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ABSTRACT
Background
As a mega-biobank linked to a national healthcare system, the Million Veteran Program (MVP)
can directly improve the health care and health outcomes of participants. Return of genetic
research results at this scale presents challenges and complexities.
Methods
To determine the feasibility and outcomes of returning medically actionable genetic results to
MVP participants, the program launched the MVP Return Of Actionable Results (MVP-ROAR)
Study, with familial hypercholesterolemia (FH) as the exemplar actionable condition. The
MVP-ROAR-FH Study consists of a completed pilot phase and an ongoing randomized clinical
trial (RCT), in which MVP participants are recontacted and invited to receive clinical
confirmatory gene sequencing testing and a telegenetic counseling intervention. The primary
outcome of the RCT is 6-month change in low-density lipoprotein cholesterol (LDL-C) between
participants receiving results at baseline and those receiving results after 6 months.
Results
Nine MVP participants suspected to have a pathogenic variant in low-density lipoprotein
receptor (LDLR) enrolled in the single-arm pilot phase of the study; one was lost to follow-up
prior to confirmatory testing. Clinical sequencing confirmed the pathogenic variant for 5 of the
remaining 8 participants. Six-month ΔLDL-C among enrollees after the genetic counseling
intervention was -37 mg/dL (95% CI: -12 to -61; p=0.03).
Conclusions
While underscoring the importance of analytic validity and clinical confirmation of research
results, the pilot phase of the MVP-ROAR-FH Study demonstrates the feasibility of a protocol to
return genetic results to MVP participants and their providers. The ongoing RCT will contribute
to understanding of how such a program might improve patient health care and outcomes.
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INTRODUCTION

The Million Veteran Program (MVP) is a mega-biobank that has enrolled nearly 1 million U.S

military Veterans with the objective of improving understanding of how genetic characteristics,

behaviors, and environmental factors affect health.1 While the ultimate goal of MVP is to use

these new insights to enhance the health of Veterans, 9 million of whom receive health care at a

Veterans Health Administration (VHA) facility, research activities beginning in 2011 initially

focused on participant recruitment, biospecimen collection and processing, and data

management at unprecedented scale. MVP participants have provided broad consent to the

research use of their genomic, survey, and medical record data without the expectation of

learning their own genetic results or having those results impact their individual health care.

In the decade since MVP began enrollment, genomic discovery has increased our

understanding of the relationship between the human genome and health and disease. The

clinical validity and potential translation of this knowledge has been accelerated by

consensus-building and standardization of key aspects of genomic interpretation, including how

to classify variants as disease-causing and identify the genes with sufficient clinical validity and

utility to be considered for reporting to patients if incidentally identified during genomic

analysis.2–5 Translating these discoveries to improving health care and health outcomes has

long been a stated goal of MVP, a research platform built on participant trust and partnership.

Healthcare system-linked biobanks like MVP offer the opportunity to advance these goals by

identifying genetic risk factors deemed clinically important and reporting them to the clinical

setting. Although return of individual genetic results back to participants or their healthcare

providers was not a part of the original MVP design or informed consent process, the research
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program was envisioned from the outset as an enduring research platform that could evolve

alongside scientific, ethical, and clinical advances.

The opportunity to use MVP data to improve the health care of individual Veterans is

increasingly recognized as potentially beneficial and even life-saving. At the same time, features

of MVP present challenges to implementing such return of results at national scale, including

the informed consent, non-clinical specimen collection, and the complex clinical and research

regulatory environment of a large national organization. To begin to address these challenges,

in 2019 MVP launched the MVP Return Of Actionable Results (MVP-ROAR) - Familial

Hypercholesterolemia (FH) Study, a trial of the clinical confirmation and return of FH-associated

genetic results to MVP participants and their healthcare providers. Here, we describe the

rationale, protocol, and pilot phase results of the MVP-ROAR-FH Study, illustrating early

challenges and successes of returning results to MVP participants.

METHODS

Setting

Veterans Health Administration (VHA)

The VHA of the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs is the largest integrated health care system

in the United States, caring for over 9 million military Veterans annually across more than 1,200

health care facilities in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, the US territories, and the

Philippines.6 Veterans may receive VHA healthcare if they meet certain requirements related to

military service, disability, and income. While many VHA patients receive the majority of their

care at VHA facilities, about half receive at least some healthcare services outside VHA.7
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Million Veteran Program

Launched in 2011, MVP is a national research program designed to explore how genes,

lifestyle, and military exposures affect health among VHA healthcare users.1 Upon enrollment,

participants complete a baseline survey, provide a blood specimen, and provide consent for

researchers to access their electronic health record (EHR) data for research. As of October

2023, over 980,000 Veterans have enrolled across more than 60 MVP primary enrollment

locations and through the MVP Online platform.8 MVP participants have a mean age of 62 years

at enrollment and are primarily male (90%); non-Hispanic white, non-Hispanic Black, and

Hispanic race and ethnicity are reported by 75%, 18%, and 8%, respectively. At baseline

enrollment, MVP blood samples are collected through research protocols, not under Clinical

Laboratory Improvement Amendments (CLIA) regulatory standards. As of April 2018, specimens

from the initial tranche of 455,789 MVP participants had undergone genotyping and quality

control on the MVP 1.0 custom Axiom array, described in detail previously.9 In brief, the array

consists of 668,280 genetic markers passing quality control, including standard biobank content

and novel content enriched for diverse ancestry populations and for diseases of relevance to the

VHA patient population. Genotype data from subsequent tranches of participants, in addition to

whole-genome sequence data, will be released over the next two years.

