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Abstract

Introduction: Polygenic risk score (PRS) is effective in predicting AD risk among
Europeans but remains understudied in Hispanics. Diverse genome-wide association
studies (GWAS) data across multiple ancestries may improve PRS predictions. We
evaluated PRS performance to predict AD disease risk using novel methods in the
largest available African, European, and Hispanic GWAS for AD.

Methods: Prediction performance of APOE, single-ancestry PRS, and multi-ancestry
PRS derived from GWAS-focused and method-focused approaches to clinical AD,
incident AD, and cognition were evaluated in 2,961 Hispanics from two large studies.
The GWAS-focused approach constructs PRS based on multi-ancestry GWAS, while
the method-focused approach uses novel multi-ancestry PRS methods, integrating
GWAS summary statistics across ancestries. Ten repetitions of 5-fold cross-validation
were used. In a subset, plasma biomarker data were used in a tuning-validation split to
examine PRS performance in predicting single and combined biomarkers.

Findings: The multi-ancestry PRS excluding APOE, constructed using the method-
focused approach, outperformed both single-ancestry and multi-ancestry PRSs from the
GWAS-focused approach. The best method-focused PRS, incorporating summary
statistics from GWASs of African, European, and Hispanic populations, explained up to
1.6%, 3.9%, and 1.7% of the variance in clinical AD, incident AD, and cognition,
respectively - comparable to or even higher than the variance explained by the APOE.
Similar findings were observed in biomarker analyses. APOE accounted for more
variation in plasma P-tau levels and PRS explained more variation in Ap levels.

Interpretation: Integrating novel multi-ancestry PRS methods with GWAS across
ancestries enhances prediction accuracy for AD risk among Hispanics. APOE and PRS
may point to different biological aspects of AD.

Funding: National Institutes of Health RO01 AG072474, RF1 AGO066107,
5R37AG015473, RF1AG015473, R56AG051876, R01 AG067501, and UL1TR001873.
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Research in context

Evidence before this study: We searched PubMed for research related to PRS
prediction of AD in Europeans, Africans, and Hispanics, published from database
inception to August 1, 2024, without any language restrictions. The search terms used
were "PRS," "PGS," "Hispanics,” "Latinos,” "AD," and "plasma biomarkers." We
considered only peer-reviewed reports in English. Previously, few studies have
examined the performance of PRS in predicting clinical AD, incident AD, and mild
cognitive impairment
(MCI) among Hispanics. However, none of these studies utilized advanced methods for
constructing multi-ancestry PRS, validated PRS performance among Hispanics, or
examined plasma biomarkers.

Added value of this study: The present study demonstrated that integrating novel multi-
ancestry PRS methods with GWAS from African, European, and Hispanic populations
enhanced prediction accuracy for AD risk among Hispanics. Among Hispanics, PRS
explains a similar or higher amount of variance compared to APOE. Plasma biomarker
analyses suggests that APOE may also be strongly related to variation in P-tau levels,
while PRS may explain variance in AB levels.

Implications of all the available evidence: Among Hispanics, PRS complements the
effects of APOE and has the potential to identify at-risk populations for clinical trial
eligibility and early biomarker screening. Although AD genetic studies are still limited
among Hispanics, a dynamic combination of advanced methods with GWAS across
populations could substantially improve prediction performance in this population, which
in turn may reduce health disparities.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877; 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 perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Introduction

Alzheimer’s disease (AD) is a progressive brain disorder with high heritability, influenced
by common and rare genetic variants. The polygenic risk score (PRS), which measures
genetic predisposition to AD, is effective for risk stratification, achieving up to 84% area

under the curve for predicting AD in European populations.

Hispanics have a higher risk for AD than non-Hispanic whites?, but the effect of APOE,
the strongest genetic risk factor for AD, is less pronounced in this group®. This
observation suggests that other genetic variants may contribute to AD risk in Hispanics,
highlighting the need for PRS-based risk assessment. Hispanics are underrepresented
in PRS research due to the lack of Hispanic-specific genome-wide association studies
(GWAS) and limited inclusion in population-based AD studies. A few studies explored
PRS performance in Hispanics; however, these studies either used GWAS data from
non-Hispanic populations or summary statistics from exploratory Hispanic GWAS, with
limited statistical power and applied single-ancestry PRS methods that need further
validation®®. Researchers have also conducted meta-analyses of GWAS in AD across
diverse populations and developed a multi-ancestry PRS for a three-way admixed
Colombian population’. However, the prediction performance of this PRS remains

limited, especially when excluding APOE.

Optimal PRS predictive power may be achieved by using GWAS across multiple
ancestries for prediction within any single ancestry®. Building on this concept, several
advanced trans-ancestry PRS methods have been developed to enhance prediction in
underrepresented populations. For example, one Bayesian method used multivariate

priors for effect-size distribution to leverage information across populations®. Improved
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PRS accuracy in underrepresented populations may also be achieved by harnessing
shared genetic effects across ancestries®. Additionally, some studies integrated
machine-learning techniques (e.g., ensemble learning) with empirical Bayes methods,
clumping and thresholding approaches, or combinations of lasso and ridge penalty
functions to further boost PRS performance across diverse populations'®**. However, a
thorough examination of the prediction performance of these advanced PRS methods

for AD among Hispanics is warranted.

In this study, we assessed PRS performance among Hispanics by developing single-
ancetsry and multi-ancestry PRS using advanced trans-ancestry PRS methods, based
on data from the Estudio Familiar de Influencia Genética en Alzheimer (EFIGA) and the

Washington Heights-Hamilton Heights-Inwood Columbia Aging Project (WHICAP).

Method

An overview of all methods is provided in eMethods. This genetic association study
followed the STREGA guideline, with written informed consent obtained from
participants prior to participation. The study protocols for EFIGA and WHICAP were
approved by the Columbia University Medical Center IRB, and the National Council of
Bioethics in Health (CONABIOS) of the Dominican Republic approved the study

protocol for EFIGA.

