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Abstract

Background: Lynch Syndrome (LS) is an autosomal dominant hereditary syndrome associated
with a diverse range of cancer types. Despite being one of the most prevalent hereditary cancer
syndromes, the detection of LS remains challenging due to the absence of well-defined diagnostic
criteria which would be able to select all patients who should undergo testing for LS and the
limitations of existing screening methods. The implementation of an efficient screening program
capable of accurately detecting the majority of LS cases remains a topic of continuous discussion
in the scientific literature, with recent studies emphasizing the significance of a universal screening
program.

Methods: Our study aimed to develop and optimize a cost-effective universal screening method
for detecting mutation in the mismatch repair (MMR) genes through mixed sample analysis. We
tested five approaches in terms of the use of biological material and the analysis of mixed samples.

Results: Each approach successfully detected a specific Lynch-associated pathogenic variant in
mixed in the pooled samples with frequency 5.00%, with the lowest allelic fraction recorded at
3.04%. Approach 2, which involved isolating DNA from each patient individually, demonstrated
the highest average allelic fraction (7.04%). However, considering financial and time
requirements, approach 1, where DNA was isolated only after mixing aliquots of whole blood,
proved to be the most favorable.

Conclusion: The findings of our study present a promising opportunity to improve LS detection.
The identification of LS not only has the potential to prevent cancer-related morbidity and
mortality but also facilitates continued progress in understanding the primary prevention of cancer.
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Introduction

Lynch syndrome (LS) is an autosomal dominant hereditary syndrome caused by germline
mutations in the DNA mismatch repair (MMR) genes MLHI, MSH2, MSH6, PMS2, and/or in the
Lynch-associated gene EPCAM [1,2]. LS is among the most common hereditary cancer
syndromes, with an estimated population frequency of 0.36 % (1 in 279 people) [3]. Individuals
with LS have an increased risk of developing a specific cancer type, especially colorectal cancer
(CRC) and endometrial cancer (EC), as well as gastric, ovarian, pancreatic, prostate, urinary tract,
kidney, small intestine, hepatobiliary tract, brain, and cutaneous cancer. The association of LS with

breast cancer, as suggested by some studies, remains questionable [4].

The main problem in detecting LS is the fact that many cases remain undetected due to the diverse
range of associated cancer types and the absence of well-defined diagnostic criteria. These criteria
undergo modifications in their models and strategies over time due to the recognition of their
inadequacy based on practical experience [5]. Initially, individuals eligible for genetic testing for
LS were identified based on their fulfillment of the Amsterdam criteria or Bethesda guidelines [6].
However, it has been established that these criteria are insufficient for effectively screening for
Lynch syndrome because they can miss 23-50% of cases [3,7,8]. Adar et al. [9] observed that no
clinical criteria can accurately identify all LS patients detected through universal germline
mutation screening. Furthermore, Moreira et al. [10] also highlighted the limitations of the
concurrent criteria and methods. Among 10,019 patients analyzed, only 85 (27.2%) fulfilled the
Amsterdam criteria [ and II, and merely 214 (68.6%) met at least one criterion within the revised
Bethesda criteria among the identified 312 LS patients. Additionally, predictive computer models
such as PREMMS have demonstrated ineffectiveness in clinical practice, primarily due to their
focus on identifying individuals at the highest risk rather than encompassing the entire spectrum
of LS patients [10,11]. As a consequence of these limitations, only a fraction of LS cases undergo

genetic testing.

