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Abstract

The vast amount of sequencing data presently available allow the scientific community to
explore a range of genetic variables that may drive and progress cancer. A myriad of predictive
tools has been proposed, allowing researchers and clinicians to compare and prioritize driver
genes and mutations and their relative pathogenicity. However, there is little consensus on
the computational approach or a golden standard for comparison. Hence, benchmarking the
different tools depends highly on the input data, indicating that overfitting is still a massive
problem. One of the solutions is to limit the scope and usage of specific tool. However, such
limitations forces researchers to walk on a tightrope between creating and using high-quality
tools for a specific purpose and describing the complex alterations driving cancer. While the
knowledge of cancer development increases every day, many bioinformatic pipelines rely on
single nucleotide variants or alterations in a vacuum without accounting for cellular
compartment, mutational burden, or disease progression. Even within bioinformatics and
computational cancer biology, the research fields work in silos, risking overlooking potential
synergies or breakthroughs. Here, we provide an overview of databases and datasets for
building or testing predictive tools for discovery of cancer drivers. We introduce predictive tools
for driver genes, driver mutations, and the impact of these based on structural analysis.
Additionally, we suggest and recommend directions in the field to avoid silo-research, moving
in the direction of integrative frameworks.
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Introduction

Cancer is a group of diseases characterized by uncontrolled cell growth and tumor formation,
a result of genomic alterations. The hallmarks of cancer provide a scaffolding framework for
interpreting the processes involved in cancer development [1-3]. Genomic alterations in
cancer can include mutations, chromosomal and epigenetic changes. These genomic
alterations occur in the so-called driver genes which promote cancer development and
progression (Figure 1A), conferring selective growth advantages to the cancer cells [2-5].
The mutations that confer a selective growth advantage to the cancer cells are driver
mutations whereas mutations with no effect on the selective growth advantage of the cell are
called passenger mutations [5] as illustrated in Figure 1B. Driver mutations can impact protein
structural stability and/or function, leading to gain or loss of function (Figure 1C) [6-8].

In silico predictions of driver genes and mutations rely on high-quality data, which can be
obtained through next-generation sequencing technologies [9]. Data quality and handling
should be closely examined when used for tool development [10]. To date, many
computational tools and frameworks have been proposed for the prediction of driver genes,
driver mutations, and to assess the structural impact of protein variants. These methodologies
are important for assessing the pathogenic potential of mutated variants and designing the
most suitable downstream experiments for validation [11]. However, without robust tools and
frameworks to analyze the exponentially growing pool of data, we cannot infer meaningful
biological interpretations, representing another bottleneck. Thus, solid bioinformatics pipelines
are pivotal for increasing our knowledge of tumorigenesis and ultimately, drug target
discovery.

In this review, we provide an overview of relevant datasets and databases for cancer research
and a subset of tools for prediction of driver genes or driver mutations, as well as structure-
based frameworks. The aim is to address the advantages and limitations of the tools to give a
comprehensive understanding of the current status. We also discuss possible future directions
within each of these arms of research and collectively. We excluded tools developed before
2015 to limit our initial search and to decrease the risk of including outdated tools due to lack
of maintenance. This review is targeted towards both developers and users who may benefit
from understanding the biological impact of the technical features of the tools.

Datasets and Databases to study cancer genes and mutations

Ten years ago, the main holdback for developing high-quality tools to differentiate drivers and
passengers was the lack of high-quality curated datasets [12]. Since then, several datasets
and databases have been developed based on manual or automated curation. Although
manual curation poses the advantages of incorporating expert-based knowledge and critical
judgment on a subject, it may suffer from omission of important discoveries missed or
dismissed by the curators. A database built upon literature mining may challenge the speed
and ease of future updates of the database, especially if the data mining is based on
dictionaries that are not standardized [13]. However, even with a perfectly unbiased curated
dataset, the way the data is sampled and balanced is also a potential source of error in driver
classification. This is especially accentuated in the study of cancer variants since the number
of passenger is much higher than the one of driver mutations [14,15]. To solve this imbalance,
two general strategies are used: i) remove passenger mutations[16] or ii) increase the driver
mutations, either using subsampling or synthetic additions in the training set [17]. However,
similar approaches do not remove the issues related to introduce bias and the down-sampling
strategy might miss important information [18]. An alternative could be to build or benchmark



tools based on datasets specifically curated for the purpose [19]. As an example, a benchmark
dataset containing driver genes with both passenger and driver variants mapped is now
available [19]. To overcome biases, datasets should be carefully evaluated for their origin,
heterogeneity, data balance, data processing, and curation method. Some of the biases that
should be evaluated is the representation of cancer types, tumor stages, the clinical profile of
the patients, and demographic composition [20].

Pan-cancer initiatives, (Table S1), such as The Cancer Genome Atlas (TCGA) [21] and the
International Cancer Genome Consortium (ICGC) [22] have accelerated cancer research. In
parallel, increased understanding of cancer drivers has led to the creation of datasets
annotated with information on specific driver genes (Table S2) or mutations (Table S3). For
example, OncoKB [23] is a precision oncology database that includes more than 3000
genomic alterations in around 400 cancer-associated genes and incorporates therapeutic
implications, offering guidance for clinicians and cancer researchers [23].

To study the structure of a protein, the traditional resource is the Protein Data Bank (PDB) [24]
containing experimentally solved structures. With the rise of reliable de-novo model
databases, researchers have gained access to predicted structures of high quality. Notably,
the AlphaFold2 database [25,26] contains predictions of protein structures for an ever-growing
fraction of the human proteome. Other databases are also rapidly becoming household names
such as the ESM metagenomic atlas [27]. Overall, these databases should be seen as the
source of starting structures to study mutation impact and not the end point of a structural
study.

Driver Gene Predictions

Since the detection of the first cancer genes, the field of cancer genomics has exploded. This
has led to the discovery of more than several hundred driver genes and continues to be a
major goal of cancer research [28]. For example, Bailey et al. [29] performed a pan-cancer
analysis of 33 cancer types to discover cancer driver genes and mutations using 26 different
tools. They found 299 driver genes of which 59 had not previously been reported by six other
pan-cancer studies or in the Cancer Gene Census (CGC) [30]. Moreover, they predicted 3442
driver mutations using both sequence- and structure-based approaches [29].

In terms of biological function, driver genes encode proteins that participate in various cellular
processes such as cell proliferation, cell survival, and genome maintenance [5]. Predicting the
role of driver genes in relation to the cancer hallmarks could contribute to active reversal of
the disrupted pathways [1]. Most human cancers develop because of only a small subset of
alterations occurring in the driver genes [5]. Fortunately, in the last decade, computational
methods have accelerated driver gene discovery. These driver gene prediction tools rely on
different principles, methods, and data input (Figure 2). Here, we divide these tools into
different categories based on the main principle that the method is built upon, i.e., network
construction, machine learning, multi-omics data integration, and mutational information. We
also review those tools that specifically focus on tumor suppressor, oncogene, and dual role
gene prediction. Additionally, we discuss the challenges and limitations of the tools and the
field.

Interaction Network Construction

Network-based approaches use network data and aim at modeling the role and impact of each
gene in the network [31]. In these networks, nodes represent genes, and edges represent



interactions between genes [32,33]. Additionally, these methods employ the concept of
influence where the genes with the greatest influence in the network are likely the ones driving
carcinogenesis [34-36].

Examples of tools utilizing the influence concept are iMaxDriver [36], GenHITS [34], KatzDriver
[35], and DriverGroup [37]. These tools use interaction and/or gene expression data, on which
a network is constructed, allowing for driver gene discovery through the influence concept.
What distinguishes KatzDriver is the network construction. While the nodes and edges still
represent genes and interactions, respectively, the nodes are categorized as either a
transcription factor or non-transcription factor (mRNA). This division effectively constructs a
transcriptional regulatory network. Thus, the regulatory interactions cover both transcription
factor-transcription factor and transcription factor-mRNA interactions, calculating the relative
gene level impact in the regulation as a measurement of the driver gene status [35]. Two
features of DriverGroup [37] worth highlighting is the detection of groups of driver genes rather
than individual drivers and its ability to detect both coding and non-coding driver gene groups.
Despite the essential role of non-coding genes in cancer [38], few tools focus on detecting
non-coding driver genes. These studies are challenged by the increased search space of the
non-coding genome compared to the coding genome and the low number of known driver
genes with non-coding alterations [20], exemplifying data imbalance and ascertainment bias.
Other network-based tools integrate the network and gene expression data together with
additional sources of -omics data such as mutation, copy number variation, and DNA
methylation data. For instance, AMARETTO [39], DriverFinder [40], CBNA [32], PRODIGY
[41], and LNDriver [42] fall into this category. AMARETTO includes genes that have copy
number or DNA methylation alterations as potential cancer driver genes. These potential driver
genes are connected to their regulated targets. The regulatory modules created on individual
cancer types are finally connected to a pancancer network in which driver genes are found
[39]. DriverFinder [40] accounts the influence of gene length on the predictions, a distinctive
characteristic compared to most other tools. DriverGroup [37] and CBNA [32] predict both
coding and non-coding drivers. Finally, a notable feature of PRODIGY [41] is its ability to
predict driver genes at a patient-specific level.

