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468  Abstract

469  Polygenic risk scores (PRS) for epithelial ovarian cancer (EOC) have the potential to
470 improve risk stratification. Joint estimation of Single Nucleotide Polymorphism (SNP)
471  effects in models could improve predictive performance over standard approaches of
472  PRS construction. Here, we implemented computationally-efficient, penalized, logistic
473  regression models (lasso, elastic net, stepwise) to individual level genotype data and a
474  Bayesian framework with continuous shrinkage, “select and shrink for summary
475  dtatistics” ($4), to summary level data for epithelial non-mucinous ovarian cancer risk
476  prediction. We developed the models in a dataset consisting of 23,564 non-mucinous
477 EOC cases and 40,138 controls participating in the Ovarian Cancer Association
478  Consortium (OCAC) and validated the best models in three populations of different
479  ancestries: prospective data from 198,101 women of European ancestry; 7,669 women
480 of East Asian ancestry; 1,072 women of African ancestry, and in 18,915 BRCA1 and
481 12,337 BRCA2 pathogenic variant carriers of European ancestry. In the externa
482  validation data, the model with the strongest association for non-mucinous EOC risk
483  derived from the OCAC model development data was the S4 model (27,240 SNPs) with
484  odds ratios (OR) of 1.38(95%Cl:1.28-1.48,AUC:0.588) per unit standard deviation, in
485 women of European ancestry; 1.14(95%Cl:1.08-1.19,AUC:0.538) in women of East
486  Asian ancestry; 1.38(95%CI:1.21-1.58,AUC:0.593) in women of African ancestry;
487  hazard ratios of 1.37(95%CI:1.30-1.44,AUC:0.592) in BRCA1 pathogenic variant
488  carriers and 1.51(95%CI:1.36-1.67,AUC:0.624) in BRCA2 pathogenic variant carriers.
489  Incorporation of the S4 PRS in risk prediction models for ovarian cancer may have
490 clinical utility in ovarian cancer prevention programs.

491
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492 INTRODUCTION

493  Rare mutations in known high and moderate penetrance susceptibility genes (BRCAL,
494 BRCA2, BRIP1, PALB2, RAD51C, RAD51D and the mis-match repair genes) account
495  for about 40 percent of the inherited component of EOC disease risk (1,2). Genome
496  wide association studies (GWAYS), reviewed in Kar et. al. and Jones €. a. (1,3), have
497  identified 39 common (minor allele frequency [MAF] > 0.05) susceptibility variants
498  which together explain about 6% of the heritability of EOC. Polygenic risk scores
499  (PRS) provide an opportunity for refined risk stratification in the general population as

500 well asin carriers of rare moderate or high risk alleles (4,5).

501 A PRSis calculated as the weighted sum of the number of risk alleles carried for a
502  specified set of genetic variants. The best approach to identify the set of variants and
503 their weights in order to optimize the predictive power of a PRS is unknown. A
504 common approach involves selecting a set of variants that reach a threshold for
505  association based on the p-value for each variant with or without clumping and pruning
506 to remove highly correlated variants (6,7). More complex prediction models, based on
507  machine learning approaches that do not assume variant independence have aso been
508 used to construct PRS for complex traits in humans (8,9). To date, these methods have
509  produced only modest gains in predictive power for highly polygenic phenotypes (8,10).
510 Penalized regression approaches such as the lasso, elastic net and the adaptive lasso
511  have aso been used for the joint estimation of variant effects using individual level data
512 for large data sets (11). While they have the potential advantage of improving
513  performance, the major drawback of these methods is the high computational burden

514  required to fit the models (11,12).
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515 In this study, we present a novel implementation of computationally-efficient PRS
516 models using two approaches: 1) penalized regression models including the lasso,
517  elastic net and minimax concave penalty, for use when individual genotype data are
518 avallable; and 2) a Bayesian regression model with continuous shrinkage priors on
519  variant effect sizes, for use in broader settings where summary statistics are available,
520 hereafter referred to as the “select and shrink with summary statistics” (S4) method. We
521  compare these models with two commonly used methods, stepwise regression with p-

522 value thresholding and LDPred.

523 MATERIALS(SUBJECTS) AND METHODS

524  EOC Histotypes

525 EOC is a highly heterogeneous phenotype with five major histotypes for invasive
526  disease — high-grade serous, low-grade serous, endometrioid, clear cell and mucinous
527  histotype. The mucinous histotype is the least common and its origin is the most
528  controversial with up to 60% of diagnosed cases of mucinous ovarian cancer often
529  being misdiagnosed metastasis from non-ovarian sites (13). Recent molecular analyses
530 have concluded that most primary invasive mucinous cases are not extra-ovarian
531 metastases (14). However, accurate diagnosis relies on expert histopathology and
532  immuno-histochemical profiling (15), which remains a challenge in clinical practice and
533  can beanissuein different cohorts from different time periods. Therefore, in this study,
534  we performed PRS modelling and association testing for all cases of invasive EOC,

535  excluding mucinous cases, hereafter referred to as non-mucinous EOC.
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536 Mode Development Study Population

