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ABSTRACT

An increasing number of diseases can be offered treatments that are transformative if
administered in atimely manner. However, many of these diseases are currently not included
in the newborn screening programs because they lack sensitive and specific metabolic
biomarkers, and detection of children at increased risk relies on genetic methods. Type 1
diabetes (T1D) constitutes a potential example of such disease.

Between April 2018 and November 2020, over 15500 babies were enrolled into ‘INGR1D’
(Investigating Genetic Risk for T1D), aresearch study to identify newborns with an increased
genetic risk of T1D. This project, performed as part of a T1D primary prevention study (the
Primary Oral Insulin Trial, POINT), has helped to pioneer the integration of genetic screening
into the NHS Newborn Blood Spot Screening Programme (NBSSP) for consenting mothers,
without affecting the screening pathway. The use of prospective consent to perform
personalised genetic testing on samples obtained through the routine NBSSP represents a
novel mechanism for clinical genetic research in the UK and provides a model for further

population based genetic studies in the newborn.

This project builds on the UK’ s role as a world leader in genomic medicine, e.g. through its
inception and completion of the 100 000 Genomes Project, and its subsequent ambition to

map 5 million further genomes over the next 5 years.
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Our aim is therefore to describe the methodology used by INGR1D as a way to demonstrate
how a successful research and clinical trial tool can be integrated into a national screening
programme, with the potential for the tool to be developed to incorporate multiple diseases
with genetic markers without altering the screening pathway.
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INTRODUCTION

The UK has conducted its newborn screening programme for more than half a century and
has been a successful example of mass population based metabolic screening designed to
detect diseases with severe morbidity or mortality that are managed more effectively with
earlier detection.[1] In that time we have also gained more knowledge about genetic
predisposition and genetic markers for disease e.g. Type 1 Diabetes (T1D), Severe Combined
Immunodeficiency (SCID) and Spinal Muscular Atrophy (SMA). More recently, therapeutic
options for such diseases (either in aresearch context or as approved therapies) have become
available. There is therefore the potential to use a Newborn Blood Spot Screening
Programme (NBSSP) to screen for genetic disorders as well as screening for metabolic
disease. With this in mind, we describe a successful methodology which allows antenatal
consent to be gained for entry of newborns onto a T1D genetic screening study called
INGR1D (INvestigating the Genetic Risk of Type 1 Diabetes). Furthermore, this paper
explores how it could be adapted for research and evaluation of potential blood spot

screening programmes for other important genetic diseases (e.g. SMA).

SCREENING IN THE UK

Screening newborn infants for metabolic diseases in the United Kingdom was first
established in the late 1950s. Initially, the screening programmes were organised locally and
utilised a urine test for the early detection of phenylketonuria (PKU). Over the following
decade, PKU screening became a national recommendation and the Newborn blood spot
screening card (NBSSC), originally known as a Guthrie card, replaced the inferior urine-
testing. The NHS NBSSP now screens for nine conditions (Table 1) as selected by the
National Screening Committee (NSC), based on a‘Format’ of 19 criteria.[1]

Conditions included in newborn screening
Medium-chain acyl-CoA | Phenylketonuria Sickle cell and
dehydrogenase Thalassaemia
deficiency
Maple syrup urine | Isovaleric acidaemia Cystic fibrosis
disease
Congenital Glutaric aciduriatypel | Homocystinuria
hypothyroidism

Table 1 List of the 9 conditions in the newborn screening
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To undertake this screening, newborn infants have four bloodspots collected at day 5 of life
onto aNBSSC. The cards are processed and analysed in 16 central laboratories across the UK
where four 3.2mm diameter spots are punched for the conditions currently being screened. If
four good quality spots are collected, each card has the potential to provide approximately 16
blood spots. This provides redundancy if cards need to be re-analysed for any patient with
positive, borderline or inconclusive results, without needing to re-bleed the infant. It aso
ensures that the blood spots used for quantitative assays can be punched from an area where
the blood is evenly distributed.

This additional redundancy provides the potential for other screening tests to be added,
including for research purposes. With an average national coverage of 96.5%, the NBSSP in
the UK is widely acceptable to families [2] and provides an ideal platform for recruitment
into research studies. Despite its vast potential, as far as the authors are aware, this has never

been utilised prospectively on alarge scale.

