JAK2, CALR or MPL mutation assessed by sensitive 
technique OR presence of another clonal marker 
(ASXL1, EZH2, TET2, IDH1, IDH2, SRSF2 and 
SF3B1) OR absence of minor reactive bone 
marrow reticulin fibrosis

Diagnostic criteria for BCR::ABL1-positive CML, PV, 
ET, MDS or other myeloid neoplasms not meta

Minor Anaemia and a >20 g/L decrease from baseline haemoglobin 
concentration. A sustained loss of requirement of either 
phlebotomy (in the absence of cytoreductive therapy) or 
cytoreductive treatment for erythrocytosis

Minor Anaemia not attributed to a comorbid condition

Development of any two (or all three) of the following 
constitutional symptoms: >10% weight loss in 6 months, 
night sweats and unexplained fever (>37.5°C)

Leucocytosis ≥11 × 109/L

Increased palpable splenomegaly >5 cm from the baseline or 
newly palpable

Splenomegaly detected clinically and/or by imaging

Elevated LDH (for post-ET MF only) Elevated LDH

Leucoerythroblastosis Leucoerythroblastosis

Diagnosis requires both major criteria and at least two minor criteria 
confirmed in two consecutive determinations

Diagnosis requires all three major criteria and at least one minor 
criterion confirmed in two consecutive determinations

Abbreviations: ET, essential thrombocythaemia; ICC, International Consensus Classification; LDH, lactate dehydrogenase; MDS, myelodysplastic syndromes; MF, primary 
myelofibrosis; PMF, myelofibrosis; PV, polycythaemia vera; WHO, World Health Organization.
aMyeloproliferative neoplasms (MPN) can be associated with monocytosis or they can develop it during the course of the disease; these cases may mimic chronic 
myelomonocytic leukaemia (CMML); in these rare instances, a history of MPN excludes CMML, whereas the presence of MPN features in the bone marrow and/or MPN-
associated mutations (in JAK2, CALR or MPL) tend to support the diagnosis of MPN with monocytosis rather than CMML.

 13652141, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/bjh.19164, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [13/11/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



4 |   BSH GUIDELINE ON MF

JAK2, MPL and CALR exon 9. Broader mutation screens pro-
vide additional personalised prognostic information.20–22 
All cases should be discussed in a specialist multidisci-
plinary meeting. This should be a quorate meeting (e.g. clin-
ical haematologists and representatives of the SIHMDS, etc.) 
as per national/local guidance on haemato-oncology multi-
disciplinary meetings.

Recommendations

• All patients with suspected MF should undergo a diag-
nostic bone marrow biopsy and molecular testing for 
JAK2, CALR or MPL variants as appropriate (Grade 1A).

• The bone marrow trephine biopsy should have a retic-
ulin stain and grade (Grade 1A) and consideration of 
trichrome staining. Ideally, the bone marrow should be 
reported in a SIHMDS and as per either the WHO or 
ICC criteria (Grade 2B).

• A myeloid gene panel, cytogenetic analysis and/or SNP 
array, and careful morphological examination is recom-
mended for patients with bone marrow histology and 

clinical features consistent with PMF who test negative 
for JAK2, CALR and MPL (Grade 1B).

• BCR::ABL1 should be excluded in cases with persistent 
thrombocytosis negative for JAK2, CALR and MPL vari-
ants, or those with atypical features (Grade 1B).

• Secondary causes of MF require exclusion in patients 
without typical MPN morphology or in those lacking 
an MPN-associated mutation (Grade 1A).

• Myeloid gene panel testing and conventional karyotyp-
ing and/or SNP array are recommended for all patients 
with PMF, post-PV or post-ET MF who are candidates 
for allogeneic stem cell transplant, or if it would be use-
ful to guide patient management/prognostic assessment 
(Grade 1B).

• All diagnoses should be discussed in a specialist multi-
disciplinary meeting (Grade 1B).

PROGNOSTIC EVA LUATION I N 
PR I M A RY A N D POST-PV/POST-ET M F

Overall survival in MF varies widely and clinicians should be 
aware of the strengths and limitations of the many prognos-
tic scores available to inform clinical use and guide discus-
sions on therapy and management. These are summarised 
in Table  3, with suggestions where each score may be best 
utilised.

The International Prognostic Scoring System (IPSS) 
was the first risk stratification model to consider a large 
PMF cohort.23 IPSS identified five factors associated 
with reduced patient survival: age >65 years, presence of 
constitutional symptoms (>10% weight loss in 6 months, 
night sweats, unexplained fever higher than 37.5°C), hae-
moglobin <100 g/L, white cell count >25 × 109/L and ≥1% 
circulating blast cells. Use of the same five factors led to 
generation of the Dynamic IPSS (DIPSS) score, facilitat-
ing dynamic assessment during the disease course. This 
was further refined in the DIPSS-plus risk stratification 
by three additional risk factors (unfavourable karyotype, 
thrombocytopenia (platelets <100 × 109/L) and red cell 
transfusion dependence).24,25

