O oo ~NOOTLh W N P

W W WWWWWWWWNDNDNDNDNNMNNNNNRPRRPRPRPEPERPERPERPRRERERE
©OooO~NOO O, WNPEFPOOONOOUOODMWDNEPOOOLONOOGDMWDNDNPE,O

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.26.23295173; this version posted September 27, 2023. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

DNA mismatch repair gene variant classification: evaluating the
utility of somatic mutations and mismatch repair deficient colonic
crypts and endometrial glands

Romy Walker?", Khalid Mahmood™**, Julia Como™?, Mark Clendenning®?, Jihoon E. Joo™?,
Peter Georgeson™?, Sharelle Joseland™?, Susan G. Preston™?, Bernard J. Pope™*3, James M.
Chan'?, Rachel Austin?, Jasmina Bojadzieva®, Aindey Campbell®, Emma Edwards’, Margaret
Gleeson’, Annabel Goodwin®®, Marion T. Harris™®, Emilia Ip™, Judy Kirk’, Julia Mansour*,
Helen Marfan?, Cassandra Nichols*, Nicholas Pachter*****>, Abiramy Ragunathan’, Allan
Sigelman®***" Rachel Susman?, Michael Christie'®*°, Mark A. Jenkins®®, Rish K. Pai%,
Christophe Rosty"*?%, Finlay A. Macrae®**>®, Ingrid M. Winship**?" Daniel D. Buchanan
12241 for the ANGELS study

Colorectal Oncogenomics Group, Department of Clinical Pathology, Victorian Comprehensive
Cancer Centre, The University of Melbourne, Melbourne, VIC, Audtralia

University of Melbourne Centre for Cancer Research, Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre,
Melbourne, VIC, Australia

3Melbourne Bioinformatics, The University of Melbourne, Melbourne, VIC, Australia

“*Genetic Health Queensland, Royal Brisbane and Women's Hospital, Brisbane, QLD, Australia
>Clinical Genetics Unit, Austin Health, Mebourne, VIC, Australia

®Familial Cancer Service, Westmead Hospital, Sydney, NSW, Australia

"Hunter Family Cancer Service, Newcastle, NSW, Australia

8Cancer Genetics Department, Royal Prince Alfred Hospital, Camperdown, NSW, Australia
*University of Sydney, Sydney, NSW, Australia

%\Monash Health Familial Cancer Centre, Clayton, VIC, Australia

HCancer Genetics service, Liverpool Hospital, Liverpool, NSW, Australia

2Tasmanian Clinical Genetics Service, Royal Hobart Hospital, Hobart, TAS, Australia
3Genetic Services of Western Australia, King Edward Memorial Hospital, Perth, WA, Australia
“Medical School, University of Western Australia, Perth, WA, Australia

>School of Medicine, Curtin University, Perth, WA, Australia

18 Vincent's Cancer Genetics Unit, Sydney, NSW, Australia

17Surgical Professorial Unit, UNSW Clinical School of Clinical Medicine, Sydney, NSW,
Australia

8Department of Medicine at Royal Melbourne Hospital, Melbourne Medical School, The
University of Melbourne, Melbourne, VIC, Australia

®Department of Pathology, The Royal Melbourne Hospital, Melbourne, VIC, Australia
?Centre for Epidemiology and Biostatistics, School of Population and Global Health, The
University of Melbourne, Melbourne, VIC, Australia

?'Department of Laboratory Medicine and Pathology, Mayo Clinic Arizona, Scottsdale, AZ, USA
*Envoi Yoecialist Pathologists, Brisbane, QLD, Australia

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.26.23295173
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

40
41

GRES

46
a7
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.26.23295173; this version posted September 27, 2023. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

ZUniversity of Queensland, Brishane, QLD, Australia

?*Genomic Medicine and Familial Cancer Centre, Royal Melbourne Hospital, Melbourne, VIC,
Australia

Colorectal Medicine and Genetics, The Royal Melbourne Hospital, Melbourne, VIC, Australia
%Department of Medicine, The University of Melbourne, Melbourne, VIC, Australia

T These authors contributed equally to this work

"Correspondence: romy.walker@unimelb.edu.au

Simple Summary: Lynch syndrome is caused by germline pathogenic variants in the DNA
mismatch repair (MMR) genes predisposing carriers to colorectal and endometrial cancer.
Genetic testing for Lynch syndrome, in the form of multigene panel testing, frequently identifies
variants of uncertain clinical significance (VUS). These VUS have limited clinical actionability
and create uncertainty for patients and clinicians regarding their risk of cancer. In this study, we
tested carriers of germline VUS for features consistent with Lynch syndrome, namely 1) tumor
microsatellite instability/MMR-deficiency, 2) the presence of a somatic second hit in the MMR
gene harboring the VUS by tumor sequencing and 3) the presence of MM R-deficiency in normal
colonic mucosa crypts or normal endometrial glands. Our findings showed that microsatellite
instability/MMR-deficiency status and somatic second hits were consistent with MMR variant
classifications as determined by the ACMG/INSIGHT framework. In addition to this, the
presence of MMR-deficient crypts/glands were consistent with pathogenic variant classification.

Abstract: Germline pathogenic variants in the DNA mismatch repair (MMR) genes (Lynch
syndrome) predispose to colorectal (CRC) and endometrial (EC) cancer. Lynch syndrome
gpecific tumor features were evaluated for their ability to support the ACMG/INSIGHT
framework in classifying variants of uncertain clinical significance (VUS) in the MMR genes.
Twenty-eight CRC or EC tumors from 25 VUS carriers (6XMLH1, 9xMSH2, 6xMSH6,
AXxPMS2), underwent targeted tumor sequencing for the presence of microsatellite
ingtability/MMR-deficiency (MSI-H/AMMR) status and identification of a somatic MMR
mutation (second hit). Immunohistochemical testing for the presence of dAMMR cryptg/glandsin
normal tissue was also performed. The ACMG/INSIGHT framework reclassified 7/25 (28%)
VUS to likely pathogenic (LP), three (12%) to benigr/likely benign, and 15 (60%) VUS
remained unchanged. For the seven re-classified LP variants comprising nine tumors, tumor
sequencing confirmed M SI-H/dMMR (8/9, 88.9%) and a second hit (7/9, 77.8%). Of these LP
reclassified variants where normal tissue was available, the presence of adMMR crypt/gland was
found in 2/4 (50%). Furthermore, a dMMR endometrial gland in a carrier of an MSH2 exon 1-6
duplication provided further support for upgrade of this VUS to LP. Our study confirmed that
identifying these Lynch syndrome features can improve MMR variant classification, enabling
optimal clinical care.
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82 1. Introduction
83 Lynch syndrome is the most common hereditary cancer predisposition syndrome with an
84 edtimated carrier frequency in the population of 1 in 280 [1] and a prevaence of up to 5% in
85 colorectal cancer (CRC) or endometrial cancer (EC) affected people [2-5]. Lynch syndrome is
86 caused by germline pathogenic variants in one of the DNA mismatch repair (MMR) genes,
87 MLH1, MSH2, MSH6, PMX2 [6] or by deletions in the 3' end of the EPCAM gene leading to
88 transcriptional silencing of MSH2 [7]. People with Lynch syndrome have an increased risk of not
89 only CRC and EC but also of cancers of the ovaries, stomach, duodenum, bile duct, gall bladder,
90 pancreas, urinary bladder, ureter, kidney, breast, prostate and brain tumors [8]. Current estimates
91 of penetrance for CRC vary by gene and sex but on average approximately one-third to one-half
92 of germline MMR pathogenic variant carriers will be diagnosed with CRC by the age of 70
93 [9,10]. Once identified, carriers of MMR gene pathogenic variants can be offered screening via
94  colonoscopy with polypectomy and other opportunities to prevent cancer development or the
95  abhility to diagnose Lynch syndrome cancers at an early curable stage [11].
96 The current diagnostic approach to identify carriers of pathogenic MMR variants
97  involves immunohistochemical (IHC) testing of CRC or EC tumors for loss of MMR protein
98 expression followed by germline multigene panel testing of the MMR genes [12]. A recurring
99  outcome from genetic tests is the identification of germline variants of uncertain clinical
100 gignificance (VUYS) in one of the MMR genes, reported to occur in 6% of the cases undergoing
101 testing for Lynch syndrome [13]. Uncertainty regarding the pathogenicity of a VUS impacts
102 clinical management, as carriers of pathogenic variants receive more intensive clinical care
103 including screening such as colonoscopy, and choice/timing of possible risk reducing surgeries,
104  than carriers of benign variants [14]. The American College of Medical Genetics and Genomics
105 (ACMG) has developed standards and guidelines for the interpretation of sequence variants
106 identified in Mendelian disorders [15]. Here, the recommendation is to classify variants into five
107  categories (class 1-5) based on available evidence deriving from variant prevalence in the
108 population, in silico effect prediction, functional assays and segregation data, amongst other data
109 sources [15]. Comparably, the International Society for Gastrointestinal Hereditary Tumours
110 (InSIGHT) working group determined INSIGHT criteria to aid with MMR variant classification
111  (https://www.insight-group.org/criterial, last accessed date: 31% of May 2023). In this Bayesian
112 based analysis, variant pathogenicity probabilities derive from tumor characteristics and
113 predetermined combinations of evidence types to predict the variant pathogenicity likelihood
114 [16].
115 The tumor characteristics used in the INSIGHT criteria to guide MMR variant
116 classification are features commonly observed in individuals diagnosed with Lynch syndrome,
117  such as high levels of microsatéllite instability (MSI-H) and MMR-deficiency (AMMR) [17], as
118  determined by MSI polymerase chain reaction (MSI-PCR) and IHC assays, respectively. MSI-
119 PCR and IHC each have their own limitations leading to false positive or false negative testing
120  results [18,19] which impedes accurate classification of MMR variants. MSI-H/dMMR tumors
121  develop in Lynch syndrome when one allelein an MMR gene becomes inactivated by a germline
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122  pathogenic variant while the other allele becomes inactivated by either a somatic mutation or by
123 loss of heterozygosity (LOH). This acquisition of a somatic second hit, as described by the
124 Knudson two-hit hypothesis [20], results in complete loss of MMR function. As next-generation
125 sequencing (NGS) becomes more widdy adopted for precision oncology and diagnostic
126  purposes, the ability to accurately determine MSI-H/AMMR satus [21,22] and identify MMR
127  gene somatic mutations/LOH [23] using this methodology is becoming increasingly attractive as
128 a streamlined approach to diagnosing Lynch syndrome. While the strength of both the ACMG
129 guidelines and INSIGHT criteria are the ability to draw on multiple data sources, these may not
130 aways be accessible in clinical settings [16]. Therefore, despite important advances,
131 classification of germline variantsin the MMR genes remains challenging.

