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Abstract

Whilst the use of single-cell RNA sequencing (scRNA-seq) to understand target biology is well
established, its predictive role in increasing the clinical success of therapeutic targets remains
underexplored. Inspired by previous work on an association between genetic evidence and
clinical success, we used retrospective analysis of known drug target genes to identify potential
predictors of target clinical success from scRNA-seq data. We investigated whether successful
drug targets are associated with cell type specific expression in a disease-relevant tissue (cell
type specificity), and with cell type specific over-expression in disease patients compared to
healthy controls (disease cell specificity). Analysing scRNA-seq data across diseases and
tissues, we found that both cell type and disease cell specificity are features enriched in targets
entering clinical development, and that cell type specificity in the disease-relevant tissue is
robustly predictive of target progression from Phase I to II. While scRNA-seq analysis
identifies a larger and complementary target space to that of direct genetic evidence, its
association with specificity and drug approval appears less clear. We discuss how further
expansion and harmonization of single-cell datasets, more sophisticated integration of this data
in target discovery, and improved methods for tracking clinical trial outcomes could enhance

our ability to leverage scRNA-seq insights in drug development in future.
NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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Introduction

Drug discovery begins with the identification of candidate targets, drug-binding molecules
whose modulation is hypothesized to be useful for the treatment of disease [1]. The discovery
and development of a novel drug for a candidate target progresses in steps, from target
validation to safety and efficacy clinical trials, and, in successful cases, regulatory approval.
Development of a single new drug takes an average of 12-15 years and costs (including
concurrent program failures) are estimated to range from 900 million — 2.6 billion USD per
success [2,3]. A drug discovery program can fail at each step between early research to
regulatory approval, and it is estimated that in >90% of cases failures can be attributed to
suboptimal target selection for a given disease, resulting in safety or efficacy issues [4].
Together, these observations point to the need to improve the strategies and the data used in
early stages of drug discovery to support the selection of candidate therapeutic targets, to
increase the likelihood of clinical success.

Single-cell RNA sequencing (scRNA-seq) data is a particularly promising source of evidence
for target selection, providing cell-level resolution of molecular profiles in disease-relevant
tissues. Single cell technologies have already been applied extensively to characterize disease
biology, in emerging diseases like COVID-19 [5,6], cancer [7-10], and common complex
diseases across tissues [11-14]. The rapidly growing body of disease-relevant scRNA-seq data
has already begun to inform the development of novel diagnostics and cell-targeting precision
therapies [15]. This led us to ask to what extent information on cell type specific expression
can boost the selection of promising drug targets.

Retrospective analysis of known drug targets has been used to identify features predictive of
target success. Notably, such analyses have shown that targets linked to genetic variants
associated with the relevant disease are twice as likely to reach clinical approval as targets with
no genetic support [16—18]. These studies greatly impacted decision-making in biotech and
pharmaceutical industries. Out of 428 newly FDA-approved drugs from 2013 to 2022, 271
(63%) are backed by direct or indirect human genetic evidence [19,20]. Even though
establishing whether this influenced their discovery or development phases is difficult, 250 out
of 271 genetics-backed drugs had publicly accessible genetic support before approval.

Given this precedent, here we used retrospective analysis to investigate whether common
scRNA-seq disease analyses are informative as predictors of target clinical success.

Results

Although scRNA-seq data can reveal several gene features useful for drug targeting, we
focused on testing two features which are commonly derived from scRNA-seq studies and used
as a way to validate genes of potential use as therapeutic targets: (1) cell type specificity in
healthy disease-relevant tissue and (2) disease cell specificity, here referred to as the over
expression in a cell type in a diseased compared to a healthy tissue (Figure I). The reasoning
behind highlighting these features is that drugs targeting cell type specific genes inhibit
expansion and function of normal cells acquiring aberrant phenotypes in disease. For example,
the GLP-1 receptor, targeted by commonly used anti-diabetic drugs, is normally expressed in
pancreatic beta cells, which become dysfunctional in disease [13]. Conversely, drugs targeting
disease cell specific genes suppress aberrant gene programmes directly. For example,
inflammatory bowel disease patients are treated with antibodies targeting the tumor necrosis
factor (TNF), which is known to be produced by various immune cell types and has been
recently shown to be over-expressed in regulatory T cells, as well as other immune subtypes,
in disease [21].


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313; this version posted October 22, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the authort/gmdﬁr, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
gy,
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

Cell type specific targets (1) Differential expression analysis (2) Collect target evidence (3) Compute odds of reaching
Normal tissue  Diseased tissue for each disease/DR tissue Omic Clinical phase clinical stage with omic support
a NOIC Gene support  reached Clinical phase
2 expression
— I} . 5 |00 e e e @ reached
s D D D bl 3 |ece 000 0O
g’|- <. . [ X Cell type T |900 e 00 O Yes | No
- ®ece .« e .« oo specific 3 OO0 e @ O O|—» T
ge P g20e0 0 0 0 O o5 Yes| A | B
Disease cell specific targets & —— WL =" = . 2 a €2
Normal tissue  Diseased tissue ; ’ . ec0 (54 Drsea.'s.e cell o ] % No| c | D
2| . C YY) specific ]
@® 3 e 8
00T @ £ o S
Pseudo-bulks (Donor + celltype) 285 5 S s 3
R o g
o= Prapw—
@® /Pathological cell 23 ©/ G-D pair universe
>0 0 Filtered Citeline f
A A Drgtargets = 2 ® | Pharmaprojects (R E5CDRER)
8 g % (Minikel et al. 2024) | phase . A/ (A+C)
20 g
(=] 1
Odds ratio
(A/B)/(C/D)

Figure 1: Overview of study design. (A) Illustration of rationale behind scRNA-seq support classes for target
discovery: cell types expanding or acquiring aberrant function in disease can be targeted using cell type specific
targets. Cells specifically expressing aberrant gene programmes can be targeted with disease cell specific targets
(B) Workflow for analysis of association between scRNA-seq support and clinical success. We identify cell type
specific and disease cell specific gene-disease pairs through differential expression analysis on pseudo-bulked
data from the disease-relevant tissue (1). Data on genetic association and clinical success of targets was collected
from the Citeline Pharmaprojects database, as processed by Minikel et al. 2024 (2). For each omic support class,
we compute the odds ratio for the association between clinical success (passing clinical trials) and different
classes of omic support (3).

We first considered diseases for which scRNA-seq data was available via the CZ CellxGene
Discover database [22], defining a disease-relevant (DR) tissue for each disease term. Of the
58 disease terms in the CZ CellxGene database, 25 terms were retained for association analysis,
based on availability of data from disease-relevant tissue and overlap with disease annotation
terms in clinical data (see Supplementary Table 1 for a complete list of considered diseases and
reasons to exclude from analysis). The most prevalent diseases were lung and immune
disorders (Figure 2A). For each disease term, we collected gene expression count matrices and
coarse cell type labels, harmonized using the Cell Ontology [23] (Figure 2B, Supplementary
Figure 1, see Methods), for disease-relevant tissue samples from healthy and diseased
individuals (Supplementary Table 2).