Finally, other network-based tools employ the concept of random walks to investigate the
relationship between genes in a network. These tools also overall use mutation, gene
expression, and network data as inputs but differ in their subsequent application of random
walks on the constructed networks. Examples of them are Driver_IRW [33], Subdyquency [43],
MEXCOwalk [44], and RLAG [45]. MEXCOwalk [44] exploits driver modules, which contains
cancer-causing genes acting together in functional pathways, a concept similar to DriverGroup
[37] . Moreover, a notable feature of Subdyquency [43] and RLAG [45] lies in their integration
of information on subcellular localization. They rely on the principle that proteins can only
interact if they are located in the same compartments [43,45].

Network-based approaches pose both advantages and disadvantages. They evaluate the
genes on a network level which provides a holistic view. As cancer comprises many genes
interacting in a network and not genes acting in isolation, these tools offer an effective way to
represent this mechanism. On the other hand, these methods mainly predict coding drivers,
overlooking the non-coding drivers. Additionally, they mainly consider interactions between
transcription factors and target genes and exclude other types of interactions relevant as
cancer driving mechanisms [32-36,40] .

Machine Learning



A recent review by Andrades and Recamonde-Mendoza points out an increasing interest in
machine learning methods for driver gene prediction based on different features and
algorithms [20].

A relatively underexplored field within driver gene prediction is at the intersection between
network-based and machine learning approaches, i.e., graph-based machine learning [20].
MoProEmbeddings, for example, involves a novel node embedding procedure where genes
in a network are represented by combining moment and propagation embeddings. The node
embeddings are input to four different binary classifiers, i.e., logistic regression, random
forests, support vector machines (SVMs) and gradient boosting. Each of them can be used to
predict the class label of genes as cancer driver genes or not in a supervised way [46].
Another supervised approach is DriverML [47] which combines machine learning and a
weighted score test. The weights represent the functional impacts that different mutation types
(missense, nonsense, splice site, frameshift indel, and in-frame indel) have on protein function,
quantified through a machine learning algorithm [47].

A handful of tools employ the functional impact of mutations on the protein product. They aim
to better predict lowly recurrent mutated genes and genes that are mutated in the later stages
of tumorigenesis [48,49]. sysSVM2 [50] is another supervised approach based on SVMs [20].
In sysSVM2, molecular and systems-level features of canonical drivers define a training set.
The output of four different one-class SVMs are combined into a single score for each gene
as a reflection of its resemblance to the canonical drivers. One advantage of one-class SVMs
is that they overcome the class imbalance issue [20]. sysSVM2 allows for prediction of driver
genes at the single patient level [50], a characteristic that is also available with driverR [51].
driveR uses a multi-task learning model to obtain cancer type-specific probabilities of genes
being drivers or non-drivers. The features used in the model are derived from somatic
genomics data, ANNOVAR [52] annotations, Phenolyzer [53] gene scores, and membership
of genes to cancer-related KEGG pathways [54]. Multi-task learning was also implemented in
MTGCN [55]. This seems a promising strategy for cancer type-specific modeling to detect
cancer-specific driver genes which otherwise may not be predicted using pan-cancer models
[20].

Finally, neural networks are also represented among the machine learning tools for prediction
of cancer driver genes, although to a low extent. For example, FI-Net [56] uses an artificial
neural network to estimate functional impact scores of genes by using features from genomics,
transcriptomics, and epigenomics data sources. Estimating background FIS distribution and
finding driver genes in clusters separated by multi-omics features highlight some of the
novelties of this method [56]. DeepDriver [57] predicts driver genes by a convolutional neural
network (CNN). Here, the convolution is performed through the combination of mutation-based
features and gene similarity networks where the functional impact of mutations and gene
expression similarities are learned simultaneously [57]. Finally, DeepCues [58] is a deep
learning model that uses convolutional neural networks for cancer type classification and
prediction of driver genes. DeepCues integrates somatic and germline variants, and
insertions/deletions [58].

The performance of the above mentioned machine learning tools are dependent on i) the
quality of the training data, ii) the amount of available data for training or validation, iii) curation
of positive sets of known driver genes which are difficult to define as a gene may be a known
driver in one cancer (sub)type, but there may not be absolute certainty that it is in another,
and iv) creation of negative sets of non-driver genes which are likewise difficult to define.
Additionally, obtaining cancer type-specific known driver genes is challenging, creating known
positive sets too small to yield reliable results. Some cancer types do not have enough data



available to generate a fair training set. These issues can be overcome through applying pan-
cancer models instead [20,59]. However, the importance of cancer type-specific algorithms is
worth highlighting. For instance, in a comparison among predicted driver genes in different
cancer types, markedly different candidate driver genes have been found among non-organ-
related cancer types [60].

Multi-omics Data Integration

Other tools integrate additional layers of -omics data besides gene expression, mutation, and
network data, namely copy number variation and methylation data. These two additional layers
of complexity allow for a deeper understanding of the underlying cancer mechanisms and
genomic alterations occurring due to chromosomal rearrangements and epigenetic changes.
For example, OncolMPACT [61] and iPDG [62] integrate gene expression, interaction
network, and mutation data and copy number variation data. Overall, these tools perform
driver gene analysis similarly to the above-mentioned network-based approaches that
integrate multi-omics data. OncolMPACT evaluates the impact of genomic mutations by using
interaction networks to associate the mutations with transcriptomic changes and modules of
patient-specific deregulated genes. Moreover, OncolMPACT allows for patient-specific driver
gene prediction. In iPDG, copy number variation and mutation data are integrated in a single
dataset which is then mapped to the interaction network. Correspondingly, DriverSubNet
maps differentially expressed and mutated genes to a protein interaction network. The
subsequent steps deviate from other implementations since DriverSubNet creates
subnetworks for each mutated gene whose dysregulation is evaluated through enrichment
analysis [63].

One attribute excluded from the above-mentioned tools are epigenetic alterations which can
be analyzed through a DNA methylation layer. Despite the known fact that DNA methylation
aberrations contribute towards cancer progression, a limited number of tools distinguish DNA
methylation driver changes from passenger changes, MethSig focuses on promoter
hypermethylation as an inactivating mechanism of tumor suppressors and predicts DNA
methylation driver genes through a novel statistical framework [64]. IEDGE integrates gene
expression profiles with (epi-)DNA alterations such as somatic copy number alterations, DNA
methylation, mutation, or microRNA regulatory networks. iEDGE performs differential
expression analysis to find cis and trans genes associated with the (epi-)DNA alteration,
carries out pathway enrichment analysis of the significantly differentially expressed cis and
trans gene sets, and predicts cis driver genes of the alteration using a mediation analysis [65].
frDriver also integrates functional impact scores with gene expression and mutation data.
frDriver is built on Bayesian probability and multiple linear regression models where the goal
is to identify protein regions that regulate gene expression levels and have high functional
impact potential [66].

An advantage of methods combining various -omics data lies exactly in the data integration.
Multiple data types provide many sources of information that can provide a more
comprehensive picture of the underlying mechanisms, potentially improving the performances.
On the other hand, the integration of different data types is a challenge in itself. Different
datasets may be obtained from different sources, leading to lack of standardization and
unintended confounders. Moreover, it is not guaranteed that the required data types from each
integrative tool are available for the user, potentially limiting their applicability. Additionally,
methylation and copy number variations are largely understudied compared to mutational



impacts. Hence, integrating these additional layers can contribute towards novel insights
within cancer biology.

Mutational Information

A vast amount of cancer driver gene prediction tools utilizes and analyze mutation data to
identify driver genes. Many tools compare observed mutation frequencies with a background
mutation model to discover driver genes, such as OncodriveCLUSTL [67] and
ActiveDriverWGS [68]. OncodriveCLUSTL is a sequence-based unsupervised clustering
algorithm that identifies clusters of somatic mutations in selected genomic elements.
ActiveDriverWGS predicts candidate non-coding drivers among genomic regions of cis-
regulatory modules through evaluation of single nucleotide variants and indels in each region
compared to a region-specific expected mutation model. An accurate background mutation
models is difficult to create due to tumor heterogeneity and these methods are also challenged
by driver genes with a low mutation frequency.

QuaDMutNetEx combines mutual exclusivity and network approaches. In QuaDMutNetEXx,
somatic mutations are used to find mutual exclusivity patterns and biological networks are
used as context for the observed data. QuaDMutNetEXx is suited for discovery of driver genes
with low mutation frequency [69]. Another example is MaxMIF which integrates somatic
mutation and protein-protein interaction data using a maximal mutational impact function.
MaxMIF is based on connections in the protein-protein interaction network and provides an
estimate of the mutational impact function for each pair of genes [70].

