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1.0 Models developed using the iCARE tool 
 

We built and validated breast cancer risk prediction models using the Individualized Coherent Absolute Risk 

Estimator (iCARE) software tool, which allows flexible building and updating of risk models using multiple data 

sources, as well as validation of models in prospective cohort studies. The details of the tool and underlying 

methodology can be found elsewhere.1 Briefly, iCARE allows the user to build models for predicting absolute risk of 

a disease by integrating information on relative risks from analytic studies, population disease incidence, competing 

mortality, and the distribution of risk factors in the underlying target population. The tool allows incorporation of 

genetic risk information through odds ratio and allele frequencies of individual single nucleotide polymorphisms 

(SNPs) or a per-standard deviation (SD) odds ratio of an underlying polygenic risk score (PRS). The 313-SNP PRS 

was recently developed by Mavaddat et al.,2 using data from 94,075 cases and 75,017 controls of European ancestry 

from 69 case-control studies in the Breast Cancer Association Consortium (BCAC) and standardized using the mean 

and standard deviation based on the pooled dataset of controls from BCAC. One prospective cohort used for model 

validation in the present analysis, MMHS, had a small overlap in subjects used for development of the 313-SNP PRS 

(18 cases and 75 controls). When incorporating information on SNPs/PRS, the model automatically adjusts for the 

attenuation of the odds ratio for family history due to its correlation with genetic factors.1 iCARE incorporates inbuilt 

algorithms to handle missing information on risk factors through imputation based on the observed risk factor profiles 

and an individual level reference dataset of risk factors3 (details in iCARE software paper1). For model validation, the 

software allows evaluation of model calibration and discrimination statistics for both cohort and nested case-control 

studies, allowing incorporation of sampling weights to adjust for non-random sampling in the latter design. 

  We previously developed two models, iCARE-BPC3 and iCARE-Lit, using the iCARE tool.3, 4 The key 

difference between the two models is that the former estimates the relative risks of the epidemiologic risk factors from 

a multivariable risk model using data from multiple prospective cohort studies in the Breast and Prostate Cancer 

Cohort Consortium (BPC3)5, 6, and the latter uses relative risks from the published literature including primarily, but 

not limited to, prospective cohort studies. While the latter has the advantage of not being limited to data available 

from the BPC3 cohorts and could be easily extended or updated as new publications appear, it requires stronger 

modeling assumptions about how the different sources of relative risks are integrated into the model. Another 

difference is that the study populations used to develop the iCARE-BPC3 model included only women 50 years of 

age or older, whereas the iCARE-Lit model has two sets of relative risks: one for women less than 50 years of age, 
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and another for women 50 years of age or greater. This age stratification accounts for modification of the relative risks 

for BMI, family history, and benign breast disease by age/menopausal status, and the age-dependent distributions of 

several risk factors. The relative risks in the two models for women 50 years of age or greater are similar, but vary 

somewhat on the included risk factors and the specification of categories of those risk factors.3 

2.0 Methods for risk model validation 

We considered three possible models, including: (i) classical risk factors only, (ii) PRS only, and (iii) classical 

risk factors and PRS. From each of these models, we obtained the relative risk score (defined as the linear predictor 

associated with all risk factors except age) and the predicted five-year absolute risk for each subject in each cohort. 

Women in each cohort were classified into categories of low to high risk based on (a) deciles of the predicted absolute 

risk that depends on age, and (b) deciles of the relative risk score that does not depend on age. Within each risk 

category, the observed proportion of cases and the average of the predicted five-year absolute risks were computed 

over the follow-up period. The accuracy of absolute risk estimates, both overall and within risk categories, were 

evaluated using the ratio of expected number of cases to the observed number of cases (E/O), and the calibration slope 

and intercept from a linear regression of observed proportion of cases and the average predicted risk across categories. 

The 95% Wald-based confidence intervals for the observed proportion of cases were computed using an influence 

function-based variance estimator.1 We also compute the observed and expected relative risks within each risk 

category. The category-specific observed relative risk was computed as the ratio of the proportion of cases in that 

category to the proportion of cases across all categories. As none of the studies selected cases based on covariate 

values, these empirical ratios are expected to provide an unbiased estimate of the true relative risks for the underlying 

populations. The category-specific predicted relative risk was calculated as the ratio of the average predicted five-year 

absolute risk in that category and the average predicted five-year absolute risk across all categories.1 Calibration 

accuracy of relative risk was assessed using goodness-of-fit tests.  

We evaluate the overall discriminatory ability of each model using the Area Under the ROC Curve (AUC), 

which is estimated as the empirical proportion of case-control pairs in which the absolute risk (or relative risk score) 

for a case was higher than the absolute risk (or relative risk score) for a control.  

3.0 Adjustment for selection into nested case-control studies 

The integrated iCARE-based models included classical risk factors and a PRS based on 313-SNPs associated 

with breast cancer.2 For most of the participating cohorts, except UK Biobank and WGHS, the genotype data of the 
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SNPs used to calculate the PRS was available for a nested case-control study within the cohort (eTable 1). For such 

studies, we adjust all calculations using sampling weights so that the estimated disease rates reflect the underlying 

cohorts, rather than the case-control sample.  Specifically, we used an inverse-probability weighted (IPW) analysis 

with weights defined by probability of selection of subjects in the cohort to the nested case-control sample.7 We 

estimated the probability of selection for each study by fitting a logistic regression model to the entire underlying 

cohort, where the outcome was defined as whether an individual is selected (R=1) or not (R=0) in the nested case-

control sample, and covariates included age of study entry, follow-up time and interactions of case/control status with 

age of study entry and follow-up time. All standard errors and 95% Wald-based confidence intervals were calculated 

using influence function-based variance estimators that account for sampling weights.1 We also evaluated calibration 

accuracy of models with classical risk factors alone in the full cohort where no adjustment due to sampling weights 

are needed. The model performances were similar as in the nested studies that account for sample selection by the 

IPW approach (data not shown).  

4.0 Derivation of the reference populations 

An individual level reference dataset containing information on the classical risk factors was created for each 

country for projecting the distribution of absolute risk in the respective populations. These risk factor distributions 

were each coded according to the iCARE-BPC3 and iCARE-Lit models. The risk factor distribution coded according 

the iCARE-Lit model is specified separately for women less than 50 years of age and women 50 years of age or older. 

These age categories are used as a surrogate for menopausal status. We assume that women less than 50 years of age 

are premenopausal and never users of HRT, and women 50 years of age or older are postmenopausal and not current 

users of oral contraceptives (OC). The PRS for the reference dataset was generated through simulation after taking 

into account its correlation with family history (i.e., presence/absence of first degree relative). Since the PRS is defined 

by a combination of many SNPs, one can reasonably assume that it is normally distributed in the population due to 

the classic Central Limit Theorem. Thus, one can assume the distribution of risk score in the population can be 

characterized by its mean ! and variance "#. Assuming the disease is rare, the distribution of PRS for women without 

family history can be approximated by the same normal distribution as in the population. Assuming, the PRS is well 

calibrated in the log-risk scale, the distribution of PRS among women with family history can be approximated by a 

normal distribution with mean ! +	"#/2 and variance "#. 
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Table S4 provides the sources for building the reference dataset for each country. Derivation of the US and 

UK reference datasets is described in detail in the Supplementary Methods of our previous work.3 

The reference datasets for Australia and Sweden were generated using data from the prospective cohorts 

representing each of these two countries in the present analysis (MCCS and KARMA, respectively). Subjects with no 

missing information for the risk factor variables were included in these reference datasets. MCCS had missing data 

for all subjects on HRT type, BBD and breast cancer family history. Since there was no appropriate source for the 

distribution of these risk factors in the general Australian population, we simulated their distribution in the Australian 

reference dataset based on the distribution of these risk factors in the UK8-10.  

 The reference dataset for Germany was created using information from the German Health Interview and 

Examination Survey for Adults (DEGS). The survey population was reduced to the women who participated in the 

measurement survey, since BMI was only measured for these women. The survey weights were used to account for 

the complex sampling of the included subjects. Missing data on breast cancer family history, BBD, age at menarche, 

and age at first birth were imputed according to the distribution of these risk factors in EPIC-Heidelberg (data collected 

2001-2003), using entry age and classical risk factors from the iCARE-Lit model as explanatory variables.  

 There were no sufficiently complete population-based surveys with information on the distribution of the 

breast cancer risk factors in the Netherlands. Therefore, we constructed the reference dataset for the Netherlands by 

combining the German and UK reference datasets. To approximately balance the two countries’ contribution to the 

risk factor distribution, the subjects in the German reference population were included as multiples of the lowest 

survey-weight and the UK reference population was doubled. 

5.0 Meta-analysis of relative risk calibration 

We evaluated calibration of relative risk through a meta-analysis across cohorts using a set of unified cutoffs 

defined based on the decile categories of predicted absolute risk in the UK Biobank data. The rationale for using UK 

Biobank for defining cut points for meta-analysis was that it is the largest of the participating cohorts with 233,547 

women, including 2,390 cases (20% of the total cases across all cohorts). The study-specific relative risk calibration 

was similar across the different cohorts. Since the relative risk estimates are generally stable across populations, we 

decided to assess the calibration of the relative risk through a meta-analysis across the studies. Similar analyses for 

absolute risk calibration will be difficult to justify due to the dependence of absolute risk on the population-specific 
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disease incidence rates, competing mortality rates and risk factor distributions that show considerable variation across 

populations. 

Two versions of meta-analysis for relative risk calibration were performed. In the first version, we used a 

reduced set of risk factors after excluding type of hormone replacement therapy (HRT) and benign breast disease 

(BBD), since many of the participating studies had completely missing data on these risk factors. In this version, there 

were three cohorts participating in the meta-analysis for the iCARE-Lit model for women younger than 50 years (891 

cases, 54,058 controls), eleven cohorts for the iCARE-Lit model for women aged 50 years or older (5,920 cases, 

232,743 controls), and six cohorts for the iCARE-BPC3 (for women aged 50 years or older) (3,567 cases, 210,330 

controls).  

In the second version, we include all the cohorts that have at least some information on all the risk factors; 

as a result these included fewer cohorts: two cohorts for the iCARE-Lit model for women younger than 50 years (462 

cases, 5,557 controls), five cohorts for the iCARE-Lit model for women aged 50 years or older (2,259 cases, 23,728 

controls), and four cohorts for the iCARE-BPC3 model (for women aged 50 years or older) (1,303 cases, 10,673 

controls).  

The results from the first version are shown in Figure 2 and Figure S2. The results for the second version are 

shown in Figure S6.  

 Cohorts that were missing data on all subjects for risk factors other than type of HRT and BBD were not 

included in the meta-analysis. Specifically, MCCS and EPIC Germany did not have family history information (i.e., 

presence or absence of breast cancer among first-degree relatives) and PROCAS was missing smoking status, oral 

contraceptive use, and number of alcoholic drinks per week. The SISTER study was not included in the meta-analysis 

because the risk distribution is very different from the other cohorts (Table S2A, Table S3), since this study only 

includes women whose sister was diagnosed with breast cancer. 

