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Supplemental Methods
Identifying functional cancer evidence for mutations from Cancer Hotspots
We searched for mutations in cancer genes sourced from Cancer Hotspots (n = 216) in the Jackson Laboratory Clinical Knowledgebase (CKB) database.1 In CKB, the protein-level effect of each mutation is categorized as "loss of function," "gain of function," "no effect," or "unknown", based on manual curation of the published literature. We did not assess whether the functional evidence from CKB aligns with ClinGen recommendations for a "well-established" functional assay to qualify for the PS3 criterion.2

Applying lines of evidence for germline variant classification 
We calculated the positive likelihood ratio (LR+) that assesses the degree to which the overlap of a germline missense variant with a Cancer Hotspot mutation increases the odds that the germline variant is classified as LP/P in ClinVar.3 For each VUS in ClinVar that overlapped with Cancer Hotspots, we determined the ACMG/AMP variant classification evidence codes that could be applied in the absence of clinical/family data (e.g., PM2_Supporting, PP2, PP3, PP3_Moderate, and PP3_Strong). The ACMG/AMP combining rules were then used to clarify whether additional evidence from the cancer LR+ could hypothetically upgrade VUS classifications to LP/P.

Plotting distribution of REVEL and AlphaMissense scores
The REVEL and AlphaMissense scores were obtained for the ClinVar dataset (pre-filtering).4,5 We plotted the distribution of both scores for germline variants in ClinVar that overlapped with cancer mutations in Cancer Hotspots (CH+, ClinVar+), germline variants that do not overlap with cancer mutations (CH-, ClinVar+), and all remaining cancer mutations that do not overlap with germline variants (CH+, ClinVar-). The median score was calculated for each group. 

Exploratory analysis with independent variables prior to model training
We performed an analysis of all independent variables to evaluate their overall impact on the ClinVar dataset (pre-filtering). Specifically, we focused on a subset of eight genes (TP53, PIK3CA, PTEN, SMAD4, VHL, PTPN11, RIT1, and FGFR3), plotting their total number of cancer mutations from Cancer Hotspots. The inclusion of the proportion of these mutations overlapping with germline variants in ClinVar allowed us to discern variations in LP/P variant enrichment across these genes, highlighting their relative pathogenicity within the model.

We also evaluated the ability of tumor sample counts from CH cancer mutations overlapping with ClinVar germline variants to differentiate between LP/P and LB/B/VUS classifications. Plotting these values by ClinVar classification groups (LP/P and LB/B/VUS), we generated receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves and compared area under the curve (AUC) values to determine the tumor sample count cut-off that best discriminates between the two groups of classifications.  We found this cut-off to be >25 tumour sample counts, which also influences predicted pathogenicity scores for the LRM, and represents a cut-off for a node in RFM decision trees by splitting the training data with the lowest Gini impurity.

Additionally, we generated four plots to visualize phyloP and phastCons scores (both mammalian and vertebrate scores). Each plot displayed the distribution of LP/P and VUS variants for the CH+, ClinVar+ and CH-, ClinVar+ variant groups. We compared these variant groups (CH+, ClinVar+ versus CH-, ClinVar+) by median scores and computing the probability of superiority (PS), to evaluate the relative superiority of values between the two groups.

Investigating overlap of non-coding cancer mutations from COSMIC with germline variants
Non-coding cancer mutations (n = 434,213) in GRCh37 were downloaded from the COSMIC database6 (release date: May 2023) and annotated using a custom pipeline developed by The Centre for Applied Genomics (TCAG) in Toronto, Canada. ClinVar annotations (date accessed: Sep 2023) were used to identify mutations that were observed as germline variants along with their classifications. However, we observed a modest degree of overlap and we were underpowered to employ similar methods as for the missense mutations from Cancer Hotspots (data not shown). In many cases, ClinVar classifications for variants corresponded to the coding region of an alternate transcript, rather than the non-coding region where cancer mutation was observed.

[bookmark: _Toc141122053]Supplemental Table 1. Odds ratio scores for classifying germline missense variants in ClinVar and their overlap with cancer mutations in Cancer Hotspots.
	Variant classification/type
	Cancer hotspot
	Non-cancer hotspot
	ORa
	CIb

	LP/P
	426
	2723
	—
	—

	LB/B
	4
	2751
	107.6***
	40.1-288.4

	VUS
	261
	45181
	—
	—

	LB/B + VUS
	265
	47932
	28.3***
	24.2-33.1

	LB/B + VUS + CIP
	379
	50870
	21.0***
	18.2-24.2


a The three odds ratios (OR) compare likely pathogenic (LP)/pathogenic (P) variants with likely benign (LB)/benign (B), LB/B + variant of uncertain significance (VUS), and LB/B + VUS + conflicting interpretations of pathogenicity (CIP) variants. 
b 95% confidence interval (CI) 
*** p<0.001

















Supplemental Table 2. Variants from controlled-access databases that overlapped with cancer mutations from Cancer Hotspots, along with participant counts and ClinVar classifications.
	
