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Abstract  

Purpose: To assess the differences in the variants classifications using the 

ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines and the Bayesian point-based classification system (here 

referred to as point system) in 115 hereditary cancer predisposition genes and explore 

the utility of the point system in variant reanalysis.  

Methods: Germline variant classifications from 721 pediatric patients were evaluated 

using the two scoring systems and compared with our reported classification.  

Results: 2376 unique variants were identified. The point system exhibited a propensity 

to decrease the rate of variants of unknown significance (VUS) to 15% compared to 

36% by the ACMG/AMP 2015 (Cochran-Armitage with Z-score of -16.686; p-value < 

0.001). This reduction in VUS rate is attributed to 1) single benign supporting evidence 

(12%); 2) single benign strong evidence (4%), each of which independently could 

downgrade a VUS to likely benign in the point system; and 3) resolving conflicting 

evidence or evidence not recognized by the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines (5%). 

Examination of the point system scores of the reported VUS (28%) facilitated tiering and 

prioritizing the variants for reanalysis.  

Conclusion: The point system facilitates the reduction of the VUS rate and provides a 

systematic way for periodic reanalysis of VUS in hereditary cancer predisposition 

genes.  

 

Keywords 

Variant classification, ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines, Bayesian point-based classification 

system, hereditary cancer predisposition 

 . 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 (which was not certified by peer review)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 March 6, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.04.24303679doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.04.24303679
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


4 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 Genetic variant curation and analysis is an essential aspect of the practice of 

genomic medicine. Efforts led by the American College of Medical Genetics and 

Genomics and the Association for Molecular Pathology (ACMG/AMP) provided a 

framework for efficient germline variant curation in 2015 (here referred to as 

ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines).1 Despite the success of this framework, discordance in 

variant classification between laboratories remained and it was evident that additional 

clarification and refinement of these guidelines was needed.2 Several studies have 

documented the necessity of periodic and systematic reanalysis of germline variants to 

improve patient care3-5 and to accelerate disease-gene discovery in research settings.6 

 In 2018, the Clinical Genome Resource (ClinGen) Sequence Variant 

Interpretation (SVI) Working Group (https://clinicalgenome.org/working-

groups/sequence-variant-interpretation/) presented a Bayesian classification framework 

that aims to provide a quantitative approach to variant classification.7 Subsequently, 

Tavtigian and colleagues proposed a model to transform the Bayesian framework to a 

point-based classification system (referred to as the point system) to facilitate the 

integration of the Bayesian framework with the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines.8 Building 

on these developments, the objective of our study is to assess the concordance in 

germline variant classifications using the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines and the point 

system utilizing data from a cohort of pediatric cancer patients evaluated by a 115-gene 

cancer predisposition germline panel. We assess the degree of concordance between 
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the two scoring methods and identify discrepancies and potential limitations of each 

scoring system. Furthermore, we explore the utility of the point system in tiering the 

variants and the systematic reanalysis of genetic results. 

 

MATERIALS AND METHODS  

Samples and data collection 

Variant analysis was performed on reported germline variant calls from 721 patients 

who underwent hereditary cancer panel testing between June 2021 and May 2023.  

Dual Genome Sequencing (GS) and Exome Sequencing (ES) were performed on 

germline samples (peripheral blood or skin biopsy) to assess for single nucleotide 

variants, insertions, deletions, and copy number variants in 115 genes associated with 

the risk of inherited cancer syndromes (see Supplementary Table 1 for complete gene 

list and preferred transcripts). Sequencing and bioinformatics analysis were performed 

as previously described.9,10  

 Within our cohort, most evidence codes were applied in accordance with the 

strength originally proposed in the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines. However, a subset of 

variants had modified strengths either based on our committee review or 

recommendations from the ClinGen SVI Working Group. As such, results were split into 

variants with the original strengths according to ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines and 

variants with modified strengths in order to make direct comparisons. The ClinGen-

modified evidence codes include: BA1, PVS1, PS2/PM6, PS3/BS3, PM2, PM3, and 

PP3/BP4. Since the BA1-stand-alone evidence code was not included in the point 

system, variants meeting the criteria for BA1-stand-alone were excluded.7 
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Dataset assembly and scoring methodologies 

 To assemble our dataset, we queried our internal clinical database and retrieved 

variants classified by the Molecular Pathology/Clinical Genomics laboratory at St. Jude 

Children’s Research Hospital between June 2021 and May 2023. The corresponding 

evidence codes and strength of each variant were scored using the ACMG/AMP 2015 

guidelines and the point system. Eventually, we correlated with our reported 

classification. Our analysis did not include copy number variations.  

