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Abstract

Non-invasive prenatal testing (NIPT) for common fetal aneuploidies using circulating cell free DNA in
maternal plasma has been widely adopted in clinical practice for its sensitivity and accuracy. However,
the detection of subchromosomal abnormalities or monogenetic variations showed no cost-effectiveness
or satisfactory accuracy. Here we describe the goodness-of -fit and graphical analysis of polymorphic sites
based non-invasive prenatal testing (GGAP-NIPT) assay, which was sensitive and accurate for detecting
fetal abnormalities simultaneoudly at the chromosomal, subchromosomal and nuclectide levels. In each
sample, fetal fraction was estimated using allelic counts of polymorphic sites from normal reference
chromosomal regions and each target amplicon’ s genotype was determined with the aid of goodness-of-fit
test. Then group of polymorphic amplicons from each target region was analyzed collectively using both
statistical and graphical approaches, and fetal genetic abnormality wasidentified by either overall
statistical model fitness or graphical characteristic allelic clusters, whereas regions containing only a
single polymorphic site were analyzed using alimited number of replicates. For simulated samples, such
agroup analytic approach identified all aneuploidies, microdeletions or microduplications and single-gene
short variations precisely. As no cross-sample comparison was performed and the relative allelic counts
of each target polymorphic amplicon were internally controlled, the GGAP-NIPT assay reported here
should be sensitive and accurate inherently. Therefore, the GGAP-NIPT analytical approach has the
potential to detect most fetal abnormalities at the chromosomal, subchromosomal and monogenic levels

with improved accuracy, facilitating the extension of NIPT to an expanded panel of genetic disorders.

Keywords: NIPT, amplicon sequencing, goodness of fit, polymorphic site, GGAP, fetal fraction

Introduction

Noninvasive prenatal testing (NIPT) is now widely used for the detection of fetal chromosomal

aneuploidies and certain copy number variations, where cell-free DNA (cfDNA) in maternal plasma® was
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analyzed by whole-genome sequencing (WGS) %, single-nucleotide polymorphism (SNP)** or
microarray®’. NIPT showed high test sensitivity and specificity for common fetal aneuploidies, such as
trisomies 21, 18 and 13, but low in detecting subchromosomal deletions and duplications®™°, especially
when the genomic aberrations were small****>. For monogenic disorders, different noninvasive approaches
have been developed'®, but the application of such methodsin clinical practice has lagged behind

aneuploidy testing due to high costs and technical challenges.

In cfDNA, acertain number of polymorphic sites showed allelic imbalance due to the presence of fetal
DNA and characteristic relative alelic ratios were observed when there were fetal aneuploidies. For
example, when the fetus inherits a paternal alele different from the mother’s (Fig. S1), fetal aneuploidies
can be detected using relative allelic counts. In theory, fetal abnormalities of the maternal origin could
also be detected using characteristic relative alelic distributions. Therefore, we proposed an assay,
goadness-of-fit and graphical analysis of polymorphic sites based non-invasive prenatal testing (GGAP-
NIPT), to detect fetal abnormalities at the chromosomal, subchromosomal and single-gene short sequence

levels smultaneously, which was shown sensitive and accurate for all our simulated test samples.

Results

Fetal Fraction Estimation

To estimate fetal fraction of maternal plasmacfDNA, apanel of polymorphic markers from the sample’s
reference chromosomes was amplified and sequenced, followed by the counting of allelic reads for each
marker. Then genotype of each marker was estimated using its allelic counts (Fig. 1a, Fig. S2) and reads
counts of fetal origin were deduced (Fig. 1b, Table S1) according to the estimated marker genotype.
Finally, fetal read counts were plotted against the corresponding total read counts for each marker and
fetal fraction was estimated by fitting a robust linear regression model (Fig. 1c,d). A high degree of
correlation was observed for fetal fractions estimated this way and that estimated using WGS method

when samples from the insertion/del etion polymorphism®’ dataset were analyzed and the WGS samples
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with low mapped bin counts were excluded (Fig. 1e, Fig. S3). Similarly, nearly identical fetal fraction
estimates were observed for library- or sequencing-level replicates'® (Fig. 1f), indicating that the method
for fetal fraction estimation was accurate and reliable. Similar results were observed for simulated data,
and the estimation accuracies for fetal fractions were affected by both the abundance of fetal materials

and the sequencing coverage (Fig. $4).

Discrete Nature of Relative Allelic Counts

When both the mother and the fetus are normal diploid, one of five maternal-fetal genotypesis possible
for each polymorphic sitein maternal plasma DNA (Table S2). In addition, all polymorphic sitesin each
sample have the same overall percentage of read counts amplified from the fetal genetic materials and
relative alelic counts of each genotype were only determined by the sample’ sfetal fraction in ideal cases.
Therefore, relative allelic read counts of each polymorphic site are discrete in nature, as demonstrated by
arepresentative sample from the replication dataset where distinct relative alelic clusters were observed
for the most and second most abundant aleles (Fig 2a). Moreover, when the second most abundant
relative alelic count was plotted against the most, distinct genotypic clusters were expected for each site
(Fig. 2b, Table S2, Fig. S5), and such aplot could be useful for determining target site's genotype or
aiding in primer design. When dealing with discrete allelic count data for each polymorphic site,
goodness-of-fit test'® was appropriate as the expected relative allelic counts could be determined for each
possible genotype when the sample’ s fetal fraction was known or estimated (Fig. 2c), and the target
genotype was estimated to be the one with the best fit statistics (Fig. 2d). Here, AIC was used for
comparing non-nested genotype models for each site (Fig. 2e) and AAIC used for estimating the genotype
fitness between different models. When analyzing the replication dataset, great AAIC variations were
observed due to different fetal fractions and different total read counts for different polymorphic sites (Fig.
$6, Fig. 2f), while nearly similar magnitude of adjusted AAIC values were observed (Fig. 29), indicating

that the adjusted AAIC could be a good measure for checking the fitness of different genotype models to
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polymorphic sites with different sequencing depths. As expected, more than 95% of the maternal -fetal
genotypes could be correctly estimated for polymorphic sites of simulated cfDNA samples when the

sequencing coverage was >2000 and the fetal fraction was >0.05 (Fig. S7).

Detection of Chromosomal Aneuploidies

When there was a fetal aneuploidy, all polymorphic sites on the target chromosome were affected, and the
relative allelic counts for each polymorphic site should be changed due to the absence of one chromosome
or the presence of one extra chromosome (Table S2-S4). To detect chromosomal aneuploidy, a panel of
polymorphic sites on the target chromosome was amplified and allelic read counts for each site were
calculated. Then two genotypes were estimated for each site, whereas one assuming that the fetal
chromosome was normal and another one assuming that the fetal chromosome was aneuploidy. Finaly,
polymorphic sites on the target chromosome were analyzed collectively, and the overall fitness of all sites
to the normal chromosome model was compared with that of the aneuploidy model (Fig. 3a). Such an
approach might seem unsound mathematically, but were sensitive and reliable to detect chromosomal
aneuploidies for our simulated samples, possibly due to its similarity to repeated tests of goodness-of-fit'®
where each polymorphic site was considered as an experimental repetition. As the majority of target
polymorphic sites were informative for estimating fetal aneuploidies (Fig. 3c,e) except for one-allele sites,
al normal and aneuploidy chromosomes were correctly identified (Fig. S8, Fig. 3b,d) when samples with
both low sequencing coverage and low fetal fraction were excluded. As expected (Fig. 3f,g), distinct
clusters were observed when the second or fourth most abundant relative allelic count was plotted against
the most abundant for each polymorphic site and such characteristic cluster distribution was informative
enough to identify fetal aneuploidies (Fig. 3h-i, Fig. S9-S10). When estimating the genotype of a
polymorphic amplicon using allelic goodness-of-fit test, it is essentia that the true model isincluded in
the analysis, as one genotype model would be selected anyway based on relative comparisons even if
none of the tested models was appropriate for the data. Therefore, all possible maternal-fetal aneuploidy

models for the target chromosome should be checked. For example, when detecting sex chromosome
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aneuploidies, both the normal (XX and XY) and all five of the better-known sex aneuploidies (XO, XXY,

XXX, XYY and XXYY)® should be considered.

