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Abstract 
Recent technological advances allow profiling of tumor samples to an unparalleled level with 
respect to molecular and spatial composition as well as treatment response. We describe a 
prospective, observational clinical study performed within the Tumor Profiler (TuPro) Consortium 
that aims to show the extent to which such comprehensive information leads to advanced 
mechanistic insights of a patient’s tumor, enables prognostic and predictive biomarker 
discovery, and has the potential to support clinical decision making. For this study of melanoma, 
ovarian carcinoma, and acute myeloid leukemia  tumors, in addition to the emerging standard 
diagnostic approaches of targeted NGS panel sequencing and digital pathology, we perform 
extensive characterization using the following exploratory technologies: single-cell genomics 
and transcriptomics, proteotyping, CyTOF, imaging CyTOF, pharmacoscopy, and 4i drug 
response profiling (4i DRP). In this work, we outline the aims of the TuPro study and present 
preliminary results on the feasibility of using these technologies in clinical practice showcasing 
the power of an integrative multi-modal and functional approach for understanding a tumor’s 
underlying biology and for clinical decision support.  
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Introduction  
In recent years, the development of numerous drugs targeting oncogenic pathways and immune             
checkpoints, as well as the advent of next-generation sequencing (NGS) and its continuous             
improvement, higher availability, and decreasing cost, have allowed major cancer centers           
worldwide to offer NGS-based personalized treatment options for clinical practice (Beltran et al.             
2015; Massard et al. 2017; Meric-Bernstam et al. 2015; Le Tourneau et al. 2015). In those                
studies, treatments are suggested according to the tumor's genetic profile and are agnostic to              
the tissue of origin. These NGS-focused approaches have had some successes so far, with              
about one-third of patients treated with NGS-matched treatments showing a significant tumor            
response (Massard et al. 2017; Rodon et al. 2019; Sicklick et al. 2019; F. Singer et al. 2018).                  
However, since NGS-based approaches typically only analyze genomic alterations from bulk           
tissue, many clinically-relevant questions about the tumor, such as its micro-environment,           
heterogeneity, and many others, remain unanswered (Friedman et al. 2015). In this study, we              
explore to which extent a broader and more in-depth functional profiling of tumors can lead to an                 
enhanced understanding of the biology of a tumor and whether this new knowledge is              
actionable for the treatment of cancer patients. 
Technological progress has made the precise quantification of the molecular make-up of cells,             
their biochemical state, their interactions in tumor tissue, and their ex vivo response to drugs               
increasingly feasible. To take advantage of these recent advances, the Tumor Profiler (TuPro)             
consortium was formed as a collaborative effort to combine exploratory technologies that have             
been pioneered in the participating academic institutions. The goal is to decipher the in-depth              
molecular and functional landscape of patient tumors across different indications, namely           
melanoma, ovarian carcinoma, and acute myeloid leukemia (AML), to set up a platform for              
multi-omics clinical decision support in an observational clinical study. As part of the TuPro              
workflow, changes at the DNA, RNA, and protein level are assessed at single-cell resolution in               
order to characterize both the tumor and the immune compartment. Samples are also analyzed              
at the whole-tissue level with targeted NGS, proteotyping, and bulk RNA sequencing. Moreover,             
ex vivo drug response testing is performed to assess the effect of selected drugs on cancer                
cells. Digital pathology based on large-scale immunohistochemistry analysis, as well as in-depth            
highly multiplexed imaging analysis, is included to provide spatially resolved data. These            
technologies are unique in combination, provide unprecedented insights into the molecular,           
cellular, and functional state of human tumor tissues, and form the technical basis of the study                
that is presented here. 
Initial TuPro results show that a clinically relevant turnaround time of two weeks is feasible for all                 
the technologies included in the trial, that analysis results are consistent between technologies,             
and that integrated results provide treatment decision support beyond an approved diagnostic            
NGS panel sequencing. 
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Study Design 
Concept  
The TuPro study is designed as an observational clinical study in which patients provide 
full informed consent (BASEC-Nr.2018-02050, approved by the Kantonal Ethics 
Commisions of Zürich and Basel) to have their tumors analyzed by a compendium of 
advanced technologies. The goal is to ultimately assess whether a combination of multi-
omics and functional profiling techniques (see "Technologies") on the same tumor tissue can 
supplement emerging standards, such as digital pathology and targeted NGS, to support 
molecularly informed clinical decision making in tumor boards. 

The technologies included in the trial were selected based on their ability to explore a tumor in 
multiple ways at different molecular and cellular levels, from bulk to single-cell assays, targeted 
to non-targeted approaches, RNA to protein expression, cells in suspension 
to spatially-resolved tissues, and phenotypic to functional readouts. The TuPro study aims 
to determine how each technology contributes to the identification of clinically relevant 
features in a sample and how the integration of all data types could potentially improve 
treatment decisions for each patient enrolled in the trial. Ultimately, the synergistic effect 
of this multi-modal approach is expected to enable the establishment of algorithms for 
integrative analyses and to provide relevant information that can be used to inform patient 
management directly. 
Approximately 1cm3 of solid tumor material from patients fulfilling the inclusion criteria 
(see “Indication” below) is distributed to all the technology platforms, which analyze the 
sample and return their data within two weeks. These data are then integrated into a 
comprehensive molecular research report (MRR). This report is used in a pre-Tumor Board 
(pre-TB) discussion where hypothetical treatment decisions based on TuPro data are 
compared to treatment decisions that would have been taken based on a) standard clinical 
guidelines (ESMO clinical guidelines (Dummer et al. 2015; Colombo et al. 2019; Fey, 
Buske, and ESMO Guidelines Working Group 2013) and b) emerging clinical practice that 
includes targeted NGS. Up to this point, TuPro R&D has focused on the "Fast Diagnostics 
Loop" in which patients are recruited, and the pre-TB receives treatment recommendations 
within four weeks after biopsy (Figure 1A). A summary of the TuPro MRR, including the 
hypothetical treatment recommendations of the pre-TB, is communicated to the Tumor 
Board (TB). This expert panel makes the final decision on the best treatment strategy, given 
the available information on the individual patient. Clinical follow-up data, such as performance 
status (ECOG, see below), treatment, side effects, and response data from all TuPro patients 
are recorded and analysed in conjunction with the molecular data provided by the TuPro 
technologies within an “Exploratory Science Loop”, where hypothesis-generating analyses are 
carried out during and at the end of the clinical study (Figure 1A). 
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Figure 1: Overview of the Tumor Profiler Study. (A) The R&D workstream consists of two loops, the Fast Diagnostics                   
Loop, which provides integrated information from approved diagnostics and additional TuPro exploratory technologies             
in a four week turnaround time, and the Exploratory Science Loop for which cohort analysis is performed during and                   
at the end of the clinical study. (B) Tumor Profiler includes three indications: malignant melanoma (Mel), ovarian                 
carcinoma (OvCa), and acute myeloid leukemia (AML). The Pre-TuPro consisted of a pre-proof-of-concept phase;              
Part I comprised the proof-of-concept phase; Part II the study phase. (C) Detailed overview of patient enrollment,                 
sample collection, analysis by different technology platforms, data integration, creation and discussion of molecular              
research and summary reports, clinical discussion in pre-TBs which result in hypothetical treatment decisions for               
each patient based on routine diagnostics alone and after consideration of TuPro data, and Tumor Boards.  