	Total participants sequenceda
	Total participants with matchesb
	Total variant
matches
	Variant classification in ClinVarc

	
	
	
	
	LP/P
	LB/B
	VUS
	N/P

	GEL 
	1,048,576 
	334
	144
	46
	1
	29
	68

	MSSNG
	11,312 
	21
	15
	3
	0
	8
	4

	G4RD
	2,799
	24
	17
	3
	0
	2
	12

	GeneDx
	400,000
	1,296
	175
	111
	0
	27
	37

	Total
	1,462,687
	1,675
	351
	163
	1
	66
	121

	Unique
	 1,462,687
	1,675
	302
	140
	1
	53
	108


aTotal number of participants in the queried database. 
bParticipants with variants overlapping cancer mutations from Cancer Hotspots. 
cOverlapping variants with ClinVar information: LP/P, LB/B, VUS, N/P (absent in ClinVar).



Supplemental Figure 1. Workflow for extracting germline missense variants from ClinVar found in the list of 216 genes from Cancer Hotspots. This illustrates the process of filtering the variants to create the “ClinVar dataset” used in the odd ratio calculations and as the training dataset for supervised learning models. 
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Description automatically generated]
Supplemental Figure 2. A bar graph showing the distribution of cancer gene types, categorized as proto-oncogenes, tumor suppressor genes, or not yet defined by the Cancer Gene Census, for the 216 cancer genes from the Cancer Hotspots database. Some genes exhibit dual classifications. TSG, tumour suppressor gene. 
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Supplemental Figure 3. Functional impact of missense cancer mutations from Cancer Hotspots determined using the Clinical Knowledgebase (CKB)1 and germline variant classifications in ClinVar.  GoF, gain-of-function; LoF loss-of-function.  
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Supplemental Figure 4. Hypothetical impact of applying an additional pathogenic moderate (PM) evidence-level criterion to the interpretation of germline variants of uncertain significance (VUS) in ClinVar that overlap with cancer mutations from Cancer Hotspots. Each row represents the existing evidence codes for VUS, with the addition of one PM criterion, to form a combining criterion for the classification of “likely pathogenic” according to the ACMG/AMP guidelines.7 Among the 261 VUS, 12 were recently reclassified to LP/P (n=11) or LB (n =1) in ClinVar. With the remaining 249, an additional PM evidence code would be enough to potentially upgrade 66 VUS (26.5%) to LP. Figure was created with BioRender and adapted from Brnich et al., (2018).2
[image: A diagram of a number of different colored boxes

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]

Supplemental Figure 5. Distribution of (A) REVEL4 and (B) AlphaMissense5 scores for CH cancer mutations (n = 2,447) and variants in the ClinVar dataset (n = 51,346). Variants are categorized by the presence of an overlap with cancer mutations from Cancer Hotspots and absence from Cancer Hotspots. The figure includes a category for cancer mutations from Cancer Hotspots not reported in ClinVar (ClinVar absent). The median scores for each group are indicated on the plot. Score thresholds corresponding to various PP3 and BP4 evidence strengths are displayed by labels above the dotted lines.
[image: ]


Supplemental Figure 6. Workflow for obtaining confirmed somatic missense mutations from the COSMIC Cancer Gene Census coding mutations. This figure illustrates the process of filtering COSMIC mutations using a stringent tumor sample count filter to identify additional cancer mutations that are absent from Cancer Hotspots.
[image: A diagram of a flowchart
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Supplemental Figure 7. Proportion of cancer missense mutations from Cancer Hotspots reported in ClinVar for a subset of genes for TP53, PIK3CA, PTEN, SMAD4, VHL, PTPN11, RIT1, and FGFR3. Mutations that are present in ClinVar are indicated in blue, absent are indicated in purple. LP/P variants (pink) and LB/B/VUS (orange) variants among those present in ClinVar are also shown.
[image: ]