Finally, a class of approaches is based on Bayesian frameworks. For example, cDriver
integrates signatures of selection of somatic mutations (single nucleotide variants and short
indels) in a novel framework at three levels: the population level (population recurrence), the
cellular level (cancer cell fraction), and the molecular level (functional impact) [71]. MADGIC
incorporates various mutation features for driver gene prediction at once. These features are
mutation frequency, mutation type, gene-specific features known to affect background
mutation rates, functional impact scores, and spatial patterning of mutations [72]

The advantage of mutation-based tools is their applicability to additional mutation datasets
[32]. However, driver genes are prone to diverse types of genomic alterations, which risk to
be overlooked. Moreover, many mutation-based tools predict driver genes by comparing
observed mutation frequencies with a background mutation model. Methods that apply scores
of functional impacts might be able to mitigate these problems since they are not only based
on the recurrency of the mutations [48]

Prediction of Tumor Suppressors, Oncogenes, and Dual Role Genes

Cancer driver genes are classified into three categories: tumor suppressors (TSGs) which
normally limit cell growth, oncogenes (OCGs) which normally promote cell growth, and dual
role genes which exhibit both tumor suppressive and oncogenic behavior depending on the
cellular context [5,73,74]. OCGs are activated by gain-of-function mechanisms and often
encode transcription factors, chromatin remodelers, signal transducers, apoptosis regulators,
growth factors and their receptors [75]. In contrast, TSGs are activated by loss-of-function and
broadly encode intracellular proteins that regulate specific stages of cell cycle or cell
proliferation, checkpoint-control proteins that regulate cell cycle arrest, apoptosis-inducers,
and genes involved in DNA repairing [76]. Besides TSGs and OCGs, dual role genes have
also been reported, contributing to the cancer complexity. Shen et al. have systematically



characterized, in a pan-cancer manner, dual role genes through database search and text
mining [77]. They found that majority of dual role genes were either transcription factors or
kinases. Additionally, they performed network analysis of the dual role genes and discovered
that they are often hub genes in protein-protein interaction networks. Similarly, Datta et al.
reviewed four tumor suppressors pRb, PTEN, FOXO and PML, which can also display
oncogenic functions [73]. Distinguishing between these categories of driver genes is important
for gaining a deeper knowledge of the biological context of cancer. Below we have described
a subset of driver gene prediction tools that offer a classification of driver genes in TSGs or
OCGs.

GUST [78] and 20/20+ [79] use a random forest model to predict TSGs, OCGs tumor
suppressors, oncogenes, and passenger genes based on 10 and 24 features, respectively.
The model included in GUST is based on differences in selective patterns of the three gene
classes [78]. Similarly, 20/20+ integrates features of positive selection to predict the different
gene classes from small somatic variants [79].

DORGE [80] and LOTUS [59] are based on machine learning algorithms. DORGE uses two
elastic net-based logistic regression models (DORGE-OCG and DORGE-TSG) which include
75 features broadly divided into mutational, genomic, epigenetic, and phenotypic features. Not
many tools consider epigenetic data, a property that sets apart DORGE from similar methods.
Furthermore, the two separate classifiers allow for the prediction of dual role genes. LOTUS
uses one-class SVM and integrates mutation frequency, functional impact, and pathway-
based information in terms of protein-protein interaction networks in its framework and allows
for the prediction of driver genes in both a pan-cancer and a cancer type-specific setting using
a multitask learning strategy.

In 2020, we also contributed to this field with Moonlight [81] which predicts OGCs, TSGs and
dual role genes using multi-omics data. The idea behind MoonlightR is that we have a primary
layer where we integrate gene expression data and information about biological processes to
detect genes that we defined as oncogenic mediators. However, since gene expression data
alone predicts many genes which are not all driving the cancer phenotype, at least one second
layer (or more) of evidence is needed. Such secondary layers can for example be DNA
methylation, copy number variation, mutation, or chromatin accessibility data. If evidence for
deregulation of an oncogenic mediator is provided through this secondary layer, the user can
retain those oncogenic mediators as our final set of driver genes. This allows a mechanistic
explanation of the activation or inactivation of the oncogenic mediators. Moonlight allows for
the prediction of oncogenic mediators using either an expert-based approach or a machine
learning approach. The expert-based approach utilizes patterns of opposing cancer-related
biological processes for the predictions. For example, if these two processes are apoptosis
and cell proliferation, then those differentially expressed genes with a positive effect on
apoptosis and a negative effect on cell proliferation are deemed putative tumor suppressors
and vice versa for putative oncogenes. The machine learning approach predicts the oncogenic
mediators using a random forest model. We recently automatized the integration of a
secondary mutational layer in a new function available in the second version of Moonlight,
Moonlight2 [82]. The oncogenic mediators containing at least one driver mutation are retained
as the driver genes. Besides classification of mutations, the new implementation allow to
predict effects of mutations on the transcriptional, translational, and protein structure/function
level, thereby aiding mechanistic explanations of the deregulated driver genes, ultimately
illustrating an integrative computational framework (Figure 3).

As evident, many driver gene prediction tools exist, however, only a limited number of these
tools classify driver genes into TSGs, OCGs and dual role genes. These three gene classes



drive cancer development through different biological mechanisms, and more tools
distinguishing these categories, in a context-dependent manner, are needed to increase our
understanding of cancer biology.

Summary and Recommendations

As evident from the above sections, numerous driver gene prediction tools have been
developed. However, a consensus is missing due to predictions of driver genes by different
tools lacking consistency. This leads research groups to use their own developed methods
[83]. Different research efforts showed a small consensus among predicted driver genes from
different methods [56,60,79]. While the true number of driver genes in a cancer (sub)type is
unknown, discovering an adequate number of driver genes is vital. Tools suffering from under-
selection predict too few driver genes, potentially overlooking important genes. On the other
hand, tools suffering from over-selection risk a large false positive rate and complicate
subsequent experimental studies.

Validating driver gene prediction tools is challenging as a gold standard of known driver genes
and a universally accepted standard for this procedure does not exist, which is a limitation for
benchmarking studies [61,62,70,71,79]. Most studies evaluate the performance of driver
predictors by comparing the overlap between the predicted driver genes and driver genes
listed in the COSMIC Cancer Gene Census (CGC) and the Network of Cancer Genes (NCG)
databases. CGC is an expert-curated database of 719 genes that drive human cancer [30].
NCG is a manually curated database containing 2372 genes with cancer driving functions [84].
Moreover, the original list of known driver genes by Vogelstein et al. is often used [5]. However,
CGC and the list by Vogelstein et al. are embedded in NCG. This can pose a challenge when
the datasets of known driver genes are used in both development and validation steps of a
tool, e.g., using the CGC to train your model and subsequently validating it on the NCG wiill
lead to overfitting of your model. One should be careful in the study design to ensure these
lists are not intertwined and thereby prevent overfitting during development and validation of
driver predictors.

Tokheim et al. established an evaluation framework to assess and compare method
performances, circumventing the use of a gold standard. This framework includes five
components. The authors established that a method that can discover many of the driver
genes from CGC and those predicted by other methods fulfill two criteria of good performance
[79]. These guidelines were, for example, used by Parvandeh et al. to compare their tool
EPIMUTESTR with state-of-the-art methods [85].

Each method has its advantages and disadvantages and consequently, combining the results
from multiple methods would aid the discovery and evaluation of critical driver genes [60,79].
It appears that while most studies generally utilize one tool, newer studies are beginning to
incorporate two or three approaches [84].

The majority of the driver gene prediction tools are cohort-level methods, meaning they predict
driver genes across patient cohorts. However, these methods often fail to identify rare driver
genes present in only few patient and mapping the predicted driver genes back to the patients
leaves many patients with few or no driver genes. Additionally, these predictions are
challenging to use in the clinic as they predict driver genes for the whole cohort instead of for
individual patients [50]. For these reasons, patient-level tools have recently emerged which
are valuable for clinical strategies [41,50,51].

Driver Mutations Prediction



Oncogenesis originates in a few key driver mutations [86,87]. Identification of specific driver
mutations could inform further studies of functionality to find novel druggable targets [88,89].
Today, a plethora of tools aims to predict driver mutations. Yet, a consensus on the approach
for analysis is still absent. Even tools developed to discover pathogenic mutations across
diseases are routinely used to identify cancer driver mutations. Collectively, the tools are
termed variant effect predictors (VEPSs). The initially published tools within this field relied on
frequency measurements by identifying mutations that appear significantly more often than in
the background model [72]. While these frequency measurements indicate an evolutionary
association, the approach lacks sensitivity toward healthy human variation [90]and
misclassifies 26-38% of known pathogenic mutations [91]. To overcome this, most tools in use
today rely on a combination of genomic features, such as proximity to splice sites or
transcription factor binding sites, evolutionary features such as conversion-based frequency
measurements, coding data such as information regarding germline variations or somatic
mutations, physicochemical properties and protein domains [92,93].

To understand and discuss these tools, we here present a subset of the current tools as
categorized based on the computational approach (Figure 4). The first group is based on
frequency and statistics, the second group on supervised machine learning algorithms, and
the third group on unsupervised machine learning algorithms.

