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Abstract

Structural variations (SVs) play a key role in the pathogenicity of hematological malignancies. Standard-
of-care (SOC) methods such as karyotyping and fluorescence in situ hybridization (FISH), employed
globally for the past three decades have significant limitations in the resolution or the number of recurrent
aberrations that can be simultaneously assessed, respectively. Next-generation sequencing (NGS) based
technologies are now widely used to detect clinically significant sequence variants but are limited in their
ability to accurately detect SVs. Optical genome mapping (OGM) is an emerging technology enabling the
genome-wide detection of all classes of SVs at a significantly higher resolution than karyotyping and
FISH. OGM neither requires cultured cells nor amplification of DNA and hence addresses the limitations
of culture and amplification biases. This study reports the clinical validation of OGM as a laboratory
developed test (LDT), according to CLIA guidelines, for genome-wide SV detection in different
hematological malignancies. In total, 68 cases with hematological malignancies (of various subtypes), 27
controls and two cancer cell lines were used for this study. Ultra-high molecular weight DNA was
extracted from the samples, fluorescently labeled, and run on the Bionano Genomics Saphyr system. A
total of 207 datasets, including replicates, were generated and 100% could be analyzed successfully.
Sample data were then analyzed using either disease specific or pan-cancer specific BED files to
prioritize calls that are known to be diagnostically or prognostically relevant. Accuracy, precision, PPV
and NPV were all 100% against standard of care results. Sensitivity, specificity, and reproducibility were
100%, 100% and 96%, respectively. Following the validation, 11 cases were run and analyzed using
OGM at three additional sites. OGM found more clinically relevant SVs compared to SOC testing due to
its ability to detect all classes of SVs at much higher resolution. The results of this validation study
demonstrate OGM’s superiority over traditional SOC methods for the detection of SVs for the accurate

diagnosis of various hematological malignancies.

Introduction

Hematological malignancies refer to a distinct group of neoplastic diseases of hematopoietic and
lymphoid tissues, and are broadly divided into myeloproliferative neoplasms, myelodysplastic neoplasms,
leukemias, lymphomas, and plasma cell neoplasms. Historically, these malignancies have been
genetically characterized for diagnosis, classification, prognostication, and therapeutic decision-making
3, In the recent decade, the genetic testing of these malignancies has dramatically evolved with the
advancement of genomic technologies, particularly molecular characterization due to the advent of next-

generation sequencing (NGS) technology*®. Though there have been significant improvements in
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molecular characterization of these blood tumors with NGS, the evolution of cytogenetic analysis has
lagged comparatively, which still relies on traditional methods including karyotyping, Fluorescence in-
situ hybridization (FISH), and chromosomal microarray (CMA).

Karyotyping (KT), currently the “gold standard” cytogenetic method for the detection of single-
cell genome-wide structural variation (SV), suffers from several limitations: 1) limited resolution of
aberration sizes (10-20 Mbp), 2) cryptic translocations that remain undetected, and 3) lack of metaphase
cells in certain malignancies that result in failed KT (e.g., CD138+ cells in plasma cell myeloma, lymph
node single cell suspension in lymphoma)”®. FISH is a targeted assay often performed alongside KT or in
isolation (for CD138+, lymph node single cell suspension or disease monitoring) to capture a limited
number of SVs. CMA has seen limited adoption for hematological malignancies, despite it being ideal for
copy number variation (CNV) detection, since it fails to detect insertions, balanced SVs (translocations,
and inversions) or fusions®. The aforementioned limitations of these cytogenetic/cytogenomic
methodologies necessitate the use of multiple assays to obtain a reasonable cytogenetic profile in majority
of these cases®'%%, Recently, NGS has been explored as a method to detect cytogenetic aberrations??, but
the intrinsic limitation of poor sequencing around and within repetitive sequences of the genome result in
limited resolution and inability to detect SVs!3. NGS performs very well for the detection of sequence
variants of clinical relevance but requires multiplexing, complex bioinformatics, high depth of coverage,
and high costs associated with its implementation for the detection of cytogenetic aberrations. However,

NGS is the perfect tool to complement OGM for a comprehensive genomic analysis'’.

Recently, multiple studies have demonstrated that optical genome mapping (OGM) is a promising
next-generation cytogenomic technology that provides a streamlined workflow at a high precision for the
detection of all classes of SVs at a genome-wide level. These studies have shown ~100% concordance of
OGM with classical cytogenetic methods (KT, FISH and CMA) in specific hematological malignancies'*
18, In addition, OGM has demonstrated the ability to detect additional clinically relevant SVs missed by
SOC owing to its significantly higher sensitivity and resolution (~10,000x compared to KT).

