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Abstract  31 

Whole-exome sequencing (WES) and whole-genome sequencing (WGS) are expected to be critical to 32 

further elucidate the missing genetic heritability of Alzheimer’s disease (AD) risk by identifying rare 33 

coding and/or noncoding variants that contribute to AD pathogenesis. In the United States, the 34 

Alzheimer’s Disease Sequencing Project (ADSP) has taken a leading role in sequencing AD-related 35 

samples at scale, with the resultant data being made publicly available to researchers to generate new 36 

insights into the genetic etiology of AD. In order to achieve sufficient power, the ADSP has adapted a 37 

study design where subsets of larger AD cohorts are collected and sequenced across multiple centers, 38 

using a variety of sequencing kits. This approach may lead to variable variant quality across sequencing 39 

centers and/or kits. Here, we performed exome-wide and genome-wide association analyses on AD risk 40 

using the latest ADSP WES and WGS data releases. We observed that many variants displayed large 41 

variation in allele frequencies across sequencing centers/kits and contributed to spurious association 42 

signals with AD risk. We also observed that sequencing kit/center adjustment in association models 43 

could not fully account for these spurious signals. To address this issue, we designed and implemented 44 

novel filters that aim to capture and remove these center/kit-specific artifactual variants. We conclude 45 

by deriving a novel, fast, and robust approach to filter variants that represent sequencing center- or kit-46 

related artifacts underlying spurious associations with AD risk in ADSP WES and WGS data. This 47 

approach will be important to support future robust genetic association studies on ADSP data, as well as 48 

other studies with similar designs.  49 
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Author Summary 50 

Next generation sequencing data represents a highly valuable resource to uncover rare coding and/or 51 

noncoding genetic variants that contribute to Alzheimer’s disease risk. In order to achieve large sample 52 

sizes that are required for such data, the Alzheimer’s Disease Sequencing Project (ADSP) has taken the 53 

leading role in sequencing Alzheimer’s disease related samples at scale in the United States. The ADSP’s 54 

study design however leads to variable variant quality across the involved sequencing centers, 55 

necessitating a quality control approach that ensures robust genetic association analyses. Here, we 56 

present and validate a rigorous quality control pipeline, where we specifically developed a new strategy 57 

to handle inter-center variant quality issues in the ADSP. In doing so, we provide a first glance into 58 

exome- and genome-wide associations with Alzheimer’s disease risk using the latest releases of ADSP 59 

data (respectively 20.5k and 16.9k individuals). In sum, our pipeline is important to support future 60 

robust genetic association studies on ADSP data, as well as other studies with similar design. This in turn 61 

will contribute to accelerating Alzheimer’s disease gene discovery and gene-driven therapy 62 

development. 63 
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Introduction 64 

     Late-onset Alzheimer’s disease (AD) is marked by a strong genetic component, with heritability 65 

estimates ranging from 59% to 79%
1,2

. Largely supported by single nucleotide polymorphism (SNP) 66 

genotyping arrays and variant imputation,  large-scale meta-analyses of genome-wide association 67 

studies have so far implicated over 50 loci relevant to AD in subjects of European ancestry
2–6

. Despite 68 

these important advances, most risk variants identified so far have common allele frequencies and it’s 69 

estimated that only about half of AD’s genetic heritability has been captured, such that much of AD’s 70 

genetic component remains to be identified
2
. In response to this observation, there has been a shift to 71 

start using whole-exome sequencing (WES) or whole-genome sequencing (WGS) to help capture rare 72 

and/or coding variants that contribute to AD risk, which has led to several recent initial successes
7–15

. 73 

     In the United States, the Alzheimer’s Disease Sequencing Project (ADSP) has taken a leading role in 74 

sequencing of AD-related samples at scale, with resultant data being made publicly available to 75 

researchers to generate new insights into the genetic etiology of AD. In order to achieve sufficient 76 

power to support analyses of sequencing data and rare variants, the ADSP has adapted a study design 77 

where subsets of larger AD cohorts are collected and sequenced across multiple centers, using a variety 78 

of sequencing kits
16–18

. This in turn can lead to “center” or “kit” effects that traditionally are accounted 79 

for by using center/kit covariate adjustment. However, a prior study using a prior version of the ADSP 80 

WES discovery phase observed that center/kit covariate adjustment could not account for variable 81 

variant qualities across centers and kits, which in turn may lead to spurious associations or impact the 82 

identification of AD-associated risk variants
19

. 83 

     Since then, the ADSP has further expanded its efforts and as of 2021 provides WES and WGS data on 84 

respectively 20.5k and 16.9k individuals across diverse ancestries
18

. In our exploratory analyses of these 85 

data, we observed many variants that displayed large variation in allele frequencies across centers/kits 86 

and contributed to spurious association signals with AD risk. Similar to the prior study
19

