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Abstract

Background & objectives: Metabolic steatotic liver disease (MASLD), which affects more
than 30% of the world's population, is associated with multisystemic comorbidities. We
combined multidimensional OMICs approaches to explore the feasibility of using high-
throughput targeted circulating proteomics to track systemic organ damage and to infer its
underlying mechanisms at the molecular level.

Desing: We tested a 92-plex panel of prioritised proteins with pathophysiological relevance to
organ damage in serum samples of patients with in-depth phenotyping. We included
proteomics data from 60,042 people in the discovery and validation stages. The identified
protein was validated across diverse study designs and cross-proteomic platforms.
Deconvolution strategies were used to investigate whether the affected liver is involved in
expressing biomarkers of organ damage. To assess the cell type-specific transcriptional
changes of the selected target we used liver organoid data.

Results: The implicated proteins, including ADGRG1 (GPR56), are deregulated in patients
with MASLD at-risk of progressive disease and significant fibrosis. ADGRGI1 liver expression
profile mirrors the circulation pattern. ADGRGI levels were associated with increased risk of
end-stage liver disease and a modest but clinically significant risk of death, chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease, and ischaemic heart disease over 16 years of follow-up. Mechanistic insight
shows that ADGRGTI shifts its transcriptional profile from low expression to upregulation in
liver cells of the fibrotic niche in response to injury.

Conclusions: Our study provides a framework of potential mechanisms associated with
systemic organ injury that facilitates holistic management by stratifying patients with MASLD

into subclasses at-risk of extrahepatic manifestations.
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Abbreviations

ADGRGT1, Adhesion G-Protein Coupled Receptor G1.
AGR2, Anterior Gradient 2, Protein Disulphide Isomerase Family Member.
AUROC, area under the receiver operating characteristic.
BMI, body mass index.

COPD, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease.

GEO, Gene Expression Omnibus.

GO, Gene Ontology.

GPCRs, G protein-coupled receptors

HR, hazard ratio.

HLOs, human liver organoids.

HCC, hepatocellular carcinoma.

MASLD, metabolic dysfunction-associated steatotic liver disease.
MASL, metabolic dysfunction-associated steatotic liver.
MASH, metabolic dysfunction-associated steatohepatitis.
MVK, Mevalonate Kinase.

NAS, NAFLD activity score—clinical research network.
NPPC, Natriuretic Peptide C

ScRNA-seq, single cell RNA sequencing.

OA, oleic acid.

OR, odds ratio

PA, palmitic acid.

PEA, Proximity Extension Assay.

T2D, type 2 diabetes.

TGFBI, Transforming Growth Factor Beta 1.

UKBB, U K Biobank.

UMAP, uniform manifold approximation and projection.
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INTRODUCTION

More than 30% of the world's population is affected by metabolic dysfunction-associated
steatotic liver disease (MASLD) [1] [2]. This complex disorder arises from interactions with
various cardiometabolic [3] [4], environmental [5] and genetic risk factors [6].

The histological expression of MASLD has several phenotypic stages. These include metabolic
dysfunction-associated steatosis (MASL) and metabolic dysfunction-associated steatohepatitis
(MASH), the latter with varying degrees of fibrosis that can lead to cirrhosis and hepatocellular
carcinoma (HCC) [7] [4]. The natural history and histological evolution of MASLD stages are
dynamic [8], causing interindividual phenotypic variability. However, certain histological
features, including hepatocellular ballooning, portal inflammation, and fibrosis stage play a
crucial role in determining the disease trajectory [8]. Numerous epidemiological studies have
demonstrated that the disease's natural history is significantly modified by the presence of
significant or advanced fibrosis [9] [10] [11] [12] [13].

Besides, MASLD has been associated with damage or dysfunction in other organs of the body,
leading to conditions such as cardiovascular disease (CVD) [14] [15] [16] [17] [18] [19],
chronic kidney disease [20] [21], obstructive sleep apnoea [22], and non-liver cancers [23]
among many other systemic manifestations [24]. MASLD is also associated with increased all-
cause mortality in a dose-dependent manner across the disease stages, which appears to be
mainly due to cirrhosis, HCC and extrahepatic cancers, and CVD [25].

The liver is responsible for producing and secreting most of the abundant plasma proteins [26].
Significant progress has been made in identifying proteomic signatures associated with patients
with MASH at-risk of the most severe liver outcomes [27-32]. However, the disease
mechanisms behind the systemic organ damage associated with MASLD remain poorly
understood. Furthermore, it is unclear whether the liver is responsible for producing proteins
involved in systemic complications and whether patients with MASLD and advanced disease
are more likely to develop severe disease-related multisystemic complications.

Here, we hypothesized that progressive MASLD, characterized by inflammation and fibrosis
but not steatosis alone, may predispose individuals to systemic organ damage and extrahepatic
complications. Therefore, we combined multidimensional OMICs approaches to explore the
feasibility of using targeted high-throughput circulating proteomics to track MASLD-
associated systemic organ damage. In addition, we aimed to uncover mechanistic biomarkers
that may serve to characterise the molecular subtypes of the disease that are associated with
systemic complications.

METHODS

Patients, data collection and study design.

Our hypothesis-driven study consisted of an integrative analysis of several OMICs approaches
with clinical data, as shown in Fig. 1.

The discovery phase involved the identification of proteins from the circulation using a 92-
plex panel of prioritized signatures with pathophysiological importance in organ damage
(Olink Proteomics, Uppsala, Sweden); see Table S1 for proteins list and Fig.S1 for disease
area and associated biological process. This phase included 88 serum samples from individuals
with MASLD diagnosed by in-depth clinical and histological phenotyping, matched for age
and sex, and representing the full histological disease spectrum and control subjects (Table 1;
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Table S2). Patients included in the discovery cohort are provided with prospective information
on the occurrence of extrahepatic comorbidities, as well as mortality data during the subsequent
follow-up period (lasting between two and eight years from the date of the baseline biopsy and
samples collection).

The replication phase comprised a focused examination of proteomic data identified from the
discovery stage, encompassing two cohorts of individuals of European ancestry with distinct
study designs and utilising publicly available data for fair reuse. This stage was designed to
provide insight into whether the identified proteins in the first stage are more prevalent in the
circulation of patients with more severe disease. The replication cohort A comprised retrievable
metadata of 191 plasma samples [28] of patients from the hospital-based European NAFLD
Registry [33], processed for proteomics using the SomaScan v.4.0 platform (Soma-Logic, Inc.)
and diagnosed by liver biopsy. The replication cohort B comprised proteomics data retrieved
from 38,890 population-based European-ancestry participants from the UK Biobank (UKBB)
and processed for proteomics using the Olink Explore-1536 platform [32]. In addition, the
replication cohort B included proteomics data retrieved from 20,873 Icelanders that were
measured with the SomaScan v.4 assay [32]. A total of 610 cases with MASLD and 262 cases
with cirrhosis were identified in the UKBB population, along with 181 cases with a diagnosis
of MASLD and 73 cases with cirrhosis in the Icelandic cohort. The replication cohorts were
also used to investigate the consistency of selected target effects between the two different
high-throughput proteomics platforms.

The phase of exploring and validating the longitudinal relationship between the selected
biomarker and the incident of 23 common systemic diseases that are associated with disability,
morbidity, and reduction of life expectancy and mortality, included retrievable data from ref.
[34] and collected from the UKBB (#n=47,600) over 16 years using the Olink proteomic
platform. We also explored protein-phenotype associations in the general population of the
UKBB by reusing proteomics data from published datasets [35].

Liver protein expression of the identified targets was assessed by immunohistochemistry in 31
patient biospecimens paired with plasma proteomic profiled samples to explore the tissue
origin of circulating proteins (12 cases of formalin-fixed paraffin-embedded liver tissue for
each biomarker). Additionally, we included transcriptomic analyses by examining liver bulk
RNA-sequencing expression data from two external and independent sources in the NCBI
Gene Expression Omnibus (GEO) repository that profiled gene expression in patients with
MASLD at different stages of the disease severity (GSE135251 and GSE162694).

The phase of cell and spatially resolved expression of a selected protein in the healthy liver
was assessed by exploring the spatial proteogenomic atlas available at
https://www.livercellatlas.org/umap-humanAll.php.

To investigate the involvement of the selected target in cell type expression, we included a
mechanistically oriented phase using pluripotent stem cells (hPSCs)-derived human liver
organoids (HLOs) that recapitulate the transcriptional landscape of major liver cell types in a
model that mimics the inflammatory and fibrotic injury in human MASH [36].

Additional details can be found in Supplementary file.
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Ethical approval

Biological specimens, including blood samples and liver biopsies, were collected from all
subjects with written, informed consent under Institutional Review Board (Comité de Etica en
Investigacion (CEI) intervenient Hospital A Zubizarreta Buenos Aires, Argentina) approved
protocols with protocol numbers: 104/HGAZ/09, 89/100, 1204/2012, and updated and aproved
DI-2019-376-GCABA-HGAZ, DI-2019-376-GCABA-HGAZ. Protocol entitled "Biomarkers
of systemic organ damage" was registered with GCBA (Government of the City of Buenos
Aires Argentina) protection data PRIISA BA (“Plataforma de Registro Informatizado de
Investigaciones en Salud de Buenos Aires”-“Buenos Aires Health Research Computerized
Registry Platform”): ethical approval was given under the reference number 8§987. All data
were de-identified prior to use in the study. All investigations were performed in accordance
with the guidelines set forth in the 1975 Declaration of Helsinki, as revised in 1993.

Patient and Public Involvement
It was not appropriate or possible to involve patients or the public in the design, or conduct, or
reporting, or dissemination plans of our research

Statistics

Continuous variables are expressed as means &= SD, and categorical variables were expressed
as numbers and percentages. The Mann-Whitney U test was used to compare clinical,
biochemical and histological characteristics, except for the female/male ratio, frequency of type
2 diabetes and arterial hypertension between the groups studied, which were evaluated using
the chi-squared test. For more than two group comparison, statistical analysis was conducted
using the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test followed by Dunn test. In the case of adjusted for
covariates analyses, we used either ANOVA, linear or logistic regression after logarithmisation
of variables non-normally distributed as assessed by Q-Q plots. A p-value less than 0.05 was
considered statistically significant. Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) analyses and AUC
calculations were performed by rocreg or roccomp subroutines implemented in STATA v16
(StataCorp LLC, College Station, TX, USA). When applicable, p values were adjusted using
Benjamini-Hochberg to control for the false discovery rate (FDR) except indicated otherwise.

RESULTS

Biomarkers of organ damage in the discovery phase

The analysis of the circulating expression profile between samples of patients with MASL and
MASH, processed for proteomics using the validated organ damage panel, revealed that four
proteins exhibited differential upregulation in MASH after adjusting for relevant covariates
(Fig.2a-d), including body mass index (BMI), age, sex, type 2 diabetes (T2D), and arterial
hypertension. Logistic regression analysis showed that these proteins increased the risk of
having MASH (ADGRGI, adhesion G-protein-coupled receptor G1, also known as GPR56:
OR 2.63 95% CI 1.27-5.60 p =9.7¢-03; MVK, mevalonate kinase: OR 1.78 95% CI 1.13-2.82,
p =1.4e-02; NPPC, natriuretic peptide C: OR 1.74 95% CI 1.12-2.71, p =1.3e-02; and AGR2,
anterior gradient 2, protein disulphide isomerase family member: OR 3.80 95% CI 1.38-10.50
p =1.0e-02).

When looking at the profile of patients with MASLD at-risk of disease progression, defined as
having a NAFLD activity score—clinical research network (NAS) score >4 and fibrosis stage
equal or higher than 2 [28,37], we found that ADGRG1 was the most significant protein
associated with progressive MASH, p= <0.00001. ADGRG1 demonstrates an area under the
receiver operating characteristic (AUROC) of 0.871 for at-risk MASH classification and an
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AUROC of 0.822 for MASH with significant fibrosis defined as fibrosis scores >2. The results
adjusted for potential confounding variables, including age, sex, BMI, T2D, and arterial
hypertension, remain statistically significant (at-risk AUROC 0.827 95% CI 0.690-0.964)
(Fig.2e-h).

We also looked at the circulating pattern of the four above mentioned proteins according to the
histological features associated with more severe disease. When stratifying patients based on
portal inflammation, ranging from 0 to 3 and comparing 0 (none)-1 (mild) versus 2 (moderate)-
3 (marked) we found ADGRG1 and NPPC to be differentially expressed in patients with higher
scores (Fig.S2a). The comparison of patients with different degrees of lobular inflammation
scored from 0-3 based upon the number of foci that show lobular inflammation per 20x fields
showed that MVK and NPPC remain significantly deregulated (Fig.2b). A stratification of
patients based on their fibrosis stage, ranging from 0 to 4, revealed that ADGRGI remained
significantly deregulated in the group of patients with liver fibrosis (Fig.S2c).

