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Abstract

Background and Aims: Familial hypercholesterolemia (FH) is an autosomal dominant
monogenic disease characterized by high low-density lipoprotein cholesterol (LDL-C) levels.
Although carrying causative FH variants is associated with coronary heart disease (CHD), it
remains unclear whether disclosing its associated cardiovascular risk affects outcomes in
patients with FH. Here, we evaluated the efficacy of providing future cardiovascular risk based
on genetic testing in addition to a standard FH education program.

Methods: We conducted a randomized, wait-list controlled, open-label, single-center trial. In
the intervention group, we reported a future cardiovascular risk based on the genetic testing
adding to standard FH education at week 0. In the wait-list control group, we only disseminated
standard FH education according to the guidelines at week 0; they later received a genetic
testing-based cardiovascular risk assessment at week 24. The primary endpoint of this study
was the plasma LDL-C level at week 24.

Results: Fifty eligible patients with clinically diagnosed FH, without a history of CHD, were
allocated to the intervention group (n=24) or the wait-list control group (n=26). At week 24,
the intervention group had a significantly greater reduction in LDL-C levels than the wait-list
control group (mean changes, -13.1 mg/dL vs. 6.6 mg/dL; difference, -19.7 mg/dL; 95%
confidence interval, -34 to -5.6; p=0.009). This interventional effect was consistent with FH
causative variant carriers but not with non-carriers.

Conclusions: In addition to standard FH care, providing future cardiovascular risk based on
genetic testing can further reduce plasma LDL-C levels, particularly among FH causal variant

carriers.

Registration: Japan Registry of Clinical Trials (jRCTs04218002).
URL.: https://jrct.niph.go.jp/latest-detail/jRCTs042180027

Key words: familial hypercholesterolemia, genetic risk disclosure, genomics, coronary disease,

randomized clinical trials


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.26.23287767
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.26.23287767; this version posted March 27, 2023. 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preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Non-standard Abbreviations and Acronyms

APOB
BMI

Bpm

CHD

Cl
COVID-19
CvD

FH

LDL
LDL-C
LDLR
LDLRAP1
PCSK9
PSQ-18

apolipoprotein B

body mass index

beats per minutes

coronary heart disease

confidence interval

coronavirus disease 19

cardiovascular disease

familial hypercholesterolemia

low-density lipoprotein

low-density lipoprotein cholesterol
low-density lipoprotein receptor
low-density lipoprotein receptor adaptor protein 1
proprotein convertase subtilisin/kexin type 9

Patient Satisfaction Questionnaire Short Form
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76  Introduction

77 Familial hypercholesterolemia (FH) is an autosomal dominant Mendelian disease, one
78  of the leading causes of premature coronary heart disease (CHD) along with life-long exposure
79  to high low-density lipoprotein (LDL) cholesterolemia. ® The prevalence of patients with
80  heterozygous FH is nearly 0.2-0.5% of the general population (1 in 200-500 individuals). Major
81 FH causative genes are LDL receptor (LDLR), proprotein convertase subtilisin/kexin type 9
82 (PCSK9), and apolipoprotein B (APOB) and LDLR adaptor protein 1 (LDLRAP1, for a
83  particular case of autosomal recessive hypercholesterolemia). FH’s clinical guidelines of FH
84  across the world recommend that patients with FH should be treated using lipid-lowering
85  agents at a younger age to reduce plasma LDL cholesterol (LDL-C) levels, which can prevent
86  future episodes of CHD. Therefore, it is important to diagnose FH as early as possible.”

87 Because FH is a monogenic disorder, genetic testing is important for a definitive
88  diagnosis.® Additionally, our previous study and other studies showed that FH-related
89  pathogenic variants are significantly associated with a higher risk of CHD, %% which strongly
90  suggests that genetic testing can be used for risk stratification. However, it remains unclear
91  whether FH-related genetic testing would have a potential to affects patients’ outcomes beyond
92  risk stratification. Recently, Kullo et al. reported that disclosure of CHD risk estimates with
93  polygenic risk information, which consists of multiple small-effect genome-wide common
94  genetic variations, led to lower LDL-C levels than disclosure of CHD risk based on classical
95 risk factors alone.!* Thus, does providing cardiovascular risk based on FH-related genetic
96 testing also have an impact on changing outcomes in patients with FH?

97 Here, we examined whether informing future cardiovascular risk based on genetic
98 testing besides conventional FH patient education leads to reduced LDL-C levels in patients
99  with FH.