Familial hypercholesterolemia as an exemplar condition for return of results

Recognizing the potential challenges and benefits to returning genetic results to MVP

participants, in December 2018 MVP leadership and the VHA Office of Research and

Development convened a planning meeting to develop a pilot project of the return of genetic

results. Although dozens of genes are considered to be potentially actionable by various

stakeholders,10,11 familial hypercholesterolemia (FH) was proposed as an ideal test case to pilot
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the return of genetic results in the MVP population. With a prevalence between 1:250 and 1:300

in the US,12,13 FH is one of the most common monogenic diseases, and yet an estimated 90% of

FH cases in the US remain undiagnosed.14 It is characterized by markedly increased

low-density lipoprotein cholesterol (LDL-C) levels and risk of premature coronary heart

disease,15–17 such that cholesterol-lowering treatment recommendations are more aggressive for

individuals with FH compared with those with common, multifactorial hypercholesterolemia.18,19

Moreover, cascade screening among relatives of patients with FH is endorsed by professional

organizations and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention as an efficient, cost-effective

method to detect undiagnosed cases.14,18,20 Thus, notifying MVP participants that they might

carry an undiagnosed FH-associated genetic variant has the potential to improve the lives of

both the Veteran and their family. Finally, because primary care providers (PCPs) are the

principal clinicians who screen for and manage hypercholesterolemia, FH was considered a

monogenic disease with familiar clinical anchoring for PCPs and with straightforward treatment

guidelines they could implement.19 With this background, MVP launched the MVP-ROAR-FH

Study in 2019, with the following objectives: 1) to develop a process to recontact MVP

participants for clinical confirmation of FH variants; 2) to promote the effective management of

FH by returning results to MVP participants and supporting them and their healthcare providers

with informational resources, and 3) to measure the impact of returning actionable genetic

variants on medical management, health outcomes, and Veteran quality of life.

Rationale for a randomized clinical trial design

The MVP-ROAR-FH Study consists of a single-arm pilot trial and a subsequent randomized

clinical trial (RCT) of immediate versus delayed confirmation and return of FH-associated

genetic results (ClinicalTrials.gov Identifier: NCT04178122). Despite compelling reasons to
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identify and return actionable genetic results to participants, the state of the science and current

practice create equipoise around the question of whether to do so in MVP. First, the American

College of Medical Genetics and Genomics (ACMG) recommendation that laboratories identify

disease-causing variants in actionable genes applies to patients undergoing exome or genome

sequencing for their clinical care, not for participation in research.10 Second, MVP samples are

not collected under CLIA conditions and thus do not meet regulatory requirements for clinical

decision-making. Third, genotyping arrays have variable ability to call rare variants such as

those causative for FH, raising the possibility of false positive and negative results in MVP data.

Fourth, MVP participants did not explicitly consent to receiving results from their genetic data

during study enrollment. In this context, an RCT design was deemed an ethically justifiable

method for generating rigorous evidence on the outcomes of genetic return-of-results.

Selection of genetic variants considered for return

In the MVP-ROAR-FH context, any genetic variant considered for return to participants is

assumed to be an opportunistic, not diagnostic, finding. Therefore, the study seeks to minimize

false positive results by considering only variants with high analytic and clinical validity for

return.

Clinical validity

The study considers variants in low-density lipoprotein receptor (LDLR), apolipoprotein B

(APOB), low-density lipoprotein receptor adapter protein 1 (LDLRAP1), and proprotein

convertase subtilisin/kexin type 9 (PCSK9). Only variants classified as likely pathogenic (LP) or

pathogenic (P) for FH by ACMG and Association for Molecular Pathology (AMP) standards are

eligible for return.21 These standards ask laboratories to apply a set of 28 criteria to classify
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each variant, using population, computational, functional, and segregation data. However,

laboratories applying the same ACMG/AMP criteria can arrive at different classifications for a

given variant,5 and content expertise is required to adjudicate the application of ACMG/AMP

criteria to specific disease-gene associations. Therefore, MVP-ROAR-FH Study staff consult

with the ClinGen FH Variant Curation Expert Panel to implement a curated list of variants based

on FH-specific evidence and FH expert consensus.3,22,23 Only variants classified by such expert

panels are designated with a 3- or 4-star interpretation in ClinVar.5 Study staff additionally

consult with the clinical laboratory used for variant confirmation (Invitae Corporation, San

Francisco, CA) before considering a variant for potential return.