Approximately 40% of patients with PMF have an abnor-
mal karyotype.25,29–31 Patients with inv(3), −5/5q, −7/7q−, 
+8, 11q23 and 12p−, i(17q), or complex karyotypes (>2 
abnormalities) have significantly poorer outcomes.29,31–33 
JAK2 V617F and MPL mutations have been associated 
with a worse prognosis compared to CALR mutations in 
several studies. Prognostic advantage of a CALR mutation 
may, however, only be confined to Type 1 or Type 1-like 
mutations.18,34–36 Overall survival for patients with TN 
MF appears worse than for those patients with a JAK2- or 
MPL-mutation.34,36 So-called ‘high molecular risk’ (HMR) 
pathogenic mutations in five genes (ASXL1, SRSF2, EZH2, 
IDH1 and IDH2) have been shown to adversely impact 
life expectancy and increase the likelihood of leukaemic 
transformation in MF.37 Patients with >1 HMR mutation 
have a particularly poor prognosis. Mutations in TP53, 

T A B L E  2  Potential secondary causes of marrow fibrosis.

Causes of secondary 
bone marrow fibrosis Examples

Infections • HIV
• Visceral leishmaniasis
• Tuberculosis
• Epstein–Barr virus infection

Autoimmune disorders • Systemic lupus erythematosus
• Sjögren syndrome
• Anti-phospholipid syndrome
• Juvenile idiopathic arthritis

Chronic inflammatory 
condition

Hairy cell leukaemia

Other haematological 
disorders

• Myelodysplastic syndromes
• Hodgkin lymphoma
• Chronic myeloid leukaemia
• Some cases of acute myelomonocytic 

leukaemia
• Paroxysmal nocturnal haemoglobinuria
• Systemic mastocytosis
• TAFRO (thrombocytopenia, 

anasarca, fever, reticulin fibrosis and 
organomegaly)

Metastatic malignancy

Toxic chronic 
myelopathy

Treatment with growth 
factors

• Recombinant human thrombopoietin 
agonists, for example, romiplostim

• IL-11, for example, oprelvekin

Osseus or other 
metabolic disease

• Vitamin D deficiency
• Hyperparathyroidism

Other causes may 
result in focal 
fibrosis

• Osteonecrosis/myelitis
• Bone marrow irradiation
• Previous trephine biopsy site
• Grey platelet syndrome
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T A B L E  3  Summary of prognostication models validated in patients with myelofibrosis.

Prognostic 
model Patients (n) When to use score

Type of patients 
included Variables

Risk groups (median overall 
survival)

IPSS23 1054 Newly diagnosed 
PMF patients

Newly diagnosed 
PMF

Age >65 years (1)
Hb <100 g/L (2)
WBC >25 × 109/L (1)
Circulating blasts ≥1% (1)

• Low (0) = 11.3 years
• Intermediate-1 (1) = 7.9 years
• Intermediate-2 (2) = 4 years
• High (3–5) = 2.3 years

DIPSS24 525 PMF patients and 
can be applied at 
any stage in the 
disease course

Newly diagnosed 
PMF and 
follow-up

Age >65 years (1)
Hb <100 g/L (2)
WBC >25 × 109/L (1)
Circulating blasts ≥1% (1)
Constitutional symptoms (1)

• Low (0) = not reached
• Intermediate-1 (1–2) = 14.2 years
• Intermediate-2 (3–4) = 4 years
• High (>4) = 1.5 years

DIPSS-PLUS25 793 PMF patients and 
can be applied at 
any stage in the 
disease course

Newly diagnosed 
PMF and 
follow-up

Age >65 years (1)
Hb <100 g/L (2)
WBC >25 × 109/L (1)
Circulating blasts ≥1% (1)
Constitutional symptoms (1)
Unfavourable karyotype (1)
Red cell transfusion need (1)
Platelets <100 × 109/L (1)

• Low (0) = 15.4 years
• Intermediate-1 (1–2) = 6.5 years
• Intermediate-2 (3–4) = 2.9 years
• High (>4) = 1.3 years

MIPSS 70 v 
2.021

406 PMF patients; 
validated up 
to the age of 
70 years

Patients <70 years 
(n = 311) with 
PMF Included 
prefibrotic MF

VHR karyotype (4)
Unfavourable karyotype (3)
≥2 HMR mutations (3)
1 HMR mutation (2)
Type 1/like CALR absent (2)
Hb <80 g/L females, Hb <90 g/L 

Male (2)
Hb 80–99 g/L Females, Hb 

90–109 g/L Male (1)
Circulating blasts ≥2% (1)
Constitutional symptoms (2)

• Very low (0) = not reached
• Low (1, 2) = 16.4 years
• Intermediate (3, 4) = 7.7 years
• High (5–8) = 4.1 years
• Very high (≥9) = 1.8 years

MYSEC-PM26 685 Patients with 
post-PV and 
post-ET MF

Post-PV and post-ET 
MF

Hb <110 g/L (2)
Platelets <150 × 109/L (1)
Circulating blasts ≥3% (2)
CALR mutation absent (2)
Constitutional symptoms (1)
Age (0.15 per year of age)