The diagnosis of LS involves two standard laboratory tests, DNA microsatellite instability (MSI)
analysis and immunohistochemistry (IHC) of MMR proteins. A definitive diagnosis of LS must
be confirmed by detecting the germline mutations in MMR genes [12,13]. The current strategy for
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LS detection involves universal screening of Lynch-associated tumors using these methods [14].
While tumor testing for MSI is sensitive, it is not specific enough for LS, as only 20-25% of MSI-
H tumors are associated with a germline MMR gene mutation. Additionally, MSI testing fails to
detect LS in approximately 5% of mutation carriers and has a sensitivity of only 86% for CRC in
families with an MSH6 gene mutation. To complement MSI testing, immunohistochemistry
screening is recommended [15]. Although PCR methods are currently the gold standard for
determining MSI status, NGS-based methods are being developed for MSI analysis in various
cancer types [16]. MSI NGS offers advantages such as analyzing a larger number of loci, reducing
the threshold for identifying MSI-H tumors to 20%. Moreover, it demonstrates high sensitivity
(96-100%) and specificity (97-100%) for LS screening [11]. With the decreasing costs of NGS, it
may become more cost-effective to sequence more genes rather than relying on MSI analysis and

immunohistochemistry [16,17].

The main aim of our study was to develop and optimize a cost-effective screening method for
detecting mutations in the MMR genes through different approaches of mixed sample analysis. To
test and evaluate the effectiveness of our method, we mixed an LS patient sample into the sample
pool of a healthy population to detect a known mutation and quantify its proportion within the
mixed sample. The analysis of mixed samples using this approach holds particular significance,
particularly in LS-related cancers where LS is relatively uncommon. The findings of our study
indicate a promising opportunity to enhance the effectiveness of universal screening for LS as it
would be possible to simultaneously analyze samples from 10 patients by performing a single
analysis. This improvement has the potential to greatly contribute to the development of more

targeted therapeutic approaches for patients.
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Figure 1. The diagram represents the comprehensive progression of the study, beginning from detailing of sample
types, transitioning to the collection of materials, and finally branching out to various methodological approaches for
analyzing grouped samples. Different methodology approaches are described as follows: WB-pre-Iso = Mix of Whole
Blood before DNA isolation and sequencing; WB-post-Iso = Mix of Whole Blood after DNA isolation and before
sequencing; BC-pre-Iso = Mix of Buffy Coats before DNA isolation and sequencing; BC-post-Iso = Mix of Buffy
Coats after DNA isolation and before sequencing; BC-post-PCR = Mix of samples (DNA isolated from Buffy Coats)
after PCR amplification and before sequencing; Control = Isolation from Buffy Coat of each participant.

Characterization of sample set

In order to make screening more cost-effective, we aimed to create and refine a method
that could effectively detect mutations in the MMR gene in mixed patient samples. To test our
method, we intentionally mixed one sample from a patient with Lynch syndrome with another nine
control samples without the causal mutation into the sample pool to see if we could detect a known
mutation and properly determine the fraction of that mutation in the sample. Our optimization
efforts focused on pooling samples at various stages of sample processing workflow using a

commercial kit for NGS library preparation.
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Types of sample pooling procedures

To find out the best way to mix the samples, we tested the following five different processing
methods and separately prepared samples as controls. The first method, WB-pre-Iso, involved
mixing of equivalent volume whole blood samples from individual probands before DNA
isolation. In the second method, WB-post-Iso, samples were mixed after DNA isolation from
whole blood of individual probands, with normalization to 10 ng/ul from each sample. The third
protocol, BC-pre-Iso, used a mixture of buffy coats from individual probands for DNA isolation.
Alternatively, DNA samples isolated from buffy coats of individual probands were normalized to
10 ng/ul and then pooled. Another method involved mixing the samples after the purification step
that follows the multiplex PCR reaction for target amplification in the NGS library preparation
process. In this case, the DNA samples were isolated from the buffy coat. Finally, separately
prepared libraries from DNA samples isolated from the buffy coat of each proband were used as

controls. All tested methods except the control preparation were performed in triplicate (Figure 1).
Sample processing

Venous blood from the probands was collected in BD Vacutainer blood collection tubes with the
anticoagulant K2EDTA (BD, Plymouth, UK). The buffy coat was obtained by centrifuging the
blood at 1000 g for 8 minutes, after which the plasma was removed, and the buffy coat was
collected in a new tube. DNA isolations from both whole blood and buffy coat were performed
using the QIAamp DNA Blood Mini Kit (Qiagen, Hilden, Germany) following the manufacturer's
protocol for spin isolation with some modifications. A recommended spin step, followed by
incubating the spin column at 56°C for 2 minutes, was implemented to eliminate the chance of
possible Buffer AW2 carryover. The isolated DNA samples were then eluted with 50 pl of
millipore water and incubated for 10 minutes before undergoing a final centrifugation at 20,000 g
for 1 minute. Concentrations of isolated DNA samples were determined fluorimetrically using

