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Supplementary Figure 1: shows the effect of non-preserved equivalence. BBT2D = Biobank
Type 2 diabetes defined as diabetes diagnosed over 30 years of age and non-insulin treated.
BB WTCCC T2 is defined as first degree relative with type 1 diabetes diagnosed aged over 30
up to 40 years of age to recreate the WTCCC cohort. The WTCCC T2 cohort is also shown.
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Supplementary Figure 2: A comparison of the four methods prevalence estimates and
confidence intervals for varying proportion of disease and cohort sizes using the TIDGRS from
the WTCCC dataset (n = 3887). (Top row) Estimate of prevalence (P ) in the constructed
mixtures. (Second row) Bias of the prevalence estimates (P ) across the constructed
mixtures. (Third row) deviation from the true proportion (p; — P) across the constructed
mixtures. (Bottom row) The width of confidence (CI; — CI;) intervals of the estimates across
the constructed mixtures. The purple colour (bottom row) indicates regions in which the
confidence interval did not include the true value (p), CIy = CI; or Cl are undefined (both
latter cases can happen if p. = 0 or P = 1). Sample sizes: R, — cases WTCCC type 1



diabetes (n = 982), Ry — non-cases WTCCC Type 2 diabetes (n = 962), mixtures — sampled
with replacement from a holdout half of the R, (n = 981) and Ry (n = 962) samples.

Quantitative characterisation of methods

To compare bias and precision (quantified as the width of Cl) of all the methods we compared
their performance assuming that p. = p. and acceleration=0. Again, the proportion and
sample size were systematically varied, with p. ranging from 0 to 1 in 0.01 (1%) steps while n
ranged from 100 to 2,500 in steps of 100 samples. All four methods were applied to each
combination of these parameters. At each point in the parameter space, we estimated the bias
and confidence intervals. This idealised scenario allows a direct head-to-head comparison of
accuracy between all four methods without the randomness originating from the sampling
process. Results of this comparison are presented in Supplementary Figs 3 and 4.

Supplementary Figs 3 and 4 show:

- (1st row) Median of the 100,000 bootstrap samples med({{p¢}1000}100)
(2" row) Median bias B = med({{p¢}1000}100) — Pc-
- (3" row) The width of confidence (CI; — CI,) intervals,



Excess Means EMD KDE
'] 1.0
0.9
= 0.8
S 0.7
3 06 &
3 l 0.5 ]
2 0.4 =
5 ' 0.3
[y}
@ ' 0.2
0.1
0
>0.05
S 0083 §
3 0.016
@ 3
o 0 g
£ -0.016 =
3 )
, -0.033 8
b b sl Y el s A1 <-0.05
‘III‘”I” I\'[ [ I >05 -
3]
= 04 S
g 2
8 03 &
o 02 ©
£ k]
£ 01 2
W 0 g
NC

