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ABSTRACT (192/200) 
The development of DNA damage response (DDR)-directed therapies is a major area of 
clinical investigation, yet to date Poly (ADP-ribose) polymerase (PARP) inhibitors remain the 
only approved therapy in this space. Major challenges to DDR-targeted therapies in the 
post-PARPi era are the context dependency of DDR alterations and the presence of pre-
existing resistance in this heavily pre-treated population. To that end, we used a 
contemporary platform to analyze pre-treatment circulating tumor DNA (ctDNA) samples 
from 173 patients enrolled onto two Phase 1/2 trials harboring pathogenic variants (PVs) in 
DDR genes. Baseline ctDNA analysis revealed a wealth of insights, including circulating 
tumor fraction estimation, impact of clonal hematopoiesis, PV allelic status, homologous 
recombination deficiency (HRD) signatures and presence of pre-existing resistance. HRD 
reversions were detected in 44% of evaluable patients and included large genomic 
rearrangements leading to deletion of whole or partial exons. We also discovered reversion 
of ATM in two patients previously treated with platinum chemotherapy, which has not 
previously been described. This study showcases the genomic complexity of DDR-altered 
tumors, revealed through baseline ctDNA profiling, an understanding of which is crucial for the 
future clinical development of novel DDR-directed therapies and combinations. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Homologous recombination deficiency (HRD) is commonly observed in BRCA-associated 
tumors (ovarian, breast, prostate and pancreatic) typically harboring biallelic loss-of-function 
(LoF) of HRD-associated genes; BRCA1, BRCA2, PALB2, and the RAD51 paralogs 
(RAD51B/C/D, collectively RAD51p). HRD tumors are exquisitely sensitive to PARPi/platinum 
therapy, but therapeutic resistance invariably develops. Multiple mechanisms of resistance have 
been described, including reversion of the PV, Shieldin complex loss, increased drug efflux, 
lineage plasticity, and mutations in PARP1, among others1–3.  
 
Among these mechanisms, reversion mutations, which restore HR activity, are the most well-
characterized source of resistance to PARPi/platinum therapies4–10. Reversions were initially 
identified in high-grade ovarian tumors treated with platinum-based chemotherapy6,7,11,12, and 
subsequent studies have documented reversions across breast, pancreatic, and prostate 
tumors4,5,8,13. More than one thousand reversions, primarily in BRCA1/2, and to a lesser extent 
in PALB2 and RAD51p, have been detected in tissue and plasma samples collected from 
patients with BRCA-associated tumors treated previously with PARPi/platinum therapies4–10. 
The presence of reversions consistently correlates with poor response and survival4,5,8,13–15. 
Conversely, castrate-resistant prostate tumors harboring unrevertible PVs (e.g. homozygous 
deletions in BRCA2) typically respond exceptionally well to PARPi with prolonged disease 
control16.  
 
Most previously characterized reversions are short variants that restore the coding sequences 
with minimal changes. However, larger, more complex genomic rearrangements significantly 
altering the amino acid sequence and domain structures in BRCA1/2 have also been 
reported4,5,13,17. The specific functional and clinical consequences of these complex reversions, 
notably the degree of HR proficiency, and how these sequelae may vary by reversion type and 
mechanism, have not been characterized to date.   
 
Gaining a better understanding of the spectrum and development of reversion mutations is 
critical for future therapeutic strategies to address PARPi/platinum therapy resistance. Clinical 
trials are evaluating new agents in genomically defined subsets of patients with BRCA-
associated tumors previously treated with PARPi/platinum therapy, yet few studies characterize 
HR status or reversion mutations at the time of enrollment. Without an understanding of a 
patient’s contemporaneous HR status, clinical trial efficacy results will be misinterpreted, and 
useful therapies underdeveloped due to a perceived lack of activity. A deeper understanding of 
the functional consequences of reversions may lead to more personalized therapies, including 
rechallenge with alternative or next generation DNA damage response (DDR) targeted agents 
in the appropriate clinical setting. 
 
Obtaining temporally matched tissue biospecimens to accurately assess HR status in these 
patients with advanced cancers has been challenging. Next-generation sequencing (NGS) of 
post-progression biopsies is rarely performed, and when it is, sampling biases can limit the 
detection of heterogeneous, polyclonal resistance. Conversely, circulating tumor DNA (ctDNA) 
assays can detect diverse resistance mutations without sampling biases. Historically, ctDNA 
assays have been narrowly focused on exons and consequently lacked the ability to detect 
most large genomic rearrangements (LGR), and there is a high risk of false negative results for 
patients with low ctDNA burden18. Therefore, in addition to resistance mechanisms, 
interpretation of the results in the context of other covariates such as circulating tumor fraction 
(TF) and HRD signatures may be necessary. Due to a lack of sufficient methods and 
implementation, historical analyses often fail to accurately reflect the true frequency of 
reversions and the nature of acquired resistance in the post-PARPi/platinum setting. 
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Therefore, we conducted a comprehensive analysis of ctDNA samples collected from patients 
enrolled on two Phase 1/2 clinical trials evaluating the Ataxia Telangiectasia and RAD3-related 
kinase (ATR) inhibitor, camonsertib. We used this large cohort of molecularly selected patients 
consisting of BRCA-associated and other tumor types to evaluate the performance of a 
contemporary genomic and epigenomic ctDNA assay with enhanced gene coverage (including 
introns) for detecting reversions, HRD signatures, PV allele status, presence of CH, and 
differentially methylated regions for accurate quantitation of TF.   
  

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 11, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.11.24316049doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.11.24316049
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


RESULTS 
 
Cohort description and baseline genomic analysis 
Blood samples were obtained from patients participating in the Phase 1/2 clinical trials TRESR 
(NCT04497116) and ATTACC (NCT04972110) evaluating the ATR inhibitor (ATRi), camonsertib 
as a monotherapy, in combination with gemcitabine (TRESR), or in combination with one of 
three approved PARPi - talazoparib (TRESR) or niraparib, olaparib (ATTACC). A key molecular 
eligibility criterion for these trials was the presence of a PV in an HR or DDR gene predicted to 
be synthetic lethal with ATRi or ATRi/PARPi as documented by a local NGS test (see methods; 
Fig. 1a). Patients with any solid tumor were eligible for these trials, however the cohort was 
enriched for patients with BRCA-associated tumor types. Consequently, most patients were 
previously treated with PARPi, platinum, or both classes of agents (Table 1). We analyzed 
ctDNA in baseline plasma samples from 173 patients using a commercially available assay 
(Guardant InfinityTM) that includes 753 genes, covers all introns (excluding repetitive sequences)  
and exons of BRCA1/2, and estimates tumor fraction (TF) from differentially methylated tumor-
derived DNA. We also analyzed variants from baseline buffy coats from 155 patients using the 
same platform to adjudicate variants derived from clonal hematopoiesis (CH; Fig. 1b).  
  