Analytic validity

Using these lists of clinically valid P/LP variants, MVP-ROAR-FH staff assess whether the

variants are present and reliably assayed on the MVP genotype array. At present, only variants

directly genotyped on the MVP 1.0 array and passing rigorous quality control procedures are

considered for return.9 As described in the Results below, the non-confirmation of several

suspected FH-associated variants during the pilot trial prompted examination of the genotype

calls, both at the aggregate level for each variant and at the individual level for each participant.

To improve the accuracy of rare variant genotypes (minor allele frequency below 0.01%), the

Rare Heterozygous Adjustment (RHA) algorithm24 was enabled in Release 4 genotype calling

for all MVP samples [Release 3 (n=455,789) and Release 4 [additional n=206,724)]. A quality

control (QC) process was developed to validate rare heterozygous genotypes called on the

MVP array and to reduce the rate of false positive calls. QC parameters were generated by the

RHA algorithm,24 which was triggered when fewer than four rare heterozygous genotypes were

called per batch of ~5000 participants. A support vector machine classifier was built to minimize
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false positive calls,25 using genotypes from next-generation sequencing (NGS) as truth.

Furthermore, the heterozygous genotypes that passed the QC procedure underwent cluster plot

review. NGS research data were available for 7 participants and were used to validate the QC

pipeline developed for the MVP-ROAR-FH study. Results were additionally compared to those

from MVP-ROAR-FH participants who had undergone commercial laboratory confirmation by

gene sequencing.

Modeling return of genetic research results in VHA

Different biobank studies have used different models of return of genetic results to

participants.26–28 The clinical and research regulatory environment of MVP and VHA and the

national landscape of primary care and genetic consultative services in the VHA shaped the

model selected for the MVP-ROAR-FH Study.

VHA model of primary care delivery

VHA has adopted a Patient-Aligned Care Team (PACT) model of primary care, a

patient-centered team-based approach with the aim of improving primary care quality, efficiency,

and accessibility.29–31 Although the PACT model is a national VHA initiative, its policies and

practices are shaped and implemented at national, regional, and local levels across the more

than 1,000 VHA primary care practices nationally,29 resulting both in flexibility but also variability

in implementation. Although the PACT model is associated with improved provider experience,32

VHA primary care remains an time-constrained environment susceptible to provider burnout like

other primary care settings nationally.33

Genetic consultative services at VHA
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Referral patterns for VHA patients requiring genetics consultation vary by location.34 Medical

geneticists or genetic counselors are on staff at a limited number of major VHA medical centers,

including those in Boston, MA, Houston, TX, and San Francisco, CA, West Haven, CT and West

Los Angeles, CA. Over 80 VHA locations without an onsite genetic consultant have telehealth

service agreements with the VA Genomic Medicine Service (GMS) based at the VA Salt Lake

City Health Care System.35 The service employs 1 medical geneticist and 10 genetic counselors

and received about 9,000 consults in fiscal years 2022 and 2023. The local referring provider

sends an interfacility consult to GMS, where staff review the consult, make recommendations for

genetic testing, and provide pre- and post-test genetic counseling, entirely remotely and often

using video telehealth. Veterans receiving care at a VHA location not associated with GMS may

pursue genetic consultative services at a non-VHA facility, often at local academic medical

centers.

Research regulatory environment

As a federated organization of healthcare facilities, VHA is a system in which oversight of

research activities is delegated across national, facility, and local levels. The parent MVP

protocol is approved by the VA Central Institutional Review Board (IRB), and each MVP

enrollment location is additionally overseen by local research regulatory processes. Given that

MVP participants carrying an FH-associated variant would be located at dozens of facilities

across the country, the MVP-ROAR-FH Study set out to develop a national, centralized protocol

for return of results that minimized research administrative burden at the local level.

MVP-ROAR-FH model of return of results
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Although the ultimate goal of MVP return-of-results efforts is to transition the results reporting

and management directly to clinical care, MVP-ROAR-FH was designed as a research protocol

that seeks to model how return-of-results might be integrated into the existing VHA clinical

workflows described above. Key decisions included whether and how to involve PCPs in the

process. Wanting to respect the autonomy of participants and minimize burden on PCPs, the

study chose not to assign PCPs the role of informing participants about the research results and

consenting them for the additional research protocol and clinical confirmation testing. At the

same time, given the centrality of primary care in the PACT model of VHA care, the study

reported the clinically confirmed genetic results and outcomes of the associated genetic

counseling to the participant’s VA PCP and non-VA PCP, as applicable. Likewise, the study did

not use existing, but limited, VHA genetic counseling resources for pre-test and post-test

counseling, although the study genetic counselor used similar telehealth workflows to deliver the

intervention, as described below.