537 We used genotype data from 23,564 invasive non-mucinous EOC cases and 40,138
538  controls with >80% European ancestry from 63 case-control studies included in the
539  Ovarian Cancer Association Consortium (OCAC) for model development. The study
540  protocol was approved by the institutional review boards of the Brigham and Women's
541  Hospital and Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health, and those of participating
542  registries as required. The distribution of cases by histotype was high-grade serous
543  (13,609), low-grade serous (2,749), endometrioid (2,877), clear cell (1,427), and others
544  (2,902). All mucinous EOC histotypes (2,587) were excluded. Sample collection,
545  genotyping and quality control have been previously described (16). Genotype data
546  were imputed to the Haplotype Reference Consortium reference panel on the Michigan
547  Imputation server, using 470,825 SNPs that passed quality control. Of the 32 million

548  SNPsimputed, 10 million had imputation r*> 0.3 and were included in this analysis.
549  Mode Validation Study Population
550 UK Biobank Population

551  We validated the best-fitting PRS models developed in the OCAC data in 657 prevaent
552  and incident cases of invasive EOC (346 serous, 98 endometrioid, 51 clear cell and 162
553  other) and 198,101 female controls of European ancestry from the UK Biobank. Aswith
554  the model development data, all mucinous histotypes (166) were excluded. Samples
555  were genotyped using either the Affymetrix UK BiLEVE Axiom Array or Affymetrix
556 UK Biobank Axiom Array (which share 95% marker content), and then imputed to a
557  combination of the Haplotype Reference Consortium, the 1000Genomes phase 3 and

558 the UK10K reference panels (17). We restricted analysis to genetically confirmed
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559 females of European/white British ancestry. We excluded individuals if they were
560 outliers for heterozygosity, had low genotyping call rate <95%, had sex chromosome
561  aneuploidy, or if they were duplicates (cryptic or intended) (16). All SNPs selected in

562  the model development phase were available in the UK Biobank.

563  Non-European Ancestry Population

564  We investigated transferability of the best-fitting PRS models to populations of non-
565  European ancestry using genotype data from females of East Asian and African
566  ancestries that had been genotyped as part of the OCAC OncoArray Project (18,19).
567 Women of East Asian ancestry - 2,841 non-mucinous invasive EOC (1,960 high-grade
568  serous, 136 low-grade serous, 400 endometrioid, 271 clear cell, 74 other histotypes)
569 and 4,828 controls - were identified using a criterion of >80% Asian ancestry. This
570  group included samples collected from population-based studies in China, Japan, Korea,
571 Malaysia as well as samples from studies conducted in the US, Europe and Australia.
572  Details of these data have been previously described (18). Similarly, women of African
573  ancestry - 368 cases of non-mucinous invasive EOC (261 high-grade serous, 35 low-
574  grade serous, 47 endometrioid, 7 clear cell, 53 other histoptypes) and 704 controls,
575 mainly from studies conducted in the US, were identified using a criterion of >80%

576  African ancestry.as described previously (19).

577 BRCA1/BRCA2 Pathogenic Variant Carrier Population

578  We also assessed the performance of the best-fitting PRS models in women of European
579  ancestry (>80% European ancestry) with the pathogenic BRCA1 and BRCA2 variants
580 from the Consortium of Investigators of Modifiers of BRCAL/2 (CIMBA). We used

581 genotype data from 18,915 BRCA1 (2,053 invasive EOC cases — 712 serous, 115
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582  endometrioid, 9 clear cell, 1217 unknown/other) and 12,337 BRCA2 (717 invasive EOC
583  cases — 26 serous, 4 endometrioid, 1 clear cell, 686 unknown/other) pathogenic variant
584  carriers from 63 studies contributing to CIMBA for independent model validation.
585 Details of the study population and sample collection have been described previously
586  (16). Genotyping, data quality control measures, intercontinental ancestry assessment
587 and imputation to the HRC reference panel are as described for the OCAC study

588  population.
589 PRSfrom Meta-analysis of Summary Statistics

590 We leveraged the increase in sample size resulting from a meta-analysis of EOC risk
591  associations, using both the CIMBA and OCAC data described above, to explore

592  performance of PRS approaches based on summary statistics.
593 Statistical Analysis
594  Polygenic Risk Models

595  For all PRS models, we created scores as linear functions of the allele dosage in the
596  genera form PRS; = X% x;;8; where genotypes are denoted as x (taking on the minor
597  aleledosages of 0, 1 and 2), with x;; representing the ith individual for the jth SNP
598  (out of p SNPs) on an additive log scale and ; represents the weight - the log of the
599  oddsratio - of the jth SNP. We used different approaches to select and derive the

600 optimal weights, f;, in models as described below.
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601  Penalized logistic regression models: the lasso, eastic net and minimax concave

602  penalty

603 A penaized logistic regresson model for a set of SNPs aims to identify a set of

604  regression coefficients that minimize the regularized loss function given by

x — Asign(x)/(1— k) iflx| < A/kand |(x)| > A

A

plr(x; A k) = xif|x| = p

0ifl() <2
605  where x isthe effect estimate of a SNP, 4 is the tuning parameter and x is the threshold
606  (penalty) for different regularization paths. A and k are parameters that need to be
607  chosen during model development to optimize performance. The lasso, elastic net,
608 minimax concave penaty (MCP), and p-value thresholds are instances of the function
609  with different k values. We minimized the winner's curse effect on inflated effect
610 edtimates for rare SNPs by penalizing rarer SNPs more heavily than common SNPs.

