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(CRCs), depth of coverage (DP), formalin-fixed paraffin embedded (FFPE), Genetics of
Colonic Polyposis Study (GCPS), indel (ID), Fisher’slinear discriminant (LD), microsatellite
instability (MSI), mismatch repair (MMR), MMR-deficient (MMRd), MMR-proficient
(MMRp), MUTYH-associated polyposis (MAP), NTHL1-associated polyposis (NAP),
pathogenic variant (PV), percentage points (pp), receiver operating curve (ROC), single base
substitution (SBS), The Cancer Genome Atlas (TCGA), tumour mutational burden (TMB),
tumour mutational signatures (TMYS), variant allele fraction (VAF), variants of uncertain

clinical significance (VUS), whole exome sequencing (WES)
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ABSTRACT (250 wor ds)

Objective: Germline pathogenic variants (PVs) in the DNA mismatch repair (MMR) genes
and the base excision repair genes NTHL1 and MUTYH underlie hereditary CRC and
polyposis syndromes. We evaluate the robustness and discriminatory potential of tumour

mutational signatures in colorectal cancers (CRCs) for identifying germline PV carriers.

Design: Whole exome sequencing of FFPE CRC tissue was performed on 14 MMR, 6
biallelic MUTYH, and 1 bialelic NTHL1 PV carrier, 9 sporadic MMR-deficient CRCs
(MMRd controls) and 18 sporadic MMR-proficient CRCs (MMRp controls). COSMIC V3
single base substitution (SBS) and indel (ID) mutational signatures were calculated and
assessed for their ability to differentiate CRCs that developed in carriers and non-carriers.

Results: The combination of mutational signatures SBS18 and SBS36 contributing >23% of
the signature profile was able to discriminate biallelic MUTYH carriers from MMRp and
MMRd control CRCs with >99% confidence. Variant specific signatures SBS18 and SBS36
were identified for MUTYH p.Gly396Asp (p=0.015) and MUTYH p.Tyr179Cys (p=0.0012),
respectively. SBS30 was significantly increased in a CRC from a biallelic NTHL1 carrier
compared with MMRp and MMRd control CRCs. The combination of ID2, ID7, SBS15 and
SBS1 could discriminate the 14 MMR PV carrier CRCs from the MMRp control CRCs,
however, SBS and ID signatures, aone or in combination, could not provide complete

discrimination between CRCs from MMR PV carriers and sporadic MMRd controls.

Conclusion: Assessment of SBS and ID signatures can discriminate CRCs from MUTYH,
NTHL1 and MMR PV carriers from non-carriers, demonstrating utility as a potential

diagnostic and variant classification tool.
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SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

What is already known about this subject?

e Identifying carriers of pathogenic variants (PVs) in moderate/high-risk CRC and
polyposis susceptibility genes has clinical relevance for diagnosis, targeted screening
and prevention strategies, prognosis, and treatment options, however, challenges still
remain in the identification of carriers and the classification of rare variants in these
genes.

e Previous studies have identified tumour mutational signatures that result from
defective DNA repair including DNA mismatch repair (MMR) deficiency and base
excision repair defects, DNA repair mechanisms that underlie the common hereditary

CRC and polyposis syndromes.
What ar e the new findings?

e Single base substitution (SBS)-related mutational signatures derived from whole
exome sequencing of FFPE-derived CRC tissue DNA could effectively discriminate
CRCs that developed in bialelic MUTYH PV cariers and bialelic NTHL1 PV
carriers from CRC-affected non-carriers.

e CRCs that developed in MMR PV carriers (Lynch syndrome) could be effectively
differentiated from sporadic MMR-proficient CRC by a combination of SBS and
indel (ID) signatures, but they were less effective at discriminating Lynch syndrome-
related CRC from sporadic MM R-deficient CRC resulting from MLH1 gene promoter
hypermethylation.

e The SBSand ID mutational signatures associated with hereditary CRC and polyposis
syndrome carriers were robust to changes in experimental settings.

e We demonstrate the optimal variant filtering settings for calculating mutational
signatures and define stringent thresholds for classifying CRC aetiology as hereditary

or non-hereditary.
How might it impact on clinical practice in the foreseeable future?

e Deriving SBS- and ID-related mutational signatures from CRCs can identify carriers
of PVsin hereditary CRC and polyposis susceptibility genes.

e The application of mutational signatures will improve the diagnosis of syndromic
CRC and aid in variant classification, leading to improved clinical management and

CRC prevention.
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INTRODUCTION

Colorectal cancer (CRC) is the third most commonly diagnosed cancer worldwide and isa
leading cause of cancer-related morbidity and mortality [1]. Currently, 5-10% of CRCs
develop in individuals who carry a pathogenic variant (PV) in aknown hereditary CRC
and/or polyposis susceptibility gene, including the DNA mismatch repair (MMR) genes
(MLH1, MSH2, MSH6, PMS?) and the base excision repair (BER) genes MUTYH [2] and
NTHL1 [3] (reviewed in [4]). Identifying carriers of PVsin these susceptibility genes has
important implications for preventing subsequent primary cancers in the proband [5-7] and
for the prevention of CRC in relatives through targeted screening approaches such as

colonoscopy with polypectomy [8,9].

Currently, the most common strategy to identify MMR gene PV carriers (Lynch syndrome)
starts with testing the tumour for microsatellite instability (M SI) and/or loss of MMR protein
expression by immunohistochemistry [10,11]. However, loss of MMR protein expression
(MMR-deficiency) in a CRC is not diagnostic for carrying a PV because MM R-deficiency
can be caused by epigenetic inactivation of the MMR genes (hypermethylation of the MLH1
gene promoter) or biallelic somatic mutations of MMR genes [12,13]. Moreover, no tumour-
based approach is routinely applied to identify bialelic PV carriersin the MUTYH or NTHL1
genes; currently germline testing is guided by the presence of associated phenotypic features
[4], athough the phenotype for biallelic MUTYH carriers has been shown to be variable,
making this approach suboptimal [14]. Consequently, the classification of variants of
uncertain clinical significance (VUS) still present challenges [15].

The determination of tumour mutational signatures is an emerging approach that integrates
the somatic mutation landscape within a single tumour to identify patterns associated with
distinct oncogenic pathways [16-19]. Each signature is derived from compositional changes
of single base substitutions (SBS), indels (ID), and doublets. The most recent version of the
predominant mutational signature framework published on the COSMIC website defines 95
signatures, of which aproposed aetiology is available for 63 (66%) signatures [20]. To date,
seven signatures have been identified that relate to defective DNA repair including MMR
(SBS6, SBS15, SBS20, SBS26), and BER defects caused by dysfunctional NTHL1
(SBS30)[7] and MUTYH (SBS18 and SBS36) [21,22]. Therefore, determining signatures
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presents a promising new strategy to identify PV carriers and to improve the current

classification of rare variants and VUS.