 

Statistical analysis 

Cohen’s kappa statistic was used to assess pairwise concordance between the variant 

classification generated by the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines and the point system, as 

well as to compare our reported classification against each model. The variant 

classification was binned by comparing the variant of unknown significance (VUS) 

across the ACMG/AMP 2015, the point system and our reported classification against 

the remaining categories (Benign ‘B’, Likely Benign ‘LB’, Likely Pathogenic ‘LP’, or 

Pathogenic ‘P’) grouped into a single category labeled as ‘other categories’. This 

facilitated the utilization of two-by-three tables for testing and contrasting trends of 

association using the Cochran-Armitage test and McNemar paired proportion tests. All 

statistical analyses used a two-sided alpha level of 0.05 and were performed using the 

R software (version 4.3.1 (2023-06-16 ucrt)). 
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RESULTS 

Clinical Cohort Profile and Variant Distribution 

 Approximately 34% (244/721) of patients had a solid tumor primary diagnosis, 

~33% (240/721) had central nervous system (CNS) tumors, and the remaining ~33% 

(237/721) had various hematolymphoid tumors (Supplementary Figure 1). One hundred 

and three P/LP variants in autosomal dominant genes and 18 P/LP heterozygous 

variants in genes associated with an autosomal recessive inheritance pattern 

(Supplementary Figure 1) were detected. The overall prevalence of P and LP variants in 

our cohort is ~17% (121/721), which is comparable to previous pediatric cancer 

predisposition cohorts.10  

 After excluding duplicate germline variants and eliminating variants meeting BA1-

stand-alone criteria, a total of 2376 unique variants were identified in our clinical cohort. 

These comprised 1288 missense, 660 silent, 309 splice-associated variants, 45 

frameshift indels, 41 in-frame indels, 32 nonsense, and one variant in a non-coding 

gene (TERC). The 309 splice-associated variants comprised 11 canonical splice site 

variants and 298 in splicing regulatory regions extending from the last three bases of an 

exon to the first base of the following exon, not including the canonical splice site. 

 

Comparative Analysis of Variant Classification System 

 The analysis of the variability in genetic variant classifications among 

ACMG/AMP 2015, the point system, and our reported classification reveals distinct 

distributions within the various variant categories (Figure 1a). Evaluation of overall 

pairwise concordance using Cohen’s Kappa statistic identified the lowest agreement 
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between the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines and the point system, with a Kappa 

coefficient of 0.63 (z = 49.7, p-value < 0.001; 95% CI: 0.59-0.68). A higher level of 

agreement was observed between the ACMG/AMP 2015 classification and our reported 

classification, with a Kappa coefficient of 0.82 (z = 58.7, p-value < 0.001; 95% CI: 0.77-

0.86), while the agreement between the point system and our reported classification 

exhibited a Kappa coefficient of 0.72 (z = 53.7, p-value < 0.001; 95% CI: 0.67-0.76). 

Trend analysis using the Cochran-Armitage test demonstrated a significant reduction in 

VUS when applying the point system by shifting the variant classification towards LB/B 

and LP/P (Z = -16.686, p-value < 0.001) (Figure 1b; Supplementary Table 2). 

 

Analysis of Discordant Results 

 To elucidate the main patterns of disagreement between the scoring systems 

and identify potential reasons for the decrease in VUS by the point system, an in-depth 

analysis was conducted on discordant calls between the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines 

and the point system, where the lowest agreement was noted. Among the 2376 unique 

variants analyzed, 23.5% (n=559) exhibited discordant classifications (Supplementary 

Table 3). These discordant variants were further divided into those that retained the 

originally defined evidence code strength from the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines (n= 

445) and those that were assigned a modified evidence code strength (n = 114). 