Data, ascertainment of genotype and phenotype
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The data analyzed in this study came from individuals of Caribbean Hispanic ancestry
enrolled in either the EFIGA or WHICAP study'**3. We combined data from both studies
to assess PRS performance. Although PRS derived from Hispanic-specific GWAS was
of particular interest, no external Hispanic GWAS was available. Therefore, we
leveraged summary statistics from an internal GWAS of 5,110 Hispanics, previously
published®. To avoid overfitting, we excluded participants from the internal GWAS from

the final PRS assessment, leaving a sample of 2,961 unrelated Hispanics.

PRS prediction performance was evaluated for three AD and related outcomes:
clinically diagnosed AD, cognitive test performance, and AD-related plasma biomarker
concentrations. EFIGA and WHICAP provided dementia status using the same
diagnostic criteria and protocols. All AD diagnoses met the National Institute on Aging-
Alzheimer’s Association criteria (McKhann criteria)**; while cognitively normal subjects

had no AD or mild cognitive impairment (MCI) diagnosis.

All participants completed a neuropsychological battery assessing memory, language,
visuospatial ability, and processing speed. The memory composite score, derived from
factor analysis, was used as the main cognitive outcome due to its importance in AD

and fewer missing data™*®.

We also analyzed AD-related plasma biomarker concentrations in a subset of
participants, including plasma beta-amyloid (AB)42, ABR42/40 ratio, phosphorylated
taul81 (P-taul81), and P-taul81/Ap42 ratio. Details on plasma acquisition and
processing are described elsewhere®®. Biomarker values were log-transformed due to
skewed distributions. As studies suggest that combined plasma biomarkers offer better

predictive value than individual ones, we conducted principal component analyses
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(PCAs) on four biomarkers—AR42/40, P-taul81/AB42, neurofilament light (NfL), and
glial fibrillary acidic protein (GFAP) — and used the first two principal components (PCs)
as indicators of combined biomarkers, as previously described*’. NfL, GFAP, and P-
taul81/AR42 were the primary contributors to PC1 (loadings ranging from 0.65 to 0.82),
all exhibiting positive loadings. For PC2, ABR42/40 and P-taul81/AB42 were the
dominant biomarkers with the largest loadings, with AB42/40 having the largest positive
loading (0.87) and P-taul81/AB42 a negative loading (-0.55). Based on the loading
direction, a higher PC1 score suggests an increased likelihood of neuronal injury,
neuroinflammation, and neurodegenerative profiles, while a higher PC2 score indicates

a lower likelihood of AD-specific pathological changes.

Genetic data underwent standard quality control, imputation to the Trans-Omics for
Precision Medicine reference panel (array-based samples), and ancestry determination.
We used the PC-relate method to refine ancestry while adjusting for familial relatedness,

and PC-AIR to account for population stratification.

Polygenic risk score and APOE

Caribbean Hispanics represent an admixed population; therefore we leveraged the
largest available AD GWAS summary statistics from European, African, and Hispanic
ancestries to construct both single-ancestry and multi-ancestry PRS using various
methods (Table 1, Supplementary Table 1)>*3*°. For single-ancetsry PRS, we employed
three methods: clumping and thresholding (C+T), Lassosum2?, and PRS-CS?. For

multi-ancestry PRS, we constructed both GWAS-focused and method-focused PRS.
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The GWAS-focused multi-ancestry PRS was derived from a published multi-ancestry
GWAS that includes European, Asian, African, and Hispanic populations’. Additionally,
we created PRSs from in-house meta-analyses combining different population groups
(European+African, European+Hispanic, and European+African+Hispanic), and used
only the C+T method for these due to the difficulty in defining an LD reference panel
that matches the multi-ancestry GWAS populations, which is essential for applying
advanced methods, such as PRS-CS?!. We also constructed multi-ancestry PRS using

simple/weighted sums of single-ancestry PRS®.

For methods-focused multi-ancestry PRS, we first calculated a PRS incorporating large
European GWASs and a smaller non-European GWAS, using a combination of C+T, the
empirical-Bayes method, and a super learning model (CTSLEB)'!. We also applied the
novel two-stage Bayesian ridge method that leverages shared genetic effects across
ancestries (BridgePRS)®. Furthermore, we calculated a multi-ancestry PRS integrating
GWASs from more than two populations using posterior effect sizes inferred under
coupled continuous shrinkage priors across populations (PRS-CSx/PRS-CSx-meta) and
a combination of lasso and ridge penalty functions with ensemble learning to enhance
PRS prediction performance across diverse populations (PROSPER)®*°. All methods
except PRS-CSx-meta required a tuning cohort for parameter optimization. Several
methods also required specifying a reference panel to infer the expected correlation
structure; we used the LD populations recommended by each software implementation
to construct a method-focused multi-ancestry PRS. For each GWAS-focused multi-
ancestry PRS, we used our target sample as the reference panel. For each single-

ancestry PRS, we used reference panels from the 1000 Genomes Project that match
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the ancestry of the population used for the corresponding GWAS, as previously
recommended®. Default or recommended parameters/algorithms were used for all
methods. The APOE region (GRCh38, chrl9:43,907,927-45,908,821) was excluded
from PRSs due to the better predictive performance of the APOE(e2_+ Je4) variant™.
Lacking beta estimates for APOE polymorphisms rs7412 and rs429358 in European
and Hispanic GWASs, we therefore used binary APOE-€4 carrier status and the
ancestry-specific APOE effect from the largest overview to construct an ancestry-

specific-APOE score®?*,

Statistical analyses and internal validation

We used two internal validation strategies to evaluate PRS performance with clinical AD,
cognition, and plasma biomarkers. First, for AD and cognition, we performed ten
repeated 5-fold cross-validations to ensure robust performance estimates and minimize
overfitting, particularly for methods involving machine learning. This approach was
chosen for computational efficiency, as minimal improvement is seen beyond 10
repetitions®. Prediction accuracy and variability were assessed using pooled-effect
sizes through the inverse-variance method (odds ratio [OR], hazard ratio [HR], or beta),
mean area under the curve (AUC, for AD status), and mean incremental R2 (AR?) with
95% confidence intervals. Differences between methods were tested using a corrected
pair-wise t-test for cross-validated results?®. For methods that do not require parameter