Detecting Subchr omosomal Abnormalities

To detect subchromosomal abnormalities, abnormal models for either the mother, the fetus or both should
be considered if necessary, as the heterozygotes for some subchromosomal microdeletions? or
microduplications™ could be phenotypically normal. Based on statistics, some subchromosomal regions
could be tested using models assuming that the mother was homozygous normal, while some other
regions should be tested using all possible models assuming that the mother was either heterozygous or
homozygous for the target abnormality (Fig. 4a). As expected, subchromosomal microdel etions or
microduplications could be detected with accuracy when at least two alleles were detected for some
polymorphic sitesin the target region (Fig. 4b-g). When only one allele was observed for all sitesin the
subchromaosomal region, alternative noninvasive or invasive approaches should be performed, as the
aléelic count approach reported here could not distinguish the monosomy-nullisomy model from the
nullisomy-monosomy model due to the lack of genetic polymorphism (Table S5). When best overal fits
to both a disomy-disomy model and a tetrasomy-tetrasomy model were observed for a microduplication,
the target was estimated to be disomy-disomy, as each genotype in the disomy-disomy model had a
corresponding counterpart in the tetrasomy-tetrasomy model with identical relative alelic distributions
(for example, AB|AA corresponds to AABB|AAAA). However, not al genotypes in the tetrasomy-
tetrasomy model had counterparts in the disomy-disomy model, therefore the tetrasomy-tetrasomy model
should show overall best fit for all polymorphic sites but not for the disomy-disomy model if the
subchromaosomal region was a tetrasomy-tetrasomy homozygous-homozygous microduplication (Fig.
S12). In addition, distinct clusters were observed when the second or third most abundant relative allelic
count was plotted against the most abundant for each polymorphic site in the subchromosomal region and
such characteristic cluster distribution was informative enough to determine fetal subchromosomal

abnormalities (Fig. 4h-k, Table S5-S6, Fig. S11-S12). When allelic clusters were not in the expected
6
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positions, either the true model was excluded and wrong model was fitted or there were non-random
outliers. In such a case, further analyses, optimizing test routines or checking additional models should be

followed.

Detection of Short Genetic Variations

Single-base-pair substitutions, small (<20bp) deletions, small (<20bp) insertions and small (<20bp) indels
are the major types of mutations associated with human inherited diseases reported in the Human Gene
Mutation Database (HGMD)?. To detect such genetic variationsin cfDNA samples, each target site was
amplified and its genotype estimated using allelic goodness-of -fit test (Fig. 5a). Then the nucleotide
sequence of each target allele was compared with the wildtype sequence, and fetal disease status was
determined accordingly (Fig. 5a,c). As genotype estimation using a single target site was not perfect,
library or sequencing level repeats were desired (Fig. S13). On the other hand, sequencing with replicates
increased the overall cost considerably, and it was not cost effective when used for detecting genetic
mutations with low disease prevalence. Therefore, alimited number of replicates were suggested initially
for each target site with low disease prevalence, and if mutant alleles were detected for atarget site,
further analysis and possibly retesting using more replicates were performed. Such atwo-tier test strategy
could reduce the overall cost greatly and increase the positive predictive value (PPV), as only asmall
number of target sites were to be retested and disease incidences were increased for retested targets.
Graphically, when the mutant relative allelic counts of each site were plotted against the wildtype, distinct
clusters were observed for different maternal-fetal genotypes (Fig. 5b, Table S7, S8), and such a plot was

sensitive enough to detect fetal short genetic variations (Fig. 5d,€).

Discussion

Currently, cfDNA based NIPT approaches have been widely available for detecting fetal aneuploidies™®,

subchromosomal abnormalities'®*® or monogenic diseases®* in clinical practice. However, no approach
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reported so far could detect genetic variations simultaneously at both the chromosomal/subchromosomal
level and the nucleotide level. Here we reported a method enabling the detection of genetic abnormalities
simultaneously at different genetic levels through amplicon sequencing of specific polymorphic targets.
Although different sensitivities were reported when detecting genetic abnormalities at different levels®,
the sensitivity for our reported approach should not varied much, as all relative allelic information were
encoded in amplified amplicons for each polymorphic site and different alleles of each amplicon had
nearly identical sequences with similar amplification properties. In clinical settings, accuracy, specificity
and sensitivity should be addressed using real cfDNA samples, as clinical data was inherently noisy and
discrepancies between the genotypes of maternal plasmafetal DNA and the fetal genomes were reported
in some samples possibly due to confined placental mosaicism®. For our reported method, prior
knowledge about the detecting targets was required and no off-target variations could be detected®, while

WGS-based NIPT methods could detect incidental variations with no additional cost.

To detect chromosomal, subchromosomal and sequence-level abnormalities, our method required the
amplification of a panel of polymorphic sites from normal reference chromosomes for estimating the
sampl e’ sfetal fraction, apanel of polymorphic sites on the target chromosomal/subchromosomal regions
for detecting long length abnormalities, and specific target sites possibly with replications for short length
mutations. If it is challenging for amplifying all targetsin a single tube, independent amplifications using
multiple tubes could be performed and such an approach would not affect the analyzing results, as each
amplicon could be considered as an independent data point and no cross-sample or cross-amplicon
comparisons were performed. As nearly all amplification products were used for the identification of
target genetic abnormalities, it should be cost-effective, while the WGS-based approaches used only a

fraction of reads mapped to the target chromosomes for abnormality detection.

In principle, target amplicon sequencing could be applied to detect other genetic variations as well. For
examples, chromosomal inversion or translocation with known break point could be detected by

amplicons covering the specific breakpoint. Genomic abnormalities for preimplantation embryos or non-
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pregnant samples could also be detected using assays similar to the reported approach, as distinct alelic
distributions for all target polymorphic sites were informative enough to identify different abnormalities
(Fig. S14). For cfDNA sample from a surrogate mother, fetal fraction was first estimated and updated
iteratively using relative allelic counts of polymorphic sites and allelic goodness-of-fit test (Fig. S15),
then genetic variations could be detected by checking all possible genotype models. For samples from a
mother with multiple pregnancies, fetal fraction for each fetus could be estimated using a similar
approach (Fig. S15), where each fetal fraction estimate was updated iteratively until converge, and
genetic abnormalities could be detected using allelic goodness-of -fit test, whereas expected alelic counts

for each polymorphic site could be calculated when fetal fractions for all fetuses were available.

Collectively, nearly all common genetic disorders could be detected with the aid of polymorphic
amplicon sequencing, and expansion of NIPT to detect both genetic conditions that were common to all
pregnancies and disorders that had high prevalence in particular groups would have great socioeconomic

benefits.