132 A novel finding in Lynch syndrome has been the identification of dMMR in
133  morphologically normal colonic crypts [24-27] or endometrial glands [28,29]. dMMR
134  crypts/glands are specific to people with Lynch syndrome, observed only in carriers and not in
135 people with sporadic MSI-H/dMMR tumors [27]. In people with Lynch syndrome the acquisition
136  of the somatic second hit in normal tissue results in biallelic inactivation of the MMR gene,
137  which isevidenced by loss of MMR protein expression as detected by IHC [24,27], representing
138 the initiation of tumorigenesis. Therefore, the presence of a dAMMR crypt/gland is a strong
139 indicator of a germline MMR pathogenic variant. To date, this unique characteristic has not yet
140  been investigated for its potential application in MMR gene variant classification approaches.
141  To be most inclusive of current variant classification parameters, we applied a combination of
142 the ACMG quiddlines integrated with the INSIGHT criteria, hereon referred to as the
143 ACMG/InSIGHT framework, for classification of variants in the MMR genes. MMR gene
144  variant classification has undergone substantial progress in the last decade through incorporation
145 of features unique to the Lynch syndrome phenotype. With the evolution of NGS-based
146  diagnostics, including for Lynch syndrome [30,31], the shift from tumor IHC to tumor NGS to
147  determine MSI-H/AMMR satus is gaining support. Additionally, evidence of the presence of
148 dMMR crypts/glands has the potential to inform MMR gene variant classification within the
149 ACMG/INnSIGHT approach. Thus, in this study, we investigated the role of 1) NGS-based M SI-
150 H/dMMR status using an additive feature combination approach as described previously [22], 2)
151 the presence of a somatic second hit (single mutation or LOH) in the MMR gene harboring the
152 VUS and 3) the presence of a dAMMR crypt/gland in normal colonic or endometrial tissue, in
153 classifying 25 MMR VUS and compared this to their classification status derived from the
154 ACMG/InSIGHT framework. Determination of additional features or approaches to support
155 MMR gene variant classification will improve the diagnosis of Lynch syndrome and the
156  precision prevention of cancer in carriers.

157

158 2. Materialsand Methods

159 2.1 Patient Cohort

160  Participants were men and women diagnosed with primary CRC or women diagnosed with EC
161 (n=25) who were identified by clinical genetic testing to carry a germline MMR gene VUS as
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defined by the clinical testing report and subsequently referred by one of the Family Cancer
Clinics across Australia to the ANGELS study (“Applying Novel Genomic approaches to Early-
onset and suspected Lynch Syndrome colorectal and endometrial cancers’) between 2018 and
2022 [32] (test group, n=25 carriers who developed n=28 tumors, Table 1). Cancer-affected
relatives were recruited where possible to investigate segregation of the VUS. The patient 1Ds
used in this manuscript are not known to anyone outside the research group and cannot be used

168

to identify study subjects.

Carrier wus Tumors Ageat ppg  Carier Tumors
Relationship Carrier ID  Sex Gene Variant Variant Type Carrier Status Tissue ID Tissue o N HC " Tested in this
Comt D Count Count Sequenced Diagnosis Methylation Study
1 F_051 Index 1 1D_051 F 1 MLH1 ¢.71_85del p.{val24_Pro28del) Inframe deletion Proband - tumor 1 1 EC_051 EC 56-60 MLH1/PMS2 NEGATIVE 1
F_051 Index D051 F MLHL c¢.71_85del p.(val24_Pro28del) Inframe deletion Proband - tumor 2 Breast_051 Breast 46-50 NT NT
Fom Index s F MIH1 c.71_85del p{val?4_Pro78del] Inframe deletion Proband tumor 3 Duo_051 Duadenal 56 60 NT NI
F_051 Index Dos1 F MLHL c.71_85del p(Val24_prozsdel) Inframe deletion  Proband polyp 1 Polyp1_051 T"a:'i::’i‘;‘s 5155 Normal N1
Tubulovillous
F_051 Index 10051 F MLHL c¢.71_85del p.(val2a_Proz8del) Inframe deletion Proband  polyp 2 Polypz_051 adenoma 56 60 Normal NT
Tubulovillous .
F D51 Index ID 051 F MLH1 ¢71 85del p(Val24 Pro28del) Inframe deletion Proband - polyp 3 Polyp3 051 adenoma 56-60 MLH1"/PMS2 NT
2 F 161 Index 2 ID 161 F 2 MLH1 539 541del p.{Val180del) Inframe deletion Proband - tumor 1 2 EC 161 EC 56-60 MLH1/PMS2 NEGATIVE 2
3 MSH6 c4068_4071dup p{Lys1358Aspfs*2) Frameshift
F_161 Index 1D_161 F MLHL ¢.539_541del p.{val180del) Inframe deletion Proband - tumor 2 CRC_161 CRC 3135 Normal NT
F 161 Child 3 e ™ MIHT ¢.539_541del p.{val180del) Inframe deletion Carrier CRC_1617 CRC 3135 Normal NT
F_161 Sibling 4 pie13t F MLHL ¢.539_541del p.{val180del) Inframe deletion Carrier - tumor 1 CRC1_161-3 CRC 3640 NT NT
F_161 sibling D_161.3" F MIHT ¢.539_41del p.{val180del) Inframe deletion Carrier tumor 7 CROZ_161 3 CRC 61 65 MIH1/PMS? NT
F_161 sibling D 1613 F MLHL ¢.539_541del p.{val180del) Inframe deletion Carrier - tumor 3 Lung_161-3 Lung 61-65 NT NT
3 fi6 Index 5 D176 F 4  MLHL c.1594G>C p(Gly532Arg) Missense Proband - tumor 1 3 CRC_176 CRC 46-50 MLHL/PMS2  NEGATIVE 3
F_176 Index 0176 F MLHL ¢.1594G>C p{Gly532Arg) Missense Proband tumor 2 a EC_176 EC 5155 MLHI'/PMS2  NEGATIVE
w F 176 Parent 6 ID1/62 F MLHL c.1594G>C p{Gly532Arg) Missense Carrier CRC 1762 CRC 8185 PMS2 NT
§ 4 F_326 Index 7 D326 F 5 MLHL c1595G>A p(Gly532Asp) Missense Proband 5 CRC_326 CRC 41-45 MLH1'/PMS2  NEGATIVE a
5 5 F 376 Index 8 ID376° M g MSH? Fxon1 6duplication Fxon duplication Proband 6 CRC_376 CRC 26 30 MSH2/MSHB NT 5
E 6 F 058 Index 9 IDosg¢ F 7  MSH2 Exon 1-6 duplication Exon duplication Proband - tumor 1 7 EC 058 EC 26-50 MSH2/MSHS NT 6
E F D58 Index ID 058 F MSH2 Exon 1-6 duplication Exon duplication Proband - tumor 2 Skin 058 Skin 46-50 NT NT
o " . Sessile serrated
g F_D58 Child 10 ID_058-2 F MSH2 Exon 1-6 duplication Exon duplication Carrier Polyp_058-2 adenoma 16-20 NT NT
9 F_Ds8 Parent 11 ID_058-3 F MSH2 Exon 1-6 duplication Exon duplication Carrier - tumor 1 CRC1_058-4 CRC 51-55 NT NT
% F_058 Parent ID_058-3 F MSH2 Exon 1-6 duplication Exon duplication Carrier - tumor 2 CRC2_058-4 CRC 51-55 NT NT
E F_058 Relative 12 ID_058-4 M MSH2  Exon 1-6 duplication Exon duplication  Obligate carrier - tumor 1 CRC_058-5 CRC 7175 NT NT
] F 058 Relative D0s8a M MSH? Fxan 1 6 duplication Fxon duplication  Obligate carrier tumor 2 Prostrate_058 5 Prostate s NI NT
H F_058 Relative 13 D085 F MSH?_Fxon 16 duplication Fxon duplication NA umaffected Unknown NI NT
z 7 F_149 Index 14 D145 M 8  MSH2 Exon14-15 duplication Bxon duplication 8 CRC_149 CRC 26-30 MSH2/MSHG NT 7
i F_149 Parent 15 p1ag s F MSH? _Fxan 14 15 duplication Fxon duplication Carrier CRC_149 7 CRC a6 50 NI NT
H 8 F_138 Index 16 10,138 M 9  MSH2 c328A>C p.{Lys110GIn} Missense Proband tumor 1 9 CRC1_138 CRC 66 70 MSH2/MSHS NT 8
b F_138 Index D138 ™M MSH2 ¢328A>C p.{Lys110GIn) Missense Proband tumor 2 CRC2_138 RC 76 80 NT NT
2 F 128 Sibling 17 D 1382 M MSH2 ¢328A>C p.{Lys110GIn} Missense Carrier - tumor 1 Skin 1382 Skin {melanoma) 41-45 NT NT
g F 138 Sibling D 1382 M MSH2 ¢328A>C p{lys110GIn} Missense Carrier - tumor 2 CRC 1382 CRC 61-65 Normal NT
2 F_138 Sibling ID_1382 M MSH2 ¢328A>C p.{Lys110GIn} Missense Carrier - tumor 3 Pan_1382 Pancreatic 76-80 Normal NT
= 9 F3is Index 18 D315 F 10 MSH2 c.1862G>T pArg62ileu) Missense Proband - tumor 1 10 EC_315 EC 6165 MS H2/ MSHG NT 9
F_315 Index D315 F MSH2 ¢.1862G>T p.{Arg621Leu) Missense Proband - tumor 2 CRC_315 CRC 36-40 NT NT
F 315 Sibling 19 ID3152 F MSH2 ¢.1862G>T p(Arg621leu) Missense Carrier - tumor 11 EC 3152 EC 56-60 MiH1/PMS)®  POSITIVE 10
F 315 Sibling D2152 F MSH €1862GT p.{Arg621leu) Missense Carier - polyp Polyp 3152 Be"'g"pow 5660 NT NT
10 Foos Index 20 D008 F 11  MSH2 2005:3 2005+ 14del Splice Proband - tumor 1 12 EC 008 £C 6165 MSH2/MSHG NT 11
F_008 Index D008 F MSH2 ¢.2005+3_2005+14del splice Proband - tumor 2 Ureter_008 Ureter 4145 NT NT
F_008 Index o008 F MSH2_¢.2005+3_2005+14del splice Proband - tumor 3 CRC_008 CRC 51-55 Nt
FESEY) Index 21 1D 132 _F 12 _MSH2 c20601>C p(Leu687Pro] Missense Proband 13 RC132 CRC 3640 MSH2/MSHG NT 12
12 F% Index 22 ID_1% F 13 MSHG6 c3556+5_3556+8delins p.? splice Proband - tumor 1 14 CRC_156 CRC 6165 MSHG NT 13
F_156 Index 1% F MSHG ¢.3556+5_3556+8delins p.? splice Proband - tumor 2 15 EC_156 £C 5155 MSHG NT
F_1%6 sibling 23 IDa1%r ™M MSH6 c3556+5_3556+8delins p.? splice. Carrier NA Unaffected Unknown NT NT
13 Fa Index 24 D143 F 14 PMS) c.137G>T p.(Serdblie) Missense Proband 16 FC_143 kC 76 30 PMS? NEGATIVE 14
F 143 Sibling 25 D122 M PMS2 137G>T p(Serdlle) Missense NA Unaffected Unknown NT NT
F 143 Parent 26 D 1423 M PMS2 137G5T p(Serdlle) Missense NA Unaffected Unknown NT NT
F 143 Relative 27 D124 F PMS2 13765T p(Serdlle) Missense NA Unaffected Unknown NT NT
F_143 Relative 28 ID_143-5 F PMS2 ¢137G>T pserdslle) Missense Carier NA Unaffected Unknown NT NT
F_143 Relative 29 1436 F PMS2 ¢137G>T pserdslle) Missense Carier NA Unaffected Unknown NT NT
F_143 Relative 30 D137 F PMS2 ¢.137G>T p.(serdslle] Missense Obligate Carrier NA Unaffected Unknown NT Nt
F_143 Relative 31 1438 F PMS2_c137G>T piserdslle] Missense Carrier NA Unaffected Unknown NT NT
z 4 F a8 Index 32 D328 F 15  MUHL c1153CoT pArg285Cys) Missense Proband - tumor 1 17 CRC_328 CRC 2145 MSH2/MSHG NT 15
g £ 8 Index nam ¥ MIHI c1153CT p(Arg3gscys) Missense Proband _tumor 2 Breast 178 Breast 5155 NT i
s < 15 Fom Index. 33 D207 F 16  MSH) c.138(>G p.(Hisa6GIn) Missense proband tumor 1 18 FC_02 FC 61 65 MSH6. NT 16
R £ o0 Index wow ¥ MSH) 138056 p.(HisBGiIn) Missense proband _tumor 7 Breast 207 Breast 165 N1 N
2S5 %[ 16 F30s Index 34 ID395  F 17 MSH2 c668T>C p(leu223Pro) Missense Proband 19 CRC 395 CRC 3640 MLH1/PMS2  NEGATIVE 17
§ o g 17 F 089 Index 35 D08 F 18 MSH6 c2827G>T p{Aspd43Tyr) Missense Proband - tumor 1 20 CRC1 089 CRC a1-a5 MLH1/PMS2  NEGATIVE 18
= g F_089 Index D089 F MSH6_¢2827G>T p{Asp9d3Tyr) Missense Proband - tumor 2 CRC2_089 CRC 4145 NT. NT
8= 18 Foa6 Index 361D 046 F 19 MSH6 C2950A>C p(Asnosais) Missense Proband 21 EC_046 £C 6670 PMS2 NEGATIVE 19
2 19 F 63 Index 37 D263 F 20  MSH6 c.*8515Ap? 3 UTR Proband 22 FC 763 EC 61 65 MiHT/pMss  NEGATIVE 20
8 20 F93 Index 381D 191 M 21 PMS? c2149GA p{Val717Met) WMissense Proband 23 (RC_ 193 CRC 3135 MIHI/PMS)  NEGATIVE 21
21 F_170 Index 39 ID170  F 22 MLHL c-117G>T p.? 5 UTR Proband 24 CRC_170 CRC 3135 Normal NEGATIVE 22
E 22 F 111 Index 40 1D 111 F 23 MSH6 1153 1155del p.{Arg385del) Inframe deletion Proband 25 CRC 111 CRC 26-40 Normal NT 23
] g 23 F 240 Index a1 D240 F 24 PMS2 c2335G>A p.(Gly779Arg) Missense Proband 26 CRC 240 CRC 26-30 Normal NEGATIVE 24
52 24 F3%2 Index 42 ID352 M 25 PMS2 c241G>A p{Glusilys) Missense Proband - tumor 1 27 CRC1_352 CRC 56-60 Normal NT 25
e Fas2 Index D32 M PMS2 €241G>A p.(GluSllys) Missense Proband - tumor 2 28 CRC2_352 RC 56-60 MSH2/MSHS NT
169 35 Index 3% M PMS2_ c241G>A p.(Glusilys) Missense Proband - tumor 3 Brain 352 Glioblastoma 51-55 [