611 Detailsare provided in the Supplementary Methods.

612  We used atwo-stage approach to reduce computational burden without a corresponding
613 loss in predictive power. The first stage was a SNP selection stage using a sliding
614  windows approach, with 5.5Mb data blocks and a 500kb overlap between blocks. SNP
615  selection was performed for each block and selected SNPs were collated. Single SNP
616  association analyses were then run, and all SNPs with a y? test statistic of less than 2.25
617 were excluded. Penalized regression models were applied to the remaining SNPs
618 using A values of 3.0 and k values of 0.0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8 and 1.0. SNPs selected in any

619  of these models were included in subsequent analyses.
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620 In the second stage, we fit penalized regression models to the training dataset with 4
621  vauesranging from 3.0 to 5.5 in increments of 0.1 iterated over k values from-3.0to 1
622 inincrements of 0.1. The lasso model (x = 0) for each value of A was fitted first, to
623  obtain a unique maximum. From the fitted maximum the x value was changed, and the

624  model refitted.

625 We applied this two-stage approach with five-fold cross-validation (Figure 1). The
626  variants and their weights from the two-stage penalized logistic regression modelling in
627 the training data were used to calculate the area under the receiver operating
628  characteristic curve (AUC) in the test data. We repeated this process for each cross-

629 validation iteration to obtain a mean AUC for each combination of A and «:

630 Finally, we selected the tuning and threshold parameters from the lasso, elastic net and
631  minimax concave penalty models with the maximum mean cross-validated AUC and
632  fitted penalized logistic regression models with these parameters to the entire OCAC

633  dataset to obtain SNP weights for PRS scores.

634  Stepwiselogistic regression with variable P-value threshold

635 This modd is a genera PLR modd with x=1. As with the other PLR models, we
636 investigated various values for A values (corresponding to a variable P-value threshold
637  for including a SNP in the model). However, we observed that the implementation of
638  this model on individual level data was more difficult than for other x values because
639 the model would sometimes converge to a local optimum rather than the global
640 optimum. Therefore, we applied an approximate conditional and joint association

641 anadysis using summary level statistics correcting for estimated LD between SNPs,
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642  using a reference panel of 5,000 individual level genotype OCAC data as described in

643  Yanget.a (20). Detals are provided in the Supplementary Methods.

644 LDPred

645 LDPred is aBayesan approach that adjusts GWAS summary statistics for the effects of
646 LD by shrinking the posterior mean effect size of each genetic marker based on a point-
647  normal prior on the effect sizes and LD information from an external reference panel.
648  We derived seven candidate polygenic risk scores assuming the fractions of associated
649  variants were 0.001, 0.003, 0.01, 0.03, 0.1, 0.3 and 1.0 respectively (21) using an LD
650 reference panel of 503 samples of European ancestries from the 1000 Genomes phase 3
651 release and effect estimates from the genome wide association analysis on the OCAC

652  model development data.

653  Select and shrink using summary statistics ($4)

654  The $4 agorithmis similar to the PRS-CS agorithm (22) which is a Bayesian approach
655  that uses summary statistics and between-SNP correlation data from a reference panel to
656  generate the PRS scores by placing a continuous shrinkage prior on effect sizes. We
657 adapted this method with penalization of rarer SNPs by correcting for the standard
658  deviation resulting in the selection of fewer SNPs. To implement this algorithm, we
659  varied three parameters, a, b, ¢, which together control the degree of shrinkage of effect
660 estimates. @, the overall shrinkage parameter, is influenced by values of a which
661  control shrinkage of effect estimates around O and b which control shrinkage of larger
662  effect estimates. Smaller values of a result in more severe shrinkage of effect estimates
663  than larger values. Conversely, smaller values of b produce less severe shrinkage than

664  larger values.
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665 We generated summary statistics for each cross-validation training set and selected the
666  parameters that gave the best results on average from the cross-validation and applied
667  theseto the set of summary statistics for the complete OCAC data set to obtain the final

668  set of weights.
669 PRS based on meta-analysis of OCAC-CIMBA summary statistics

670 We conducted a meta-analysis of the EOC associations in BRCAL variant carriers,
671 BRCA2 variant carriers and the participants participating in OCAC using previously
672  described methodological approaches (16). Additional details are provided in the
673  Supplementary Methods. We constructed two PRS models using results from the
674 OCAC-CIMBA meta-analysis. the Select and Shrink (OCAC-CIMBA) PRS and the
675  Stepwise (OCAC-CIMBA) PRS. To construct the Select and Shrink (OCAC-CIMBA)
676 PRS, we applied the a, b and ¢ parameters from the Select and Shrink model described
677  above to the summary statistics from the meta-analysis to obtain a different set of SNPs
678 and weights. We generated the Stepwise (OCAC-CIMBA) PRS by using histotype-
679  specific results from the meta-analysis. We selected all SNPs that were genome-wide
680  significant at nominal thresholds (p <5x10®), along with any independent signals in the
681 same region with p<10® from the histotype specific analyses for low-grade serous,
682  high-grade serous, endometrioid, clear cell ovarian cancer and non-mucinous invasive