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313; this version posted October 22, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the authort/gmdﬁr, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
gy,
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

A B I0CZCELLxGENE

normal
squamous cell lung carcinoma
small cell lung carcinoma
pulmonary fibrosis
pulmonary emphysema
pneumonia
non-small cell lung carcinoma
interstitial lung disease
cystic fibrosis
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease
systemic lupus erythematosus
influenza
COVID-19 504
stomach disorder 9
gastritis 8
myocardial infarction 19
cardiomyopathy 61
chronic kidney disease 28

acute kidney failure 22 Uniform J

64 31 27 48 77 38 28 [WEE

IS
B

# donors

1000
I 100 Retrieve DR tissue

10 scRNA-seq data

w oo

Disease
(MONDO ID)

(X

=N
FRMREY

Cell type labels nmmm
i — [ 1 | [ [ ]

Disease

ii Normal samples
il samples

genes

disease

cell

Crohn disease
type 1 diabetes mellitus Cell Ontology
follicular lymphoma .
chronic rhinitis annotations
breast cancer

benign prostatic hyperplasia
Barrett esophagus {lil | | | | | [ |

%6'\\&60‘2’1@’5\\ & o°b\\§©" Pseudo-bulk l

o ) .
Disease-relevant tissue i

donor+cell type

Figure 2: Single-cell RNA-seq dataset selection and pre-processing. (4) Overview of diseases and tissues in
ScRNA-seq dataset. Table of disease-relevant tissue of samples (x-axis) and disease condition (y-axis) for all
ScRNA-seq data considered in this study. The number and color of each square indicates the number of individuals
for whom scRNA-seq data are available. The availability of data from healthy individuals is shown in the top row
(disease condition: normal). (B) Illustration of selection and pre-processing steps for scRNA-seq datasets from
CZ CellxGene Discover database (DR: disease-relevant).

For each disease, we identified cell type specific and disease cell specific genes with highly
variable gene (HVG) selection and differential expression (DE) analysis, aggregating mRNA
counts across cell types and donors (Figure IB, see Methods). With this analysis across 25
diseases, we annotated 27780 gene-disease (G-D) pairs as cell type specific and 49253 G-D
pairs as disease cell specific (Supplementary Figure 2). To explore associations between
scRNA-seq support and clinical success, we extracted information about targets of drugs
approved or in trial from the filtered Citeline Pharmaprojects table used by Minikel et al. [18].
This contrasts with a previous version of our analysis, where the Open Targets dataset was used
as the main source of information on clinical targets (see Discussion and Methods for more
details on the differences between clinical databases). The current dataset includes evidence
for 2663 G-D pairs from drug development programs, of which 1648, 1208, 336 and 145 pairs
have respectively reached phase I, phase II, phase III and market launch stages. We then
computed the odds of reaching each phase of clinical development, with or without support
from scRNA-seq data (see Methods, Supplementary Table 3). Of note, this analysis is disease-
specific: we count successful G-D pairs with corresponding scRNA-seq support from analysis
of healthy and diseased individuals in the disease-relevant tissue. For example, a gene that is
cell type specific in oesophagus is not considered as scRNA-seq supported for pulmonary
fibrosis.

In order to limit the analysis to only those genes expressed at a sufficient level in the disease
relevant tissue, the association testing was restricted to highly variable genes (see Methods).
Amongst all genes tested, we observed that scRNA-seq support both from cell type specificity
and disease cell specificity significantly increase the odds of the cognate drugs to reach clinical
phase I to III (Figure 3A-B). Since not all highly variable genes expressed in the disease
relevant tissue are druggable, this result might indicate that cell type and disease cell specific
targets are simply more likely to enter clinical development. Therefore, we next asked whether
these features influence the overall likelihood of progressing to phase II and III for targets
already in preclinical stages of drug development. To this aim, we restricted our analysis to the
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G-D pairs under active investigation by pharmaceutical companies, either at preclinical or
clinical stages, as annotated in the Pharmaprojects data. Our results show that cell type specific
targets are significantly more likely to reach phase I and II compared to non-cell type specific
targets. However, the association is not significant for targets to reach phase III (Figure 3C).
Conversely, disease cell specificity does not significantly increase the odds of reaching phase
I, IT or III (Figure 3D). Surprisingly, we also observed weak negative association between both
cell type and disease cell specificity, and drug launch. As a positive control, we compared the
odds observed with scRNA-seq support in this subset of G-D pairs with those derived from
genetic support of the target, as defined by Open Targets direct genetic association score [1]
and by Minikel et al [18]. As previously observed [16—18], when testing amongst highly
variable ones, genes with genetic support are associated with clinical success, and the
association is stronger for G-D pairs reaching phase III and launch. However, the association
between genetic support and clinical success is no longer significant when the analysis is
restricted to targets in preclinical or clinical stage. However, the odds of launch are markedly
higher than those observed with scRNA-seq support. The discrepancy between these results
and previous studies [16—18] can be explained by the smaller disease set used here, which is
also biased towards immune diseases for which genetic evidence is known to be weakly
associated with clinical progression [18].
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Figure 3. Association between omic-based evidence and target clinical success. Odds ratio for association
between omic evidence (y-facets) and clinical phase reached (y-axis) for target-disease pairs for 25 diseases with
available single cell data from CellxGene and disease ontology information based on Medical Subject Headings
(MeSH) IDs. The left panels (4, C) show association testing for cell type specific targets. The right panels (B, D)
show association testing for disease cell specific targets. For comparison between scRNA-seq support and genetic
evidence, we show association with genetic evidence as defined by Minikel et al. (2024) and by Open Targets
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genetic association annotation. (A-B) Enrichment amongst all highly variable genes used for differential
expression analysis; (C-D) Enrichment amongst highly variable genes that are under active investigation (using
Pharmaprojects data processed by Minikel et al. 2024). For each test, the numbers to the right show the number
of omic-supported targets over total targets that have reached each phase. The totals differ between test on cell
type specific genes and disease cell specific genes because the set of HVGs used for the DE test is different (see
Methods). The error bars denote 95% confidence intervals of the odds ratio. Points in red indicate cases where
the enrichment for successful targets was statistically significant (Fisher’s exact test, Benjamini-Hochberg
adjusted FDR < 10%). The dotted line denotes Odds Ratio = 1 (no enrichment). Genetic evidence as defined by
Minikel et al. is shown only in C-D panels since annotation of genetic evidence in this database was available
only for the gene-disease pairs in preclinical or clinical development.

Results are comparable also in progression analysis considering only targets that have entered
a specific clinical phase (Supplementary Figure 3). Also in this case, we observe a weak but
significant association of cell type specificity with progression through phase I (OR = 1.39,
adj. p-val = 0.0078), while genetic support does not show statistically significant association
with progression through the later phases of clinical development. Stratifying by disease, we
confirmed that these trends are not driven by a specific disease or disease-relevant tissue
(Supplementary Figure 4).

Taken together, these results suggest that cell type and disease cell specificity are features of
targets that enter clinical development but are not predictive of success in late phases of clinical
development. However, cell type specificity is robustly associated with early-stage success,
suggesting that a cell-targeted mechanism may be associated with lower toxicity.