6.0 Projection of risk to the general populations 

Five-year risk projections were estimated to evaluate the amount of risk stratification achieved by the 

integrated models among women of European ancestry aged 50-70 years in the six countries. For each country, we 

used the population distribution of age, the reference dataset of risk factors and underlying disease incidence rates and 

competing mortality rates to compute risk projections. Apart from the integrated models with the “current” PRS based 

on 313 SNPs, we explored performance of certain future models with hypothetical “improved” versions of the PRS.  
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For instance, we considered an  “improved” PRS, which could be built with GWAS of larger sample sizes and was 

derived using the recently developed GENESIS methodology11 using summary data from the most recent breast cancer 

GWAS.12 The variance of this “improved” PRS was calculated using a previously developed theoretical framework 

for power calculations for genetic risk predictions.13 We have also explored models with the “best” PRS that achieves 

the theoretical limit of the heritability of the disease due to common SNPs.14  

The statistical methodology is described in detail in our previous work.15 Briefly, we compute a theoretical 

AUC based on the projected risk scores using a normal distribution assumption. We also show the number of women 

and number of future cases identified at the extremes of the risk distribution. 

For the US population, we show the projected AUC and the relative risks (with respect to the population 

average risk) at the lowest and highest centile of risk as a function of the variance of the underlying risk score of the 

current and future models (Figure S14). The current integrated model, which includes the 313 SNP PRS with the 

classical risk factors provides substantial risk stratification in the population. For instance, the women at the lowest 

and highest centiles of predicted risk based on the current model were at 5-fold decreased risk and 3.4-fold increased 

risk compared to the population average. The AUC of 66.5 in the US population was substantially higher than in the 

US-based validation cohorts. This highlights the importance of evaluating AUC in specific target populations. The 

integrated model with the “improved” PRS achieves an AUC of 72.4. Women at the lowest and highest centiles of 

predicted risk based on this model were at 8.6-fold decreased risk and 4.6-fold increased risk compared to the 

population average. 
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Table S1. Characteristics of prospective cohort studies used for model validation 

Study Country 
Full cohortb  Nested cohortb,c 

 References Year(s) at DNA 
collection 

Age at DNA 
collection 

Years of 
follow upa 

Cases Total  Cases Controls 

CPS IId US 1998-2002 68 (50-75) 11 (0-15) 1,031 40,840 
 

458 2,010 Calle et al. 200216 

EPICd 

Germany 1994-1998 58 (50-71) 10 (1-15) 225 12,704 
 

165 576 

Riboli et al. 200217 Netherlands 1993-1997 58 (50-71) 14 (0-17) 290 18,434 
 

213 838 

UK 1993-2000 60 (50-74) 16 (0-19) 272 15,129 
 

194 694 

GS UK 2003-2011 
38 (19-49) 6 (2-10) 324 40,977 

 
208 233 

Swerdlow et al. 201118 
59 (50-75) 6 (2-10) 650 38,483 

 
414 486 

KARMA Sweden 2011-2013 60 (50-72) 5 (2-6) 626 39,251 
 

227 4,440 Gabrielson et al. 201719 

MCCSd Australia 1990-1994 60 (50-73) 19 (17-22) 299 16,801 
 

173 1,236 
Giles et al. 200220, 
Milne et al. 201721 

MMHS US 2003-2006 61 (50-75) 9 (0-10) 269 11,996  242 1,040 Olson et al. 201222 

NHS Id US 1989 64 (50-75) 14 (9-21) 1,245 58,163  725 15,485 Rice et al. 201623 

NHS II US 1996 
43 (33-49) 13 (7-15) 390 36,323  254 5,324 

Rice et al. 201623 
54 (50-61) 7 (7-7) 658 37,847  420 4,707 

PLCOd US 1993-2001 63 (51-75) 12 (5-13) 1,319 47,920  763 3,386 Prorok et al. 200024 

PROCAS UK 2009-2013 59 (50-75) 6 (1-9) 620 47,722  117 1,591 Evans et al. 201625 

SISTER US 2003-2009 
45 (36-49) 7 (1-11) 282 9,800  187 400 

Sandler et al. 201726 
60 (50-75) 7 (1-11) 1,185 31,968  807 1,322 

UK Biobank UK 2006-2010 
45 (40-49) 4 (2-7) 324 36,005  N/A 

Allen et al. 2012,27 
Sudlow et al. 201528 60 (50-72) 4 (2-7) 1,452 134,920  N/A 

WGHS US 2000 57 (50-74) 21 (20-23) 303 17,001  N/A Ridker et al. 200829 

a Mean (range) 
b Defined as women of European ancestry, with no history of breast cancer, who provided a sample of DNA 
c Includes subjects with genotype data  
d Cohorts used in the development of the iCARE-BPC3 model 
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Table S2A. Breast cancer risk factor distribution by cohort, among US-based cohorts 
 CPS II MMHS NHS I NHS II PLCO SISTER WGHS 
Breast cancer 
risk factors 

Ages ≥50 
N=40,840 

Ages ≥50 
N=11,996 

Ages ≥50 
N=58,163 

Ages <50 
N=36,323 

Ages ≥50 
N=37,847 

Ages ≥50 
N=47,920 

Ages <50 
N=9,800 

Ages ≥50 
N=31,968 

Ages ≥50 
N=17,304 

Age at baseline, years         

Median (IQR) 68 (65, 72) 60 (54, 66) 65 (59,71) 44 (41,47) 54 (52,57) 62 (59, 67) 45 (42, 47) 59 (54, 65) 56 (53,62) 

Age at menarche, years         

≤11 8,277 (21)  2,114 (18) 13,156 (22) 8,328 (22) 9,252 (24) 5,136 (10) 1,588 (16) 6,331 (19) 4,143 (24) 

12-13 22,443 (56) 6,422 (57) 33,169 (57) 21,103 (58) 22,110 (58) 17,392 (36) 5,581 (57) 18,199 (57) 9,881 (57) 

14-15 7,943 (20) 2,302 (20) 9,812 (16) 5,591 (15) 5,284 (14) 20,235 (38) 2,100 (21) 6,025 (18) 2,665 (15) 

≥16 1,672 (4.1) 366 (3.3) 2,026 (3.5) 1,301 (3.6) 1,201 (3.2) 7,115 (14) 525 (5.4) 1,386 (4.3) 595 (3.4) 

Missing 505 792 0 0 0 93 6 27 20 

Parity          

Nulliparous 2,828 (7.1) 1,428 (12) 3,181 (5.6) 6,533 (23) 6,768 (23) 4,125 (8.6) 2,207 (23) 5,453 (17) 2,133(12) 

1 birth 2,527 (6.3) 998 (8.4) 3,740 (6.5) 4,593 (17) 5,229 (18) 3,243 (6.8) 1,530 (16) 4,234 (13) 1,234 (7.2) 

2 births 10,619 (27) 3,678 (31) 15,290 (27) 14,061 (51) 14,687 (50) 11,415 (24) 3,799 (39) 11,909 (37) 4,533 (26) 

3+ births 24,106 (60) 5,742 (49) 35,098 (61) 2,681 (9.6) 2,584 (8.8) 29,070 (61) 2,260 (23) 10,356 (32) 9,339 (54) 

Missing 805 150 854 8455 8579 67 4 16 65 

Age at first birth, years (among parous subjects)       

<20 4,047 (11) 2,221 (21) 411 (0.8) 1,041 (5.8) 1,544 (8.1) 7,743 (18) 519 (7.1) 2,827 (11) 1,422 (9.6) 

20-24 20,432 (55) 5,208 (50) 27,919 (52) 3,568 (20) 5,085 (27) 23,102 (53) 1,712 (23) 10,785 (42) 7,761 (52) 

25-29 10,144 (27) 2,231 (21) 20,526 (38) 7,298 (41) 7,007 (37) 9,642 (22) 2,488 (34) 7,700 (30) 4,111 (28) 

≥30 2,491 (6.7) 748 (7.2) 52,58 (9.7) 6,054 (34) 5,475 (29) 3,095 (7.1) 2,617 (36) 4,301 (17) 1,520 (10) 

Missing 898 10 14 3,374 3,389 146 253 886 292 

OC use (among subjects age <50)        

Never --- --- --- 4,729 (13) --- --- 919 (9.5) --- --- 

Former --- --- --- 29,472 (82) --- --- 7,368 (76) --- --- 

Current  --- --- --- 1,834 (5.1) --- --- 1,378 (14) --- --- 

Missing --- --- --- 288 --- --- 135 --- --- 

OC use (among subjects age ≥50)        

Never 21,068 (52) 3,075 (26) 29,752 (52) --- 4,273 (12) 20,719 (43) --- 5,043 (16) 6,203 (36) 

Ever 19,406 (48) 8,843 (72) 27,294 (48) --- 33,038 (89) 27,168 (57) --- 26,732 (84) 11,022 (64) 

Missing 366 78 1,117 --- 536 33 --- 193 79 

HRT use (among subjects age ≥50)        

Never 12,041 (30) 4,056 (38) 14,650 (29) --- 8,208 (35) 14,212 (30) --- 13,336 (42) 6,561 (38) 

Former 8,778 (22) 3,829 (36) 15,624 (30) --- 8,441 (36) 7,417 (16) --- 14,315 (45) 1,978 (12) 

Current 19,510 (48) 2,803 (26) 21,105 (41) --- 6,917 (29) 26,045 (55) --- 4,150 (13) 8,733 (51) 

Missing 511 1,308 6,784 --- 14,281 246 --- 167 32 

Type of HRT use (among current users age ≥50)       

Current E-type 10,880 (57) 518 (27) 7,373 (40) --- 2,258 (41) 0 (0) --- 2,603 (69) 0 (0) 

Current C-type 8,094 (43) 1,418 (73) 11,232 (60) --- 3,317 (60) 0 (0) --- 1,194 (31) 0 (0) 

Missing 536 867 39,558 --- 2,500 1,342 --- 286 17,304 

Age at menopause, years (among subjects age ≥50)       

<40 14,195 (39) 702 (10) 2,234 (4.2) --- 1,064 (2.8) 6,668 (14) --- 1,642 (6.2) 1,030 (9.3) 

40-44 4,572 (13) 847 (13) 3,748 (7.0) --- 2,742 (7.2) 6,688 (14) --- 2,213 (8.4) 1,482 (13) 

45-49 4,752 (13) 1,838 (27) 13,449 (25) --- 8,004 (21) 11,087 (23) --- 5,796 (22) 3,510 (32) 

50-54 9,482 (26) 2,597 (38) 30,486 (57) --- 14,867 (39) 17,537 (37) --- 9,740 (37) 4,249 (38) 
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 CPS II MMHS NHS I NHS II PLCO SISTER WGHS 
Breast cancer 
risk factors 

Ages ≥50 
N=40,840 

Ages ≥50 
N=11,996 

Ages ≥50 
N=58,163 

Ages <50 
N=36,323 

Ages ≥50 
N=37,847 

Ages ≥50 
N=47,920 

Ages <50 
N=9,800 

Ages ≥50 
N=31,968 

Ages ≥50 
N=17,304 

≥55 2,983 (8.3) 771 (11) 3,914 (7.3) --- 11,170 (30) 55,76 (12) --- 7,030 (27) 805 (7.3) 