0 05 ps 10 05 pec 10 05 ps 10 05 pe 1

Supplementary Figure 3: Evaluation of the four Estimation Methods using T2DGRS from the
WTCCC dataset (n = 3887). (Top row) Median value of the 100,000 estimates of prevalence
(p¢) in the bootstrap samples across defined mixture proportions (p. ) and the mixture
sample size (n) of the dataset for each method. (Second row) Median bias of the methods
across the constructed samples. (Bottom row) The width of confidence intervals (CI; — CI})
of the individual estimates across the defined mixture proportions (p. ) and the mixture
sample size (n). The purple colour (row 3) indicates regions in which the confidence interval
did not include the true value (only observed for the Excess method), CI; = CI; or Cl are
undefined (both latter cases can happen if p = 0 or p = 1). It can be observed that across
the parameter space, the Means, EMD and KDE methods all typically outperform the Excess
method. It is also evident that the Means and KDE methods practically do not exhibit any
bias. A further increase of sample sizes would be recommended in order to reduce the width
of the CI below 10% (see Table 1). Sample sizes: R, — cases WTCCC type 1 diabetes (n =
982), Ry — non-cases WTCCC Type 2 diabetes (n = 962), mixtures — sampled with
replacement from a holdout half of the R (n = 981) and Ry (n = 962) samples.
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Supplementary Figure 4: Evaluation of four Estimation Methods using the TIDGRS from the
WTCCC dataset (n = 3887). (Top row) Median value of the 100,000 estimates of prevalence
(p¢) in the bootstrap samples across defined mixture proportions (p. ) and the mixture
sample size (n) of the dataset for each method. (Second row) Median bias of the methods
across the constructed samples. (Bottom row) The width of confidence intervals (CI; — CI})
of the individual estimates across the defined mixture proportions (p. ) and the mixture
sample size (n). The purple colour (row 3) indicates regions in which the confidence interval
did not include the true value (only observed for the Excess method), CI; = CI; or Cl are
undefined (both latter cases can happen if p = 0 or p = 1). It can be observed that across
the parameter space, the Means, EMD and KDE methods all typically outperform the Excess
method. Sample sizes: R — cases WTCCC type 1 diabetes (n = 982), Ry — non-cases WTCCC
Type 2 diabetes (n = 962), mixtures — sampled with replacement from a holdout half of the
Rc (n =981) and Ry (n = 962) samples.
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Supplementary Figure 5: A comparison of the four methods using an artificial genetic risk
score with increasing discriminative ability as measured by AUC, from AUC = 0.5 (no
discriminative ability) through to AUC = 1 (complete differentiation). The estimated
proportion with confidence intervals for each of the methods (Excess, Means, EMD, KDE) are
shown using mixture sample size, n = {1000, 5000}. This figure is generated using artificial
data: N(p,o) is a normal distribution with mean p ={0.0, 0.093, 0.17, 0.25, 0.33, 0.41, 0.49,
0.57,0.65,0.4,0.82,0.91,1.01,1.1,1.21, 1.31, 1.43, 1.55, 1.68, 1.83, 2, 2.17, 2.42, 2.73, 3.2, 9}
and standard deviation 6={1, 1.2} and M is a mixture of the two normal distributions; p, =
0.1 (blue) or p; = 0.5 (red). Both reference samples have n = 2000. At several small AUC
values, mean of the constructed mixture samples was smaller than both means of the
reference samples, in these cases the prevalence estimate from the Means method is
assumed to be p. = 0 and confidence intervals are undefined due to undetermined
acceleration value.



Prevalence value chosen to evaluate methods

Pc

Figure 6 Figure 3 Supp. Figure 3
Figure 4 Supp. Figure 4
Figure 5

Supp. Figure 2
Supp. Figure 5

Data Single mixture generated using p.
unknown pc Non-cases, Ry Mixture, M Cases, R
Pn=0.5 pe=0.5
The reference samples and The mixture is generated u.sing:
the mixture are independent. - half of the data from the reference samples (resampling with replacment),
- or using newly generated samples from the same RNGs that were used to .
generate the reference samples. Pc= Pe
Cl computed
L : : : using each
Pc in the mixture and its Cl are computed using each method: method
Excess, Means, EMD, KDE (acceleration=0)

Supplementary Figure 6: lllustration of the approaches used to estimate p. throughout the
paper. The P, can be estimated from data (real or simulated) or can be fixed by hand. We
used simulated data generated with a specified value of p, to evaluate the methods by
comparing the estimated value, P, with the true prevalence, p (results illustrated in Figs 3,
4 and 5, Supplementary Figs 2 and 5). In Supplementary Figs 3 and 4 with assume that p, =
Dc- In this way we compare bias and width of the CI of the methods without the random
effects caused by simulating mixture data.



Monte Carlo and bootstrap

INPUT FOR STEP 3

Empirical/ jackknife
+ influence function, see e.g.
DiCiccio and Efron (1996)

estimate reference distributions
STEPS 1 &2
100 mixtures generated using the 1000 samples resampled with replacement
reference distributions and ﬁc from each of the 100 generated mixtures
STEP 3

Confidence intervals are computed separately for each method. Using chosen method compute
prevalence estimates of all 100,000 generated samples. Use the appropriate formulas, e.g.
from DiCiccio and Efron (1996), to compute bias corrected accelerated confidence intervals BCa CI.

Supplementary Figure 7: lllustration of the steps used in estimation of the confidence
intervals of the prevalence estimate p.. To find bias corrected and accelerated (BCa)
confidence intervals, we used the estimate p., sample size of the original mixture sample,
and the reference samples. We generated Ny, = 100 mixture samples with a given
composition (P ) and sample size (1) equal to the size of the original mixture sample. Next,
we resampled (with replacement) each of the N;; = 100 new mixtures, generating N =

1, 000 bootstrap samples for each. We applied each chosen method to all generated samples
to obtain Ny, - Ng = 100,000 bootstrapped estimates p.. We then used the methods
described in section “Calculating confidence intervals” to find BCa confidence intervals.