683 EOC.
684  Polygenic risk score performance.

685  The best lasso, elastic net, stepwise and S4 models from the model development stage
686 were validated using two independent data sources: the UK Biobank data and

687 BRCA1/BRCAZ2 pathogenic variant carriers from the CIMBA. In the UK Biobank data,
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688  we evaluated discriminatory performance of the models using the AUC and examined
689 the association between standardized PRS and risk of non-mucinous EOC using
690 logistic regression analysis. For the CIMBA data, we assessed associations for each
691  version of the PRS and invasive non-mucinous EOC risk using weighted Cox regression
692  methods previously described (5). PRSs in the CIMBA data were scaled to the same
693  PRS standard deviations as the OCAC data, meaning that per standard deviation hazard
694  ratios estimated on CIMBA data are comparable to PRS associations in the OCAC and
695 UK Biobank data. The regression models were adjusted for birth cohort (<1920, 1920-
696 1929, 1930-1939, 1940-1949, >1950) and the first four ancestry informative principal
697 components (calculated separately by iCOGS/OncoArray genotyping array) and
698  stratified by Ashkenazi Jewish ancestry and country. Absolute risks by PRS percentiles
699 adjusting for competing risks of mortality from other causes were calculated as

700  described in the Supplementary Material.

701 Transferability of PRS scoresto non-European Ancestry

702  We implemented two straightforward approaches to disentangle the role of ancestry on
703  polygenic risk scoring. We selected homogenous ancestral samples by using a high cut-
704  off criterion of 80% ancestry and we standardized the polygenic risk scores by mean-
705  centering within each population. These approaches led to a more uniform distribution
706  of polygenic risk scores within each ancestral population. Further adjustments using

707  principal components of ancestry did not attenuate risk estimates.

708  Data Availability

709  OncoArray germline genotype data for the OCAC studies have been deposited at the

710  European Genome-phenome Archive (EGA; https://ega-archive.org/), which is hosted
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711 by the EBI and the CRG, under accession EGAS00001002305. Summary results are
712 avalable from the Ovarian Cancer Association Consortium
713 (http://ocac.ccge.medschl.cam.ac.uk/). A subset of the OncoArray germline genotype
714  data for the CIMBA studies will be made publically available through the database of
715  Genotypes and Phenotypes (dbGaP) under accession phs001321.v1.pl. The complete
716  dataset will not be made publically available because of restraints imposed by the ethics
717  committees of individual studies; requests for further data can be made to the Data

718  Access Coordination Committee (http://cimba.ccge.medschl.cam.ac.uk/)

719  Ethics Statement

720  All study participants provided written informed consent and participated in research or
721 clinical studies at the host institute under ethically approved protocols. The studies and

722 their approving institutes are listed in the Supplementary Material (Ethics Statement)

723  Results

724  Mode development

725  For models based on individual level genotype data, the elastic net model had the best
726  predictive accuracy (model parameters: A=3.3, k=-2.2, AUC=0.586) Predictive accuracy
727  for the lasso model (A=3.3, AUC= 0.583) was dlightly lower (Table 1). The optimal
728  value of A obtained from regularization paths for the MCP model was 3.3. Further
729  reductionsin the degree of penalization for the MCP models did not improve prediction
730  accuracy. Therefore, the best MCP model was equivalent to the lasso model. For
731  models based on summary statistics, the best-fitting $4 model had the best performance

732 (8=2.75, b=2, ¢=3e-6, AUC=0.593), whereas the best LDPred model had the poorest
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733 performance of the methods tested (p=0.001, AUC=0.552). The mean odds ratios per
734  standard deviation are shown in Table 1 along with the number of SNPs included in the
735  final model when the models were built with the relevant parameters using the complete
736  dataset. All SNPs selected and the associated weights for each model are provided in
737  Supplementary Tables 1 — 6. Given the poorer performance of the LDpred model and
738  the very large number of SNPs included in the final model it was not considered for

739  further validation in other datasets.

740 Table 1: Performance of different PRS modelsin five-fold cross validation of OCAC data

Model Number of Tuning parameter for AUC OR per 1 95% ClI
SNPs* best performance SD of PRS
a) Modelsbased onindividua level genotype data
Lasso 1,403 2=3.3 0.583 1.35 1.30-1.39
Elastic net 10,797 2=3.3, k=-2.2 0.586 136 1.31-1.40
MCP 1,403 »=3.3 0.583 135 1.30-1.39
b) Modelsbased on summary statistics
LDPred 5,291,719 p=0.001 0.552 121 1.13-1.29
Stepwise 22 2=5.4 0.572 130 126-1.34
Select and Shrink (OCAC) 27,240 a=2.75, b=2, p=3e-6 0.593 1.39 134-144