Materials and M ethods

Dataset

The insertion/del etion polymorphism®’ dataset (BioProject |D: PRINA387652) and the replication™®
dataset (BioProject ID: PRINA517742) were retrieved from the NCBI SRA database. The simulated

datasets were generated using ART** simulator (Supplementary Information for detailed descriptions).

Reads Processing and M apping

Reads retrieved from SRA or simulated were filtered out using custom scripts where the low quality bases
were removed and the longest subsequence in each read was retained so that all bases had a quality score

greater than 14. Whole genome sequencing reads were mapped by bowtie2**. For amplicon reads, one or
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severa unique 12-mer indexes were extracted from each amplicon and each read was mapped to an
amplicon using such indexes. Then the allelic reads for each amplicon in each sample were counted using

unique allelic sequences.

Fetal Fraction Estimation by Allelic Read Counts

For amplicon sequencing data, fetal fractions were estimated as follows. For each polymorphic site, read
counts for all aleles were sorted in descending order and labeled as R1, R2, R3, etc. Then the possible
maternal-fetal genotype was estimated using alelic read counts (Fig. S2) followed by the estimation of
fetal and total read counts (Table S1). Finally, fetal fraction was estimated using fetal and total read

counts and arobust linear regression model (Supplementary Methods).

Fetal Fraction Estimation by Whole Genome Sequencing

Fetal fraction was calculated as described using the formula®

2.0xmed (Chry)
med (Chry)+med (Chry)

Fetal Fraction (f)= , where med(Chryg) and med(Chry) represent the median read

counts of the 50-kb binson the X and Y chromosomes, respectively. Briefly, the 50-kb bins from the X
and Y chromosomes were extracted and bins having too low or too high read counts were filtered out
using 200 whol e genome sequencing samples (SRR6040419-SRR6040618) from the project
PRJINA400134% asfollows. Reads were firstly mapped to the human reference genome using bowtie2®,
and total reads mapped into each X or Y bin were counted for each sample using custom scripts.
Subsequently, X bins containing no mapped reads in more than 25% of the samples or containing read
counts not in the range of Median+3.0xMAD. were removed, while Y bins containing at least oneread in
more than 25% of the female pregnancies, containing no mapped reads in more than 25% of the male
pregnancies or containing read counts not in the range of Median+3.0xMAD.were removed as well.

Hence, atotal of 2760 chromosome X bins and 192 chromosome Y bins were identified as informative
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bins. Fetal fractions for the 61 samples from PRINA 387652 were cal culated using the median count

values of X binsand Y bins as described above.

M ater nal-Fetal Genotype Estimation

Fetal fraction was estimated first for each sample. Then for each polymorphic site, reads for each allele
were counted, followed by the calculations of AICsfor al possible genotype models using goodness-of -
fit test. Finally, the genotype for each polymorphic site was estimated to be the one with the minimal AlC,
and AAIC was calculated as the absol ute difference between the minimal AIC and the second minimal
AIC. To detect chromosomal or subchromosomal genotypes, the minimal AlCsfor all alelic siteswas
averaged for each chromosomal/subchromosomal model, and the chromosomal/subchromosomal

genotype was estimated to be the one associated with the minimal average AIC (Supplementary Methods).

Statistical Analysis

Statistical analysis was performed in R® (version 3.5.1). AICs were calculated using custom scripts.
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Fig. 1:Fetal fraction estimation. a, Genotype estimation for each polymorphic site using allelic counts.
b, Expected feta read count and total read count for each genotype. ¢, d, Representative plots from the
insertion/deletion polymorphism dataset (¢) and replication dataset (d). A robust linear regression line
was fitted (red line, model y=Bx+0), and fetal fraction was estimated to be the model coefficient (). e,
Fetal fractions were estimated for each insertion/del etion polymorphism sample by both allelic read
counts method (rlm) and WGS method (red line was the fitted regression line y~x), excluding WGS
samples with low bin counts for chromosome X (<100) or Y (<4). f, Expected and estimated fetal

fractions for replication samples (blue line: y=x). a: background noise threshold.
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Fig. 2. M aternal-fetal genotype estimation. a, Discrete clusters of relative alelic countsfor a
representative sample from the replication dataset (blue: histogram count, red: density). b, Expected
relative alelic clusters for polymorphic sites on normal reference chromosomes. ¢, Expected relative
allelic counts for each normal maternal-fetal genotype. d, Steps to estimate maternal-fetal genotype for
each polymorphic site (allelic goodness-of -fit test). e, A representative plot for genotype estimation using
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minimal AIC. Adjusted AAIC= AAIC/Tota Count/Fetal Fraction.
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Fig. 3: Fetal aneuploidy detection. a, Steps to detect fetal aneuploidy using overall goodness-of -fit test
for all polymorphic sites. b, A representative plot for overall goodness-of-fit tests of two simulated
chromosomes. Chr01, simulated disomy-disomy chromosome (Di.Di); Chr02, simulated disomy-
monosomy chromosome (Di.Mo). ¢, Contributions of different genotypes to the detection of fetal
monosomy for two simulated chromosomes (ChrO1, Di.Di; Chr02, Di.Mo). Adjusted AAIC= the minimal
adjusted AIC for Di.Di model - the minimal adjusted AIC for Di.Mo model. d, A representative plot for

overall goodness-of -fit tests of two simulated chromosomes. Chr01, Di.Di; Chr02, simulated disomy-
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trisomy chromosome (Di.Tri). e, Contributions of different genotypes to the detection of fetal trisomy for
two simulated chromosomes (Chr01, Di.Di; Chr02, Di.Tri). Adjusted AAIC= the minimal adjusted AIC
for Di.Di model - the minimal adjusted AIC for Di.Tri model. f, g, Expected relative allelic clusters of
polymorphic sites for fetal monosomy (f) or fetal trisomy (g) detection. h, Detection of fetal monosomy.
Relative allelic counts for polymorphic sites on the reference chromosome (blue) and the target
chromosome (red) were plotted for a representative sample. From the characteristic cluster positions, the
target chromosome was estimated to be normal for the mother but monosomy for the fetus. i, Detection of
fetal trisomy. Relative alelic counts for polymorphic sites on the reference chromosome (blue) and the
target chromosome (red) were plotted for a representative sample. From the characteristic cluster

positions, the target chromosome was estimated to be normal for the mother but trisomy for the fetus.
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Fig. 4. Detection of fetal subchromosomal abnor mality. a, Steps to detect subchromosomal
abnormality using overall goodness-of-fit test for all polymorphic sites. b-e, Representative plots for
detecting subchromosomal microdeletion of simulated chromosomes (b, ¢, simulated monosomy-disomy
chromosome; d, e, simulated monosomy-monosomy chromosome) using overall goodness-of -fit tests. ¢, e,
Partial enlarged drawings of b and d. f, g, Representative plots for detecting subchromosomal
microduplication of simulated chromosomes (f, simulated trisomy-disomy chromaosome; g, simulated
trisomy-trisomy chromosome) using overall goodness-of-fit tests. h, i, Plotting over relative alelic
clusters of subchromosomal deletion models for detecting maternal-fetal microdeletion (h, simulated
monosomy-disomy chromosome; i, simulated monosomy-monosomy chromosome). j, k, Plotting over
relative allelic clusters of some subchromosomal duplication models (fetal disomy model) for detecting
maternal-fetal microduplication (j, simulated trisomy-disomy chromosome; k, simulated trisomy-trisomy
chromosome). As there were allelic clusters not in the expected positions for anormal disomy fetusin
plot k, either the fetus was abnormal for microduplications or the true and correct model was not included
in the analysis.
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Fig. 5: Detection of fetal short genetic variations. a, Stepsto detect sequence-level variation using
goodness-of-fit test and wildtype sequence comparison. b, Expected all possible relative allelic clusters
for polymorphic sites on normal disomy-disomy chromosomes (A, wildtype alele; a-c, different mutant
aleles). ¢, Detection of short genetic variation by allelic goodness-of-fit analysis for a simulated site with
library-level replicates. According to the plot, AAJAB genotype was the best fit. Asallele A was mutant
and allele B was wildtype by sequence analysis, the target was estimated to be a homozygous mutant-
mutant for the mother and a heterozygous wildtype-mutant for the fetus. d, e, Plotting over relative alelic
clusters of wildtype/mutant genotype models for detecting maternal-fetal short variation. According to the
characteristic allelic positions, the simulated target site was estimated to be a heterozygous mutant-mutant
for the maother and a heterozygous wildtype-mutant for the fetus (d) or a heterozygous wil dtype-mutant