Baseline ctDNA tumor fraction and correlation with disease burden 
ctDNA was detected by methylation-based analysis in 94% (158/168; 5 failed methylation QC) 
of baseline plasma samples with a median methylation-based tumor fraction (methyl-TF) of 
6.2% (IQR: 24.7%; Fig. 2a). methyl-TF varied across tumor types, with the highest observed in 
prostate cancer (median methyl-TF 30.9%; IQR 65.0%) and lowest in ovarian cancer (median 
methyl-TF 3.6% IQR 9.28%). In contrast to methyl-TF, the variant-based approach detected 
ctDNA in fewer patients, with only 68% (115/170; 3 failed variant QC) of baseline plasma 
samples or 66% (95/143) after filtering additional variants derived from CH using paired buffy-
coat sequencing (Supplementary Fig. 1a, B). Mean variant allele frequencies (mVAF) were 
similar between plasma-only (median mVAF 6.4%: IQR 13.3%) and CH-filtered (median CH-
mVAF 6.6%: IQR 14.2%) methods. For samples with detectable ctDNA by both methylation- and 
variant-based methods, mVAF and CH-mVAF showed strong correlation with methyl-TF, with 
CH-mVAF showing the stronger correlation (R=0.84; p < 2.2e-16, Pearson’s correlation 
coefficient) (Supplementary Fig. 1c, d). mVAF and CH-mVAF were highly correlated (r=0.98; 
p<2.2e-16, Pearson’s correlation coefficient), with modest differences in 15 samples 
(Supplementary Fig. 1e). However, in 5 patients, variants were no longer monitorable after CH-
filtering (Supplementary Fig. 1f). A modest correlation was observed between baseline TF and 
target lesion sum (RECIST V1.1) but this analysis was confounded by the absence of 
quantification of non-target lesions (Fig. 2b and Supplementary Fig. 2a,  b). No relationships 
between baseline TF and CA-125 (ovarian only) or PSA (prostate only) were observed 
(Supplementary Fig. 2c).  
 
Detection of enrollment PV, allelic status and HR status in ctDNA 
The enrollment PV (i.e. the BRCA1/2 or other DDR gene alteration for which patient entry into 
the trial population was based) was confirmed in baseline ctDNA from 142/166 evaluable 
patients (86%, 3 excluded for immunohistochemistry [IHC] enrollment, 4 excluded for QC 
failures; Fig. 2c). Baseline methyl-TF was significantly higher in samples where the somatic 
enrollment PV was detected versus (vs.) undetected (median methyl-TF 15.1% vs. 0.6%; p = 
0.0009, Wilcoxon rank sum test; Fig. 2d). In 3 cases with undetected somatic enrollment PVs 
but high methyl-TF, enrollment PVs were also undetected in tissue NGS, corroborating the 
ctDNA findings. LGRs, including structural variants and deletions were confirmed for 39% (7/18) 
of patients. Excluding germline PVs, baseline methyl-TF was also significantly higher in those 
with detected vs. undetected enrollment LGR PVs (41.4% vs 0.03%, p=0.04, Wilcoxon rank 
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sum test; Supplementary Fig. 3a). Collectively, these data suggest that somatic PVs may be 
missed due to low TF or due to heterogeneous local tests and subclonal alterations in cases 
with high TF.  
 
Biallelic LoF of DDR genes is thought to be a molecular determinant of response to synthetic 
lethal targeted therapies such as PARPi19, although measurement of this complex biomarker is 
typically restricted to tumor analyses and is often inferred by the presence of a germline 
mutation in a BRCA-associated tumor type, rather than directly observed. We investigated 
whether biallelic LoF could be resolved in ctDNA. Biallelic LoF was detected in 30% (43/142) of 
baseline samples with a detected enrollment PV, comprising i) PV accompanied by loss of 
heterozygosity (LOH; n=24), ii) compound heterozygous PVs (n=16), or iii) homozygous 
deletions (n=3; Supplementary Fig. 3b). Consistent with detection of PVs, methyl-TF was 
significantly higher in patients with biallelic LoF detected vs. not detected (37.5% vs. 4.24%; 
p=3.1e-10 Wilcoxon rank sum test; Supplementary Fig. 3c). When comparing ctDNA-based 
detection to allelic status derived from tissue NGS (methods), biallelic LoF was confirmed in 
44% (33/75) of cases known to have biallelic LoF, and only 6% (1/16) of cases known to have 
non-biallelic LoF (Supplementary Fig. 3d). In the one discordant case, tissue NGS detected a 
germline BRCA2 PV and BRCA2 LOH, however, the allele containing the BRCA2 PV was 
deleted in tumor cells and therefore classified as non-biallelic. Importantly, ctDNA analysis 
identified 9 patients as having biallelic LoF who were indeterminate by tissue NGS due to lack of 
sufficient sample quantity or quality, indicating potential clinical utility when tumor-based 
methods are unavailable. 
 
Genomic signatures of HRD are another complex biomarker typically restricted to tumor tissue 
analysis, and are predictive of response to PARPi20. We assessed feasibility of detecting 
genomic signatures of HRD utilizing ctDNA. A validated probabilistic model (see methods) was 
utilized. In cases with a methyl-TF >25% threshold, ctDNA-based HRD (cHRD) positivity (≥ 0.3) 
was detected in baseline plasma samples from 60% (25/42) of all patients and 85% (22/26) of 
patients with BRCA-associated tumors harboring HRD-associated gene alterations (i.e. BRCA1, 
BRCA2, PALB2 and RAD51p). (Fig. 2e). Amongst the non-BRCA-associated tumor types, 
samples from 2 patients were cHRD positive, including an intrahepatic cholangiocarcinoma 
patient with a BRCA2 homozygous deletion and a cervical carcinoma patient with a biallelic 
ATM somatic mutation. Further restricting the analysis to the BRCA-associated tumors 
harboring HRD-associated gene alterations with confirmed biallelic LoF in tissue or ctDNA, the 
cHRD positivity rate increased to 93% (14/15) and 94% (17/18), respectively (Supplementary 
Fig. 4a, b). Finally, in the subset of patients with available tumor HRD scores (n=17; see 
Methods), the HRD scores between ctDNA and tumor were significantly correlated (R=0.85, 
p=1.6e-5; Pearson’s correlation coefficient; Fig. 2f). 
 
