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Abstract: 36 

Clinical checklists are the current gold standard to determine whether a child 37 

with cancer shows indications for genetic testing. Nevertheless, the efficacy of 38 

these tests to reliably detect genetic cancer predisposition in children with 39 

cancer is still insufficiently investigated. Here, we assessed the validity of 40 

clinically recognizable signs to identify cancer predisposition by correlating a 41 

state-of-the-art clinical checklist to the corresponding whole exome sequencing 42 

analysis in an unselected single-center cohort of 139 child-parent datasets. We 43 

applied a strict testing to only include autosomal dominant or compound 44 

heterozygous cancer-related variants. 45 

Our study reflects a high consent rate for genetic testing (>90%). In total, 1/3rd 46 

of patients had a clinical indication for genetic testing according to current 47 

recommendations and 10.8% (n=15/139) of children harbored a proven cancer 48 

predisposition based on exome sequencing. Out of these only 73.3% (n=11/15) 49 

were identified through the clinical checklist. In addition, >2 clinical findings in 50 

the applied checklist increased the likelihood to identifying genetic 51 

predisposition from 15% to 50%. While our data revealed a high rate of genetic 52 

predisposition (50%, n=5/10) in Myelodysplastic Syndrome (MDS) cases, no 53 

cancer predisposition variants were identified in the sarcoma and lymphoma 54 

group. 55 

In summary, our data showed a low checklist specificity of 68.5%, and missed 56 

every 4th child with genetic predisposition. This highlights the drawbacks of sole 57 

clinical evaluation to accurately identify all children at risk and underlines the 58 

need for routine germline sequencing of pediatric cancers. 59 
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Introduction: 60 

Genetic predisposition to pediatric cancer has gained interest and attention over 61 

the last decade. What was previously attributed to “chance” or “bad-luck” has 62 

now been proven to root in de novo occurring, or inherited cancer 63 

predispositions in a substantial number of cases. While monogenetic germline 64 

variants are currently implicated in the development of up to 10% of all 65 

childhood tumors (1-3), the overall impact of genetic predispositions is believed 66 

to be much higher, with most yet to be discovered. 67 

The identification of a susceptibility to childhood cancer is highly relevant for the 68 

patient, since it may lead to his inclusion in personalized surveillance programs, 69 

targeted therapies as well as the option of reproductive counseling and prenatal 70 

diagnosis (4). Furthermore, siblings and relatives at risk can subsequently be 71 

tested and might benefit from early detection and surveillance opportunities for 72 

themselves. 73 

The majority of the currently known classical pediatric cancer predispositions 74 

often correlate to a specific clinical phenotype, disease entity, or they occur in a 75 

family with a history of cancer (5). This allows the selection of children at high 76 

risk who harbor a cancer predisposition, as well as defines which patients 77 

should be referred to a human geneticist for further genetic testing (6). Even 78 

though some classical cancer predisposition syndromes are easily recognizable 79 

(7), others might have an incomplete penetrance or lead to mild phenotypes, 80 

which can easily be missed in a daily clinical routine (8). It has already been 81 

shown that single clinical indicators, such as the family history are not sufficient 82 

to stringently identify patients at risk (9). Therefore, checklists, that combine a 83 

multitude of different potential factors, are the current gold standard to judge 84 
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whether genetic testing in a patient is recommended. These selection tools 85 

typically incorporate data concerning family history, type and number of 86 

malignancies, as well as specific clinical/physiological features and treatment 87 

toxicities (5, 6, 10). Nevertheless, germline genetics is fickle, with many 88 

unknowns and blanks that still need to be elucidated. Thus, novel and so far, 89 

undiscovered predisposition scenarios, like multigenic susceptibilities that are 90 

inherited from healthy parents but synergize in the patient to form a cancer 91 

predisposition, might not be recognizable by the phenotypic and clinical data 92 

alone (11). 93 

To evaluate the overlap between predisposition selection checklists and 94 

detection of cancer predispositions by genetic testing, we correlated both 95 

datasets in an unselected cohort of 139 families with pediatric cancer. Here, we 96 

show that while the majority of patients harboring a pathogenic or likely 97 

pathogenic germline variant are identified by the employed checklist, it occurs at 98 

the costs of a high rate of potentially false positives as well as a not negligible 99 

percentage of patients that still go unrecognized.  100 
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Results: 101 

