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Abstract

Purpose:The risk of developing age-related macular degeneration(AMD) is influenced by genetic
background. In 2016, International AMD Genomics Consortium(IAMDGC) identified 52 risk variants in 34
loci, and a polygenic risk score(PRS) based on these variants was associated with AMD. The Israeli
population has a unique genetic composition: Ashkenazi Jewish(AJ), Jewish non-Ashkenazi, and Arab
sub-populations. We aimed to perform a genome-wide association study(GWAS) for AMD in Israel, and

to evaluate PRSs for AMD.

Methods:For our discovery set, we recruited 403 AMD patients and 256 controls at Hadassah Medical
Center. We genotyped all individuals via custom exome chip. We imputed non-typed variants using
cosmopolitan and AJ reference panels. We recruited additional 155 cases and 69 controls for validation.
To evaluate predictive power of PRSs for AMD, we used IAMDGC summary statistics excluding our study

and developed PRSs via either clumping/thresholding or LDpred2.

Results:In our discovery set, 31/34 loci previously reported by the IAMDGC were AMD associated with
P<0.05. Of those, all effects were directionally consistent with the IAMDGC and 11 loci had a p-value
under Bonferroni-corrected threshold(0.05/34=0.0015). At a threshold of 5x10°, we discovered four
suggestive associations in FAM189A1, IGDCC4, C7orf50, and CNTNAP4. However, only the FAM189A1
variant was AMD associated in the replication cohort after Bonferroni-correction. A prediction model
including LDpred2-based PRS and other covariates had an AUC of 0.82(95%CI:0.79-0.85) and performed

better than a covariates-only model(P=5.1x107).

Conclusions:Previously reported AMD-associated loci were nominally associated with AMD in Israel. A

PRS developed based on a large international study is predictive in Israeli populations.
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Introduction

Age-related macular degeneration (AMD) is the leading cause of blindness in the elderly population. The
risk for developing AMD is strongly associated with the genetic background of the individual *2. In 2005,
AMD was the first disease for which genome-wide association studies (GWASs) have identified risk
variants >4, Via a seminal paper published in 2016, the International Age-Related Macular Degeneration
Genomics Consortium (IAMDGC) has reported the genotyping of more than 30,000 AMD patients and

controls of European ancestry and the discovery of 52 risk variants across 34 loci 2.

Israel is home to a number of populations of distinct genetic ancestry, including Ashkenazi Jews, non-
Ashkenazi Jews — predominantly North-African Jews and Middle-Eastern Jews, and Arabs —
predominantly Palestinians, Bedouins, and Druze. These populations are genetically diverse, having
genetic ancestry related to the Middle East, Africa, and Europe, with variable mixture proportions >%.
Some of the populations have experienced recent population-specific genetic drift due to founder
events and endogamy 7>° The unique genetic background of the Israeli populations suggests that the
genetic architecture of AMD might be different in these populations compared to Europeans. In
addition, the Israeli populations that have experienced strong genetic drift may harbor deleterious risk
variants at a considerable frequency. This will increase power for discovering novel risk variants ! as

previously observed for other retinal diseases >,

Previous studies of the genetic basis of AMD in Israel found that the most prominent risk variants — the
genes CFH ¥ and HTRA1/ARMS2 ¢ — were associated with AMD. However, the C2 locus, one of the top
risk loci worldwide, was not associated with AMD in Israel 7. The 2016 study of the IAMDGC included an
Israeli cohort. However, it was analyzed jointly with the other studies, which was uninformative about
Israeli-specific genetic architecture and risk variants. Searching for population-specific risk variants is
important even beyond the population under study, as any discovered variants and biological pathways

may provide insight into the pathogenesis of the disease.
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Polygenic risk scores (PRSs) were recently developed for numerous diseases based on the results of
large-scale GWASs 8, A PRS is the count of risk alleles carried by an individual, where each allele is
weighted by its effect size (usually the log odds-ratio), as estimated by GWAS. While PRSs cannot
unambiguously distinguish healthy and affected individuals (due to the small proportion of variance in
19,20.

disease liability they explain), individuals at the top PRS quantiles are at a particularly high risk

These individuals can then be subjected to personalized screening or prevention.

A number of recent papers have developed or examined PRSs for AMD, showing that the PRS has
considerable power to predict disease status and disease progression %222, However, it is known that
PRS accuracy can substantially decrease when evaluated in populations or ancestries other than the
ones used for the original GWAS (usually European populations and ancestries) 24, So far, no study has
examined the accuracy of an AMD PRS in any of the Israeli sub-populations, which forms a barrier to the

implementation of DNA-based risk stratification.

