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Abstract

Colorectal cancer (CRC) is the second most common cancer in women and third most common cancer
in men. Genome-wide association studies have identified numerous genetic variants (SNPs)
independently associated with CRC. The effects of such SNPs can be combined into a single polygenic
risk score (PRS). Stratification of individuals according to PRS could be introduced to primary and
secondary prevention. Our aim was to combine risk stratification of a sex-specific PRS model with

recommendations for individualized CRC screening.

Previously published PRS models for predicting the risk of CRC were collected from the literature. These
were validated on the UK Biobank (UKBB) consisting of a total of 458 696 quality-controlled genotypes
with 1810 and 1348 prevalent male cases, and 2410 and 1810 incident male and female cases. The best
performing sex-specific model was selected based on the AUC in prevalent data and independently
validated in the incident dataset. Using Estonian CRC background information, we performed absolute
risk simulations and examined the ability of PRS in risk stratifying individual screening
recommendations. The best-performing model included 91 SNPs. The C-index of the best performing
model in the dataset was 0.613 (SE = 0.007) and hazard ratio (HR) per unit of PRS was 1.53 (1.47 — 1.59)
for males. Respective metrics for females were 0.617 (SE = 0.006) and 1.50 (1.44 - 1.58).

PRS risk simulations showed that a genetically average 50-year-old female doubles her risk by age 58
(55 in males) and triples it by age 63 (59 in males). In addition, the best performing PRS model was able
to identify individuals in one of seven groups proposed by Naber et al. for different coloscopy screening

recommendation regimens.

We have combined PRS-based recommendations for individual screening attendance. Our approach is
easily adaptable to other nationalities by using population-specific background data of other genetically
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Introduction

Colorectal cancer (CRC) is the second most common cancer in women and third most common cancer
in men with an estimated 500 000 new cancer cases (1). Recent work has elucidated the importance of
genetic events leading to colorectal cancer based on clinical and molecular studies of colorectal tumors

2, 3).

CRC prevalence is likely to grow in the future so it is necessary to develop approaches to pre-
diagnosis screening (4). The current programs that use both invasive and non-invasive methods mostly
target the population in ages 50-74 years (5, 6). General guidelines continue to evolve and current
population screening in Europe is mostly performed using a fecal occult blood test (FOBT) and
coloscopy (7) but participation remains quite low even in groups with a family history of CRC (8). In most
countries that use the FOBT, screening is available in every 2 years. The screening schedule is less

frequent with coloscopy and flexible sigmoidoscopy, generally every 10 years (9).

Colorectal cancer is known to have a significant genomic component with an estimated heritability of
around 12-35% (10). Family-based studies have identified rare high-penetrance mutations in at least a
dozen genes, but collectively, these account for only a small fraction of familial risk - 5% of colorectal
cancers arise in the setting of a well-established Mendelian inherited disorder (11). Frequently
described CRC-predisposition genes include APC, MLH1, MSH2, MSHé, PMS2, STK11, MUTYH,
SMAD4, BMPR1A, PTEN, TP53, CHEK2, POLD1, POLE (12-14). Individuals with specific genetics linked
hereditary CRC syndromes typically involve much more intense screening regimens often with annual
coloscopy starting in young adulthood (15). Testing for genes associated with highly penetrant

hereditary CRC syndromes is likely to provide significant clinical benefits in a cost-effective manner (16).

