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BACKGROUND: Limited information is available regarding clinician and participant behaviors after disclosure of genomic risk 
variants for familial hypercholesterolemia (FH) from a population genomic screening program.

METHODS: We conducted a retrospective cohort study of MyCode participants with an FH risk variant beginning 2 years 
before disclosure until January 16, 2019. We analyzed lipid-lowering prescriptions (clinician behavior), medication adherence 
(participant behavior), and LDL (low-density lipoprotein) cholesterol levels (health outcome impact) pre- and post-disclosure. 
Data were collected from electronic health records and claims.

RESULTS: The cohort included 96 participants of mean age 57 (22–90) years with median follow-up of 14 (range, 3–39) 
months. Most (90%) had a hypercholesterolemia diagnosis but no specific FH diagnosis before disclosure; 29% had an 
FH diagnosis post-disclosure. After disclosure, clinicians made 36 prescription changes in 38% of participants, mostly 
in participants who did not achieve LDL cholesterol goals pre-disclosure (81%). However, clinicians wrote prescriptions 
for fewer participants post-disclosure (71/96, 74.0%) compared with pre-disclosure (81/96, 84.4%); side effects were 
documented for most discontinued prescriptions (23/25, 92%). Among the 16 participants with claims data, medication 
adherence improved (proportion of days covered pre-disclosure of 70% [SD, 24.7%] to post-disclosure of 79.1% [SD, 
27.3%]; P=0.05). Among the 52 (54%) participants with LDL cholesterol values both before and after disclosure, average 
LDL cholesterol decreased from 147 to 132 mg/dL (P=0.003).

CONCLUSIONS: Despite disclosure of an FH risk variant, nonprescribing and nonadherence to lipid-lowering therapy 
remained high. However, when clinicians intensified medication regimens and participants adhered to medications, lipid 
levels decreased.
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Familial hypercholesterolemia (FH) is a common inher-
ited disorder of cholesterol metabolism that leads to 
premature atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease. 

Approximately 17 500 deaths per year and 3% to 10% of 
heart attacks in people under 45 years of age are attrib-
utable to FH.1 Individuals with variants in FH-associated 

genes have triple the risk for atherosclerotic cardio-
vascular disease at any LDL (low-density lipoprotein) 
cholesterol (LDL-C) level2 due to lifelong exposure to 
cholesterol,2 Those with FH require early, aggressive, and 
sustained lipid-lowering therapy3 to reduce atheroscle-
rotic cardiovascular disease rates.
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Reports from many countries including the United 
States have shown underprescribing of lipid-lowering 
therapies for individuals with FH.4–7 However, some 
countries that have genomic screening programs for 
FH have signaled an improvement in both prescribing 
of and adherence to lipid-lowering therapies after dis-
closure of a result.8 In addition, pharmacogenomic infor-
mation is available from these programs, which provides 
insights into lipid management. For example, a variant in 
the SLCO1B1 gene is associated with muscle-related 
side effects of statin therapies and thus is a potential 
cause of nonadherence. However, the status of this vari-
ant in individuals with FH often remains unknown.9–11

Several health care systems in the United States 
and other countries have initiated population-based 
genomic screening programs.12–15 These programs 
provide FH diagnoses by identifying disease-causing 
variants in FH-associated genes. As genomic screen-
ing becomes more widespread to identify individuals 
with FH, it will be important to understand the impact 
of the return of these results on medication prescrib-
ing, adherence, and health outcomes such as lipid 
levels that are predictive of atherosclerotic cardiovas-
cular disease risk.

We have previously reported on the initial 28 par-
ticipants who received an FH result from the MyCode 
Community Health Initiative (MyCode), a population-
based genomic screening program at Geisinger.16 This 
study suggested positive changes in clinician and par-
ticipant behaviors after disclosure of a risk variant in 
an FH-associated gene to participants and their cli-
nician.17 The objective of the current study is to use 
additional disclosed results from this program to eval-
uate clinician and participant behaviors after receiving 
a genomic risk result for FH and its impact on medica-
tion prescribing, medication adherence, and lipid level 
outcomes.