100
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101  Methods
102  Overall trial design
103 This study was a randomized, wait-list controlled, open-label, single-center trial. The
104  detailed trial protocol had been published elsewhere.® In brief, we performed genetic
105 counseling and informed individuals about future cardiovascular risk based on patients'
106  monogenetic testing results for the intervention group. The primary outcome was the change
107  in plasma LDL-C levels at 24 weeks from the baseline. This trial was conducted in compliance
108  with the Declaration of Helsinki, Ethical Guidelines for Medical and Health Research
109 Involving Human Subjects, and all other applicable laws and guidelines in Japan. The study
110  protocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board of Kanazawa University Hospital
111  (Kanazawa, Japan) and registered in the Japan Registry of Clinical Trials (JRCTs042180027).
112
113  Participants
114 We recruited patients with clinically diagnosed FH from March 2018 to March 2020
115 and followed them up until October 2021. We enrolled participants who met all the following
116 inclusion criteria: 1) age >15 years; 2) clinically diagnosed with FH according to the Japan
117  Atherosclerosis Society guidelines®?® (if two of the three following criteria were met: [i] LDL-
118  C >180 mg/dL, [ii] presence of tendon xanthomas; and [iii] family history of FH or premature
119  coronary artery disease); and 3) never had a genetic test or had not returned genetic results
120  regarding FH. We also excluded participants who met any of the following exclusion criteria:
121 1) liver dysfunction (aspartate aminotransferase or alanine aminotransferase >3 times the upper
122 normal limits); 2) renal dysfunction (serum creatinine >2.0 mg/dL); 3) immunosuppressive

123  state; 4) active cancer; 5) history of CHD including myocardial infarction, percutaneous

124  coronary intervention or coronary artery bypass graft, or coronary artery stenosis (>75%)
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125  previously detected by coronary angiography; or 6) females expecting to be pregnant or
126  currently pregnant. Written informed consent was obtained from all trial participants.

127

128  Screening of FH pathogenic variants

129 We sequenced the exons of four FH-related genes (LDLR, PCSK9, APOB, and
130  autosomal recessive inheritance of LDLRAP1) using Illumina MiSeq (San Diego, USA). We
131  defined variants as FH causal when they matched any of the following criteria: a) registered as
132  pathogenic/likely pathogenic in the ClinVar database; b) minor allele frequency <1% in the
133  East Asian population with i) protein-truncating variants (nonsense, canonical splice sites, or
134  frameshift) or ii) missense variants with five in silico damaging scores (SIFT, PolyPhen-2
135 HDIV, PolyPhen-2 HVAR, MutationTaster2, LRT), all predicted as pathogenic;*° ¢) missense
136  variants reported as pathogenic in the Japanese population: PCSK9 p.Val4lle and
137  p.Glu32Lys;' ! and d) predicted by eXome-Hidden Markov Model (XHMM) software as
138  copy number variations (large duplication/large deletion).*

139

140  Intervention and wait-list control

141 We randomized patients to either the intervention or the wait-list control groups with
142  FH using an independent web-based randomization system that included a minimization
143  algorithm balanced for age (>50 years and <50 years), sex (male and female), and causative
144  variant (positive or negative).

145 In the intervention group, we performed genetic counseling and informed the patients’
146  future cardiovascular risk based on the results of their FH-related genetic testing in addition to
147  standard FH patient education. The genetic counseling provided by a qualified physician in
148  clinical genetics consisted of the following components: a) genetic diagnosis; b) outline of FH;

149  c¢) examining the family history of hyperlipidemia/cardiovascular diseases; d) informing that
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150 the results of genetic testing could facilitate research in this field; and e) explaining the
151  physical/mental support system in the hospital. In addition, primary cardiologists provided
152  odds ratios of future cardiovascular risk based on the presence or absence of 1) a causal genetic
153 variant and 2) a clinical sign (xanthomas and/or family history of FH) using the original
154  Japanese documents.®1014 After counseling, we set sufficient time to answer the questions from
155  the patients, confirming their level of understanding.

156 In the wail-list control group, we only disseminated standard FH patient education using
157  the Japanese booklet for FH patient education according to the FH management guideline.?
158  After the education session, we set the time to answer the queries from the patients. After
159  evaluating the primary endpoint (24™ week after randomization), the wait-list control group
160 also received their genetic testing results and future cardiovascular risks via counseling.

161 In both groups, primary cardiologists provided the standard FH education for their
162  patients. Also, primary cardiologists managed LDL cholesterol levels of their patients at their
163  own discretion according to the Japanese guideline for FH 2017 (targeting LDL cholesterol
164  level of <100 mg/dL or >50% reduction compared with an untreated level for primary
165 prevention).® When adding any of lipid-lowering agents as statins, ezetimibe, or PCSK9
166 inhibitors, the patients and the physicians must agree with each other for the treatments that
167  were essential to achieve the target value of LDL cholesterol level. Moreover, the number of
168  additional treatments were compared between the intervention and the wait-list control groups.
169  Although in-person FH education was not provided outside of the scheduled outpatient clinic
170  visits, patients in both groups could receive additional counseling and/or outpatient visit when
171  patients wanted or were afraid of genetic testing regardless of the allocated groups during and
172  after the trial.