In this multi-site, IRB-approved OGM study on hematological malignancies, the clinical
validation was conducted for the development of a laboratory developed test (LDT) in CLIA certified
laboratories. The samples were evaluated for concordance, reproducibility, and assay robustness and
protocols were established for the analysis and interpretation using guidelines-based targeted variant
assessment in addition to a whole genome analysis. The unique ability of OGM to detect all classes of
balanced and unbalanced SV at high resolution and increased sensitivity holds promise for its acceptance

as a first tier cytogenomic test for all hematological malignancies. This is in line with multiple published
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studies demonstrating the reproducibility and robustness of the OGM workflow as it simplifies the
clinical testing laboratory operations.

Methods

Cohort design
Multiple U.S.-based laboratories contributed to this double-blinded observational study for

sample recruitment, data collection, and variant analysis. The study protocol was approved through
multiple Institutional Review Boards (IRBs) and included consent provided by individuals with newly
collected samples or waived authorization for use of de-identified samples. All protected health
information (PHI) was removed, and data were anonymized (coded and double-blinded) before
accessioning for the study. Samples were given anonymous aliases used in this study (e.g.: BNGOHM-
xxxxxxx). All clinical samples (peripheral blood or bone marrow aspirate, N=71) were referred for
clinical cytogenetic testing due to a suspicion of a hematological malignancy and SOC test results
including karyotyping, FISH, and/or CMA were available. Control specimens included either established
cell lines, peripheral blood, and bone marrow samples from healthy adults. For the de-identified cases,
clinical indications, genetic test results and additional demographic information, as available, were
collected.

OGM Assay Workflow (DNA isolation, DNA Labeling, Chip loading and Data collection)

Frozen aliquots of cells, bone marrow aspirate (BMA), and/or peripheral blood (PB) were
subjected to DNA isolation using manufacturer’s protocol (Bionano Genomics, Inc, USA). Briefly, frozen
sample vials were thawed in a 37°C water bath, then counted for number of cells using the HemoCue
WBC Analyzer (Fisher Scientific). A total of 1.5 million cells per sample was transferred to Protein Lo-
Bind microfuge tubes for centrifugation. Cell pellets were resuspended and washed with stabilizing
buffer. Washed cell suspensions were enzymatically digested and lysed, and isopropanol used to
precipitate ultra-high molecular weight (UHMW) DNA in the presence of a nanobind disk. Long DNA
strands bound to nanodisks were washed, transferred to clean tubes, and subsequently released from the
nanodisk using elution buffer.

Approximately 500ng-750ng of solubilized UHMW DNA was labeled enzymatically,
conjugating fluorophores to the target 6-mer CTTAAG. Long, labeled DNA strands were then
counterstained with an intercalating dye, homogenized in buffer to allow flow through a nanochannel
device, and then loaded into flowcells of Saphyr G2.3 chips. Chips were run in the Saphyr instrument to a

target throughput of >1500 Gbp per sample.
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Assay QC

The completed datasets were then assessed for the following analytical quality control metrics —
>320X effective coverage of GRCh38, with >70% of molecules >150 kbp aligning (“map rate”’) and at an
NS50 of >230 kbp. Additionally, the Bionano Access 1.7 EnFocus™ (Fragile X) pipeline was run for a
subset of samples to assess post-analytical QC pass/fail metrics (CNV noise and stable region analysis)
and to infer sex of the case.

SV detection using rare variant pipeline

The Bionano Solve 3.7 rare variant pipeline was used for genome-wide SV detection. The rare
variant pipeline enables the detection of SVs occurring at low allelic fractions. Molecules were aligned to
the GRCh38 reference, and clusters of molecules (>3) indicating SVs were used for local assembly. Local
consensus assemblies have high accuracy and are used to make final SV calls by realignment to the
reference genome. SV calls were finally compared against known genes and against SVs in an SV
database with 179 population controls.

Separately, based on read depth, the analysis generates a copy number profile that can call gains
and losses in an approach analogous to microarrays. Briefly, molecules were aligned to the GRCh38
reference to create a depth-of-coverage profile, which was then normalized based on OGM controls and
scaled against a baseline defined at CN=2 in autosomes (X and Y have a sex chromosome-specific
baseline). Putative copy changes were segmented, and calls were generated and similarly annotated with
positional information from the original reference. Entire chromosomal aneusomies were likewise defined
in the CN algorithm.

Post-Analytical SV Curation and Classification

A SV filtering and curation protocol was devised and implemented by analysts using Bionano
Access v1.7.2. An overview of the subsequent curation and classification procedure is shown in
Supplementary Figure 1. For the concordance part of the study, a set of filters was applied to include
variants with a variant allele fraction (VAF) 0.02-1 and present in 0% controls of OGM control sample
SV database. SVs meeting these criteria were then curated for manual review and classification. The
analyst remained blinded until the concordance was performed. SVs were classified using a tiering system
based on the ACMG guidelines adopted for OGM. Curation and classification were performed in four
successively applied-then-removed filtering steps: disease subtype-specific classification (first, when
applicable; most stringent filter), pan-hematological malignancy classification, pan-cancer classification,
and remaining variants classification (last and most permissive filter) (Supplementary Figure 1).