METHODS
Full description of the study methods is included in the 
Supplemental Material. The data that support the findings of 
this study are available from the corresponding author upon 
reasonable request. This study is part of the Rational Integration 
of Clinical Sequencing R01 project, which was approved by 
the Geisinger Institutional Review Committee; a waiver of the 
Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act authoriza-
tion was obtained.

RESULTS
Demographics
A total of 96 participants had a variant in an FH-associated 
gene and met inclusion criteria from the 92 455 participant 
cohort. Mean age was 57 (SD, 17) years, 61 of 96 (63.5%) 
were female, and 33 of 96 (34.4%) had documented statin 
intolerance. Median length of follow-up from FH risk variant 
disclosure to the end of the study period was 14 months 
(range, 3–39). Before the genomic risk result disclosure, 
most participants, 86 of 96 (89.6%), had a diagnosis of 
hypercholesterolemia documented in the electronic health 
record, but no one (0%) had a specific diagnosis of FH 
(International Classification of Diseases, Tenth Revision, diag-
nostic code E78.01). After disclosure, 28 of 96 (29.2%) had 
the specific FH diagnosis code E78.01, added to their prob-
lem list by their clinician. Eighteen participants (18.8%) had 
a history of myocardial infarction or stroke. Seventy-seven 
participants (80.2%) had LDL-C values before disclosure 
with a mean (SD) of 152 (68) mg/dL. Among these, 10 of 
77 (13.0%) achieved their LDL-C targets relevant to pri-
mary (LDL-C, <100 mg/dL) or secondary (LDL-C, <70 mg/
dL) prevention. Table 1 details the demographics.

Clinician Behavior After Learning About an 
FH-Associated Genomic Risk Result for Their 
Participant
Clinicians wrote prescriptions for fewer participants after 
result disclosure (pre-disclosure, 81/96 [84.4%] versus 
post-disclosure, 71/96 [74.0%]; Table  2). Of these, 19 
participants did not have an LDL-C value available for 
review in the electronic health record, 10 participants 
were at their LDL-C target and did not require medication 
intensification, and 67 participants were not yet at goal 
before disclosure. Clinicians made prescription changes 
post-disclosure in 36 of 96 (37.5%) participants, most of 
whom were among the 67 participants who had not yet 
achieved their LDL-C target (29/36, 80.6%). The most 
common change was intensifying the medication regimen 
(23/36, 63.8%) including use of a high-intensity statin or 
adding or switching to a prescription for ezetimibe or a 
PCSK9 inhibitor (n=6). All PCSK9 inhibitors prescribed 
were made after disclosure. Clinicians made no changes 
to participants’ medication regimens in 36 of 96 (37.5%). 
Clinicians discontinued lipid-lowering prescription for 12 
of 96 participants, and 12 of 96 never had a prescription. 
Clinicians documented reasons for not prescribing or dis-
continuing medication in most (23/24, 95.8%) of these 
participants, including statin intolerance (n=8), pregnancy 
(n=6), fear of side effects (n=2), concerns regarding 
costs (n=3), no health insurance (n=1), active military 
(n=1), refusal to take a statin (n=1), and sought alterna-
tive treatment (n=1). About three-quarters of participants 
(70/96, 73%) had a lipid panel ordered by their clinician 

Nonstandard Abbreviations and Acronyms

FH	 familial hypercholesterolemia
LDL	 low-density lipoprotein
LDL-C	 low-density lipoprotein cholesterol
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after learning about their FH result. Additional details on 
medications prescribed and laboratory orders are avail-
able in Table 2. Figure 1 demonstrates paths of clinician 
prescription changes from pre- to post-disclosure strati-
fied by participants who started on therapy in predisclo-
sure (n=81) and those who did not (n=15).