173

174  Outcomes
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175 The primary outcome was the change in plasma LDL-C levels from baseline (week 0)
176  to week 24. Key secondary outcomes were as follows: 1) changes in plasma LDL-C levels
177  from baseline at week 48 and 2) the Patient Satisfaction Questionnaire Short Form (PSQ-18)
178  scales at weeks 24 and 48. We assessed these outcomes between the intervention and the wait-
179 list control groups or among the four groups categorized by genetic testing results (FH-related
180  causal variant, positive or negative) ([1] intervention + positive; [2] intervention + negative;
181  [3] wait-list control + positive; and [4] wait-list control + negative).

182 The PSQ-18 scale evaluates patients’ inner satisfaction level for the medical care they
183  received from seven aspects.'® We used this scale because providing future cardiovascular risk
184  based on genetic testing could create stress for the patients in terms of longer consultation time,
185  higher medical costs, and more drug prescriptions to achieve the target cholesterol level,
186  particularly for the intervention group. The scale values from 1 to 5 represent the lowest to
187  highest rating for each aspect.

188

189  Statistical analysis and early termination due to the coronavirus disease 19 (COVID-19)
190 pandemic

191 We hypothesized that the estimated difference from baseline to week 24 in LDL-C
192  levels between the intervention and the wait-list control groups would be 15 mg/dL, with a
193  standard deviation of 25. In the sample size calculation, 44 patients per group were required,
194  with a two-sided a of 5% and power of 80%. We then set the drop-out rate to 10% and
195  determined that approximately 100 patients with FH were required as initially planned.®
196  However, we had to stop the trial enrollment in April 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic,
197  with a state of emergency in Japan during the enrollment period. The principal investigator and

198  sub-investigators all agreed to the decision, and we closed the trial in November 2021 after all
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199  patients who agreed to enroll in the trial completed the protocol schedule before trial
200  termination.
201 We compared the outcomes between the intervention and the wait-list control groups.
202  The baseline profiles were described by mean and standard deviation, median and quantiles
203  (continuous variables), or proportion (categorical variables). In addition, we assessed the
204  primary outcome based on the intention-to-treat approach, which was compared between
205  groups using the t-test. Moreover, we compared the secondary endpoints between the groups
206  at each defined period using the t-test, Mann-Whitney U-test, Fisher’s exact test, or linear or
207  logistic regression adjusted for appropriate covariates. A p-value < 0.05 was considered
208  statistically significant for the primary outcome. Statistical analyses were performed using R
209  software version 4.1.2 or above (The R Project for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria).
210
211  Results
212 Figure 1 shows the flowchart of the trial. We recruited 53 clinically diagnosed FH
213  patients without a history of cardiovascular disease from March 2018 to March 2020 and
214  followed them up until October 2021. Of these, three patients were excluded from the trial
215  because of inappropriate eligibility (n=2) and randomization violation (n=1). The remaining
216 50 eligible patients were randomly allocated to the intervention group (n=24) or the wait-list
217  control group (n=26). In the intention-to-treat principle, we included all 50 patients for further
218 analyses. The mean age of the patients was 52 + 16 years, 58% were female, 22% had
219  hypertension, and 8% had diabetes mellitus. Regarding FH-related profiles, 76% had Achilles
220  tendon xanthomas, 60% reported a family history of FH, and the mean plasma LDL-C level
221  was 127 + 25 mg/dL. The number of FH-related causative genetic variant positive patients was
222 34 (68%): 31 patients had causal variants at LDLR gene, 1 had causal variant (p.Glu32Lys) at

223 PCSKO9 gene, and 2 had copy number variations at LDLR gene. We did not detect any causal
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224 variants at APOB or LDLRAPL. The baseline characteristics were well balanced between the
225 intervention and the wait-list control groups (Table 1). Since one patient in the wait-list control
226  group refused to follow scheduled visits and laboratory tests after randomization, the study
227  investigators excluded the patient from the study and following outcome analyses.

228

229  Primary outcome

230 At week 24, the intervention group had a significantly greater reduction in plasma LDL-
231  C levels than the wait-list control group (mean changes from baseline, -13.1 mg/dL vs. 6.6
232  mg/dL; between-group difference, -19.7 mg/dL; 95% confidence interval [CI], -34 to -5.6;
233  p=0.009) (Table 2, Figure 2). Even when adjusted by the baseline LDL-C levels, the result
234 was consistent (adjusted difference, -18.0 mg/dL; 95% ClI, -32 to -3.8; p=0.02).

