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Summary

Brain cancer isthe leading cause of cancer-related death in children. Somatic structural
variations (SVs), large scale alterations in DNA, remain poorly understood in pediatric brain
tumors. Here, we detect atotal of 13,199 high confidence somatic SVsin 744 whole-genome-
sequenced pediatric brain tumors from Pediatric Brain Tumor Atlas. The somatic SV
occurrences have tremendous diversity among the cohort and across different tumor types. We
decompose mutational signatures of clustered complex SVs, non-clustered complex SVs, and
simple SV's separately to infer the mutational mechanisms of SV formation. Our finding of many
tumor types carrying unique sets of SV signatures suggests that distinct molecular mechanisms
are active in different tumor types to shape genome instability. The patterns of somatic SV
signatures in pediatric brain tumors are substantially different from those in adult cancers. The
convergence of multiple signatures to alter several major cancer driver genes suggesting the
functional importance of somatic SVsin disease progression.
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I ntroduction

Brain and central nervous system cancers are the most prevalent solid tumorsin children under
19 and are the leading cause of cancer-related death among children (Ostrom et al., 2015). There
are more than 100 types of pediatric brain tumors, which differ markedly from adult brain tumors
(Louis et al., 2007). Although the 5-year survival rate of pediatric brain tumorsis 75%, the
survivors often suffer over their lifetimes from both the disease and the side effects of treatments.
Therefore, there is an urgent need to better understand the disease mechanisms and to devel op
new therapeutic strategies in order to further increase survival and improve the quality of life for
patients and their families.

Genetic aterationsin cancer include single nucleotide variants (SNV's), copy number variants
(CNVs), and structural variations (SVs). Pediatric brain tumors have few somatic SNV's, but
carry more somatic SVsthan other pediatric cancers (Grobner et al., 2018). SVsarelarge scale
structural changes of DNA such as deletions, tandem duplications, inversions, translocations, and
some can be quite complex. For example, chromothripsis refers to a single catastrophic event
resulting in numerous SV's through one cell cycle (Maciegjowski et al., 2015; Stephens et al.,
2011; Zhang et al., 2015). Understanding the mechanisms behind these alterations not only can
improve our knowledge of disease biology, but also can reveal therapeutic opportunities. For
instance, tranglocations at the immunoglobulin gene locusin B cell lymphoma are caused by
aberrant V(D)J recombination (Alt et al., 2013; Hakim et al., 2012) and often result in activations
of MYC and BCL2 oncogenes (Bakhshi et al., 1985; Gostissa et al., 2009). Furthermore, breast
and ovarian cancer patients carrying BRCA1 and BRCA2 mutations have deficiency in DNA
double strand break repair and elevated level of somatic SVsin their tumors (Leeet al., 2016;
Nik-Zainal et al., 2016). Patients with BRCA deficiency can be effectively treated by PARP
inhibitors (Farmer et al., 2005; Fong et al., 2009). Mutational signatures have been widely used
to study the molecular mechanisms of SNV's (Alexandrov et al., 2013, 2020; Degasperi et al.,
2022), CNVs (Drews et al., 2022; Steele et al., 2022), SVs (Li et al., 2020) and complex SVs
(Bao et a., 2022) in adult cancers. However, comprehensive studies of somatic SV signaturesin
pediatric brain tumors are still lacking. A recent study of SV signatures in pediatric high-grade
glioma has revealed that histone genes, TP53, CDKN2A, and RB1 aberrations are associated with
complex SVs (Dubois et al., 2022). However, whether other types of pediatric brain tumors
harbor similar SV signatures remains unclear.

Here, we decompose complex and smple SV signatures from 744 pediatric brain tumors. We
find tremendous heterogeneity in SV occurrences and SV signatures across tumor types. We also
report that somatic SVs are frequent cancer driversin pediatric brain tumors.
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Resultsand Discussion
High confidence somatic SVsin pediatric brain tumors

Pediatric Brain Tumor Atlas (PBTA) has collected more than 1,000 pediatric brain tumors across
more than 30 types. There were 744 samplesin PBTA with whole-genome sequencing data after
removing non-tumorous lesions, non-brain cancer, and non-primary cancer samples (Table S1).
We focused on tumor types with at least 10 samples including: 220 low-grade astrocytic tumors
(LGATS), 97 medulloblastomas, 71 ependymomas, 70 high-grade gliomas (HGGs), 44
gangliogliomas, 38 craniopharyngiomas, 27 atypical teratoid rhabdoid tumors (ATRTS), 23
meningiomas, 23 dysembryoplastic neuroepithelial tumors (DNETS), 17 non-meningothelial
mesenchymal tumors, 13 schwannomas, 13 germ cell tumors, 13 neurofibromas, and 12 choroid
plexus papillomas. Tumor types with less than 10 samples were al classified as“ Others’.