Study procedures

Recruitment and enrollment

The MVP-ROAR-FH Study has a separate research protocol from the parent MVP study

(hereafter termed “MVP Core”). As a result, recruitment occurs through a two-step process

(Figure 1). Supplementary File 1 details the full study protocol. Briefly, MVP Core staff query

the dataset for living MVP participants with an eligible variant and send eligible participants a

letter introducing a new MVP-related research study “on heart disease risk” in which they will

have the opportunity to “receive [their] own heart disease risk results” (Supplementary File 2).

MVP Core staff provide the MVP-ROAR-FH staff with the identities of any participant not opting

out of recontact after this introduction. MVP-ROAR-FH staff perform clinical chart review to
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confirm eligibility. Participants are ineligible if they already have a known molecular diagnosis of

FH; there are no inclusion or exclusion criteria related to prior LDL-C values. MVP-ROAR-FH

staff mail each participant more detailed information about the study (Supplementary Files 3,

4, 5), after which the study genetic counselor calls the participant to review the information and

obtain verbal informed consent.

Biospecimen collection and laboratory analysis

For each enrolled participant, study staff facilitate local CLIA biospecimen collection for gene

panel sequencing (either from blood or saliva) and baseline LDL-C testing. All LDL-C

biospecimens are shipped to the VA Boston Healthcare System for centralized analysis on the

same Abbott Architect ci8200. During the COVID-19 pandemic, procedures were amended to

allow for saliva collection for DNA and use of extant clinical LDL-C values within the 6 months

prior to enrollment as the study baseline LDL-C value. Each DNA specimen is shipped to a

contracted CLIA-certified, College of American Pathologists (CAP)-accredited commercial

laboratory (Invitae Corporation) for next-generation gene panel sequencing and

deletion/duplication analysis of LDLR, APOB, LDLRAP1, and PCSK9. Study staff communicate

each participant’s suspected variant to the commercial laboratory.

Intervention

In the pilot study, all participants were assigned to receive the intervention. In the RCT, once

study staff confirm biospecimen collection, participants are randomly assigned to receive the

intervention at baseline (Immediate Results arm) or after 6 months (Delayed Results arm). The

return-of-results intervention consists of several components (Table 1). The study genetic

counselor schedules a telehealth appointment by phone or videoconferencing with each
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participant to disclose the results of their variant confirmation and study-related LDL-C values.

This genetic counseling appointment includes discussion about FH, including management

guidelines and information about local and national FH resources. The genetic counselor

performs a family history assessment, makes recommendations for family members, and

facilitates genetic cascade testing. The genetic counselor subsequently provides by mail or

email a letter reiterating information from the discussion (Supplementary Files 6 and 7), a copy

of the participant’s clinical variant report (Supplementary File 8), and a family letter the

participant may share with family members (Supplementary File 9). The genetic counselor also

sends the participant’s PCP by mail or email the clinical LDL-C and variant reports along with

provider-level information about FH treatment guidelines (Supplementary File 10). The study

staff also work through local processes to facilitate the entry of the clinical variant report, study

LDL-C results, and a clinical note into the EHR summarizing the result and documenting the

conversation with the participant (Supplementary Figure 1). Participants in the Delayed

Results arm and their PCP receive only their study LDL-C results by mail or email at baseline

and then receive the return-of-results intervention 6 months after randomization, after

completion of end-of-study data collection.

Data collection, outcomes, and analysis

In addition to the laboratory analyses described above, study data collection includes brief

surveys administered at baseline (Supplemental File 11) and 6 months after enrollment

(Supplemental File 12), structured data abstraction from the VA Corporate Data Warehouse,36

and manual chart review of each participant’s medical record. Table 2 shows the study

outcomes and data sources. The primary outcome is the 6-month change in LDL-C, a biomarker

surrogate outcome for cardiovascular disease risk reduction.37 Secondary outcomes are the
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proportion of participants meeting clinically significant LDL-C targets (<100 mg/dL for primary

prevention and <70 mg/dL for secondary prevention) and the proportion of participants with

intensification of lipid-lowering pharmacotherapy, a composite outcome including prescription of

new monotherapy, dose escalation of existing pharmacotherapy, and addition of one or more

medications to existing pharmacotherapy. Exploratory outcomes include medication adherence;

cascade testing of first degree relatives; lifestyle behaviors including smoking, physical activity,

and saturated fat intake; healthcare costs; and quality of life, all assessed 6 months after

randomization. Enrollment of 10 participants in the non-randomized pilot phase was planned to

determine feasibility. Enrollment of 244 into the RCT was planned to enable 80% power to

detect a significant between-group difference in 6-month change in LDL-C (6-month LDL-C

value minus baseline LDL-C value) at alpha=0.05, assessed using intention-to-treat approach

and independent t-test (see Supplementary File 13 for the full statistical analysis plan).