Reversion detection in patients with HRD associated tumors and genes. 
To characterize reversion alterations and define the reversion evaluable cohort (n=75), we 
limited the analysis to plasma samples (including 104 available on-treatment timepoints) 
collected from patients with BRCA-associated tumors and HRD-associated gene alterations 
previously treated with PARPi/platinum therapy while eliminating cases with PVs that cannot be 
reverted (i.e., homozygous deletions and rearrangements; Fig. 1b). As expected, no reversions 
were found in the unrevertible (n=10) or PARPi/platinum-naive (n=10) cases. Reversions were 
identified in 44% (33/75) within the reversion evaluable cohort, including 68 unique reversion 
alterations detected in at least one sample from each patient (Fig. 3a and Supplementary 
Table 1). In 39% (13/33) of patients, the reversions were polyclonal in nature with the number of 
unique reversions per patient ranging from 1–10, with the most extreme examples being 2 
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prostate cancer patients with 8 and 10 unique reversions. The cancer types with the highest rate 
of reversions were breast (64%, 9/14) and prostate (64%, 7/11), followed by pancreatic (43%, 
6/14) and ovarian cancer (31%, 11/36; Fig. 3b). Reversions were found regardless of prior 
therapy, with PARPi associating more strongly: PARPi only (61%; 11/18), PARPi/platinum (40%, 
19/47) and platinum only (30%; 3/10; Supplementary Fig. 5a, b). Reversions were identified 
across BRCA2 (62%, 20/32), BRCA1 (27%, 9/33), and PALB2 (50%, 4/8) but absent in the two 
patients harboring RAD51p PVs (Fig. 3c). The frequency of reversions did not differ between 
PVs of germline (45%; 28/62) or somatic (37%; 5/13) origin. However, there was an enrichment 
of reversions if the enrolling PV identified in tissue was biallelic (50%, 22/44) when compared to 
the non-biallelic group (0%, 0/4; Supplementary Fig. 5c). This observation held true for the 
cohort of biallelic patients identified by ctDNA with reversions detected in 68% (15/22) of 
patients with ctDNA-based biallelic status vs. 34% (18/53) of those with biallelic status was not 
detected (Supplementary Fig. 5d). Furthermore, reversions were detected in 50% (10/20) of 
samples predicted to be HRD positive underlining the importance of reversion detection for 
contemporaneous HR status determination (Supplementary Fig. 5e).  
 
Importantly, the median methyl-TF was not significantly different in patients with detected 
reversions (8.6%) compared with those with no reversions detected (7.7%: p=0.27, Wilcoxon 
rank sum test; Fig. 3d). However, no reversions were detected in 9 patients with undetected or 
extremely low tumor shedding (methyl-TF < 0.15%) suggesting a lower limit of TF at which 
reversions can be detected. 
 
Deletions were the most common reversion alteration type, accounting for 76% (52/68) of all 
reversions and comprising 32 short deletions and 20 LGRs (Fig. 3e). Single nucleotide variants 
(SNVs; n=11), short insertions (n=2) and deletion-insertions (delins; n=3) were also observed. 
LGR reversions had a median size of 2,534 nucleotides (nts; range: 99–15,828 nt) and were 
detected in 15 patients including those enrolled with PVs in BRCA1 (56%, 5/9), BRCA2 (47% 
9/19) and PALB2 (25% 1/4; Fig. 3a and Supplementary Fig. 5f). In 9 patients, LGRs were the 
only class of reversions, 6 of which enrolled with BRCA2 PVs. 
 
In HR deficient tumors, microhomology-mediated end joining (MMEJ) is active and results in 
error prone DNA repair leading to short deletions with microhomology, which has been reported 
to be a common characteristic of reversions5,21. We evaluated whether there was evidence of 
MMEJ through the presence of short homologous sequences at breakpoints. When defined as 
at least 1nt overlap, microhomology was observed in 97% (31/32) of short deletions and 60% 
(12/20) of LGRs (Fig. 3f). Furthermore, microhomology length was significantly longer in short 
deletions vs. LGRs (median 2 nts vs. 1 nt, p=6.5e-5, Fisher’s exact test) suggesting potential 
alternative mechanisms for biogenesis of LGR reversions. 
 
Reversion classification by impact on coding sequence 
Within our dataset, we observed two distinct classes of reversions, differentiated by the extent 
of their impact on protein sequence (Fig. 3g). Class I (n=38) reversions were mostly short 
deletions and SNVs leading to minimal changes in protein sequence and were representative of 
most known reversions, due to the ease of detection with exon targeted NGS panels 
(Supplementary Table 1). Given the minimal changes to the protein sequence, these 
reversions are unlikely to have a major impact on protein function. 
 
In contrast, Class II (n=30) reversions comprised mostly LGRs and result in genomic or post-
transcriptional deletion of whole or partial exons13 (Fig. 4a, c). These complex reversions were 
detected in 58% (19/33) of patients with reversions, and of those, 74% (14/19) had exclusively 
Class II (Fig. 3a). Class II reversions were observed across BRCA-associated tumors and HRD-

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 11, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.11.24316049doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.11.24316049
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


associated genes with the highest prevalence in BRCA2 altered tumors (38%; 12/32) and in 
ovarian cancers (22%; 8/36). Given the technical challenge of identifying these alterations, they 
are less well described in the literature and the degree of their impact on restoration of HR 
function may vary depending on the location and extent of protein sequence change. 
 