170
171
172
173
174
175

Table 1.

List of carriers of a germline DNA mismatch repair variant of uncertain clinical

significance and their cancer-affected status that were included in this study. Abbreviations: ID,
identification number; F, female; M, male; VUS, variant of uncertain clinical significance; CRC,
colorectal cancer; EC, endometrial cancer; IHC, immunohistochemistry; NA, not applicable; NT,
not tested; UTR, untranslated region.
+ Indicates heterogeneous / patchy loss of DNA mismatch repair protein expression by IHC
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176 ' Family members (F_161) were only tested for the germline MLH1 ¢.539 541del p.(Val180del)
177  variant and not for the concomitant MSH6 ¢.4068 4071dup p.(Lys1358Aspfs* 2) variant

178 2 The parents (ID_376-2 and ID_376-3) from carrier ID_376 were tested for the germline MSH2
179  exon 1-6 duplication and were found to be wildtype

180 3 Thesister (ID_058-3) and relative (ID_058-7) from carrier ID_058 were tested for the germline
181 MSH2 exon 1-6 duplication and were found to be wildtype

182  * Participant ID_149 carries a germline MSH2 exon 14-15 duplication and a concomitant
183 germline POLE ¢.1708C>A p.(Leu570Met) variant

184  ° The mother (ID_149-2) from carrier ID_149 was tested for the familial germline MSH2 exon
185  14-15 duplication and POLE ¢.1708C>A p.(Leu570Met) variants, however, was found to only
186 carry the MSH2 germline VUS

187

188 A biopsy or resection tumor tissue specimen was collected from each participant. Normal
189 colonic mucosa or norma endometrium tissue were collected where possible. Pedigree
190 information was collected during clinical work-up and segregation of the MMR VUS in family
191 members was performed via Sanger sequencing as part of this study. A group of CRC- or EC-
192 affected MMR pathogenic variant carriers (n=19) or non-carriers of agermline MMR pathogenic
193 variant or VUS (n=20) who were participants of the Australasian Colorectal Cancer Family
194 Registry (ACCFR) were included as reference groups, where n=37 underwent targeted panel
195 sequencing or whole exome sequencing as shown in Table S1. The molecular and phenotypic
196 characterization of these individuals and their tumors from the ANGELS [22,32,33] and the
197 ACCFR [2,34-36] have been described previously. All studies were approved by the Human
198 Research Ethics Committees at The University of Mebourne (HREC#1750748) and hospitals
199 governing participating family cancer clinics. Written informed consent was obtained from all
200  participants.

201

202 2.2 Immunohistochemical Testing for DNA Mismatch Repair Protein Expression

203  For the 25 MMR VUS carriers, IHC of tumor tissue was derived from either the diagnostic
204  pathology report or from testing performed by this study. For this study, the Ventana
205 DISCOVERY ULTRA automated stainer (Ventana Medical Systems Inc., Oro Valley, United
206  States) was used with anti-MLH1 (M1), anti-MSH2 (G219-1129), anti-MSH6 (SP93) mouse
207  monoclona and anti-PMS2 (A16-4) rabbit monoclonal primary antibodies (Roche Diagnostics,
208 Basdl, Switzerland) and tested on a 4uM tissue section. All staining protocols were performed
209  following the manufacturer’s protocol (Roche Diagnostics).

210 To detect dMMR colonic crypts or endometrial glands, IHC was performed on 4uM
211 sections from a tissue block containing non-tumor-adjacent normal colonic mucosa or
212  endometrium from the resection margins. Twenty serial 4uM sections were cut to a depth of
213 80pM with the 1%, 10" and 19" slide stained for the MMR protein that was concordant with the
214 MMR gene harboring the VUS. If no dMMR crypt/gland was identified, a further twenty 4uM
215  sections were cut and screened. This process was repeated up to three times with a maximum of
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216  3x80uM sections of tissue screened. When a dMMR crypt/gland was identified, the subsequent
217  section (2™ 11™ or 20" dlide) was stained for the unaffected MMR gene as a control for
218 artefactual loss of expression. For example, if an MSH2-deficient crypt/gland was identified, the
219 next dide was stained for MLH1 protein expression. All dMMR crypts/glands identified in this
220 study were independently confirmed by two senior pathologists (CR and RP), with 100%
221  concordance in classifying stained dlides as positive or negative for dMMR crypts/glands. Six
222  normal colonic mucosa and six normal endometrial tissue samples were available for a total of
223 12VUScaries.

224

225 2.3 Tumor MLH1 Methylation Testing Assays

226  Testing for MLH1 gene promoter methylation on formalin-fixed paraffin embedded (FFPE)
227  tissue DNA was performed as previously described [22,33]. Briefly, two independent MLH1
228 methylation assays, namely MethyLight [2,34] and MSHRM (methylation-sensitive high
229  resolution melting assay) [37], were used to test the same tumor DNA sample alongside a set of
230 DNA standards (0% - 100% methylation) and no-template (negative) controls. Bisulfite
231  conversion of tumor DNA was performed using the EZ DNA Methylation-Lightning™ Kit
232  (Zymo Research, Irvine, United States). For MethyLight, MLH1 methylation was quantitatively
233  reported based on the percentage of methylated reference (PMR) calculations [34], where tumors
234 with a PMR >10% were considered “positive’ [2,34]. For MS-HRM, the MdtDoctor™ HRM
235 Reagent Kit (Thermo Fisher Scientific, Massachusetts, United States) was used where tumors
236  demonstrating >5% were considered MLH1 methylation “positive”.

237

238 2.4 Next-Generation Sequencing

239  All available FFPE tumor tissue DNA (n=28) and matched blood-derived DNA samples from 25
240 MMR VUS carriers (Table 2) underwent targeted multigene panel sequencing using the panel
241  capture previously described [22,33]. This customized pand incorporated 297 genes, including
242  the MMR and EPCAM genes, as well as other established hereditary CRC and EC genes and the
243 BRAF p.V600E mutation (2.005 megabases). Library preparation was performed using the
244  SureSelect™ Low Input Target Enrichment System from Agilent Technologies (Santa Clara,
245  Cadlifornia, United States) using standard procedures. The median on-target coverage for the
246  panel sequenced test tumors was 906 (interquartile range = 763 — 1099) for the tumor DNA and
247 154 (interquartile range = 128 — 172) for blood-derived DNA samples. Panel libraries were
248  sequenced on an Illumina NovaSeq 6000 (San Diego, California, United States) comprising 150
249  base pair (bp) paired end reads performed at the Australian Genome Research Facility.
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250