We next proceeded to the validation of these results on a larger set of indications. To expand
the analysis to a larger number of diseases we focused on the 227 diseases in the
Pharmaprojects data for which a single disease relevant tissue could be identified amongst the
eleven available in CZ CellxGene database (Figure 4, Supplementary Table 4). Of note, in this
analysis the cell type specificity was derived only from healthy donors and not from patients’
data.
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Figure 4. Overview of tissues and diseases considered for expanded cell type specificity analysis. The barplot
shows the number of diseases considered for each Disease-relevant (DR) tissue from filtered Pharmaprojects
table. The heatmap shows the total number of G-D pairs reaching each clinical phase for each DR tissue. Here
the” Preclinical” category denotes the size of the gene universe for each DR tissue.
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In this set of G-D pairs, the fraction of cell type specific targets in phase I and II of clinical
development is higher than targets supported by genetic evidence. Conversely, the fraction of
targets of launched drugs with genetic support is substantially higher than those supported by
cell type specificity (Figure 5A). The odds ratio analysis replicates what we observed in the
smaller disease set, whereby cell type specificity increases the odds of access to early stages of
clinical development, but not of approval (Figure 5B, Supplementary Table 5). In this larger
set of diseases we could also replicate the association between genetic evidence and
progression previously reported by Minikel et al [18].

When we stratified the analysis by tissue, the association between cell type specificity and
progression in early stages results to be general and not driven by any specific disease area
(Supplementary Figure 5). Interestingly, when we focused on progression from phase I to II,
we could identify specific disease areas, such as immune diseases where blood was annotated
as disease-relevant tissue, where cell type specificity is a stronger indicator than genetic
support, despite the fact that more genes have genetic support than scRNA-seq support (59 G-
D pairs with genetic support and 37 G-D pairs with cell type specificity support, of 936 total
G-D pairs passing phase I). Additionally, cell type specificity showed a weak, albeit not
significant, negative association with progression from stage I to II for lung and colon diseases.
We speculate that this might be due to our empirical definition of tissues deemed to be disease-
relevant. Respiratory disorders might indeed affect specific or multiple sections of the airways,
and a more refined definition of tissues involved might lead to a more effective definition of
cell type specificity. Similarly, the colon was used in the analyses as a disease-relevant tissue
for gastrointestinal disorders even though Crohn’s disease lesions can occur anywhere in the
gastrointestinal tract, from the mouth to the anus. Moreover, both Crohn’s disease and
ulcerative colitis can have several extra-intestinal manifestations in the eyes, hepatobiliary
system, joints, and other tissues.
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Figure 5. Expanded cell type specificity analysis on 227 diseases in filtered Pharmaprojects table and disease-
relevant tissue data in CellxGene database. (4) Barplot of total number of G-D pairs (y-axis) by maximum clinical
phase reached. G-D pairs supported by cell type specificity, genetic evidence or both are colored. (B) Odds ratio
for association between omic evidence (y-axis) and clinical phase reached (y-facets) for target-disease pairs for
227 diseases. For comparison between scRNA-seq support and genetic evidence, we show association with genetic
evidence as defined by Minikel et al. (2024). For each test, the numbers to the right show the number of omic-
supported targets over total targets that have reached each phase. The error bars denote 95% confidence intervals
of the odds ratio. Points in red indicate cases where the enrichment for successful targets was statistically
significant (Fisher’s exact test, Benjamini-Hochberg adjusted FDR < 10%,). The dotted line denotes Odds Ratio
= [ (no enrichment). Genetic evidence as defined by Minikel et al. is shown since annotation of genetic evidence
was available only for the gene-disease pairs in preclinical or clinical development.
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Discussion

The ever-expanding use of scRNA-seq data to study disease, is accompanied by an increasing
interest in quantifying the extent to which these data can support the drug discovery process,
by identifying genes with increased probability of success as therapeutic targets early on. Our
analysis is aimed at assessing whether cell type-specific features commonly derived from
scRNA-seq studies are associated with increased success of targets to progress through
preclinical and clinical development. We tested two distinct patterns of cell type specific
expression: cell type specific expression in disease-relevant tissue (cell type specificity) and
cell type specific over-expression in disease-relevant tissue from disease patients compared to
controls (disease cell specificity).

Our results show that cell type specificity is associated with increased likelihood of entering
clinical development and passing phase I, making it valuable information for target
prioritization in the drug discovery process. Importantly, cell type specificity doesn't require
patient data, only harmonized cell type labels, and cell type-specific gene annotations for each
tissue could be systematically computed and shared through open resources like the Human
Cell Atlas Data Portal (data.humancellatlas.org) or the CZ CellxGene database [22]. Our
analysis also points to the importance of the accurate definition of tissues defined as relevant
for each given disease, something that was proved challenging, especially for complex
diseases. We expect that complementary approaches such as heritability enrichment [24] could
be used to improve this analytical framework by more accurately and systematically matching
diseases and their cognate involved tissues.

Our analysis found no evidence linking cell type or disease cell specificity of a target with the
likelihood of drug approval. Although we followed established best practices and utilized a
large dataset, we believe these results should not be considered as conclusive with regards to
the role of single-cell expression data in drug development. Several considerations can be made
on the limitations of the results presented, and on potential areas for future analysis, suggesting
that further research is necessary to fully understand this relationship.

First, clinical evidence data for target-disease pairs is sparse, with notable inconsistencies
between data sources. For example, comparing the filtered Pharmaprojects dataset [18] with
annotations of target-disease pairs from Open Targets [1], there are notable discrepancies in
number of target-disease pairs associated to each clinical phase for the same set of diseases,
which leads to different results for omic evidence association analysis (Supplementary Figure
6A-B). Not only is there a difference in size between the curated Pharmaprojects and Open
Targets datasets, but also many G-D pairs are annotated in a specific clinical phase by one
source only (Supplementary Figure 6C). The differences are especially marked amongst what
are considered targets of approved drugs.

Also, publicly available data on clinical trials are often sparse and full information is not
available regarding the reasons why programs failed. Of the 74 G-D pairs indicated as failing
in phase III by Minikel et al. [18], only 13 pairs had annotations regarding the reasons for their
cessation from a recent study on this topic [25]. Considering G-D pairs from Razuvayevskaya
et al. [25], the majority of G-D pairs not passing phase III with single-cell support fail because
of general “strategic” reasons (Supplementary Figure 7). Larger sets of gene-disease pairs and
more granular information would be needed to more accurately determine the association
between cell type or disease cell specificity with lack of demonstrated efficacy.
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Furthermore, this work relies heavily on harmonized collections of scRNA-seq data, such as
the CZ CellxGene Discover database. As a result, in certain diseases our analysis was
constrained by the availability of tissue samples from only a small number of individuals
(Figure 2A), and we found that with a larger patient cohort we could detect more disease cell
specific genes (Supplementary Figure 10). Another potential limitation lies in the use of Cell
Ontology-based cell type labels [23], which rely on annotations provided by curators upon
submission to the database. These might penalize the accuracy of cell annotations, with the
same label applied to transcriptionally distinct cells or different labels for identical cell types.
While label harmonization partially addresses some issues, it leads to coarser annotations and
penalizes the accurate labelling of rare, tissue-specific subpopulations.