In this paper, we used data on 558 AMD cases and 325 controls to investigate the genetic basis of AMD
in the Israeli populations. Our study had three main goals. (1) To determine whether previously
identified risk variants (from the IAMDGC 2016 GWAS) are associated with AMD in Israel, either across
all Israeli sub-populations or in a population-specific manner. (2) To discover putative new AMD risk
variants by running a GWAS in the Israeli study, anticipating that despite the small sample size, we may
be able to identify risk variants that have drifted to high frequencies in the Israeli founder populations.
(3) To evaluate the accuracy in the Israeli population of a PRS generated based on the IAMDGC GWAS.
We show that the vast majority of previously discovered risk variants are also associated with AMD in
Israel, Accordingly, a PRS based on previously discovered variants has high predictive power. While our
study was too small for discovering new risk variants at a genome-wide significance level, our study

suggested a number of putative associations at an attenuated significance threshold.
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Results

Replication of known AMD loci

A previous large-scale AMD GWAS by the IAMDGC (n=33,976 2) has discovered 34 associated loci. We
examined the association of these loci with AMD status in our Israeli discovery set (403 AMD cases and
256 controls). Using the SNP with the lowest p-value in each locus, we found that most loci (31/34) were
associated with AMD at a nominal significance level of P<0.05 with a direction of effect consistent with
that of the IAMDGC (Supplementary Tables 2 and 3). The number of loci associated at the Bonferroni
correction threshold (0.05/34=0.0015) was 11/34 (Supplementary Table 2). The top ranked loci were CFH
(P=1.6-10°) and nearby loci on chrl, and ARMS2/HTRA1 (P=3.4-10°, 5.1-10°, respectively). The next
significant locus was near SYN3 (P=5.7-10°). We note that replication was to some extent expected, given
that the majority of the Israeli cohort was included in the IAMDGC. Association statistics for the known
AMD risk loci for AJ (242 cases and 136 controls) and Arabs (36 cases and 30 controls) are reported in

Supplementary Tables 4 and 5.

Discovery GWAS

We next ran a GWAS in our discovery set (AMD cases: n=403, controls: n=256). No novel variant was
associated at the genome-wide significance threshold of 5-10°%. Setting a more liberal threshold of 5-107,
and excluding variants in known risk loci, we identified four suggestive associations in the genes
C7o0rf50, IGDCC4, FAM189A1, and CNTNAP4 (Table 1; Figure S2). None of these SNPs were associated
with AMD in the IAMDGC data (P=0.04, Table 1). The variant rs116928937 in IGDCC4 is exonic. Its allele
frequency in European Americans was 1.23% (In the exome variant server), compared to 2.66% here. It

is a missense variant (c.3188G>T), and according to Polyphen % it is "probably-damaging”.

We attempted to replicate the association of these four loci in a replication set of n=155 AMD cases and

n=69 controls (Supplementary Table 1). We applied a Bonferroni corrected threshold of 0.05/4=0.0125.
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Only the SNP in FAM189A1 (rs1195500, chr15:29687047) replicated in the Israeli population (P<0.0001
in Fisher’s exact test in both genotype and allele testing). The SNP rs12701455 (C7orf50) attained a p-

value of 0.029 in the genotype-based test (Supplementary Table 1).

Evaluating a polygenic risk score for AMD

We developed polygenic risk scores (PRSs) for AMD in Israel based on the results of the IAMDGC GWAS
and using two methods. The first method is clumping and thresholding (C+T), in which the most strongly
associated SNP is retained from each LD block, as long as its p-value is under a threshold. The second
method is LDpred2, which accounts for the influence of LD on effect sizes and incorporates a non-zero
prior probability for having null effects. We generated nine C+T PRSs, corresponding to different p-value
thresholds (exponentially increasing between 5-10% and 1), and four LDpred2 PRSs, corresponding to
different values of the proportion of SNPs with non-zero effects and a sparsity parameter. For each PRS,
we used logistic regression to predict AMD status based on age, sex, the first two principal components
(a proxy of ancestry), and the PRS. We also fit a logistic regression model with covariates only. We used
5-fold cross-validation to evaluate the accuracy of the various models, which we quantified using AUC

(the area under the receiver operator curve (ROC)).

We compare the ROCs of the top C+T model, the top LDpred2 model, and the covariates-only model in
Figure 1. For C+T, the AUC was highest (0.79; 95% confidence interval (Cl): 0.75-0.82) for the most
stringent p-value threshold (5-10%), for a PRS that included 360 variants. Interestingly, the AUC
decreased monotonically with increasing p-value thresholds (Figure S3). The top LDpred2 model
(parameters p=0.056 and sparsity on) had a slightly higher AUC (0.82; 95% ClI: 0.79-0.85) than the top
C+T model. The covariates-only model had a significantly lower AUC (0.72; 95% Cl: 0.69-0.76). This was
also confirmed by Delong's test for two correlated ROC curves (P=5.1-107). Overall, our results suggest

that including the PRS in the prediction model improves accuracy.
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We show the distribution of the top LDpred2 PRS in cases and controls in Figure 2A. The PRS distribution
is different between cases and controls; however, considerable overlap exists. In Figure 2B, we plot the
proportion of cases in each quintile of the LDpred2 PRS, demonstrating that the proportion of cases
steadily increases with increasing quintiles. Finally, we used Spearman's correlation test to assess the
correlation between age at diagnosis (measured here as age at blood draw) and the PRS among AMD
cases. In Figure S4, we show a modest, yet significant, negative correlation between the variables (p=-
0.18, p-value=0.0003, using the best LDpred2 PRS), suggesting that the PRS may be associated not only

with disease status but also with age of onset.
Discussion

In this work, we studied the genetic basis of AMD in the Israeli populations. We confirmed that most of
the known risk loci for AMD, as previously identified in a large international study, are also associated
with AMD in Israel. This suggests that the genetic architecture of AMD is similar between the Israeli and
other populations. We then performed a genome-wide association study in our cohort in an attempt to
identify novel risk variants. As expected due to the small size of our cohort, no novel variants were
detected at the genome-wide significance threshold. Setting a more relaxed threshold of 5:10°, we
identified four suggestive variants. One of these variants (rs1195500, in FAM189A1) replicated, after

Bonferroni correction, in a small second set of cases and controls.