Abbreviations: AUC-Area Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) Curve AUC); OR-Odds Ratio; SD-Standard deviation; PRS-
Polygenic Risk Score; CI-Confidence Interval. NA-Not Applicable.
* Number of SNPsin PRS model run on full OCAC data set after selection of model parameters

741  Modéd validation in women of European ancestry: general population (UK Biobank)

742 and BRCALY/BRCAZ2 pathogenic variant carriers (CIMBA)

743 The best AUC estimates derived from cross-validation are likely to be upwardly biased
744  due to overfitting. Therefore, we used the UK Biobank data as an external validation
745  dataset. Overall the PLR models performed slightly better in the UK Biobank data than
746  the model development data (Table 2). Of the models developed using the OCAC
747  model development data, the association between PRS and non-mucinous EOC was
748  strongest with the Select and Shrink derived PRS (OR per unit SD=1.38, 95%Cl:1.28—

749  1.48) and dlightly lower for the lasso PRS (OR per unit SD=1.37, 95%CIl:1.27-1.48),
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750  the elastic net PRS (OR per unit SD=1.36, 95%Cl:1.26-1.47) and the stepwise PRS
751 model (OR per unit SD=1.35, 95%Cl:1.26-1.46). In BRCAl and BRCA2 variant
752  carriers, prediction accuracy was generally higher among BRCA2 carriers than BRCA1
753  carriers. Consistent with results from the general population in the UK Biobank, the
754  Select and Shrink PRS model also had the strongest association and predictive accuracy
755  for invasve EOC risk in both BRCA1 (HR per unit SD=1.37, 95%Cl:1.30-1.44,
756  AUC=0.592) carriers and BRCA2 carriers (HR per unit SD=1.51, 95%Cl:1.36-1.67,
757  AUC=0.624). The PRS models developed using the OCAC-CIMBA meta-analysis
758  results had better discriminative ability in the UK Biobank than the PRS models
759  developed using only OCAC data. Compared with the Select and Shrink model using
760  only OCAC data, the Select and Shrink PRS mode! derived from the meta-analysis had
761  fewer SNPs (n=18,007), a stronger association with invasive EOC risk (OR per unit
762  SD=1.42, 95%Cl:1.32-1.54) and better predictive accuracy (AUC=0.596). Similarly,
763  the Stepwise model from the OCAC-CIMBA meta-analysis performed better than the
764  Stepwise model from only OCAC data (OR per unit SD=1.39, 95%CIl:1.29-1.50,
765  AUC=0.595), but included more SNPs (n=36)

766  Table 2: External validation of PRS modelsin European populations using data from UK
767  Biobank and CIMBA

SNPs UK Biobank CIMBA BRCAL1 carrierst CIMBA BRCA2 carrierst

Model (data 1) AUC OR  95%Cl AUC HR  95%Cl AUC  HR 95% Cl

a) PRS modds based on OCAC data
Lasso (OCAC) 1,403 0.587 137 127-1.48 0.573 129 123-1.36 0.627 1.49 134-1.65
Elastic net 10,797 0.588 136 126-1.47 0.583 134 127-141 0.617 1.50 1.35-1.66
(OCAC)
Stepwise (OCAC) 22 0.588 135 126-1.46 0.563 122 117-1.28 0.605 1.40 126-1.55
Select and shrink 27,240 0.588 138 128-148 0.592 137 130-144 0.624 1.51 1.36-1.67
(OCAC)

b) PRS modes based on meta-analysis of OCAC and CIMBA data
Stepwise 36 0.595 1.39 1.29-1.50

(OCAC-
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CIMBA)*

Select and shrink 18,007 0596 142 1.32-154
(OCAC-CIMBA)

Abbreviations: AUC-AreaUnder the Receiver Operating Characteristic Curve; OR-Odds Ratio; HR-Hazards ratio
*resultsin CIMBA are overfitted asthe CIMBA data was used for model development
T HR are adjusted for birth cohort and the first four ancestry informative principal components. AUC were estimated from models fitting only the PRS asthe

independent variable.

768

769  Compared with women in the middle quintile, women in the top 95™ percentile of the
770  lasso derived PRS model had 2.23-fold increased odds of non-mucinous EOC (Table
771 3). The observed distribution of the OR estimates was consistent with ORs obtained
772 from theoretical predicted values under the assumption that all SNPs interact
773 multiplicatively, especially for the lasso model (Figure 3), with all 95% confidence
774  intervalsintersecting with the theoretical estimates for women of European ancestry.
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UK Biobank East Asian African