Consortium Structure  
TuPro is a cooperative, multi-institutional project involving F. Hoffmann-La Roche AG (Roche),            
ETH Zurich, University of Zurich, University Hospital Zurich, and University Hospital Basel            
(consortium author list in the Supplementary Material). These institutions provide the expertise            
for the establishment of the three workstreams required for the TuPro initiative, including the              
clinical, R&D, and data/IT workstreams. The clinical workstream is responsible for patient            
screening and selection, and for providing histopathological analysis. The R&D workstream           
investigates the molecular make-up of tumors based on six cutting-edge technologies and            
performs integrative analyses (see Section “Technologies” below). The data/IT workstream          
provides the data and computational infrastructure and manages data access for all partners. It              
interacts as well with the clinical workstream to produce a comprehensive and integrative report              
of the findings of the technology nodes that is presented to the pre-TB. 
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Indications 
The TuPro study includes patients with three different indications: melanoma, ovarian           
carcinoma, and acute myeloid leukemia (AML). For melanoma, any patients with stage III/IV             
cutaneous melanoma can be included; patients with rare melanomas, such as mucosal and             
ocular melanomas, can be recruited independently of the stage, provided that they require             
systemic (including adjuvant) therapy. For ovarian carcinoma, patients with high-grade primary           
or recurrent adenocarcinoma of ovarian, tubal, or peritoneal origin at FIGO stage III/IV can be               
recruited. For AML, patients with relapsed/refractory AML can be included. For both melanoma             
and ovarian carcinoma, a minimum ECOG of 2 is required for the patient to enter the study. In                  
total, up to 240 patients will be included in the study across the three indications. 

Study Timeline  
The TuPro project is based on the sequential inclusion of different tumor indications, and clinical               
studies for all indications will run until the end of 2020 (last patient, last visit). Recruitment of                 
melanoma and ovarian carcinoma started in December 2018 and January 2019, respectively.            
Recruitment for AML started in September 2019 (Figure 1B). 
The selection of each of the TuPro indications has been preceded by an evaluation phase               
during which the clinical needs, the scientific relevance, and the feasibility of the inclusion of the                
respective indication have been investigated. Once the relevance of a specific indication has             
been established, samples corresponding to the approved indications are included in the study.             
For each indication, the study consists of two parts. The first part aims to refine and standardize                 
the experimental and analytical processes within the different workstreams. During this phase,            
the data generated by the different technologies are not taken into account when making              
treatment decisions, and the results are not discussed with the patients. During the second part               
of the project, molecular summary reports summarizing the findings of the TuPro technologies             
and the pre-TB treatment recommendations are shared with the Tumor Board. The Tumor             
Board then makes a recommendation based on all the available data. The final decision on               
which treatment to implement is recorded.  

Technology Platforms 
The main focus of TuPro is to assess the feasibility and impact of new molecular and cellular                 
profiling technologies and the integration of the respective data to gain a more complex              
understanding of a tumor and, if possible, on the pharmacological treatment of the patients              
enrolled in the study. A second important goal is to generate a dataset suitable to discover                
molecular and digital biomarkers relevant for treatment recommendations (Figure 1C). We           
outline below the profiling technologies included in this study (Table 1).  
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Table 1: Molecular profiling technologies used in TuPro. The molecular approach utilized and the type of data the 
technologies included in TuPro contribute to the study are briefly summarized in this table. The left-most panel groups 
the technologies within two categories based on the level of clinical-diagnosis approval (Emerging Standard 
Diagnostics and TuPro Exploratory Technologies). 
 

Sample preparation and pathology diagnosis 
A pathologist reviews every TuPro tissue sample for suitability and selection of vital tumor tissue               
for the technology platforms. Pathology diagnosis includes the confirmation of tumor type by             
conventional pathology as well as immunohistochemical staining (IHC) for tumor-specific          
biomarkers (e.g., S100, SOX10, and MelanA for melanoma and p53, ER, PR, PAX8, WT1,              
NAPSIN, and CDX2 for ovarian carcinomas) and assessment of tumor cell content. Only             
samples with a definite tissue diagnosis and limited necrotic tissue are included in the TuPro               
trial. For melanoma, we additionally require a minimum of 20% vital tumor cells. Fresh tissue               
samples are released for single-cell dissociation and subsequent distribution to the TuPro            
technologies while FFPE sections are sent to digital pathology, targeted NGS, proteotyping, and             
imaging mass cytometry (IMC).  

Emerging Standard Diagnostics 

Digital Pathology  
Immune phenotyping is performed by IHC for CD3+ pan T cells, CD4+ T-helper cells, CD8+               
cytotoxic T cells, Foxp3+ regulatory T cells as well as CD20+ B-cells and CD68+ macrophage               
populations. Expression of the immune checkpoints PD1 and PD-L1 is quantified, and specific             
features of the immune microenvironment (e.g., the formation of tertiary lymphoid structures) are             
recorded. Based on the quantity and distribution of the immune markers, tumors are classified              
as “inflamed” (strong intra- and peritumoral immune cell infiltration), “immune excluded”           
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(immune response around the tumor but no infiltration into tumor cell clusters) or “immune              
desert” (absence of immune response) to support treatment decisions in conjunction with the             
TuPro technology nodes. Digital image analysis is applied to provide unbiased, large-scale            
quantitative data for the core immune markers on all TuPro samples. This includes absolute              
quantification of each cell population as well as spatial information to account for tumor              
heterogeneity and to enable tumor infiltration analyses. TuPro digital pathology images are then             
used to select the optimal regions for highly multiplexed assessment by imaging mass             
cytometry.  