TYPE 1 DIABETES and INGR1D

T1D is an autoimmune condition that leads to significant mortality and morbidity as a
consequence of insulin deficiency and ensuing hyperglycaemia. In 2017 there were 40 300
children and adolescents (<20 years) with T1D in the UK, representing the 7" highest
prevalence of T1D globally. The UK also has the world’ s 5™ highest number of new cases per
year of T1D in those younger than 15 years of age, equating to 3300 new cases per year.[3]
Moreover, the incidence of T1D has been increasing by 3% year-on-year.[4-7] Peak age of
diagnosis is 10-14 years of age [8] and treatment of T1D requires life-long insulin
replacement therapy. However, due to the difficulties with maintaining normoglycaemia, life
expectancy in 20-year-old diabetics is reduced by 11 and 13 years in men and women

respectively.[9]

Beta cells in the islets of Langerhans, responsible for insulin production, are destroyed
through an immune-mediated process that can be identified by circulating islet cell
autoantibodies. Through a number of T1D observational cohort studies it has become
apparent that the break in immune self-tolerance, marked by the presence of islet
autoantibodies (1A), occurs as early as 3-6 months of age and peaks at the age of 2 years. In

addition, the presence of two or more IA is predictive of T1D, with 80% of individuals
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developing symptoms over the following 10 years. Individuals with multiple |A can therefore

be thought of having an early stage of T1D known as asymptomatic or pre- diabetes.[10-14]

Achieving self-tolerance is facilitated by T-cell exposure of self-antigens in the thymus or
secondary lymphoid tissues (such as lymph nodes, gut or spleen), leading to induction of
regulatory T cells and deletion of autoreactive effector T cells. The risk of T1D is known to
be influenced by polymorphisms in the INSULIN (INS) gene that affect insulin expression in
the thymus and hence disturb the self-tolerance pathway.[15, 16] This therefore raises the
question as to whether such a process could be influenced by inducing self-tolerance through
regular oral mucosal exposure of insulin in infancy when immune mechanisms driving
tolerance are fully active. In support of this hypothesis, the LEAP trial successfully
demonstrated that early and repeated exposure to peanuts can induce tolerance and lead to a
sevenfold reduction in the risk of peanut alergy.[17] The Global Platform for the Prevention
of Autoimmune Diabetes (GPPAD)[18] is now undertaking a primary prevention trial, called
Primary Oral Insulin Trial (POINT),[19] aiming to emulate the success of the LEAP study

with early exposure to oral insulin prior to A seroconversion.

GENETIC RISK SCORE

Conducting primary prevention clinical trials in T1D have historically been difficult due to
the inability to identify an at-risk population large enough to be approached for recruitment.
Having a first-degree relative increases the risk of T1D to one-in-twenty. However, 85% of
newly diagnosed diabetics do not have a family history of the disease.[20] Solely targeting
T1D first-degree relatives (FDR) would therefore miss a large proportion of prospective cases
and would require a large geographical footprint to yield an adequate sample size. This
problem was resolved by creating a genetic risk score (GRS) based on 47 single nucleotide
polymorphisms (SNP) that enables stratifying T1D risk. The scoring system was generated
from the T1D Genetic Consortium (T1DGC) and Wellcome Trust Case Control Consortium
(WTCCC) and was analysed to identify HLA class Il genotypes and 40 non-HLA SNPs
associated with T1D risk.[21] Individuals can now be identified as having a 10% risk of
developing asymptomatic T1D by 6 years of age by using HLA typing in those with a T1D
FDR, or the GRS in conjunction with HLA type in those without a T1D FDR.[18, 22-27]
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SCREENING FOR A RANDOMISED CONTROL TRIAL

Having developed an algorithm to screen for an increased risk of T1D and identified an
antigen to induce self-tolerance, a randomised control trial could feasibly be designed.
Following this, a safe and immunogenic dose of insulin was identified with the potential to
provide a tolerogenic response.[28] GPPAD proceeded to devise two studies, a screening
study (known as INGR1D in the UK) that would identify an at-risk population of T1D and a
randomised control trial, known as POINT,[19] that would recruit from the aforementioned
population. Between October 2017 and November 2020 233,164 newborns were screened
across five European countries (Germany, UK, Sweden, Belgium and Poland) and 887
enrolled into the POINT clinical trial, with recruitment expected to cease in March 2021.[21]

