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Abstract

Whereas best practice of clinical prediction of human phenotypes by polygenic risk score
(PRS) has yet to be fully implemented, commercial industries already offer pre-implantation
genetic testing for PRS (PGT-P) to select embryos with ‘desirable’ potential. However, its
efficacy is questionable due to the current technical challenges, which also raise ethical
concerns. Our in-silico simulations utilizing biobank resources revealed that the embryo
selected by PGT-P substantially differs depending on the choice of methods and the random
fluctuation of the PRS construction. Here, we outline the technical challenges and also the
ethical concerns that remain even if the technical challenges are solved, and hope to call on

a society-wide discussion for this technology.
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Main
Estimating genetic susceptibility to clinical and non-clinical phenotypes has been increasingly
successful with the advent of genome-wide association study (GWAS) and its derived score,
polygenic risk score (PRS)'. PRS is generally calculated by aggregating the effects of
common genetic variants associated with a phenotype and can effectively predict disease
risk and other phenotypic values. Clinical implementation of PRS is one of the active research
fields for the early detection and intervention of human diseases?. However, prior to clinical
implementation, private enterprises marketed PRS analyses of embryos as pre-implantation
genetic testing (PGT; PGT-P) for in vitro fertilization®. They claim that selected embryos have
the potential to acquire desirable traits and are less susceptible to diseases. Although they
are advancing ahead with PGT-P#4, this technology raises various questions about its efficacy
and ethical validity.

In this comment, we summarize the challenges and limitations of PRS which affects the
efficacy of PGT-P, and highlight the non-deterministic nature of PRS by virtually selecting
embryos using different PRS methods. We then address the ethical concerns of PGT-P and

outline issues to be addressed and communicated society-wide.

Current challenges and limitations of PRS in applying to PGT-P

One of the important challenges in using PRS for embryo selection is that PRS captures
relatively limited phenotypic variance than consumers might expect. PRS explains no more
than 5.8% of the variance in body mass index in Martin AR et al.,’> for example, and typically
much less for diseases, often falling below 5% and even 1%°5. The main reason for this is the
difficulty in constructing PRS because the effect sizes of common variants are relatively small
and estimated with error’. Due to this small variance captured by PRS, phenotypic gain by
PGT-P will be inconspicuous and may not be clinically meaningful. The embryos from the

same parents are genetically akin to each other just like dizygotic twins, making the expected


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.28.24308092
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

114

115

116

117

118

119

120

121

122

123

124

125

126

127

128

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

137

138

139

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.28.24308092; this version posted June 3, 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 perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

phenotypic gain in PGT-P even smaller®. For example, the average gain was estimated to be
2.5 cm in height®, one of the most successful targets of PRS. The distribution of embryonic
PRS will be even narrower than that in a general population. In addition, there are genetic
determinants not captured by common variants (e.g., rare pathogenic variants), which can
have large effect sizes at the individual level. The effect sizes of rare variants were indeed
estimated to be up to 1.8cm for height in the Japanese population’, which is comparable to
the gain by PGT-P. While one company has reported its methodology for genotyping both
common and rare variants'', the way to integrate them into a calibrated score has yet to be
established. Therefore, it will be difficult to justify the efficacy of PGT-P postnatally, and PGT-
P may be disappointing for parents wishing to receive PGT-P.

PRS might have unintentional effects on non-targeted phenotypes because one variant
can be associated with multiple phenotypes (i.e., pleiotropy). Epidemiological disease
correlations can also cause unintentional pleiotropic effects. It is difficult to forecast the
pleiotropy, or more generally, to reveal the biology of PRS because most variants used for
PRS are not causal by themselves, merely tagging correlated causal variants.

Moreover, the characteristics of PRS depend on the discovery GWAS from which PRS
was constructed. Sample size and subsequent statistical power of the GWAS determine the
maximum accuracy of phenotypic prediction by PRS. In addition, if GWAS is confounded by
factors other than direct phenotypic relationships, PRS would be confounded likewise. As the
confounding factors include ethically controversial and ancestry-correlated traits like skin
tanning and hair color'?, selecting embryos based on a particular phenotype may actually
result in selecting particular ancestries. In addition, PRS distribution can be implausibly
different across populations™3, which might also lead to the selection of particular ancestries
when parents’ populations are different. Finally, PRS is less predictable when applied to
populations not mainly included in its discovery GWAS. As GWAS has been conducted

primarily on the European population, PRS predictability is generally lower in other
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underrepresented populations, which may foster health disparities®.