Evaluation of 139 children with cancer using a predefined checklist shows 102 

a high frequency of indications for genetic testing 103 

The here analyzed cohort consists of 139 families with a child affected from 104 

cancer. The cohort includes all cancer entities and was chosen unselected from 105 

children treated at the pediatric oncology department at the University Hospital 106 

“Carl Gustav Carus” Dresden (Germany) between 2019 and 2021. The 107 

recorded data was composed of a detailed clinical and family history of each 108 

patient as well as a whole-exome sequencing (WES) analysis of control/healthy 109 

tissue of every child as well as (if applicable both of) its parents (Figure 1A). 110 

The study recruitment showed an overwhelming acceptance rate of around 90% 111 

of families consenting to participation. Only a minor fraction of parents (9.2%, 112 

n=14/153) refused due to various reasons, including opposition to science, fear, 113 

or time restraints (Figure S1A). Leukemias and brain tumors comprised the two 114 

main subgroups (Figure 1B, Table 1). The 33 leukemias could further be 115 

subclassified in 22 B-cell acute lymphoblastic leukemias (B-ALL), five T-ALLs 116 

and six acute myeloid leukemias (AML) (Figure S1B). While the frequency of all 117 

included tumor entities reflects the disease distribution within the general 118 

pediatric population, the cohort showed an unexpectedly high number of cases 119 

with Myelodysplastic Syndrome (MDS) (7.2%, n=10) (Figure 1B). Nevertheless, 120 

the age at disease onset clustered according to the diagnosis (mean age 7.6 121 

yrs, range 0-18), and the cohort consisted of an equal rate of male and female 122 

participants (51.1% vs. 48.9%) (Figure 1C, Figure S1C-D, Table 1). 123 

To obtain the overall percentage of pediatric patients with indications for genetic 124 

testing, a checklist generated by the German Cancer Society (DKG) and 125 
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Association for Paediatric Oncology and Haematology (GPOH) (adapted from 126 

(5, 6)) was retrospectively applied to evaluate whether a child should be 127 

referred for genetic counselling due to the potential of the presence of a 128 

pathogenic germline alteration (Figure S2A). Subsequently, five main criteria 129 

were assessed: type of diagnosis, family history (3-generation pedigree), 130 

phenotypic anomalies, total number of malignancies and predisposition 131 

indication based on the tumor analysis. The additional criterion of “excessive 132 

treatment toxicity” was not considered, as there are no available defined toxicity 133 

scoring approaches for pediatric patients across multiple organ systems. 134 

According to the checklist, genetic testing for the family should be 135 

recommended, as soon as one of the listed identifiers applies. Overall, in our 136 

cohort 36% (n=50/139) of children tested positive for an indicative referral to a 137 

human geneticist (Figure 1D). Most children (n=40/50) were positive for only 138 

one criterion and 10 children met two or more criteria. An additional analysis of 139 

the most prevalent categories that were marked, showed that the most frequent 140 

indicators were the cancer diagnosis (50%) or the additional physical/clinical 141 

features (38%) (Figure 1D). Particularly for the phenotype, a variety of different 142 

anomalies were recorded, with congenital and skin changes being the most 143 

frequent (Figure 1E). In our cohort, the diagnosis criterion was mainly met 144 

through the high amount of MDS patients (40%, n=10/25), while the remaining 145 

non-diagnosis-criteria related tumor entities showed a tendency of leukemias 146 

and sarcomas towards scoring preferably checklist negative (Fisher’s exact test; 147 

27 vs. 6, p=0.0213; 14 vs. 4, p=0.2924, respectively) (Figure S2B-C). A positive 148 

family history of cancer was only observed in 22% (Figure 1D). 149 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 22, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.22.22281392doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.22.22281392
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 8

