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Abstract

Background:
Polygenic risk scores (PRS) have demonstrated predictive validity across a range of cohorts
and diseases, but quantifying their clinical utility remains a challenge. As PRS can be
derived from a single biological sample and remain stable throughout life, we explore the
potential of PRS to optimize existing screening programs.

Methods:
Using UK Biobank (n = 444,949), we quantified the potential clinical benefits arising from a
knowledge of PRS across seven diseases with existing screening programs globally (breast
cancer, prostate cancer, colorectal cancer, abdominal aortic aneurysm, type 2 diabetes,
hypertension, and coronary artery disease). We identified individuals at high genetic risk
(PRS OR>2) and very high genetic risk (PRS OR>3) and estimated the optimal screening
ages for these genetically high risk individuals, based on the equivalent risk to
population-level risk at recommended screening ages. We then leveraged published
mortality estimates, with and without screening-based interventions, to assess the potential
benefits of tailoring screening age based on genetic risk. We also estimated the case
enrichment ratio, which is a ratio of the percentage of cases in the high PRS risk group and
in the total population.

Findings:
Very high risk individuals reach the risk level associated with usual starting screening age on
average 10.8 years earlier, high risk individuals 8.9 years earlier and reduced risk individuals
(OR<0.5) 16.8 years later. During this time, case enrichment in the high risk group is
between 1.7 and 3.0 depending on disease. Across all seven diseases, appropriate
interventions following PRS-guided screening would reduce premature deaths in high risk
individuals by 19.0%.

Conclusion:
Knowledge of genetic risk, measured using PRS, has the potential to deliver substantial
public health benefits when aggregated across conditions, and could reduce premature
mortality by tailoring existing screening programs.
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Introduction

Common, chronic diseases account for over 90% of the $4.5 trillion annual healthcare spend
in the US.1 There are a range of public health screening programs aimed at reducing the
burden of these diseases, either via early detection (e.g. screening for asymptomatic
cancers) or prevention (e.g. screening for cardiovascular disease risk). Most programs use
simple risk factors for determining initial access to screening, notably age and sometimes
sex. This approach leads to overtreatment in some,2 and undertreatment in others.3

Despite its widespread use, fixed age cutoffs fail to account for the considerable variability in
individual risk, often missing high risk individuals who are younger than the age threshold
and including lower risk individuals who are older.4 Data on the effectiveness of age-based
criteria in capturing true high risk populations are limited, and the current approach may
inadvertently reduce the efficiency and equity of screening programs. Understanding the
spectrum of risk across the population may allow better targeting of interventions to those
most likely to benefit, and least likely to be harmed.

One promising avenue for improving risk stratification lies in genetic factors. Increasingly
recognized as a key determinant of disease risk, genetics is regularly the strongest
measurable risk factor.5 Polygenic risk scores (PRS), an aggregate of the effects of common
genetic variants associated with a disease into a single score, have emerged as novel
biomarkers that are stable throughout life and available for a broad spectrum of diseases.6

Unlike other biomarkers, a single genetic test allows the construction of multiple PRS that
predict the risk of a broad range of diseases.

In this study, we estimate the potential clinical benefits of tailoring current screening
programs to genetic risk. Specifically, we calculate the proportion of the population who are
at sufficient risk of disease to warrant earlier initiation, identify the age at which this earlier
screening should occur, and quantify the mortality benefits of earlier, PRS-guided screening.

Methods

Screening diseases and methods overview
We identified a list of seven common diseases for which age-related public health screening
programs exist globally: female breast cancer, colorectal cancer, prostate cancer, type 2
diabetes mellitus, hypertension, coronary artery disease which we define as a combination
of either fatal coronary heart disease and/or myocardial infarction, and abdominal aortic
aneurysm. ‘Screening’ refers here either to screening for an existing condition, or to
screening for risk in order to offer preventive intervention.

For these seven diseases, we identified individuals at high risk due to their PRS (Figure 1A).
We then identified the age at which PRS-defined high risk individuals would reach the same
risk as that of the average population at the conventional starting age for screening (Figure
1B). Finally, we used this information to estimate the number of mortality events that would
occur prior to the conventional starting age for screening in this group, and to estimate the
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potential benefit by leveraging published estimates of reductions in mortality from
interventions (Figure 1C).