RESULTS

Variants considered for return

At study outset, we cross-referenced LDLR variants previously reported from MVP38 and

classified as P/LP by at least one submitter in ClinVar, including Invitae Corporation, as of

October 2019. Among these, we worked with the ClinGen FH Variant Curation Expert Panel to

select an initial 3 likely pathogenic or pathogenic LDLR variants on the MVP genotype array for

return to pilot participants: rs768563000 [(NM_000527.5(LDLR):c.718G>T (p.Glu240Ter),

rs145787161 [NM_000527.5(LDLR):c.2140+1G>A], and rs377271627

[NM_000527.5(LDLR):c.296C>G (p.Ser99Ter)].22 The ClinGen Variant Curation Expert Panel

has since published its consensus guidelines for LDLR variant classification;23 we have
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continued to work with members of this panel to identify additional variants appropriate for

return.

Pilot study recruitment, enrollment, and participant baseline characteristics

We identified 63 MVP participants with one of the 3 LDLR variants selected for return in the pilot

phase. Of these, we selected 21 participants receiving care at VHA locations with GMS service

agreements for recruitment for the pilot study. Of these, 18 did not opt out of further contact, 11

were reached by phone, and 9 enrolled. Table 3 shows the characteristics of these enrollees,

one of whom was lost to follow-up prior to baseline biospecimen collection and survey. Mean

(range) age was 75 (68-89) years, 8 (89%) were men, and all reported European ancestry. Five

participants (63%) reported a family history of myocardial infarction or stroke; one reported a

personal history of myocardial infarction. At baseline, mean LDL-C was 113.5 (SD 70.1) mg/dL;

three participants (38%) had an LDL-C>100 mg/dL. Six (67%) had an active statin prescription

prior to enrollment. None reported prior genetic testing for familial hypercholesterolemia.

Pilot study return-of-results

One participant was considered lost to follow-up prior to biospecimen collection. As described in

the Methods, the MVP research result was clinically confirmed in 5/8 (63%) pilot participants

(LDLR c.718G>A). All results were disclosed via telephone due to participant preference, and

call duration ranged from 10-30 minutes. Results were also returned to 8 VA PCPs, 3 non-VA

PCPs, and 2 non-VA cardiologists. Relatives of 3 pilot participants called the study genetic

counselor for more information about obtaining familial variant testing.

Pilot study outcomes
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Compared to available reference populations, MVP-ROAR-FH pilot participants endorsed

equivalent physical and mental health burdens, held analogous beliefs about medication

overuse and harm, and scored within similar ranges on a measure of patient activation, both at

baseline and after 6 months (Table 4).39–42 After 6 months, mean LDL-C was 74.6 (SD 44.0)

mg/dL, 1 (13%) participant had LDL-C>100 mg/dL, and 8 (100%) had active statin prescriptions.

Mean 6-month ΔLDL-C in the overall sample was -36.8 mg/dL (95% CI -12.1 to -61.4; paired

t-test p=0.028). Among those with positive clinical confirmation (n=5), mean 6-month ΔLDL-C

was -54.4 mg/dL (95% CI -12.3 to -96.5; p=0.023, Figure 2). When asked whom the research

team should have contacted first about the genetic research results, 5 participants indicated

themselves, 0 indicated their PCP, and 2 did not have a preference. 6 indicated that the

research genetic counselor should have been the person who told them their clinical

confirmation results, 0 indicated their PCP, and 1 did not have a preference. Among a total of 27

living first-degree and 56 second-degree relatives, 4 participants reported they had shared their

results with a total of at least 16 and 0 family members respectively.

DISCUSSION

As a mega-biobank linked to the largest healthcare system in the US, MVP can make important

contributions to the integration of genetic research results into participants’ health care. Results

from the pilot phase of the MVP-ROAR-FH Study demonstrate the feasibility and potential for

improved health outcomes of returning FH-associated variants to MVP participants and their

PCPs. The ongoing RCT will provide rigorous evidence on the impact of this intervention on

patient outcomes.
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Biobank participants often state that they would desire and expect actionable medical findings to

be returned for their benefit.43–45 The ethics and practicalities of such return are complicated,

but since the inception of MVP, emerging consensus has better defined the actionability of

specific genetic results and favors the return of incidentally identified results that are analytically

valid and associated with serious medical conditions.2,10,11 Consensus articulated by ACMG

guidelines and others is that medically actionable results identified during the course of

sequencing for clinical care should be offered for return.2,10,46 These guidelines are not intended

to apply to genetic results identified incidentally in the research context, but guidelines

recommend that researchers establish clear policies and procedures for such return from the

outset and include this information in the informed consent process.47–53 Given rapid advances

in multi-omic and artificial intelligence technologies, matching the content of this consent to the

breadth of possible future medical discoveries is a formidable challenge. The participant

partnership and trust and that MVP has fostered since its beginning are key to navigating this

evolving landscape in good stewardship.

