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SUMMARY
Human induced pluripotent stem cells (hiPSCs) enable reproductive diseases to be studied when the repro-
ductive health of the participant is known. In this study, monozygotic (MZ) monoamniotic (MA) twins discor-
dant for primary ovarian insufficiency (POI) consent to research to address the hypothesis that discordant
POI is due to a shared primordial germ cell (PGC) progenitor pool. If this is the case, reprogramming the twin’s
skin cells to hiPSCs is expected to restore equivalent germ cell competency to the twins hiPSCs. Following
reprogramming, the infertile MA twin’s cells are capable of generating human PGC-like cells (hPGCLCs) and
amniotic sac-like structures equivalent to her fertile twin sister. Using these hiPSCs together with genome
sequencing, our data suggest that POI in the infertile twin is not due to a genetic barrier to amnion or
germ cell formation and support the hypothesis that during gestation, amniotic PGCs are likely disproportion-
ately allocated to the fertile twin with embryo splitting.
INTRODUCTION

The earliest human embryonic stem cell (hESC) lines were

derived from isolated inner cell masses of human blastocysts

consented to research.1 Almost a decade later, human induced

pluripotent stem cell (hiPSC) lines were derived.2–4 Since then,

thousands of patient-specific hiPSC lines from ‘‘healthy’’ or ‘‘dis-

ease’’ research participants have been generated, catalyzing

stem cell science in exciting and collaborative ways.5–7 Critical

to the use of pluripotent stem cells is the informed consent pro-

cess and a framework for scientific and ethical oversight.8

Certain areas of basic science research with pluripotent stem

cells are considered sensitive, such as reproductive science

research and the differentiation of germ cells and gametes, a

technique called in vitro gametogenesis (IVG).

Bioethicists consider the differentiation of germ cells from

pluripotent stem cells without the intent to make embryos ethi-

cally similar to differentiating somatic cells.8 However, patient

and community perspectives in this area are starting to emerge,

with a recent study revealing that research participants deem

gonadal organoids (containing germ cells) as morally distinct
Cell Repo
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from other types of organoid research.9 Balancing patient per-

spectives with the current state of the science, the 2021 update

to the International Society for Stem Cell Research (ISSCR)

‘‘Guidelines for Stem Cell Research and Clinical Translation’’

recommend that differentiation of primordial germ cells (PGCs)

from pluripotent stem cells in non-integrated stem cell-based

embryo models be reportable to a specialized scientific and

ethics oversight review process but not normally subject to

further review.10,11 In contrast, experiments involving use of

IVG-derived gametes to generate embryos for research pur-

poses should be subject to a specialized review process.10,11

Deriving disease-specific hiPSC lines for research tends to

focus on devastating lethal diseases. Absent from the disease

lists in most iPSC repositories is infertility. Infertility is a disease

of the reproductive system defined as a failure to achieve a preg-

nancy after 12months of trying.12 Current estimates indicate that

infertility affects between 48 million couples and 186 million indi-

viduals globally.13,14 Causes of infertility are varied and diag-

nosed in all genders; however, a failure to specify PGCs will

cause certain infertility given that gametes (which originate

from PGCs) are the only cells in the body capable of fertilization.
rts Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022 ª 2022 The Author(s). 1
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Figure 1. Derivation of HDFs and hiPSCs from twin pairs with discordant POI

(A) Diagram depicting relationship of research participants and their HDFs and hiPSC sublines. Sublines are used as biological replicates for each participant.

Figure created with BioRender.com.
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In the adult ovary, a lack of germ cells causes ovarian failure, also

referred to as primary ovarian insufficiency (POI). A lack of germ

cells in a pre-pubescent child’s ovaries will result in failure to

transition through puberty and POI. POI is not a rare disease,

with 1% of women experiencing ovarian failure before the age

of 40.15 A baby assigned female at birth does not generate

new oocytes after birth,16 which is why establishment of an

appropriate number of germ cells and oocytes during the pre-

natal window is a critical determinant of whether a person will

experience POI.

POI is more common among twins than the general population,

with monozygotic (MZ) twins affected at 3- to 5-fold higher rates

than un-related individuals.17–19 MZ, monochorionic (MC), mono-

amniotic (MA) twins (also called MA twins) are a rare subset of

twins occurring in 1 in every 100 sets of MZ twin births.20,21 MA

twin pairs are especially useful for investigating potential epige-

netic causes of discordant diseases, including POI, as they are

genetically similar, and the twins shared the same in utero environ-

ment prior to birth.21,22 AnMA twin pair splits froma singleMZem-

bryo between days 8–13 post-fertilization (pf) or at Carnegie stage

(CS) 5b-c and thus share a placenta, an amnion, and a chorion.

Importantly, MA twin splitting occurs around the time PGC spec-

ification, which begins at CS5b in primates,23,24 suggesting that

these twins may also share a PGC progenitor pool located in

the amnion. Given this, the hypothesis to be addressed is that re-

programming somatic cells fromMA twin pairs discordant for POI

into hiPSCs could reset the epigenome of the affected twin such
2 Cell Reports Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022
that she is able to produce PGC-like cells (human PGC-like cells

[hPGCLCs]) and amnion equivalent to her fertile sister.

RESULTS

Human subject selection
Participants were consented into this research study from a

cohort of MZ twins discordant for POI who were treated at the

Infertility Center of St. Louis (MO, USA). Three sets of MZ twins

(two of which are known to be MA) donated skin punch biopsies

to this study (Figure 1A). MZT01 was diagnosed with early-onset

menopause due to POI at age 25. Her twin sister, MZT02, a

woman with normal fertility during her reproductive years, suc-

cessfully gave birth without intervention. MZT01 underwent

ovarian transplant surgery where she received an ovary from her

fertile twin sister MZT02 at the Infertility Center of St. Louis, and

following this procedure, she subsequently gave birth to two chil-

dren (Table S1). The second twin pair consists of MZT03, a

woman diagnosed with early-onset menopause due to POI at

age 31, and her twin sister, MZT05, a woman with normal fertility

during her reproductive years who successfully gave birth without

intervention. MZT03 underwent ovarian transplant surgery,

receiving an ovary from her fertile twin sister MZT05 at the Infer-

tility Center of St. Louis, and she subsequently gave birth to one

child. MZT03 was also diagnosed with leukemia and underwent

radiation and chemotherapy treatment prior to consenting to

this study. The final twin pair consists of MZT04, a woman with

http://BioRender.com
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normal fertility during her reproductive years, and her twin sister,

MZT06, a woman with early-onset menopause due to POI at

age 22. MZT06 received an ovary transplant from her twin sister

MZT04 and subsequently gave birth to three children.20

Following informed consent, the women donated a skin punch

biopsy, and human dermal fibroblasts (HDFs) were successfully

isolated. All HDF samples were karyotypically normal except

MZT03, which did not yield karyotypically normal HDFs despite

two skin biopsy donations. Therefore, this sample was not used

in further experiments. The remaining five HDF samples were re-

programmed into hiPSCs, with three colonies picked for further

analysis resulting in karyotypically normal, self-renewing pluripo-

tent sublines that are genetically identical to their parental HDFs

as confirmed by short tandem repeat (STR) analysis25–28 (Fig-

ure 1A). Three hiPSC sublines from each research participant

were used as biological replicates in the following experiments.

Whole-genome sequencing (WGS) suggests no
causative POI mutations in the twins
As STR does not evaluate POI candidate genes, we first sought

to expand the genome analysis to includeWGS (20 samples in to-

tal) (Table S2). Jaccard indices29 were used to calculate the relat-

edness of HDF samples, confirming high similarity between twin

pairs MZT04/MZT06 and MZT01/MZT02 (values close to 1.0) as

well as their unrelatedness to MZT05 (Figure S1A). Next, we

queried the sequence of 22 genes previously associated with

POI (Table S3). No genomic discrepancies between twins were

observed in the protein-coding regions of these 22 genes; howev-

er, single-nucleotide variants (SNVs) were identified in an intron of

FSHR and PMM2 in MZT01 and MZT06 (POI participant) but not

their fertile twin sisters MZT02 or MZT04. These SNVs were iden-

tified as common SNPs in the human population and have not

been reported as pathological in dbSNP.30

The reprogramming process is known to introduce genomic

alterations.31–37 Given that multiple hiPSC sublines were derived

from each HDF sample, we next sought to assess the number of

genomic changes acquired by each hiPSC subline. We applied

two approaches (GATK and Strelka),38–40 standard bioinformat-

ics approaches for analyzing cancer genomes, treating the

hiPSCs as ‘‘tumor’’ and the matched HDFs as ‘‘normal.’’ To

generate a stringent call set, we retained only genomic changes

detected by both methods and an allelic frequency greater than

10%.41,42 Consistent with previous reports,35 we found that the

number of mutations varied between sublines following reprog-

ramming (Figure S1B; Table S2), with the average number of ac-

quired mutations being 1.2 mutations/Mb (Figure S1C). The ma-

jority of mutations correspond to SNVs of the C > T or T > C type.