251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261

Incorporation of Tumor Data from this Study

Incorporation of External Tumor Data

Total No. of
Tumor Tumors with  Total No. of Prior
BRAF HC Tumors with  Total No.of | Probability for Tumor
VGO00E Tumor MLH1 Concordant IHC Discordant Families with | Pathogenicity ~Characteristics
Clinvar  gnomAD (<1in|  Ageat Mutation ~ Methylation toGermline  to Germline Germline MMR| (MAPP / PP2 Odds of Functional ~ Segregation  SpliceAl | ACMG/INSIGHT
# Gene Varant Variant Type Variant ID 50,000 alleles) | Diagnasis MSI/MMR Status Status Status IHC Vus Vus VUS Tested score) Pathogenicity Data ‘Odds Ratio Delta Score | Classification
z 1 MLH1  c71_B5del p.(Val24_Pro28del) Inframe deletion NA [ 56-60 MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) WT Negative MLH1/PMS2 1 [ 1 NA 041 None NA 0.02 Class 3: VUS
E 2 MLH1 539 541del p.(Val180del) Inframe deletion 185186 L] 56-60 MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) WT Negative MLH1/PMS2 1 L] 1 NA 0.41 Noene NA 0.01 Class 3: VUS
E 3 MLH1  €.1594G>C p.(Gly532Arg) Missense NA o 46-50, 51-55 A:Ai'l:{l?ih:ﬂh:ﬂi [[ZEE)) [[11);); WT (2x)  Negative (2x) h::t::li:::zi :;;:‘ 2 o 1 0.96 6.52 None NA 0.01 Class 3: VUS
=] 4 MLHL  ¢1595G>A p.(Gly532Asp) Missense 976474 o 41-45 MsI-H / dMMR (5/6) WT Negative MLH1/PMS2 3 o 5 0.96 153.04 None 196 .01 Class 4 LP
54 |ses MSH2  Duplication exon 16 Exon duplication NA 0 26-30, 46-50  MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) (2 WT (2% NT MS H2/MS HE (2x) 2 0 2 NA 4251 None NA NA Class 3: VUS
é 7 MSH2  Duplication exon 14-15 Exon duplication NA [ 26-30 MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) WT NT MSH2/MSHE 1 [ 1 NA 6.52 None NA NA Class 4: LP
a =] 8 MSH2  c.328A>Cp.(Lys110GIn) Missense 127642 0.00000398 66-70 MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) WT NT MS H2/MSHE 1 [ 1 0.06 4.06 None NA 0.01 Class 3: VUS
g 9 MSH2  c1862G>T p.(Argb21leu) Missense 218040 0.0000319 61-65 MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) WT NT MSH2/MSHE 5 L] 5 0.85 1103.14 Noene 132 L] Class 4: LP
: 10 MSH2  ¢.2005+3_2005+14del Splice 90842 [ 51-55 MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) WT NT MSH2/MSHE 2 [ 2 026 16.48 None 144 0.57 Class 4: LP
2 11 MSH2Z  c.2060T>C p.(Leub87Pro) Missense 50873 0 36-40 MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) WT NT MS H2/MSHE 1 0 »12 096 6.52 None NA 0 Class 4: LP
E 12 MSHE c.3556+5_3556+Bdelins Splice NA o 61-65 MSI-H / dMMR (5/6) WT NT MSHE 3 o 3 0.26 66.92 None NA o Class 4: LP
= 13 PMS2  c137G>T p.(Serd6lle) Missense 9245 0.000163 26-30 MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) WT Negative PMS2 2 [] 2 0939 0.65 None 3.083 0.03 Class 4 LP
E 14 MLH1  c1153CT p.(Arg385Cys) Missense 89653 0.00005597 41-45 MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) WT NT MSH2/MSHE o 1 2 0.937 0.01 None 9.45 0.03 Class 3: VUS
é g 15 MSH2  ¢138C>G p.(His46GIn) Missense 90654 0.000218 61-65 MsI-H / dMMR (3/6) WT NT MS5HE 1 3 4 074 0.00014 None 0.14 o Class 2: LB
ued 16 MSH2  c.668T>C p.(Leu223Pro) Missense 408456 [ 36-40 MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) WT Negative MLH1/PMS2 o 1 1 0525 0.11 None NA [ Class 3: VUS
Z & | 17 MSHE  c2827G>T p.(Aspda3Tyr) Missense 142495 0.000046 41-45 MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) WT Negative MLH1/PMS2 o 1 1 0.05 0.11 None NA o Class 3: VUS
5 Z| 18 MSHe c29508>C P.(Asn984His) Missense 186492 0.0000479 66-70 MSI-H / dMMR (4/6) WT Negative PMS2 o 1 1 0.005 0.11 None NA o Class 3: VUS
2 O F| 19 MSHG 4068 4071dup p.(Lys1358Aspfs*2)  Frameshift 89518 56-60 MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) WT - MLH1/PMS2 1 0 1 NA 4,06 None NA 01 Class 2: LB
§ £| 20 MsHe cossTsa 3'UTR 89155 0.00786 61-65 MSI-H / dMMR (5/6) WT Negative MLH1"/PMs2 0 4 4 o o None NA o Class 1: B
a 21 PMS2  c2145G>A p(Val717Met) Missense 41709 0.000758 31-35 MSI-H / dMMR (5/6) WT Negative MLH1/PMS2 2 [ 2 0.595 26.47 None 0308 [ Class 3: VUS
§ 21 MLH1  c-117G>T 5'UTR 344501 o 31-35 MSI-H / dMMR (3/6) WT NT Normal o 1 1 NA 0.11 None NA 0.07 Class 3: VUS
E 23 MSH6  ¢1153_1155del p.(Arg385del) Inframe deletion 85177 [ 36-40 MSI-H / dMMR (5/6) WT NT Normal 1 1 4 05 0.46 None 15.22 [ Class 3: VUS
£ 24 PMS2  c2335G>A p.(Gly779Arg) Missense 127778 0.00000799 26-30 MSS / pMMR (1/6) WT Negative Normal 1 0 1 096 0.11 None NA 0.03 Class 3: VUS
= MSI-H / dMMR (5/6) (1x), MSH2/MSHE (1x),
g 25 PMS2  c241G>A p.(GluB1lys) Missense 182817 00000159 56-60 WSS / aMMR (1/8) (1) WT (2%) NT Normal (1) 0 2 2 0.045 0.02 None NA 0 Class 3: VUS

Table 2. Display of the data used to implement the ACMG/INSIGHT framework for final DNA mismatch repair variant of uncertain
significance classification. Abbreviations: MSI, microsatellite instability; MSS, microsatellite stable; MMR, DNA mismatch repair;
dMMR, DNA mismatch repair deficiency; pMMR, DNA mismatch repair proficiency; WT, wildtype; IHC, immunohistochemistry;
MAPP, multi-variate analysis of protein polymorphisms; PP2, PolyPhen-2.1; VUS, variant of uncertain clinical significance; LB,

likely benign; LP, likely pathogenic; NA, not applicable; NT, not tested.
+ Indicates heterogeneous / patchy loss of DNA mismatch repair protein expression by IHC

! Two unrelated families (F_058 and F_376) who carry the MSH2 exon 1-6 duplication were grouped together for the purposes of the
ACMG/InSIGHT classification, however, at this stage without further investigation, it remains unknown if the breaking points of the

variantsidentified in each family are in the same location
2 Multiple entries documented in Ambry Genetics (https://www.ambrygen.com/, last accessed date: 23rd of May 2023)
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262 2.5 Bioinformatics Pipeline

263  Adapter sequences were trimmed from raw FASTQ files using trimmomatic (v.0.38) [38] and
264  aligned to the GRCh37 human reference genome using Burrows-Whed er-Aligner (v.0.7.12) to
265 generate BAM files. Germline and somatic single nucleotide variants and somatic insertions /
266 deetions (INDELS) were called using Strelka (v.2.9.2., [llumina, San Diego, California, United
267  States) and Mutect2 (v.0.5) using the recommended workflows [39,40]. Tumor mutational
268 signatures (TMS) were calculated using the pre-defined set of 18 small (1-50bp)
269 insertions/deletions (ID) signatures as published on cosmiIC
270  (https://cancer.sanger.ac.uk/signatures/, last accessed date: 13" of January 2023, v.3.2) [41]. All
271  variants were restricted to the panel capture region and filtered based on PASS variants called by
272  both Strelka and Mutect2. All variants were further filtered on a minimum depth of 50bp for
273  normal/blood and tumor samples with a minimum variant allele frequency of 10% [32]. For
274  variant calling, the following RefSeq transcripts were used (MLH1: NM_000249.3, MSH2:
275 NM_000251.2, MSH6: NM_000179.2 and PMS2: NM_000535.5). The MMR genes were
276 interrogated for somatic mutations, including single somatic mutations (e.g. missense, honsense,
277 insertion, deletion, frameshift variant type) and LOH, in the same gene as the germline MMR
278 VUS. LOH across the MMR genes wee caled using LOHdeTerminator (v.0.6,
279  https://github.com/supernifty/L OHdeTerminator). The pathogenicity of somatic MMR mutations
280  were determined using the Varsome database [42] (https://varsome.con/, last accessed date: 13"
281  of January 2023), which categorizes variants into the ACMG classification system. All likely
282  pathogenic/pathogenic MMR mutations were manually confirmed in BAM files using the
283  Integrative Genomics Viewer (v.2.3) [43].

284

285 2.6 Determination of Tumor Microsatellite Instability and Mismatch Repair Deficiency

286  Pane sequenced tumors were assessed for evidence of MSI-H/dMMR using: 1) four independent
287  MSI detection tools, namely MSMuTect [44], MANTIS [45], M Slseq [46] and M Sl Sensor [47],
288 2) INDEL count and 3) the combination of ID2 TMS with ID7 TMS (TMS ID2+ID7) [32] as
289  described in Walker et al. 2023 [22]. Overal tumor MSI-H/AMMR status was determined by
290 combining these six features (using an additive feature combination approach), where a tumor
291 with any 3 or more of these 6 features with positivity for dAMMR was considered to be M SI-
292 H/AMMR [22]. This approach has been shown to be the most robust across whole-exome
293  seguencing and panel assays as well as across CRC and EC tumors, while presenting with the
294  highest prediction accuracy to differentiate dAMMR from pMMR (MM R-proficient) tumors[22].
295

296 2.7 Classifying MMR Variants Using a Combination of Existing Methodologies

297 We used a combination of the ACMG [15] and INSIGHT [16] criteria, hereon referred to as the
298 ACMG/InSIGHT framework, for improved and contemporary variant classfication. Briefly, the
299  features assessed are displayed in Table 2, including:
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300 e Rarity of MMR variant (the rarer avariant, the more likely the variant will not be present
301 in healthy controls, with <1 in 50,000 alleles indicating MMR variant rarity in gnomAD
302 using the non-cancer dataset,);

303 e Incorporation of tumor characteristics generated by this study, including age of diagnosis,
304 tumor NGS-derived MSI-H/AMMR status, tumor BRAF V600E mutation status, tumor
305 MLH1 methylation status and MMR IHC resullt;

306 e Prior probability scores calculated for missense variants using the in silico prediction
307 tools Multi-variate Analysis of Protein Polymorphisms [48] and PolyPhen-2.1 [49] (pre-
308 computed prior probabilities with a score of >0.68 and <0.81 indicate variant
309 pathogenicity as determined in https://hci-priors.hci.utah.edu/PRIORS (last accessed
310 date: 18" of July 2023);

311 e Tumor characteristics, either generated from this study or available from external public
312 data, for the same variant were combined to generate a tumor odds pathogenicity score
313 [50,51];

314 e Evidence of functional effect on protein structure (e.g., ClinVar,
315 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/clinvar/, last accessed date: 1% of June 2023);

316 e Co-segregation of variant with disease phenotype with a combined Bayes Likelihood
317 Ratio >18.7 in two or more families [16] (e.g., COsegregation v.2: https://fengbj-
318 |aboratory.org/cool2/manual .html, last accessed date: 1% of June 2023);

319 e Predicted splicing effect using SpliceAl (with a delta score of >0.2 indicating
320 pathogenicity) (https://splicesilookup.broadinstitute.org/, last accessed date: 1% of June
321 2023) [52].