The differential abundance of these proteins in the circulation of subjects without MASLD
(control group) was compared with that in subjects with MASL and MASH. ADGRGI and
MVK levels were found to be significantly increased in patients with MASH compared to the
control group, after adjustment for the main covariates; detailed comparisons are shown in
Fig.S3.

The analysis of outcomes in terms of mortality and extrahepatic comorbidities was based on
records for patients with MASLD and was assessed according to the disease status, either
MASL or MASH. Patients with MASH presented higher proportion of major outcomes
(30.3%) compared to patients with MASL (2.94%), Chi-square p =0.01. The mortality rate for
non-liver-related causes of death in patients with MASH was 8.82%, while in patients with
MASL, it was 0%.

Selected targets in the replication phase

The four proteins potentially involved in MASLD-related systemic organ injury were included
in the replication phase, comprising ADGRG1, AGR2, MVK, and NPPC.

In replication cohort A, results for differentially expressed soma probes after correction for sex,
cohort centre and T2D were based on retrievable metadata of patients stratified as advanced-
MASLD “no” (fibrosis FO-F2) versus advanced-MASLD “yes” (fibrosis score F3-F4) from ref.
[28]. This dataset includes only information on ADGRG1 (GPR56), AGR2, and MVK.
ADGRGI1 was identified as the most robust circulating marker of organ damage, with
significantly increased expression in patients with advanced disease, regardless of gender
(Fig.3a,b,c,j). Plasma levels of AGR2 were significantly increased in patients with mild
fibrosis. However, the results remain significant only in men (Fig.3d,e.f.j). MVK protein levels
did not differ significantly between groups (Fig.3g,h.i,j). The adjusted protein levels for sex
and for the presence of T2D indicates that ADGRGI1 classifies patients with advanced MASLD
with an AUROC of 0.677 (Fig3j).

In replication cohort B, results for differentially expressed proteins showed that the four
proteins were associated with MASLD compared to the control (healthy) population. However,
ADGRG]1 and MVK were the most significantly associated biomarkers of organ damage in
subjects with MASLD compared to the UKBB control population (Fig.3m). Likewise,
ADGRG]1 showed the most significant effects in MASLD compared to the non-MASLD
population among Icelanders (Fig.3n). In the analysis of protein levels in patients diagnosed
with cirrhosis compared to the general population, the only protein that remains significantly
associated with more robust effects in both cohorts and measured by both proteomic platforms,
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OLINK and SomaScan v.4.0 was ADGRG1 (Fig.30,p). Levels of NPPC and MVK were
significantly increased in patients with cirrhosis in the UKBB dataset but not among Icelanders
(Fig.30,p).

When comparing protein levels in patients with cirrhosis vs MASLD without cirrhosis, there
were clear differences, and proteins that were significantly associated with MASLD not only
lost significance when compared to cirrhosis, but also may show an inverse effect, as in the
case of MVK (Fig.3q,r). However, for plasma ADGRGI levels, there was a high degree of
concordance in the direction of effects between the two proteomic datasets with a significant
increase in patients with more severe liver disease (Fig.3 q-r).

Validation of data on incident outcomes and mortality of the selected target

After adjusting for age, sex, BMI, alcohol consumption, smoking status, education status, and
social deprivation, five associations of ADGRGI circulating levels with major outcomes,
including death, remained significant (Fig.4a-f). The strongest and most significant effects
were observed for ADGRGI1 plasma levels and the risk of end-stage liver disease and T2D
(Fig.4b-c), with hazard ratios (HR) of 2.94 and 1.72, respectively. ADGRG1 was also
associated with a small (1.26 HR) yet clinically and statistically significant risk of death over
16-years of follow up (Fig.4d). ADGRG1 levels were associated with a relatively modest effect
on the risk of chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) (Fig.4e) and ischaemic heart
disease (Fig.4f).

Protein-phenotype associations in the UKBB population

Protein-phenotype associations in the UKBB population showed significant associations
between circulating levels of ADGRGI and liver phenotypes, particularly liver failure and
cirrhosis, including oesophageal varices, as well as quantitative laboratory traits such as
gamma-glutamyl transferase and alkaline phosphatase (Table S3). There were also associations
with major CVD, such as acute myocardial infarction, chronic ischaemic heart disease, heart
failure and arterial hypertension; neurological diseases, such as cerebral infarction and stroke;
kidney diseases, such as acute and chronic renal failure; and respiratory diseases, such as
emphysema and other COPD (Table S3). The effects were consistent across all ancestry
groups.

Tissue origin of circulating biomarkers of organ damage

ADGRG] protein expression is weak in isolated hepatocytes in MASL (0.17+0.25), whereas
the immunostaining pattern in samples with MASH-fibrosis is strong (2.25+0.98) with a
prominent epithelial expression profile in hepatocytes located mainly adjacent to portal tracts,
periseptal areas, and areas of inflammatory infiltrate, particularly in nuclei (Fig.5a); p =0.0043
Mann-Whitney U Test. Although there was an increased number of positive cells in biopsies
from patients with MASH fibrosis compared to MASL, quantification of immunostaining did
not show significant differences for MVK, NPPC and AGR2; Fig.S4.

Liver gene expression signature of validated circulating proteins

The analysis of liver bulk RNA-seq data showed that ADGRGI expression is significantly and
consistently upregulated in the liver of patients with advanced fibrosis in two independent
samples of patients (Fig.5 b,c).

ADGRGI gene expression at the individual cell-level resolution in the healthy liver

Results indicates that in the absence of a liver injury stimulus, ADGRGI expression is very low
and restricted to immune-related cells (Fig.S5a-¢). Uniform manifold approximation and
projection (UMAP) visualization of profiled cells showed ADGRGI is predominantly
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expressed in natural killer (NK) cells. Examination of liver scRNA-seq lymphoid cell
transcriptional profiles confirmed that ADGRG1 is predominantly expressed in resident and
circulating NK cells (Fig.S5d-f), albeit at very low levels. The ADGRGI protein scRNA-seq
signatures were mapped onto the Visium zoning data, confirming the zonation observed in the
portal and periportal zones in the presence of steatosis, as well as the low levels of expression
observed in the liver tissue in the non-steatotic tissue (Fig.S5g-i).

ADGRG]I cell type-specific transcriptional changes in a HLO model of steatohepatitis

To dissect cell type-specific changes in liver ADGRGI expression under steatogenic
conditions, we looked at the effects of oleic acid (OA), a monounsaturated fatty acid, and
palmitic acid (PA), a saturated fatty acid. Challenge with OA was associated with a significant
increase in ADGRGI levels in all cells in the model except smooth muscle cells, fibroblasts
and fetal hepatocytes (Fig.6a,b). Challenge with PA was associated with a significant increase
in ADGRG]1 levels, particularly in hepatoblasts, fetal hepatocytes, cholangiocytes and adult
hepatocytes (Fig.6c,d). Most importantly, significant changes in ADGRGI expression in
hepatic stellate cells, smooth muscle cells, adult hepatocytes and ductal cells were associated
with TGFB1-mediated injury (Fig.6e,f), which recapitulated a liver fibrotic phenotype in the
model [36]. Violin plots showing the number of single-cells and ADGRGI transcripts for each
condition are depicted in Fig.S6.

Enriched gene ontology (GO) biological pathways associated with liver ADGRGI expression
in response to the inducing stimulus are shown in Tables S4-S6.

The top significantly enriched terms for ADGRGI in OA-treated cells correlate with GO
pathways associated with vasculogenesis, integrin-mediated cell adhesion, cardiac epithelial to
mesenchymal transition, SMAD protein phosphorylation, endodermal cell differentiation and
epithelial cell apoptotic process (Table S4). In PA-treated cells, ADGRGI significantly
correlated with GO pathways associated with integrin-mediated cell adhesion and signalling
pathways, foam cell differentiation, vascular endothelial growth factor production and
vasculogenesis, myotube differentiation and interleukin-8 production (Table S5). In fibrotic
injury model cells stimulated with TGF-B1, ADGRG 1 expression significantly correlated with
GO pathways associated with synaptic signalling, epidermal, keratinocyte, and stem cell
differentiation, substrate adhesion-dependent cell spreading, myocardial cell action potential
involved in contraction and myocardial cell contraction, ERK1 and ERK2 cascade, and
myeloid leukocyte differentiation, among many other cancer-related pathways (see full list in
Table S6).

Predicted interactions in the liver tissue and cell context (Fig.S7a-b) in which the ADGRG1
protein functions were explored using the HumanBase resource. Analysis of ADGRGI1
expression in hepatocytes shows robust scores for interaction with FGFR3, CYP2C9, PKP3,
SFRP1, NOL3, and APOA1 among the top scores (Fig.S7b). Investigation of cell type
involvement in the HLOs model showed that under stimulation with OA and PA, FGFR3 and
APOA 1 parallel the gene expression changes of ADGRG in adult hepatocytes, but not in other
liver cells (Fig.S7c-d). Upon fibrotic injury, FGFR3 gene expression levels paralleled
ADGRG]1 gene expression changes not only in adult hepatocytes but also in ductal and hepatic
stellate cells (Fig.S7e), indicating that FGFR3 also shifts its expression profile towards a
profibrotic phenotype.

DISCUSSION

The involvement of MASLD in multisystem complications has been consistently demonstrated
in clinical epidemiological studies [24]. However, the major challenge is the lack of clinically
actionable biomarkers to monitor and assess multi-organ damage in patients with MASLD, in
part due to insufficient knowledge of its precise molecular mechanisms.
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Here, we used a high-throughput targeted proteomic approach that enables the detection of
signatures of pathophysiological relevance in organ damage in small amounts of biological
samples. We demonstrated that the proteins involved in MASLD-related organ damage,
including ADGRGI1, are primarily deregulated in patients at-risk of progressive disease and
having more severe histological stages.

As well as addressing a clinical need, this finding has several implications. First, it is notable
that when the replication cohorts were examined, the circulating levels of ADGRG1 exhibited
a similar direction of change and effects across both the disease stages and the proteomic
platforms, which may diverge for most of the proteins [38]. The replication includes the
trajectory of ADGRGI levels in patients with varying degrees of liver fibrosis, which have
similar increased directionality from mild fibrosis to cirrhosis. Consistent with this observation,
Govere et al. found that ADGRG1 was among the top ranked circulating proteins that
significantly correlated with transcriptomic expression, found only in patients with significant
fibrosis among 4,584 protein probes [28]. This is important as it enables the stratification of
patients into MASLD-molecular subtypes, which are associated with an increased risk of
extrahepatic complications. Concurrently, cross-platform validation demonstrating a robust
correlation between protein effects and a notable association with liver phenotypes underscores
the precision and/or utility of the identified analyte [38].

Second, validation data suggest that ADGRGI levels may serve as a predictor of mortality,
with a hazard ratio of 1.26, and may indicate an increased risk of complications associated with
liver disease, such as cirrhosis, respiratory disease, T2D and CVD, independent of age, sex or
lifestyle covariates. Collectively, ADGRG1 may be used as a prognostic biomarker of
multisystemic damage in advanced MASLD.

Third, using deconvolution strategies and exploration of potential origin of the involved targets
we found that the affected liver may be responsible to produce organ-damage related proteins.
Specifically, we found that ADGRG1 gene and protein expression were significantly
upregulated not only in the circulation but also in the liver of patients with severe MASLD.
This makes our results both plausible and robust, as at least on the bulk level, protein levels are
largely determined by transcript concentrations [39]. It also implies that damage to other organs
in the body can be prevented by regressing the fibrotic lesions, which emphasises the necessity
of expediting the approval of MASH-drugs for the treatment of patients with moderate to
advanced fibrosis [40].

Last, but not least, our results offer insights into the disease mechanisms that lead to organ
damage in MASLD. ADGRG1, which is scarcely expressed in the healthy liver with low levels
of gene expression in non-parenchymal cells such as NK-cells, demonstrated a pattern
consistent with impaired protein homeostasis in MASH. Protein expression levels were
significantly upregulated in MASH-fibrosis, with a notable increase observed in periportal
hepatocytes and septal areas. Single-cell transcriptomic modelling revealed that in addition to
hepatocytes and ductal cells, cells of the fibrotic niche are involved in the expression of
ADGRG]. The GO annotations related to ADGRG1 in the model are not only associated with
epithelial cell differentiation, but also pathways linked to cardiac muscle cell contraction and
conduction, as well as synaptic signalling.

