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Abstract Polygenic risk scores (PRSs) have been offered since 2019 to screen in vitro fertilization
embryos for genetic liability to adult diseases, despite a lack of comprehensive modeling of
expected outcomes. Here we predict, based on the liability threshold model, the expected
reduction in complex disease risk following polygenic embryo screening for a single disease. A
strong determinant of the potential utility of such screening is the selection strategy, a factor that
has not been previously studied. When only embryos with a very high PRS are excluded, the
achieved risk reduction is minimal. In contrast, selecting the embryo with the lowest PRS can lead
to substantial relative risk reductions, given a sufficient number of viable embryos. We
systematically examine the impact of several factors on the utility of screening, including: variance
explained by the PRS, number of embryos, disease prevalence, parental PRSs, and parental disease
status. We consider both relative and absolute risk reductions, as well as population-averaged and
per-couple risk reductions, and also examine the risk of pleiotropic effects. Finally, we confirm our
theoretical predictions by simulating ‘virtual’ couples and offspring based on real genomes from
schizophrenia and Crohn's disease case-control studies. We discuss the assumptions and limitations
of our model, as well as the potential emerging ethical concerns.

Introduction

Polygenic risk scores (PRSs) have become increasingly well-powered, relying on findings from large-
scale genome-wide association studies for numerous diseases (Visscher et al., 2017, Wray et al.,
2013). Consequently, a growing body of research has examined the potential clinical utility of apply-
ing PRSs in the treatment of adult patients in order to identify those at heightened risk for common
late-onset diseases such as coronary artery disease or breast cancer (Britt et al., 2020; Khera et al.,
2018; Torkamani et al., 2018). Another potential application of PRSs is preimplantation screening
of in vitro fertilization (IVF) embryos, or polygenic embryo screening (PES). Polygenic embryo screen-
ing has been offered since 2019 (Treff et al., 2019a), but has been the focus of comparatively little
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empirical research, despite debate over ethical and social concerns surrounding the practice (Anom-
aly, 2020; Lazaro-Munoz et al., 2021; Munday and Savulescu, 2021).

We have recently demonstrated that screening embryos on the basis of polygenic scores for
quantitative traits (such as height or intelligence) has limited utility in most realistic scenarios
(Karavani et al., 2019), and that the accuracy of the score is a more significant determinant of PES
utility for quantitative traits compared with the number of available embryos. On the other hand, a
series of four studies (Lello et al., 2020; Treff et al., 2019a; Treff et al., 2020; Treff et al., 2019b)
conducted by a private company providing PES services has suggested that PES for dichotomous
disease risk may have significant clinical utility. However, these studies examined a relatively limited
range of scenarios, primarily focusing on distinctions between sibling pairs discordant for illness, and
did not provide a comprehensive examination of various potential PES settings. Filling this gap is an
urgent need, as understanding the statistical properties of PES forms a critical foundation to any eth-
ical consideration (Lazaro-Munoz et al., 2021).

Here, we use statistical modeling to examine the potential utility of PES for reducing disease risk,
with an aim toward informing future ethical deliberations. We focus on screening for a single com-
plex disease, and study a range of realistic scenarios, quantifying the role of parameters such as the
variance explained by the score, the number of available embryos, and the disease prevalence. We
show that a major determinant of the outcome of PES is the selection strategy, namely the way in
which an embryo is selected for implantation given the distribution of PRSs across embryos. We also
study the risk reduction conditional on parental PRSs or disease status, and consider the risk of
developing diseases not screened. Finally, we validate some of our predictions based on real
genomes of cases and controls for two common complex diseases.

Results

Model and selection strategies

For each analysis presented below, we assume that a couple has generated, by IVF, n viable embryos
such that each embryo, if implanted, would have led to a live birth. We focus on a single complex
disease, and assume that the corresponding PRS has been computed for each embryo. Given the
PRSs of the n embryos, a single embryo is selected for implantation based on a selection strategy.

The first strategy we consider is aimed only at avoiding high-risk embryos, consistent with studies
of the potential clinical utility of PRSs in adults (Chatterjee et al., 2016; Dai et al., 2019; Gib-
son, 2019; Khera et al., 2018; Mars et al., 2020; Mavaddat et al., 2019; Torkamani et al., 2018).
For example, the first case report presented on PES described the identification and exclusion of
embryos with extremely high (top 2-percentiles) PRS (Treff et al., 2019a). We term this strategy
'high-risk exclusion’ (HRE: Figure 1A, upper panel). Under HRE, after high-risk embryos are set
aside, an embryo is randomly selected for implantation among the remaining available embryos. (In
the case that all embryos are high-risk, we assume a random embryo is selected among them.)

An alternative selection strategy is to use the embryo with the lowest PRS. Ranking and prioritiz-
ing embryos for implantation based on morphology is common in current IVF practice
(Bormann et al., 2020; Montag et al., 2013; Rhenman et al., 2015). If ranking is instead based on
a disease PRS, the embryo with the lowest PRS could be selected, without any recourse to high-risk
PRS thresholds. Such an approach was suggested by another recent publication from the same com-
pany (based on a multi-disease index), but outcomes were only examined in the context of sibling
pairs (Treff et al., 2020). We term the implantation of the embryo with the lowest PRS as ‘lowest-
risk-prioritization’ (LRP; Figure 1A, lower panel).

In the following, we describe the theoretical risk reduction that can be achieved under these
selection strategies. Our statistical approach is based on the liability threshold model (LTM; Fal-
coner, 1967). The LTM represents disease risk as a continuous liability, comprising genetic and envi-
ronmental risk factors, under the assumption that individuals with liability exceeding a threshold are
affected. The liability threshold model has been shown to be consistent with data from family-based
transmission studies (Wray and Goddard, 2010) and GWAS data (Visscher and Wray, 2015). Con-
sequently, we define the disease risk of a given embryo probabilistically, as the chance that, given its
PRS, its liability will cross the threshold at any point after birth (Figure 1B).
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Figure 1. A schematic of the liability threshold model and polygenic embryo screening. (A) An illustration of the embryo selection strategies
considered in this report. In the figure, each embryo is shown as a filled circle, and embryos are sorted based on their predicted risk, that is, their
polygenic risk scores. Excluded embryos are shown in pink, and embryos that can be implanted in green. The risk reduction (RR) is indicated as the
difference in risk between a randomly selected embryo (if no polygenic scoring was performed) and the embryo selected based on one of two
strategies. In high-risk exclusion (HRE), the embryo selected for implantation is random, as long as its PRS is under a high-risk cutoff (usually the top few
PRS percentiles). If all embryos are high-risk, a random embryo is selected. In lowest-risk prioritization (LRP), the embryo with the lowest PRS is selected
for implantation. As we describe below, the LRP strategy yields much larger disease risk reductions. (B) An illustration of the liability threshold model
(LTM). Under the LTM, each disease has an underlying (unobserved) liability, and an individual is affected if the total liability is above a threshold. The
liability is composed of a genetic component and an environmental component, both assumed to be normally distributed in the population. For a
given genetic risk (represented here by the polygenic risk score), the liability is the sum of that risk, plus a normally distributed residual component
(environmental + genetic factors not captured by the PRS). For an individual with high genetic risk (bottom curve), even a modestly elevated (and thus,
commonly-occurring) liability-increasing environment will lead to disease. For an individual with low genetic risk (top curve), only an extreme
environment will push the liability beyond the disease threshold. Thus, disease risk reduction can be achieved with embryo screening by lowering the
genetic risk of the implanted embryo. (Note that for the purpose of illustration, panel (B) displays three discrete levels of genetic risk, although in
reality, the PRS is continuously distributed).

We use the following notation. We define the predictive power of a PRS as the proportion of vari-
ance in the liability of the disease explained by the score (Dudbridge, 2013), and denote it as rlz)s.
We quantify the outcome of PES in two ways: the relative risk reduction (RRR) is defined as
RRR = w =1- w where K is the disease prevalence and P(disease) is the probability of
the selected embryo to be affected; the absolute risk reduction (ARR) is defined as K — P(disease).
For example, if a disease has prevalence of 5% and the selected embryo has a probability of 3% to
be affected, the RRR is 40%, and the ARR is 2% points. We computed the RRR and ARR analytically
under each selection strategy, and for various values for the disease prevalence, the strength of the
PRS, embryo exclusion thresholds, and other parameters. The mathematical basis of the calculations
is summarized in Materials and methods, and detailed in the Appendix.

The risk reduction under the high-risk exclusion strategy

In Figure 2 (upper row), we show the relative risk reduction achievable under the HRE strategy with
n =5 embryos. Under the 2-percentile threshold (straight black lines), the reduction in risk is limited:
the RRR is <10% in all scenarios where rgs
limit of the predictive power of PRSs for most complex diseases (Lambert et al., 2021), with the
exception of a few disorders with large-effect common variants (such as Alzheimer’s disease or type
1 diabetes) (Sharp et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2020). In the future, more accurate PRSs are expected.
However, the common-variant SNP heritability is at most =30% even for the most heritable diseases
such as schizophrenia and celiac disease (Holland et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2018), and it was

< 0.1. Currently, rﬁszO.l (on the liability scale) is the upper

recently suggested that r; =03 is the maximal realistic value for the foreseeable future

(Wray et al., 2021). At this value, relative risk reduction would be 20% for K =0.01, 9% for
K =0.05, and 3% for K = 0.2. These gains achieved with HRE are small because the overwhelming

Lencz, Backenroth, et al. eLife 2021;10:€64716. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716 3 of 40


https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716

ELIfe Research article Genetics and Genomics

3 High-risk exclusion, K=0.01 3 High-risk exclusion, K=0.05 g High-risk exclusion, K=0.2
A -8 ?=0.05 B -8 ?=0.05 C -8 *=0.05
—— ?=0.1 —— =01 —— 220 1
87 - 2203 81 - 2203 81 -4 2203
X X X
S S 2 5 2
© © ©
=) =) =)
© © ©
o o o
X X X
Y o o
0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40
Percentile PRS to exclude Percentile PRS to exclude Percentile PRS to exclude
o Lowest risk, K=0.01 o Lowest risk, K=0.05 o Lowest risk, K=0.2
o o o
E F
o o _|
X X X
S 8 S 8- 5
k3] © ©
=) =) =)
© o ©
O o O o | (0]
- < - < fudt
X X X
x x x
& &= ?=0.05 & 1 —&— ?=0.05
—— =01 —— =01
-4 =03 -4 =03
o T T © T T
5 10 15 20 5 10 15 20 5 10 15 20
Number of embryos Number of embryos Number of embryos

Figure 2. The relative risk reduction across selection strategies and disease parameters. The relative risk reduction (RRR) is defined as

(K — P(disease))/K, where K is the disease prevalence, and P(disease) is the probability of the implanted embryo to become affected. The RRR is shown
for the high-risk exclusion (HRE) strategy in the upper row (panels (A-C)), and for the lowest-risk prioritization (LRP) in the lower row (panels (D-F)). See
Figure 1 for the definitions of the strategies. Results are shown for values of K = 0.01, 0.05 and 0.2 (panels (A-C), respectively), and within each panel,
for variance explained by the PRS (on the liability scale) rgs =0.05,0.1, and 0.3 (legends). Symbols denote the results of Monte-Carlo simulations
(Materials and methods), where PRSs of embryos were drawn based on a multivariate normal distribution, assuming PRSs are standardized to have zero
mean and variance 2,
embryos (n = 5 for all simulations under HRE), one embryo was selected according to the selection strategy. The liability of the selected embryo was

and accounting for the genetic similarity between siblings (Equation 4 in the Appendix). In each simulated set of n sibling

computed by adding a residual component (drawn from a normal distribution with zero mean and variance 1 — 12 to its polygenic score. The embryo
was considered affected if its liability exceeded zk, the (upper) K-quantile of the standard normal distribution. We repeated the simulations over 10°
sets of embryos and computed the disease risk. In each panel, curves correspond to theory: Equation (31) in the Appendix for the HRE strategy, and
Equation (20) in the Appendix for the LRP strategy. Black straight lines correspond to the RRR achieved when excluding embryos at the top 2% of the
PRS (for HRE, upper panels) or for selecting the lowest risk embryo out of n =5 (for LRP, lower panels).

The online version of this article includes the following figure supplement(s) for figure 2:

Figure supplement 1. The relative risk reduction for the high-risk exclusion strategy, with n = 10 available embryos.
Figure 2 continued on next page
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Figure supplement 2. The relative risk reduction under the high-risk exclusion (HRE) strategy, using two different rules for how an embryo is selected

when all embryos are high risk.

Figure supplement 3. The relative risk reduction under the lowest-risk prioritization strategy for a dichotomized trait.

majority of affected individuals do not have extreme scores (Murray et al., 2021, Wald and Old,
2019).

Risk reduction increases as the threshold for exclusion is expanded to include the top quartile of
scores, and then reaches a maximum at =25-50% under a range of prevalence and r;%s values. For all
these simulations, we set the number of available (testable) embryos to n =35 (Dahdouh, 2021;
Sunkara et al., 2011), although we acknowledge that the number of viable embryos may be much
lower for many couples seeking IVF services for infertility (Smith et al., 2015). Simulations show that
these estimates do not change much with increasing the number of embryos (see Figure 2—figure
supplement 1). This holds especially at more extreme threshold values, since most batches of n
embryos will not contain any embryos with a PRS within, for example, the top 2-percentiles.

It should be noted that the relative risk reduction does not increase monotonically under HRE.
Under our definition, whenever all embryos are high risk, an embryo is selected at random. Thus, at
the extreme case when all embryos (i.e. top 100%) are designated as high risk, an embryo is selected
at random at all times, and the relative risk reduction reduces to zero. We chose this definition of
the HRE strategy because it does not involve ranking of the embryos. However, we can also consider
an alternative strategy: if all embryos are high risk, the embryo with the lowest PRS is selected.
Here, the RRR is expected to increase when increasing the threshold and designating more embryos
as high risk, which we confirm in Figure 2—figure supplement 2. When the threshold is at 100% (all
embryos are high risk), this alternative strategy (which we do not further consider) reduces to the
lowest-risk prioritization strategy, which we study next.

The risk reduction under the lowest-risk prioritization strategy

The HRE strategy treats all non-high-risk embryos equally. In practice, we expect most, or even all,
embryos to be designated as non-high-risk, given the recent focus on the top PRS percentiles in the
literature (e.g. Khera et al., 2018). However, as we have seen, this strategy leads to very little risk
reduction. In Figure 2 (lower panels), we show the expected RRR for the lowest-risk prioritization
strategy, under which we prioritize for implantation the embryo with the lowest PRS, regardless of
any PRS cutoff. Indeed, under the LRP strategy, risk reductions are substantially greater than in HRE.
For example, with n = 5 available embryos, RRR>20% across the entire range of prevalence and rf,s
parameters considered, and can reach =50% for K < 5% and r12>s =0.1, and even =80% for K = 1%
and rng = 0.3. While RRR continues to increase as the number of available embryos increases, the
gains are quickly diminishing after n = 5. On the other hand, Figure 2 also demonstrates that RRR
drops steeply if the number of embryos falls below n = 5, although the lower bound for RRR when
just two embryos are available (=20% for many scenarios) is still comparable to the upper bound of
the HRE strategy for a greater number of embryos.

Effects of PES on dichotomous vs quantitative traits

Our results demonstrate that, contrary to our previous study reporting only small effects of PES for
quantitative traits (Karavani et al., 2019), PES can generate substantial relative risk reductions for
diseases under the LRP strategy. To understand the relation between continuous and binary traits,
consider an example involving 1Q. Our estimate for the mean gain in 1Q that could be achieved by
selecting the embryo with the highest 1Q polygenic score is approximately =2.5 1Q points
(Karavani et al., 2019). Now assume that individuals with 1Q0<70 (2 SDs below the mean) are consid-
ered 'affected’ according to a dichotomized trait of ‘cognitive impairment’. Among individuals with
IQ<70, the proportion of individuals with 1Q in the range [67.5,70] is 33.5% (assuming a normal dis-
tribution). A gain of 2.5 points would shift such offspring beyond the threshold for ’cognitive
impairment’, resulting in a corresponding 33.5% reduction in risk of being 'affected’. (Note that the
above explanation is intended to provide an intuition and ignores any variability in the gain.) Fig-
ure 2—figure supplement 3 utilizes statistical modeling (with 7, derived from recent GWAS for
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intelligence [Savage et al., 2018]) to demonstrate that substantial risk reductions can be achieved
for a dichotomized trait, including when selecting out of just three embryos (panel (A)). Panel (B)
extends these results to data for LDL cholesterol (with rf)s derived from Weissbrod et al., 2021);
given n = 5 embryos and the currently available PRS for LDL-C levels, risk reductions for ‘high choles-
terol’ range from 40 to 60%, depending on the LDL level used to define the categorical trait. Thus,
while implanting the embryo with the most favorable PRS is expected to result in very modest gains
in an underlying quantitative trait, it is at the same time effective in avoiding embryos at the unfavor-
able tail of the trait.

Effects of parental PRS and disease status

We next examined the effects of parental PRSs on the achievable risk reduction (Materials and meth-
ods, see also the Appendix), given that families with high genetic risk for a given disease may be
more likely to seek PES. Figure 3 demonstrates that, as expected, the HRE strategy shows greater
relative risk reduction as parental PRS increases, in particular when excluding only very high-scoring
embryos. This result follows directly from the fact that, on average, offspring will tend to have PRS
scores near the mid-parental PRS value. In contrast, the relative RR (although not the absolute RR;
see next section) for the LRP strategy somewhat declines as parental PRSs increase. Nevertheless,
the RRR for the LRP strategy remains greater than that for the HRE strategy across all parameters (as
expected by the definitions of these strategies).

It is also conceivable that families may be more likely to seek PES when one or both prospective
parents is affected by a given disease. In Figure 3—figure supplement 1, we plot the RRR under
the HRE and LRP strategies given that the parents are both healthy, both affected, or one of each
(where we fixed the prevalence K = 5% and the heritability to #> = 40%). The figure illustrates that
parental disease status has relatively little impact on the expected RRR (especially in comparison to
the changes under HRE when conditioning on the actual parental PRSs). This is because, as long as

2

s, < 1, parental disease does not necessarily provide much information about parental PRS, and

thus does not strongly constrain the number of risk alleles available to each embryo.