Four hiPSC sublines (MZT02-G, MZT02-H, MZT01-N, and

MZT04-J) acquired >10,000 mutations (Figure S1D).

Induced reprogramming restores germ cell competency
to the infertile twin
In order to assess germ cell differentiation in each hiPSC subline,

we induced the hiPSCs into incipient mesoderm-like cells (iM-

eLCs)43 followed by differentiation as three-dimensional (3D) ag-

gregates in round-bottom low-adhesion 96-well plates in media

containing BMP4 and other cytokines.43 The percentage of

hPGCLCs in the aggregates was quantified using fluorescence-
activated cell sorting (FACS) at day 4 of aggregate differentiation

with integrin alpha 6 (ITGA6) and epithelial cell adhesion molecule

(EPCAM), two cell-surface markers of hPGCs (Figures 2A–

2C).43,44 There was no significant difference in hPGCLC percent-

age when comparing MZT01 with MZT02 or MZT04 with MZT06.

Furthermore, hiPSCs derived fromMZT05, the fertile twin sister of

MZT03, also produced comparable percentages of hPGCLCs to

the other participants. Secondary analysis comparing sublines

derived from the same participant revealed no significant differ-

ence (Figure S2A), indicating that the especially high numbers of

DNA mutations in MZT02-G, MZT02-H, MZT01-N, and MZT04-J

did not alter hPGCLC competency. Immunofluorescence (IF) an-

alyses for PGC markers SOX17, PRDM1, and TFAP2C45–48

(Figures S2B–S2D) further verified hPGCLC identity at day 4.

Germline and somatic gene expression is equivalent
between the twins
Next, we performed single-cell RNA sequencing (scRNA-seq)

using 10X Genomics to evaluate gene expression profiles of

hPGCLCs and somatic cells in all hiPSC sublines (Table S4). Sin-

gle cells from each subline were collected at day 4 of aggregate

differentiation consistent with previous studies.23,44,49–52

The hPGCLC population within the aggregate was defined as a

clearly separated cluster expressing hPGC markers NANOG,

SOX17, NANOS3, and PRDM1 (Figures 3A–3C). Absence of

DAZL (Figures 3B and 3C) indicates that the hPGCLCs are in an

early stage and have not undergone determination to create

committed hPGCs (also called late-stage PGCs or gonocytes).

In a principle-component analysis (PCA), all hPGCLCs clustered

near hPGCs from CS7 human embryos53 (Figure 3E), reinforcing

the notion that hPGCLCs in the current study are equivalent to

early hPGCs rather than committed hPGCs in the embryonic

gonad. Furthermore, the hPGCLCs from each twin clustered

together regardless of their fertility states (Figure 3A), with no sta-

tistically significant difference in hPGCLC gene expression be-

tween the twin pairs, including expression levels of key

hPGCLC/hPGC genes (Figures 3B and 3C). These data indicate

that the stage and transcriptional identity of hPGCLCs differenti-

ated from hiPSC lines derived from all research participants are

very similar regardless of fertility diagnosis and correspond to

hPGCs in vivo at �CS7.

Transcriptome analysis of somatic cells in the aggregate re-

vealed expression of somatic lineage markers (Figures S3A–

S3C). This includes rare cells expressing TBXT andMIXL1, which

likely mark primitive streak-like cells. FOXA2+ cells, which likely

mark endoderm, as well as a large fraction of HAND1+ cells,

of which a subset express TFAP2A, IGFBP5, and GABRP,

recently identified markers of amnionic ectoderm.54 These cells,

which we putatively call ‘‘amnion-like cells,’’ clustered with the

amnion-like cells identified by Zheng et al.55 (Figure S3D), sug-

gesting that 3D aggregate differentiation of hiPSCs in the pres-

ence of BMP4, LIF, and ROCKi generates cells by day 4 that

resemble amniotic ectoderm.

Each twin is competent to generate her own amniotic
sac containing hPGCLCs
The gestational history of twoMZ twin pairs in this study indicate

that, while in utero, MZT01/MZT02 and MZT04/MZT06 shared
Cell Reports Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022 3



Figure 2. Percentage of hPGCLCs differentiated from hiPSCs
The hiPSC sublines for each participant (n = 3 biological replicates) were each differentiated a minimum of three times.

(A) Fluorescence-activated cell sorting (FACS) plots and quantification of hPGCLC percentages at day 4 of aggregate differentiation from twin pair MZT01 and

MZT02 (t test, n = 10, p = 0.36).

(B) Twin pair MZT04 and MZT06 (t test, n = 10, p = 0.73).

(C) MZT05. The hPGCLC population is identified as double-positive for EPCAM and ITGA6 (circle). Data are represented as mean ± SEM with each circle on the

graph, indicating the hPGCLC population. Statistical significance was calculated using a t test.

4 Cell Reports Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022
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Figure 3. Differentiation of each MZ twin’s hiPSCs yields hPGCLCs with similar identity

(A) The hiPSC sublines from each participant (n = 3 biological replicates) were analyzed by 10XGenomics to evaluate germline and somatic cell identity at day 4 of

aggregate differentiation. In vivo hPGCs from CS7 human embryos53 were used to stage hPGCLC development.

(B–D) Germ cell gene expression was evaluated in the hPGCLCs from (B) twins MZT01 and MZT02, (C) twins MZT04 and MZT06, and (D) MZT05. The hPGCLC

population analyzed on the right is indicated by the circled population of cells on the left.

(E) Principle component analysis of the hPGCLC populations in this study with CS7 hPGCs and hPGCs fromweek 13 fetal gonads. The * indicates the affected twin.
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an amnion and a chorion. Given that hPGCs in primates in vivo

are specified around the time of amnion formation,24 we next

asked whether each twin can generate her own amniotic sac-

like structure using a non-integrated embryo model. To achieve

this, we used amicrofluidics approach to generate posterior em-

bryonic-like sacs,55 which recapitulates in vivo 3D amniotic sac
tissue architecture and spatiotemporal lineage development

reminiscent of those in the early post-implantation human em-

bryos at the time of PGC specification (Figure 4A). To create

this embryomodel, hiPSCs from each twin were injected into mi-

crofluidic devices, and 30 h after exposure to BMP4, individual

embryo models formed, containing a squamous amniotic
Cell Reports Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022 5



Figure 4. Induction of hPGCLCs in an embryo model of the amniotic sac

(A) Diagram of the embryo model. BMP4 was added 18 h after loading hiPSCs into the device. Thirty h after adding BMP4, amniotic sac-like embryo models

develop, each containing an amniotic cavity, an amniotic ectoderm-like cell layer, pre-primitive streak epiblast (EPI)-like cells, and hPGCLCs (right).

(B) The amniotic ectoderm-like cell layer is TFAP2A+ (n = 12 modeled embryos per participant were evaluated). Scale bar: 30 mm.

(C) Representative images of hPGCLCs (triple positive for TFAP2C, NANOG, and SOX17) in the amniotic ectoderm-like cell layer (shown is MZT05-D). Arrows

indicate hPGCLCs.