Following validation, cases were run and analyzed according to SOP in an end-to-end exercise. In
these cases, after variant analysis and preliminary classification, draft reports were reviewed by board

certified pathologists or laboratory directors for final classification, interpretation, and readiness for future
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reporting. Directors proceeded through classified variants in the curated list, upholding and/or revising
analyst classification, as needed. Upon completing review of the curated/classified variant list, the
directors finalized case summary statements regarding somatic variants and defined genome complexity
status (defined as normal if no large (>5 Mbp) aberrations were detected, simple if fewer than 3 were
detected, and complex for cases containing >3 aberrations).

Concordance with SOC

Concordance analysis was performed between SVs detected using SOC testing and OGM data.
Most of the samples had KT or KT plus FISH SOC results, and a subset had CMA data. If the same SV
was observed in more than one SOC method, they were considered a single SV for concordance purposes.
A SV was scored as concordant if the chromosome and band matched. Any difference in size of
breakpoints were attributed to technique differences and the higher resolution of OGM. Additionally, if
multiple OGM calls supported one SOC variant, they were treated as one concordant event. In addition to
the concordance assessment, each case was evaluated for additional pathogenic/likely pathogenic (tier 1
and 2) findings that were not detected by SOC. Orthogonal methods were used to confirm a subset of
these additional SVs detected by OGM.

Reproducibility

UHMW DNA from four hematological malignancy BMA samples was labeled in different
batches by different operators using multiple reagent lots and instruments. Reproducibility for each
individual SV was calculated as the number of replicates where the SV was detected divided by the total
number of replicates. Reproducibility for each SV type was calculated by taking the mean value across all

variants for each type.
Limit of detection

The limit of detection (LOD) was determined using two acute myelogenous leukemia (AML) cell
lines, KG-1 and MV4-11 (ATCC). Each cell line DNA was blended with GM12878 (normal control cell
line, Coriell Institute) to create serial dilutions that ranged from undiluted down to 1:24 dilution.
Combined samples were gently mixed over the course of one week to ensure uniform mixing of DNA
molecules. Six replicates of each blend were run through OGM with a target of >1500 Gbp of DNA and

analyzed with the rare variant pipeline.
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Results

In this study, samples from 68 cases with hematological malignancies (with various heme subtypes), two
cancer cell lines, and 27 controls were used (n=97, Table 1). From these clinical samples, cell lines, and
controls, 207 datapoints were generated. Molecule N50, map rate, and effective coverage were recorded
as analytical quality metrics, and they averaged 261 kbp, 87%, and 434x, respectively (Supplementary
Figure 2).

Concordance with SOC testing results was conducted using 41 hematological malignancy cases
(39 BMA and 2 blood, Figure 1), two hematologic malignancy cell lines and 27 normal healthy donor
samples (3 BMA and 24 blood samples). Altogether, 148 SV calls by SOC testing were evaluated, and
OGM demonstrated 100% concordance (Figures 2A and 2B). In addition, in 17/46 cases (37%) OGM
identified additional novel Tier 1 and 2 variants not previously reported by SOC; a subset of these
variants was subsequently confirmed by orthogonal methods (Supplementary Table 2). In one case of a
myeloid neoplasm, BNGOHM-0000149, OGM was able to uniquely identify a mosaic deletion of
3013.31 to 3g22.3 overlapping GATAZ2, a gene associated with myelogenous leukemia and an inclusion
criterion for at least one clinical trial (NCT01861106), and complex rearrangements on 17p13, consisting
of amplifications, and deletions that impacted YWHAE, MNT, TP53 and MAP2K4 (Figure 2A). In a
second case of acute lymphocytic or myeloid leukemia, BNGOHM-0000335, OGM uniquely detected a
translocation between chromosomes 16 and 12 [t(12;16)(p13;p13)] which results in the CREBBP-ZNF384
fusion gene, an abnormality reported recurrently in ALL (Figure 2B).

All incidental SVs that were detected in 18 healthy donor blood samples were compared to both a
list of 206 targets/types recommended for testing by medical associations (NCCN, WHO and NHS,
Supplementary Table 3) and a comprehensive list of cancer genes. Overall, tier 1 or 2 heme-associated
variants were only found in two of the healthy donor samples. A loss of Y was detected in BNGOHM-
0000076 and a 71 kbp deletion in 9p24.1 impacting the PDCD1LG2 gene was identified in another donor
(anonymized ID: 1000107245). Both variants were subsequently confirmed by CMA as true positive
calls. In summary, based on this analysis there were no false negative SVs detected in the genomes of

healthy donors, thus indicating 100% specificity (for tier 1 and 2 SVs).