Absolute vs relative risk

The above results were presented in terms of relative risk reductions. However, Figure 3—figure
supplement 1 also shows the baseline risk of an embryo of parents with a given disease status. For
example, when one of the parents is affected, selecting the lowest risk embryo out of n =5 (for a
realistic rgs = 0.1) reduces the risk from 10.0% to only 5.8%, thus nearly restoring the risk of the
future child to the population prevalence (5%). More generally, we plot the absolute risk reduction
(ARR) under the HRE and LRP strategies in Figure 3—figure supplement 2 for a few values of the
parental PRSs. Notably, while RRRs under the LRP strategy somewhat decrease with increasing
parental PRSs, the ARRs substantially increase, in accordance with an expectation that PES in
higher risk parents should eliminate more disease cases.

The clinical interpretation of these absolute risk changes will vary based on the population preva-
lence of the disorder (or the baseline risk of specific parents), and can offer a very different perspec-
tive on the magnitude of the effects (Gordis, 2014; Lazaro-Murioz et al., 2021, Murray et al.,
2021). In particular, for a rare disease, large relative risk reductions may result in very small changes
in absolute risk. As an example, schizophrenia is a highly heritable (Sullivan et al., 2003) serious
mental illness with prevalence of at most 1% (Perild et al., 2007). The most recent large-scale
GWAS meta-analysis for schizophrenia (Ripke et al., 2020) has reported that a PRS accounts for
approximately 8% of the variance on the liability scale. Our model shows that a 52% RRR is attain-
able using the LRP strategy with n =5 embryos. However, this translates to only =0.5 percentage
points reduction on the absolute scale: a randomly-selected embryo would have a 99% chance of
not developing schizophrenia, compared to a 99.5% chance for an embryo selected according to
LRP. In the case of a more common disease such as type 2 diabetes, with a lifetime prevalence in
excess of 20% in the United States (Geiss et al., 2014), the RRR with n = 5 embryos (if the full SNP
heritability of 17% [Zhang et al., 2018] were achieved) is 43%, which would correspond to >8 per-
centage points reduction in absolute risk.
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Figure 3. The relative risk reduction when the polygenic risk scores of the parents are known. Panels (A)-(D) are for the high-risk exclusion (HRE)

strategy, while panels (E)-(H) are for the lowest-risk prioritization (LRP) strategy. All details are as in Figure 2, except the following. First, we fixed the
prevalence to K = 5%. Second, in the simulations, we drew the PRS of each embryo ass; = x; + ¢ (i = 1,...,n), where x; is an embryo-specific
component (independent across embryos) and ¢ is the shared component, also representing the mean parental PRS (Materials and methods). This is so
far as in Figure 2; however, here we assumed that ¢ is given, equal to the average PRSs of the two parents. In each panel, we consider a different pair
of PRSs for the parents. For example, in panels (A) and (E), both parents (‘par. 1" and ‘par. 2') have PRS equal to the 50% percentile of the PRS
distribution; in panels (B) and (F), one parent has PRS equal to the 98% percentile of the PRS distribution, while the other has PRS equal to the 25%
percentile; and so on. Third, in the simulations, we computed the risk reduction (according to either strategy) relative to a baseline, obtained from the
same sets of simulations, when we always selected the first embryo. The baseline risk is indicated in each legend as ‘bl’. Note that the baseline risk
depends on the variance explained by the PRS, because the parental PRSs are determined as percentiles of the population distribution of the score,
which has variance rf,s. Finally, we computed the theoretical disease risk for the HRE strategy using Equation (29) from the Appendix, the disease risk
for the LRP strategy using Equation (23), and the relative risk reduction (shown in curves) for both strategies using Equation (36).

The online version of this article includes the following figure supplement(s) for figure 3:

Figure supplement 1. The relative risk reduction when the parental disease status is known.
Figure supplement 2. The absolute risk reduction when the polygenic risk scores of the parents are known.

Variability of the risk reduction across couples

The results depicted in Figure 2 describe the average risk reduction across the population, whereas
the results in Figure 3 demonstrate results for specific combinations of parental risk scores. How-
ever, it remains unclear whether the large average risk reductions observed under the LRP strategy
are driven by only a small proportion of couples. More generally, we would like to fully characterize
the dependence of the risk reduction on parental PRSs, which could be of interest to physicians and
couples in real-world settings.
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To address these questions, we define a new risk reduction index, which we term the per-couple
relative risk reduction, or pcRRR. Informally, the pcRRR is the relative risk reduction conditional of

the PRSs of the couple. Mathematically, pcRRR(couple) = 1 — % Here, P,(disease|couple) is
the probability that the (PRS-based) selected embryo is affected given the PRSs of the couple, and
P, (disease|couple) is similarly defined for a randomly selected embryo. Conveniently, the pcRRR
depends only on the average of the maternal and paternal PRSs, which we denote as ¢. We calcu-
lated pcRRR(c) analytically under the LRP strategy (the Appendix), as well as computed the distribu-
tion of pcRRR(c) across all couples in the population.

We show the distribution of pcRRR(c) in Figure 4, panels (A)-(C). The results demonstrate that
the pcRRR is relatively narrowly distributed around its mean, for all values of the prevalence (K) con-
sidered. The distribution becomes somewhat wider (and left-tailed) for the most extreme r;")s (0.3).

Thus, the population-averaged RRRs are not driven by a small proportion of the couples. In agree-
ment, the pcRRR depends only weakly on the average parental PRS, as can be seen in panels (D)-(F).

We note that the per-couple relative risk reduction is also an average, over all possible batches of
n embryos of the couple. One may thus ask what is the distribution of possible RRRs across these
batches. We provide a short discussion in the Appendix (Section 5.3).

Pleiotropic effects of selection on genetically negatively correlated
diseases

Polygenic risk scores are often correlated across diseases (Watanabe et al., 2019; Zheng et al.,
2017). Therefore, selecting based on the PRS of one disease may increase or decrease risk for other
diseases. While a full analysis of screening for multiple diseases is left for future work, our simulation
framework allows us to investigate the potential harmful effects of prioritizing embryos for one dis-
ease, in case that disease is negatively correlated with another disease (see the Appendix). We con-
sidered genetic correlations between diseases taking the values p = (—0.05,-0.1,-0.15,-0.2, —0.3).
[The most negative correlation between two diseases reported in LDHub (https://Idsc.broadinstitute.
org/ldhub/) is —0.3, occurring between ulcerative colitis and chronic kidney disease (Zheng et al.,
2017).] In general, negative correlations between diseases are uncommon, and when they occur,
typical correlations are about —0.1.

Figure 5 shows the simulated risk reduction for the target disease and the risk increase for the
correlated disease, across different values of p and for three values of the prevalence K (panels (A)-
(C); assumed equal for the two diseases), all under the LRP strategy. In all panels, we used rgs =0.1
for both diseases. The relative risk reduction for the target disease is, as expected, always higher in
absolute value than the risk increase of the correlated disease. For typical values of p = —0.1 and
n =35, the relative increase in risk of the correlated disease is relatively small, at =6% for K < 0.05
and =3.5% for K = 0.2. However, for strong negative correlation (p = —0.3) the increase in risk can
reach 22%, 16%, or 11% for K = 0.01, 0.05 and 0.2, respectively. Thus, care must be taken in the
unique setting when the target disease is strongly negatively correlated with another disease.

Simulations based on real genomes from case-control studies

Our analysis so far has been limited to mathematical analysis and simulations based on a statistical
model. In principle, it would be desirable to compare our predictions to results based on real data.
However, clearly, no real genomic and phenotypic data exist that would correspond to our setting,
nor could such data be ethically or practically generated. Thus, we resort to a ‘hybrid’ approach, in
which we simulate the genomes of embryos based on real genomic data from case-control studies.
This approach is similar to the one we have previously used for studying polygenic embryo screening
for traits (Karavani et al., 2019).

Briefly, our approach is as follows. We consider separately two diseases with somewhat differing
genetic architecture: schizophrenia, which is amongst the most polygenic complex diseases, with no
common loci of high effect size, and Crohn’s disease, which is estimated to be less polygenic, and
has several common loci with much larger effects than those found in schizophrenia
(O’Connor et al., 2019). For each disease, we used genomes of unrelated individuals drawn from
case-control studies. For schizophrenia, we used =900 cases and = 1600 controls of Ashkenazi Jew-
ish ancestry, while for Crohn’s, we used =150 cases and =100 controls of European ancestry. We
then generated 'virtual couples’ by randomly mating pairs of individuals, regardless of sex. For each
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Figure 4. The variability in the relative risk reduction across couples. We considered only the lowest-risk prioritization strategy. In panels (A-C), we

computed the theoretical distribution of the per-couple relative risk reduction, as explained in the Appendix Section 5. Briefly, the per-couple RRR is
defined as 1 — P,(disease|c) /P, (disease|c), where P(disease|c) is the probability of an embryo selected based on its PRS to be affected and P, (disease|c)
is the probability of a randomly selected embryo to be affected, both conditional on the given couple. Our modeling suggests that ¢, which is the

average of the paternal and maternal PRSs, is the only determinant of the relative risk reduction of a given couple. We computed the distribution of the
per-couple RRR based on 10* quantiles of ¢, thus covering all hypothetical couples in the population. The number of embryos was set to n = 5 in all
panels. Panels (A-C) correspond to prevalence of K = 0.01,0.05, and 0.02, respectively. In panels (D-F), we plot the theoretical RRR vs the quantile of

the average parental PRS ¢ (see Appendix Section 5.1).

couple, we simulate the genomes of n hypothetical embryos, based on the laws of Mendelian inheri-
tance and by randomly placing crossovers according to genetic map distances. In parallel, we used

the 'parental’ genomes to learn a logistic regression model that predicts the disease risk given a
PRS computed based on existing summary statistics. We then computed the PRS of each simulated
embryo, and predicted the risk that embryo to be affected. Finally, we compared the risk of disease
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Figure 5. The increase in the risk of a negatively correlated disease due to polygenic embryo screening. We simulated two diseases that have genetic
correlation p<0. We assumed that the prevalence K is equal between the two diseases (K = 0.01, 0.05 and 0.2: panels (A)-(C), respectively), and that
rgs = 0.1 for both diseases. We simulated polygenic scores for the two diseases in n embryos in each of 10° couples. For each couple, we selected the
embryo either randomly or based on having the lowest PRS for the target disease. We then computed the risk of the embryo to have each disease as in
the main analyses, by drawing the residual component of the liability and designating the embryo as affected if the total liability exceeded a threshold.
The relative risk reduction of the target disease is shown as gray squares (and connecting lines) at the top of each plot. The relative risk increase for the
correlated disease is shown in colored circles (and connecting lines), with different colors corresponding to different values of p (see legend). Note that
the risk reduction for the target disease is independent of p.

between a population in which one embryo per couple is selected at random, vs. a population in
which one embryo is selected based on its PRS. For complete details, see Materials and methods.

In Figure 6, we plot the results for the relative risk reduction for schizophrenia (panels (A) and (B))
and Crohn'’s disease (panels (C) and (D)). For each disease, we consider both the HRE and LRP strat-
egies. The analytical predictions closely match the empirical risk reductions generated in the simula-
tions, except for a slight overestimation of the RRR under the LRP strategy. Nevertheless, for both
schizophrenia and Crohn’s disease, we empirically observe that RRRs as high as =45% are achiev-
able with n =5 embryos. In contrast, under the HRE strategy and when excluding embryos at the
top 2% risk percentiles, risk reductions are very small, in agreement with the theoretical predictions.
These results thus provide support to the robustness of our statistical model.

To further investigate the assumptions of our model, we test in Figure 6—figure supplement 1
two intermediate predictions. The first is that the variance of the PRSs of embryos of a given couple
should not depend on the average parental PRS. This is indeed the case (panels (A) and (C)), with
the only exception of an uptick of the variance at very low parental PRSs for schizophrenia. The sec-
ond prediction is that the variance across embryos is half of the variance in the parental population.
The empirical results again show reasonable agreement with the theoretical prediction (panels (B)
and (D)). The empirical variance (averaged across couples) was slightly lower than expected (by =4%
for schizophrenia and =14% for Crohn’s), which may explain our slight overestimation of the
expected RRR under the LRP strategy.
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Figure 6. The empirical relative risk reduction in simulated embryos based on genomes from case-control studies of schizophrenia and Crohn’s
disease. We used =900 cases and = 1600 controls for schizophrenia, and =150 cases and =100 controls for Crohn'’s. For each disease, we drew 5000
random 'virtual couples’, regardless of sex, but correcting for case/control ascertainment. For each such random couple, we simulated the genomes of
up to n = 20 embryos (children) based on Mendelian segregation and published recombination maps. For each embryo, we computed the PRS for the
given disease (schizophrenia or Crohn'’s) using the most recent summary statistics that exclude our cohort. We computed the risk of each embryo to be
affected based on a logistic regression model we learned in the 'parental’ cohort. Panels (A) and (B) show results for schizophrenia, while panels (C) and
(D) show results for Crohn'’s. In panels (A) and (C), we plot the relative risk reduction (RRR) under the high-risk exclusion (HRE) selection strategy, in
which an embryo was randomly selected (out of n = 5 embryos), unless its PRS was above a given percentile. The RRR was computed against a baseline
strategy of selection of an embryo at random and is plotted vs the exclusion percentile. In panels (B) and (D), we show the relative risk reduction under
the lowest-risk prioritization (LRP) strategy, in which the embryo with the lowest PRS was selected. We plot the RRR vs the number of embryos . In all
panels, dots correspond to the results of simulations, and solid lines correspond to the theory. The theory was computed assuming prevalence of 1%
for schizophrenia and 0.5% for Crohn’s, and variance explained on the liability scale of 17 = 0.068 for schizophrenia r2, = 0.056 for Crohn’s (calculated
using the method of Lee et al., 2012). Further details are provided in Materials and methods.

The online version of this article includes the following figure supplement(s) for figure 6:

Figure supplement 1. The variance of the PRS across simulated embryos.

Discussion

In this paper, we used statistical modeling to evaluate the expected outcomes of screening embryos
based on polygenic risk scores for a single disease. We predicted the relative and absolute risk
reductions, either at the population level or at the level of individual couples. Our model is flexible,
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allowing us to provide predictions across various values of, for example, the PRS strength, the dis-
ease prevalence, the parental PRS or disease status, and the number of available embryos. We pre-
sented a comprehensive analysis of the expected outcomes across various settings, including when
there is a concern about a second disease negatively correlated with the target disease. We finally
validated our modeling assumptions using genomes from case-control studies. Our publicly available
code could help researchers and other stakeholders estimate the expected outcomes for settings
we did not cover.

Our most notable result was that a crucial determinant of risk reduction is the selection strategy.
The use of PRS in adults has focused on those at highest risk (Chatterjee et al., 2016; Dai et al.,
2019; Gibson, 2019; Khera et al., 2018; Mars et al., 2020; Mavaddat et al., 2019;
Torkamani et al., 2018), for whom there may be maximal clinical benefit of screening and interven-
tion. However, as PRSs have relatively low sensitivity, such a strategy is relatively ineffective in reduc-
ing the overall population disease burden (Ala-Korpela and Holmes, 2020; Wald and Old, 2019).
Similarly, in the context of PES, exclusion of high-risk embryos will result in relatively modest risk
reductions. By contrast, selecting the embryo with the lowest PRS may result in large reductions in
relative risk.

While our prior work (Karavani et al., 2019) demonstrated that PES would have a small effect on
quantitative traits, here we show that a small reduction in the liability can lead to a large reduction in
the proportion of affected individuals. This is fundamentally a property of a threshold character with
an underlying normally distributed continuous liability. For such traits, most of the individuals in the
extreme of the liability distribution (i.e. the ones affected) are concentrated very near the threshold.
Thus, even slightly reducing their liability can move a large proportion of affected individuals below
the disease threshold. However, it should be noted that conventional thresholds for defining pres-
ence of disease may contain some degree of arbitrariness if the underlying distribution of patho-
physiology is truly continuous. Consequently, the effects on ultimate morbidity may depend on the
validity of the threshold itself (Davidson and Kahn, 2016).

We investigated how the range of potential PES outcomes varies with the PRSs of the parents or
with their disease status. Under the HRE strategy, if only excluding embryos at the few topmost risk
percentiles, the RRR is very small when the parents have low PRSs, and vice versa (Figure 3, panels
(A)-(D)). This is expected, as excluding high PRS embryos will be effective only for couples who are
likely to have many such embryos. Under the LRP strategy, the RRR depends only weakly on the
parental PRSs (Figure 3, panels (E)-(H), and Figure 4). Under both strategies, the relative risk reduc-
tion depends only weakly on the parental disease status, as parental disease status is a weak signal
for the underlying PRS. However, the absolute risk reduction increases substantially with increasing
parental PRSs (Figure 3—figure supplement 2) and when one or more parents are affected.

Our study has several limitations. First, our results assume an infinitesimal genetic architecture for
the disease, which may not be appropriate for oligogenic diseases and is not relevant for monogenic
disorders. However, it has been repeatedly demonstrated that common, complex traits and diseases
are highly polygenic (Gazal et al., 2017; Holland et al., 2020; O’Connor et al., 2019; Shi et al.,
2016; Zeng et al., 2018; Zeng et al., 2021). For example, it was recently estimated that for almost
all traits and diseases examined, the number of independently associated loci was at least =350,
reaching =10,000 or more for cognitive and psychiatric phenotypes (O’Connor et al., 2019). This
provides more than sufficient variability for the PRS to attain a normal distribution in the population
and for our modeling assumptions to hold. Indeed, our empirical results for schizophrenia and
Crohn's disease, two diseases with somewhat different genetic architectures, agreed reasonably well
with the theoretical predictions. However, our models would need to be substantially adjusted in the
presence of variants of very large effect, such as inherited or de novo coding variants or copy num-
ber variants, for example, as in autism (Satterstrom et al., 2020; Takumi and Tamada, 2018).