Although mutational signatures show substantial promisein the translational setting, clinical
adoption has been limited [23]. In this study, we evaluated the SBS and ID signature
landscapes in CRCs caused by germline PVsin the MMR genes or by biallelic PVsin the
MUTYH and NTHL1 genes, to test the clinical utility of mutational signatures for predicting
PVsin specific genes. We assessed the effect of experimental settings and quantified the

discriminatory potential of signatures for identifying PV carriers from non-syndromic CRC.

MATERIALSAND METHODS
Study Cohort

CRC-affected individuals recruited to the Genetics of Colonic Polyposis Study (GCPS) [24]
or the Australasian Colorectal Cancer Family Registry (ACCFR) [25,26] were selected for
analysisin this study if they were carriers of germline PVsin MLH1, MSH2 or MSH6 or were
biallelic or monoallelic carriers of PVsinthe MUTYH or NTHL1 genes. A single CRC-
affected individual carrying aPV and aVUS in the MUTYH gene was also included (sample
M12). Tumour MMR status was determined by immunohistochemistry with details of the
tumour and germline characterisation undertaken described previously [7,27,28]. Two
groups of CRC-affected individuals from the ACCFR [28] were selected as age-matched
non-syndromic controls: 1) individuals who developed MM R-proficient (MMRp) CRC
without a known germline mutation in a hereditary CRC/polyposis associated gene were
included as “MMRp controls’ (n=18), and 2) individuals who developed MMRd CRC
resulting from somatic MLH1 gene promoter hypermethylation were included as “MMRd
controls’ (n=9). In addition, 244 CRC tumours from The Cancer Genome Atlas (TCGA)
Colon adenocarcinoma (COAD) study [29] were included as a validation set of non-
syndromic CRCs, ranging in their age at CRC diagnosis of 34-90 years (Supplementary
Tablel). Tumour MSI status [30] and DNA methylation analysis of the MLH1 gene
promoter were used to stratify the TCGA tumours into 218 MMRp (“TCGA MMRp
controls’) and 26 MMRd (“TCGA MMRd controls”) cancers (Supplementary Methods).
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Whole Exome Sequencing (WES) and Analysis

Formalin-Fixed Paraffin Embedded (FFPE) CRC tissues were macrodissected and sequenced
as tumour with matching peripheral blood-derived DNA sequenced as germline
(Supplementary M ethods). Somatic single-nucleotide variants and short insertion and
deletions (indels) were called with Strelka 2.9.2 (recommended workflow) and used to
calculate mutational signatures using the method described by DeconstructSigs [31] from the
set of COSMIC version 3 signatures [20] (Supplementary M ethods). The impact of
experimental settings was explored by filtering variants based on depth of coverage (DP) and
the variant allele fraction (VAF) in the tumour, then calculating signatures at each filter point.
Details of the TCGA analysis are provided in the Supplementary M ethods.

We assessed the ability of signatures to separate the specific syndromic CRC group from the
non-syndromic CRC group using four methods, at each filtering setting, for each relevant
signature: 1) Fisher’slinear discriminant (LD) [32], or for groups with a single syndromic
sample (NO1), Grubbs outlier test [33], 2) absolute margin separating the specific syndromic
CRC group from non-syndromic groups, 3) the difference in the means of the two groups,
and 4) P-values were calculated using a one-sided t-test, or for groups with asingle sample
(NO1), Grubbs outlier test [33] (Supplementary M ethods).

We fitted the signatures of each group of CRCs to a beta distribution to enable the generation
of percentiles for each group. Confidence thresholds that a given measurement belonged to
the hereditary CRC syndrome of interest were also calculated. To find the best combination
of signatures for identifying each hereditary syndrome, we applied forward selection while
maximising the area under the curve (AUC) of the receiver operating curve (ROC) and the
margin between the groups, with stringent requirements to reduce the likelihood of

overfitting (Supplementary M ethods).

Patient and Public | nvolvement

There has been no patient or public involvement in the generation of this research report.
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RESULTS
Overall Tumour Mutational Signature Results

The 60 CRCs analysed in this study were classified as syndromic CRCs (n=33) and non-
syndromic CRC controls (n=27), comprising of 9 MMRd CRCs (mean age at diagnosistSD
56.8+7.3 years), and 18 MMRp CRCs (44.1+12.4 years) (Table 1). The syndromic CRC
group were not significantly different in their age at diagnosis compared with the non-
syndromic CRCs (48.1+13.0 years versus 48.3+12.5 years, p=0.94) but were significantly
younger when compared with the 244 TCGA tumours (66.0+12.6 years, p=5x10*%). The
characteristics of each individual and their CRC are provided in Supplementary Table 1 and
Supplementary Table 2.

Figure 1 illustrates the calculated SBS and ID signature compasitions for each of the 60
CRCs (TCGA tumour SBS and ID signatures are shown in Supplementary Figure 1). The
SBS-derived signatures that have been previously reported to be associated with BER defects
were observed as the dominant signature in 9 out of 10 biallelic MUTYH related CRCs
(SBS18 and SBS36) and for the single biallelic NTHL1 related CRC (SBS30) (Figure 1).
SBS6, SBS15, ID2 and ID7 were the dominant signatures in MMRd CRCs from both Lynch
syndrome and MLH1 methylated tumours (MM Rd controls). The signatures observed for
each CRC, their proportion and ranking are provided in Supplementary Table3. The
signatures associated with hereditary CRC syndromes are shown in Figure 2.
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Tablel. Summary of subtypes of hereditary CRC and polyposis syndromes investigated in
this study, including their underlying gene defect, previously reported mutational signature
associations and the number of individuals and CRCs tested by WES. Two sources of non-
syndromic CRCs were included as control groups comprising CRCs from the ACCFR study
and from the TCGA COAD study.