CRC risk factors have shown promise to stratify uniform screening programs (17, 18). Risk prediction
models are attractive as they are non-invasive and are easier to implement in a general population or
primary care screening setting. Known conventional risk factors include age, obesity, a diet high in fat
and low in fibre, alcohol consumption, smoking, type Il diabetes, and a family history of CRC (19).
Published models include data routinely available from electronic health records such as age, gender,
and body mass index (BMI), to more complex models containing detailed information about lifestyle
factors and genetic biomarkers (20). QCancer10 (21) performs well in men, others include Tao et al.
(2014) (22), Driver et al. (23), Ma et al. (2010) (24), Wells et al. (2014) (25). However, sporadic cancers
derived from a larger number of common, low-penetrance genetic variants with individually small
effects account for 70% of all CRC cases (26). Therefore, it would be important for risk

stratification to apply information from the low penetrance genetic variants.
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Genome-wide association studies (GWASs) for sporadic CRC have been extensively applied to
identify independent signals associated with modifications in CRC risk (27-39). A recent study by
Huyghe et al. enhanced the number of known independent signals for CRC to around 100 (11).
Individual SNPs can be aggregated into a polygenic risk score (PRS). The combination of a large
number of such SNPs in genetic risk scores has been demonstrated to enable relevant risk stratification
(40-44). As such, PRS complements other factors that identify groups with modified risk and could serve

as a stand-alone method for risk stratification before the diagnostic screening (45).

The aim of this study is to evaluate the CRC risk prediction performance of several published PRS and to
assess its use as a risk stratification approach in the context of Estonia. Concretely, we aim to develop a

model to input information into a PRS risk-stratified CRC screening regimen.

Methods

Participant data of UK Biobank

This study used genotypes from the UK Biobank cohort (obtained 07.11.2019) and made available to
Antegenes under application reference number 53602. The data was collected, genotyped using either
the UK BILEVE or Affymetrix UK Biobank Axiom Array. Colorectal cancer cases in the UK Biobank cohort
were retrieved by the status of ICD-10 codes C18, C19, and C20. We additionally included cases with
self-reported UK Biobank code “1020".

Quality control steps and in detail methods applied in imputation data preparation have been
described by the UKBB and made available at

http://www.ukbiobank.ac.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2014/04/UKBiobank_genotyping_QC_documentation-web.pdf. We applied additional

quality controls on autosomal chromosomes. First, we removed all variants with allele frequencies
outside 0.1% and 99.9%, genotyping call rate <0.1, imputation (INFO) score <0.4 and Hardy-Weinberg
equilibrium test p-value < 1E-6. Sample quality control filters were based on several pre-defined UK
Biobank filters. We removed samples with excessive heterozygosity, individuals with sex chromosome
aneuploidy, and excess relatives (> 10). Additionally, we only kept individuals for whom the submitted

gender matched the inferred gender, and the genotyping missingness rate was below 5%.

Quality controlled samples were divided into prevalent and incident datasets for females and males
separately. The prevalent datasets included CRC cases diagnosed before Biobank recruitment with 5
times as many controls without the diagnosis. Incident datasets included cases diagnosed in any of the

linked databases after recruitment to the Biobank and all controls not included in the prevalent dataset.
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Prevalent datasets were used for identifying the best sex-specific candidate model and the incident

datasets were used to obtain an independent PRS effect estimate on CRC status.

Model selection from candidate risk models

We searched the literature for PRS models in the public domain. The requirements for inclusion to the
candidate set were the availability of the chromosomal location, reference and alternative allele, minor
allele frequency, and an estimator for the effect size either as odds ratio (OR) or its logarithm (log-OR)
specified for each genetic variant. In cases of iterative model developments on the same underlying
base data, we retained chronologically newer ones. The search was performed with Google Scholar and
PubMed web search engines by working through a list of publications using the search [“Polygenic risk
score” or "genetic risk score” and “colorectal cancer”], and then manually checking the results for the
inclusion criteria. We additionally pruned the PRS from multi-allelic, non-autosomal, non-retrievable

variants based on bioinformatics re-analysis with lllumina GSA-24v1 genotyping.