In the multivariate regression analysis, only predisclo-
sure LDL-C levels influenced clinician prescribing (Table 
S1). Clinicians were 14.6× more likely to change medi-
cation regimens or 22.9× more likely to issue no pre-
scription in participants when LDL-C levels were >190 
mg/dL compared with reference (LDL-C, <100 mg/dL; 
P=0.024 and P=0.023, respectively). No differences in 
prescribing behavior were observed in the 100 mg/dL 
<LDL-C 190 mg/dL or LDL-C <100 mg/dL groups.

Participant Behavior After Learning About Their 
FH Genomic Risk Variant
Less than half (40/96, 41.7%) of the participants opted 
to complete a no-cost appointment with a genetic coun-
selor to discuss their FH result, offered to all participants 
as part of the MyCode Genomic Screening and Counseling 

Table 1.  Participant Characteristics

Characteristic 

Study  
population 
(n=96) 

Subcohort with at 
least 18 m postdisclo-
sure follow-up (n=30) 

Demographics

  Age, y; mean (SD), range 57 (17), 22–90 61 (15), 27–85

  Female sex, n (%) 61 (63.5) 19 (63.3)

 � Follow-up period, mo, median 
(range)

14 (3–39) 35 (18–39)

  Race/ethnicity

    White, n (%) 95 (99.0) 30 (100.0)

  �  Black or African American, 
n (%)

1 (1.0) 0 (0.0)

  FH diagnosis, n (%) 26 (27.1) 11 (36.7)

  FH gene

    P/LP LDLR, n (%) 66 (68.8) 16 (53.3)

    P/LP APOB, n (%) 30 (31.3) 14 (46.7)

  SLCO1B1 status

    T/T, n (%) 60 (62.5) 17 (56.7)

    T/C, n (%) 33 (34.4) 11 (36.7)

    C/C, n (%) 3 (3.1) 2 (6.7)

  Statin intolerance, n (%) 33 (34.4) 16 (53.3)

 � History of MI/stroke event, 
n (%)

18 (18.8) 7 (23.3)

 � Hypercholesterolemia known 
previously, n (%)

86 (89.6) 26 (86.7)

 � FH diagnosed previously, 
n (%)

0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

T/T: wild type for risk alleles (low risk); T/C: heterozygous for risk alleles 
(high risk); and C/C: homozygous for risk alleles (high risk). FH indicates familial 
hypercholesterolemia; MI, myocardial infarction; and P/LP, pathogenic or likely 
pathogenic.

Table 2.  Clinician Behavior

 
Study population 
(n=96)

Prescriptions Pre-dis-
closure 

Post-dis-
closure 

 � Participants with lipid-lowering therapy prescrip-
tion, n (%)

81 (84.4) 72 (75.0)

    High-intensity statins, n (%) 58 (60.4) 55 (57.3)

    Low/moderate-intensity statins, n (%) 23 (24.0) 14 (14.6)

    Ezetimibe, n (%) 13 (13.5) 24 (25.0)

    Niacin, n (%) 2 (2.1) 2 (2.1)

    Bile acid sequestrants, n (%) 4 (4.2) 4 (4.2)

    PCSK9 inhibitor, n (%) 0 (0.0) 6 (6.3)

    Fenofibrate 2 (2.1) 1 (1.0)

Lipid panel orders

  Participants with an order for a lipid panel, n (%) 78 (81.2) 70 (72.9)

Change in prescriptions after disclosure

  Among the entire study cohort n=96

    Prescription change, n (%) 36 (37.5)

      Intensification, n (%) 23 (63.9)

   �   No change in intensity or switch within the 
same medication class, n (%)

6 (16.7)

      Decrease in intensity, n (%) 7 (19.4)

    No prescription change, n (%) 36 (37.5)

    No prescription, n (%) 24 (25.0)

 � Among participants with no LDL-C value in pre-
disclosure

n=19

    Prescription change, n (%) 5 (26.3)

      Intensification, n (%) 5 (100.0)

   �   No change in intensity or switch within the 
same medication class, n (%)

0 (0.0)

      Decrease in intensity, n (%) 0 (0.0)

    No prescription change, n (%) 4 (21.1)

    No prescription, n (%) 10 (52.6)