• Low (<11) = not reached
• Intermediate-1 (11–13) = 9.3 years
• Intermediate-2 (14–16) = 4.4 years
• High (>16) = 2.0 years

MTSS27 361 PMF or post-PV/
ET MF planned 
for allogeneic 
stem cell 
transplantation

Patients presenting 
for first allogenic 
stem cell 
transplantation. 
206 had primary 
myelofibrosis, 
101 had post-ET 
or post-PV 
myelofibrosis

Age >57 years (1)
WBC >25 × 109/L (1)
Platelets <150 × 109/L (1)
ASXL1 mutated (1)
Karnofsky Performance Status 

<90% (1)
HLA-mismatched unrelated 

donor (2)
Not CALR/MPL mutated

• Low (0–2) = 83% 5 years OS
• Intermediate (3, 4) = 64% 5-year 

OS
• High (5) = 37% 5-year OS
• Very high (6–9) = 22% 5-year OS

Predict 
blood22

2035 MPN
309 MF
Validation 

cohort (515 
MPN, 190 
MF)

PMF and post-PV/
ET MF both at 
diagnosis and 
during disease 
course

At diagnosis or first 
referral

Multistate Cox proportional 
hazards algorithm 
incorporating 63 clinical 
and genomic variables to 
predict risk of survival and 
disease transformation to 
myelofibrosis and acute 
leukaemia

Individualised results for
• Development of MF from ET/PV
• Development of acute myeloid 

leukaemia from either chronic 
phase or any MF (either PMF or 
secondary MF)

• Survival in ET/PV, PMF and 
secondary MF

RR6 model28 209 MF
40 MF in 

validation 
cohort

PMF and post-PV/
ET MF patients, 
at least 6 months 
of therapy with 
RUX and may 
prompt therapy 
switch

PMF and post-ET/
PV patients 
treated with 
ruxolitinib for at 
least 6 months

(1) RUX dose <20 mg twice daily 
at baseline, Months 3 and 
6 (2) palpable spleen length 
reduction from baseline 
≤30% at Months 3 and 6 (3) 
transfusion need at Months 3 
and/or 6 (4) transfusion need 
at all time points (i.e. baseline 
and Months 3 and 6)

Response to RUX after 6 months 
(RR6), dissected three risk 
categories regarding OS

• Low (median OS, not reached)
• Intermediate (median OS, 

61 months; 95% CI, 43–80)
• High (median OS, 33 months; 

95% CI, 21–50)

Abbreviations: CALR, calreticulin; ET, essential thrombocythaemia; Hb, haemoglobin concentration; HLA, human leucocyte antigen; HMR, high molecular risk; PMF, 
primary myelofibrosis; PV, polycythaemia vera; RBC, red blood cell; RUX, ruxolitinib; VHR, very high risk; WBC, white blood cell count.
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U2AF1, RUNX1, CBL, NRAS and KRAS can also confer 
adverse outcomes.20,22

The mutation-enhanced IPSS (MIPSS70+ v2.0) score 
combines typical haematological features together with 
karyotype and mutations in ‘HMR’ genes and U2AF1 
Q157.21 MIPSS70+ v2.0 (http:// www. mipss 70sco re. it/ ) 
takes into account varying severity of anaemia. The model 
included mainly patients <70 years with PMF and pre-PMF, 
and is more accurate than IPSS. Both DIPSS and MIPSS70+ 
v2.0 appear relevant to those patients eligible for trans-
plant as the risk score correlates with post-transplant out-
comes.38,39 The so-called ‘RR6 model’ predicts survival in 
MF based on clinical response after 6 months of ruxolitinib 
(considers spleen length reduction, dose density of ruxoli-
tinib and transfusion requirements; http:// www. rr6. eu/ ).28  
For transplant-eligible patients, the clinical-molecular my-
elofibrosis transplant scoring system (MTSS) combines 
age, haematological and molecular parameters, patient fit-
ness and degree of HLA matching to predict survival after 
allo-HSCT.27 The MYSEC-PM score was developed specifi-
cally for patients with post-PV MF and post-ET MF.26

A personalised prognosis calculator for MPN patients 
(Predict blood; https:// blood. predi ct. nhs. uk/ ) takes into 
account 63 patient demographic, clinical and molecular 
variables to predict personally tailored risk for both disease 
transformation and survival. The model incorporates many 
more variables than the risk scoring systems described above, 
does not dichotomise continuous risk variables (such as in-
creasing age or worsening blood counts), and can predict sev-
eral different disease outcomes simultaneously. It was shown 
to provide improved accuracy and greater discrimination 

over both DIPSS and IPSS, even when incomplete informa-
tion on molecular variables was available.22

Prognostication can aid treatment decisions including 
allo-HSCT. No model can currently predict which patients 
may benefit from any particular therapy. In general, it is ad-
visable to repeat dynamic prognostication for patients at reg-
ular intervals, for example annually, or particularly if there 
is clinical concern or change in disease phenotype.