Targeted Next-Generation Sequencing 
Targeted Next-Generation Sequencing (NGS) was performed with the FDA-approved, broad          
comprehensive molecular diagnostic test FoundationOne ®CDx assay (Foundation Medicine Inc.,         
Cambridge, MA, USA). The assay sequences the complete exons of 324 cancer-related genes             
for the detection of short variants (single nucleotide variants, insertions, and deletions), copy             
number alterations (CNAs), as well as microsatellite status and tumor mutational burden.            
Selected introns and promoter regions of 36 genes are also sequenced for the detection of gene                
rearrangements and fusions (Frampton et al. 2013). A report containing clinically actionable            
variants, along with treatment recommendations suggested by Foundation Medicine, Inc.          
proprietary algorithms, is provided to the TuPro consortium for integration in their analyses. 
To complement the targeted NGS analyses, we investigate circulating tumor DNA (ctDNA,            
Supplementary note 1) as a minimally invasive tool to monitor disease progression and             
recurrence (Bettegowda et al. 2014).  

TuPro Exploratory Technologies 

Cell Types, Markers, and Drug Selection 
Two types of clinically relevant markers are analyzed by TuPro technologies. First, markers that              
allow a detailed determination of the composition of the tumor and its microenvironment, and              
second, predictive markers for clinical decision support. These marker sets are selected for             
each indication separately. For more details on marker selection, please refer to            
Supplementary Note 2. 

Single-cell Genomics and Transcriptomics 
The Single-Cell Genomics and Transcriptomics platform (Supplementary Figure 1) uses          
droplet-based scDNA-seq and scRNA-seq protocols to identify copy number changes in tumor            
subclones and their evolutionary relationships, to quantify different cell populations, and to            
elucidate their gene expression patterns (Hedlund and Deng 2018; Tirosh et al. 2016; Shih et al.                
2018; Svensson, Vento-Tormo, and Teichmann 2018; Zahn et al. 2017). This approach probes             
the cellular heterogeneity of the tumor and its local environment and the molecular phenotype in               
an untargeted and genome-wide fashion on the level of individual cells. Through modular and              
flexible computational data analysis pipelines, it provides a detailed picture of the tumor and its               
microenvironment (Tirosh et al. 2016), as well as its phylogenetic structure (Navin et al. 2011;               
Jahn, Kuipers, and Beerenwinkel 2016; Kuipers et al. 2017; J. Singer et al. 2018). The genomic                
and transcriptomic readouts reveal the distribution of tumor marker genes, drug targets, and             
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immunoregulatory markers across cells (Ho et al. 2018). Gene expression profiles of subclones             
inform on aberrant gene sets and are analyzed further for pathway enrichment and for              
subclone-specific in-silico drug predictions. The presence of different immune cell types and            
their expression profiles enlightens the interplay between tumor and non-malignant cells and            
has direct implications for the effectiveness of immunotherapies (Papalexi and Satija 2018;            
Paulson et al. 2018). Assessing the genome and transcriptome of complex tumors and their              
microenvironment may help in the characterization of the driving forces of tumor evolution and              
guide therapies to become more successful in treating the whole tumor ecosystem.  

Bulk Transcriptomics 
To obtain information about alternative splicing, alternative promoters, gene-fusions,         
RNA-editing and other RNA aberrations (Kahles et al. 2018; PCAWG Transcriptome Core            
Group et al. 2018) and to complement the other transcriptome and proteome profiling             
technologies, we also obtain bulk-RNA-seq data, when sufficient tumor material is available.            
Also, the additional RNA-seq data from the samples in this study provides a common basis for                
cross-comparison and joint analyses with samples from TCGA, ICGC, GTEx and other studies             
(Cancer Genome Atlas Network 2015; Campbell et al. 2017; The GTEx Consortium 2015).  

Proteotype Analysis 
The clinical proteotyping platform enables the conversion of a clinical sample into a permanent              
digital proteotype map. This digital proteotype map contains information about the state of the              
proteome at the time of the measurement (“proteotype”), which includes the identity and             
quantity of peptides/proteins, as well as their post-translational modifications (Röst, Malmström,           
and Aebersold 2015; Aebersold and Mann 2016). Such digital proteotype maps derived from             
clinical specimens can be analyzed, re-analyzed, compared, and mined in silico to detect and              
quantify peptide/protein patterns across large clinical cohorts (Guo et al. 2015). Within the             
context of the TuPro study Data-Independent-Acquisition Mass Spectrometry (DIA-MS) (Gillet et           
al. 2012; Bruderer et al. 2015) and targeted mass spectrometry (PRM, parallel reaction             
monitoring) (Peterson et al. 2012; Schiess, Wollscheid, and Aebersold 2009) are used to             
generate such digital proteotype maps. Phenotyping cells/tissues without the need for           
antibodies using DIA-MS and PRM provides information about the abundance level of            
peptides/proteins within cells/tissues which are current clinical drug targets and reveals protein            
abundance patterns which can be correlated across cohort samples from clinical trials for drug              
response prediction (Supplementary Figure 2). 

Mass Cytometry (CyTOF) 
Mass cytometry allows for the simultaneous quantification of over 50 proteins, phosphorylation            
sites, and transcripts on the single-cell level based on the use of metal-labeled reporters              
(Bandura et al. 2009; Frei et al. 2016). With its high dynamic range, low detection limit,                
high-throughput capability and relatively low cost, this method has proven to be particularly             
well-suited for the analysis of highly heterogeneous tumor samples (Chevrier et al. 2017; Lavin              
et al. 2017; Wagner et al. 2019). In the context of the TuPro study, mass cytometry analysis is                  
based on two 40-antibody panels per indication, designed to characterize the immune and the              
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tumor compartment of each sample, respectively, with a specific emphasis on markers which             
can be targeted in immuno- and onco-therapies (Supplementary Figure 3). 

Imaging Mass Cytometry (IMC) 
IMC allows for the quantification of over 50 markers with subcellular resolution on a single tissue                
section (Giesen et al. 2014; Schapiro et al. 2017; Schulz et al. 2018). This enables the                
identification of tissue morphology and structural features such as vessels, stroma, tumor tissue             
phenotypes, and a variety of immune cell types on selected regions of the different tumor               
samples. IMC provides high dimensional single-cell phenotyping as its main readout, thus            
allowing quantification of the proportions of immune and tumor cell populations. Based on a              
40-antibody panel per indication developed specifically for the TuPro study, information on            
spatial interactions between cell populations with a focus on tumor-immune cell interactions is             
generated which helps in the assessment of immune infiltration patterns (Supplementary           
Figure 4 ). This technology also enables the identification of the direct neighbors of a specific               
cell type, including for instance physical interactions between PD-1 positive T cells and PD-L1              
expressing tumor or myeloid cells (Giesen et al. 2014; Schapiro et al. 2017; Damond et al.                
2019). 