A previous study used Manta (Chen et al., 2016) to detect somatic SVsin the PBTA cohort to
study the effects of SV'son gene expression (Zhang et al., 2021). However, the quality of
variants called by a single algorithm is always not ideal (Campbell et al., 2020). In order to
produce high confidence somatic SVs, we integrated three SV calling algorithms: Meerkat (Y ang
et a., 2013), Mantaand Delly (Rausch et a., 2012a). Caller-specific SVs were discarded, and the
somatic SV's detected by more than one algorithm were considered as high confidence. Meerkat,
Manta and Delly detected 14,423, 55,934 and 9,475 somatic SVsin the 744 samples,
respectively (Figure S1A). Since tumor DNA was not available, the SV quality could not be
directly measured. Instead, we used CNV breakpoints detected by read depth approach to assess
the quality of SV's, since a portion of somatic SV's change DNA copy numbers. We found SVs
detected by only one algorithm were not well supported by CNV's (Figure S1B), which suggested
that caller-specific SVs had poorer quality. SVs detected by Manta with fewer read pair and split
read support were particularly of poor quality (Figure S1C). SVs detected by more than one
algorithm were better supported by CNV's (Figure S1B), which suggested that they were of high
quality. We also removed deletions that resided at exon-intron boundaries which were likely
caused by cDNA contamination (Campbell et a., 2020). As aresult, atotal of 13,199 high
confidence SV's were detected from 744 pediatric brain tumors with amedian of 3 SVs per
sample. In each type of pediatric brain tumor, the number of somatic SV's per sample varied by
nearly three orders of magnitude (Figure 1A). There was also considerable heterogeneity across
tumor types. HGGs were most abundant in somatic SV's followed by meningiomas and
medulloblastomas, whereas choroid plexus papillomas had no SV at all (Figure 1A). Although
most LGATS, ependymomas, gangliogliomas, and neurofibromas had very few SVs, a small
fraction of them had very unstable genomes with more than 100 SVs (Figure 1A).

Complex SVsin pediatric brain tumors

A non-negative-matrix-factorization-(NM F)-based approach has been very effectivein
decomposing mutational signatures for somatic SNV's (Alexandrov et al., 2013, 2020; Degasperi
et a., 2022) and CNVs (Drews et a., 2022; Steele et al., 2022). Several studies, including the
recent SV signature study in pediatric high-grade glioma (Dubois et a., 2022), also used this
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101 approach to extract SV signatures by combining both complex SVsand smple SVs (Li et al.,
102 2020). Meaningful signatures can be reliably detected if DNA damage and repair mechanisms
103  generate variants independently and repeatedly in cancer genomes. However, it iswell-

104  established that chromothripsis events occur as one-time events and the numbers of SVsvary
105 extensively (Macigowski et a., 2015; Shoshani et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2015). Furthermore,
106  multiple molecular mechanisms can lead to chromothripsis. For example, lagging chromosomes
107  trapped in micronuclel during mitosis can shatter into many pieces and some fragments can be
108 ligated together as chromothripsis events (Zhang et a., 2015). Dicentric chromosomes can form
109  chromatin bridges during cell division, shatter into pieces, and also produce chromothripsis

110  (Macigowski et al., 2015). NMF-based SV signature decomposition cannot differentiate these
111 mechanisms. To better deduce SV signatures in pediatric brain tumors, we studied clustered

112 complex SVs, non-clustered complex SVs and smple SV's separately. Clustered complex SVs
113  arethose with breakpoints enriched in certain genomic regions including chromothripsis.

114  Circular extrachromosomal DNA (ecDNA) with many SV breakpointsis also a clustered

115 complex SV (Bao et al., 2022). We recently developed Starfish, a clustering-based approach, to
116  infer clustered complex SV signatures based on their SV and CNV patterns (Bao et al., 2022).
117  Wereported six clustered complex SV signatures using nearly 2,500 adult tumors including

118  micronucle-induced chromothrips's, chromatin-bridge-induced chromothripsis, aswell as

119  ecDNA. There are three other signatures that cannot be linked to biological processes, namely
120 “Largeloss’, “Largegain” and “Hourglass’. Non-clustered complex SVs are complex SVswith
121 scattered breakpoints including chromoplexy and cycle of templated insertions (Li et al., 2020).
122 Chromoplexy events are likely to form through repair of multiple co-occurring DNA double
123 strand breaks similar to reciprocal translocations (Baca et al., 2013; Berger et al., 2011), whereas
124  templated insertions may reflect replication-based mechanisms (Li et a., 2020; Yang et al.,

125  2013; Zhang et al., 2009). After detecting clustered and non-clustered complex SV's, the

126  remainder of SVswere classified as smple SVs, which include deletions, tandem duplications,
127  balanced/unbalanced/foldback inversions, and balanced/unbalanced translocations.

128  Among the 13,199 SVsin 744 pediatric brain tumors, 7,601 (57.6%) were clustered complex
129  SVsthat belonged to 146 individual complex events, 2,377 (18.0%) were non-clustered complex
130  SVsthat belonged to 346 events, and 3,221 (24.4%) were simple SVs (Table S2). Out of the 744
131 tumors, 108 (14.5%) and 150 (20.2%) carried clustered and non-clustered complex SVs

132 respectively, whereas 552 (74.2%) did not have any complex SVs. The high numbers of SVsin
133 tumorswith very unstable genomes (>100 SVs) were mainly due to their abundance of complex
134  SVs(Figure 1A and Figure S2). HGGs were most abundant in complex SVs, whereas DNETS
135  did not carry any complex SVs (Figure 1A). We used Starfish (Bao et al., 2022) to classify

136  clustered complex SV signatures (Table S3) and used junction pattern (Li et al., 2020) to

137  determine non-clustered complex SVs. HGGs and medulloblastomas carried ailmost all complex
138 SV signatures, whereas other tumor types only harbored small numbers of complex SV

139  signatures (Figure 1B). The “ecDNA” (Figure 1C) signature was predominantly found in HGGs;
140 the*“Largeloss’ signature (Figure 1C), characterized by complex SVswith large amount of