tuning, we reported the average performance across validation datasets.
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Second, for biomarker analyses, because plasma biomarker concentrations were
available only in a subset of participants, we used a tuning-validation split. Parameter
tuning was conducted among participants without biomarker data, and performance was
validated with those who had biomarker data. To assess the PRS’s effectiveness in
predicting AD status, we used logistic regression, and to predict cognition and
biomarker concentrations, we used linear regression, with age, sex, cohort, and the first
10 PCs as covariates. We also used Cox proportional hazards analysis to evaluate PRS
performance in predicting conversion from cognitively normal to AD. This analysis
included participants with at least one year of follow-up, retaining only incident cases
and controls, with age, sex, cohort, and the first 10 PCs as covariates. A two-sided P-
value<0.05 was considered statistically significant. For all analyses, continuous PRS
and the APOE indicator were z-standardized. All statistical analyses were conducted in

R v4.2.2.10.

Results

APOE and single-ancestry PRS

The sample sizes for AD, incident AD, cognition, and biomarkers were 2,961, 1,094,
2,646, and 631, respectively (Table 2). The mean age ranged from 72 to 75 years, with
70% women, an average education of 6 years, and 30% APOE-¢4 carriers. AD cases
accounted for 30%-40% of the sample across outcomes. No differences in variable
distribution were observed between tuning and validation datasets in repeated cross-

validation (results available upon request).
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APOE-g4 consistently showed a strong association with clinical AD among Hispanics
(pooled OR: 1.83 [1.72-1.94], mean AR? = 0.014 [0.011-0.016], mean AUC = 0.60 [0.59-
0.62]), incident AD (pooled HR: 1.43 [1.34-1.54], mean AR? = 0.021 [0.016-0.027]), and
cognition (pooled beta: -0.78 [-0.85 to -0.71], mean AR2Z = 0.015 [0.013-0.017]). The
APOE score explained slightly more variance than the binary APOE-¢4 indicator, but

performed similarly when accounting for APOE effects across ancestries (Figure 1).

Single-ancestry PRS generally explained 1% or less of the variance for clinical AD
(pooled OR: 1.12 to 1.26), 1.2%-2.6% for incident AD (pooled HR: 1.08 to 1.18), and
0.3%-1.1% for cognition (pooled beta: -0.33 to -0.14). PRS from Hispanic GWASs
generally performed as well or slightly better than those from European or African

GWASSs, except for the PRS derived from lassosum2 in predicting clinical AD (Figure 1).

Method-focused multi-ancestry PRS

Figure 1 shows the average performance of PRS from method-focused multi-ancestry
approaches for predicting clinical AD, incident AD, and cognition. For clinical AD, multi-
ancestry PRS generally performed as well as or better than single-ancestry PRS. PRS
based on all three GWASs generally performed as well or better than those based on
two. In 10-fold cross-validation, PROSPER, integrating European, African, and Hispanic
GWASSs, provided the most predictive PRS on average (pooled OR: 1.38 [1.34-1.42],
mean AR? = 0.016 [0.013-0.019], mean AUC = 0.59 [0.58-0.60]) (Figure 1A). This
approach showed a significant improvement of 0.6%-1.3% in AR? and 0.036-0.07 in

AUC over the 10-fold cross-validated single-ancestry PRS, regardless of the GWAS
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(Supplementary Figure 1). Smaller but similar improvements were observed for PRS-
CSx and PRS-CSx-meta when integrating European, African, and Hispanic GWASsSs.
When combining European GWAS with smaller African or Hispanic GWASSs, the
European-Hispanic PRS generally performed better than the European-African PRS,
though the latter still performed as well as or better than most single-ancestry PRS,

except those derived from CTSLEB.

Similar findings were observed for incident AD and cognition. PROSPER, integrating
European, African, and Hispanic GWASSs, provided the most predictive PRS on average
for incident AD (pooled HR: 1.26 [1.21-1.32], mean AR? = 0.038 [0.026-0.050]) and
cognition (pooled beta: -0.40 [-0.43 to -0.37], mean AR2 = 0.017 [0.015-0.020]) (Figure
1B-1C). PRS constructed from GWASs across all three ancestries generally
outperformed those from two, with PRSs from two ancestries often performing as well or
better than most single-ancestry PRS. However, some methods integrating European
with African or Hispanic GWASs showed improved performance, whereas others slightly
underperformed compared to PRS derived from single-ancestry Hispanic GWAS,

particularly in predicting incident AD (Supplementary Figure 2).

GWAS-focused multi-ancestry PRS

PRS constructed from meta-analyses of GWASs across ancestries, or linear
combinations of single-ancestry PRS generally explained less than 1% of the variance
in clinical AD (pooled OR: 1.12 to 1.24), less than 2% for incident AD (pooled HR: 1.07

to 1.14), and less than 1% for cognition (pooled beta: -0.19 to -0.27) (Figure 2). PRS
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from meta-analyses of GWASs across ancestries performed as well as or worse than
those from Hispanic or European GWASSs across outcomes, regardless of the number
of GWASs included, whether from in-house analyses or Lake et al’. Similarly, neither
simple nor weighted combinations of single-ancestry PRS outperformed PRS from

Hispanic GWAS (Supplementary Figure 3).

Validation using plasma biomarkers

APOE showed weak to moderate associations with AB42 and APR42/40, and strong
associations with P-taul81 and P-taul81/ApR42, explaining 1% to 4% of the variance,
with the largest variance observed in P-taul81l-related biomarkers (Figure 3). Single-
ancestry PRS were associated with AB42, P-taul81, AB42/40, and P-taul81/AR42;
however, these associations were generally weak, typically explaining less than 1% of
the variance across outcomes. Most of these associations were found in PRS
constructed from Hispanic and European GWASSs, with the strength and presence of

these associations varying depending on the PRS method used.

