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The below process for the development of a framework for the classification of variants of reduced penetrance was followed:
1. Online survey on confidence in classifying variants with reduced penetrance and perceived utility of recommendation development circulated to CanVIG-UK members ahead of national CanVIG-UK meeting.
2. Hypothetical candidate reduced penetrance variants presented at national CanVIG-UK meeting with in-meeting polls on the application of evidence and overall classification (poll results for each question hidden until poll had closed). Verbal explanation of context provided with opportunity for clarification of questions prior to response.
3. Draft framework for classification of reduced penetrance variants developed by working group (CStAG). The context was divided into i) variants with quantified effect size (from case-control/segregation data) and ii) variants with inconsistent/weak evidence.
4. Draft framework for classification of reduced penetrance variants circulated to CanVIG-UK membership for comment and review ahead of national CanVIG-UK meeting.
5. Presentation of draft framework for classification of reduced penetrance variants with application of framework to exemplar variants at national CanVIG-UK meeting. In-meeting poll of application of evidence to exemplar variants and attitudes to draft framework (poll results for each question hidden until poll had closed). Verbal explanation of context provided with opportunity for clarification questions prior to response.
6. Modification of framework for classification of variants of reduced penetrance by working group (CStAG) based on feedback from CanVIG-UK.
7. Online survey on application of modified framework for classification of variants of reduced penetrance to hypothetical exemplar variants circulated to CanVIG-UK members ahead of national CanVIG-UK meeting. Participants had already been introduced to the framework at prior CanVIG-UK meetings and so were equipped to give more detailed responses in their own time.
8. Results of pre-meeting survey on application of modified draft framework to hypothetical exemplar variants discussed at national CanVIG-UK meeting with in-meeting poll of attitudes to modified framework (poll results for each question hidden until poll had closed).
9. Framework modified and finalised by working group (CStAG) following peer review and approved following circulation to CanVIG-UK group.  
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[bookmark: _Toc171435407]Supplementary Figure 1: Additional results from scoping survey. Questions were asked in the context of variant interpretation for cancer susceptibility genes. 
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[bookmark: _Toc171435408]Supplementary Figure 2: Draft consensus framework circulated prior to the February 2024 CanVIG-UK meeting
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	Scoring of evidence item (reduced penetrance)
	Overall classification of variant  (reduced penetrance)
	MDT discussion 
required

	
	
	
	Towards Benignity
	Nil
	Towards Pathogenicity
	
	

	Poll Question
	Evidence being scored
	Other Evidence available for hypothetical variant
	Very Strong (-8 evidence points)
	Strong (-4 evidence points)
	-3 evidence points
	Moderate (-2 evidence points)
	Supporting (-1 evidence points)
	Evidence not applied
	Supporting (1 evidence point)
	Moderate (2 evidence points)
	3 evidence points
	Strong (4 evidence points)
	Very Strong (8 evidence points)
	Pathogenic
	Likely Pathogenic
	Variant of Uncertain Significance (VUS)
	Likely Benign
	Benign
	None
	Local
	National

	Scenario 1: How would you score this case control  evidence towards pathogenicity (PS4)?
	OR=1.5 (95% CI 1.0-2.0, p=0.05)
	BRCT Domain
REVEL = 0.76
1/118,479 observations in gnomAD v2.1.1 exomes
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	19
	6
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	24
	0
	0
	8
	12
	9

	
	OR=2.2 (95% CI 1.0-3.4, p=0.05)
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	6
	6
	11
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	20
	0
	0
	7
	8
	8

	
	OR=2.2 (95% CI 1.5-2.7, p=0.001)
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1
	8
	11
	0
	6
	0
	2
	9
	16
	0
	0
	4
	12
	13

	
	OR=2.2 (95% CI 1.5-2.7, p=0.001) 
and OR=2.2 (95% CI 1.0-3.4, p=0.05)
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1
	3
	5
	3
	11
	1
	3
	12
	7
	0
	0
	6
	7
	7

	Scenario 2: How would you score functional evidence towards benignity/pathogenicity (PS3/BS3)? All assays have been assessed as providing 'strong' evidence on Brnich assessment using negative and positive control variants presumed as full penetrance.
	LOF on assay 
	BRCT domain 
REVEL = 0.76 
1/118,479 observations in gnomAD v2.1.1 exomes 
OR=2.2 (95% CI 1.5-2.7, p=0.001)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3
	2
	15
	0
	7
	16
	0
	0
	0
	9
	7
	3

	
	Intermediate effect, towards LOF, on assay 
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	5
	11
	2
	2
	0
	0
	13
	6
	0
	0
	6
	7
	6

	
	Intermediate effect, towards functional
	
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	10
	5
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	3
	16
	0
	0
	5
	5
	5

	
	LOF on one assay, 
Functional on different assay 
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	16
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	14
	0
	0
	3
	1
	10

	
	Functional on assay 
	
	0
	13
	0
	4
	2
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	13
	4
	0
	7
	6
	3

	Scenario 3: How would you score this allelic evidence towards benignity/pathogenicity (BS2/PM3)?
	Variant in trans with a BRCA1 pathogenic variant in individual with early onset breast cancer (no other phenotype).  Abnormal chromosome breakage studies 
	
	0
	1
	1
	0
	2
	3
	5
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	16
	2
	1
	5
	5
	7

	Scenario 4: How would you score this allelic evidence towards benignity (BS2)?
	Variant in trans with pathogenic BRCA2 variant, no reported Fanconi anaemia features.  No available chromosome breakage studies (BS2)
	