Figure 1. Overview of study methods.
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PRS and PRS effect sizes
We previously constructed and released the UK Biobank PRS Release v2 as a
freely-available resource for UK Biobank researchers.7 The UK Biobank (UKB) is a UK
based prospective cohort of ~500,000 individuals, aged 40-69 when recruited between 2006
and 2010.8,9 We used the Standard PRS set, which was constructed from non-UKB training
data only, as our source of high-performance PRS, along with their corresponding trait
definitions. Briefly, the PRS were generated using meta-analyzed external genome-wide
association study summary statistics. Per-individual PRS values were calculated as the
genome-wide sum of the per-variant posterior effect size multiplied by allele dosage. All PRS
were centered and standardized based on external reference data (1000 Genomes Project)
to ensure means of approximately zero and standard deviations of approximately one within
major genetically inferred ancestry groups. The same pipeline was used to construct a new
PRS for abdominal aortic aneurysm.

PRS scores were available for all 454,949 individuals in the UKB cohort, which was then
split into study training and test sets. The UKB training set consisted of 122,285 individuals.
Using previously described methods applied to their genetic data,7 2867 were inferred with
East Asian (EAS) ancestry, 100,000 with European (EUR), 9543 with South Asian (SAS),
9486 with Sub-Saharan African (AFR), and 389 with Native/Indigenous American (AMR)
ancestry. The UKB training set was used to estimate the odds ratio per standard deviation
(OR per SD) of each PRS in each ancestry group. The remaining individuals outside of the
UKB training set were of EUR ancestry only. Following removal of individuals who were
related (up to third degree) with individuals in the UKB training set, 332,664 individuals were
placed in an independent UKB testing set. This testing set was used for empirical sensitivity
analyses outlined below, and to calculate percentages of individuals at high risk for multiple
diseases.

Following previous practice,5,10–12 we defined individuals to be at ‘high risk’ of a disease if
their PRS value was associated with an odds ratio (OR) >2 compared to the population
mean risk. For ‘very high risk’, we used a PRS value associated with OR>3, and for ‘reduced
risk’ we used a PRS value associated with OR<0.5 (Figure 1A). A detailed description of the
risk group calculation is available in the Supplementary Materials.

Risk advancement periods (RAP)
For each of the seven diseases, we searched international guideline registers including:
United States Preventive Services Task Force (USPSTF), United Kingdom National Institute
of Clinical Excellence (NICE), European society guidelines (e.g. European Society of
Cardiology) and national specialty guidelines (e.g. American Heart Association, American
Society of Clinical Oncology). From these guidelines we extracted recommendations on
screening and screening start age.

For each disease, we then used published age, ethnicity, race and sex-specific incidences
for the US population to calculate a set of baseline one-year incidence rates from age 0 to
80 years, representing the average population rate with age. Population incidence rates
were obtained from a number of sources, as described in the Supplementary Materials. To
estimate the disease rate in each disease-specific high risk group, baseline incidences were
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multiplied by the mean relative risk within the high risk group compared to baseline, which
was estimated from the mean OR per SD in the relevant upper portion of the PRS
distribution (using the equivalence between relative risk and OR that applies when baseline
incidences are low, and adjusting for bias in the transformation from PRS to OR).13,14 We
then compared the incidence curves in order to find the age at which individuals in the high
risk group reached the same level of risk as that found in the whole population at the
conventional screening start age. We refer to this starting age as the PRS-guided screening
age. The difference between the conventional screening age and the PRS-guided screening
age defines the risk advancement period (RAP) (Figure 1B).15 Our primary analyses used
PRS-adjusted screening ages that were calculated using baseline rates averaged over
males and females, where applicable (sex-specific ages are reported in the Supplementary
Materials). Sensitivity analyses using different conventional screening start ages were
conducted for breast cancer, and colorectal cancer, in line with alternative guidelines. We
also estimated the ‘case enrichment ratio’, which is a ratio of the expected case incidence in
the high PRS risk group to the expected case incidence in the total population (equivalently,
by rearrangement, it is the ratio of the percentage of all cases who are in the high PRS risk
group to the percentage of the total population who are in the high risk group). For example,
for breast cancer, 7.08% of the cases are in the high risk group, and 2.98% of the population
is in the high risk group, thus the case enrichment ratio is 2.37.