235

236  Secondary outcomes

237 After the wait-list control group also received genetic testing-based future
238  cardiovascular risk assessment at week 24, the LDL-C level in the wait-list control group was
239  certainly decreased (the within-group change from week 24 to 48 was -8.0 mg/dL). In contrast,
240  the within-group change in the intervention group from week 24 to 48 was increased by 4.3
241  mg/dL, that lead to diminish the effect of LDL-C reduction in the intervention group at week
242 48 from baseline. As a result, the difference between the two groups (between-group
243  difference) from baseline to week 48 was attenuated (0.7 vs. -2.0; between-group difference,
244 2.8;95% Cl, -26 to 31; p=0.85) (Table 2).

245 Figure 3 shows the LDL-C changes according to FH-related causative variant carrier
246  status. Among variant carriers, the intervention group also had a greater plasma LDL-C level
247  reduction than the wait-list control group at week 24 (-19.8 mg/dL vs. 2.9 mg/dL; between-

248  group difference, -22.7 mg/dL; 95% CI, -40 to -5.5; p=0.02). However, we could not detect

10
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249  any significant differences between the groups for non-carriers at week 24 (2.3 mg/dL vs. 12.4
250  mg/dL; between-group difference, -10.1 mg/dL; 95% CI, -33 to 12; p=0.39).
251 Since the physicians managed LDL cholesterol levels of their patients at their own
252  discretion according to the guideline, we investigated additional treatment regimens on top of
253  the baseline lipid-lowering agents in both groups (Table 3). The numbers of participants
254  receiving add-on treatment during the study were 10 (42%) in the intervention group and 6
255  (23%) in the wait-list control group (chi-square test, p=0.26). Of note, 90% (9/10) in the
256 intervention group and 67% (4/6) in the wait-list control group of add-on lipid-lowering agents
257  were prescribed within 24 weeks from receiving genetic counseling and future cardiovascular
258  risk based on the genetic test. Moreover, the add-on treatments were conducted more frequent
259  in causative variant carrier group (14/16, 88%) than in non-carrier group (2/16, 12%).
260
261  Patient satisfaction evaluation
262 We further assessed the FH patients’ satisfaction for medical care they received during
263  the study period by the PSQ-18 scale analysis (Figure 4). We evaluated the score changes by
264  seven aspects (general satisfaction, technical quality, interpersonal manner, communication,
265  financial aspects, time spent with doctor, and accessibility and convenience), and there were
266  no between-group differences in each aspect except in the “general satisfaction” aspect for
267  medical care. Notably, FH-related causal variant non-carriers in the intervention group were
268  less satisfied with general medical care than the wait-list control group at 24 weeks.
269
270  Subgroup analysis

271 Table 4 shows the subgroup analysis results for the treatment differences in LDL-C

272  levels at week 24. There were no significant interactions in each subgroup except that age (>50

11
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273 vs. <50 years) subgroup was the only significant quantitative interaction between the
274 intervention and the wait-list control groups.

275

276  Discussion

277 This trial was the first randomized, wait-list controlled study to assess whether
278  disclosing the risk for future cardiovascular diseases based on genetic testing results in addition
279  to standard FH education would lead to reduced LDL-C levels in patients with FH. For the
280  primary endpoint, the intervention group showed a significantly greater reduction in plasma
281  LDL-C levels than the wait-list control group at week 24. The difference between the groups
282  was attenuated at week 48 after the wait-list control group also received future cardiovascular
283  risk assessment based on genetic testing at week 24. On the other hand, as for patient
284  satisfaction evaluation by the PSQ-18, no between-group differences were found except for the
285  general satisfaction aspect of medical care. Notably, non-carriers of FH-related causal variants
286 in the intervention group were less satisfied with general medical care than those in the wait-
287 list control group at 24 weeks.