Percentile Controls  Cases (n) OR (95% ClI) Controls (n) Cases (n) OR (95% ClI) Controls Cases OR (95% ClI)
() (n)
5-10 9874 19 0.57 (0.34-0.91) 268 115 0.76 (0.59 — 0.96) 43 11 0.55(0.26 —1.10)
10-20 19742 44 0.67 (0.47 — 0.93) 494 273 0.98(0.81-1.17) 80 27 0.72(0.42 -1.21)
20-40 39470 102 0.77 (0.60 — 1.00) 970 564 1.03(0.89 —1.19) 142 72 1.09 (0.73 - 1.63)
40-60 39440 132 1.00 979 564 1.00 146 68 1.00
60-80 39414 158 1.20 (0.95 — 1.51) 951 583 1.08 (0.94 — 1.25) 130 84 1.39(0.93-2.07)
80-90 19697 88 1.33 (1.02 - 1.75) 456 311 1.21(1.01-1.44) 61 46 1.62(1.00 —2.61)
90-95 9853 41 1.24 (0.86 — 1.75) 236 147 1.10 (0.87 —1.38) 35 19 1.17 (0.61-2.17)
95-100 9834 60 1.82 (1.33 — 2.46) 220 164 1.32(1.04 —1.65) 27 27 2.15(1.17 - 3.95)
d. Select and Shrink

0-5 9957 16 0.54 (0.31-0.89) 279 105 0.63 (0.49 -0.81) 38 16 0.71(0.36 —1.33)
5-10 9888 15 0.51 (0.29 - 0.85) 254 129 0.85(0.67- 1.08) 41 13 0.53 (0.26 —1.03)
10-20 19812 51 0.87 (0.62 — 1.20) 489 278 0.96 (0.80-1.14) 81 26 0.54 (0.32 -0.90)
20-40 39435 113 0.97 (0.75 — 1.25) 1013 521 0.86 (0.75 — 1.00) 156 58 0.62(0.41 —0.94)
40-60 39512 117 1.00 961 572 1.00 134 80 1.00
60-80 39316 158 1.36 (1.07 - 1.73) 950 584 1.03 (0.89 —1.20) 137 77 0.94 (0.63 - 1.40)
80-90 19718 77 1.32 (0.98 — 1.76) 434 333 1.29 (1.08 — 1.54) 61 46 1.26 (0.79 — 2.02)
90-95 9791 45 1.55 (1.09 — 2.17) 233 150 1.08 (0.86 — 1.36) 30 24 1.34(0.73 - 2.45)
95-100 9775 65 2.25 (1.65 - 3.03) 215 169 1.32 (1.05-1.66) 26 28 1.80(0.99 —3.31)

OR: Odds Ratio; CI: Confidence Interval.
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389  Absolute Risk of Developing Ovarian Cancer by PRS percentiles

390 We estimated cumulative risk of EOC experienced between birth and the age of 80 within
391  PRS percentiles for women in the general population (Figure 2), by applying the odds ratio
392  from the PRS models to age-specific population incidence and mortality data for England in
393 2016. For BRCAL and BRCA2 pathogenic variant carriers, we applied the estimated hazard
394 ratios from PRS models to age-specific incidence rates obtained from Kuchenbaecker et al.

395 (23).

396  For women in the general population, the estimated cumulative risks of EOC by age 80 for
397  women at the 99" centile of the PRS distribution were 2.24%, 2.18%, 2.54% and 2.81% for
398 thelasso, elastic net, stepwise and S4 models, respectively. In comparison, the absolute risks
399  of EOC by age 80 for women at the 1% centile were 0.76%, 0.78%, 0.64% and 0.56% for the

400 lasso, elastic net, stepwise and S4 models, respectively.

401  The absolute risks of developing EOC in BRCAL and BRCA2 pathogenic variant carriers
402  were considerably higher than for women in the general population (Figures S1:Cumulative
403  risk of ovarian cancer risk in BRCAL carriers by polygenic risk score percentiles and S2:
404 Cummulative risk of ovarian cancer risk in BRCA2 carriers by polygenic risk score
405  percentiles). The estimated absolute risk of developing ovarian cancer by age 80 for BRCAL
406  carriers at the 99" PRS centiles were 63.2%, 66.3%, 59.0% and 68.4% for the lasso, elastic
407  net, stepwise and S4 models, respectively. The corresponding absolute risks for women at the
408 1% PRS centile were 27.7%, 25.6%, 30.8% and 24.2%. Absolute risks of developing EOC
409  were lower for BRCA2 carriers than BRCAL carriers, with absolute risks for women in the
410 99" centile being 36.3%, 36.3%, 33.0% and 36.9%; and absolute risks for women in the 1%

411  centile being 7.10%, 7.12%, 8.24% and 6.92% for the lasso, elastic net, stepwise and 4
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412 models, respectively. Absolute risks for BRCA1 and BRCA2 carriers at the 10" and 90™

413  percentile are provided in Supplementary Table 7.
414
415  PRSdistribution and ancestry

416  Toinvestigate the transferability of the PLR derived PRS to other populations, we applied the
417  scores to women of African (N=1,072) and Asian (N=7,669) ancestry genotyped as part of
418 the OncoArray project. In general, the distributions of the raw polygenic scores were
419  dependent on both the statistical methods used in SNP selection and ancestral group. PRS
420 models that included more variants had less dispersion, such that the elastic net models had
421  the least between individual variation in al ancestral groups (standard deviation=0.15, 0.19
422  and 0.22 for individuals of Asian, African and European ancestries respectively), while the
423  distributions from the stepwise models were the most dispersed (standard deviation = 0.23,
424  0.27 and 0.30 for individuals of Asian, African and European ancestries respectively). As
425  expected, given the variation in variant frequencies by population, the distribution of
426  polygenic scores was significantly different across the three ancestral groups, with the least
427  dispersion among women of Asian ancestry and the most variation in women of European
428  ancestry. The difference in polygenic risk score distribution was minimized after correction
429  for ancestry by standardizing the PRS to have unit standard deviation using the control
430  subjects for each ancestral group. For comparison, we investigated the use of the first 20

431  principal components to correct for ancestry and we obtained similar results.