Reproducibility was performed utilizing four cases, and the concordance for each SV was
determined by calculating the fraction of replicates (N>6) in which each variant was accurately identified
(Supplementary Table 4). Overall, the reproducibility assay included an aggregate of 227 SVs (14
aneusomies, 46 duplications, 33 insertions, 58 deletions, 12 inversions, 32 intra-chromosomal fusions, 32

inter-chromosomal translocations). In total, there was 96% reproducibility among replicates for all SVs,
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CNVs and aneuploidies. A total of five variants were not detected across all replicates: two duplications,
two inversions, and one insertion. The lack of detection was attributed to the SV having one of the
following: in a region with segmental duplications, low variant confidence score, or high complexity in

the region.

Two cell lines (KG-1 and MV4-11) were used to evaluate the limit of detection (LOD) of OGM.
Two trisomies, three duplications, nine deletions, an inversion, and three translocations were assessed in
the dilution series (Supplementary Table 5). In summary, at the current coverage of >1500 Gbp map-
based SV calling can detect deletions at > 5.0% VAF, inversions at > 4.1% VAF, and translocations at >
4.8% VAF. The read depth CNV calling algorithm showed LOD 10.5% VAF for gains, 15.9% VAF for
losses, and 11.0% VAF for trisomies (Table 3).

Discussion

Medical guidelines by professional societies such as the NCCN, WHO, NHS, etc recommend
specific testing for SVs as part of the workup of suspected hematologic malignancies both, at diagnosis,
and during follow-up testing (disease monitoring). Current laboratory practices rely on several
complementary cytogenetic techniques to accomplish recommended testing, but these methods suffer
from the limitation of low resolution, thereby potentially missing actionable SVs.
Cytogenetic/cytogenomic testing laboratories often have customized testing algorithms depending on the
disease diagnosis and stage, physician preferences and the institution’s testing and reimbursement
policies. These decades long disparities typically lead to different combination of FISH and/or KT testing
depending on the laboratory infrastructure, instrumentation, and availability of trained cytogenetics
laboratory professionals. There is a need for innovative technologies that can overcome the challenges of
traditional SOC testing and introduce a comprehensive, uniform combination of tests being performed on
a routine basis. This study demonstrates that OGM can be easily implemented in the clinical setting and
can substantially reduce operational complexity and improve detection rate by providing a reproducible
and robust alternative to the three predominant cytogenic methods (KT, FISH, and CMA) in routine

workup of most of the hematological malignancies.

A wide variety of hematologic malignancies were included during this LDT validation process
and of the 148 reported SVs detected by SOC methods, OGM detected 100% of these variants. OGM was
validated for different SV classes such as deletions, inversions, and translocations, all performing at or
above 5% VAF threshold. Importantly, the detection of novel, actionable, clinically significant SVs solely
by OGM in a significant fraction of cases (37% of study cases) adds substantial diagnostic benefits from

OGM testing. One important feature of a robust assay is reproducibility and OGM detected over 96% of
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variants across all replicates within and between runs. It is important to note that the legacy cytogenetic
methods also suffer from significant subjectivity in SV classification since KT results are highly
dependent on the quality of the metaphase band resolution (usually in the 300-500 band level range for
heme).

Another unique feature of the OGM assay involves the uniform pre-analytical and analytical
steps, irrespective of the disease subtype, which allows for the workflow standardization and scalability
for single or multiple hematologic malignancy subtypes. The incorporation of guideline-driven, disease
subtype-specific target variants into the analytical process allows for a semi-automated and easy
classification and reporting of variants. Additionally, if there is ambiguity in the clinical symptoms of a
heme malignancy sub-type at the time of the physician consult, a “pan-heme” genomic analysis can still

be conducted simultaneously in a disease-agnostic fashion.

Multiple studies, including the present study, demonstrate that OGM overcomes multiple
limitations of SOC testing™’. In agreement with recent published studies, this study demonstrates
increased detection of clinically relevant SV by OGM compared to SOC in 37% of cases (tier 1 or tier 2
SVs that were missed by SOC). Additionally, OGM provides a standardized data acquisition and analysis
process with a software solution that allows the seamless and systematic implementation and adoption

across multiple laboratories.

This clinical validation is the second published study in the USA according to CAP/CLIA
guidelines?®. After the validation was completed, a representative report template was created with Tier
1A variants highlighted on page 1 and Tier 1b/2 variants listed on page 2 (Figure 3). Section A is
analogous to a FISH panel with present/absent indicated for each abnormality. Section B represents a
whole genome analysis and displays the SVs detected on a chromosome-by-chromosome basis

(analogous to a KT).