 

A) Variants with Original ACMG Evidence Codes 

 The predominant impact was on VUS, but it also affected P and LP variants 

(Figure 2). Among VUS, ~18% (422/2376) variants were subsequently downgraded to 
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LB, ~0.8% (18/2376) variants were reclassified as B, and notably, one variant was 

upgraded to LP. Furthermore, two variants initially categorized as LP were upgraded to 

P. Conversely, the application of the point system resulted in two variants being 

downgraded from P to LP. 

 Analysis of the evidence codes/categories, strengths, and corresponding point 

system scores within the discrepant categories (Supplementary Figure 2; 

Supplementary text) revealed 12% (289/2376) of variants with a score of -1, the 

minimum threshold in the point system for calling LB. The BP4 supporting evidence 

code was applied to most variants (283/2376), including 275 coding substitutions and 

eight intronic variants. Our application of PP3/BP4 criteria was dependent on the 

REVEL, where a value ≤0.290 is applied for BP4 (-1 point), ≥0.644 is applied for PP3 (1 

point), and 0.3-0.63 would be inconclusive (0 point).11 A total of 275 single nucleotide 

variants received BP4 based on their REVEL score, while six variants had an 

inconclusive score between 0.31 and 0.43. 

 Approximately 6% (151/2376) of VUS, according to ACMG/AMP 2015, had a 

score ≤ -2 using the point system. These variants were designated as VUS by 

ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines because they did not meet a specific criterion and/or 

exhibited contradictory benign and pathogenic criteria. However, the variants achieved 

the minimum threshold score of -2 or -7 for classification as LB and B by the point 

system, respectively.  Approximately 4% (98/2376) of variants were seen at score -4, 

driven by one benign strong evidence type (i.e., BS1, BS2, or BS3 each provides -4 

points), with BS1 alone applied alone 87 times. The remaining ~2% (53/2376) exhibited 

contradictory benign and pathogenic criteria (Supplementary Figure 2). 
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 The point system resulted in one variant, CHEK2 NM_007194.4:c.190G>A 

(p.Glu64Lys), being upgraded from VUS to LP (score from 6 to 9 points). The CHEK2 

variant received PS3 Strong (4 points), PS4 Strong (4 points) and BP4 Supporting (-1 

point). Additionally, two variants were upgraded from LP to P (score equal to or greater 

than 10 points). Those included BLM NM_000057.4:c.2250_2251insAAAT 

(p.Leu751LysfsTer25) and POT1 NM_015450.2:c.1087C>T (p.Arg363Ter), each 

received a PVS1 Very Strong (8 points) and one moderate evidence code (either PM3 

or PM5 provides 2 points), resulting in a final score of 10 points. Conversely, due to a 

final score of 9 points, driven by two strong evidence codes (PS3 Strong and PS4 

Strong) and one supporting evidence code (either PP1 Supporting or PP3 Supporting 

provides 1 point), the point system downgraded two variants, MUTYH 

NM_001128425.1:c.1187G>A (p.Gly396Asp) and MITF NM_198159.3:c.1255G>A 

(p.Glu419Lys), from P to LP (9 points). 

 

B) Variants With Modified ACMG Evidence Codes 

  Approximately 5% of discordant variants (114/2376) received at least one 

modified evidence code that differed from the original ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines 

(Figure 3). The modified evidence code was either due to ClinGen recommendations or 

made by our internal committee (Supplementary Figure 3; Supplementary text). 