Missing 4,856 5,241 4,332 --- 0 364 --- 5547 6,228 

Height, m          

Median (IQR) 1.65 
(1.60, 1.68) 

1.63 
(1.59, 1.68) 

1.63 
(1.60, 1.68) 

1.65 
(1.60, 1.70) 

1.65 
(1.60, 1.70) 

1.63 
(1.60, 1.68) 

1.66 
(1.62, 1.70) 

1.64 
(1.60, 1.68) 

16.5 
(16.0, 16.8) 

Body mass index, kg/m2         

<25 18,206 (50) 3,843 (32) 26,436 (48) 19,510 (55) 15,265 (43) 19,233 (41) 4,706 (48) 12,590 (39) 8,678 (50) 

≥25 - <30 12,096 (33) 4,009 (34) 18,001 (33) 9,107 (26) 10,533 (30) 16,657 (35) 2,740 (28) 10,329 (32) 5,399 (31) 

≥30 6,367 (17) 4,131 (35) 10,383 (19) 7,138 (20) 9,554 (27) 11,511 (24) 2,348 (24) 9,041 (28) 2,929 (17) 

Missing 4,171 13 3,343 568 2,495 519 6 8 298 

Alcohol, g/day          

None 17,238 (43) 3,975 (33) 22,346 (40) 13,321 (37) 12,914 (35) 6,368 (27) 3,067 (31) 12,597 (40) 7,490 (43) 

<5 10,936 (28) 6,283 (53) 19,531 (35) 15,004 (42) 13,451 (36) 11,299 (48) 3,323 (34) 8,646 (27) 5,033 (29) 

5-14 6,806 (16) 1,160 (9.7) 9,111 (16) 5,753 (16) 6,753 (18) 2,881 (12) 2,260 (23) 6,725 (21) 3,222 (19) 

15-24  2,625 (6.6) 353 (3.0) 3,188 (5.7) 1,087 (3.0) 2,384 (6.4) 1,686 (7.1) 725 (7.4) 2,065 (6.5) 757 (4.4) 

25-34  655 (1.6) 126 (1.1) 939 (1.7) 427 (1.2) 512 (1.4) 400 (1.7) 247 (2.5) 1281 (4.0) 108 (0.6) 

35-44 969 (2.4) 19 (0.2) 1 (0.0) 196 (0.5) 702 (1.9) 621 (2.6) 100 (1.0) 426 (1.3) 557 (3.2) 

≥45 913 (2.3) 2 (0.0) 548 (0.1) 137 (0.4) 336 (0.9) 456 (1.9) 70 (0.7) 183 (0.6) 134 (0.8) 

Missing 1,110 78 2,499 398 795 24,209 8 45 3 

History of BBD          

No 28,548 (72) 8,931 (74) 37,310 (64) 10,837 (64) 11,676 (53) 33,154 (70) 3,335 (34) 8,105 (26) 11,321(65) 

Yes 11,182 (28) 3,065 (26) 20,852 (36) 6,109 (36) 10,316 (47) 13,989 (30) 6,405 (66) 23,654 (75) 5,983 (35) 

Missing 1,110 0 1 19,377 15,855 777 60 209 0 

Family history of breast cancer in first-degree relatives       

No 34,827 (85) 9,666 (81) 50,191 (86) 33,064 (91) 33,962 (90) 40,346 (86) 275 (2.8) 582 (1.8) 14,818 (88) 

Yes 6,013 (15) 2,330 (19) 7,972 (14) 3,259 (9.0) 3,885 (10) 6,759 (14) 9,524 (97) 31,386 (98) 2,068 (12) 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 418 

Data shown as n (%) unless otherwise indicated. 
Abbreviations: BBD = benign breast disease, C-type = estrogen and progestogen combined, E-type = estrogen-only, HRT = 
hormone replacement therapy, IQR = interquartile range, OC = oral contraceptive. 
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Table S2B. Breast cancer risk factor distribution by cohort, among European and Australian cohorts 

Breast cancer 
risk factors 

EPIC DE EPIC NL EPIC UK GS KARMA MCCS PROCAS UK Biobank 
Ages ≥50 
N=12,704 

Ages ≥50 
N=18,434 

Ages ≥50 
N=15,129 

Ages <50 
N=40,977 

Ages ≥50 
N=38,483 

Ages ≥50 
N=39,251 

Ages ≥50 
N=16,801 

Ages ≥50 
N=47,722 

Ages <50 
N=48,789 

Ages ≥50 
N=184,617 

Age at baseline, years          

Median (IQR) 58 (54, 62) 58 (53, 63) 59 (54, 66) 39 (33, 44) 59 (54, 63) 58 (53, 64) 59 (54, 64) 58 (53, 64) 46 (43, 48) 61 (56, 65) 

Age at menarche, years          

≤11 1,090 (8.6) 1,851 (10) 2,814 (19) 8,056 (22) 8,138 (23) 4,468 (12) 2,632 (16) 10,823 (23) 8,554 (18) 36,768 (21) 

12-13 5,445 (43) 8,004 (44) 6,001 (41) 19,075 (52) 17,032 (49) 17,699 (49) 7,366 (44) 19,914 (43) 21089 (45) 77,016 (43) 

14-15 4,710 (37) 6,261 (34) 4,408 (30) 8,139 (22) 8,678 (25) 12,459 (34) 5,400 (32) 13,550 (29) 14633 (31) 54,735 (31) 

≥16 1,393 (11) 2,262 (13) 1,487 (10) 1,102 (3.0) 1,147 (3.3) 1,898 (5.2) 1,356 (8.1) 2,773 (5.3) 2956 (6.3) 10,309 (5.8) 

Missing 22 455 894 4,605 3,488 2,727 47 962 1,698 5,789 

Parity           

Nulliparous 1,628 (13) 2,280 (15) 1,784 (12) 15,227 (37) 4,822 (13) 4,638 (13) 1,925 (11) 5,954 (13) 13,512 (28) 30,209 (16) 

1 birth 3,131 (25) 1,281 (8.1) 1,854 (13) 6,140 (15) 3,937 (10) 5,506 (15) 1,251 (7.4) 6.845 (14) 7,963 (16) 23,299 (13) 

2 births 5,126 (41) 5,906 (38) 5,900 (41) 14,024 (34) 19,505 (51) 17,261 (47) 4,959 (30) 20.238 (43) 18,376 (38) 83,687 (45) 

3+ births 2,733 (22) 6,282 (40) 4,923 (34) 5,535 (14) 10,163 (26) 9,627 (26) 8,663 (52) 14,353 (30) 8,923 (18) 47,013 (26) 

Missing 42 2,685 668 51 56 2,219 3 332 156 409 

Age at first birth, years (among parous subjects)        

<20 1,238 (11) 555 (4.1) 784 (6.2) 1,171 (4.6) 2,157 (6.4) 2,768 (8.0) 1,054 (7.1) 7,324 (18) 2,377 (8.7) 13,478 (10) 

20-24 5,410 (49) 5,000 (37) 5,326 (42) 5,059 (20) 11,166 (33) 11,314 (33) 6,573 (44) 15,691 (38) 6,851 (25) 47,649 (37) 

25-29 3,181 (29) 6,039 (45) 4,705 (37) 10,279 (40) 14,060 (42) 12,525 (36) 5,292 (36) 12,091 (29) 9,843 (36) 49,449 (38) 

≥30 1,187 (11) 1,869 (14) 1,804 (14) 9,156 (36) 6,139 (18) 7,993 (23) 1,934 (13) 6,252 (15) 8,151 (30) 19,862 (15) 

Missing 8 6 58 34 83 13 20 78 8,040 23,561 

OC use (among subjects age <50)         

Never --- --- --- 2,616 (6.4) --- --- --- --- 5,449 (11) --- 

Former --- --- --- 27,370 (67) --- --- --- --- 39,875 (82) --- 

Current  --- --- --- 10,956 (27) --- --- --- --- 3,291 (6.7) --- 

Missing --- --- --- 35 --- --- --- --- 315 --- 

OC use (among subjects age ≥50)          

Never 4,021 (32) 6,328 (35) 7,737 (54) --- 7,586 (20) 5,996 (16) 8,567 (51) --- --- 37,960 (21) 

Ever 8,602 (68) 11,970 (65) 6,634 (46) --- 30,847 (80) 30,537 (84) 8,198 (49) --- --- 145,891 (79) 

Missing 37 136 758 --- 50 2,718 36 --- --- 766 

HRT use (among subjects age ≥50)          

Never 4,745 (40) 13,644 (75) 8,654 (60) --- 19,385 (51) 22,843 (62) 11,583 (69) 28,848 (61) --- 98,137 (53) 

Former 1,680 (14) 2,303 (13) 1,987 (14) --- 12,530 (33) 12,107 (33) 3,383 (20) 14,647 (31) --- 72,645 (40) 

Current 5,357 (46) 2,313 (13) 3,810 (26) --- 6,399 (17) 1,997 (5.4) 1,749 (11) 3,822 (8.1) --- 13,028 (7.1) 

Missing 878 174 678 --- 169 2,304 86 405 --- 807 

Type of HRT use (among current users age ≥50)         

Current E-type 3,077 (68) 578 (36) 1,232 (37) --- 3,088 (53) 808 (50) 0 (0) 1,646 (50) --- 0 (0) 

Current C-type 1,425 (32) 1,043 (64) 2,090 (63) --- 2,748 (47) 811 (50) 0 (0) 1,651 (50) --- 0 (0) 

Missing 855 692 488 --- 563 378 1,749 525 --- 13,028 

Age at menopause, years (among subjects age ≥50)         

<40 0 (0) 803 (6.8) 560 (6.0) --- 449 (2.0) 574 (3.8) 200 (2.0) 2,645 (7.7) --- 4,675 (3.7) 

40-44 0 (0) 1,531 (13) 1,103 (12) --- 1,532 (7.0) 1,245 (8.2) 745 (7.5) 4,049 (11) --- 10,776 (8.4) 

45-49 3,982 (47) 3,581 (30) 2,986 (32) --- 5,426 (25) 3,676 (24) 2,668 (27) 10.095 (29) --- 30,047 (23) 

50-54 3,743 (45) 5,060 (43) 4,013 (43) --- 11,519 (52) 7332 (48) 5,136 (52) 15,036 (44) --- 62,830 (49) 
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Breast cancer 
risk factors 

EPIC DE EPIC NL EPIC UK GS KARMA MCCS PROCAS UK Biobank 
Ages ≥50 
N=12,704 

Ages ≥50 
N=18,434 

Ages ≥50 
N=15,129 

Ages <50 
N=40,977 

Ages ≥50 
N=38,483 

Ages ≥50 
N=39,251 

Ages ≥50 
N=16,801 

Ages ≥50 
N=47,722 

Ages <50 
N=48,789 

Ages ≥50 
N=184,617 

≥55 670 (8.0) 857 (7.2) 747 (7.9) --- 3,076 (14) 2435 (16) 1,210 (12) 2,600 (7.6) --- 19,888 (16) 