322 e These parameters were cumulatively considered for final MMR variant classification and
323 variants were categorized into the recommended five-tier ACMG classifications (class 5
324 — pathogenic (P), class 4 — likely pathogenic (LP), class 3 — variant of uncertain
325 significance (VUS), class 2 — likely benign (LB), class 1 — benign (B)) [15]. The final
326 ACMG/INSIGHT classification for each of the 25 MMR VUS was then assessed for
327 concordance with the tumor NGS-derived MSI-H/AMMR status, somatic second hit and
328 dMMR crypt/gland testing results.

329

330 3. Results

331 3.1 Characteristics of Patients with MMR VUS

332 An overview of the study design is shown in Figure 1. A total of 24 carrier families with 25
333  unique germline MMR VUS were included in the study comprising VUS in MLH1 (n=6), MSH2
334 (n=9), MSH6 (n=6) and PMX2 (n=4) with 14/25 (56%) VUS resulting in missense changes
335 (Table 1, Table 2). Testing for segregation of the VUS in relatives identified an additional 18
336 carriers, where the cancer-affected status of each of the 42 germline VUS carriers (probands and
337 relatives) included in the study are shown in Table 1. The tumor type and age at diagnosis
338 (ranging from 15-20 and 81-85 years) for each of the carriers are listed in Table 1, where 16/42
339 (38.1%) carriers developed multiple tumors. The pedigree for each of the VUS carrying families
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340 can be requested from the corresponding author upon reasonable request. For 25/42 (59.5%)
341 VUScarriersin this study, we tested one or more tumors (T able 1). The pattern of loss of MMR
342  protein expression by IHC was concordant with the MMR gene harboring the VUS in 13/25
343  (52%) of the cases, discordant in 8/25 (32%) of the cases, while for a further four carriers (16%),
344  nolossof MMR protein expression by IHC was reported (0MMR) (Table 1, Table 2).

Patients diagnosed with CRC / EC where a germline
MMR VUS was identified in
28 tumors from 25 individuals

Unique germline MMR VUS (n = 25): | 6xMLH1 | | 9xMsH2 | | exMsHe | | axpms2

L J
!

Information collected for current variant Assessment of two screening assays for their
classification approaches (ACMG/InSiGHT complimentary potential to existing variant
criteria) classification methodologies
A) B)

* Variant frequency l Tumor sequencing | Screening of

* BRAF V600E mutation status I l crypts/glands in

* MLH1 methylation status ‘ MSI/MMR status ‘ Jnd normal CRC/EC tissue

* MMR IHC pattern hit for dMMR

* Prior probabilities l

* Functional data ! !
» Segregation odds ratio MSS/pMMR

* In-silico splicing predictions

y

MSI-H/dMMR I Present | | Present |

Y

Comparison of ACMG/InSiGHT framework with
novel Lynch syndrome related tumor features

345
346 Figure 1. Overview of study design. Schema presenting the study inclusion criteria, the

347  breakdown of the germline MMR VUS distribution and the testing assays applied.
348  Abbreviations: CRC, colorectal cancer; EC, endometrial cancer; MMR, DNA mismatch repair;
349  VUS, variant of uncertain clinical significance; IHC, immunohistochemistry; MSI, microsatellite
350 ingability; MSI-H, high levels of microsatellite instability; MSS, microsatellite stable; dAMMR,
351 DNA mismatch repair deficiency; pMMR, DNA mismatch repair proficiency; ACMG, American
352 College of Medical Genetics and Genomics; INSIGHT, International Society for Gastrointestinal
353  Hereditary Tumours.

354

355 3.2 Variant Classification Using the ACMG/INSGHT Framework

356 The reclassification of the 25 MMR VUS based on the ACMG/INSIGHT framework (see
357 Methods above) are shown in Table 2. A total of 10/25 (40%) VUS were reclassified, with seven
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358 VUS (28%) reclassified as likely pathogenic (class 4), all of which showed a concordant pattern
359 of MMR protein loss of expression by IHC. Two out of 25 (8%) were reclassified as likely
360 benign (class 2) and one VUS was reclassified as benign (class 1), where each of the three LB/B
361 variants had a pattern of MMR protein loss that was discordant with the MMR gene harboring
362 the variant (Table 2). None of the VUS were categorized as pathogenic (class 5). For the
363 remaining 15 VUS, the additional information provided by this study did not change their
364 classification as a class 3 variant. Of these, six VUS were concordant with the observed IHC
365 pattern of loss, five VUS were discordant to the observed IHC pattern of loss, with four VUS
366 displaying no MMR protein loss by IHC ((MMR) (Table 2).

367

368 3.3 Determining Microsatellite Instability / DNA Mismatch Repair Deficiency using Tumor
369  Sequencing Data

370  To assess whether tumor features and somatic profiles generated using tumor panel sequencing
371  could inform MMR VUS classification, tumor features associated with Lynch syndrome were
372  assessed on 28 tumors collected from the 25 VUS carriersin this study (Table 1), and compared
373  with areference group of dAMMR tumors from known germline MMR pathogenic variant carriers
374 (n=16) and pMMR tumors from non-MMR carriers (n=18) that previously underwent tumor
375 panel sequencing (Table S1). The aim was to determine tumor MSI/MMR status from NGS by
376  applying the previously described additive feature combination approach [22] and compare this
377  with the observed MMR IHC status. For the reference group of tumors, the MSI/MMR status
378  from tumor sequencing was 100% concordant with the MMR IHC dMMR or pMMR result. As
379  expected for the Lynch syndrome tumors, the pattern of MMR protein loss was concordant with
380 the MMR gene harboring the germline pathogenic variant and all were MSI-H/dMMR by tumor
381 sequencing (Table S1, Figure S1A). In the test group of 28 tumors from 25 VUS carriers, 25/28
382 wereclassified as M SI-H/dMMR from tumor sequencing, of which 23/25 (92%) were dAMMR by
383 MMR IHC (Table 3, Figure S1B). Three tumors were classified as MSS/pMMR from tumor
384  sequencing with two (66%) of these also confirmed to be pMMR by MMR IHC (Table 3,
385 Figure S1B). All 7 of the VUS reclassified by ACMG/INSIGHT framework to LP had at least
386 one tumor that was MSI-H/AMMR (Table 3). There were an additional 8 tumors from 7 VUS
387 carriersthat were not reclassified by ACMG/INSIGHT framework that were MSI-H/dMMR from
388 tumor sequencing and demonstrated loss of the MMR protein/s concordant with the MMR gene
389  harboring the VUS (Table 3).
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Germline MMR VUS Tumor Molecular Data Lynch Syndrome Associated Tissue Features
Presence of a Somatic
ACMG/ MSI/MMR Status by Presence of a Somatic  Mutation NOT in
InSIGHT MLH1 Additive Feature Second Hit in MMR  MMR Gene Harboring
#  CarrierID  Tissue ID | Gene Base Change Protein Change Classification | Tissue IHC Methylation Approach Gene Harboring VUS VUS Final Tumour Classification
1 | D326 | CRC 326 | MLH1 [c.1595G>A p.(Gly532Asp) Class 4: LP CRC__|MLHI'/PMS2 |NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (5/6) 1x LOH (MLH1 ) None dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MLH1 )
2 ID_149 CRC_149 | MSH2 |Exon 14-15 duplication p-? Class 4: LP CRC |MSH2/MSH6E |NT MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) 1x mut. (MSH2) None dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MSH2 )
1x mut. (MSHE ) and
3 | ID 315 EC 315 | MSH2 |c.1862G>T p.(Arg621Leu) Class 4: LP EC_ [MSH2/MSH8 |NT MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) 1x mut. (MSH2 ) 1x mut. (PMS2) dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MSH2)
10_315-2 | EC 3152 | MSH2 |c.1862G>T p.(Arg621Leu) Class 4: LP EC_ [MLH1/PMS2" |POSITIVE MSS / pMMR (0/6) None None dMMR - MLHI methylation
1x mut. (MLHI) and
5 | ID_008 EC_008 | MSH2 [c.2005+3_2005+14del  [p.? Class 4: LP EC_ [MSH2/MSHs |NT MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) 1x LOH (MSH2 ) 1x mut. (PMS2 ) dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MSH2 )
6 ID_132 CRC_132 | MSH2 |c.2060T>C p.(LeuB87Pro) Class 4: LP CRC _|MSH2/MSH6E |NT MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) 1x mut. (MSH2) None dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MSH2 )
7 ID_156 CRC 156 | MSH6 |c.3556+5_3556+8delins |p.? Class 4: LP CRC__|MSHg NT MSI-H / dMMR (5/6) 1x mut. (MSHE) None dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MSHE )
8 EC_156 Class 4: LP EC_ |[MsHE NT MSI-H / dMIVR (3/6) None None dMMR - VUS (MSH6 )
2% mut. (MSH2 ), 2x
mut. (MSH6 ) and 1x
9 ID_143 EC_143 PMS2 |c.137G>T p.(Serd6lle) Class 4: LP EC PMS2 NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) 2x mut. (PMS2) mut. (MLH1) dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (PMS2)
10 | ID_161' EC_161 | MLH1 |c.539_541del p.(Val180del) Class 3: VUS EC_ [MLH1/PMS2 |NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) 1x mut. (MLHI ) None dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MLHI )
1x LOH (MLH1) and
11 ID_051 EC_051 MLH1 |c.71_85del p.(val24_Pro2gdel) | Class 3: VUS EC MLH1/PMS2 |NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) 1x mut, (MLH1 ) Ix mut. (MSHE ) dMMR - VUS +2nd hit (MLHI )
12 ID_176 CRC_176 | MLH1 |c.1594G>C P.(Gly532Arg) Class 3: VUS CRC  |MLH1/PMS2 |NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) 1x LOH (MLH1 ) Ix mut. (MSHE ) dMMR - VUS +2nd hit (MLHI )
13 EC_176 Class 3: VUS EC_|MLHI/PMS2 |NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (5/6) | 2x mut, (MLHZ) 1x mut. (MSH6 ) dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (VMLH1 )
14 ID_058 EC_058 | MSH2 |Exon 1-6 duplication p.? Class 3: VUS EC MSH2/MSHE _|NT MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) 1x LOH (MSH2) None dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MSH2 )
15 | ID_138 | CRC_138 | MSH2 [c.328A>C p.(Lys110GIn) Class 3: VUS | CRC |MSH2/MSHB [NT MSI-H/ dVMMR (6/6) |  2x mut. (MSH2) 2x mut. (MSH6 ) dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (VMSHZ )
16 ID_170 CRC_170 | MLH1 |c.-117G>T p.? Class 3: VUS CRC _|Normal NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (3/6) 1x LOH (MLHI ) None dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MLHI )
17 ID_111 CRC_111 | MSH6 [c.1153 1155del p.(Arg385del) Class 3: VUS CRC__|Normal NT MSI-H / dMMR (5/6) 1x LOH (MSH6 ) None dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MSH6 )
1x mut. (MSH6 ) and
18 1D_376 CRC_376 | MSH2 [Exon 1-6 duplication p.? Class 3: VUS CRC _|MSH2/MSH6 [NT MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) None Ix mut, (PMS2) dMMR - VUS (MSH2 )
Ix LOH (MSH2 ) and
19 | D328 | CRC_328 | MLHI [c.1153C>T p.(Arg385Cys) Class 3:VUS | CRC |MSH2/MSHs |NT MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) None 1x mut. (MsH2) | dMMR - double somatic (MSH2 )
IX LOH (MLHI) and
20 ID_395 CRC_395 | MSH2 |c.668T>C p.(Leu223Pro) Class 3: VUS CRC _|MLH1/PMS2 [NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) None Ix mut. (MLHI ) dMMR - double somatic (MLHI )
IX LOH (MLHI) and
21 ID_089 CRC_088 | MSH6 |c.2827G>T P.(Asp943Tyr) Class 3: VUS CRC _|MLH1/PMS2 |[NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) None 2x mut. (MLH1 ) dMMR - double somatic (MLHI )
22 ID_046 EC_046 MSH6 |c.2950A>C P.(Asn984His) Class 3: VUS EC PMS2 NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (4/6) 1x mut. (MSHE) 2x mut. (PMS2) dMMR - double somatic (PMS2 )
2x mut. (MSH2 ), 2x
mut. (MLHI ) and 1x
23 | 1D_352° | cRC2_352 | PMS2 [c.241G>A p.(Glu81Lys) Class 3:VUS | CRC |MSH2/MSHs |NT MSI-H / dMMR (5/6) None mut. (MSH6) dMMR - double somatic (MSHZ )
24 ID_193 CRC_193 | PMS2 |c.2149G>A p.(Val717Met) Class 3: VUS CRC _|MLH1/PMS2 [NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (5/6) None 2x mut. (MLH1 ) dMMR - double somatic (MLHI )
IX LOH (MLHI) and
25 ID_263 EC_263 MSH6 |c.*85T>A p.? Class 1:B EC MLH1'/PMS2_|NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (5/6) 1x mut. (MSHE) Ix mut. (MLHI ) dMMR - double somatic (MLHI )
26 1D_202 EC_202 MSH2 |c.138C>G p.(His46GIn) Class 2: LB EC MSHE NT MSI-H / dMMR (3/6) 1x mut. (MSH2) 2x mut. (MSH6 ) dMMR - double somatic (MSH6 )
27 | D240 | CRC_240 | PMS2 [c2335G>A p.(Gly779Arg) Class 3:VUS | CRC [Normal NEGATIVE MSS / pMMR (0/6) None None PMMR
2x mut. (MLH1) and
28 \D_3527 CRC1_352 | PMS2 |c.241G>A p.(Glug1lys) Class 3: VUS CRC _|Normal NT MSS / pMMR (1/6) None 2x mut, (MSHG ) PMMR
390 29 | i0_161" | Ec 161 | MsHs |c.4068_4071dup p.(Lys1358Aspfs*2) | Class 2: LB EC  |MLH1/PMS2 |NEGATIVE MSI-H / dMMR (6/6) None 1x mut. (MLH1 ) VUS benign