Taken together, the analysis of 139 families with children with cancer through 150 

the genetic predisposition checklist evaluated indications for genetic testing in 151 

more than 1/3rd of participants (n=50/139), which was mostly based on tumor 152 

diagnosis and phenotypic features. 153 

 154 

Exome sequencing shows pathogenic or likely pathogenic variants in 155 

10.8% of the patients 156 

Next, the genetic assessment of cancer predispositions was carried out through 157 

a Trio-exome sequencing approach, which comprises WES of the affected child 158 

as well as its parents. Altogether, 139 child-parent datasets were analyzed, 159 

including 122 Trios (father, mother and child) and 17 Duos (father or mother 160 

and child) (Figure S3). To objectively screen the pathogenicity of all identified 161 

variants, the Cancer Predisposition Sequencing Reporter (CPSR) tool (12), 162 

which allows the interpretation of germline variants in the context of cancer 163 

predisposition, was used.  164 

Overall, the CPSR analysis yielded a total of 31 pathogenic, 18 likely 165 

pathogenic and 1,164 variants of uncertain significance (VUS) within 433 genes 166 

across the complete cohort (Figure 2A, Figure S4A). While the majority of 167 

prioritized pathogenic and likely pathogenic variants were nonsense variants 168 

(e.g. splice site, frameshift, stop gained), VUS were mainly comprised of 169 

missense variants (Figure S4B). However, taking inheritance patterns into 170 

account, 21 pathogenic and 11 likely pathogenic variants were excluded from 171 

the final results due to known autosomal recessive inheritance (AR) and the 172 

lack of compound heterozygosity (Supplementary Table 1). Furthermore, 7 173 

variants detected in genes LEMD3, MLH1, PTPN13, MSH2, COL7A1, EZH2 174 
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and PAX6 were filtered out due a general lack of data regarding the genes’ 175 

involvement in cancer predisposition or due to no associations to the specific 176 

tumor type presented in the respective child (Supplementary Table 1). Lastly, 177 

the remaining CPSR classified variants were manually assessed by human 178 

geneticists and 10 variants were evaluated as (likely) pathogenic according to 179 

ACMG guidelines and further specifications (Figure 2A) (13, 14). The data was 180 

further complemented with five patients harboring pathogenic variants in 181 

autosomal dominant genes CHEK2, TRNT1, MECOM, and the autosomal 182 

recessive genes WRAP53 (compound heterozygous) and ERCC6L2 (biallelic), 183 

which were identified apart from the CPSR algorithm during the clinical workup 184 

(Figure 2A). Thus, the WES analysis within our cohort yielded a total of 15 185 

(likely) pathogenic germline variants in 15 patients (Figure 2B). Most of the 186 

variants were found in DNA-damage repair pathway related genes, including 187 

BRCA2, ATM, TP53 and BARD1 or genes involved in proliferative signaling 188 

pathways (NF1 and TSC1) (Figure 2B). Interestingly, both frameshift variants in 189 

BARD1 were detected in neuroblastoma patients (n=2/9). Also, POT1 stop 190 

variants, one of which was identified in one of the AML patients (15), have 191 

recently been linked to myeloid neoplasms (16). Overall, 4 out of 15 variants 192 

appeared de-novo, while the remaining 11 were inherited from at least one of 193 

the parents (Figure 2B). Taken together, our analysis yielded a total number of 194 

15 patients with (likely) pathogenic variants connected to cancer predisposition. 195 

These were predominantly identified in hematopoietic malignancies (n=8/43) as 196 

well as brain tumors (n=5/41) and neuroblastomas (n=2/9), while none were 197 

found in lymphomas, sarcomas and the “others” subtype (Figure 2B).  198 

 199 
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The genetic predisposition checklist shows a high rate of false positives 200 

and misses every 4th child carrying a known cancer-causing variant  201 

To address the concordance between the checklist and the detected genomic 202 

alterations, both datasets were compared case-by-case. In total, out of 15 203 

patients harboring (likely) pathogenic cancer-related variants, 11 (73.3%) were 204 

checklist positive, while four (26.7%) were checklist negative (Figure 3A, 205 

Supplementary Table 2). There was a higher likelihood to identify a pathogenic 206 

variant in patients scoring in multiple criteria, with n=5/10 patients checking 207 

multiple criteria and displaying a cancer predisposing variant vs. n=6/40 208 

patients with only one positive criteria, respectively (Fisher’s exact text, 209 

p=0.0299; Figure S5). 210 

Children that were both checklist positive and harbored a (likely) pathogenic 211 

variant were almost equally selected via the diagnosis and phenotype criteria, 212 

followed by family history (Figure 3B). However, both the diagnosis and 213 

phenotype criterion scored similarly high in patients with pathogenic germline 214 

variants and patients without (Figure 3B). Interestingly, 50% of all analyzed 215 