Other initiatives have identified actionable FH-associated variants among biobanks participants

and implemented processes to return results to participants, including the Geisinger Health

System MyCode Community Health Initiative and 7 sites in the Electronic Medical Records and

Genomics network.26–28 In contrast to local or regional health system-linked programs, the

MVP-ROAR-FH Study is national in scope. At the same time, unlike national initiatives like the

All of Us Research Program,54 MVP’s position within the single largest US healthcare system

creates the opportunity and perhaps expectation that important results will be integrated into

participants’ healthcare. This national research-clinical ecosystem created complexities for the

clinical confirmation and return of genetic research results. It necessitated a balance between
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standardizing certain procedures (e.g., a standardized genetic counseling intervention

administered centrally) and tailoring some procedures locally across diverse geographic areas

(e.g., communicating with local personnel to facilitate phlebotomy and documentation in the

medical record). The study encountered other distinct challenges in returning genetic results.

The absence of explicit consent at original MVP enrollment to receive individual genetic results

necessitated the creation of an additional research protocol under which return-of-results

activities could occur. Non-clinical biospecimen collection at enrollment and DNA analysis on

the MVP genotyping array necessitated clinical confirmatory testing for any suspected

pathogenic results. This decision proved wise, given that research results were not confirmed

on clinical sequencing for 3 of 8 pilot phase participants, whose genotype analysis had been

completed prior to implementation of an improved calling algorithm for rare variants. As of

September 15, 2023, all research results returned to participants after implementation of the

improved calling algorithm in the RCT phase of the MVP-ROAR-FH Study have been clinically

confirmed.

The MVP-ROAR-FH Study pilot phase experience supports the following recommendations for

the future of return of genetic results in MVP and other similar programs. First, consolidation of

core biobank and potential return-of-results activities under a single research protocol creates

regulatory efficiencies and a more streamlined participant experience. In this case, the informed

consent process should describe the potential for and manner of recontact, while

acknowledging to participants that scientific and medical advances might produce actionable

information not anticipated at the time of consent.45,55–57 Second, this pilot study demonstrates

the primacy of confirming the analytic validity of any incidental genetic results considered for

return in the research setting. Rare variants are by nature difficult to call from genotype array
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data.24 After lower-than-expected rates of variant confirmation from clinical gene sequencing

among pilot participants, improving the rare variant calling algorithm was a critical next step

before proceeding with the MVP-ROAR-FH Study. Sequencing of research samples would be

expected to improve rare variant calls and facilitate the expansion to other genes deemed

medically actionable. Third, centralized processes improve the scalability of return-of-results.

Delays often resulted from attempts at blood collection from local facilities, each of which may

see only one eligible participant during a multiyear initiative. Because LDL-C change is the

study’s primary outcome, blood samples are preferred in MVP-ROAR-FH, but future

return-of-results from MVP might consider more scalable methods such as at-home saliva

collection, a process the study adopted during the COVID-19 pandemic and continues to use for

participants having difficulty presenting to a local facility. Fourth, close integration with existing

VHA clinical services (e.g., primary care, medical genetics, preventive cardiology) will likely

improve the clinical implementation and patient outcomes from return of results. Such

integration aligns with the VHA priority of patient-centered care coordination but will need to

weigh the competing demands on the clinical VHA workforce. Given the rarity of many results

considered for return, regional hub-and-spoke models of consultation and management might

prove an efficient care delivery model.

In conclusion, the ongoing MVP-ROAR-FH Study underscores the complexities, feasibility, and

potential value of returning genetic results from a large biobank linked to a national healthcare

system. The study offers lessons for how future endeavors can optimize patient-participant

outcomes as genomic and clinical science advance.
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FIGURES AND LEGENDS

Figure 1: Flow diagram of study processes in the MVP-ROAR-FH Study.

The MVP-ROAR-FH Study is a separate research protocol from the core MVP program. 1) Study
personnel work with the MVP Recruitment Core and MVP Genomics Core to identify carriers of
pathogenic/likely pathogenic variants in genes associated with FH from their MVP genotype
array data. 2) The MVP Recruitment Core recontacts the potentially eligible participants and
gives them the chance to opt out of further contact about receiving their own genetic results. 3)
For each participant not opting out of recontact, the MVP Recruitment Core provides the identity
to the MVP-ROAR-FH genetic counselor, who confirms eligibility with chart review, recontacts the
participant, provides informed consent materials, and enrolls the participant into the
MVP-ROAR-FH Study. 4) Study staff administer baseline surveys and family health history
collection and facilitate biospecimen collection. 5) Upon completion of baseline lipid testing,
participants in the RCT phase of the study are randomized to either the Immediate Results or
Delayed Results arms of the study. 6) Participants in the Immediate Results arm have their DNA
specimen sent for confirmation gene sequencing and receive the GC intervention at baseline,
while participants in the Delayed Results arm have their DNA specimen discarded and receive
only their lipid results at baseline. 7) Six months after enrollment, participants complete
end-of-study surveys and biospecimen collection, including a DNA specimen for participants in
the Delayed Results arm. Participants in the Delayed Results arm receive their clinical
confirmation results and GC intervention after end-of-study data collection. All participants in the
pilot phase of the MVP-ROAR-FH Study receive the GC intervention at baseline. Abbreviations:
FH, familial hypercholesterolemia; GC, genetic counselor; MVP-ROAR-FH, Million Veteran
Program Return of Actionable Results Familial Hypercholesterolemia; PCP, primary care
provider; RCT, randomized clinical trial.