Supplemental Figure 8. Number of tumor samples with cancer mutations from Cancer Hotspots and their germline variant classifications. (A) Tumor sample count for LP/P variants compared to LB/B/VUS variants, with an ROC curve that evaluates the discriminatory power between the two groups based on tumor sample counts. LP/P variants exhibited significantly higher tumor sample counts than LB/B/VUS variants (p < 0.0001). The ROC curve yielded an area under the curve (AUC) value of 0.614, indicating moderate discriminatory ability. (B) Tumor sample counts for the same analysis as (A) but restricted to sample counts >25. his subset analysis revealed higher discriminatory median counts (54 and 32.5 samples for LP/P and LB/B/VUS groups, respectively) and achieved the largest AUC of 0.7640. Mann-Whitney U test was performed to assess the statistical difference between LP/P and LB/B/VUS. 
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Supplemental Figure 9. Distribution of conservation scores for germline missense variants annotated with (A) phastCons and (B) phyloP across vertebrate and mammalian species. Variants are categorized by the presence of an overlap with cancer mutations from Cancer Hotspots and absence from Cancer Hotspots. The figure includes a category for cancer mutations from Cancer Hotspots not reported in ClinVar (ClinVar absent). The median scores for each group are indicated on the plot. Mann-Whitney U test was performed to assess the differences between Cancer Hotspots absent and present variants, and the probability of superiority (PS) was calculated to determine effect size. 
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Supplemental Figure 10. Accuracy of supervised learning models with test dataset using optimal thresholds. (A) Confusion matrix showing the correctly classified variants (green) and incorrectly classified variants (red) by the logistic regression model using an optimal threshold of 0.74. (B) Confusion matrix showing variant classification by the random forest model using an optimal threshold of 0.39. AUC, area under the curve; LB/B, Likely benign/Benign; LP/P, Likely pathogenic/Pathogenic; VUS, variant of uncertain significance. Created with R and BioRender.  
[image: ]


Supplemental Figure 11. Comparisons of pathogenicity scores for LRM, RFM, and other known in silico prediction tools and performance on predicting pathogenicity on test dataset (n=339). (A) Bar graph showing the area under the precision-recall curve (AUPRC) for each tool, including logistic regression model (LRM), random forest model (RFM), SIFT, PolyPhen-2, REVEL, CADD, VARITY, AlphaMissense, and PrimateAI. (B) Precision-recall curves for first-generation tools (SIFT and PolyPhen-2) compared with LRM and RFM. (C) Precision-recall curves for second-generation tools (REVEL, CADD, VARITY) compared with LRM and RFM. (D) Precision-recall curves for third-generation tools (AlphaMissense and PrimateAI) compared with LRM and RFM. 
[image: ]



Supplemental References
 1.	Patterson, S. E. et al. The clinical trial landscape in oncology and connectivity of somatic mutational profiles to targeted therapies. Hum Genomics 10, 4 (2016).
2.	Brnich, S. E. et al. Recommendations for application of the functional evidence PS3/BS3 criterion using the ACMG/AMP sequence variant interpretation framework. Genome Medicine 12, 3 (2019).
3.	Tavtigian, S. V. et al. Modeling the ACMG/AMP variant classification guidelines as a Bayesian classification framework. Genet Med 20, 1054–1060 (2018).
4.	Ioannidis, N. M. et al. REVEL: An Ensemble Method for Predicting the Pathogenicity of Rare Missense Variants. Am J Hum Genet 99, 877–885 (2016).
5.	Cheng, J. et al. Accurate proteome-wide missense variant effect prediction with AlphaMissense. Science 381, eadg7492 (2023).
6.	Tate, J. G. et al. COSMIC: the Catalogue Of Somatic Mutations In Cancer. Nucleic Acids Research 47, D941–D947 (2019).
7.	Richards, S. et al. Standards and guidelines for the interpretation of sequence variants: a joint consensus recommendation of the American College of Medical Genetics and Genomics and the Association for Molecular Pathology. Genet Med 17, 405–423 (2015).

image1.jpeg
54,158 missense Sleaencs
variants from ClinVar © 9

Filtering
(exclusion of conflicting
interpretations, risk factors,
association, drug
response,
protective)

Conflicting interpretations
of pathogenicity (CIP)

51,346 missense
variants from ClinVar

Present in Cancer Hotspots

. .~ ——A——Absent in Cancer Hotspot
[ (somatic cancer mutation) ]

691 variants 50,655 variants

Likely benign/ Likely pathogenic/ Likely benign/

Likely pathogenic/ "
benign (LB/B) Pathogenic (LP/P) vus benign (LB/B)

Pathogenlc (LPIP) Vs

>

changes

v

Exclude variants with REVEL score >0.29)

v

Restrict to variants in list of 66 genes )

Merge variants with identical amino acid)

(from overlapping set)

v

13,881 variants in the training dataset

(See Figure 2)





image2.jpeg
140

120

100

80
Number of genes

Proto-oncogene TSG Dual-function Not yet defined

Type of cancer gene




image3.jpeg
2,447 cancer missense
mutations from Cancer
Hotspots

Y

Searched in CKB
for functional impact in
cancer

1,846 missense
variants in CKB

\/

990 missense variants
with known functional

impact
GoF/LoF No impact————
Not in ClinVar l v Not in ClinVar
607 943 variants 47 variants
Germline variants in ClinVar Germline variants in ClinVar
Pathogenic/Likely Vl|.l s Benign/Likely Pathogenic/Likely Vl|l s Benign/Likely
pathogenic benign pathogenic benign