Approximately 3% (65/2376) were classified as VUS by the ACMG/AMP 2015 

guidelines due to contradictory criteria between benign and pathogenic evidence codes 

or evidence strength combinations not recognized in the original guidelines (e.g., PM3 

Very Strong). Of these, 51 variants were downgraded to LB by the point system, 
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including 32 variants with a score of -1 achieved by two benign supporting evidence 

codes with one pathogenic supporting (e.g., BP4 Supporting; BP7 Supporting; PM2 

Supporting) (Supplementary Figure 4a). The 14 VUS called by the ACMG/AMP 2015 

included three that were upgraded to P and 11 variants that were upgraded to LP 

(Supplementary Figure 4b). PM3 Very Strong (8 points) evidence was applied in 4 

variants based on the ClinGen guidance on variant phasing 

(https://clinicalgenome.org/working-groups/sequence-variant-interpretation/) and was 

combined with PVS1 Very Strong in three variants and therefore regarded as P. PM3 

Very Strong was also combined with a pathogenic supporting evidence code (1 point) in 

one variant and therefore met the criteria for LP by the point system. The remaining 

upgraded LP variants comprised eight variants with PVS1 Very Strong with one 

pathogenic supporting evidence code; two variants were upgraded based on a 

combination of different pathogenic evidence codes that are not recognized by the 

ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines.  

 Interestingly, a variant in BRCA2 NM_000059.3:c.9699_9702del that was 

classified as P by ACMG/AMP 2015 was subsequently downgraded to LP using the 

point system based upon the following evidence codes totaling 8 points: PS4 Strong; 

PVS1 Strong. The BRCA2 variant is in the last exon and is not predicted to trigger 

nonsense-mediated-decay (NMD); therefore, PVS1 Very Strong was downgraded to 

PVS1 Strong according to the recommendations from Abou Tayoun and colleagues.12 

 Approximately 2% (47/2376) of variants with modified evidence codes applied 

that were categorized as LB based on ACMG/AMP 2015 were further downgraded to B 

by the point system. With the exception of BA1, the original ACMG/AMP 2015 
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recommendations typically required ≥ 2 strong evidence codes for benign and either 

one strong and one supporting evidence code or ≥ 2 supporting evidence codes for LB. 

In our cohort, 45 unique variants with a score of -7 explained the downgrade from LB to 

B using the point system framework (Supplementary Figure 4c). 

 

Comparing the Point System with Reported Classification 

 Overall, the point system is associated with a ~21% reduction in the number of 

VUS compared to the ACMG/AMP 2015. This reduction is due to single benign 

supporting evidence (~12%) or single benign strong evidence code (~4%) being 

applied, as well as resolving conflicting evidence codes or inclusion of evidence not 

recognized by the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines (~5%) (Figure 4). Subsequent analysis 

was performed to explore the impact of those patterns on our reported variants 

classification. Among 321 unique variants receiving a point system score of -1, ~12% 

(292/2376) were reported as VUS (with BP4 in 278) and 29 variants were reported as 

B/LB. Approximately 4% (97/2376) of variants with a score of -4 driven by a single 

benign strong evidence code were reported as LB (Supplementary Figure 5). Of the 

~4% of VUS with conflicting evidence (as determined by the ACMG/AMP 2015 

guidelines), 86 were reported as B/LB variants with a point system score range of -1 to -

11 and 14 variants were reported as P/LP (Supplementary Table 3; Supplementary 

text). Less than 1% (14/ 2376) were reported as VUS and one variant was upgraded 

during our analysis.  

  

VUS Tiering Using the Point System  
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 The point system facilitated the tiering of the reported VUS by examining the 

associated point system scores and variant type (Figure 5; Supplementary Table 3). 

The point system demonstrated concordance in classifying 351 reported VUS. In this 

category, missense variants are more prevalent, with a high frequency observed 0- and 

1-point system scores (121 and 129 occurrences respectively), but with a notable 

decrease at lower point system scores with 2, 3, 4, and 5 detected at frequencies of 56, 

4, 3, and 2, respectively. For variants with a point system score of 0, both a pathogenic 

and benign supporting evidence type were applied, leading to a net score of 0, with the 

most commonly occurring combinations being BP4 Supporting with PM2 Supporting 

(n=101) and BP4 Supporting with PP2 Supporting (n=13). The majority of VUS with a 

score of 1 harbored a single pathogenic supporting evidence (e.g., PP3 Supporting, n = 

67; PM2 Supporting, n = 41). Variants with a score of 2 were frequently associated with 

two pathogenic supporting evidence codes (e.g., PM2 Supporting; PP3 Supporting). 