Estimation of events and deaths without PRS-guided screening
Sex-specific population incidence rates (derived as described above) were combined with
the PRS effect size in a competing mortality survival model,16 using US-specific estimates of
mortality from other causes.17 This model was used to estimate the disease incidence rate
that would occur without screening-based intervention within each disease-specific high risk
group during the RAP time interval between the earlier PRS-guided screening age and the
conventional screening age. These disease events represent opportunities for early
detection or preventive intervention (Figure 1C). We note that this is a conservative estimate
of the true number of cases for some diseases, because it is based on current reported
population incidence rates (cases that were diagnosed at these ages in the absence of
screening, presumably symptomatically), and so it does not include additional early-stage
prevalent cases that would be diagnosed once screening begins.

The predicted event rate in each high risk group over the RAP was multiplied by the
proportion of the population estimated to be in the high risk group and scaled to give the
number of cases predicted to occur in the high risk group out of a hypothetical total
population of 100,000 males and 100,000 females. We describe these as the
‘without-intervention events’. The without-intervention event rates were calculated separately
for males and females. Confidence intervals (CI) were derived from the 95% CI of the
log(OR) per SD of the PRS, assuming that the PRS-guided screening age and the
proportion of the population in the high risk groups are known without error, and ignoring
uncertainty in the population baseline rates.

To estimate without-intervention mortality rates, we further identified, from relevant
randomized controlled trials, the control group probabilities of disease-specific death among
diagnosed individuals over approximately 10 years following diagnosis. The
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without-intervention events were multiplied by these disease-specific mortality rates to obtain
an estimate of the without-intervention disease-specific deaths.

Quantification of clinical benefits of PRS-based screening
We consider two kinds of clinical benefit: an ‘early detection’ benefit that arises from earlier
screening, and thus, earlier treatment for current disease, and an ‘early prevention’ benefit
that arises from earlier preventive intervention that is administered to individuals at high risk
due to their PRS. A literature search was conducted to identify randomized controlled trials
reporting benefit effect sizes of each intervention over sufficiently long follow-up time
periods.

Analyses were repeated for disease-specific very high risk groups (OR>3) and for reduced
risk groups (OR<0.5). For reduced risk groups, the PRS-adjusted screening ages were later
than the conventional screening ages, reflecting a negative RAP (i.e. a risk delay period).
For some diseases, the reduced risk group never reaches the average risk at the
conventional screening age. In this situation, calculations were based on taking the
PRS-adjusted screening age to be 80 years, although we note that this does not reflect a
realistic use-case.

When quantifying the combined benefit over all diseases, to avoid double-counting, we only
included the benefit of ‘early detection’ and excluded the benefit of ‘early prevention’ for
breast cancer. We did not estimate clinical benefits of delaying screening in the reduced risk
groups as there are no randomized controlled trials or effect size estimates for delayed
screening.

As a sensitivity analysis, the without-intervention events and disease-specific deaths were
also estimated empirically in the UK Biobank testing set. Disease rates within the screening
groups of interest (for the period of time defined by the RAP), were defined from incident
rates within UK Biobank, conditional on being disease-free at the starting age.

Results

Individuals at risk for multiple diseases
PRS effect size estimates (OR per SD) were determined in the UKB training set (Table S1)
and used to define the disease-specific high risk and very high risk individuals in the UKB
testing set. Of the 332,664 individuals in the UKB testing set, there were 83,950 individuals
at high risk (PRS OR>2) and 18,956 individuals at very high risk (PRS OR>3) for at least
one of the seven diseases for which current screening programs exist (Table 1),
corresponding to approximately 25% and 6% of the cohort, respectively.