ADGRG]1 (GPR56) is a member of the G protein-coupled receptor family (GPCRs) that plays
a key role in cell adhesion and cell-cell interactions, signal transduction, cancer progression,
and in multipotent cell identity [41]. It has several binding partners. Collagen III and tissue
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transglutaminase 2, a large calcium-dependent enzyme involved in cytoskeletal regulation,
both interact with ADGRGI1 [42]. Once released into the circulation, ADGRGI can act as a
mediator of cross-tissue communication.

The assessment of specific protein-hepatocyte interactions revealed biological associations
between ADGRG]1 and other proteins in the network, including FGFR3 that may explain the
involvement of this protein in extrahepatic complications, including cancer and systemic
fibrogenesis. This is of interest because systemic fibrogenesis in the lungs, kidneys, liver and
cardiovascular system, as well as impaired tissue renewal and remodelling, are major causes
of morbidity and mortality [43] [44].

This study has limitations. First, the underlying molecular processes and disease mechanisms
of extrahepatic complications in MASLD could be explained by a myriad of deregulated
proteins and the co-occurrence of multimorbidity, socioeconomic disparities, genetic
predisposition and environmental factors that may independently influence the burden of
chronic complex diseases. Therefore, the heterogeneity of MASLD [45] [46] makes it difficult
to provide answers to all causal and pathological mechanisms and associations with
extrahepatic diseases. Second, although several strategies were employed for replication and
validation of the selected target in diverse study designs, and large and diverse populations,
further research is needed to assess the generalisability of the findings in more ethnically and
geographically diverse populations, as genetic variation, among many other factors, could be a
source of variation in protein levels [38].

In conclusion, a comprehensive systemic assessment is necessary to evaluate patients with
MASLD at risk of extrahepatic complications. Surrogate markers of inflammation that improve
risk scores for predicting the long-term prognosis [47] and imaging techniques and non-
invasive biomarkers of fibrosis [48] [7] [49] are not designed to track the extrahepatic
complications associated with MASLD at the molecular level. The strength of our study is the
use of proteomics to identify a mechanistic GPCR-biomarker associated with multisystem
damage in patients with progressive MASLD. This finding is both plausible and biologically
sound, as deregulation of GPCRs has been identified as a contributing factor in numerous major
complex human diseases, including cancer, cardiovascular disease, diabetes, neurological
disorders, inflammation, and obesity [50]. Therefore, our study suggests that ADGRG1 can be
used for MASLD-subtype characterisation and personalised risk assessment of extrahepatic
complications, as well as for holistic prevention, diagnosis and monitoring of systemic organ
damage. The implementation of the identified biomarker can also be adapted to provide rapid
and cost-effective point-of-care results. The accessible cell surface locations that can be
targeted by small-molecule drugs [51] make ADGRGI1 a potential drug target for preventing
organ damage in patients with MASLD.

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.28.24316149

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.28.24316149; this version posted November 1, 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

References

[1] Yip TC-F, Vilar-Gomez E, Petta S, Yilmaz Y, Wong GL-H, Adams LA, et al.
Geographical similarity and differences in the burden and genetic predisposition of
NAFLD. Hepatology 2023;77:1404—-27. https://doi.org/10.1002/hep.32774.

[2] Wong VW-S, Ekstedt M, Wong GL-H, Hagstrom H. Changing epidemiology, global
trends and implications for outcomes of NAFLD. Journal of Hepatology 2023;79:842—
52. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2023.04.036.

[3] Rinella ME, Lazarus JV, Ratziu V, Francque SM, Sanyal AJ, Kanwal F, et al. A
multisociety Delphi consensus statement on new fatty liver disease nomenclature. J
Hepatol 2023;79:1542-56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2023.06.003.

[4] Brunt EM, Wong VW-S, Nobili V, Day CP, Sookoian S, Maher JJ, et al. Nonalcoholic
fatty liver disease. Nat Rev Dis Primers 2015;1:15080.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrdp.2015.80.

[5] Aberg F, Byrne CD, Pirola CJ, Minnistd V, Sookoian S. Alcohol consumption and
metabolic syndrome: Clinical and epidemiological impact on liver disease. J Hepatol
2023;78:191-206. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2022.08.030.

[6] Sookoian S, Pirola CJ, Valenti L, Davidson NO. Genetic Pathways in Nonalcoholic
Fatty Liver Disease: Insights From Systems Biology. Hepatology 2020;72:330—46.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hep.31229.

[7] Rinella ME, Neuschwander-Tetri BA, Siddiqui MS, Abdelmalek MF, Caldwell S, Barb
D, et al. AASLD Practice Guidance on the clinical assessment and management of
nonalcoholic fatty liver disease. Hepatology 2023;77:1797-835.
https://doi.org/10.1097/HEP.0000000000000323.

[8] Kleiner DE, Brunt EM, Wilson LA, Behling C, Guy C, Contos M, et al. Association of
Histologic Disease Activity With Progression of Nonalcoholic Fatty Liver Disease.
JAMA Netw Open 2019;2:1912565.
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2019.12565.

[9] Allen AM, Therneau TM, Ahmed OT, Gidener T, Mara KC, Larson JJ, et al. Clinical
course of non-alcoholic fatty liver disease and the implications for clinical trial design. J
Hepatol 2022;77:1237—45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2022.07.004.

[10] Ekstedt M, Hagstrom H, Nasr P, Fredrikson M, Stal P, Kechagias S, et al. Fibrosis stage
is the strongest predictor for disease-specific mortality in NAFLD after up to 33 years of
follow-up. Hepatology 2015;61:1547—54. https://doi.org/10.1002/hep.27368.

[11] Anstee QM, Reeves HL, Kotsiliti E, Govaere O, Heikenwalder M. From NASH to
HCC: current concepts and future challenges. Nat Rev Gastroenterol Hepatol
2019;16:411-28. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41575-019-0145-7.

[12] Vilar-Gomez E, Calzadilla-Bertot L, Wai-Sun Wong V, Castellanos M, Aller-de la
Fuente R, Metwally M, et al. Fibrosis Severity as a Determinant of Cause-Specific
Mortality in Patients With Advanced Nonalcoholic Fatty Liver Disease: A Multi-
National Cohort Study. Gastroenterology 2018;155:443-457.e17.
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2018.04.034.

[13] Sanyal AJ, Van Natta ML, Clark J, Neuschwander-Tetri BA, Diehl A, Dasarathy S, et al.
Prospective Study of Outcomes in Adults with Nonalcoholic Fatty Liver Disease. N
Engl J Med 2021;385:1559-69. https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM0a2029349.

[14] Lonardo A, Sookoian S, Chonchol M, Loria P, Targher G. Cardiovascular and systemic
risk in nonalcoholic fatty liver disease - atherosclerosis as a major player in the natural
course of NAFLD. Curr Pharm Des 2013;19:5177-92.

12


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.28.24316149

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.28.24316149; this version posted November 1, 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

[15] Sookoian S, Pirola CJ. Non-alcoholic fatty liver disease is strongly associated with
carotid atherosclerosis: a systematic review. J Hepatol 2008;49:600—7.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2008.06.012.

[16] Sookoian S, Castafio GO, Burgueio AL, Rosselli MS, Gianotti TF, Mallardi P, et al.
Circulating levels and hepatic expression of molecular mediators of atherosclerosis in
nonalcoholic fatty liver disease. Atherosclerosis 2010;209:585-91.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atherosclerosis.2009.10.011.

[17] VanWagner LB, Wilcox JE, Ning H, Lewis CE, Carr JJ, Rinella ME, et al. Longitudinal
Association of Non-Alcoholic Fatty Liver Disease With Changes in Myocardial
Structure and Function: The CARDIA Study. J Am Heart Assoc 2020;9:¢014279.
https://doi.org/10.1161/JAHA.119.014279.

[18] Mantovani A, Csermely A, Petracca G, Beatrice G, Corey KE, Simon TG, et al. Non-
alcoholic fatty liver disease and risk of fatal and non-fatal cardiovascular events: an
updated systematic review and meta-analysis. The Lancet Gastroenterology &
Hepatology 2021;6:903—13. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-1253(21)00308-3.

[19] Simon TG, Roelstraete B, Hagstrom H, Sundstrom J, Ludvigsson JF. Non-alcoholic
fatty liver disease and incident major adverse cardiovascular events: results from a
nationwide histology cohort. Gut 2022;71:1867-75. https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2021-
325724.

[20] Byrne CD, Targher G. NAFLD as a driver of chronic kidney disease. J Hepatol
2020;72:785-801. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2020.01.013.

[21] Sun D-Q, Targher G, Byrne CD, Wheeler DC, Wong VW-S, Fan J-G, et al. An
international Delphi consensus statement on metabolic dysfunction-associated fatty liver
disease and risk of chronic kidney disease. Hepatobiliary Surg Nutr 2023;12:386—403.
https://doi.org/10.21037/hbsn-22-421.

[22] Sookoian S, Pirola CJ. Obstructive sleep apnea is associated with fatty liver and
abnormal liver enzymes: a meta-analysis. Obes Surg 2013;23:1815-25.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11695-013-0981-4.

[23] Simon TG, Roelstracte B, Sharma R, Khalili H, Hagstrom H, Ludvigsson JF. Cancer
Risk in Patients With Biopsy-Confirmed Nonalcoholic Fatty Liver Disease: A
Population-Based Cohort Study. Hepatology 2021;74:2410.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hep.31845.

[24] Targher G, Byrne CD, Tilg H. MASLD: a systemic metabolic disorder with
cardiovascular and malignant complications. Gut 2024;73:691-702.
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2023-330595.

[25] Simon TG, Roelstraete B, Khalili H, Hagstrom H, Ludvigsson JF. Mortality in biopsy-
confirmed nonalcoholic fatty liver disease: results from a nationwide cohort. Gut
2021;70:1375-82. https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2020-322786.

[26] Eldjarn GH, Ferkingstad E, Lund SH, Helgason H, Magnusson OT, Gunnarsdottir K, et
al. Large-scale plasma proteomics comparisons through genetics and disease
associations. Nature 2023;622:348-58. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06563-x.

[27] Corey KE, Pitts R, Lai M, Loureiro J, Masia R, Osganian SA, et al. ADAMTSL2
protein and a soluble biomarker signature identify at-risk non-alcoholic steatohepatitis
and fibrosis in adults with NAFLD. J Hepatol 2022;76:25-33.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2021.09.026.

[28] Govaere O, Hasoon M, Alexander L, Cockell S, Tiniakos D, Ekstedt M, et al. A proteo-
transcriptomic map of non-alcoholic fatty liver disease signatures. Nat Metab
2023;5:572-8. https://doi.org/10.1038/s42255-023-00775-1.

13


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.28.24316149

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.28.24316149; this version posted November 1, 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

[29] Luo Y, Wadhawan S, Greenfield A, Decato BE, Oseini AM, Collen R, et al. SOMAscan
Proteomics Identifies Serum Biomarkers Associated With Liver Fibrosis in Patients
With NASH. Hepatol Commun 2021;5:760-73. https://doi.org/10.1002/hep4.1670.

[30] Niu L, Geyer PE, Wewer Albrechtsen NJ, Gluud LL, Santos A, Doll S, et al. Plasma
proteome profiling discovers novel proteins associated with non-alcoholic fatty liver
disease. Mol Syst Biol 2019;15:e8793. https://doi.org/10.15252/msb.20188793.

[31] Sanyal AJ, Williams SA, Lavine JE, Neuschwander-Tetri BA, Alexander L, Ostroff R, et
al. Defining the serum proteomic signature of hepatic steatosis, inflammation,
ballooning and fibrosis in non-alcoholic fatty liver disease. J Hepatol 2023;78:693—703.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2022.11.029.

[32] Sveinbjornsson G, Ulfarsson MO, Thorolfsdottir RB, Jonsson BA, Einarsson E,
Gunnlaugsson G, et al. Multiomics study of nonalcoholic fatty liver disease. Nat Genet
2022;54:1652—-63. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-022-01199-5.

[33] Hardy T, Wonders K, Younes R, Aithal GP, Aller R, Allison M, et al. The European
NAFLD Registry: A real-world longitudinal cohort study of nonalcoholic fatty liver
disease. Contemp Clin Trials 2020;98:106175.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cct.2020.106175.

[34] Gadd DA, Hillary RF, Kuncheva Z, Mangelis T, Cheng Y, Dissanayake M, et al. Blood
protein assessment of leading incident diseases and mortality in the UK Biobank. Nat
Aging 2024;4:939-48. https://doi.org/10.1038/s43587-024-00655-7.