MDS patients (n=5/10) carried a pathogenic variant, rendering the diagnosis 216 

criterion highly relevant for this specific subtype (Figure 3C). By correlating both 217 

checklist and genomic data, the clinical evaluation of an underlying cancer 218 

predisposition based on state-of-the-art knowledge about genetic predisposition 219 

and based on all assessed checklist criteria showed a sensitivity of 73.3% 220 

(n=11/15) and specificity of 68.5 % (n=85/124). Taking together, we utilized a 221 

very strict analytical approach, focusing on autosomal dominant and compound 222 

heterozygous/biallelic cancer-related pathogenic germline variant, which 223 
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detected a genetic predisposition in every 10-11th child. Out of these, every 4th 224 

child would have been missed by clinical selection criteria alone.  225 
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Discussion:  226 

Diagnosing germline predisposition in pediatric cancer is essential, as it can 227 

convey implications for health care management, treatment and prevention (5). 228 

Another aspect is the scientifically often overlooked parent perspective, who 229 

might thrive to understand the question as to “why did our child develop 230 

cancer?”. Accordingly, our study reports exceedingly high acceptance rates, 231 

where 9 out of 10 families willingly participate in germline sequencing. This is 232 

also in line with recent meta-studies showing that parents report largely positive 233 

attitudes toward childhood genetic testing, appreciating it as beneficial rather 234 

than threatening (17). An extended study further confirms that children and 235 

young adults (ages 6-21 years) have a basic understanding of inherited disease 236 

predisposition within families and that they express an interest to undertake 237 

personal genetic testing (18). These analyses also underline the importance of 238 

structured, transparent and well-communicated approaches towards genetic 239 

testing, paired with a developmentally‐sensitive genetic counselling, education 240 

and support for the complete family to avoid misinformation and 241 

misinterpretation.  242 

As indications for genetic testing in daily practice are easily missed in children 243 

(19), user friendly selection tools are useful for pediatric oncologist to identify 244 

patients at risk for genetic susceptibilities (6). Nevertheless, the application of 245 

the respective checklists in pediatric cancer cohorts shows indications for 246 

referral to a clinical geneticist in around every 3rd case, while genetically verified 247 

cancer predispositions are only found in up to 15% (9, 20). Here, our data 248 

confirm a positive checklist in 36% of all patients within our cohort (n=50/139) 249 
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and an actual rate of tumor predisposition of 10.8% (n=15/139), out of which 250 

2.9% (n=4/139) scored checklist negative.  251 

While the general frequency per cancer entity in our cohort corresponds to a 252 

normal disease distribution, our cohort shows an unusually high rate of MDS 253 

patients (7.2%) compared to the expected frequency monitored through the 254 

German Childhood Cancer Registry (2.5%) (21). Since MDS is automatically 255 

marked as positive for genetic testing in our checklist, this leads to a small bias 256 

towards checklist positive cases via the diagnosis criterion in our analysis. 257 

Nevertheless, diagnosis still ranks as one of the most applicable categories 258 

within our cohort, even after exclusion of surplus MDS cases. Interestingly, 259 

overall, an underlying genetic cancer predisposition could be verified in half 260 

(n=5) of all analyzed MDS patients, out of which two presented with silent 261 

phenotypes. Therefore, our results highlight an exceedingly high rate of genetic 262 

predisposition in children with MDS (50%). 263 

Apart from its upsides in referring patients with MDS for genetic testing, the 264 

applied checklist only reached a specificity of 68.5%. Thus, based on our 265 

current knowledge about cancer predisposition, the majority of checklist positive 266 

cases (n=39/50) were categorized as false positives. Nevertheless, the 267 

presence of so far unknown cancer related susceptibilities, or of pathogenic 268 

variants, which were missed by our analysis, in these patients cannot be ruled 269 

out. With new approaches to detect cancer predisposition, like digenic 270 

predisposition scenarios or the relevance of structural alterations still being in its 271 

infancy (11, 23), the true checklist specificity might indeed be much higher. 272 

Also, the high occurrence of VUS in our cohort suggests additional potentially 273 

predisposing variants, with novel so far unrecognized cancer susceptibilities 274 
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and emphasizes the rising need for validated functional testing strategies. This 275 

would also explain why some cancer subtypes within our cohort (lymphoma, 276 

sarcoma or “others”) showed no pathogenic cancer-related variants. For 277 

lymphomas the absence of identified pathogenic variants could be rooted in the 278 

application of the utilized CPSR gene list, which might miss immune-deficiency-279 

related genetic predisposition. Also, the sarcoma group includes almost 40% of 280 