Statistical Methods

The statistical scoring methods are primarily based on frequency measurements and are often
considered functional impact scores based on conservation. The aim is to measure the
frequency of a mutation compared to a background model.

To identify driver mutations based on an evolutionary conservation score, examples of
available tools are Protein Variation Effect Analyzer (PROVEAN) [94], which predicts the
functional effect of alterations using pairwise alignment. Sorting Tolerant From Intolerant
(SIFT) [95,96] predicts if any amino acid substitution affects protein functionality. This
functionality is classified based on an evolutionary conservation score using multiple
sequence alignment that calculates the probability of the substitution. Such statistical tools
are limited by the annotation methods and conservation metrics that vary between them and
seldom account for allele specificity or functional information [97]. The performance of the
tools is evaluated by comparison to known pathogenic mutations, which may introduce
ascertainment bias due to a limited amount of available annotations. Each tool utilizes its own
scoring measure, which is not compatible with other scores, or any physical measurement
[97]. Furthermore, as with driver genes, the accuracy of the background model for driver
mutations can be a limitation due to tumor heterogeneity. An additional constraint is the
recurrence of mutations, which are often not included in background mutation rates [98]. The
authors provided an alternative based on probabilistic models estimating mutability per
nucleotide.

DriverML relies on frequency measurements and further applies the scores to create
mutational clusters that account for missense, nonsense, splice site, frameshift, and in-frame
indel mutations [47]. Other useful approaches to the study of pathogenic mutations relies on
evolutionary information, such as GEMME [99] and DeMaSk [100]. GEMME is based on
evolutionary-informed conservation where the quantification of the impact of variants takes
into account global similarities and is not limited to a single amino acid change. DeMaSk
predicts the variant impact using the fitness impact which is estimated based on a linear model
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of data from deep mutational scans and an asymmetrical amino acid substitution matrix. Here,
a loss of fithess indicates a negative impact on the protein caused by the variant. The
asymmetrical substitution matrix takes the direction of the mutation into account, thereby
differentiating between substitution to and from residues.

Supervised Machine Learning Methods

The advantages of using supervised learning to classify a particular mutation as either driver
or passenger is the opportunity to include a large number of parameters. However, these tools
are limited by the data on which they are built - a good performing supervised learning model
requires a balanced dataset and considerations of the class imbalance problem.

Random Forest: A well-known tool residing in this category is REVEL [101]. REVEL is a
method for predicting the pathogenicity of missense variants. REVEL is built on a random
forest model with 1000 binary classification trees where the input is a range of several. REVEL
outputs a score between 0 and 1 reflecting the average classification from each tree. REVEL
has good performances and is routinely used as the benchmarking standard for new driver
mutation prediction tools.

Another tool utilizing the random forest algorithm is M-CAP [91] which classifies clinical
pathogenic mutations, focusing on variants of unknown significance (VUS). The input features
consist of preexisting pathogenicity scores, publicly available biological features, and a metric
for evolutionary constraint. The preexisting scores mirror the scores used in REVEL, while
also including unsupervised methodologies such as Eigen [102]. The publicly available
features cover base-pair, region, gene, and amino acid conservation obtained from - among
others — PhyloP [103] and the standard PAM250 and BLOSUMG62 matrices. The final feature
is metrics for evolutionary constraint on amino acid residues in coding genes. In a comparison
among different tools, REVEL featured consistent better performances on ClinVar, TP53 and
PPARG data, illustrating how there may be an optimum in the number of features or ensemble
methodologies [104].

CHASMplus aims at scoring the oncogenic impact of a driver missense mutation specifically
by cancer type. The tool is constructed from TCGA data from 32 cancer types as a classifier
that differentiates between the driver and passenger missense mutations. The tool is built on
many features of which the most impactful feature is HotMaps 1D [105]. This indicates that
structural information could be utilized to find and assess driver mutations. Another example
of utilizing structural information is DENOGEN2 [106], aiming to predict deleterious single
nucleotide variants.

In summary, a range of tree-based methods exist, proving that a combination of evolutionarily
based tools is beneficial and that these can be combined with other types of descriptors.

Support Vector Machines (SVMs) & Logistic Regression: Another approach to differentiate
between driver and passenger mutations is SVMs. SVMs bring an advantage when applying
to high-dimensional data, and the model is less prone to find local minima compared to other
machine learning methodologies. However, SVMs lack transparency in the weight of the
model, there is no probability estimate, and the computational time is very high which is not
optimal considering the rapidly increasing amount of available data. A tool within this category
is CADD [15,97,107]. Essentially, CADD aim is to score any possible human SNV or indel
event and to integrate several different approaches to the annotation of genomics to build a
robust classifier. CADD was initially built as a support vector model but has migrated to use a
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logistic regression classifier over time. This was due to an increase in dataset size resulting in
increased training time.

Hidden Markov Models (HMMs): One example is the FATHMM framework to predict genome-
wide pathogenic point mutations. The framework consists of FATHMM-cancer [108],
FATHMM-MKL [16] and FATHMM-XF [109] where the underlying HMM is built on protein
domain annotations. Each version of the tool adds features, i.e., functional annotations in the
-MKL version and probability of predicted pathogenicity in -XF.

Gradient Boosting: The advantage of boosting algorithms is the transparency of the
calculations and its resilience to overfitting. However, some disadvantages include heightened
sensitivity to outliers and historical issues with upscaling. Al-Driver predict the driver status of
somatic missense mutations, using gradient-boosted trees to combine scores from other tools,
which include machine learning algorithms mentioned above [89]. BoostDM applies a similar
underlying algorithm, considering gene-tumor combinations, and in particular, cancer
mutations available for that specific combinations, which constitute a driver mutation set. A
second passenger mutation set is generated by means of a stochastic process. Mutations are
annotated with a number of mutational features. These datasets are used to train a gradient
boosting classifier. This process is repeated for several gene-tumor combinations, and the
resulting collection of models constitutes BoostDM [17]. A different approach using the same
algorithmic approach to predict driver frameshift indels is PredCID. Here, the developers
generated eight different biological features categorized into gene, DNA, transcript, and
protein levels and implemented a XGBoost (eXtreme Gradient Boosting) classifier to
distinguish the driver and passenger frameshift indels [110]. Another approach is CScape-
somatic, which uses a forward selection through a greedy search algorithm, relying on thirty
features differentiated over five feature groups: conservation, local mutation frequency,
distance from gene features and two related to sequence: GC content and sequence
uniqueness [92]. All these tools have been published since 2020, illustrating an abundance of
methods available that may be combined to gain more insights.

Neural Network - Regression: The main advantages of neural networks are their
computational affordability and ability to find connections in a flexible manner. However, they
are a black box that may challenge the interpretation of the output, especially when the labeled
training data may not be fully annotated from a biological standpoint. The MutPred framework
consists of two tools: MutPred-LOF [111] and MutPredInDel [112]. They were developed by
applying an identical methodology, but on different datasets. MutPred-LOF predicts
pathogenic and tolerated loss-of-function variants (frameshift and stop codons) while
MutPredInDel covers pathogenic and tolerated non-frameshifting insertion/deletion variants.
They were developed by the ensemble of 100 bagged two-layer feed-forward neural networks,
including evolutionary, structural, and functional features for loss-of-function genetic variants.
The evolutionary feature is a Position-Specific Scoring Matrix (PSSM) built on the training
data. The structural information is calculated using a vector quantization framework where the
structural information is dimensionally reduced and clustered and accounts for secondary
structures as well as signal peptide and transmembrane sections. The functional features
included information on motifs, enzyme activation, and post-translational modifications. For
every mutation input into the MutPred framework, the model returns a score between zero and
one - variants with higher scores are more likely to be pathogenic. In summary, all the
supervised machine learning methods combine existing tools and occasionally
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physicochemical and structural information to gain a higher true positive rate in the respective
classifiers.

Unsupervised Machine Learning Methods

A comparatively small range of unsupervised tools compared to supervised tools exist. This
lack of abundance is connected to the assumption that differentiating driver and passenger
mutations is a binary classification problem. When introducing unsupervised machine
learning, the answer is unlikely to be binary. The limitations of these tools are the risk of
clustering mutations without guarantee that the clusters represent driver status. A classic
unsupervised machine learning approach is used to build PrimateAl [113] which aims to
identify pathogenic missense mutations. PrimateAl approaches the driver mutation question
by creating an artificial neural network, but shies away from using any precomputed
functionality such as the supervised learning classifiers did. Rather, it inputs sequences and
bases all calculations on sequence homology to other species. One non-neural network
example is Eigen [102]. Here, an eigenvector weighted score is calculated for the identification
and annotation of disease variants. The aim is to combine multiple binary classifiers of
unknown reliability by calculating the covariance matrix, then blocking the binary classifiers,
which is i) an evolutionary conservation block, ii) a regulatory information block, and iii) an
allele frequency block. These are used to construct a rank-one matrix of which the
eigendecomposition is taken. The Eigen score becomes the score calculated as the
eigenvector weighted sum of the annotations. A different approach has been taken by
Allodriver [114] relying entirely on structural data. Allodriver aims to identify and prioritize driver
mutations based on known allosteric and orthosteric sites derived from three-dimensional
structures. The model is constructed as a combination of random forest and feed-forward
neural network models on an oversampled dataset of driver mutations. Another example of a
combined tool is GenoCanyon [115] which relies on the posterior probability of conserved
regions and biochemical annotations to annotate each position in the human genome. Lastly,
EVE [116] relies on protein sequence and its evolution to estimate protein variant
pathogenicity. The authors start from the observation that supervised models may introduce
inflated accuracy as they are measured against a clinical label of pathogenicity, which may
not capture the true value. EVE is an unsupervised generative model generating a score for
each mutation in a protein on a scale from benign to pathogenic (0-1). The model relies on
encoding multiple sequence analysis, allowing the computation of an evolutionary index which
is used as input for the gaussian mixture model separating benign and pathogenic variants.
Unsupervised methods, in general, rely on more basic biological annotations such as
structure, which could potentially remove some biases that may have been included in
previous tools for prediction of driver mutations.