141 DNA loss, was mainly observed in HGGs and meningiomas, micronuclei-induced

142 chromothripsis (“Micronuclel” signature) (Figure 1C) was enriched in mesenchymal tumors and
143  ependymomas (Figure 1B). Chromatin-bridge-induced chromothripsis (“Chr bridge” signature)
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144  (Figure 1C) only occurred in HGGs and neurofibromas (Figure 1B). Hourglass chromothripsis
145  events (“Hourglass’ signature), complex SVswith a small amount of DNA loss and highly

146  concentrated SV breakpoints, were detected in asmall number of samplesin several tumor types
147  (Figure 1B), such as HGGs, meningiomas, medulloblastomas, and ependymomas. Regarding to
148  non-clustered complex SV's, chromoplexy was found in many different tumor types and occurred
149  inasmany as 18.6% (13/70) of HGGs and 17.6% (3/17) of mesenchymal tumors (Figure 1D).
150  Cycle of templated insertions was abundant in HGGs (Figure 1D).

151  Insummary, different types of pediatric brain tumors often carry distinct complex SV signatures.
152
153  Simple SVsin pediatric brain tumors

154  Next, we used the NMF approach to decompose ssmple SV signatures; atotal of nine signatures
155  were extracted (Figure 2A and Table S2). These signatures included deletions smaller than 1kb
156  (“De0"), deletions between 1kb to 5kb (“Del1”), deletions larger than 5kb (“Del2"), tandem

157  duplications (“TD"), unbalanced inversions (“Unbal inv”), large intra-chromosomal SV's (“Large
158  mixed”), reciprocal inversions and reciprocal translocations (“Recip”), aswell as unbalanced
159  trandocations (“Unbal tra’). Interestingly, large tandem duplications resulting in KIAA1549-
160  BRAF fusions belonged to a stand-alone signature, namely “BRAF fusion”. HGGs had more

161  simple SVsthan other tumor types, while a considerable number of samples from various tumor
162  types, including LGATs and ependymomas, showed no evidence of ssimple SVs (Figure 2B).

163  Most tumors with smple SVs carried multiple smple SV signatures (Figure 2B), and apparent
164  enrichments could be observed. For example, DNETSs predominantly carried the “TD” signature;
165  schwannomas mainly harbored the “Recip” signature; the “Unbal inv” signature was mainly

166  foundin HGGs; the“TD” signature was enriched in medulloblastomas; and “Del2” signature
167  wasabundant in ATRTS; and the “BRAF fusion” signature was almost exclusively observed in
168  LGATs (Figure 2B). Intriguingly, 102 out of 220 LGATSs had KIAA1549-BRAF fusions, and

169  among the fusion positive LGATS, 88 had only one SV present in their genomes. The SVs

170  producing KIAA1549-BRAF fusions were exclusively tandem duplications between 1IMb and
171  25Mbin size (Figure 2A).

172 Taken together, our complex SV and simple SV signature analysis demonstrated that numerous
173  mutational mechanisms are active in pediatric brain tumors to induce genome instability, with
174  unique molecular mechanisms present in different tumor types.

175  Genomic features associated with SV signatures

176 ~ Somatic SVsare not evenly distributed across the genome (Li et al., 2020). Many factors, such as
177  replication timing, GC content, repeat content, and 3D genome organi zation, have been

178  associated with SV breakpoint distribution (Akdemir et al., 2020; Li et al., 2020). Here, we

179  surveyed 31 genomic features for their relationships with somatic SVsin pediatric brain tumors
180  (Figure3).

181  For clustered complex SV signatures, SV breakpoints of the “ecDNA”, “Chr bridge” and “Large
182  gan” signatures were significantly enriched in late replicated regions (Figure 3). In contrast, all
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183  clustered complex SV signatures in adult cancers were enriched in early replicated regions (Bao
184 et al., 2022). In adult cancers, al clustered complex SV signatures were enriched in GC-rich

185  regions and near CpG islands (Bao et al., 2022), whereas only the “ecDNA” and “Micronucle”
186  signaturesin pediatric brain tumors were enriched in GC-rich regions (Figure 3). SV breakpoints
187  of the“Largeloss’ signature were significantly closer to centromeres than expected in pediatric
188  brain tumors (Figure 3), in a pattern opposite to adult cancers (Bao et al., 2022). In adult cancers,
189  the“ecDNA” and “Chr bridge’ signatures were significantly farther away from telomeres,

190  whereas other clustered complex SVswere significantly closer to telomeres (Bao et al., 2022).
191  However, al clustered complex SV signatures were significantly closer to telomeresin pediatric
192 brain tumors (Figure 3). All clustered complex SV signatures in adult cancers were significantly
193  closer to many types of repetitive e ements (Simple repeats, short tandem repeats and

194  transposable e ements) (Bao et al., 2022), whereas in pediatric brain tumors, the repetitive

195  eements had variable effects. For example, the “Micronuclel” signature in pediatric brain tumors
196  were enriched near Alu elements but depleted around L1s (Figure 3). Therefore, the SV

197  breakpoint distributions of clustered complex SVsin pediatric brain tumors were quite different
198  from those of adult cancers.

