Supplementary information: Detailed methodologies of Whole Genome Sequencing
used by main Genomic Consortia and data heterogeneity.

A. WGS methodology details
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Supplementary Table 1: Differences in DNA preparation, library preparation and sequencing
technologies across Genomic Consortia.
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B. Coverage heterogeneity of input data

Average tumour
sample coverage
(min-max; SD)

Average normal
coverage
(min-max, SD)

All datasets

48,27 (27,20-75,50;

36,03 (25,12-63,47;

N
v

4,.31) 5,37)
HMF 49,08 (40,40-52,67; 36,59 (25,12-59,21;
(downsampled) 1,85) 5,25)
ICGC 43,23 (28;23-75,5; 35,58 (26,24-63,47;
7,69) 5,85)
TCGA 48,96 (27,20-59,00; 31,24 (26,46-39,95;
7,05) 2,63)
Supplementary Table 2: Coverage heterogeneity across datasets
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Supplementary Figure 1: Tumour (A) and Normal (B) coverage heterogeneity across

Datasets. HMF data were downsampled by the Authors.
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C. Heterogeneity in tumour purity and ploidy across Consortia

Average tumour

sample purity (min-

max; SD)

Average tumour ploidy
(min-max, SD)

All
Consortia

0,56 (0,2-1; 0,18)

36,03 (1,51-5,54; 5,37)

HMF

0,56 (0,2-1; 0,19)

2,84 (1,51-5,54; 0,86)

ICGC

0,

53 (0,21-1; 0,19)

2,74(; 0,86)

TCGA

0,58 (0,21-0,92)

3,24 (1,79- 5,54; 0,84)

Supplementary Table 3: Purity and ploidy heterogeneity across datasets
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Supplementary Figure 2: Purity (A) and ploidy (B) heterogeneity across Consortia.
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