The complexity of reversions can be highlighted by specific cases. A patient with castration-
resistant prostate cancer, previously treated with PARPi/platinum, harbored a somatic biallelic 
BRCA1 PV (c.4484+2T>C) predicted to lead to splicing of exon 12 to 14 (∆E13 truncation) 
resulting in a premature stop codon (Fig. 4d). ctDNA analysis revealed 10 additional BRCA1 
alterations including 3 SNVs, 3 short deletions, 1 insertion and 3 LGRs, 8 of which were 
predicted to be Class II reversions. Among the reversions, 6 were predicted to delete or disrupt 
the exon 14, 3’ splice site yielding in-frame splicing of exon 12 to exon 15 (∆E13-14), and two 
short deletions proximal to the 5’ splice site of exon 12 were predicted to alter the  
reading-frame and yield in-frame splicing to exon 14 (∆E13). We observed 2 additional deletions 
(25 and 134 nt, respectively) within exon 14 for which a reversion mechanism could not clearly 
be ascribed. We hypothesized that these mutations result in loss of an exon splicing enhancer 
(ESE) within exon 14 resulting in skipping of exons 13 and 14 leading to in-frame splicing of 
exons 12 to 15 (∆E13-14). Sequence analysis revealed a specific loss of ESE elements relative 
to exon splicing silencers (ESS), supporting this putative mechanism (Fig. 4e). Collectively, the 
variety of Class II reversions identified in ctDNA from this patient highlight the complexity of 
reversion detection and the need for fit-for-purpose diagnostics and sophisticated algorithms for 
reversion detection and classification. 
 
Alternative resistance to platinum and PARPi therapy 
In addition to reversion mutations in BRCA1/2, loss of function alterations in TP53BP1, 
SHLD1/2, PARP1, RIF1, LIG4 and XRCC4 are hypothesized to cause resistance to 
PARPi/platinum therapies13,22–25. Among the 75 reversion evaluable patients, alterations in 
putative resistance genes were detected at baseline in 9 patients (Fig. 3a), while zero were 
detected in samples from the 10 patients with unrevertible PV alterations or 10 platinum/PARPi 
naïve patients. TP53BP1 was altered in 6 patients (including 4 patients with BRCA1 PVs), 
followed by LIG4 in 3 patients and RIF1 and PARP1 in 1 patient each. All patients had evidence 
for biallelic BRCA1 or BRCA2 LoF by either tumor NGS (n=8) or ctDNA (n=6), and 6 were cHRD 
positive. In 55% (5/9) of patients with alternative resistance mutations, reversions were also 
detected. In a specific case, a patient with gBRCA1 pancreatic cancer did not exhibit detectable 
reversions, but had 22 unique TP53BP1 mutations, TP53BP1 LOH, and one RIF1 mutation, 
none of which were found in matched buffy coats (Supplemental Fig. 6). This patient had 
undergone treatment with FOLFIRINOX for 3.7 months (best response of stable disease), 
olaparib for 2.5 months (discontinued due to progressive disease), and FOLFOX for 1.4 months 
(stopped due to toxicity) in the 8 months leading up to sample collection. 
 
Detection of novel reversions in two patients with somatic ATM alterations 
Prior to this study, reversions were reported in only select HRD-associated genes (e.g. 
BRCA1/2, PALB2, RAD51p). However, as more patients who were previously treated with 
PARPi/platinum therapy are studied in the context of resistance, new gene reversions are being 
identified. We recently reported a reversion in nibrin (NBN) in tumor tissue from a pancreatic 
acinar cell carcinoma enrolled on TRESR26. We evaluated the data from the entire cohort for 
evidence of reversions in non-HR genes and identified reversion alterations in 2 patients whose 
tumors harbored biallelic somatic ATM PVs (1 breast and 1 colorectal cancer (CRC); Fig. 5 and 
Table 2). Two distinct Class I reversions were identified in each patient. In the CRC patient, 
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available matched buffy coat sequencing confirmed both reversions as somatic. Both patients 
were treated with platinum-based therapies; the colorectal patient received 1 line of FOLFOX 
regimen for 11.5 months, while the breast patient had 1 prior line of carboplatin for 4 months. 
ATM IHC analysis in the diagnostic pre-platinum tissue samples from both patients confirmed 
ATM protein loss (Fig. 5b). No post-platinum tissue samples were available to confirm ATM IHC 
restoration. To our knowledge these are the first reports of reversions in ATM. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Herein we present a comprehensive set of ctDNA-based analyses in a pan-tumor cohort of 
patients with DDR alterations pretreated with PARPi and/or platinum-based chemotherapy. We 
report the landscape of ctDNA detection of pathogenic variants, methylation-based tumor 
fraction, ctDNA-based HRD calling and the impact of CH filtering. Using our pipeline, we 
describe the largest pan-tumor set of mechanisms of resistance to PARPi/platinum therapies 
and the biological variety and breadth of reversions. We classify these reversions into two 
groups: Class I, with minimal impact on protein sequence, and Class II, with significant effects 
on protein sequence and domain structure. A significant proportion of these Class II reversions 
may have gone undetected by earlier-generation ctDNA-based assays with limited intron 
coverage of DDR or other putative resistance genes. 
 
We show several key findings related to the utility of ctDNA testing in this context. First, the high 
confirmation rate reported here for DDR and HR-associated PVs is encouraging; and we extend 
these data showing that tumor shedding as measured by methylation-based tumor fraction 
(methyl-TF) is a key factor in the identification of somatic PVs, particularly for LGRs. Second, 
while variant-based estimates of TF are commonly used, they often overestimate TF due to the 
small number of variants sampled, and this TF estimate can be greatly impacted by copy 
number changes or erroneous annotation of CH variants. While most CH variants arise in CH-
associated genes, relevant tumor driver genes such as TP53 and ATM are often affected, which 
can confound the interpretation of ctDNA results27–30. The use of methyl-TF dramatically 
increased the number of samples with quantifiable ctDNA and is not affected by CH-variants 
suggesting it as the preferred metric for estimating TF. Using methyl-TF, ctDNA was detected in 
nearly all patients, with higher median TF in prostate compared to ovarian cancer patients, 
potentially reflecting biological differences in tumor shedding based on sites of frequent 
metastasis (i.e., bone for prostate cancers vs other organs in peritoneal cavity for ovarian 
cancers). Third, the ability to detect PV allelic status and genomic signatures such as HRD is an 
attractive prospect for ctDNA as a diagnostic modality, especially in the context of limited or 
poor-quality tissue or absence of repeat biopsies at progression. Given the emerging application 
of these complex biomarkers to ctDNA, additional optimization may be required, and minimal 
TFs have yet to be established; therefore negative results should be interpreted with caution. 
Finally, we identified reversions in ATM in two patients previously treated with platinum 
chemotherapy. Combined with a previous report from the TRESR study from a patient with 
pancreatic cancer harboring an NBN reversion, our data suggest the landscape of reversion 
alterations extends beyond canonical HRD-associated genes and that reversion analysis should 
extend to all DDR genes26. 
 