Additionally, our model relies on several simplifying statistical assumptions. For example, we did
not explicitly model assortative mating, although this seems reasonable given that for genetic dis-
ease risk, correlation between parents is weak (Rawlik et al., 2019), and given that our previous
study of traits showed no difference in the results between real and random couples
(Karavani et al., 2019). This deficiency is also partly ameliorated by our modeling of the risk reduc-
tion when explicitly given the parental PRSs or disease status. Another assumption we made is that
environmental influences on the child’s phenotype are independent of those that have influenced
the parents (when conditioning on the parental disease status). However, this is reasonable given
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that family-specific environmental effect have been shown to be weak for complex diseases
(Wang et al., 2017). For a discussion of additional model assumptions, see Appendix section 10.
Perhaps more importantly, we assumed throughout that r>; represents the realistic accuracy of
the PRS achievable, within-family, in a real-world setting in the target population. However, the real-
istically achievable 7, may be lower than reported in the original publications that have generated
the scores. For example, the accuracy of PRSs is sub-optimal when applied in non-European popula-
tions and across different socio-economic groups (Duncan et al., 2019, Mostafavi et al., 2020). A
PRS that was tested on adults may be less accurate in the next generation. Additionally, the variance
explained by the score, as estimated in samples of unrelated individuals, is inflated due to popula-
tion stratification, assortative mating, and indirect parental effects (Kong et al., 2018; Young et al.,
2019; Morris et al., 2020; Mostafavi et al., 2020). The latter, also called 'genetic nurture’, refers to
trait-modifying environmental effects induced by the parents based on their genotypes. These
effects do not contribute to prediction accuracy when comparing polygenic scores between siblings
(as when screening IVF embryos), and thus, the variance explained by polygenic scores in this setting
can be substantially reduced, in particular for cognitive and behavioral traits (Howe et al., 2021,
Selzam et al., 2019). Our risk reduction estimates thus represent an upper bound relative to real-
world scenarios. On the other hand, recent empirical work on within-family disease risk prediction
showed that the reduction in accuracy is at most modest (Lello et al., 2020), and within-siblings-
GWAS yielded similar results to unrelated-GWAS for most physiological traits (Howe et al., 2021).
Additionally, accuracy in non-European populations is rapidly improving due to the establishment of
national biobanks in non-European countries (Koyama et al., 2020; Vujkovic et al., 2020) and
improvement in methods for transferring scores into non-European populations (Amariuta et al.,
2020; Cai et al., 2021). Either way, the analytical results presented in this paper are formulated gen-
erally as a function of the achievable accuracy rﬁs, and as such, users can substitute values relevant to

their specific target population and disease.

Another major limitation of this work is that we have only considered screening for a single dis-
ease. In reality, couples may seek to profile an embryo on the basis of multiple disease PRSs simulta-
neously, or based a global measure of lifespan or healthspan (Sakaue et al., 2020; Timmers et al.,
2020; Zenin et al., 2019). This is likely to reduce the per-disease risk reduction, as we have previ-
ously observed for quantitative traits (Karavani et al., 2019), but will also likely be more cost effec-
tive (Treff et al., 2020; Gwern, 2018). PES for multiple diseases requires the formulation and
analysis of new selection strategies and is substantially more mathematically complex; we therefore
leave it for future studies.

As our approach was statistical in nature, it is important to place our results in the context of real-
world clinical practice of assisted reproductive technology. The number of embryos utilized in the
calculations in the present study refers to viable embryos that could lead to live birth, which can be
substantially smaller than the raw number of fertilized oocytes or even the number of implantable
embryos at day 5. This consideration is especially important given the steep drop in risk reduction
when the number of available embryos drops below 5 (Figure 2). In fact, many IVF cycles do not
achieve any live birth. Rates of live birth decline with maternal age, in particular after age 40
(Smith et al., 2015); for women of age >42, fewer than 4% of IVF cycles result in live births, making
PES impractical. On the other hand, success rates will likely be higher for young prospective parents
who seek PES to reduce disease risk but do not suffer from infertility. However, the prospect of elec-
tive IVF for the purpose of PES in such couples must be weighed against the potential risks of these
invasive procedures to the mother and child (Dayan et al., 2019; Luke, 2017).

A different concern is whether the embryo biopsy (which is required for genotyping) may cause
risk to the viability and future health of the embryo. Several recent studies have demonstrated no
evidence for potential adverse effects of trophectoderm biopsy on rates of successful implantation,
fetal anomalies, and live birth (Awadalla et al., 2021; He et al., 2019, Riestenberg et al., 2021;
Tiegs et al., 2021). Moreover, no significant adverse effects have been detected for postnatal child
development in a recent meta-analysis (Natsuaki and Dimler, 2018). On the other hand, a number
of studies have reported that trophectoderm biopsy was associated with pregnancy complications,
including preterm birth, pre-eclampsia, and hypertensive disorders of pregnancy (Li et al., 2021,
Zhang et al., 2019; Makhijani et al., 2021). Specific variations in biopsy protocols may account for
differences in outcomes across studies (Rubino et al., 2020). Newly developed techniques may allow
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in the future to genotype an embryo non-invasively based on DNA present in spent culture medium,
although the accuracy of these methods is still being debated (Leaver and Wells, 2020). It should
also be noted that, throughout this manuscript, we assumed the use of single embryo transfer.

Finally, the results of our study invite a debate regarding ethical and social implications. For
example, the differential performance of PES across selection strategies and risk reduction metrics
may be difficult to communicate to couples seeking assisted reproductive technologies
(Cunningham et al., 2015; Wilkinson et al., 2019). Indeed, in the first PES case report, the couple
elected to forego any implantation despite the availability of embryos that were designated as nor-
mal risk (Treff et al., 2019a). These difficulties are expected to exacerbate the already profound eth-
ical issues raised by PES (as we have recently reviewed [Ldazaro-Muroz et al., 2021]), which include
stigmatization (McCabe and McCabe, 2011), autonomy (including ‘choice overload’ [Hadar and
Sood, 2014]), and equity (Sueoka, 2016). In addition, the ever-present specter of eugenics (Lom-
bardo, 2018) may be especially salient in the context of the LRP strategy. How to juxtapose these
difficulties with the potential public health benefits of PES is an open question. We thus call for
urgent deliberations amongst key stakeholders (including researchers, clinicians, and patients) to
address governance of PES and for the development of policy statements by professional societies.
We hope that our statistical framework can provide an empirical foundation for these critical ethical
and policy deliberations.

Materials and methods

Summary of the modeling results
In this section, we provide a brief overview of our model and derivations, with complete details
appearing in the Appendix.

Our model is follows. We write the polygenic risk scores of a batch of n IVF embryos as
(s1,...,8,), and generate the scores as s; = x; + ¢. The (x,...,x,) are embryo-specific independent

random variables with distribution x,«N(O, rgs/z), ri, is the proportion of variance in liability

explained by the score, and ¢ is a shared component with distribution c~N(O, rgs/Z), also represent-
ing the average of the maternal and paternal scores.

In each batch, an embryo is selected according to the selection strategy. Under high-risk exclu-
sion, we select a random embryo with score s<z,;r,s, where z, is the (1 — g)-quantile of the standard
normal distribution. If no such embryo exists, we select a random embryo, but we also studied the
strategy when in such a case, the lowest scoring embryo is selected. Under lowest-risk prioritization,

we select the embryo with the lowest value of s. We computed the liability of the selected embryo

as y = s+ e, where e~N(0,1—r2

pS>. We designate the embryo as affected if y>zx, where zx is the
(1 — K) -quantile of the standard normal distribution and K is the disease prevalence. In the simula-
tions, we computed the disease probability (for each parameter setting) as the fraction of batches
(out of 10° repeats) in which the selected embryo was affected. We also simulated the score and dis-
ease status of a second disease, which is not used for selecting the embryo, but may be negatively
correlated with the target disease.

We computed the disease probability analytically using the following approaches. We first com-
puted the distribution of the score of the selected embryo. For lowest-risk prioritization, we used
the theory of order statistics. For high-risk exclusion, we first conditioned on the shared component
¢, and then studied separately the case when all embryos are high-risk (i.e. have score s>z,r), in
which the distribution of the unique component of the selected embryo (x) is a normal variable trun-
cated from below at z,r,5 — ¢, and the case when at least one embryo has score s<z,r, in which x is
a normal variable truncated from above. We then integrated over the non-score liability components
(and over ¢ in some of the settings) in order to obtain the probability of being affected. We solved
the integrals in the final expressions numerically in R.

We computed the risk reduction based on the ratio between the risk of a child of a random cou-
ple when the embryo was selected by PRS and the population prevalence. We also provide explicit
results for the case when the average parental PRS c is known. These expressions allowed us to com-
pute the distribution of risk reductions per-couple. Finally, when conditioning on the parental
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disease status, we integrated the disease probability of the selected embryo over the posterior dis-
tribution of the parental score and non-score genetic components. For full details and for an addi-
tional discussion of previous work and limitations, see the Appendix. R code is available at: https://
github.com/scarmi/embryo_selection (copy archived at swh:1:rev:
4cdc572582deb9b745e6844d96e0344914f4595e, Carmi, 2021) and https://github.com/dbacken-
roth/embryo_selection (copy archived at swh:1:rev:c65bf082fcb28434c271260560c4a4450dad76a3,;
Backenroth, 2021).

Simulations based on genomes from case-control studies

Our main analysis has been limited to mathematical modeling of polygenic scores and their relation
to disease risk. For obvious ethical and practical reasons, we could not validate our modeling predic-
tions with actual experiments. Nevertheless, we could perform realistic simulations based on
genomes from case-control studies, similarly to our previous work (Karavani et al., 2019). Our
approach is as follows. We consider, separately, two diseases: schizophrenia and Crohn'’s. For schizo-
phrenia, we use =900 cases and = 1600 controls of Ashkenazi Jewish ancestry, while for Crohn'’s, we
use =150 cases and = 100 controls from the New York area. For each disease, we use these individu-
als, who are unrelated, to generate 'virtual couples’ by randomly mating pairs of individuals. For
each such ‘couple’, we simulate the genomes of n hypothetical embryos, based on the laws of Men-
delian inheritance and by randomly placing crossovers according to genetic map distances. In paral-
lel, we use the same genomes to derive a logistic regression model that predicts the risk of disease
given a PRS computed from the most recently available summary statistics (based on datasets not
including the samples in our test cohorts). We then compute the PRS of each simulated embryo, and
predict the risk of disease of that embryo. We finally compare the risk of disease between one ran-
domly selected embryo per couple vs one embryo selected based on PRS. In the paragraphs below,
we provide additional details.

The Ashkenazi schizophrenia cohort

The samples and the genotyping process were previously described (Lencz et al., 2013). Patients
were recruited from hospitalized inpatients at seven medical centres in Israel and were diagnosed
with schizophrenia or schizoaffective disorder. Samples from healthy Ashkenazi individuals were col-
lected from volunteers at the Israeli Blood Bank. All subjects provided written informed consent, and
corresponding institutional review boards and the National Genetic Committee of the Israeli Ministry
of Health approved the studies. DNA was extracted from whole blood and genotyped for ~1 million
genome-wide SNPs using lllumina HumanOmni1-Quad arrays. We performed the following quality
control steps. First, we removed samples with (1) genotyping call rate <95%; (2) one of each pair of
related individuals (total shared identical-by-descent (IBD) segments >700cM); and (3) sharing of less
than 15 cM on average with the rest of the cohort (indicating non-Ashkenazi ancestry). We removed
SNPs with (1) call rate <97%; (2) minor allele frequency <1%; (3) significantly different allele frequen-
cies between males and females (p-value threshold = 0.05/#SNPs); (4) differential missingness
between males and females (p<1077) based on a XZ test; (5) deviations from Hardy-Weinberg equi-
librium in females (p-value threshold = 0.05/#SNPs); (6) SNPs in the HLA region (chr6:24-37M); and
(7) (after phasing) SNPs having A/T or C/G polymorphism, as we could not unambiguously link them
to corresponding effect sizes in the summary statistics. We finally used autosomal SNPs only. The
remaining number of individuals was 2526 (897 cases and 1629 controls), and the number of SNPs
was 728,505. We phased the genomes using SHAPEIT v2 (Delaneau et al., 2013).

The Mt Sinai Crohn's disease cohort

Samples from subjects with Crohn’s disease were recruited from clinics by Mt Sinai providers. All
subjects provided written, informed consent in studies approved by the Mt Sinai Institutional Review
Board. Genotyping was performed at the Broad Institute using the lllumina Global Screening Array
(GSA) chip, as previously described (Gettler et al., 2021). We phased the genomes using Eagle
v2.4.1 (Loh et al., 2016). We then removed SNPs having A/T or C/G polymorphism. The remaining
number of individuals was 257 (154 cases and 103 controls) and the number of SNPs was 560,612.
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Simulating couples and embryos

For each disease, we generated 5000 unique couples by randomly pairing individuals (regardless of
their sex) according to the population prevalence of the disease. For example, for schizophrenia,
assuming a prevalence of 1%, a proportion 0.99% of the couples were both controls. Given a pair of
parents, we simulated 20 offspring (embryos) by specifying the locations of crossovers in each par-
ent. Recombination was modeled as a Poisson process along the genome, with distances measured
in cM using sex-averaged genetic maps (Bhérer et al., 2017). Specifically, for each parent and
embryo, we drew the number of crossovers in each chromosome from a Poisson distribution with
mean equal to the chromosome length in Morgan. We then determined the locations of the cross-
overs by randomly drawing positions along the chromosome (in Morgan). We mixed the phased
paternal and maternal chromosomes of the parent according to the crossover locations, and ran-
domly chose one of the resulting sequences as the chromosome to be transmitted to the embryo.
We repeated for the other parent, in order to form the diploid genome of the embryo.

Developing a polygenic risk score for schizophrenia

We used summary statistics from the most recent schizophrenia GWAS of the Psychiatric Genomics
Consortium (PGC) (Ripke et al., 2020). Note that we specifically used summary statistics that
excluded our Ashkenazi cohort. We used our entire cohort (2526 individuals) to estimate linkage dis-
equilibrium (LD) between SNPs, and performed LD-clumping on the summary statistics in PLINK
(Chang et al., 2015), with a window size of 250kb, a minimum r? threshold for clumping of 0.1, a
minimum minor allele frequency threshold of 1%, and a maximum p-value threshold of 0.05. The
p-value threshold was chosen based on results from the PGC study. After clumping, the final score
included 23,036 SNPs. To construct the score, we used the effect sizes reported in the GWAS sum-
mary statistics, without additional processing.

Developing a polygenic risk score for Crohn’s disease

We used summary statistics derived from European samples available from https://www.ibdgenetics.
org/downloads.html (Liu et al., 2015), which did not include our cohort. We estimated LD using the
entire Crohn'’s disease cohort, and performed LD-clumping and p-value thresholding using the same
parameters as for the schizophrenia cohort, as described above. The final score included 9,403
SNPs.

Calculating the PRS and the risk of an embryo

For each disease, we calculated polygenic scores for each parent and simulated embryo in PLINK,
using the —score command with default parameters. Using the polygenic scores of the parents, we
fitted a logistic regression model for the case/control status as a function of the polygenic scores.
We did not adjust for additional covariates: for schizophrenia, genetic ancestry is homogeneous in
our Ashkenazi cohort, and age and sex contributed very little to predictive power (increased AUC
from 0.695 only to 0.717). For Crohn's, age was not available, and sex did not contribute to predic-
tive power (increased AUC from to 0.693 to 0.695). We adjusted the intercept of the logistic regres-
sion models to account for the case-control sampling (Rose and van der Laan, 2008). We then used
the model to predict the probability that a simulated embryo would develop the disease.

To determine the percentiles of the PRS for each disease, we derived an approximation to the
distribution of the PRS in the population by fitting a normal distribution to the scores in our dataset.
To take into account the case/control ascertainment, we weighted the case and control samples
according to the population prevalence of the disease (1% for schizophrenia [Peréla et al., 2007]
and 0.5% for Crohn's [GBD 2017 Inflammatory Bowel Disease Collaborators, 2020]). We calcu-
lated the weighted mean and variance of the scores using the wtd.mean and wtd.var functions in the
HMisc package in R. A normal distribution with the resulting mean and variance was used to calcu-
late percentiles of the scores. The percentiles were then used to select (simulated) embryos under
the high-risk exclusion strategy (see below).

Calculating the risk reduction
For each disease, we performed the following simulations. For each selection strategy (either high-
risk exclusion or lowest-risk prioritization), we selected one embryo for each couple according to the
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strategy, and computed the probability of disease for the selected embryo. We then averaged the
risk over all couples. We similarly computed the risk under selection of a random embryo for each
couple. We computed the relative risk reduction based on the ratio between the risk under PRS-
based selection and the risk under random selection. To compare to the theoretical expectations,
we estimated the variance explained by the score on the liability scale using the method of
Lee et al., 2012. Specifically, we first computed the correlation between the observed case/control
status (coded as 1 and 0, respectively) and the PRS, and then used Equation (15) in Lee et al to con-
vert the squared correlation to the variance explained. We obtained rﬁs = 6.8% for schizophrenia,

which is close to the 7.7% reported in the original GWAS paper (Ripke et al., 2020), and rf)s =5.6%

for Crohn's disease. We then substituted this value and prevalence of K = 0.01 for schizophrenia and
K = 0.005 for Crohn'’s in our formulas for the relative risk reduction.

Acknowledgements

We thank Gabriel Lazaro-Mufoz, Stacey Pereira, Chaim Jalas, and David A Zeevi for helpful
discussions. This work was supported, in part, by a grant to Dr. Lencz and Dr. Carmi from the
National Human Genome Research Institute (NHGRI) of the National Institutes of Health (NIH) under
award number ROTHG011711.

Additional information

Competing interests
Daniel Backenroth: Employee and shareholder at The Janssen Pharmaceutical Companies of John-
son & Johnson. Shai Carmi: Paid consultant to MyHeritage. The other authors declare that no com-
peting interests exist.

Funding
Funder Grant reference number  Author
National Institutes of Health ROTHGO11711 Todd Lencz

Shai Carmi

The funders had no role in study design, data collection and interpretation, or the
decision to submit the work for publication.