Missing 4,265 6,602 5,720 --- 16,481 23989 6,842 13,297 --- 56,401 

Height, m            

Median (IQR) 1.62 
(1.58, 1.66) 

1.64 
(1.60, 1.68) 

1.61 
(1.57, 1.65) 

1.65 
(1.60, 1.70) 

1.63 
(1.60, 1.68) 

1.66 
(1.62, 1.70) 

1.59 
(1.55, 1.64) 

1.63 
(1.58, 1.68) 

1.64 
(160, 1.68) 

1.62 
(1.58, 1.66) 

Body mass index, kg/m2           

<25 5,206 (41) 9,284 (50) 7,713 (51) 23,875 (60) 18,881 (50) 19,959 (53) 6,208 (37) 17,030 (38) 22,877 (47) 68,496 (37) 

≥25 - <30 4.838 (38) 6,778 (37) 5,295 (35) 10,467 (26) 13,080 (35) 12,520 (33) 6,495 (39) 15,850 (35) 15,727 (32) 70,189 (38) 

≥30 2,616 (21) 2,372 (13) 2,121 (14) 5,608 (14) 5,709 (15) 4,954 (13) 4,088 (24) 11,901 (27) 10,152 (21) 45,308 (25) 

Missing 0 0 0 1,027 813 1,818 10 2,941 174 624 

Alcohol, g/day            

None 213 (1.7) 1,557 (10) 714 (5.0) 6,507 (16) 7,608 (20) 6,710 (18) 7,303 (44) 12,334 (27) 1,194 (3.5) 5,438 (4.2) 

<5 7,198 (57) 6,580 (43) 8,076 (57) 5,351 (13) 5,263 (14) 8,683 (24) 4,429 (27) 11,800 (26) 6,677 (20) 27,033 (21) 

5-14 4,055 (32) 5,034 (33) 4,248 (30) 12,530 (31) 10,702 (28) 15,287 (42) 3,169 (19) 14,234 (31) 14,436 (42) 55,895 (43) 

15-24  797 (6.3) 1,556 (10) 816 (5.8) 8,420 (21) 7,408 (20) 4,158 (11) 1,173 (7.0) 5,921 (13) 6,975 (20) 24,487 (19) 

25-34  226 (1.8) 447 (2.9) 205 (1.4) 4,069 (9.9) 3,479 (9.2) 854 (2.3) 393 (2.4) 1,193 (2.6) 2,658 (7.8) 8,964 (7.0) 

35-44 90 (0.7) 111 (0.7) 63 (0.4) 1,975 (4.8) 1,664 (4.4) 888 (2.4) 117 (0.7) 117 (0.3) 1,166 (3.4) 4,035 (3.1) 

≥45 78 (0.6) 41 (0.3) 37 (0.3) 2,044 (5.0) 1,596 (4.2) 167 (0.5) 120 (0.7) 268 (0.6) 1,110 (3.2) 2,978 (2.3) 

Missing 3 3108 970 81 763 2,504 97 1,855 14,714 55,787 

History of BBD            

No 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 35,118 (86) 28,050 (73) 27,425 (75) 0 (0) 39,604 (85) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 

Yes 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 5,859 (14) 10,433 (27) 9,402 (26) 0 (0) 6,966 (15) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 

Missing 12,660 18,434 15,129 0 0 2,424 16,801 1,152 50,884 184,617 

Family history of breast cancer in first-degree relatives         

No 0 (0) 13,163 (86) 8,351 (93) 34,722 (85) 32,062 (83) 30,941 (85) 0 (0.0) 41,503 (87) 44,340 (91) 164,130 (89) 

Yes 0 (0) 2,162 (14) 589 (6.6) 6,255 (15) 6,421 (17) 5,514 (15) 0 (0.0) 6,219 (13) 4,590 (9.4) 20,487 (11) 

Missing 12,660 3,109 6,189 0 0 2,796 16,801 0 0 0 

Data shown as n (%) unless otherwise indicated. 
Abbreviations: BBD = benign breast disease, C-type = estrogen and progestogen combined, E-type = estrogen-only, HRT = hormone 
replacement therapy, IQR = interquartile range, OC = oral contraceptive.
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Table S3. Distribution of polygenic risk scores and relative risk scores among non-cases across validation cohorts 
Validation cohort Family historya Risk score: PRSb Risk score: Classical risk factors + PRSc 

Ages ≥50 years  1 2 3 1 2 3 

CPS II 14.7% 14.0% 78.5% 7.5% 13.9% 75.0% 11.2% 

EPIC DE -- 12.7% 77.9% 9.4% 6.5% 76.2% 17.4% 

EPIC NL 15.7% 12.3% 79.7% 8.0% 14.9% 78.8% 6.2% 

EPIC UK 6.1% 13.0% 79.0% 8.0% 12.6% 76.4% 11.1% 

GS 20.0% 12.2% 77.5% 10.4% 8.6% 73.4% 18.0% 

KARMA 14.4% 11.7% 79.7% 8.6% 9.6% 79.4% 11.1% 

MCCS -- 15.4% 76.4% 8.2% 17.1% 76.4% 6.5% 

MMHS 21.1% 13.2% 81.7% 5.1% 15.1% 77.4% 7.5% 

NHS I 11.9% 9.1% 80.7% 10.2% 10.4% 77.5% 12.1% 

NHS II 11.0% 8.1% 81.8% 10.1% 4.1% 76.2% 19.7% 

PLCO 14.3% 10.4% 80.8% 8.8% 8.2% 72.5% 19.4% 

PROCAS 15.0% 11.3% 80.4% 8.3% 16.9% 76.0% 7.0% 

SISTER 98.0% 8.9% 78.6% 12.5% 1.7% 61.2% 37.1% 

UK Biobank 11.0% 10.3% 79.7% 10.0% 9.4% 80.5% 10.1% 

WGHS 12.0% 5.0% 82.5% 12.5% 8.1% 81.9% 10.0% 

Ages <50 years  1 2 3 1 2 3 

GS 18.2% 9.6% 80.9% 9.6% 6.2% 77.0% 16.7% 

NHS II 9.7% 7.6% 81.6% 10.8% 10.0% 80.4% 9.6% 

SISTER 97.7% 8.0% 78.9% 13.1% 0.6% 37.4% 62.0% 

UK Biobank 9.3% 8.6% 79.6% 11.8% 11.0% 81.3% 7.7% 
a Percentage of subjects with at least one first-degree relative with a history of breast cancer 
b Categories for the PRS are defined based on the deciles of PRS in the UK Biobank study: the first decile category is 
labeled “1” (PRS £ -0.586 for women aged 50 years or older, PRS £ -0.605 for women younger than 50 years), the middle 
eight deciles are collapsed into the category labeled “2” (-0.586 £ PRS £ 0.634 for women aged 50 years or older, -0.605 £ 
PRS £ 0.625 for women younger than 50 years), the last decile category is labeled “3” (PRS ³ 0.634 for women aged 50 
years or older, PRS ³ 0.625 for women younger than 50 years). 
c Categories for the integrated risk score are defined based on the deciles of the integrated risk score in the UK Biobank 
Study: the first decile category is labeled “1” (risk score £ 2.06 for women aged 50 years or older, risk score £ 2.11 for 
women younger than 50 years), the middle eight deciles are collapsed into the category labeled “2” (2.06 £ risk score £ 
3.57 for women aged 50 years or older, 2.11 £ risk score £ 3.69 for women younger than 50 years), the last decile category 
is labeled “3” (risk score ³ 3.57 for women aged 50 years or older, risk score ³ 3.69 for women younger than 50 years). 
EPIC DE and MCCS are missing information on family history for all subjects. The classical risk factors correspond to the 
iCARE-Lit model, which includes age at menarche, parity, age at first birth, height, alcohol intake, breast cancer family 
history, history of benign breast disease, oral contraceptive use, and BMI. The model for ages ≥50 years additionally 
includes age at menopause, HRT use, and current HRT type. Abbreviations: PRS = polygenic risk score.



 13 

Table S4. Sources of information for model inputs for each country 
Country Breast Cancer Incidence Competing Mortality Reference Risk Factor Distribution 
Australia  Victorian Cancer Registry, 1990-1994 Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1990-1994 - MCCS cohort 

- Published literature for the UK8-10 

Germany  Globocan, 2012 Human Mortality Database, 2012 - German Health Interview and Examination Survey for Adults30, 31 
- EPIC-Heidelberg cohort 

Netherlands  Globocan, 2012 Human Mortality Database, 2012 Pooling of UK and German reference populations 

Sweden  The National Board of Health and 
Welfare, 2016 

The National Board of Health and Welfare, 
2016 

KARMA cohort 

United Kingdom UK Office for National Statistics, 2006 UK Office for National Statistics, 2006 - Health Survey for England, 2002, 2005, 200632-34 
- Cohort Fertility Tables, England and Wales35 
- Published literature8-10 
- GS cohort 

United States US National Cancer Institute-
Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End 
Results Program, 2008-2012 

Center for Disease Control WONDER 
database, 2008-2012 

- National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey, 2008, 2010, 201236 
- Women’s Health Initiative, 201037 
- National Health Interview Survey, 201038 
- PLCO cohort 
- Published literature8 
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Table S5. Breast cancer risk factor distribution in each reference population dataset 
Breast cancer risk factors Australia Germany Netherlands Sweden United 

Kingdom United States 

Age at menarche, years        

≤10 3.1% 5.2% 6.3% 2.3% 11.7% 15.2% 

11 11.0% 17.4% 18.1% 9.8% 21.5% 18.1% 

12 18.9% 13.0% 19.2% 20.3% 26.5% 22.2% 

13 25.1% 12.2% 19.1% 28.2% 21.3% 21.6% 

14 22.2% 24.5% 19.0% 22.4% 12.1% 14.1% 

15 11.1% 9.6% 7.5% 11.8% 4.8% 6.1% 

≥16 8.5% 18.1% 10.9% 5.2% 2.0% 2.6% 

Age at menopause, years       

<40 1.9% 10.1% 6.6% 1.6% 1.5% 21.3% 

40-44 7.3% 13.5% 10.6% 2.9% 7.2% 13.3% 

45-49 26.3% 27.0% 25.4% 10.2% 24.5% 22.7% 

50-54 52.2% 36.0% 43.7% 78.5% 52.0% 30.3% 

≥55 12.3% 13.4% 13.7% 6.8% 14.9% 12.4% 

Parity       

Nulliparous 11.8% 10.2% 11.4% 12.4% 13.0% 17.6% 

1 birth 7.8% 23.7% 19.3% 14.7% 13.8% 15.1% 

2 births 28.9% 40.0% 38.9% 46.7% 37.6% 33.7% 

3+ births 51.5% 26.2% 30.4% 26.2% 35.6% 33.6% 

Age at first birth, years (among parous women)      