Number of Diseases At High Risk At Very High Risk
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0 248714 (74.8%) 313703 (94.3%)

1 73119 (22.0%) 18520 (5.6%)

2 9905 (3.0% 436 (0.1%

3 868 (0.3%) 5 (0%)

4 55 (0.0%) 0 (0%)

5 3 (0.0%) 0 (0%)

At least one 83950 (25.2%) 18956 (5.7%)

Table 1. Count (and percentage) of individuals in the UKB testing set at high (PRS OR>2) and very high risk
(PRS OR>3) for the seven diseases).

High PRS individuals reach equivalent risk earlier - Risk
Advancement Period (RAP)
For each of the seven diseases, we define the target incidence rate as the mean population
incidence at the age at which the screening program begins. The main analyses used White
self-reported ethnicity population incidence rates and PRS effect size estimates for
genetically-inferred European-ancestry individuals in UKB. Multiplying population
age-specific incidence rates by the average relative risk within each disease-specific high
risk PRS group (PRS OR>2), we estimate that these high risk individuals would reach the
target incidence rate between 4 and 22 years (mean 8.9 years) before the conventional
screening age, depending on disease (Figure 2, Table S2). The diseases with the largest
RAP for high risk individuals were hypertension and breast cancer (Figure 2, Table S2). A
similar pattern was seen for the very high risk groups (OR>3), with RAP ranging from 5 to 22
years (Table S2) (mean 10.8 years). Individuals with a reduced PRS risk (OR <0.5) reached
population level risk 6 to 40 years later (mean 16.8 years) than the conventional screening
ages; for prostate cancer (based on a screening start age 55) and hypertension, we predict
that the reduced risk groups will never reach the target incidence (Figure 2, Table S2).

Alternative conventional start ages for breast cancer, colorectal cancer and coronary artery
disease were utilized for sensitivity analyses, with results summarized in Figure S1 and
Table S2. The analyses were also repeated, this time replacing the population incidence
rates with those for Black self-reported ethnicity and using a PRS effect size estimated in the
genetically-inferred African-ancestry UKB training set (Figure S2, Figure S3, Table S1). Here
the PRS effect sizes are smaller, meaning that fewer individuals have a PRS OR high
enough to be in a high risk group. However, the slightly lower average OR within each high
risk group leads to only a relatively small reduction in the length of the RAP for these
diseases.
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Figure 2. Annual incidence with age for individuals at high (PRS OR>2), very high (PRS OR>3), and reduced risk
(PRS OR<0.5), compared to the population mean. Incidence rates are for the White self-identified ethnicity, and
PRS effect sizes are estimated in UK Biobank training set individuals with estimated European genetic ancestry
(see Figure S3 for an equivalent figure using Black self-identified ethnicity population rates and PRS effect sizes
estimated in the African genetic ancestry subset of the UK Biobank training set). Incidences are sex-averaged,
apart from prostate cancer (male) and breast cancer (female). Vertical dotted lines indicate the conventional
screening start age. Horizontal dotted lines indicate the RAPs for different PRS-based risk groups. AAA =
abdominal aortic aneurysm; BC = breast cancer; CRC = colorectal cancer; CAD = coronary artery disease; HT =
hypertension; PC = prostate cancer; T2D = type 2 diabetes mellitus.
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The clinical benefits of PRS-guided screening and treatment
For the seven diseases with existing screening programs, we determined the number of
disease-specific deaths that could be prevented by offering earlier PRS-guided screening to
those with high or very high PRS. For each disease, we identified the probability of disease
associated death once diagnosed (over 10 years) within control groups of relevant
randomized controlled trials; the appropriate intervention based on guidelines; and the
corresponding intervention effect size based on randomized controlled trials (Table 2). For
breast cancer, we identified effect sizes for both screening (mammography) and for
risk-lowering preventive intervention (e.g. prophylactic treatment with tamoxifen, raloxifene,
or aromatase inhibitors18).