INGR1D Study Design and I nitiation

Recruitment to INGR1D began in April 2018 and was completed in November 2020.
Approvals for this study were obtained from the National Screening Programme Research
Advisory Committee, the Hampshire A Research Ethics Committee and the NHS Research
and Development committees of the relevant NHS trusts. There were four INGR1D screening
trustsin the UK:

e Oxford University Hospital (OUH) NHS Foundation Trust
e Buckinghamshire Healthcare NHS Trust
e Royal Berkshire NHS Foundation Trust
e Milton Keynes University Hospital NHS Foundation Trust

The recruiting hospitals within these trusts represented the busiest delivery units in the
Thames Valley and crucially, used the same NHS newborn blood spot screening laboratory
(NBSSL) in Oxford. The mgority of participants were recruited by research midwives in
antenatal clinics from 18 weeks' gestation onwards, providing verbal and written information
on INGR1D and POINT. If they were willing to participate, consent was taken electronically
on a tablet to allow for @) completion of a questionnaire and b) prospective consent to use
surplus neonatal screening blood for genetic testing. Additionally, in order to allow enrolment
of families from outside the Thames Valley area, or those whose infants had already had their
neonatal screening test performed before their parents became aware of the study, recruitment
of babies up to 3 months of age was allowed if parents were willing to travel to the Oxford

study centre. For these two groups of participants, a blood spot was taken on an additional
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NBSSC which was clearly labelled as a “GPPAD only” sample. This pathway therefore did
not interfere with the child’s routine newborn screening which was undertaken at their
regional screening laboratory.

With the advent of the coronavirus pandemic, face-to-face recruitment was temporarily halted
at OUH in favour of receiving consent remotely. To facilitate this, a master list of women at
the trust who were around 36 weeks pregnant was sent to the recruiting team each week. The
team then checked each woman's electronic hospital record to confirm eligibility for the
study. If eligible, a template email or text about the study was sent to women using the
contact details on their electronic record. If after 48 hours there was no response, women
were telephoned a maximum of twice by the study team. Once contact was established,
women who wished to participate could either complete and return an electronic version of
the consent form or give verbal consent to recruiting staff over the phone. If there was no
response to the phone calls women were presumed to have declined participation in the study

and no further contact was sought.

In order to incorporate the T1D genetic screening into the screening process, the Laboratory
Information System, OMNI-Lab. (Integrated Software Solutions Ltd), used by the Oxford
NBSSL, was modified. The modification facilitated NBSSCs from consented babies to be
linked to the study consent list via the mother’s NHS number and to generate a request on the
system for a GPPAD test. For babies participating in INGR1D this:

e Alerted laboratory staff to punch an additional 3.2 mm sample which was sent to LGC
Biosearch Technologies for genotyping.

e Sent a sample receipt notification to the INGR1D database together with the Child’s
date of birth and gender.

e Sent the plate identifier and well position of the spot to LGC.

Results were forwarded to Helmholtz Zentrum Mdinchen, the coordinating centre (CC) in
Munich, which integrated the genotyping data, information from the screening laboratory and
maternal questionnaire to generate a genetic risk score (for the detailed process please refer to
Figure 1). Mothers were informed of positive results within 16 weeks from the analysis of the

sample and subsequently offered a face-to-face appointment to explain the implications of the
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result and informed about POINT. Mothers of babies with negative results were not
specifically advised of the result but were told at the time of consent that a negative result
could be inferred if the study team did not contact them by 16 weeks. If parents remained
anxious about the result, they could also contact the study team directly. Parents could
withdraw their consent at any time.

Maternal consent |l INGR1D Research Portal
. Imports:
Mother’s name, NHS . =% + pother’s name and MHS Mumber Results fed back to study
number, phone number + Mother's phone number team
Family History of T1D + Family History of T1D « Study team link INGRLD ID
Single or multiple pregnancy + Single or multiple pregnancy to mothers contact details
» Mother informed as
[ Informs NHS screening T Irfoms |NGR1IN research partal of Hood samples | appropriate
2 database of consenting taken, creates an WGRID ID rumber and provides: F \
| mothers” NHS numbers * QnildDOB and gerder |
4A. 5.
MNeonatal Screening Lab Database Exports to GPPAD database (linked to

INGR1D 1D number):

* Family History of T1D

= Child’s date of birth and gender
* Date of blood test

Meonalal screening
blood taken from baby of
consenling mother

ning blood card barcode scanned
ifies NHS number of consenting

Additional punch taken

4B.