<20 5.9% 4.1% 9.3% 19.1% 15.9% 26.8% 

20-24 41.7% 43.5% 44.4% 27.7% 45.5% 38.9% 

25-29 37.3% 9.8% 17.5% 31.8% 27.3% 21.7% 

≥30 15.1% 42.6% 28.9% 21.4% 11.4% 12.6% 

OC use       

Never 57.6% 98.1% 72.6% 16.5% 40.9% 19.1% 

Ever 42.4% 1.9% 27.4% 83.5% 59.1% 80.9% 

Body mass index, kg/m2       

<25 35.8% 30.5% 30.3% 53.4% 30.0% 35.1% 

25 - <30 39.1% 35.7% 36.7% 33.6% 37.9% 31.9% 

≥30 25.1% 33.9% 33.1% 13.0% 32.1% 33.1% 

Height, cm       

mean (sd) 158.5 (6.5) 161.1 (6.5) 160.5 (6.5) 166.3 (5.9) 159.7 (6.5) 162.3 (6.4) 

Alcohol, g/day       

None 46.1% 20.1% 16.8% 17.8% 13.2% 45.0% 

<5 26.0% 53.5% 46.2% 23.4% 36.7% 39.7% 

5-14 18.0% 19.4% 21.3% 41.9% 23.8% 12.1% 
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Breast cancer risk factors Australia Germany Netherlands Sweden United 
Kingdom United States 

15-24  6.6% 4.2% 8.4% 11.6% 13.2% 2.3% 

25-34  2.1% 1.7% 3.3% 2.4% 5.4% 0.6% 

35-44 0.5% 0.6% 1.8% 2.5% 3.5% 0.2% 

≥45 0.6% 0.6% 2.2% 0.4% 4.3% 0.2% 

History of BBD       

No 83.8% 89.0% 86.6% 74.3% 82.7% 83.1% 

Yes 16.2% 11.0% 13.4% 25.7% 17.3% 16.9% 

Family history of breast cancer in first-degree relatives      

No 90.0% 82.3% 86.0% 84.9% 90.5% 86.4% 

Yes 10.0% 17.8% 14.1% 15.1% 9.5% 13.6% 

BMI and use of HRT       

BMI <25:  Never HRT use 25.4% 28.2% 23.7% 32.2% 18.1% 20.4% 

BMI 25-29: Never HRT use 30.9% 33.2% 28.7% 20.4% 23.1% 18.4% 

BMI ≥30: Never HRT use 21.9% 32.9% 26.9% 8.5% 19.4% 19.5% 
        

BMI <25: Former HRT use 4.1% 0.3% 4.2% 17.9% 9.2% 10.5% 

BMI 25-29: Former HRT use 4.0% 0.3% 5.2% 11.5% 11.3% 10.2% 

BMI ≥30: Former HRT use 1.7% 0.2% 4.6% 4.0% 10.1% 11.1% 
        

BMI <25: Current use of C-type HRT 5.5% 1.2% 1.7% 3.0% 2.4% 1.8% 

BMI 25-29: Current use of C-type HRT 3.7% 0.9% 2.0% 2.0% 3.3% 1.4% 

BMI ≥30: Current use of C-type HRT 1.4% 0.3% 1.3% 0.6% 2.4% 1.1% 
        

BMI <25: Current use of E-type HRT 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 2.2% 0.3% 2.3% 

BMI 25-29: Current use of E-type HRT 0.4% 1.2% 0.7% 1.5% 0.2% 1.8% 

BMI ≥30: Current use of E-type HRT 0.2% 0.5% 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 1.3% 

Abbreviations: BBD = benign breast disease, BMI = body mass index, C-type = estrogen and progestogen combined, 
E-type = estrogen-only, HRT = hormone replacement therapy, OC = oral contraceptive, sd = standard deviation. 
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Table S6. Proportion of women reclassified at the high- and low-risk thresholds based on risk estimated from the integrated 
model with classical risk factors and 313-SNP PRS, as opposed to the model with classical risk factors only 

   UK Population  US Population 
   Total women Future Cases  Total women Future Cases 

Classical Classical + PRS  n % n %  n % n % 

AR≤0.6% AR≤0.6%  1,366 0.0% 7 0.0%  19,182 0.1% 84 0.0% 

AR>0.6% AR>0.6%  7,910,841 95.6% 163,926 98.9%  28,389,676 94.5% 613,103 98.7% 

AR≤0.6% AR>0.6%   0 0.0% 0 0.0%   19,182 0.1% 163 0.0% 

AR>0.6% AR≤0.6%   363,246 4.4% 1,789 1.1%   1,602,781 5.3% 7,707 1.2% 

            
AR≤1.13% AR≤1.13%  544,869 6.6% 3,966 2.4%  2,939,141 9.8% 21,223 3.4% 

AR>1.13% AR>1.13%  5,798,279 70.1% 143,188 86.4%  20,708,265 69.0% 537,080 86.5% 

AR≤1.13% AR>1.13%   270,386 3.3% 4,329 2.6%   1,208,480 4.0% 18,764 3.0% 

AR>1.13% AR≤1.13%   1,661,919 20.1% 14,239 8.6%   5,174,935 17.2% 43,991 7.1% 

            
AR<3% AR<3%  6,471,513 78.2% 96,301 58.1%  23,042,101 76.7% 339,473 54.7% 

AR≥3% AR≥3%  538,041 6.5% 26,493 16.0%  2,564,022 8.5% 132,875 21.4% 

AR<3% AR≥3%   863,051 10.4% 34,467 20.8%   2,764,370 9.2% 112,530 18.1% 

AR≥3% AR<3%   402,848 4.9% 8,462 5.1%   1,660,327 5.5% 36,180 5.8% 

            
AR<6% AR<6%  8,115,679 98.1% 154,117 93.0%  29,124,994 97.0% 553,562 89.1% 

AR≥6% AR≥6%  19,118 0.2% 1,635 1.0%  115,093 0.4% 12,108 1.9% 

AR<6% AR≥6%   122,903 1.5% 9,199 5.6%   682,034 2.3% 51,169 8.2% 

AR≥6% AR<6%   17,753 0.2% 772 0.5%   108,699 0.4% 4,219 0.7% 

Classical risk factors correspond to the iCARE-Lit model and include age at menarche, age at first live birth, parity, oral contraceptive 
use, age at menopause, hormone replacement therapy use, type of hormone replacement therapy, alcohol intake, height, BMI, breast 
cancer family history (i.e., presence or absence of breast cancer in at least one first degree relative), benign breast disease.  The 0.6% 
and 1.13% cutoffs correspond to the average five-year absolute risk of US women aged 40 and 50 years. The 3% cutoff corresponds to 
the US Preventive Services Task Force recommendation for risk-lowering drugs and the 6% cutoff corresponds to a cutoff for very 
high risk used in the WISDOM trial. Abbreviations: AR = absolute risk, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide 
polymorphism.



 17 

Table S7A. Proportion of at-risk subjects and incident cases expected to be identified at different risk levels for models with different combinations of risk factors, 
among women of European ancestry ages 50-70 in Australia 

Incorporated breast 
cancer risk factors 

AUC 
Very low risk (5-year AR ≤0.6%) Low risk (5-year AR ≤1.13%) High risk (5-year AR >3%) Very high risk (5-year AR >6%) 

Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) 

Classical  61.0 0.5% (14,824) 0.2% (81) 28.0% (828,704) 16.2% (7,753) 6.3% (186,495) 15.1% (7,247) 0.2% (6,226) 0.5% (242) 

Current PRS (313- SNPs) 63.1 3.2% (94,019) 1.0% (469) 30.1% (891,419) 15.7% (7,504) 6.2% (184,047) 14.7% (7,040) 0.1% (4,024) 0.6% (284) 

Classical + Current PRS 66.8 9.6% (283,746) 2.7% (1,326) 40.3% (1,193,097) 19.0% (9,248) 10.2% (302,425) 27.0% (13,131) 1.2% (34,393) 5.4% (2,647) 

            

Improved PRSa 66.6 14.4% (426,360) 3.8% (1,851) 42.8% (1,265,738) 18.6% (9,075) 11.6% (343,638) 31.5% (15,404) 1.6% (46,549) 7.7% (3,767) 

Classical + Improved PRSa 71.4 19.3% (571,939) 4.7% (2,337) 47.3% (1,400,051) 18.9% (9,585) 13.1% (387,222) 38.3% (18,996) 2.5% (73,530) 12.8% (6,362) 

            

Best PRSb 70.5 17.8% (526,279) 4.5% (2,198) 45.0% (1,333,043) 18.5% (9,100) 12.6% (373,584) 34.9% (17,153) 1.8% (52,776) 8.9% (4,371) 

Classical + Best PRSb 72.6 22.3% (659,109) 5.2% (2,595) 48.9% (1,447,490) 18.7% (9,312) 13.7% (404,123) 40.6% (20,227) 2.8% (83,611) 14.6% (7,268) 
a PRS including additional SNPs expected to be discovered as current GWAS sample sizes double (i.e., approximately a total of 300,000 cases and 300,000 controls) 
b PRS that could explain heritability for breast cancer associated with log-additive effects of all common variants 
Classical risk factors correspond to the iCARE-Lit model and include age at menarche, age at first live birth, parity, oral contraceptive use, age at menopause, hormone replacement 
therapy use, type of hormone replacement therapy, alcohol intake, height, BMI, breast cancer family history (i.e., presence or absence of breast cancer in at least one first degree 
relative), benign breast disease. The expected number of total women is calculated using 2017 population estimates (n=2,960,506) from the Australian Bureau of Statistics and the 
number of cases is calculated using the average predicted five-year risk and the 2016 breast cancer incidence rates from the Victorian Cancer Registry. AUCs are reported based on 
the relative risk scores in that population and do not incorporate variation of age. The 0.6% and 1.13% cutoffs correspond to the average five-year absolute risk of US women aged 
40 and 50 years. The 3% cutoff corresponds to the US Preventive Services Task Force recommendation for risk-lowering drugs and the 6% cutoff corresponds to a cutoff for very 
high risk used in the WISDOM trial. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, AR = absolute risk, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism.  
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Table S7B. Proportion of at-risk subjects and incident cases expected to be identified at different risk levels for models with different combinations of risk factors, 
among women of European ancestry ages 50-70 in Germany 

Incorporated breast 
cancer risk factors 

AUC 
Very low risk (5-year AR ≤0.6%) Low risk (5-year AR ≤1.13%) High risk (5-year AR >3%) Very high risk (5-year AR >6%) 

Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) 

Classical  60.9 1.7% (202,830) 0.6% (1,105) 37.2% (4,479,037) 23.0% (40,043) 3.6% (436,005) 9.5% (16,580) 0.1% (12,776) 0.5% (912) 

Current PRS (313- SNPs) 63.1 6.3% (761,811) 2.1% (3,739) 39.6% (4,764,917) 22.5% (39,190) 4.3% (511,867) 10.9% (19,096) 0.1% (12,776) 0.5% (865) 

Classical + Current PRS 66.4 12.5% (1,507,653) 3.9% (6,933) 46.0% (5,536,310) 23.7% (41,725) 7.0% (840,867) 20.0% (35,229) 0.6% (75,063) 3.2% (5,650) 

            

Improved PRSa 69.0 18.1% (2,171,243) 5.2% (9,167) 48.9% (5,878,087) 23.0% (40,787) 8.6% (1,031,719) 25.4% (44,972) 1.1% (126,968) 5.5% (9,731) 