Selected embryos vary across PRS construction methods

Various PRS construction methods have been proposed’ 48 to improve the accuracy of
phenotype prediction by PRS. While these methods are gaining popularity in PRS studies,
no single state-of-the-art method exists, and individual researchers pick up their preferred
method. Through our simulation utilizing biobank resources, we showed that this concern is
indeed one of the biggest problems with PGT-P.

First, we constructed PRS for adult height using six popular PRS methods™'4-'8, By using
publicly available genotype data from Biobank Japan, we virtually created a random mate
pair and generated genotypes of ten embryos by simulating recombination between the
haplotypes of the mate pair. We then ranked the embryos in the descending order of PRS
(Supplementary Methods). We repeated this process 500 times and in no more than half
the cases was the same embryo selected as the top-ranked one in any combinations of PRS
methods (median 30.0% [range, 20.4-41.6%], Figure 1a). Strikingly, the top-ranked embryo
by a particular PRS method was lowest-ranked by at least one other method with a median
5.9% chance (3.4-8.0%, Figure 1b), and vice versa (median 5.2% [4.0-7.8%], Figure 1c).
These results imply that unselected embryos would be selected if other PRS methods were
used, raising serious ethical concerns about selecting embryos and consequently discarding
other embryos in an unreliable way.

As a larger GWAS sample size improves accuracy in phenotype prediction by PRS, one
might think that a larger GWAS sample size might also solve the inconsistent selection of
embryos between PRS methods. We simulated saturated GWAS summary statistics'® with a
sample size larger than any GWAS to date (Ncase = 5%10° and Neontror = 5%108) and with high
heritability (h> = 0.8), and repeated the embryo ranking simulation (Supplementary

Methods). However, the top-ranked embryos were still different across PRS methods at a
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rate similar to the previous one (median 24.0 [18.6-34.8%], Supplementary Figure 1),
indicating that the inconsistency between PRS methods cannot be easily solved in the current
GWAS framework.

The inconsistent selection of embryos highlights the difference in statistical models
across PRS methods. They use different formulas and make different assumptions for the
distribution of causal variants in the human genome’ 48, As some PRS methods adopt
Bayesian optimization, even simply repeating the same PRS method produced a slightly
different embryo ranking (Figure 1d and e). This non-deterministic nature of PRS illustrates
that PRS construction is a probabilistic process with fluctuation, and makes PGT-P distinct
from other PGTs. Although there is an established PGT targeting genetic variants (PGT for
monogenic diseases, PGT-M), its targets are rare variants with verified pathogenicity. In
contrast, embryos with a high score of a disease PRS is merely predicted to be at high risk

by a particular statistical model with random fluctuation.

Ethical concerns of PGT-P independent of PRS efficacy

As shown in the simulations, embryo selection by PRS is currently not robust enough to be
implemented as PGT-P. Moreover, the concept of PGT-P itself may raise yet other ethical
concerns. PGT-P sorts out the value of embryos along with arbitrary traits desirable for
consumers, leading to potential eugenic thinking. Although the established PGTs other than
PGT-P also sort out embryos based on their genetic features, their purposes are treating
infertility and preventing severe genetic disorders, different from PGT-P. Even for these PGTs,
each country has set law and ethical guidelines after long debates. In Japan, as in some
countries?, the target diseases of the established PGTs are strictly limited, and the PGTs are
not practiced for screening purposes. Only parents approved by specialists’ review are able
to receive PGTs after repeated genetic counseling?'. Therefore, there is a gap between the

current ethical guidelines and the targeting of healthy embryos by PGT-P. Considering the
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strict restrictions of the target diseases for the established PGTs, it is also questionable
whether common diseases should be subject to embryo selection because common diseases
include to some extent preventable and controllable diseases by the postnatal lifestyle.

Another ethical concern is the PGT-P’s effects on children’s identity establishment. When
consumers have excessive expectations for the effectiveness of PGT-P, PGT-P might
negatively affect the parent—child relationship. For example, children may feel burdened that
they were selected because they are ‘genetically superior’ if informed that they were born
with PGT-P. Besides these concerns about increasing power imbalances between parents
and children, the impact of unexpected changes in the environment of children born with
PGT-P, such as the death or remarriage of their parents, is also unknown. Genetic
counseling should be at least mandatory to accurately understand the risk—benefit of PGT-P.
Nonetheless, counseling parents alone is insufficient, as it does not necessarily convey
accurate knowledge to their children. As there already exist children born with PGT-P, careful
support for these children is also required. At the same time, it is important not to treat children
differently for being born PGT-P in order to respect their dignity.