DD DO




image4.jpeg
_____ 5VUS>LP

mm 1vus>LP
Iﬂlﬂm 60 VUS > LP

"Likely pathogenic" combining criteria in ACMG/
AMP 2015 guidelines




image5.jpeg
A

ClinVar absent,
Cancer Hotspots present

ClinVar LP/P,
Cancer Hotspots absent
ClinVar LPIP’ ERTE L 20 ST T
Cancer Hotspots present
ClinVar VUS,
Cancer Hotspots absent
ClinVar VUS, . 2 i
Cancer Hotspots present
0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
REVEL score

ClinVar absent,
Cancer Hotspots present

ClinVar LP/P,

Cancer Hotspots absent

ClinVar LP/P,
Cancer Hotspots present

ClinVar VUS,
Cancer Hotspots absent

ClinVar VUS,
Cancer Hotspots present

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
AlphaMissense score




image6.jpg
o)

l—GermIine ClinVar entry—

12 variants

1,124,072 Cancer Gene
Census mutations from

COosMIC

\/

231,477 somatic
missense variants
from COSMIC

Filtering
(Variants in >25 tumour
samples & not in Cancer
Hotspots)

125 missense
variants from
COSMIC

(o

Likely pathogenic/ VUS/Coanicting

Pathogenic

S

interpretations of
pathogenicity

O

Likely benign/
benign

©

“—No germline ClinVar entry—l

113 variants

o(em)





image7.jpg
H Overlap M No overlap
FGFR3 M LP/P I LB/B/VUS

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
Number of cancer mutations




image8.jpg
A

Sample count

Sample count

1000

800

600

400

200

600

400

200

p-value <0.0001
SFeokokk

LP/P LB/B/IVUS
Sample type

p-value =0.0014
*

LP/P vus
Sample type

100

80

60
Sensitivity (%)
40

20
AUC =0.6142

0
0 20 40 60 80 100

Specificity (%)

100

80

60

Sensitivity (%)
40

20

AUC =0.7640
0
0 20 40 60 80 100
Specificity (%)




image9.jpeg
A

ClinVar VUS,
Cancer Hotspots absent
ns
PS=048
ClinVar VUS, ceem cesme o me s eeem ssese
Cancer Hotspots present
ClnVarLP/P, L e e e @ ¢ wetec womeme
Cancer Hotspots absent
P=0.0016
PS =045
ClinVar LP/P, R e+ memes e
Cancer Hotspots present
0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Vertebrate scores
ClinVar VUS,
Cancer Hotspots absent ——
P <0.0001
ClinVar VUS, Ps=044
Cancer Hotspots present = Rt
ClinVar LP/P, P .
Cancer Hotspots absent 1 "
i P <0.0001
PS=0.42
ClinVar LP/P, -
Cancer Hotspots present -

Vertebrate score

ns
I PS=048

P =0.0032

l PS=0.46

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Mammalian scores

P <0.0001
PS=0.44

P <0.0001
PS=0.42

Mammalian scores




image10.png
Predicted Class

Predicted Class

LB/B/VUS

LP/P

LB/B/VUS

LP/P

Actual Class
LB/B/VUS LP/P

Logistic Regression Model

Actual Class
LB/B/VUS LP/P

Random Forest Model




image11.jpeg
First-generation

Precision

10

08

08

04

02

00

1.0 5.
o 0.8
e
= ©
o 24
8 o6
&
5~
22 s
2o 04 .
£3 §
o $ i
£ &
g 02 .
2
=1
s
3
< 0.0
g -1 —— Logistic Regression Model (AUC = 0.841)
~— Random Forest Model (AUC = 0.829)
— SFTAUC=0821)
o | == PolyPhen-2 (AUC = 0.827)
00 02 04 0s 08 10
Recall
Second-generation Third-generation
H
§
g
&
<
= Logistic Regression Model (AUC = 0.841)
——  Random Forest Model (AUC = 0.829) 8 —— Logistic Regression Model (AUC = 0.841)
—— REVEL (AUC = 0.963) ——  Random Forest Model (AUC = 0.829)
— CADD (AUC = 0881) —— AphaMissense (AUC = 0.959)
= VARITY (AUC = 0.960) ° ~—— PrimateAl (AUC = 0.893)
00 02 04 06 08 10 00 02 04 06 08 10

Recall

Recall