[35] Eldjarn GH, Ferkingstad E, Lund SH, Helgason H, Magnusson OT, Gunnarsdottir K, et
al. Large-scale plasma proteomics comparisons through genetics and disease
associations. Nature 2023;622:348—58. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06563-x.

[36] Hess A, Gentile SD, Ben Saad A, Rahman R-U, Habboub T, Pratt DS, et al. Single-cell
transcriptomics stratifies organoid models of metabolic dysfunction-associated steatotic
liver disease. EMBO J 2023;42:e113898. https://doi.org/10.15252/embj.2023113898.

[37] Sanyal AJ, Shankar SS, Calle RA, Samir AE, Sirlin CB, Sherlock SP, et al. Non-
Invasive Biomarkers of Nonalcoholic Steatohepatitis: the FNIH NIMBLE project. Nat
Med 2022;28:430-2. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-021-01652-8.

[38] Katz DH, Robbins JM, Deng S, Tahir UA, Bick AG, Pampana A, et al. Proteomic
profiling platforms head to head: Leveraging genetics and clinical traits to compare
aptamer- and antibody-based methods. Science Advances 2022;8:eabm5164.
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abm5164.

[39] Liu Y, Beyer A, Aebersold R. On the Dependency of Cellular Protein Levels on mRNA
Abundance. Cell 2016;165:535-50. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2016.03.014.

[40] Sookoian S, Pirola CJ. Resmetirom for treatment of MASH. Cell 2024;187:2897-
2897.el. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2024.05.009.

[41] Singh AK, Lin H-H. The role of GPR56/ADGRG]1 in health and disease. Biomedical
Journal 2021;44:534-47. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bj.2021.04.012.

[42] Hamann J, Aust G, Arag¢ D, Engel FB, Formstone C, Fredriksson R, et al. International
Union of Basic and Clinical Pharmacology. XCIV. Adhesion G protein-coupled
receptors. Pharmacol Rev 2015;67:338—67. https://doi.org/10.1124/pr.114.009647.

[43] Wynn TA. Common and unique mechanisms regulate fibrosis in various
fibroproliferative diseases. J Clin Invest 2007;117:524-9.
https://doi.org/10.1172/JCI31487.

[44] Reese-Petersen AL, Holm Nielsen S, Biilow Sand JM, Schattenberg JM, Bugianesi E,
Karsdal MA. The sclerotic component of metabolic syndrome: Fibroblast activities may
be the central common denominator driving organ function loss and death. Diabetes
Obes Metab 2024. https://doi.org/10.1111/dom.15615.

14


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.28.24316149

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.28.24316149; this version posted November 1, 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

[45] Arrese M, Arab JP, Barrera F, Kaufmann B, Valenti L, Feldstein AE. Insights into
Nonalcoholic Fatty-Liver Disease Heterogeneity. Semin Liver Dis 2021;41:421-34.
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0041-1730927.

[46] Pirola CJ, Sookoian S. Advances in our understanding of the molecular heterogeneity of
fatty liver disease: toward informed treatment decision making. Expert Rev
Gastroenterol Hepatol 2023;17:317-24.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17474124.2023.2191190.

[47] Armandi A, Sanavia T, Younes R, Caviglia GP, Rosso C, Govaere O, et al. Serum
ferritin levels can predict long-term outcomes in patients with metabolic dysfunction-
associated steatotic liver disease. Gut 2024;73:825-34. https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-
2023-330815.

[48] Younes R, Caviglia GP, Govaere O, Rosso C, Armandi A, Sanavia T, et al. Long-term
outcomes and predictive ability of non-invasive scoring systems in patients with non-
alcoholic fatty liver disease. J Hepatol 2021;75:786—94.
https://doi.org/10.1016/).jhep.2021.05.008.

[49] Sanyal AJ, Shankar SS, Yates KP, Bolognese J, Daly E, Dehn CA, et al. Diagnostic
performance of circulating biomarkers for non-alcoholic steatohepatitis. Nat Med
2023;29:2656—64. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-023-02539-6.

[50] Hauser AS, Chavali S, Masuho I, Jahn LJ, Martemyanov KA, Gloriam DE, et al.
Pharmacogenomics of GPCR Drug Targets. Cell 2018;172:41-54.e19.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2017.11.033.

[51] Stoveken HM, Larsen SD, Smrcka AV, Tall GG. Gedunin- and Khivorin-Derivatives Are
Small-Molecule Partial Agonists for Adhesion G Protein-Coupled Receptors
GPR56/ADGRG1 and GPR114/ADGRGS. Mol Pharmacol 2018;93:477-88.
https://doi.org/10.1124/mol.117.111476.

15


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.28.24316149

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.28.24316149; this version posted November 1, 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.

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Table 1: Baseline patients characteristics in the discovery cohort

Discovery stage

Control MASL MASH
subjects
Demographic, clinical, and biochemical variables
Number of subjects 10 35 43
Female/Male (n) 5/5 21/14 28/15
Age, years 43.5+7.2 44+6 45.7+9.3
BMI, kg/m? 54.9+£12.0 50.9+11.8 50.9+9.5
Fasting plasma glucose, mg/dL 97.2+19.6 109.3+30.5 125.9+56.9"
Fasting plasma insulin, pU/ml 13.8+7.5 19.0+15.6 33.5+36.9"*
HOMA-IR index 2.9x1.4 4.843.9 13.6+33"*
Total cholesterol, mg/dL 196.5+34.3 192.9+38.3 185.1+41.7
HDL-cholesterol, mg/dL 39.3+£7.6 44.0£9.1 37.74£7.2**
LDL-cholesterol, mg/dL 126.4+29.6 128.2+30.3 129.8+35.5
Triglycerides, mg/dL 148.5+124.7 173.5+126.6 185.3+141.9
ALT, U/L 16.645.3 33.4+£19.8" 65.0455.67***
AST, U/L 15.943.5 25.0+16.1% 53.3+48.6" " ***
AP, U/l 83.6+16.6 104.5+67.4 100.2+50.8
Uric acid, mg/dl 6.14+2.6 5.4+1.5 5.5+1.8
HbA1c (Glycated haemoglobin), % 5.66+0.6 6.1+0.97 7.9455™
Serum ferritin, ng/mi 101.9+108.7 158.4+157.2 194.0+£216.5
Total white blood cells, cell/ul 10604+5137 9639+3151 10273+£3949
Platelet count, cell/ul 265000+£50900 | 263400+50690 257700£77060
Type 2 diabetes, n (%) 3 (30%) 20 (57.1) 24 (55.8)
Arterial hypertension (n) 5 (50%) 16 (45.7) 18 (41.9)
Histological Features
Degree of steatosis (0-3) 0 1.57+0.77 2.2+0.8**
Lobular inflammation (0-3) 0 0.40+0.65 1.62+0.81
Portal inflammation (0-3) 0 0.31+0.53 1.047+0.87**
Hepatocellular ballooning (0-2) 0 0 1.3240.47***
Fibrosis Stage 0 0 1.23+£1.30***
NAFLD activity score (NAS) 0 1.97+1.08 5.14+1.22***

MASLD: Metabolic dysfunction-associated steatotic liver disease; MASL: Metabolic

dysfunction-associated  steatotic

liver; MASH:

Metabolic

dysfunction-associated

steatohepatitis; BMI: body mass index; HOMA: homeostatic model assessment; ALT and AST:
Serum alanine and aspartate aminotransferase. Results are expressed as mean + SD except

indicated otherwise.

#p<0.05, # p<0.01, and ** p<0.001 denotes comparisons between MASL vs. controls.
"p<0.05, "' p<0.01, and """ p<0.001, indicate comparison between MASH and control subjects
*p<0.05, **p<0.01 and, *** p<0.001 stand for comparisons between MASL and MASH.

P value stands for statistical significance using Mann-Whitney U test, except for female/male,
type 2 diabetes (yes/no), and arterial hypertension (yes/no) proportions, of which statistical
differences were assessed by Chi-square test.
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FIGURE LEGEND

Figure 1. Workflow and study phases.
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Figure 2: Selected targets deregulated in MASH at-risk of disease progression.

a-d. A comparison of the circulating profile between MASL and MASH patient groups for
four significantly deregulated proteins (ADGRG1, AGR2, MVK, and NPPC); P values are
for t-test. f-i. AUROC performance of the selected deregulated targets in patients with MASH
at-risk of disease progression according to NAS score >4 and fibrosis >F2. AUROCSs are
adjusted for age, BMI, type 2 diabetes and arterial hypertension.
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Figure 3. Circulating proteomic profile of selected targets in two different replication
cohorts.

Replication cohort A: Chars show association for selected targets from the discovery phase,
including ADGRGI1, AGR2, and MVK. Metadata of 191 plasma samples processed for
proteomics using the SomaScan v.4.0 platform and accessed from ref. [28]. Proteomic profile
of ADGRGI1 (a,b,c), AGR2 (d,e,f), and MVK (g,h,i) in patients with MASLD classified as
advanced MASLD (fibrosis stage F3-F4) versus no advanced-MASLD (fibrosis score FO-F2),
and disaggregated by sex. P values are for Mann Whitney two-tailed test. j. AUROC curve
statistics of the three biomarkers for detection of advanced MASLD adjusted for relevant
covariates. Replication Cohort B: Charts show results of association effects between
proteomic data of selected targets (ADGRGI1, AGR2, MVK, and NPPC) and MASLD or
cirrhosis compared to healthy general population in two different population-based studies
accessed from ref. [32]. Association effects for circulating proteomic profile with MASLD
diagnosis (n=610) compared to non-MASLD population (n=38018) in the UKBB and
measured by OLINK platform (m); association effects with MASLD diagnosis (n=181)
compared with non-MASLD population (n=20619) in the Icelanders sample and measured by
SomaScan platform (m). Association of protein levels with cirrhosis diagnosis (#=262) in
comparison with the general population (»=38018) in the UKBB and measured by OLINK
platform (0); association of proteins with cirrhosis diagnosis (#=73) in comparison with the
general population (n=20619) in the Icelanders sample and measured by SomaScan platform
(p). Association of proteins with cirrhosis diagnosis (#n=262) in comparison with MASLD
(n=610) in the UKBB and measured by OLINK platform (q); association of proteins with
cirrhosis diagnosis (#=73) in comparison with MASLD (n=181) in the Icelanders sample and
measured by SomaScan platform (r). P values for association are two-tailed, unadjusted for
multiple comparisons and are from a linear regression model with age and sex as covariates.
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Figure 4. UKBB incident common diseases charts and mortality data associated with
ADGRGTI levels.

a. Cox proportional-hazard model associations between ADGRG1 and five significant incident
outcomes in the UKBB proteomics study. b-f. Significantly associated conditions and death
with ADGRGI plasma protein levels. P values are fully adjusted for age, sex and six lifestyle
covariates. HR: hazard ratio. LCI: lower confidence interval. UCI: upper confidence interval.
Circles indicate associations with P < 3.1x10-6 (Bonferroni threshold), whereas triangles
indicate no association. Violations of the Cox PH assumption (Schoenfeld P < 0.05) at the local
protein level are shown in red. Charts were done using the Shiny app available at:
https://protein-disease-ukb.optima-health.technology.