PRSs were calculated as PRS = Z{"ﬁi(iﬁzo w;jxj), where w;; is the probability of observing genotype j,
where j€{0,1,2) for the i-th SNP; m is the number of SNPs; and B; is the effect size of the i-th SNP
estimated in the PRS. The mean and standard deviation of PRS in the cohort were extracted to
standardize individual risk scores to Gaussian. We tested the assumption of normality with the mean of

1000 Shapiro-Wilks test replications on a random subsample of 1000 standardized PRS values.

Next, we evaluated the relationship between CRC status and standardized PRS in the two sex-specific
prevalent datasets with a logistic regression model to estimate the logistic regression-based odds ratio
per 1 standard deviation of PRS (ORsd), its p-value, model Akaike information criterion (AIC) and Area
Under the ROC Curve (AUC). The logistic regression model was compared to the null model using the
likelihood ratio test and to estimate the Nagelkerke and McFadden pseudo-R% We selected the

candidate model with the highest AUC to independently assess risk stratification in the incident dataset.

Independent performance evaluation of a polygenic risk score model

Firstly, we repeated the main analyses in the prevalent dataset. The main aim was to derive a primary
risk stratification estimate, hazard ratio per 1 unit of standardized PRS (HRJ), using a right-censored and
left-truncated Cox-regression survival model. The start of time interval was defined as the age of
recruitment; follow-up time was fixed as the time of diagnosis. Scaled PRS was fixed as the only
independent variable of CRC diagnosis status. 95% confidence intervals were created using the

standard error of the log-hazard ratio.
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Further, we evaluated the concordance between theoretical hazard ratio estimates derived with the

continuous per unit PRS (HR.4) estimate and the hazard ratio estimates inferred empirically from data.

For this, we binned the individuals by PRS to 5%-percentiles and estimated the empiric hazard ratio of

CRC directly between those classified in each bin and those within 40-60 PRS percentile. Theoretical
®~*(a,b)

estimates were derived from the relationship HR_, , where the exponent is the expected Gaussian

value between two arbitrary percentiles a and b (bounded between 0 and 1, a<b) of the Gaussian
distribution, ®~1(a, b):(f(Q(b)) - f(Q(a)))/(a by where Q(b) is the Gaussian quantile function on a

percentile b and f(Q(b)) is the Gaussian probability density function value at a quantile function value.

We compared the two approaches by using the Spearman correlation coefficient and the proportion of

-1
distribution-based HR:; @b) estimates in empirical confidence intervals.

Absolute risk estimation

Individual T-year (eg. 10-year) absolute risk calculations are based on the risk model developed by Pal
Choudhury et al (46). Individual absolute risks are estimated for currently a-year old individuals in the
presence of known risk factors (2) and their relative log hazard-ratio parameters (8). 95% uncertainty
intervals for the hazard ratio were derived using the standard error and z-statistic 95% quantiles
Clur=exp(B £1.96*se(HR.q)), where se(HRsd) is the standard error of the log-hazard ratio estimate. Risk
factors have a multiplicative effect on the baseline hazard function. The model specifies the next t-year

absolute risk for a currently a-year old individual as

a+t t
f Ao(t) exp(B7Z) exp <— f [20(w) exp(BZ) + m(w)] du) de,

a a

where m(t) is age-specific mortality rate function and 2,(t) is the baseline-hazard function, t = T and T is
the time to onset of the disease. The baseline-hazard function is derived from marginal age-specific

CRC incidence rates (4,,(t)) and distribution of risk factors Z in the general population (F(z)).

In(® = [ 200 exp(872) dF )

This absolute risk model allows disease background data from any country. In this analysis, we used
Estonian background information. We calculated average cumulative risks using data from the National
Institute of Health Development of Estonia (47) that provides population average disease rates in age
groups of 5-year intervals. Sample sizes for each age group were acquired from Statistics Estonia for
2013-2016. Next, we assumed constant incidence rates for each year in the 5-year groups. Thus,
incidence rates for each age group were calculated as IR=X/N:, where X:is the number of first-time
cases at age t and N:is the total number of individuals in this age group. Final per-year incidences were

averaged over time range 2013-2016. Age-and sex-specific mortality data were retrieved from the World
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Health Organization (48) and competing mortality rates were constructed by subtracting yearly age- and
sex-specific disease mortality rates from general mortality rates. Colorectal cancer mortality estimates

were derived from the Global Cancer Observatory (49).