 � Among participants who already achieved LDL-C 
goals in predisclosure

n=10

    Prescription change, n (%) 2 (20.0)

      Intensification, n (%) 0 (0.0)

   �   No change in intensity or switch within the 
same medication class, n (%)

2 (100.0)

      Decrease in intensity, n (%) 0 (0.0)

    No prescription change, n (%) 7 (70.0)

    No prescription, n (%) 1 (10.0)

 � Among participants who had not yet met LDL-C 
goals in predisclosure

n=67

    Prescription change, n (%) 29 (43.3)

      Intensification, n (%) 18 (62.1)

   �   No change in intensity or switch within the 
same medication class, n (%)

4 (13.8)

      Decrease in intensity, n (%) 7 (24.1)

    No prescription change, n (%) 25 (37.3)

    No prescription, n (%) 13 (19.4)

Statin intensity was defined based on the 2020 ACC/AHA cholesterol guide-
lines. ACC indicates American College of Cardiology; AHA, American Heart 
Association; LDL-C, low-density lipoprotein cholesterol; and PCSK9, Proprotein 
convertase subtilisin/kexin type 9.
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Program. About three-quarters (70/96, 72.9%) of partici-
pants had at least 1 lipid panel drawn after learning their 
result, which was approximately equivalent to the proportion 
that had a panel drawn before learning the result (77/96, 
80.2%). In the subset of 16 participants with continuous 
Geisinger Health Plan coverage, only 4 of 16 (25.0%) had 
changes post-disclosure in the medication regimens. There 
was no change in the participants who were adherent to 
their medication regimens (obtaining a proportion of days 
covered of ≥80%), but mean medication adherence rates 
improved (proportion of days covered, mean [SD]: pre-
disclosure, 70.0% [24.7%] versus post-disclosure, 79.1% 
[27.3%]; P=0.05). Additional details on medication adher-
ence are available in Table 3. Statin intolerance was present 
in a substantial proportion of participants (33/96, 34.4%), 
but SLCO1B1 variant status showed no correlation with 
the documentation of intolerance (data not shown).

Impact of Clinician and Participant Behaviors 
on Lipid Levels
In a subset of 52 participants with predisclosure and post-
disclosure lipid values (Table 4), LDL-C was significantly 
reduced after disclosure (LDL-C, mean [SD]: pre-disclosure, 

147 [64] mg/dL versus post-disclosure, 132 [63] mg/
dL; P=0.003; a 7.7% reduction in mean level). One-third 
(15/52, 28.8%) of participants achieved LDL-C goal after 
disclosure. Figure  2 with each scatter plot representing 
one participant demonstrates how participants move with 
relative to their LDL-C goal from pre- to post-disclosure, 
as well as the magnitude of lipid level change. Having a 
high (LDL-C, ≥190 mg/dL) predisclosure LDL-C level 
(P=0.034) or having a history of myocardial infarction/
stroke (P=0.043) was associated with participants being 
less likely to achieve LDL-C target levels (Table 5). Clinician 
prescribing behavior was not associated with participants 
achieving LDL-C target goals (Table 5). About a third of 
participants (6/20, 30%) who had prescription changes 
made by their clinician were able to achieve LDL-C goals 
(Table  5). While some participants achieve LDL-C goals 
with no changes, most did not (Table 5).

Sensitivity Analysis
Consistent with observation in the entire cohort, among 
the subcohort of patients with at least 18 months of 
postdisclosure follow-up, clinicians wrote prescriptions 
for fewer participants in the post-disclosure period but 