. . Exparts ta HRAD database under INGRLID D nurmber:
3, Punch sent = wdlip
1 + Plate barcode
8.
| Sends GPRAD genencs Il o LGE | ] GPPAD database
Blood sent to LGC ‘__ flirked towell 1D aref plate baccade) ™| BN Generates GPPAD genetics D[R Genelicrisk score |
for genotyping : . Genotyping data | and GPPAD I[.) {Iinked o eleulatad
| 7o ™ linked to GPPAD genencsiD) [ INGR1D 1D} '

Figure 1.

1. The questionnaire asks for the mother’s name, NHS number, phone number, e-mail,
family history of T1D, and if they have a single or multiple pregnancy. This
information is stored on the INGR1D research portal.

2. The research portal collates the consented patients and informs the neonatal
screening laboratory of the consenting mothers’ NHS number so when a Guthrie
card barcode is scanned, it informs the lab staff that an extra hole punch (i.e. sample)
isrequired for INGR1D.

Sample sent to LGC lab for genotyping.

A. The neonatal screening lab creates an INGR1D ID screening number and sends
thisto the resear ch portal with the child's date of birth and gender.

B. The screening lab also exports to the GPPAD database using the INGR1D ID, the
linked plate barcode and well ID.



https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.26.21252305

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.26.21252305; this version posted March 30, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

5. Theresearch portal sends to the GPPAD database the participant’s family history
of T1D, the child's date of birth and gender, and date of blood test, al linked to the
INGRID ID

6. GPPAD database generates a GPPAD genetics ID and sends thisto L GC, linked to
the Well ID and plate barcode.

7. LGC send the genotyping data back to the GPPAD database using the GPPAD

genetics ID
8. GPPAD database uses the genotyping data from LGC with the family history, to

work out the GRS and eligibility and inform the study team of the results linked to the
INGR1D ID.

Summary of Recruitment and Outcomes

From April 2018 to November 2020, 66% of women approached about INGR1D chose to
participate, leading to atotal of 15 660 babies being enrolled in the study. During this period
14 731 blood samples were processed; of whom 157 had confirmed positive results (>10%
risk of multiple 1A). Of these families 34 declined formal counselling about the positive
result, and of the 124 families who undertook this counselling 49 agreed to take part in
POINT. It is of note that 20 families were unable to participate in POINT due to lockdown
restrictions. 107 (0.68%) of INGR1D’s 15 660 participants were withdrawn from the study.
The most common reasons for withdrawal were a technical error with the sampling machine
(36 participants), withdrawing consent or issues with consent (32 participants), and being out-

of-area at the time the newborn blood spot was taken (27) (Figure 2).
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23 500 Women
approached

15 660 Enrolled to
INGRID

107 Withdrawn

822 Results
outstanding

14 731 Analysed
samples

Reasons for withdrawal:

- Technical error with punching machine, 38
- Withdrew consent or issue with consent, 32
- Moving out of area, 27

- Recruited <18 weeks gestation, 4

- Baby deceased pre-screening, 4

- Recruited post newborn screening*, 1

- Declined newborn screening, 1

*Postnatal screening not part of protocol at the time

**Most common reason for false positive results due
to mothers incorrectly ticking “FDR with T1D”.

14 502 Negative
results

229 Positive results

157 Confirmed . 13 .Unable.t.o
- 59 False positive** confirm positive
positive
result
I
I I ]
123 Completed 1 Pending F2F# 34 Declined F2F#
F2F*appointments appointments appointment

L 49 POINT V1s

booked/completed

Figure 2. INGR1D and POINT accrualsin first year (* F2F - face-to-face)

Women reported that a principal reason for the successful recruitment to the screening study

was the absence of any additional interventions. Of those women who declined screening,

many had concerns regarding data protection. Some women feared their baby's entire

genome would be sequenced and its genetic data exploited by, for example, being sold to

pharmaceutical companies. Others who declined did so based on the test’s accuracy; with a

sengitivity of 25% some women worried about the value of a negative result. In addition,
some stated that a predictive value of 10% meant that a high risk result could lead to

unwarranted anxiety. Another barrier to women consenting to the study centred on

understanding of disease risk. Many were falsely reassured by the fact they had no family
history of T1D and therefore felt their baby would be low risk.
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GPPAD AND BEYOND

Futurestudies

Having developed and established this research platform, it is anticipated GPPAD will
continue to utilise it for further T1D primary prevention studies. However, this methodology
does not need to be solely restricted to T1D, genetic screening or interventions in the
newborn. The model of antenatal recruitment (with the potential for supplementing the
neonatal blood sample with maternal samples) aso lends itself to exploring the impact of
antenatal interventions, interrogation of the mother-foetus dyad and screening for at-risk
population groups to offer postnatal primary interventions (e.g. to children born to mothers
with gestational diabetes or pre-eclampsia, who have increased lifetime risks of diabetes,
obesity and hypertension).