The detection rate (44%) of reversion alterations across BRCA-associated tumor types with 
revertible alterations, along with the high frequency of deletions and LGRs, suggests that the 
true prevalence of reversions post-PARPi/platinum is higher than previously reported using 
tumor NGS or earlier generations of ctDNA panels4–8,11–15. Reversions have usually been 
detected at frequencies less than 50% across BRCA-associated tumors and at much lower 
frequencies in ctDNA where detected reversions are most often SNVs or short deletions4–8,11–15. 
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Commercial ctDNA panels available today typically lack full intronic coverage and often only 
report deletions and rearrangements for a subset of genes. In this cohort, nearly 30% of 
reversions detected in ctDNA were LGRs, which was comparable to a previous report using the 
same technology in analysis of blood from breast cancer patients13. In contrast to short 
deletions, LGRs were largely devoid of microhomology, suggesting the emergence of these 
LGRs occurred via DNA repair pathways other than MMEJ31,32. 
 
While reversions are the most frequently described resistance mechanism, we also identified 
putative resistance alterations in TP53BP1 and, to a lesser extent, in PARP1, RIF1, and LIG4. 
The protein 53BP1, in complex with RIF1, promotes Non-Homologous End Joining (NHEJ) by 
protecting dsDNA breaks from end-resection22. 53BP1 loss is a documented mechanism of 
PARPi resistance, while mutations in PARP1 preclude PARP trapping23. LIG4 is also directly 
involved in NHEJ-dependent repair and its loss of function promotes reliance on 
TMEJ/MMEJ24,25. We found that 55% of patients with alternative resistance mechanisms had co-
occurring reversions, suggesting that tumors evolve multiple distinct mechanisms of 
resistance13.   
 
This work has several implications for early phase DDR clinical trial design. Multiple DDR-
directed therapies are in development, against targets such as ATR, ATM, DNA-PK, DNA 
polymerase theta, and more, alone or in combination with PARPi, chemotherapy or other 
agents2,33. In most instances, trials for these agents enroll DDR-altered patients who have 
previously progressed on or are resistant to PARPi or platinum therapies. Our data presented 
here suggests these are a biologically heterogeneous group, both among and within individual 
patients. For example, it is conceivable that the benefit of a novel agent may vary depending on 
whether Class I or Class II reversions are present, with corresponding differences in the degree 
of restored HR protein function. Similarly, patients without reversions may respond differently to 
novel agents than patients with reversions. Much of this remains to be delineated in future work, 
but it is clearly appropriate to abandon the assumption that resistance to PARPi/platinum can be 
explained by single-gene short-variants that are rarely shared between tumors, even in the 
same patient. The success and interpretation of future DDR trials may require accurate 
assessments of HRD and resistance mechanisms from patient samples acquired immediately 
prior to clinical trial enrollment. 
 
This study has several limitations. First, while modest correlations were observed between 
baseline methyl-TF and radiographic measurements, non-target lesions were not included in the 
quantification and therefore the total tumor burden may not accurately be reflected. In prior 
analysis, when total volume of discrete and non-discrete lesions were considered in a study of 
patients with HRD-positive metastatic breast cancer, methyl-TF closely mirrored radiological 
assessment of tumor volume over time13. Similarly, the lack of association between baseline TF 
and CA-125 or PSA is likely driven by interpatient tumor marker variability, which should be 
studied further. Secondly, tumor shedding and TF vary by tumor type, metastatic burden and 
treatment history, impacting the detection of reversions, potentially limiting the ability to make 
accurate comparisons of detection rates. Third, while we observed a high frequency of LGRs 
and other class II reversions, suggesting that the true prevalence of reversions post-
PARPi/platinum is higher than previously reported, we were unable to experimentally validate 
the functional consequence of these reversions. In this context, recent studies have 
demonstrated the ability of Class II splice-site reversions to induce exon skipping and restore 
expression of BRCA1 and BRCA213,17. The functional analysis of HR activity remains 
experimentally challenging and specific to each patient's PV and reversion repertoire. Whether 
Class II reversions fully or partially restore HR activity, remains to be determined. The functional 
significance of alternative resistance mechanisms reported in this study, while supported by in 
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vitro data1–3, have limited clinical validation. Finally, this study does not report on the clinical 
correlation of the ctDNA covariates described here with outcomes for patients treated with 
camonsertib given in combination with gemcitabine or PARPi, which will be included in 
subsequent manuscripts. 
 
This analysis highlights the potential utility of comprehensive genomic and epigenomic ctDNA 
profiling and the complexity of acquired resistance to standard of care targeted agents in this 
heterogeneous group of patients. In an era of mechanism-based therapies, future success of 
DDR therapies will be predicated on the intelligent use of similar data to guide and develop 
future clinical trials.  
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METHODS 
 
Cohort and sample collection 
Between March 25th, 2021 and July 17th, 2023, blood was collected from subjects enrolled into 
two Phase 1/2 clinical trials (TRESR; NCT04497116, ATTACC; NCT04972110). Investigational 
interventions included the ATRi camonsertib alone or in combination with either gemcitabine or 
PARPi: niraparib, olaparib, or talazoparib. Key eligibility criteria for both trials were the presence 
of a loss of function genomic alteration in one of seventeen genes predicted to be synthetic 
lethal with ATR inhibition, including: ATM, ATRIP, BRCA1, BRCA2, CDK12, CHTF8, FZR1, 
MRE11, NBN, PALB2, RAD17, RAD50, RAD51B/C/D, REV3L, RNASEH2A, RNASEH2B, 
SETD2 or other genes agreed upon between the sponsor and investigator as detected by a 
validated local tissue, plasma or germline test.  
 
The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki and Council for 
International Organizations of Medical Sciences International Ethical Guidelines, applicable 
International Conference on Harmonization, Good Clinical Practice Guidelines, and applicable 
laws and regulations. All patients provided written informed consent to adhere to the clinical 
protocol and provided serial blood samples and tumor tissues. The protocol was approved by 
the Institutional Review Board or Ethics Committee at each participating institution 
(Supplemental Table 1). 
 