Classical + Improved PRSa 71.1 22.7% (2,731,023) 6.1% (10,974) 51.9% (6,245,418) 22.7% (40,727) 10.0% (1,205,003) 31.6% (56,629) 1.5% (181,269) 8.7% (15,530) 

            

Best PRSb 70.4 21.0% (2,529,789) 5.8% (10,278) 51.1% (6,140,010) 22.9% (40,854) 9.6% (1,150,882) 28.9% (51,577) 1.2% (150,126) 6.9% (12,334) 

Classical + Best PRSb 72.2 25.4% (3,052,038) 6.6% (11,888) 53.9% (6,476,197) 22.6% (40,880) 10.8% (1,295,239) 34.9% (63,049) 2.0% (234,772) 11.7% (21,393) 
a PRS including additional SNPs expected to be discovered as current GWAS sample sizes double (i.e., approximately a total of 300,000 cases and 300,000 controls) 
b PRS that could explain heritability for breast cancer associated with log-additive effects of all common variants 
Classical risk factors correspond to the iCARE-Lit model and include age at menarche, age at first live birth, parity, oral contraceptive use, age at menopause, hormone 
replacement therapy use, type of hormone replacement therapy, alcohol intake, height, BMI, breast cancer family history (i.e., presence or absence of breast cancer in at least 
one first degree relative), benign breast disease. The expected number of total women is calculated using 2016 population estimates (n=12,024,487) from the Federal 
Statistical Office of Germany and the number of cases is calculated using the average predicted five-year risk and the 2014 breast cancer incidence rates from the Center for 
Cancer Registry Data. AUCs are reported based on the relative risk scores in that population and do not incorporate variation of age. The 0.6% and 1.13% cutoffs correspond 
to the average five-year absolute risk of US women aged 40 and 50 years. The 3% cutoff corresponds to the US Preventive Services Task Force recommendation for risk-
lowering drugs and the 6% cutoff corresponds to a cutoff for very high risk used in the WISDOM trial. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, AR = absolute risk, PRS = 
polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism. 
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Table S7C. Proportion of at-risk subjects and incident cases expected to be identified at different risk levels for models with different combinations of risk factors, 
among women of European ancestry ages 50-70 in the Netherlands 

Incorporated breast 
cancer risk factors 

AUC 
Very low risk (5-year AR ≤0.6%) Low risk (5-year AR ≤1.13%) High risk (5-year AR >3%) Very high risk (5-year AR >6%) 

Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) 

Classical  60.9 <0.1% (953) <0.1% (5) 10.5% (247,392) 5.0% (2,402) 12.4% (291,443) 24.4% (11,601) 0.7% (16,128) 2.4% (1,157) 

Current PRS (313- SNPs) 63.2 1.3% (31,390) 0.3% (161) 17.5% (411,887) 7.7% (3,661) 14.7% (346,072) 28.7% (13,695) 0.7% (15,868) 2.4% (1,125) 

Classical + Current PRS 66.6 4.3% (101,020) 1.0% (485) 26.0% (611,761) 10.4% (5,028) 17.3% (408,679) 37.9% (18,339) 2.4% (56,190) 9.0% (4,362) 

            

Improved PRSa 69.1 8.3% (194,671) 1.8% (869) 30.8% (725,615) 11.2% (5,478) 19.1% (449,260) 43.3% (21,111) 3.1% (73,706) 12.3% (5,991) 

Classical + Improved PRSa 71.3 12.0% (283,552) 2.4% (1,208) 35.6% (839,210) 12.1% (5,989) 19.9% (468,164) 48.4% (23,972) 4.6% (107,871) 18.9% (9,370) 

            

Best PRSb 70.4 10.8% (253,809) 2.2% (1,105) 33.3% (784,194) 11.6% (5,714) 19.9% (468,164) 46.6% (22,956) 3.9% (91,829) 15.7% (7,733) 

Classical + Best PRSb 72.5 14.5% (342,603) 2.8% (1,415) 37.8% (890,284) 12.2% (6,113) 20.5% (482,298) 51.1% (25,545) 5.0% (118,710) 21.3% (10,644) 
a PRS including additional SNPs expected to be discovered as current GWAS sample sizes double (i.e., approximately a total of 300,000 cases and 300,000 controls) 
b PRS that could explain heritability for breast cancer associated with log-additive effects of all common variants 
Classical risk factors correspond to the iCARE-Lit model and include age at menarche, age at first live birth, parity, oral contraceptive use, age at menopause, hormone 
replacement therapy use, type of hormone replacement therapy, alcohol intake, height, BMI, breast cancer family history (i.e., presence or absence of breast cancer in at least 
one first degree relative), benign breast disease.  The expected number of subjects is calculated using 2016 population estimates (n=2,356,691) from the Central Agency for 
Statistics and the number of cases is calculated using the average predicted five-year risk and the 2016 breast cancer incidence rates from the Netherlands Cancer Registry. The 
AUC is reported based on the relative risk score in that population and do not incorporate variation of age. The 0.6% and 1.13% cutoffs correspond to the average five-year 
absolute risk of US women aged 40 and 50 years. The 3% cutoff corresponds to the US Preventive Services Task Force recommendation for risk-lowering drugs and the 6% 
cutoff corresponds to a cutoff for very high risk used in the WISDOM trial. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, AR = absolute risk, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = 
single nucleotide polymorphism. 
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Table S7D. Proportion of at-risk subjects and incident cases expected to be identified at different risk levels for models with different combinations of risk factors, 
among women of European ancestry ages 50-70 in Sweden 

Incorporated breast 
cancer risk factors 

AUC 
Very low risk (5-year AR ≤0.6%) Low risk (5-year AR ≤1.13%) High risk (5-year AR >3%) Very high risk (5-year AR >6%) 

Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) 

Classical  60.1 0.2% (2,165) 0.1% (12) 16.4% (204,925) 8.2% (1,940) 9.9% (123,303) 20.3% (4,781) 0.4% (5,181) 1.5% (356) 

Current PRS (313- SNPs) 63.2 2.7% (33,522) 0.7% (166) 23.3% (290,684) 10.5% (2,479) 12.5% (156,477) 26.1% (6,152) 0.5% (6,418) 1.9% (456) 

Classical + Current PRS 66.1 6.0% (74,546) 1.5% (353) 30.3% (378,454) 12.7% (3,032) 15.1% (188,453) 34.3% (8,180) 1.6% (20,299) 6.6% (1,569) 

            

Improved PRSa 69.0 11.1% (138,537) 2.5% (612) 35.5% (443,372) 13.5% (3,251) 16.8% (210,338) 40.8% (9,861) 2.8% (34,798) 11.7% (2,823) 

Classical + Improved PRSa 70.9 14.5% (181,764) 3.1% (767) 39.3% (491,201) 14.0% (3,423) 17.6% (220,236) 45.3% (11,078) 3.8% (47,403) 16.6% (4,062) 

            

Best PRSb 70.5 13.7% (171,209) 3.0% (723) 36.8% (460,151) 13.3% (3,247) 17.6% (219,811) 44.2% (10,776) 3.5% (43,188) 15.0% (3,649) 

Classical + Best PRSb 72.2 16.8% (209,371) 3.4% (846) 41.6% (520,355) 14.2% (3,503) 17.9% (223,329) 47.9% (11,822) 4.4% (55,291) 20.0% (4,945) 
a PRS including additional SNPs expected to be discovered as current GWAS sample sizes double (i.e., approximately a total of 300,000 cases and 300,000 controls) 
b PRS that could explain heritability for breast cancer associated with log-additive effects of all common variants 
Classical risk factors correspond to the iCARE-Lit model and include age at menarche, age at first live birth, parity, oral contraceptive use, age at menopause, hormone 
replacement therapy use, type of hormone replacement therapy, alcohol intake, height, BMI, breast cancer family history (i.e., presence or absence of breast cancer in at least 
one first degree relative), benign breast disease.  The expected number of subjects is calculated using 2016 population estimates (n=1,249,695) from Statistics Sweden and the 
number of cases is calculated using the average predicted five-year risk and the 2016 breast cancer incidence rates from the National Board of Health and Welfare. The AUC is 
reported based on the relative risk score in that population and do not incorporate variation of age. The 0.6% and 1.13% cutoffs correspond to the average five-year absolute 
risk of US women aged 40 and 50 years. The 3% cutoff corresponds to the US Preventive Services Task Force recommendation for risk-lowering drugs and the 6% cutoff 
corresponds to a cutoff for very high risk used in the WISDOM trial. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, AR = absolute risk, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single 
nucleotide polymorphism. 
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Table S7E. Proportion of at-risk subjects and incident cases expected to be identified at different risk levels for models with different combinations of risk factors, 
among women of European ancestry ages 50-70 in the United Kingdom 

Incorporated breast 
cancer risk factors 

AUC 
Very low risk (5-year AR ≤0.6%) Low risk (5-year AR ≤1.13%) High risk (5-year AR >3%) Very high risk (5-year AR >6%) 

Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) 

Classical  60.6 <0.1% (1,365) <0.1% (7) 9.9% (815,255) 4.9% (8,032) 11.4% (940,889) 22.6% (36,894) 0.4% (36,870) 1.6% (2,628) 

Current PRS (313- SNPs) 63.3 1.4% (114,709) 0.4% (604) 19.2% (1,589,542) 8.6% (14,080) 14.3% (1,181,232) 28.1% (46,004) 0.5% (43,698) 1.8% (3,019) 

Classical + Current PRS 66.4 4.4% (364,611) 1.1% (1,796) 26.7% (2,206,787) 11.0% (18,205) 16.9% (1,401,091) 36.8% (60,959) 1.7% (142,021) 6.5% (10,834) 

            

Improved PRSa 69.2 9.2% (761,997) 2.1% (3,448) 32.1% (2,660,161) 11.9% (19,869) 18.6% (1,536,284) 42.7% (71,436) 2.8% (229,418) 11.1% (18,578) 

Classical + Improved PRSa 71.1 12.4% (1,024,189) 2.6% (4,361) 36.6% (3,027,504) 12.7% (21,577) 19.7% (1,629,144) 47.7% (80,738) 4.0% (333,203) 16.4% (27,849) 

            

Best PRSb 70.4 11.6% (958,641) 2.5% (4,230) 34.9% (2,888,215) 12.4% (20,933) 18.7% (1,549,940) 45.1% (76,245) 3.5% (292,235) 14.9% (25,206) 