Recommendations

• All patients with MF should have a prognostic evalua-
tion performed using one of the currently available val-
idated scores (Grade 1B).

• Use of validated risk scores for prognostication can aid 
treatment decisions, including consideration for al-
lo-HSCT (Grade 1B).

• Dynamic prognostic assessment should be performed 
appropriate to patient characteristics, particularly 
if there is a change in disease phenotype or loss of re-
sponse to therapy (Grade 2C)

FOCUS ON PR EFIBROTIC M F

Diagnostic classification and prognostication

The diagnosis of pre-PMF and its distinction from other 
MPNs is also based on a combination of clinical, morpho-
logical and genomic features (Table 4).7,8 It is important to 

T A B L E  4  Diagnostic criteria for prefibrotic myelofibrosis as per WHO and ICC classification.

WHO 5th edition7 ICC 20228

Major Megakaryocyte proliferation and atypia, without reticulin fibrosis grade 
>1, accompanied by increased age-adjusted bone marrow cellularity, 
granulocytic proliferation and (often) decreased erythropoiesis

Major Bone marrow biopsy showing megakaryocytic 
proliferation and atypia, bone marrow 
fibrosis grade <2, increased age-adjusted BM 
cellularity, granulocytic proliferation and 
(often) decreased erythropoiesis

Diagnostic criteria for BCR::ABL1-positive CML, PV, ET, MDS or other 
myeloid neoplasms not met

JAK2, CALR or MPL mutation or the presence 
of another clonal marker (assessed by 
cytogenetic analysis or sensitive NGS 
techniques, i.e. mutations associated with 
myeloid neoplasms)

JAK2, CALR or MPL mutation OR presence of another clonal marker (i.e. 
mutations associated with other myeloid neoplasms) OR absence of 
minor reactive bone marrow reticulin fibrosis

Diagnostic criteria for BCR::ABL1-positive CML, 
PV, ET, MDS or other myeloid neoplasms 
not met

Minor Anaemia not attributed to a comorbid condition Minor Anaemia not attributed to a comorbid condition

Leucocytosis ≥11 × 109/L Leucocytosis ≥11 × 109/L

Splenomegaly detected clinically and/or by imaging Palpable splenomegaly

Elevated LDH Elevated LDH

Leucoerythroblastosis

Diagnosis requires all three major criteria and at least one minor criterion confirmed in 
two consecutive determinations

Diagnosis requires all three major criteria and at least 
one minor criterion confirmed in two consecutive 
determinations

Abbreviations: BM, bone marrow; ET, essential thrombocythaemia; ICC, International Consensus Classification; LDH, lactate dehydrogenase; MDS, myelodysplastic 
syndromes; NGS, next-generation sequencing; PV, polycythaemia vera; WHO, World Health Organization.
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note that pre-PMF is entirely distinct from low-risk overt 
MF. Distinction of ET from pre-PMF often causes the most 
diagnostic difficulty. Compared to ET, patients with pre-
PMF tend to have higher white cell and platelet counts, 
lower haemoglobin levels, higher lactate dehydrogenase and 
greater splenomegaly, and less favourable outcomes: reduced 
survival, increased leukaemic transformation and increased 
progression to overt MF.40,41 Pre-PMF tends to have milder 
clinical features and better survival than overt PMF.42,43

There is recognised interobserver variability in dis-
tinguishing histological features of pre-PMF and ET,44–48 
albeit not fully consistent across studies.49,50 This variabil-
ity, together with the proportion of patients diagnosed as 
unclassifiable MPN46,51 has led to the utility of the WHO 
criteria being questioned. Although the IPSET thrombo-
sis score from ET has been validated for thrombotic risk in 
pre-PMF,52 other conventional MF prognostic scores are not 
fully applicable. Novel prognostic modelling methods have 
been proposed for pre-PMF including mutational profiles.53 
A myeloid gene panel and cytogenetic evaluation is recom-
mended at diagnosis in patients with pre-PMF who are con-
sidered to be future allo-HSCT candidates, or where more 
accurate prognostic information would aid management. 
Most patients are currently treated pragmatically according 
to clinical phenotype. There is a risk of thrombosis associ-
ated with pre-PMF which must be considered.

AU T HOR C ON T R I BU T ION S
All authors contributed to guideline writing, review and 
editing.