Syndrome Defective DNA Associated Sub-category Indiv- No. of CRC
Gene(s) repair Signatures iduals CRCs study
mechanism IDs
Syndromic
CRCs
MUTYH- Biallelic Base SBS18, Biallelic MUTYH carrier 6 10 MO1-
associated MUTYH excision SBS36 M10
polyposis repair Monoallelic carrier 3 3 M11,
(MAP) M13,
M14
VUS carrier 1 1 M12
NTHL1- Biallelic Base SBS30 Bialllic NTHL1 carrier 1 1 NO1
associated NTHL1 excision Monoallelic carrier 4 4 NO2-
polyposis repair NO5
(NAP)
Lynch MLH1, Mismatch SBSG, MLH1 carrier 7 7 LO7-
Syndrome MSH2, repair SBS14, L13
MSHS, SBSI15, MSH2 carrier 3 3 Lo,
PMS2 SBS20, L02,
SBS21, L14
SBS26, MSH6 carrier 4 4  LOS-
SBS44, ID2, LO6
ID7, DBS?,
DBS10
Non-syndromic CRCs
Sporadic MLH1 Mismatch MMRd controls 9 9 KO01-
MMR- methylation repar K9
deficient
CRCs
Sporadic MMRp controls 18 18 CO01-
MMR- C18
proficient
CRCs
TOTAL 56 60
TCGA Non-syndromic CRCs
Sporadic MLH1 Mismatch TCGA MMRd controls 26 26
MMR- methylation repar
deficient
CRCs
Sporadic TCGA MMRp controls 218 218
MMR-
proficient
CRCs

TOTAL 244 244
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Identifying a biallelic MUTYH carrier mutational signaturein CRC

For biallelic MUTYH carrier CRCs (M01-M10), only two signatures, SBS18 and SBS36,
were significantly enriched when compared with non-MUTYH CRCs (mean+SD;
20.6+15.1% V. 0.6+1.7%:; p=6x10""? and 25.5+15.6% v. 0.1+0.3%; p=2x10™", respectively;
Figure 2). Thissignificant enrichment of SBS18 and SBS36 was also observed when the
biallelic MUTYH carrier CRCs (M01-M 10) were compared with the TCGA tumours
(mean+SD; 20.6+15.1% v. 2.8+5.1%; p=1x10"® and 25.5+15.6% v. 0.3+1.2%; p=7x10"®,
respectively; Figure 2).

The SBS18 and SBS36 mutational signatures differed by the underlying germline MUTYH
mutation. The CRCs from homozygous or compound heterozygous carriers of the c.536A>G
p.Tyrl79Cys PV (n=7) showed significantly higher proportions of SBS36 (p=0.0012), while
the CRCs from homozygous carriers of the ¢.1187G>A p.Gly396Asp variant (n=3) showed
significantly higher proportions of SBS18 (p=0.015) (Figure 3a and Figure 3b). Tumour
mutational burden (TMB) was also found to be significantly higher in homozygous or
compound heterozygous carriers of the ¢.536A>G p.Tyr179Cys (15.22+3.65 mutations/Mb)
relative to p.Gly396Asp homozygous carriers (6.30+£0.52 mutations/Mb; p=0.0054).

We investigated the ability of mutational signatures to differentiate CRCs from biallelic
MUTYH carriers from non-carriers. The combination of SBS18 and SBS36 provided the
most effective discrimination of CRCs from biallelic MUTYH carriers from all other ACCFR
CRCs in the study, achieving an AUC of 1.00, and separation of 9.0 percentage points (the
difference between two percentages; pp) between the two groups (Table 2). The sum of
SBS18 and SBS36 accounted for, on average, amost half of the total signature composition
for biallelic MUTYH related CRCs (46.1+12.3%; range 18.2% to 57.0%) whereas these
signatures had negligible contribution to all other CRCs in the study (ACCFR non-MUTYH
CRCs: 0.6+1.8%; range 0.0% to 9.2%, p=3x10"%"; TCGA: 3.0+5.3%; range 0.0% to 29.3%,
p=4x10"°; Figure 3b).

We found that the robustness of mutational signatures is dependent on different minimum
VAF and minimum DP variant filtering settings. A minimum VAF threshold between 0.05
and 0.20 (Figure 4a and Figure 4b), and a minimum DP threshold of at least 30 (Figure 4c
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and Figur e 4d) effectively separated biallelic MUTYH carrier and non-MUTYH carrier CRC
groups. A minimum VAF of 0.1 and minimum DP of 50 were selected to maximise the
capacity of signatures to identify CRCs from biallelic MUTYH carriers. Our analysis showed
that a CRC with a combined SBS18 and SBS36 proportion of >23% or <9% has a >99% or
<1% likelihood, respectively, of having a biallelic defect in MUTYH (Figure 4c and Figure
4d).

We applied these thresholds in two scenarios. 1) evaluating monoallelic carriers, and 2)
classifying aVUS. The sum of SBS18 and SBS36 was evaluated in three CRCs from three
monoallelic MUTYH PV carriers (M11, M13 and M 14): both SBS18 and SBS36 were 0% for
each of the three CRCs, suggesting that monoallelic MUTYH PVs are not related to defective
BER. No identifiable second somatic “hit” (single nucleotide variant or loss of
heterozygosity) in MUTYH was evident in any of the three CRCs (Supplementary Figure
3). Wethen calculated the combined SBS18 and SBS36 signatures for a CRC (M12) from a
person who carried a heterozygous MUTYH ¢.1187G>A p.Gly396Asp PV and a
heterozygous MUTYH ¢.912C>G p.Ser304Arg VUS [34]. The sum of SBS18 and SBS36 was
0.3%, (Figure4c and Figure 4d) and therefore, according to our analysis of confirmed
biallelic MUTYH variants, thereis a<1% likelihood that this CRC has biallelic MUTYH
inactivation. This further suggests that the ¢.912C>G p.Ser304Arg variant is not likely to be
pathogenic or isin ciswith the c.1187G>A p.Gly396Asp PV.

Identifying a biallelic NTHL1 carrier mutational signaturein CRC

The value of SBS30 was significantly higher in the CRC from the biallelic NTHL1 carrier
(NO1) compared with the rest of the non-NTHL1 ACCFR CRCs (46.5% v. 0.4+1.4%;
p=3x10%*") and compared with the TCGA tumours (46.5% v 0.0+2.5%; p=1x10""; Figure
2). SBS23 and SB42 were also significantly higher in the biallelic NTHL1 CRC compared
with the rest of the ACCFR CRCs (p=7x10?* and p=2x10"*, respectively; Figure 2).
Forward selection identified SBS30 as the most effective mutational signature to discriminate
the CRC from the biallelic NTHL1 carrier from all other ACCFR CRCsiin the study,
achieving an AUC of 1.00, and a separation of 38.0% from the rest of the CRCs (Table 2,
Supplementary Table 4), aresult that showed a high degree of replication when the TCGA


https://doi.org/10.1101/2019.12.11.19014597

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2019.12.11.19014597; this version posted March 27, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

tumours were utilised (Table 2), supporting the discriminatory strength of SBS30 for bialelic
NTHL1.