432 High PRSs were significantly associated with risk of non-mucinous EOC in both Asian and
433 African ancestries (Table 4), although the effects were weaker than in women of European
434  ancestry. For example, with the lasso model, the odds ratio (95% CI) per unit standard

435  deviation increment in polygenic score was estimated to be 1.16 (1.11-1.22) in women of
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436  East Asian ancestry and 1.28 (1.13-1.45) in women of African ancestry compared to 1.37
437  (1.27-1.48) in women of European ancestry (p for heterogeneity < 0.0001). Variability in
438 effect sizes among ancestral groups was highest for the stepwise model (1> = 92%) versus
439  84% and 83% for elastic net and lasso derived polygenic scores respectively. The best
440  discriminative model among women of East Asian and African ancestry were the Elastic net
441  PRS (AUC=0.543) and the Select and Shrink PRS model derived from OCAC-CIMBA meta-
442  analysis (AUC=0.596) respectively. Women of African ancestry in the top 5% of the PRS
443  had about two-fold increased risk compared to women in the middle quintile (lasso
444  OR:1.64,95%Cl: 0.90-3.00; elastic net OR:1.64,95%Cl:0.90-3.00; stepwise OR:2.15,
445  95%CI:1.17-3.95; 4 OR:1.80, 95%CIl:0.99-3.31). Effect estimates were smaller in women
446  of East Asian ancestry with women in the top 5% of the PRS, having about a 1.5 fold
447  increased risk compared to women in the middle quintile ( lasso OR:1.40, 95%Cl:1.12-1.76;
448  elastic net OR:1.60, 95% Cl:1.28-2.01; stepwise OR:1.32, 95%Cl:1.04-1.65; 4 OR:1.32,

449  95%Cl:1.05-1.66).

450 Table4: External validation of PRS modelsin East Asian and African Populations

Modd East Asian ancestries African ancestries
AUC OR 95% ClI AUC OR 95% ClI
Lasso 0541 116 (1.11-122) 0576 128 (1.13-1.45)
Elastic net 0543 117 (1.12-123) 0574 129 (L14-147)
Stepwise (OCAC) 0528 111 (1.06-116) 0581 134 (1.18-152

Select and shrink (OCAC) 0538 114 (1.08-1.19) 0593 1.38 (1.21-158)

Stepwise 0542 117 (111-123) 059 137 (1.20—156)
(OCAC-CIMBA)
Select and shrink 0537 114 (1.08-119) 059 141 (1.23-161)

(OCAC-CIMBA)

451
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452  Discussion

453  Genetic risk profiling with polygenic risk scores has led to actionable outcomes for cancers
454  such as breast and prostate (24,25). Previous PRS scores for invasive EOC risk in the general
455  population and BRCAL/BRCA2 pathogenic variant carriers have been based on genetic
456  variants for which an association with EOC risk had been established at nominal genome-
457 wide significance (4,5,26-28). Here, we explored the predictive performance of
458  computationally-efficient, penalized, regression methods in modelling joint SNP effects for
459  EOC risk prediction in diverse populations and compared them with common approaches. By
460 leveraging the correlation between SNPs which do not reach nomina genome-wide
461  thresholds and including them in PRS models, the polygenic risk scores derived from
462  penalized regression models in this analysis provide stronger evidence of association with
463  risk of non-mucinous EOC than previously published PRSs in both the general population

464  and in BRCAL/BRCAZ2 pathogenic variant carriers.

465 Recently, Barnes et. al derived a PRS score using 22 SNPs that were significantly associated
466  with high-grade serous EOC risk in GWAS (PRSycs) to predict EOC risk in BRCAL/BRCA2
467  pathogenic variant carriers (5). To make effect estimates obtained in this analysis comparable
468 to the effect estimates obtained from the PRS,cs, we standardized all PRSs using the
469  standard deviation from unaffected BRCA1/BRCAZ carriers; all PRS models in this analysis
470 except the Stepwise (OCAC only) had higher effect estimates (5). However, the
471 corresponding AUCs were higher for the PRScs model (0.604 for BRCAL carriers and 0.667
472 for BRCAZ2 carriers), most likely as aresult of inclusion of other predictors (birth cohort and
473  principa components) in the model. The AUC estimates for women in the general

474  population, as estimated from the UK Biobank, are slightly higher than estimates from
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475  previously published PRS models for overall EOC risk by Wei et al (AUC=0.57) and Y ang et

476  d (AUC=0.58) (26,28)