Author contributions

Todd Lencz, Conceptualization, Supervision, Investigation, Methodology, Funding Acquisition, Writ-
ing - original draft, Writing - review and editing; Daniel Backenroth, Formal analysis, Investigation,
Methodology, Writing - review and editing, Software; Einat Granot-Hershkovitz, Formal analysis,
Writing - review and editing; Adam Green, Formal analysis, Investigation; Kyle Gettler, Judy H Cho,
Data curation, Writing - review and editing; Omer Weissbrod, Formal analysis, Investigation, Meth-
odology, Writing - review and editing; Or Zuk, Conceptualization, Formal analysis, Supervision,
Investigation, Methodology, Writing - review and editing; Shai Carmi, Conceptualization, Software,
Formal analysis, Supervision, Funding acquisition, Investigation, Visualization, Methodology, Writing
- original draft, Writing - review and editing

Author ORCIDs

Todd Lencz (@ https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8586-338X
Judy H Cho @ http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7959-0466

Shai Carmi @ https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0188-2610

Decision letter and Author response
Decision letter https://doi.org/10.7554/elife.64716.sal
Author response https://doi.org/10.7554/elife.64716.sa2

Lencz, Backenroth, et al. eLife 2021;10:€64716. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716 17 of 40


https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8586-338X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7959-0466
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0188-2610
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716.sa1
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716.sa2
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716

e Llfe Research article

Genetics and Genomics

Additional files

Supplementary files
« Transparent reporting form

Data availability

The modeling part of the study utilized simulated data. All code can be found at https://github.com/
scarmi/embryo_selection  (copy archived at https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:rev:
4cdc572582deb9b745e6844d96e0344914f4595e) and  https://github.com/dbackenroth/embryo_
selection (copy archived at https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:rev:
c65bf082fcb28434c271260560c4a4450dad76a3).

References

Ala-Korpela M, Holmes MV. 2020. Polygenic risk scores and the prediction of common diseases. International
Journal of Epidemiology 49:1-3. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyz254, PMID: 31828333

Amariuta T, Ishigaki K, Sugishita H, Ohta T, Koido M, Dey KK, Matsuda K, Murakami Y, Price AL, Kawakami E,
Terao C, Raychaudhuri S. 2020. Improving the trans-ancestry portability of polygenic risk scores by prioritizing
variants in predicted cell-type-specific regulatory elements. Nature Genetics 52:1346-1354. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41588-020-00740-8, PMID: 33257898

Anomaly J. 2020. Creating Future People: The Ethics of Genetic Enhancement. Routledge. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1111/bioce.12756

Awadalla MS, Park KE, Latack KR, McGinnis LK, Ahmady A, Paulson RJ. 2021. Influence of trophectoderm biopsy
prior to frozen blastocyst transfer on obstetrical outcomes. Reproductive Sciences.

Backenroth D, Zahdeh F, Kling Y, Peretz A, Rosen T, Kort D, Zeligson S, Dror T, Kirshberg S, Burak E, Segel R,
Levy-Lahad E, Zangen D, Altarescu G, Carmi S, Zeevi DA. 2019. Haploseek: a 24-hour all-in-one method for
preimplantation genetic diagnosis (PGD) of monogenic disease and aneuploidy. Genetics in Medicine 21:1390-
1399. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41436-018-0351-7, PMID: 30449887

Backenroth D. 2021. embryo_selection . Software Heritage. swh:1:rev:
c65bf082fcb28434¢271260560c4a4450dad76a3. https://archive softwareheritage.org/swh:1:dir:
7bdcb46355e1c95345a4452751¢875614bb8ea2c;origin=https://github.com/dbackenroth/embryo_selection;visit=
swh:1:snp:66410f8cae116719a5be30d001b465b2f0861893;anchor=swh:1:rev:
c65bf082fcb28434¢271260560c4a4450dad76a3

Bhérer C, Campbell CL, Auton A. 2017. Refined genetic maps reveal sexual dimorphism in human meiotic
recombination at multiple scales. Nature Communications 8:14994. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/
ncomms14994, PMID: 28440270

Bormann CL, Kanakasabapathy MK, Thirumalaraju P, Gupta R, Pooniwala R, Kandula H, Hariton E, Souter |,
Dimitriadis |, Ramirez LB, Curchoe CL, Swain J, Boehnlein LM, Shafiee H. 2020. Performance of a deep learning
based neural network in the selection of human blastocysts for implantation. eLife 9:55301. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.7554/eLife.55301, PMID: 32930094

Britt KL, Cuzick J, Phillips KA. 2020. Key steps for effective breast Cancer prevention. Nature Reviews Cancer 20:
417-436. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41568-020-0266-x, PMID: 32528185

Cai M, Xiao J, Zhang S, Wan X, Zhao H, Chen G, Yang C. 2021. A unified framework for cross-population trait
prediction by leveraging the genetic correlation of polygenic traits. The American Journal of Human Genetics
108:632-655. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2021.03.002, PMID: 33770506

Carmi S. 2021. embryo_selection . Software Heritage. swh:1:rev:4cdc572582deb9b745e6844d96e034491414595e.
https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:dir:7c4848d11bdbb6936203721e176d05ac5d900366;0rigin=https://
github.com/scarmi/embryo_selection;visit=swh:1:snp:8f864be560601613d97bc8232427209¢1879a5fc;anchor=swh:
1:rev:4cdc572582deb9b745e6844d96e034491414595e

Chang CC, Chow CC, Tellier LC, Vattikuti S, Purcell SM, Lee JJ. 2015. Second-generation PLINK: rising to the
challenge of larger and richer datasets. GigaScience 4:7. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1186/s13742-015-0047-8,
PMID: 25722852

Chatterjee N, Shi J, Garcia-Closas M. 2016. Developing and evaluating polygenic risk prediction models for
stratified disease prevention. Nature Reviews Genetics 17:392-406. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/nrg.2016.27,
PMID: 27140283

Chen J, You J, Zhao Z, Ni Z, Huang K, Wu Y, Fletcher JM, Lu Q. 2020. Gamete simulation improves polygenic
transmission disequilibrium analysis. bioRxiv. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.26.355602

Cunningham J, Goldsmith L, Skirton H. 2015. The evidence base regarding the experiences of and attitudes to
preimplantation genetic diagnosis in prospective parents. Midwifery 31:288-296. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/
j-midw.2014.09.010, PMID: 25451549

Dahdouh EM. 2021. Preimplantation genetic testing for aneuploidy: a review of the evidence. Obstetrics and
Gynecology 137:528-534. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1097/A0G.0000000000004295, PMID: 33543903

Lencz, Backenroth, et al. eLife 2021;10:€64716. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716 18 of 40


https://github.com/scarmi/embryo_selection
https://github.com/scarmi/embryo_selection
https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:rev:4cdc572582deb9b745e6844d96e0344914f4595e
https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:rev:4cdc572582deb9b745e6844d96e0344914f4595e
https://github.com/dbackenroth/embryo_selection
https://github.com/dbackenroth/embryo_selection
https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:rev:c65bf082fcb28434c271260560c4a4450dad76a3
https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:rev:c65bf082fcb28434c271260560c4a4450dad76a3
https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyz254
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31828333
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-020-00740-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-020-00740-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33257898
https://doi.org/10.1111/bioe.12756
https://doi.org/10.1111/bioe.12756
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41436-018-0351-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30449887
https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:dir:7bdcb46355e1c95345a4452751c875614bb8ea2c;origin=https://github.com/dbackenroth/embryo_selection;visit=swh:1:snp:664f0f8cae116719a5be30d001b465b2f086f893;anchor=swh:1:rev:c65bf082fcb28434c271260560c4a4450dad76a3
https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:dir:7bdcb46355e1c95345a4452751c875614bb8ea2c;origin=https://github.com/dbackenroth/embryo_selection;visit=swh:1:snp:664f0f8cae116719a5be30d001b465b2f086f893;anchor=swh:1:rev:c65bf082fcb28434c271260560c4a4450dad76a3
https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:dir:7bdcb46355e1c95345a4452751c875614bb8ea2c;origin=https://github.com/dbackenroth/embryo_selection;visit=swh:1:snp:664f0f8cae116719a5be30d001b465b2f086f893;anchor=swh:1:rev:c65bf082fcb28434c271260560c4a4450dad76a3
https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:dir:7bdcb46355e1c95345a4452751c875614bb8ea2c;origin=https://github.com/dbackenroth/embryo_selection;visit=swh:1:snp:664f0f8cae116719a5be30d001b465b2f086f893;anchor=swh:1:rev:c65bf082fcb28434c271260560c4a4450dad76a3
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14994
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14994
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28440270
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.55301
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.55301
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32930094
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41568-020-0266-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32528185
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2021.03.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33770506
https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:dir:7c4848d11bdbb6936203721e176d05ac5d900366;origin=https://github.com/scarmi/embryo_selection;visit=swh:1:snp:8f864be560601613d97bc8232427209c1879a5fc;anchor=swh:1:rev:4cdc572582deb9b745e6844d96e0344914f4595e
https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:dir:7c4848d11bdbb6936203721e176d05ac5d900366;origin=https://github.com/scarmi/embryo_selection;visit=swh:1:snp:8f864be560601613d97bc8232427209c1879a5fc;anchor=swh:1:rev:4cdc572582deb9b745e6844d96e0344914f4595e
https://archive.softwareheritage.org/swh:1:dir:7c4848d11bdbb6936203721e176d05ac5d900366;origin=https://github.com/scarmi/embryo_selection;visit=swh:1:snp:8f864be560601613d97bc8232427209c1879a5fc;anchor=swh:1:rev:4cdc572582deb9b745e6844d96e0344914f4595e
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13742-015-0047-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25722852
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrg.2016.27
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27140283
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.26.355602
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.midw.2014.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.midw.2014.09.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25451549
https://doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0000000000004295
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33543903
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716

e Llfe Research article

Genetics and Genomics

Dai J, Lv J, Zhu M, Wang Y, Qin N, Ma H, He YQ, Zhang R, Tan W, Fan J, Wang T, Zheng H, Sun Q, Wang L,
Huang M, Ge Z, Yu C, Guo Y, Wang TM, Wang J, et al. 2019. Identification of risk loci and a polygenic risk
score for lung Cancer: a large-scale prospective cohort study in chinese populations. The Lancet Respiratory
Medicine 7:881-891. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/52213-2600(19)30144-4, PMID: 31326317

Davidson MB, Kahn RA. 2016. A reappraisal of prediabetes. The Journal of Clinical Endocrinology & Metabolism
101:2628-2635. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1210/jc.2016-1370, PMID: 27381957

Dayan N, Joseph KS, Fell DB, Laskin CA, Basso O, Park AL, Luo J, Guan J, Ray JG. 2019. Infertility treatment and
risk of severe maternal morbidity: a propensity score-matched cohort study. Canadian Medical Association
Journal 191:E118-E127. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.181124, PMID: 30718336

Delaneau O, Zagury JF, Marchini J. 2013. Improved whole-chromosome phasing for disease and population
genetic studies. Nature Methods 10:5-6. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2307, PMID: 23269371

Dempster ER, Lerner IM. 1950. Heritability of threshold characters. Genetics 35:212-236. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1093/genetics/35.2.212, PMID: 17247344

Do CB, Hinds DA, Francke U, Eriksson N. 2012. Comparison of family history and SNPs for predicting risk of
complex disease. PLOS Genetics 8:e1002973. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1002973,

PMID: 23071447

Dudbridge F. 2013. Power and predictive accuracy of polygenic risk scores. PLOS Genetics 9:e1003348.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1003348, PMID: 23555274

Duncan L, Shen H, Gelaye B, Meijsen J, Ressler K, Feldman M, Peterson R, Domingue B. 2019. Analysis of
polygenic risk score usage and performance in diverse human populations. Nature Communications 10:3328.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-11112-0, PMID: 31346163

Falconer DS. 1965. The inheritance of liability to certain diseases, estimated from the incidence among relatives.
Annals of Human Genetics 29:51-76. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/].1469-1809.1965.tb00500.x

Falconer DS. 1967. The inheritance of liability to diseases with variable age of onset, with particular reference to
diabetes mellitus. Annals of Human Genetics 31:1-20. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/].1469-1809.1967.
tb02015.x, PMID: 6056557

Gazal S, Finucane HK, Furlotte NA, Loh PR, Palamara PF, Liu X, Schoech A, Bulik-Sullivan B, Neale BM, Gusev A,
Price AL. 2017. Linkage disequilibrium-dependent architecture of human complex traits shows action of
negative selection. Nature Genetics 49:1421-1427. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/ng.3954, PMID: 28892061

GBD 2017 Inflammatory Bowel Disease Collaborators. 2020. The global, regional, and national burden of
inflammatory bowel disease in 195 countries and territories, 1990-2017: a systematic analysis for the global
burden of disease study 2017. The Lancet Gastroenterology & Hepatology 5:17-30. DOI: https://doi.org/10.
1016/S2468-1253(19)30333-4, PMID: 31648971

Geiss LS, Wang J, Cheng YJ, Thompson TJ, Barker L, Li Y, Albright AL, Gregg EW. 2014. Prevalence and
incidence trends for diagnosed diabetes among adults aged 20 to 79 years, United States, 1980-2012. JAMA
312:1218-1226. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2014.11494, PMID: 25247518

Gettler K, Levantovsky R, Moscati A, Giri M, Wu Y, Hsu NY, Chuang LS, Sazonovs A, Venkateswaran S, Korie U,
Chasteau C, Duerr RH, Silverberg MS, Snapper SB, Daly MJ, McGovern DP, Brant SR, Rioux JD, Kugathasan S,
Anderson CA, et al. 2021. Common and rare variant prediction and penetrance of IBD in a large, Multi-ethnic,
health System-based biobank cohort. Gastroenterology 160:1546-1557. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.
2020.12.034, PMID: 33359885

Gibson G. 2019. On the utilization of polygenic risk scores for therapeutic targeting. PLOS Genetics 15:
€1008060. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1008060, PMID: 31022172

Gordis L. 2014. Epidemiology. 5th edition. Philadelphia: Elsevier.

Gwern B. 2018. Embryo selection for intelligence. https://www.gwern.net/Embryo-selection [Accessed
December 4, 2018].

Hadar L, Sood S. 2014. When knowledge is demotivating: subjective knowledge and choice overload.
Psychological Science 25:1739-1747. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614539165, PMID: 25037963

Hayeck TJ, Loh PR, Pollack S, Gusev A, Patterson N, Zaitlen NA, Price AL. 2017. Mixed model association with
Family-Biased Case-Control ascertainment. The American Journal of Human Genetics 100:31-39. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2016.11.015, PMID: 28017371

He H, Jing S, Lu CF, Tan YQ, Luo KL, Zhang SP, Gong F, Lu GX, Lin G. 2019. Neonatal outcomes of live births
after blastocyst biopsy in preimplantation genetic testing cycles: a follow-up of 1,721 children. Fertility and
Sterility 112:82-88. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/].fertnstert.2019.03.006, PMID: 31056308

Holland D, Frei O, Desikan R, Fan CC, Shadrin AA, Smeland OB, Sundar VS, Thompson P, Andreassen OA, Dale
AM. 2020. Beyond SNP heritability: polygenicity and discoverability of phenotypes estimated with a univariate
gaussian mixture model. PLOS Genetics 16:e1008612. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1008612,
PMID: 32427991

Howe LJ, Nivard MG, Morris TT, Hansen AF, Rasheed H, Cho Y, Chittoor G, Lind PA, Palviainen T, Zee MD,
Cheesman R, Mangino M, Wang Y, Li S, Klaric L, Ratliff SM, Bielak LF, Nygaard M, Reynolds CA, Davies NM.
2021. Within-sibship GWAS improve estimates of direct genetic effects. bioRxiv. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1101/
2021.03.05.433935

Hujoel MLA, Gazal S, Loh PR, Patterson N, Price AL. 2020. Liability threshold modeling of case-control status
and family history of disease increases association power. Nature Genetics 52:541-547. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1038/541588-020-0613-6, PMID: 32313248

Lencz, Backenroth, et al. eLife 2021;10:€64716. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716 19 of 40


https://doi.org/10.1016/S2213-2600(19)30144-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31326317
https://doi.org/10.1210/jc.2016-1370
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27381957
https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.181124
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30718336
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2307
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23269371
https://doi.org/10.1093/genetics/35.2.212
https://doi.org/10.1093/genetics/35.2.212
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17247344
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1002973
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23071447
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1003348
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23555274
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-11112-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31346163
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-1809.1965.tb00500.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-1809.1967.tb02015.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-1809.1967.tb02015.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6056557
https://doi.org/10.1038/ng.3954
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28892061
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-1253(19)30333-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-1253(19)30333-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31648971
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2014.11494
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25247518
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2020.12.034
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2020.12.034
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33359885
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1008060
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31022172
https://www.gwern.net/Embryo-selection
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614539165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25037963
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2016.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2016.11.015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28017371
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fertnstert.2019.03.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31056308
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1008612
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32427991
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.05.433935
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.05.433935
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-020-0613-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-020-0613-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32313248
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716

e Llfe Research article

Genetics and Genomics

Karavani E, Zuk O, Zeevi D, Barzilai N, Stefanis NC, Hatzimanolis A, Smyrnis N, Avramopoulos D, Kruglyak L,
Atzmon G, Lam M, Lencz T, Carmi S. 2019. Screening human embryos for polygenic traits has limited utility.
Cell 179:1424-1435. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2019.10.033, PMID: 31761530

Khera AV, Chaffin M, Aragam KG, Haas ME, Roselli C, Choi SH, Natarajan P, Lander ES, Lubitz SA, Ellinor PT,
Kathiresan S. 2018. Genome-wide polygenic scores for common diseases identify individuals with risk
equivalent to monogenic mutations. Nature Genetics 50:1219-1224. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-018-
0183-z, PMID: 30104762

Kong A, Thorleifsson G, Frigge ML, Vilhjalmsson BJ, Young Al, Thorgeirsson TE, Benonisdottir S, Oddsson A,
Halldorsson BV, Masson G, Gudbjartsson DF, Helgason A, Bjornsdottir G, Thorsteinsdottir U, Stefansson K.
2018. The nature of nurture: Effects of parental genotypes. Science 359:424-428. DOI: https://doi.org/10.
1126/science.aan6877, PMID: 29371463

Koyama S, Ito K, Terao C, Akiyama M, Horikoshi M, Momozawa Y, Matsunaga H, leki H, Ozaki K, Onouchi Y,
Takahashi A, Nomura S, Morita H, Akazawa H, Kim C, Seo JS, Higasa K, Iwasaki M, Yamaji T, Sawada N, et al.
2020. Population-specific and trans-ancestry genome-wide analyses identify distinct and shared genetic risk loci
for coronary artery disease. Nature Genetics 52:1169-1177. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-020-0705-3,
PMID: 33020668