Variant filtering settings were less critical for identifying the NTHL1 carrier NO1 (Figure 5a
and Figur e 5b), with SBS30 exhibiting discriminatory power at VAF thresholds between
0.05 and 0.375, and all measured DP thresholds. Using a VAF threshold of 0.1 and DP filter
of 50, our analysis indicates that a CRC with a measured SBS30 value of >41% confers a
likelihood of >99% that the tumour has abiallelic NTHL1 defect. Smilarly, if SBS30is
<38%, abialelic NTHL1 defect is <1% likely (Figure 5c and Figure 5d). The CRCs from
the four monoallelic NTHL1 PV carriers (NO2, NO3, NO4 and NO5) all exhibited an SBS30
value of 0%, suggesting these CRCs do not have defective BER related to NTHL1. No
identifiable second somatic “hit” (single nucleotide variant or loss of heterozygosity) in

NTHL1 was evident in these four CRCs (Supplementary Figure 3).

Identifyinga MM R gene (Lynch syndrome) carrier mutational signaturein CRC

We investigated the utility of previously reported signatures for identifying Lynch syndrome-
related CRCs compared to MMRp CRCs and sporadic MMRd CRCs. The Lynch syndrome-
related CRCs (L01-L14) showed significantly higher levels of SBS1, SBS15, SBS20, SBS21,
ID2 and ID7 (p=5x10"°, p=1x10", p=1x108, p=8x10"°, p=7x10"°, p=9x10™*° respectively)
compared with the ACCFR MMRp control CRCs (Figure 2). SBS6 was seen at high levels
in the Lynch syndrome CRCs (17.8% + 8.4%) but was not considered significantly different
when compared with MMRp CRCs (8.4+7.7%) after adjusting for multiple comparisons
(p=0.0002). When comparing Lynch syndrome-related CRCs (L01-L14) to the MMRd
control group of CRCs (K01-K09), SBS1 showed the most significant difference between the
groups (26.3+8.7% v. 15.8+9.8%, p=0.009), however neither SBS1 nor any other signature

were significantly different after adjustment for multiple comparisons (Figur e 2).

When comparing the CRCs from MLH1, MSH2 and MSH6 PV carriers, no significant gene-
specific difference in mutational signatures was found after multiple comparison adjustment

(Figure 3c and Figure 3d). Signatures of interest were found to be consistent at VAF
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thresholds between 0.00 and 0.15, and DP thresholds between 10 and 150 (Figure6, 7,
Supplementary Figure 2).

To first investigate acommon molecular stratification in CRC, we applied forward selection
to discriminate MMRd CRC (L01-L 14 and K01-K09 CRCs) from all MMRp CRCs (C01-
C18, M01-M14, NO1-NO05) in this study. Thisidentified ID2, ID7, and SBS15 as the most
informative combination of signatures, achieving an AUC of 1.00, and separation of 4.1pp
between the groups (Table 2). We then applied forward selection to discriminate Lynch
syndrome-related CRCs (L01-L14) from all MMRp CRCsin this study, identifying ID2, ID7,
SBS1, and SBS15 as the most informative combination of signatures, achieving an AUC of
1.00, and separation of 33.2pp between the groups (Table 2, Figure 3d), aresult that showed
a high degree of replication when the TCGA MMRp controls were utilised (Table 2, Figure
3d). When considering the sum of ID2, ID7, SBS1 and SBS15, the likelihood of a Lynch
syndrome-related CRC relativeto aMMRp CRC is >99% and <1% at values of >105% and
<76% (Figure 7a and Figure 7b).

A common diagnostic challenge for MMRd CRC isto differentiate inherited (Lynch
syndrome) from sporadic MMRd CRC. Forward selection showed no significant (adjusted P
< 0.05) mutational signature. SBS1 was the best performing signature that could
discriminate Lynch syndrome-related CRCs (L01-L14) from the MMRd control CRCs (K01-
K09) in this study. However, SBS1 only achieved an AUC of 0.76 and the groups overlap by
23% (Table 2). Thisresult did not improve when alarger group of TCGA MMRd controls
(n=26) were utilised (Table 2). Consequently, the Lynch syndrome and sporadic MMRd
CRCs could not be separated with high confidence (Figure 7c and Figure 7d).
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Table 2. Individual mutational signaturesidentified to be associated with a hereditary CRC
syndrome from the analysis of 60 CRCs. Each signature with an AUC>0.90 and mean
difference >0.10 was included in the forward selection analysis. The best combination of
signatures was determined using forward selection and adding signatures with the highest
AUC, margin, and mean difference. Discrimination results with the ACCFR MMRp and
MMRd control groups replaced with TCGA MMRp and MMRd controls to assess validation

against adifferent set of tumours.

. . LD or . Mean
Comparison Signatures AUC Grubbs Margin Diff p-value
MUTYH Bidlelicv. all other ~ SBS18 0.992 1732 -0.040 0200 1.3E-12
M01-M10v. M11-MI4NK L SBS36 0.948 2649 -0.019 0.254  2.6E-16
C SBS18, SBS36 1.000 13.400 0.090 0454 53E-32

MO01-M10v. M11-M14 N L

TCGA-MMRp TCGA-MMRd o108 SBS36 0968 5071 -0270 0389 1.0E-56
SBS30 1000 560054 0379 0461 7.0E-246
NTHL1 Biallelicv. all other  1D1 0966 2915 -0071 0131 7.9E-03
NOLv. NO2-NOSMKLC D12 0932 1620 -0141 0194 36E-02
SBS30 1000 560054 0379 0461 7.0E-246
NOLv. NO2-NO5 M L TCGA-
MMRp TCGA-MMRd SBS30 1000 98561 0098 0503 44E-45
ID2 0997 7554 -0074 0406 168E-20
MMRd v. MMRp ID7 0976 1993 -0114 0155 971E-12
LKv.MNC SBSI5 0907 1070 -0107 0196 4.02E-08

ID2,1D7, SBS15 1.000 9.423 0.041 0.756 1.58E-24
L TCGA-MMRdv.M N

TCGA-MMRp ID2,1D7,SBSI5 0994 13426 -0289 0953 6.20E-87
ID2 0096 7456 0074 0414 69E-16
Lynch v. MMRp ID7 0975 1644 -0114 0158 B8.8E-10
LV.MNC ID2, D7, SBSIS,
SBS1 1000 17147 0332 0873 11E-23
ID2, D7, SBSIS,
L v.M N TCGA-MMRp SBSL 0091 13270 -0367 0019 3.4E-39
Lynch v. MLH1 methylated _ SBSL 0762 0635 0228 0105 93E03
Lv.K SBSL 0762 0635 -0228 0105 9.3E-03
L v. TCGA-MMRd SBSL 0683 0208 -0368 0060 2.7E-02

M= MMRp CRCs from ACCFR that are from biallelic MUTYH PV carriers (M01-M10) or from monoallelic
MUTYH PV carriers (M11, M13, M14) or monoallelic MUTYH PV and VUS carrier (M12).