Summary and Recommendations

Even though all the tools mentioned above are variations of the same objective, a consensus
on a benchmarking protocol has not been reached. One benchmarking study was conducted
by Livesey et al. who compared the performance of 46 predictors towards a dataset of deep
mutational scanning data from 31 experiments [117]. The studied mutations were not
associated with any one disease. They found the predictive performance to vary considerably
between tools. They suggest that these differences stem from known limitations in predictive
models: i) re-use of training data and ii) ascertainment bias, performing well on heavily studied
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genes. Another benchmarking study was done by Chen et al. [118] who aimed to compare
the performance of different algorithms on five datasets to benchmark the tools. They found
that tools specifically designed to deal with cancer performed better than disease agnostic
tools. However, it is also evident that performance of the tool changed significantly depending
on the selected dataset. This illustrates the fundamental limitations of these tools, which are
connected to either: i) a limited amount of known and annotated driver mutations, which
restricts training set size, or ii) the scope of the tool. Rather than designing a comprehensive
tool with the purpose of predicting any driver mutation, it may be preferable to design a set of
tools that may predict specific effects of these mutations such as regulatory impact or protein
loss- or gain-of-function. Rogers et al. suggests that the fundamental idea of dividing mutations
into drivers and passengers is a constraint as it would be more prudent to ask why a mutation
is a driver rather than if [119]. Another constraint is the annotation of identified driver
mutations. A mutation could be annotated as a driver, however, this could be the result of
insufficient or incomplete data if said mutation is only a driver in one context but a passenger
in another. Tools trained on this annotation may introduce underlying biases. A solution could
be achieved by stratifying the prediction not only down to a cancer type, but at a cancer
subtype level and including information regarding the genes in which the mutation dwell and
the associated cellular pathways and regulatory networks [118].

Future directions within this field should focus on cancer subtype-specific resources, including
information regarding the placement of the mutation in a gene context, or applying new types
of co-evolutionary analysis, and understand the molecular mechanism related to the
mutations. A possibility to solve some of these issues is to move towards structure-based
frameworks to understand cancer mutations.

Structure-based Frameworks to Study the Effects of Cancer Mutations

One way to study alterations driving cancer in the coding regions is to model these in the
protein structure. For mutations with unknown consequence, this can be useful to predict their
effect and understand what changes they impart to the protein structure; for mutations with
known effects, structural studies help derive a mechanistic explanation of their consequence.
This is achieved by identifying patterns in the structural changes in terms of stability disruption
and changes in conformation at functional sites [120]. The primary amino acid sequence does
not contain information regarding the three-dimensional folding of the protein. Accordingly,
functional sites are often difficult to identify from the sequence alone, and mutations that are
far from each other in the protein sequence may be adjacent in the structure. After folding,
seemingly distant substitutions can impact functionality by means of orthosteric and even
allosteric effects [114]. The study of protein structure has historically been challenging, and
experimental structure determination is still expensive and time-consuming. To overcome this
challenge, a range of structure prediction methods have been proposed over the years, with
varying degrees of success [121]. Most prominently, AlphaFold2 [25] is currently the overall
most accurate de novo prediction method [121]. We here present a subset of the current tools
as categorized based on the computational approach (Figure 5): i) networks based on graph
theory both within a structure and in interfaces between structures, ii) mutational clusters
identifying structural-functional sites with high mutational burden, iii) scores based on distance
measures, and finally, iv) scores based on Gibbs unfolding/folding free energy changes upon
mutation.
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Networks: When protein structure is encoded as a network, nodes represent protein residues
and edges, or connections, represent some measure of interaction between pairs of them.
The advantage of describing a protein structure as a network is a great simplification of the
protein structure and the possibility to use graph-theoretical methods. Tools using this
approach include HotMaps [105], HotCommics [122], e-Driver3D [123], and PyInteraph2
[124]. HotMaps aims to identify missense mutational hotspots considering the three-
dimensional structure [105]. Other methods identify positions in the protein structure
particularly enriched with cancer mutations and identifies spatially close groups of such
residues as components in a residue interaction graph. An example in this category is FASMIC
which was developed on a combination of experimental structures and homology models
[125]. Within the graph, these methods use the Girvan-Newman algorithm to find communities,
which is a group of residues connected almost exclusively to each other, and they can
subsequently calculate if a community is more frequently mutated than expected by chance.
HotCommics is developed for somatic cancer missense mutations and was developed on
experimentally solved structures [122]. The e-Driver3D method, on the contrary, is cancer-
specific and is based on protein-protein interaction networks and aims to analyze the mutation
distribution of specific interaction interfaces [123]. The mutations were extracted from TCGA
data and annotated from ENSEMBL, and the structures were reported in the PDB. eDriver3D
calculates a ratio between the number of residues involved in the protein-protein interface and
the total number of residues in the protein by applying networks that score the probability of
interaction. The protein-protein interfaces are defined with a distance of 5 A between residues
on different chains. The potential of this approach was consolidated by Cheng et al. who
applied protein-protein networks to cancer mutations to shed light on the high mutational
burden in protein-protein interfaces by use of networks, which they experimentally validated
[120]. PyInteraph2 applies graph theory to ensemble of structures with a broader scope [124].
PylInteraph has been used to study mutational effects, design variants for proteins, study
biomolecular complexes, or understand the effect of post-translational modifications. Here,
the creation of the network relies on intra- and intermolecular interactions between residues
or side-chain contacts. The nodes are the residues, and the edges are the non-bonded
interactions weighted based on the occurrence of the interaction in the ensemble. The tool
allows the user to set thresholds for the network and supply a graph analysis module to, among
others, identify nodes, hubs, connected components and other metrics.

The future steps in structural graph networks may include graph attention neural networks
[126]. Approaches like these where the graph nodes capture predictive features while the
edges are weighted by co-evolution align with the driver mutation predictive development and
deployment of sophisticated machine learning approaches.

Mutational Clusters: A number of structural tools aims to identify and assess mutation clusters
on the structure. Clusters are often defined based on a specific measure of spatial distance
between residues in the structure, which is designed to be representative of the overall
distance between residues, yet there is no consensus on how such measure is defined. For
example, Mutation 3D aims to identify clusters of mutations to find driver genes. It is a cancer-
specific tool that applies to somatic missense mutations [127]. Mutation 3D is developed on a
combination of structures from PDB and homology models and uses hierarchical clustering
with complete linkage, considering distances between alpha-carbons, to identify mutational
clusters. Two tools aiming to identify mutational clusters and interpret their functional role are
Hotspot3D [128] and CLUMPS [129] which both rely on somatic cancer mutations and PDB
structures with high sequence identity to the chosen target. In Hotspot3D, the clusters are
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found based on the minimum distance between atoms in pairs of residues. The functional
impact is subsequently annotated using ClinVar data [130]. Hotspot3D predictions have been
experimentally validated, and the tool has been utilized within other applications, e.g., FASMIC
[125]. In CLUMPS, clusters are found based on proximity as the clusters are calculated based
on centroids as pairwise euclidean distance, where 5 A is deemed the max distance of the
contact. The identification of cancer mutations relies on testing if a cluster is more mutated
than expected by chance. Furthermore, it is a possibility that one residue is present in multiple
clusters. The method was also experimentally validated [131]. Finally, ASTID evaluates the
three-dimensional spatial patterns of human germline and somatic variation, which is not
necessarily cancer-specific. ASTID relies on both neutral germline variants, disease-causing
germline variants, and recurrent somatic variants. This approach quantifies spatial
distributions of protein-coding mutations to create clusters. Ripley's K is used to quantify the
spatial heterogeneity between variants, the distance is measured using Euclidean distance,
and distances over 45 A were excluded based on their functional domain disparity [132].

The application of cluster-based methodologies identifying hotspots can be a valuable tool to
differentiate drivers and passengers. However, the methodologies have two main limitations:
i) they rely on a background model, whose shortcomings have previously been described, and
ii) they apply different distance measurements and thresholds, making comparison difficult.
However, mutational clusters by application of clustering algorithms hold great promise due to
their efficiency in identifying alterations at functional sites because of mutational
agglomeration.