Importantly, while we found that cell type specificity is an informative feature for success in
early stages of clinical development, more sophisticated analyses on scRNA-seq data might be
needed to identify a cell-centric diagnostic that is predictive of drug efficacy. We define disease
cell specificity using a naive cell type-level differential expression analysis, where technical
effects are only partially mitigated. This could lead to false discoveries that could be mitigated
by refined experimental design and using more robust statistical methods to recover expression
differences in scRNA-seq data [26]. Additional improvements might come from the pre-
selection of disease-relevant cell types to derive cell type specificity. This could be achieved
through differential cell abundance analyses [27,28], other supervised methods for multi-
condition scRNA-seq data [29-31] or heritability enrichment [32,33]. Furthermore, methods
to infer differentiation trajectories [34,35], cell-cell interactions [36,37], regulatory networks
[38], and immune repertoires [39] from single-cell genomics provide additional unexplored
space for novel targets. Our work provides a framework and baseline to assess the potential
impact of alternative single-cell data analysis methods and modalities on target discovery.

Finally, it is worth considering that retrospective analyses such as the one presented here focus
on historical data. This implies that therapeutic mechanisms in diseases where cell type-specific
analyses have the greatest impact may not have been fully explored or exploited. For example,
we found that a significant proportion of cell type-specific and disease-specific genes are
considered tractable by therapeutic agents (Supplementary Figure 8). Notably, cell type-
specific genes are particularly enriched in membrane-bound proteins, which are promising
targets for certain therapeutic modalities such as antibody-based therapies. In addition, cell-
specific therapies might have the greatest benefits in patient subsets identifiable by cell-driven
precision medicine approaches, which are rarely implemented today.

In summary, our work demonstrates that currently standard single-cell analyses can aid in
prioritizing druggable and safe targets. However, more refined data curation and analytical
methods are necessary to support the later phases of clinical development with evidence-based
approaches. We hope this serves as a foundation for future research focused on leveraging
emerging tissue profiling technologies for target discovery.

Methods

Single-cell RNA-seq data collection from CZ CellxGene Discover platform

To select a set of diseases and scRNA-seq datasets, we downloaded cell- and dataset-level
metadata for all H.Sapiens datasets from the CZ CellxGene Discover database, using the
cellxgene census python API (census version: 2023-07-25) [22]. Disease-relevant (DR) tissues
were manually annotated for the 58 disease terms in the database. We excluded datasets
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profiled with targeted scRNA-seq assays (BD Rhapsody), inDrop and STRT-seq. We further
excluded fetal samples, based on Human Developmental Stage Ontology [40], where available,
and by manual curation for 12 datasets where stages were annotated as “unknown”. 10 disease
terms were grouped into 4 broader terms (Supplementary Table 1).

After curation, 25 disease terms were retained for association analysis. Reasons to exclude
diseases included: missing overlapping disease terms in clinical databases (filtered Citeline
Pharmaprojects or Open Targets), missing data from DR tissue, data available from less than 3
donors with the disease, download errors (see Supplementary Table 1 for a complete list of
diseases and reasons to exclude from analysis). After selecting suitable datasets, for each
disease we downloaded full transcriptome gene expression profiles for all cells from the DR
tissue from healthy donors and disease patients, as well as cell type labels (Cell Ontology terms
[23]) and sample-level technical metadata (scRNA-seq assay and suspension type,
Supplementary Figure 11).

To ensure consistency in granularity of cell type annotations across studies, we implemented a
rollup procedure on the Cell Ontology tree, by relabelling cells with parent terms if a given
term is a descendant of another term in the dataset (see example outcome in Supplementary
Figure 1). For each term, the search for parent terms was limited only to a level of depth in the
ontology tree given by the total number of ancestors of the term divided by a factor of 5. For
example, if a term had 20 ancestors in the ontology tree, we searched for the 4 closest parent
terms in the dataset for relabelling. We recognize that this step reduces the resolution of cell
type annotations, yielding broader and partially redundant annotation labels. However, it
mitigates the need for batch correction, clustering, and manual cell type annotation across 30
datasets. We defined the cell type labels used after roll-up as high-level cell type annotations.

For the analysis of cell type specificity in healthy DR tissue on an expanded set of diseases
(Figure 4), we considered all tissues in the CZ CellxGene database for which data from at least
3 healthy individuals was available.

Differential expression analysis and extraction of scCRNA-seq supported gene-disease pairs

We identified cell type specific and disease cell specific genes for each disease using
differential expression (DE) analysis.

For each disease dataset, we aggregated cell-level gene expression profiles summing counts
and size factors (total counts per cell) by donor and high-level cell type annotations (hereafter,
pseudo-bulks), following best practice recommendations for DE analysis on scRNA-seq data
[26,41]. Only cell types found in at least 3 healthy donors (and 3 disease donors for disease cell
specificity analysis) were included in DE testing. To identify cell type specific genes, we
selected pseudo-bulks from healthy donors from the disease-relevant tissue and we tested for
DE between pseudo-bulks of one cell type against all other cell types. To identify disease cell
specific genes, for each cell type we tested for DE between diseased donors and healthy donors.
For each test, we selected the top 5,000 highly variable genes amongst considered pseudo-
bulks, using the method implemented in the R package scran [42]. We tested for differential
expression between groups with the edgeR quasi-likelihood test [43] using the implementation
in the R package g/mGamPoi [44]. In all tests, we modelled the number of cells per pseudo-
bulk as a confounder, as well as suspension type (cell or nuclei) and scRNA-seq assay where
possible (when the confounder was not perfectly collinear with the disease label). After DE
analysis, we obtained the effect size (log-fold change, logFC) and Benjamini-Hochberg
adjusted p-values for each tested gene in each tested cell type.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313; this version posted October 22, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the autho%/)gmdér, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
gy,
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

We annotated a gene-disease (G-D) pair as cell type specific when the gene is significantly
over-expressed in at least one cell type compared to all other cell types in healthy disease-
relevant tissue (adjusted p-value < 0.01, logFC > 5). The choice of logFC threshold was
motivated by the observation that genes significantly over-expressed at lower log-fold changes
are often ubiquitously highly expressed, while those at higher fold changes are genuinely cell
type specific (Supplementary Figure 9). We annotated a G-D pair as disease cell specific when the
gene is significantly over-expressed in disease in at least one cell type in disease-relevant tissue
(adjusted p-value < 0.01, logFC > 0.5). The total number of supported G-D pairs for each
disease is shown in Supplementary Figure 2.

Drug development data

We used data on clinical progression for G-D from the Citeline Pharmaprojects database, as
filtered, pre-processed and re-distributed by Minikel et al. [18]. Briefly, this includes
monotherapy programmes added since 2000 annotated with a highest clinical phase reached
and where a human gene target and a disease indication were available. The table was
downloaded from the study supplementary materials. We selected this as our primary source
of drug development data to ensure comparability with the latest retrospective analysis studies
[18,45] and to use the annotation of targets considered for pre-clinical development, which is
missing from alternative publicly-available resources. For the extended analysis, we assigned
disease-relevant tissue for each indication, starting from the annotations of therapeutic areas
by Minikel et al. Indications ‘oncology’, ‘congenital’, and ‘other’ (except for kidney and
prostate disorders) were excluded from this extended analysis due to concerns about the ability
to select an appropriate disease-relevant tissue. Digestive disorders were subdivided into those
with liver, oesophagus, small intestine, or colon as their disease-relevant tissue. Hematologic
disorders could be assigned blood, lymph node, or bone marrow. Respiratory disorders could
be assigned nasal tissue or lung. Indications where a disease relevant tissue could not be
identified were excluded, leaving 227 diseases for inclusion in the extended analysis
(Supplementary Table 4). We decided to always assign a single tissue to each indication to
avoid potential artifacts coming from analysing much larger set of gene-disease pairs for
indications with multiple tissue assignments.