, we also 87 

observed that kit/center adjustment could not fully account for these signals. Thus, in the current study, 88 

we design and implement novel filters that aim to capture and remove these center/kit-specific 89 

artifactual variants. We additionally test filters containing putatively artifactual variants identified in the 90 

gnomAD reference database
20

. The filters are designed such that they can be implemented post-hoc to 91 

association analyses, leaving flexibility to researchers to either run full sample analyses with robust 92 

variant quality control, or, to identify variants that require targeted analyses.   93 
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Methods 94 

Ascertainment of Genotype and Phenotype Data 95 

     Genotype data for subjects with AD-related clinical outcome measures were available from the 96 

Alzheimer’s Disease Sequencing project (ADSP) whole exome sequencing (WES) and whole genome 97 

sequencing (WGS) data. Notably, the ADSP performed targeted sequencing of samples in case-control 98 

(majority), family-based, population-based, and longitudinal cohorts, performing sequencing across 99 

multiple sequencing centers and using various sequencing kits (Table S1-2). Ascertainment of 100 

genotype/phenotype data for these samples is described in detail elsewhere
18

. In addition to the ADSP 101 

samples, we also had access to several publicly available SNP microarray and WGS datasets (Table S1), 102 

largely comprising data from the Alzheimer’s Disease Genetics Consortium (ADGC). The latter have a 103 

large degree of sample overlap with ADSP. In order to ensure the most up-to-date and parsimonious 104 

phenotypes, we performed a cross-sample genotype/phenotype harmonization, which is summarized in 105 

Supplementary Methods.  106 

     Participants or their caregivers provided written informed consents in the original studies. The 107 

current study protocol was granted an exemption by the Stanford Institutional Review Board because 108 

the analyses were carried out on “de-identified, off-the-shelf” data. 109 

Genetic Data Quality Control and Processing 110 

    The ADSP WES and WGS data (NG00067.v5) were joint called by the ADSP following the SNP/Indel 111 

Variant Calling Pipeline and data management tool used for analysis of whole genome and exome 112 

sequencing (WGS/WES) for the Alzheimer’s Disease Sequencing Project (VCPA)
21

. The WES data was 113 

currently only released for bi-allelic variants, which the ADSP has quality controlled. The WGS data was 114 

released for bi-allelic and multi-allelic variants separately, which the ADSP had not yet quality controlled. 115 

The current analyses of ADSP WGS were restricted to bi-allelic variants, to which we applied the Variant 116 

Quality Score Recalibration (VSQR) quality control filter (“PASS” variants; GATK v4.1)
22

. The WES/WGS 117 

data were available in genome build hg38, which we annotated using dbSNP153 variant identifiers.  118 

     Genetic data underwent standard quality control (QC). Detailed descriptions of all processing 119 

procedures and sequential sample filtering steps are in Supplementary Methods and Table S3-4. For the 120 

purpose of the presented genetic association analyses, only non-Hispanic subjects of European ancestry 121 

were considered to focus on the largest ancestry population (SNPweights v2.1; Figure S1)
23

. Principal 122 
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component analysis of genotyped SNPs provided principal components (PCs) capturing population 123 

substructure (PC-AiR, Figure S2)
24

. In both the WES and WGS data respectively, variants with a 124 

genotyping rate less than 95%, deviating from Hardy Weinberg Equilibrium (HWE) in the full sample or in 125 

controls (p<10
−6

), and a minor allele count less than 10, were excluded. After this standard quality 126 

control, the total number of remaining variants was 224,270 for ADSP WES and 14,772,936 for ADSP 127 

WGS. 128 

Primary filters to remove sequencing center/kit-related variant level artifacts 129 

     We designed filters to assess whether there were significant deviations in genotype distributions for 130 

any given variant across sequencing centers and kits respectively. To avoid bias from frequency 131 

differences across cases and controls, we only assessed genotypes in control individuals.  132 