Pharmacoscopy 
The pharmacoscopy node uses high-throughput microscopy to measure ex vivo responses to            
targeted therapies, chemotherapies, and immunotherapies. The method provides a drug          
sensitivity ranking for a large number of drugs and combinations using a functional relative              
toxicity measurement of the cancer cells against healthy cells within the sample. The readout              
can be directly used to identify effective therapies for individual patients as well as to improve                
the understanding of the cellular and molecular systems that determine drug response variability             
(Supplementary Figure 5 ). Clinical benefits were previously demonstrated in a study with            
hematological malignancies (Snijder et al. 2017).  

4i Drug Response Profiling (4i DRP) 
The 4i Drug Response Profiling (4i DRP) technology utilizes an innovative multiplexed            
immunofluorescence protocol, termed 4i (iterative indirect immunofluorescence imaging) (Gut,         
Herrmann, and Pelkmans 2018), to achieve an in-depth molecular characterization of           
phenotypic patient responses to a broad spectrum of drug categories (Supplementary Figure            
6). Implemented with large-scale image processing, computer vision, and machine learning, the            
4i technology is a modern approach in precision medicine to uncover activation of key              
proliferation and survival pathways as well as the emergence of drug resistance in tumor              
biopsies profiled with a dedicated drug library, at single-cell resolution. The multivariate analysis             
of multiplexed regulatory signaling proteins in individual cells and the associated multiscale            
cellular state (morphology, cell size, cell cycle, etc.) allows to decipher cell-to-cell phenotypic             
variability to different drug treatments and generate predictive models of drug response. This is              
supported by evidence that cell heterogeneity in steady-state or in perturbed state can be              
predicted by a multivariate set of cell features (Snijder et al. 2009; Battich, Stoeger, and               
Pelkmans 2015). On a larger cohort of patients, this approach may contribute to the              
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identification of predictive and/or prognostic biomarkers and the development of new targeted            
therapies. 

Data Analysis, Reports, and Tumor boards  
The clinical and molecular data are collected, stored, and analyzed in a research data              
management system (RDMS) developed for this project (Supplementary Figure 7).  

Based on the collected data and technology-specific analyses, a multidisciplinary team           
consisting of technology experts, computational biologists, pathologists, and clinical experts          
jointly generates the Molecular Research Report (MRR) (Figure 3). The MRR is accessible via              
a web application intended to be used in the pre-TB, where it facilitates discussions between               
technology experts and clinicians. It is structured in two parts: the R&D platform pages and the                
front page. 

The R&D platform pages present the analysis results from the individual R&D platforms             
separately, using dynamic figures and tables. Clinically relevant results are summarized at the             
top of the page. The R&D platform pages are considered to be comprehensive for each               
processed sample, providing a full, yet unimodal patient-level representation from the respective            
technology. 

The front page of the MRR is an integrative summary of the clinically relevant R&D results with                 
a focus on the prioritization of treatment options. The MRR front page is structured in three                
parts: 1) patient information, e.g., unique ID, gender, age-range, disease stage; 2) histological             
and molecular phenotype, and 3) overview of potential treatments. It provides a concise            
overview of potential treatments and corresponding supporting evidence from all platforms.  
 
 

 
 
Figure 3: Schematic representation of the qualitative and quantitative transition from the raw data generated by all                 
R&D nodes (left) to the molecular summary report (MSR, right). For each patient, the R&D nodes generate up to 500                    
GB of raw data. The derived results represent a comprehensive molecular profile of each patient. Based on medical                  
and scientific domain expertise, a subset of derived results is selected for reporting and thus forms the basis for the                    
molecular research report (MRR). Integrating the different modalities with patient data and existing knowledge,              
predictive biomarkers are summarized on the front page of the MRR. This serves as the basis for the selection of a                     
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potential treatment in the pre-TB, which ultimately is composing the MSR, which is then discussed by the Tumor                  
Board deciding on the treatment. 
 
The goal of reporting within the TuPro study is not only to present the results in a meaningful                  
way, but also to document the pre-TB’s process leading to a specific treatment             
recommendation. Therefore, after the pre-TB, a summary of the discussion and the treatment             
recommendation are added to the MRR front page. The pre-TB treatment recommendation is             
recorded first based on the standard treatment guidelines and based on emerging standard             
diagnostics and again after the presentation of the TuPro R&D derived data. From the final               
MRR front page, the immutable molecular summary report (MSR) is generated (Figure 3).             
Based on this MSR, the clinicians that form the Tumor Board decide whether to follow the                
pre-TB recommendation or not. The MSR is added to the patient’s clinical record.  

Study Evaluation  
In order to generate data that allow for a transparent assessment of the technical performance               
of each platform and the clinical relevance of the obtained results, aliquots of standardized              
samples of cultured cells or tumor tissue samples were analyzed by each platform. The resulting               
data was processed and deposited in the RDMS. The technical performance of each technology              
has been analyzed based on the parameters below, while the clinical utility will be assessed               
throughout the study based on utility ratings by the pre-TB and Tumor Board physicians. At the                
end of the sample and data collection phase, the clinical utility will again be evaluated by means                 
of patient-outcome specific parameters and an extended ESCAT scale (Supplementary Table           
1). 

Technical assessment 
The technical assessment is done at the platform level with the objective of demonstrating that               
the quality of the data obtained is adequate for the TuPro project. We distinguish three levels of                 
data. We define Level 1 data as data with immediate clinical relevance because the improved               
clinical outcome has been demonstrated in prospective clinical trial(s). These include standard            
biomarkers predictive of response to an FDA approved direct drug target in a particular              
indication. Level 2 data are defined as data that are likely to have clinical relevance. These                
include biomarkers for which clinical evidence exists in support of likely clinical benefit, but no or                
too little data is available on survival endpoints. Level 3 data are the remaining part of the                 
acquired data, which likely contains clinically relevant information that may be utilized by             
data-driven approaches (Supplementary Figure 8). An evaluation of technical specifications of           
each platform for the generation of level 1 and 2 data supporting the clinical assessment               
(described below) will be performed, including reproducibility, minimum sample requirements,          
turnaround time, and sample measurement capacity per week. Moreover, the ability to measure             
known, clinically relevant features exemplified by the measurement of known indication-specific           
markers or known drug sensitivities will be performed. At a higher level, an assessment of the                
ability to detect synergies between results from different platforms, exemplified by molecular            
patterns that mechanistically explain sensitivity or resistance to specific drugs, will be carried             
out. 
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Clinical assessment  
The purpose of the clinical assessment of the data is to demonstrate that the additional               
information provided by TuPro informs and can positively influence clinical decision making.            
Since an early analysis with a limited number of samples would not have sufficient statistical               
power and could not be related to clinical parameters such as overall survival (OS) or               
progression-free survival (PFS), the initial assessment of clinical utility is based on the expert              
opinion of both a pre-TB and a Tumor Board. Information on the impact of the data provided by                  
the individual TuPro technologies is recorded during the pre-TB and Tumor Board discussions             
(Supplementary Table 1, points 1 and 2 ). Additionally, at the end of the sample collection and                
analysis phase, TuPro will be evaluated based on the parameters in Supplementary Table 1              
(Supplementary Table 1, Point 3 ). Briefly, overall survival (OS), event-free survival (EFS), the             
proportion of patients terminating treatment due to toxicity, as well as the quality of life using the                 
FACT-G7 (Yanez et al. 2013) will be assessed. The integrative nature of TuPro allows for the                
identification of additional markers that could be suggested as novel clinical biomarkers or             
treatment target candidates, allowing for hypothesis generation and testing within the TuPro            
framework (Supplementary Table 1, points 4-6 ). 