(D) The number of specified hPGCLCs in the amniotic ectoderm-like cell layer was quantified from n = 8 embryo models from each participant’s hiPSCs (MZT01

versusMZT02, p = 0.58; MZT04 versusMZT06, p = 0.30). Scale bar: 10 mm.Data are represented asmean ±SEM. Figure created with BioRender.com. Statistical

significance was calculated using t test.
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ectoderm-like cell layer at the pole directly opposed to BMP4,

columnar epiblast-like cells at the opposite pole, and

hPGCLCs55 (Figure 4A). The presence of amniotic ectoderm-

like cells within the embryo model were confirmed using IF for

TFAP2A (Figure 4B).55 The emergence of hPGCLCs was evalu-

ated using IF for NANOG, TFAP2C, and SOX17 with an average

of �2–3 hPGCLCs identified as NANOG+ TFAP2C+ SOX17+ tri-

ple-positive cells, in the amniotic ectoderm-like cell layer

(Figures 4C, 4D, S4A, and S4B). There was no statistical differ-

ence in the number of hPGCLCs in the amniotic ectoderm-like

cell layer generated from each twin (Figure 4D). We also identi-

fied hPGCLCs in the pre-primitive streak EPI (Figures S4A and

S4B) as previously reported,55 consistent with the porcinemodel

of PGC specification.56

DISCUSSION

In this study, we consented MZ twins with discordant POI. Two

sets of unrelated twins in this study had gestational histories indi-

cating that each pregnancy involved a twin pair gestatingwithin a
6 Cell Reports Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022
single amnion.17,18,20 Given recent evidence that specified pri-

mate PGCs are situated in the dorsal amnion at CS 5b prior to

gastrulation, a possible scenario is that MA twins also share

the amniotic PGC progenitor pool. Therefore, it could be hypoth-

esized that at the time of embryo splitting, shared amniotic PGC

progenitors disproportionally allocate to the fertile twin. Dispro-

portionate allocation of cells during embryo cleavage is a phe-

nomenon supported by the variable allelic frequency range

observed between twin pairs after splitting.57 WGS was per-

formed to exclude the possibility that the infertile twin had

disproportionately acquired cells with mutations in POI-associ-

ated genes that could also explain the discordant POI pheno-

type. Instead, our data support the hypothesis that at the time

of embryo splitting, an epigenetic barrier to PGC specification

was likely established, and the infertile twin was unable to

generate a sufficient cohort of additional PGCs in order to over-

come POI as young adult.

Given that MA twins share an amniotic sac in utero,we used a

non-integrated human embryo model to evaluate amniotic-like

sac formation from each participant’s cells.55 Using hiPSCs,

http://BioRender.com
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we demonstrated that all research participants are competent to

generate their own amniotic sac-like structures containing equiv-

alent numbers of hPGCLCs. Thus, the single amnion in theseMA

twins is likely due to the timing of embryo splitting and not a ge-

netic barrier to amnion formation. This analysis does not prove

that hPGCs in vivo are specified exclusively in the amnion.

Rather, our data indicate that specified hPGCs are consistently

and reliably identified in the amniotic ectoderm-like cell layer

in vitro, and we propose it is likely the extra-embryonic pool of

PGCs that are disproportionally allocated to the fertile sister in

the MA twins discordant for POI.

Prior to this study, we reported that the HDFs and hiPSCs used

for this studywere karyotypically normal.25–28WGS in the current

study revealed variable subkaryotypic changes in each twin’s

hiPSCs relative to the original HDFs. These genomic changes

occurred with reprogramming and corresponded to as few as

276 acquired SNVs in MZT01-F to as high as 332,530 acquired

SNVs in MZT02-G. Our data corroborate previously published

studies demonstrating that large differences in the number and

type of genomic changes can be identified when comparing

different hiPSC subclones derived from the same individual.35

Similar to other studies, the hiPSC sublines generated here

also contained a higher fraction of T > C or C > T SNVs, an occur-

rence associated with high rates of hydrolytic deamination of

cytosine bases.58 Our study revealed that the hiPSC sublines

containing the highest numbers of mutations do not show any

difference in hPGCLC differentiation potential. Therefore, a

high frequency of genomic mutations acquired with reprogram-

ming does not serve as a barrier to hPGCLC differentiation

in vitro or as selectable criteria for excluding hiPSC sublines

from downstream studies. Genomic alterations in HDF-derived

hiPSCs advances our understanding of the genomic impact of

reprogramming and culturing on human cells, providing a refer-

ence point for discussions of tolerable mutation level when

considering the safety of IVG for potential future reproductive

purposes. Critically, in the current study, all hiPSC sublines

had a higher number of genomic changes than would be antici-

pated during human germline development in vivo.59–61 We

believe that this concern must be addressed before using gam-

etes generated by IVG for reproductive purposes.

The work presented here shows that when epigenetic reprog-

ramming is used to create hiPSCs from MA twins discordant for

POI, germ cell differentiation from the resulting hiPSC sublines is

equivalent regardless of whether aggregate or embryo models

are used. Our ability to derive hPGCLCs from these hiPSC sub-

lines with a similar transcriptome to hPGCs from CS7 embryos,

suggests that these hPGCLCsmay have the potential to differen-

tiate further into oocytes under appropriate culture conditions.

Limitations of the study
This work used hiPSCs to model developmental events occur-

ring at the time of amnion formation and MA twinning, which

could be used to explain the high incidence of discordant POI

in MA twins. Although our work demonstrates that hiPSCs

derived from each MA twin pair have equivalent capacity to

induce germ cells and develop amniotic sacs, this study does

not evaluate post-natal or adult stages of germ cell and follicle

formation, where discordant POI phenotypes could also arise.
Unfortunately, the technologies for differentiating follicles from

hiPSCs capable of folliculogenesis do not currently exist; howev-

er, once these technologies are established, future studies could

address this. In addition, given the diversity in POI etiologies,

extrapolation of these findings to other MA twins outside of

this study is unclear.

STAR+METHODS

Detailed methods are provided in the online version of this paper

and include the following:

d KEY RESOURCES TABLE

d RESOURCE AVAILABILITY
B Lead contact

B Materials availability

B Data and code availability

d EXPERIMENTAL MODEL AND SUBJECT DETAILS

B Human dermal fibroblasts (HDFs)

B Human induced pluripotent stem cell (hiPSC) lines

d METHOD DETAILS

B Induction of hPGCLCs in aggregates

B Analysis of hPGCLCs from aggregates using fluores-

cence-activated cell sorting (FACS)

B Immunofluorescence (IF) staining

B Embryo model of the amniotic-sac

B Microscopy

B Image analysis

B Processing aggregates for 10x genomics

B Single-cell RNA-seq analysis of 10X genomics libraries

B SMARTseq analysis

B Principal component analysis (PCA)

B Unsupervised hierarchical clustering (UHC)

B Whole genome sequencing

d QUANTIFICATION AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

Supplemental information can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

xcrm.2022.100782.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported, in part, by the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation [INV-

003385]. Under the grant conditions of the Foundation, a Creative Commons

Attribution 4.0 Generic License has already been assigned to the Author

Accepted Manuscript version that might arise from this submission. Specif-

ically, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation funded differentiation experi-

ments with coded and de-identified hiPSC lines. In addition, we would like

to thank our other funding partners including The LucaBella Foundation,

administered through the Magee Women’s Health Research Institute and

Foundation (A.T.C. and S.J.S.), who funded participant recruitment, human

subjects research and whole-genome sequencing. Following banking, exper-

iments with coded and de-identified hiPSC lines were funded by the Eli and

Edythe Broad Center of Regenerative Medicine and Stem Cell Research Inno-

vation Award (A.T.C.), UPLIFT (UCLA Postdocs’ Longitudinal Investment in

Faculty Training Award) #K12 GM106996 (E.C.P.), National Institutes of Health

grant R21 HD100931 (J.F.), National Science Foundation CMMI 1917304

(J.F.), and National Institutes of Health grant F32 HD105439-01 (E.C.P.). The

authors would like to thank the UCLA BSCRC Flow Cytometry Core and the

UCLA MCDB/BSCRC Microscopy Core as well as the UCLA Technology
Cell Reports Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022 7

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.xcrm.2022.100782
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.xcrm.2022.100782


Report
ll

OPEN ACCESS
Center for Genomics and Bioinformatics (TCGB) for expert assistance by

Timothy J. Hunt and Enrique Sosa as well as past and present members of

the Clark lab for expert feedback on this work.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Conceptualization, A.T.C., S.J.S., and E.C.P.; methodology, E.C.P., A.T.C.,

J.F., F.-M.H., Y.Z., and M.D.; investigation, E.C.P.; genomic analysis,

F.-M.H., M.D., and E.C.P.; funding acquisition, A.T.C., E.C.P., and S.J.S.;

writing – original draft, E.C.P. and A.T.C.; writing – review & editing, Y.Z.,

J.F., F.-M.H., S.J.S., and M.D.; consenting participants, S.J.S. and S.G.; mi-

crofluidic amniotic sac model, Y.Z., J.F., and E.C.P.