     The primary filters made use of the fast Fisher exact test as implemented by Plink (v.1.9; command --133 

fisher)
25

. However, this test can currently only be implemented by comparing two groups at a time (e.g. 134 

two genotyping centers) while we observed variant issues across multiple groups. We therefore 135 

compared every individual sequencing center/kit to all others and combined the P-values from the 136 

multiple tests through the Cauchy combination test
25

. Variants with a combined P-value lower than the 137 

heuristic threshold of 10
-5

 were flagged to be filtered. 138 

     We additionally tested two other types of sequencing center/kit-based variant filters. On one hand, 139 

we performed chi square tests (R v.3.6.0) that respectively considered all sequencing centers or kits at 140 

once. Variants with a P-value lower than the heuristic threshold of 10
-5

 were flagged to be filtered. On 141 

the other hand, we performed Fisher tests with Monte Carlo (MC) simulation of P-values (R v.3.6.0) that 142 

respectively considered all sequencing centers or kits. The MC approach was chosen to allow feasible 143 

run times. Variants with a P-value lower than the heuristic threshold of 10
-3

 were flagged to be filtered 144 

(this threshold  reflects that the P-values from MC simulation are less small than those obtained for the 145 

other tests).  146 

     The three filters were compared in terms of speed by calculating the time needed to derive the 147 

respective variant filters on a 1MB genetic region of chromosome 1 in ADSP WGS. Computing time was 148 

evaluated on a single CPU from an 80-core Xeon Gold 6138T processor @ 2.00GHz. 149 

Filters from the Genome Aggregation Database (gnomAD) 150 
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     In addition to the filters proposed above, we used the gnomAD data base (v3.1.1) reference to 151 

identify potential variant artifacts
20

. Specifically, we created filters for variants that have: (1) a “non-152 

PASS” flag in gnomAD, corresponding to those that did not pass gnomAD sample quality control filters 153 

and may thus be more prone to sequencing issues; (2) a “LCR” flag in gnomAD, corresponding to those 154 

located in a Low Complexity Region and may thus be more prone to low coverage, read misalignment, 155 

and subsequent genotype issues; (3) a differential frequency of more than 10% between our current 156 

samples and non-Finish European (nfe) participants in gnomAD, which may indicate an issue with those 157 

variants in our samples. The three gnomAD filters were evaluated with the goal of supporting the 158 

primary ADSP WES/WGS center/kit-based variant filters. 159 

Filters for discordant variants across duplicate samples 160 

     A final set of filters was designed to flag variants that are discordant across duplicate samples. 161 

Notably, the ADSP WES and WGS data both respectively contain a few hundred duplicate samples, 162 

generally covering multiple sequencing centers and/or kits. Discordant variants across such duplicates 163 

therefore provide a reference of artifactual variants that should be removed and are largely reflecting 164 

center/kit-related genotyping issues. We evaluated these filters with the primary goal of comparing 165 

them with the primary ADSP WES/WGS center/kit-based variant filters as well as the gnomAD-based 166 

variant filters. In a secondary goal, we also assessed to what extent these duplicate discordant variant 167 

filters themselves could handle center/kit-related variant issues that drove observations of spurious 168 

association signals. 169 

Statistical analyses, Variant Annotation, and Visualization 170 

     Exome-wide and genome-wide association studies on AD case-control status were conducted 171 

respectively on ADSP WES and WGS, using LMM-BOLT (v.2.3.5). LMM-BOLT employs a Bayesian mixture 172 

model that allows the inclusion of related individuals by adjusting for the genetic relationship matrix 173 

(GRM)
26

, thereby maximizing sample size and power. Given the current minor allele count thresholds, 174 

the approximate fifty-fifty ratio of cases to controls, and sample sizes exceeding 5,000 participants for 175 

both ADSP WES and WGS, the resultant test statistics are expected to be well-calibrated
26

. After 176 

analyses, association statistics were transformed back to a logistic scale taking into account the case 177 

fraction
26

. Per convention, variants were considered at suggestive (P<=10
-5

) or genome-wide (P<=5x10
-8

) 178 

significance. 179 
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     Case-control association analyses considered two models. Model-1 included covariates for sex, 180 

APOE*4 dosage, APOE*2 dosage, and the first 5 genetic PCs. We did not adjust for age as we previously 181 

showed that this can lead to significant power loss when the age of cases is younger than for controls
15

, 182 

which is true for ADSP given their initial design to prioritize old controls and young cases (Table 1 & 183 

Table S5-6). Model-2 was the same as Model-1 but additionally included covariates for sequencing 184 

center and kit.  185 

     The APOE locus (1Mb region centered on APOE) was removed from all summary statistics. 186 

Independent loci were determined by sliding window when no variants with P<=10
-5

 were observed 187 

within 200Kb from one another. Manhattan plots provide RefSeq curated gene annotations for the gene 188 

closest (<500Kb) to the top significant variant per locus. Only variants with P<=10
-6

 were annotated to 189 

improve visualization. Suggestive significance levels were indicated by gray dotted lines and green dots 190 

for variants. Genome-wide significance levels were indicated by black solid lines and red dots for 191 

variants. Variant densities were indicated at the bottom of Manhattan plots (dark green = low density, 192 

yellow=medium density, red = high density). Plots were generated using the R package CMplot
27