Exploratory and Integrative Analyses 
The integration of clinical information with different types of molecular, cellular and phenotypic             
data on a tumor sample provides clinically relevant insights that could impact the management              
of a patient and therefore improve their chances of treatment success (Robinson et al. 2017;               
Jayawardana et al. 2015). The TuPro study aims to leverage the knowledge accumulated in the               
research community in order to identify Level 1 data and to provide strong additional support for                
Level 2 data in the enrolled patients through integrative analyses of the datasets collected in               
this study. This aim will be fulfilled through various efforts that include the development of               
multi-modal data integration methods for single-cell data. Furthermore, the full TuPro cohort            
represents a valuable resource to explore the use of Level 3 data in order to identify putative                 
novel biomarker predictors in cancer (e.g., marker expression, activated pathways, sample           
composition). Additionally, association studies of data across modalities and detailed analyses           
of DNA, RNA, protein, and pathway aberrations in cancer will likely lead to a better and more                 
comprehensive understanding of the TuPro tumors’ biology (Lehmann et al. 2015; PCAWG            
Transcriptome Core Group et al. 2018; Kahles et al. 2018). These analyses can then support               
clinical trials on these Level 3 data biomarkers for their establishment as Level 1 or 2 data,                 
closing the loop from exploratory science to clinical practice (Figure 1A).  

Preliminary results 
Reproducibility and Robustness 
Robust and consistent data generation is a crucial prerequisite to ensure the value and reliability               
of the information provided by TuPro technologies. To demonstrate that reproducible and robust             
data generation is feasible in TuPro, the single-cell technologies were required to produce             
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consistent and correct cell type fractions, and all TuPro exploratory technologies were tested for              
their ability to achieve pre-defined quality criteria, across the analyses of one set of triplicates, in                
the following two settings: 

1. Reproducibility of Cell Type Decomposition: Artificial cell mixtures with pre-defined          
proportions (unknown to the participants) of PBMCs and three previously characterized           
cell lines for melanoma or ovarian carcinoma were prepared and distributed to the TuPro              
exploratory technologies. All technologies with the capability of differentiating cell types           
with their marker panels (Pharmacoscopy, single-cell omics, CyTOF, and IMC)          
determined the proportion of cells corresponding to each cell line. Two technologies that             
do not aim at identifying cell types still performed the test and inferred cell line fractions                
based on clustering with data from the analyses of pure cell lines (proteotype analysis)              
or by grouping cell lines into a single category when markers overlapped (4i DRP). All               
technologies consistently reported similar cell type fractions (Supplementary Figure         
9A-C).  

2. Robustness: To validate robust data generation, every platform produced data based           
on the artificial sample for melanoma in triplicates. Each technology pre-defined quality            
criteria thresholds known to be acceptable and achievable by their experimental           
approach (e.g., coefficient of variation, ARI scores etc.). All technologies were able to             
attain their target cut-offs (Supplementary Figure 9D), which shows that all           
technologies are able to generate data across a set of triplicates robustly. 

Turnaround Time / Feasibility  
The performance metrics of each TuPro technology are shown in Supplementary Figure 10.             
The figure indicates the feasibility of generating data from clinical tissue samples at throughput              
and timeline that is compatible with clinical decision making, i.e., with a maximum turnaround              
time from sample reception by the platforms to the finalized analysis of 2 weeks. The TuPro                
analysis from surgery to pre-TB treatment recommendation is consistently achieved within four            
weeks. 

Case Study  
To date, about 40 patients have been analyzed in the TuPro melanoma study and about 15                
patients in the TuPro ovarian study. In the vast majority of cases, the observations reported by                
the technologies support and complement each other, providing higher confidence in treatment            
decisions. Furthermore, for most melanoma patients discussed so far in the pre-TB, TuPro             
exploratory data have provided decision support beyond state-of-the-art and emerging standard           
clinical diagnostics (histopathology staining and targeted NGS). 
 
This is exemplified by the case of patient TP-M2-USZ-010 with metastatic acral-lentiginous            
melanoma who progressed on anti-PD-1 therapy and was planned for palliative chemotherapy.            
A subcutaneous metastasis of this patient was analyzed in the study. Histopathology diagnosed             
an immune-excluded tumor with PD-1 expression on 80% of T cells and PD-L1 expression on               
10% of tumor cells. Targeted NGS revealed low tumor mutational burden (1 Mut/Mb), loss of               
NF1 exons 24-29, as well as ATM, APC, and NF2 loss-of-function (LoF) mutations. The              
sequencing report suggested MEK inhibitors targeting the NF1 exons 24-29 loss and PARP             
inhibitors due to the ATM LoF mutation. Immunotherapy was not recommended because of the              
low tumor mutational burden. 
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Based on these diagnostic data, the pre-TB recommended that due to failed immunotherapy, an              
immune excluded tumor, low tumor mutational burden, and no apparent targets for small             
molecule therapy, the patient should undergo palliative chemotherapy as planned before the            
evaluation by the pre-TB.  
 