199  Chromoplexy was proposed to form similar to reciprocal translocations through simultaneous
200 ligation of multiple broken chromosomal ends (Baca et a., 2013; Berger et a., 2011). In adult
201 cancers, chromoplexy breakpoints and reciprocal translocations shared similar patterns. For

202  example, they were both enriched in late replicated regions. In sharp contrast, chromoplexy

203 breakpointsin pediatric brain tumors were enriched in early replicated regions while reciprocal
204  trandocations did not display any biasin replication timing (Figure 3). In addition, chromoplexy
205  breakpointsin pediatric brain tumors were also enriched in GC-rich regions and near telomeres,
206  whilereciprocal translocations were enriched in AT-rich regions and not enriched towards either
207  centromeres or telomeres (Figure 3). These results suggested that chromoplexy in pediatric brain
208  tumors may form through a different mechanism than reciprocal translocations. Cycle of

209 templated insertion breakpoints in pediatric brain tumors had little association with most

210  genomic features except for proximity to telomeres (Figure 3).

211 Simple SV breakpoint distributions of pediatric brain tumors were also quite distinct from those
212 of adult cancers. In adult cancers, deletions were enriched in early replicated regions, and tandem
213 duplications and unbalanced translocations were enriched in late replicated regions (Li et al.,

214 2020). In contragt, in pediatric brain tumors, smaller deletions (“Del0” and “Del1”) were not

215  associated with replication timing, large deletions (“Del2”) were enriched in late replicated

216  regions, and tandem duplications (“TD”) as well as unbalanced translocations (“Unbal tra’) were
217 enriched in early replicated regions (Figure 3). In adult cancers, all deletions regardless of their
218  sizeswereenriched in AT-rich regions (Li et al., 2020); whereas in pediatric brain tumors, small
219  deletions (“Del1”) were enriched in GC-rich regions and large deletions (“Del2”) were enriched
220 inAT-rich regions (Figure 3). In adult cancers, tandem duplications were significantly closer to
221 Aludements (Li et al., 2020); whereas in pediatric brain tumors, tandem duplications (“TD")
222 werefarther away from L1s, LTR transposons, and DNA transposons (Figure 3). In adult

223 cancers, both small and large deletions were depleted from topologically associated domain

224  (TAD) boundaries (Li et al., 2020). However, in pediatric brain tumors, only large deletions
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225  (“De2"), but not small deletions (“Del0” and “Del1”), were depleted from TAD boundaries
226 (Figure 3).

227  Taking the above results together, our results suggest that the forming mechanisms of somatic
228  SVs, both complex and smple SV, in pediatric brain tumors were likely to be different from
229  those of adult cancers.

230  Next, we sought to identify mutations associated with genome instability. As expected, TP53
231  mutationsin HGGs were associated with “Chr bridge” and “Large loss’, and cycle of templated
232 insertions, aswell as six simple SV signatures. “Unbal inv”, “Unbal tra’, “Large mixed”, “TD”,
233 “Dell” and “Del2” (Figure S3). In addition, H3F3A mutations in HGGs were associated with
234  cycle of templated insertions (Figure S3) suggesting that histones may play important rolesin
235 genomeinstability in pediatric brain tumors. ATRX mutations in HGGs were associated with

236  “Large mixed” signatures (Figure S3). No other mutations were associated with any SV

237  signaturesin any other pediatric brain tumors. In adult cancers, small deletions are associated
238  with BRCA2 mutations, and small and large tandem duplications are associated with BRCA1 and
239  CDK12 mutations (Li et al., 2020; Nik-Zainal et al., 2016). In the 741 non-hypermutated

240  pediatric brain tumors, only one sample carried a BRCA1 mutation, and another sample carried a
241  BRCA2 mutation. This again suggested that the mechanisms of formation of deletions and

242  tandem duplications in pediatric brain tumors are likely to be different from those of adult

243 cancers.

244
245 SV breakpoint sequences

246 We then investigated microhomology and insertion sequences at the SV breakpoints across SV
247  dignatures. SVs are the results of erroneous repair of DNA double strand breaks or replication
248  erors. Variousrepair pathways are involved (Aguilera and Garcia-Muse, 2013; Bunting and

249  Nussenzweig, 2013), such as non-homologous end joining (NHEJ), alternative end joining (alt-
250  EJ), and microhomol ogy-mediated break-induced repair (MMBIR). NHEJ usually ligates blunt
251  DNA ends or ends with short 1-4bp homology. Alt-EJ often uses slightly longer homology for
252  repair. MMBIR is considered areplication based template switching mechanism and non-

253  template insertions are frequently present at the breakpoints (Zhang et al., 2009). Several SV

254  signaturesin pediatric brain tumors, including “Largeloss’, “Hourglass’, chromoplexy, and

255  “Unbal tra’, had amagjority of SV breakpoints being blunt DNA ends (no homology nor insertion
256  at the breakpoints) (Figure 4). This suggested that these SVs are likely to form through NHEJ.
257  Some other signatures, such as“Chr bridge”, “Micronucle”, “Del0”, “Del1”, “Unbal inv”, and
258  “Large mixed”, had dightly longer homology at the breakpoints with 1bp microhomology being
259  the most frequent and also consistent with NHEJ (Figure 4). In addition, “TD”, “Recip”, and

260 “BRAF fuson” signatures had 2bp microhomology being the most frequent (Figure 4) suggesting
261 at-EJmight play more important rolesin these SVs. The observation of extended

262  microhomology in the “Recip” signature was consi stent with breakpoints found in the

263  Philadelphia chromosome, the most prevalent reciprocal translocation in leukemia, often

264  involving 2-8 bp microhomology (McVey and Lee, 2008). Although previous studies proposed
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265  that chromoplexy formsin a manner similar to reciprocal translocation (Baca et al., 2013; Berger
266  etal., 2011), our observation of chromoplexy and reciprocal translocation breakpoints with

267  different microhomology patterns suggested that they may form via different mechanisms.