for the mother and a heterozygous mutant-mutant for the fetus carrying two different mutant alleles (g).
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Fig. S1: Imbalance of allelic read countsfor a polymor phic site from a heter ozygous
mother with a fetusinheriting a distinct allele from the father. A, B and C: distinct alleles for
a polymorphic site; m and f: maternal and fetal genomic material; Ra, Rg and R¢: alelic read
countsfor alleles A, B and C, respectively.
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Fig. S2: Estimating the mater nal-fetal genotype of a polymor phic site using itsallelic read
counts. R1, R2 and R3: alelic read counts in descending order; a: background noise threshold.
A, B and C are distinct alleles for each polymorphic site, and the portion before the vertical bar
denotes the maternal genotype and the part after the vertical bar denotes the fetal genotype. FC:
estimated reads count amplified from fetal genetic materials (Fetal Reads); TC: total reads count
amplified from both maternal and fetal genetic materials (Total Reads).
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Fig. S3: Fetal fraction estimation using allelic read counts or whole genome sequencing. a,
Median bin read counts for WGS dataset of the insertion/deletion polymorphism samples. b-d,
Fetal fractions were estimated for each sample by both allelic read counts and WGS methods,
and their relationship was plotted (red line was the fitted regression line y~x; b, all samples; c,
excluding WGS samples with bin read counts<100; d, same as Fig. 1€, included here for
comparison purposes). WGS: whole genome sequencing.
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Fig. $4: Estimation accuracy for fetal fractions of smulated samples. One hundred samples
were simulated for each sequencing coverage, and 100 polymorphic sites were simulated for
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genotypes were randomly generated with different fetal fractions. Fetal fraction for each sample
was estimated using allelic reads counts. The ratio of the estimated fetal fraction to the true fetal
fraction (the simulated value) was plotted and grouped by sequencing coverage.
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Fig. So: Distribution plots of relative allelic counts. One hundred polymorphic siteson a
disomy-disomy chromosome were simulated for each sample. For each polymorphic sitein a
sample, relative allelic read counts were calculated, and then the relative R2 count was plotted
against the relative R1 count. One representative plot was shown for each fetal fraction. f: fetal
fraction. Relative R1 Count=R1/(R1+R2+R3) and Relative R2 Count=R2/(R1+R2+R3).
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Fig. S6: Influence of fetal fraction and total allelic read count on AAIC. Fetal fraction was
estimated for each samplein the replicates dataset and rounded to the second decimal place. a,
Absolute AAIC was calculated for each polymorphic site of the replicate samples using the
disomic-disomic model, plotted against total allelic read count and grouped by the estimated fetal
fraction. b, Absolute adjusted AAICs were calculated for the replicate samples and plotted
against total allelic read counts.
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Fig. S7: Influence of fetal fraction on mater nal-fetal genotype estimation. Sequencing reads
were simulated for samples with different fetal fractions and different sequencing coverage, and
fetal fraction was estimated for each sample followed with genotype estimation for each
polymorphic site. Estimation accuracy was calculated as the ratio of the number of correctly
estimated genotypes to the total number of all polymorphic sites, and then plotted against fetal
fraction grouped by sequencing coverage.
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Fig. S8: Detecting accuracy for chromosomal aneuploidies. a, In each sample, one disomy-
disomy chromosome and one disomy-monosomy chromosome were simulated. Chromosomal
aneuploidy for each chromosome in each sample was estimated using overall alelic goodness-
of-fit test. One hundred samples with different fetal fractions were simulated for each sequencing
coverage. b, In each sample, one disomy-disomy chromosome and one disomy-trisomy
chromosome were simulated. Chromosomal aneuploidy for each chromosome in each sample
was estimated using overall allelic goodness-of-fit test. One hundred samples with different fetal
fractions were simulated for each sequencing coverage.
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Fig. S9: Detection of chromosomal monosomy. a, Relative allelic count plot for ssmulated
polymorphic sites on a representative target chromosome. From the characteristic cluster
positions, the target chromosome was estimated to be disomy-disomy. b, Relative allelic count
plot for simulated polymorphic sites on a representative target chromosome. From the
characteristic cluster positions, the target chromosome was estimated to be disomy-monosomy. f:
fetal fraction.
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Fig. S10: Detection of chromosomal trisomy. a, Relative allelic count plot for ssmulated
polymorphic sites on a representative target chromosome. From the characteristic cluster
positions, the target chromosome was estimated to be disomy-disomy. b, Relative allelic count
plot for simulated polymorphic sites on a representative target chromosome. From the
characteristic cluster positions, the target chromosome was estimated to be disomy-trisomy.
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Fig. S11: Detection of subchromosomal deletion. Maternal-fetal chromosomes (labeled as
Chr01-Chr06) were simulated, and each having 100 polymorphic sites. Chr01-Chr06
chromosomes were simulated as disomy-disomy (Di.Di), disomy-monosomy (Di.Mo),
monosomy-disomy (Mo.Di), monosomy-monosomy(Mo.Mo), monosomy-nullisomy (Mo.Nu)
and nullisomy-monosomy (Nu.Mo), respectively. Allelic read counts of each polymorphic site
was tested against all possible genotypes assuming each one of the seven maternal-fetal
chromosomal models (Di.Di, Di.Mo, Mo.Di, Mo.Mo, Mo.Nu, Nu.Mo and Nu.Nu), and the
overall best fitted model for all target polymorphic sites was selected for each chromosome.