N=MMRp CRCsfrom ACCFR that are from biallelic NTHL1 PV carrier (NO1) or from monoallelic NTHL1 PV
carriers (NO2-NO5).

L=MMRd CRCs from the ACCFR from people with MLH1, MSH2 or MSH6 gene mutations (Lynch syndrome;
L1-L14)

K= MMRd control CRCs from the ACCFR with evidence of MLH1 gene promoter hypermethylation (K1-K9)
C= MMRp control CRCs from the ACCFR (C1-C18)
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DISCUSSION

In this study, we compared mutational signature profilesin CRCs from carriers of PVsin
CRC and polyposis susceptibility genes with those in CRCs from individuals who did not
carry aPV in one of these genes. Germline PVsinthe DNA MMR genes and bidlelic PVs
inthe MUTYH and NTHL1 genes result in ahigh risk of developing CRC and other extra-
colonic cancers [8,9,35], highlighting the importance of identifying carriers[3,7]. Our
analysis identified multiple SBS and/or 1D signatures that were associated with each
syndromic CRC, supporting germline inactivation of the DNA MMR and BER pathways as
key drivers of CRC tumourigenesis. The sum of SBS18 and SBS36 provided the most
effective combination to differentiate CRCs from biallelic MUTYH carriers from CRCs from
non-carriers. The CRC from a biallelic NTHL1 carrier demonstrated significantly increased
proportions of SBS23, SBS30 and SBS42 compared with CRCs from non-carriers, however,
the presence of SBS30 at >41% was sufficient to provide >99% likelihood that a CRC had
developed in a person with bialelic inactivation of the NTHL1 gene. These findings support
previous observations of the significance of SBS30 in biallelic NTHL1 deficient tumours
[3,7,36]. CRCs that developed in MMR PV carriers (Lynch syndrome) could be effectively
differentiated from sporadic MMR-proficient CRC by a combination of signatures (1D2, ID7,
SBS1 and SBS15), but signatures were less effective at discriminating Lynch syndrome-
related CRC from sporadic MM R-deficient CRC resulting from MLH1 gene promoter
hypermethylation (SBS1: AUC=76%). These findings were consistent when assessed against
the larger TCGA MMRp and MMRd tumours, highlighting the robustness of these findings
and the utility of deriving mutational signatures from CRCsto identify carriers of PVsin
MMR, MUTYH and NTHL1 genes.

SBS18 and SBS36 were individually associated with CRCs from biallelic MUTYH carriersin
our cohort, but neither signature alone completely separated the carriers from the non-
MUTYH CRCs. Combining SBS18 and SBS36 resulted in a 9.0pp separation from the non-
MUTYH carrier CRCs. This was also observed for the Lynch syndrome-related CRCs where
the combination of ID2, ID7, SBS15 and SBS1 resulted in a 33.2pp separation from the
MMRp CRCs, while each individually associated signature alone overlapped with the MMRp
CRCs, highlighting the benefit of combining signatures for improved discrimination.
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This study confirms previous reports of the association of SBS18 and SBS36 with CRCs
from biallelic MUTYH carriers [21,22]. In addition, we observed significant differences
between individual signatures and the underlying germline MUTYH PV. TMB in CRCs from
p.Tyrl79Cys PV carriers was also significantly elevated relative to the p.Gly396Asp PV
carriers (p=0.0054) and to the MMRp controls (p=0.019), suggesting that the underlying
germline mutation may have implications for immunotherapy-based treatment of CRC in
these carriers. The reason for the observed differences by specific mutation is not yet known
but it is possible that disruption of different functional domains (p.Tyr179Cys: N-terminal
domain; p.Gly396Asp: C-termina domain) may result in different somatic mutations and
mutational spectrum. It remains to be determined if the signature compasition will differ for

carriers of MUTYH PVs other than the two common European PVs.

Monoallelic MUTYH PV carriers are reported to have an increased risk of CRC [27,37]. A
previous study identified high levels of SBS18 in the CRCs from two monoallelic germline
MUTYH PV carriers where loss of the wildtype allele was observed in the tumour [21]. In
this study, SBS18 and/or SBS36 were not increased in the CRCs from the three monoallelic
MUTYH carriers, nor did we find evidence of a second somatic hit in their CRCs. In
addition, none of the CRCs from four monoallelic NTHL1 PV carriers exhibited SBS30. Our
findings support the notion that biallelic MUTYH or NTHL1 inactivation is necessary to
promote BER deficiency-related CRC tumourigenesis. This approach could be applied to
rare variant classification, including VUSs. We explored thisin a CRC (M12) from acarrier
of aMUTYH PV (p.Gly396Asp) and a VUS (p.Ser304Arg). The absence of both SBS18 and
SBS36 suggests that this VUS is not pathogenic and could be further supported by exclusion
of the variant being in cis with the p.Gly396Asp PV through parent genotyping.

The current proposed mechanism for the accumulation of MMRd associated somatic
mutations is based on polymerase slippage, particularly during replication of low complexity
regions such as homopolymers, followed by defective repair of these errors [38]. The result
isMSI, a phenomenon associated with Lynch syndrome. Our results reflect this underlying
molecular mechanism, showing that ID signatures more effectively identify MMRd samples
compared to SBS signatures. The most relevant signatures, ID2 and ID7, are primarily
composed of 1bp homopolymer deletions, which corresponds to the expected aetiology. We
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demonstrated that mutational signatures were able to differentiate MMRd CRC from MMRp
CRC, afeat that is currently achieved by MMR immunohistochemistry and is recommended
to be performed on all newly diagnosed CRCs to screen for Lynch syndrome-associated CRC
[10]. Astumour sequencing becomes more widely implemented, calculating signatures on
CRCs could supersede the need for MM R immunohistochemistry. When comparing Lynch
syndrome MMRd CRCs (L01-L14) to the CRCs from the MMRd control group (K01-K09),
SBS1 had the greatest capacity to separate the two groups, but was not significant after
adjusting for multiple comparisons (AUC 76%; p=0.009). From our analysis we find that the
current mutational signature framework cannot completely differentiate Lynch syndrome
CRCs from MLH1 methylated CRCs. Investigating novel approaches to derive mutational
signatures that are focused on differentiating these two important MM Rd subtypes may

provide a better discrimination tool.