For comparison between sources of clinical evidence (Supplementary Figure 6), we collected
data on clinical progression for G-D pairs from Open Targets, using two distinct sources:

- Open Targets (ChEMBL score): Open Targets direct association evidence was accessed
via download from the Open Targets Platform (version 23.02) [1,46]. Downloads used
for this analysis were the ‘Diseases’ and ‘Direct Associations by Type’ tables.
Experimental Factor Ontology (EFO) disease terms used in Open Targets were mapped
to their corresponding term in used in the CellxGene database (MONDO IDs) using the
ontology tree available in the Open Biological and Biomedical Ontology Foundry
(https://obofoundry.org/ontology/mondo.html). We annotated G-D pairs for which
approved or clinical candidate drugs exist using the ChEMBL evidence score from the
Open Targets Platform. Briefly, each G-D pair is assigned a score between 0 and 1
based on clinical precedence, then the score is down-weighted by half if the clinical
trial has stopped early for negative results (no effect of the drug) or safety and side
effects concerns. Following the ChEMBL evidence scoring in Open Targets
(https://platform-docs.opentargets.org/evidence#chembl), we classified G-D pairs with
a ChEMBL evidence score > 0.1 as safe (> phase I), pairs with score > 0.2 as effective
(> phase II), and pairs with score > 0.7 as approved (> phase III). While we do not
explicitly exclude gene-disease pairs supported by failed trials, the down-weighting in
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Open Targets ensured that targets failed in early clinical trials are excluded, and targets
failed in phase III were at most classified as passing phase II.

- Open Targets (Razuvayevskaya et al. 2024): data processed by a recent study from
Open Targets [25] was downloaded from HuggingFace
(https://huggingface.co/datasets/opentargets/clinical evidence).

Genetic association

We used two distinct annotations of G-D pairs with genetic support, both aggregating evidence
for association of genes and rare and common variants from several sources:

- Direct genetic association score provided in Open Targets (https:/platform-
docs.opentargets.org/evidence) [1]. We classified as supported by genetics any G-D
pair with genetic association score > 0.

- Annotation of genetically supported G-D pairs from Minikel et al. [18], including
evidence from an expanded set of indications, based on similarities on Medical Subject
Headings (MeSH) ontology tree. These annotations are reported only for G-D pairs
under active investigation by pharmaceutical companies present in the filtered
Pharmaprojects data. Therefore, we did not use these annotations for enrichment
analyses on the set of highly variable genes.

Both genetic annotations derive from aggregated analysis of multiple data sources including
associations with both rare and common variants implicated by association studies, and have
been used in different studies [25,45].

Association between omic evidence and progression through clinical trials

To test for association between omic evidence (cell type specificity, disease cell specificity,
genetic association) and clinical success (reaching clinical phase I, II, Il or launch) we
computed the odds ratio and Fisher exact test p-value under the null hypothesis that the true
ratio between the odds of being a successful G-D pair with omic support and of being successful
without support is 1. In all association tests, drug indications for clinical success and data for
omic support are aligned by disease. To compute odds ratios, 95% confidence intervals and p-
values, we used the odds ratio calculation implementation in the python package scipy [47]. In
all figures and tables, we report FDR corrected p-values using the Benjamini-Hochberg
procedure. To enumerate the space of possible G-D pairs for odds ratios analysis, we used the
following gene sets as “gene universes’:

- HVGs: all highly variable genes considered for DE analysis for each disease. We test
on this set as standard practice for enrichment analysis after DE testing, and to consider
genes that are expressed at a sufficient level in the DR tissue, regardless of their
druggability potential. We recognize this might lead to a conservative estimate of
association for cell type specificity, where highly variable gene selection between cell
types should already be selecting weakly cell type specific genes. However, we observe
that several HVGs selected for cell type specificity analysis are frequently ubiquitously
expressed and cell type specific only at very low fold changes (Supplementary Figure 9).

- HVGs under active investigation: the intersection between genes considered for DE
analysis and genes that are under active investigation by pharmaceutical companies for
each disease, as annotated in the filtered Pharmaprojects dataset (see “Drug
development data”).
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Data availability

All scRNA-seq data analysed in this study is available via the CZ CellxGene Discover database
and CxG Census API (https://chanzuckerberg.github.io/cellxgene-census/, version: 2023-07-
25). Data on clinical precedence for known drugs for each target-disease pair, as well as gene-
disease genetic association scores, was obtained from the supplementary materials of Minikel
et al. 2024 [18] and from Open Targets (version 23.02,
https://platform.opentargets.org/downloads/data). Processed datasets and analysis outputs are
available as supplementary tables and via figshare (doi:10.6084/m9.figshare.25360129) and
through our code repository (https://github.com/emdann/sc_target evidence).

Code availability

All code to reproduce data downloads, processing and analysis is available at
https://github.com/emdann/sc_target_evidence.
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Supplementary Figure 1: Example outcome of harmonisation of cell type annotations based on Cell Ontology. The y-axis shows the original
Cell Ontology label used in CZ CellxGene database for the myocardial infarction dataset (disease-relevant tissue: heart) and the x-axis
shows the updated label after label harmonisation. The heatmap color and number indicate the number of cells for each label.
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Supplementary Figure 2: Number of clinically successful and supported targets per disease. Barplot of number of gene targets with scRNA-
seq support by disease. The total number of G-D pairs for each class is reported above the bar plots.
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Supplementary Figure 3. Progression analysis. Odds ratio for association between omic evidence (y-facets) and progression through
clinical phases (y-axis) for gene-disease pairs for 25 diseases. For comparison between scRNA-seq support and genetic evidence, we show
association with genetic evidence as defined by Minikel et al. (2024) and by Open Targets genetic association. For each test, the numbers
to the right show the number of omic-supported targets over total targets that have reached each phase. The error bars denote 95%
confidence intervals of the odds ratio. Points in red indicate cases where the enrichment for successful targets was statistically significant
(Fisher’s exact test, Benjamini-Hockberg adjusted FDR < 10%,). The dotted line denotes Odds Ratio = 1 (no enrichment).
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Supplementary Figure 4: Association between omic support and clinical progression stratified by disease. Odds ratio (x-axis, in logl0
scale) of association between clinical success of a target and scRNA-seq support (v-axis) computed stratifying by disease. Results are
shown for diseases with at least 1 launched and 1 supported target. For each test, the numbers to the right show the number of omic
supported targets over total successful targets. The error bars denote 95% confidence intervals of the odds ratio. Points in red indicate
cases where the enrichment for successful targets was statistically significant (Fisher’s exact test p-value < 0.05). The dotted line denotes
Odds Ratio = 1 (no enrichment).
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Supplementary Figure 5 Association between cell type specificity and clinical progression stratified by disease-relevant tissue. Odds ratio
(x-axis, in logl0 scale) of association between clinical success of a target and scRNA-seq support (top panel) or genetic evidence (bottom
panel. For each test, the numbers to the right show the number of omic supported targets over total successful targets. The error bars
denote 95% confidence intervals of the odds ratio. Points in red indicate cases where the enrichment for successful targets was statistically
significant (Fisher’s exact test p-value < 0.05). The dotted line denotes Odds Ratio = 1 (no enrichment).
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Supplementary Figure 6. Comparison between sources of clinical evidence for gene-disease pairs. (A-B) Odds ratio for association between
omic evidence (y-facets) and maximum clinical phase reached (y-axis), as in figure Figure 3A-B, computed using different datasets of
clinical progression for G-D pairs: filtered Pharmaprojects data from Minikel et al. 2024, filtered Open Targets data from Razuvayesvskaya
et al. 2024, unfiltered Open Targets data (v23.02) based on ChEMBL score. Results are shown for 24 diseases for which G-D pairs were
available in all sources. This comparison is limited to tests within highly variable genes, since only the Pharmaprojects data annotates
pairs of datasets in pre-clinical development. (C) Upset plots showing the intersection of G-D pairs that have reached each clinical phase