The TuPro exploratory technologies CyTOF and Single-cell Genomics & Transcriptomics          
determined sample composition showing very similar results, both reporting ~35% tumor cells            
(in at least 4 clusters), 40% mostly exhausted CD8+ T cells, 12% macrophages, and the               
remaining fraction representing B lymphocytes and endothelial cells (Figure 4 A,B). CyTOF and             
scRNA-seq showed expression of CTLA-4 and PD-1 on T cells (Figure 4A, B), and IMC could                
detect a significant interaction of PD-1 positive CD8 T cells with PD-L1 positive tumor cells in                
four out of six selected regions (p < 0.01, Figure C ) potentially supporting checkpoint inhibitor               
treatment. Both CyTOF and scRNA-seq technologies found the melanoma population to be            
positive for melanocytic phenotype markers such as MITF, MELA, and TYRP1, as well as for               
Vimentin, indicating a transitional phenotype with mesenchymal features (data not shown).           
Consistent with the LoF mutation in APC, a component of the beta-catenin destruction complex,              
CyTOF showed a very high beta-catenin signal in the main tumor cluster (Figure 4A). While               
CyTOF could detect pH2AX expression in a small fraction of tumor cells, potentially             
corresponding to double-strand breaks caused by the reported ATM mutation (Figure 4A), no             
increased apoptosis or significant cell killing in the presence of PARP inhibitors could be              
detected by 4i DRP or pharmacoscopy, respectively. The loss of NF1 exons 24-29 is supported               
by loss of NF1 expression in scRNA-seq (not shown); however, whereas MEK inhibitor             
treatment with Trametinib significantly reduced pERK expression in the 4i DRP analysis            
(p<0.001, Figure 4F ) and induced apoptosis, no significant cell death was detected with this              
treatment by pharmacoscopy (data not shown). Correspondingly, CyTOF analysis showed a low            
pERK signal in tumor cells (Figure 4A), and scRNA-seq showed no overactivation of the MAPK               
pathway (Figure 4B), suggesting that in this case, MAPK pathway signaling might not be the               
main driver of tumorigenesis.  
 
Interestingly, proteotyping observed high CDK4 protein expression (Figure 4E) in the tumor;            
and correspondingly scRNA showed consistent expression of CDK4 mRNA in the tumor clusters             
(Figure 4B). Moreover, scDNA-seq detected a low-level copy number gain (CN=3) in a large              
chromosomal region containing CDK4 (Figure 4G). This alteration was not reported by bulk             
targeted NGS as it is below the panel's reporting threshold for clinically relevant CNVs              
(Frampton et al. 2013). Importantly, and consistently with high CDK4 expression, both drug             
profiling technologies detected sensitivity to the CDK4/6 inhibitors Ribociclib or Palbociclib, i.e.            
increased apoptosis and significant oncogenic pathway downregulation (p<0.001) as well as           
increased melanoma cell death in 4i DRP and pharmacoscopy, respectively (Figure 4F, D ). 
 
Taken together, the described genetic alterations are known in melanoma but are among the              
less frequent melanoma drivers with an average frequency of <10% (Cancer Genome Atlas             
Network 2015). Genetic loss of function alterations in NF1 are activators of the MAPK and               
PI3K/AKT pathways (Cirenajwis et al. 2017), which is in line with the observed low sensitivity to                
single MEK inhibitor treatment. Genetic alterations in ATM are frequently associated with            
impaired homologous recombination qualifying for PARP inhibitor treatment (Michels et al.           
2014), but a role for ATM has also been described in the negative regulation of Cyclins                
(Beishline and Azizkhan-Clifford 2014). As such, the ATM LoF mutation identified in the present              
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case might have contributed to the observed increased Cyclin D1 levels (Fig. 4B), potentially              
resulting in an activation of the CDK4/6 pathway and CDK4/6 inhibitor sensitivity. In addition to               
targeting cell proliferation, CDK4/6 inhibitors may increase tumor immunogenicity (Goel et al.            
2017). This effect is of particular interest in an immune excluded tumor as the one described. In                 
view of all data available, including supportive exploratory data for immunotherapy, the pre-TB,             
therefore, made the treatment recommendation of an off-label CDK4/6 inhibitor in combination            
with approved anti-PD-1 plus anti-CTLA-4 therapies. The Tumor Board followed the treatment            
recommendations of TuPro’s pre-TB in principle. However, due to clinical deterioration, active            
anti-tumor treatment was not an option, and the patient received palliative chemotherapy.  
 
This case study exemplifies how data generated by the individual TuPro technologies can be              
utilized in an integrative manner and, importantly, can provide therapeutic decision support that             
complements emerging standard diagnostic techniques. In this case, the TuPro exploratory           
technologies not only provided additional evidence on the functional significance of the genetic             
variants detected by Targeted NGS but have also contributed further information that has                
allowed treatment recommendations that were not considered before based solely on genetic data.                         
The increment of the explorative TuPro technologies might be particularly valuable for cases             
where the effect of oncogenic drivers is weak, has pleiotropic effects, where it generally remains               
challenging to single out the primary driving pathway, or on pre-treated tumors where the              
tumor-maintenance mechanisms are harder to identify. 
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Figure 4: Tumor Profiler technologies provide treatment decision support beyond state-of-the-art diagnostics.  
Examples from the TuPro analysis of melanoma patient TP-M2-USZ-010. A) and B) CyTOF TSNE plots and 
scRNA-seq UMAP plots show consistent tumor composition (40% tumor, 40% T cells, 12% macrophages) as well as 
evidence for CTLA-4 expression and CDK4/6 pathway activation. C) IMC indicates an interaction of PD-L1+ tumor 
cells with PD-1+ T cells. Interaction was significant by permutation testing in four of six regions of interest, i.e. in 
these regions the interaction score was higher compared to random shuffling (p<0.01). D) Pharmacoscopy analysis 
indicates CDK4/6 inhibitor as one of the top hits, however, for this sample, none of the drugs reached significance 
(p>0.05, one-tailed t test) in inducing cell death compared to DMSO control. E) Proteotype analysis confirms a higher 
abundance of CDK4 compared to control. Detection of NF1 peptides might be due to high immune content, as 
indicated by overrepresentation of PTPRC (CD45) peptides. F) 4i DRP analysis indicates increased apoptosis and 
downregulation of pERK (p<0.001), pMET (p<0.001), and pEGFR (p<0.0001) upon Palbociclib (CDK4/6i) treatment. 
G) scDNA-seq shows that CDK4 is located in a large genomic region with a low-level copy number gain (CN=3). 

Discussion and Outlook 
Treatment decisions based on histopathological analyses and targeted NGS results are quickly            
becoming standards in tumor boards worldwide. However, our understanding of the complex            
interactions that comprise the tumor microenvironment and its response to targeted or            
immunotherapies is still in its infancy. For this reason, the TuPro consortium has built a               
state-of-the-art profiling platform that captures cellular, molecular, spatial, and functional          
information from three tumor types and generates molecular research and summary reports for             
a tumor board presentation. Not only have these data enhanced the results of the routine               
diagnostics that are typically used to select treatments, but they will also provide a powerful               
database of single-cell, high-dimensional, and functional information for exploratory analyses          
including biomarker discovery. In the context of an observational, technology demonstration           
clinical study, TuPro reports integrating these multi-omic analyses are presented in pre-TBs in             
which hypothetical treatment decisions will be recorded for all patients. An integrated analysis             
will be carried out during the course of the study in one indication becomes available. The                
TuPro team will compare results from emerging clinical standard technologies (i.e.,           
histopathology and targeted NGS) on their own to the same results considered along with data               
from TuPro technologies. The comparative analyses of multi-level datasets between patients           
who responded and those who did not respond to therapy may allow the identification of               
potential mechanisms of resistance to standard treatment and may thus allow for the             
identification of potential novel therapeutic targets, as illustrated in the case study. Although the              
cohort will still be relatively small at this point of the study, it will allow for the generation of                   
hypotheses that can be tested in subsequent patient samples as well as in publically available               
datasets or other reference cohorts.  
 