This sample-to-answer workflow established in a CLIA laboratory environment has been
provided to three labs laboratories and data has been collected and analyzed according to the established
standard operating procedures (data not shown). Results of the initial analysis demonstrate the potential of
OGM to provide a more uniform and systematic approach to cytogenomics, which will be further

evaluated in the ongoing larger multi-site clinical trial underway.

Conclusions

OGM provides a solution that enables an alternative to multiple methods such as, KT, FISH, and CMA

addressing several lacunae of the traditional methods. The OGM workflow provides an end-to-end
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solution from DNA isolation to the downstream SV analysis and interpretation using an analysis software
to facilitate adoption in a clinical laboratory. Since the OGM assay does not require culturing of the
clinical specimens, the typically observed culture biases in a cytogenetic laboratory are eliminated. OGM
also allows for a sample to answer to be obtained in 4-5 days, which is extremely beneficial for the
management and treatment of these patients. OGM not only detects all classes of SVs but provides the
highest resolution attainable till date, by any cytogenetic method in clinical use. The ability of OGM to
detect both recurrent SVs and novel fusions positions it as a first-tier test for the detection of all classes of

SVs in majority of the hematological malignancies.
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Tables and Figures

Sample type | Collection tube Count Normal control or Sample description
clinical sample
BMA Na-Heparin 3 Normal* Frozen specimen taken
9 Clinical sample through the entire W?'[ lab
process from extraction to
— OGM
EDTA 54 Clinical sample
Blood EDTA 24 Normal*
Na-Heparin 2 Clinical sample
UHMW N/A 3 Clinical sample UHMW gDNA
gDNA
ATCC cell N/A 2 Cell line from AML UHMW gDNA
line cases
TOTAL 97

Table 1. Summary of samples used for validation studies. * Phenotypically healthy individuals
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2A)

Sample Type Total Samples Total Abnormal Total Abnormal Concordance
Analyzed Events Concordant
BMA 39 134 134 100%
WB 2 3 3 100%
Cell lines 2 11 11 100%
2B)
OGM sV
SV type by SOC testing TP FN Total Percent Agreement
Aneuploidies 61 0 61 100%
Gains 8 0 8 100%
Deletions/losses 51 0 51 100%
Translocations 20 0 20 100%
Inversion 1 0 1 100%
Add 4 0 4 100%
Isochromosome 1 0 1 100%
Dicentric 1 0 1 100%
Idic 1 0 1 100%
Total 148 0 148 100%

Table 2. Summary of concordance results. 2A) Concordance of hematological variants by sample type. 2B)

Concordance by variant class.
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Variant type LOD
Deletion 5.0% VAF
Translocation 4.8% VAF
Inversion 4.1% VAF
CN loss 15.9% VAF
CN gain 10.5% VAF
Trisomy 11.0% VAF

Table 3. Limit of detection for different SV types.
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CLL 1. 3% Lymphoma, 1, 2% Other, 1, 2%

/

/

Plasma Cell
Neoplasm, 2,5%

Non-specific
Leukemia, 3, 7%

Non-specific
Myeloid, 3, 7%

Figure 1. A breakdown of clinical indications of the cases used in validation for accuracy assessment (n=41, 2

cell lines not included).
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Figure 2. OGM captures additional novel Tier 1 or 2 findings not detected by SOC methods. 3A) Complex rearrangements that consist of a deletion of the GATA2
gene on 3g13.31 to 3922.3 and multiple variants on 17p13 seen in case BNGOHM-0000149. The circos plot and coverage profile of chromosomes 3, 9, 12 and 17
are shown, all of which are associated with the 17p rearrangements. 3B) The CREBBP- ZNF384 fusion (Top) and its reciprocal translocation (Bottom) captured by
OGM in case BNGOHM-0000335. The first picture shows the conjoining of chrl6 with chrl2 such that CREBBP would be fused with ZNF384, and second shows

the reciprocal fusion point.
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OGM HemeOne - Myeloproliferative Neoplasm - bionono-