We applied this model to estimate absolute risks for individuals in the 1<, 10t 25, 50, 75t 90" and
99" PRS quantiles, eg. an individual on the 50" percentile would have a standardized PRS of 0.
Confidence intervals for the absolute risk are estimated with the upper and lower confidence intervals of
the continuous per unit log-hazard ratio. Similarly, we used the absolute risk model to estimate lifetime

risks (between ages 0 and 85) for the individuals in the same risk percentiles.

A polygenic risk score based screening recommendations

Next, we simulate cumulative PRS stratified lifetime risks using sex-specific CRC incidences in the
Estonian population by evaluating lifetime absolute risks for individuals in various PRS risk percentiles.
Additionally, we assessed the differences in ages where individuals in various PRS risk percentiles attain

1 to 3-fold increases of risk compared to the 10-year risk of an average individual of the same sex.

Lastly, we combine PRS risk-based screening recommendations from Naber et al. (50) with PRS-based
relative risk. They optimized the screening intervals against a hypothetical cost scenario under various
AUC levels of PRS models. We adapt these recommendations to support relative risks and estimate the
proportion of individuals given different screening recommendations with our best performing PRS
model for a basis to provide individualized CRC screening recommendations. We use the ratio between
the population stratified with our best performing PRS and relative risks of 10-year CRC to estimate the

proportion of individuals in each available recommendation category.

Results

Polygenic risk score re-validation in a UKBB population cohort

There was a total of 487,410 quality-controlled genotypes available for males and females in the
complete UK Biobank cohort. Phenotype data was available for a total of 458 696 individuals. This
included 242 832 (241 022 controls, 1810 cases) cases for incident females and 6230 (5198 controls, 1032
cases) for prevalent females, and additional 8117 prevalent (6769 controls, 1348 cases) males and 201

517 (199 107 controls, 2410 cases) incident males.

Altogether, 5 PRS models from 3 different publications were revalidated (11, 40, 51). Three different
models adapted from Huyghe et al. included different subsets of identified variants: CRC7 was

composed of loci previously reported at genome-wide significance, CRC4 of the variants presented in
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the meta-analysis of known and novel CRC risk loci and CRCé was combined of variants that the authors
used in PRS analyses. Normality assumption of the standardized PRS was not violated with any tested
models (Shapiro-Wilks test p-values in CRC3 = 0.36, CRC4 = 0.48, CRC5 = 0.48, CRC6 =0.49,
CRC7=0.48). The best performing model was selected based on AUC, OR.4, AIC and pseudo-R? metrics
for both females and males. The CRC6 model that was based on Huyghe et al. (11) performed the best
(Table 1). The model's AUC under the ROC curve for the association between the PRS and CRC
diagnosis was 0.626 (SE = 0.018) for males (Figure 1) and 0.622 (SE = 0.021) for females.

Table 1. Comparison metrics of colorectal cancer PRS models based on the prevalent UK Biobank

dataset.

CRC3 (40) CRC4 (11) CRC5 (51) CRC6 (11) CRC7 (11)
Variants in original PRS 31 79 74 o5 61
Variants included in our
model 31 70 74 91 57
0.578 0.609 0.567 0.626 0.601
AUC (SB) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.018) (0.019)
SESd]()()SE llog 1.32(0.03) 1.49 (0.03) 1.27(0.03) 1.58 (0.03) 1.44 (0.03)
sd
Males AIC 7214.4 7132.8 7237.8 7072.2 7152.1
McFadden / 219% /
Nagelkerke 12%/18% | 23%/35% | 09%/1.3% | 3.2%/47% 3'1;
Pseudo-R? S
0.564 0.608 0.560 0.622 0.600
AUC (SE) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.021) (0.021)
SESd]()()SE llog 1.25(0.03) 1.48 (0.04) 1.25(0.03) 1.56 (0.04) 1.42 (0.03)
sd
Females
AIC 5553.1 5468.6 5556.2 5432.3 5491.5
McFadden /
Nagelkerke 0.8%/12% | 23%/35% | 07%/11% | 29%/4.4% | 1.9%/
Pseudo-R? 2.8%
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Figure 1. ROC plot of CRC cases and controls in the UK Biobank prevalent dataset of males.