P Death ¥ p=2B8E-38
b ADGRG1 and the risk of end-stage liver disease
a Liver disease - —e—i p=280ET0 . } +
Type 2 diabetes H o =9.66 E-124 g * + + + + + + + + + + +
:

COPD- He P =928E08

Ischaemic heart disease -| W p=435E08

1 2 4
Hazard ratio (LCI-UCI)
ADGRG1/Q9YE53

ADGRG1 and the risk of type 2 diabstes d ADGRG1 and the risk of death within 16-year follow-up

<:*++++++++¢¢++¢¢

o

Marad Ralio 955 1]

++++++*¢¢¢oooo

vear i ] » W s we 1203 4 85 & 3 a4 » W0 3 n1s
Cuwe  BS 971 SBT D01 BAD CBA4 1472 16E 1951 S0 2337 2436 2485 2493 2 cuen 85 20n 470 67O M2 22 (523 103 202 0580 2052 0503 48X 3980 d96
353 42995 4TS 42507 420 2084 A1DBE AL 4504 S1GD 1001 4702 L0052 40GAS 40dd Geers 1361 49290 11000 ASB20 13558 AIME 40037 274 AZHME 1TH70 AIS08 41051 A7 ADED 10890

]

ADGRG1 and the risk of chronic obstructive pulmonary disease f ADGRG1 and the risk of ischaemic heart disease

HE b

Hazard Fatio [19% 51

++++++++++++++

o 1on

12 a4 5 & 7 8 3 w u 2z @ W 15
650 BAD 60 1434 (TSZ 43 95 2SED IMZ ZETS AM1 3045 207

sear 4 &
Gorar 70 170 w01 i
41744 ATRDR AUONR 4-DAT AVTRR ADSID A3 AN IR0 RIS M032 JMOTO 28004 AEA00 08

VB 250 asE 430 w3 a3 A 20 478 a4 74 1S
+ G367 GATED ANEIT 405 ANIEQ 43124 43022 42050 42600 2626 422 A22R0 42220 42220 42220

@P<3.1x106A P=NS

20


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.28.24316149

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.28.24316149; this version posted November 1, 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Figure 5. ADGRGI1 protein and gene expression in the liver mirror the circulating
profile. Representative immunohistochemistry images for ADGRGI in human liver biopsies.
Arrows indicate the positive immunostaining in periseptal and portal areas, and inflammatory
infiltrate (inflamm. Infiltrate) (a). Original magnification: X200. Bulk liver ADGRG1
expression in MASH-fibrosis (b,c). Bulk liver transcriptome data accessed from the NCBI
GEO repository (GSE135251 n=216 and GSE162694 n=143). Mann—Whitney-U test (two-
tailed). P-values as indicated in the figure, ns, not significant.
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Figure 6: ADGRGT1 is expressed in the cell of the fibrotic niche.

a,c,e. ForceAtlas2 plots of cells from OS-HLOs treated for 4 days with OA (500 uM), PA
(500 uM), or TGF-B1 (10 ng/ml) for their potential to model inflammation and fibrosis, and
their respective controls (C-OA, C-PA, C-TGFBA). b,d,f. ADGRG1 gene expression changes
at single cell resolution (10% scRNA-seq transcriptomic analysis) in the three conditions.
Mann—Whitney-U test (two-tailed). P-values as indicated in the figure, ns, not significant. OS-
HLOs: human liver organoids cultured on an orbital shaker.
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Supplementary information titles and legends

Figure S1: Organ damage proteomics panel.

Charts show the list of 92 biomarkers included in the organ damage panel developed by OLINK
are classified according to Biological Process and Disease Area (based on public-access
bioinformatic databases, including Uniprot, Human Protein Atlas, Gene Ontology (GO)
and DisGeNET.

Supplementary Figure 1
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Log>(fold change) of differentially expressed proteins a. Portal inflammation: 0 (none)-1 (mild)
versus 2 (moderate)-3 (marked); b. Lobular inflammation: 0-3 and comparing none versus
presence based upon the number of foci per 20x fields); ¢. MASH-without fibrosis versus
MASH-fibrosis.

Figure S2. Discovery phase using a validated organ damage proteomic assay
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Figure S3: Selected targets deregulated in MASLD across the full histological spectrum.

Supplementary Figure 3
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and  representative

Figure  S4:  Immunohistochemical staining  scores

immunohistochemistry images in human liver biopsies. Selected targets from the discovery

phase (ADGRGI1, AGR2, MVK, and NPPC) in 31 biopsies (12 specimens for each protein)
from patients with MASLD across the severity spectrum (MASL and MASH-fibrosis).

Supplementary Figure 4
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Figure S5: Spatial transcriptomics profile of ADGRG]I in human liver tissue in healthy
state.

We interrogated the spatially resolved gene expression profile of ADGRGI in cellular niches
of human liver in healthy state using the Liver Cell Atlas available
https://www.livercellatlas.org/umap-humanAll.php. a. Reference UMAP visualization of sc-
RNA seq data of liver cells based on healthy human tissue. b. ADGRG]1 transcript abundance
in each cell type present in the heathy human liver. ¢. ADGRGI UMAP visualization of sc-
RNA seq data of liver cells based on healthy human tissue. d. Reference UMAP of sc/snRNA-
seq data lymphoid cells in the healthy liver. e. ADGRGI gene expression profile in liver
lymphoid cells in healthy state. f. UMAP visualization of sc-RNA seq data for ADGRGIin
lymphoid cells in the healthy liver. g. Singe cell proteogenomics: mapping of ADGRGI
expression, Visium UMAP zonation and expression patterns in healthy liver. h-i. Reference
mapping of Visium UMAP zonation patterns in steatotic and healthy liver modelled from the
Liver Cell Atlas.

Supplementary Figure 5
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Figure S6: Inference of cell-type involvement from single cell RNA-sequencing data
(GSE207889) violines.

Supplementary Figure 6

Inference of cell-type involvement from single cell RNA-sequencing data (GSE207889)
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Figure S7: ADGRGI tissue and liver cell-specific gene interactions.

Predicted interactions of ADGRGI in the liver tissue (a) and hepatocytes (b) were performed
using genome-wide functional interaction networks for human tissues and cell types
developed using a data-driven Bayesian methodology accessed from the HumanBase
available at https://hb.flatironinstitute.org/. The predicted functional networks show edges
based on co-expression, interactions, transforming factors binding, GSEA microRNA targets,
and GSEA perturbations. GO: gene ontology pathways. c-e. FGFR3 and APOAI cell type-
specific transcriptional changes in a model of MASH based on human liver organoids
developed from human pluripotent stem cells. Pre-processed scRNA-seq data were accessed
from GSE207889; details of the model were accessed from ref. [36]. Cells from OS-HLOs
treated for 4 days with OA (500 uM), PA (500 uM), or TGF-B1 (10 ng/ml) for their potential
to model inflammation and fibrosis. FGFR3 and APOA1 gene expression changes at single
cell resolution (10x scRNA-seq transcriptomic analysis) in the three conditions. Mann—
Whitney-U test (two-tailed). P-values as indicated in the figure, ns, not significant. OS-
HLOs: human liver organoids cultured on an orbital shaker.
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Supplementary Methods

Discovery phase: Recruitment strategy, and clinical and histological data collection
Individuals in the discovery phase were divided into three groups: those without MASLD, who
were regarded as controls (n=10) and those with histologically confirmed MASL (n =35) and
MASH (n=43). A matched cohort study design was used to ensure that the non-MASLD liver
samples had similar patient characteristics, including demographics and anthropometrics.
Participants self-reported their sex, and there was no gender bias in the study design. Biological
samples were chosen based on availability, quality, and integrity. The study included patients
who had histopathologic evidence of fatty liver disease, specifically MASL or MASH, on a
liver biopsy conducted during the study period and sample collection. The selection of
biological samples for the current study was based on the availability of an adequate amount
of high-quality serum to perform proteomic analysis. Exclusion criteria were applied, including
secondary causes of steatosis (e.g., alcohol abuse, total parenteral nutrition, viral hepatitis, drug
use), autoimmune liver disease, metabolic liver disease, Wilson's disease, and alpha-1-
antitrypsin deficiency. Non-MASLD serum samples were selected from patients without
evidence of MASLD or metabolic syndrome, whose age and sex matched those of the patients
with MASLD. These patients had near-normal liver histology in specimens obtained by liver
biopsy. Only participants without fatty change on histological examination were included in
the study for non-MASLD subjects. Biological samples were consecutively selected from
participants with and without MASLD during the same study period and from the same patient
population in Argentina. The matched patients shared the same demographic characteristics,
including occupation, educational level, place of residence, and ethnicity. Arterial hypertension
was defined as a systolic blood pressure of at least 140 mm Hg and/or a diastolic blood pressure
of at least 90 mm Hg, determined by multiple examinations and averaging two or more blood
pressure readings on two subsequent visits. Liver specimens were obtained during bariatric
surgery or using a modified 1.4-mm-diameter Menghini needle (Hepafix, Braun, Germany) via
liver biopsy under local anaesthesia with ultrasound guidance or outpatient. Samples from the
left lobe were collected right after opening the abdomen. Each liver biopsy sample was
immersed in 40 g/l formaldehyde (pH 7.4), embedded in paraffin, and stained with
haematoxylin and eosin, Masson trichrome, and silver impregnation for reticular fibres. Each
biopsy was at least 3 cm long and had a minimum of eight portal tracts.

Samples from patients with MASLD were histologically scored according to the widely used
NASH-Clinical Research Network semiquantitative NASH Activity Score (NAS) [1] for
lobular inflammation (0-3), ballooning (0-2) and steatosis (0—3) and categorised according to
histopathological disease grade and stage into MASL and MASH with different fibrosis stages
(FO—4). Portal inflammation was scored as 0 (none), 1 (mild) or 2 (more than mild) according
to Kleiner et.al. [2]. Patients with MASLD at risk of disease progression were classified as
having a NAS score more than or equal to 4 with fibrosis stage of 2 or more (F'>2) [3] [4] [5],
unless indicated otherwise. Clinically significant fibrosis was defined as having a fibrosis stage
>2, advanced fibrosis as >stage 3, and cirrhosis as stage 4 [6].

Replication phase: Recruitment strategy, and clinical and histological data collection
Patients in the replication phase A and B were recruited as explained elsewhere in ref. [3,7].
Samples from the replication cohort A were derived from the European NAFLD Registry
(NCT04442334), and liver samples were centrally scored according to the semiquantitative
NASH-CRN Scoring System by an expert liver pathologist [3]. Data reused and analysed in
this study was extracted from publicly extended data accessed from ref. [3].

Patients in phase B of the replication study were selected from a population of approximately
500,000 individuals across the United Kingdom who participated in a large prospective cohort
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study. The participants were between 40 and 69 years old at the time of recruitment [7]. A
subset of 38890 participants had proteomic data included in the analysis and accessed from ref.
[7]. The disease status was determined using the ICD-10 code K76.0 for nonalcoholic fatty
liver disease from electronic health records. The all-cause cirrhosis phenotype was identified
based on cirrhosis- and fibrosis-related ICD-10 codes, including K70.2, K70.3, K70.4, K74.0,
K74.1,K74.2,K74.6, K76.6, and KI85 [7]. The Icelandic deCODE genetics study is based on
WGS data from 49,708 Icelanders [7]. Plasma samples were collected from Icelanders through
two main projects: the Icelandic Cancer Project and various genetic programmes at deCODE
genetics, Reykjavik, Iceland. The mean age of the participants was 55 years (s.d. = 17 years)
and 57% were women [8]. All the considered reused data were within the Open Access Data
Tier.

Proteomics in the discovery phase

The proteomic Olink PEA platform was used to process 88 serum samples from the discovery
phase (50 pl) in a 96-plex immunoassay for high throughput detection of protein biomarkers in
body fluids [9]. This method is used in biomarker discovery with specific, highly targeted and
validated panels associated with pathways, key biology process, or disorders of interest [10].
In this study, we used the biomarker to target organ damage. For each biomarker, a matched
pair of antibodies linked to unique oligonucleotides binds to the respective protein target. When
placed in close proximity, the stretch of nucleotides hybridises and the annealing product is
then amplified by PCR and detected in multiplexed fashion in a high throughput fluidic chip
system. Specificity and reproducibility of the assays are rigorously quality controlled [11].
Olink has a built-in quality control (QC) system using internal controls that enables full control
over the technical performance of assays and samples. Three internal controls were spiked into
every sample for each dilution and panel that are designed to monitor the quality of assay
performance, as well as the quality of individual samples: immune control (incubation step),
extension control (extension and pre-amplification step), and amplification control
(amplification step). Each sample plate also included a control strip with the following controls:
two sample controls used to estimate the precision (intra- and inter-CVs), three negative
controls used to set the background levels for each protein assay and to calculate the level of
detection, and three plate controls used to compensate for potential variation between runs and
plates.

Olink Target 96 Organ Damage was analysed with 88 samples in one plate. Ct value was
measured for 92 protein assay per sample and NPX value was calculated from Ct value using
IPC normalized. Samples and protein assays were filtered by two strict thresholds (deviation
from the control median NPX value, limit of detection, LOD). Following the application of the
missing frequency, which depends on the limit of detection (LOD), 70 protein assays were
retained.

QC analysis involved two stages: 1) run evaluation: calculation of standard deviations for
incubation control and detection control should be within the pre-determined quality threshold
(< 0.2), If > 1/6 of samples fail QC, there is high probability the entire run is unreliable. 2)
Sample Evaluation: incubation control and detection control were assessed in each sample by
calculation of deviation from the median value of each control respectively; a sample did not
pass QC (flag / warning sample) if incubation control and/or detection control (corresponding
to the specific sample) deviated +/- 0.3 NPX from the median value. The missing frequency
plot indicates the limit of detection for all plates and the level of detectability. The frequency
of samples that possess valid data was more than 75% of the total number of samples, the
threshold required to declare the assay valid.

The final assay readout was expressed in NPX values, which is an arbitrary unit on a log2 scale
in which a high value corresponds to high protein expression. NPX was calculated from Ct
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values and data pre-processing (normalization) was performed to minimize both intra- and
inter-assay variation. Single plate analysis uses NPX values based on the median IPC for each
protein; on the other hand, multi-plate normalization adjusts NPX values for each protein with
intensity normalization so that the median of all samples is the same for all plates.