Figure 2: Six-month change in LDL-C among participants in the pilot phase of the
MVP-ROAR-FH Study.

Presentation of data is stratified by confirmation (blue lines) or non-confirmation (yellow lines) of
suspected FH-associated variant from MVP genotype array data by clinical sequencing. One
participant had baseline value carried forward to six months due to loss to follow-up.
Abbreviations: LDL-C, low-density lipoprotein cholesterol, MVP-ROAR-FH, Million Veteran
Program Return of Actionable Results Familial Hypercholesterolemia.
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Table 2: Primary, secondary, and exploratory outcomes of the MVP-ROAR-FH Study
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Study

Table 4: 6-month outcomes of participants in the pilot phase of the MVP-ROAR-FH Study
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Genetic counseling via telehealth

Disclosure of genetic testing result

Discussion of mode of inheritance and recurrence risk to family members

Facilitation of family cascade testing

Discussion of screening, prevention, and medical management options

Discussion of reproductive options

Provision of written documentation of medical, genetic, and counseling information to
patients, including family letters

Provision of psychosocial counseling and anticipatory guidance

Provision of education and resources from FH Foundation and other national
organizations and advocacy groups

Communication with PCP

Genetic testing results and lipid results to PCP via email

Genetic counseling physician letter to PCP via email, including a brief explanation of FH
and inheritance pattern, recommendations for specialty referral, and additional resources
from the FH Foundation

Treatment algorithm based on the 2018 Multisociety Guideline on the Management of
Blood Cholesterol via email to PCP19

Availability of genetic counselor as an ongoing resource to PCP as needed

EHR documentation

Genetic counseling note and genetic testing result entered in EHR

EHR alert to PCP indicating availability of results and note in EHR

Table 1. Components of the MVP-ROAR-FH Study intervention. Intervention adapted from
Sturm 2018.20 Abbreviations: EHR, electronic health record; MVP-ROAR-FH, Million Veteran
Program Return of Actionable Results Familial Hypercholesterolemia; PCP, primary care
provider
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Data source (instrument)

Primary outcome

6-month difference in LDL-C Lipid panel results prior to enrollment and after 6 months

Secondary outcomes

Proportion of patients meeting clinically significant
LDL-C targets at 6 months*

Lipid panel after 6 months, referenced against medical record review

Proportion of patients with an intensification of
lipid-lowering therapy at 6 months**

Medical record review

Exploratory outcomes

Medication adherence Structured CDW data (medication possession ratios and proportion of days covered)58–60

Beliefs about medication Baseline and end-of-study surveys (Beliefs About Medicines Questionnaire)61

Patient activation in healthcare Baseline and end-of-study surveys (13- Item Patient Activation Measure)62

Cascade genetic testing End-of-study survey (Number of first-degree relatives having undergone genetic testing at 6 months)

Adoption of healthy lifestyle behaviors End-of-study survey (Stage of change for smoking, saturated fat intake, and physical activity)63–65

Self-reported quality of life Baseline and end-of-study surveys (Veterans RAND 12-Item Health Survey)66,67

Feelings about genomic testing results*** End-of-study survey (Feelings About genomic Testing Results, FACToR)68

Preferences for receiving genetic test results*** End-of-study survey (novel questions)

6-month healthcare costs End-of-study survey, CDW, CMS, and microcosting approaches69,70

Table 2: Primary, secondary, and exploratory outcomes of the MVP-ROAR-FH Study. Described in greater detail in the Statistical Analysis Plan
(Supplementary File 13). *Defined as LDL-C<100 mg/dL for primary prevention and <70 mg/dL for secondary prevention, the latter being indicated for pre-existing
atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease or presence of any atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease risk factors: age ≥65 years; prior percutaneous coronary
intervention; prior coronary artery bypass graft; other evidence of coronary artery disease; diabetes mellitus; hypertension; chronic kidney disease; current
smoking; congestive heart failure; family history of premature atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease; elevated coronary artery calcium score, lipoprotein(a), or
apolipoprotein B; or ankle-brachial index <0.9. **A composite including prescription of new monotherapy, dose escalation of existing pharmacotherapy, or addition
of one or more medication to existing pharmacotherapy. ***Asked only of participants in the Immediate Results arm. Abbreviations: CMS, Centers for Medicare &
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Medicaid Services; CDW, Corporate Data Warehouse;36 EHR, electronic health record; LDL-C, low-density lipoprotein cholesterol; MVP-ROAR-FH, Million Veteran
Program Return Of Actionable Results Familial Hypercholesterolemia.
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Characteristic Value