391 Table 3. Overview of targeted tumor sequencing results from the test group including sequenced
392 family members. Abbreviations: ID, identification number; CRC, colorectal cancer; EC,
393 endometrial cancer; LP, likely pathogenic; VUS, variant of uncertain clinical significance; LB,
394 likely benign; B, benign; IHC, immunohistochemistry; MMR, DNA mismatch repair; MSI,
395 microsatelite instability; MSI-H, high levels of microsatellite stability; MSS, microsatellite
396 stable; AMMR, DNA mismatch repair deficient; pMMR, DNA mismatch repair proficient; LOH,
397 lossof heterozygosity; mut., Single somatic mutation; NT, not tested.

398  + Indicates heterogeneous/ patchy loss of DNA mismatch repair protein expression by IHC

399 ! Participant (ID_161) developed a single endometrial cancer showing loss of MLHL/PMS2 by
400  immunohistochemistry but carried two VUS; one in MLH1 and onein MSH6

401 2 Participant (ID_352) carried a PMS2 VUS but developed two different CRCs; one with loss of
402 MSH2/MSH6 protein expression and one with no loss of MMR protein expression ((MMR)

403

404 3.4 Determining Somatic MMR Gene Second Hit using Tumor Sequencing Data

405  Following the “two-hit” modd for Lynch syndrome, a somatic second hit would be expected in
406 the same gene as the gene carrying the germline variant. We aimed to identify the presence of a
407 somatic MMR mutation as the second hit in the gene carrying the germline MMR VUS. For the
408 reference group of dAMMR Lynch syndrome tumors, 13 of the 16 (81.3%) harbored a detectable
409 somatic second hit in the same MMR gene harboring the germline pathogenic variant, which
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410 included single somatic mutations (6/13, 46%) and LOH (7/13, 53.8%) (Table S1, Figure S2A).
411  Of the 18 reference pMMR non-MMR carrier tumors, only 2/18 (11.1%) harbored a somatic
412  mutation in one of the four MMR genes, both of which were LOH events (Table S1, Figure
413 S2A). The findings from these reference tumors highlights the enrichment of somatic MMR
414  mutations as second hits in Lynch syndrome related CRCs and ECs. Similarly, in the test group,
415 for 86.7% of the cases (13/15), a second hit could be identified where the MMR VUS was
416  concordant to the IHC pattern of loss. The second hit was more commonly a single somatic
417 mutation (Figure S2B). Equivalent to the reference group, for cases with no MMR loss of
418 protein expression by IHC, the second hit was exclusively of LOH mutation type (Figure S2A,
419 Figure S2B).

420 For 7/9 (77.8%) tumors from the 7 VUS reclassified by ACMG/INSIGHT framework to
421  LP, a second hit was identified (Table 3). There were two exceptions. The first was an EC
422 diagnosed a 55-60 years from person ID_315-2 who carried the MSH2 c¢.1862G>T
423  p.(Arg621Leu) variant but the tumor showed loss of MLH1/PMS2" expression related to tumor
424  MLH1 promoter methylation. The sister (ID_315) was also a carrier and developed an EC at 61-
425 65 years, which demonstrated loss of MSH2/MSH6 expression and a somatic second hit in
426  MSH2. The second exception was an EC diagnosed at 51-55 years from ID_156 who carried the
427 MSH6 ¢.3556+5 3556+9delins variant that was M SI-H/dMMR from tumor sequencing, showed
428  solitary loss of MSH6 expression but no somatic mutation in MSH6, however, a CRC diagnosed
429 at 61-65 years in ID_156 also showed solitary loss of MSH6 expression with a second hit in
430 MSHG6.

431 There were an additional 8 tumors from 7 VUS carriers that were not reclassified by
432 ACMG/InSIGHT framework, but did demonstrate a second hit (Table 3), including ID_176 who
433 carried the MLH1 ¢.1594G>C p.(Gly532Arg) variant and developed MLH1/PMS2 deficient
434 CRC and EC, in the absence of MLH1 methylation, where a second hit was observed in both
435  tumors. Two VUS carriers, ID_170 (MLH1 c.-117G>T p.?) and ID_111 (MSH6 ¢.1153 1155del
436  p.(Arg385del)), demonstrated MSI-H/AMMR by tumor sequencing and a second hit in their
437  respective CRCs, however, both CRCs were pMMR by IHC suggesting a false negative MMR
438 IHC result. An additional VUS carrier, ID_376 (MSH2 exon 1-6 duplication) whose CRC
439  showed loss of MSH2/MSH6 by IHC, MSI-H/AMMR by tumor sequencing, did not harbor a
440  second hit inthe MSH2 gene (T able 3).

441 There were a further 8 VUS carriers whose tumors were all MSI-H/dMMR by tumor
442  sequencing but their pattern of MMR protein loss by IHC indicated a different MMR gene was
443  defective to the one harboring the VUS (Table 3). Tumor sequencing revealed two somatic
444  MMR mutations (also known as “double somatics’), which were likely responsible for the
445  pattern of MMR protein loss by IHC in these 8 carriers. For two of these VUS (ID_263: MSH6
446  c*85T>A and ID_202: MSH2 ¢.138C>G p.(His46GlIn)) a second hit was observed, however, the
447  ACMG/InSIGHT framework reclassified these variants as benign and likely benign, respectively
448 (Table3).
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449 The specificity of the somatic MMR mutations to the MMR gene harboring the VUS was
450  assessed. For the reference group of dAMMR Lynch syndrome tumors, a somatic second hit was
451  identified in 100% of MLH1 (n=4), in 70% of MSH2 (n=10), in 100% of MSH6 (n=1) and 100%
452 of PM2 (n=1) germline pathogenic variant carriers but somatic MMR mutations in the other
453 MMR genes were rarely observed (Table S1). For the reference pMMR non-Lynch syndrome
454  tumors, the presence of any MMR somatic mutation was found in only 11.1% (2/18) of the cases
455 screened (Table S1). In the test group, for the MMR VUS categorized as LP by the
456 ACMG/InSIGHT framework, only 3/9 (33.3%) tumors presented with >1 somatic event in the
457  gene that did not harbor the germline VUS (Table 3, Figure 2). For the three cases where the
458 germline VUS was classified as LB/B, a different molecular mechanism, e.g., double somatic
459 MMR mutations (n=2) or a concomitant germline variant plus somatic second hit in the same
460 gene(n=1,1D_161), isthelikely cause for the observed tumor dMMR (Table 3, Figure 2).
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462 Figure 2. Overview of the number and type of somatic events by the 25 germline DNA
463 mismatch repair variants of uncertain significance screened in this study. Red highlighted text
464  indicates duplicate entries per row. Abbreviations. VUS, variant of uncertain significance; germ,
465 germline variant; som, somatic mutation; ACMG, American College of Medical Genetics and
466  Genomics, INSIGHT, International Society for Gastrointestinal Hereditary Tumours, MMR,
467 DNA mismatch repair; dMMR, DNA mismatch repair deficient; pMMR, DNA mismatch repair
468  proficient; IHC, immunohistochemistry; MSI, microsatelite instability; MSI-H, high levels of
469 microsatedlite instability; MSS, microsatellite stable; LOH, loss of heterozygosity; LP, likely
470 pathogenic; LB, likely benign; B, benign.