Seventeen variants with scores of 3 and above had either several pathogenic 

supporting evidence codes or evidence codes with moderate or strong strength.  

 Two variants in ATM and POLE with scores of 9 and 12 were reported as VUS.  

During our reevaluation, ATM NM_000051.3:c.7135C>G (p.Leu2379Val) was upgraded 

to LP. The variant was initially classified as VUS with a score of 9. It has a ~0.038% 

subpopulation frequency in gnomAD v2.1.1, causes partial exon 49 skipping, and is 

reported in individuals with breast/ovarian cancer.13 While this variant meets the point 

system classification criteria for LP, the initial version (v1.1) of the ATM classification 

rules specified by ClinGen restricted LP calls for one very strong with PM2 supporting 

(internal communication). As such, the variant was initially regarded as VUS. 
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Importantly, the v1.2 ATM curation guidelines now permit this combination for LP and 

the reported variant was upgraded to LP accordingly. A truncating variant was identified 

in POLE with a score of 12; however, the variant was reported as a VUS with respect to 

POLE-associated polyposis (Supplementary text). 

 In addition to 292 variants with a score of -1 reported as VUS, 13 variants with 

lower scores were regarded by the point system as B/LB, of which seven had 

contradictory evidence, while the remaining six variants were re-reviewed during our 

study and the classification remained unchanged.  

 

DISCUSSION: 

 We compared the scoring rules of qualitative ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines and 

the quantitative Bayesian point-based system and their respective effects on germline 

variant classification. Our analysis highlighted the tendency of the point system to 

decrease the overall number of VUS by either downgrading to LB/B or upgrading to 

LP/P. We observed a discrepancy in variant scoring between the two methodologies in 

~23.5% of the variants analyzed. Among discrepant variants, ~21% were attributed to a 

decrease in VUS rates, driven by three primary modifications: 1) ~12% reduction in VUS 

with a point system score of -1, primarily due to a single benign supporting evidence 

code (most notably BP4 Supporting in 283 variants); 2) ~4% reduction in VUS with a 

point system score of -4 linked to a single benign strong evidence code (e.g., BS1-BS3 

in 98 variants); and 3) ~5% reduction in VUS with conflicting evidence codes or criteria 

not acknowledged by the current ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines. The remaining ~2.5% of 

discrepant variants were related to the reclassification from LB to B by the point system 
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and, to a lesser extent, changes between LP and P classifications. Approximately 8% of 

variants classified by the point system aligned with our reported findings, either by 

resolving conflicting/contradictory evidence (4%) or through a single benign strong 

evidence code being applied (4%). 

 To elucidate the primary causes of the discrepancies observed between these 

two classification systems, it is essential to consider the seminal insights from the 

research undertaken by Tavtigian and colleagues.7 Analysis of a prior probability 

(Prior_P) of 0.10, with odds of pathogenicity of 350, produced a posterior probability in 

alignment with the ACMG/AMP 2015 criteria, with two notable exceptions: instances 

where two pathogenic strong classifications are interpreted as likely pathogenic (LP) 

and cases where one very strong and one moderate piece of evidence are considered 

pathogenic (P). Subsequent inference of the point-system scale derived from a Prior_P 

of 0.1 resulted in a single piece of benign evidence or equivalent conflicting evidence 

with a point score of -1 is capable of reclassifying a genetic variant from a VUS to LB – 

a critical difference from the criteria set forth in the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines.8   