Detection of the digital PEA signal and sample analysis for Olink® Explore were performed
via NGS, using [llumina’s NovaSeq 6000 at Macrogen facility (Macrogen Seoul, South Korea).
Data from the NovaSeq 6000 run was uploaded to the MyData cloud. After this, Olink MyData
cloud software processed the data, performs QC-analysis, calculates NPX values and produces
an Analysis Report. Fold change for each protein was visualized in bar plot, indicating the
relative protein expression in each comparison. Each assay bars were colored in [Red (Up
regulated) / Green (Down regulated)/Grey (Non - significant)] depending on the fold change.
Further logistic and regression analysis with adjustment for confounder were realised in house
as described in Statistical section (see below)

Proteomics from replication cohorts

Samples from the replication A cohort were processed in the proteomic aptamer-based
SomaScan Platform (Somal.ogic) as reported elsewhere [3]. Access to protein expression
values of selected protein targets was based on proteomics data available for the whole cohort
(n=191) and the whole proteome, including data on sex/gender, T2D and advanced fibrosis, as
well as SomalD and UniProt identifiers.

Samples from the replication B cohort were processed using the Olink Explore 1536 platform
as part of the UKB-Pharma Proteomics Project, including measurement of the levels of 1,472
proteins. This sample included a subset of 38890 individuals in the UKBB study (MASLD
n=610; cirrhosis n=262) [7]. In addition, samples from the Icelanders population (total sample
n=20873; MASLD n=181; cirrhosis n=73) were measured with the SomaScan v.4 assay (Soma-
Logic, Inc.) containing 4,907 aptamers, providing a measurement of relative binding of the
plasma sample to each of the aptamers in relative fluorescence units (r.f.u.). Access to
proteomics data (effects and p values) for associations of proteins with the selected diseases,
as measured by either SomaScan or OLINK, was based on logistic regression with age and sex
as covariates; however, two-tailed p-values not adjusted for multiple testing. Proteomics data
was available for use and sharing in the source data from ref. [3] and ref [7].

Validation of data on mortality and ADGRG1 plasma expression over 16 years and
incident of 23-common diseases

Validation of longitudinal relationship between incident disease and mortality included data
from the UKBB (n=47,600) using 1474 Olink protein analytes and accessed from ref. [12].
Analysis of ADGRG1 expression data in the general population across ancestry groups and its
association with various diseases was based on proteomics data extracted from results for fair
reuse and accessed from ref. [8].

Information on the incident of 23 age-related diseases and mortality recorded over 16 years of
electronic health records (first occurrence) in the UK Biobank and or death registry
(https://biobank.ctsu.ox.ac.uk/crystal/label.cgi?id=100093) and their significant association
with the plasma proteome was retrieved from the publicly available information in
Supplementary tables and datasets generated by Gadd et al. [12].

We used statistics (COX-proportions for hazard ratio HR, lower and upper confidence interval
(CI), and p values) for circulating ADGRGI levels, adjusted for age at baseline, and
associations with mortality and incident of 23 outcomes that met the Bonferroni threshold of P
< 3.1x10-6 accessed from ref. [12]. Models were adjusted for: age, sex and six lifestyle factors
(BMI, smoking status, alcohol consumption, education status, physical activity and social
deprivation) [12]. Quantification of protein levels was performed at Olink Analysis using Olink
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Proximity Extension Assay technology using four 384-plex panels (cardiometabolic,
neurological, inflammatory and oncology) that targeted 1,463 unique proteins [12]. The results
from the sensitivity analyses were visualised for every association tested in a Shiny app at:
https://protein-disease-ukb.optima-health.technology. [12]. This resource allows graphing the
number of cases over the 16 years of follow-up is shown for each characteristic, with the
number of cases by year of follow-up plotted cumulatively, including fully adjusted p values
for association. Complete list of incidents outcomes and coding index are as follows: cystitis
(N30); multiple sclerosis (G35); brain/CNS cancer (C71,C72); schizophrenia (F20); systemic
lupus erythematosus (M32); endometriosis (N80); vascular dementia (FO1); amyotrophic
lateral sclerosis (sourced from Motor Neurone Disease G12); inflammatory bowel disease
(K51, K50); major depression (F33); gynaecological cancers
(C51,C52,C53,C54,C55,C56,C57,C58); Alzheimer’s dementia (F00, G30); lung cancer (C34);
rheumatoid arthritis (M05,M06); Parkinson's disease (G20); colorectal cancer (C18,C20,C21);
liver disease (K70,K71,K72,K73,K74); ischaemic stroke (163); breast cancer (C50); prostate
cancer (C61); chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (J40,J41,J42,J43,J44); type 2 diabetes
(E11); ischaemic heart disease (120,121,122,123,124,125); death (Death registry).

All models adjusted for age at baseline. Proteomics data was extracted from data of the whole
proteome and for 35,232 tested conditions/ diseases, from which there were 3201 associations
involving 1,209 protein analytes and only 23 outcomes that met the Bonferroni threshold of P
< 3.1x10-6 in the adjusted lifestyle-adjusted model. Data were accessed from ref. [12].

Protein-phenotype associations in the general population UKBB across ancestry groups

The estimated association of protein levels with quantitative traits was done using linear
regression. All analyses were adjusted for the sex and age of the individual at the time of plasma
collection, and in addition, quantitative measures were inverse normal transformed.
Associations are stratified by ancestry group as individuals with British or Irish, South Asian
and African ancestry. Results are adjusted for multiple testing of protein—phenotype
associations using Bonferroni adjustment for the number of assays on each platform
(P<1.0x107° for 4,907 assays on SomaScan and P <1.7 x 107 for 2,941 assays on Olink).
The description of main conditions/phenotypes is based on health care records [§]

Liver protein expression of selected targets

Validation of hepatic protein expression of the selected biomarkers was performed by
immunohistochemical staining of 12 cases per each protein of formalin-fixed paraffin-
embedded liver tissue for each biomarker (ADGRG1, AGR2, MVK and NPPC) from the
discovery cohort based on biospecimens availability. Liver protein expression of the identified
targets involved 12 biologically independent samples of both sexes; MASL n=6 and MASH-
fibrosis n=6. In total, samples of 31 different subjects were used. Four-micrometer sections
were mounted onto silane-coated glass slides to ensure section adhesion through subsequent
staining procedures. Briefly, sections were deparaffinized, rehydrated, washed in phosphate
buffer solution (PBS), and treated with 3 % H>O; in PBS for 20 min at room temperature to
block endogenous peroxidase. Following heat-induced epitope retrieval in 0.1M citrate buffer
at pH 6.0 for 20 min, the slides were incubated with a specific antibody for ADGRGI (GPR56)
(MBS9604267) at a concentration of 1:100, MVK (MBS2526272) at a concentration of 1:100),
AGR2 (MBS9209230) at a concentration of 1:200, and NPPC (MBS2517245) at a
concentration of 1:150 (MyBioSource Inc, San Diego CA, United States).
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Immunostaining was performed using the VECTASTAIN® Universal Quick HRP Kit
(Peroxidase), R.T.U. (Ready-to-Use) (Vector Lab. CA, USA) detection system (PK-7800).
Subsequently, slides were immersed in a 0.05% 3,3'-diaminobenzidine solution in 0.1 M Tris
buffer, pH 7.2, containing 0.01 % H20O.. After a brown colour developed, slides were removed,
and the reaction was stopped by immersion in PBS. Negative controls were carried out by
omission of primary Ab. Immunostaining was evaluated in a blinded fashion regarding any of
the histological and clinical characteristics of the patients. Sections were counter-stained with
Harris hematoxylin and examined by light microscopy in a blinded fashion (H-3401-500.
Vector Lab. CA, USA).

The extent of staining was scored according to its amount and intensity by a 4-point
scoring system as follows: 0 = no staining, 1 = positive staining in less than 20% of cells
and /or tissue area of the portal tracts, 2 = 21-50 % of cells and /or tissue area of the portal
tracts, and 3 = positive staining in more than 50% of cells and /or tissue area of the portal
tracts. Microscopic evaluation was performed using a LEICA DM 2000 (Leica, Germany)
trinocular microscope equipped with a high-definition camera (Leica MC190 HD); all
images were recorded using the Leica Application Suite (LAS) software.

Bulk liver transcriptomics data

We used bulk liver transcriptome data from the GEO repository (GSE135251 and GSE162694).
The data were further analysed using GEO2R. GSE135251 has expression profiling by high
throughput sequencing of 216 snap-frozen biopsies (control samples n=10, MASL n=51,
MASH F0-F1 n=34, MASH F2 n=52, MASH F3 n=55, MASH F4 n=14) that were processed
for RNA sequencing on the Illumina NextSeq 500 system from ref. [13]. Groups were defined
for the analysis as MASH with significant fibrosis (F2-F4 n=121) and MASH without
significant fibrosis (FO-F1 n=34). GSE162694 dataset included 143 samples of patients with
MASH across the full spectrum of fibrosis stage (FO n=36, F1 n=30, F2 n=26, F3 n=8, F4
n=12) and control samples (n=31), which were processed for RNA sequencing on the Illumina
HiSeq 3000 from ref. [14]. Groups were defined for the analysis as MASH with significant
(F2-F4 n=46) and MASH without significant fibrosis (FO-F1 n=66).

Spatial liver proteogenomic atlas

We interrogated the liver atlas dataset available at https://www.livercellatlas.org/umap-
humanAll.php for gene and protein expression profiling of ADGRGL1. This resource combines
single-cell CITE-seq, single-nuclei sequencing, spatial transcriptomics, and spatial proteomics
of the healthy human liver [15]. Human data is available at GSE192742. The Scripts Liver
Atlas data is available at github.com/guilliottslab. A proteogenomic atlas of the human liver
was generated using sc/snRNA-seq and CITE-seq on 19 liver biopsies, and 4 patients for
Visium from ref. [15]. UMAP of Visium spot zonation and cell origin, as well as Visium
(Visium, 10X Genomics) zonation data of the selected target were generated using the above-
mentioned web resource.

Inference of cell-type involvement from single-cell RNA-sequencing data

We examined cell type-specific transcriptional injury response in MASH in ~ 138,000 single-
cell transcriptomes accessed from the scRNA-seq GSE207889 dataset. Therefore, we
performed a new analysis of the expression of selected targets using single-cell RNA-
sequencing (scRNA-seq) data from the GEO repository above mentioned. We extracted pre-
processed expression profiles for liver cell types (138053 cells x 31811 genes) modelled in
HLOs developed from hPSCs as described by Hess et al. [16] and accessed from GSE207889.
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The 3D culture model recapitulates human steatohepatitis through treatment with oleic acid
(OA) and palmitic acid (PA) and fibrotic injury through treatment with transforming growth
factor beta 1 (TGF-B1).

Validation of cell identity performed as explained in ref. [16]. Cell type annotation was
followed according to ScType database annotation method as used in the accessed data from
GSE207889.

Challenge with OA induced steatosis and mild inflammatory changes in hepatocyte
progenitors; challenge with PA induced a robust steatohepatitis signature from more mature
hepatocyte subpopulations in the model [16] [16]. Single-cell RNA-sequencing (scRNA-seq)
using [llumina NovaSeq 6000 (Homo sapiens) was used to investigate cell-type diversity. The
experimental conditions included hPSC-derived HLOs cultured on an orbital shaker (OS) for
21 days and subsequently stimulated with TGF-B1 (10 ng/ml; R&D Systems 240-B-002), OA
(OA-500 pM; Sigma Aldrich O1383) and PA (500 pM; Sigma Aldrich P0500) for four days
and subjected to scCRNAseq at day 25.

We reprocessed the information to ensure that the analysis included a sufficiently robust
number of cells. Hence, the accessed file was subjected to quality control filtering and
preprocessing using the Scampy Python package. This involved the removal of cells with less
than 500 genes and genes expressed in less than 10 cells, which resulted in a total of 122,728
cells and 23,742 genes. Additionally, cells are filtered to ensure that the mitochondrial and
ribosomal counts align with the 1.5 interquartile range of the respective data distribution. To
prevent the inclusion of empty droplets in the cell count, cells with a doublet score greater than
0.5 (computed with Scrublet) were filtered out. This resulted in a gene expression matrix
comprising 116,394 cells and 23,742 genes. Further steps include the normalisation and
logarithmisation of the data. From the normalised matrix, we select the cells (82467 cells)
including seven experimental conditions, comprising four controls and three treatments
(denoted by "OAS500", "PA500" and "TGFB1"). In the subsequent stages, the three treatment
conditions were analysed in relation to their respective control. The ForceAtlas2 algorithm [17]
was used for the visualization of cell data in low-dimensional space.