471  + Indicates heterogeneous/ patchy loss of DNA mismatch repair protein expression by IHC

472 ' Determination of the MSI/MMR status using the additive feature combination approach as
473  previously described in Walker et al., 2023
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474

475 3.5 Detection of DNA Mismatch Repair Deficient Crypts/ Glands in Normal Tissue

476  To establish the protocol, screening of normal colonic mucosa for dAMMR crypts was performed
477  for three pathogenic variant carriers from the reference group with available tissue. Two crypts
478  from two different carriers demonstrated a loss of expression of the MLH1 protein which was
479  concordant with the germline pathogenic variant in MLH1 (Figure 3A, Table S1, Table 4). The
480 screening did not identify a dMMR crypt in the third reference case (Ref _411) from 2x80uM
481  tissue screening, after which the tissue was depleted. In addition to finding adMMR crypt in the
482 norma colonic mucosa of MLH1 pathogenic variant carrier Ref_029, a dAMMR crypt was
483 identified in the normal colonic mucosa of their relative (Ref_029-2) who was also a carrier of
484  the family MLH1 pathogenic variant (T able 4). No dMMR crypts were identified from 3x80uM
485  tissue screening of the normal colonic mucosa from two CRC-affected people who did not carry
486 agermline MMR pathogenic variant (T able 4).
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MMR IHC Staining

(A) Ref_605 Ref_029-1 Ref_029
MLH1 c.1852_1854del MLH1 c.1713_1716del MLH1 ¢.1713_1716del
p.Lys618del p.Phe571Leufs*19 p.Phe571Leufs*19
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487 Ly : 3 > :
488 Figure 3. Detection of DNA mismatch repair deficient crypts or glands in (A) the reference and

4839 (B) the test group with three cases identified each. Abbreviations: MMR, DNA mismatch repair;
490 dMMR, DNA mismatch repair deficient; IHC, immunohistochemistry.
491
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Evaluation of Screening Assays for Potential
Addition to Current Variant Classification
Approaches
MSI-H/dVIMR by  Presence of a  Presence of a
MLHI ACMG/InSIGHT Additive Feature  Somatic  dMMR Crypt | Amount

# CarrierType _ Camier D Tissue HC Nethylation Gene __ Variant Classification Approach Second Hit /Gland | Screened | Final Tumor Classification

1 Reference Ref_029 CRC  MLH1/PMS2 NT MLH1  c.1713_1716delTGGT p.Phe571Leufs*19 Class 5:P Yes Yes Yes 2x80pM |dMMR - LS + 2nd hit (MLHI )

2 Reference Ref_029-2'  CRC  MLH1/PMS2 NT MLHL  c1713_1716delTGGT p.Phe571Leufs*19 Class 5:P NA NA Yes 10x4UM [dMMR - LS (MLHI )

3 Reference Ref_605 CRC  MLH1/PMS2 NT MLHL  c.1852_1854delAAG p.Lys618del Class 5:P Yes Yes Yes 1x80uM [dMMR - LS +2nd hit (MLHI)

4 _Reference Ref 411 CRC _ MSH2/MSHs NT MSH2 1889 1892delGAAG p.Gly630G ufs*4 Class 5:P Yes Yes No’ 2x80pM |dMMR - LS + 2nd hit (MSH2)

5 Reference Ref_gg7° CRC Normal NT - Wildtype NA NA NA No 3x80pM |pMMR - non-LS

6 _Reference Ref 272" CRC Normal NT - Wildtype NA NA NA No 3x80puM | pMMR - non-LS

7 Test- Proband ID_051 EC  MLH1/PMS2 NEGATIVE MLH1  c71_85del p.(Val24_Pro28del) Class 3: VUS Yes Yes No 10x4uM [dMMR - VUS +2nd hit (MLHI )

8 Test- Proband ID_161 EC  MLH1/PMS2 NEGATIVE MLHL  c.539_541del p.(Val180del) Class 3: VUS Yes Yes No 3x80pM |dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MLHI )

9 Test - Proband 1D_176 CRC  MLH1/PMS2 NEGATIVE MLHL  c1594G>C p.(Gly532Are) Class 3: VUS Yes Yes No 3x80pM |dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MLHI )

10 Test - Prcband 1D_326 CRC  MLH1'/PMS2 NEGATIVE MLH1 €.1595G>A p.(Gly532Asp) Class 4: LP Yes Yes No® 2x80UM |dMMR - VUS +2nd hit (MLHI )

11 Test - Proband 1D_058 EC  MSH2/MSHE NT MSH2  Exon 1-6 duplication Class 3: VUS Yes Yes Yes 1x80UM [dMMR - VUS +2nd hit (MSHZ )

12 Test - Proband ID_376 CRC  MSH2/MSHs NT MSH2  Exon 1-6 duplication Class 3: VUS Yes No No 3x80pM |dMMR - VUS (MSH2)

13 Test - Proband 1D_138 CRC  MSH2/MSHE NT MSH2  ¢.328A>C p.(Lys110GIn) Class 3: VUS Yes Yes No 1x4pM  [dMMR - VUS +2nd hit (MSH2 )

14 Test - Relative ID_315-2 EC  MLH1/PMS2'  POSITIVE MSH2  c1862G>T p.(Arg621leu) Class 4: LP No No Yes 1x80UM |dMMR - MLHI methylation

15 Test - Proband ID_132 CRC  MSH2/MSHs NT MSH2  ¢.2060T>C p.(Leu687Pro) Class 4: LP Yes Yes No* 10x4uM [dMMR - VUS + 2nd hit (MSH2 )

16 Test - Proband 1D_156 CRC MSHE NT MSH6  c.3556+5_3556+8delins Class 4: LP Yes Yes Yes 10x4uM [dMMR - VUS +2nd hit (MSH2 )

17 Test - Proband 1D_046 EC PMS2 NEGATIVE MSH6  c.2950A>C p.(Asn984His) Class 3: VUS Yes Yes No 3x80pM |dMMR - double somatic (PMS2 )
492 18 Test - Proband ID_143 EC PMS2 NEGATIVE PMS2__ c.137G>T p.{Serd6lle) Class 4: LP Yes Yes Failed test_| 3x80uM |dMMR - VUS +2nd hit (PMS2)

493 Table 4. Overview of normal tissue screening for DNA mismatch repair deficient crypts and
494 glands in the reference and test groups. Abbreviations. ID, identification number; CRC,
495  colorectal cancer; EC, endometrial cancer; IHC, immunohistochemistry; P, pathogenic; LP,
496 likely pathogenic; VUS, variant of uncertain significance; LB, likely benign;, MMR, DNA
497  mismatch repair; dMMR, DNA mismatch repair deficiency; pMMR, DNA mismatch repair
498 proficiency; MSI-H, high levels of microsatellite stability; MSS, microsatellite stable; NA, not
499 applicable, NT, not tested; LS, Lynch syndrome;, MLH1me, MLH1 gene promoter
500 hypermethylation.

501 + Indicates heterogeneous/ patchy loss of DNA mismatch repair protein expression by IHC

502 ! Relative of Ref_029 who is also carrier of the family MLH1 pathogenic variant was identified
503 to have a dMMR crypt in norma colonic mucosa, but their CRC did not undergo tumor
504  sequencing

505 2 Block was depleted after screening of 2x80pM of normal tissue

506 °Thissample did not undergo next-generation sequencing

507 “*Only received slides

508

509 For 12/25 (48%) of MMR VUS carriers, normal tissue specimens (6x normal colonic and 6x
510 normal endometrial tissue) were available for dAMMR crypt/gland screening. A single case
511 (ID_143) was atechnical failure for PMS2 IHC staining due to poor tissue fixation of the normal
512 tissue. In 7/11 (63.6%) of the remaining cases, normal tissue blocks were available for screening
513 whilefor 4/11 (36.4%) of the cases, only 4uM normal tissue sections on slides were available for
514  screening. A total of three carriers (27.3%) had adMMR crypt/gland identified out of 11 carriers
515 tested (Table 4, Figure 3B). Two of these were in normal endometrium tissue with the
516 remaining dMMR crypt identified in norma colonic mucosa. Out of four cases that were
517 reclassified as likely pathogenic based on the ACMG/INSIGHT criteria and where normal tissue
518 was available for testing, 2/4 (ID_315: MSH2 ¢.1862G>T p.(Arg621Leu) and ID_156: MSH6
519 ¢.3556+5 3556+8delins) had a dAMMR gland and dMMR crypt identified, respectively (Table
520 4). A dMMR endometrial gland was identified in the carrier of MSH2 exon 1-6 duplication
521 (ID_058), where the tumor also demonstrated MSI-H/AMMR by tumor sequencing, a somatic
522  second hit in MSH2 and showed loss of MSH2/MSH6 expression by IHC, however, the
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523 ACMG/InSIGHT framework did not result in a reclassification of the VUS (Table 4). The
524  pathogenic criterion (PV S1) from the ACMG guidelines could not be applied for a predicted loss
525 of function as the location of the partial gene duplication was unknown, making it uncertain if
526  nonsense mediated MRNA decay would take place [53].

527

528 4. Discussion

529 In this study, tumor and non-malignant tissue features associated with germline pathogenic
530 MMR variant carriers were investigated to determine their utility to ad MMR variant
531 classification. Our findings from the investigation of 28 tumors from 25 VUS carriers showed
532 that tumor MSI-H/AMMR status, determined by tumor sequencing and an additive feature
533 combination approach [22], agreed with variant LP/P classification (Figure 4). We found M SI-
534 H/dMMR status by tumor sequencing was 100% concordant with dMMR status by IHC in both
535 our reference group of dMMR Lynch syndrome tumors (Figure S3) and in the tumors from 7
536  VUS carriers that were reclassified to LP by the ACMG/INSIGHT framework (Table 3), while
537  thereference group of pMMR non-MMR carrier tumors were MSS/pMMR by tumor sequencing
538 (Figure S3). Furthermore, the identification of a somatic second hit was also consistent with
539 variant LP/P classification. A second hit was observed in 81.3% of the reference group of
540 dMMR Lynch syndrome tumors (Figure S3) and 77.8% of the tumors from VUS reclassified to
541 LP(Table3)in contrast to only 11.1% of tumors from the reference group of pMMR non-MMR
542  carriers having a somatic MMR mutation (Figure S3). In light of these findings, a further 7
543 VUS, that could not be reclassified by the ACMG/INSIGHT framework demonstrated tumors
544  with MSI-H/dMMR and a second hit, suggesting that these 7 VUS could be upgraded to an LP
545 classification (Table 3). Screening for the presence of a dMMR crypt/gland also showed
546  potential for clinical utility for LP/P variant classification. In addition to the three known
547  pathogenic variant carriers from the reference group, three additional VUS carriers were found to
548 have a dAMMR crypt/gland, where in two of these the ACMG/INSIGHT framework reclassified
549 the VUS to LP (Table 4). The remaining VUS case with a dAMMR endometrial gland was
550 identified in the carrier of MSH2 exon 1-6 duplication (ID_058), and together with the tumor
551  also demonstrating MSI-H/dMMR by tumor sequencing and a somatic second hit, is supportive
552  of an LP classification for this variant (Table 4). Therefore, the application of tumor sequencing
553 for MSI/MMR satus and presence of a second hit together with testing for dMMR
554  crypts/glandsislikely to improve MMR variant classification.