 Approximately 12% of discordant classifications were associated with a point 

system score of -1. While this can raise some uncertainty regarding the impact of the 

point system, a detailed examination of the reported missense VUS and associated 

point system scores, ranging from 0 to 5, revealed that the 250 of VUS had scores of 1 

or 2. In order to change a classification from LB (with a score of -1) to LP (with a score 

of 6), a minimum of 8 pathogenic points would be required. While this might seem to be 

a rare situation for a variant to acquire eight pathogenic points, missense or 

synonymous variants that might activate a cryptic splice site, and alter the coding frame 
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of proteins, could be assigned PVS1 Very Strong (8 points) evidence code, potentially 

resulting in reclassification from LB to LP. It may, therefore, become necessary for 

clinical laboratories to conduct a systematic assessment of all substitutions/missense 

variants by employing computational predictions that encompass not only protein 

structure but also potential changes in splicing. Such a comprehensive approach is vital 

to ensure the accurate application of the BP4 criterion in the variant classification 

process with the point system. The point system score of -1 might be helpful in resolving 

conflicting evidence such as BP4 Supporting, BP7 Supporting, and PM2 Supporting.  In 

the context of cancer predisposition and incidental findings, it might be challenging to 

classify a variant as LB based on a single benign supporting evidence code due to the 

paucity of comprehensive clinical information.14 Conversely, in non-cancerous 

Mendelian disorders, with a detailed and comprehensive phenotypic evaluation, the 

application of a threshold that allows the acceptance of a single piece of benign 

supporting evidence for the reclassification of VUS to LB may be feasible. 

 The modeling of the ACMG/AMP 2015 classification guidelines as a Bayesian 

classification framework has yielded other pivotal insights on variants with a single piece 

of strong benign evidence with a score of -4 (i.e., BS1-BS3). Tavtigian and colleagues 

uncovered a distinct pattern within the ACMG/AMP 2015 criteria where one criterion 

from a stronger evidence category could equivalently be replaced by two criteria from 

the next lower strength category or by four criteria from two subsequently lower 

categories.7 In the ACMG/AMP 2015,  the LB can be achieved by at least two 

supporting benign evidence types; within the point system, one strong piece of benign 

evidence (e.g., BS1-4) would be equivalent to four pieces of supporting benign evidence 
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(BP1-BP7), thereby positing that a single strong evidence type could suffice to reclassify 

a variant from VUS to LB.   

 The point system resolved ~5% of VUS due to conflicting evidence codes or with 

a combination of evidence codes that are not directly recognized by ACMG/AMP 2015 

guidelines. While the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines recommend that experts should use 

their judgment when they encounter conflicting/contradictory evidence codes, the ability 

of the point system to address these conflicts suggests a path for large-scale 

automation of variants.1,7 Furthermore, a combination of one very strong and one 

supporting evidence code can achieve a posterior probability greater than 90%, aligning 

with the criteria to meet LP. The significance of this finding is particularly relevant in light 

of ClinGen’s recommendation to downgrade the strength of PM2 from moderate to 

supporting. Similarly, combinations like BP4 Supporting, BP7 Supporting, and PM2 

Supporting would be LB (-1 point), while it would be VUS (0 point) using PM2 Moderate. 

Clinical laboratories adopting the latest ClinGen guidelines must be aware of these 

implications.  

 The point system can shed light on a systematic way for sub-tiering the 

variants.15 In our cohort, reevaluation of the reported VUS (28%) was facilitated by 

examination of the point system score and associated variant type, which eventually 

upgraded one variant in ATM to LP based on the most updated ClinGen guidelines. A 

recent comprehensive study revealed the frequency of these VUS among non-cancer 

patients to be ~32.6% when assessed with multi-gene panels and ~22.2% when 

evaluated using exome or genome sequencing.15 While our current pediatric cohort is 

focused on cancer predisposition genes, we found a VUS frequency of 28% that sits 

 . 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 March 6, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.04.24303679doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.04.24303679
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


18 

 

between the VUS rates reported from broader exome or genome sequencing and those 

from multi-gene panel testing in Mendelian non-cancer cohorts. Hypothetically, with the 

application of the point system to our data, the VUS rate drops to 15%, which is lower 

than even the 18.9% VUS rate observed when trio analysis is used.15 Future studies to 

explore the utility of trio analysis with the point system might be warranted to study the 

effects on VUS rate.  