Qubit 3.0, and samples were subsequently normalized to 10 ng/pl.
NGS library preparation

A commercial kit, CleanPlex® Lynch Syndrome Panel (Paragon Genomics, Hayward, CA, USA),
was used to prepare the NGS libraries, with 30 ng of DNA used as input. The libraries were
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prepared with half volume of reagents compared to the original protocol, where 10 cycles were
used for target amplification during the multiplex PCR (mPCR) reaction. The second PCR
reaction, used to amplify and index the libraries, was performed using 17 and i5 indexed primers
suitable for sequencing by Illumina platforms. Six PCR cycles were used for library amplification.
Final NGS libraries were quantified using Qubit 3.0 (Life Technologies, Singapore), and their
length profile was determined based on on-chip electrophoresis using Agilent 2100 Bioanalyzer

(Agilent Technologies, Waldbronn, Germany).
NGS sequencing

Final NGS libraries were normalized to 2 nM and pooled equimolar. Sequencing was performed
by Illumina MiSeq platform using MiSeq Reagent Kit v3 (Illumina, San Diego, CA, USA) as
paired-end sequencing with reads length 151 bp.

Bioinformatical processing

Adapters and low quality ends (<20) of sequenced reads were removed using Trimmomatic (v0.36;
[18]), based on quality control statistics generated by FastQC (v0.11.5.). In the mapping step
against the human genome (hg38), we employed BWA (v0.7.17.) to map the reads to the reference
genome and SAMtools (v1.13; [19]) to sort and index generated SAM/BAM files. Finally,
BCFtools (v1.13; [20]) with default settings was used for variant calling and normalization. All

computational analyses were written and executed using the SnakeLines framework [21].

Statistics and variant analysis

We analyzed Variant Call Format (VCF) files to obtain allele fractions (AF) for each analyzed
sample. To achieve this, an in-house Python script was developed, utilizing the pyvef (v0.6.8)
library to analyze VCF files. For each variant in all sample VCF files, the script extracted the read
depth (DP total) and the number of alt-forward and alt-reverse bases (DP alt), from which the
alternative allele fraction (AF alt) was calculated as the ratio between DP total and DP alt. The
allele count (AC alt) was also calculated as the sum of genotypes, where, for instance, a 0/1
genotype would result in an AC alt of 1. Subsequently, a resulting table was generated, containing

only variants with an AC alt greater than 1 in at least one patient.
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The specified metrics were evaluated for each set of three samples in all methodologies, which
included WB-pre-Iso, WB-post-Iso, BC-pre-Iso, BC-post-Iso, BC-pre-PCR as well as 9 Control
samples. The Control group served as a reference point to evaluate if the appropriate allele fraction
was established in each experimental run. We also wanted to make sure that the analyzed mutation
does not also occur in other members within the group we analyzed, which could affect the allelic
fraction. Finally, the allele fraction was compared among the different methodologies to determine
any notable differences. The target allele fraction for the observed variant was set to a value of
5.00%, owing to the fact that the mixture comprised samples from 10 individuals, out of which

one harbored a mutation in one of their alleles.

Results

Table 1. presents the outcomes of measuring the concentration of the final DNA library samples
using Qubit 2.0 through fluorometric quantification. The data reveals that when sample aliquots
were mixed before DNA isolation, lower DNA concentrations were observed. Among the different
sample mixing approaches, the BC-post-Iso method, which involved mixing DNA samples from
the leukocyte-thrombocyte fraction, exhibited the highest DNA concentration values. These results
pertain to the DNA concentration values in the final library of the CleanPlex® Lynch Syndrome
Panel kit, as determined by Qubit 2.0.