laboratories

OGM HemeOne - Myeloproliferative Neoplasm

Subject Name: Provider Name: Sample Type: Bone Mamow Aspirate
‘Subject Date of Birth: Provider Phone: Sample Collected: 10/28/2022 10:38 Section hole Genome Results
Subject Sex: Male Provider Fax: Sample Received: 11/2/2022 13:34
Accession Number: 221028MK1 Provider Institution: Order Date: 10/28/2022 Chromosome Flnding Tier
Testing Indication: Chronic Basophilic T e et (TR
L=r=r— epont st chri None
Chr2 None
Test Result Summary: Positive, Complex chr3 None
inv(4)(q12q21.21)(54281141_81170345) 1A
ISCN Nomenclature: Chr4 (8;11)(q12;p15.4){54269171;8150536) 1A
0gm[GRC38] (X)x1~2,inv(4)(q12q21.21)(54281141_81170345),{4;11){q12;p15.4)(54269171;8150536),
1(4;17)(021.21;922)(81167017;55043518),8p23.3q22.3(61805_107404418)x2~3,1(8;11)(g23.1;p15.4)(107507607;8159472), 1(4;17)(q21.21;922)(81167017;55043518) 18
1(8;17)(q23.1;q22)(107496941;55048409),17q22q25.3(55115496_83246392)x2-3,(21)x2-3 Chrs None
Results Summary: Chrg None
Chr7 None
Section A Guideline driven analysis of known Tier 1A pathogenic variants was positive for a complex -
i a PRKG2:PDGFRA fusion and a partial trisomy 8. SRR B T DI i
chr8 t(8;11)(q23.1;p15.4)(107507607;8159472) 3
Section B ‘Whole genome analysis was positive for structural variants on chromosomes X, 4, 8, 17 and 21. 1(8;17)(q23.1:922)(107496942;55 99) 2
N N N N . Chrg None
Section A: Analysis For loproliferative Neoplasms Results e —
1(4;11)(q12;p15.4)(54269171;8150536) 1A
N N Chr11
Variant Detected Not Detected Variant Detected Not Detected (8;11)(q23.1;p15.4)(107507607;8159472) 3
Chr3 MECOM ChrD JAK2
(reamrangements) O = (reamangements) ] = Chriz None
Chrd FIP1L1-PDGFRA Chr10 RET
ideletion) O X {reamangements) ] = EE Hons
Ghrd PDGFRA Chr11 KMT24 Chr14 None
{rearangements) x| O {reamangements) a X Chrts None
ChrS PDGFRB
Pnilinelin O X 11923 (reamangements) O X s None
ChrS monesemy O X EPCEDCET a X (4;17)(921.21;922)(81167017;55043518) 1B
Chri3 FLT3
5q whole arm (deletion) O X (rearrangements) | P Chri7 (8;17)(423.1;022)(107496942;55048499)
he7 monosomy O = e O ] 17q22025.3(55115496_83246392)x2~3 2
Che (reamangements) O X 17g whole arm (duplication) O X Chris None
3q whole arm Chr19 None
Tq whole arm (deletion) O X {oanslocation) O X . Hone
Chrg FGFR1 1(5:12) PDGFRB::ETV6
(rearrangements) O X (translocation) O X Chr21 (21)x2-3 1B
Chré trisomy” E D tE0) PCM!:EJAKZ D g
(translocation) Chr22 None
Chr@ ABL1 (8:22) BCR-ABL1
reanangements) O X ransiocation) o X X (X)x1-2 2
* Partial trisomy 8 was observed. See interpretation below. Y s
10f5 20f5
Subject Name: RESEARCH USE ONLY Accession Number: 221028MK1 Subject Name: RESEARCH USE ONLY Acocession Number 221028MK1
VERO2 VERD2

Figure 3. Example of a representative clinical OGM report. After demographic information, test results summary tells if any variant has been
detected (positive/negative) and if the genome is simple or complex. Section A shows the defined tier 1A abnormalities as a panel and section B
shows the whole genome profile from chromosomes 1-22, X and Y.
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Supplementary Figures

Is there a disease specified by the Indication? |

+All SVs/CNVS
Confidence:
Recommended

Ifnoy start with pan-heme;

If yes, Gt here highest Tier to be Tier 2

Disease-specific Analysis

e.g. AML, CLL, MDS level
Analysis (Small Variants)

*BNG Control Db:
0%
Heme-Guideline-driven

*SV/CNV Masking:

All SVs Analysis (Small Variants)

+Filter on disease-
specific Small
Variants Feature file

+Filter on

hg38_SmallVariants_ Pan-Cancer analysis

Remaining variants: Any Intra-
Fusions, Inter-Translocations,

Guidelines Feature file and all other small variants

nd manual large CN revie

Neaoplasm
— misc. variant in

+Tier 1A - Disease «Tier2 — Non- >200kb

Specific Indicated Neoplasm = (nowhola ch ]
- misc. variant — misc. variant + Filter on ) no whole chr or arm CNVs) —

in disease-specific in pan-heme gene hg38_CancerGeneList UCSC Link out

gene Feature file “Tier 18 - Notin Guidel

“Tier 1B - Not in Guidelines ler 18 - ot in Suldelines
then - Disease Specific - Disease Specific
AML, CLL, MDS level Analysis (Large IR +Tier 2 — Non-Indicated *Tier 2 - Non-Indicated
) - Whole Chr aneupl rm Neoplasm

— Clonal variants in

or impacting non-
neoplastic genes(s)