288 The conclusions of this study are as follows. First, providing cardiovascular risk based
289  on genetic testing further reduced plasma LDL-C levels, in addition to standard FH care. One
290  of the reasons for the significant reduction effect could be that patients with FH may become
291  aware of the necessity of medication, leading to better adherence to medications and

292  achieving lifestyle modifications by themselves. However, there was a concern that the

293  LDL-C reduction might be derived from more intensive treatments based on the information
294  on genetic testing-based cardiovascular risk. Previous studies reported that providing genetic
295  testing results for primary physicians did not affect their practice because they thought

296  plasma lipid levels were simply sufficient to select treatment options for patients with FH and

297  felt little need for genetic testing.'®1’” Nevertheless, another studies demonstrated that FH

12
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298  genetic counseling for patients with FH might convince them of the use of more intensified
299 lipid-lowering drugs and improve medication adherence, leading to lower LDL-C levels,
300 irrespective of their treatment status.*®-2° Moreover, a genetic diagnosis itself could promote
301 the selection of more aggressive lipid-lowering drugs for primary physicians.?* For example,
302 the MI-GENES clinical trial, which demonstrated the effect of disclosure of CHD genetic risk
303  on LDL-C levels for patients with intermediate CHD risk, indicated that the lipid-lowering
304  effects were derived from the initiation of statin medication.?? In this study, We did not

305 observe any interactions between baseline plasma LDL-C levels and the addition of lipid-
306  lowering agents between weeks 0 and 24 (Figure 4). However, although non-significant, an
307 add-on lipid-lowering treatment was more frequent within 24 weeks from receiving genetic
308  counseling and future cardiovascular risk based on the genetic test (Table 3), which might
309 have contributed to the favorable result for LDL-C reduction in the intervention group. In
310 addition, genetic confirmation might help patients with FH reinforce a healthier diet and

311  exercise behaviors.?® These multilateral effects could affect the LDL-C levels of FH patients
312  without a history of cardiovascular complications.

313 Second, we observed inconsistent effects of the intervention according to the variant
314  carrier status on LDL-C levels. For FH-related causal variant carriers, the change in LDL-C
315 levels in the intervention group was greater than that in the wait-list control group at week 24,
316  although this favorable change did not occur in non-carriers. As stated above, providing a
317  “positive” genetic testing result for patients may improve adherence to lipid-lowering

318 medication and permit access to specific treatments, such as the PCSK9 inhibitor.?*

319  Moreover, Claassen et al. showed that patients with FH who received their genetic testing
320 results had a higher perceived efficacy of lipid-lowering medication than those without.?® In
321  contrast, when the FH causal variant was not identified, the negative genetic testing result

322  might provide mental relief even for at-risk patients,?® which could have a literal “negative”

13
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323  effect on non-carrier patients. Additionally, it could cause reduced compliance or motivation
324  in patients.?

325 Third, although the significant LDL-C reduction was achieved after 24 weeks from
326  the disclosure of future cardiovascular risk based on genetic testing, the effect was attenuated
327  after 48 weeks of the intervention. The changes in LDL-C levels from genetic counseling

328  with providing cardiovascular risk assessment to 24 weeks were consistent in both groups (-
329  13.1 mg/dL in the intervention group and -8.0 mg/dL in the wait-list control group), whereas
330 the change in LDL-C to 48 weeks was just +0.7 mg/dL despite performing some additional
331 lipid-lowering treatments on the baseline regimen. Although a long-term health behavior

332  change was certainly challenging,?’?8 our results implicated that the effect of our “one-time”
333 intervention in an outpatient clinic at week 0 might be effective through 6 months but could
334  be attenuated from then on.

335 Fourth, genetic counseling for FH did not make patients nervous overall, although non-
336 carriers were less satisfied with general medical care than carriers. In general, patient
337  empowerment is a potential non-clinical benefit of genetic testing. Providing a diagnosis could
338 allow the patient to improve their understanding of the disease's clinical course, treatment
339  options, and psychological control.?62° Genetic testing sometimes ameliorates uncertainty,
340  stigma, and personal guilt.3%3t However, it could be valid only in FH patients with positive
341  genetic testing, not in those with negative genetic testing. Patients sometimes undergo genetic
342  testing because they want to confirm whether they are negative. Clinically diagnosed patients
343  with FH are at a higher risk for cardiovascular disease than patients without FH, regardless of
344  the causative variant carrier status. However, when we provide variant-negative patients with
345 less CHD risk than variant-positive FH patients, they might misunderstand the information,
346  become unexpectedly reassured, and decrease their adherence and lifestyle modification. Care

347  might be taken with these “non-carriers” to provide the current FH education strategy with
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348  future cardiovascular risk assessment based on the variant-negative genetic testing results. This
349 is because the counseling provided in this study might potentially provide misinterpretation
350 and less satisfaction for medical care to “non-carriers”. Therefore, alternative counseling
351  strategies may be needed for patients with variant-negative FH.