between clinical evidence sources.
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Supplementary Figure 7: The proportion of trial failures due to various reasons, grouped by gene-disease (G-D) pair types. The x-axis
represents the proportion of failures for each category, while the y-axis lists the different reasons for failure as predicted in a recent Open
Targets study [25]. The distribution of failures highlights differences in failure reasons across G-D pair types, suggesting variability in
trial success depending based on available target evidence.
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Supplementary Figure 8: Tractability of unexplored targets across diseases. Scatter plot of fraction of tractable unexplored genes (x-axis)
for 24 diseases (y-axis) for different classes of omic evidence (color). We consider three categories: antibody tractable, small molecule
tractable, and tractable by either class of drugs. Dashed lines represent the fraction of tractable genes across all protein-coding genes.
Diseases for which no gene with genetic evidence was found are not shown (n=3).
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Supplementary Figure 9: Analysis of parameters for definition of targets with scRNA-seq support. (4) Barplot of number of supported G-
D pairs with increasing log-Fold Change (logF'C) threshold on differential expression (DE) analysis results, for cell type specific genes
(left) and disease cell specific genes (right). (B) Example from lung adenocarcinoma scRNA-seq data showing cell type specificity of
candidate target genes at high DE log-fold changes. The left scatterplot shows the mean expression (log-normalized counts, x-axis) and
DE log-fold change for one-vs-all test (v-axis) used for cell type specificity analysis for each significantly over-expressed gene (1%
FDR). The dotplots to the right show the expression, in terms of mean (color) and cell fraction (size) for 5 randomly selected cell type
specific genes detected in 10 lung cell types (the cell ontology term is indicated on top of the plots). The top plot shows significant genes
with logF’C > 5 and the bottom plot shows significant genes with logF'C < 5.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313; this version posted October 22, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the authortlgmdﬁr, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
gy,
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

»n . .
0 | ° 9 8000 c@yo-19  Disease-relevant tissue
g 15001 R=03,p=062 o ° g R=0.46, p=0.011 ® blood
oy o o @ breast
© 12504 % 6000 1 O colon
= ® ® d @ esophagus
8 ‘ % cardiomyopathy chronic rgnitis breast cancer o hgart
& 1000 o 2 4000- com@on ggriable mmunodefiiency > © kidney
(o) B é% : ) lung aden%rcmoﬂa [6) Iung
§ 8 o g e myocg lmfirctlon ® Crohn disease 2 Iymph node
= i _ nose
= 750 o @ 2000 eg ) O pancreas
Q o 2. (¢ O prostate gland
] 5 lo0 e ) © small intestine
¥ 500 . T T Z 012 - - . r r © stomach
20 30 40 5 10 15 20 25
# tested celltypes # tested celltypes
B 8000 - o 8000 - o
R=0.78, p=3.2e-07 R=0.4,p=0.028
= 0
8 % 6000 1 6000 1
8 (o] L4 °
§ © 40001 N o o 4000 - o oo N
?G oo % e e o °
T O L) ° °
4 20007 o o o 2000 - o . o
o %° ° o0 °
0] e e8e%e ° od°® e o [
1 2 10 15 20 25 30
[ J °
o 15901 B _0.0098sp =096 15001 R=0.24, = 0s21
= e o L4
(6]
© 12501 1250 -
Q e o o ome® o ° ° [ ]
2 e oo ° L] L]
8 & 1000+ . . 1000 1 s
20 o ° ° b °
= [ ] [}
9 750 1 o 750 1 o
%
500 L ° T T 500 L T ° T T T T
1 2 10 15 20 25 30
# disease donors (log10) # normal donors (log10)

Supplementary Figure 10: Variability in scRNA-seq supported targets between diseases. (A) Scatterplots showing the number of tested cell
types in disease-relevant tissue (x-axis) against the number of identified cell type specific (left) and disease cell specific (right) genes. Dots
are colored by disease-relevant tissue. Pearson’s correlation coefficient and p-value for permutation test are shown on top. (B) Scatterplots
showing the number of disease donors (left column) and control donors (right column) in scRNA-seq dataset for each disease against the
number of identified cell type specific (bottom row) and disease cell specific (top row) genes. Pearson’s correlation coefficient and p-value
for permutation test are shown on top. Data is shown for 30 diseases and 13 tissues with data in CellxGene datasets (including diseases
that were subsequently excluded because of missing clinical data).
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Supplementary Figure 11: Technical metadata for disease scRNA-seq datasets. Heatmap showing the scRNA-seq assay and suspension
type (x-axis) for samples of different tissues and diseases (y-axis). Heatmap color and annotated numbers denote the number of samples
analysed for each group. Diseases are grouped by disease-relevant tissue.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313; this version posted October 22, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the authortlgmdﬁr, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
gy,
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

Supplementary Tables

Supplementary Table 1: Table of diseases available in CZ CellxGene database considered for study
[disease] name of disease used in study

[disease_ontology id] MONDO identifier for disease used in study

[disease relevant tissue] Manually curated annotation for disease-relevant tissue
[disease_name_original] Name of disease found in CZ CellxGene database

[disease ontology id original] MONDO identifier for disease found in CZ CellxGene database
[reason2exclude] if not NA, description of reason to exclude disease from final analysis

Supplementary Table 2: Sample-level metadata for scRNA-seq datasets from CZ CellxGene database used in study
[assay] scRNA-seq protocol

[tissue] original tissue annotation

[tissue_general] high-level mapping of a tissue

[suspension type] indicates whether cells or nuclei were isolated

[disease] disease condition of donor

[dataset id] Identifier for dataset in CellXGene Census

[donor_id] Identifier for donor in dataset

[development stage ontology term id] Human Developmental Stages ontology term for age of donor
[sample id] sample identifier (donor, assay, tissue)

[disease_name_original] name of disease found in CZ CellxGene database

[disease ontology id original] MONDO identifier for disease found in CZ CellxGene database
[disease_ontology id] MONDO identifier for disease used in study

[disease relevant tissue] Manually curated annotation for disease-relevant tissue

Supplementary Table 3: Results of association analysis between omic support and clinical success across diseases
[odds_ratio] Odds ratio of association between evidence and clinical success

[ci_low] 95% confidence interval of odds ratio (bottom)