. 193 
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Results 194 

     Sample demographics are provided in Table 1, with per center/kit demographics in Table S5-6. In 195 

initial exome and genome-wide analyses using model-1, we observed many spurious associations 196 

(P<=1e-5). We identified that variants underlying these spurious signals displayed increased variation in 197 

allele frequency across sequencing centers/kits for the full frequency range (Figure 1A-B). We also 198 

observed that such variants could not consistently be accounted for by adjustment for sequencing 199 

center/kit in model-2; A specific example of such a variant is provided in Figure 1C. 200 

     Based on these observations, three versions of filters were designed and evaluated for their capacity 201 

to capture putative center/kit-related variant artifacts. In assessing computing time, the filter using the 202 

Fisher exact test implemented in Plink followed by Cauchy combination of P-values implemented in R 203 

proved to be the fastest, taking 32 seconds to be constructed using a single CPU for a 1Mb region in 204 

ADSP WGS (5,402 variants). Comparatively, constructing the chi square test filter implemented in R took 205 

93 seconds, while the Fisher test with MC filter implemented in R took 128 seconds. Given the faster 206 

speed, as well as the expected higher robustness provided by an exact test, we present the filter using 207 

the Fisher exact test implemented in Plink as the primary filter, while the other two represent 208 

supporting analyses. Throughout the remainder of the manuscript we will use the term “filtered” to 209 

describe variants that were removed by filters and the term “non-filtered” to describe variants that 210 

were not removed by filters. 211 

     The Fisher exact center/kit-based variant filters showed they strongly reduced the number of 212 

spurious associations observed with model-1 in ADSP WES (Figure 2A & 2C) and WGS (Figure 3A & 3C). 213 

When further adjusting for sequencing center/kit in model-2, spurious associations appeared essentially 214 

absent in ADSP WES (Figure 2D) and WGS (Figure 3D). Notably, the spurious associations did not appear 215 

to be driven by inflation, as for instance the genomic control factor (λ) was consistent prior to and after 216 

applying variant filters in ADSP WGS for the respective models (Figure 3). The slightly larger λ for ADSP 217 

WES in model-1 prior to applying the variant filters (Figure 2A) indicated that the large number of 218 

spurious variants with regard to the relatively small total set of variants was likely driving some modest 219 

inflation. Consistent observations were made for the other two center/kit-based variant filters (Figure 220 

S3-6). When intersecting variants identified across these three sets of filters, the filter derived from the 221 

fisher exact test implemented in Plink overlapped strongly (>96%) with the other two filters that in turn 222 
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showed less overlap (Figure S7). This was consistent with the Fisher exact test being the most 223 

conservative and robust. 224 

     Closer inspection of the center/kit-based variant filters showed that non-filtered variants displayed 225 

fairly concordant P-values across model-1 and model-2, whereas filtered variants showed many 226 

discrepancies (Figure 4A-B & 4D-E). This was consistent with the filtered variants driving spurious 227 

associations. Additionally, it was apparent that filters removed variants across the full frequency range 228 

(Figure 4C & 4F) consistent with the increased MAF variation across all frequency ranges for variants 229 

underlying spurious association signals (Figure 1A-B).  230 

     We then assessed to what extent the gnomAD-based filters could remove the observed spurious 231 

associations. Visual assessment of Manhattan plots showed that the gnomAD-based filters could only 232 

account for a part of the spurious associations (Figure S8-9). Similarly, closer inspection of the gnomAD-233 

based filters showed that they mainly removed variants with frequencies <1% (Figure S10). P-values 234 

across model-1 and model-2 further showed many discrepancies both for non-filtered and filtered 235 

variants (although fewer for non-filtered variants). In sum, the gnomAD-based filters could remove some 236 

spurious signals, but were less effective than the center/kit-based variant filters. 237 

     We further assessed to what extent the duplicate discordant variants filters could remove the 238 

observed spurious associations. Manhattan plots showed that the duplicate discordant variant filters 239 

could account for many of the spurious associations, but several remained when using model-1, while 240 

when using model-2 the Manhattan plots looked similar to those using the center-kit-based variant 241 

filters (Figure S11-12). Closer inspection of the duplicate discordant variant filters similarly showed they 242 

mainly removed variants with frequencies >10% and did not remove a set of variants that lose 243 

suggestive significance when going from model-1 to model-2 (Figure S13). An illustrative example of 244 

such a variant is provided in Table S7, confirming these variants represent genotyping issues that more 245 

ideally should be removed from the data. In sum, the duplicate discordant filters could remove many 246 

spurious signals, but were less effective than the center/kit-based variant filters, yet more effective than 247 

the gnomAD-based variant filters.  248 

     We also sought to understand the overlap between the different proposed filters. The three 249 

gnomAD-based variant filters appeared to show little overlap with one another (Figure S14) and 250 

overlapped with less than 20% of the variants in the center/kit-based variant filters (Figure S15). 251 