We assessed the robustness of mutational signatures to changes in variant filtering settings.
Our results demonstrated that filtering VAF and DP too leniently (increased artefacts) or too
stringently (reduced number of variants) resulted in substantial changes to the signature
proportions, including loss of the hereditary CRC-associated signatures in the CRC. In our
study, a minimum VAF threshold from 0.05 to 0.2 and minimum DP threshold from 25 to
100 resulted in stable somatic mutation counts and consequently increased robustness of the
hereditary CRC-associated signatures. To overcome a potential limitation of selecting a set
of fixed optimal filtering settings we generated progression graphs that illustrate the
robustness of atumour’s signature profile across different filtering settings (Figur e 4a, 4b,
5a, 5b, 6a-f), providing avisual confirmation of a single tumour’s signature robustness when
compared to presenting a tumour’s profile as a “mutograph” (Figure 1). Although this
approach demands increased computational requirements, this may resolve ambiguous cases,
and reduces the likelihood of artefacts arising due to signature calculation at asingle,

potentially arbitrary, filtering threshold.

This study has some limitations. Only asingle bialelic NTHL1 carrier was included in the
study. This CRC showed relatively high levels of SBS23, SBS30 and SBS42. SBS30 and
SBS23 were previously identified in tumours from biallelic NTHL1 carriers adding support to

our findings [7]. SBS42 was not identified previously in this context asit was not part of the
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previous version of signatures and therefore could not be reported. Doublet signatures were
excluded from this study due to low numbers in WES data, and high reconstruction error.
This study used pre-existing COSMIC signature definitions from which to generate
mutational signatures for each CRC, rather than creating novel signatures specific for our
cohort. The advantage of this approach is the existing associated phenotypes provided for the
COSMIC definitions, but unrelated signatures are included in the calculation, which may
result in reporting spurious signatures. Analysis of an independent set of syndromic and non-

syndromic CRCs is needed to validate our findings.

CONCLUSIONS

Understanding the somatic mutational landscape can enhance precision oncology by enabling
us to pinpoint biomarkers relevant to targeted treatment [39]. As access to tumour sequencing
increases, the opportunity to derive mutational signatures, at minimal additional cost, can
provide improved diagnostic yield and guide therapeutic options [23]. We have shown that
CRCsfrom biallelic MUTYH carriers and from biallelic NTHL1 carriers exhibit mutational
signature profiles that distinguish them from CRCs from non-carriers, evidenced by the
combination of SBS18 and SBS36, and by SBS30, respectively. These distinct mutational
signature profiles have the potential to aid in rare variant classification for these genes.
Furthermore, we identified a novel association between both the proportion of SBS18 and
SBS36 and the TMB for specific MUTYH PVs. Our results highlight the additional utility of
ID-derived signatures for determining defective DNA MM R where the combination of ID2
and ID7 with SBS1 and SBS15 effectively differentiated Lynch syndrome CRCs from
MMRp CRCs. We have shown that mutational signatures generated from WES of FFPE-
CRCs can effectively identify carriers of hereditary CRC and polyposis syndromes and
provides afunctional assay to aid in the clinical genetics of CRC. Further work is needed to
distinguish germline MM R-deficiency from somatic MMR-deficiency in order to improve
the diagnosis of Lynch syndrome.
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Figures

Figure 1. Measured (a) SBSand (b) ID tumour mutational signatures (TMS) according to
the COSMIC v3 signatures across the 60 CRCs tested by WES, grouped by subtype.

Signatures with values below 5% in all samples are excluded.

Figure 2. Heatmap showing the mean = SD of each tumour mutational signature (TMS) that
was significantly associated with a hereditary CRC syndrome when compared with the study
matched MMRd and MM Rp controls or when compared with the TCGA MMRd and MMRp
controls. Associated signatures include both previously reported associations and significant
novel associations (SBS23 and SB42) discovered in this study. Red boxes highlight
syndromes of interest and associated mutational signatures. SBS14, SBS26, and SBS44 have
been reported to be associated with MM Rd but were not significantly associated with Lynch
syndrome related CRC in this study.

Figure 3. Theinvestigation of gene and PV specific tumour mutational signatures (TMS):
(a) The contribution of the biallelic MUTY H-associated signatures SBS18 and SBS36 to
each of the 10 biallelic MUTYH related CRCs by their underlying germline PVs, (b) The
mean of SBS18 was significantly higher in the 3 CRCs from homozygous p.Gly396Asp
carriers (blue) compared with the 7 CRCs from homozygous or compound heterozygous
carriers of the p.Tyr179Cys PV (green; p=0.015). Conversely, the mean of SBS36 was
significantly higher in the 7 CRCs from the p.Tyr179Cys carriers (green) compared with the
3 CRCs from the p.Gly396Asp carriers (blue; p=0.0012); the combination of SBS18 and
SBS36 effectively separates the biallelic MUTYH CRCs from both the MMRp and MMRd
controls, and from the TCGA MMRp and MMRd controls, (c) The contribution of the Lynch
syndrome-associated signatures for each of the 14 CRCs from the Lynch syndrome carriers
by the germline MMR gene mutated, (d) The distribution of each of the Lynch syndrome-
associated signatures for the 7 CRCs from MLH1 carriers, 3 CRCs from MSH2 carriers, and 4
CRCs from the MSH6 carriers. No significant difference for any of the Lynch syndrome-
associated signatures by MMR gene were observed after adjusting for multiple testing. The
combination of ID2, ID7, SBS15, and SBSL1 effectively separates Lynch syndrome CRCs
from both the study matched MM Rp controls and the TCGA MM Rp controls.
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Figure 4. Tumour mutational signature (TMS) assessment for MUTYH-biallelic CRCs. For a
representative MUTYH-biallelic (M05), with minimum DP fixed at 50bp, MUTYH-associated
polyposis specific signatures SBS18 and SBS36 are dominant at VVAF thresholds between
0.075 and 0.25 (&), while SBS18 and SBS36 remain dominant at DP thresholds above 25bp
when the VAF threshold is fixed at 0.1 (b). The sum of SBS18 and SBS36 varies depending
on VAF, separating MUTYH-biallelic CRCs (light green) compared to monoallelic MUTYH
(pink), MMRp controls (brown), and other CRCs (blue) when VAF lies between 0.075 and
0.175 (c) and when DP>25 (d). Calculated 99% (green) and 1% (red) probabilities reflect the
likelihood that a sample above this level is MUTYH-biallelic.