A F F I L I AT ION S
1Department of Haematology, University College London Hospitals, London, UK
2Haematopathology and Oncology Diagnostics Service, Department of 
Haematology, Cambridge University Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust, Cambridge, 
UK
3Department of Histopathology, Guy's and St. Thomas' NHS Foundation Trust, 
London, UK
4Department of Haematology, Gloucestershire Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust, 
Gloucester, UK
5Department of Haematology, London Northwest Healthcare University NHS 
Trust, London, UK
6Department of Clinical Oncology, Guy's and St. Thomas' NHS Foundation Trust, 
London, UK
7Department of Haematology, The Clatterbridge Cancer Centre NHS Foundation 
Trust, Liverpool, UK
8Department of Haematology, Leeds Teaching Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust, 
Leeds, UK
9Department of Haematology, University Hospitals Birmingham Trust, 
Birmingham, UK
10Department of Haematology, Sheffield Teaching Hospital NHS Foundation Trust, 
Sheffield, UK
11Department of Haematology, University Hospitals Leicester NHS Trust, Leicester, 
UK
12Department of Haematology, Guy's and St. Thomas' NHS Foundation Trust, 
London, UK
13Department of Haematology, Imperial College, London, UK
14Department of Haematology, Cardiff University, Cardiff, UK
15MRC Weatherall Institute of Molecular Medicine, University of Oxford, Oxford, 
UK
16Department of Haematology, Churchill Hospital, Oxford University NHS Trust, 
Oxford, UK
17Department of Haematology, Freeman Hospital, Newcastle upon Tyne, UK
18Department of Haematology, Royal Berkshire NHS Foundation Trust, Berkshire, 
UK

19Cancer Research UK Manchester Institute and The Christie NHS Foundation 
Trust, Manchester, UK
20Wellcome Sanger Institute, University of Cambridge, Cambridge, UK
21Faculty of Medicine, University of Southampton, Southampton, UK
22Centre for Medical Education, Queen's University, Belfast, UK

AC K NO W L E  D G E  M E N T S
The writing committee would like to thank Professor Ruben 
Mesa and Professor Alessandro Vannucchi for their exter-
nal expert review of this guideline. The authors thank the 
members of MPN Voice who expertly appraised these guide-
lines and the BSH Haemato-oncology Task Force, the BSH 
sounding board and the BSH Guidelines Committee for 
their guidance and expertise.

C ON F L IC T OF I N T E R E S T S TAT E M E N T
All authors have made a declaration of interests to the BSH 
and Task Force Chairs which may be viewed on request.

DI S C L A I M E R
While the advice and information in this guidance is be-
lieved to be true and accurate at the time of going to press, 
neither the authors, the BSH nor the publishers accept any 
legal responsibility for the content of this guidance.

ORC I D
Donal P. McLornan   https://orcid.
org/0000-0003-1224-091X 
Claire Harrison   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3212-920X 
Andrew Innes   https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0918-8882 
Adam Mead   https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8522-1002 
Bethan Psaila   https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8198-9663 
Nicholas C. P. Cross   https://orcid.
org/0000-0001-5481-2555 
Mary Frances McMullin   https://orcid.
org/0000-0002-0773-0204 

T W I T T E R
Donal P. McLornan   DrLornan 

R E F E R E N C E S
 1. Reilly JT, McMullin MF, Beer PA, Butt N, Conneally E, Duncombe 

AS, et al. Use of JAK inhibitors in the management of myelofibrosis: 
a revision of the British Committee for Standards in Haematology 
Guidelines for Investigation and Management of Myelofibrosis 2012. 
Br J Haematol. 2014 Nov;167(3):418–20.

 2. Titmarsh GJ, Duncombe AS, McMullin MF, O'Rorke M, Mesa 
R, De Vocht F, et  al. How common are myeloproliferative neo-
plasms? A systematic review and meta-analysis. Am J Hematol. 2014 
Jun;89(6):581–7.

 3. Emanuel RM, Dueck AC, Geyer HL, Kiladjian JJ, Slot S, Zweegman 
S, et  al. Myeloproliferative neoplasm (MPN) symptom assessment 
form total symptom score: prospective international assessment of 
an abbreviated symptom burden scoring system among patients with 
MPNs. J Clin Oncol. 2012 Nov 20;30(33):4098–103.

 4. Scherber R, Dueck AC, Johansson P, Barbui T, Barosi G, Vannucchi 
AM, et  al. The Myeloproliferative Neoplasm Symptom Assessment 
Form (MPN-SAF): international prospective validation and reliabil-
ity trial in 402 patients. Blood. 2011 Jul 14;118(2):401–8.

 5. Barbui T, Ghirardi A, Carobbio A, Masciulli A, Carioli G, Rambaldi 
A, et al. Increased risk of thrombosis in JAK2 V617F-positive patients 

 13652141, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/bjh.19164, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [13/11/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1224-091X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1224-091X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1224-091X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3212-920X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3212-920X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0918-8882
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0918-8882
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8522-1002
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8522-1002
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8198-9663
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8198-9663
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5481-2555
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5481-2555
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5481-2555
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0773-0204
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0773-0204
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0773-0204
https://www.twitter.com/DrLornan


8 |   BSH GUIDELINE ON MF

with primary myelofibrosis and interaction of the mutation with the 
IPSS score. Blood Cancer J. 2022 Nov 16;12(11):156.

 6. Yan M, Geyer H, Mesa R, Atallah E, Callum J, Bartoszko J, et  al. 
Clinical features of patients with Philadelphia-negative myelop-
roliferative neoplasms complicated by portal hypertension. Clin 
Lymphoma Myeloma Leuk. 2015 Jan;15(1):e1–5.