Blood for retrospective analysis was collected in two 10 mL K2-EDTA tubes pre-treatment and at 
one timepoint during each 21- or 28-day cycles. Plasma and buffy coats were isolated 
immediately following phlebotomy by centrifugation, frozen at -80°C, and bio-banked. Plasma 
and buffy coat aliquots were processed and analyzed in batches at Guardant Health.   
 
Cell-free and matched normal DNA sequencing 
Upon receipt of frozen plasma, cell-free DNA (cfDNA) was extracted and sequenced at 
Guardant Health within a College of American Pathologist (CAP) and Clinical Laboratory 
Approvement Amendments (CLIA) accredited laboratory using the Guardant InfinityTM 
platform34. Guardant InfinityTM was developed, and performance characteristics determined, by 
the Guardant Health Clinical Laboratory in Redwood City, CA, USA, which is certified under the 
Clinical Laboratory Improvement Amendments of 1988 (CLIA) as qualified to perform high 
complexity clinical testing. Guardant InfinityTM here refers to the Research Use Only (RUO) 
assay. This assay has not been cleared or approved by the US FDA. For the purposes of this 
study, genomic DNA isolated from buffy coats were sequenced in parallel. 
 
Methylation-based ctDNA detection and tumor fraction quantification 
Methylation-based ctDNA detection was determined using a logistic regression-based model 
trained on samples from multiple tumor types and cancer-free samples. Tumor fraction 
quantification was determined using a similar methodology as previously described13 but with a 
model trained on samples from additional tumor types in addition to breast, lung, colorectal, and 
bladder, and with differentially methylated regions (DMRs) determined from this updated model. 
 
Variant-based tumor fraction estimation 
mVAF and CH-mVAF were used as additional proxies for detection of ctDNA and quantification 
of TF for comparison to methyl-TF. Detection and quantification of variants were performed as 
described previously13,35. For the purposes of this study, mVAF was defined as the mean VAF 
among all predicted somatic variants (excluding germline and predicted CH variants, as well as 
variants that did not have VAF > 0.5% at any timepoint) detected at any timepoint for an 
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individual patient using the Guardant InfinityTM assay. CH-mVAF calculations additionally 
excluded variants detected in buffy coat samples as well as plasma. mVAF and CH-mVAF 
calculations were limited to the subset of 74 genes covered by the separate Guardant360TM 
CDx clinical test35. This approach is the basis of genomic-based measures of ctDNA change 
early after treatment initiation to be described in subsequent manuscripts.  
 
CH-prediction and CH-detection  
For CH detection from paired plasma and buffy coat, a bioinformatics pipeline was used to 
predict tumor or CH origin of non-germline variants by comparison of molecular support in each 
of the analytes. Variants with higher allele frequency in buffy coat and variants without 
statistically significant enrichment in plasma were predicted to be of CH origin, while all other 
variants detected in plasma were predicted to be of tumor origin. For CH prediction in plasma, a 
boosted tree model was trained on over 200 plasma samples from cancer-free individuals 
(N=37) or patients with different types of cancer (N=164). The model was validated and tested 
on plasma samples from N=129 and N=148 patients with cancer, respectively. The variant 
labels were obtained from paired buffy coat samples, and the classifier was optimized for high 
specificity. The model leveraged genomic, methylation, and fragmentomics features, and 
metadata from over 250,000 historical Guardant Health samples as well as data from 
COSMIC36.   

 
LOH, cHRD and allelic status determination in plasma 
LOH and homozygous deletion calling in plasma was determined using genomic coverage 
quantification and segmentation37, followed by a likelihood-based copy number variation (CNV) 
caller based on tumor purity and ploidy38–40, as previously described41. Homozygous deletion 
calls were defined as loss of all copies of a gene, and LOH calls were defined as copy number 
loss events with only one allele remaining. HR status and score in plasma were predicted based 
on a probabilistic logistic regression genomic model that takes into account LOH, large scale 
transitions, telomeric allelic imbalance, and a single base substitution (SBS)-based signature 
derived from somatic SNVs detected in breast and prostate cancer HRD samples42. An alternate 
model excluding the SBS signature component is used for samples with less than 10 somatic 
SNVs. The final ensemble model was trained on breast and prostate cancer samples to predict 
BRCA1 or BRCA2 deficiency. The HR status is determined by applying a threshold to the 
probabilistic score which was set to achieve 95% pan-cancer specificity in samples without any 
genomic alterations in homologous recombination repair (HRR) genes. Enrollment PVs were 
considered to have detected biallelic LoF if one of the following criteria was met: (1) 
homozygous deletion; (2) compound heterozygous mutation; (3) mutation and LOH; (4) LGR 
and LOH; or (5) mutation and non-reversion LGR. Variants predicted to be CH-derived or 
detected in matched buffy coats were not considered for allelic status determination. Samples 
without the enrollment PV detected were not considered for allelic assessment. 
 
Reversion detection 
Reversions were identified by the Guardant Health automated pipeline and by manual review. 
Reversion mutations in HRD-associated genes were defined and detected as previously 
described11,43,44. For manual review, each patient’s Guardant Infinity™ results were reviewed 
and curated by an expert reviewer. All variants in the enrollment gene were manually classified 
for the ability to revert mutation sequence using the following criteria:   
 
Secondary variants were determined to be Class I reversions if they met any of the following: 

I. Overlapped with the PV and re-established the coding frame with minimal changes to 
the coding sequence 
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II. Were non-overlapping but re-established the coding frame with minimal changes to the 
coding sequence   

 
Secondary variants were classified as Class II reversions if they met any of the following: 

I. Abolished a splice-site in or proximal to the PV containing exon resulting in alternative,  
in-frame splicing  

II. Excised exons containing the PV, and the adjacent exons were in-frame 
III. Adjusted the frame of an out-of-frame splicing event leading to productive, alternative, 

in-frame splicing 
 
Exon splicing enhance/silencer analysis  
Intra-exon deletions were queried with Alamut Visual Plus v1.6.1 (Sophia Genetics). The EX-
SKIP function was utilized to compare mutant and WT alleles to determine the likelihood of exon 
skipping45.  
 