Figure 1. Clinician behavior of 
prescription change.
A, Among patients with lipid-lowering 
therapy prescription pre-disclosure 
(n=81). B, Among patients without 
lipid-lowering therapy prescription pre-
disclosure (n=15).
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did make prescription changes for about 40% of the par-
ticipants mainly among those have not yet met LDL-C 
goal in predisclosure. However, in the subcohort, the 
majority of the prescription changes were intensification 
(10/12, 83%) versus in the entire cohort (23/36, 64%; 
Table S2). The lipid level also showed a reduction trend in 
the subcohort post-disclosure; however, the change was 
not significant (LDL-C, mean [SD]: pre-disclosure, 155 
[73] mg/dL versus post-disclosure, 142 [78] mg/dL; 
P=0.23). The subcohort had fewer participants at goal 
at the end of follow-up compared with the entire cohort 
(Table S3). These differences in outcomes might have 
to do with a harder-to-treat population of the subcohort 
with a higher percentage of participants with pathogenic 
or likely pathogenic APOB (14/30, 47% versus 30/96, 
31%) and history of myocardial infarction/stroke (7/30, 
23% versus 18/96, 19%) and a much higher statin intol-
erance rate (16/30, 53% versus 33/96, 34%; Table 1).

DISCUSSION
We studied the impact of disclosing genomic risk vari-
ants in FH-associated genes to unselected individuals 
who participated in a population genomic screening ini-
tiative. We found substantial changes to both clinician 
and patient behavior after return of FH genomic risk 
result. After disclosure, clinicians intensified medication 
regimens in about a third of the participants who did not 
achieve LDL-C targets before disclosure and in a quar-
ter of all participants. Clinicians had documented various 
reasons for decisions regarding switches in the statin 
medication class and discontinuation of medications. 
Approximately 42% of participants sought follow-up to 
discuss their genomic risk variants in an FH-associated 

gene with a genetic counselor. Only 62.5% of participants 
had good adherence to their lipid-lowering therapies at 
the end of the observation period, but this result showed 
a positive trend compared with predisclosure. There was 
no relationship of documented statin intolerance to vari-
ants in SLCO1B1. About one-third of the participants 
were able to achieve the LDL-C goal and had an average 
7.7% reduction in LDL-C post-disclosure. Having a high 

Table 3.  Participant Behavior

  
Subset of participants with 
claims data (n=16) P value 

Adherence Pre-disclosure Post-disclosure  

  PDC, mean (SD) 70.0% (24.7%) 79.1% (27.3%) 0.05*

  PDC ≥80%, n (%) 9 (56.2) 10 (62.5) 0.5†

  PDC <80%, n (%) 7 (43.8) 6 (37.5)  

Prescription refills

 � Participants with medica-
tion refills, n (%)

16 (100) 16 (100)  

  �  High-intensity statins, 
n (%)

13 (81.2) 13 (81.2)  

  �  Low/moderate-intensity 
statins, n (%)

3 (18.8) 2 (12.5)  

    Ezetimibe, n (%) 1 (6.2) 2 (12.5)  

Statin intensity was defined based on the 2020 ACC/AHA cholesterol guide-
lines. ACC indicates American College of Cardiology; AHA, American Heart As-
sociation; and PDC, proportion of days covered.

*Wilcoxon signed-rank test is used to detect statistical difference between 
predisclosure and post-disclosure.

†McNemar exact test is used to compare participants’ PDC ratio in predisclo-
sure and post-disclosure for a PDC cutoff of 80%.

Table 4.  Lipid Levels

 n=52  

Lipid panel results Pre-disclosure Post-disclosure P value

 � LDL-C level, mg/dL; mean 
(SD)

147 (63.7) 132 (63.3) 0.003*

  �  LDL-C level <130 mg/
dL, n (%)

25 (48.1) 32 (61.5)  

  �  LDL-C level <100 mg/
dL, n (%)

10 (19.2) 19 (36.5)  

  �  LDL-C level <70 mg/dL, 
n (%)

3 (5.8) 3 (5.8)  

 � HDL-C, mg/dL; mean 
(SD)†

51 (17.8) 50 (19.6)  

 � Triglycerides, mg/dL; mean 
(SD)†

132 (83.6) 118 (75.2)  

 � Total cholesterol, mg/dL; 
mean (SD)†

221 (70.7) 202 (59.9)  

Change in LDL-C after disclosure

 � LDL-C change, %; mean 
(SD)

−7.7 (25.8)

Obtainment of target LDL-C levels‡

  Pre-disclosure at goal n=9 (17.3)