[ci_high] 95% confidence interval of odds ratio (top)

[pval] Fisher exact test p-value for enrichment (alternative hypothesis: odds ratio higher than 1)
[n_success] Number of successful gene-disease pairs

[n_insuccess] Number of not successful gene-disease pairs

[n_supported approved] Number of successful gene-disease pairs supported by omic evidence
[n_supported] Total number of gene-disease pairs supported by omic evidence

[evidence] omic support class (all _sc_evidence indicates cell type and disease cell specific genes)
[clinical status] Clinical success class

[universe] Name of considered gene universe

[universe size] Number of genes in gene universe

Supplementary Table 4: Table of diseases and disease-relevant tissue annotation for expanded cell type specificity analysis
[indication_mesh_term] Name of disease/indication from MeSH

[indication_mesh_id] MeSH ID for disease/indication

[tissue test] Annotation of disease-relevant tissue used in this study

Supplementary Table 5: Results of association analysis between cell type specificity and clinical success across expanded
set of diseases

[odds_ratio] Odds ratio of association between evidence and clinical success

[ci_low] 95% confidence interval of odds ratio (bottom)

[ci_high] 95% confidence interval of odds ratio (top)

[pval] Fisher exact test p-value for enrichment (alternative hypothesis: odds ratio higher than 1)
[n_success] Number of successful gene-disease pairs

[n_insuccess] Number of not successful gene-disease pairs

[n_supported approved] Number of successful gene-disease pairs supported by omic evidence
[n_supported] Total number of gene-disease pairs supported by omic evidence

[evidence] omic support class

[clinical status] Clinical success class


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313; this version posted October 22, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

pRtnB).
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

References:

10.

11.

12.

Ochoa D, Hercules A, Carmona M, Suveges D, Baker J, Malangone C, et al. The next-
generation Open Targets Platform: reimagined, redesigned, rebuilt. Nucleic Acids Res.
2023;51: D1353-D1359. doi:10.1093/nar/gkac1046

Moftat JG, Vincent F, Lee JA, Eder J, Prunotto M. Opportunities and challenges in
phenotypic drug discovery: an industry perspective. Nat Rev Drug Discov. 2017;16:
531-543. do1:10.1038/nrd.2017.111

DiMasi JA, Grabowski HG, Hansen RW. Innovation in the pharmaceutical industry:
New estimates of R&D costs. J Health Econ. 2016;47: 20-33.
doi:10.1016/j.jhealeco.2016.01.012

Morgan P, Brown DG, Lennard S, Anderton MJ, Barrett JC, Eriksson U, et al. Impact of
a five-dimensional framework on R&D productivity at AstraZeneca. Nat Rev Drug
Discov. 2018;17: 167—-181. do0i:10.1038/nrd.2017.244

Barmada A, Handfield L-F, Godoy-Tena G, de la Calle-Fabregat C, Ciudad L,
Arutyunyan A, et al. Single-cell multi-omics analysis of COVID-19 patients with pre-
existing autoimmune diseases shows aberrant immune responses to infection. Eur J
Immunol. 2023; €2350633. doi:10.1002/¢j1.202350633

Sungnak W, Huang N, Bécavin C, Berg M, Queen R, Litvinukova M, et al. SARS-CoV-
2 entry factors are highly expressed in nasal epithelial cells together with innate immune
genes. Nat Med. 2020;26: 681-687. doi:10.1038/s41591-020-0868-6

Jerby-Arnon L, Shah P, Cuoco MS, Rodman C, Su M-J, Melms JC, et al. A cancer cell
program promotes T cell exclusion and resistance to checkpoint blockade. Cell.
2018;175: 984-997.€24. doi:10.1016/j.cell.2018.09.006

Kildisiute G, Kalyva M, Elmentaite R, van Dongen S, Thevanesan C, Piapi A, et al.
Transcriptional signals of transformation in human cancer. Genome Med. 2024;16: 8.
doi:10.1186/s13073-023-01279-z

Li R, Ferdinand JR, Loudon KW, Bowyer GS, Laidlaw S, Muyas F, et al. Mapping
single-cell transcriptomes in the intra-tumoral and associated territories of kidney cancer.
Cancer Cell. 2022;40: 1583-1599.e10. doi:10.1016/j.ccell.2022.11.001

Liu X, Jin S, Hu S, Li R, Pan H, Liu Y, et al. Single-cell transcriptomics links malignant
T cells to the tumor immune landscape in cutaneous T cell lymphoma. Nat Commun.
2022;13: 1158. doi:10.1038/s41467-022-28799-3

Bolton C, Smillie CS, Pandey S, Elmentaite R, Wei G, Argmann C, et al. An integrated
taxonomy for monogenic inflammatory bowel disease. Gastroenterology. 2022;162:
859—876. doi:10.1053/j.gastro.2021.11.014

Mathys H, Davila-Velderrain J, Peng Z, Gao F, Mohammadi S, Young JZ, et al. Single-
cell transcriptomic analysis of Alzheimer’s disease. Nature. 2019;570: 332-337.
doi:10.1038/s41586-019-1195-2


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313; this version posted October 22, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

pRtnB).
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

Segerstolpe A, Palasantza A, Eliasson P, Andersson E-M, Andréasson A-C, Sun X, et al.
Single-cell transcriptome profiling of human pancreatic islets in health and type 2
diabetes. Cell Metab. 2016;24: 593—607. doi:10.1016/j.cmet.2016.08.020

Perez RK, Gordon MG, Subramaniam M, Kim MC, Hartoularos GC, Targ S, et al.
Single-cell RNA-seq reveals cell type-specific molecular and genetic associations to
lupus. Science. 2022;376: eabf1970. doi:10.1126/science.abf1970

Rood JE, Maartens A, Hupalowska A, Teichmann SA, Regev A. Impact of the Human
Cell Atlas on medicine. Nat Med. 2022;28: 2486—2496. doi:10.1038/s41591-022-02104-
7

Nelson MR, Tipney H, Painter JL, Shen J, Nicoletti P, Shen Y, et al. The support of
human genetic evidence for approved drug indications. Nat Genet. 2015;47: 856—860.
doi:10.1038/ng.3314

King EA, Davis JW, Degner JF. Are drug targets with genetic support twice as likely to
be approved? Revised estimates of the impact of genetic support for drug mechanisms on
the probability of drug approval. PLoS Genet. 2019;15: e1008489.
doi:10.1371/journal.pgen.1008489

Minikel EV, Painter JL, Dong CC, Nelson MR. Refining the impact of genetic evidence
on clinical success. Nature. 2024;629: 624-629. doi:10.1038/s41586-024-07316-0

Ochoa D, Karim M, Ghoussaini M, Hulcoop DG, McDonagh EM, Dunham I. Human
genetics evidence supports two-thirds of the 2021 FDA-approved drugs. Nat Rev Drug
Discov. 2022;21: 551. doi:10.1038/d41573-022-00120-3

Rusina PV, Falaguera MJ, Romero JMR, McDonagh EM, Dunham I, Ochoa D. Genetic
support for FDA-approved drugs over the past decade. Nat Rev Drug Discov. 2023;22:
864. doi:10.1038/d41573-023-00158-x