Male, n (%) 8 (89%)

Age, mean (min-max), years 74.8 (68-89)

Genotype: rs768563000, n (%) 8 (89%)

Genotype: rs377271627, n (%) 1 (11%)

Hyperlipidemia in problem list, n (%) 7 (78%)

Baseline LDL-C, mean (min-max), mg/dL 113.5 (55-257)*

Baseline LDL-C>100 mg/dL, n (%) 3 (38%)*

Active statin prescription, n (%) 6 (67%)

Family history of MI or stroke, n (%) 5 (63%)*

Personal history of MI or stroke, n (%) 1 (13%)*

Table 3: Baseline characteristics of participants in the pilot phase of the MVP-ROAR-FH Study.
Data are from 9 enrollees unless otherwise specified. rs768563000 corresponds to
NM_000527.5(LDLR):c.718G>T (p.Glu240Ter) or NM_000527.5(LDLR):c.718G>A (p.Glu240Lys) and
rs377271627 corresponds to NM_000527.5(LDLR):c.296C>G (p.Ser99Ter). *Data are from 8 enrollees,
after one participant was lost to follow prior to baseline data collection. Abbreviations: LDL-C, low-density
lipoprotein cholesterol; MI, myocardial infarction; MVP-ROAR-FH, Million Veteran Program Return of
Actionable Results Familial Hypercholesterolemia.
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Baseline survey 6-month survey Difference^

VR-12 Physical Component 42.5 (11.2) 38.9 (10.4)* -2.2 (7.7)*

VR-12 Mental Component 51.3 (12.7) 49.6 (13.4)* -1.5 (11.1)*

PAM-13 64.4 (13.9) 67.5 (11.6)* 2.2 (8.1)*

BMQ General 23.6 (6.3) 22.0 (4.2)* 2.1 (3.7)*

BMQ General - Overuse Scale 13.9 (3.4) 12.9 (2.7)* 1.4 (2.2)*

BMQ General - Harm Scale 9.8 (3.6) 9.1 (2.0)* 0.7 (2.4)*

Table 4: 6-month outcomes of participants in the pilot phase of the MVP-ROAR-FH Study. Data are
presented as means (standard deviation). Data are from 8 enrollees unless otherwise specified. VR-12
Physical Component is a self-reported measure of physical health status, where values <50 indicate
increasingly greater disease burden. VR-12 Mental Component is a self-reported measure of
psychological health status, where values <50 indicate increasingly greater disease burden. The PAM-13
(range 0-100) assesses patient knowledge, beliefs, skill, and confidence for health self-management, with
scores 0-47 indicating individuals are disengaged and overwhelmed, scores 47.1- 55.1 indicating
individuals are becoming aware but still struggling, scores 55.2- 72.4 indicating individuals are taking
action and gaining control, and scores 72.5-100 indicating individuals are maintaining behaviors and
pushing further. The BMQ General assesses beliefs that medicines are overused by physicians (Overuse
Scale, range 4-20) and beliefs that medicines are harmful (Harm Scale, range 4-20), where higher values
indicate beliefs that medications are generally overused and harmful, respectively.
^ Difference calculated by subtracting baseline survey value from 6-month survey value.
* Data are from 7 enrollees, after one participant was lost to follow prior to 6-month data collection.
Abbreviations: BMQ, Beliefs About Medicines Questionnaire; PAM-13, 13-item Patient Activation
Measure; VR-12, Veterans RAND 12-Item Health Survey.
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Research
Setting

Study personnel work with the
MVP Recruitment Core & MVP
Genomics Core to identify
carriers of P/LP variants in
genes associated with FH from
their MVP genotype array data. 

1

2

The MVP Recruitment Core
recontacts the potentially
eligible participants and gives
them the chance to opt out of
further contact about receiving
their own genetic results.

3

Each participant who doesn’t opt out,
the MVP Recruitment Core provides
the identity to the MVP-ROAR-FH GC,
who recontacts the participant,  
provides consent materials, and
enrolls the participant into the MVP-
ROAR-FH Study.

4

Study staff administer
baseline surveys and
family health history
collection and facilitate
biospecimen collection.

Cascade testing for family
members.

Cascade testing for family
members.

5

Upon completion of baseline
lipid testing, participants in
the RCT phase of the study
are randomized to either the
Immediate Results or
Delayed Results arms of the
study.

6

Delayed Results arm have
their DNA specimen
discarded and receive only
their lipid results at
baseline.

6

Participants in the
Immediate Results arm
have their DNA specimen
sent for confirmation gene
sequencing and receive the
GC intervention at baseline.

7

Clinical
SettingSix months after

enrollment, participants
complete end-of-study
surveys and biospecimen
collection.

7

Six months after
enrollment, participants
complete end-of-study
surveys and biospecimen
collection.

Clinical
Setting

Participants in the Delayed
Results arm receive their
clinical confirmation
results and GC intervention
after end-of-study data
collection
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