The evaluation of the AMD PRS in our Israeli cohort suggested multiple conclusions. First, the LDpred2
PRS had relatively high accuracy (AUC=0.82), significantly better compared to not including the PRSs
(Figure 1). Second, with the simple clumping and thresholding approach, accuracy increased as more
stringent p-value thresholds were used (Figure S3). This could indicate that AMD is not as polygenic as
other diseases. Third, as expected?®?’, LDpred2 performed better than the C+T approach (Figure 2A).

Finally, high AMD PRS in our study associated not only with disease risk, but also with a lower age of
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onset (Figure S4), as seen for diseases in other domains?®?°. Prospective studies will be required to
further validate this finding.

Our results for high predictive power of the AMD PRS are in line with previous studies 3%3! in individuals
of European ancestry. The transferability of the PRS to the Israeli population is perhaps expected given
that the majority of our subjects had Ashkenazi Jewish ancestry, and given that PRSs for other diseases
and traits were shown to have high accuracy in Ashkenazi Jews 327>, The transferability of PRSs into
Ashkenazi Jews may be due to the high percentage of European ancestry in this population ’. It is also
consistent with our replication of the known risk loci. Our sample size was too small to evaluate the PRS
accuracy in other sub-populations, which could be the goal of future studies. Further improvement of
the PRS may be achieved via denser genotyping or larger and more diverse imputation reference panels.
Additionally, multiple methods can leverage even small samples from a target non-European population

to improve a PRS constructed using large GWASs in Europeans 3437, However, such efforts will require

additional samples for evaluation of the resulting PRSs.
Materials and Methods

Our discovery set consisted of 403 AMD cases and 256 controls (659 total) recruited at Hadassah
Medical Center, as previously reported 3. Our cases included both atrophic and neovascular (a more
advanced) AMD. The subjects’ mean age was 75.4 years (SD: 2.76, range: 60-97) and 44.6% were female.
The criteria for inclusion of AMD patients were: age >60, AMD diagnosis according to AREDS (Age-
Related Eye Disease Study) 3%, and choroidal neovascularization (CNV) and/or geographic atrophy.
Diagnosis was also determined according to fluorescein angiogram and optical coherence tomography.
Participants were included in all stages of AMD. We excluded individuals with other retinal diseases and
individuals with other potential CNV causes such as myopia, trauma, or uveitis. Controls were over the

age of 60 with a normal fundus examination and similar systemic exclusion criteria. The study was
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approved by the institutional ethics committee. All subjects signed informed consent forms that

adhered to the tenets of the declaration of Helsinki.

We genotyped all subjects on the custom chip that was developed for the IAMDGC. Genotyping on this
chip was performed either via the IAMDGC (at the Center for Inherited Disease Research (Johns Hopkins,
USA)) or at the genomics core facility of the Technion (Israel), as previously described 3. The custom
chip, which was previously described, contains 250,000 tagging markers for imputation and =250,000

custom markers for AMD 2.

We imputed the genomes of our subjects with the following reference panels: the 1000 Genomes
Project (n=2504) *° and the Ashkenazi Genome Consortium (n=128) °. This strategy was shown to have
the highest accuracy for imputing Ashkenazi genomes ** and was applied here, given that 60% of our
subjects have Ashkenazi ancestry. Unfortunately, a reference panel for non-Ashkenazi Jews or for the
non-Jewish populations of Israel does not yet exist. We phased our genomes using SHAPEIT #>*3 and
performed imputation using a standard protocol ****, We describe next the post-imputation quality

control (QC) pipeline, as we previously developed 384,

The chip was imputed to 37,126,112 variants. We performed QC according to standard protocols to
remove low-quality variants and samples “6. We excluded variants with imputation quality score R?<0.6,
variants with minor allele frequency <0.01, and variants in Hardy-Weinberg disequilibrium (PLINK 1.9
4748) The sex of patients was confirmed using the sex-check option in PLINK. We excluded individuals
who were related, having PIHAT>0.3 in PLINK. We performed principal components analysis (PCA) in
PLINK and GCTA * to account for population stratification; the first two principal components were used
as covariates in the association analysis (Figure S1). The final variant count after filtering was 5,353,842

variants in 403 AMD patients and 256 controls.
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We performed the discovery GWAS on case-control status using logistic regression in PLINK. To account
for population stratification, we used the first two principal components as covariates. The other
covariates were age at blood draw and sex. We generated Manhattan and Q-Q plots with ggman. For
genome-wide significance, we used a p-value threshold of 5-:10®. To detect suggestive associations, we
used a threshold of 5-10°. We computed the frequency of risk alleles (either in Europeans or in

Ashkenazi Jews) using gnomAD (http://gnomad.broadinstitute.org/) and, if exonic, also in the Exome

Variant server (http://evs.gs.washington.edu/EVS). Variants that were outside gene boundaries were

reported to nearest gene. Variants contained within a gene were reported with that gene.

To determine whether previously discovered associations replicate in our study, we considered variants
within the 34 known loci that were identified in the IAMDGC 2016 GWAS 2 (Table 5 in the IAMDGC
GWAS paper). For each locus (LD block) we retained the variant with the lowest p-value. We considered

a nominal significance level of P=0.05 or a Bonferroni corrected level of P=0.05/34=0.0015.