555 The use of tumor characteristics to support MMR variant classification continues to
556 evolve. MMR IHC and testing for somatic BRAF p.V600E mutation and/or MLH1 promoter
557  methylation are commonly used to identify or exclude CRCs and ECs for germline MMR gene
558 testing and thus these features have been incorporated into existing MMR VUS classification
559  approaches [15,16]. The investigation of somatic features derived from tumor next generation
560 sequencing to support MMR variant classification has important potential. The determination of
561 MSI/dMMR by NGS has resulted in the development of multiple accurate MSI calling tools [44—
562  47], where our previous study compared these tools and other dAMMR-related tumor features to
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563 ultimately determine the combination of features (an additive feature combination approach)
564  which demonstrated the highest accuracy across tumor types [22]. In this study, we showed the
565 determination of MSI-H/AMMR by our additive feature combination approach was highly
566  concordant with MMR IHC results, potentially identifying two VUS with false negative pMMR
567 IHC results (ID_170 and ID_111) (Table3). Despite this promising finding, MMR IHC
568 currently has a diagnostic advanctage over M SI-H/dMMR determination by tumor sequencing of
569 indicating which MMR gene is likely to be the defective gene. This was evident for 8 VUS in
570 this study where the pattern of MMR protein loss by IHC was discordant with the MMR gene
571 harboring the VUS suggesting the VUS was not likely to be pathogenic. In these 8 cases, tumor
572  seguencing revealed that two somatic MMR mutations were the cause for the pattern of MMR
573 protein loss rather than the VUS. Future incorporation of tumor next generation sequencing into
574 MMR variant classification framework should derive MSI-H/JMMR status together with
575 identification of somatic mutations across the four MMR genes to elucidate either germline or
576  bialelic somatic MMR geneinactivation as the likely cause for MSI-H/dMMR status.
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579  Figure 4. Sunburst diagram displaying the prevalence of the three Lynch syndrome associated
580 features in the test group. The diagram incorporates the tumor sequencing and dMMR
581 crypt/gland screening for determining pathogenicity against the ACMG/InSIGHT framework for
582 MMR VUS included in the test group. Abbreviations: MMR, DNA mismatch repair; dMMR,
583 DNA mismatch repair deficient; pMMR, DNA mismatch repair proficient; MSI, microsatellite
584 ingability; MSI-H, high levels of microsatellite instability; MSS, microsatellite stable; VUS,
585  variant of uncertain clinical significance; LP, likely pathogenic; LB, likely benign; B, benign.
586

587 A recent study has investigated the benefit of identifying the somatic second hit for
588 variant classification. Scott et al. (2022) showed that somatic second hit mutationsin MSH2 were
589  dgignificantly more common in tumors from MSH2 missense variant carriers that had multiplexed
590 analysis of variant effect (MAVE) data, indicating, the germline variant was functionally
591 disruptive (i.e., pathogenic variant) when compared with tumors from MSH2 missense variant
592  carriers with MAVE scores indicating the germline variant was functionally normal (i.e., benign
593 variant) [53]. This supports the observations from this study where a somatic second hit was
594  more prevalent in both known pathogenic variant carriers as well as VUS that were reclassified
595 toLPbutrarein pMMR tumors.

596 A study performed by Shirts et al. (2018) demonstrated that tumor mutations in the MMR
597  genes can support both pathogenic and benign variant classification by identifying somatic driver
508 mutations compared with passenger mutations in patients with unexplained dMMR (i.e,
599  suspected Lynch syndrome or Lynch-like syndrome) [54]. Furthermore, the authors propose that
600 the cumulative evidence from independent mutations identified from sequencing unexplained
601 dMMR tumors will ultimately classify more germline MMR gene variants. Given the rarity of
602 some individual constitutional MMR gene variants, the observation of these same variants as
603  somatic mutations in multiple dMMR tumors may expedite their classification. The detection of
604 asomatic second hit, as we have shown in this study, as well as the work described by Shirts and
605 colleagues, demonstrates that the detection of somatic MMR mutations in tumors, with
606 confirmed MSI-H/AMMR status, can support MMR variant classification and warrants
607 modifications of the ACMG/INSIGHT MMR variant classification guidelines to incorporate the
608 characteristics of somatic mutations from tumor sequencing data.

609 An important finding from this study was the identification of double somatic MMR
610 mutations in an MMR gene that was not the gene harboring the VUS. Double somatic MMR
611 mutations are a recognized cause of somatic biallelic MMR gene inactivation that can lead to
612 tumor MSI-H/AMMR phenotype [23,33,55,56]. The additional information provided by the
613 pattern of MMR protein loss by IHC was supportive that the MSI-H/dMMR tumor phenotype
614  was caused by two somatic MMR mutations and not related to the VUS. Two of these VUS were
615 reclassified as LB/B, supporting the somatic mutation data but in MSI-H-dMMR tumors (Table
616 3). A caveat to these findings was the presence of two somatic MSH2 mutations in the CRC from
617 person ID_138 carrying the MSH2 ¢.328A>C p.(Lys110GIn) VUS (Table 3). One of these two
618 somatic MSH2 mutations may represent the second hit to the germline VUS, however, the two
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619 somatic MSH2 mutations may represent somatic biallelic inactivation (Table 3). Of interest, the
620 MAVE data for this MSH2 missense VUS suggestsiit is likely benign [57] supporting a “double
621 somatic” rather than a germline cause of MSI-H/dMMR for this tumor. Consideration of the
622 number of somatic MMR mutations identified together with MMR IHC findings will help to
623  interpret tumor sequencing datafor MMR variant classification.

624 There were 4 tumors from 4 carriers where no loss of MMR protein expression was
625 observed by IHC (Table 3). Two tumors (CRC 240 and CRC1 352)) were MSS/pMMR by
626  tumor sequencing supporting IHC result. The other two tumors (CRC_170 and CRC_111) were
627 MSI-H/AMMR by NGS and showed a somatic second hit in the gene with the VUS (both LOH
628 events), which may suggest false negative MMR IHC result.

629 The presence of a AMMR crypt or gland is a strong predictor for a variant being pathogenic
630 given its specificity for Lynch syndrome [24-29]. In this study, a single endometrial gland
631 showed loss of MSH2 expression in the patient harboring the MSH2 exon 1-6 duplication
632 (ID_058) which would support this variant being pathogenic (Table 4). The absence of
633  detectable dMMR crypts/glands does not conversely support a LB/B classification and could
634 simply reflect insufficient tissue was screened. The exact prevalence of dMMR crypts/glands
635  across normal tissues still needs to be assessed in ancillary studies, however, Kloor et al. (2012)
636 have indicated the detection of dMMR crypts in 1cm?® of colonic mucosa in Lynch syndrome
637  patients [24]. The feasibility in terms of the amount of biopsy needed to get at least 1cm? and
638 cost-effectiveness of screening for dMMR crypts/glands in clinical setting needs to be
639 determined but may offer an aternate approach to reclassify an MMR variant particularly when
640 evidence from the existing ACMG/INSIGHT framework is insufficient.

641 A strength of the study was the comparison of data from the existing gold standard MMR
642 variant classification framework to the application of novel features, particularly those derived
643 from NGS which is increasing in clinical diagnostics. The detection of MSI-H/AMMR and a
644  second hit from tumor sequencing is unlikely to be influenced by the type of variant. Further
645 studies are needed to determineif the detection of dAMMR crypts/glandsislikely to be influenced
646 by variant type. Furthermore, the implementation of screening for dAMMR crypts or glands would
647 be based on established MMR protein antibodies and immunohistochemical protocols and,
648 therefore, potentially more applicable to a broader spectrum of laboratories once the tissue is
649 available. A further demonstrated strength by this study was the ability to detect dAMMR
650 crypts/glands on FFPE archival tissue that was up to 20 years old (e.g., reference group tissue)
651 with only asingle case (ID_143) failing testing.

652 This study has several limitations. An important caveat for interpreting the presence of a
653 dMMR crypt/gland for VUS classification is the concept that another undetected pathogenic
654 variant underlies the dAMMR crypt/gland rather than the VUS. Therefore, interpretation of the
655 preence of a dMMR crypt/gland should be considered alone but together with additional
656 information used to classify MMR variants. Another limitation of the study was access to normal
657  tissue as we were only able to acquire normal tissue specimen for half of the cases (48%, 12/25).
658  Broader recognition that screening for dAMMR crypts/glands has utility for variant classification
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659 may encourage better collection and access to normal tissue. A single Lynch syndrome tumor
660 phenocopy was identified in the case of ID_315-2, where the tumor was positive for MLH1
661 methylation despite the person carrying the MSH2 LP variant. Although phenocopies in Lynch
662 syndrome arerare, the interpretation of tumor data for MMR variant classification needs detailed
663 examination. Lastly, it is possible that somatic second hits were missed in some of the tumors.
664 Thiswas evident for the Lynch syndrome reference tumors where a second hit was identified in
665 only 81.3% of sequenced tumors. Challenges in identifying more complex/cryptic variants from
666  capture-based sequencing data or the possibility the second hit is an intronic variant not targeted
667 by the capture may explain the missing second hits. These challenges may underlie second hit
668  detection in the VUS cases tested in this study where, for example, the EC from person ID_156
669 who carried the MSH6 ¢€.3556+5 3556+9delins variant and CRC from person ID_376 who
670 carried the MSH2 exon 1-6 duplication did not identify a second hit despite the other cumulative
671 evidence suggesting these variants are likely pathogenic. Lastly, complementary data could be
672 ganed from functional assays such as RT-PCR or minigene constructs to provide further
673  functional evidence to support variant classification.

674

675 5. Conclusions

676 This study evaluated novel approaches to classify MMR variants, providing support for their
677 potential incorporation into current variant classification guidelines as additional independent
678 lines of evidence to aid MMR variant classification. Currently, somatic MMR mutation data is
679 not used in MMR gene variant classification frameworks, but this study and other studies
680 provide support for information gained from sequencing of dMMR tumors. Although the
681 presence of a somatic second hit was concordant with LP/P variant classification, the knowledge
682 that the presence of two somatic MMR gene mutations (double somatics) can also result in MSI-
683 H/dMMR tumor phenotype needs to be acknowledged when interpreting tumor sequencing
684 findings for variant classfication. Furthermore, somatic MMR mutation data from tumor
685  seguencing needs to be considered in conjunction with confirmation the tumor is MSI-H/dMMR.
686 The presence of a dAMMR crypt/gland in normal colonic or endometrial tissue represents a novel
687  approach to guide LP/P MMR variant classification. The identification of germline MMR VUS
688 prior to surgery may facilitate preservation of more normal tissue for testing but the application
689 of dMMR crypt/gland detection using normal colonic biopsies from colonoscopy in unaffected
690 VUS carriers needs further investigation. Our findings have shown the potential utility of tumor
691 sequencing to determine both MSI/MMR status and presence of single point mutation/LOH as a
692 somatic second hit, and with assessment of normal tissue for the presence of dMMR
693 crypts/glands for improving MMR variant classification and warrants consideration for inclusion
694 inthe ACMG/INSIGHT framework.

695

696 Supplementary Materials. Figure S1: Bar plot presenting the feature count for targeted panel
697 sequenced (A) reference and (B) test groups to determine the DNA mismatch repair status in
698 next-generation sequencing screened tumors after applying the additive feature combination
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699 approach; Figure S2: Pie charts presenting the proportions of the presence of a somatic second
700 hit and by which mutation type for (A) the reference and (B) the test groups, Figure S3:
701 Flowchart displaying the prevalence of the three Lynch syndrome associated features in the
702  reference group; Table S1: Overview of tumors included in the reference group.
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