 7. Khoury JD, Solary E, Abla O, Akkari Y, Alaggio R, Apperley JF, et al. 
The 5th edition of the World Health Organization Classification of 
Haematolymphoid Tumours: Myeloid and Histiocytic/Dendritic 
Neoplasms. Leukemia. 2022 Jul;36(7):1703–19.

 8. Arber DA, Orazi A, Hasserjian RP, Borowitz MJ, Calvo KR, Kvasnicka 
HM, et  al. International Consensus Classification of Myeloid 
Neoplasms and Acute Leukemias: integrating morphologic, clinical, 
and genomic data. Blood. 2022 Sep 15;140(11):1200–28.

 9. Passamonti F, Maffioli M. Update from the latest WHO classification 
of MPNs: a user's manual. Hematol Am Soc Hematol Educ Program. 
2016 Dec 2;2016(1):534–42.

 10. Fujiwara H. Histological evaluation of myeloproliferative neoplasms. 
J Clin Exp Hematop. 2018;58(2):45–50.

 11. Thiele J, Kvasnicka HM, Facchetti F, Franco V, van der Walt J, Orazi 
A. European consensus on grading bone marrow fibrosis and assess-
ment of cellularity. Haematologica. 2005 Aug;90(8):1128–32.

 12. Kvasnicka HM, Beham-Schmid C, Bob R, Dirnhofer S, Hussein K, 
Kreipe H, et al. Problems and pitfalls in grading of bone marrow fi-
brosis, collagen deposition and osteosclerosis – a consensus-based 
study. Histopathology. 2016 May;68(6):905–15.

 13. Kröger N, Zabelina T, Alchalby H, Stübig T, Wolschke C, Ayuk F, 
et al. Dynamic of bone marrow fibrosis regression predicts survival 
after allogeneic stem cell transplantation for myelofibrosis. Biol Blood 
Marrow Transplant. 2014 Jun;20(6):812–5.

 14. Tefferi A. Primary myelofibrosis: 2021 update on diagnosis, risk-strat-
ification and management. Am J Hematol. 2021 Jan;96(1):145–62.

 15. Chapman J, Geyer JT, Khanlari M, Moul A, Casas C, Connor ST, et al. 
Myeloid neoplasms with features intermediate between primary my-
elofibrosis and chronic myelomonocytic leukemia. Mod Pathol. 2018 
Mar;31(3):429–41.

 16. Hu Z, Ramos CEB, Medeiros LJ, Zhao C, Yin CC, Li S, et al. Utility 
of JAK2 V617F allelic burden in distinguishing chronic myelomono-
cytic leukemia from primary myelofibrosis with monocytosis. Hum 
Pathol. 2019 Mar;85:290–8.

 17. Cross NCP, Godfrey AL, Cargo C, Garg M, Mead AJ; A British Society 
for Haematology Good Practice Paper. The use of genetic tests to 
diagnose and manage patients with myeloproliferative and myelop-
roliferative/myelodysplastic neoplasms, and related disorders. Br J 
Haematol. 2021 Nov;195(3):338–51.

 18. Tefferi A, Lasho TL, Finke C, Belachew AA, Wassie EA, Ketterling RP, 
et al. Type 1 vs type 2 calreticulin mutations in primary myelofibro-
sis: differences in phenotype and prognostic impact. Leukemia. 2014 
Jul;28(7):1568–70.

 19. Kuter DJ, Bain B, Mufti G, Bagg A, Hasserjian RP. Bone marrow fi-
brosis: pathophysiology and clinical significance of increased bone 
marrow stromal fibres. Br J Haematol. 2007 Nov;139(3):351–62.

 20. Luque Paz D, Riou J, Verger E, Cassinat B, Chauveau A, Ianotto JC, 
et al. Genomic analysis of primary and secondary myelofibrosis rede-
fines the prognostic impact of ASXL1 mutations: a FIM study. Blood 
Adv. 2021 Mar 9;5(5):1442–51.

 21. Tefferi A, Guglielmelli P, Lasho TL, Gangat N, Ketterling RP, 
Pardanani A, et  al. MIPSS70+ version 2.0: mutation and karyo-
type-enhanced international prognostic scoring system for primary 
myelofibrosis. J Clin Oncol. 2018;36(17):1769–70.

 22. Grinfeld J, Nangalia J, Baxter EJ, Wedge DC, Angelopoulos N, Cantrill 
R, et al. Classification and personalized prognosis in myeloprolifera-
tive neoplasms. N Engl J Med. 2018 Oct 11;379(15):1416–30.

 23. Cervantes F, Dupriez B, Pereira A, Passamonti F, Reilly JT, Morra 
E, et  al. New prognostic scoring system for primary myelofi-
brosis based on a study of the International Working Group 
for Myelofibrosis Research and Treatment. Blood. 2009 Mar 
26;113(13):2895–901.

 24. Passamonti F, Cervantes F, Vannucchi AM, Morra E, Rumi E, Pereira 
A, et al. A dynamic prognostic model to predict survival in primary 
myelofibrosis: a study by the IWG-MRT (International Working 
Group for Myeloproliferative Neoplasms Research and Treatment). 
Blood. 2010 Mar 4;115(9):1703–8.