Kumar A, Ryan A, Kitzman JO, Wemmer N, Snyder MW, Sigurjonsson S, Lee C, Banjevic M, Zarutskie PW, Lewis
AP, Shendure J, Rabinowitz M. 2015. Whole genome prediction for preimplantation genetic diagnosis.
Genome Medicine 7:35. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1186/s13073-015-0160-4, PMID: 26019723

Lakhani CM, Tierney BT, Manrai AK, Yang J, Visscher PM, Patel CJ. 2019. Repurposing large health insurance
claims data to estimate genetic and environmental contributions in 560 phenotypes. Nature Genetics 51:327-
334. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-018-0313-7, PMID: 30643253

Lambert SA, Gil L, Jupp S, Ritchie SC, Xu Y, Buniello A, McMahon A, Abraham G, Chapman M, Parkinson H,
Danesh J, MacArthur JAL, Inouye M. 2021. The polygenic score catalog as an open database for reproducibility
and systematic evaluation. Nature Genetics 53:420-425. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-021-00783-5,
PMID: 33692568

Lazaro-Muiioz G, Pereira S, Carmi S, Lencz T. 2021. Screening embryos for polygenic conditions and traits:
ethical considerations for an emerging technology. Genetics in Medicine 23:432-434. DOI: https://doi.org/10.
1038/s41436-020-01019-3, PMID: 33106616

Leaver M, Wells D. 2020. Non-invasive preimplantation genetic testing (niPGT): the next revolution in
reproductive genetics? Human Reproduction Update 26:16-42. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/humupd/dmz033,
PMID: 31774124

Lee SH, Wray NR, Goddard ME, Visscher PM. 2011. Estimating missing heritability for disease from genome-
wide association studies. The American Journal of Human Genetics 88:294-305. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ajhg.2011.02.002, PMID: 21376301

Lee SH, Goddard ME, Wray NR, Visscher PM. 2012. A better coefficient of determination for genetic profile
analysis. Genetic Epidemiology 36:214-224. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1002/gepi.21614, PMID: 22714935

Lello L, Raben TG, Hsu SDH. 2020. Sibling validation of polygenic risk scores and complex trait prediction.
Scientific Reports 10:13190. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/541598-020-69927-7, PMID: 32764582

Lencz T, Guha S, Liu C, Rosenfeld J, Mukherjee S, DeRosse P, John M, Cheng L, Zhang C, Badner JA, lkeda M,
Iwata N, Cichon S, Rietschel M, Néthen MM, Cheng AT, Hodgkinson C, Yuan Q, Kane JM, Lee AT, et al. 2013.
Genome-wide association study implicates NDST3 in schizophrenia and bipolar disorder. Nature
Communications 4:2739. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms3739, PMID: 24253340

Li M, Kort J, Baker VL. 2021. Embryo biopsy and perinatal outcomes of Singleton pregnancies: an analysis of 16,
246 frozen embryo transfer cycles reported in the society for assisted reproductive technology clinical
outcomes reporting system. American Journal of Obstetrics and Gynecology 224:500.e1-500.e18.

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2020.10.043, PMID: 33129765

Liu JZ, van Sommeren S, Huang H, Ng SC, Alberts R, Takahashi A, Ripke S, Lee JC, Jostins L, Shah T, Abedian S,
Cheon JH, Cho J, Dayani NE, Franke L, Fuyuno Y, Hart A, Juyal RC, Juyal G, Kim WH, et al. 2015. Association
analyses identify 38 susceptibility loci for inflammatory bowel disease and highlight shared genetic risk across
populations. Nature Genetics 47:979-986. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/ng.3359, PMID: 26192919

Loh PR, Danecek P, Palamara PF, Fuchsberger C, A Reshef Y, K Finucane H, Schoenherr S, Forer L, McCarthy S,
Abecasis GR, Durbin R, L Price A. 2016. Reference-based phasing using the haplotype reference consortium
panel. Nature Genetics 48:1443-1448. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/ng.3679, PMID: 27694958

Lombardo PA. 2018. The power of heredity and the relevance of eugenic history. Genetics in Medicine 20:1305-
1311. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41436-018-0123-4, PMID: 30061627

Luke B. 2017. Pregnancy and birth outcomes in couples with infertility with and without assisted reproductive
technology: with an emphasis on US population-based studies. American Journal of Obstetrics and Gynecology
217:270-281. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2017.03.012, PMID: 28322775

Lynch M, Walsh B. 1998. Genetics and Analysis of Quantitative Traits. Sinauer Associates.

Makhijani R, Bartels CB, Godiwala P, Bartolucci A, DiLuigi A, Nulsen J, Grow D, Benadiva C, Engmann L. 2021.
Impact of trophectoderm biopsy on obstetric and perinatal outcomes following frozen-thawed embryo transfer
cycles. Human Reproduction 36:340-348. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/deaa316, PMID: 33313768

Mars N, Koskela JT, Ripatti P, Kiiskinen TTJ, Havulinna AS, Lindbohm JV, Ahola-Olli A, Kurki M, Karjalainen J,
Palta P, Neale BM, Daly M, Salomaa V, Palotie A, Widén E, Ripatti S, FinnGen. 2020. Polygenic and clinical risk
scores and their impact on age at onset and prediction of cardiometabolic diseases and common cancers.
Nature Medicine 26:549-557. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-020-0800-0, PMID: 32273609

Lencz, Backenroth, et al. eLife 2021;10:€64716. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716 20 of 40


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2019.10.033
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31761530
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-018-0183-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-018-0183-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30104762
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aan6877
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aan6877
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29371463
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-020-0705-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33020668
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13073-015-0160-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26019723
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-018-0313-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30643253
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-021-00783-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33692568
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41436-020-01019-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41436-020-01019-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33106616
https://doi.org/10.1093/humupd/dmz033
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31774124
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2011.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2011.02.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21376301
https://doi.org/10.1002/gepi.21614
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22714935
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-69927-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32764582
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms3739
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24253340
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2020.10.043
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33129765
https://doi.org/10.1038/ng.3359
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26192919
https://doi.org/10.1038/ng.3679
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27694958
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41436-018-0123-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30061627
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2017.03.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28322775
https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/deaa316
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33313768
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-020-0800-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32273609
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716

e Llfe Research article

Genetics and Genomics

Martin AR, Kanai M, Kamatani Y, Okada Y, Neale BM, Daly MJ. 2019. Clinical use of current polygenic risk scores
may exacerbate health disparities. Nature Genetics 51:584-591. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-019-
0379-x, PMID: 30926966

Mavaddat N, Michailidou K, Dennis J, Lush M, Fachal L, Lee A, Tyrer JP, Chen TH, Wang Q, Bolla MK, Yang X,
Adank MA, Ahearn T, Aittomaki K, Allen J, Andrulis IL, Anton-Culver H, Antonenkova NN, Arndt V, Aronson
KJ, et al. 2019. Polygenic risk scores for prediction of breast Cancer and breast Cancer subtypes. The American
Journal of Human Genetics 104:21-34. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2018.11.002, PMID: 30554720

McCabe LL, McCabe ER. 2011. Down syndrome: coercion and eugenics. Genetics in Medicine 13:708-710.

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1097/GIM.0b013e318216dbé4, PMID: 21555947

Montag M, Toth B, Strowitzki T. 2013. New approaches to embryo selection. Reproductive BioMedicine Online
27:539-546. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rbmo.2013.05.013, PMID: 23933036

Morris TT, Davies NM, Hemani G, Smith GD. 2020. Population phenomena inflate genetic associations of
complex social traits. Science Advances 6:eaay0328. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aay0328,

PMID: 32426451

Mostafavi H, Harpak A, Agarwal |, Conley D, Pritchard JK, Przeworski M. 2020. Variable prediction accuracy of
polygenic scores within an ancestry group. eLife 9:e48376. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7554/elife.48376, PMID: 31
999256

Munday S, Savulescu J. 2021. Three models for the regulation of polygenic scores in reproduction. Journal of
Medical Ethics 1:medethics-2020-106588. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1136/medethics-2020-106588

Murray GK, Lin T, Austin J, McGrath JJ, Hickie 1B, Wray NR. 2021. Could polygenic risk scores be useful in
psychiatry? JAMA Psychiatry 78:210. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2020.3042

Natesan SA, Bladon AJ, Coskun S, Qubbaj W, Prates R, Munne S, Coonen E, Dreesen JC, Stevens SJ, Paulussen
AD, Stock-Myer SE, Wilton LJ, Jaroudi S, Wells D, Brown AP, Handyside AH. 2014. Genome-wide
karyomapping accurately identifies the inheritance of single-gene defects in human preimplantation embryos in
vitro. Genetics in Medicine 16:838-845. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/gim.2014.45, PMID: 24810687

Natsuaki MN, Dimler LM. 2018. Pregnancy and child developmental outcomes after preimplantation genetic
screening: a meta-analytic and systematic review. World Journal of Pediatrics 14:555-569. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1007/s12519-018-0172-4, PMID: 30066049

O’Connor LJ, Schoech AP, Hormozdiari F, Gazal S, Patterson N, Price AL. 2019. Extreme polygenicity of complex
traits is explained by negative selection. The American Journal of Human Genetics 105:456-476. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2019.07.003, PMID: 31402091

Perala J, Suvisaari J, Saarni SI, Kuoppasalmi K, Isometsa E, Pirkola S, Partonen T, Tuulio-Henriksson A, Hintikka J,
Kieseppa T, Harkanen T, Koskinen S, Lénnqvist J. 2007. Lifetime prevalence of psychotic and bipolar | disorders
in a general population. Archives of General Psychiatry 64:19-28. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.64.1.
19, PMID: 17199051

Rawlik K, Canela-Xandri O, Tenesa A. 2019. Indirect assortative mating for human disease and longevity.
Heredity 123:106-116. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41437-019-0185-3, PMID: 30723306

Rhenman A, Berglund L, Brodin T, Olovsson M, Milton K, Hadziosmanovic N, Holte J. 2015. Which set of embryo
variables is most predictive for live birth? A prospective study in 6252 single embryo transfers to construct an
embryo score for the ranking and selection of embryos. Human Reproduction 30:28-36. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1093/humrep/deu295, PMID: 25376459

Riestenberg CK, Mok T, Ong JR, Platt LD, Han CS, Quinn MM. 2021. Sonographic abnormalities in pregnancies
conceived following IVF with and without preimplantation genetic testing for aneuploidy (PGT-A). Journal of
Assisted Reproduction and Genetics 38:865-871. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10815-021-02069-5,

PMID: 33534049

Ripke S, Walters JT, O'Donovan MC, Schizophrenia Working Group of the Psychiatric Genomics, C. 2020.
Mapping genomic loci prioritises genes and implicates synaptic biology in schizophrenia. medRxiv.

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.12.20192922

Rose S, van der Laan MJ. 2008. Simple optimal weighting of cases and controls in case-control studies. The
International Journal of Biostatistics 4:Article 19. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2202/1557-4679.1115, PMID: 20231
910

Rubino P, Tapia L, Ruiz de Assin Alonso R, Mazmanian K, Guan L, Dearden L, Thiel A, Moon C, Kolb B, Norian JM,
Nelson J, Wilcox J, Tan T. 2020. Trophectoderm biopsy protocols can affect clinical outcomes: time to focus on
the blastocyst biopsy technique. Fertility and Sterility 113:981-989. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/].fertnstert.
2019.12.034, PMID: 32204876

Sakaue S, Kanai M, Karjalainen J, Akiyama M, Kurki M, Matoba N, Takahashi A, Hirata M, Kubo M, Matsuda K,
Murakami Y, Daly MJ, Kamatani Y, Okada Y, FinnGen. 2020. Trans-biobank analysis with 676,000 individuals
elucidates the association of polygenic risk scores of complex traits with human lifespan. Nature Medicine 26:
542-548. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-020-0785-8, PMID: 32251405

Satterstrom FK, Kosmicki JA, Wang J, Breen MS, De Rubeis S, An JY, Peng M, Collins R, Grove J, Klei L, Stevens
C, Reichert J, Mulhern MS, Artomov M, Gerges S, Sheppard B, Xu X, Bhaduri A, Norman U, Brand H, et al.
2020. Large-Scale exome sequencing study implicates both developmental and functional changes in the
neurobiology of autism. Cell 180:568-584. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2019.12.036, PMID: 31981491

Savage JE, Jansen PR, Stringer S, Watanabe K, Bryois J, de Leeuw CA, Nagel M, Awasthi S, Barr PB, Coleman
JRI, Grasby KL, Hammerschlag AR, Kaminski JA, Karlsson R, Krapohl E, Lam M, Nygaard M, Reynolds CA,
Trampush JW, Young H, et al. 2018. Genome-wide association meta-analysis in 269,867 individuals identifies

Lencz, Backenroth, et al. eLife 2021;10:€64716. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716 21 of 40


https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-019-0379-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-019-0379-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30926966
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2018.11.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30554720
https://doi.org/10.1097/GIM.0b013e318216db64
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21555947
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rbmo.2013.05.013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23933036
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aay0328
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32426451
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.48376
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31999256
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31999256
https://doi.org/10.1136/medethics-2020-106588
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2020.3042
https://doi.org/10.1038/gim.2014.45
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24810687
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12519-018-0172-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12519-018-0172-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30066049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2019.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2019.07.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31402091
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.64.1.19
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.64.1.19
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17199051
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41437-019-0185-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30723306
https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/deu295
https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/deu295
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25376459
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10815-021-02069-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33534049
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.12.20192922
https://doi.org/10.2202/1557-4679.1115
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20231910
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20231910
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fertnstert.2019.12.034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fertnstert.2019.12.034
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32204876
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-020-0785-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32251405
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2019.12.036
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31981491
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716

e Llfe Research article

Genetics and Genomics

new genetic and functional links to intelligence. Nature Genetics 50:912-919. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41588-018-0152-6, PMID: 29942086

Selzam S, Ritchie SJ, Pingault JB, Reynolds CA, O'Reilly PF, Plomin R. 2019. Comparing within- and Between-
Family polygenic score prediction. The American Journal of Human Genetics 105:351-363. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2019.06.006, PMID: 31303263

Sharp SA, Rich SS, Wood AR, Jones SE, Beaumont RN, Harrison JW, Schneider DA, Locke JM, Tyrrell J, Weedon
MN, Hagopian WA, Oram RA. 2019. Development and standardization of an improved type 1 diabetes genetic
risk score for use in newborn screening and incident diagnosis. Diabetes Care 42:200-207. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.2337/dc18-1785, PMID: 30655379

Shi H, Kichaev G, Pasaniuc B. 2016. Contrasting the genetic architecture of 30 complex traits from summary
association data. The American Journal of Human Genetics 99:139-153. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.
2016.05.013, PMID: 27346688

Smith A, Tilling K, Nelson SM, Lawlor DA. 2015. Live-Birth rate associated with repeat in vitro fertilization
treatment cycles. Jama 314:2654-2662. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2015.17296, PMID: 26717030

So HC, Kwan JS, Cherny SS, Sham PC. 2011. Risk prediction of complex diseases from family history and known
susceptibility loci, with applications for Cancer screening. American Journal of Human Genetics 88:548-565.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2011.04.001, PMID: 21529750

Sueoka K. 2016. Preimplantation genetic diagnosis: an update on current technologies and ethical
considerations. Reproductive Medicine and Biology 15:69-75. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s12522-015-0224-
6, PMID: 29259423

Sullivan PF, Kendler KS, Neale MC. 2003. Schizophrenia as a complex trait: evidence from a meta-analysis of twin
studies. Archives of General Psychiatry 60:1187-1192. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.60.12.1187,
PMID: 14662550

Sunkara SK, Rittenberg V, Raine-Fenning N, Bhattacharya S, Zamora J, Coomarasamy A. 2011. Association
between the number of eggs and live birth in IVF treatment: an analysis of 400 135 treatment cycles. Human
Reproduction 26:1768-1774. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/der106, PMID: 21558332

Takumi T, Tamada K. 2018. CNV biology in neurodevelopmental disorders. Current Opinion in Neurobiology 48:
183-192. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2017.12.004, PMID: 29331932

Tiegs AW, Tao X, Zhan Y, Whitehead C, Kim J, Hanson B, Osman E, Kim TJ, Patounakis G, Gutmann J,
Castelbaum A, Seli E, Jalas C, Scott RT. 2021. A multicenter, prospective, blinded, nonselection study
evaluating the predictive value of an aneuploid diagnosis using a targeted next-generation sequencing-based
preimplantation genetic testing for aneuploidy assay and impact of biopsy. Fertility and Sterility 115:627-637.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fertnstert.2020.07.052, PMID: 32863013

Timmers P, Wilson JF, Joshi PK, Deelen J. 2020. Multivariate genomic scan implicates novel loci and haem
metabolism in human ageing. Nature Communications 11:3570. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-
17312-3, PMID: 32678081

Torkamani A, Wineinger NE, Topol EJ. 2018. The personal and clinical utility of polygenic risk scores. Nature
Reviews Genetics 19:581-590. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41576-018-0018-x, PMID: 29789686

Treff NR, Eccles J, Lello L, Bechor E, Hsu J, Plunkett K, Zimmerman R, Rana B, Samoilenko A, Hsu S, Tellier L.
2019a. Utility and first clinical application of screening embryos for polygenic disease risk reduction. Frontiers in
Endocrinology 10:845. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3389/fend0.2019.00845, PMID: 31920964

Treff NR, Zimmerman R, Bechor E, Hsu J, Rana B, Jensen J, Li J, Samoilenko A, Mowrey W, Van Alstine J,
Leondires M, Miller K, Paganetti E, Lello L, Avery S, Hsu S, Melchior Tellier LCA. 2019b. Validation of
concurrent preimplantation genetic testing for polygenic and monogenic disorders, structural rearrangements,
and whole and segmental chromosome aneuploidy with a single universal platform. European Journal of
Medical Genetics 62:103647. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/].ejmg.2019.04.004, PMID: 31026593

Treff NR, Eccles J, Marin D, Messick E, Lello L, Gerber J, Xu J, Tellier LCAM. 2020. Preimplantation genetic
testing for polygenic disease relative risk reduction: evaluation of genomic index performance in 11,883 adult
sibling pairs. Genes 11:648. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3390/genes11060648