352 The strength of this study was that it was a randomized trial to demonstrate the efficacy
353  of disclosing future cardiovascular disease risk assessment based on genetic testing results in
354  addition to standard FH education for FH patients without a history of cardiovascular disease.
355  The most important limitation of this study was that while we originally planned to enroll
356 approximately 100 FH patients in this study,® we halted enrollment due to the COVID-19
357 pandemic and closed recruitment before completing the pre-specified protocol schedule.
358  Although the effect difference on LDL-C was larger than expected and we demonstrated the
359 efficacy of the intervention on LDL-C levels, this unique situation needs to be considered with
360 caution for clinical application of our findings. In addition, in terms of LDL-C levels, the mean
361 LDL-C levels at 48 weeks were still >100 mg/dL in both groups, which was above the
362 recommended lipid control threshold (<100 mg/dL) for FH patients as primary prevention.
363  Although clarifying cardiovascular risk for both FH patients and primary physicians could
364  improve the treatment quality,? achieving the target LDL-C level (<100 mg/dL) has still been
365 a challenging goal, as the CASCADE-FH registry reported.3® Although this study’s median
366 LDL-C level was lower than that from the registry, we need to focus on the target cholesterol
367 level to reduce the future cardiovascular risk for patients with FH as much as possible.
368  Furthermore, we could not assessed patients’ medication adherence except patient-reported
369  drug non-compliance that might affect the results.

370 In conclusion, in addition to standard FH care, providing cardiovascular risk assessment

371  based on genetic testing further reduced plasma LDL-C levels further, particularly among
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372  patients with FH causal variants carriers. Meanwhile, we might be careful with the non-carriers

373  to provide this risk disclosure strategy based on the variant-negative genetic testing results.
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500 Figure legends.

501  Figure 1. Trial flowchart.

502  We enrolled 53 patients with clinically diagnosed FH and no prior coronary artery disease. Of
503 those, 50 eligible FH patients were randomly allocated to the intervention group (24 patients
504  receiving conventional FH education and future cardiovascular risk assessment based on

505  genetic testing) or the wait-list control group (26 patients receiving only conventional FH

506  education). We followed the two groups for up to 48 weeks and performed an intention-to-
507 treat analysis. The primary endpoint was the change in LDL-C levels from baseline at week
508  24. Because we handled the wait-list control group as a wait-list group, we also provided

509 future cardiovascular risk assessment based on genetic testing after evaluating the primary
510 endpoint at week 24.

511

512  Figure 2. Low-density lipoprotein cholesterol changes from baseline.

513  Regarding the primary endpoint at week 24, the intervention group had a significantly greater
514  reduction in plasma LDL-C level than the wait-list control group. After the wait-list control
515  group also received genetic testing-based future cardiovascular risk assessment at week 24,
516 the difference between the two groups was attenuated at week 48. *:p<0.05. Error bars

517 indicated the standard error.

518

519  Figure 3. Low-density lipoprotein cholesterol changes from baseline by FH-related

520 causative variant carrier status with additional treatment information.

521  A. Variant carriers (n=34). B. Non-carriers (n=16). Treatment icons (statin or ezetimibe, statin
522  and ezetimibe, or PCSK9 inhibitor) were placed at the time of each additional medication.
523  Among variant carriers, the intervention group also had a greater plasma LDL-C level
524  reduction than the wait-list control group at week 24. However, we could not detect any
525  apparent differences between the groups for non-carriers. Error bars indicated standard errors
526