  �  Post-disclosure at goal, 
n (%)

6 (66.7)

  �  Post-disclosure not at 
goal, n (%)

3 (33.3)

   �   Decrease in post,§ 
n (%)

0 (0.0)

      Increase in post, n (%) 3 (100.0)

   �   No change in post, 
n (%)

0 (0.0)

  Predisclosure not at goal n=43 (82.7)

  �  Post-disclosure at goal, 
n (%)

9 (20.9)

  �  Post-disclosure not at 
goal, n (%)

34 (79.1)

   �   Decrease in post,§ 
n (%)

20 (58.8)

      Increase in post, n (%) 5 (14.7)

   �   No change in post, 
n (%)

9 (26.5)

HDL-C indicates high-density lipoprotein cholesterol; and LDL-C, low-density 
lipoprotein cholesterol.

*Paired t test to detect difference in LDL-C level between pre- and post-dis-
closure.

†n=43 as 9 participants did not have postdisclosure values.
‡For those on treatment for primary prevention, the target LDL-C was <100 

mg/dL, and for secondary prevention, the target LDL-C was <70 mg/dL.
§Decrease and increase change in postdisclosure is only counted as valid 

change when the percentage of LDL-C level change is ≥8%.
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LDL-C level >190 mg/dL before disclosure or a history 
of myocardial infarction/stroke are risk factors that made 
participants less likely to achieve their lipid level goal. We 
performed a sensitivity analysis of those participants with 
>18 months of follow-up and observed consistent trends 
in this subcohort compared with the entire cohort in terms 
of prescription change and lipid outcomes. However, this 
cohort tended to have higher levels of statin intolerance 
and higher percentage of cardiovascular events; more 
prescription intensifications were made, but worse lipid 
outcomes were achieved.

While most individuals had a diagnosis of hypercho-
lesterolemia, no participant had a specific diagnosis of 
FH on their problem list before return of the genomic 
risk result. This result is not unexpected, as data from 
a recent meta-analysis show that the prevalence of FH 
is unknown in 91% of countries worldwide18 and only 
10% of individuals are aware of their diagnosis. There 
are a variety of reasons for the underdiagnosis of FH19; 
current work in the field is focused on using automated 
methods to identify individuals with FH by combining 
various data sets including clinical, claims, and genetic 
data.20–22 However, after the return of the genomic risk 
result for FH, clinicians documented the FH diagno-
sis (International Classification of Diseases, Tenth Revi-
sion, code E78.01) in 29% of their participants, which, 
while an improvement, still means over two-thirds do not 
have the diagnosis documented in the electronic health 
record. Further exploration of clinician reluctance to 
modify the problem list, a key resource for care coordi-
nation, is warranted. A potential intervention to consider 
is the implementation of a lifetime genetic record that 
populates the problem list with key genetic diagnoses 
that require longitudinal management.

Our results suggest that the confirmation of diagno-
sis of FH is a barrier to FH care; however, its impor-
tance in comparison to other major barriers such as 
managing statin-associated muscle symptoms (real or 
perceived), clinician and patient knowledge gaps related 
to FH care, access to medications such as PCSK9 
inhibitors, among others is unknown. The National Lipid 
Association has published guidance on how to effec-
tively manage statin-associated muscle symptoms, while 
still reducing cardiovascular disease burden.23 Clinician 
and patient knowledge related to FH impacts care from 
identification to treatment.24–27 Once identified, access 
to treatment can be difficult. Low prescribing of PCSK9 
inhibitors due to access problems is consistent with a 
large cohort study conducted by the Family Heart Foun-
dation (previously the FH Foundation).28

An interesting and concerning observation in our 
study was the decrease in the number of participants 
receiving prescriptions for lipid-lowering therapies 
after clinicians and participants learned about the FH 
genomic risk result. This is similar to what was reported 
in our pilot study,17 although others have seen an 
increase in the number of prescriptions after return of 
a genomic risk result.13 However, these changes may 
be a reflection of trends in prescription behavior over 
time independent of FH genomic risk disclosure, and 
the short follow-up time (minimum 3 months) limited 
our ability to detect longer term changes. One poten-
tial driver of this phenomenon is that clinicians were 
revisiting participants’ prescriptions after learning their 
genomic risk for FH and uncovered side effects or other 
issues their participants are having related to initiation 
and adherence to lipid-lowering therapies, in particular 
to statin therapy. In fact, unlike previous work, we were 