a,b,d,f,h,i, Overal fitted results for each chromosome. c,e,g, Partial enlarged drawings of b, d
and f, respectively.
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Fig. S12: Detection of subchromosomal duplication. Maternal-fetal chromosomes (labeled as
Chr01-Chr07) were simulated, and each having 100 polymorphic sites. Chr01-Chr07
chromosomes were simulated as disomy-disomy (Di.Di), disomy-trisomy (Di.Tri), trisomy-
disomy (Tri.Di), trisomy-trisomy (Tri.Tri), trisomy-tetrasomy (Tri.Tet), tetrasomy-trisomy
(Tet.Tri) and tetrasomy-tetrasomy(Tet. Tet), respectively. Allelic read counts of each
polymorphic site was tested against all possible genotypes assuming each one of the seven
maternal-fetal chromosomal models (Di.Di, Di.Tri, Tri.Di, Tri.Tri, Tri.Tet, Tet.Tri and Tet. Tet),
and the overall best fitted model for all target polymorphic sites was selected for each
chromosome. a,b,g, Overall fitted results for chromosomes Chr01, Chr02 and ChrQ7,

respectively. c,d,ef, Partial enlarged drawings of overall fitted results for chromosomes Chr03,
Chr04, Chr05 and Chr06, respectively.
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Fig. S13: Genotype estimation accur acy for thereplication dataset. Genotype was estimated
for each polymorphic site using its allelic read counts for each sample in the replication dataset.
Estimation accuracy was calculated as the ratios of the number of correctly estimated genotypes
to the total number of polymorphic sites grouped by different replicates and different fetal
fractions. Replicates were labeled as 1 to 4, and ratios for replicates 1 to 4 meansthat 1 to 4
samples were used to calculate the estimation accuracy, respectively.
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Fig. S14: Detecting genetic aberrationsfor samples from non-pregnant individuals or
preimplantation embryos. A panel of polymorphic sites on the target chromosome was
simulated for a normal non-pregnant individual, and relative allelic counts for each polymorphic
site were calculated. Then the relative R2 count was plotted against the relative R1 count (a-€) or
the relative R1 count was plotted against its relative chromosomal position (f-j) for each
amplicon. a, f, nullisomy (or homozygous microdeletion); b, g, monosomy (or heterozygous
microdeletion); ¢, h, disomy (or normal); d, i, trisomy (or heterozygous microduplication); €, j,
tetrasomy (or homozygous microduplication).
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Fig. S15: Estimating fetal fraction for a sample from a surrogate mother using allelic read
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Supplementary Tables

Table S1: Relative Allelic Counts for a Polymorphic Site on Reference Chromosomes

Allelic Read Counts Estimation
Genotype "1 R2 | R3 RU(RI+R?) Fetal Reads | Total Reads
AAAA | R:R-RR/| O | O 1 NA R1
AAAB | RR-Rr | R | 0 | 1-05%e(0.75, 1) 2.0°R2 R1+R2
ABJAA | RuRRr | Rm | O | 05+05€(0.5,0.75] | RL-R2 R1+R2
ABAB | RsRf | RuRi| O 05 NA R1+R2
ABAC | RwRf | Rm | R | 1/(2e[05 2/3] | RL-R2+R3 | R1+R2+R3

1. f: fetal fraction

2. R1, R2 and R3: read counts of each allele sorted in descending order
3. Ry and Ry: Reads mapped to maternal and fetal chromosomes, respectively.

Table S2: Relative Allelic Count for Disomy-

Disomy Model
Genotype RRC1 RRC2 RRC3
AAJAA 1 0 0
AAJAB (2-1)/2 f/2 0
ABJAA (a+6)/2 | (1-f)/2 0
AB|AB 1/2 1/2 0
ABJ|AC 1/2 (2-fH)/2 /2

1. RRC1 (relative R1 count)=R1/(R1+R2+R3)
2. RRC2 (relative R2 count)=R2/(R1+R2+R3)
2. RRC3 (relative R3 count)=R3/(R1+R2+R3)

Table S3: Relative Allelic Count for Disomy-

Monosomy Model
Genotype RRC1 RRC2 RRC3
AAIAD 1 0 0
AABD 1-f/(2-f) | f/(2-f) 0
AB|AQD 1(2-f) | 1-1/(2-) 0
AB|CQO 1-1(2-f) | 1-1(2-f) | fl(2-f)

1. RRC1 (relative R1 count)=R1/(R1+R2+R3)
2. RRC2 (relative R2 count)=R2/(R1+R2+R3)
2. RRC3 (reative R3 count)=R3/(R1+R2+R3)
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Table $4: Relative Allelic Count for Disomy-Trisomy Model

Genotype RRC1 RRC2 RRC3 RRC4
AAJAAA 1 0 0 0
AAJAAB 2/(2+f) f/(2+f) 0 0
AA|ABB (2-)/(2+f) 2f/(2+f) 0 0
ABJAAA (A+20)/(2+f) | (1-f)/(2+F) 0 0
ABJAAB (1+f)/(2+f) 1/(2+f) 0 0
AAJABC (2-f)/(2+f) f/(2+f) f/(2+f) 0
AB|AAC (1+5)/(2+f) (1-F)/(2+f) | f/(2+f) 0
ABJABC 1/(2+f) 1/(2+f) f/(2+f) 0
ABJACC 1/(2+f) (1-H)/(2+f) | 2f/(2+f) 0
ABJ|ACD 1/(2+f) (1-H)/(2+f) | fI(2+f) f/(2+f)

1. RRC1 (relative R1 count)=R1/(R1+R2+R3+R4)
2. RRC2 (reative R2 count)=R2/(R1+R2+R3+R4)
3. RRC3 (rdative R3 count)=R3/(R1+R2+R3+R4)
4. RRCA4 (relative R4 count)=R4/(R1+R2+R3+R4)

Table S5: Rdative Allelic Count for Subchromosomal
Microdeletion Mode

Genotype RRC1 RRC2
Di.Mo AAIAQD 1 0
AB|AQD 1/(2-f) (1-f)/(2-1)
Mo.Di ADIAA 1 0
AJIAB 1/(1+f) f/(1+f)
Mo.Mo ADIAD 1 0
AQ|BO 1-f f
Nu.Mo DO|AD 1 0
Mo.Nu OA|DD 1 0
Nu.Nu 10[04]1%)%] 0 0

1. RRC1 (relative R1 count)=R1/(R1+R2+R3)
2. RRC2 (relative R2 count)=R2/(R1+R2+R3)
3. Only heritable genotypes were listed.
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Table S6: Relative Allelic Count for Subchromosomal Microduplication Model

Genotype RRC1 RRC2 RRC3 RRC4
AAAJAA 1 0 0 0
3z AAA|AB (3-2f)/(3-f) f/(3-f) 0 0
S AAB|AA 2/(3-f) (1-F)/(3-f) 0 0
2 AAB|AB (2-H)/(3-f) 1/(3-f) 0 0
3 AAB|BB (2-2f)/(3-f) (1+H)/(3-f) 0 0
a AABJ|AC (2-H)/(3-f) (2-H)/(3) f/(3-f) 0
é>~ AAB|BC (2-2f)/(3-f) 1/(3-f) f/(3-f) 0
o) ABCIAA (1+)/(3-f) (1-H)/(3-) (1-H)/(3-f) 0
= ABCJ|AB 1/(3-f) 1/(3-f) f/(3-f) 0
ABCI|AD 1/(3-f) (1-H)/(3-) (1-H)/(3-) f/(3-f)
Other Genotypes
1. Only the model having normal fetal genotypesis listed.
Table S7: Genotype estimation for atwo-allele site
Group Rl's R2's | Expected | Relative Read Count
Allele Allele | Genotype | Wildtype | Mutant
| A AAJAA 1 0
(AAJAA) a adjaa 0 1
[l A a AAJAa (2-)/2 f/2
(AAJAB) a A aalAa f/2 (2-H)/2
[l A a AaAA (a+f)/2 (1-f)/2
(ABJAA) a A Aalaa a-H/2 | (1+)/2
A\ A a AalAa 1/2 1/2
(ABJAB) a A AalAa 1/2 1/2

1. Group: estimated genotype groups by allelic read counts.
2. A and a: wildtype and mutant alleles for a polymorphic site
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Table S8: Genotype estimation for a site with more than two alleles