527  Figure 4. Changes in patient satisfaction questionnaire scale scores by groups.

528  There were no between-group differences except in the “general satisfaction” aspect of medical
529  care. According to the general satisfaction scale results, variant non-carriers in the intervention
530  group were less satisfied with general medical care than the wait-list control group at 24 weeks.
531  *:p<0.05. Error bars indicated the standard error.
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532  Table 1. Baseline characteristics.
Total Intervention " altlist
control
N 50 24 26
Age, years 52+16 54 +15 50 + 17
Female, n (%) 29 (58) 13 (54) 16 (62)
Body weight, kg 64.0 [55-69] 64.0 [55-68] 64.1[55-71]
BMI, kg/m? 23.4[22-27] 23.7[21-28] 23.0[22-26]
Systolic blood pressure, mmHg 116 + 16 116 + 14 117 + 17
Diastolic blood pressure, mmHg 70+ 10 70+ 10 70+11
Heart rate, bpm 6711 66 £ 13 69+9
Comorbidities, n (%)
Hypertension 11 (22) 6 (25) 5(19)
Diabetes mellitus 4 (8) 1(4) 3(12)
Current smoking 5 (10) 2(8) 3(12)
FH-related profile, n (%0)
Achilles tendon xanthomas 38 (76) 19 (79) 19 (73)
Family history of FH 30 (60) 12 (50) 18 (69)
Lipid-lowering agents at baseline, n (%0)
Statins 48 (96) 23 (96) 25 (96)
Ezetimibe 34 (68) 17 (71) 17 (65)
PCSKJ9 inhibitors 1(2) 0 1(4)
Genetic variants, n (%)
Positive 34 (68) 17 (71) 17 (65)
At LDLR gene 31 15 16
At PCSK9 gene 1 1 0
At APOB gene 0 0 0
At LDLRAP1 gene (AR inheritance) 0 0 0
Copy number variations (at LDLR gene) 2 1 1
Negative 16 (32) 7(29) 9 (35)
Lipid profiles
Total cholesterol, mg/dL 205+ 31 209 + 33 200 + 29
Triglycerides, mg/dL 100 + 65 112+ 74 90 £ 55
High-density lipoprotein cholesterol, mg/dL 59 + 13 57 +12 60 + 14
Low-density lipoprotein cholesterol, mg/dL 127 £25 133 +28 121 +21
PSQ-18 scale aspect
General satisfaction 3.98 +0.62 3.96 + 0.67 4.00 £ 0.58
Technical quality 3.99+0.52 3.89 £ 0.59 4.09 £ 0.45
Interpersonal manner 4.09 £ 0.57 4.08 £ 0.62 4.10+£0.53
Communication 434 +041 4.38 +0.45 4.31+0.38
Financial aspects 3.30+0.68 3.21+0.85 3.39+0.48
Time spent with a doctor 3.74+£0.61 3.85+£0.65 3.64 £0.56
Accessibility and convenience 3.71£0.49 3.73+£0.49 3.68 £0.49
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Continuous values were expressed as mean + standard deviation or median (interquartile range).
Abbreviations: AR, autosomal recessive; BMI, body mass index; bpm, beats per minutes; FH,
familial hypercholesterolemia; LDLR, low-density lipoprotein receptor; PCSK9, proprotein

convertase subtilisin/kexin type 9; PSQ-18, Patient Satisfaction Questionnaire Short Form.
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538 Table 2. Within-group changes and between-group differences of LDL cholesterol

539  levels.
week 0 (baseline) week 24 week 0 (baseline)
VS. VS. VS.
week 24 week 48 week 48
1. All participants
Within-group changes
Intervention group
LDL-C, mean change (SE) -13.1 (6.2) 4.3 (2.6) 0.7 (11.3)
Wait-list control group
LDL-C, mean change (SE) 6.6 (6.7) -8.0 (7.0) -2.0(9.0)
Between-group differences*
-19.7 12.3 2.7
LDL-C, mean change [95% CI] [-33.8 to -5.6] [-2.0 to 26.6] [-25.6 to 31.1]
p=0.009"" p=0.10 p=0.85
2. Causative variant positive
Within-group changes
Intervention group
LDL-C, mean change (SE) -19.8 (6.6) 6.0 (3.0) -0.1 (15.6)
Wait-list control group
LDL-C, mean change (SE) 2.9 (5.6) -9.6 (11.5) -7.7 (13.0)
Between-group differences*
-22.7 155 7.6
LDL-C, mean change [95% ClI] [-39.9 to -5.5] [-5.7 to 36.7] [-33.3 t0 48.5]
p=0.02" p=0.16 p=0.72
3. Causative variant negative
Within-group changes
Intervention group
LDL-C, mean change (SE) 2.3 (6.5) 0.5 (4.9) 2.8 (9.1)
Wait-list control group
LDL-C, mean change (SE) 12.4 (8.7) -5.7(5.1) 6.8 (11.2)
Between-group differences*
-10.1 6.2 -3.9
LDL-C, mean change [95% ClI] [-32.510 12.3] [-8.0 to 20.3] [-33.4 to 25.6]
p=0.39 p=0.41 p=0.80

540

541  *:P values were calculated comparing the intervention group with the wait-list control group

542  using the t-test. **: p<0.05.
543
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544  Table 3. Add-on treatment regimens by primary physicians during study period.

Intervention
(n=24)

Wait-list control

(n=26)

Total number of add-on treatment

Add-on timing
Week 0 to week 16
At week 0
At week 8
At week 16
Week 24 to week 40
At week 24
At week 32
At week 40
Causative variant
Carrier subgroup
Non-carrier subgroup
Add-on treatment regimen
Statin / ezetimibe
PCSKOQ inhibitor

10 (42%)

9 (9/10, 90%)
8
1
0

1 (1/10, 10%)
0
0
1

9 (9/10, 90%)
1 (1/10, 10%)

9 (9/10, 90%)
1 (1/10, 10%)

6 (23%)

2 (2/6, 33%)
2
0
0

4 (416, 67%)
3
1
0

5 (5/6, 83%)
1 (1/6, 17%)

3 (3/6, 50%)
3 (3/6, 50%)

545

546  PCSKO, proprotein convertase subtilisin/kexin type 9.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.26.23287767
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

547
548

549
550
551

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.26.23287767; this version posted March 27, 2023. 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

Table 4. Treatment differences in low-density lipoprotein cholesterol changes at week 24

between the intervention and the wait-list control groups by patient subgroups.