Benefit Disease

Probability of
disease associated

death once
diagnosed (over 10

years) Intervention
Intervention effect

size Measured outcome

Detection
Abdominal
aortic

aneurysm

0.009
(0.009 - 0.10) [19]

Abdominal
Ultrasound [19]

0.65
(0.57 - 0.74) [19] AAA mortality

Detection Breast
cancer

0.23
(0.22 - 0.25) [20]

Mammography
[21]

0.75
(0.58 - 0.97) [20]

BC mortality in
women screened

40-50

Detection Colorectal
cancer

0.3
(0.27 - 0.33) [22] Colonoscopy [22] 0.74

(0.68 - 0.80) [22] CRC mortality

Detection Prostate
cancer

0.08
(0.076 - 0.088) [23]

Prostate specific
antigen (PSA) [24]

0.84
(0.73 - 0.96) [24,25] PC mortality

Prevention
Type 2
diabetes
mellitus

0.25
(0.24 - 0.27) [26] Metformin [26] 0.64

(0.45 - 0.91) [26]
All-cause
mortality

Detection Hyper-
tension

0.030
(0.02 - 0.042) [27]

Office blood
pressure

measurement [27]

0.91
(0.86 - 0.97) [27] MI hospitalization

Prevention
Coronary
artery
disease

0.005
(0.04 - 0.06) [28]

HMG-CoA
reductase
inhibitors
(Statins) [28]

0.75
(0.72 - 0.78) [29]

MI
or coronary death

Prevention Breast
cancer

0.23
(0.22-0.25) [20] Tamoxifen [18] 0.69

(0.59 - 0.84) [18]

Rate
of invasive breast
cancer in high risk

women

Table 2. Probability of disease associated death (with 95% CI), guideline-based intervention, and intervention
effect sizes (with 95% CI) for the seven screening diseases under early detection or early prevention benefit.
References for the estimate or guideline are provided in square brackets. MI = myocardial infarction; for other
disease abbreviations see Figure 2.

The early detection and early prevention benefits are displayed respectively in Tables 3 and
4, using a PRS threshold of OR>2 to define disease-specific high risk groups (sensitivity
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analyses using alternative conventional screening ages are shown in Table S3). Across the
seven diseases, between 2.9% (colorectal cancer) and 10.0% (type 2 diabetes) of the
population are identified as being at high risk due to their PRS. Within these high risk
groups, there is a case enrichment within the RAP of between 1.7 (hypertension) and 3.0
(type 2 diabetes) compared to the general population, resulting from their increased genetic
risk (Figure 3). If relevant preventive measures were applied within these high risk groups,
we estimate that between 9% (hypertension) and 35% (abdominal aortic aneurysm) of
disease-specific deaths within these high risk groups could be prevented via early detection
(Table 3), and between 24.4% (coronary artery disease) and 35.5% (type 2 diabetes) could
be prevented via early treatment (Table 4). Summing across both types of benefit (but
counting only the early detection benefit for breast cancer to avoid double counting), we
estimate that, in a population of 100,000 individuals of each sex, 6386 disease cases would
occur within the RAP in individuals with a high PRS risk for the relevant disease. These
cases, which fall outside of current screening ages, would be expected to lead to 499
deaths. If a PRS-guided early detection and/or early prevention strategy was adopted, 95 of
these deaths (19.0% of disease-specific deaths in the respective high risk groups) would be
saved.

For example, the 7.2% of women in the high risk group for breast cancer could begin the
intervention i.e. screening for early detection at age 34, instead of at the conventional age of
40 (Table 3). During this 6-year RAP, we would expect to see 75 cases of breast cancer in
this group. Assuming that 23% of cases would lead to death (Table 2),20 this would result in
17 breast cancer-specific deaths. The UK Age randomized control trial reported a 25%
reduction in 10-year breast cancer mortality associated with mammographic screening
between ages 40-49 (as opposed to the UK standard screening age of 50 years).20 We
hence estimate that 4.3 deaths could be prevented by PRS-guided screening in a population
of this size.

Restricting interventions to individuals with a very high risk PRS (OR>3) would result in
longer risk advancement periods, but a more modest overall impact, because the earlier
interventions would be offered to fewer people (e.g. 1.6% of women at very high risk of
breast cancer, as opposed to 7.2% at high risk). Over all seven diseases, we estimate
that 70 disease-specific deaths in the very high risk groups could be prevented in a
population of 100,000 individuals of each sex, combining early detection and early
prevention benefits (Tables S4 and S5).