The mixture assumption

To check if the mixture assumption, p. + py = 1, is satisfied, three different errors of the point
estimates of prevalence derived from the EMD and KDE methods, eemp,1, €emb,2, €kpe could be
further analysed. The eemp,1 error captures the deviation of the mixture from the convex
combination of the two reference samples. The eewvp,2 error is the EMD between the mixture
and a model cumulative density function (CDF) based on the two independently estimated not
normalised prevalence values pEMP and pEMP . The exoe error is the sum of squared residuals
(multiplied by the Gaussian kernels bandwidth) from the least-squares fitting procedure, which
forms part of the KDE method. In order to interpret the initial point values of the errors, we
compared them to 100,000 bootstrapped error values (as in all other computations we used
100 mixtures * 1,000 bootstraps). The bootstrap samples are generated using the two
reference samples and their composition is based on the estimate of prevalence. In this way,
we compare the error value of the investigated mixture sample with 100,000 values from a
model that explicitly assumes there are only two reference populations (i.e. pc + py = 1). This
approach allows us to check how likely the occurrence of the observed error value is in the
model for a given sample size and reference samples. The obtained bootstrap p-values are the
number of bootstrapped modelled errors that are higher than the sample error and can be
interpreted as the probability that the observed values of eemp,1, €emp,2 and expe are a result of
the sampling error. The bootstrap p-values are equivalent to p-values of a traditional statistical
test (7, 11).

Supplementary Figure 8 shows an example of a mixture of two samples (p- + py = 1) and an
example of a mixture of three samples (with the third sample constituting 7.5% of the mixture,
pc +py + 0.075 = 1). Itillustrates how the eemp,1, €emp,2 and exoe errors could be used to test
the assumption that the mixture is composed of only two samples. In the first case where the
mixture is composed of just two samples, the observed eemp,1, €emp,2 and exoe values are small,
and when compared with the 100,000 bootstrapped error values, they indicated that there is a
high chance: p=0.19 (eemp,1), p=0.95 (eemp,2) and p=0.96 (expe) of observing them due to the
sampling error in the mixture sample. In the second case where the mixture is composed of
three samples, comparison of the observed eemp,1, €emp,2 and expe values with the bootstrapped
values shows that they are unlikely to be a result of the sampling error: p=0.0001 (eemp,1), p<le-
5 (eemp,2) and p=0.003 (exoe). In fact, the value of eemp,2 is smaller than any of the bootstrapped
error values. However, the figure shows only one particular example and the performance of
the methods will depend on the mixture composition (contribution of the other sample) and
features of the reference and the other samples.



A. Mixtures

Rn in Rc Ry Re ‘.;"""‘ Ry [

best KDE fit

p.=0.5,p,=0.5 p.=0.5, p, =0.425, p,=0.075

EMD: p.=0.51, p, =0.49 KDE: p,=0.52, py=0.48 EMD: p,=0.43, p, =0.57 KDE: p=0.55, g, =0.45
€ ey, =0-0031 (0=0.19) e o =0-018 (p=0.96) €yp, =0-10 (p=0.0001) e, pe=0-12 (p=0.003)
€ epp,2 =0-14 (0=0.95) € eyp,» =0-96 (p<1e-5)
B. Methods
€5 1=EMD(RN,I\71) + EMD(R., M) - EMD(Ry, Ro) eEMDzzEMD(M PEYP Ro+pEMP R,) € pe=Sum of squared residuals
o 4 a 0.02
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pE"® CDF(Rc)+pi® CDF(Ry)

PEMP =1-EMD(R,, M)/ EMD(Ry, Rc)
PEMP =1-EMD(Ry, M)/ EMD(Ry, Ro)

Supplementary Figure 8: Worked examples of checking the mixture assumption, p. + py =
1. A: An example of a mixture that consists of two samples and an example of a mixture that
consists of three samples. Left: mixture of two reference samples (p. = 0.5, py = 0.5).
Right: mixture where the third sample has a small contribution (p; = 0.5, py = 0.425, p3 =
0.075; Rs is a truncated normal distribution with mean 0.17 and std 0.025). B: lllustration of
the methods: eemp,1, deviation from collinearity between the two reference distributions and
the mixture; eemp,2, EMD between the mixture and a model CDF based on the two
independently estimated prevalence values; ekoe, the sum of squared residuals of the final fit.
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