To test for population-specific replication, we separately studied Ashkenazi Jews (AJ; 242 cases, 136
controls) and Arabs (36 cases and 30 controls). We identified AJ by self-report, requiring both parents to
have AJ ancestry, and via their clustering in a principal components analysis with the Ashkenazi
reference genomes (Figure S1). We identified Arab subjects based on self-report (36 cases and 30
controls). We considered all variants in linkage disequilibrium (LD; r2>0.05 in AJ, using hg19 linkage
blocks as per the original Fritsche et al 2016 paper) to belong to the same locus. We note that 549/649
of our subjects were part of the original IAMDGC GWAS 2 (out of a total of 33,976 individuals).
Therefore, some degree of replication is expected just by virtue of this sample overlap. However, given
that the Israeli samples were less than 2% of the total IAMDGC sample, the effect of the overlap is

expected to be small.

To replicate putative discoveries from the present study, we recruited additional 155 AMD cases and 69

controls (total 224) according to the same criteria as in the original discovery set. We used this

11
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case/control sample to validate the suggestively associated variants from the discovery set. Four
variants passed the 5-10° genome-wide threshold in the discovery set, after excluding variants in known
AMD risk loci. We genotyped these four variants in our entire replication set using the KASP assay (LGC
Group, Middlesex, UK) with custom primers. All heterozygotes were confirmed using Sanger sequencing
(Macrogen, Seoul, Korea). We tested the association using EPACTS

(https://genome.sph.umich.edu/wiki/EPACTS) and R using two tests. For each SNP, an allelic test

compared the proportion of minor alleles between cases and controls. A genotypic test compared the

proportion of homozygotes to the minor allele out of all homozygotes between cases and controls.

To generate a polygenic risk score for AMD, we first performed quality control according to standard
protocols. In parallel, we excluded the Israeli samples from the IAMDGC dataset and re-ran the GWAS
analysis (remaining n=33,515; the “base” study). We used the resulting effect sizes to compute the PRS
for individuals in the Israeli study (n=659; the “target” study). We removed variants with strand-
ambiguous variants from the base study’s summary statistics. Duplicated variants were removed from
both studies, separately. Variants with mismatching alleles were also removed. This has left 4,070,992

overlapping variants between the two studies (directly genotyped or imputed).

We generated polygenic risk scores using two approaches for variant selection: clumping and
thresholding (C+T) and LDpred2. Briefly, in C+T, index variants are sequentially selected based on having
the lowest p-value, and nearby variants in LD with the index variants are removed. Index variants with p-
value under a threshold are retained>*'. We computed LD (r?) using PLINK and the target study. We set
the clumping parameters to r?>0.5 and +500 kb and used nine p-value thresholds: 5:10%, and 107, 106,
10,104, 0.001, 0.01, 0.1, and 1. The minimum p-value cutoff was set to match the IAMDGC genome-

wide significance threshold.

LDpred2 is a Bayesian method for deriving polygenic scores based on summary statistics while explicitly

accounting for LD. Briefly, causal effect sizes are assumed to be a mixture of a normal distribution and a
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point mass at zero. Posterior mean effects are computed using Gibbs sampling based on the LD matrix
and an estimate of the heritability?®?’. We set the SNP heritability (h?) to 0.47 based on a previous IAMDGC
estimate3! and used five proportions of causal variants (p) spaced on a log scale: 10°, 1.8-10*, 0.0032,
0.056, and 1. We also included a third parameter of sparsity (true/false). The analysis was restricted to
HapMap3 variants. The LD matrix was computed using the target study. We used the R package bigsnpr
to compute the LD matrix and generate the grid of scores ?’. To avoid confounding by ancestry, in both
methods we regressed the scores on the first two principal components and used the residuals as the

scores in subsequent analyses.

We used PLINK to calculate PRSs for each of the 659 subjects. Overall, we obtained nine C+T PRSs (nine
p-value cutoffs) and ten LDpred2 PRSs, of which four were reported as valid by LDpred2 (p=0.056,
sparse=FALSE; p=0.056, sparse=TRUE; p=1, sparse=FALSE; p=1, sparse=TRUE). To evaluate the accuracy
of each score, we used logistic regression of the disease status on the PRS and the following covariates:
age, sex, PC1, and PC2. We also included a logistic regression model based on covariates only. We
measured the accuracy of each model using the area under the curve (AUC) of the receiver operator
curves (ROC), computed using 5-fold cross validation. We used the R package pROC (https://cran.r-
project.org/web/packages/pROC/pROC.pdf) to generate and analyze ROCs, AUCs, and AUC confidence
intervals (ci.auc ()), and the R package caret (https://cran.r-
project.org/web/packages/caret/vignettes/caret.html) for cross-validation. Individuals with missing age

data were excluded from the analysis (four cases and five controls).

We visually inspected the discriminatory power of the PRS using plots of the density of the PRS in cases
and controls (using kernel density estimation), and the proportion of AMD cases across quintiles (fifths)
of the PRS distribution. Both plots were generated with the R package ggplot2 (https://cran.r-

project.org/web/packages/ggplot2/index.html). Finally, we computed Spearman's rank correlation

coefficient to examine the association between the PRS and age at blood draw (as a proxy of the age at
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diagnosis) among AMD cases. Plots were generated with R package ggpubr (https://cran.r-

project.org/web/packages/ggpubr/index.html).
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The full IAMDGC dataset values can be accessed at: http://amdgenetics.org/ including the entire

IAMDGC and the Jerusalem dataset specifically. In addition, the GWAS summary statistics and code

utilized in this manuscript can be found by contacting the corresponding author via reasonable request.