In order to capture the influence of TuPro results in clinical decision making, we plan to adapt 
the ESCAT scale (Mateo et al. 2018) routinely used to rank genomic alterations as targets of 
precision medicine to take into account other types of molecular, cellular, and functional data as 
measured by TuPro emerging technologies. The relevance of the observations gathered 
throughout TuPro in treatment prediction will directly inform the creation of this adapted clinical 
actionability scale. 
 
As our knowledge of tumor biology advances and our ability to specifically target its features 
becomes more sophisticated, it is imperative that we develop better tools to more accurately 
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describe and model the complex tumor microenvironment at various phenomenological levels. 
However, if we want to achieve an impact on clinical practice and ideally improve the 
therapeutic options for cancer patients, these data need to be generated, interpreted, and 
summarized in fast-paced clinical environments with different ethical, regulatory, and temporal 
constraints than are present in academic research labs. For this reason, the TuPro consortium 
was designed to meet the demands of clinical practice and to produce rich, high-dimensional 
datasets for in-depth exploratory analyses. Not only will this approach have the chance to 
change the future of cancer patient management by providing more individualized therapies, but 
it will also facilitate the identification of novel prognostic or predictive biomarkers and potential 
new drug targets. Although melanoma patients, in particular, have substantially benefited from 
targeted and immunotherapies over the last several years, even greater improvements in 
patient survival across many cancer types will surely result from the implementation and 
integration of complementary, cutting-edge technologies into clinical practice.  
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Supplementary Material 

Supplementary Figures 

 
Supplementary Figure 1: Schematic representation of the Single-cell Genomics & Transcriptomics node. Based on 
the single-cell suspension of the sample, droplet-based single-cell sequencing of the messenger RNA and genomic 
DNA is performed, targeting approximately 4000 cells for scRNA-seq and 250 cells for scDNA-seq, respectively. For 
scRNA-seq, the resulting gene expression counts per cell are quality controlled and normalized, to allow a cell type 
classification per cell and an unsupervised clustering to infer the sample's tumor-immune composition and tumor 
heterogeneity. For scDNA-seq, reads are quality controlled, normalized and binned across the whole genome to 
allow for copy number calling per cell and phylogenetic reconstruction of the tumor architecture. For details on the 
readouts, see box. 
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Supplementary Figure 2: Schematic representation of the Proteotype analysis platform workflow. FFPE tissue             
samples and/or dissociated cells from tissues are digested into peptides and combined with reference peptides for                
subsequent analysis by targeted (PRM) and untargeted (DIA/SWATH) quantitative mass spectrometry workflows.            
Spectral data obtained from the mass spectrometer is processed via fast track (identity and quantity of proteins) and                  
deep track (post-translational modifications; peptidoforms, functional signaling network interrogation) bioinformatic          
data analysis strategies. The resulting data indicates relative quantitative protein abundance values for the              
abundance of 45 protein markers of current clinical interest (level 1 data; drug targets), 100 protein markers of                  
potential clinical interest (level 2 data; discussed in the literature, but not in used in clinical practice yet) and 6000                    
proteins present in the tissue sample of currently unknown, but potential clinical relevance (level 3 data). The data is                   
visualized per patient and per protein in relation to a reference protein abundance range established across a control                  
group. Alone and integrated with data from the other TuPro nodes proteotype profiles generated across the                
observational clinical trial will be evaluated for their informational value in predicting drug response. 
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Supplementary Figure 3: Schematic representation of the CyTOF platform workflow. Dissociated cells are stained 
together with reference cells with two metal-tagged antibody panels to characterize the tumor and immune cells, 
respectively. Upon staining, the cells are analyzed by mass spectrometry (upper part). Single-cell data are analyzed 
to provide the tissue composition, and the signature of each cell type identified, which is then compared to the 
reference cells included in each individual experiment (lower part). 
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Supplementary Figure 4: Schematic representation of the Imaging Mass Cytometry (IMC) platform workflow. 
Formalin-Fixed Paraffin-Embedded (FFPE) tissue sections are stained with a panel of metal-tagged antibodies to 
characterize both immune and tumor cells. Upon staining, the tissue is ablated with a laser and analyzed by mass 
spectrometry (upper part). Single-cell data are analyzed to provide the tissue composition, signature of each cell type 
and quantification of interactions between cell types (lower part). 
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Supplementary Figure 5: Schematic representation of the pharmacoscopy workflow. A single cell suspension of 
patient-derived tumor material is transferred to a 384-well plate containing many different drugs and drug 
combinations with multiple concentrations and replicates per compound. After incubation for 24 hours, the cells are 
fixed and stained with fluorescent antibodies against tumor markers or counterstains against healthy cells. The full 
plate is then image using high-throughput automated microscopy. Computational image analysis is used to identify 
different cell types and marker expression, as well as spatial features such as cell-cell interactions. Furthermore, drug 
responses are assessed on a single-cell level. To identify the most promising treatments, changes in the fraction of 
cancer cells upon treatment are assessed. Drugs with on-target effect that specifically kill the cancer cells, but not the 
healthy cells, receive a high score, whereas ineffective drugs are scored as 0 and drugs that are more toxic to healthy 
cells than to cancer cells result in a negative score. Using such drug ranking has previously been shown to improve 
response rates and progression free survival in a cohort of 17 patients with hematological malignancies (Snijder & 
Vladimer, The Lancet. Haematology, 2017). 
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Supplementary Figure 6: Schematic of the 4i Drug Response Profiling (4i DRP) platform. 1) The tumor cells are                  
plated up in a 384 well-plate format and let to attach overnight before drug treatment. Drug library is tailored to each                     
cancer indication and includes approved, off-label and drug combinations. 2) 4i protocol allows for multiplexed               
antibody probing against key markers of cancer proliferation. 3) Computational image analysis with multiscale cell               
detection, object segmentation and identification of phenotypic classes of interest. 4) Quantitative multivariate             
analysis of single-cell features. Aggregate (left panel) and single-cell (right panel) response of cancer proliferation               
markers versus drug treatment are generated. 5) On a larger cohort of patients, comparative analysis is carried out to                   
identify diagnostic biomarkers and predict drug response. 
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Supplementary Figure 7: Overview of the TuPro Research Data Management System. The Research Data              
Management System is a system of software and hardware that securely stores, manages, and allows access to the                  
data generated in the TuPro project. It comprises high-performance file system and compute resources, data viewers                
(including report viewer), metadata management for sample, and analysis tracking.  
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Supplementary Figure 8: Levels of clinical utility for different types of molecular data. We define three levels of data 
based on the level of evidence available on their utility (Definition section). The Common use section defines the 
current level of usage in the medical diagnostics community, while the last section provides representative examples 
for each one of the three data categories. The bucket image in the background represents the amount of data 
available for each kind. We expect that the amount of level 1 data is small and has been already characterized to a 
certain extent. Level 2 data requires additional data integration and analysis approaches in specific contexts and is 
currently being mined by researchers and clinicians, while level 3 data is mostly unexplored at the clinical utility level 
and requires large studies and somewhat more complex integration approaches to yield clinical-level results. MSI: 
microsatellite instability 
1 https://www.fda.gov/regulatory-information/search-fda-guidance-documents/vitro-companion-diagnostic-devices  
2 Mateo et al., 2018 
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Supplementary Figure 9: Robustness and Reproducibility. A) Subclonal composition variability in Melanoma. B) 
Subclonal composition variability in Ovarian Carcinoma. C) Table summarizing the results of the cell-type 
decomposition test for melanoma and ovarian carcinoma. ᕁNo PBMC marker available, washing steps removing most 
PBMCs during sample preparation lead to altered expected proportions,  ✝cell-line assignment performed post-hoc 
based on identified cell fractions (no sequencing of pure cell-lines was done by these technologies and thus the 
expected expression or copy number profile was not known). Proteotype was not included in this test because the 
identification of subclonal population of cells is not easy to infer reliably from a bulk technology. D) Each node 
capable of discriminating among cell types in a cell mix, analysed a set of triplicates for reproducibility (here shown 
for marker expression).The two left columns show the reproducibility target, defined as the current state of the art for 
each technology, and the observed numbers. A rank based assessment of marker expression reproducibility on a 
cross-node overlapping set of 13 markers give a sense of trade-offs between resolution and accuracy. Proteotyping 
has high resolution (5,000 proteins) but higher relative rank deviation while CyTOF and IMC each have considerable 
lower resolution (2x30 markers) but on single cell resolution with a lower relative rank deviation. scRNA identifies 
gene expression across 20,000 genes on single cell resolution with lower relative rank deviation. 
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Supplementary Figure 10: Performance metrics of the TuPro and emerging technology platforms. A) The platform 