EWS-FLI1 driven Ewing Sarcomas. Thus, similar to adult Ewing sarcomas, 281 

there might be no additional genetic predisposition relevant (22), or it would only 282 

be low penetrant and therefore not detected by our algorithm.  283 

Nevertheless, every 4th patient within our cohort harboring a cancer 284 

predisposition would have gone unrecognized by just applying the clinical 285 

criteria, which only translates to a checklist sensitivity of 73.3%. While other 286 

studies showed higher sensitivity rates of 90-100%, this is mostly attributed to 287 

how strictly the respective cancer predisposition is defined (20, 24). Hence, as 288 

soon as the search field is broadened outside of the top 5-10% of the classical 289 

known cancer predispositions, the sensitivity of clinically implemented checklists 290 

drops drastically (9). However, not recognizing a cancer predisposition might be 291 

fatal, since its knowledge not only allows surveillance to detect early signs of 292 

disease progression but is also crucial to promptly offer hematopoietic stem cell 293 

transplantation (HSCT) and choose the right donors, as asymptomatic carriers 294 

can occur within a family (25). 295 

Taken together, while our data show that clinical checklists can be helpful to 296 

detect genetic predisposition in children with cancer, particular in the context of 297 

certain disease entities like MDS, we highlight that a high amount of genetically 298 

predisposed children are currently missed. This emphasizes the need for 299 
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routine clinical germline sequencing in pediatric oncology as an essential 300 

necessity to detect currently known predispositions.  301 
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Materials and Methods 302 

Patient enrollment and data/sample collection 303 

Patients <19 years of age were recruited unselectively at the Pediatric 304 

Oncology Department, Dresden (years 2019 until 2021). Consent of the families 305 

was obtained according to the Ethical Vote EK 181042019 (Dresden) and in line 306 

with the Declaration of Helsinki. The informed consent was obtained by a 307 

neutral pediatric oncologist trained in genetic counseling, explaining both 308 

benefits and drawbacks of the study. All patients and families were aware that 309 

they can retract their consent at any time. After agreeing to participate, the 310 

clinical data collection was carried out as described in Figure 1A. A checklist 311 

provided by the Deutsche Krebsgesellschaft (DKG) and Gesellschaft für 312 

pädiatrische Onkologie und Hämatologie (GPOH) Version “checkliste_kio-313 

A1_170509” (2019) was used to evaluate indications for genetic testing. If 314 

applicable, DNA of the patient was extracted from cultured skin fibroblasts. 315 

Therefore, the skin piece removed during implantation of the central venous 316 

catheter, which normally goes to waste, was utilized. For the remaining patients 317 

and the parents, peripheral blood (PB) was used. 318 

Cell culture 319 

Primary fibroblasts were cultured in BIO-AMF™-2 Medium (Biological-320 

Industries, Kibbutz Beit Haemek, Israel) up to 5 passages. 321 

Sample preparation and analysis pipeline 322 

DNA was extracted from the patient’s fibroblasts using the AllPrep DNA/RNA 323 

Mini Kit (Qiagen, Venlo, Netherlands) and from PB of the parents and the 324 

remaining patient’s using the QIAamp DNA Blood Mini Kit (Qiagen). Next-325 
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generation sequencing libraries for WES were generated using the SureSelect 326 

Human All Exon V7 kit (Agilent Technologies, Santa Clara, California, USA). 327 

The libraries were sequenced on a NovaSeq 6000 platform (Illumina, San 328 

Diego, CA 92122, USA) in paired-end mode (2 x 150bp) and with a final on-329 

target coverage of >100x. Processing of the WES data was carried out as 330 

previously described (20) with the following settings: Read files in the fastq 331 

format were generated with bcl2fastq v2.19.0, and trimmomatic v0.39 was used 332 

to remove adapter and low-quality sequences (26). The alignment to the human 333 

reference genome GRCh38 was performed using BWA-MEM v0.7.17 (27) and 334 

Samtools v1.2 (28). The tool Peddy 0.4.8 (29) performed gender and 335 

relatedness analyses to validate the correct sample assignment and the 336 

expected relationship of the patient’s data with the corresponding parents’ data. 337 