Further, in ADSP WES and WGS, respectively 32% and 14% of duplicate discordant variants overlapped 252 
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center/kit-based variant filters, while vice versa 31% and 15% of center/kit-based filtered variants 253 

overlapped duplicate discordant variants (Figure S16). In the same comparison, respectively 28% and 254 

49% of duplicate discordant variants overlapped gnomAD-based variant filters, while vice versa 53% and 255 

17% of gnomAD-based filtered variants overlapped duplicate discordant variants (Figure S17). In sum, 256 

this confirmed that all three types of filters captured overlapping as well as unique variants. Notably, the 257 

center/kit- and gnomAD-based variant filters could capture a subset of reference artifactual variants 258 

present in the duplicate discordant variant filters, but identified many additional signals that 259 

represented likely artifactual variants and that contributed to spurious association signals. 260 

     Then, we sought to assess whether the use of these different types of variant filters could omit the 261 

need for adjusting for sequencing center/kit as implemented in model-2, which may be desirable for 262 

certain studies or research questions. We thus inspected all variants that passed suggestive significance 263 

in either model-1 or model-2 in ADSP WES (Table 2) and WGS (Table S8) after applying the center/kit-264 

based filters (which we showed removed the most spurious signals). We observed that many variants 265 

that lose suggestive significance after center/kit adjustment in model-2 have fairly small (above 266 

threshold) P-values in the center/kit-based Fisher exact tests and/or are covered in the gnomAD-based 267 

and duplicate discordant variant filters. Similarly, assessing Manhattan plots and variant metrics 268 

suggested that the gnomAD-based and/or duplicate discordant variant filters removed few additional 269 

variants underlying spurious signals (Figure S18-23). This suggests there may be added value in using 270 

model-2 and/or applying the gnomAD-based filters to reduce spurious signals. Obviously, adding the 271 

duplicate discordant variant filters will inherently remove artifactual signals and help reduce spurious 272 

signals. 273 

     Lastly, as a robustness check, we compared association statistics from the current ADSP WES analyses 274 

to variants that we identified in a prior study using a prior version of the ADSP WES data and observed 275 

highly concordant findings (Table S9)
15

. 276 
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Discussion 277 

     We present a novel, fast, and robust approach to filter variants that represent sequencing center- or 278 

kit-related artifacts underlying spurious associations with AD risk in ADSP WES and WGS data, that 279 

cannot fully be accounted for by center/kit covariate adjustment. In addition, we show that filters 280 

comprising variants that may be prone to artifacts as identified by gnomAD were less efficient in 281 

removing spurious signals, but may still have added value on top of the center/kit-based filters. 282 

Similarly, filters containing variants that were discordant across duplicate samples could remove many, 283 

but not all, spurious signals, and added onto the center/kit-based filters. In sum, the presented filters 284 

are important to support future robust studies on ADSP data. In addition, these filters allow flexibility 285 

given that they can be applied in post-hoc quality control. Researchers may thus inspect filtered variants 286 

in targeted analyses in subsets of the ADSP data where no artifactual genotype enrichment is observed 287 

(e.g. excluding a single sequencing center/kit that showed an artifactual increase in genotype counts 288 

compared to the others). 289 

     Certain study designs or research questions may benefit from not adjusting by sequencing center/kit 290 

(i.e. cohort adjustment). For example, a study that considers specific strata and/or low frequency 291 

variants may observe some co-linearity between variant genotype observations and sequencing 292 

centers/kits. However, this does not necessarily indicate artifactual variants and may be driven by 293 

chance or variable cohort study designs across samples sequenced by different centers. We observed 294 

that the presented center/kit-based variant filters could handle nearly all spurious associations when 295 

not adjusting for sequencing center/kit in model-1. Inspecting the remaining signals passing suggestive 296 

significance, it was apparent that the gnomAD-based and duplicate discordant variant filters could 297 

remove a few additional spurious signals. Similarly, the P-values from the Fisher exact tests across 298 

sequencing centers/kits was fairly small for several variants that passed suggestive significance in their 299 

association with AD risk in model-1 but lost suggestive significance upon center/kit adjustment in 300 

model-2. In sum, we suggest that model-2 with application of center/kit-based, gnomAD-based, and 301 

duplicate discordant variant filters is the most conservative approach, but model-1 using only center/kit-302 

based and duplicate discordant variant filters may reasonably be implemented, contingent on post-hoc 303 