 Our analysis has several limitations and we recognize the potential for variability 

in the interpretation of variants and the application of evidence types across different 

clinical laboratories, as highlighted by the literature.2 To mitigate this, our approach 

involved a direct comparison of the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines and the point system, 

further stratifying the data by original evidence codes and modified ones. Our analysis 

was concentrated on genes associated with hereditary cancer syndromes and did not 

address the influence of the point system on genes related to constitutional non-cancer 

conditions or on the somatic variant curation.16 Subsequent large-scale studies will be 

critical for validating our findings and for discerning additional levels of agreement or 

disparity between the two models.  

 In conclusion, our study underscores the need to continually refine the scoring 

systems used in genetic variant classification. The differences in variant classification 

between the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines and the point system are remarkable. By 

comparing the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines against the point system, our study 

demonstrates that a combination of the point system with new ClinGen 

recommendations may add precision to variant classification, which could impact clinical 

decisions and assist with further standardization of variant analysis. 
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Web Resources 

ClinVar, https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/clinvar/  

Genome Aggregation Database (gnomAD), https://gnomad.broadinstitute.org/  

REVEL, https://sites.google.com/site/revelgenomics/ 

ClinGen: https://clinicalgenome.org/working-groups/sequence-variant-interpretation/ 

 

Figure 1. A) The overall variant classification rate across the ACMG/AMP 2015, point 

system and our reported classification. The classification under strict ACMG/AMP 2015 

guidelines and point system depicts a 21% difference in the variant of uncertain 

significance rate (VUS), highlighting a lower level of agreement (Kappa coefficient of 

0.63) compared to 8% difference in VUS rate between ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines and 

reported classification (Kappa coefficient of 0.82), and 12% difference in VUS rate 

between point system and reported classification (Kappa coefficient of 0.72). B) 

Classification trends for ACMG/AMP 2015 and the point system highlight the overall 

tendency of point system to reduce VUS and increase the number of likely benign 

variant calls (Cochran-Armitage test: Z = -16.686, p-value < 0.001) 
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Figure 2. Sankey figure summarizing the classification changes between the 

ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines and the point system. In variants classified using the 

original ACMG/AMP 2015 evidence code strengths (n=445), ~18% (422/2376) of VUS 

w downgraded to LB using the point system, ~0.8% (18/2376) was downgraded to B, 
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and one variant was upgraded to LP. Two variants classified as LP were upgraded to P, 

and conversely, two variants were downgraded from P to LP.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. In variants with modified evidence code strengths (n=114), 2% (47/2376) of 

variants that were classified as LB using ACMG/AMP 2015 were downgraded to B, and 

3% (65/2376) of VUS were reclassified as follows: 51 variants were downgraded to LB, 

11 variants were upgraded to LP, and three variants were upgraded to P. 

1 

P, 
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Figure 4. Main changes on the variant classification using the point system compared

to ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines. A discrepancy of 23.5% was observed between the

point system and the ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines. Among these discrepancies, ~21%

were attributed to a decrease in the number of VUS, primarily due to ~12% from Single

Benign Supporting evidence (mostly BP4 Supporting), ~4% from Single Benign Strong

evidence (mostly BS1 Strong), and ~5% from resolving Conflicting or Contradictory

criteria according to the current ACMG/AMP 2015 guidelines. The remaining ~2.5% of

differences related to changes between LB and B or LP and P classifications (for

instance, the application of two Pathogenic Strong Evidence codes leading to a

downgrade from P to LP using the point system). 
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Figure 5. Analysis of VUS using the scoring system reveals that missense variants are 

predominantly observed at lower scores (0-1), with their frequency decreasing at higher 

scores (2-5). Dashed lines delineate the VUS (in blue) from those variants classified by 

the scoring system as likely pathogenic/pathogenic (LP/P) in red for scores greater than 

five or benign/likely benign (B/LB) in green for scores less than 0. Further analysis 

identified two variants in the genes ATM and POLE with scores of 9 and 12, 

respectively, indicated by asterisks and in red. This reevaluation resulted in the 

classification of the ATM variant as likely pathogenic.  
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Data Availability 

All of the relevant data used in this study has been provided in the tables, or relevant

supplementary information. 
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