Visscher PM, Wray NR, Zhang Q, Sklar P, McCarthy MI, Brown MA, Yang J. 2017. 10 years of GWAS discovery:
biology, function, and translation. The American Journal of Human Genetics 101:5-22. DOI: https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.ajhg.2017.06.005, PMID: 28686856

Visscher PM, Wray NR. 2015. Concepts and misconceptions about the polygenic additive model applied to
disease. Human Heredity 80:165-170. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1159/000446931, PMID: 27576756

Vujkovic M, Keaton JM, Lynch JA, Miller DR, Zhou J, Tcheandjieu C, Huffman JE, Assimes TL, Lorenz K, Zhu X,
Hilliard AT, Judy RL, Huang J, Lee KM, Klarin D, Pyarajan S, Danesh J, Melander O, Rasheed A, Mallick NH,
et al. 2020. Discovery of 318 new risk loci for type 2 diabetes and related vascular outcomes among 1.4 million
participants in a multi-ancestry meta-analysis. Nature Genetics 52:680-691. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41588-020-0637-y, PMID: 32541925

Wald NJ, Old R. 2019. The illusion of polygenic disease risk prediction. Genetics in Medicine 21:1705-1707.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41436-018-0418-5, PMID: 30635622

Wang K, Gaitsch H, Poon H, Cox NJ, Rzhetsky A. 2017. Classification of common human diseases derived from
shared genetic and environmental determinants. Nature Genetics 49:1319-1325. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/
ng.3931, PMID: 28783162

Watanabe K, Stringer S, Frei O, Umicevi¢ Mirkov M, de Leeuw C, Polderman TJC, van der Sluis S, Andreassen
OA, Neale BM, Posthuma D. 2019. A global overview of pleiotropy and genetic architecture in complex traits.
Nature Genetics 51:1339-1348. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-019-0481-0, PMID: 31427789

Lencz, Backenroth, et al. eLife 2021;10:€64716. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716 22 of 40


https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-018-0152-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-018-0152-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29942086
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2019.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2019.06.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31303263
https://doi.org/10.2337/dc18-1785
https://doi.org/10.2337/dc18-1785
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30655379
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2016.05.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2016.05.013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27346688
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2015.17296
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26717030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2011.04.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21529750
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12522-015-0224-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12522-015-0224-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29259423
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.60.12.1187
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14662550
https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/der106
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21558332
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2017.12.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29331932
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fertnstert.2020.07.052
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32863013
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-17312-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-17312-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32678081
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41576-018-0018-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29789686
https://doi.org/10.3389/fendo.2019.00845
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31920964
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejmg.2019.04.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31026593
https://doi.org/10.3390/genes11060648
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2017.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2017.06.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28686856
https://doi.org/10.1159/000446931
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27576756
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-020-0637-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-020-0637-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32541925
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41436-018-0418-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30635622
https://doi.org/10.1038/ng.3931
https://doi.org/10.1038/ng.3931
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28783162
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-019-0481-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31427789
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716

e Llfe Research article

Genetics and Genomics

Weissbrod O, Flint J, Rosset S. 2018. Estimating SNP-Based heritability and genetic correlation in Case-Control
studies directly and with summary statistics. The American Journal of Human Genetics 103:89-99. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2018.06.002, PMID: 29979983

Weissbrod O, Kanai M, Shi H, Gazal S, Peyrot W, Khera A, Okada Y, Martin A, Finucane H, Price AL, The
Biobank Japan Project. 2021. Leveraging fine-mapping and non-European training data to improve trans-ethnic
polygenic risk scores [Preprint]. Genetic and Genomic Medicine 1:21249483. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1101/
2021.01.19.21249483

Wilkinson J, Malpas P, Hammarberg K, Mahoney Tsigdinos P, Lensen S, Jackson E, Harper J, Mol BW. 2019. Do
?? La Carte menus serve infertility patients? the ethics and regulation of in vitro fertility add-ons. Fertility and
Sterility 112:973-977. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/].fertnstert.2019.09.028, PMID: 31703942

Wray NR, Yang J, Hayes BJ, Price AL, Goddard ME, Visscher PM. 2013. Pitfalls of predicting complex traits from
SNPs. Nature Reviews Genetics 14:507-515. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/nrg3457, PMID: 23774735

Wray NR, Lin T, Austin J, McGrath JJ, Hickie IB, Murray GK, Visscher PM. 2021. From basic science to clinical
application of polygenic risk scores. JAMA Psychiatry 78:101. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.
2020.3049

Wray NR, Goddard ME. 2010. Multi-locus models of genetic risk of disease. Genome Medicine 2:10.

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1186/gm131, PMID: 20181060

Xiong L, Huang L, Tian F, Lu S, Xie XS. 2019. Bayesian model for accurate MARSALA (mutated allele revealed by
sequencing with aneuploidy and linkage analyses). Journal of Assisted Reproduction and Genetics 36:1263-
1271. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10815-019-01451-8, PMID: 31187331

Yan L, Huang L, Xu L, Huang J, Ma F, Zhu X, Tang Y, Liu M, Lian Y, Liu P, Li R, Lu S, Tang F, Qiao J, Xie XS. 2015.
Live births after simultaneous avoidance of monogenic diseases and chromosome abnormality by next-
generation sequencing with linkage analyses. PNAS 112:15964-15969. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.
1523297113, PMID: 26712022

Young Al, Benonisdottir S, Przeworski M, Kong A. 2019. Deconstructing the sources of genotype-phenotype
associations in humans. Science 365:1396-1400. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aax3710,

PMID: 31604265

Zamani Esteki M, Dimitriadou E, Mateiu L, Melotte C, Van der Aa N, Kumar P, Das R, Theunis K, Cheng J, Legius
E, Moreau Y, Debrock S, D'Hooghe T, Verdyck P, De Rycke M, Sermon K, Vermeesch JR, Voet T. 2015.
Concurrent whole-genome haplotyping and copy-number profiling of single cells. The American Journal of
Human Genetics 96:894-912. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2015.04.011, PMID: 25983246

Zeng J, de Vlaming R, Wu Y, Robinson MR, Lloyd-Jones LR, Yengo L, Yap CX, Xue A, Sidorenko J, McRae AF,
Powell JE, Montgomery GW, Metspalu A, Esko T, Gibson G, Wray NR, Visscher PM, Yang J. 2018. Signatures
of negative selection in the genetic architecture of human complex traits. Nature Genetics 50:746-753.

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-018-0101-4, PMID: 29662166

Zeng J, Xue A, Jiang L, Lloyd-Jones LR, Wu Y, Wang H, Zheng Z, Yengo L, Kemper KE, Goddard ME, Wray NR,
Visscher PM, Yang J. 2021. Widespread signatures of natural selection across human complex traits and
functional genomic categories. Nature Communications 12:1164. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-
21446-3, PMID: 33608517

Zenin A, Tsepilov Y, Sharapov S, Getmantsev E, Menshikov LI, Fedichev PO, Aulchenko Y. 2019. Identification of
12 genetic loci associated with human healthspan. Communications Biology 2:41. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/
s42003-019-0290-0, PMID: 30729179

Zhang Y, Qi G, Park JH, Chatterjee N. 2018. Estimation of complex effect-size distributions using summary-level
statistics from genome-wide association studies across 32 complex traits. Nature Genetics 50:1318-1326.

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-018-0193-x, PMID: 30104760

Zhang WY, von Versen-Hoynck F, Kapphahn Kl, Fleischmann RR, Zhao Q, Baker VL. 2019. Maternal and neonatal
outcomes associated with trophectoderm biopsy. Fertility and Sterility 112:283-290. DOI: https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.fertnstert.2019.03.033, PMID: 31103283

Zhang Q, Sidorenko J, Couvy-Duchesne B, Marioni RE, Wright MJ, Goate AM, Marcora E, Huang KL, Porter T,
Laws SM, Sachdev PS, Mather KA, Armstrong NJ, Thalamuthu A, Brodaty H, Yengo L, Yang J, Wray NR, McRae
AF, Visscher PM, Australian Imaging Biomarkers and Lifestyle (AIBL) Study. 2020. Risk prediction of late-onset
Alzheimer's disease implies an oligogenic architecture. Nature Communications 11:4799. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1038/s41467-020-18534-1, PMID: 32968074

Zheng J, Erzurumluoglu AM, Elsworth BL, Kemp JP, Howe L, Haycock PC, Hemani G, Tansey K, Laurin C,
Pourcain BS, Warrington NM, Finucane HK, Price AL, Bulik-Sullivan BK, Anttila V, Paternoster L, Gaunt TR,
Evans DM, Neale BM, Early Genetics and Lifecourse Epidemiology (EAGLE) Eczema Consortium. 2017. LD hub:
a centralized database and web interface to perform LD score regression that maximizes the potential of
summary level GWAS data for SNP heritability and genetic correlation analysis. Bioinformatics 33:272-279.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btwé613, PMID: 27663502

Lencz, Backenroth, et al. eLife 2021;10:€64716. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716 23 of 40


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2018.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2018.06.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29979983
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21249483
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21249483
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fertnstert.2019.09.028
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31703942
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrg3457
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23774735
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2020.3049
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2020.3049
https://doi.org/10.1186/gm131
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20181060
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10815-019-01451-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31187331
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1523297113
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1523297113
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26712022
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aax3710
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31604265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2015.04.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25983246
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-018-0101-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29662166
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-21446-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-21446-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33608517
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42003-019-0290-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42003-019-0290-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30729179
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-018-0193-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30104760
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fertnstert.2019.03.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fertnstert.2019.03.033
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31103283
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-18534-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-18534-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32968074
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btw613
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27663502
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716

e Llfe Research article

Genetics and Genomics
Appendix 1
1 The liability threshold model

The liability threshold model (LTM) is a classic model in quantitative genetics (Dempster and Lerner,
1950; Falconer, 1965; Lynch and Walsh, 1998) and is also commonly used to analyze modern data
(e.g. Wray and Goddard, 2010; So et al., 2011; Lee et al., 2011; Lee et al., 2012; Do et al., 2012,
Hayeck et al., 2017; Weissbrod et al., 2018; Hujoel et al., 2020). Under the LTM, a disease has an
underlying ‘liability’, which is normally distributed in the population, and is the sum of two compo-
nents: genetic and non-genetic (the environment). Further, the LTM assumes an ‘infinitesimal’, or
‘polygenic’ genetic basis, under which a very large number of genetic variants of small effect com-
bine to form the genetic component. An individual is affected if his/her total liability (genetic + envi-
ronmental) exceeds a threshold.
Mathematically, if we denote the liability as y, the LTM can be written as

y=g+te (1)

where y~N(0,1) is a standard normal variable, g~N(0,4?) is the genetic component, with variance
equals to the heritability 42, and e~N(0,1 — h?) is the non-genetic component. In practice, we cannot
measure the genetic component, but only estimate it imprecisely with a polygenic risk score,
denoted s. Following previous work (So et al., 2011; Do et al., 2012; Lee et al., 2012; Treff et al.,
2019a; Karavani et al., 2019), we assume that the LTM can be written, similarly to Equation (1), as

y=s+te, ()

where y~N(0,1) as above, s~N(O,r12)S), where r;fs is the proportion of the variance in liability
explained by the score, and e~N(0,1 - r3,) is the residual of the regression of the liability on s (and is
uncorrelated with s), representing environmental effects as well as genetic factors not accounted for
by the score.

An individual is affected whenever his/her liability exceeds a threshold. The threshold is selected
such that the proportion of affected individuals is equal to the prevalence K, that is, it is equal to zg,
the (1 — K)-quantile of a standard normal variable. Thus,

P(disease) = P(y>zx) =K. (3)

The model is illustrated in Figure 1B of the main text.

2 A model for the scores of n IVF embryos

Consider the polygenic risk scores (for a disease of interest) of n IVF embryos of given parents. We
assume no information is known about the parents, or, in other words, that the parents are randomly
and independently drawn from the population. The scores of the embryos have a multivariate normal
distribution,

s:(sla"'7sn):MVN(0n72)7 (4)

where the means form a vector 0, of n zeros, and the n x n covariance matrix is

1 1
L5 3
Lo

s=2| 2 |, )
3 3 1

The diagonal elements of the matrix are simply the variances of the individual scores of each
embryo. The off-diagonal elements represent the covariance between the scores of the embryos,
who are genetically siblings. Based on standard quantitative genetic theory (Lynch and Walsh,
1998) (see also our previous paper [Karavani et al., 2019]), the covariance between the scores of
two siblings is Cov(s;,s;) =1Var(s), and hence the off-diagonal elements follow. [The non-score com-
ponents (the e terms in Equation (2)) are also correlated. The correlation between the genetic
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components of e is modeled in Section 6. Modeling the correlation between the environmental com-
ponents was unnecessary in this paper — see Section 10].

As we showed in our previous work (Karavani et al., 2019), the scores can be written as a sum of
two independent multivariate normal variables, s = x + ¢, with

r2.
x =(x1,...,%)~MVN (0n7551n> and

r2
c _(ch,..,c,,)~MVN(0m§J,,>7

where 0, is a vector of zeros of length n, I, is the n x n identity matrix, and J,, is the n x n matrix of
all ones. The x;'s and ¢;'s have the same marginal distribution, namely normal with zero mean and
variance rgS/Z each. However, the x/'s are independent, whereas ¢ has a constant covariance matrix,

which means that the ¢/'s are n identical copies of the same random variable,

r2.
c|~N<0,;) andc, =c3=--=c¢c,=c| =c. (7)

Thus, for each embryo

i=1,...,n,

Si=Xx;+c. (8)

2.1 An alternative interpretation: conditioning on the average parental
scores

The decomposition of the score in Equation (8) can also be interpreted as conditioning on the aver-
age score of the parents. To see that, write the maternal score as s, and the paternal score as sx.
The variables (s;, s, s¢) have a multivariate normal distribution,

oy (7 F %
rZ
(si7sm7sf)~MVN 0 ) % rﬁs 0 (9)
o) {2 o »

wh

ps

In the above equation, the variances of all scores are equal to rgs. The covariance terms are

Cov(si,sm) = Cov(si,sr) =1 Var(s) :"7 as the relatedness between between parent and child is the
same as for a pair of siblings. We assume no correlation between the scores of the parents (i.e. no
assortative mating, see Section 10 for a discussion). We are now interested in the conditional density

of s; given s, and s Using standard results for multivariate normal distributions, the conditional den-

sity of s;is N(u,0?), where,

s
()
H 12477 5t (10)
o’ =211*2122;21221,
and
2
il r2S 0
Ellzrgs7212: (% %),221: j 20 = ( (I;‘ 2 ) 1

3 ps

These matrices are the blocks forming the covariance matrix in Equation (9). Carrying out the
matrix calculations, we obtain
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_Smtss
2
2 (12)
;
o =2
2
Thus,
Sm Sy rxzﬂ 2
si~N BREY =N(c,1,/2), (13)

where we defined the shared component cz@ as the average parental score. The variance of ¢

itself, across the population, is Var () zzvaTr(s):rf)S/Z Thus, ¢~N(0,72,/2). In a given family, ¢ is

the same across all embryos. Thus, Equation (13) is equivalent to s; = ¢ +x;, with c~N(07r§S/2) and
x,-~N(0,r§5/2) being an embryo-specific component.

An analogous result holds for the total genetic component of the embryo, g;, simply by replacing
the proportion of variance explained by the score (ris) with the heritability (#2). In other words, if g,

and gy are the maternal and paternal genetic components, respectively, then

2
gi~N<gm+gf /’L) (14)

2 72

3 The disease risk when implanting the embryo with the lowest risk

We assume next that we select for implantation the embryo with the lowest polygenic risk score for
the disease of interest. Our goal will be to calculate the probability of that embryo to be affected.
Since s; = x; + ¢, the score of the selected embryo satisfies

Smin = min(x; +¢,...,x%, +¢)

=min(xy,..., %) +c (15)
= Xmin +C,
where we defined x;, = min(xy,...,x,). Denote by i* the index of the selected embryo (x; = xy)-

The liability of the embryo with the lowest risk is thus

Yir = Smin +ej
= Xin + € + €+ (1 6)
= Xmin 1 €,

where e; is the non-score component of embryo i, and ¢ = ¢+ ¢;:. We have,

2 r2

ro.
Var(&) = Var(c) + Var(e;) :§+(1 —r)=1 —17 (17)

Therefore, the liability of the selected embryo can be written as a sum of two (independent) vari-
ables: X, which is the minimum of n independent (zero mean) normal variables with variance rgs/z
each; and ¢, which is a normal variable with (zero mean and) variance 1 — rgs/Z.

The distribution of x,,;, can be computed based on the theory of order statistics,

; n

In the above equation, the minimum of n variables is greater than ¢ if and only if all variables are

P(xmin>1) = [P(x>1)]"=

greater than . The distribution of each x is normal with zero mean and variance rgs/Z, and hence

P(x>t) =1 —CD( ) where @(-) is the cumulative probability distribution (CDF) of a standard nor-

_t
s/ V2
mal variable.
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We can now compute the probability of the selected embryo to be affected by demanding that
the total liability is greater than the threshold zx. Denote the probability of disease as Py(disease) (s
stands for selected). Conditional on ¢,

Py(disease|e) = P(yr>zx|e)
(xmin + é>ZK)

(xmin>ZK - é) (1 9)
K —é€ "
1-® ,
<’ s/ ﬁﬂ

where in the fourth line, we used Equation (18). Next, denote by f(¢) the density of ¢, and by ¢(-)
the probability density function of a standard normal variable. Given that e~N(0,1 —r2,/2),

P
P

P(disease) :/OO P (disease|e)f (e)de

—0

:[w 1®<z/—fﬂ \/17 \/17 : @ (20)

—o rps/\/—

b(t)dt.

In the third line, we changed variables: r=¢/ lfrgs/2. Equation (20) is our final expression for

the probability of the embryo with the lowest score to be affected.

3.1 The risk reduction when conditioning on the mean parental score

Consider the case when ¢ is given, or, in other words, when we know the mean parental polygenic
score. Let us compute the disease risk in such a case. We start from Equation (16),

Vit = Smin 1 €

(21)
= Xmin +C+ €.
Then,

Py(disease|c,er) = P(yp>zk|er)
P(-xmin +c+ep >ZK)
P(xmin>ZK —Cc—= ei") (22)

g — C— €j+
Y LS )

Finally, with f(e;) denoting the density of ¢;-, and recalling that e;: ~N(07 1- rgs),

where in the last line, we used Equation (18).