assessment of the association signals’ robustness. 304 

     The center/kit-based filtering approach will further be valuable beyond the currently presented 305 

exome- and genome-wide univariate AD risk association analyses in European ancestry samples. 306 
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Notably, removal of artifactual variants may lead to improved association statistics in gene-based 307 

testing, which is particularly relevant for WES/WGS data
7
. The filter approach can also be applied to 308 

non-European samples available in ADSP WES/WGS. Lastly, the approach to check for variant artifacts by 309 

comparing genotype distributions across sequencing centers/kits may also be used in other studies with 310 

a similar design as the current ADSP data. Notably, pre-processing of UK Biobank SNP array data has 311 

already implemented a similar type of filter as the one we described here in order to remove variants 312 

that may represent batch or array effects
28

. In turn, the approach described here and applied to 313 

WES/WGS data could also be applied to the large amount of SNP array data sets used in large-scale 314 

genetic studies of AD
3
. 315 

     The current study is the first to report exome- and genome-wide AD risk association findings for the 316 

newly released ADSP 20.5k WES and 16.9k WGS data. After quality control and filter implementation, 317 

we observed few signals passing the genome-wide significance threshold. In the ADSP WES data, TREM2 318 

and ABCA7—well-established AD risk genes
2,6

—were observed with variants respectively at genome-319 

wide and suggestive significance, consistent with observations for similar models in prior studies on the 320 

prior ADSP WES discovery phase data
7,15

. Despite only observing 4 variants in ADSP WES that passed 321 

suggestive significance in model-2, our findings were overall highly consistent with prior work
15

. We also 322 

observed that certain variants identified previously were not present in our current summary statistics 323 

(Table S9), reflecting differences in joint calling, quality control, and the fact that currently only bi-allelic 324 

data were available for the new ADSP WES data. Notably, the common protective variant on ABCA7 325 

identified here has not been previously reported (and we confirm it appears to not have been 326 

successfully joint called in the prior ADSP WES data; dbGaP accession ID: phs000572). In the ADSP WGS 327 

data, in addition to several suggestive hits, BIN1—a well-established AD risk gene
2,6

—and CNTN4 were 328 

identified with variants at genome-wide significance. The common protective variant on CNTN4 appears 329 

novel and may be of relevance to AD pathogenesis given that Contactin 4 (CNTN4) is a binding partner of 330 

Amyloid Precursor Protein (APP) and CNTN4/APP interaction may play a role in promoting target-specific 331 

axon arborization
29,30

. Overall, these initial findings appear promising but suggest that the current ADSP 332 

WES/WGS data may still suffer from power limitations limiting discovery of novel risk variants. As such, 333 

gene-based testing, analyses on available non-European ancestry samples, and novel methodological 334 

approaches to gain additional power
12,15

, will all be crucial to support future advances into disentangling 335 

the missing heritability of AD using ADSP samples and other complimentary large-scale sequencing data. 336 

Conclusion 337 
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     We present a novel, fast, and robust approach to filter variants that represent sequencing center- or 338 

kit-related artifacts underlying spurious associations with AD risk in ADSP WES and WGS data. This 339 

approach will be important to support future robust studies on ADSP data, as well as other studies with 340 

similar designs.341 
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AG008702, P50 AG025688, P50 AG047266, P30 AG010133, P50 AG005146, P50 AG005134, P50 542 

AG016574, P50 AG005138, P30 AG008051, P30 AG013854, P30 AG008017, P30 AG010161, P50 543 

AG047366, P30 AG010129, P50 AG016573, P50 AG016570, P50 AG005131, P50 AG023501, P30 544 

AG035982, P30 AG028383, P30 AG010124, P50 AG005133, P50 AG005142, P30 AG012300, P50 545 

AG005136, P50 AG033514, P50 AG005681, and P50 AG047270), Alzheimer's Disease Neuroimaging 546 

Initiative (ADNI) (U19AG024904), Amish Protective Variant Study (RF1AG058066), Cache County Study 547 

(R01AG11380, R01AG031272, R01AG21136, RF1AG054052), Case Western Reserve University Brain 548 

Bank (CWRUBB) (P50AG008012), Case Western Reserve University Rapid Decline (CWRURD) 549 

(RF1AG058267, NU38CK000480), CubanAmerican Alzheimer's Disease Initiative (CuAADI) 550 
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(3U01AG052410), Estudio Familiar de Influencia Genetica en Alzheimer (EFIGA) (5R37AG015473, 551 

RF1AG015473, R56AG051876), Genetic and Environmental Risk Factors for Alzheimer Disease Among 552 

African Americans Study (GenerAAtions) (2R01AG09029, R01AG025259, 2R01AG048927), Gwangju 553 