Next, we evaluated the performance of the best performing CRC6 model in an independent UK
Biobank incident dataset with the main aim of estimating the hazard ratio per unit of PRS. Table 2
presents the performance estimation metrics in the incident dataset. Hazard ratio per 1 unit of standard
deviation (HRs«) in model CRC6 was 1.53 with standard error (log (HR)) = 0.02) for males. The
concordance index (C-index) of the survival model testing the relationship between PRS and CRC

diagnosis status in the females’ dataset was 0.617 (0.006) and highly similar in males.

Table 2. Performance metrics of the CRC6 model in the incident UK Biobank dataset.

HR«d (95% | C-index (SE) -2 x log | Likelihood ratio
confidence interval) likelihood test p-value
1.53(1.47 - 1.59) 0.617 (0.006) 423.1 < 2e-16

CRC6 | Males
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(11) Females 1.50 (1.44 -1.58) 0.613 (0.007) | 298.8 < 2e-16

Hazard ratio estimates compared to individuals in 40-60 percentile of PRS for females and males are
visualized on Figure 2. For both females (panel A) and males (panel B), the theoretical hazard ratio
matched in empirical estimate’s confidence intervals in 16 out of 16 comparisons. Alternatively, the
Spearman correlation coefficient between the empiric and theoretical hazard ratio estimates was 0.992

for males and 0.995 for females indicating near-perfect correspondence.

Polygenic risk score in colorectal cancer screening stratification

We used a model by Pal Choudhury et al. to derive individual 10-year risks (46) and specified F(z) as the
distribution of PRS estimates in the whole UKBB cohort. The log-hazard ratio (B) is based on the sex-
specific estimate of the log-hazard ratio in the CRC6 model of the incident UKBB dataset. Age-specific
CRC incidence and competing mortality rates provided the background for CRC incidences in the

Estonian population.

In the Estonian population, the absolute risk of developing colorectal cancer in the next 10 years among
50-year old men in the 1% percentile is 0.16% (0.14% - 0.18%) and 1.15% (1.07% - 1.24%) in the 99*
percentile (0.16% [0.14% - 0.18%] and 1.06% [0.97% - 1.16%)] for women, respectively). At age 70,
corresponding risks for the same percentiles of men become 1.07% (0.96% - 1.19%) and 7.4% (6.85% -
7.96%). Considerably lower estimates were found for women: 0.71% (0.63% - 0.81%) and 4.67% (4.27% -
5.09%) respectively. The relative risks between the most extreme percentiles are therefore around 6.7-
fold. Similarly, competing risks accounted cumulative risks of females in the 99th percentile surpass
11.4% (10.6% - 12.2%) by age 85 but remain at 1.71% (1.53% - 1.91%) in the 1 percentile (Figure 3).

Equivalent values for women are somewhat lower: 10.2% (9.33% — 11.1%) and 1.6% (1.41% - 2.6%).
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Figure 2. Hazard ratio estimates between quantiles 40-60 of the PRS and categorized 5% bins in the

UKBB incident dataset. White dots and blue lines represent empirically estimated hazard ratio
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estimates and corresponding confidence intervals. Black dashes represent the theoretical hazard ratio

for the 5%-quantile bins derived from the hazard ratio of per unit PRS. (A) Females (B) Males
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Figure 3. Cumulative risks (%) of colorectal cancer between ages 20 to 85 in various risk percentiles. (A)