 25. Gangat N, Caramazza D, Vaidya R, George G, Begna K, Schwager S, 
et al. DIPSS plus: a refined dynamic international prognostic scoring 
system for primary myelofibrosis that incorporates prognostic infor-
mation from karyotype, platelet count, and transfusion status. J Clin 
Oncol. 2011 Feb 1;29(4):392–7.

 26. Passamonti F, Giorgino T, Mora B, Guglielmelli P, Rumi E, Maffioli 
M, et  al. A clinical-molecular prognostic model to predict survival 
in patients with post polycythemia vera and post essential thrombo-
cythemia myelofibrosis. Leukemia. 2017 Dec;31(12):2726–31.

 27. Gagelmann N, Ditschkowski M, Bogdanov R, Bredin S, Robin M, 
Cassinat B, et al. Comprehensive clinical-molecular transplant scor-
ing system for myelofibrosis undergoing stem cell transplantation. 
Blood. 2019 May 16;133(20):2233–42.

 28. Maffioli M, Mora B, Ball S, Iurlo A, Elli EM, Finazzi MC, et  al. A 
prognostic model to predict survival after 6 months of ruxolitinib in 
patients with myelofibrosis. Blood Adv. 2022 Mar 22;6(6):1855–64.

 29. Hussein K, Huang J, Lasho T, Pardanani A, Mesa RA, Williamson CM, 
et al. Karyotype complements the international prognostic scoring sys-
tem for primary myelofibrosis. Eur J Haematol. 2009 Apr;82(4):255–9.

 30. Tefferi A, Guglielmelli P, Nicolosi M, Mannelli F, Mudireddy 
M, Bartalucci N, et  al. GIPSS: genetically inspired prognos-
tic scoring system for primary myelofibrosis. Leukemia. 2018 
Jul;32(7):1631–42.

 31. Tefferi A, Nicolosi M, Mudireddy M, Lasho TL, Gangat N, Begna 
KH, et al. Revised cytogenetic risk stratification in primary myelo-
fibrosis: analysis based on 1002 informative patients. Leukemia. 2018 
May;32(5):1189–99.

 32. Tam CS, Abruzzo LV, Lin KI, Cortes J, Lynn A, Keating MJ, et al. The 
role of cytogenetic abnormalities as a prognostic marker in primary 
myelofibrosis: applicability at the time of diagnosis and later during 
disease course. Blood. 2009 Apr 30;113(18):4171–8.

 33. Caramazza D, Begna KH, Gangat N, Vaidya R, Siragusa S, Van Dyke 
DL, et al. Refined cytogenetic-risk categorization for overall and leu-
kemia-free survival in primary myelofibrosis: a single center study of 
433 patients. Leukemia. 2011 Jan;25(1):82–8.

 34. Rumi E, Pietra D, Pascutto C, Guglielmelli P, Martínez-Trillos A, 
Casetti I, et al. Clinical effect of driver mutations of JAK2, CALR, or 
MPL in primary myelofibrosis. Blood. 2014 Aug 14;124(7):1062–9.

 35. Tefferi A, Lasho TL, Tischer A, Wassie EA, Finke CM, Belachew AA, 
et al. The prognostic advantage of calreticulin mutations in myelo-
fibrosis might be confined to type 1 or type 1-like CALR variants. 
Blood. 2014 Oct 9;124(15):2465–6.

 36. Tefferi A, Lasho TL, Finke CM, Knudson RA, Ketterling R, Hanson 
CH, et al. CALR vs JAK2 vs MPL-mutated or triple-negative myelo-
fibrosis: clinical, cytogenetic and molecular comparisons. Leukemia. 
2014 Jul;28(7):1472–7.

 37. Vannucchi AM, Lasho TL, Guglielmelli P, Biamonte F, Pardanani A, 
Pereira A, et al. Mutations and prognosis in primary myelofibrosis. 
Leukemia. 2013 Sep;27(9):1861–9.

 38. Kröger N, Giorgino T, Scott BL, Ditschkowski M, Alchalby H, 
Cervantes F, et al. Impact of allogeneic stem cell transplantation on 
survival of patients less than 65 years of age with primary myelofibro-
sis. Blood. 2015 May 21;125(21):3347–50.

 39. Ali H, Aldoss I, Yang D, Mokhtari S, Khaled S, Aribi A, et  al. 
MIPSS70+ v2.0 predicts long-term survival in myelofibrosis after 
allogeneic HCT with the Flu/Mel conditioning regimen. Blood Adv. 
2019 Jan 8;3(1):83–95.

 40. Rumi E, Boveri E, Bellini M, Pietra D, Ferretti VV, Sant'Antonio E, 
et al. Clinical course and outcome of essential thrombocythemia and 
prefibrotic myelofibrosis according to the revised WHO 2016 diag-
nostic criteria. Oncotarget. 2017 Nov 24;8(60):101735–101744.