DECLARATION OF INTERESTS

The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

INCLUSION AND DIVERSITY

We support inclusive, diverse, and equitable conduct of research. One ormore

authors of this paper received funding designed to increase minority represen-

tation in science.

Received: May 12, 2022

Revised: July 23, 2022

Accepted: September 22, 2022

Published: October 18, 2022

REFERENCES

1. Thomson, J.A., Itskovitz-Eldor, J., Shapiro, S.S., Waknitz, M.A., Swiergiel,

J.J., Marshall, V.S., and Jones, J.M. (1998). Embryonic stem cell lines

derived from human blastocysts. Science 282, 1145–1147. https://doi.

org/10.1126/science.282.5391.1145.

2. Takahashi, K., Tanabe, K., Ohnuki, M., Narita, M., Ichisaka, T., Tomoda,

K., and Yamanaka, S. (2007). Induction of pluripotent stem cells from adult

human fibroblasts by defined factors. Cell 131, 861–872. https://doi.org/

10.1016/j.cell.2007.11.019.

3. Yu, J., Vodyanik, M.A., Smuga-Otto, K., Antosiewicz-Bourget, J., Frane,

J.L., Tian, S., Nie, J., Jonsdottir, G.A., Ruotti, V., Stewart, R., et al.

(2007). Induced pluripotent stem cell lines derived from human somatic

cells. Science 318, 1917–1920. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1151526.

4. Park, I.H., Zhao, R., West, J.A., Yabuuchi, A., Huo, H., Ince, T.A., Lerou,

P.H., Lensch,M.W., and Daley, G.Q. (2008). Reprogramming of human so-

matic cells to pluripotency with defined factors. Nature 451, 141–146.

https://doi.org/10.1038/nature06534.

5. Steeg, R., Mueller, S.C., Mah, N., Holst, B., Cabrera-Socorro, A., Stacey,

G.N., De Sousa, P.A., Courtney, A., and Zimmermann, H. (2021). EBiSC

best practice: how to ensure optimal generation, qualification, and distri-

bution of iPSC lines. Stem Cell Rep. 16, 1853–1867. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.stemcr.2021.07.009.

6. Kim, J.H., Jo, H.Y., Ha, H.Y., and Kim, Y.O. (2021). Korea national stem cell

bank. Stem Cell Res. 53, 102270. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scr.2021.

102270.

7. O’Shea, O., and Abranches, E. (2020). UK stem cell bank. Stem Cell Res.

49, 102019. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scr.2020.102019.
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E., Ng, S., Sourour, M., Hämäläinen, R., Olsson, C., et al. (2011). Copy

number variation and selection during reprogramming to pluripotency. Na-

ture 471, 58–62. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature09871.

37. Schlaeger, T.M., Daheron, L., Brickler, T.R., Entwisle, S., Chan, K., Cianci,

A., DeVine, A., Ettenger, A., Fitzgerald, K., Godfrey, M., et al. (2015). A

comparison of non-integrating reprogramming methods. Nat. Biotechnol.

33, 58–63. https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt.3070.

38. Saunders, C.T., Wong, W.S.W., Swamy, S., Becq, J., Murray, L.J., and

Cheetham, R.K. (2012). Strelka: accurate somatic small-variant calling

from sequenced tumor-normal sample pairs. Bioinformatics 28, 1811–

1817. https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bts271.

39. Zhao, S., Agafonov, O., Azab, A., Stokowy, T., and Hovig, E. (2020). Accu-

racy and efficiency of germline variant calling pipelines for human genome

data. Sci. Rep. 10, 20222. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-77218-4.

40. Van der Auwera, G.A., Carneiro, M.O., Hartl, C., Poplin, R., Del Angel, G.,

Levy-Moonshine, A., Jordan, T., Shakir, K., Roazen, D., Thibault, J., et al.

(2013). From FastQ data to high confidence variant calls: the Genome

Analysis Toolkit best practices pipeline. Curr. Protoc. Bioinf. 43,

11.10.1–11.10.33. https://doi.org/10.1002/0471250953.bi1110s43.

41. Cibulskis, K., Lawrence, M.S., Carter, S.L., Sivachenko, A., Jaffe, D.,

Sougnez, C., Gabriel, S., Meyerson, M., Lander, E.S., and Getz, G.
(2013). Sensitive detection of somatic point mutations in impure and het-

erogeneous cancer samples. Nat. Biotechnol. 31, 213–219. https://doi.

org/10.1038/nbt.2514.

42. Weinhold, N., Jacobsen, A., Schultz, N., Sander, C., and Lee, W. (2014).

Genome-wide analysis of noncoding regulatory mutations in cancer.

Nat. Genet. 46, 1160–1165. https://doi.org/10.1038/ng.3101.

43. Sasaki, K., Yokobayashi, S., Nakamura, T., Okamoto, I., Yabuta, Y., Kur-

imoto, K., Ohta, H., Moritoki, Y., Iwatani, C., Tsuchiya, H., et al. (2015).

Robust in vitro induction of human germ cell fate from pluripotent stem

cells. Cell Stem Cell 17, 178–194. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stem.2015.

06.014.

44. Chen, D., Liu, W., Lukianchikov, A., Hancock, G.V., Zimmerman, J., Lowe,

M.G., Kim, R., Galic, Z., Irie, N., Surani, M.A., et al. (2017). Germline com-

petency of human embryonic stem cells depends on eomesodermin. Biol.

Reprod. 97, 850–861. https://doi.org/10.1093/biolre/iox138.

45. Gkountela, S., Zhang, K.X., Shafiq, T.A., Liao, W.W., Hargan-Calvopiña,

J., Chen, P.Y., and Clark, A.T. (2015). DNA demethylation dynamics in

the human prenatal germline. Cell 161, 1425–1436. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.cell.2015.05.012.

46. Guo, F., Yan, L., Guo, H., Li, L., Hu, B., Zhao, Y., Yong, J., Hu, Y., Wang, X.,

Wei, Y., et al. (2015). The transcriptome and DNA methylome landscapes

of human primordial germ cells. Cell 161, 1437–1452. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.cell.2015.05.015.

47. Tang, W.W.C., Dietmann, S., Irie, N., Leitch, H.G., Floros, V.I., Bradshaw,

C.R., Hackett, J.A., Chinnery, P.F., and Surani, M.A. (2015). A unique gene

regulatory network resets the human germline epigenome for develop-

ment. Cell 161, 1453–1467. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.04.053.

48. Irie, N., Weinberger, L., Tang, W.W.C., Kobayashi, T., Viukov, S., Manor,

Y.S., Dietmann, S., Hanna, J.H., and Surani, M.A. (2015). SOX17 is a crit-

ical specifier of human primordial germ cell fate. Cell 160, 253–268.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2014.12.013.

49. Chen, D., Liu, W., Zimmerman, J., Pastor, W.A., Kim, R., Hosohama, L.,

Ho, J., Aslanyan, M., Gell, J.J., Jacobsen, S.E., and Clark, A.T. (2018).

The TFAP2C-regulated OCT4 naive enhancer is involved in human germ-

line formation. Cell Rep. 25, 3591–3602.e5. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cel-

rep.2018.12.011.

50. Chitiashvili, T., Dror, I., Kim, R., Hsu, F.M., Chaudhari, R., Pandolfi, E.,

Chen, D., Liebscher, S., Schenke-Layland, K., Plath, K., and Clark, A.

(2020). Female human primordial germ cells display X-chromosome

dosage compensation despite the absence of X-inactivation. Nat. Cell

Biol. 22, 1436–1446. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41556-020-00607-4.

51. Tao, Y., Yen, M.R., Chitiashvili, T., Nakano, H., Kim, R., Hosohama, L.,

Tan, Y.C., Nakano, A., Chen, P.Y., and Clark, A.T. (2018). TRIM28-Regu-

lated transposon repression is required for human germline competency

and not primed or naive human pluripotency. Stem Cell Rep. 10,

243–256. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stemcr.2017.11.020.