Group Rl's | R2s | R3's | Expected Relative Read Count
Allde | Allde | Allele | Genotype | Wildtype | Mutant 1 | Mutant 2
| A AAJAA 1 0 0
(AAIAA) [ a adjaa 0 1 0
; A a AAAa | (2h2 | T2 0
a | A adlAa 2 | @h2 0
(AAIAB) b aalab 0 @hH2 | 2
ME == a: ani o
a | A Adpa | (- 1+
(ABIAA) b abjaa 0 (12 | @-h2
Vo a1 T 1o
a a
(ABIAB) 3 b abjab 0 112 12
A a b AalAb 2 | ane | 12
v a | A b Addb | (2 | 12 12
ABIAC) | a b A abjAa 2 12 | @ne
a b c ablec 0 12| (e

1. Group: estimated genotype groups by allelic read counts. A-C: different alleles.

2. A and a-c: wildtype and mutant alleles for a polymorphic site
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Supplementary Methods
Dataset:

The insertion/del etion polymorphism dataset (BioProject ID: PRINA387652): A panel of 44
biallelic insertion/deletion polymorphic sites plus ZFX/ZFY was amplified using cfDNA or
maternal genomic DNA as template. Some of the cfDNA samples were also sequenced using
low coverage whole genome sequencing.

The replication dataset (BioProject ID: PRINA517742): Genomic DNASs from two independent
blood samples were mixed generating samples with minor allele frequencies of 0.5%, 1.0%, 5%
and 10%, respectively. Mixed samples were PCR amplified using 564 primer pairs and
sequenced.

The simulated datasets. Five hundred random 70-bp amplicon sequences were generated, and
specific mutations were introduced into each amplicon to ssimulate polymorphic sites having four
to six alleles each and could be identified by at least two unique 12-mer indexes. Fetal fraction in
each sample was simulated as one of the following values: 0.02, 0.05, 0.10, 0.15, 0.20, 0.25, 0.30,
0.35, 0.40 and 0.45. In each simulated sample, atotal of 400 polymorphic sites were selected and
each had 200 genomic copies. Each polymorphic site was assigned to be one of the possible
maternal-fetal genotypes randomly, and different number of allelic sequence amplicons was
generated. For example, if the fetal fraction was 0.05, and the genotype was “AB|AC”, 100
copies of alele segA, 95 copies of alele segB and 5 copies of allele seqC were produced as
amplicon templates for a polymorphic site having the genotype AB|AC. After generating
amplicon templates for all of the polymorphic sitesin a sample, sequencing reads were ssmulated
using the ART simulator with the following command “art_illumina -ss HSXt -amp -i <inputfile>
-na -l 65 -f <fold> -0 <outputfile>".

Reads Processing and Mapping

Reads retrieved from SRA or simulated were filtered out using custom scripts as follows. For
each read, base positions with a quality score of 14 or less were identified, and then the longest
subsequence was selected whereas each base in the subsequence had a quality score greater than
14. Subsequently, filtered reads were mapped first to unique polymorphic sites using 12-mer
indexes, and then each read was mapped to a specific allele using unique alldlic indexes. Finally,
different alleles were counted for each polymorphic site in each sample.

Fetal Fraction Estimation

For each polymorphic site, read counts for all alleles were sorted in descending order and |abeled
asR1, R2, R3, etc., and the allelic read count Ri was considered as a noise background if its

relative value (RRi = Ri/Z}=1 R;) was less than the background threshold (o). All polymorphic

sites used for fetal fraction estimation were assumed to be one of the normal disomy-disomy
maternal-fetal genotypes (AAJAA, AAJAB, AB|AA, AB|AB or AB|AC, where the portion before
the vertical bar denotes the maternal genotype and the portion after it denotes the fetal genotype),
as the mgjority of the polymorphic sites were from chromosomes that were normal and only a
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small portion of them were abnormal if any at all. For each polymorphic site from areference
normal disomy-disomy chromosome, there are at most three informative alleles exist. In an ideal
situation, if one or three alleles are detected for atarget site, then its genotype can be determined
unambiguously, whileif two alleles are detected, a single measure of R1/(R1+R2) was
informative enough to classify all three possible genotypes as follows. If the genotypeis AA|AB,
then RY/(R1+R2)=1-0.5f, where f denotes fetal fraction. Asf isthe minor component and f<0.5,
then 1-0.5f > 0.75. If the genotype is ABJAA, then R1/(R1+R2)=0.5+0.5f. Asf<0.5, then must
0.5+0.5f < 0.75. If the genotype is ABJAB, then R1/(R1+R2)=0.5 irrespective of f values.
Therefore, for each polymorphic site (Fig. S2, RR2=R2/(R1+R2) and RR3=R3/(R1+R2+R3)), if
only oneinformative allele was detected (RR2<a.), then the genotype would be AA|AA. If two
informative alleles were present (RR2>o. and RR3<c), then the site should be one of the
genotypes having two different alleles (AA|AB, ABJAA or AB|AB), which could be identified
using theratio R1/(R1 + R2) asfollows: when the ratio >0.75, the genotype was estimated to be
AAJAB, between 0.5+¢ and 0.75 to be ABJAA and between 0.5 and 0.5+a to be AB|AB. If three
alleles were informative (RR3>a), then the genotype was ABJAC if R2/R1>0.5, and R3 was
considered as a background noise outlier otherwise. Clearly, relative allélic read counts of three
genotypes were affected by the sample s fetal fraction, and the estimated read count derived
from fetal genetic materials (FC, Fetal Reads) was cal culated along with the total read count (TC,
TotalReads) for each polymorphic site (Fig. S2, Table S1). Finally, the fetal read counts
(FetalReads) were regressed against the total read counts (TotalReads) for a panel of
polymorphic sites using the R’s rim function in MASS package with the fitting model y = fx +
0, and fetal fraction was estimated as the model coefficient ().

For example, the following are imaginary representative allelic read counts for five polymorphic
sites from a sample (R1-R3: allelic read counts in descending order). Background o, is set to
0.01.

MarkerID R1 R2 R3
ID-01 14127 35 0
ID-02 4105 577 13
ID-03 3148 3101 54
ID-04 5809 3552 27
ID-05 4007 3028 1011

For ID-01, RR2=R2/(R1+R2)=35/(14127+35)=0.002<0.01, genotype is AAJAA.
Fetal Reads=NA. TotalReads=R1 =14127.

For ID-02, RR2=R2/(R1+R2)=577/(4105+577)=0.123>0.01 and
RR3=R3/(R1+R2+R3)=13/(4105+577+13)=0.003<0.01, two alleles are informative.
Ratio=R1/(R1+R2)=0.877. As Ratio>0.75, genotype is AA|AB.

FetalReads=2 x R2=2x577=1154. Total Reads=R1+R2=4682.

For ID-03, RR2=0.496>0.01 and RR3=0.009<0.01, two alleles are informative. Ratio=0.504. As
0.5<Rati0<0.51, genotypeis ABJ|AB.
FetalReads=NA. TotalReads=R1+R2=6249.
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For ID-04, RR2=0.379>0.01, and RR3=0.003<0.01, two alleles are informative. Ratio=0.621. As
0.51<Ratio<0.75, genotype is AB|AA.
FetalReads=R1-R2 =2257, Tota Reads=R1+R2=9361.

For ID-05, RR2=0.430>0.01, and RR3=0.126>0.01, three alleles are informative. As
R2/R1=0.756>0.5, genotypeis AB|AC.
Fetal Reads=R1-R2+R3=1990, TotalReads=R1+R2+R3=8046.