To characterise the cells in the dataset, we computed the activity of protein-protein interaction
networks (PPINs) derived from the scRNA-seq data. These networks are associated with
several biological processes. In a nutshell, a PPIN associated with a biological process (or with
a specific set of genes) can be constructed by considering the known interactions between
proteins encoded by the genes within the defined gene set. A score that reflects the activity of
a given PPIN can be defined for each cell by employing the methodology introduced by Senra
et al. [18].

Pathway analysis

A total of 572 biological processes (BPs) were computationally analysed using the QuickGO
database [19]. This number was derived by considering BPs whose number of genes in the
gene set ranged between 11 and 264 genes. To compute the PPIN activity for each BP in each
cell, a reduced expression matrix of 5000 highly variable genes was considered. To analyse the
TGFB1 and OAS500 treatments, we have considered BPs correlated with the ADGRGI
expression registered in all cells of 7TGFB1. To analyse the PA treatment, we consider BPs with
a correlation of greater than 0.18 with ADGRGI expression, which is registered in all cells of
this treatment. These correlations can be found in the Supplementary Tables 4-6. In addition
to this functional analysis, we also perform a comparison of the expression levels of ADGRGI.
This comparison is made between the treatment conditions and their respective controls on
several populations of cell types. To achieve this, the Mann-Whitney test was employed.

ADGRGT1 tissue and hepatocyte interactions
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The HumanBase, a collection of thousands of transcripts encoding diverse interaction data such
as regulatory relationships, co-expression and protein-protein interactions is available at
https://hb.flatironinstitute.org/gene/. This database, which applies machine learning algorithms
and data-driven associations to learn biological associations from massive genomic data
collections, was used to predict ADGRGI liver tissue and hepatocyte interactions. Prediction
uses genome-wide functional interaction networks for human tissues and cell types developed
using a data-driven Bayesian methodology [20].
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Supplementary Tables

Supplementary Table 1: high throughput detection of prioritized signatures with pathophysiological importance in organ damage

Protein biomarkes included in the 92-plex panel organ damage OLINK
AMP-activated protein kinase subunit beta-1 (PRKAB1)

Adhesion G-protein coupled receptor G1 (ADGRG1, also known as GPR56)
Aldehyde dehydrogenase, dimeric NADP-preferring (ALDH3A1)

Anterior gradient protein 2 homolog (AGR2)

Apoptosis-inducing factor 1, mitochondrial (AIFM1)

B-cell scaffold protein with ankyrin repeats (BANK1)

BH3-interacting domain death agonist (BID)

BMP and activin membrane-bound inhibitor homolog (BAMBI)
Calcitonin (CALCA)

Calreticulin (CALR)

Carbonic anhydrase 12 (CA12)

Carbonic anhydrase 14 (CA14)

Casein kinase | isoform delta (CSNK1D)

Claspin (CLSPN)
CMP-N-acetylneuraminate-beta-galactosamide-alpha-2,3-sialyltransferase 1 (ST3GAL1)
Cocaine esterase (CES2)

Contactin-2 (CNTN2)

Corticoliberin (CRH)

C-type lectin domain family 1 member A (CLEC1A)

C-type natriuretic peptide (NPPC)

Desmoglein-4 (DSG4)

Dipeptidyl aminopeptidase-like protein 6 (DPP6)

DNA topoisomerase 2-beta (TOP2B)

Ectonucleoside triphosphate diphosphohydrolase 2 (ENTPD2)
Ectonucleoside triphosphate diphosphohydrolase 6 (ENTPD6)

EGF-like repeat and discoidin I-like domain-containing protein 3 (EDIL3)
Enteropeptidase (TMPRSS15)

UniProtKB/Swiss-Prot
Q9Y478
Q9Y653
P30838
095994
095831
Q8NDB2
P55957
Q13145
P01258
P27797
043570
Q9ULX7
P48730
Q9HAW4
Q11201
000748
Q02246
P06850
Q8NCo01
P23582
Q86SJ6
P42658
Q02880
Q9Y5L3
075354
043854
P98073
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Epidermal growth factor-like protein 7 (EGFL7)
Erbin (ERBIN)

Erythropoietin (EPO)

Fatty acid-binding protein 9 (FABP9)

Forkhead box protein O1 (FOXO1)
Fructose-2,6-bisphosphatase TIGAR (TIGAR)
Hematopoietic prostaglandin D synthase (HPGDS)
Inactive tyrosine-protein kinase 7 (PTK7)

Integrin beta-1-binding protein 1 (ITGB1BP1)

Interferon-inducible double-stranded RNA-dependent protein kinase activator A (PRKRA)

Kidney Injury Molecule (KIM1)

Leukotriene A-4 hydrolase (LTA4H)

Linker for activation of T-cells family member 2 (LAT2)
Lutropin subunit beta (LHB)

Macrophage erythroblast attacher (MAEA)
Macrophage-capping protein (CAPG)
Melanoma-associated antigen D1 (MAGED1)
Methionine aminopeptidase 1 (METAP1)

Mevalonate kinase (MVK)

Mitogen-activated protein kinase kinase kinase kinase 5 (MAP4K5)
Mothers against decapentaplegic homolog 1 (SMAD1)
NAD-dependent protein deacylase sirtuin-5, mitochondrial (SIRT5)
NEDDS8 ultimate buster 1 (NUB1)

Neutrophil cytosol factor 2 (NCF2)

Nibrin (NBN)

Nitric oxide synthase, endothelial (NOS3)
Nucleobindin-2 (NUCB2)

Parvalbumin alpha (PVALB)

Paxillin (PXN)

Peptidyl-prolyl cis-trans isomerase FKBP1B (FKBP1B)
Perilipin-1 (PLIN1)

Q9UHF1
Q96RT1
P01588
Q0Z7S8
Q12778
QINQ88
060760
Q13308
014713
075569
Q96D42
P09960
Q9GZY6
P01229
Q7L5Y9
P40121
Q9Y5V3
P53582
Q03426
QOY4K4
Q15797
QINXAS
Q9Y5A7
P19878
060934
P29474
P80303
P20472
P49023
P68106
060240
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Phosphatidylinositol 3,4,5-trisphosphate 5-phosphatase 2 (INPPL1)
Placenta growth factor (PGF)

Platelet-derived growth factor C (PDGFC)

Pleiotrophin (PTN)

Plexin domain-containing protein 1 (PLXDC1)

Polypeptide N-acetylgalactosaminyltransferase 10 (GALNT10)
Probetacellulin (BTC)

Programmed cell death protein 1 (PDCD1)

Prolow-density lipoprotein receptor-related protein 1 (LRP1)
Proteasome subunit alpha type-1 (PSMA1)

Protein amnionless (AMN)

Protein enabled homolog (ENAH)

Protein fosB (FOSB)

Protein max (MAX)

Protein phosphatase 1B (PPM1B)

[Pyruvate dehydrogenase [acetyl-transferring]]-phosphatase 1,mitochondrial (PDP1)
Ras association domain-containing protein 2 (RASSF2)

Ras GTPase-activating protein 1 (RASA1)

Receptor-type tyrosine-protein phosphatase eta (PTPRJ)

Renin receptor (ATP6AP2)

REST corepressor 1 (RCOR1)

Retinoic acid receptor responder protein 1 (RARRES1)
Ribonucleoside-diphosphate reductase subunit M2 B (RRM2B)
Serpin A9 (SERPINA9)

Serum paraoxonase/arylesterase 2 (PON2)

Syntaxin-8 (STX8)

Syntaxin-binding protein 3 (STXBP3)

Troponin |, cardiac muscle (TNNI3)

Tyrosine-protein kinase Fes/Fps (FES)

Tyrosine-protein kinase Fgr (FGR)

Tyrosine-protein kinase Yes (YES1)

015357
P49763
Q9NRA1
P21246
Q8IUK5
Q86SR1
P35070
Q15116
Q07954
P25786
Q9BXJ7
Q8N8S7
P53539
P61244
075688
Q9PoJ1
P50749
P20936
Q12913
075787
QSUKLO
P49788
Q7LG56
Q86WD7
Q15165
Q9UNKO
000186
P19429
P07332
P09769
P07947
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Vascular endothelial growth factor C (VEGFC)
Vasohibin-1 (VASH1)
Wiskott-Aldrich syndrome protein (WAS)

P49767
Q7L8A9
P42768
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Supplementary Table 2: Self-reported gender-disaggregated demographic, clinical, biochemical, and histological characteristics of the patients

included in the discovery phase.

Number of subjects

Age, years

BMI, kg/m?

Fasting plasma Glucose, mg/dL
Fasting plasma Insulin, uU/ml
HOMA-IR

Type 2 diabetes, (n/%)

Total cholesterol, mg/dL

HDL cholesterol, mg/dL
Triglycerides, mg/dL

LDL cholesterol, mg/dL

ALT, U/L

AST, U/L

NAFLD activity score (NAS)
Degree of steatosis (0-3)
Lobular Inflammation (0-3)
Hepatocellular ballooning (0-2)
Fibrosis stage

Control
5
39.4+3.3
48.8+10.5
89.616.4
10.945.9
2.04+1.05
0 (0)
211.2+30.2
41.2+5.8
111.4+41.8
145.2+22.5
16+6.8
14.4+2.7
0

o O O o

Female

MASL
21
45.9+12.1
48.3+8.8
116.0+35.1
17.5+15.3
3.963.4

12 (57)
189+31.3
43.9+10.1
186.2+149.4
119.1+21.7
26.7+12.7
20.6+9.3
1.9+1.0
1.6+0.8
0.33+0.66

0

0

Discovery cohort

MASH
28
45.2+9.3
49.1+8.9
140.7+70.5
34.0£44.0
17.4+44.3
20 (71.4)
184.2+43.5
39.3+7.6
165.2+84.0
130.7+37.2
64.3+43.6
56.3+38.2
5.14+1.32
2.1+0.8
1.71+0.86
1.29+0.46
1.21+1.29

Control

5
47.6£8.0
59.8+11.7
104.8426.1
16.7+8.4
4.06+0.38

3 (60)
181.8434.5
37.4+9.4
185.6+172.6
107.6224.0
17.2+4.0
17.4+3.8

0

O O O o

Male

MASL
14
43.3£10.9
55.0+14.9
97.6+18.2
21.6+16.8
6.12+4.62
7 (50)
199.2+48.8
44.5+£7.0
148.34£58.0
145.7+£37.0
44.5+24.7
32.4422.2
2.14+1.17
1.5+£0.76
0.5+0.65
0
0

MASH
15

46.3%9.5
54.3+9.9
111.5+19.9
32.5422.5
8.90+6.27

5 (33.3)
186.9+39.6
35.15.9
218.9+205.2
128.3+33.9
66.5+74.3
47.9+64.6
5.13+0.99
2.13+0.83
1.46+0.74
1.40+0.50
1.27+1.40
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Supplementary Table 3: ADGRG1 protein-phenotype associations in the UKBB population stratified on ancestry

Phenotype
Liver-related
phenotypes

Alanine
aminotransferase

Alkaline
phosphatase
Gamma
glutamyltransfera
se

Chronic viral
hepatitis
Oesophageal
varices

Hepatic failure not
elsewhere
classified
Fibrosis and
cirrhosis of liver

Gl diseases
Gastritis and
duodenitis
Crohns disease
regional enteritis
Other non-
infective gastro
enteritis and
colitis
Cardiovascular
diseases

Angina pectoris
Acute myocardial
infarction
Chronic
ischaemic heart
disease

Odds ratio
in the
British or
Irish
ancestry
group

NA

NA

NA
2.8797194

3.5405997

2.1241527

3.149446

1.1050366

1.3395878

11111311

1.141752

1.2045149

1.1449712

Significa
nce of
OR
British or
Irish
ancestry

0.00E+00

2.25E-
106

1.18E-
274

1.45E-10

1.47E-28

7.41E-12

1.93E-51

1.99E-10

6.78E-06

1.42E-06

4.37E-12

4.18E-15

1.76E-15

Number of
affected
individuals in
the British or
Irish ancestry
group

411978

412141

411916
42

88

82

194

4558

257

2184

2744

1745

3739

Odds
ratio in
the
African
ancestry
group

NA

NA

NA
5.75E+0
0
4.59E+0
0

2.81E+0
0
1.44E+0
0

1.13E+0
0
1.35E+0
0

8.53E-01

1.24E+0
0
1.41E+0
0

1.27E+0
0

Signific
ance of
OR
African
ancestr
y

7.47E-
02

1.75E-
01

1.97E-
4.33E-
05
1.52E-
01
2.02E-

8.14E-
01

2.26E-

Number of
affected
individuals
in the
African
ancestry
group
1448

1448

1449

106

36

17

49

Odds
ratio in
the South
Asian
ancestry
group

NA
1.08E+01

1.00E+00

2.47E+00

5.33E+00

1.16E+00

7.22E-01

1.18E+00

1.19E+00

1.18E+00

1.40E+00

Significa
nce of
OR
South
Asian
ancestry

1.72E-04

1.78E-01

2.25E-03

8.90E-04

1.00E+0
0

1.19E-01

1.12E-02

1.44E-01

4.30E-01

2.15E-01

8.88E-02

1.98E-01

3.07E-04

Number of
affected
individuals in
the South
Asian
ancestry
group

933

934

934

106

62

94

55

128

Beta of the
association
in the British
or Irish
ancestry
group

0.1972338

0.1053598

0.1681493
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Beta of the
associatio
nin the
African
ancestry
group