52. Xiang, X., Tao, Y., DiRusso, J., Hsu, F.M., Zhang, J., Xue, Z., Pontis, J.,

Trono, D., Liu, W., and Clark, A.T. (2022). Human reproduction is regulated

by retrotransposons derived from ancient Hominidae-specific viral infec-

tions. Nat. Commun. 13, 463. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-

28105-1.

53. Tyser, R.C.V., Mahammadov, E., Nakanoh, S., Vallier, L., Scialdone, A.,

and Srinivas, S. (2021). Single-cell transcriptomic characterization of a

gastrulating human embryo. Nature 600, 285–289. https://doi.org/10.

1038/s41586-021-04158-y.

54. Io, S., Kabata, M., Iemura, Y., Semi, K., Morone, N., Minagawa, A., Wang,

B., Okamoto, I., Nakamura, T., Kojima, Y., et al. (2021). Capturing human

trophoblast development with naive pluripotent stem cells in vitro. Cell

Stem Cell 28, 1023–1039.e13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stem.2021.03.

013.

55. Zheng, Y., Xue, X., Shao, Y., Wang, S., Esfahani, S.N., Li, Z., Muncie, J.M.,

Lakins, J.N., Weaver, V.M., Gumucio, D.L., and Fu, J. (2019). Controlled

modelling of human epiblast and amnion development using stem cells.

Nature 573, 421–425. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1535-2.
Cell Reports Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022 9

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scr.2021.102409
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scr.2021.102409
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scr.2019.101576
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scr.2019.101576
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scr.2021.102204
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3791(22)00337-8/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3791(22)00337-8/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3791(22)00337-8/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3791(22)00337-8/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3791(22)00337-8/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3791(22)00337-8/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3791(22)00337-8/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3791(22)00337-8/sref30
https://doi.org/10.1074/jbc.R113.516419
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms10536
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stem.2010.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature09805
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.celrep.2018.06.091
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature09871
https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt.3070
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bts271
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-77218-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/0471250953.bi1110s43
https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt.2514
https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt.2514
https://doi.org/10.1038/ng.3101
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stem.2015.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stem.2015.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1093/biolre/iox138
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.05.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.05.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.04.053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2014.12.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.celrep.2018.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.celrep.2018.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41556-020-00607-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stemcr.2017.11.020
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-28105-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-28105-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04158-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04158-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stem.2021.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stem.2021.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1535-2


Report
ll

OPEN ACCESS
56. Kobayashi, T., Zhang, H., Tang, W.W.C., Irie, N., Withey, S., Klisch, D.,

Sybirna, A., Dietmann, S., Contreras, D.A., Webb, R., et al. (2017). Princi-

ples of early human development and germ cell program from conserved

model systems. Nature 546, 416–420. https://doi.org/10.1038/na-

ture22812.

57. Jonsson, H.,Magnusdottir, E., Eggertsson,H.P., Stefansson, O.A., Arnadot-

tir, G.A., Eiriksson, O., Zink, F., Helgason, E.A., Jonsdottir, I., Gylfason, A.,

et al. (2021). Differences between germline genomes of monozygotic twins.

Nat. Genet. 53, 27–34. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-020-00755-1.

58. Alexandrov, L.B., Nik-Zainal, S., Wedge, D.C., Aparicio, S.A.J.R., Behjati,

S., Biankin, A.V., Bignell, G.R., Bolli, N., Borg, A., Børresen-Dale, A.L.,

et al. (2013). Signatures of mutational processes in human cancer. Nature

500, 415–421. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12477.
10 Cell Reports Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022
59. Jónsson, H., Sulem, P., Kehr, B., Kristmundsdottir, S., Zink, F., Hjartarson,

E., Hardarson, M.T., Hjorleifsson, K.E., Eggertsson, H.P., Gudjonsson,

S.A., et al. (2017). Whole genome characterization of sequence diversity

of 15, 220 Icelanders. Sci. Data 4, 170115. https://doi.org/10.1038/

sdata.2017.115.

60. Wong, W.S.W., Solomon, B.D., Bodian, D.L., Kothiyal, P., Eley, G., Hud-

dleston, K.C., Baker, R., Thach, D.C., Iyer, R.K., Vockley, J.G., and Nieder-

huber, J.E. (2016). New observations on maternal age effect on germline

de novo mutations. Nat. Commun. 7, 10486. https://doi.org/10.1038/

ncomms10486.

61. Goldmann, J.M., Veltman, J.A., and Gilissen, C. (2019). De novomutations

reflect development and aging of the human germline. Trends Genet. 35,

828–839. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tig.2019.08.005.

https://doi.org/10.1038/nature22812
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature22812
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-020-00755-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12477
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2017.115
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2017.115
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms10486
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms10486
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tig.2019.08.005


Report
ll

OPEN ACCESS
STAR+METHODS
KEY RESOURCES TABLE
REAGENT or RESOURCE SOURCE IDENTIFIER

Antibodies

anti-TFAP2C Santa Cruz AB_2286995

anti-TFAP2C Santa Cruz AB_667770

anti-PRDM1 Cell Signaling AB_2169699

anti-SOX17 Neuromics AB_2195648

anti-NANOG Abcam AB_10863442

anti-TFAP2A Santa Cruz AB_667767

donkey anti-mouse IgG AF594 Thermofisher AB_141633

donkey anti-rabbit IgG AF488 Thermofisher AB_2535792

donkey anti-goat IgG AF647 Thermofisher AB_141844

donkey anti-mouse IgG2b AF594 Thermofisher AB_2535781

goat anti-mouse IgG2a AF488 Thermofisher AB_2535771

anti-ITGA6 AF421 BioLegend 313607

anti-EPCAM AF488 BioLegend 324210

Deposited data

hPGCLC Aggregate scRNA-seq from all

hiPSC sublines

GEO GSE181205

WGS HDFs and hiPSC sublines NCBI BioProject PRJNA759332.

Experimental models: Cell lines

MZT04-D https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi001-A UCLAi001-A

MZT04-J https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi001-B UCLAi001-B

MZT04-C https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi001-C UCLAi001-C

MZT01-E https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi002-A UCLAi002-A

MZT01-F https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi002-B UCLAi002-B

MZT01-N https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi002-C UCLAi002-C

MZT02-D https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi003-A UCLAi003-A

MZT02-G https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi003-B UCLAi003-B

MZT02-H https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi003-C UCLAi003-C

MZT06-B https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi004-A UCLAi004-A

MZT06-C https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi004-B UCLAi004-B

MZT06-D https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi004-C UCLAi004-C

MZT05-D https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi005-A UCLAi005-A

MZT05-F https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi005-B UCLAi005-B

MZT05-L https://hpscreg.eu/cell-line/UCLAi005-C UCLAi005-C

HDF MZT01 Pandolfi et al.,28

HDF MZT02 Pandolfi et al.,28

HDF MZT04 Pandolfi et al.,27

HDF MZT05 Pandolfi et al.,26

HDF MZT06 Pandolfi et al.,25
RESOURCE AVAILABILITY

Lead contact
Further information and requests for resources and reagents should be directed to and will be fulfilled by the Lead Contact, Amander

Clark (clarka@ucla.edu).
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Materials availability
hiPSC lines used in this study25–28 were generated at UCLA and are available upon request to the Lead Author with MTA and appro-

priate institutional approvals for working with human induced pluripotent stem cells.

Data and code availability
scRNA-seq data in this paper have been deposited at GEO Database: GSE181205 and are publicly available as of the date of pub-

lication. The accession number is also listed in the key resources table.

Whole genome sequencing data have been deposited at NCBI BioProject Database: PRJNA759332 and are available upon the

date of publication.

Any additional information required to reanalyze the data reported in this paper is available from the lead contact upon request.