PRS constructed using method-focused multi-ancestry approaches generally
outperformed single-ancestry PRS in variance explained across most biomarkers,
though the degree of improvement varied across biomarkers. For example, PRS
constructed by PROSPER, which integrates European, African, and Hispanic GWASS,
consistently showed higher AR? values for AR42-related biomarkers (e.g., ~1.6% for
AB42 and 2% for AB42/40). PRS-CSx and PRS-CSx-meta also improved predictions for

AB42, P-taul8l, and P-taul81/ABR42, though the extent of improvement depended on
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the biomarker and GWAS involved. Similarly, BridgePRS and CTSLEB outperformed
the best single-ancestry PRS for at least one biomarker. In contrast, PRS from GWAS-
focused multi-ancestry methods and the simple/weighted sum of the single-ancestry

PRS generally performed worse, with no associations detected for most biomarkers.

For combined biomarker analysis, APOE was associated with both PC1 and PC2, with
the strongest association observed with PC1, explaining about 2.5% of the variance.
The APOE score explained more variance and showed a stronger association than the
APOE-€4 indicator for predicting PC2. For single-ancestry PRS, significant associations
were found between PRS based on Hispanic GWAS and PC1 across all methods, but
no significant association with PC2. Method-focused multi-ancestry PRS generally
outperformed single-ancestry PRS. For PC1, at least one PRS from PRS-CSx, CTSLEB,
and PROSPER outperformed the “best” single-ancestry PRS, with PROSPER,
integrating all three ancestries, showing the best prediction. For PC2, at least one PRS
from BridgePRS, PRS-CSx-meta, and PROSPER outperformed the “best” single-
ancestry PRS. PROSPER, integrating all ancestry groups, still showed the best
prediction, explaining about 1% of the variance in PC2. Conversely, PRS from GWAS-
focused multi-ancestry methods and the simple/weighted sum of single-ancestry PRSs

generally performed worse, with no associations detected for either PC1 or PC2.

Discussion

In this study, we examined the predictive performance of APOE, single-ancestry, and

multi-ancestry PRSs constructed using method- and GWAS-focused approaches to
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predict clinical AD, incident AD, cognitive function, and plasma AD-biomarkers among
Hispanics. We demonstrated that integrating novel multi-ancestry PRS methods with
GWAS across ancestries resulted in improved prediction accuracy than using a single-
ancestry PRS constructed based on a European GWAS or a lower-powered African or
Hispanic GWAS. The method-focused multi-ancestry PRS also outperformed the PRS
constructed from meta-analyses of GWASs across ancestries. To our knowledge, this is
the first study that comprehensively evaluated the performance of the PRS based on
existing PRS methods and the largest-to-date GWAS for European, African, and

Hispanic populations in AD prediction among Hispanics.

The PRS has been extensively studied over the past decade in European populations,
proving effective in predicting AD risk"**?’. However, Hispanics remain an understudied
due to the lack of adequately sized Hispanic GWAS data and independent cohorts for
validation. Two studies reported large PRS effects (OR: 1.38-1.51,) after the APOE
region was excluded, but these estimates are likely overestimated due to the inclusion
of diverse samples and lack of validation*®. In a replication analysis, we adjusted for
cohort and family relatedness, which reduced the OR to 1.24 and the ARZ2 to 0.8%,
aligning with current estimates. Another study involved testing PRS performance in a
three-way admixed Colombian population using an internal Hispanic GWAS, finding that

the best PRS explained about 0.2% of the variance without APOE’.

The large variation in PRS prediction performance across studies highlights the
importance of identifying the “unbiased” performance of PRS among Hispanics, which
we addressed through two internal validation approaches, given the lack of careful

validation in past studies. Additionally, studies evaluating the PRS derived from African
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or large-scale European GWAS in Hispanic populations have shown similarly
diminished performance, yielding comparable or worse accuracy than smaller Hispanic
GWAS, consistent with our findings®. This PRS trans-ancestry portability issue stems
from differences in LD, allele frequency, and gene-environment interactions that affect

causal-effect sizes?,

Despite constructing PRSs for Hispanics using single-ancestry GWAS, strong
predictions can also be achieved with diverse GWAS data across multiple ancestries
because true causal variants have globally correlated effect sizes shared across
ancestry groups®*=°. Building on this, two strategies have emerged for multi-ancestry
PRS: deriving PRSs from multi-ancestry GWAS meta-analyses (GWAS-focused) and
using methods that leverage diverse ancestry data (method-focused). In this study, the
multi-ancestry PRS from the GWAS-focused approach generally performed worse than
the method-focused approach and the PRS derived from Hispanic GWAS in predicting
AD outcomes. This aligns with recent findings that multi-ancestry PRSs performed as
similar or worse in predicting AD phenotype among Hispanics than single-ancestry
PRSs®’. Although multi-ancestry GWAS may produce PRSs that perform uniformly
across groups, they do not fully account for LD and effect size differences, making
them less optimal for specific groups like Hispanics®**!. Although combining single-
ancestry PRSs can improve predictions for Hispanics, we found that these combined
PRSs, although better than those from European or African GWAS, were still less

effective than those derived from Hispanic GWAS®*°.