Table 1. The table depicts results from measuring the concentration of final DNA library samples using the Qubit 2.0
system. This system uses a fluorometric approach for more accurate quantification. Concentration was determined
individually for each sample replicate to ensure robust data validity. WB-pre-Iso = Mix of Whole Blood before
isolation and sequencing; WB-post-Iso = Mix of Whole Blood after isolation and sequencing; BC-pre-Iso = Mix of
Buffy Coats before isolation and sequencing; BC-post-Iso = Mix of Buffy Coats after isolation and sequencing; BC-
post-PCR = Mix of Buffy Coats after PCR amplification and sequencing; Control = Isolation from Buffy Coat of each
participant.

Concentration of final DNA library

Sample
P (ng/pl)

WB-pre-Iso 1 0,588

WB-pre-Iso 2 0,886

WB-pre-Iso 3 0,470
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WB-post-Iso 1 0,830

WB-post-Iso 2 0,586

WB-post-Iso 3 0,780

BC-pre-Iso 1 0,278

BC-pre-Iso 2 0,598

BC-pre-Iso 3 0,760

BC-post-Iso 1 1,220

BC-post-Iso 2 1,110

BC-post-Iso 3 1,310

BC-post-PCR 1 | 0,570

BC-post-PCR 2 | 0,690

BC-post-PCR 3 | 0,736

Control 1 1,600
Control 2 1,810
Control 3 1,440
Control 4 2,040
Control 5 1,380
Control 6 1,360
Control 7 1,110
Control 8 1,910
Control 9 1,690
Control 10 1,490

Overall, it can be inferred that the quality of results from the CleanPlex® Lynch Syndrome Panel
(Paragon Genomics) DNA library, as assessed by the Agilent 2100 Bioanalyzer, is better when a
mixed sample of DNA from 10 patients is processed compared to when samples are purified

separately and mixed after the first PCR step (see Supplementary figures 1, 2, 3 and Table 1).
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Additionally, consistent levels of amplification are observed in the control samples across all 10

patients (see Supplementary figure 4).

After sequencing and bioinformatics analysis of the samples, we then analyzed the allele fraction
of the specific LS patient mutation within each mixed sample. In total, we were able to map 110
272 reads to the region across all samples. Of these, 5 541 contained a specific mutation (single
nucleotide deletion C) located in the MSH6 gene on chromosome 2 at position 47 403 369 when
mapping to hg38. The average coverage of that region per sample was 4 410.88 reads per sample.
On average, the allele fraction of the mutation analyzed by us was 5.025%. Table 2 shows allele
fraction, depth of coverage of the specified region, number of reads containing the mutation and
total mapped reads for each sequenced sample. The fragments of the mixed samples containing

the mutation accounted for 3.04% to 8.3% of the fragments mapped to a particular region.

With approach 1, where DNA was isolated only after mixing aliquots of whole blood, we found
an average coverage per sample of 4 824.3. The average number of reads containing a given
mutation was 175.66. The allele fraction averaged for a given approach in the samples was 3.641%.
For approach 2, where DNA from whole blood samples was first isolated and then mixed, the
average number of reads covering the selected position was 4 675.0. The average number of reads
where we detected the mutation was 329, resulting in an average allele fraction as high as 7.037%.
In approach 3, where we mixed the buffy coats of the samples analyzed by us prior to DNA
isolation, we observed an average read coverage of the selected region of 4 203.7 reads. On average
per sample, the mutation was present in 180.33 reads, resulting in an average allele fraction of
4.29%. In approach 4, where we mixed the DNA from the buffy coat after isolation from each
sample independently and then analyzed as a mixture sample, we recorded an average coverage of
the selected site in the genome at 4 332.7 reads, with an average number of reads containing the
mutation of 258.33 reads. From this, we determined an average allele fraction of 5.973%. The final
approach in the mixed sample analysis was approach 5, where we amplified the samples after DNA
isolation in the first PCR kit CleanPlex® Lynch Syndrome Panel (Paragon Genomics), and then
after purification, we mixed and analyzed the samples as a single sample. The average coverage
of the selected position was 2 788.0 reads. The mutation we analyzed was present in an average of