268  Furthermore, afraction of SVsin“Dell” had 5 bp or longer micronomology (Figure 4)

269  especially in ependymomas, suggesting alt-EJ being the dominant mechanism in ependymoma.
270  Intriguingly, “ecDNA” and “Large gain” signatures had frequent inserted sequences that were
271 morethan 10 bp (Figure 4), suggesting possible involvement of replication-based mechanisms
272 suchasMMBIR.

273
274 SV hotspotsand tumor drivers

275  Hotspots of SV breakpoints often represent genetic alterations under positive selection and genes
276  driving diseases. After binning the reference genomeinto 1 Mb window and counting SV

277  occurrences, we found different SV signatures having quite distinct hotspots. MYCN and MYC
278  aretwo frequently amplified oncogenesin pediatric brain tumors (Dubois et a., 2022).

279  Interestingly, MYCN was amplified exclusively by “ecDNA” in HGGs and exclusively by

280 “Largegain” in medulloblastomas (Figure 5), since“ecDNA” and “Large gain” were the most
281  abundant clustered complex SV signatures in HGGs and medulloblastomas, respectively. Both
282  signatures converged on MYCN amplifications, which are the main oncogenic eventsin HGGs
283  and medulloblastomas. MYCN was also amplified by non-clustered complex SV with unclear
284  pattern (“Complex unclear”) in various tumor types (Figure 5). Tandem duplications can aso
285  amplify DNA. However, MYCN was not amplified by the “TD” signature in any samples,

286  whereas MYC was amplified by the“TD” signature in afew HGGs and medulloblastomas

287  (Figureb). In addition, FGFR1 was frequently amplified by the “TD” signature in DNETs

288  (Figure5). DNETs had very few somatic SVsand did not carry any clustered or non-clustered
289  complex SVs. “TD” wasthe dominant SV signature in DNETS. These findings suggested that
290 “TD” and FGFR1 amplifications were the major oncogenic eventsin DNETSs. Furthermore,
291  chromoplexy and “Del2” frequently disrupted CDKN2A in various tumor types (Figure 5). The
292  “BRAF fuson” signature produced KIAA1549-BRAF fusions mainly in LGATSs (Figure 5). The
293  “Recip” signature often led to EWSR1 fusionsin various tumor types (Figure 5).

294  Interestingly, multiple SV signatures harbored hotspots on chromosome 11, and the hotspots
295  were only found in ependymomas (Figure 5). C11orf95-RELA fusions are the major oncogenic
296  eventsin 70% of supratentorial ependymomas (Parker et al., 2014). Recently, the World Health
297  Organization (WHO) recommended the use of the ZFTA (C110rf95) fusion to classify

298  supratentorial ependymomainstead of the RELA fusion because ZFTA can fuse to other partners
299 aswedl (Louiset al., 2021). There were 71 ependymomas in our cohort and 23 of them (32%)
300 were supratentorial (Figure 6A and Table $4). Among them, 13 (57%) carried ZFTA fusions
301  (Figure 6A). There were 2 other ZFTA fusion positive ependymomas classified as “ Others”

302 (Figure 6A). Twelve out of 15 ZFTA fusions were driven by complex SVs and three were driven
303 by tandem duplications (“TD”) (Figure 6A). Among the 12 fusions resulting from complex

304 events, 5 were micronuclei-induced chromothripsis (“Micronuclei”), 3 were hourglass

305  chromothripsis (“Hourglass’), and 4 were non-clustered complex SVs (Figure 6A and 6B). Some
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306  of the complex SVsinvolved the entire chromosome 11 (BS_K6A9Z04J), whereas others only
307  affected asmall region in chromosome 11 (BS_NWYBD9CA) (Figure 6B). These results

308  showed that there are diverse mechanisms generating genome instability in ependymomas and
309 they have shared oncogenic consequence of forming ZFTA fusions. The most prevalent complex
310  SVsin ependymomas were micronucle -induced chromothripsis events caused by erroneous

311  chromosomal segregation. It is possible that the frequent complex SVsin ependymomas are due
312 tofrequent chromosomal segregation errors. However, aneuploidy is rare in ependymomas

313  (Mack and Taylor, 2017). This suggested that chromosomal segregation errors are likely not

314  frequent eventsin ependymomas, and complex SV'sin ependymomas are under positive

315  selection. Furthermore, since tandem duplications are sufficient to produce gene fusions, such as
316  ZFTA fusions and BRAF fusions, and the fact that most somatic SV's in ependymomas involving
317  chromosome 11 were complex SVs suggested that other genes altered by SV's may contribute to
318  ependymomatumorigenesis aswell. “Unbal inv” signature also had a hotspot in asimilar region
319  onchromosome 11 (Figure 5). Three ependymomas had unbalanced inversionsin gene MARK?2,
320 whichisnext to ZFTA, and no fusions were formed. Whether this “Unbal inv” hotspot in

321  ependymoma reflects oncogenic events remains unclear.

322 Inasignificant fraction of pediatric brain tumors, the disease-causing SVswere the sole SV's of
323  the corresponding signatures. These signatures did not produce additional passenger SVsin those
324  samples. For example, 88 LGATs were driven by BRAF fusions and there was only one SV

325  within the “BRAF fusion” signature in those samples (Figure 2B). Smilarly, three ependymomas
326  carried ZFTA fusions caused by the “TD” signature, and there was only one SV within the “TD”
327  signature in two of these three samples (Figure 2B and Figure 5). In addition, nine DNETSs had
328 FGFR1 amplifications resulting from the “TD” signature, and there was only one SV within the
329 “TD” signaturein all nine samples (Figure 2B and Figure 5). These results indicated that the

330  molecular mechanisms leading to these disease-driving SVs are not highly active in tumor

331 initiating cells. Cells independently acquire SV's through these mechanisms at very low rates, and
332 cellsthat have acquired SVsthat alter the major disease-driving genes eventually outcompete
333  other cells and become tumors.