Three polymorphic sites are considered informative for fetal fraction estimation in the above
sample (ID-02, ID-04 and ID-05). Hence arobust linear regression moddl isfitted using the three
informative sites and the fetal fraction (f) is estimated by the following R commands:

FetalReads=c (NA,1154,NA,2257,1990)
TotalReads=c(14127,4682,6249,9361,8046)
rlmfit=rlm(FetalReads~TotalReads+0,maxit=1000)
f=rlmfitScoefficients["TotalReads"]

Therefore, the estimated fetal fraction (f) for the sampleis0.244.
M ater nal-Fetal Genotype Estimation for Polymor phic Sites

For each sample, fetal fraction was estimated using a pand of allelic read counts. Then the
genotype for each polymorphic site was estimated using the minimal AIC value as detailed
below. First, observed allelic read counts (0;), total read count (TotalReads) and expected allelic
read counts (E;) for each possible genotype model were calculated for each polymorphic site (0;
issetto0.11f 0; = 0and E; isset to TotalReadsx «. if the expected E; = 0), and then AIC was
calculated for each genotype model using the following formula:

AIC:ZXZ[Oixln(%)]—Zxdf

Where df isthe residual degrees of freedom. Finally, the genotype for the polymorphic site was
estimated to be the one with the minimal AIC, and AIC difference (AAIC) was the absolute
difference between the minimal AIC and the second minimal AIC. The adjusted AIC =
AIC/f/TotalReads, and the adjusted AAIC = AAIC/f/TotalReads. AIC could aso be calculated
using amodified formula as described below and identical genotype estimations were observed
for our simulated samples. If only one allele was observed informative, then for model AAJAA,
only O; and E; was used for AIC calculation; for models ABJAA, ABJAB and AA|AB, O;-O;
and E;-E; were used; and for model AB|AC, both O;-Os and E;-E; were used. Smilarly, if two
or three alleles were observed informative, then two or three O; and E; were used for AIC
calculation depending on the specific fitted genotype model.

For example, the estimated fetal fraction for the imaginary sample isf=0.244 and if the expected
mode fitting background (o) is set to 0.005, then the observed and the expected allelic read
counts were calculated as follows:

For ID-01, observed allelic read counts are [14127, 35, O], then 0,=14127, 0,=35 and 0;=0.1,
Tota Reads=R1+R2+R3=14127+35+0=14162, df=3-1=2, {=0.244.
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Fitting AAJAA model:

E,=TotalReads X (1 — 2 X a)=14162x (1 — 2 x 0.005)=14020.38
E,=TotalReads x a=70.81

E;=TotalReads x a=70.81

AlCanan=2 X (03 X I+ 0, X 2240, X In22) — 2 x df=159.41
1 2 3
Adjusted AICyp|aa=AICy4j44/f /TotalReads=0.046

Fitting AAJAB modd:

E,=TotalReads X (1 — a) X (2 — f)/2=12372.06
E,=TotalReads X (1 — o) X f/2=1719.13
E;=TotalReads x a=70.81

AlCpp145=3469.89

Adjusted AlCpp 45=1.004

Fitting ABJAA model:

E,=TotalReads X (1 — a) x (1 + f)/2=8764.78
E,=TotalReads x (1 — o) X (1 — f)/2=5326.51
E;=TotalReads x a=70.81

AICAB|AA:1312987

Adjusted AICAB |AA:3'800

Fitting ABJAB model:

E,=TotalReads X (1 — ) X 1/2=7045.60
E,=TotalReads x (1 — &) X 1/2=7045.60
E;=TotalReads X a=70.81
AlCypap=19279.24

Adjusted AICAB |AB:5'579

Fitting ABJAC mode:

E,=TotalReads x 1/2=7081.00
E,=TotalReads x (1 — f)/2=5353.24
E;=TotalReads X f/2=1727.76
AlCpp)ag=19156.21

Adjusted AICpp|45=5.544

As AlCpajan < AlCpajap < AlCppiaa < AlCapjac < AlCapap, the estimated genotype for 1D-
01 siteisAAJAA.
Minimal AIC=AICyp142=159.41
Minimal adjusted AIC=Adjusted AIC44)44=0.046
AAIC=AICyp 45 — AIC44)44=3469.89-159.41=3310.48
Adjusted AAIC= AAIC/f /TotalReads
=Adjusted AICyp 45 — Adjusted AIC,444=1.004-0.046=0.958
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The AlCsfor all other sites are calculated similarly and listed below.

Marker | Total AIC Estimated | Minimal Xéj”l;;‘:‘d
ID | Reais| AAJAA | AAJAB | ABJAA | ABIAB | ABJAC | Genotype | AIC | AU
ID-01 | 14162 | 15041 | 3469.80 | 13129.87 | 19279.24 | 1915621 | AAJAA | 15941 | 0.046
ID-02 | 4695 | 265561 | 167 | 1526.60 | 2996.40 | 3189.20 | AAJAB | 167 | 0.001
ID-03 | 6303 | 24207.47 | 521319 | 369.79 | 962 | 1336.75 | ABJAB | 962 | 0.006
ID-04 | 9388 | 25240.70 | 4035.06 | 614 | 55564 | 227637 | ABIAA | 614 | 0.003
ID-05 | 8046 | 27177.07 | 8863.34 | 4777.25 | 483302 | -301 | ABJAC | -301 | -0.001

Mater nal-Fetal Genotype Estimation for Short Genetic Variations

For each site, the maternal-fetal genotype group (AAJAA, AA|AB, AB|AA, ABJAB or ABJAC)
was estimated first using its allelic read counts. Then, the wildtype sequence was compared with
itsdifferent alleles (Table S7, S8) and the maternal-fetal mutational status was determined
accordingly. For example, if thetarget site had the genotype AAJAA, and the R1 allele’s
segquence was wildtype, then the maternal-fetal genotype was WW|WW, whileif theR1's
sequence was mutant, then it was MM |MM, where W for wildtype and M for mutant. The
wildtype/mutant status for other genotypes could be processed similarly.

M ater nal-Fetal Chromosomal/Subchromosomal Abnor mality Detection

If a polymorphic siteis from adiploid mother carrying adiploid fetus (herein labeled as disomy-
disomy for each chromosome), it can only be one of the following five maternal-fetal genotypes,
namely AA|AA, AAJAB, AB|AA, ABJAB and ABJAC. However, if the polymorphic siteison
the target chromosome of a diploid mother carrying atrisomy fetus (labeled as disomy-trisomy
for the target chromosome), it can only be one of the following ten genotypes (AA|AAA,
AAJAAB, AA|ABB, AA|ABC, AB|AAA, ABJAAB, ABJAAC, ABJABC, ABJACC and
ABJ|ACD). In each cfDNA sample containing a possible trisomy fetal chromosome, all
polymorphic sites on the target chromosome are either all disomy-disomy or al disomy-trisomy,
but not both. Therefore, for each target polymorphic site, the minimal adjusted AIC for each
chromosomal model was calculated first, and then the model that shows best overal fit for all
polymorphic sitesis selected. To detect fetal chromosomal monosomy, each polymorphic siteis
tested against all possible genotypes for a chromosome that is possible monosomy in fetus, and
the model that shows best overall fit for all polymorphic sitesis selected. Subchromosomal
deletions/duplications could be detected similarly using al possible chromosomal models for the
target chromosome.