Despite these ethical concerns, more than half of the participants in a U.S. survey
reported no moral objection to PGT-P and the participants showed a willingness to use PGT-
P to some extent??. Because this survey was taken place in the U.S., a country where PGT-
P is already provided as a private service, we might not jump to generalize this survey report
globally. However, it is safe to say that the experts may not have communicated the ethical
concerns to the public appropriately, while PGT-P seems to be in demand. Discussing the
technical challenges and the ethical concerns by both experts and the public is mandatory to

regulate PGT-P or seek its tolerable usage in preparation for future technical innovations.

Conclusion

We summarize current technical challenges and ethical concerns for PGT-P in Box 1. PGT-
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P to date is not sufficiently effective or robust for embryo selection. Technical challenges
stemming from PRS also need to be addressed, and these challenges are generally
applicable to the clinical implementation of PRS. Some ethical concerns arise from the
technical challenges, including the unreliable and confounded selection of embryos. In this
regard, we provide a new viewpoint by showing the inconsistent selection of embryos across
PRS construction methods and across replicates of the same methods. Furthermore, there
are ethical concerns about sorting out life and children’s self-identity that technical
development cannot solve. These concerns must be addressed before PGT-P is accepted
as an ethically approved examination. Given these challenges and concerns, we advocate
that PGT-P is currently premature for implementation, although we take seriously the desire
of parents to take on the new challenge of selecting embryos using PGT-P for a variety of
reasons. We clarify that these concerns do not affect the dignity of children already born with
PGT-P. We rather call on a society-wide discussion and expect it will be consistent with

previous arguments on the established PGTs.
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233 Figure and box descriptions
234  Figure 1. Prominent inconsistency of embryo selection rank across PRS methods.
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236 a, the rate at which two PRS methods chose the same embryo as the top-ranked in 500
237 simulations. b, the distribution of lowest ranks across all PRS methods for the embryo top-
238 ranked by the PRS method in the x coordinate. Rank 1 means the embryo top-ranked by the
239 PRS method in the x coordinate was also top-ranked by any other methods. On the contrary,
240 rank 10 means the embryo top-ranked by the PRS method in the x coordinate was bottom-
241  ranked by at least one other PRS method. ¢, same as b, but of the highest ranks for the
242  bottom-ranked embryo. d, the distribution of lowest ranks among 10 PRS replicates by the
243 same method, for the embryo top-ranked by the PRS constructed in the first repeat. e, same
244  as d, but of the highest ranks for the bottom-ranked embryo. PRS, polygenic risk score. C+T,
245  clumping and thresholding.
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247 Box 1. Technical challenges and ethical concerns in PGT-P.

® Technical challenges specific to PGT-P
» The expected phenotypic gain by PGT-P can be too small to be validated or to
have clinical meanings.
» The selected embryo differs across PRS construction methods and even across
replications of the same method.
® Technical challenges stemming from PRS
» PRS ignores genetic determinants other than common variants.
» PRS can have unintentional pleiotropic effects on non-targeted phenotypes.
» PRS can take over the confounding factors of its discovery GWAS.
» The efficacy and distribution of PRS are different across populations.
® FEthical concerns
» PGT-P may be used eugenically to sort out the value of life.
» Without appropriate support, children born with PGT-P may have difficulty
establishing their identity.

» Public understanding of ethical concerns is not sufficient.

248
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Data and code availability

The genotype data of Biobank Japan are available at NBDC Human Database
(https://humandbs.biosciencedbc.jp/en/) with the accession ID of JGAS000114 and
JGAS000412. The GWAS summary statistics for height and the height PRS calculated with
SBayesC are publicly available at
https://portals.broadinstitute.org/collaboration/giant/index.php/GIANT _consortium_data_file
s. We constructed PRS using the following publicly available tools: LDpred2

(https://privefl.github.io/bigsnpr/articles/L Dpred2.html), PRScs

(https://github.com/getian107/PRScs), SBayesC (https://cnsgenomics.com/software/gctb),

SBayesRC (https://github.com/zhilizheng/SBayesRC), and MegaPRS

(https://dougspeed.com/).
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