The method-focused approach produced the most effective multi-ancestry PRS for

predicting AD outcomes among Hispanics, particularly when GWAS data from African,
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European, and Hispanic populations was integrated. The three-ancestry PRS based on
PROSPER or PRS-CSx explained about 1.3-1.6% of the variance in clinical AD, without
including APOE, which is similar to the PRS performance observed in a recent
European study using data from the Alzheimer's Disease Genetic Consortium®. Similar
findings were seen for incident AD, cognition, and biomarkers, aligning with
expectations given the admixed nature of Hispanics. Across methods, the PRS based
on all three ancestries performed as well as or better than those based on the European
and Hispanic combination whereas the PRS derived from the European and African
combination performed relatively worse because the method-focused approach is
intended to maximize prediction in the target sample by combining target population
GWAS with information “borrowed” from auxiliary GWAS, making accurate specification
of the target population GWAS (in this case, Hispanics, not Africans) essential for
achieving the most powerful PRS®'>*. However, in the absence of a Hispanic GWAS
(which many researchers lack), some methods (e.g., PRS-CSx/BridgePRS) that
integrate GWASs from European and African populations, though not optimal, can still
produce a relatively more powerful PRS among Hispanics than any single-ancestry

PRS derived from European or African GWASSs.

APOE consistently shows an association with AD, cognition, and plasma biomarkers,
but its effect is notably weaker among Caribbean Hispanics than among non-Hispanic
whites. APOE-g4 explained about 1.4% of the variance in clinical AD, with an OR of
1.83, consistent with recent findings®>*®. For incident AD and cognition, the APOE
indicator explained about 2% and 1.5% of the variance, respectively. Notably, the best

non-APOE PRS in this study explained a similar or slightly higher amount of variance
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across AD outcomes than APOE, contrasting with findings among Europeans in which
APOE effects are substantially greater than the PRS%. One possible explanation from
previous studies is that this attenuated APOE effect may result from the reduced impact
of APOE-€4 homozygosity in individuals with greater Amerindian ancestry and the
diminished influence of APOE-g4 in those with greater African ancestry®3*. The
comparable performance of the PRS in this study, relative to APOE, highlights the
importance of non-APOE variants in contributing to AD risk among Hispanics and
suggests the PRS could become a more efficient tool for risk profiling in this population,

especially with access to more powerful Hispanic or African GWASs in the future.

The PRS derived here shows potential in predicting early changes in plasma

336 However, an

biomarkers, consistent with findings in European populations
interesting observation is that the PRS and APOE seem to capture distinct aspects of
AD pathology in this population, as reflected in the single- and combined-biomarker
analyses, APOE accounts for more variation in P-taul81 levels whereas the PRS
explains more variation in amyloid pathology. These findings apply to Hispanic-specific
and multi-ancestry PRSs. The observation that APOE accounts for more variation in P-
Tau levels is consistent with recent findings that APOE has better predictive value than
the PRS in predicting P-Tau levels®®. However, evidence is mixed for plasma amyloid
levels. Although past research on Europeans indicates that APOE is a more important
predictor in AR deposition than PRS, some recent studies report that PRS excluding

APOE is also significantly associated with amyloid status, with one study reporting that

the PRS explains a larger fraction of the variation in amyloid levels than APOE-g4*"%,
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Our study has several limitations. First, we relied on internal validation rather than
independent datasets, which may limit generalizability. However, this approach was
sufficient for comparing mean performance across methods rather than identifying a
single "best" PRS. Second, the GWAS data for Hispanics and Africans were limited, and
better-powered GWASs combined with advanced methods may yield more predictive
PRSs. Third, the small biomarker sample size may have impacted the detection of
significant associations. Fourth, we focused on selected PRS methods and validated
them only among Hispanics, leaving room for the exploration of other methods. Fifth,
some participants in the current analyses were also included in Lake et al.”, so the PRS
derived from Lake et al., might overestimate PRS effects. However, this is not a major
concern in the current study, as the PRS derived from Lake et al. performed worse than
most other PRSs. Finally, our multi-ancestry PRS was validated only in Caribbean
Hispanics, and its performance in other Hispanic or non-Hispanic populations remains
unclear. Future research should address these limitations with larger and more diverse

cohorts.

The results here demonstrate that integrating novel multi-ancestry PRS methods with
GWAS data across ancestries improves prediction accuracy compared to single-
ancestry PRSs. This advancement enhances the identification of at-risk individuals for

clinical trials and early biomarker screening among Hispanics.

19


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877; 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 perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Reference

1 Escott-Price V, Myers AJ, Huentelman M, Hardy J. Polygenic risk score analysis of
pathologically confirmed Alzheimer disease. Annals of Neurology 2017; 82: 311-4.

2 2023 Alzheimer’s disease facts and figures. Alzheimer’s & Dementia 2023; 19: 1598—
695.

3 Belloy ME, Andrews SJ, Le Guen Y, et al. APOE Genotype and Alzheimer Disease
Risk Across Age, Sex, and Population Ancestry. JAMA Neurology 2023; 80: 1284-94.

4 Sariya S, Felsky D, Reyes-Dumeyer D, et al. Polygenic Risk Score for Alzheimer’s
Disease in Caribbean Hispanics. Annals of Neurology 2021; 90: 366—76.

5 Qiao M, Lee AJ, Reyes-Dumeyer D, et al. Polygenic risk score penetrance &
recurrence risk in familial Alzheimer disease. Annals of Clinical and Translational
Neurology 2023; 10: 744-56.

6 Sofer T, Kurniansyah N, Granot-Hershkovitz E, et al. A polygenic risk score for
Alzheimer’s disease constructed using APOE-region variants has stronger
association than APOE alleles with mild cognitive impairment in Hispanic/Latino
adults in the U.S. Alzheimer’s Research & Therapy 2023; 15: 146.

7 Lake J, Warly Solsberg C, Kim JJ, et al. Multi-ancestry meta-analysis and fine-
mapping in Alzheimer’s disease. Mol Psychiatry 2023; 28: 3121-32.

8 Hoggart CJ, Choi SW, Garcia-Gonzalez J, Souaiaia T, Preuss M, O'Reilly PF.
BridgePRS leverages shared genetic effects across ancestries to increase polygenic
risk score portability. Nat Genet 2024; 56: 180—6.

9 Ruan 'y, Lin Y-F, Feng Y-CA, et al. Improving polygenic prediction in ancestrally
diverse populations. Nat Genet 2022; 54: 573-80.