For example, the following are imaginary representative allelic read counts on atarget
chromosome for two samples, and each has five polymorphic sites on the target chromosome
(R1-R4: aldlic read countsin descending order). Suppose that the target chromosomeis
chromosome 21, and we want to test if any of the two samples are trisomy 21. Background o is
set to 0.01.
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. Alldic Counts (Descending)
Sampleld | Siteld R1 RO R3 | R4
1dO01 | 9565 14 4 0
Id002 | 5820 | 652 6 3
S001 IdO0O3 | 6718 | 4465 | 12 5
Id004 | 7838 | 7656 | 34 | 12
1dO05 | 9465 | 7552 | 1898 | 33
1d001 | 7021 | 1574 7 3
1d002 | 10588 | 1185 | 1164 | 23
S002 IdO0O3 | 3408 | 2861 | 23 | 12
IdO04 | 9059 | 6012 | 1505 | 34
IdO05 | 9386 | 9373 | 1899 | 18

Then each polymorphic siteis tested againgt all genotypes of both the disomy-disomy model and
the disomy-trisomy model, and the best fit genotypes for the disomy-disomy model and the
disomy-trisomy model are listed below.

Overal Goodness-of-fit Test Results for Different Chromosoma Models
Best Fit Genotype for Each Model

Sampleld | Siteld Disomy-Disomy Model Disomy-Trisomy Model
Genotype | TC G AIC Genotype | TC G AIC
1dO01 | AAJAA | 9565 0 0 AAJAAA | 9565 0 0

1d002 | AAJAB | 6472 | 0.039 | -1.961 | AAJAAB | 6472 | 7.338 5.338
S001 IdO0O3 | ABJAA | 11183 | 0.025 | -1.975 | ABJAAA | 11183 | 60.564 | 58.564
1d004 | ABJAB | 15494 | 2.138 0.138 | ABJAAB | 15494 | 97.537 | 95.537
[dO05 | ABJAC | 18915 | 0.054 | -3.946 | ABJAAC | 18915 | 154.291 | 150.291
IdOO1 | AAJAB | 8595 | 543.745 | 541.745 | AA|JABB | 8595 | 0.099 | -1.901
1d002 | AAJAB | 12937 | 3131.2 | 3129.2 | AAJABC | 12937 | 0.193 | -3.807
S002 IdO0O3 | ABJAB | 6269 | 47.789 | 45.789 | ABJAAB | 6269 | 0.084 | -1.916
1d0O04 | ABJAC | 16576 | 143.656 | 139.656 | ABJAAC | 16576 | 0.077 | -3.923
IdO05 | AB|AC | 20658 | 24548 | 241.48 | ABJABC | 20658 | 0.266 | -3.734

For the sample S001, nearly all polymorphic sitesfit the disomy-disomy model better than the
disomy-trisomy model, hence chromosome 21 in the sample S001 is normal for both the mother
and the fetus.

For the sample S002, all polymorphic sitesfit the disomy-trisomy model better than the disomy-
disomy model, hence chromosome 21 in the sample S002 is normal for the mother and trisomy
for the fetus.

Plotting Distributions of Relative Allelic Read Counts

For the disomy-disomy model, five maternal-fetal genotypes are possible and there are at most
three alleles for each polymorphic site. Hence, knowing the relative allelic counts for any two
alelesisinformative enough to calculate the relative counts for the third one. Therefore, for each
polymorphic site, allelic read counts were calculated and labeled as R1, R2 and R3, whereas
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R1>R2>R3, and then the relative alelic counts RRC1=R1/(R1+R2+R3) and RRC2=
R2/(R1+R2+R3) were calculated, followed by the plotting of RRC2 againgt RRC1. For the
disomy-monosomy model or the subchromosomal deletion model, RRC1 was plotted against
RRC2 similarly for each polymorphic site, and distinct clusters corresponding to different
chromosomal genotypes were shown in the generated plot. Asthere were at most four alleles for
each polymorphic site for the disomy-trisomy model or the subchromosomal duplication model,
RRC1 was calculated as R1/(R1+R2+R3+R4), RRC2 as R2/(R1+R2+R3+R4) , RRC3 as
R3/(R1+R2+R3+R4) and RRC4 as R4/(R1+R2+R3+R4) . Then, RRC2 and RRC4 were plotted
against RRC1 for the disomy-trisomy model, while RRC2 and RRC3 were plotted against RRC1
for the subchromosomal duplication model to distinguish all possible genotypes graphically.

Plotting Short Genetic Variations

For each polymorphic site, the wildtype allele (Ry,) was counted first followed by the count of
mutant alleles as R, Rmz, Rng, whereas Rp>Rm2>>Rms. Then the relative mutant allele 1's count
(Rma/Total Count) was plotted against the relative wildtype allele count (Ry/Total Count) and all
the possible maternal-fetal wildtype-mutant genotypes could be identified on the generated graph
easily.

Fetal Fraction Estimation for cfDNA samples from surrogate mothers

For cfDNA samples from surrogate mothers, at most 4 alleles are possible for each polymorphic
site on anormal chromosome. To estimate fetal fraction using a panel of polymorphic sites (Fig.
S15), aninitial fetal fraction estimate (fo) is set, followed by iteratively updating fo until
converge. To update fo, allelic goodness-of-fit test is performed for each polymorphic site to
select the best fit genotype under the current fy estimate, followed by the estimation of read count
derived from fetal genetic materials (FC, FetalReads) and the total read count (TC, TotalReads) ,
and then new fetal fraction (f) is estimated by fitting a rim model using the FCs and TCs of all
polymorphic sites. Finally foisset to f, fp is updated iteratively until the change of fo for each
iteration is very small (|f-fol<¢).

For example, the following are imaginary representative allelic read counts for nine polymorphic
sites from a sample (R1-R5: allelic read counts in descending order). Background o, is set to
0.01, ¢=0.001.

. Allelic Counts

Siteld 1 5 3 7 5
1d001 35 14127

1d002 4105 577 13 7 9
1d003 54 3101 3148 23

1d004 11 5809 27 3552 17
1d005 3028 1011 4007 6 6
1d006 36 936 3322 28 16
1d007 5422 52 974 938 27
1d008 1498 4835 1537 4711 38
1d009 36 3412 2237 3493 23
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Step 1, set fp=0.10 (initial estimate).

Step 2, for each polymorphic site, estimate FC and TC using allelic goodness-of-fit test. For
example, for site 1d006, R1 to R4 are set to 3322, 936, 36 and 28. As R2/(R1+R2)>a and
R3/(R1+R2+R3)<q, there are two informative alleles. The alelic counts R1 to R4 are tested
against 9 genotype models (AA|AA, AAJAB, ABJ|AA, ABJAB, AB|AC, AA|BB, AABC, ABJCC,
AB|CD) assuming fetal fraction isfo. Asthe best fit genotype for 1d006 isAA|BB, FC=936 and
TC=4258. FCsand TCsfor all other polymorphic sites are estimated similarly.

Step 3, calculate fetal fraction f by fitting a robust linear regression model for all FC and TC
pairs.

Step 4, if [f-fol>¢, then set fo=f and execute Step 2; else the fetal fraction is estimated asf.
The iterative results for the above example are listed below.

Iterative Results for Fetal Fraction Estimation

Iterative Step fo f |f-fo
1 0.1 0.2385 0.1385
2 0.2385 0.2436 0.0051
3 0.2436 0.2436 0

Therefore, the estimated fetal fraction (f) for the sample is 0.2436.
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