6.29E-02

4.71E-02

4.27E-02
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Beta of the
association in
the South Asian
ancestry group

1.24
E-
01
4.24
E-
02
1.00
E-
01
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
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Atrioventricular
and left bundle
branch block

Heart failure
Complications
and ill-defined
descriptions of
heart disease
Essential primary
hypertension
Aortic aneurysm
and dissection
Other peripheral
vascular diseases
Other disorders of
circulatory system
in diseases
classified
elsewhere
Systolic blood
pressure

Diastolic blood
pressure

Mean arterial
pressure

Pulse pressure

Pulse rate
Neurological
diseases
Cerebral
infarction

Stroke not
specified as
haemorrhage or
infarction
Occlusion and
stenosis of
precerebral
arteries not
resulting in
cerebral infarction
Other
cerebrovascular
diseases

Other
polyneuropathies

1.1573258

1.2655636

1.1734744

1.1871267

1.2626914

1.1865108

7.3578396

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

1.1848181

1.1903368

1.3151568

11877211

1.3394364

7.78E-06

3.95E-18

7.11E-09

2.00E-46

2.75E-06

2.78E-08

9.30E-25

8.60E-41

7.38E-48

5.64E-52

1.18E-09
8.29E-
111

3.07E-06

6.79E-07

1.41E-05

8.25E-07

3.19E-09

853

1221

1212

11781

355

1031

36

384269

384272

384269
384269

384272

693

754

217

743

381

1.87E+0
0
1.23E+0
0

1.00E+0
0
1.22E+0
0
1.43E+0
0
1.04E+0
0

1.00E+0
0

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

2.50E+0
0

1.49E+0
0

1.08E+0
0

1.65E+0
0

4.91E-01

1.53E-
02
3.08E-
01

9.90E-
1.10E-
02

4.94E-

8.80E-
01

1.00E+

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

1.94E-
04

9.01E-
02

8.52E-
01

5.98E-
03
3.13E-
01

340

12

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

14

16

24

1.42E+00

1.30E+00

1.56E+00

1.35E+00

1.00E+00

1.54E+00

3.78E+00

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

9.84E-01

1.29E+00

1.80E+00

1.42E+00

2.03E+00

1.09E-01

9.80E-02

3.58E-02
1.25E-04
1.00E+0
0

3.43E-02

1.12E-01

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

9.39E-01

3.49E-01

1.12E-01

1.39E-01

3.33E-02

18

33

18

284

24

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

18

11

13

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

0.0662428

0.07204604

0.07507182
0.03022224

0.1107534

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
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Polyneuropathy in
diseases
classified
elsewhere

Kidney diseases

Acute renal failure
Chronic renal
failure
Unspecified renal
failure

Other disorders of
urinary system
Respiratory
diseases

Emphysema
Other chronic
obstructive
pulmonary
disease

Bronchiectasis
Pleural effusion
not elsewhere
classified
Respiratory
failure not
elsewhere
classified
Algorithmically
defined asthma
first occurrence.

2.5932955

1.3157825

1.2655529

1.3612248

1.1133274

1.3029761

1.1515959

1.2195859

1.1358016

1.1986466

NA

7.83E-21

1.78E-27

3.34E-27

1.59E-07

8.73E-11

4.08E-08

1.09E-09

6.46E-06

1.36E-05

3.43E-06

3.43E-08

107

1456

1993

257

4025

394

1759

483

1091

584

51119

2.88E+0
0

1.09E+0
0
1.12E+0
0
1.02E+0
0
1.52E+0
0

3.84E-01

1.75E+0
0
1.10E+0
0

1.12E+0
0

1.16E+0
0

NA

40

59

56

18

12

NA

2.47E+00

1.46E+00

1.60E+00

1.26E+00

1.16E+00

1.58E+00

1.22E+00

1.29E+00

1.63E+00

8.24E-01

NA

1.47E-01

1.89E-02

4.72E-04

4.45E-01

1.86E-01

3.90E-01

2.74E-01

4.44E-01

5.84E-02

3.99E-01

NA

36

52

97

24

14

16

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

0.07129697

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
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Supplementary Table 4: Enriched gene ontology (GO) biological pathways associated with liver ADGRG1 expression in response to the inducing stimulus OA-500 mM

Biological process OA-500 mM day 25 OS-HLOs

BP GOID

G0:0001570
G0:0071604
G0:0097485
G0:0030216
G0:0009913
G0:0006402
G0:0042100
G0:0060070
G0:0060389
G0:0048041
G0:0031424
G0:0016311
G0:0044774
G0:0031570
G0:0030225
G0:0042770
G0:0033627
G0:0010761
G0:0060317
G0:0035987
G0:0043534
G0:0071542
G0:0071897
G0:0007405
G0:0006470
G0:0002062
G0:0045109

BP GO Term

vasculogenesis

transforming growth factor beta production
neuron projection guidance

keratinocyte differentiation

epidermal cell differentiation

mMRNA catabolic process

B cell proliferation

canonical Wnt signaling pathway
pathway-restricted SMAD protein phosphorylation
focal adhesion assembly

keratinization

dephosphorylation

mitotic DNA integrity checkpoint signaling
DNA integrity checkpoint signaling
macrophage differentiation

signal transduction in response to DNA damage
cell adhesion mediated by integrin
fibroblast migration

cardiac epithelial to mesenchymal transition
endodermal cell differentiation

blood vessel endothelial cell migration
dopaminergic neuron differentiation

DNA biosynthetic process

neuroblast proliferation

protein dephosphorylation

chondrocyte differentiation

intermediate filament organization

P-value
3.77236E-10-23
1.21488E-10-6
3.48338E-10-7
4.05969E-05
3.00681E-05
5.76938E-10-6
4.3279E-10-6
1.72009E-10-8
2.82739E-10-11
1.14078E-10-8
3.34608E-05
8.59084E-05
9.07961E-05
7.95562E-05
1.45779E-05
1.83426E-05
4.57397E-10-21
6.06922E-10-6
5.15895E-10-10
1.32987E-10-17
3.26947E-10-9
5.61804E-05
0.017547
0.000186782
0.00032841
7.75761E-10-8
3.46285E-10-6

Correlation with ADGRG1

0.23557
0.223742
0.215978
0.208908
0.208583
0.204078
0.203815
0.202825
0.202271
0.202014
0.201676
0.201624
0.198733
0.198281
0.198112
0.197758
0.196732
0.195652
0.195596
0.195478
0.194335
0.189806
0.189473
0.188924
0.188917
0.187484
0.187218
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G0:0001837
G0:1904019
G0:0046700
G0:0034976
G0:0016197
G0:0002244
G0:0048008

epithelial to mesenchymal transition

epithelial cell apoptotic process

heterocycle catabolic process

response to endoplasmic reticulum stress

endosomal transport

hematopoietic progenitor cell differentiation
platelet-derived growth factor receptor signaling pathway

1.49512E-10-8
1.36062E-10-13
0.000114627
9.36847E-10-6
1.29644E-05
1.53827E-10-7
0.000684402

0.186729
0.185506
0.185393
0.185107
0.184475
0.183458
0.180356
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Supplementary Table 5: Enriched gene ontology (GO) biological pathways associated with liver ADGRG1 expression in response to the inducing stimulus PA-500 mM

Biological process PA-500 mM day 25 0S-HLOs

BP GOID

GO:0071604
GO0:0010573
GO:0090077
GO0:0034113
GO0:0032637
G0O:0033627
GO0:0001570
G0:0014902
G0:0007229
GO:0097193
G0:0042180

BP GO Term

transforming growth factor beta production
vascular endothelial growth factor production
foam cell differentiation

heterotypic cell-cell adhesion

interleukin-8 production

cell adhesion mediated by integrin
vasculogenesis

myotube differentiation

integrin-mediated signaling pathway
intrinsic apoptotic signaling pathway
cellular ketone metabolic process

P-value
6.92563E-10-7
1.95964E-10-33
6.45197E-10-39
7.59492E-10-20
2.88137E-10-14
1.79989E-10-49
7.10424E-10-27
1.28469E-10-15
1.40715E-10-55
8.73888E-10-9
5.01193E-05

Correlation with
ADGRG1

0.185996
0.188373
0.180614
0.186238
0.183184
0.199759
0.187717
0.193003
0.182477
0.182816
0.188218
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Supplementary Table 6: Enriched gene ontology (GO) biological pathways associated with liver ADGRG1 expression in response to the inducing stimulus TGFB1-10ng

Biological process TGFB1-10ng day 25 0S-HLOs

BP GOID
G0:0030216
G0:0009913
G0:0031424
G0:0150115
G0:0030855
G0:0099536
G0:0034446
G0:0045109
G0:0045103
G0:0086003
GO:0086065
G0:0086002
G0:0034113
G0:0034109
G0:0030099
G0:0048864
G0:0014033
G0:0051604
G0:0048863
G0:0043113
G0:0002065
G0:0034620
G0:0035967
G0:1904019
G0:0051259
G0:0051262
G0:0070371

BP GO Term

keratinocyte differentiation

epidermal cell differentiation

keratinization

cell-substrate junction organization

epithelial cell differentiation

synaptic signaling

substrate adhesion-dependent cell spreading
intermediate filament organization

intermediate filament-based process

cardiac muscle cell contraction

cell communication involved in cardiac conduction
cardiac muscle cell action potential involved in contraction
heterotypic cell-cell adhesion

homotypic cell-cell adhesion

myeloid cell differentiation

stem cell development

neural crest cell differentiation

protein maturation

stem cell differentiation

receptor clustering

columnar/cuboidal epithelial cell differentiation
cellular response to unfolded protein

cellular response to topologically incorrect protein
epithelial cell apoptotic process

protein complex oligomerization

protein tetramerization

ERK1 and ERK2 cascade

P-value
5.46205E-10-109
4.29707E-10-110
4.11108E-10-90
2.34867E-10-90
1.24585E-10-86
1.19711E-10-108
1.55737E-10-80
1.61365E-10-83
2.52106E-10-97

6.49171E-10-64
2.31505E-10-63
5.81261E-10-63

1.20102E-10-58
1.61067E-10-58
1.19766E-10-63
1.21651E-10-60
2.60967E-10-61
2.69864E-10-85
1.40985E-10-55
1.4505E-10-53

6.55974E-10-46
9.28871E-10-30
9.28871E-10-30
1.42686E-10-43
6.76531E-10-49
6.09318E-10-49
1.5278E-10-56

Correlation with ADGRG1
0.247736
0.247614
0.243944
0.217439
0.209131
0.20527
0.205258
0.204331
0.201534
0.196075
0.195554
0.195153

0.191508

0.18281
0.182499
0.180761

0.18032
0.175244

0.17046

0.16895
0.168365
0.168332
0.168332
0.168328
0.164617
0.164607
0.163555
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G0:0072659
G0:0002064
G0:0033627
G0:0014065
G0:0001909
G0:0006886
G0:0019221
G0:0008625
G0:0009267
G0:0002573
G0:0051169

protein localization to plasma membrane
epithelial cell development

cell adhesion mediated by integrin
phosphatidylinositol 3-kinase signaling
leukocyte mediated cytotoxicity
intracellular protein transport
cytokine-mediated signaling pathway
extrinsic apoptotic signaling pathway via death domain receptors
cellular response to starvation

myeloid leukocyte differentiation

nuclear transport

3.11803E-10-60
1.52609E-10-35
8.90619E-10-32
3.9896E-10-45

1.62084E-10-36
4.54784E-10-44
1.24439E-10-15
2.78617E-10-32
1.16648E-10-31
5.58344E-10-34
6.99881E-10-33

0.160988
0.159117
0.158654
0.158253
0.157811
0.156639
0.156479
0.156127

0.15219
0.151508
0.150173
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