Figure 2. LDL (low-density lipoprotein) cholesterol (LDL-C) levels pre- and post-disclosure.
*Decreased and increased change in post-disclosure is only counted as valid change when the percentage of LDL-C level change is ≥8%. 
†LDL-C value is <100 mg/dL for primary prevention or <70 mg/dL for secondary prevention.
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able to describe reasons for medication discontinuation 
or nonprescribing where we reveal participant-reported 
side effects from medication was the primary reason, 
although some medically appropriate discontinuations 
were also noted (eg, pregnancy).

Similar to our work, Hollands et al29 found, through 
semistructured interviews with participants being tested 
for FH, that the impact of learning about a genetic FH 
diagnosis had a relatively small impact on changing 
participants’ health behaviors. In our findings, ≈42% 
of participants sought follow-up with a genetic coun-
selor, which could be due to short follow-up time or due 
to learning about their result from their primary care 
clinician. In comparison, Geisinger analyzed genetic 

counseling visits across return of genomic risk results 
for all conditions returned through MyCode and found 
a higher uptake of genetic counseling visits (55.3%) 
in other conditions.30 However, when pre- and postdis-
closure genetic counseling was integrated into a mul-
tidisciplinary lipid clinic for FH at Geisinger, almost all 
participants opted for the visit.25 One potential reason 
for lower uptake of genetic counseling in this study 
could be the requirement of scheduling and completing 
an additional visit, supporting the integration of genetic 
counseling services into other specialty care. Use of 
chronic medications, such as lipid-lowering therapies, 
can be difficult for participants to initiate and sustain. 
Individuals with FH have reported low (63%) medica-
tion adherence rates when surveyed.31 We found similar 
rates of adherence to lipid-lowering therapies as oth-
ers.32 We did not find any relation of side effects with 
pharmacogenomic information, and recent research 
suggests statin side effect complaints may be related to 
participant perception as opposed to statin side effect 
complaints associated with physiological or pharmaco-
genetic factors as currently understood.33

Another important finding from our work is 30% of 
participants with a prescription change were able to 
achieve LDL-C goals, even with a relatively short follow-
up time. Others have found similar achievement of LDL-C 
targets (21%) after return of a genomic risk result.34 The 
Dutch FH Program, which aimed to identify all individuals 
in the Netherlands with FH through assessment of both 
clinical and genetic markers and conducted cascade 
screening on at-risk individuals, found a 10.3% reduc-
tion in LDL-C in those on treatment,8 which is higher 
than the 7.7% reduction in our findings. However, the 
Dutch program focused on a different cohort, first iden-
tifying probands through lipid clinics and then cascade 
testing at-risk relatives, and also observed a significant 
increase in prescribing treatment to individuals with 
FH.13 We found that participants with LDL-C (>190 mg/
dL) and those with previous cardiovascular events had 
more difficulty achieving LDL-C targets, which is con-
sistent with literature.35,36 This observation could mean 
that these individuals had higher baseline LDL-C levels 
with lower LDL-C thresholds, more severe disease, were 
intolerant to statin medications, or may require more 
intensive therapies such as PCSK9 inhibitors to achieve 
adequate reduction in cardiovascular risk. The findings 
of this study have relevance to the initiation phase of 
implementation. It indicates that clinician and participant 
health behavior related to FH care should be a subject 
of future studies to understand how to address and 
overcome these barriers to care.