In addition to predicting numbers of cases based on US population incidence rates, we also
looked empirically at the number of cases during the RAP in the high risk PRS groups in the
held out testing set UK Biobank and found similar results (Tables S6 and S7).
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Disease AAA AAA BC CRC CRC HT HT PC Total

Benefit detectio
n

detectio
n

detectio
n

detectio
n

detectio
n

detectio
n

detectio
n

detectio
n -

Sex female male female female male female male male -

Conventional
screening age 65 65 40 50 50 40 40 55 -

PRS-guided
screening age 61 61 34 42 42 18 18 50 -

Risk adjustment
period in years
(RAP)

4 4 6 8 8 22 22 5 -

% population in
high risk group 2.98 2.98 7.22 2.89 2.89 3.96 3.96 9.4 -

Cases in whole
population 13.89 134.59 390.29 234.35 276.59 31036.9

6
43031.6

1 554.79 75673

% cases in high
risk group 7.08 7.07 19.32 6.83 6.84 7.53 6.78 27.59 -

Case enrichment 2.37 2.37 2.68 2.36 2.36 1.90 1.71 2.93 -

Cases in high risk
group without
intervention

0.98
(0.81 -
1.19)

9.52
(7.83 -
11.47)

75.39
(72.01 -
78.85)

16.00
(14.75 -
17.33)

18.92
(17.45 -
20.49)

2335.89
(2311.2
4 -

2360.26
)

2916.87
(2897.0
2 -

2936.36
)

153.05
(145.87

-
160.39)

5526

Expected
cause-specific
deaths without
intervention

0.01
(0.01 -
0.01)

0.09
(0.07 -
0.10)

17.34
(16.56 -
18.14)

4.80
(4.43 -
5.20)

5.68
(5.23 -
6.15)

70.08
(69.34 -
70.81)

87.51
(86.91 -
88.09)

12.24
(11.67 -
12.83)

197

Expected
cause-specific
deaths prevented
by PRS-guided
intervention

0.0031
(0.0025

-
0.0037)

0.030
(0.025 -
0.036)

4.33
(4.14 -
4.53)

1.25
(1.15 -
1.35)

1.48
(1.36 -
1.60)

6.31
(6.24 -
6.37)

7.88
(7.82 -
7.93)

1.96
(1.87 -
2.05)

23

Table 3. Estimates of clinical benefits of PRS-guided screening leading to early detection benefit. ‘Cases in high
risk group’ reports the number of cases which would have occurred in each disease-specific high PRS risk group
during the RAP period (per 100k population of each sex). ‘Expected cause-specific deaths without intervention’
reports the number of deaths within these cases which would have occurred without screening to detect them at
an earlier stage (per 100k population of each sex). Numbers in brackets are the 95% confidence intervals. For
disease abbreviations see Figure 2.
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Disease BC CAD CAD T2D T2D Total
Benefit prevention prevention prevention prevention prevention

Sex female female male female male -

Conventional screening
age 40 40 40 35 35 -

PRS-guided screening
age 34 35 35 25 25 -

Risk adjustment period in
years (RAP) 6 5 5 10 10 -

% population in high risk
group 7.22 4.43 4.43 10 10 -

Cases in whole
population 390.29 117.32 324.87 1513.07 1192.27 3537

% Cases in high risk
group 19.32 10.94 10.88 29.95 30.2 -

Case enrichment 2.68 2.47 2.45 2.99 3.02 -

Cases in high risk group
without intervention

75.39
(72.01 -
78.85)

12.83
(12.23 -
13.45)

35.33
(33.69 -
37.03)

453.19
(440.20 -
466.32)

360.03
(349.61 -
370.56)

936

Expected cause-specific
deaths without
intervention

17.34
(16.56 -
18.14)

0.064
(0.061 -
0.067)

0.18
(0.17 - 0.19)

113.30
(110.05 -
116.58)

90.01
(87.40 -
92.64)

220

Expected cause-specific
deaths prevented by
PRS-guided intervention

5.38
(5.14 - 5.62)

0.016
(0.015 -
0.017)

0.044
(0.042 -
0.046)

40.77
(39.62 -
41.99)

32.40
(31.46 -
33.35)

78

Table 4. Estimates of clinical benefits of PRS-guided screening leading to preventive treatment. ‘Cases in high
risk group without intervention’ reports the number of cases that would have occurred without preventive
treatment in each disease-specific high risk group during the RAP period (per 100k population of each sex).
‘Expected cause-specific deaths without intervention’ reports the number of deaths within these cases which
would have occurred without preventive treatment (per 100k population). Numbers in brackets are the 95%
confidence intervals. For disease abbreviations see Figure 2.
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Figure 3. Case enrichment (ratio of the percentage of cases in high risk (PRS OR>2) individuals compared to that
in the whole population), in men and women for the seven screening diseases.