10 Zhang J, Zhan J, Jin J, et al. An ensemble penalized regression method for multi-
ancestry polygenic risk prediction. Nat Commun 2024; 15: 3238.

11Zhang H, Zhan J, Jin J, et al. A new method for multiancestry polygenic prediction
improves performance across diverse populations. Nat Genet 2023; 55: 1757-68.

12 Vardarajan BN, Faber KM, Bird TD, et al. Age-Specific Incidence Rates for
Dementia and Alzheimer Disease in NIA-LOAD/NCRAD and EFIGA Families. JAMA
Neurol 2014; 71: 315-23.

13 Gu Y, Beato JM, Amarante E, et al. Assessment of Leisure Time Physical Activity

and Brain Health in a Multiethnic Cohort of Older Adults. JAMA Network Open 2020;
3: €2026506.

20


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877; 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 perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

14 McKhann GM, Knopman DS, Chertkow H, et al. The diagnosis of dementia due
to Alzheimer’s disease: Recommendations from the National Institute on Aging-
Alzheimer’s Association workgroups on diagnostic guidelines for Alzheimer’s disease.
Alzheimer’s & Dementia 2011; 7: 263-9.

15 Siedlecki KL, Manly JJ, Brickman AM, Schupf N, Tang M-X, Stern Y. Do
neuropsychological tests have the same meaning in Spanish speakers as they do in
English speakers? Neuropsychology 2010; 24: 402-11.

16 Zahodne LB, Sharifian N, Kraal AZ, et al. Socioeconomic and psychosocial
mechanisms underlying racial/ethnic disparities in cognition among older adults.
Neuropsychology 2021; 35: 265-75.

17 Gu Y, Honig LS, Kang MS, et al. Risk of Alzheimer’s disease is associated with
longitudinal changes in plasma biomarkers in the multi-ethnic Washington Heights—
Hamilton Heights—Inwood Columbia Aging Project (WHICAP) cohort. Alzheimer’s &
Dementia 2024; 20: 1988-99.

18 Bellenguez C, Klcukali F, Jansen IE, et al. New insights into the genetic etiology
of Alzheimer’s disease and related dementias. Nat Genet 2022; 54: 412—36.

19 Ray NR, Kunkle BW, Hamilton-Nelson K, et al. Extended genome-wide
association study employing the African genome resources panel identifies novel
susceptibility loci for Alzheimer’s disease in individuals of African ancestry.
Alzheimer’s & Dementia; n/a. DOI:10.1002/alz.13880.

20 Privé F, Arbel J, Aschard H, Vilhjalmsson BJ. Identifying and correcting for
misspecifications in GWAS summary statistics and polygenic scores. HGGADVANCE
2022; 3. DOI:10.1016/j.xhgg.2022.100136.

21 Ge T, Chen C-Y, Ni Y, Feng Y-CA, Smoller JW. Polygenic prediction via Bayesian
regression and continuous shrinkage priors. Nat Commun 2019; 10: 1776.

22 Grinde KE, Qi Q, Thornton TA, et al. Generalizing Polygenic Risk Scores from
Europeans to Hispanics/Latinos. Genet Epidemiol 2019; 43: 50-62.

23 Leonenko G, Baker E, Stevenson-Hoare J, et al. Identifying individuals with high
risk of Alzheimer’s disease using polygenic risk scores. Nat Commun 2021; 12: 4506.

24 Deming Y, Vasiljevic E, Morrow A, et al. Neuropathology-based APOE genetic
risk score better quantifies Alzheimer’s risk. Alzheimer’s & Dementia 2023; 19: 3406—
16.

25 Molinaro AM, Simon R, Pfeiffer RM. Prediction error estimation: a comparison of
resampling methods. Bioinformatics 2005; 21: 3301-7.

21


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877; 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 perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

26 Bouckaert RR, Frank E. Evaluating the Replicability of Significance Tests for
Comparing Learning Algorithms. In: Dai H, Srikant R, Zhang C, eds. Advances in
Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer, 2004: 3-12.

27 Escott-Price V, Sims R, Bannister C, et al. Common polygenic variation
enhances risk prediction for Alzheimer’s disease. Brain 2015; 138: 3673-84.

28 Wang Y, Guo J, Ni G, Yang J, Visscher PM, Yengo L. Theoretical and empirical
guantification of the accuracy of polygenic scores in ancestry divergent populations.
Nat Commun 2020; 11: 3865.

29 Hou K, Ding Y, Xu Z, et al. Causal effects on complex traits are similar for
common variants across segments of different continental ancestries within admixed
individuals. Nat Genet 2023; 55: 549-58.

30 Hu S, Ferreira LAF, Shi S, et al. Leveraging fine-scale population structure
reveals conservation in genetic effect sizes between human populations across a
range of human phenotypes. 2023; : 2023.08.08.552281.

31 Tian P, Chan TH, Wang Y-F, Yang W, Yin G, Zhang YD. Multiethnic polygenic risk
prediction in diverse populations through transfer learning. Front Genet 2022; 13.
DOI:10.3389/fgene.2022.906965.

32 Fulton-Howard B, Goate AM, Adelson RP, et al. Greater effect of polygenic risk
score for Alzheimer’s disease among younger cases who are apolipoprotein E-€4
carriers. Neurobiol Aging 2021; 99: 101.e1-101.e9.

33  Llibre-Guerra JJ, Li J, Qian Y, et al. Apolipoprotein E (APOE) genotype, dementia,
and memory performance among Caribbean Hispanic versus US populations.
Alzheimers Dement 2023; 19: 602-10.

34 Suchy-Dicey A, Howard B, Longstreth Jr W, Reiman EM, Buchwald D. APOE
genotype, hippocampus, and cognitive markers of Alzheimer’s disease in American
Indians: Data from the Strong Heart Study. Alzheimer’s & Dementia 2022; 18: 2518—
26.