Alzheimer and Related Dementias Study (GARD) (U01AG062602), Hussman Institute for Human 554 

Genomics Brain Bank (HIHGBB) (R01AG027944, Alzheimer's Association "Identification of Rare Variants 555 

in Alzheimer Disease"), Ibadan Study of Aging (IBADAN) (5R01AG009956), Mexican Health and Aging 556 

Study (MHAS) (R01AG018016), Multi-Institutional Research in Alzheimer's Genetic Epidemiology 557 

(MIRAGE) (2R01AG09029, R01AG025259, 2R01AG048927), Northern Manhattan Study (NOMAS) 558 

(R01NS29993), Peru Alzheimer's Disease Initiative (PeADI) (RF1AG054074), Puerto Rican 1066 (PR1066) 559 

(Wellcome Trust (GR066133/GR080002), European Research Council (340755)), Puerto Rican Alzheimer 560 

Disease Initiative (PRADI) (RF1AG054074), Reasons for Geographic and Racial Differences in Stroke 561 

(REGARDS) (U01NS041588), Research in African American Alzheimer Disease Initiative (REAAADI) 562 

(U01AG052410), Rush Alzheimer's Disease Center (ROSMAP) (P30AG10161, R01AG15819, 563 

R01AG17919), University of Miami Brain Endowment Bank (MBB), and University of Miami/Case 564 

Western/North Carolina A&T African American (UM/CASE/NCAT) (U01AG052410, R01AG028786). 565 

The four LSACs are: the Human Genome Sequencing Center at the Baylor College of Medicine (U54 566 

HG003273), the Broad Institute Genome Center (U54HG003067), The American Genome Center at the 567 

Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences (U01AG057659), and the Washington University 568 

Genome Institute (U54HG003079). 569 
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Table 1. Sample demographics. Samples were restricted to those passing genetic/phenotypic quality 643 

control, being non-Hispanic, and being of European ancestry. 644 

 645 

Abbreviations: QC, quality control; CN, cognitively normal; AD, Alzheimer’s disease; SD, standard 646 

deviation647 

Sex Age

Name
Participants     

after QC (N)
Type   (N)

Female         

(N (%))

Age             

(Mean (SD))
APOE *4-pos APOE *2-pos

CN 5418 3152 (58.2 %) 85.4 (6.5) 926 (17.1 %) 1057 (19.5 %)

AD 6155 3619 (58.8 %) 75.4 (8.6) 2938 (47.7 %) 493 (8.0 %)

CN 2949 1791 (60.7 %) 81.6 (6.6) 1075 (36.4 %) 204 (6.9 %)

AD 3584 2051 (57.2 %) 76.7 (8.3) 2078 (58.0 %) 177 (4.9 %)
ADSP WGS 6533

APOE  status

ADSP WES 11573

Samples Diagnosis
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Table 2. ADSP WES variants passing suggestive significance after applying centers/kit-based filters. Variants shown passed suggestive 648 

significance in either model-1 or model-2. Note that many variants that lose suggestive significance after center/kit adjustment in model-2 have 649 

fairly small P-values (but above threshold) in the center/kit Fisher tests and/or have a non-PASS flag in gnomAD or are flagged by the duplicate 650 

discordant variant filter. This suggests there is added value in using model 2 and/or applying the gnomAD and duplicate discordant variant filters 651 

to reduce spurious signals, or, that model 1 without gnomAD filters can be used contingent on post-hoc assessment of the association signal’s 652 

robustness.  653 

  654 

GENE CHR BP dbSNP153 ID

effect 

allele 

other 

allele

effect 

allele frq. OR

95% CI 

(lb)

95% CI 

(ub) P OR

95% CI 

(lb)

95% CI 

(ub) P

Center 

Fisher P

Kit  

Fisher P

gnomAD 

filter

Duplicate 

check

DRAXIN 1 11709400 rs769650621 C A 0.45% 2.44 1.69 3.53 2.2E-06 1.83 1.28 2.63 1.0E-03 2.2E-04 0.97 non-PASS discordant

SLC50A1 1 155136277 rs765315443 C T 0.37% 2.82 1.88 4.22 5.3E-07 2.06 1.38 3.05 3.6E-04 2.3E-05 0.99 PASS ok

LAMC1-AS1 1 183135182 rs1385675950 A C 0.18% 3.69 2.08 6.56 8.4E-06 2.70 1.54 4.72 5.2E-04 0.10 0.99 PASS discordant

LOC150935 2 239780397 rs1355381797 C A 0.15% 4.39 2.34 8.25 4.3E-06 3.17 1.71 5.86 2.4E-04 0.99 0.99 PASS ok