Discussion
Healthcare systems continue to invest large amounts of resources into screening for many
common diseases. In order to optimize cost-effectiveness and minimize harms from
overtreatment, screening for early detection or prevention is targeted to groups of the
population in whom the benefits are deemed to be greatest. This targeting is achieved using
a very minimal number of predictors, typically age and sex. As these are relatively crude
predictors of risk, a reliance upon these factors can lead to overtreatment in some groups,
and undertreatment in others. Here we consider using an additional immutable risk factor,
PRS, to support stratification of screening and screening-based intervention opportunities.

13

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
perpetuity. 

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 29, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.26.24319670doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.26.24319670


Specifically, we focus upon the potential clinical benefit of earlier intervention based upon
genetic stratification across a range of important and common diseases.

Our paper shows three main results: 1) a single biological sample obtained once can predict
risk of many important common diseases, and can identify a substantial proportion of the
population as high risk; 2) PRS can be used to propose rational starting ages for early
screening in high risk people; and 3) if PRS-guided interventions were implemented,
premature mortality could be substantially reduced.

First, we show that PRS can predict the risk of seven common diseases (breast cancer,
colorectal cancer, prostate cancer, type 2 diabetes, hypertension, coronary artery disease
and abdominal aortic aneurysm), and that a quarter of the population is at high risk of at
least one of these diseases. PRS has the advantageous property that data from a single test
can be obtained once at an early age, in principle from birth, and can capture risk
simultaneously across many diseases.

Second, regarding screening for these seven diseases, we show how PRS information could
be used to propose rational earlier screening start times for people at high risk. We show
that current screening misses opportunities to intervene in 6386 disease-specific cases per
100,000 individuals of each sex. These individuals have no current way (other than PRS) of
being identified before the start of current screening programs. These missed opportunities
for intervention inevitably lead to preventable, premature mortality in some. Compared to
when conventional screening begins, we predict that high risk individuals (PRS OR>2) would
reach the equivalent population risk around a decade earlier (ranging from 4 to 22 years
across diseases). Hypertension and breast cancer were the diseases with the longest risk
advancement periods. Conversely, reduced risk individuals (OR < 0.5) reached the
equivalent population risk on average more than a decade after conventional screening
begins. Together, this demonstrates that using age alone is a relatively crude way to stratify
population health programs.

Third, we show that premature, disease specific deaths that occur before conventional
screening occurs are potentially preventable with PRS-guided interventions. Across our
included diseases, our results suggest that 499 disease-specific deaths (per 100,000
individuals of each sex) will occur in the corresponding high risk groups before conventional
screening occurs, and 19% of the disease-specific deaths within these high risk groups
would be preventable with PRS-guided interventions. We estimate that the highest
proportions of preventable deaths during the risk advancement period are for type 2
diabetes, abdominal aortic aneurysm, and colorectal cancer, with respectively an estimated
36%, 35% and 26% of disease-specific deaths preventable with PRS-guided interventions.
In absolute terms, we found that hypertension, type 2 diabetes and prostate cancer had the
potential for the largest number of deaths saved by this approach.