Females (B) Males

Genetically average 50-year-old males have a 10-year risk of CRC equaling 0.432% and for females it is
0.412%. A 41-year-old male in the 99" percentile (42 in females) has a larger risk than an average 50-
year-old. At the same time, males in the 1 percentile attain this risk by age 58 (61 in females). Males
above the 95 percentile (96" percentile in females) have a more than 2-fold risk increase compared to
the average. A genetically average female doubles her risk at age 50 by age 58 (55 in males) and triples
it by age 63 (59 in males). The 1% percentile of females only attains the double of average 50-year old’s

risk by age 72 (66 in males) (Figure 4).
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Figure 4. Ages when Estonian individuals in different risk percentiles attain 1-3 fold multiples of 10-year
risk compared to 50-year old individuals with population average PRS (Risk level: "average”). (A)

Females (B) Males

Relative risk stratification with PRS provided a basis for personal CRC screening intervals.
Recommendations for coloscopy based screening presented below are adapted from Naber et al. (50)
for a model with AUC=0.6 and required individual relative risks as input. CRC screening is individualized
by differences in the intervals of planned coloscopies. Relative risks are derived from 10-year risk
differences compared to average PRS. As an alternative to coloscopy, we recommend annual fecal
immunochemical testing, with individualized starting from the age at which the patient attains the 10-

year risk of the average 50-year-old person (52-54).

Alternative A. Coloscopy
1. Relative risk less than 0.6
* 1 coloscopy at age 60*
2. Relative risk between 0.6 and 0.7
* Coloscopies at ages 55 and 70**
3. Relative risk between 0.7 and 0.9
* Coloscopies at ages 50 and 65**

4. Relative risk between 0.9 and 1.4
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* Coloscopies every 10 years, ages 50-75***
5. Relative risk between 1.4 and 1.6
* Coloscopies every 10 years, ages 50-75***
6. Relative risk between 1.6 and 3.1
* Coloscopies every 7 years, ages 45-75***
7. Relative risk larger than 3.1
* Coloscopy every 7 years, ages 40-80***
Alternative B. Fecal immunochemical test
1. Relative risk higher than 1
* Annual fecal immunochemical test from the age at which the patient 10-
year risk reaches that of the average 50-year-old person*
2. Relative risk lower than 1

*  Annual fecal immunochemical test from age 50*

* - If the recommended age is below the individual's current age, then recommend current age

** _ If the patient is older than first coloscopy age then the first coloscopy is suggested at current
age and the second coloscopy is suggested after 15 years (before age 75) only if the patient is
currently below 60

*** _ |If the patient is older than start of coloscopy interval then start at current age and use the

coloscopy interval to plan visits until the end of age interval.

Next, we estimated the proportion of individuals with relative risks to an average individual in the
Estonian population. We estimated that relative risks as more than 3.1, compared to an individual with
median population PRS, in around 0.3% of females, between 1.6 and 3.1 in 11.9%, between 1.4 and 1.6
in 10.3%, between 0.9 and 1.4 in 37.7%, between 0.7 and 0.9 in 20.8%, between 0.6 and 0.7 in 9.4% and

below 0.6 in 9.5%. The equivalent proportions for males were highly similar.

Discussion

In this study, we validated different publicly available PRS models to find a model to use for
individualizing screening recommendations. Several studies have previously explored various aspects of
PRS performances. Huyghe et al. (11) performed a combined meta-analysis to identify around 40 new
independent signals at P<5x1078 and derived a PRS derived with 95 independent association signals.
They also demonstrated the application of PRS to preventive screening by simulating the start of
screening ages based on 10-year average risks. lwasaki et al. constructed a PRS with AUC=0.63 that was
better than a non-genetic risk prediction score (AUC=0.60) that included age, body mass index, and
tobacco and alcohol use. AUC of a combined model improved to 0.66. (55). Weigl et al. demonstrated