RASGEF1C 5 180127602 rs57288534 T C 18.67% 0.87 0.81 0.92 9.0E-06 0.86 0.81 0.92 2.3E-06 0.76 0.34 PASS ok

TREM2 6 41161514 rs75932628 T C 0.69% 2.82 2.10 3.79 5.0E-12 2.58 1.94 3.44 8.2E-11 0.02 0.09 PASS ok

HNRNPUL2-BSCL2 11 62724366 rs772898628 C A 0.24% 3.14 1.92 5.13 5.3E-06 2.21 1.37 3.57 1.2E-03 6.1E-03 0.98 non-PASS discordant

CDKL1 14 50390164 rs61981931 T C 4.82% 0.79 0.71 0.89 5.6E-05 0.77 0.69 0.86 4.2E-06 1.1E-05 0.02 PASS ok

C16orf92 16 30025807 rs11544328 C A 46.34% 0.89 0.85 0.94 1.0E-05 0.91 0.87 0.95 8.0E-05 0.83 1.7E-03 PASS discordant

ZNF750 17 82831739 rs751362098 G A 0.39% 2.61 1.77 3.85 1.4E-06 2.02 1.38 2.96 2.8E-04 1.5E-04 0.99 non-PASS discordant

ABCA7 19 1042810 rs3764645 G A 46.71% 0.89 0.85 0.94 3.5E-06 0.89 0.85 0.94 3.8E-06 0.22 3.9E-04 PASS ok

DHX35 20 39018815 rs779184241 A G 0.32% 3.49 2.26 5.38 1.8E-08 2.56 1.67 3.91 1.4E-05 2.5E-04 0.99 PASS discordant

Variant info Model-1 Model-2 Filters
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 655 

Figure 1. Variant artifacts across different sequencing centers/kits drive spurious associations in ADSP 656 

WES and WGS data. In initial exome-wide and genome-wide association studies of ADSP WES and WGS, 657 

we observed many spurious associations (P<=1e-5) using model-1 (i.e. not adjusting for sequencing 658 

center/kit; cf. Figure 2A & 3A). Upon inspection of these signals, it was notable that these variants 659 

displayed large variation in genotype counts across sequencing centers/kits. The MAF variation in 660 

control subjects for all analyzed variants is visualized in A) for ADSP WES, and in B) for ADSP WGS. C) A 661 

specific example of a variant showing spurious association is provided. This variant, rs199707443, has a 662 

MAF of 0.003% in non-Finnish Europeans in gnomAD v3.1.1, contrasting the 411 heterozygote counts in 663 

the Broad sequencing center. Notably, this particular variant still showed genome-wide significant 664 

association with AD risk even after sequencing center/kit adjustment (cf. Figure 2B). Abbreviations: 665 

MAF, minor allele frequency; CN, cognitively normal; WT; Wild type; HET, heterozygote; HOM, 666 

homozygote.  667 
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 668 

Figure 2. The proposed center/kit-based variant filters remove spurious associations in ADSP WES. 669 

Figure shows Manhattan (left) and quantile-quantile (right) plots. A) Model-1 indicates many spurious 670 

hits. B) Model-2 shows that adjustment for center/kit can reduce many, but not all, spurious hits. The 671 

variant described in Figure 1C is highlighted by the blue arrow. C) Filters remove most spurious hits. D) 672 

Further adjustment for center/kit removes few additional spurious hits. 673 
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 674 

Figure 3. The proposed center/kit-based variant filters remove spurious associations in ADSP WGS. 675 

Figure shows Manhattan (left) and quantile-quantile (right) plots. A) Model-1 indicates many spurious 676 

hits. B) Model-2 shows that adjustment for center/kit can reduce many, but not all, spurious hits. C) 677 
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Filters remove most spurious hits. D) Further adjustment for center/kit removes few additional spurious 678 

hits. 679 

 680 

Figure 4. Metrics of variants removed by the proposed center/kit-based variant filters. A-C) ADSP WES. 681 

D-E) ADSP WGS. A & D) Variants that passed filters showed largely consistent P-values across model-1 682 

and model-2 case-control association analyses, with only few variants remaining that reach suggestive 683 

significance in model-1 but lose suggestive significance upon center/kit adjustment in model-2 (lower 684 

right quadrant). B & E) Variants that were removed by filters showed many inconsistent P-values across 685 

model-1 and model-2, consistent with center/kit-related variant artifacts that could not fully be 686 

accounted for by model-2. C & F) Frequency density plots, comparing variants that were 687 

filtered/removed to those that were not filtered. Note that variants were consistently filtered across the 688 

full frequency range, with increased density at frequencies <1% or >10% in ADSP WES. 689 
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