35 Zettergren A, Lord J, Ashton NJ, et al. Association between polygenic risk score
of Alzheimer’s disease and plasma phosphorylated tau in individuals from the
Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative. Alz Res Therapy 2021; 13: 17.

36 Stocker H, Trares K, Beyer L, et al. Alzheimer’s polygenic risk scores, APOE,
Alzheimer’s disease risk, and dementia-related blood biomarker levels in a
population-based cohort study followed over 17 years. Alzheimer’s Research &
Therapy 2023; 15: 129.

37 Xicota L, Gyorgy B, Grenier-Boley B, et al. Association of APOE-Independent

Alzheimer Disease Polygenic Risk Score With Brain Amyloid Deposition in
Asymptomatic Older Adults. Neurology 2022; 99: e462-75.

22


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877; 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 perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

38 Ramanan VK, Gebre RK, Graff-Radford J, et al. Genetic risk scores enhance the
diagnostic value of plasma biomarkers of brain amyloidosis. Brain 2023; 146: 4508—
19.

23


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877; 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 perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Data availability statement:

The data analyzed in this study is subject to the following licenses/restrictions: the
datasets analyzed for this study could be requested through a formal research
application to the Washington Heights-Inwood Columbia Aging Project and the Genetic
Studies of Alzheimer’s Disease in Caribbean Hispanics (EFIGA). Requests to access
these datasets should be directed to
https://www.neurology.columbia.edu/research/research-centers-and-

programs/alzheimers-disease-research-center-adrc/investigators/investigator-resources.

Ethics statement:

The studies involving humans were approved by the Institutional Review Board of the
Columbia University Medical Center. The studies were conducted in accordance with
the local legislation and institutional requirements. Subjects from WHICAP and EFIGA
have provided signed informed consent before participation.

Conflict of interest:

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial
or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Author contributions:

YX and RM contributed to the study design. YX, RM, DR, and YG prepared the data
and performed the data analysis. YX and RM drafted the manuscript. All authors
critically reviewed the manuscript and have approved the final version.

Funding:

Data collection for this project was supported by the Genetic Studies of Alzheimer’s
disease in Caribbean Hispanics (EFIGA) funded by the National Institute on Aging (NIA)
and by the National Institutes of Health (NIH) (RO1 AG067501). Data collection and
sharing for this project was also supported by the Washington Heights-Inwood Columbia
Aging Project (WHICAP, R01 AG072474, RF1 AG066107) funded by the National
Institute on Aging (NIA) and by the National Center for Advancing Translational
Sciences, National Institutes of Health, through Grant Number UL1TR001873.

Acknowledgements:

We acknowledge the participants from the Washington Heights-Inwood Columbia Aging
Project and the Genetic Studies of Alzheimer’s Disease in Caribbean Hispanics (EFIGA)
for their dedication. This study would not be possible without them. We also thank the
researchers in WHICAP and EFIGA for their efforts in examining subjects over the years.

24


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.21.24315877
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Table 1. Summary of Methods Used in PRS Development

# Source . oo .
s
Method Populations Tuning sample~ Description Tuning parameters
Single-ancestry PRS methods
. a) LD-based clumping
C+T single Yes b) P-value thresholding P-value threshold
Lassosum?2 single Yes a) Lasso regression-based 6 and A combinations
PRS-cs single Yes a) Bayesian shrinkage Global shrinkage parameters
‘Methods’-focused multi-ancestry PRS methods
a) Fits Bayesian ridge regression to auxiliary GWAS
BridgePRS multiple Yes b) Using _the posterior SNI_D effect sizes as priors for a second AT a k
Bayesian ridge regression on the target non-European
population.
a) C+T r’-cut off and base size of the
CTSLEB multiple Yes b) Empirical-Bayes clumping window size, and P-
c) Super learning value threshold
a) Models GWAS and LD across populations using a
Bayesian framework with continuous shrinkage prior .
PRS-CSx multiple Yes b) Linearly combine the posterior effect-size estimates across G_Iobal Shf'“"age parameters,
f . . ) : ; Linear weights
populations using weights derived from a simple linear
regression in the target population’s tuning samples.
a) Models GWAS and LD across populations using a
Bayesian framework with continuous shrinkage prior
PRS-CSx-meta multiple No b) Combine SNP effect sizes across populations with inverse- -
variance-weighted meta-analysis of population-specific
posterior estimates.
a) Combines LASSO (L1) and Ridge (L2) penalties to
. regularize SNP effect sizes. S
PROSPER multiple ves b) An ensemble step combines PRS scores generated across 60, AL, €00z 11z, 2 = 1, €. M
different penalty parameters and populations.
GWAS-focused multi-ancestry PRS methods
a) LD-based clumping
C+T multiple Yes b) P-value thresholding P-value threshold
c) Based on multi-ancestry GWAS
d) LD-based clumping
PRS sum multiple Yes e) P-value thresholding P-value threshold
f)  Simple sum of single-ancestry PRS
a) LD-based clumping
Weighted PRS multiple Yes b) P-value thresholding P-value threshold,
. o . Linear weights
c) Linear combination of single-ancestry PRS
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of the Study Sample Across Different Outcomes

AD status, N = 2,961°

Incident AD, N = 1,094'

Cognition, N = 2,646"

Biomarkers, N = 6311

Age (years)

Sex
Men
Women

Education (years)

APOE-¢4
No
Yes

AD
Controls
Cases

Cohort
EFIGA
WHICAP*

74 (9)

902 (30%)
2,059 (70%)
6 (5)

2,012 (68%)
949 (32%)

1,869 (63%)
1,092 (37%)

2,148 (73%)
813 (27%)

72 (7)

321 (29%)
773 (71%)
7(5)

784 (72%)
310 (28%)

694 (63%)
400 (37%)

514 (47%)
580 (53%)

73 (9)

814 (31%)
1,832 (69%)
6 (5)

1,810 (68%)
836 (32%)

1,847 (70%)
799 (30%)