EXPERIMENTAL MODEL AND SUBJECT DETAILS

Human dermal fibroblasts (HDFs)
The karyotypically normal human dermal fibroblast (HDF) samples used in this study were previously published.25–28 The names of

the HDFs are; MZT01, MZT02, MZT04, MZT05 and MZT06. These fibroblasts originated from a skin punch biopsy donated from the

five women who at the time of biopsy were aged 39–53 as indicated in Table S1. MZT01 and MZT06 were previously diagnosed with

POI, their respective twin sisters MZT02 and MZT04, had normal fertility during their reproductive years. Upon thawing, HDFs are

cultured at 37�C, 5.0%CO2 on tissue culture treated plates coatedwith 0.1%gelatin (Sigma) inmedia consisting of 15%Fetal Bovine

Serum; FBS (GE Healthcare), 1% Non-Essential Amino Acids (Invitrogen), 1% Glutamax (GibcoTM), 1% Penicillin-Streptomycin-

Glutamine (Gibco) and Primocin (Invogen). Consent to a skin biopsy, generation of HDFs, generation of hiPSCs and differentiation

of hiPSCs was approved and annually reviewed by the UCLA Institutional Review Board (IRB #16-001176) together with additional

approval and annual review by the UCLA Human Pluripotent Stem Cell Research and Oversight (hPSCRO) Committee (hPSCRO

#2016-003). Mycoplasma was regularly tested before banking using the MycoAlert kit from Lonza Catalog #LT07-318.

Human induced pluripotent stem cell (hiPSC) lines
For each HDF sample, we used n = 3 previously published hiPSC sublines,25–28 which were generated under the same consent and

approval process as the HDFs described above (IRB, 16-001176 and hPSCRO# 20016-003). All hiPSC subline cells were cultured at

37�C, 5.0% CO2 on a feeder layer of mitomycin C-treated murine embryonic fibroblasts (MEFs) in pluripotent stem cell media

(DMEM/F-12) (Life Technologies), 20% KSR (Life Technologies), 10 ng/mL bFGF (R&D Systems), 1% nonessential amino acids

(Life Technologies), 2 mM L-glutamine (Life Technologies), PrimocinTM (Invivogen), and 0.1 mM b-mercaptoethanol (Sigma). Media

was changed daily and colonies were passaged with collagenase type IV (ThermoFisher, 17104019) every 7 days. For some exper-

iments, cells were also maintained in feeder-free conditions on Matrigel (Fisher Scientific, 08-774-552) in mTeSR (STEMCELL Tech-

nologies 85850) at 37�C, 5.0% CO2. For mTeSR conditions, media was changed daily and colonies were passaged with ReLeSr

(STEMCELL Technologies 05873) every 5 days. Mycoplasma was regularly tested using MycoAlert kit from Lonza Catalog #LT07-

318.

METHOD DETAILS

Induction of hPGCLCs in aggregates
To induce hiPSCs into hPGCLCs, the hiPSCs cultured for 7-days on mitomycin C-treated MEFs were trypsinized for 5 minutes

(0.05% trypsin, Life Technologies) before resuspending in trypsin inhibitor (Life Technologies) to quench the trypsin. TheMEFsweree

depleted from the cell suspension by plating the cells onto tissue culture dishes, two times for 5 min each. The MEF-depleted cell

suspension was then collected from the second plate, pelleted at 1,000 rpm using a centrifuge and resuspended in iMeLC media

composed of (GMEM) (Life Technologies) containing 15% KSR (Life Technologies), 0.1 mM nonessential amino acids (Life Technol-

ogies), penicillin/streptomycin/L-glutamine (Life Technologies), PrimocinTM (Invivogen), 0.1 mM b-mercaptoethanol (Sigma), sodium

pyruvate (Life Technologies), activin A (PeproTech), CHIR99021 (Stemgent) and Y-27632 (Stemgent). After re-suspending in iMELC

media, the cell suspension was filtered through a 40 mm cell strainer (Falcon) and plated at a density of 2.0 3 105 cells per well of a

human plasma fibronectin (Invitrogen)-coated 12-well plate. After 24 h of incubation at 37�C with 5.0% CO2, the cells are referred to

as iMeLCs. At this point, the cells are harvested from the 12-well plate by incubating in 0.05% trypsin for 5minutes (Life Technologies)

before resuspending in aggregate media consisting of (GMEM) (Life Technologies), 15%KSR (Life Technologies), 0.1 mM nonessen-

tial amino acids (Life Technologies), penicillin/streptomycin/L-glutamine (Life Technologies), PrimocinTM (Invivogen), 0.1 mM b-mer-

captoethanol (Sigma), and sodium pyruvate (Life Technologies) containing 10 ng/mL human LIF (EMD Millipore), 200 ng/mL BMP4

(R&D Systems), 50 ng/mL EGF (Fisher Scientific) and 10 mM Y-27632 (Stemgent). The single cell suspension is then added to low

adherence 96-well plates (Corning) at a density of 3.03 103cells per well to make the aggregates. All experiments analyzing hPGCLC

induction in the aggregates are performed on day 4 (D4) after generating aggregates in 96 well plates. This technique was first

described by Sasaki et al.,43 with minor modifications adopted by Chen et al.44 The detailed methods described above use themodi-

fied protocol adopted by Chen et al.44
e2 Cell Reports Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022
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Analysis of hPGCLCs from aggregates using fluorescence-activated cell sorting (FACS)
Aggregates at day 4 of differentiation were dissociated using 0.05% trypsin. Cells were washed with MEF media and then

re-suspended in FACS buffer. Dissociated cells were incubated with anti-ITGA6-BV421 (BioLegend 313624; 1:50) and

EPCAM-488 (BioLegend 324210; 1:50) antibodies. Double positive cells were collected using an ARIA-H Fluorescence Acti-

vated Cell Sorter. Analysis of hPGCLC percentages was performed on n = 3 sublines (biological replicates) in 3–4 indepen-

dent experiments (technical replicates) for a total of 10 replicates per participant. Cytometry analysis was performed using

FlowJoTM version 10.

Immunofluorescence (IF) staining
Aggregates containing hPGCLCs were collected and then fixed in 4% paraformaldehyde (PFA) for one hour before embedding in his-

togel (Thermo Scientific, 22-110-678) followed by paraffin blocks. Paraffin blocks were sectioned at 5 mm onto glass slides prior to IF

staining. IF staining began with de-paraffinizing the sections in xylene (Fisher Scientific, X3P-1GAL) followed by re-hydration in an

ethanol series from 100% ethanol to 30% ethanol. For antigen retrieval, slides were heated to 95�C in Tris-EDTA solution (10 mM

Tris Base, 1 mM EDTA solution, 0.05% Tween-20, pH 9.0) for 45 minutes. Sections were permeabilized (PBS, 0.05% Triton-100) for

10 minutes and then blocked in PBS containing 10% normal donkey serum for 30 minutes. The primary antibodies anti-TFAP2C

(sc8977; 1:200, RRID: AB_2286995), anti-TFAP2C (sc12762; 1:200, RRID: AB_667770), anti-BLIMP1 (Cell Signaling C14A4; 1:100,

RRID: AB_2169699), anti-SOX17 (GT15094; 1:100, RRID: AB_2195648), anti-BRACHYURY/T (Fisher Scientific AF2085; 1:200, RRID:

AB_2200235), anti-NANOG (ab109250, 1:40, RRID: AB_10863442), anti-TFAP2A (sc-12726, 1:200, RRID: AB_667767) were incubated

overnight at 4�C. Primary incubationwas then followedby incubating the slides for 60min at room temperature with their corresponding

species-specific secondary antibodies: donkey anti-mouse IgG AF594 (A21203; 1:200, AB_141633), donkey anti-rabbit IgG AF488

(A21206; 1:500, AB_2535792), donkey anti-goat IgG AF647 (A21447; 1:200, AB_141844), donkey anti-mouse IgG2b AF594 (A21145;

1:200, AB_2535781), goat anti-mouse IgG2a AF488 (A21131; 1:200, RRID: AB_2535771). Mounting media (Prolong-gold anti-fade

w/DAPI, Invitrogen) was added and slides were sealed before imaging.