Single nucleotide variants (SNVs) and insertion/deletions (indels) were called 338 

using GATK v4.1.4.1 and VarScan2 v2.3.9 (30), applying the trio mode. 339 

Additionally, platypus v0.8.1 (31)  was used to call indels (default filter setting). 340 

Initial variant interpretation was carried out with the Cancer Predisposition 341 

Sequencing Reporter (CPSR, v.1.0.1) (12), which classified the variants as 342 

pathogenic, likely pathogenic, variant of uncertain significance (VUS), likely 343 

benign or benign. Subsequent genetic assessment according to ACMG and 344 

further specifications (see comment above) 345 

Sanger Sequencing 346 

Validation of the identified pathogenic germline variants was carried out using 347 

PCR-based Sanger Sequencing utilizing the following primer pairs: 348 

Gene Primer name Sequence 5'-->3' 
ATM ATM_p.Thr1029AsnfsTer19_F TAGCCATTCTATGGTAGCCC 
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ATM_p.Thr1029AsnfsTer19_R TGCGAACTTGGTGATGATTGT 

BARD1 

BARD1_p.Asn318GlufsTer22_F GTCTCTTTACCATTGGCTGAGCA 
BARD1_p.Asn318GlufsTer22_R CGTTTGCATGAAGGTGGTGAA 
BARD1_p.Cys645Ter_F TAGGAAGCGCTGTTGAACCC 
BARD1_p.Cys645Ter_R ACTTCCGTATGCTCGTTGGAA 

BRCA2 

BRCA2_p.Met1?_F GAATGCATCCCTGTGTAAGTGC 
BRCA2_p.Met1?_R GGTTCTAAGCAACACTGTGACG 
BRCA2_p.His2090Ter_F CGAACATTCAGACCAGCTCAC 
BRCA2_p.His2090Ter_R CACAGTGCTCTGGGTTTCTCT 
BRCA2_p.Asn1405ArgfsTer7_F GGAAGTTGCGAAAGCTCAAGAA 
BRCA2_p.Asn1405ArgfsTer7_R TTCATCACGTTCGGGTTGTCC 

CHEK2 
CHEK2_p.Thr410MetfsTer15_F TGCCTTTCCCTGTTTCTCAAGT 
CHEK2_p.Thr410MetfsTer15_R AAACTCCCACCACAGCACAT 

ERCC6L2 
ERCC6L2_p.Arg655Ter_F TACCTCTTCAACCCAAAGTTGCT 
ERCC6L2_p.Arg655Ter_R AAGATCCCTTGGTAATTCGCATGT 

MECOM 
MECOM_p.Cys831Ser_F GCTACTGTTCCTCAATGTGCTT 
MECOM_p.Cys831Ser_R ACCGGACATGTTCCCATTCT 

NF1 
NF1_c.2991-1G>A_F GGGTGCACTTACTCTGTGTGTTTA 
NF1_c.2991-1G>A_R CAACTTCTGGCTACCTTACTGTC 

POT1 
POT1_p.Gln199Ter_F ACTCTACTCTCTTATGGCAGGT 
POT1_p.Gln199Ter_R CATCACCTTCAGAGATCTTGCC 

TP53 
TP53_p.Gln167Ter_F GGAGGTGCTTACGCATGTTTG 
TP53_p.Gln167Ter_R CACACGCAAATTTCCTTCCA 

TRNT1 
TRNT1_p.Ser418fs_F AGCAGTGGTCCATTCCTCCAT 
TRNT1_p.Ser418fs_R GTTGTTCTACAGAGGTCCCCTA 

TSC1 
TSC1_p.Gln655Ter_F TGCCAAAGACAGCCCATCAT 
TSC1_p.Gln655Ter_R CACAGAAGAGAGTGCCCCAG 

WRAP53 
WRAP53_p.Arg398Trp_F GCAAGACCTGTTTTCAGCCC 
WRAP53_p.Arg398Trp_R CTCCCTTGGAGGCACAGATG 

 349 

Data availability statement 350 

(Likely) Pathogenic variant identified in the study were submitted to ClinVar 351 

(https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/clinvar/). The raw datasets generated during 352 

and/or analyzed during the current study are not publicly available due to 353 

personal data restrictions but are available from the corresponding authors on 354 

reasonable request. 355 
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Figure and Table legends 468 