118.66 reads, which means that the average allele fraction was 4.256% (Table 3).
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Table 2. Allele fraction of the mutation located in the MSH6 gene at chromosome 2 position 47403369 (hg38), total
depth of coverage of the region, number of reads containing the mutation for different mixing approaches and control
samples. The table also provides data on the average depth of coverage and the standard deviation of depth of coverage
for all variants with an AC > 1 in at least one mixing approach or control sample. WB-pre-Iso = Mix of Whole Blood
before isolation and sequencing; WB-post-Iso = Mix of Whole Blood after isolation and sequencing; BC-pre-Iso =
Mix of Buffy Coats before isolation and sequencing; BC-post-Iso = Mix of Buffy Coats after isolation and sequencing;
BC-post-PCR = Mix of Buffy Coats after PCR amplification and sequencing; Control = Isolation from Buffy Coat of
each participant.

Number of Average .
Allele reads coverage Standard deviation
Sample fraction Coverage containing c.lepth . of coverage depth
depth . (variants with | (variants with AC > 0)
(%) mutation AC>0)
WB-pre-Iso 1 3.68 6637 244 4114.4 2456.7
WB-pre-Iso 2 3.18 4438 141 3202.2 2014.3
WB-pre-Iso 3 4.19 3398 142 2539.8 1690.0
WB-post-Iso 1 6.31 4646 293 3224.5 2033.4
WB-post-Iso 2 8.30 3059 254 2338.2 1568.4
WB-post-Iso 3 6.96 6320 440 4012.7 2399.0
BC-pre-Iso 1 4.03 4514 182 3121.4 1967.4
BC-pre-Iso 2 4.24 4123 175 3015.4 1886.2
BC-pre-Iso 3 4.63 3974 184 2819.5 1807.7
BC-post-Iso 1 5.56 4391 244 3116.8 1957.5
BC-post-Iso 2 6.02 4933 297 3359.0 2028.9
BC-post-Iso 3 6.37 3674 234 2599.5 1665.6
BC-post-PCR 1 | 5.68 2746 156 2387.6 1672.1
BC-post-PCR 2 | 4.08 2793 114 2334.8 1660.6
BC-post-PCR 3 | 3.04 2825 86 2342.7 1627.8



https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.07.23297590
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.07.23297590; this version posted November 7, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Control 1 0 6528 0 4171.6 2439.0
Control 2 0 4265 0 3280.9 2075.6
Control 3 0 4592 0 3312.5 2074.3
Control 4 0 4377 0 3299.9 2040.4
Control 5 48.90 4816 2355 3394.6 2041.6
Control 6 0 4731 0 31394 2571.3
Control 7 0 4189 0 3216.8 2075.6
Control 8 0 3637 0 2947.5 1959.8
Control 9 0 3580 0 2583.2 1674.8
Control 10 0 4591 0 3448.5 2259.5

Table 3. Averages of number of reads containing the selected mutation, coverage depth and allele fraction across
different mixed sample analysis approaches.

Average Average number of
Average allele ..
Approach Sample fraction (%) coverage reads containing the
pp depth selected mutation
1 WB-pre-Iso (1,2,3) | 3.641 4824.3 175.7
2 WB-pos-Iso (1,2,3) | 7.037 4675.0 329.0
3 BC-pre-Iso (1,2,3) 4.290 4203.7 180.3
4 BC-post-Iso (1,2,3) | 5.973 4332.7 258.3
5 BC-post-PCR (1,2,3) | 4.256 2788.0 118.7
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Discussion