+Tier 4 — Constitutional
benign/likely benign

*Unclassified — <200 kb,
technical artifacts &
redundant calls, germline
variants that are not
associated with cancer and
do not meet heme

reporting criteria

pan-cancer gene
+Tier 4 — Constitutional
benign/likely benign

. )

+Disease-specific Large
Variant Feature for
visualization
*Tier 1A - Disease-
specific
- misc. clonal
large variant

+*hg38_LargeVariants_Gu | |
idelines Feature for
visualization
+Tier 2 - Non-Indicated
Neoplasm

- misc. clonal
large variant

+Review low level
CNV/aneusomy with
relaxed filters

*Review low level
CNV/aneusomy with
relaxed filters

Supplementary Figure 1. Overview of analysis and interpretation workflow. The curation and classification process consists of four steps: 1)
disease- specific: Several organizations such as the World Health Organization (WHO), the National Health Service (NHS) and the National
Comprehensive Cancer Network (NCCN) have published guidelines for assessing clinically relevant genomic regions for hematological
malignancies. The analysts apply a filter to select for variants overlapping known loci associated with the disease of the sample (e.g. AML), and
then classify the selected SVs as Tier 1A or 3; 2) Pan-hematological cancers: The analyst removes the first filter, and applies another filter to select
for SVs seen in hematological cancers and classifies them as Tier 2 or 3; 3) Pan-cancer: SVs overlapping other cancer-associated genes are
selected and classified as Tier 1B, 2, 3 or 4; and 4) Remaining variants: All remaining SVs that were fusions, or were >200 kbp are classified as
Tier 1B, 2, 3 or 4.
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Analytical Performance Metrics (N = 207 data points) *

Molecule N50 Map rate Effective coverage
Average
Average N50 Average Map .
>230 kbp >200 kbp >70% Effective > 320x
(kbp) Rate (%)
Coverage (x)
261.15 kbp 89% 100% 87.16% 99% 434.61x 98%

Supplementary Table 1. Summary of molecule quality statistics for 207 data points. *Overall, 185 out of 207 data points passed the recommended
molecule quality metrics.
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Supplementary Table 2. OGM detects additional novel Tier 1 or 2 findings not seen in SOC platforms. This table contains a list of the disease-
associated findings of karyotype, FISH, chromosomal microarray, and OGM. Novel OGM findings have been confirmed by orthogonal methods.
The OGM circos plots show an overview of somatic SVs identified in the tumor genomes. Also, karyotyping variants annotated as “add” cannot
be compared for concordance because of insufficient information. *Any OGM ISCN entries with an appended asterisk indicate that a microarray
was run for confirmation, and those OGM variants with asterisks were confirmed.

See file: Supplemental_table 2.xlsx
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Chr | target Rearr. Del. Dup. Transl_intrachr | Transl_inter Inversion Trisomy Monosomy CNV
3,5 NPM1::MLF1 X
3;8 MYC::BCL6 X
3;14 | FOXP1::IGH X
4 FIP1L1::PDGFRA X X
4 PDGFRA X
4 whole chrom X
4;11 | KMT2A::AFF1 X
4;14 | FGFR3::IGH X
4;14 | IGH X
4;14 | NSD2::IGH X
5 CSF1R X
5 EBF1 X X
5 PDGFRB X
5 TLX3 X
5 whole chrom X X
5 whole arm, q X
5 5g31.2 X
5;11 | NUP98::NSD1 X
5,12 | PDGFRB::ETV6 X
5;14 | BCL11B::TLX3 X
6 CCND3 X
6 DUSP22::IRF4 X
6 DUSP22 X
6 IRF4 X
6;7 p25.3,932.3 X
6;9 DEK::NUP21 X
6;11 | KMT2A::AFDN X
6;14 | IGH::CCND3 X
7 BRAF X
7 EZH2 X X
7 IKZF1 X X X
7 TRB X
7 TRG X
7 whole chrom X X
7 whole arm, q X X
7 7q31.2 X
7;10 TRB::TLX1 X
7;11 | NUP98::HOXA13 X
7;12 MNX1::ETV6 X
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Chr | target Rearr. Del. Dup. Transl_intrachr | Transl_inter Inversion Trisomy Monosomy CNV
7,19 | CLIP3::BRAF X
7,22 | PACSIN2::BRAF X
8 FGFR1 X
8 LYN X
8 MYC X
8 whole chrom X X
8;9 PCM1::JAK2 X
8;14 | IGH::MYC X
8;18 | MYC::BCL2 X
8;21 | RUNX1::RUNX1T1 X
8;22 | IGL::MYC X
9 ABL_extraPh X
9 ABL1 X X
9 CD274 X X X
9 CDKN2A X X
9 CDKN2B X X
9 JAK?2 X
9 NUP214::ABL1 X
9 PAX5 X X
9 PDCD1LG2 X X X
9 whole chrom X
9 whole arm, q X
9;11 | KMT2A::MLLT3 X
9;22 | BCR::ABL1 X
10 RET X
10 TLX1 X
10 whole chrom X
10;11 | KMT2A::MLLT10 X
10;14 | TLX1::TRD X
11 whole arm, q X X
11 ATM X
11 CCND1 X
11 KMT2A X
11 LMO2 X
11 NUP98 X
11 11923 X
11;14 | 11q13::I1GH X
11;14 | CCND1::IGH X
11;14 | TRD::LMO1 X