 469 

Table 1:  470 

Detailed clinical characteristics of the analyzed cohort (n=139) 471 

 472 

Figure 1:  473 

(A) Study workflow comprising the following steps: (1) families are informed 474 

and provided with all required information about the study, before (2) 475 

signing the study consent. (3) Clinical data, including a three-generation 476 

pedigree is collected together with (4) a blood or fibroblast sample. (5) 477 

Whole exome sequencing is performed and (6) analyzed to identify all 478 

germline variants in the patient.  479 

(B) Distribution of tumor entities within the study cohort. Abbreviations: MDS 480 

– Myelodysplastic Syndrome, NB – Neuroblastoma. 481 

(C) Age distribution of the patients at diagnosis according to disease entity.  482 

(D) Patients were examined with respect to the 5 categories of the applied 483 

checklist. As soon as one category was positive, the whole questionnaire 484 

was considered as positive. Multiple positive categories were possible.  485 

(E) Detailed representation of the noted phenotypes within the study cohort. 486 

VSD - Ventricular septal defect.  487 

 488 

Figure 2:  489 

(A) Left: Likely pathogenic and pathogenic variants, as well as variants of 490 

uncertain significance (VUS) identified by CPSR within the complete 491 
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cohort. Right: variants selected for autosomal dominant inheritance and a 492 

direct cancer relevance in the respective child are highlighted in darker 493 

colouring. Variants displayed in purple represent cancer predispositions, 494 

which were detected outside of the CPSR algorithm during clinical 495 

workup. 496 

(B) List and distribution of selected cancer predisposing variants among 497 

different entities in the study cohort; a: the child inherited both variants 498 

from the heterozygotic parents and is homozygotic for this variant 499 

(biallelic expression); the CHEK2 variant listed in the leukemia group was 500 

found in a patient with transient myeloproliferative disease (TMD). MDS – 501 

Myelodysplastic Syndrome, NB – Neuroblastoma, Inher. – Inheritance 502 

 503 

Figure 3: 504 

(A) Upper: Distribution of cancer predisposing variants among checklist 505 

positive and negative patients. Lower: Patients with predisposing variants 506 

grouped for checklist outcome. 507 

(B) Checklist positive patients are separated into patients with (top) and 508 

without (bottom) cancer predisposing variants. The noted checklist 509 

categories are shown for each group individually. Multiple positive 510 

categories are possible. 511 

(C) Patients which scored checklist positive through the diagnosis criteria. 512 

Patients with a proven cancer predisposition are marked accordingly. 513 
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Sex:

Male 71 (51.1%)

Female 68 (48.9%)

Age at Diagnosis:

0-5 yrs 61 (43.9%)

6-10 yrs 26 (18.7%)

11-15 yrs 40 (28.8%)

16-18 yrs 12 (8.6%)

Diagnosis:

Leukemia 33 (23.7%)

Acute myeloid leukemia 6

B-cell acute lymphoblastic leukemia 22

T-cell acute lymphoblastic leukemia 5

Brain Tumor 41 (29.5%)

Astrocytoma 11

Atypical teratoid/rhabdoid tumor 2

Ependymoma 3

Ganglioglioma 4

Glioblastoma 1

Glioma 8

Medulloblastoma 7

Other 5

Sarcoma 18 (12.9%)

Ewing Sarcoma 7

Osteosarcoma 5

Rhabdomyosarcoma 4

Soft-tissue sarcoma 2

Lymphoma 15 (10.8%)

Anaplastic large cell lymphoma (ALCL) 2

Burkitt Lymphoma 2

Diffuse large B-cell lymphoma (DLBCL) 1

Hodgkin Lymphoma 7

precursor B-cell lymphoblastic lymphoma (pB-LBL) 2

T-cell lymphoma 1

Neuroblastoma 9 (6.5%)

Others 23 (16.5%)

Desmoid-Tumor 1

Germ cell tumor 4

Histiocytosis 1

Melanocytic tumors of uncertain malignant potential (MELTUMP)1

Melanoma 1

Myelodysplastic syndrome (MDS) 10

Neuroendocrine tumor 2

Wilms' Tumor 3

Table 1: Clinical characteristics of the analyzed cohort (n=139)
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