Tumor NGS 
Archival or contemporaneous tumor Formalin-fixed paraffin-embedded (FFPE) samples were 
retrospectively sequenced using SNiPDx™, a novel targeted sequencing panel capable of 
distinguishing monoallelic and biallelic LoF alterations in select DDR genes as previously 
described46,47. DNA was analyzed on a custom anchored multiplex PCR (AMP) panel 
comprising 26 genes. Amplicon sequencing was performed on the NovaSeq platform (Illumina, 
San Diego, CA, USA) according to the manufacturer’s standard protocol. Paired-end sequence 
data were processed using methods developed for AMP to align error-corrected reads48. AMP 
libraries were processed using the VariantPlex Pipeline from Archer Analysis Platform 
v6.2.8.Archival or contemporaneous tumor FFPE samples were retrospectively sequenced 
using SNiPDx™, a novel targeted sequencing panel capable of distinguishing monoallelic and 
biallelic LoF alterations in select DDR genes as previously described46,47. DNA was analyzed on 
a custom AMP panel comprising 26 genes. Amplicon sequencing was performed on the 
NovaSeq platform (Illumina, San Diego, CA, USA) according to the manufacturer’s standard 
protocol. Paired-end sequence data were processed using methods developed for AMP to align 
error-corrected reads48. AMP libraries were processed using the VariantPlex Pipeline from 
Archer Analysis Platform v6.2.8. 
 
Genome-wide major and minor copy numbers were inferred by FACETS49. Briefly, copy number 
alterations and allelic imbalances in the 26 SNiPDx™ target genes and other genomic regions 
were calculated on the basis of the Log2R (i.e., the Log2 ratio of single nucleotide polymorphism 
coverage in a tumor specimen to coverage in a matched panels of normal), and Log2 odds ratio 
(Log2OR; calculated from the number of reads reporting the alternative allele:number of reads 
reporting the reference allele), adjusted by tumor purity and ploidy. Genome-wide major and 
minor copy numbers were inferred by FACETS49.  
 
Tumor allelic status determination 
Tissue-based enrollment PV allelic status was determined by SNiPDx, WGS or local NGS 
(where available). Enrollment genes were considered to have biallelic LoF if one of the following 
criteria was met: (1) homozygous deletion; (2) compound heterozygous mutation; (3) mutation 
and LOH; or (4) mutation and non-overlapping loss. Enrollment genes were considered to have 
monoallelic loss if the following criteria were met: (1) mutation without LOH or (2) heterozygous 
loss, considered to have no loss if no mutation or copy number loss was detected. Subclonal 
alterations were those where the enrollment alteration was detectable at lower-than-expected 
VAF, upon adjustment for tumor purity, ploidy and local copy number, or present only in some 
tumor biopsies. If central results were not available and local testing could detect any of the 
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above events leading to biallelic loss, the gene was considered to have biallelic loss. If no result 
could be determined the allelic status was labeled as unknown. 
 
Tumor HRD scoring 
Tumor HRD scores were derived using allele specific copy number data generated from SNiPDx 
panel using ovaHRDscar50. Briefly, the total number of LOH events between 10-50Mb, large 
scale transitions (LST) greater than 12Mb and separated by no more than 1Mb, and telomeric 
allelic imbalances (TAI) that extend up to the telomere but do not cross the centromere, were 
calculated. No HRD score threshold was applied to tumor NGS data because ovaHRDscar has 
only been validated on ovarian cancer samples using whole exome sequencing and the 
empirical threshold (≥ 54) may not apply to other tumor types or sequencing modalities such as 
SNiPDx. Tumor samples with a computationally predicted purity of >30% were included in this 
analysis.  
 
DATA AVAILABILITY 
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Figures and Tables 
 
Table 1: Patient demographics 

Characteristic 
Overall 
N = 173 

Reversion Evaluable 
N = 75 

Trial, n (%)     
     TRESR (NCT04497116) 84 (49) 35 (47) 
     ATTACC (NCT04972110) 89 (51) 40 (53) 
Age, median (min, max) 59 (25, 94) 60 (30, 94) 
Time Since Diagnosis; yrs median 
(IQR) 

3.8 (2.5, 
7.1) 

4.1 (2.9, 7.4) 

Primary Tumor, n (%)     
     Ovarian‡ 51 (29) 36 (48) 
     Breast‡ 31 (18) 14 (19) 
     Pancreatic‡ 20 (12) 14 (19) 
     Prostate‡ 23 (13) 11 (15) 
     Other 48 (27.7) 0 (0) 
Prior Platinum or PARPi Treatment, 
n (%)  

    

     PARPi/Platinum 65 (38) 47 (63) 
     PARPi Only 20 (12) 18 (24) 
     Platinum Only 64 (37) 10 (13) 
     Neither 24 (13) 0 (0) 
Enrollment Gene, n (%)     
     BRCA1* 45 (26) 33 (44) 
     BRCA2* 54 (31) 32 (43) 
        PALB2* 10 (6) 8 (10) 
     RAD51p* 5 (3) 2 (3) 
     ATM  43 (25) 0 (0) 
     CDK12 8 (5) 0 (0) 
     Other 8 (5) 0 (0) 
Enrollment Alteration Origin, n (%)   
     Germline 107 (62) 62 (83) 
     Somatic 56 (32) 13 (17) 
     IHC 3 (2) 0 (0) 
     Unknown 7 (4) 0 (0) 
Enrollment Gene Allele Status, n 
(%) 

    

     Biallelic 86 (50) 44 (59) 
     Not biallelic 23 (13) 4 (6) 
     Unknown 64 (37) 27 (36) 
‡BRCA-associated tumors: Breast, ovarian, pancreatic and prostate cancer 
* HRD-associated genes: BRCA1, BRCA2, PALB2 and RAD51p 
Reversion Evaluable: BRCA-associated tumors with prior PARPi/Platinum therapy and 

revertible HRD-associated enrollment genes 
Other genes included RNASEH2 (n=3), SETD2 (n=2), IDH1, NBN, RAD50 (n=1 each) 
TRESR (NCT04497116) Phase 1/2 trial enrolled patients harboring loss-of-function (LoF) 
alterations in DNA repair genes for treatment with camonsertib monotherapy, 
camonsertib + gemcitabine, or camonsertib + talazoparib 
ATTACC (NCT04972110) Phase 1/2 trial enrolled patients harboring loss-of-function 
(LoF) alterations in DNA repair genes for treatment with camonsertib + niraparib or 
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camonsertib + olaparib 
IHC, immunohistochemistry; IQR, interquartile range; N, total number of patients in the 
study; n, number of patients in each group; PARPi, Poly (ADP-ribose) polymerase 
(PARP) inhibitor; yrs, years. 
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Table 2: Reversion alterations detected in two patients with somatic biallelic ATM 
alterations 
Tumo
r type 