1,984 (75%)
662 (25%)

75 (9)

180 (29%)
451 (71%)
6 (5)

430 (68%)
201 (32%)

379 (60%)
252 (40%)

429 (68%)
202 (32%)

'Mean (SD); n (%)

* This study focuses on Caribbean Hispanics from WHICAP, a community-based, multiethnic study of elderly individuals
aged 65 and older, residing in northern Manhattan, New York City. While WHICAP includes non-Hispanic white and Black
individuals, we limit the current analyses to Caribbean Hispanic participants.
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Figure 1. Performance of APOE, ancestry-specific, and ‘method’-focused multi-ancestry
PRS in predicting clinical AD, incident AD, and cognition among Hispanics

A
AD status
Incremental R?
0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04
GWAS Method ! OR [95% CI] AR? [95% CI] AUC [95% CI]
EUR+AFR+HISP  APOE £4 [ T *Pooled OR=1.83 1.83 [1.72-1.94]  0.014[0.011-0.016] 0.60 [0.59 - 0.62]
EUR APOE score — 1.35[1.31-1.39]  0.015[0.013-0.018] 0.59 [0.58 - 0.60
AFR APOE score = —a 1.35([1.31-1.39]  0.016 [0.013-0.018] 0.59 [0.58 - 0.60)
HISP APOE score —_— 1.35[1.31-1.38]  0.015[0.013-0.017] 050 [0.58 - 0.61]
AFR lassosum2 = —— 1.12[1.08-1.15]  0.003 [0.002-0.005] 0.53[0.52-0.54
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Figure 1 presents the mean performance of APOE, single-ancestry, and multi-ancestry
PRS derived from the method-focused multi-ancestry approach, integrating GWAS from
African, European, and Hispanic populations, in predicting clinical AD (A), incident AD
(B), and cognition (C). Within each panel, each point with an error bar represents the
pooled effect size of the corresponding PRS based on 10-repeated 5-fold cross-
validation with 95% confidence intervals. Each bar with an error bar represents the
mean incremental R2 for different approaches, also based on 10-repeated 5-fold cross-
validation with 95% confidence intervals. The performance of each PRS within each fold
and repeat for clinical AD, incident AD, and cognition was evaluated using logistic
regression, Cox proportional hazards models, and linear models, respectively, with age,
sex, cohort, and the first 10 principal components as covariates. The mean AUC was
calculated as the confounder-adjusted AUC for the PRS, following 10-repeated 5-fold
cross-validation. The APOE score for each ancestry was weighted by the corresponding
APOE genotype effect size based on a recent large overview of APOE effects across
ancestries. All continuous genetic predictors have been standardized to a mean of O
and a standard deviation of 1 for ease of comparison.
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Figure 2 presents the mean performance of single-ancestry and multi-ancestry PRS
derived from the GWAS-focused multi-ancestry approach, integrating GWAS from
African, European, and Hispanic populations, using the clumping and thresholding
method, in predicting clinical AD (A), incident AD (B), and cognition (C). Within each
panel, each point with an error bar represents the pooled effect size of the
corresponding PRS based on 10-repeated 5-fold cross-validation with 95% confidence
intervals. Each bar with an error bar represents the mean incremental R? for different
PRSs, also based on 10-repeated 5-fold cross-validation with 95% confidence intervals.
The performance of each PRS within each fold and repeat for clinical AD, incident AD,
and cognition was evaluated using logistic regression, Cox proportional hazards models,
and linear models, respectively, with age, sex, cohort, and the first 10 principal
components as covariates. ‘EUR+AFR,” ‘EUR+HISP,” and ‘EUR+AFR+HISP’ represent
in-house meta-analyses combining GWAS from different ancestry groups. ‘Unweighted
sum’ and ‘weighted sum’ refer to a simple sum of single-ancestry PRS and a linear
combination of each single-ancestry PRS, respectively. All continuous genetic predictors
have been standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 for ease of
comparison.
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Figure 3. Performance of APOE, ancestry-specific, ‘method’-focused and GWAS-
focused multi-ancestry PRS in predicting individual and combined biomarkers among

Hispanics
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Figure 3 represents the prediction performance of APOE, single-ancestry, and multi-
ancestry PRS derived from both method-focused and GWAS-focused multi-ancestry
approaches, integrating GWAS from African, European, and Hispanic populations, in
predicting single and combined biomarkers. Within each panel, each point with an error
bar represents the beta effect size of the corresponding PRS with 95% confidence
intervals. Each bar represents the incremental R2 for PRS constructed based on
different approaches. The performance of each PRS for each biomarker was evaluated
using linear regression, with age, sex, cohort, and the first 10 principal components as
covariates. The APOE score for each ancestry was weighted by the corresponding
APOE genotype effect size based on a recent large overview of APOE effects across
ancestries. The combined effect of biomarkers was constructed using PCA based on
four plasma biomarkers—ARB42/40, P-taul81/AB42, NfL, and GFAP—and used the first
two PCs as indicators for combined biomarkers. NfL, GFAP, and P-taul81/AB42 were
the primary contributors to PC1 (loadings ranging from 0.65 to 0.82), all exhibiting
positive loadings. For PC2, AB42/40 and P-taul81/ApR42 were the dominant biomarkers
with the largest loadings, with AB42/40 having the largest positive loading (0.87) and P-
taul81/AB42 a negative loading (-0.55). Based on the loading direction, a higher PC1
score suggests an increased likelihood of neuronal injury, neuroinflammation, and
neurodegenerative profiles, while a higher PC2 score indicates a lower likelihood of AD-
specific pathological changes. All continuous genetic predictors have been standardized
to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 for ease of comparison. The results above
the red line show single-ancestry PRS, while those below represent 'Method'-focused
multi-ancestry PRS. Similarly, above the blue line are '‘Method'-focused multi-ancestry
PRS, and below are 'GWAS'-focused multi-ancestry PRS. ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p <
0.1, N.S.: non-significant.
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