that the PRS effectively discriminated between the risk for advanced neoplasms versus normal
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coloscopy findings (56). The study estimated that participants with the highest tertile of PRS have the
same risk of advanced colorectal neoplasm as participants 17.5 years older from the lowest tertile of
PRS. In a different study by Weigl et al., a 53 SNP PRS and family history of CRC were both associated
with increased CRC risk but appeared to be independent of one another (57). PRS may augment family
history-based CRC risk stratification. Archambault et al. have demonstrated the utility of using PRS for
detecting the risk of early-onset CRC as opposed to late-onset. Comparing the higher versus the lowest
PRS quartile, the risk increased 3.7-fold and 2.9-fold for early- and late-onset CRC, respectively.
Participants without a first-degree family history of CRC had the strongest association. Comparing the
highest with the lowest quartiles in this group, the risk increased 4.3-fold versus 2.9-fold for early- versus
late-onset CRC (58). Along with lifestyle and environmental risk profiling, individuals at increased
susceptibility to early-onset CRC may be used to design personalized screening regimens for high-risk
individuals <50 years of age (58). Schmit et al. identified around 4.3% of the population with a greater
odds ratio than 2 for developing CRC (51). Again, these results corroborate the overall risk stratification

observed in current model re-validation.

Screening of CRC aims to lead to early diagnosis and more effective treatment by detecting and
removing premalignant polyps before they progress to CRC (59). It substantially reduces the incidence
and mortality of the disease (60). Across tools available for screening the numbers of CRC deaths
prevented appear to be relatively similar, although sensitivity and specificity for detection of polyps and
adenomas of CRC vary. Studies indicate that coloscopy, sigmoidoscopy, and both guaiac-based FOBT
and fecal immunochemical tests are associated with a decreased risk of CRC mortality. The
effectiveness of other methods such as multi-targeted stool DNA testing is better than FOBT due to
greater sensitivity for advanced adenomas and early CRC (61). The invasive methods, such as coloscopy,
have the highest sensitivity for CRC and adenomas and enable the detection and removal of
precancerous lesions (62). Coloscopy is the preferred test for patients at higher risk for CRC due to
having either one first degree relative with CRC or documented advanced adenoma or serrated lesion
at age <60 years, or two or more first-degree relatives with such findings at any age (63). However, the

uncomfortable and invasive nature of the procedure contributes to poor patient compliance.

Risk factor-based models have been used to test different screening set-up modalities. Stanesby et
al. compared the expected colorectal cancer deaths under three screening programs; age-based,
genetic-based and combined age-based and genetic-based. They found that screening eligibility
based on the genetic risk profile for age is as efficient as eligibility based on age alone for
preventing colorectal cancer mortality, but identifies an additional 7% of the population at sufficient
risk to benefit from screening who would not normally be screened given they are aged under 50
years (3). Weigl et al. studied of PRS can identify individuals with clinically relevant neoplasms in a
screening coloscopy population (56). They found that increased PRS was associated with a higher
prevalence of advanced neoplasms as a successful use in a CRC screening study (56). This supports the

use of genetic data in population screening stratification.
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Naber et al. (50) optimized screening intervals for cost-efficiency and found that screening based on
stratification with a baseline model with AUC of 0.6 would become cost-effective with PRS prices
below 141 US dollars. Here, we have adapted their screening recommendations to a PRS model
from Huyghe et al. adapted and locally revalidated for individual (11). In addition, based on
international guidelines, an alternative option to coloscopy is the annual fecal immunochemical test
from the age at which the risk of the average 50-year-old person is reached. This combination allows

developing inputs for individualized PRS based individual screening recommendations.

In conclusion, we have combined and adapted a PRS based model for use with PRS informed screening
recommendations. Our PRS model performed equally well for males and females identifying individuals
from seven different screening setups. The genetic risk-based recommendations can be applied

prospectively by individuals and also by institutions aiming to make screening provision more efficient.
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