Gen
e 

Prior 
lines 

Prior 
Platinum 

Primary Reversion 

cDNA AA Secondary cDNA Combined 
AA 

Breas
t 

ATM 8 Carboplati
n 

c.748C>T p.R250
* 

c.749G>C p.R250S 

c.748_749delCGins
GT 

p.R250V 

CRC ATM 4 2 lines of 
FOLFOX 

c.2413C>
T 

p.R805
* 

c.2415A>C p.R805C 

c.2414G>C p.R805S 

AA, amino acid; cDNA, coding DNA; CRC, colorectal cancer 
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Fig. 1: Study overview.  
a) Overview of patients included in the study enrolled on TRESR and ATTACC and the 
breakdown of enrollment genotypes in the most prevalent tumor types. b) Consort diagram of 
evaluable patients for the different analysis subsets including tumor fraction estimates, clonal 
hematopoiesis evaluation and reversion analysis. BRCA-associated tumors refer to breast, 
ovarian, prostate, and pancreatic cancers. RAD51p = RAD51 paralogs; includes RAD51B, 

RAD51C and RAD51D. 
ATR, ataxia telangiectasia and RAD3-related kinase; CH, clonal hematopoiesis; ctDNA, 
circulating tumor DNA; HRD, homologous recombination deficiency; methyl-TF, methylation-
based TF; mVAF, mean variant allele frequency; PARPi, Poly (ADP-ribose) polymerase (PARP) 
inhibitors inhibitor; PV, pathogenic variant; QC, quality control; TF, tumor fraction.  
 
Fig. 2: Baseline characterization of plasma samples.   
a) methyl-TF detection and estimation by tumor type. b) Correlation between methyl-TF and 
baseline sum of target lesion diameters by tumor type. c) Detection of the enrollment PV by 
alteration class (LGR [deletions and structural alterations], short indels and SNVs] and alteration 
origin. d) methyl-TF in patients with detected vs. not detected somatic enrollment PVs. e) cHRD 
scores by tumor type and enrollment gene category for samples with >25% methyl-TF. 
Horizontal read line is the cHRD positivity threshold. f) Correlation between tumor HRD and 
cHRD scores in evaluable samples. Horizontal read line is the cHRD positivity threshold. 
HRD-associated genes, BRCA1, BRCA2, PALB2 and RAD51p; BRCA-associated tumor, breast, 
ovarian, pancreatic and prostate cancers. 
cHRD, ctDNA-based HRD; ctDNA, circulating tumor DNA; HomDel, homozygous deletion; HRD, 
homologous recombination deficiency; iCCA, intrahepatic cholangiocarcinoma; indel, insertion 
or deletion; LGR, large genomic rearrangements; methyl-TF, methylation-based TF; PV, 
pathogenic variant; SNVs, Single nucleotide variants; TF, tumor fraction; vs., versus. 
 
Fig. 3: Reversion detection in patients with BRCA-associated tumors and HRD PVs.  
a) Unique reversion count in the 75 reversion evaluable patients. b) Reversion detection by 
tumor type and c) genotype. d) methyl-TF in patients with and without detected reversions. e) 
Reversion alteration classification and subclassification of deletions with varying lengths. f) 
Microhomology length in patients with short deletions (>1nt) vs. LGR deletions. g) Reversion 
alteration classification for Class I and Class II reversions.  
cHRD, ctDNA-based HRD; ctDNA, circulating tumor DNA; del, deletions; delins, deletion-
insertions; HRD, homologous recombination deficiency; LGR, large genomic rearrangements; 
methyl-TF, methylation-based TF; NA, not applicable; nt, nucleotide; PARPi, Poly (ADP-ribose) 
polymerase (PARP) inhibitors; PV, pathogenic variant; SNVs, Single nucleotide variants; TF, 
tumor fraction; vs., versus. 
 
Fig. 4: Class II reversions impact on protein structure.  
a, b, c) Schematic of the predicted protein structure for class II reversions in a) BRCA1, b) 
BRCA2, and c) PALB2. d) Schematic of the patient with BRCA1 PV (c.4484+2T>C) and the 10 
secondary variants, 8 of which were classified as Class II reversions. Red indicates the PV and 
predicted ∆E13 truncation; green indicates the ∆E13 reversions and purple represents the 
∆E13-14 reversion. e) EX-SKIP analysis of the two secondary variants not-predicted to be 
reversions demonstrated specific loss of ESE in Exon 14 and predicted to have in-frame splicing 
leading to ∆E13-14.  
BRC, BRC repeats; BRCT, BRCA1 c-terminal; CC, coiled coil; ChAM, chromatin binding motif; 
DBD, DNA binding domain; del, deletions; ESE, exon splicing enhancer; ESS, exon splicing 
silencers; KBM, KEAP1 binding motif; MBD, MRG15 binding domain; NLS, nuclear localization 
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signal; PTC, premature termination codon; PV, pathogenic variant; RING, ring finger; TAD, 
transcriptional activation domain; WD40, WD40 repeats. 
 
Fig. 5: Discovery of ATM reversions in ctDNA from two patients.  
a) Prior treatment history and genomic testing for colorectal (top) and breast (bottom) cancer 
patients with ATM reversions. b) local sequence changes for the WT, PV and 2 reversions 
identified in each patient with ATM reversion.  
ctDNA; ctDNA, circulating tumor DNA; CRC, colorectal cancer; F, female; HER2+, human 
epidermal growth factor receptor 2 positive; IHC, immunohistochemistry; LOH, loss of 
heterozygosity; mo, month; NLS, nuclear localization signal; PV, pathogenic variant; T-DM1, 
trastuzumab emtansine; T-DxD, trastuzumab deruxtecan; VUS, variant of unknown significance; 
WT, wild type. 
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Fig. 2: Baseline characterization of plasma samples.
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Fig. 3: Reversion detection in patients with BRCA-associated tumors and HRD PVs.
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Fig. 5: Discovery of ATM reversions in ctDNA from two patients.
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