477  In theory, polygenic risk profiling has the potential for clinical utility, being the earliest
478  measurable contributor to risk which may lead to actionable outcomes. The level of risk
479  among women considered to have a high polygenic risk score, for example women in the 95"
480  percentile, for al of the models we considered approaches the same level of risk conferred by
481  pathogenic variants in moderate penetrance genes such as FANCM (RR=2.1, 95%Cl=1.1-
482  3.9) and PALB2 (RR=2.91 95%CI=1.40-6.04) (29,30). The inclusion of other risk factors
483  such as family history of ovarian cancer, presence of rare pathogenic variants, age at
484  menarche, oral contraceptive use, hormone replacement therapy, parity, and endometriosis in
485  combination with the PRS models could potentially improve risk stratification as has been

486 implemented in the CanRisk tool (www.canrisk.org), which currently uses a PRS model

487  based on 36 SNPs with the potential to use other PRS models (31,32).

488  An important consideration in the clinical utility of polygenic risk scores is the degree to
489  which results are applicable to diverse populations. We found that the discriminative ability
490 varied substantially by ancestral group. As expected, given that the model development
491 dataset consisted entirely of women of European ancestry, the models had greater
492  discriminative power in women of European ancestry, relative to women of African and East
493  Asian ancestry. We observed greater attenuation of discriminative ability in East Asian
494  populations than African populations. This finding is in contrast to what one would expect
495  given human demographic history, and results from genome wide association studies for
496 EOC (18,19,33,34). One possible explanation for this disparity is the small sample size and
497 imprecise effect estimates for women of African ancestry in this study, due to the larger

498  differencesin allele frequency between this population and that of the cohort used to develop
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499  the model. Although the model development data for this analysis was predominantly women
500 of European ancestry, the models developed using our approach performed substantially
501  better in women of African ancestry than a PRS model developed by combining 24 published
502 GWAS SNPS associated with non-mucinous EOC, for which the odds of EOC risk was 1.20

503 fold per standard deviation of PRS (19).

504  Further refinements to our models, by exploring other penalty functions, may improve the
505 predictive value of the PRS. However, this approach may be complicated by difficulties that
506  arise due to the correlation structure between SNPs. Another option to optimizing the models
507  could be varying the penalization function based on prior knowledge. In genomic regions that
508 are known to have variants associated with EOC, one is more likely to find other risk-
509 associated variants. Therefore, varying the penalty function in these regions such that more
510 SNPs are selected into the model may improve the PRS. Finally, as more functional data
511  become available, modifying penalty functions to incorporate functional data may further
512  improve the PRS. Current approaches for incorporating functional annotation have resulted in
513 only modest gains in prediction accuracy for complex traits such as breast cancer, celiac
514  disease, type 2 diabetes and rheumatoid arthritis, much of which is attributed to the SNPs

515  selected in the models and not the functional annotation (35).

516 The UK Biobank, our model validation dataset for women in the general population, had a
517 small number of invasive EOC cases with a disproportionately high number of mucinous
518 cases (166 of the 823 invasive EOC cases or ~20%). Furthermore, cases of the serous
519 histotype could not be classified as either high-grade or low-grade. Therefore, we could not
520 investigate EOC histotype-specific polygenic scores. As the serous histotype is the most
521 common, it is possible that a high-grade serous EOC specific polygenic score may have

522  better predictive value than a non-mucinous polygenic score.
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523  Conclusion

524  In conclusion, our results indicate that using the lasso model for individual level genotype
525 dataand the $4 model for summary level datain polygenic risk score construction provide an
526  improvement in risk prediction for non-mucinous EOC over more common approaches. Our
527  approach overcomes the computational limitations in the use of penalized methods for large
528  scale genetic data, particularly in the presence of highly-correlated SNPs and the use of cross-
529 validation for parameter estimation is preferred. In practical terms, the polygenic risk score
530 provides sufficient discrimination, particularly for women of European ancestry, to be
531  considered for inclusion in risk prediction and prevention approaches for EOC in the future.
532 Further studies are required to optimize these polygenic risk scores in ancestrally diverse
533  populations and to validate their performance with the inclusion of other genetic and lifestyle
534  risk factors.
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Figure captions

Figure 1: PRS model development using penalized regression and L DPred Bayesian approach

Figure 2: Cumulative risk of ovarian cancer between birth and age 80 by PRS percentiles and
PRS models. Shown are the cumulative risk of ovarian cancer risk in UK women by polygenic risk
score percentiles. The lasso (A) and elastic net (B) penalized regression models were applied to
individual level genotype data, while the stepwise (C) and $4 (D) models were applied to summary
level statistics.

Figure 3: Association between the PLR PRS modes and non-mucinous ovarian cancer by PRS
per centiles. Shown are estimated odds ratios (OR) and confidence intervals for women of European
ancestry by percentiles of polygenic risk scores derived from lasso (A), elastic net (B), stepwise (C)
and $4 (D) models relative to the middle quintile.
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Figure 1: PRS model development using penalized regression and LDPred Bayesian

approach.
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Figure 2: Cumulative risk of ovarian cancer between birth and age 80 by PRS percentiles and PRS models
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Figure 3: Association between the PLR PRS models and non-mucinous ovarian

cancer by PRS percentiles
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