334
335 Impact of SVson patient survival

336  Next, we sought to evaluate whether somatic SVs affect patient survival in pediatric brain

337  tumors. Chromothripsis has been associated with worse patient survival in several previous

338  studies (Cortés-Ciriano et a., 2020; Molenaar et al., 2012; Notta et al., 2016; Rausch et al.,

339  2012b). However, we did not observe any complex SV signatures associated with patient

340  survival in HGGs, LGATS, medulloblastomas or ependymomas (Figure $4). HGG patients with
341  “Del2” and “Unbal tra” signaturesin their tumors had significantly worse survival, and those

342 with“De1” and “Large mixed” signatures had marginally worse survival (Figure 7). HGGs were
343  most abundant in ssmple SV's, which suggested that the SV forming mechanisms are relatively
344  more activein tumor initiating cells of HGGs than those of other tumor types. No simple SV

345  signatures were associated with patient survival in other tumor types. It is possible that simple
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346 SV forming mechanisms are not very active in tumor types other than HGGs; therefore simple
347 SV dsignatures are associated with patient survival only in HGGs.

348
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361  FigurelLegends

362  Figurel Somatic SVsand complex SVsin 744 pediatric brain tumors. (A) Frequencies of
363  somatic SVsand percentages of different types of SVs. In the upper panel, each dot represents
364  one pediatric brain tumor sample. Samples are grouped by tumor type and tumor types are sorted
365 by median SV frequency (red lines) except for the “Others’ category. The numbersin

366  parentheses are sample sizes for the corresponding tumor types. The bottom panel shows the

367  percentages of clustered complex SVs, non-clustered complex SVs, and ssimple SVsin the

368  corresponding samples on the top panel. HGG: high-grade glioma. ATRT: atypical

369 teratoid/rhabdoid tumor. LGAT: low-grade astrocytic tumor. DNET: dysembryoplastic

370  neuroepithelial tumor. (B) and (D) Percentages of clustered complex SV signatures and non-

371 clustered complex SVs. Each vertical block represents one tumor type and each horizontal bar
372 represent one sample. Samples are colored based on their SV signatures. Samples carry multiple
373  signatures have multiple colors arranged horizontally. The height of each sample may differ

374  across tumor types depending on sample sizes of the tumor types. (C) Examples of clustered

375  complex SVs. Colored arcs represent SVs of different types. The red bars below the SVsindicate
376  regions of clustered complex SVs. Copy number profiles are displayed by black bars above the
377  chromosome models. The red bars within the grey chromosome models indicate the locations of
378  centromeres. Tumor types and sample IDs are shown next to the names of clustered complex SV
379  signatures. DEL.: deletion, DUP: tandem duplication, h2hINV: head to head inversion, t2tINV:
380 tail totail inversion, TRA: translocation.

381 Figure2 Simple SV signatures and their distributions. (A) Nine simple SV signatures of 744
382  pediatric brain tumors. The four major SV categories and 49 subcategories of smple SVs are

383  shown on they axis. The names of the nine simple SV signatures are displayed on the top. The
384  relative contributions of SV subcategories to the corresponding signatures are shown on the x

385 axis. (B) Frequencies of simple SVs and percentages of simple SV signatures. In the upper pane,
386  each dot represents one sample. Samples are grouped by tumor types. Red bars indicate median
387  frequencies. The numbers in parentheses are sample sizes for the corresponding tumor types. The
388  bottom panel shows the percentages of smple SV signatures in the corresponding samples on the
389  top panel.

390 Figure 3 Associationsof SV signatureswith 31 genomic features. SV signatures and genomic
391 featuresarelisted in the x and y axes respectively. Each dot represents the association between
392  one SV signature and one genomic feature. The bigger the dots are, the more significant the

393  associations are. The colors of the dots indicate the directions of median shift. The directions of
394  biases are shown in the parentheses of genomic features. For instance, the “ecDNA” signature
395 hasred color (left on the color key) dot for centromere, indicating that the observed SV

396  breakpoints of this signature are farther away (left in the parentheses) from centromeres than

397  randomized breakpoints.

398  Figure4 SV breakpoint homology. The distributions (x axis) of homology and insertion at SV
399  breakpoints are shown for all SV signatures (y axis). The putative DNA repair mechanisms are
400 inferred from the sizes of homology and insertion and annotated next to the signatures. The bars
401  indicate number of somatic SVsand are colored by tumor type. MMBIR: microhomol ogy-
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402  mediated break-induced repair. NHEJ: non-homologous end joining. at-EJ: alternative end
403  joining.

404  Figure5 SV breakpoint hotspots. SV breakpoint frequencies are shown for the entire reference
405  genome (x axis) across different SV signatures (y axis). Chromosome models are shown as grey
406  barswith red linesindicating locations of centromeres at the bottom. Hotspots containing known
407  oncogenes, tumor suppressors, and fragile sites are annotated.