We also note that there are likely to be additional benefits to PRS-guided screening, beyond
mortality reduction. In this analysis, to provide uniformity across the diseases, our benefit
analyses focused on mortality. However, identifying high risk individuals or those with
diseases earlier also has the potential to reduce non-fatal events such as non-fatal
myocardial infarction and stroke. Indeed, in absolute terms, the reduction in non-fatal events
is likely to be greater.
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The existing literature regarding PRS largely examines prediction of lifetime disease
susceptibility,10,31 and integration of PRS into existing clinical risk scores.10,32,33 However,
there are only a few studies concerning the identification of earlier conventional screening
ages with PRS31,34, or predicting cumulative disease burden across a number of diseases
using PRS.35 Chen et al estimated the personalized screening age of men and women in the
highest PRS decile for colorectal cancer.34 Our results were congruent for men, but not for
women (we predicted women would reach the same risk at 34 where they predicted 48).
Reasons for this difference may include the use of different conventional screening ages (50
versus 55 years), and also our use of national sources of incidence rates to support our
estimates. Jermy et al examined the ability of PRS to estimate PRS-guided screening ages
for breast cancer and type 2 diabetes.31 This paper used a different methodology, comparing
PRS percentiles, and used the old USPSTF breast cancer screening age (50), and found
that women at the top 5% PRS risk would be eligible for breast cancer screening at 43
years. In contrast, we used the new USPSTF breast cancer screening age of 40 and found a
PRS-guided screening age of 34 years. For type 2 diabetes, Jermy et al found people at the
top 5% PRS risk for type 2 diabetes would be eligible for screening at 29 years, whereas our
results suggest 25 years of age. However, Jermy et al did not use USPSTF guidelines to
define conventional screening ages, and did not use national US incidence rates to support
estimates. Widen et al examined the ability of PRS to identify people at high risk across a
number of diseases.35 These authors constructed polygenic health indexes, and estimated
the ability of PRS to predict lifetime disease burden when combining PRS across a number
of diseases. Our study quantifies the number of people at high and very high risk for a
number of diseases and then estimates associated mortality estimates.

Collectively, our results show the power of PRS across multi-disease risk prediction and
precision-guided screening, with the potential to save premature, preventable deaths in
younger adults. When considered in combination with prior work showing the feasibility of
integrating PRS into primary care,30 our results show a promising clinical use case for PRS.
Our results have implications for patients, clinicians, researchers and policy makers. For
clinicians, PRS are increasingly available both via direct to consumer tests and within
healthcare systems themselves.36 We anticipate our data may provide some guidance - by
providing some data to support conversations regarding risk and screening for patients
presenting to clinics with PRS results. For patients, we hope our results show that PRS
should be considered a risk factor that may help guide health behaviors. For policy makers,
our results highlight the use of PRS as a risk factor that can improve screening. PRS can
enhance accuracy and potentially identify people who are being missed by conventional
screening programs. We have focussed on the benefit that people at high risk can obtain
from earlier screening, but people at very low polygenic risk may also benefit from screening
commencing at a later than conventional age, or less frequently, especially if screening is
intrusive or carries other risks. We outline future research priorities for PRS in the section
below..

Limitations
Our study has several limitations. Our analyses in UK Biobank are limited by the
predominance of individuals of European ancestry, although we also modelled African
ancestries and found similar results. We further attempted to mitigate any inequity in PRS
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performance by using a validated approach to translate and improve PRS across ancestral
groups.32 Estimates of benefit effect sizes come from interventional trials, and real world
adherence was not modelled. We estimated ancestry-specific PRS effect sizes in UK
Biobank and applied these to models using predominantly US-based incidence and mortality
rates - this assumes that ancestry-specific PRS effect sizes are consistent between these
two countries. We did not consider pathogenic rare variants, which have an important impact
on risk for carriers (e.g. cancer risk for BRCA1/2 carriers, coronary artery disease risk for
APOB carriers), but which have a low population prevalence (<0.5%).5,12,37 A cost-benefit
economic analysis was considered beyond the scope of this paper, but is necessary for
future work. Our estimates of the absolute number of deaths prevented is small, but
identifying and preventing mortality in younger adults is likely to lead to large improvements
in quality adjusted life years, however this was not formally assessed. We focused on
coronary artery disease, rather than on cardiovascular disease including ischemic stroke.
We excluded ischemic stroke due to concerns around phenotype heterogeneity and
imprecise phenotyping in biobanks,38,39 which could confound our results. Lastly, guidelines
are not unified in their recommendations for the seven diseases in which we quantified
screening benefits, and alternative intervention pathways are also possible.

Conclusions
Genetically-guided public health screening can identify high risk individuals earlier and
potentially prevent premature mortality in the general population.
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