Classical + Best PRSb 72.4 14.6% (1,208,543) 2.9% (4,950) 39.1% (3,236,439) 13.0% (22,310) 19.3% (1,599,101) 49.4% (85,029) 4.5% (374,170) 20.5% (35,246) 
a PRS including additional SNPs expected to be discovered as current GWAS sample sizes double (i.e., approximately a total of 300,000 cases and 300,000 controls) 
b PRS that could explain heritability for breast cancer associated with log-additive effects of all common variants 
Classical risk factors correspond to the iCARE-Lit model and include age at menarche, age at first live birth, parity, oral contraceptive use, age at menopause, hormone 
replacement therapy use, type of hormone replacement therapy, alcohol intake, height, BMI, breast cancer family history (i.e., presence or absence of breast cancer in at least 
one first degree relative), benign breast disease. The expected number of subjects is calculated using mid-2016 population estimates (n=8,275,453) from the Office for National 
Statistics (ONS) and the number of cases is calculated using the average predicted five-year risk and the 2015 breast cancer incidence rates from the ONS. The AUC is reported 
based on the relative risk score in that population and do not incorporate variation of age. The 0.6% and 1.13% cutoffs correspond to the average five-year absolute risk of US 
women aged 40 and 50 years. The 3% cutoff corresponds to the US Preventive Services Task Force recommendation for risk-lowering drugs and the 6% cutoff corresponds to a 
cutoff for very high risk used in the WISDOM trial. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, AR = absolute risk, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide 
polymorphism. 
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Table S7F. Proportion of at-risk subjects and incident cases expected to be identified at different risk levels for models with different combinations of risk factors, 
among women of European ancestry ages 50-70 in the United States 

Incorporated breast 
cancer risk factors 

AUC 
Very low risk (5-year AR ≤0.6%) Low risk (5-year AR ≤1.13%) High risk (5-year AR >3%) Very high risk (5-year AR >6%) 

Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) Total women (n) Future cases (n) 

Classical  60.7 0.1% (38,364) <0.1% (215) 13.8% (4,147,619) 6.4% (39,276) 14.1% (4,224,348) 27.4% (166,882) 0.7% (223,792) 2.6% (16,119) 

Current PRS (313- SNPs) 63.1 1.9% (560,546) 0.5% (2,880) 19.3% (5,786,635) 8.2% (50,160) 15.8% (4,735,875) 31.5% (193,272) 1.1% (315,440) 3.7% (22,403) 

Classical + Current PRS 66.5 5.4% (1,621,962) 1.3% (7,791) 27.0% (8,114,075) 10.5% (65,214) 17.7% (5,328,392) 39.5% (245,405) 2.7% (797,127) 10.2% (63,277) 

            

Improved PRSa 68.9 9.3% (2,792,077) 2.0% (12,409) 31.6% (9,493,063) 11.3% (70,532) 19.4% (5,833,523) 44.8% (280,749) 3.5% (1,059,284) 13.9% (87,205) 

Classical + Improved PRSa 71.1 13.2% (3,960,062) 2.6% (16,716) 36.4% (10,940,255) 12.2% (77,389) 19.7% (5,925,174) 49.1% (312,810) 5.0% (1,496,212) 20.7% (131,968) 

            

Best PRSb 70.5 12.0% (3,606,257) 2.5% (15,535) 35.0% (10,503,327) 11.9% (75,109) 19.8% (5,934,735) 47.1% (296,796) 4.2% (1,248,975) 17.0% (107,382) 

Classical + Best PRSb 72.4 15.4% (4,620,782) 2.9% (18,833) 38.9% (11,690,494) 12.4% (79,553) 20.3% (6,093,550) 51.8% (331,499) 5.3% (1,604,911) 22.9% (146,892) 
a PRS including additional SNPs expected to be discovered as current GWAS sample sizes double (i.e., approximately a total of 300,000 cases and 300,000 controls) 
b PRS that could explain heritability for breast cancer associated with log-additive effects of all common variants 
Classical risk factors correspond to the iCARE-Lit model and include age at menarche, age at first live birth, parity, oral contraceptive use, age at menopause, hormone 
replacement therapy use, type of hormone replacement therapy, alcohol intake, height, BMI, breast cancer family history (i.e., presence or absence of breast cancer in at least 
one first degree relative), benign breast disease. The expected number of subjects is calculated using mid-2016 population estimates (n=30,030,821) from the US Census 
Bureau and the number of cases is calculated using the average predicted five-year risk and the 2015 breast cancer incidence rates from SEER. The AUC is reported based on 
the relative risk score in that population and do not incorporate variation of age. The 0.6% and 1.13% cutoffs correspond to the average five-year absolute risk of US women 
aged 40 and 50 years. The 3% cutoff corresponds to the US Preventive Services Task Force recommendation for risk-lowering drugs and the 6% cutoff corresponds to a cutoff 
for very high risk used in the WISDOM trial. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, AR = absolute risk, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide 
polymorphism. 
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Table S8. Proportion of women and future cases identified at high-risk thresholds 
  

Breast cancer 
risk factors 

 High risk (5-year AR >3%) Very high risk (5-year AR >6%) 

Country  AUC Total subjects (n) Cases (n) Total subjects (n) Cases (n) 

Australia Unadjusted for 
miscalibrationa 

Classical 61.0 6.3% 186,495 15.1% 7,247 0.2% 6,226 0.5% 242 

  313- SNP PRS 63.1 6.2% 184,047 14.7% 7,040 0.1% 4,024 0.6% 284 

  Classical + PRS 66.8 10.2% 302,425 27.0% 13,131 1.2% 34,393 5.4% 2,647 

      
 

                
  Adjusted for 

miscalibrationb 
Classical 61.0 4.2% 124,824 11.2% 5,236 0.1% 1,482 0.2% 113 

  313- SNP PRS 63.1 5.8% 170,484 14.1% 6,701 0.1% 3,557 0.6% 269 

  Classical + PRS 66.8 8.5% 252,910 21.1% 9,834 0.4% 12,749 2.1% 957 

Germany Unadjusted for 
miscalibrationa 

Classical 60.9 3.6% 436,005 9.5% 16,580 0.1% 12,776 0.5% 912 

  313- SNP PRS 63.1 4.3% 511,867 10.9% 19,096 0.1% 12,776 0.5% 865 

  Classical + PRS 66.4 7.0% 840,867 20.0% 35,229 0.6% 75,063 3.2% 5,650 

      
 

                
  Adjusted for 

miscalibrationb 
Classical 60.9 2.0% 241,959 6.1% 10,318 0.0% 4,791 0.2% 392 

  313- SNP PRS 63.1 3.2% 390,488 8.9% 15,353 0.1% 7,186 0.3% 522 

  Classical + PRS 66.4 5.6% 677,165 14.9% 25,457 0.2% 22,359 1.0% 1,696 

The Netherlands Unadjusted for 
miscalibrationa 

Classical 60.9 12.4% 291,443 24.4% 11,601 0.7% 16,128 2.4% 1,157 

  313- SNP PRS 63.2 14.7% 346,072 28.7% 13,695 0.7% 15,868 2.4% 1,125 

  Classical + PRS 66.6 17.3% 408,679 37.9% 18,339 2.4% 56,190 9.0% 4,362 

      
 

                
  Adjusted for 

miscalibrationb 
Classical 60.9 10.5% 247,826 22.0% 10,174 0.3% 6,069 1.1% 507 

  313- SNP PRS 63.2 13.9% 328,642 27.9% 13,155 0.5% 11,272 1.8% 842 

  Classical + PRS 66.6 17.0% 400,961 34.8% 16,138 0.9% 20,551 3.4% 1,562 

Sweden Unadjusted for 
miscalibrationa 

Classical 60.1 9.9% 123,303 20.3% 4,781 0.4% 5,181 1.5% 356 

  313- SNP PRS 63.2 12.5% 156,477 26.1% 6,152 0.5% 6,418 1.9% 456 

  Classical + PRS 66.1 15.1% 188,453 34.3% 8,180 1.6% 20,299 6.6% 1,569 

      
 

                
  Adjusted for 

miscalibrationb 
Classical 60.1 5.8% 72,226 13.8% 3,115 0.1% 1,585 0.6% 125 

  313- SNP PRS 63.2 12.0% 150,484 25.6% 5,967 0.4% 4,562 1.5% 342 

  Classical + PRS 66.1 12.7% 158,488 27.2% 6,114 0.6% 7,346 2.5% 554 

United Kingdom Unadjusted for 
miscalibrationa 

Classical 60.6 11.4% 940,889 22.6% 36,894 0.4% 36,870 1.6% 2,628 

  313- SNP PRS 63.3 14.3% 1,181,232 28.1% 46,004 0.5% 43,698 1.8% 3,019 

  Classical + PRS 66.4 16.9% 1,401,091 36.8% 60,959 1.7% 142,021 6.5% 10,834 

      
 

                
  Adjusted for 

miscalibrationb 
Classical 60.6 8.4% 693,717 18.2% 28,806 0.1% 10,924 0.6% 933 

  313- SNP PRS 63.3 13.5% 1,118,415 27.2% 44,068 0.4% 32,774 1.4% 2,349 

  Classical + PRS 66.4 15.4% 1,276,822 31.3% 49,310 0.7% 55,989 2.6% 4,037 
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Breast cancer 

risk factors 

 High risk (5-year AR >3%) Very high risk (5-year AR >6%) 

Country  AUC Total subjects (n) Cases (n) Total subjects (n) Cases (n) 

United States Unadjusted for 
miscalibrationa 

Classical 60.7 14.1% 4,224,348 27.4% 166,882 0.7% 223,792 2.6% 16,119 

  313- SNP PRS 63.1 15.8% 4,735,875 31.5% 193,272 1.1% 315,440 3.7% 22,403 

  Classical + PRS 66.5 17.7% 5,328,392 39.5% 245,405 2.7% 797,127 10.2% 63,277 

      
 

                
  Adjusted for 

miscalibrationb 
Classical 60.7 12.4% 3,725,611 25.4% 150,677 0.3% 85,254 1.2% 7,220 

  313- SNP PRS 63.1 15.3% 4,586,679 31.1% 188,661 0.7% 206,741 2.6% 15,712 

  Classical + PRS 66.5 16.7% 5,000,164 39.4% 234,163 1.0% 300,521 5.0% 30,024 

a Before accounting for the miscalibration of relative risk in the highest risk decile 
b After accounting for the miscalibration of relative risk in the highest risk decile 
Classical risk factors correspond to the iCARE-Lit model and include age at menarche, age at first live birth, parity, oral contraceptive 
use, age at menopause, hormone replacement therapy use, type of hormone replacement therapy, alcohol intake, height, BMI, breast 
cancer family history (i.e., presence or absence of breast cancer in at least one first degree relative), benign breast disease. The AUC is 
reported based on the relative risk score in that population and do not incorporate variation of age. The 3% cutoff corresponds to the US 
Preventive Services Task Force recommendation for risk-lowering drugs and the 6% cutoff corresponds to a cutoff for very high risk used 
in the WISDOM trial. Abbreviations: AR = absolute risk, AUC = area under the curve, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single 
nucleotide polymorphism.  
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Figure S1. Comparison of age-specific breast cancer incidence and competing mortality rates across six different general populations 
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Figure S2. Relative risk calibration of breast cancer risk prediction models (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and 
with both classical risk factors and PRS) when meta-analyzing the results across validation studies that include a reduced set 
of classical risk factors 