408 Figure6 ZFTA fusonsin ependymomas. (A) The prevalence of ZFTA fusionsin 71

409  ependymomas. Samples are colored by signatures of the SVsresulting in ZFTA fusons and
410  ependymoma subtypes. (B) Six examples of ZFTA fusions resulting from different SV

411  signatures. SV signatures and sample IDs are shown on the top. Somatic SV's, regions of

412 complex SVsand copy number profiles are displayed in the same scheme as Figure 1C. The
413  ZFTA and RELA regions are zoomed in and ZFTA gene and RELA gene are further zoomed in
414  respectively. Gene structures are shown at the bottom of six examples. Within gene structures,
415  the SV breakpoints that lead to ZFTA-RELA fusions are shown as red vertical lines. The

416  directions of gene transcription are indicated by arrows.

417  Figure7 SV signaturesassociated with patient survival. Kaplan-Meier survival curves for
418  HGG patients, stratified by the presence or absence of four simple SV signatures (“Del2”,
419  “Unbal tra’, “Del1”, and “Large mixed”) are shown. P values are calculated by log-rank test.
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420 STAR Methods
421  Sample and data collection

422  Theraw normal and tumor whole-genome sequencing data for 744 pediatric brain tumor patients
423  were downloaded from CAVATICA (https://cavati ca.sbgenomics.com/). Sample characteristics,

424  clinical data, somatic SNV, and somatic CNV data were retrieved from OpenPBTA GitHub

425  (https.//github.com/Alexsl emonade/OpenPBTA-analysis,

426  https.//[www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2022.09.13.507832v1). All patients were de-identified.

427  Gene annotation was obtained from ENSEMBL (GRCh38.p13)

428  (https://useast.ensembl.org/index.html). Non-B DNA structures including A-phased repeats,

429  direct repeats, G-quadruplex forming repeats, inverted repeats, mirror repeats, short tandem

430  repeats and Z-DNA motifs were downloaded from non-B DB (Cer et a., 2013) (https://nonb-
431  abcc.nciferf.gov/apps/nBM ST/default/); Alu, L1, L2, LTR, MIR, simple repeat, transposon, and
432 low complexity repetitive elements, as well as the coordinates of centromeres, telomeres, and
433  CpGidlands, were obtained from UCSC

434  (https://hgdownload.soe.ucsc.edu/gol denPath/hg38/database/); consensus estimate of the

435  topologically associated domains (TADs) were downloaded from TAD Map (Singh and Berger,
436  2021) (https://cb.csail.mit.edu/cb/tadmap/); ChlP-seq data of epigenetic markers H3K4mel,

437  H3K9me3, H3K36me3, H3K4me3, H3K27me3, H3K9ac, H3K4me2, H3K79me2, H3K 27ac,
438  and H4K20mel from human astrocyte were downloaded from ENCODE (Zhang et al., 2020)
439  (https://www.encodeproject.org/). The Wavel et-smoothed signal of replication timing data for
440  thecdl lines BGO2ES and SK-N-SH were downloaded from UCSC

441  (https.//genome.ucsc.edu/cgi-bin/hgFileUi2db=hg19& g=wgEncodeUwRepliSeq). The fragile
442  Siteregions were obtained from a previous study (Li et al., 2020), and the coordinates were lifted
443  over to hg38. All coordinates in this study were based on the hg38 genome assembly unless

444  otherwise noted.

445  Tumor classfications

446  Thehistological classfications of tumor samples were determined based on diagnosis,

447  pathological examination, and histological examination according to the 2021 WHO

448  classifications of pediatric brain tumors (Louis et al., 2021). For tumor types with at least 10

449  samples, we attempted to subclassify them. Gliomas were subclassified into high-grade gliomas
450 (HGGS), low-grade astrocytic tumors (LGATS), ependymomas, dysembryoplastic neuroepithelial
451  tumors (DNETS), and gangliogliomas. Embryonal tumors were subclassified into

452  medulloblastomas, and atypical teratoid rhabdoid tumors (ATRTS). Cranial and paraspinal nerve
453  tumorsincluded schwannomas and neurofibromas. Germ cell tumors included teratomas,

454  germinomas, and other germ cell tumors. Mesenchymal non-meningothelial tumors included
455  hemangioblastomas, Ewing sarcomas, rhabdomyosarcomas, myofibroblastomas, and other

456  sarcomas. Meningiomas, craniopharyngiomas, and choroid plexus tumors were independently
457  classified. Tumor types with less than 10 samples were al classified into “Others’.

458  Ependymomas were further stratified into distinct subtypes based on the primary sites.

459  Somatic SV calling and filtering
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460  Manta (https://github.com/Illumina/manta), Meerkat (https://github.com/guru-yang/M eerkat),
461  and Délly (https://github.com/dellytools/delly) were used for somatic SV detection. SVscalled
462 by Mantawere obtained from OpenPBTA. Meerkat was run as suggested (Yang et al., 2013).
463  Ddly was run with default settings. For SVs detected by Delly, at least four supporting read pairs
464  and split read combined were required for SVs less than 500 bp. For all three SV detection

465  agorithms, only SVslocated in canonical chromosomes (chrl-22, X, Y) were retained. SVs

466 identified by different algorithms were considered identical if their two breakpoints were on the
467  same chromosomes, with the same orientations and within 10 bp. SVsidentified by two or more
468  agorithms were considered high-confidence SV's and used in the subsequent analysis. Deletions
469  with both breakpoints within 3 bp of exon-intron boundaries of the same genes were excluded
470  from further analysis.

471  Somatic CNVswere used to assess the quality of somatic SV's. For each SV, if the distances of
472  both SV breakpoints were less than 1 kb to the nearest CNV breakpoints, the SV was considered
473  validated.