 41. Barbui T, Thiele J, Passamonti F, Rumi E, Boveri E, Ruggeri M, et al. 
Survival and disease progression in essential thrombocythemia are 

 13652141, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/bjh.19164, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [13/11/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



   | 9McLORNAN et al.

significantly influenced by accurate morphologic diagnosis: an inter-
national study. J Clin Oncol. 2011 Aug 10;29(23):3179–84.

 42. Guglielmelli P, Pacilli A, Rotunno G, Rumi E, Rosti V, Delaini F, 
et al. Presentation and outcome of patients with 2016 WHO diagno-
sis of prefibrotic and overt primary myelofibrosis. Blood. 2017 Jun 
15;129(24):3227–36.

 43. Mudireddy M, Shah S, Lasho T, Barraco D, Hanson CA, Ketterling 
RP, et  al. Prefibrotic versus overtly fibrotic primary myelofibrosis: 
clinical, cytogenetic, molecular and prognostic comparisons. Br J 
Haematol. 2018 Aug;182(4):594–7.

 44. Wilkins BS, Erber WN, Bareford D, Buck G, Wheatley K, East CL, 
et al. Bone marrow pathology in essential thrombocythemia: interob-
server reliability and utility for identifying disease subtypes. Blood. 
2008 Jan 1;111(1):60–70.

 45. Brousseau M, Parot-Schinkel E, Moles MP, Boyer F, Hunault M, 
Rousselet MC. Practical application and clinical impact of the WHO 
histopathological criteria on bone marrow biopsy for the diagnosis of 
essential thrombocythemia versus prefibrotic primary myelofibrosis. 
Histopathology. 2010 May;56(6):758–67.

 46. Buhr T, Hebeda K, Kaloutsi V, Porwit A, Van der Walt J, Kreipe H. 
European Bone Marrow Working Group trial on reproducibility of 
World Health Organization criteria to discriminate essential throm-
bocythemia from prefibrotic primary myelofibrosis. Haematologica. 
2012 Mar;97(3):360–5.

 47. Alvarez-Larran A, Ancochea A, Garcia M, Climent F, Garcia-Pallarols 
F, Angona A, et al. WHO-histological criteria for myeloproliferative 
neoplasms: reproducibility, diagnostic accuracy and correlation 
with gene mutations and clinical outcomes. Br J Haematol. 2014 
Sep;166(6):911–9.

 48. Madelung AB, Bondo H, Stamp I, Loevgreen P, Nielsen SL, Falensteen 
A, et  al. World Health Organization-defined classification of my-
eloproliferative neoplasms: morphological reproducibility and 

clinical correlations – the Danish experience. Am J Hematol. 2013 
Dec;88(12):1012–6.

 49. Thiele J, Kvasnicka HM, Müllauer L, Buxhofer-Ausch V, Gisslinger B, 
Gisslinger H. Essential thrombocythemia versus early primary my-
elofibrosis: a multicenter study to validate the WHO classification. 
Blood. 2011 May 26;117(21):5710–8.

 50. Gianelli U, Bossi A, Cortinovis I, Sabattini E, Tripodo C, Boveri E, 
et al. Reproducibility of the WHO histological criteria for the diag-
nosis of Philadelphia chromosome-negative myeloproliferative neo-
plasms. Mod Pathol. 2014 Jun;27(6):814–22.

 51. Ochiai T, Yasuda H, Araki M, Misawa K, Morishita S, Nudejima M, 
et al. The 2014 BCSH criteria and the 2016 WHO criteria for essen-
tial thrombocythemia: a comparison in a large-scale cohort. Eur J 
Haematol. 2018 Jun;100(6):544–9.

 52. Guglielmelli P, Carobbio A, Rumi E, De Stefano V, Mannelli L, Mannelli 
F, et al. Validation of the IPSET score for thrombosis in patients with 
prefibrotic myelofibrosis. Blood Cancer J. 2020 Feb 25;10(2):21.

 53. Carobbio A, Guglielmelli P, Rumi E, Cavalloni C, De Stefano V, 
Betti S, et  al. A multistate model of survival prediction and event 
monitoring in prefibrotic myelofibrosis. Blood Cancer J. 2020 Oct 
14;10(10):100.

How to cite this article: McLornan DP, Godfrey AL, 
Green A, Frewin R, Arami S, Brady J, et al. Diagnosis 
and evaluation of prognosis of myelofibrosis: A British 
Society for Haematology Guideline. Br J Haematol. 
2023;00:1–9. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjh.19164

 13652141, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/bjh.19164, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [13/11/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjh.19164

	Diagnosis and evaluation of prognosis of myelofibrosis: A British Society for Haematology Guideline
	SUMMARY AND AIMS
	METHODOLOGY
	REVIEW OF THE MANUSCRIPT

	INTRODUCTION
	CLINICAL FEATURES
	ESTABLISHING A DIAGNOSIS OF MF
	PROGNOSTIC EVALUATION IN PRIMARY AND POST-PV/POST-ET MF
	FOCUS ON PREFIBROTIC MF
	Diagnostic classification and prognostication

	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DISCLAIMER
	REFERENCES