Distance-Based Scores: Evaluating genes and mutations in the three-dimensional space can
also be expressed as a score. One example of such an approach is StructMAn [133], which
scores the change of conformation in terms of distance to a ligand. The aim is to classify
nonsynonymous single nucleotide variants as either Quasi-WT (no apparent change of
interactions), quasi-null (complete loss of interactions), or edgetic (specific loss of some
interactions) based on set score thresholds. The score is based on a model from PDB using
BLAST and the score is calculated as a weighted score that takes the quality of the model,
the sequence identity, and the distance from the residue to the ligand molecule into account.
An entirely different approach to a score is used in 3DTS (three-dimensional tolerance score)
which is a score for missense mutations to describe functional constraints [134]. 3DTS works
by taking variants with mutations within 5 A from a feature defined in Uniprot and assessing
the probability that the three-dimensional site is intolerant to a missense mutation. This is
calculated using a model, which accounts for the differences among loci in the rates of neutral
missense variation due to the genetic code, differential sample availability, and regional
mutation rates. The main limitation of the distance-based scores is the reliance on single
amino acid substitutions to drive a change in conformation resulting in a functional impact.
These scores, however, may create a more comprehensive picture if incorporated with the
mutational clusters.

Prediction of changes in stability upon mutation: An alternative to the tools described above is
structural evaluations of alterations using free energy calculations [7], a task that has been
recently streamlined thanks to high throughput workflow for mutational scans in silico, such as
MutateX [135] and RosettaDDGPrediction [8]. The overall idea is to estimate the change of
energy upon one or more mutations to assess the functional impact in terms of stability and
interaction. They are commonly applied to understand the impact of structural alterations. The
impact is expressed as changes in Gibbs free energy, and interpretation of these values
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depends on, for example, the expected accuracy of the prediction and whether the tool
assesses stability changes or changes in binding energy. The advantage of these tools is how
the changes in Gibbs free energy are physical measurements that can be compared to real
world experimental data rather than an arbitrary score. These methods still suffer from
limitations, partially because of the limited conformational sampling they are able to carry out,
because of their intrinsic bias due to their unbalanced training set and of their sensitivity
respect to the used structure. These free energy calculations were build based on
experimentally found structures but does also apply to homology models [136] and de-novo
models such as Alphafold2 [137]. Another possible scenario is to use deep learning models
to predict free energy changes. An example is the recently developed RaSP [138] is a protein
stability prediction tool capable of conducting a saturation mutagenesis within a few minutes.
RaSP is created as a deep learning counterpart to Rosetta predictions with similar
performance.

Summary and Recommendations

Much like the identification and assessment of driver genes and driver mutations, the area of
structural assessments is fast developing. Particularly with the advent of Alphafold2, the
largest limitation to these structural assessments, the limited available structures, may be a
constraint of the past. This may pave the way for a range of new tools employing different
machine learning algorithms and even more sophisticated clustering. To ease the barrier of
entry to structural studies, further development may include options to visualize and analyze
missense variants in a protein sequence and structural space for a set of variants found in the
general population including protein-protein interactions, PTMs, and functional features as
seen in MISCAST [139]. With accessibility may arise new ideas and applications from other
computational science fields. To further strengthen the structural framework aiming to funnel
-omics data into a tangible protein outcome, novel tools could take a leaf out of the driver
mutation ensemble methodology. The aim of such an ensemble could be to describe the
structural alterations resulting from the mutational clusters rather than individual assessments.
This could lead to understanding the collective impact on function and binding, both using
energy changes and distance scoring as well as considering the relative impacts of the
mutations in the clusters such as compensation or synergistic effects. Creating an annotation
and classification system for variants may lower the barrier of entry in interpreting protein
structure studies as well as help prioritize experimental validation [11]. Yet, one limitation that
should be addressed in future tools is the current modeling of proteins in a static conformation.
Both the experimentally solved structures and the predicted structures rely on a single
conformation of a protein. A protein's functionality is most likely dependent on its interaction
with ligands and macromolecules, rendering them dynamic entities. One way to mitigate this
limitation is to use molecular dynamic simulations to generate a representative ensemble of
protein conformations in solution [11]. During the last couple of years, our group has been
developing the first steps towards a more generalized structure-based framework to assess
cancer variants on proteins involved in cancer hallmarks [11,140-143]. These studies created
the foundation for a Multi-layered assessment of Variants by Structure for proteins framework,
MAVISp [144]. MAVISp is an integrative module-based framework building a reproducible
protocol to systematically study structural alterations. MAVISp creates an end-to-end
framework that can be applied to a single three-dimensional structure and its complexes or an
ensemble of structures. The framework initially identifies known cancer mutations via COSMIC
[145] and cBioPortal [146], but can also be supplied on a specific set of mutations from a
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particular research project [147]. MAVISp then identifies possible structures and known
interactors of the protein within the structure selection and interactome modules. The following
modules are stability, estimating the mutational impact on protein stability compared to the
wildtype measured in changes in Gibbs free energy, local interactions, estimating the
mutational impact on the interaction, and long-range effect, by estimating the allosteric free
energy resulting from the perturbation of any residue and finally post-translational
modifications. The point is to gain a thorough and rounded understanding of a protein.
Additionally, MAVISp can handle data from structural ensembles and use them for the
mentioned modules and add functional dynamics to the toolkit overcoming the limitations of
using only a representative structure for a protein of interest (Figure 6).

Discussion

The field of predictive tools in cancer genomics has made significant progresses, but there
are still several challenges that need to be overcome.

One major question is whether we can trust the predictions made by the aforementioned tools.
While it is possible to predict possibly pathogenic mutations, the mechanism of action behind
genetic alterations is not fully understood [148,149] . Another limitation is the trade-off between
annotating every possible mutation and scoping the tools so narrow that only one context is
investigated.

It should be noted that computational approaches serve as a vital starting point to elucidate
the underlying mechanisms of cancer biology. These methods greatly reduce the number of
genes and mutations to be tested experimentally and thereby decrease the experimental load,
cost, and time associated with such tasks. Despite the importance of prior computational
studies, wet lab validations should always follow to confirm the findings.

Not all tools are continuously maintained which can prevent steady use. This illustrates
another challenge - the need to update the tool based on biological knowledge and
computational resources available. Since many tools integrate existing biological knowledge
from various databases, as seen for example with training sets in machine learning methods,
these tools may benefit from routinely revisions and updates. While such knowledge is
continuously updated, failing to incorporate novel findings and data dynamically in the tools
may potentially decrease their performance and longevity. Moreover, the tools require
maintenance in terms of software. Most of the tools are available as command line programs
and Python and R packages. These platforms are also regularly updated, and consequently,
the user may experience problems when installing and applying the tools due to incompatibility
between the user’s programming environment and the software requirements of the tool under
which it was built. Besides maintenance, solid documentation is an important factor for
successful usage. Thus, to circumvent obsoletion of a tool, developers should consider
dynamic incorporation of biological knowledge, periodically test their tool when its underlying
software is updated and ensure sound documentation including a suggested virtual
environment or work towards community-driven efforts in tool development and maintenance.
Distinguishing between cancer driver and passenger genes and mutations is another
challenge [150]. Fortunately, this obstacle can largely be addressed through the driver gene,
driver mutation and structure-based frameworks described in this review, especially
considering the fast-moving advancement of the field. Collectively, these predictive tools allow
for analyses of the structural impact of the predicted driver alterations. Hence, we propose
studying these fields collectively rather than individually, with each field serving as the input to
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the next, thereby promoting integration and avoiding research silos. Such a workflow would
include initial driver gene prediction, subsequent driver mutation prediction in the driver genes,
and finally, a structural assessment of the impact of mutations (Figure 7). This could in the
future enable a transition from -omics analyses to drug discovery, repurposing, and
development.
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Figure 1: lllustration of the Concept of Driver Genes, Driver Mutations, and Structural
Impact. (A) Cancer involves dynamic changes in the genome caused by genomic alterations
such as mutations, epigenetic changes or chromosomal rearrangements. These genomic
alterations occur in driver genes which are divided into oncogenes, tumor suppressors, and
dual role genes. Oncogenes normally promote cell growth, whereas tumor suppressors
normally limit cell growth. The dual role genes exhibit both tumor suppressive and oncogenic
behavior depending on the cellular context. The genomic alterations lead to gain of function
of oncogenes and loss of function of tumor suppressors which leads to uncontrolled cell growth
and cancer. (B) Mutations can be categorized as passengers and drivers. Passengers are
characterized by the absence of pathogenic impact. This can be due to their placement away
from functional sites of the coding region or regulatory elements in the non-coding regions or
the nature of the resulting amino acid substitution. (C) Genes are translated into proteins, and
potential alterations including mutations are thereby also expressed. Understanding how
these are expressed can give a mechanistic understanding as to why a particular alteration
may give the cells a growth advantage. The top panel illustrates the healthy process of
interaction, while the bottom panel illustrates some of the structural expressions of driver
mutations.