Py(disease|c) :/ P (disease|c, e )f (e )de;

:/w 1—cD<ZK_C_e"*>]
J—eo ros/ V2 \/l —r2 \/l 1 (23)
:/jO {1_(1)(L V]_rlz)s)} o(1)dt,

rps/\/j

0

where in the last line, we changed variables, t=e¢;-/,/1 —r}.. Equation (23) thus provides the proba-

bility of disease when we are given the mean parental score c.
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4 The disease risk when excluding high-risk embryos

We now consider the selection strategy in which the implanted embryo is selected at random, as
long as its risk score is not particularly high. Specifically, we assume that whenever possible, embryos
at the top ¢ risk percentiles are excluded. When all embryos have high risk, we assume that a ran-
dom embryo is selected. Let z, be the (1 — g)-quantile of the standard normal distribution. The vari-
ance of the score is r7, and therefore, the score of the selected embryo must be lower than z,7,.

To compute the disease risk in this case, we first condition on the shared, family-specific compo-
nent c. We later integrate over ¢ to derive the risk across the population. Denote by x, the value of x

for the selected embryo, and for the moment, also condition on x,. We have,

P (disease |x,,¢) = P(y>zx|c)
s+e>zx|c)
X;+c+e>zk)

e>7x —X; —C) (24)

P(
P(
P(
P(

K —Xg —C
b)

/1_,2

1 ros

To obtain Py(disease|c), we need to integrate over f(x,), the density of x. In fact, f(x;) is a mixture
of two distributions, depending on whether or not all embryos were high risk. Denote by H the
event that all embryos are high risk, and let us first compute the probability of H. Recall that given c,
the scores of all embryos, s; =x; + ¢, are independent. The event H is equivalent to the intersection

=1-®

of the independent events {s;>z,r,s} for i=1,...,n. Thus, recalling that x;~N(0,7%,/2),

7' ps
n
P(H) =[] Pls>z4ms)
i=1

= H P(xi +¢>z47ps)

i=1

n
= HP(Xi>Zqus —c)

i=1
n
1—® Zqlps — € )
rps/\/i
Given H, we know that all scores were higher than the cutoff, i.e., that x;>z,r,s —c for all
i=1,...,n. An embryo is then selected at random. Thus, x,, the value of x of the selected embryo, is

a realization of a normal random variable truncated from below. Specifically, if f;() is the uncondi-
tional density of x, then for x;>z,rs — ¢,

(25)

1 X5
fr Xs I'ps \/5 ¢ Tps \/5
f(xs ‘H) - P(X>Z(r ) - C) - : Ei{r])n/_c) ’ (26)
qTps 1 7q)(—rp\/\/i>

In the case H did not occur, we select an embryo at random among embryos with score s;<z;rps,
that is, x;<z,rps — c. The density of x; is again, analogously to the above case, a realization of a normal
random variable, but this time truncated from above. For

X<ZqTps — C,

pe) _atat(n)

P(x<z,rps — ¢ L)
( q"ps ) (D<r?,:/ﬁ>

fls|H) = (27)

Using these results, we can write the density of x; when conditioning only on ¢,
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Fi) fxs |H)P(H)+0-P(H) forx,>zyrps —c
Xs = — —
0-P(H)+f(x;|H)P(H) for x,<zgqrps—c¢
ps g ps ‘/_ ZqTps—C n
/ ( /v2 > [ (rps/ 2>:| for xS>qups —C (28)

2qrps—c
'ps/\/—

r»\/~ (r\\/~> e\ 1"
ps/V2" \rps/V2 { [ <zqu ¢>i| } for Xy<ZyTps — C

(I)(“i’p\\/_f) " /‘/Z
ps/V2

We can now integrate over all x,, still conditioning on ¢, and using Equation (24) and some
algebra,

Ps(disease|c)=/ F(xs)Py(disease | x;, ¢)dx;,

) /;ﬂb(,f) {1_
[ (s
ZgTps—C 1—@(%)

- / "ty (©)E o,

1—® <Z‘I Tps — ZK Xs—C de

rpb/f 1/l—r2
Zglps —C K — X,

1— e K XA —C dx,
(’pb/\/i):| 1/l—r;‘;g

(29)

+

where we defined

é(te) —oln)|1- (=22 |

R V00
n(t,y) { e . %},and (30)
[1—®(y)]" fore>vy.

Yie) =V2z— 5.

Equation (29) provides an expression for the probability of a disease given the mean parental
score c.

Finally, we can integrate over all ¢ in order to obtain the probability of disease in the population.
Recalling that ¢~ N(0, rf)s/z) and denoting its density as f(c), and again after some algebra,

P (disease) :/OO P,(disease | c)f (c)dc
- . (31)

- / () [ / (e, B ), 0|

0 0

where we defined

- (32)

ps

Lty = (1) |1 -

B(u) = \/Ezq —u,

and 7(t,-) was defined in Equation (30) above. Equation (31) is our final expression for the proba-
bility of an embryo to be affected after being selected randomly among non-high-risk embryos.

5 The relative risk reduction

We define the relative risk reduction (RRR) as follows. We are given the prevalence K and the proba-
bility of the selected embryo to be affected P(disease) (averaged over the population). Then,
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K — Py(disease) Py (disease)
= =1- . 33
RRR z X (33)

The absolute risk reduction (ARR) is similarly defined as K — Py(disease). For example, if a disease
has prevalence of 5% and an embryo selected based on PRS has an average probability of 3% to be
affected, the relative risk reduction is 40%, while the absolute risk reduction is 2% points.

To use Equation (33), Py(disease) is given by Equation (20) for the lowest-risk prioritization strat-
egy, and by Equation (31) for the high-risk exclusion strategy. We solve the integrals in these equa-
tions numerically in R using the function integrate (see Section 11).

5.1 The per-couple relative risk reduction

The RRR, as defined in Equation (33), is the (complement of the) ratio between two average risks:
the average risk of a random couple that would select an embryo based on its PRS, and the average
risk of a random couple that would select an embryo at random. It can also be seen as the relative
risk reduction between the risks in two hypothetical ‘populations’: one in which all embryos are
selected based on a PRS-based strategy, and one in which all embryos are selected at random.

However, a shortcoming of the population-level RRR definition is that it does not provide informa-
tion on the risk reduction expected for individual couples. In other words, a given couple may wish
to know the extent to which they can reduce disease risk in their children by electing to select an
embryo based on PRS. Conveniently, the only relevant information that characterizes the potential
risk reduction for a given couple (in the absence of phenotypic data) is ¢, the average parental score.

We define the per-couple relative risk reduction, or pcRRR(c), as

peRRR(c) = P, (disease|c) — Py(disease | c) _1 Py(disease|c) (34)

P,(disease|c) - P,(disease|c)’

where P,(disease|c) is the ‘baseline’ risk, that is, the probability of disease of a random embryo (r
stands for random; this can also be seen as the risk in natural procreation). Note that we can similarly
define the absolute risk reduction (ARR) as P,(disease|c) — Py(disease|c).

We have already computed Pg(disease|c) for the two selection strategies (Equations (23) and
(29)). To compute P,(disease | ¢), we write the liability of a random embryo as

y =s+te
=x+c+e (39)

=X+c,

where we defined ¥=x+e. Var(¥)=Var(x)+ Var(e)=r2/2+1—-r2 =1-r2/2, and thus,

— 'ps ps ps

5c~N<07 1- rlz)s/2>. The conditional probability of disease is

P, (disease|c) =P(y>zx|c)

:P(X+C>ZK)
:P()~C>ZK—C) (36)
| K

1-r2/2

ps

5.2 The distribution of the per-couple relative risk reduction

We can compute the probability density of pcRRR(c) across all couples in the population, f,.(x), as
follows,

Je(x) = /:D 8(x —pcRRR(c))f (¢)de, (37)

17 ps

where 8(x) is Dirac’'s delta function, ¢ is the parental average score, and f(c)~N(O r /2) is its
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density. For computing f,.(x) numerically, we sum over 10% quantiles of ¢ (which by definition have
equal probability), and then compute the probability of the pcRRR to have value within each bin,

104
1 0

P(peRRR € [11,2]) =155 > Tpermnieeln ) (38)
i=1

where 1 is the indicator variable, and c; is the i/10* quantile of ¢ (a value such that c is less than c;
with probability (i —0.5)/10%).
The average pcRRR across all couples is

0O

(pcRRR):/ pcRRR(c)f (c)de. (39)

—0

Numerically,

104

1
i=1

Note that Equation (39) is an average of ratios. This is in contrast to Equation (33), which a ratio
of averages. As such, those average risk reductions are not expected to be identical. Empirically,
given that pcRRR(c) depends only weakly on ¢, we found that differences were small. For example,
(pcRRR) was higher than the RRR from Equation (33) by ~0.01 for r%, <0.1 (for K =0.01,0.05,0.2);

P

for example, when K =0.05 and 72, =0.1, (pcRRR) was 0.48, while the RRR was 0.47. Differences

ps

were larger for rgs =0.3; for example, for K =0.05, (pcRRR) was 0.77, while the RRR was 0.72.

5.3 The per-batch relative risk reduction

The pcRRR, that is, Equation (34), can be interpreted as follows. A given couple can choose
between two options: either generate embryos by IVF and select an embryo based on its PRS, or
select an embryo at random (=conceive naturally). The pcRRR quantifies the risk reduction between
the outcomes under these two choices. For each choice, the risk is computed by averaging over all
possible embryos that might have been generated in an IVF cycle. However, one may also wish to
quantify the variability of the outcome for a given couple. This could be accomplished as follows: for
each couple and for each batch of n embryos, compute the relative risk reduction when selecting an
embryo based on PRS vs when selecting at random. We define this quantity as the per-batch relative
risk reduction, or pbRRR.

Modeling the pbRRR is straightforward using our framework. Given the scores of the embryos,
S1,-..,5,, the selected embryo is immediately determined for the lowest-risk prioritization strategy.
For the high-risk exclusion strategy, the selected embryo can be, with equal probability, any of the
embryos that are not high risk (or any embryo if all embryos are high risk). For random selection, the
selected embryo can be any embryo with equal probability. Given the score of the selected embryo,
sy, and given the non-score component, e~N(0,1 — rés), the probability of disease of the selected
embryo is

Py(disease) = P(y>zx|s:i)
P(Sl'* + €>ZK)
=P(e>zg — i)

(41)

K — Six
2
1/1—}’]DS

The probability density of the scores is then given by Equation (13). The distribution of the
pbRRR across batches of embryos can then be computed by integrating over all possible sets of n
scores, similarly to Equation (37). However, this would be tedious in practice, and we do not pursue
this direction here.

=1-@
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6 The risk reduction conditional on family history

In the following, we compute the relative risk reduction when the disease status of the parents is
given.

6.1 Model

Let us rewrite our model for the liability as

y=s+w+e. (42)

Here, w represents all genetic factors not included in the score. We keep track of both s and w,
because both are inherited, and hence, information on the disease status of the parents will be infor-
mative on their values in children (see below). However, we need to track each term separately
because selection is only based on s. As in Section 1, we assume s, w, and ¢ are independent,
y=N(0,1), s~N(0,73,), and e~N(0,1 —h?), and thus w~N(0,h* —r3,).

We derive the risk to the embryos in two main steps. First, we assume that the values of s and w
are known for each parent, and compute the risk of the embryo under each selection strategy (low-
est-risk prioritization, high-risk exclusion, or random selection). Then, we derive the posterior distri-
bution of the parental genetic components given the parental disease status, and integrate over
these components to obtain the final risk estimate.

6. 2 The risk of the selected embryo given its score

Denote the maternal score as s, and the paternal score as s; denote similarly w,, and wy, and
assume that they are given. Also denote g,, = s, + wy, and gr = sy + wy. As we explained in Section
2.1, for any child i, the distribution of the score s; is

r2.
s,-~N<Sm—2~_sf,;”>or si=c+xj, (43)

where ¢ = (s,, +57)/2 and x;~N(0,7%,/2). Similarly, the distribution of the non-score genetic compo-

7' ps

nent is

W —r2
w,-~N<W’”T+Wf7T‘”)or = s

where v,-~N<07 (h? — rgs)/2>.

Given the parental genetic components, we can write the liability of each embryo as, for

i=1,...,n,

)’izsm—zi_sf-i'xi-i'wm—;wf-’-vi-#éi, (45)

where ¢,~N(0,1—h?). All the three random variables in the above equation (x;, v;, and ¢;) are inde-
pendent, and x; and v; are each independent across embryos. (It is not necessary to specify whether
the ¢; are independent.) Denote the event that embryo i is affected as D;, and condition on the value
of x; for that embryo. The probability of disease is

P(Di‘sm7wm7sf7w707xi) :P(yi>ZK ‘sm’wmwsﬁwf’xi)

:P(w-i-xi-i-w—w-i-vi-i-ep@)
Sm+Sr wn+wr
:P<v,-+e,->zK—"Tf—mTj—x,-) (46)

=3 — 3
J1-m/2—1% )2

The last line holds because Var(vi+¢) = (h* =) /2+ (1 =h*) =1 —h* /2 =1} /2.
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We henceforth denote Dy as the event that the selected embryo is affected. In the next three sub-
sections, we integrate the probability of the disease over x; where the distribution of x; will vary
depending on the selection strategy. This will give us the disease risk given the parental genetic
components.

6.3 Selecting the lowest-risk embryo
Denote by x; the embryo-specific component of the embryo with the lowest such component. Recall

that for each embryo, x;~N(0,77,/2). We can use the theory of order statistics, as in previous sec-

tions, to compute the density of x;:.

n—1
fxi) :7@5 ; \/§¢ (rps / \/§> [1 (D<rps / ﬁ)} : (47)

Equation (46) can now be integrated over all x;,. After changing variables 1 =x; /(rps/Vv2), we
obtain

P(DS |sm,wm7sf7wf) =

- sty w5
B T ) R e s e 503
N 1=k /2=r5/2 (48)

dt.

0 r"+f_ ¥
= [t -t |1 - E el 2
o 1-n)2-12,/2

Note that the final result depends only on g,,, and gr. Thus, Equation (48) can be integrated over
9m and gr (according to their posterior distribution given the family disease history; see Section 6.6)
to provide the disease risk probability.

6.4 Excluding high-risk embryos

Here, the density of the score of the selected embryo is given by Equation (28), which continues to
hold, with ¢ = (s, + s7)/2.

1 Xs
ff¢(f> e "
Tos/V2T \rps/V2 ). [1 _q)<~a’r_‘)} for x;>z4rps — ¢
o <q,f) s/ V2
ps/V2
flx) = w
1
M 1 —@(am)]" =
swn el Ll Ll v for %<z, —¢
Py

Integrating over all x,, following similar steps as in Section 4, we obtain, denoting by D; the event
that the selected embryo is affected,

P(Dy |y Wy sy,087) = / (e, 7)€(r)dr, (50)

—o0

where we defined

2k —trpe /AL
(0 =01 -0(* )

=(1) {1 —<1>(7ZK”’*’*/ V2 fﬂ ;
V1-122=1% ]2

o) for t<
n(ty) = { oY g
[1-®(y)]""" fort>y

Y :ﬁzq—m.

(51
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Here, Equation (50) depends on c¢,g,,gr, and they must be integrated over to obtain the final
disease probability.

6.5 The baseline risk

To compute the relative risk reduction, we need the baseline risk, that is, the risk when selecting a
embryo at random given the parental genetic components. We have

P(DS|SWI7WWI7Sf7Wf) :P(yi>ZK)

Sm+ S Wy +Ww
=P( 2f+x,-+ 5 'f+vi+ei>zl(>

= P()C,' +Vv;+€>2x — w> (52)

K _ 8mtgr
=1-0o —2_).
Ny
The last line holds because Var(x; +vi+¢) =12 /2 + (B> = r2)) /24 (1 = i*) = 1 = h? /2.

6.6 The disease risk conditional on the parental disease status

In subsections 6.3, 6.4, and 6.5, we computed the disease probability under the various strategies
given the parental genetic components. For the baseline risk and for the lowest-risk prioritization
strategy, the risk depended only on g,, and gr For the high-risk exclusion strategy, the risk also
depended on c. In this section, we compute the posterior probability of these genetic components
conditional on the disease status of the parents.

Denote by D,, the indicator variable that the mother is affected (i.e. D,, =1 if the mother is
affected and D,, = 0 otherwise), and define Dy similarly. The risk of the selected embryo conditional
on the parental disease status can be written as

P(Ds‘DmaDj‘) :///dgmdgf'ch(Ds|gmagfaCvaan)f(gmagfvc|Dvaf)
(53)

:///dgmdgijP(Ds|gmagf7c)f(c|gm3gf)f(gm7g/|Dm7D/)

The second line of Equation (53) consists of three terms. The first is P(DS \gm,gf,c), which was
computed in the previous subsections for the various selection strategies. Note that we assumed
P(Dy | gm: &> ¢; D, Dy) = P(Dy|gm.gr,c). This holds because given the genetic components of the
parents, their disease status does not provide additional information on the disease status of the
children, at least under a model where the environment is not shared (see Section 10). The second
term is the density of ¢, which can be similarly written as f(c|gn,8s Dm,Dr) =f(c|&m.&r)- The third
term is the posterior distribution of g,, and gr given the parental disease status, f(gu,g|Dm,Dy). In
the following, we derive the third term and then the second term.

Note that if P(D; | gm,8&r,c) = P(Dy|gm, &), as in the case of the baseline risk (Equation (52)) and
the lowest-risk prioritization (Equation (48)), the risk of the selected embryo can be simplified by
integrating over ¢,

P(Ds‘Dman) ://dgmdng(Ds|gmvgf)f(gm7gf|Dm7Df) (54)

6.7 The distribution of the parental genetic components given the parental
disease status
First, we assume (given that we did not model assortative mating) that given one parent’s disease

status, his/her genetic component is independent of the spouse’s disease status or genetic factors.
Thus, the posterior distribution can be factored into
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f(gm: 87| D, Dy) = (gm | D) (&5 | Dy)- (55)

Next, without loss of generality, we focus on just the mother. To derive the posterior distribution
f(gm|Dm), we first need the prior, g, ~N(0,A?).

e = 6(52)- (56
Next, the likelihood that the mother is affected is
PO = 1] 0) = PU>26) = Plan + >3 = Ple>sc - ) =1 -0 =52 ), 57)
Similarly,
P(szo\gm):®<%). (58)

Using Bayes' theorem,

- 1—@(xtn)|Lp (s
f(gmleI)P(Dmp(Dug—m)l[)”(gM)[ <ﬁ?)]h (h>~ (59)

Similarly,

PDm:0 m r\ém (I) % ld)(&)
Flan Do =0 =51 P(D|g:)o§ n) (T)IZ = (60)

The same results hold for f(gr| Dy = 1) and f(gs| Dy =1). We have thus specified the posterior dis-
tribution f(gm,&s | D, Dy).