. Wait-list  Difference P
Intervention control (95% CI) interaction
Age >50 (n=26) -5.2 1.4 -6.6 [-20 to 7.0] 0.038
Age <50 (n=24) -23.3 13.4 -36.7 [-62 to -11]
Male (n=21) -12.2 -0.4 -11.8[-33t09.7] 0.41
Female (n=29) -13.8 10.4 -24.2 [-43 to -5.0]
BMI >25 (n=15) -19.1 2.3 -21.4[-48t05.1] 0.88
BMI <25 (n=35) -10.4 8.6 -19.0 [-36 to -2.0]
Hypertension+ (n=11) -6.6 -0.6 -6.0 [-28 to 16] 0.30
Hypertension- (n=39) -15.4 8.6 -24.0 [-41 to -6.7]
Xanthomas+ (n=39) -9.5 7.7 -17.2[-33t0-1.1] 0.51
Xanthomas- (n=11) -25.9 3.0 -28.9 [-58 t0 0.3]
Family history of FH+ (n=30) -12.7 8.9 -21.5[-39t0-3.6] 0.71
Family history of FH- (n=20)  -13.5 2.4 -15.9[-40 10 8.2]
Causative variant positive
(n=34) -19.8 2.9 -22.7[-40t0 -9.6] 0.40
Ca_usatlve variant negative 53 124 1101 [-33 10 12]
(n=16)
Baseline LDL-C >130 (n=21) -25.8 34 -29.2 [-54t0-4.7] 0.24
Baseline LDL-C <130 (n=29) -3.3 9.1 -12.4[-27 10 2.6]
Adding lipid-lowering agents i :
at week 0 to 16+ (n=11) 20.4 5.4 25.8[-80t028] 0.72
Adding lipid-lowering agents
at week 0 to 16- (n=39) -9.2 6.7 -15.9[-32 t0 0.1]
Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; CI, confidence interval; FH, familial

hypercholesterolemia; LDL-C, low-density lipoprotein cholesterol.
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552  Figure 1. Trial flowchart.

Participants assessed for eligibility with screening
for FH-related genetic testing (N=53)

_| Inappropriate for eligibility (n=2)
Randomization violation (n=1)

Eligible participants randomized (n=50)

¥

Allocated to Interyentlon group Allocated to Wait-list Control group
FH education and ;
. . . . . FH education only
genetic counseling with future cardiovascular risk
(n=26)

(n=24)

+ Inappropriate for eligibility (n=1)
* No clinic visit only at week 24 (n=1) ] :tob(zt'ﬂ'sv\gs:sm and 48 (n=1)
+ No clinic visit only at week 24 (n=1)
Primary endpoint: followed up at week 24 Primary endpoint: followed up at week 24
(n=23) (n=23)
Genetic counseling with future cardiovascular risk
at week 24
—bl + No clinic visit only at week 48 (n=1)
Secondary endpoint: followed up at week 48 Secondary endpoint: followed up at week 48
(n=24) (n=23)
Analyzed (n=24) Analyzed (n=26)
Excluded from analysis (n=0) Excluded from analysis (n=0)
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Figure 2. Low-density lipoprotein cholesterol changes from baseline.
At week 24,
the wait-list control group also received
genetic counseling + future CVD risk
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Mean crude LDL-C levels (mg/dL)
Intervention (n=24) 132.7 129.4 115.9 117.5 127.0 118.2 133.4
Wait-list control (n=26) 120.8 126.6 132.7 128.5 110.7 118.8 118.9
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557  Figure 3. Low-density lipoprotein cholesterol changes from baseline by FH-related causative

558  variant carrier status with additional treatment information.
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LDL-C changes from baseline (mg/dL)

0 8 16 24 32 40 48
Mean crude LDL-C levels (mg/dL)

(week)

Intervention (n=17) 134.2 123.8 1.1 111.5 116.5 113.8 134.1
Wait-list control (n=17) 119.6 122.1 127.1 124.0 105.3 107.0 1.7
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LDL-C changes from baseline (mg/dL)

0 8 16 24 32 40 48 (week)
Mean crude LDL-C levels (mg/dL)

Intervention (n=7) 128.9 143.2 127.2 131.3 146.7 131.9 131.8
Wait-list control (n=9) 123.2 134.1 142.6 135.6 119.4 135.1 129.9
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56.

Scale changes from baseline

Total

Variant carriers

Noncarriers

Figure 4. Changes in patient satisfaction questionnaire scale scores by groups.
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