Figure 2: Overview of Driver Gene Prediction Tools. All driver gene prediction tools
discussed in this review are listed in the middle. These tools are divided into four main
categories based on the underlying computational architecture. These four categories are
subcategorized and to the right, each is listed. **driver gene prediction tools that predict tumor
suppressors, oncogenes, and dual role genes. *driver gene prediction tools that predict tumor
suppressors and oncogenes.

Figure 3: The Moonlight Framework for Driver Gene Prediction. Moonlight uses a set of
differentially expressed genes (DEGs) as input. First, a functional enrichment analysis is
carried out to find which of Moonlight’s 101 biological processes (BPs) are overrepresented
among the DEGs. Then, a gene regulatory network analysis models how the DEGs are
connected with each other through mutual information. Following this step, Moonlight diverges
into an expert-based and a machine learning approach. In the next step, an upstream
regulatory analysis, the expert-based approach examines the effect of DEGs on user-selected
biological processes whereas the machine learning approach examines this on all of
Moonlight’s biological processes. Subsequently, putative tumor suppressors and oncogenes
collectively called oncogenic mediators are predicted through a pattern recognition analysis
using either patterns (the expert-based approach) or a random forest classifier (the machine
learning approach). Finally, a driver mutation analysis analyzes mutations in the cancer patient
cohort and categorizes these into drivers and passengers. Those oncogenic mediators
containing at least one driver mutation are retained as driver genes.

Figure 4: Overview of Driver Mutation Prediction Tools. All driver mutation prediction tools
discussed in this review are listed in the middle. These tools are divided into three main
categories based on the underlying computational architecture. These three categories are
subcategorized and to the right, each is listed.



Figure 5: Overview of Structural Analysis Tools. All driver structural analysis tools
discussed in this review are listed in the middle. These tools are divided into four categories
based on the underlying computational architecture. To the right, each tool is listed.

Figure 6: MAVISp Framework for Structural Analysis. Multi-layered Assessment of
Varlants by Structure for proteins (MAVISp) is a module dependent framework to study
structural alterations. The curators of MAVISp take mutations as an input and study these
using the applicable modules starting with the structure selection and potentially ensemble
generation. The mutations are modeled in the structure and analyzed for their impact on
stability, local interactions, long-range effects, post translational modifications and if an
ensemble was generated, functional dynamics. All of these analyses provide information for
variant assessment. *Modules are part of the ensemble-mode of MAVISp.

Figure 7: Current and Suggested Future Workflow. (A) Current research within driver gene
prediction, driver mutation prediction, and structural assessment of mutations is characterized
by tools within these fields working in silos. Such an approach risks overlooking potential
synergies. (B) To overcome some of the challenges by this approach, a suggested protocol
for the future development of these fields is illustrated. This protocol includes the collective
study of the driver gene prediction, driver mutation, and structural assessment of mutation
fields, with each field serving as the input to the next, creating a funnel approach. Such a novel
workflow would include initial driver gene prediction, selection of driver genes, driver mutation
prediction in the predicted driver genes, and finally, choice of mutations to be studied
structurally to assess the impact of these mutations on protein function and stability. This will
result in a set of damaged proteins for further exploration.
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Supplementary materials

Table S1: Datasets and Databases - Large Non-annotated Databases

Database name Datatype Comments Access to database
National Cancer Genomic, GDC is a data repository, data https://gdc.cancer.gov/
Institute’s (NCI's) transcriptomic, sharing platform, and knowledge
Genomic Data epigenetic, network, aiming overall at
Commons (GDC) proteomics, and promoting cancer precision

clinical data.

(10.1038/s41588-021-
00791-5;
10.1038/s41467-021-
21254-9;
10.1056/NEJMp 160759
1)

medicine and supporting a
standardized format across
various cancer genome programs
such as TCGA, TARGET,
GENIE, CPTAC, and CCLE, FMI,
MMRF, CMI, CGCI, and HCMIL.

NCI's Proteomic Data
Commons (PDC)
(https://doi.org/10.1158/
1538-7445.AM2020-LB-
242)

Proteomic data.

Contains a range of cancer
proteomic data sets stored in a
unified repository. PDC contains
around 40 datasets from more
than 12 cancer types generated
by various large-scale cancer
research studies.

https://pdc.cancer.gov/pd
c/

the International Cancer | Genomic, Annotated database with somatic | https://dcc.icgc.org/
Genome Consortium transcriptomic, information from a range of

(ICGC) epigenomic, g cancer projects. Moreover, it is a

(10.1038/s41587-019- 2&2}5:{“(;2; an data portal containing data from

0055-9) ' 84 cancer projects.

cBioPortal Genomic, Hosts datasets from several http://cbioportal.org

(10.1158/2159-
8290.CD-12-0095;
10.1126/scisignal.20040
88)

transcriptomic,
epigenomic, and
clinical data.

large-scale cancer research
initiatives including information
about the variations such as
mRNA expression, mutations,
copy number, DNA methylation,
clinical outcome, and post
translational modifications.
cBioPortal provides data from
more than 5000 tumor samples
from 20 cancer studies.

St. Jude Cloud
(10.1158/2159-
8290.CD-20-1230)

Genomic and
transcriptomic
data.

A platform where genomic data
from whole genomes, whole
exomes and transcriptomes from
more than 10,000 pediatric
cancer patients can be accessed,
analyzed and visualized.

https://www.stjude.cloud

Table S2: Datasets and Databases - Annotated Gene Databases

Database Curration

Datatype

Comments

Access to




name database/d
ataset
Cancer Manual Hallmarks, A resource available in COSMIC https://canc
Gene literature coding mutation, tissue | which contains a description of genes | er.sanger.a
Census curation and cell type, and tumor | at drive human cancer which is c.uk/census
(CGC) type. used as a standard in cancer
(doi.org/10.1 genetics. The 2018 Cancer Gene
038/s41568- Census describes the effect of 719
018-0060-1) cancer driver genes. The genes must
be reported in at least two different
studies and have experiential
evidence.
Catalogue Manual Coding mutations, non- | Currently, the most comprehensive https://canc
Of Somatic | curation coding mutations, gene | database storing somatic mutations er.sanger.a
Mutations In 23?02123;3“ I/L;Srllg:fs :%%ydr:ﬂgr]nber across human cancers. Today, c.uk
Cancer . - COSMIC includes all human genes
(10.1093/nar process resistance mutations. and around 6 million coding
/gky1015; mutations. COSMIC also includes
10.1093/nar/ further resources: COSMIC Cell Lines
gkw1121; Project which aims at characterizing
10.1093/nar/ genomics of cancer cell lines and
gku1075) COSMIC-3D which connects
sequence-level mutation and protein
structural data.
the Network | Manual, Classification of drivers. | A gene database of 2372 cancer http://ncg.kc
of Cancer collected Germline variations e.g. | driver genes. The aim is to L.ac.uk/
Genes from SNV, indels, structural | omprehensively describe genes with
(NCG) literature varla’glons. Geng and a vast amount of annotations such as
and from protein expression, ) o .
(10.1186/s1 Cancer protein and miRNA evolutionary origin, gene and protein
3059-018- Gene interaction, evolutionary | expression, gene essentiality and
1612-0) Census and | conservation, gene interactions.
list of driver | duplication, gene
genes by function, drug
Vogelstein target/biomarkers.
etal. 2013
DriverDBv3 Computatio | Incorporates somatic A multi-omics cancer driver gene http://ngs.y
(10.1093/nar | nal curation [ mutation, RNA database. They collected data from m.edu.tw/dri
Igkz964) using expression, miRNA TCGA and obtained information about | verdb
pypllshed _ | expression, methylgtlon, cancer genes from the Cancer Gene
bioinformati | copy number variation, g
cs and clinical data. Census in COSMIC and the Network
algorithms/t of Cancer Genes. They used various
ools bioinformatics tools to analyze
molecular features in driver genes,
covering mutation, methylation, copy
number variation, miRNA, and
survival events.
ONGene Literature Investigation of curated | ONGene contains 803 human http://ongen
(10.1016/j.jg | Mining oncogenes including, oncogenes, of which 698 are protein- | e.bioinfo-
g.2016.12.0 followed by | literature data, gene coding and 105 are non-coding, minzhao.org
04) mangal expression profiles, connected to 8849 curated PubMed /
curation mutation patterns,

IncRNA interactome
analysis, homologs,
and information about
biological pathways.

abstracts.