	0
	0
	0
	6
	13
	4
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1
	3
	19
	2
	0
	4
	7
	10

	Scenario 5: How would you score this segregation  evidence  towards benignity (BS4)? Segregation score generated under a full penetrance model.
	Segregation data from Parsons et al., 2019: LR = 0.04, -4 exponent points (BS4)
	
	0
	4
	2
	8
	4
	4
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1
	3
	16
	3
	0
	2
	6
	6













Supplementary Table 2: Full responses from CanVIG-UK live polls regarding use of the reduced penetrance framework for ‘Scenario A’ and ‘Scenario B’ variants. Live polls were conducted during the CanVIG-UK February and March 2024 meetings, with an online survey circulated between February and March meetings. Further information regarding the evidence discussed for each variant is provided in Table 2.
	Poll/Survey
	Question posed
	Response options
	Counts

	Live Poll (in-meeting, February 2024)
	Using the reduced penetrance framework, how would you classify the following variant: BRCA2 c.9302T>G p.(Leu3101Arg)?
	Likely Pathogenic
	4

	
	
	Likely Pathogenic, reduced penetrance
	16

	
	
	Variant of Uncertain Significance
	1

	
	Using the reduced penetrance framework, how would you classify the following variant: BRCA2 c.520C>T p.(Arg174Cys)?
	Likely Pathogenic
	0

	
	
	Likely Pathogenic, reduced penetrance
	21

	
	
	Variant of Uncertain Significance
	5

	
	Using the reduced penetrance framework, how would you classify the following variant: BRCA2 c.8351G>A p.(Arg2784Gln)?
	Likely Pathogenic
	0

	
	
	Likely Pathogenic, reduced penetrance
	3

	
	
	Variant of Uncertain Significance
	23

	
	I would be comfortable as classifying a variant as likely pathogenic with reduced penetrance if supported by case-control evidence
	Agree
	25

	
	
	Disagree
	2

	
	I would be comfortable as classifying a variant as likely pathogenic with reduced penetrance if supported by segregation evidence
	Agree
	21

	
	
	Disagree
	6

	
	I would be comfortable as classifying a variant as likely pathogenic with reduced penetrance in absence of case/control or segregation effect size
	Agree
	7

	
	
	Disagree
	19

	Online Survey (between February and March 2024 CanVIG-UK meetings)

	At what evidence strength would you apply evidence towards benignity (BS2) for variant (i)?
	None (would not apply)
	2

	
	
	BS2 supporting
	2

	
	
	BS2 moderate
	7

	
	
	BS2 strong
	0

	
	Using the reduced penetrance framework, how would you classify variant (i)?
	Likely Pathogenic
	4

	
	
	Likely Pathogenic, reduced penetrance
	6

	
	
	Variant of Uncertain Significance
	1

	
	At what evidence strength would you apply evidence towards benignity (BP5) for variant (ii)?




	None (would not apply)
	0

	
	
	BP5 supporting
	2

	
	
	BP5 moderate
	6

	
	
	BP5 strong
	2

	
	Using the reduced penetrance framework, how would you classify a variant such as hypothetical variant (ii)?
	Likely Pathogenic
	1

	
	
	Likely Pathogenic, reduced penetrance
	2

	
	
	Variant of Uncertain Significance
	7

	Live Poll (in-meeting, March 2024)
	Using the reduced penetrance framework, how would you classify a variant such as hypothetical variant (iii)?
	Likely Pathogenic
	3

	
	
	Likely Pathogenic, reduced penetrance
	16

	
	
	Variant of Uncertain Significance
	2

	
	I would be comfortable as classifying a variant as likely pathogenic with reduced penetrance in absence of case/control or segregation effect size
	Agree
	15

	
	
	Disagree
	9
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Evidence towards benignity that

may be discounted or used at
reduced in strenath (in the

context of reduced penetrance)

+ Multifactorial analysis under full-penetrance model (usually target + Multifactorial analysis under full-penetrance model
OR of 5) from segregation/co-occurrence /family history data (usually target OR of 5) from segregation/family
(BS4/BP2): history/co-occurrence data (BS4/BP2):

o discount o downgrade by one benignity evidence strength
level

+ Functional assay result indicating functionality (BS3):
o downgrade by one benignity evidence strength level

« Frequency > BS1 threshold:
o downgrade by one benignity evidence strength level

= Observation in homozygous statein trans with a pathogenic variant in an individual with normal phenotype (BP2)
o_downgrade by one benignity evidence strength level

Recommendations on final
classification

Variant may be classified as <<likely pathogenic with reduced penetrance>> if net EP = 6~

“OR >half of OR associated with full penetrance variant but <OR associated with full penetrance variant in gene of interest. If using enriched dataset, adjust target OR accordingly
““Intermediate score should represent an intermediate functional effect, not an indeterminate effect or technical fail. Consider application of higher evidence strength if multiple functional studies

indicate intermediate effect.

***PS3 can be applied reduced by one evidence strength level if assays of approximately equal weighting as per Brnich et al have conflicting results o f the majority of assays indicate loss of
function. If the majority of assays indicate functionality, consider applying BS3 reduced by one benignity evidence strength level

variants may be classified as <<pathogenic with reduced penetrance>> in presence of international validation of reduced penetrance effect e.g. BRCAT 5096G>A p.Arg1699Gin
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