Figure 5. Tumour mutational signature (TMS) assessment for the biallelic NTHL1 CRC
(NO1) showing: (a) the proportions of each SBS-derived signature across changes in variant
allele fraction (VAF) filtering in conjunction with the measured reconstruction error and
number of somatic mutations, where SBS30 was stable between VAFs of 0.05 and 0.35, (b)
the proportions of each SBS-derived signature across changes in DP in conjunction with the
measured reconstruction error and number of somatic mutations, where SBS30 was stable at
DP of >50 bp. The proportion of SBS30 across changes in VAF filtering (c) and DP (d) in the
biallelic NTHL1 CRC (dark green), monoallelic NTHL1 CRCs (pink), MMRp controls
(purple), and other CRCs (brown) where the proportion of SBS30 signature that gave 99%
(green) and 1% (red) probability of observing abialelic NTHL1 CRC from all other CRCs
studied.

Figure 6. Assessment of SBSand ID tumour mutational signatures (TMS) while varying the
VAF threshold, for samples LO1 (&, b), LO4 (c, d), and L10 (e, ), representing tumours with
germline PVsin MSH2, MSH6, and MLH1 respectively. In al cases, ID signatures that have
previously been associated with MM Rd dominate at most VAF thresholds (b, d, f), while
relevant SBS signatures are also present but less dominant, particularly at highly stringent

settings (a, ¢, €).

Figure 7. The combination of SBS1, SBS15, ID2 and ID7 effectively separate Lynch
syndrome CRCs (L01-L14) from all other MMRp samples at low AF thresholds (<0.125) and
most DP thresholds (<150 bp) (a, b), but when separating Lynch syndrome CRCs from
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MMRd controls (K01 to K09), mutational signatures do not effectively separate the two
groups (c, d) at any filtering settings.
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(a) TMS detected in MUTYH biallelic CRC M0O5 at varying allele fraction thresholds (b) TMS detected in MUTYH biallelic CRC M05 at varying minimum depth thresholds

p— Lo SBS1
SRS SBS2
shea SBS4
o SBSS
SBS7a 0.8 SBS6
- SBS7a
SBS10b SBS7b

S SBS13 c SBS7c

E= SBS14 -g 0.6 SBS8
s SBS15 S SBS10b
o SBS16 =3 SBS13
a SBS18 3 SBS14
2 SBS19 n o4 SBS15
[ SBS24 E SBS17a
SBS29 mm SBS18

SBS30 02 SBS19

SBS32 SBS20

SBS34 SBS23

SBS36 SBS24

SBS37 0.0 SBS29

SBS38 g SBS30

SBS39 5 SBS31

SBS40 5 SBS32

0

40000 :::;(5) 15000 N SBS36

10000 SBS37

20000 SBS52 5000 SBS39

@ SBS53 @ = SBS45

[
g SBS54 < 500 SBS46
= SBS56 = SBS49
©

= SBS57 > 0 SBS50

02 03 i : e 0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 P

Minimum Variant Allele Fraction Minimum Tumour Depth at Variant SBSS53

(c) Comparing biallelic MUTYH CRC TMS with monoallelic, VUS, MMRp controls and (d) Comparing biallelic MUTYH CRC TMS with monoallelic, VUS, MMRp controls and sBS54

other CRC syndromes across variable allele fraction cutoffs other CRC syndromes across variable minimum depth cutoffs

MUTYH-Biallelic 50th pctl === MUTYH-Biallelic 50th pctl
MUTYH-Biallelic 95th pctl ~%— MUTYH-Biallelic 95th pctl
0.8 MUTYH-Biallelic 5th pctl 0.7 —e— MUTYH-Biallelic 5th pctl
MUTYH-Monoallelic 50th pctl ww==_ MUTYH-Monoallelic 50th pctl
MUTYH-Monoallelic 95th pctl ~#+— MUTYH-Monoallelic 95th pctl
MUTYH-Monoallelic 5th pctl 0.6 ~— MUTYH-Monoallelic 5th pctl
©o MUTYH-VUS ©o == MUTYH-VUS
) All-Control 50th pctl a = All-Control 50th pctl
a 0.6 All-Control 95th pctl o ~——All-Control 95th pctl
- All-Control 5th pctl 2 0.5 —— All-Control 5th pctl
= Other 50th pctl c === Other 50th pctl
o Other 95th pctl © —e— Other 95th pctl
3 Other 5th pctl i —— Other 5th pctl
% 1% confidence g 0:4 e 1% confidence
(%] - 99% confidence 2] e 99% confidence
o ")
< 2 0.3
2 2
© ©
= c
2 =
“ 4]
rd & o2
© 02 o
€ £
3
v 0 o1
0.0 0.0

S}
N
¥
w
o

75 100 125 150 175 200

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Minimum Tumour Depth at Variant

Minimum Variant Allele Fraction



https://doi.org/10.1101/2019.12.11.19014597

(a

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

TMS proportion

0.2

Variants
N
o

o o

@),

0.4

o
w

SBS30 proportion
<)

0.1

0.0

TMS detected in NTHL1 biallelic CRC NO1 at varying allele fraction thresholds

Comparing biallelic NTHL1 CRC SBS30 with monoallelic, MMRp controls and
other CRC syndromes across variable allele fraction thresholds

0.0

0.2 0.3
Minimum Variant Allele Fraction

0.2 0.3
Minimum Variant Allele Fraction

-
—r—
—_—

—

(b)

SBS1
SBS2
SBS6
SBS7a
SBS7b
SBS10a
SBS10b
SBS11
SBS18
SBS20
BN SBs23
SBS24
SBS29
BN SBS30
SBS31
SBS34
SBS35
. sBS42
SBS43
SBS45
SBS46
SBS52
SBS54
SBS59

NTHL1-Biallelic
NTHL1-Monoallelic 50th p¢
NTHL1-Monoallelic 95th p¢
NTHL1-Monoallelic 5th pct
All-Control 50th pctl
All-Control 95th pctl
All-Control 5th pctl

Other 50th pctl

Other 95th pctl

Other 5th pctl

1% confidence

99% confidence

TMS proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

o
o

Error

1500
1000

500—

Variants

(d)

SBS30 proportion

o
w

o
N

eSS

0.1

0.0

250

P

TMS detected in NTHL1 biallelic CRC NO1 at varying minimum tumour depth thresholds