Meta-analysis is based on a reduced set of risk factors that were available in the majority of the validation cohorts. History of benign 
breast disease (for iCARE-Lit model ages <50 and ≥50) and type of hormone replacement therapy (iCARE-Lit model ages ≥50 and 
iCARE-BPC3 model) is set to missing for all subjects. Meta-analysis of the iCARE-Lit model (ages <50) included GS, NHS II, and 
UK Biobank. Meta-analysis of the iCARE-BPC3 model (ages ≥50) additionally included KARMA, MMHS, and WGHS. Meta-
analysis of the iCARE-Lit (ages ≥50) model additionally included CPS II, EPIC NL, EPIC UK, NHS, and PLCO. Abbreviations: 
AUC = area under the curve, CPS = Cancer Prevention Study, c2=chi-square test statistic, EPIC = European Prospective 
Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition, GS = Generations Study, iCARE-BPC3 = Individualized Coherent Absolute Risk 
Estimation model based on Breast and Prostate Cancer Cohort Consortium, iCARE-Lit = iCARE model based on literature review, 
KARMA = KARolinska MAmmography Project, MMHS = Mayo Mammography Health Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, 
PLCO = Prostate, Lung, Colorectal, Ovarian Cancer Screening Trial, PRS = polygenic risk score, UK = United Kingdom, WGHS = 
Women’s Genome Health Study. 
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Figure S3. Relative risk calibration of the iCARE-Lit model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with both classical risk factors and PRS) 
among women <50 years of age 

The AUC is reported based on the relative risk score in that population and do not incorporate variation of age. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, c2= 
chi-square test, GS = Generations Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, UK = United 
Kingdom. 
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Figure S4A. Relative risk calibration of the iCARE-Lit model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with both classical risk factors and PRS) among 
women ≥50 years of age in US-based cohorts 

The AUC is reported based on the relative risk score in that population and do not incorporate variation of age. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, c2= chi-
square test, CPS = Cancer Prevention Study, MMHS = Mayo Mammography Health Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, PLCO = Prostate, Lung, Colorectal, Ovarian 
Cancer Screening Trial, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, WGHS = Women’s Genome Health Study. 
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Figure S4B. Relative risk calibration of the iCARE-Lit model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with both classical risk factors and PRS) among 
women ≥50 years of age in European and Australian cohorts 

The AUC is reported based on the relative risk score in that population and do not incorporate variation of age. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, c2 = chi-square 
test, EPIC = European Prospective Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition, GS = Generations Study, KARMA = KARolinska MAmmography Project, MCCS = Melbourne 
Collaborative Cohort Study, PROCAS = Predicting Risk Of Breast CAncer at Screening, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, UKB = United 
Kingdom Biobank. 
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Figure S5. Relative risk calibration of the iCARE-BPC3 model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with both classical risk factors and PRS) among 
women ≥50 years of age 

The AUC is reported based on the relative risk score in that population and do not incorporate variation of age. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, c2 = chi-
square test, GS = Generations Study, KARMA = KARolinska MAmmography Project, MMHS = Mayo Mammography Health Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, 
PROCAS = Predicting Risk Of Breast CAncer at Screening, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, UK = United Kingdom, WGHS = 
Women’s Genome Health Study. 
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Figure S6. Relative risk calibration of breast cancer risk prediction models (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and 
with both classical risk factors and PRS) when meta-analyzing the results across validation studies that include all classical risk 
factors 

Meta-analysis only includes the validation cohorts that have some data on history of benign breast disease (for iCARE-Lit model ages 
<50 and ≥50) and type of hormone replacement therapy (for iCARE-Lit model ages ≥50 and iCARE-BPC3 model). Meta-analysis of 
the iCARE-Lit model (ages <50) included GS and NHS II. Meta-analysis of the iCARE-Lit (ages ≥50) model additionally included 
CPS II, MMHS, and NHS II. Meta-analysis of the iCARE-BPC3 model (ages ≥50) included GS, KARMA, MMHS, and NHS II. 
eFigure 2 shows the meta-analysis based on a reduced set of risk factors that were available in the majority of the validation cohorts. 
Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, CPS = Cancer Prevention Study, c2=chi-square test statistic, iCARE-BPC3 = 
Individualized Coherent Absolute Risk Estimation model based on Breast and Prostate Cancer Cohort Consortium, iCARE-Lit = 
iCARE model based on literature review, GS = Generations Study, KARMA = KARolinska MAmmography Project, MMHS = Mayo 
Mammography Health Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, PRS = polygenic risk score.
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Figure S7A. Absolute risk calibration of the iCARE-Lit model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with both classical risk factors and PRS), 
with risk categories based on absolute risk, among women <50 years of age 

The risk categories are based on absolute risk (Figure S7B shows the calibration when risk categories are based on the relative risk score). Abbreviations: GS = 
Generations Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, UK = United Kingdom. 
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Figure S7B. Absolute risk calibration of the iCARE-Lit model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with both classical risk factors and 
PRS), with risk categories based on the relative risk score, among women <50 years of age

The risk categories are based on the relative risk score (Figure S7A shows the calibration when risk categories are based on absolute risk). Abbreviations: GS = 
Generations Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, UK = United Kingdom.
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Figure S8A. Absolute risk calibration of the iCARE-Lit model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with both classical risk factors and PRS), with 
risk categories based on absolute risk, among women ≥50 years of age in US-based cohorts 

The risk categories are based on absolute risk (Figure S8B shows the calibration when risk categories are based on the relative risk score). Abbreviations: CPS = Cancer 
Prevention Study, MMHS = Mayo Mammography Health Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, PLCO = Prostate, Lung, Colorectal, Ovarian Cancer Screening Trial, PRS = 
polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, WGHS = Women’s Genome Health Study. 
. 
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Figure S8B. Absolute risk calibration of the iCARE-Lit model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with both classical risk factors and PRS), with 
risk categories based on the relative risk score, among women ≥50 years of age in US-based cohorts

 
The risk categories are based on the relative risk score (Figure S8A shows the calibration when risk categories are based on absolute risk). Abbreviations: CPS = 
Cancer Prevention Study, MMHS = Mayo Mammography Health Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, PLCO = Prostate, Lung, Colorectal, Ovarian Cancer Screening 
Trial, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, WGHS = Women’s Genome Health Study. 
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Figure S9A. Absolute risk calibration of the iCARE-Lit model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with both classical risk factors and PRS), with 
risk categories based on absolute risk, among women ≥50 years of age in European and Australian cohorts 

The risk categories are based on absolute risk (Figure S9B shows the calibration when risk categories are based on the relative risk score). Abbreviations: EPIC = European 
Prospective Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition, GS = Generations Study, KARMA = KARolinska MAmmography Project, MCCS = Melbourne Collaborative Cohort 
Study, PROCAS = Predicting Risk Of Breast CAncer at Screening, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, UKB = United Kingdom Biobank. 
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Figure S9B. Absolute risk calibration of the iCARE-Lit model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with both classical risk factors and PRS), with risk 
categories based on the relative risk score, among women ≥50 years of age in European and Australian cohorts 

The risk categories are based on the relative risk score (Figure S9A shows the calibration when risk categories are based on absolute risk). Abbreviations: EPIC = European 
Prospective Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition, GS = Generations Study, KARMA = KARolinska MAmmography Project, MCCS = Melbourne Collaborative Cohort 
Study, PROCAS = Predicting Risk Of Breast CAncer at Screening, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, UKB = United Kingdom Biobank. 



 38 

Figure S10A. Absolute risk calibration of the iCARE-BPC3 model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with both classical risk factors and PRS), 
with risk categories based on absolute risk, among women ≥50 years of age  

The risk categories are based on absolute risk (Figure S10B shows the calibration when risk categories are based on the relative risk score). Abbreviations: GS = Generations 
Study, KARMA = KARolinska MAmmography Project, MMHS = Mayo Mammography Health Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, PROCAS = Predicting Risk Of Breast 
CAncer at Screening, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, UK = United Kingdom, WGHS = Women’s Genome Health Study. 
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Figure S10B. Absolute risk calibration of the iCARE-BPC3 model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with both classical risk factors and PRS), with 
risk categories based on the relative risk score, among women ≥50 years of age 

The risk categories are based on the relative risk score (Figure S10A shows the calibration when risk categories are based on absolute risk). Abbreviations: GS = Generations 
Study, KARMA = KARolinska MAmmography Project, MMHS = Mayo Mammography Health Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, PROCAS = Predicting Risk Of Breast 
CAncer at Screening, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, UK = United Kingdom, WGHS = Women’s Genome Health Study. 
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Figure S11. Cohort-specific AUCs for the iCARE-Lit model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and 
with both classical risk factors and PRS), among women <50 years of age  
 

The vertical dashed line and gray region represents the meta-analyzed AUC estimate and the 95% confidence interval for 
the meta-analyzed AUC. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, GS = Generations Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health 
Study, PRS = polygenic risk score, SNP = single nucleotide polymorphism, UK = United Kingdom, US = United States.
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Figure S12. Cohort-specific AUCs for the iCARE-Lit model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with 
both classical risk factors and PRS), among women ≥50 years of age  

The vertical dashed line and gray region represent the meta-analyzed AUC estimate and the 95% confidence interval for the 
meta-analyzed AUC. Abbreviations: AU = Australia, AUC = area under the curve, CPS = Cancer Prevention Study, DE = 
Germany, EPIC = European Prospective Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition, GS = Generations Study, KARMA = 
KARolinska MAmmography Project, MCCS = Melbourne Collaborative Cohort Study, MMHS = Mayo Mammography Health 
Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, NL = the Netherlands, PRS = polygenic risk score, PLCO = Prostate, Lung, Colorectal, 
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Ovarian Cancer Screening Trial, PROCAS = Predicting Risk Of Breast CAncer at Screening, SE = Sweden, SNP = Single 
Nucleotide Polymorphism, UK = United Kingdom, US = United States, WGHS = Women’s Genome Health Study. 
 
Figure S13. Cohort-specific AUCs for the iCARE-BPC3 model (with classical risk factors only, with PRS only, and with 
both classical risk factors and PRS), among women ≥50 years of age 
 

The vertical dashed line and gray region represent the meta-analyzed AUC estimate and the 95% confidence interval for the 
meta-analyzed AUC. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the curve, GS = Generations’ Study, KARMA = KARolinska 
MAmmography Project, MMHS = Mayo Mammography Health Study, NHS = Nurses’ Health Study, PROCAS = Predicting 
Risk Of Breast CAncer at Screening, PRS = polygenic risk score, SE = Sweden, UK = United Kingdom, US = United States, 
WGHS = Women’s Genome Health Study.  



 43 

Figure S14. Model variance by relative risk for women of European ancestry aged 50-70 years in the US population 

Classical risk factors correspond to the iCARE-Lit model and include age at menarche, age at first live birth, parity, oral contraceptive use, age at menopause, hormone 
replacement therapy use, type of hormone replacement therapy, alcohol intake, height, BMI, breast cancer family history (i.e., presence or absence of breast cancer in at 
least one first degree relative), benign breast disease.  Current PRS includes 313 SNPS. Improved PRS is the PRS including additional SNPs expected to be discovered as 
current GWAS sample sizes double (i.e., approximately a total of 300,000 cases and 300,000 controls). Best PRS is the PRS that could explain heritability for breast cancer 
associated with log-additive effects of all common variants. Abbreviations: PRS = polygenic risk score, RR = relative risk, SNP = Single Nucleotide Polymorphism, US = 
United States.
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