Embryo model of the amniotic-sac
Microfluidic devices for generating non-integrated model embryos were create as described previously.55 Devices were

created by pouring PDMS (1:10 weight ratio) (Sylgard, 761036) gel into molds and bonded to glass coverslips (Fisher Sci-

entific, 50-189-9793) after curing. The Loading channel of devices was filled with geltrex (ThermoFisher, A1413302) diluted

in E6 (Life Technologies, A1516401) (3:7.5, E6:geltrex). hiPSC lines adapted to feeder-free conditions in mTeSR (STEMCELL

Technologies 85850) on Matrigel (Fisher Scientific, 08-774-552) were enzymatically digested with Trypsin (0.05%) for three

minutes, quenched with Trypsin inhibitor (Life Technologies, 17075029), and resuspended in mTeSR at a concentration of

8 3 10̂ 5 cells/mL. The cell suspension was then added to the cell loading well at a volume of 10uL, and cells were allowed

accumulated within the pockets for five minutes. Media was then added to the wells, and cells were incubated overnight at

37�C. 24 hours later, 50 ng/mL BMP4 (Fisher Scientific, 314BP01M) was added to the media in the induction channel. Thirty

hours after the addition of BMP4, the devices were fixed in 4% PFA overnight. IF staining of the embryo model involved

permeabilizing (PBS, 0.05% Triton-100) the stem cell models in the microfluidic device for 4 hours followed by incubation

overnight in blocking solution (10% normal donkey serum in PBS). Devices were then incubated with primary antibodies at

4�C overnight, and then secondary antibodies overnight at 4�C. Finally, devices were treated with DAPI (Fisher Scientific,

D1306) for one hour before imaging.

Microscopy
Confocal images of hPGCLCs within 3-D sectioned aggregates were examined on an LSM 880 (Carl Zeiss) with a Plan-Apochromat

203/0.8 NA and a Plan-Apochromat 403/1.4 NA M27 oil immersion objective at room temperature. Acquired images were pro-

cessed using IMARIS 8.1 (Bitplane).

Image analysis
Images were processed using IMARIS 8.1 (Bitplane) microscopy image analysis software. To quantify the total number of NANOG/

TFAP2C/PRDM1 triple-positive hPGCLCs that arose within the amniontic-ectoderm of the embryonic-like sacmodels, we quantified

the total number of nuclei in this region using the spot detection function to detect DAPI. Only DAPI positive nuclei that overlapped

with TFAP2C signals were counted, using the IMARIS spot function. Using the TFAP2C channel and the co-localization function in

IMARISwe built co-localization channels for SOX17 and PRDM1 channels. From each Participant’s hiPSC subline, eight random em-

bryonic-like sac images were assessed. Graphs were made using Prism 7 (Graph Pad) data analysis software and error bars repre-

sent the standard deviation. Image processing included using the mask function to detect and display only signal overlapping with

DAPI-positive cell nuclei.

Processing aggregates for 10x genomics
Aggregates at day 4 of differentiation from MZT01, MZT02 MZT04, MZT05, MZT06 hiPSC sublines (15 sublines) were dissociated to

single cells using Trypsin (0.05%). The single cell suspensions were resuspended in 13 PBS with 0.04% Bovine Serum Albumin
Cell Reports Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022 e3
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(BSA), strained through a 40 mmstrainer and counted using an automated cell counter (Thermo Fisher Scientific, Countess II). The cell

concentration was adjusted to 800–1,200 cells/ml and immediately used for 10x Genomics. Following cell loading into the Chromium

controller where individual cells were partitioned and barcoded, libraries were generated using the Chromium Single Cell 30 Reagent
Kit v2 according to the manufacturer’s instructions, and library fragment size distribution was determined using a BioAnalyzer instru-

ment. Libraries were pooled and sequenced together in three separate sequencing runs (MZT01-F and MZT02-H; MZT05-F,

MZT04-J, and MZT06-C; MZT01-E, MZT01-N, MZT02-D, MZT02-G, MZT04-D, MZT04-C, MZT06-A, MZT06-B) using Illumina No-

vaseq 6000 at an average depth of 500,000 million reads per sample.

Single-cell RNA-seq analysis of 10X genomics libraries
single-cell RNA-seq reads were aligned to the human hg38 genome assembly using 10x Genomics Cell ranger v.2.2. Expression

matrices were generated by Cell Ranger. The generated cell-by-gene unique molecular identifier (UMI) count matrix was analyzed

using Seurat R package v.2.3.4. Analysis was conducted on cells expressing at least 100 genes, and on genes expressed in at least

3 cells. Additional filtering involved including amaximum of 8,000 expressed genes per cell and excluding cells with >25%mitochon-

drial genes. The UMI counts were then normalized for total cell expression, multiplied by 10,000, and log-transformed. This unbiased

approach yielded a total of 49,529 valid cells, including 2,562 germ cells and 46,962 somatic cells (Table S4). Seurat’s default method

was used to identify highly variable genes and to scale data for regressing out variation from UMI and mitochondrial genes. Principal

component analysis (PCA) was performed on the scaled data. The top 50 principal components were chosen for further analysis,

including clustering to identify cell populations. UMAPs were calculated by RunUMAP function in Seurat package using top 50

PCs and min_dist = 0.30. Batch correction was conducted between the separate biological replicates using Seurat’s canonical cor-

relation analysis procedure with default parameter. Briefly, this analysis identifies vectors with correlation between datasets and then

aligns values along these vectors to reduce the variation from batch. The top 30 canonical correlation vectors were used further for

clustering and UMAP visualization.

To compare the in vitro hPGCLC aggregates with in vivo PGCs, valid cells and UMIs were determined by UMI-tools to

generate whitelist. Reads corresponding to valid barcodes were aligned to GRCh38 with STAR 2.7, and only uniquely mapped

reads were kept for further analyses. Count matrices were generated by featureCounts v2.0.1 from the Subread R package,

with UMIs info further appened to the alignment .bam file. Finally, the count matrix of all valid cells was generated with umi_tools

count function.

Amnion-like cells within the aggregates derived from one hiPSC line from each human participant were identified based on

expression of IGFBP5 and GABRP. These cells were then isolated and compared to amnion-like cells previously identified in

Zheng.55

Differential expressed gene (DEG) analysis between PGCLCs from each twin were calculated using a Wilcox Rank Sum Statistical

test using the parameters of a R 2-fold cut-off with genes expressed in >70% of PGCLCs. No statistically significant genes were

identified.

SMARTseq analysis
Using the Carnegie Stage 7 (CS7) SMART-Seq raw data of annotated PGCs from Tyser,53 the SMARTseq raw reads were

trimmed with cutadapt 1.18 and reads with length over 30 bp were aligned to GRCh38 with STAR 2.7, and only uniquely map-

ped reads were kept for further analyses. Count matrices were generated by featureCounts v2.0.1 from the Subread R

package.

Principal component analysis (PCA)
Each scRNAseq library (week 13 hPGCs, Carneigie 7 hPGCs andMZT hPGCLCs) were normalized with edgeR R package to acquire

a CPM (Count Per Million) matrix. Top 2000 variable genes were extracted to perform PCA with the prcomp() function in R.

Unsupervised hierarchical clustering (UHC)
The UHC was performed with scipy.cluster.hierarchy python function.

Whole genome sequencing
Raw sequencing reads were aligned to the Human reference genome GRCh37 using BWA-MEM v0.7.17. Duplicated reads were

marked and removed using MarkDuplicates (Picard), base quality score recalibration was performed with BaseRecalibrator followed

by PrintReads. Variates of each individual sample were called through GATK haplotypecaller v4.2.2.0 and filtered with criteria: 80R

DP > 20, QUAL > 500, GQ > 50, MQ > 30 and MAF > 0.1, and the similarity coefficient (Jaccard index) were measured by pair-wise

comparison to verify the genetic relationship of each biological sample. Two methods were applied and intersected to find high con-

fidence variates in hiPSCs. Unique variates found by HaplotypeCaller were obtained from each hiPSC and fibroblast deduction. Sec-

ondly, each hiPSC and fibroblast comparison was verified though Strelka2 somatic mode, and the variates were filtered with criteria

80 R DP > 20, MQ > 30 and MAF >0.1. Only variates found in both GATK and Strelka2 were counted. Libraries were pooled and

sequenced together in three separate sequencing runs.
e4 Cell Reports Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022
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QUANTIFICATION AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