TSGene Literature Investigation of curated | TSGene contains 1217 human tumor | https://bioinf
(10.1093/nar | Mining tumor suppressors suppressor genes, of which 1018 are | o.uth.edu/T
/gkv1268; followed by | including literature data, | protein-coding and 199 are non- SGene/
10.1093/nar/ mangal long non-coding tumor coding genes, curated from over 9000
curation suppressor genes, )
gks937) curated tumor articles.
suppressor microRNAs,
pan-cancer gene
expression profiles,
regulatory information,
and information about
biological pathways.
MSGene Literature Investigation of curated | Containing 194 experimentally verified | http:/MSGe
(10.1038/sre | mining metastasis suppressor | metastasis suppressor genes which ne.bioinfo-
p15478) followed by | genes including have been manually curated. minzhao.org
?jgﬁ; ltl)tiilrg;lijégldpaattaﬁways Contains 194 experimentally verified /
gene expression ’ metastasis suppressor genes and
profiles, regulation, mapped to 1440 homologous genes
mutations, interactions, | from 17 model species, which have
and homologs. been done through manual curation.
dbEMT Literature Investigation of EMT- Containing epithelial-mesenchymal http://dbemt
(10.1038/sre | Mining related human genes transition related genesdbEMT2.0 bioinfo-
p11459; followed by | including literature data, | contains 1184 human genes manually | minzhao.org
10.1016/jjgg | Manual clinical relevant curated from more than 2665 PubMed | /
2019.11.01 curation varlants., gene bstract ising 1011 tein-
: 1. expression profiles, abstracts (comprising protein
0) biological pathways, co- | coding genes and 173 noncoding
expressed INcRNAs, RNA genes).
regulation data, somatic
mutations, homologs
and interaction data.
LnCaNet Computatio | Co-expression pairs of | Containing co-expression pairs and http://Incane
(10.1093/bioi | nal curation [ IncRNAs and cancer interactions between IncRNAs and t.bioinfo-
nformatics/bt genes. cancer genes. minzhao.org
w017) /
Pedican Literature Annotations for each Pedican focuses specifically on http://pedica
(10.1038/sre | mining gene including literature | pediatric cancers and comprises 735 | n.bioinfo-
p11435) followed by | data, involved biological | genes, 88 gene fusion and 24 minzhao.org
:ﬁgtLilgL rpnautthav’;/i?))rllss, g;?]rsctlons, chromosome events related to /
expressior,L and pediatric cancers, manually curated
regulation data. from 2245 PubMed abstracts.
focusing on pediatric cancers.

Table S3: Datasets and Databases - Annotated Mutational Databases

Database Curration | Datatype Comments Access to database/dataset
name
OncoVar Computati | Oncogenic The data of OncoVar https://oncovar.org/
(10.1093/na | onal data | driver originates from 33 cancer
rigkaa1033) | collection, | mutations types from TCGA and 18

structured | (coding gnd cancer types from ICGC for

manual non-coding). , )

filtering somatic variants and gnomAD

v2.1 for germline variants. The




data quality is optimized by
exclusion of hypermutated
tumors, passing of MC3
(Multicenter mutation-calling in
multiple cancers network)
filters and exclusion of tumors
with inconsistent pathology.
This subset of cleaned data
was analyzed based on 23
predictive algorithms to assess
the oncogenic nature of the
mutations, genes, and

pathways.
IntOGen Computati | Somatic IntOGen is a framework for https://www.intogen.org
(10.1038/n | onal mutations; identifying driver genes in
meth.2642; | ranking of | single cohorts of cancers from
10.1038/s4 | 9€Nes: nuqleotlde somatic mutations. Each
Tumor variants and ) . .
1568-020- type is short indels gene’s mutations in each
0290-x) manually (coding). cohort is assessed by
curated combining multiple
per cohort computational methods and
ranking them on the basis of
bona fide cancer genes in
COSMIC. The compendium
contains 66 cancer types
across 221 cohorts from other
databases such as TCGA,
ICGC, st. JUDE, TARGET,
and CBIO.
Human Manually Disease- HGMD is a database with http://www.hgmd.org
Gene literature | causing manually curated entries from
Mutation based mutations. literature. The database is
Database curation aimed at clinicians and
(HGMD) molecular geneticists as a
(10.1007/s0 reference framework for
0439-013- diagnostic testing and is
1358-4) maintained in collaboration
with commercial partners.
dbCMP Manually Passenger The aim of the dataset is to http://bioinfo.ahu.edu.cn:8080/
(10.1093/bi | literature | mutations. provide a high quality negative | dbCPM
b/bby105) | based dataset for benchmarking
curation cancer mutational effects,
especially for building novel
computational predictive tools.
The database contains 941
experimentally supported and
978 putative passenger
mutations.
Thermomut | Manually Experimentally | The mutations are quantified http://biosig.unimelb.edu.au/th
DB literature | quantified as their thermodynamic ermomutdb
(10.1093/na | based mutations. parameters, e.g. their impact
r/igkaa925) curation on structural stability of the

protein.




OncoBase Combinati | Noncoding A collection of somatic http://www.oncobase.biols.ac.c
(10.1093/na | on of somatic mutations from TCGA, ICGC, n/
rigky1139) | multiple mutations, COSMIC and ClinVar, and
databases | epigenomics . .
and data, epigenomic data from
computatio | enhancer- ENCODE and Roadmap.
nal promoter The database has annotated
assessme | pairs, gene somatic mutations in 68 cancer
nt co-expression. | types from more than 120
cancer projects and explores
the region's distal interactions
with regulatory elements. It
aims to have functional
annotations of regulatory
noncoding mutations and
benchmark their effect in
human carcinogenesis.
VARAdb Combinati | Noncoding Non-coding variants annotated | http://www.licpathway.net/VAR
(10.1093/na | on of mutations. with regulatory information, Adb/
rigkaa922) | multiple related genes, chromatin
databases e .
accessibility and chromatin
interaction.
dbCID Manual Insertions and | A database of insertions and http://bioinfo.ahu.edu.cn:8080/
(10.1093/bi | literature | deletions. deletions (indels) with literature | dbCID
b/bby059) | based evidence of being a cancer
curation driver. For each indel there is
information on gene, DNA,
transcript and protein level.
The data on gene level were
obtained from CGC and from
Pfam protein families data-
base in protein level.
The aim is to have a
repository of human cancer
indels to use in developing
computational methods for
identification of their effect in
cancer.
CancerEnD | Combinati | Enhancers: Contains information about https://webs.iiitd.edu.in/raghav
(10.1016/.y | on of Copy cancer associated enhancers. | a/cancerend/
geno.2020. | databases | numbers, CancerEnD has annotated the
04.028) somatic enhancers in a cancer tissue-

mutations and
survival.

specific way in terms of
expression, enhancer-gene
interactions, somatic
mutations, copy number
variations and association with
overall survival of cancer
patients for 18 TCGA cancer
types. The database is created
through integrative analysis of
RNA-seq gene expression,
copy number variation, clinical
data from TCGA,somatic




mutation data from COSMIC,
and enhancers from FANTOM.

CanDL Manual Driver Through literature reviews, https://candl.osu.edu/
(10.1016/j,j | curation mutations. they found variants that have
moldx.2015. | based on been functionally characterized
05.002) :‘.eVISIOh of in vitro or in vivo as driver
iterature .
mutations. Chromosome
location, all possible nucleotide
positions for each amino acid
change, and literature
references are also included.
DoCM Curated Curated A database that aggregates, http://docm.info
(10.1038/n | repository | mutations in stores and tracks biologically
meth.4000) | from cancer. important cancer variants.
cancer Literature references are
variant .
databases included.
and from
individually
curated
publication
s
Cancer Developed | Annotations of | Interprets, annotates, and https://www.cancergenomeinte
Genome resources | tumor analyzes cancer genomes rpreter.org/
Interpreter | @nd | alterations and | 51055 tumor types. Oncogenic
(10.1186/s1 ﬁg{nputatlo Cancer genes. | alterations are identified and
3073-018- methods their potential impact on
0531-8) treatment response is also
included.
OncoKB Expert- Annotations of | Contains annotations of more http://oncokb.org
(10.1200/P | guided somatic than 3,000 unique mutations,
0.17.00011 | knowledge | molecular fusions, and copy number
) base alterations in | 5 terations in 418 cancer-
cancer- )
associated associated genes. The
genes. biologic, oncogenic, prognostic
and predictive effects and
significance of the alterations
are included.
CancerTrac | Manual Evolutionary They constructed patient- http://cailab.labshare.cn/cance
er curation trajectories of | specific phylogenetic trees rtracer
(10.1093/na tumor growth | haged on somatic mutations
r/gkz1061) |na|t?dr:\t/|dual and copy number alterations.
patients. CancerTracer contains over
6000 tumor samples from
1548 patients across 45
different cancer types.
FASMIC A Functional Aims to assess the functional http://bioinformatics.mdanders
(10.1016/j.c | combinatio | impact of impact of somatic mutations on.org/main/FASMIC
cell.2018.01 | n of wet mutations. and annotate these as
.021) lab data in “Activating”, “Opposite”,
vivo and in “Inactivating”, and “Neutral”.
silico
methods




Finding
driver
mutations in
cancer:
Elucidating
the role of
background
mutational
processes
(10.1371/jo
urnal.pcbi.1
006981)

Computati
onal

Missense
mutations
from 58
genes.

This study created a dataset of
missense mutations from 58
genes from different studies.
This dataset comprises 5276
mutations (divided into 4137
neutral and 1139 non-neutral
mutations) spanning the 58
genes.

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/r

esearch/mutagene/benchmark