28


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.27.22283973
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Chr | target Rearr. Del. Dup. Transl_intrachr | Transl_inter Inversion Trisomy Monosomy CNV
11;18 | BIRC3::MALT1 X
11,19 | KMT2A::ELL X
11;19 | KMT2A::MLLT1 X
12 BTG1 X X
12 CCND2 X
12 ETV6 X X
12 whole chrom X X
12 whole arm, p X X
12;21 | ETV6::RUNX1 X
13 DLEU2 X
13 DLEU7 X
13 FLT3 X X
13 RB1 X X
13 whole chrom X
13 13q14 X
14 IGH X
14 TCL1A/B X
14 TRA X
14 TRA_TRD X
14 TRD X
14 whole chrom X
14 14932 X
14;16 | 16g23::1GH X
14,16 | IGH::MAF X
14;18 | IGH::BCL2 X
14;18 | IGH::MALT1 X
14,20 | IGH::MAFB X
14;20 | IGH X
14,20 | MAFB::IGH X
15 NTRK3 X
15 whole chrom X
15;17 | PML::RARA X
16 CBFA2T3::GLIS2 X
16 CBFB::MYH11 X
17 TP53 X
17 whole chrom X X
17 whole arm, p X X
17 whole arm, q X
17 is017q_wholearm X
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Chr | target Rearr. Del. Dup. Transl_intrachr | Transl_inter Inversion Trisomy Monosomy CNV
17;19 | TCF3::HLF X
18 BCL2 X
18 MALT1 X
18 whole chrom X
19 EPOR X
19 JAK3 X
19 TYK2 X
19 whole chrom X
20 whole arm, q X
21 RUNX1_amp X
21 RUNX1 X
22 BCR_extraPh X
22 IGL X
22 whole chrom X
X idic(X)_parm X
X idic(X)_garm X
X CFLR2 X X X
X CSF2RA X X
X IL3RA X X
Y whole chrom X

Supplementary Table 3. List of unigue NCCN, WHO and NHS structural variants across hematological malignancies that were assessed as part of
the review process.
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Sample SV Type Genomic region Size (kbp) | Concordance
CN Loss 4022.2928.1 35868 6/6
Deletion 1921.1 18 6/6
Deletion 23023 36 6/6
Duplication 4¢22.1 230 6/6
BNGOHM- 1 sertion 20252 a1 6/6*
0000178 Interchr Transl. t(7;12)(q21.12;p11.21) -- 6/6
Interchr Transl. 1(13;17)(914.3;p13.2) - 6/6
Intrachr Transl. t(7;7)(911.21;932.2) -- 6/6
Intrachr Transl. t(20;20)(g11.21;913.33) - 6/6
CN Gain 14912q21.3 15162 6/6
CN Loss 3p14.2 736 6/6
Deletion 4pl4 17 6/6
BNGOHM. Duplication 6p25.1 568 6/6
0000181 Insertion 8022.3 7 5/6
Inversion 6016.1 134 5/6
Inversion 3026.1 102 6/6
Interchr Transl. t(6;10)(g12;q24.2) - 6/6
Intrachr Transl. t(6)(q12;916.1) - 6/6
CN Loss 16q923.2923.3 2840 717
Deletion 17q924.2 130 17
BNGOHM- | Duplication 10q11.22 707 217
0000185 Duplication 22q11.22 278 6/7
Insertion 12922 16 6/7
Interchr Transl. 1(1;22)(q21.2;911.22) -- 17
CN Gain 4025935.2 79440 717
Aneuploidy/Gain | 8 120787 717
Aneuploidy/Gain 11 126084 717
BNGOHM- | CN Loss 16qg22.1 2046 717
0000195 Deletion 14q13.2 23 717
Duplication 9p23 449 717
Insertion 4924 152 717
Insertion 7911.21 56 717
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Interchr Transl. t(2,4)(937.3;925) - 717
Intrachr Transl. t(5;5)(q21.3;033.1) -- 717
Intrachr Transl. t(7;7)(p12.1;,q31.1) -- 717

Supplementary Table 4. Reproducibility by SV type.
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Supplementary Table 5. Details of Limit of detection for different variant SV types.

See file: Supplemental_table 5.xlsx
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