474  Complex SVsand their signatures

475  We used Starfish (Bao et a., 2022) (https.//qithub.com/yanglab-computati onalgenomics/Starfish)
476  to detect clustered complex SVsand classified them into six signatures. In cases where reported
477  gender and germline estimated sex were inconsistent, gender identity was recorded as unknown
478  for signature detection. After removing clustered complex SVs, we used ClusterSV (Li et al.,

479  2020) (https://github.com/cancerit/ClusterSV) to identify non-clustered complex SVs. Non-

480  clustered complex SVsinclude chromoplexy, cycle of templated insertions, and complex

481  unclear.

482  Simple SV signatures

483  After removing clustered and non-clustered complex SV's, the remainder were simple SV's

484  including four mgjor categories: deletions, tandem duplications, inversions, and translocations.
485  Deletions and tandem duplications with breakpoints falling within fragile site regions were

486 classified asfragile site deletions and fragile site tandem duplications, respectively. The

487  remaining deletions and tandem duplications were classified into 18 subcategories based on their
488  gizes. Inversions and translocations were further subclassified into reciprocal inversions, fold-
489  back inversions, unbalanced inversions, reciprocal translocations, and unbalanced translocations.
490  Unbalanced inversions and reciprocal inversions were classified into 3 and 5 subcategories based
491  onthelr sizes, respectively. Fold-back inversions, unbalanced translocations, and reciprocal

492  translocations were three independent subcategories. As aresult, al simple SVswere classified
493  into 49 subcategories and SigProfilerExtractor (IsSlam et al., 2022)

494  (https://github.com/AlexandrovL ab/SigProfilerExtractor) with default parameters was used to
495  extract ample SV signatures. According to the final signatures we chose, deletions smaller than
496  1kb wereassigned as“Del0”; deletions ranging in size from 1kb-5kb were classified as“Del1”;
497 fragile site deletions, fragile site tandem duplications, and deletions sized in 5kb-10Mb were

498  assigned as“Del2”; tandem duplications between 1M b-2.5Mb with breakpoints located within
499  the BRAF region were classified as BRAF fusion signature; other tandem duplications were
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500 classified as“TD”; foldback inversions and unbalanced inversions sized between 50kb-5Mb

501  were categorized as “Unbal inv”; deletions and tandem duplications larger than 10Mb, as well as
502  reciprocal unbalanced inversions larger than 5SMb, were classified as “Large mixed”; reciprocal
503 inversionsand reciprocal translocations were categorized as “Recip”; and unbalanced

504  translocations were classified as“Unbal tra’.

505 Genomic featuretests

506  For each observed somatic SV, we generated four random SV's on the same chromosome, same
507 size, and sametype. All observed and randomized breakpoints were annotated with genomic
508  features. Bedtools was used to compute the GC content within a+50 bp interval of each SV

509  breakpoint. The distances in kilobases (kb) from the breakpoints to the nearest Non-B DNA

510  structures, repetitive elements, and CpG islands were logarithmically transformed, with the

511  distances set to O if breakpoints were within any of the aforementioned elements. The distances
512  in megabases (Mb) from the breakpoints to centromeres and telomeres and the distances (kb) to
513  theclosest TAD boundaries were also transformed to log scale. The SV breakpoints were

514  annotated by signal -log10(p-values) for different epigenetic modifications. The replication

515 timing datafor cell lines BGO2ES and SK-N-SH were quantile normalized. The SV breakpoints
516  werelifted over to hgl9 since the replication timing data were based on hgl9. The replication
517  timing values were then annotated for each SV breakpoint. Breakpoints of observed SVs and
518 randomized SVswere tested as described in the previous study (Li et al., 2020). Briefly, scores
519  of SV breakpointsfor all genomic features were rescaled from 0 to 1. The distributions of scores
520  between observed breakpoints and randomized breakpoints were compared using two-sided

521  Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. False discovery rates (FDRs) were computed using the Benjamini-
522  Hochberg procedure and 0.1 FDR cutoff was used to determine significant associations.

523 Homology and insertion size at the SV breakpoints were provided by Meerkat and Manta.

524  Hotspot analysis

525  Thereference genome was divided into 1Mb non-overlapping bins. The number of samples with
526 SV breakpointsin each bin was counted for each SV signature. A sample with multiple SV
527  breakpoints of the same SV signatures falling within the same bin was only counted once.

528  Mutation test

529  Only protein-altering somatic SNV's and indels were considered, including missense mutations,
530 splice site mutations, frameshift indels, nonsense mutations, translation start site mutations, and
531  nonstop mutations. Three HGG samples (BS 20TBZG09, BS 02YBZSBY, and

532  BS VWA4XN9Y7) with hypermutation were excluded. The tests were performed within tumor
533  types. Protein-coding genes with mutation frequencies >= 5% in each tumor type were analyzed.
534  Sampleswere classified into two categories based on the presence and absence of the SV

535  signatures. Fisher’s exact test was used to calculate p values. FDRs were computed using the
536  Benjamini-Hochberg procedure. FDR < 0.1 was considered as significant.

537  Survival analysis
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538  Since patient survival differs dramatically across tumor types, survival analysis was only

539  performed within tumor types, but not across tumor types. For clustered complex SV signatures,
540 sampleswith only one signature were assigned to the corresponding signatures; samples with
541  more than one clustered complex SV signatures were classified into “Mixed”; and samples

542  without any clustered complex SV were assigned into “None’. For ssmple SV signatures,

543  samples were classified based on the presence and absence of the signatures. Log-rank test was
544  used to calculate p values.
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