The Related Manuscript Variant supplementary file contains all nomenclature for HGVS for all variants.
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Figures Legends:

Figure 1. Prediction accuracy of selected PRS models. We show the ROC curve for the following AMD
prediction models: the top C+T PRS (Figure S3) + covariates (age, sex, PC1, and PC2); the top LDpred2
PRS + covariates; and a covariates-only model. The C+T PRS parameters were r2>0.5 and P<5-10%, and
the LDpred2 PRS parameters were p=0.056 and sparse=TRUE. The AUC estimates (after cross-validation)

are indicated on top of the plot.

Figure 2. Comparing the PRS between cases and controls. (A) The density of the top LDpred2 PRS (after
regressing out the first two principal components) in AMD cases and controls in our study (n=403 and
259, respectively). (B) The proportion of AMD cases in our study by PRS quintiles. We again used the top

LDpred2 PRS.
Tables Legends:

Table 1. Statistics for the association of SNPs with AMD status in our Israeli discovery cohort. Genomic
coordinates are in hgl9. The gene is the nearest to the SNP. Allele frequencies were computed in

gnomAD, for either non-Finnish Europeans (NFE) or Ashkenazi Jews (Al). The first four rows provide
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469

470

471

472

473

details on four SNPs associated with AMD in our discovery cohort with p-value <5-10°. The last row

presents details on the top-associated SNP in the AJ subset of our cohort.

Table 1:
Odds ratio (95% Minor allele |P-value in
P-value confidence interval) |Minor allele frequency IAMDGC - |Replication P-
Genomic (entire Entire cohort, AJ frequency (gnomAD leave one |value Genotype
SNP ID Position (hg19) [Gene Annotation [cohort) subset (cases/controls) |NFE/AJ) out (Fisher's exact)
rs12701455 |chr7:1055409 |C70rf50 5.05x10° 0.5 (0.26-94) 0.147/0.251 0.309/0.212 [0.78 0.028
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rs1506825 |chr16:76483019 |CNTNAP4 6.91x10°® 0.57(0.34-0.96) 0.4373/0.5703 0.455/0.469 (0.04 0.85
rs1195500 |chr15:29687047 |[FAM189A1 2.265x10° 0.51(0.27-0.96), 0.37 |0.129/0.227 0.26/0.15 0.27 0.00001
rs11689931 3.19x10° for
(AJ specific) |chr2:206440979 |PARD3B Al 0.07 0.20/0.37in AJ 0.301/0.306 Was not tested
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Genome-wide association study and genomic risk prediction of age-related

macular degeneration in Israel

Supplementary Material

Related Manuscript Variant File: Contains nomenclature for every variant listed in this paper according

to HGVS, checked with Mutalyzer.

Supplementary Figures Legends

Figure S1. A PCA plot of the entire discovery cohort. Each symbol represents a single individual.
Individuals are color coded based on their self-reported ancestry: Ashkenazi (n=378), North African
Sephardi, Turkey, and other Sephardi (n=215), Arab (n=66), and Israel general (n=10). The shape of each

symbol corresponds to the AMD PRS quintile (see legend).

Figure S2. A Manhattan plot for the GWAS of AMD in the Israeli discovery cohort (n=659). The X axis

indicates chromosomal position, and the Y axis indicates significance, as measured by —logioP.

Figure S3. Accuracy of logistic regression models for predicting AMD disease status using
clumping+thresholding (C+T) PRSs. The models also included the following covariates: age, sex, PC1,
and PC2. Each curve corresponds to one of nine p-value cutoffs (see legend). The AUC values (after
cross-validation) are presented in the legend. Cl: confidence interval. Prediction accuracy increased as

the p-value threshold decreased.

Figure S4. A scatter plot of age at blood draw and PRS among AMD cases (n=399). We used the best-
performing LDpred2 PRS. The PRS was adjusted for PC1 and PC2 to account for confounding by ancestry.
The presented age is a proxy for the age at diagnosis. The linear regression parameters are indicated (r=-

0.18, P=0.0003). The regression line is also shown, along with the 95% confidence interval (gray band).

Supplementary Tables Legends
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Supplementary Table 1: Replication cohort results (n=224) for validation of four top associated SNPs

from the AMD GWAS in the Israeli population. Genotype and allelic p-values according to Fisher’s exact

test are given. The bold bars separate the four SNPs tested for validation. The table provides their

genotypes in the replication cohort tested and the p-values.

Supplementary Table 2. Association statistics of 27 variants in 11 known AMD risk loci that replicated in

the Israeli discovery set after Bonferroni correction (threshold 0.05/34=0.0015). For each variant, we
provide the gene, chromosome (Chr), basepair (BP), odds ratio (OR), 95 percent confidence interval

(95% Cl) and p-value (P). The variants are sorted by their p-value.

Supplementary Table 3. Association statistics of variants in known AMD risk loci that were nominally

associated with AMD in the Israeli discovery set (P<0.05, 31/34 loci).

Supplementary Table 4. Association statistics of variants in known AMD risk loci in the Ashkenazi

subpopulation (P<1x10%). The data is reported as in Supplementary Table 3.