The established gold standard for LS diagnosis involves the identification of a hereditary mutation
in any of the four MMR genes and in the non-MMR gene, EPCAM. However, the implementation
of an efficient screening program capable of accurately detecting the majority of LS cases remains
a topic of continuous discussion in the scientific literature. While some groups advocate for
selective screening, recent studies strongly emphasize the significance of a universal screening
program using genetic testing, encompassing all patients with Lynch-associated cancers,
irrespective of clinicopathological characteristics or family history [22,23]. Our study aims to
assess the cost- and time-effectiveness of different diagnostic strategies for LS from the
perspective of mixed sample analysis. We intentionally combined a sample from a confirmed LS
patient with samples from the healthy population, with the aim of identifying a sufficiently large
percentage of DNA containing a mutation. We proposed different approaches in terms of the use
of biological material and tested several options for the analysis of mixed samples, while the use
of the leukocyte-platelet fraction after centrifugation of a unit of anticoagulated whole blood
proved to be the most appropriate using the commercial kit CleanPlex® Lynch Syndrome Panel

(Paragon Genomics).

During the optimization of mixed sample analysis, we conducted tests using various approaches
(Table 3). Approach 1, where DNA was isolated only after mixing aliquots of whole blood, showed
the lowest allelic fraction (3.641). This deviation from the expected allelic fraction could be
attributed to variations in the leukocyte content among the patients' blood samples, given that DNA
isolation occurred after the samples were mixed. Therefore, we assumed that the results would be
more accurate in the case of buffy coat collection. We confirmed this by observing a higher allelic
fraction in approaches 3, 4 and 5 where we used a buffy coat for analysis. We reached the second
lowest allelic fraction in approach 5, when the samples were mixed only after the first amplification
step. Given that in this approach the samples were amplified separately in the first PCR reaction,
it is the least financially and time-effective approach, as well as the least effective in terms of the
potential of using the given screening method for a larger number of patients in one mixed sample.
Approach 2 showed the highest average allelic fraction (7.037). This method involved isolating

DNA from whole blood of each patient individually, making it less advantageous in terms of time
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and cost compared to approaches 1 and 3, which utilized mixed samples from whole blood or buffy
coats. From a statistical standpoint, approaches 3 and 4 yielded results closest to the expected
allelic fraction of approximately 0.05. Overall, each approach successfully detected a specific
pathogenic variant in patient with Lynch syndrome, with the lowest allelic fraction of 0.0304 in

the case of sample BC-post-PCR 3.

In recent years, there have been rapid developments in the identification and management of
individuals and families affected by Lynch syndrome. Advances in molecular testing and NGS
technologies have greatly improved the ability to screen all patients not only with CRC but also
with other Lynch-related cancers. According to many studies, mentioned in the introduction,
testing all patients with Lynch associated cancer would increase the number of diagnosed patients.
Considering that if a mutation causing LS occurs in a mixed sample, it is necessary to test each
patient separately, the method proposed by us would be beneficial especially in Lynch-associated
cancers, where patients with LS do not occur statistically as often as in colorectal and endometrial
cancer. Screening using mixed samples could be very beneficial, considering the number of tested
patients without capturing a patient with LS and thus without the need to test every individual from
a pool of patients within a mixed sample. However, we can also expect a reduction in screening
costs for patients with colon and endometrial cancer, given that LS causes statistically 2 to 4% of

colorectal cancers and approximately 2.5% of endometrial cancers [24] .

Although our study showed promising results, there are some limitations that need to be taken into
account in the further interpretation of the results. The study may be limited by the sample size, as
it might not fully represent the diversity of LS cases in larger populations. However, it is important
to point out that the goal of this study was to find the most suitable way of processing the sample
with subsequent application in population study in the future. While our results demonstrated the
successful detection of the LS pathogenic variant, the allelic fraction recorded in some cases might
still be below the threshold for reliable clinical diagnosis, indicating potential limitations in
sensitivity. Although many approaches in the study have been shown to be cost and time-effective,
it's crucial to consider the practicality and resources required for implementation in a real clinical
setting. In summary, the study provides promising results, but further research and validation in

larger and more diverse patient cohorts are required to establish the robustness and reliability of
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the proposed screening method. However, we believe that the identification of LS not only has the
potential to prevent cancer-related morbidity and mortality but also facilitates continued progress

in understanding the primary prevention of cancer.
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