SBS1
SBS2
SBS6
SBS7a
SBS7b
SBS10b
SBS15
SBS18
EEm SBS23
SBS24
SBS29
I SBS30
SBS35
SBS37
SBS39
. sBs42
SBS46
SBS54

0 25 50 75 100 125 150
Minimum Tumour Depth at Variant

175

Comparing biallelic NTHL1 CRC SBS30 with monoallelic, MMRp controls and

=}

other CRC syndromes across variable tumour depth thresholds

R

25 50 75 100 125 150 175
Minimum Tumour Depth at Variant

[ THidE

200

NTHL1-Biallelic
NTHL1-Monoallelic 50th pctl
NTHL1-Monoallelic 95th pctl
NTHL1-Monoallelic 5th pctl
All-Control 50th pctl
All-Control 95th pctl
All-Control 5th pctl

= Other 50th pctl
- Other 95th pctl

I

200

Other 5th pctl
1% confidence
99% confidence


https://doi.org/10.1101/2019.12.11.19014597

(@)  SBSTMS detected in MSH2 PV carrier LO1 at varying (b) 1D TMS detected in MSH2 PV carrier LO1 at varying minimum

minimum allele fraction thresholds allele fraction thresholds
s8s1
e ses2 Lo s
= o
g wees 08 05
B sesll o D6
<) = sBSl4 O = D7
Q06 - sBS1S P D8
g- sssie Q06 D3
0 @ D o
E‘“ = sss20 i
% - sBS21 g 0.4 D13
sBs22
o e D14
02 wos O D15
- s5526 D16
sBS28 94 D17
. s8s29
or; sB530
5 sBS31 o0
5 SBS32 :
@ SBS33 L1
10000 o
5000 ::23 o
. = = ez 1008
£ %0 = sBS44 500
% SBS46
>0 sBS51 T — =
02 . 5 meks B
Minimum Variant Allele Fraction sBS57 g 50
SBS60 >
sBs84 ° oo 01 02 03 04 05
SBS85 Minimum Variant Allele Fraction
(c)  SBSTMS detected in MSH6 PV carrier L04 at varying (d) 1D TMS detected in MSH6 PV carrier LO4 at varying minimum
minimum allele fraction thresholds allele fraction thresholds
10 — = 10 | s M. D1
- D2
-
b
S e - 2:13" 0.8 D5
=S - SBS1S D6
§_ " SBS19 § = D7
. EEm SBS20
g = sB521 §_ 06 :gg
2 =0 oc
= o4 sssa2 O D11
= = sssa4 VN D12
[%] ssas = 04 D13
9’ 5 sessa D14
% SBS57 Q D15
SBS84
sBS85 02 :35’
00
2 00
0 N 1
o
= & )
1500 —
0.0 01 02 03 04 05 P =
mm——— 2 ‘
g
]
° oo 01 02 03 04 05
) . . Minimum Variant Allele Fraction
(e) SBS TMS detected in MLHI PV carrier L10 at varying (f) 1D TMS detected in MLHI PV carrier L10 at varying minimum
minimum allele fraction thresholds allele fraction thresholds y)
s —te
- o3
< o ZEZ? D5
2 sBS10b D6
£ sBS11 S = D7
g os sBS13 b= D8
B SBS14
g_ = sBS1S é. :g?o
g I
I SBS19 (%2} D12
wn SBS20 E D13
o
& o @ 0 e
SBS24 D16
sBs29
SBS31
SBS32
SBS37
SBS39
=
E SBS44
0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 05 ::::2 Wi =
Minimum Variant Allele Fraction e £
SBS51 E
sBS54 s
sBss7 0.0 01 02 0.4 05

03
SBS58 Minimum Variant Allele Fraction



https://doi.org/10.1101/2019.12.11.19014597

(@)

175

1.50

=
N
v

2
=3
o

Sum of ID2 ID7 SBS1 and SBS15

0.25

0.00

Comparing LS with MMRp controls and other CRC syndromes across variable
allele fraction thresholds

Lynch-MLH1 50th pctl
Lynch-MLH1 95th pctl
Lynch-MLH1 5th pctl
Lynch-MSH2 50th pctl
Lynch-MSH2 95th pctl
Lynch-MSH2 5th pctl
Lynch-MSH6 50th pctl
Lynch-MSH6 95th pctl
Lynch-MSH6 5th pctl
Other 50th pctl

Other 95th pctl

Other 5th pctl
All-Control 50th pctl
All-Control 95th pctl
All-Control 5th pctl
1% confidence

99% confidence

AARARNARNRRERERY

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Minimum Variant Allele Fraction

(c) Comparing LS with MMRd controls across variable allele fraction thresholds

0.6

0.5

TMS SBS1 proportion

0.1

0.0

MLH1 50th petl

MLH1 95th pctl

MLH1 5th petl

MSH2 50th pctl

MSH2 95th pctl

MSH2 5th pctl

MSH6 50th pctl

MSH6 95th pctl

MSH6 5th pctl

MMRd Control 50th pctl
MMRd Control 95th pctl
MMRd Control 5th pctl
10% confidence

80% confidence

ANRARNAEERREE

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Minimum Variant Allele Fraction

(b) Comparing LS with MMRp controls and other CRC syndromes across variable
tumour depth thresholds

1.50

125

1.00

0.75

Sum of ID2 ID7 SBS1 and SBS15

0.50

0.25

0.00

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Minimum Tumour Depth at Variant

(d) Comparing LS with MMRd controls across variable tumour depth thresholds

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

TMS SBS1 proportion

0.1

0.0

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Minimum Tumour Depth at Variant

w====_Lynch-MLH1 50th pctl
~%— Lynch-MLH1 95th pctl
~&— Lynch-MLH1 5th pctl
== |ynch-MSH2 50th pctl
~#— Lynch-MSH2 95th pctl
—— Lynch-MSH2 5th pctl
e |ynch-MSH6 50th pctl
= Lynch-MSH6 95th pctl
= Lynch-MSH6 5th pctl
== Other 50th pctl

~—— Other 95th pctl

~—— Other 5th pctl
w==_All-Control 50th pctl
&~ All-Control 95th pctl
~— All-Control 5th pctl
@ 1% confidence

=== 99% confidence

w====_ MLH1 50th pctl

~%-— MLH1 95th pctl

—e— MLH1 5th pctl

== MSH2 50th pctl

—#— MSH2 95th pctl

—— MSH2 5th pctl

e MSH6 50th pctl

—— MSH6 95th pctl

—— MSHS6 5th pctl

«=== MMRd Control 50th pctl
~—— MMRd Control 95th pctl
~—— MMRd Control 5th pctl
@ 10% confidence

=== 80% confidence


https://doi.org/10.1101/2019.12.11.19014597