Smillie CS, Biton M, Ordovas-Montanes J, Sullivan KM, Burgin G, Graham DB, et al.
Intra- and inter-cellular rewiring of the human colon during ulcerative colitis. Cell.
2019;178: 714-730.€22. doi:10.1016/j.cell.2019.06.029

CZI Single-Cell Biology Program, Abdulla S, Aevermann B, Assis P, Badajoz S, Bell
SM, et al. CZ CELLxGENE Discover: A single-cell data platform for scalable
exploration, analysis and modeling of aggregated data. bioRxiv. 2023.
doi:10.1101/2023.10.30.563174

Diehl AD, Meehan TF, Bradford YM, Brush MH, Dahdul WM, Dougall DS, et al. The
Cell Ontology 2016: enhanced content, modularization, and ontology interoperability. J
Biomed Semantics. 2016;7. doi:10.1186/s13326-016-0088-7

Finucane HK, Reshef YA, Anttila V, Slowikowski K, Gusev A, Byrnes A, et al.
Heritability enrichment of specifically expressed genes identifies disease-relevant tissues
and cell types. Nat Genet. 2018;50: 621-629. doi:10.1038/s41588-018-0081-4

Razuvayevskaya O, Lopez I, Dunham I, Ochoa D. Genetic factors associated with
reasons for clinical trial stoppage. Nat Genet. 2024;56: 1862—1867. doi:10.1038/s41588-
024-01854-z


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313; this version posted October 22, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

pRtnB).
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

Crowell HL, Soneson C, Germain P-L, Calini D, Collin L, Raposo C, et al. Muscat
detects subpopulation-specific state transitions from multi-sample multi-condition
single-cell transcriptomics data. Nat Commun. 2020;11: 6077. doi:10.1038/s41467-020-
19894-4

Dann E, Henderson NC, Teichmann SA, Morgan MD, Marioni JC. Differential
abundance testing on single-cell data using k-nearest neighbor graphs. Nat Biotechnol.
2022;40: 245-253. doi:10.1038/s41587-021-01033-z

Dann E, Cujba A-M, Oliver AJ, Meyer KB, Teichmann SA, Marioni JC. Precise
identification of cell states altered in disease using healthy single-cell references. Nat
Genet. 2023;55: 1998-2008. doi:10.1038/s41588-023-01523-7

Skinnider MA, Squair JW, Kathe C, Anderson MA, Gautier M, Matson KJE, et al. Cell
type prioritization in single-cell data. Nat Biotechnol. 2021;39: 30-34.
doi:10.1038/s41587-020-0605-1

Ahlmann-Eltze C, Huber W. Analysis of multi-condition single-cell data with latent
embedding multivariate regression. bioRxiv. 2024. p. 2023.03.06.531268.
doi:10.1101/2023.03.06.531268

Missarova A, Dann E, Rosen L, Satija R, Marioni J. Leveraging neighborhood
representations of single-cell data to achieve sensitive DE testing with miloDE. Genome
Biol. 2024;25: 189. do0i:10.1186/513059-024-03334-3

Calderon D, Bhaskar A, Knowles DA, Golan D, Raj T, Fu AQ, et al. Inferring Relevant
Cell Types for Complex Traits by Using Single-Cell Gene Expression. Am J Hum
Genet. 2017;101: 686—699. doi:10.1016/j.ajhg.2017.09.009

Zhang MJ, Hou K, Dey KK, Sakaue S, Jagadeesh KA, Weinand K, et al. Polygenic
enrichment distinguishes disease associations of individual cells in single-cell RNA-seq
data. Nat Genet. 2022;54: 1572—-1580. doi:10.1038/s41588-022-01167-z

Van den Berge K, Roux de Bézieux H, Street K, Saelens W, Cannoodt R, Saeys Y, et al.
Trajectory-based differential expression analysis for single-cell sequencing data. Nat
Commun. 2020;11: 1201. doi:10.1038/s41467-020-14766-3

Gayoso A, Weiler P, Lotfollahi M, Klein D, Hong J, Streets A, et al. Deep generative
modeling of transcriptional dynamics for RNA velocity analysis in single cells. Nat
Methods. 2023. doi:10.1038/s41592-023-01994-w

Dimitrov D, Tiirei D, Garrido-Rodriguez M, Burmedi PL, Nagai JS, Boys C, et al.
Comparison of methods and resources for cell-cell communication inference from
single-cell RNA-Seq data. Nat Commun. 2022;13: 3224. do0i:10.1038/s41467-022-
30755-0

Efremova M, Vento-Tormo M, Teichmann SA, Vento-Tormo R. CellPhoneDB: inferring
cell-cell communication from combined expression of multi-subunit ligand-receptor
complexes. Nat Protoc. 2020;15: 1484—1506. doi:10.1038/s41596-020-0292-x

Pratapa A, Jalihal AP, Law JN, Bharadwaj A, Murali TM. Benchmarking algorithms for
gene regulatory network inference from single-cell transcriptomic data. Nat Methods.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313; this version posted October 22, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

pRtnB).
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

2020;17: 147-154. doi:10.1038/541592-019-0690-6

Suo C, Polanski K, Dann E, Lindeboom RGH, Vilarrasa-Blasi R, Vento-Tormo R, et al.
Dandelion uses the single-cell adaptive immune receptor repertoire to explore
lymphocyte developmental origins. Nat Biotechnol. 2023. doi:10.1038/s41587-023-
01734-7

fbastian, Niknejad A, Mungall C, Echchiki A, Matentzoglu N, Caron A, et al.
obophenotype/developmental-stage-ontologies: August 2023 release. Zenodo; 2023.
doi:10.5281/ZENODO0.592936

Squair JW, Gautier M, Kathe C, Anderson MA, James ND, Hutson TH, et al.
Confronting false discoveries in single-cell differential expression. Nat Commun.
2021;12: 5692. doi:10.1038/s41467-021-25960-2

Lun ATL, Bach K, Marioni JC. Pooling across cells to normalize single-cell RNA
sequencing data with many zero counts. Genome Biol. 2016;17: 75. doi:10.1186/s13059-
016-0947-7

Lun ATL, Chen Y, Smyth GK. It’s DE-licious: A recipe for differential expression
analyses of RNA-seq experiments using quasi-likelihood methods in edgeR. Methods
Mol Biol. 2016;1418: 391-416. doi:10.1007/978-1-4939-3578-9 19

Ahlmann-Eltze C, Huber W. glmGamPoi: fitting Gamma-Poisson generalized linear
models on single cell count data. Bioinformatics. 2021;36: 5701-5702.
doi:10.1093/bioinformatics/btaal 009

Wang X, Karagounis S, Shringarpure SS, Srivas R, Su QJ, Vacic V, et al. The impact on
clinical success from the 23andMe cohort. medRxiv. 2024.
doi:10.1101/2024.06.17.24309059

Koscielny G, An P, Carvalho-Silva D, Cham JA, Fumis L, Gasparyan R, et al. Open
Targets: a platform for therapeutic target identification and validation. Nucleic Acids
Res. 2017;45: D985-D994. doi:10.1093/nar/gkw1055

Virtanen P, Gommers R, Oliphant TE, Haberland M, Reddy T, Cournapeau D, et al.
SciPy 1.0: fundamental algorithms for scientific computing in Python. Nat Methods.
2020;17: 261-272. doi:10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.04.24305313
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