Supplementary Table 5 Association statistics of variants in known AMD risk loci in the Arab
subpopulation (P<1x10™). The data is reported as in Supplementary Table 3.
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Chromosome 7- BP Homozygote Homozygote p-value p-value
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(Allele)
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Control
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Chromosome 16 — BP

76483019
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Heterozygote
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(Allele)
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Control
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Chromosome 16 — BP
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[0.25-

1 CFH 1 196695161 | 0.4687 | 0.85] 1.56E-09
[1.16-

2 ARMS2 10 124214448 | 2.071 3.84] 3.424E-09
[1.15-

3 HTRA1 10 124221270 | 2.061 3.79] 5.077E-09
[0.29-

4 CFHRS5 1 196978615 | 0.5161 | 0.89] 5.195E-08
[1.11-

5 CFHR2 1 196927791 | 1.894 | 3.39] 1.163E-07
[0.21-

6 CFHR4 1 196870299 | 0.436 | 0.96] 0.00000762
[0.33-

7 KCNT2 1 196406715 | 0.5845 | 0.96] 0.00001443
[1.03-

8 F13B 1 197012111 | 1.7 2.83] 0.00001487
[0.13-

9 SYN3 22 | 33047598 | 0.3696 | 0.97] 0.00005685
[1.01-

10 ASPM 1 197094030 | 1.616 2.62] 0.0000688
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[0.19-

11 ZBTB41 |1 197132378 | 0.4372 | 0.99] 0.0000732
[0.39-

12 PLEKHA1 |10 | 124148167 | 0.6403 | 0.98] 0.0001034
[0.31-

13 VPS29 12 | 110935268 | 0.5591 | 1.01] 0.000218

14 CRB1 1 197199434 | 1.568 [0.99-2.5] | 0.0002242
[0.24-

15 PPTC7 12 | 110994068 | 0.5699 | 1.01] 0.0002391
[0.98-

16 ZNF557 |19 | 7083629 1.576 | 2.51] 0.0002624
[0.26-

17 HVCN1 12 | 111099721 | 0.5184 | 1.03] 0.0004554
[0.97-

18 MICALLL |22 | 38318897 | 1.48 2.25] 0.0007491
[0.17-

19 SMC5 9 72920724 | 0.427 1.06] 0.0008093
[0.34-

20 PPPICC | 12 111160003 | 0.5937 | 1.04] 0.0008394
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538

[0.32-
21 TCTN1 12 111081197 | 0.5847 1.04] 0.0008647
[0.22-
22 HLA-B 6 31324864 0.4779 1.06] 0.0008669
[0.29-
23 RAD9B 12 110948906 | 0.5532 1.0504] 0.001058
[0.97-
24 EIF3L 22 38273303 1.476 2.25] 0.001161
[0.46-
25 TTC23L 5 34840841 0.6909 1.033] 0.001183
[0.02-
26 ACHE 7 100491753 | 0.1589 1.18] 0.001267
[0.44-
27 KIAA0O100 | 17 26956537 0.6755 1.04] 0.001267
Supplementary Table 3:
AMD Locus
According to
. Approved Symbol (HGNC
Fritsche et al PP y ( )
2016 P-value
1 CFH 1.56E-09
18 ARMS2 3.424E-09
18 HTRA1 5.077E-09
1 CFHR5 5.195E-08
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1 CFHR2 1.163E-07
1 CFHR4 0.00000762
1 KCNT2 0.00001443
1 F13B 0.00001487
33 SYN3 0.00005685
1 ASPM 0.0000688
1 ZBTB41 0.0000732
18 PLEKHA1 0.0001034
1 CRB1 0.0001282
20 PPTC7 0.0001725
28 ZNF557 0.0001836
20 VPS29 0.000218
20 HVCN1 0.0004554
34 MICALL1 0.0007491
14 SMC5 0.0008093
20 PPP1CC 0.0008394
20 TCTN1 0.0008647
8 HLA-B 0.0008669
20 RADYSB 0.001058
34 EIF3L 0.001161
7 TTC23L 0.001183
11 ACHE 0.001267
26 KIAA0100 0.001267
3 ADAMTS9-AS2 0.001549
20 FAMZ216A 0.001563
8 VARS 0.001596
8 Cé6orf48 0.00162
10 LHFPL3 0.001763
18 TACC2 0.002007
34 GCAT 0.002065
RAI14 0.002168