Furthermore, while INGR1D uses known SNPs to identify at-risk infants, the neonatal blood
sample could be used to identify or utilise aternative biomarkers for a range of other
diseases. Potentia additional biomarkers include, but are not limited to, more expanded DNA
analysis (exome, non-coding DNA, whole genome sequencing), epigenetic modifications
(e.g. the methylome), transcriptomics, and non-genetic markers such as cytokines. If these
data were collected at scale it would additionally be possible to establish “normal” reference
ranges within this population group. Lastly, due to the timing of the day 5 blood spot,
environmental influences and exposures to the child would be minimised and hence reduce
further confounders.

Future Newbor n Blood Spot Screening Programmes

In 2020, the UK celebrated 50 years since the inception of newborn blood spot screening for
PKU. Over the past half a century however, the UK Newborn Screening Programme has
evolved cautiously, taking three decades to include more than two screened diseases.
Following a challenge by the chief medical officer in 2016, the UK NSC published areport in
2019 exploring the use of genomic medicine in all the screening programmes, including
NBSSP.[29] The model used by GPPAD and described above, demonstrates that genomic
technology can be integrated into aNBSSP and evaluated in parallel with routine testing
without disrupting the screening pathway. These programmes have the potential to allow for
early interventions prior to disease onset or progression. SMA represents a further example of
acondition with a prognosis that can be dramatically improved through prompt identification

and treatment.[30, 31] SMA can now be screened by polymerase chain reaction using a blood
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spot sample and already forms part of the screening progranmein 18 statesinthe U.S. and in

several regionsin EU.[32-35]

Other such examples that perfectly match the screening criteria of Wilson and Jungner[36]
include congenital myasthenia and Wilson’s disease. The experience garnered from GPPAD
provides us with an opportunity to shift towards a much broader approach to newborn
bloodspot screening which is in aignment with the UK’s intention to becoming a world

leader in genomic medicine.

GPPAD: aroutetowards5 million genomes?

The UK declared its intention to become a pioneer in whole genome sequencing in 2012,
launching the 100 000 genomes project and becoming the first healthcare system to launch a
genomics medicine service.[37] This was established in recognition of the importance of
genomic medicine as key to the future of personalised medicine. The project reached its goal
in December 2018 and represents the world’'s largest genome sequencing database with
associated clinical data. The UK now wants to cement its position as world leader by
sequencing a further 5 million genomes over the next 5 years in order to further advance our
understanding of the link between genes and disease phenotypes.[38] The potential for
incorporating whole genome sequencing for newborns would complement this approach by
recruiting larger numbers of ‘healthy’ children. As described here, the successful introduction
of INGR1D in the UK could serve as a template for the implementation of such a project by
utilising the existing infrastructures of the NHS and the newborn screening programme,

making population level genome-based research realisable.

Ultimately, the greatest asset from using surplus blood spots from newborn screening would
be to undertake whole genome sequencing and have longitudinal life course follow-up using
electronic patient health records. It would require very little input from the families and allow
the generation of longitudinal disease phenotypes with rich data sources from primary and
secondary care and non-health data. Instead of solely capturing cross-sectional data based on
selective inclusion criteria, as adopted by the 100 000 genomes project, it would map the
trangition from disease onset to progression and treatment. Using a live electronic consent
platform such as “Dynamic Consent” developed by Oxford University Innovation

Technology (https://innovation.ox.ac.uk/licence-detai ls/dynamic-consent/), participants could
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be approached about a study and give, review and change their consent preferences

accordingly.

Conclusion

We describe a methodology to recruit and identify newborns at increased risk of genetic
disease by using antenatal consent and genetic analysis of surplus blood from the newborn
blood spot screening programme. Over 66% of mothers approached agreed to take part,
enabling enrolment of over 15500 babies in just over two and a half years. This demonstrates
that not only is use of the NBSSP for genetic research both feasible and acceptable in a UK
setting, but also that it does not interfere with the routine blood spot screening pathway. The
INGR1D platform provides a model for future studies of this kind, with the potential to be
expanded to ante-natal interventions and exploration of the mother-baby dyad, and represents

the cutting edge of clinically relevant genetic research.
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