6.8 The distribution of the parental mean score given the parental genetic
components

The final missing term is f(c|gm., g)- To compute this distribution, we note that ¢, g, and gr have a
multivariate normal distribution,

2ok
0\ (2 = 7
(C7gm7gf)~MVN 0 ) % h2 0 (61)
0 2,
oo R

To explain the above equation, recall that Var(c) =rZ,/2 and Var(g,) = Var(g;) = h?. Then,

2

" 1 1 1 2,
Sm 5 ,gm> ZECov(sm,gm) :ECov(sm,sm + W) :zVar(sm) :%. (62)

2

Cov(c,gm) = Cov(

A similar result holds for the paternal genetic component. To compute the density of ¢ given g,
and gy, we use standard theory for multivariate normal variables (as in Section 2.1). We have

C|gm7gf~N(:u'70-2)7 (63)

with
rés gm“’gf 2 rés h2 2 64
n=ii (13 %) o =g = ). )

We have thus specified f(c| gm, &f)-

Lencz, Backenroth, et al. eLife 2021;10:€64716. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716 35 of 40


https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.64716

eLife

Genetics and Genomics

6.9 Summary of the computation

In summary, for the high-risk exclusion strategy, the probability of disease of the selected embyro
given the parental disease status is given by Equation (53), with P(Ds|gn,gs,c) given in Equa-
tion (50) and f(c|gm, g) in Equation (63). The conditional probability of disease for the lowest-risk
prioritization strategy and for random selection (the baseline risk) is given by Equation (54), with
P(Dy|gm, &) given in Equations (48) and Equation (52), respectively. For all selection strategies,
f(&m:&r | Dm,Dy) is given by Equations (55), (59), and (60), depending on the particular family
history.

Numerically, computing the baseline disease risk requires two integrals (over g, and gg. Comput-
ing the risk for the lowest-risk prioritization strategy requires three integrals (over g, gs and i).
Computing the risk for the high-risk exclusion strategy requires four integrals (over g, gs ¢, and 7).

7 Two diseases

Prioritizing embryos based on low risk for a target disease may increase risk for a second disease, if
that disease is genetically anti-correlated with the target disease. In this section, we develop a model
for the PRSs of two diseases in order to investigate this risk.

We denote the variance explained by the scores of the two diseases as r} and r2, where disease 1
is the target disease (i.e. embryos are prioritized based on their risk for that disease), and disease 2
is the correlated disease. Denote the genetic correlation between the diseases as p (where p<0 is
the case raising the concern about increasing the risk of the correlated disease), the scores of a child

as s and s, the scores of the mother as sﬁ,p and sﬁf), and the scores of the father as s}-l) and s}z).

The vector (s, 5@ 5D s2) s}l),s](cz)) has a multivariate normal distribution, with zero means, and with

m ' m

the following covariance matrix (extending Equation (9)).

SO 5@ (@ (@)

(
m m S Sy
2 2
2 n prir n prnr
s n prirz. 5 5 % 2
2 2
2 2 prir n prir n
S( ) priry ry 2 2 2
(1) 2
3= Sy %1 me r% prir 0 0 (65)
2
S;(n) prir [ 2 0 0
) 3 prir sy
¥ i o 0 0 2 rLr
) 2 2 1 prir
N 2
T
s prérz 2 0 0 prin r%

In the above covariance matrix, we assumed that the correlation between the scores of the two
diseases is also p. The covariance between parent-child scores for different diseases is half the

covariance of the scores within an individual (e.g. see Karavani et al., 2019).
Next, we need the density of (s, 5)), conditional on <sf7}),sff>,s;-]),sj<-2)>. We follow a similar pro-

cedure as in Section 2.1, and obtain the conditional density of (s(!),5s)) as MVN(y,, Z,) with

(1 (1)
Sm +sp noopnn
_ 2 _ 2
HPe=1 0o o X = 2 . (66)
S+, prirn 13
5 2 2

We would like to compute the expected increase in risk to become affected by the second dis-
ease, given any selection strategy of embryos based on a PRS for the first disease. Solving this prob-
lem analytically is beyond the scope of this work. However, the above results imply a method we
could use for simulations.

Let us first consider how to draw the average parental scores, which we denote M=
(sf,}) +s}-])>/2 and ¢@ = (sﬁ,f) +s/(»2))/2. The vector (c!V),c) has a multivariate normal distribution

with zero means (as each parental score has zero mean in the population), and the following covari-
ance matrix. The variances are Var(c!)) = r}/2 and Var(c®) = r2/2. The covariance is
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() @)

(1) (2)
Cov(c(l),c'(z)) :COV<sm +5 7sm +5;

1 717
_1 (1 (@) P
> : ) 2COV(sm s) . (67)

2

Thus, the covariance matrix is equal to X, from Equation (66) above. This suggests the following
simple algorithm for generating the risk scores of the embryos.

2 2
(1) 0 noopnn (1) (1 noopnn
¢ 2 2 Si ¢ 2 2 .
(C(2)> MVN (0>, o 2 , (sl@ MVN S RN ci=1,....n. (68)

2 2 2 2

In our simulations, we select an embryo based on its score for disease 1, according to a selection
strategy. We draw the non-score component for disease 1 of the selected embryo as
e ~N(0,1—7r?), and the liability of the embryo for that disease is then y(!) =51 + (). We draw the
liability for disease 2 of the selected embryo similarly. In our simulations, we draw e(!) and e® inde-
pendently, even though they are correlated. [Any genetic component not included in the score
should be correlated between the diseases, and the environments affecting the two diseases may be
correlated as well.] We do this because we are only interested in the marginal outcome for each dis-
ease separately (i.e. not in the joint outcome of the two diseases). The selected embryo is desig-
nated as affected by each disease if the liability of that disease exceeds its respective threshold.

We note that the above model represents the following approximation. As the scores are (noisily)
estimating the total genetic effects, the score of one disease is correlated with the non-score genetic
component of the other disease. Thus, a more accurate expression for the liability to disease 2

1)

would take into account not only sl@ but also sl( . However, the dependence is expected to be

weak.

8 Comparison to previous work

In the ‘gwern’ blog (Gwern, 2018), the utility of embryo selection for traits and/or diseases was
investigated. For disease risk, a model similar to ours was studied, based on the liability threshold
model. However, the model assumed that given the polygenic score, the distribution of the remain-
ing contribution to the liability has unit variance, instead of 1 — 12 (the function liabilityThreshold-
Value therein). Further, the blog provided only numerical results, and it did not consider the
variability in the gain, the high-risk exclusion strategy, the risk reduction conditional on the parental
scores or disease status, and the per-couple relative risk reduction. Treff et al. (Treff et al., 2019a)
also employed the liability threshold model to evaluate embryo selection for disease risk. However,
they did not consider the high-risk exclusion strategy, and did not compute analytically the risk
reduction. They only provided simulation results for the case when a parent is affected based on an
approximate model.

9 Simulations

Our analytical results in the above sections provide exact expressions for the relative risk reduction
under various settings in the form of integrals, which we then solve numerically. To validate our ana-
lytical derivations and the numerical solutions, we also simulated the scores of embryos under each
setting, and verified that the empirical risk reductions agree with the analytical predictions.

To simulate the scores of embryos, we used the representation s; = x; + ¢, where (x,...,x,) are
independent normals with zero means and variance rgs/Z, and ¢~N(0, rgs/Z) is shared across all
embryos. Thus, for each ‘couple’, we first draw ¢, then draw n independent normals (xi,...,x,), and
then compute the score of embryo i as s; = x; + ¢, for i =1,...,n. The score of the selected embryo
was the lowest among the n embryos in the lowest-risk prioritization strategy. For the high-risk exclu-
sion strategy, we selected the first embryo with score s<z,r. If no such embryo existed, we selected
the first embryo (except for one analysis, in which, if all embryos were high-risk, we selected the
embryo with the lowest score). We then drew the residual of the liability as e~N(0,1 — %), and com-
puted the liability as s* + e, where s* is the score of the selected embryo. If the liability exceeded the
threshold zx, we designated the embryo as affected. We repeated over 10° couples, and computed
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the probability of disease as the fraction of couples in which the selected embryo was affected. We
computed the relative risk reduction using Equation (33).

For the setting when the parental risk scores are given, we computed ¢ as ¢ = (s, + 57)/2. We
specified the maternal score as a percentile p,,, such that the score itself was s,, = z,,rps, Wwhere z,, is
the p,, percentile of the standard normal distribution. We similarly specified the paternal score. The
remaining calculations were as above. For the baseline risk, we used the same data, assuming that
the first embryo in each family was selected.

When conditioning on the parental disease status, we first drew the three independent parental
components, all as normal variables with zero mean. We drew s,, and sy with variance 2

ps;
with variance h? — rf)s;
Ym = Sm + Wi + €, and designated the mother as affected if y,>zx. We similarly assigned the pater-

nal disease status. We then drew the score of each embyro as s; = ¢ + x;, where ¢ = (s,, + s7)/2 (using

wm and wy

and ¢, and ¢ with variance 1 —h%. We computed the maternal liability as

the already drawn parental scores) and x;~N(0,r;,/2), for i=1,...,n, are independent across
embryos. We selected one embryo based on the selection strategy, as described above. If s* is the
score of the selected embryo, we computed the liability of the selected embyro as
"+ (Wm +wy) /2 4+ v + ¢, where v=N(0, (h* — r%)/2) and e~N(0,1 — h*). We designated the embryo
as affected if its liability exceeded zx. We tallied the proportion of affected embryos separately for
each number of affected parents (0,1, or 2). To compute the baseline risk, we again used the first
embryo in each family.

For two diseases, we do not have an analytical solution for the change in risk of the second dis-
ease. We thus evaluated the risk using simulations only. We considered the lowest-risk prioritization
strategy and the case of random parents. For each couple and for each embryo, we generated poly-
genic scores for the two diseases as outlined in Section 7. We selected the embryo with the lowest
score for the target disease, but then considered the score of that embryo for the second, correlated
disease. Denote by s* the score of the selected embryo for the second disease. We drew the resid-
ual of the liability for the second disease as ¢ ~N(0,1 — 2), and the liability of the embryo for that
disease was then s*2 + ¢, If the liability exceeded the threshold of that disease, we designated
the embryo as affected. We also repeated for a random selection of an embryo for each couple. We
computed the relative risk increase based on the ratio between the risks with or without PRS-based
selection.

10 Limitations of the model

Our model has a number of limitations. First, our results rely on several modeling assumptions. (1)
We assumed an infinitesimal genetic architecture for the disease, which will not be appropriate for
oligogenic diseases or when screening the embryos for variants of very large effect. We did not
assess the robustness of our theoretical results to deviations from normality in the tails of the distri-
butions of the genetic and non-genetic components (although the good agreement with the simula-
tions based on the real genomic data provide some support that the model is reasonable). (2)
Assumption (1) implies that the variance of the scores of children is always half the population vari-
ance, regardless of the value of the parental PRSs or the disease considered (Equation 13). How-
ever, as shown in Chen et al., 2020, the variance of the scores in children can vary across families.
On the other hand, Chen et al. also showed (Figure 3C therein) that between-family differences
decrease when increasing the number of variants included in the PRS; and, as we showed here, the
differences seem to be explained mostly by sampling variance. (3) Our model also assumes no assor-
tative mating, which seems reasonable given that for genetic disease risk, correlation between
parents is weak (Rawlik et al., 2019), and given that our previous study of traits showed no differ-
ence in the results between real and random couples (Karavani et al., 2019). (4) When conditioning
on the parental disease status, we assumed independence between the environmental component
of the child and either genetic or environmental factors influencing the disease status of the parents.
Family-specific environmental factors were shown to be small for complex diseases (Wang et al.,
2017). The influence of parental genetic factors on the child’s environment is discussed in the next
paragraph. Both of these influences, to the extent that they are significant, are expected to reduce
the degree of risk reduction.
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Second, we assumed that the proportion of variance (on the liability scale) explained by the score
is rgs, but we did not specify how to estimate it. Typically, rgs is computed and reported by large
GWASs based on an evaluation of the score in a test set. However, the variance that will be
explained by the score in other cohorts, using other chips, and particularly, in other populations, can
be substantially lower (Martin et al., 2019). Relatedly, the variance explained by the score, as esti-
mated in samples of unrelated individuals, is inflated due to population stratification, assortative
mating, and indirect parental effects (‘genetic nurture’) (Kong et al., 2018; Young et al., 2019;
Morris et al., 2020; Mostafavi et al., 2020), where the latter refers to trait-modifying environmental
effects induced by the parents based on their genotypes. These effects do not contribute to predic-
tion accuracy when comparing polygenic scores between siblings (as when screening IVF embryos),
and thus, the variance explained by polygenic scores in this setting can be substantially reduced, in
particular for cognitive traits. However, recent empirical work on within-family disease risk prediction
showed that the reduction in accuracy is at most modest (Lello et al., 2020), and within-siblings-
GWAS yielded similar results to unrelated-GWAS for most physiological traits (Howe et al., 2021).

Third, we implicitly assumed that polygenic scores could be computed with perfect accuracy
based on the genotypes of IVF embryos. However, embryos are genotyped based on DNA from a
single or very few cells, and whole-genome ampilification results in high rates of allele dropout. Fur-
ther, embryos are often sequenced to low depth. However, we and others have shown that very
accurate genotyping of IVF embryos is feasible (Backenroth et al., 2019; Kumar et al., 2015;
Natesan et al., 2014; Treff et al., 2019b; Xiong et al., 2019; Yan et al., 2015, Zamani Esteki
et al., 2015). Either way, even if sequencing errors do occur, their effect can be readily taken into
account. Suppose that r is the proportion of variance in liability explained by a perfectly genotyped

PRS, and that r, ,, is the squared correlation between the true score and the imputed score of an
embryo (which can be estimated experimentally). Then r2 =5 -1, ., Where r is the variance

explained by the observed score, that is, the index used in our models.

Fourth, we did not model the process of IVF and the possible reasons for loss of embryos. Rather,
we assumed that n viable embryos are available that would have led to live birth if implanted. The
original number of fertilized oocytes would typically be greater than n (see, e.g. the ‘gwern’ blog for
more detailed modeling). Similarly, we did not model the age-dependence of the number of
embryos; again, we rather assume n viable embryos are available. Finally, we assumed a single
embryo transfer. In principle, transfer of, for example, two embryos is straightforward to simulate:
we can select two embryos based on the selection strategy (e.g., under lowest-risk prioritization,
select the two embryos with the lowest PRSs). Then, if only one of them is born, we can assume that
the child is each of the embryos with probability 0.5. We expect the RRR to somewhat decrease
under multiple embryo transfer, for both the lowest-risk prioritization and high-risk exclusion selec-
tion strategies. However, an analytical derivation seems difficult.

Fifth, the residual e in Equation (2) (y = s + ¢) has a complex pattern of correlation between sib-
lings. As noted in Section 1, e has contributions from both genetic and environmental factors. The
genetic covariance between siblings is straightforward to model (as in Section 2). However, the pro-
portion of variance in liability explained by shared environment needs to be estimated and can be
large (Lakhani et al., 2019). Further, embryos from the same IVF cycle (when only one is actually
implanted) would have experienced the same early developmental environment and are thus
expected to share even more environmental factors, similarly to twins. In the current work, the corre-
lation between non-genetic factors across embryos does not enter our derivations. However, care
must be taken in any attempt to model the joint phenotypic outcomes of multiple embryos.

Finally, in this work, we modeled various scenarios for the ascertainment of the parents: either
randomly, or based on their scores, or based on their disease status. In future work, it will be inter-
esting to model other settings of family history, such as the presence of an affected child. Further, it
is likely that parents will attempt to screen the embryos for more than one disease (Treff et al.,
2020). In future work, it will be important to model screening for multiple diseases and compute the
expected outcomes.
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11 Code availability

The R code we used to implement all modeling in this paper and generate the
corresponding figures can be found at https://github.com/scarmi/embryo_selection.
To give two examples, below is an R function that computes the relative risk reduction under the
lowest-risk prioritization strategy for randomly ascertained parents.
library (MASS)
risk reduction lowest = function(r,K,n)
{
zk = gnorm (K, lower.tail=F)
integrand lowest = function(t)
return (dnorm(t) *pnorm ( (zk-t*sqrt (1-rA2/2)) / (r/sqrt(2)), lower.tail=F)An)
risk = integrate (integrand lowest,-Inf, Inf)$value
return ( (K-risk) /K)

The R function below computes the relative risk reduction under the high-risk exclusion strategy
(for randomly ascertained parents).
risk reduction exclude = function(r,K, g, n)
{
zk = gqnorm (K, lower.tail=F)
zg = gqnorm(q, lower.tail=F)
integrand t = function (t,u)
return (dnorm(t) *pnorm ( (zk-r/sqrt (2) * (u+t)) /sqrt (1-rA2), lower.tail=F))
integrand u = function (us)
{
y = numeric (length (us))
for (i in seq_along(us))
{
u=us[i]
beta = zg*sqrt (2) -u
internal intl = integrate (integrand t,-Inf,beta,u)$value
denoml = pnorm (beta)
if (denoml==0) {denoml=1e-300} # Avoid dividing by zero
numerl = 1-pnorm (beta, lower.tail=F) An
internal int2 = integrate(integrand t,beta,Inf,u)$value
prefactor2 = pnorm(beta, lower.tail=F)A(n-1)
y[i] =dnorm(u) * (numerl/denoml*internal intl + prefactor2*internal int2)
}
return (y)
}
risk = integrate (integrand u,-Inf, Inf)$value
return ( (K-risk) /K)
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