Supplementary Methods

Short Read Preprocessing

Reads are preprocessed differently according to how they will be used: detection of
the variant in the tumor, discovery of an artifact in the normal or for variant
classification.

For discovery of the variant in the tumor, only the highest quality data should be
used in order to eliminate false positives. Therefore only reads that pass the
following tests are retained:

(a) Mapping Quality score > 0

(b) Base quality score = 5

(c) If there is an overlapping read pair, and both reads agree the read with the
highest quality score is retained otherwise both are discarded.

(d) Sum of the quality scores of the mismatches < 100

(e) < 30% of bases have been soft-clipped

(f) Reads that have not been mapped by “mate rescue” of BWA12 (BAM XT tag #
“M")

When looking at the matched normal control to discover systematic artifacts, a less
stringent set of filters are applied in order to more readily detect these artifacts.
These reads must pass the following tests:

(a) Base quality score = 5

(b) If there is an overlapping read pair, and both reads agree the read with the
highest quality score is retained otherwise the read that disagrees with the
reference is retained.

Method Parameter Values

MuTect: v1.1.1 was used for all analysis in this manuscript. The default parameters
were used except that fraction_contamination was set to 0.0. For the sensitivity
measurements using the simulation approach, neither the dbsnp nor panel of
normals were supplied as they would discard all the simulated events.

SomaticSniper3: v1.0.0 was run using recommended parameters of -q 1 -Q 15. As
described in their publication3, STD results were obtained after filtering initial calls
through the snpfilter.pl. HC results were obtained by further filtering the output
through fpfilter.pl and highconfidence.pl



JointSNVMix#: v0.7.5 was used, training and then classifying with joint_snv_mix_two.
In training, skip_size was set to 1000 against a tumor and normal BAM. To avoid
over-fitting when running on a small number of sites in the downsampling or
sensitivity measurements, we trained on a ~10mb region of the same average
coverage from the virtual tumor and normal data.

Strelka®: v0.4.7 was used with the default parameters for BWA alignments as
recommended in the documentation. The depth filter was disabled as the virtual
tumor and downsampling BAMs had non-contiguous coverage that would cause this
filter to discard most events and unfairly impact sensitivity.
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Supplementary Figure 1 | Overview of virtual tumor approach

The Virtual Tumor approach begins with a single sample with multiple libraries
(vellow and blue bars). A library is assigned to either a virtual tumor or normal and
reads are then randomly drawn from that library to the desired depth. The
mutations identified by running a mutation detection method against this tumor-
normal pair are false positives and can be used to estimate specificity.

Furthermore, a second sample (grey bars) harboring a germline SNP (green) can be
used to replace reads in the virtual tumor to simulate a somatic mutation at a
controlled allele fraction. Sensitivity of a method can be measured by attempting to
detect these events.
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Supplementary Figure 2 | Sensitivity by nucleotide substitution type
Sensitivity of MuTect as a function of tumor sequencing depth, mutation allele
fraction, and nucleotide substitution as measured by the Virtual Tumor approach.
Slightly lower sensitivity is observed for A>C/T and C-> A mutations at low
alternate allele counts, likely due to lower base quality scores caused by biases in
sequencing machine errors.
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Supplementary Figure 3 | Sensitivity and specificity of MuTect

The relationship of sensitivity and specificity of MuTect STD (dashed line) and HC
(solid line) as measured by the virtual tumors approach with 30x tumor depth and
30x normal depth for several values of allele fraction using various values of 0r. A
typical setting of 87 = 6.3 is marked with black circles.
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Supplementary Figure 4 | Distribution of virtual tumor simulation quality

scores
Distribution of base quality score values as observed across a 5mb region of the

simulation data set
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Supplementary Figure 5 | Specificity in coding regions

Somatic miscall error rate for true reference sites in coding regions as a function of
tumor sequencing depth for the STD (red) and HC (blue) and HC+PON (green)
configurations of MuTect. By using a larger panel of normals (HC+EXPON using 559
1000 Genomes® samples) specificity is even higher (grey). Error bars represent 95%
CIs. Call sets with no false positives are represented on this log scale as 0.01
errors/Mb. Grey dashed lines represent the calculated error rate (0.5 errors/Mb)
and the error rate observed from independent validation (0.16 errors/Mb).
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Supplementary Figure 6 | Comparison of methods using downsampling
approach

Comparison of sensitivity as a function of tumor sequencing depth and mutation
allele fraction for different mutation detection methods and configurations as
measured by the downsampling of validated colorectal mutations’

Pleasance, et al® Forbes, et al.?
method (497 mutations) (82 mutations)
called sensitivity called sensitivity
muTect (STD) 496 99.80% 79 96.34%
muTect (HC) 495 99.60% 75 91.46%
muTect (HC+PON) 493 99.20% 75 91.46%
SomaticSniper (STD) 490 98.59% 74 90.24%
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Supplementary Table 2 | Comparison of detection sensitivity in COLO-829 cell line

gene
MYH13
PRDM16

ALK
MYOM3
XKR8
OPRD1
MGAT4A
FAM123C
COL7A1
UGT3A2
ADAM19
ROD1
LIPN
GRM5
HNRNPA1
ARHGAPS
CCDC33
FUK
CILP2
ZNF208
ARHGAP33
RELB
ASPDH
TBC1D25
PJA1
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GRCh37
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position
10209926
3329312

29445385
24417329
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29189588
99294884
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36038024
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fraction

0.29
0.33

0.28
0.33
0.32
0.86
0.48
0.39
0.53
0.97
1.00
0.47
0.25
1.00
0.58
1.00
0.36
0.27
0.32
0.78
0.32
0.63
0.25
1.00
1.00

covered in
CCLE™

YES
YES

YES
NO
NO
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NO
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NO
NO
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Supplementary Table 3 | Novel COLO-829 mutations detected By MuTect with
allele fraction > 0.25 and validated in Cancer Cell Line Encyclopedial® independent

sequencing

validation
status

VALID

VALID
FALSE
POSITIVE

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a



base URL ftp://ftp-trace.ncbi.nih.gov/1000genomes/ftp/technical/working/20120117_ceu_trio_b37_decoy,

NA12878 filename mask CEUTrio.HiSeq.WGS.jaffe.b37_decoy.NA12878.*.clean.dedup.recal.20120117.bam

libraries Solexa-18483,Solexa-18484,Solexa-23661

base URL ftp://ftp-trace.ncbi.nih.gov/1000genomes/ftp/technical/working/20120117_ceu_trio_b37_decoy,
NA12981 filename mask CEUTrio.HiSeq.WGS.b37_decoy.NA12891.clean.dedup.recal.20120117.bam

libraries <all libraries>

Supplementary Table 5 | Virtual tumor/normal source data
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