PRRC2A 0.002247

LSM?2 0.002253

27 ACTG1 0.002291
8 SLC44A4 0.002362
30 TOMMA40 0.002687
5 EGF 0.002703
22 ZFP36L1 0.002801
8 MSH5 0.002847
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8 MSH5-SAPCD1 0.002847
7 LMBRD2 0.002997
17 KIAA1217 0.00307
8 BAG6 0.003264
8 ABHD16A 0.003366
10 SRPK2 0.003392
8 Céorf47 0.003486
8 GPANK1 0.003486
8 LY6G5C 0.003486
8 CSNK2B 0.003674
31 SLC12A5 0.003686
23 SLTM 0.00382
8 SAPCD1 0.003898
33 TIMP3 0.003935
5 COL25A1 0.004167
34 BAIAP2L2 0.004208
19 DGKA 0.004239
8 EHMT2 0.004284
8 VWA7 0.004415
28 ZNRF4 0.004423
20 DTX1 0.004452
8 c2 0.004495
28 RFX2 0.004542
12 TNFRSF10B 0.004838
28 INSR 0.004913
5 ELOVL6 0.004992
30 APOC1 0.005035
19 WIBG 0.005741
8 LY6G6F 0.005813
25 GABARAPL2 0.006067
8 HCG26 0.006204
30 PVRL2 0.006553
2 RHBDD1 0.006662
28 ACER1 0.006821
25 ADATI1 0.006832
10 ATXN7L1 0.007322
8 NCR3 0.00746
31 CDH22 0.007473
26 PIGS 0.007713
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28 DUS3L 0.007766
34 H1FO 0.007772
34 C22o0rf23 0.007828
8 ATP6V1G2 0.008046
8 ATP6V1G2-DDX39B 0.008046
8 NFKBIL1 0.008046
21 TEX26 0.008121
11 GIGYF1 0.008345
25 CHST5 0.008811
4 COL8A1 0.008929
4 MIR548G 0.008929
25 KARS 0.008961
30 GEMIN7 0.009067
23 AQP9 0.009112
24 DOK4 0.009633
8 MICA 0.009687
29 SBNO2 0.009692
34 SOX10 0.009929
12 RHOBTBZ2 0.009956
29 HMHA1 0.009991
26 NEKS 0.009999

CAPN11 0.01005

DNAJC21 0.01008
26 SDF2 0.01016
28 PRR22 0.0104
34 POLR2F 0.0105
30 ZNF285 0.01068
2 COL4A4 0.01086
3 PRICKLEZ 0.01118
28 CATSPERD 0.01123
19 CD63 0.01133
8 TCF19 0.01249
8 HLA-DQB2 0.01254
8 PSORS1C1 0.01291
23 FAM63B 0.01298
2 COL4A3 0.01309
14 TRPM3 0.0132
8 AlF1 0.01348
3 ADAMTS9 0.0135
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24 CPNE2 0.01373
7 SKP2 0.01374
25 CTRB1 0.01374
25 TMEM231 0.01388
22 RAD51B 0.01394
8 SKIV2L 0.01439
32 PCK1 0.01459
26 SUPT6H 0.01473
30 KLC3 0.01474
4 CMSS1 0.01478
4 FILIP1L 0.01478
20 OAS1 0.01493
8 BTNL2 0.01543
20 CCDC63 0.01593
2 AGFG1 0.01644
28 SAFB 0.01649
8 Céorf10 0.01673
11 AZGP1 0.01691
8 HCG23 0.01694
32 APCDDI1L 0.01701
24 SLC12A3 0.01709
8 ABCF1 0.01727
19 PAN2 0.01752
10 PUS7 0.01772
5 CCDC109B 0.01785
29 TMEM259 0.01813
11 EPO 0.01823
23 LIPC 0.01831
30 CLASRP 0.01835
6 DAB2 0.01893
21 B3GALTL 0.01913
21 TEX26-AS1 0.01938
19 S 0.01939
8 TAP2 0.01974
30 PVR 0.01982
17 GPR158 0.01988
3 MIR548A2 0.01991
23 ADAM10 0.01999
11 ZNF3 0.02024
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18 DMBT1 0.02062
8 CCHCR1 0.02071

25 BCAR1 0.02125
25 TERF2IP 0.02145
8 MRPS18B 0.02146

29 GRIN3B 0.02167
30 ERCC2 0.02194
10 KMT2E-AS1 0.0221
27 ASPSCR1 0.02225
29 C19orf26 0.02243
25 CTRB2 0.02263
20 Cux2 0.02269
8 CDSN 0.02282

29 ABCA7 0.02311
10 KMT2E 0.02314
22 ACTN1 0.02375
28 c3 0.02377
26 NLK 0.02403
19 RNF41 0.02412
8 MICB 0.02445

28 LONP1 0.02503
29 PRSS57 0.02507
10 LINCO1004 0.02536
27 HGS 0.02542
33 RTCB 0.02543
11 AZGP1P1 0.02547
31 PCIF1 0.02556
7 PRLR 0.02592

8 NOTCH4 0.02598

30 CBLC 0.02617
25 CHST6 0.0264
6 FYB 0.02651

29 CNN2 0.02674
27 SLC25A10 0.02679
24 CX3CL1 0.02692
CAPSL 0.02764

PPT2-EGFL8 0.02765

NRM 0.02772

34 KCNJ4 0.02772
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7 IL7R 0.02779
30 IGSF23 0.02782

8 FLOT1 0.02893
29 AZU1 0.02942
19 ANKRD52 0.02947
11 PILRA 0.02955

8 ATAT1 0.02962
11 EPHB4 0.02972
31 PLTP 0.02988
27 CcCcDC137 0.03008
27 OXLD1 0.03008
29 STK11 0.03014
20 BRAP 0.03019
19 RDH5 0.03027
12 LOXL2 0.03037
28 PTPRS 0.03047

7 NADK2 0.03069
17 PRTFDC1 0.03085
19 RAB5B 0.03124
26 PROCA1 0.0315
26 NOS2 0.03158
27 NPLOC4 0.03158
33 SLC5A4 0.03166
12 CHMP7 0.03172
7 SPEF2 0.03181
20 ACAD10 0.03248
11 ZAN 0.03257
14 KLF9 0.03261
8 MDC1 0.03274
26 KRT18P55 0.03309
8 PPP1R18 0.03342
24 MT1H 0.03343
28 KHSRP 0.03348
26 POLDIP2 0.03395
18 BTBD16 0.03403
34 CARD10 0.03447
11 MCM7 0.03451
20 PTPN11 0.03456
30 NKPD1 0.03472
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24 CCL22 0.03481
6 c9 0.03496
30 RSPH6A 0.0353
11 TFR2 0.03558
34 CDC42EP1 0.03579
27 PCYT2 0.0359
DENND1B 0.03598