All statistical analysis was performed using R data analysis software. A p value of <0.05was considered statistically significant. For all

experiments, data are expressed as the mean ± SD. Unpaired two-tailed t tests are used in all cases unless otherwise stated. Power

analyses were performed before experiments to determine n values. Experimenter was blinded to fertility phenotype of the partici-

pants, HDFs, and hiPSC lines for the duration of the study. For each experiment the number of technical replicates, and the number of

biological replicates in each group is reported. Statistical details of experiments can be found in figure legends.
Cell Reports Medicine 3, 100782, October 18, 2022 e5
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Figure S1. Whole Genome Sequencing (WGS) of twin HDFs and hiPSCs. Related to Figure 1. (A) Jaccard index 

comparison of HDFs to confirm relatedness of the twins. (B) Total number of acquired SNVs and INDELS in hiPSC 

sublines when compared to their HDF. (C) Average number of mutations per megabase of the three hiPSC sublines 

from each twin. (D) Proportions of SNV types from each hiPSC subline.   
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Figure S2. Characterization of hPGCLCs induced from hiPSCs. Related to Figure 2. (A) Percentage of 

hPGCLCs quantified by FACS from each participant’s hiPSC sublines (ANOVA: MZT01-E, MZT01-F, and 

MZT01-N (F=0.22, p=0.81) ; MZT02-H, MZT02-D, and MZT02-G (F=1.24, p=0.57); MZT04-D, MZT04-C, and 

MZT04-J (F=0.197, p=0.825); MZT06-B, MZT06-C, and MZT06-D (F=0.78, p=0.42); MZT05-D, MZT05-L,and 

MZT05-F (F=0.86, p=0.46). n=3-4 independent experiments (biological replicates) for each subline.  Representative 

images of hPGCLCs identified as being triple-positive for TFAP2C, PRDM1 and SOX17 in (B) MZT01 AND 

MZT02 (scale bar = 50m), (C) MZT04 AND MZT06 (scale bar = 70m), and (D) MZT05 (scale bar = 30m).  
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Figure S3. Expression of somatic lineage markers in the aggregates at day 4. Related to Figure 3. Each hiPSC 

subline was evaluated for expression of somatic lineage markers (n=3 for each participant). (A) Twin pair MZT01 

and MZT02. (B) Twin pair MZT04 and MZT06. (C) Twin MZT05. (D) Comparison of amnion-like cells within the 

MZT aggregates to amnion-like cells identified in Zheng et al. 55.  
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Figure S4.  

 

Figure S4. Presence of hPGCLCs in the embryo model of the amniotic sac. Related to Figure 4. hPGCLCs (cells 

triple-positive for TFAP2C, NANOG, and SOX17) in amniotic ectoderm layer (Arrows) and pre-primitive streak EPI 

layer of the embryo models generated from sublines MZT01-E and MZT02-G (A), and sublines MZT04-C and 

MZT06-C (B).  Scale bars = 30m) 
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Table S1.  

 

 

Table S1: Participant demographics and health information. Related to Figure 1. *MZ = Monozygotic MC = 

Monochorionic, MA =Monoamniotic. MA twins are also MZ and MC.  

 

  

Sample 

ID 
Diagnosis Karyotype 

Age of 

Menopause 

Age at 

Biopsy 
Ethnicity 

Type of MZ 

Twin 

Successful 

Pregnancy 

w/out 

Intervention? 

Fertility 

Intervention 

Successful 

Pregnancy w/ 

Intervention? 

MZT01 POI Normal 25 39 White MC, MA No 
Ovarian 

Transfer 
Yes, 2 babies 

MZT02 Normal Normal Unknown 39 White MC, MA Yes N/A N/A 

MZT03 POI Abnormal 31 47 Asian Unknown No 
Ovarian 

Transfer 
Yes,1 baby 

MZT04 Normal Normal Unknown 52 White MC, MA Yes N/A N/A 

MZT05 Normal Normal Unknown 47 Asian Unknown Unknown No Unknown 

MZT06 POI Normal 22 53 White MC, MA No 
Ovarian 

Transfer 
Yes,3 babies 
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Table S2. 

 

Table S2. Sequencing summary of the whole genome sequencing experiments. Related to Figure 1 and Figure 

S1.  p= passage.  N/A = Not applicable. 

 
 

Sample P Total Reads Mapped Reads (%) Coverage (X) SNV INDEL 

HDF MZT01 5 1,597,970,064 1,585,867,860 (99.2%) 75.8 N/A N/A 

 MZT02 5 1,495,400,650 1,483,604,495 (99.2%) 70.9 N/A N/A 

 MZT04 3 994,588,972 981,256,126 (98.7%) 46.9 N/A N/A 

 MZT05 1 1,388,686,994 1,379,198,676 (99.3%) 65.9 N/A N/A 

 MZT06 1 934,494,388 925,001,799 (99.0%) 44.2 N/A N/A 

hiPSC MZT01-E 11 876,733,766 779,139,165 (88.9%) 37.3 1107 82 

 MZT01-F 11 990,866,782 935,821,423 (94.4%) 37.3 276 22 

 MZT01-N 11 947,476,403 672,252,714 (71.0%) 32.1 103050 4082 

 MZT02-D 5 974,094,172 860,592,337 (88.3%) 41.1 1720 100 

 MZT02-G 5 1,267,010,004 781,345,938 (61.7%) 37.4 332530 11349 

 MZT02-H 18 830,386,870 539,715,756 (65.0%) 25.8 142265 6127 

 MZT04-C 11 790,487,368 728,783,903 (92.2%) 34.8 555 46 

 MZT04-D 22 901,928,786 796,819,387 (88.3%) 38.1 1147 70 

 MZT04-J 8 872,429,436 618,537,285 (70.9%) 29.6 75308 2832 

 MZT05-D 15 889,227,700 737,606,377 (82.9%) 35.3 5208 230 

 MZT05-F 16 1,057,621,294 880,600,229 (83.3%) 42.1 9757 469 

 MZT05-L 16 874,530,626 725,062,322 (82.9%) 34.7 4653 240 

 MZT06-B 6 758,779,888 674,253,304 (88.9%) 32.2 979 40 

 MZT06-C 6 893,201,272 820,387,371 (91.8%) 39.2 552 38 

 MZT06-D 6 875,043,360 758,886,391 (86.7%) 36.3 2358 96 
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Table S3.  

 
Genes Queried Mutation in protein coding region? 

HFM1 No 

CYP17A1 No 

FSHB No 

EIF2B1 No 

CYP19A1 No 

POLG No 

PMM2 No 

CLPP No 

FSHR No 

MCM8 No 

LARS2 No 

FOXL2 No 

HSD17B4 No 

MSH5 No 

AARS2 No 

MCM9 No 

STAG3 No 

NOBOX No 

GALT No 

NR5A1 No 

SOHLH1 No 

BMP15 No 

 
Table S3. POI candidate genes queried for presence of genomic discrepancy. Related to Figure 1 and Figure S1. 
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Table S4.  

 
 

 

Table S5. Sequencing summary of the 10X Genomics scRNA-seq experiments.  Related to Figure 3. 

 

Cell line Raw reads Sample Details Read with valid 
barcodes 

Uniquely mapped 
reads 

Mapping 
Rate (%) 

Valid cells 

MZT01-E 307,389,339 Aggregates at day 4 224,708,530 187,291,630 83.35 2,240 

MZT01-F 293,116,876 Aggregates at day 4 250,723,753 202,784,174 80.88 6,698 

MZT01-N 246,219,391 Aggregates at day 4 211,367,881 179,181,705 84.77 10,544 

MZT02-D 541,854,568 Aggregates at day 4 359,577,689 297,420,458 82.71 6,297 

MZT02-G 303,344,042 Aggregates at day 4 135,618,433 111,538,505 82.24 3,025 

MZT02-H 156,488,911 Aggregates at day 4 129,855,114 104,110,150 80.17 5,908 

MZT04-C 530,077,480 Aggregates at day 4 406,628,621 339,264,406 83.43 7,807 

MZT04-D 345,491,697 Aggregates at day 4 252,355,587 214,913,231 85.16 3,015 

MZT04-J 283,916,773 Aggregates at day 4 232,520,453 176,123,670 75.75 7,536 

MZT05-D 421,387,687 Aggregates at day 4 355,842,847 277,540,338 78.00 9,453 

MZT05-F 369,117,089 Aggregates at day 4 287,623,816 251,110,341 87.31 5,256 

MZT05-L 322,110,849 Aggregates at day 4 146,865,388 122,199,397 83.21 3,172 

MZT06-A 165,543,605 Aggregates at day 4 140,893,958 118,358,651 84.01 11,148 

MZT06-B 166,702,330 Aggregates at day 4 140,641,454 118,626,196 84.35 9,726 

MZT06-C 348,215,615 Aggregates at day 4 204,804,753 166,183,202 81.14 6,026 
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