name, as well as the type of material required (single cell suspension or formalin-fixed, paraffin embedded -FFPE 
tissue slides) is noted on the left. The subsequent columns display minimum and optimal amount of material 
needed to deliver quality results per technology. At the bottom of the table is possible to see a summary of the total 
cell number and FFPE tissue slides needed for all technologies to provide results. *Targeted NGS requires 5-25 
mm2 of 5-10 unstained slides (4-5 u thickness) to extract at least 30 ng and optimally 50 ng of DNA B) Percentage 
of samples uploaded on time to be included in the molecular report from the total number of samples analysed that 
produced an interpretable result for the melanoma indication. 
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Supplementary Tables 

 
Supplementary Table 1: Clinical utility is assessed in 6 different dimensions (points 1-6). The recorded values are 

listed in the "Levels" column. The two initial clinical utility parameters points represent information that is collected 
and assessed throughout the study. Point 3 information is analysed at the end of the collection and analysis phase, 
and points 4-6 are investigated once enough samples are collected, most likely at the end of the study, once all the 
information has been integrated. 
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Supplementary Note 1 
The identification and molecular analysis of circulating tumor DNA (ctDNA) in blood is a useful 
minimally-invasive method to monitor tumors and disease progression (Stewart et al. 2018). 
Plasma samples from individuals participating in TuPro are profiled with indication-specific Ion 
AmpliSeq HD custom gene panels (Iontorret, n.d.). The melanoma panel spans 11 genes 
(97.4% of the CDS covered on average, primary genes such as TP53 and B2M are covered at 
100%) and 123 regions of interest (most regions covered at 100%, a few not covered due to 
sequence complexity) for a total of 0.067 Mb in 1236 amplicons. The OvCa panel covers 25 
CDS and an additional 130 regions of interest, with an average target coverage for the 0.114 
Mb of 99.25% in 1672 amplicons. 
 

Supplementary Note 2 
 
To decipher tumor composition, markers and expression signatures for tumor cells themselves            
(e.g., MelA, MITF, SOX9 for melanoma; CD44, CD133, CD24 for ovarian cancer; and cyMPO,              
CD117, CD14 in AML), immune cell subtypes (such as CD8, CD68, and CD20), endothelial              
cells (CD31) and fibroblasts (SMA, FAP) are used in the CyTOF, scRNA, digital pathology and               
proteomics technologies. The scDNA technology bases tumor cell identification on overall copy            
number variation profiles in tumor cells versus tumor-associated cells, whereas the drug            
profiling technologies use a reduced set of markers to differentiate cancer from immune cells. 
 
To provide clinical decision support, a panel of small molecule and chemotherapy drugs             
including their prioritisation for the drug profiling technologies, for each one of the TuPro              
indications was created. These panels include approved drugs for the respective indication            
(such as BRAF inhibitors for melanoma and the protein kinase inhibitor midostaurin in AML) as               
well as off-label drugs that target the most common genetic aberrations in the respective tumor               
types (such as CDK4/6 inhibitors in melanoma targeting CDK4 amplification and IDH1 inhibitors             
in AML targeting activating IDH1 mutations). Off-label therapeutics that have been shown to             
induce responses in the respective preclinical models and/or are in clinical trials in Switzerland              
for the indication (e.g., the aromatase inhibitor letrozole for ovarian cancer, and ERK inhibitors              
for melanoma) are also included. Based on this small molecule and chemotherapy drug list as               
well as currently available (approved or in trials) immunotherapies, the corresponding panels of             
treatment-relevant markers or genes of interest for the single technologies were developed. The             
panels include markers relevant for immunotherapy, such as PD-L1, TIM-3, MHC class I, and              
markers relevant for therapies targeted towards oncogenic pathways, such as pEGFR, pMET,            
pERK. During the course of TuPro, with new predictive biomarkers being discovered frequently,             
the marker panels may evolve and get updated. Importantly, although these lists are designed              
for clinical decision support, the non-targeted technologies such as proteomics, scRNA, and            
bulk RNA carry out non-targeted biomarker discovery. 
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