TMEMG63B 0.03603

26 SARM1 0.03622
7 UGT3A2 0.03637
34 NOL12 0.03656
24 POLR2C 0.03659
28 EMR1 0.03659
24 PLLP 0.03674
24 MT1G 0.03684
8 HLA-C 0.03748
8 ATF6B 0.03778
12 PEBP4 0.03791
31 ZNF335 0.03801
8 GNL1 0.03826
7 RANBP3L 0.03875
24 RSPRY1 0.03892
33 BPIFC 0.03897
33 RFPL3 0.03904
19 SUOX 0.03917
32 RAB22A 0.0393
30 CKM 0.03938
29 HCN2 0.03973
30 PPP1R37 0.03975
34 ELFN2 0.03983
26 FAM222B 0.04021
8 TAP1 0.04025
19 SARNP 0.04059
24 OGFOD1 0.04059
34 SLC16A8 0.04085
19 OR6C4 0.04093
29 MIDN 0.04104
25 CFDP1 0.04105
18 NSMCE4A 0.04152
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22 DCAF5 0.04154
20 NAA25 0.04157
19 SLC39A5 0.0417
31 NCOA5 0.04177
30 DMWD 0.04185
24 FAM192A 0.04223
28 CLPP 0.04227
20 OAS2 0.04236
2 C2orf83 0.0427
11 GAL3ST4 0.04306
7 UGT3A1 0.04318
8 LTA 0.04333
8 HCG27 0.04337
26 FLOT2 0.04352
23 ALDH1A2 0.0439
25 TMEM170A 0.0439
24 NLRC5 0.04394
23 HSP90AB4P 0.04408
12 TNFRSF10C 0.04477
26 SPAG5 0.04481
5 PLA2G12A 0.04484
28 FUT3 0.04519
20 SH2B3 0.04551
17 ARHGAP21 0.04561
4 DCBLD2 0.0459
8 mucaz 0.04609
25 ZFP1 0.04623
32 PMEPA1 0.04633
18 FAM24B 0.04651
8 HCP5 0.04676
5 CFl 0.04735
34 TRIOBP 0.04743
5 CASP6 0.04754
29 WDR18 0.04767
8 PPP1R10 0.04797
20 ATXN2 0.04812
26 FOXN1 0.04815
10 EFCAB10 0.04819
11 SLC12A9 0.04846
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540

27 BAHCC1 0.04868

25 WDR59 0.04878

6 OSMR 0.0488

25 MLKL 0.04883

32 VAPB 0.04886

8 HLA-DPA1 0.04963

8 HLA-DPB1 0.04963

8 PRR3 0.04968

Supplementary Table 4:
Gene Chr | BP OR 95%CI P

1 ZNF180 19 44983567 0.2176 [0.04-1.14] | 0.001235
2 CFHR5 1 196962502 | 0.2461 [0.05-1.16] | 0.001626
3 GPR128 3 100396915 | 0.1992 [0.03-1.2] 0.002002
4 KCNT2 1 196348779 | 0.2226 [0.04-1.2] 0.002353
5 SYN3 22 33001207 5.271 [0.04-1.35] | 0.002511
6 LHFPL3 7 104245132 | 0.1481 [0.01-1.31] | 0.003227
7 PSORS1C3 6 31141523 0.2548 [0.05-1.22] | 0.003532
8 CDC42EP1 22 37958163 3.541 [0.8-11.68] | 0.003643
9 RAB5B 12 56389293 0.3115 [0.08-1.2] 0.003893
10 CMSS1 3 99683653 0.1851 [0.02-1.3] 0.004253
11 FILIP1L 3 99683653 0.1851 [0.02-1.3] 0.004253
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12 MIR548G 3 99683653 | 0.1851 [0.02-1.3] | 0.004253
13 RPS26 12 56435929 | 0.323 [0.02-1.85] | 0.004307
14 SUOX 12 56393337 | 0.3192 [0.52-1.3] | 0.004432
541
542  Supplementary Table 5:
Gene Chr | BP OR 95%ClI P
1 HTRA1 10 | 124221270 2.221 [1.08-4.58] | 2.914E-06
2 ARMS2 10 | 124215211 2.23 [1.08-4.6] | 3.062E-06
3 CFH 1 196673430 1.984 [1.02-3.84] | 0.00003481
4 CFHR2 1 196927791 1.931 [1.01-3.68] | 0.00006749
5 ZNF557 19 | 7083629 1.823 [0.98-3.4] | 0.0003984
6 SRPK2 7 104877373 0.5753 [0.32-1.03] | 0.0005616
7 TOMM40 19 | 45396219 -3.424 [0.25-1.04] | 0.0006182
8 CFHR5 1 196978615 0.582 [0.32-1.03] | 0.0007713
9 HLA-B 6 31324864 0.3546 [0.11-1.08] | 0.0009341
10 CFHR4 1 196870299 0.3862 [0.14-1.07] | 0.0009646
11 PLEKHA1 10 | 124139393 1.695 [0.95-3] 0.0009873
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