In addition to clinician- and patient-level interven-
tions, there is a need for system-level and policy inter-
ventions to improve FH care. Barriers identified in 
this study might be part of a larger systemic problem 
related to lipid management including the removal of 

Table 5.  Participant Characteristics, Clinician Prescribing 
Behavior Change and Participant Lipid Levels

Participant characteristics 

Lipid levels (n=52)

P value* 

Post-disclo-
sure at goal, 
n (%) 

Post-disclo-
sure not at 
goal, n (%) 

n=15 n=37  

Predisclosure LDL-C level 0.034

  LDL-C <100 mg/dL 6 (60.0) 4 (40.0)  

 � 100 mg/dL ≤LDL-C <190 
mg/dL

8 (26.7) 22 (73.3)

  LDL-C ≥190 mg/dL 1 (8.3) 11 (91.7)

Sex 0.99

  Female 9 (28.1) 23 (71.9)  

  Male 6 (30.0) 14 (70.0)

Age at result disclosure 0.99

  Age ≤45 2 (28.6) 5 (71.4)  

  Age >45 13 (28.9) 32 (71.1)

MI/stroke event 0.043

  Yes 1 (7.1) 13 (92.9)  

  No 14 (36.8) 24 (63.2)

Statin intolerance 0.23

 � Yes (either clinically docu-
mented statin intolerance or 
has T/C or C/C)

6 (21.4) 22 (78.6)  

  No 9 (37.5) 15 (62.5)

Clinician prescription change in post-disclosure 0.08

  Prescription change 6 (30.0) 14 (70.0)  

    Intensification 3 7

  �  No change in intensity or 
switch within the same 
medication class

3 1

    Decrease in intensity 0 6

  No prescription change 9 (39.1) 14 (60.9)

  No prescription 0 9 (100.0)

T/C: heterozygous for risk alleles (high risk); and C/C: homozygous for risk 
alleles (high risk). LDL-C indicates low-density lipoprotein cholesterol; and MI, 
myocardial infarction.

*Fisher exact test to compare analyze associations between participant char-
acteristics or clinician prescription change and whether participants’ lipid levels 
achieved goal.
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metrics for LDL-C in 2013. Further research explor-
ing multilevel interventions to improve lipid manage-
ment are needed. These could include implementation 
of guidelines for lipid management that align with and 
support clinician workflow, use of quality improvement 
programs within health care systems, patient-focused 
interventions to improve awareness of FH, and policy 
interventions that address system barriers to lipid man-
agement. These interventions must be coupled with 
robust measurement tools to assess their effectiveness 
and should include both patient- and provider-centric 
measures that include outcomes related to service and 
satisfaction.

Limitations
There are a few limitations to this work. First, there was 
no comparison group to discern other factors that might 
have impacted care other than the introduction of the 
genomic risk result for FH. The impact of time trends 
effect was not evaluated, that is, some of the changes 
might occur as trends over time independent of FH 
genomic risk disclosure. A separate study at Geisinger 
to investigate longitudinal trends in lipid levels over the 
10-year time span is underway. Second, even though 
some individuals had longer follow-up, most only had ≈1 
year of follow-up. This may have impacted our results as 
general hypercholesterolemia is typically cared for on a 
yearly basis with annual lipid measurement, which may 
have explained the absence of lipid values in 20% of 
the population. Also, initiatives to improve the medica-
tion reconciliation process, which is a known problem 
at Geisinger and other US health care systems, may 
have accounted for the larger apparent discontinuation 
of prescriptions after result disclosure but could reflect 
more accurate determination of actual medication use, 
that is, identifying participants not taking medication who 
were misclassified as on medication based on errors in 
reconciliation.

Conclusions
Changes in clinician behavior, patient behavior, and 
intermediate outcomes were seen after the disclosure 
of genomic information on FH. Clinicians intensified 
lipid-lowering regimen. Patients sought genetic coun-
seling, had lipid panels drawn, and were more adherent 
to their lipid-lowering medications. As a result, there 
was a reduction in lipid levels and increased attain-
ment of target cholesterol goals, though a minority 
achieved the LDL-C goal, meaning a significant care 
gap remains. Nonprescription by providers and nonad-
herence to lipid-lowering therapy by patients remained 
high. Future studies on clinician behavior should focus 
on prescribing; studies on patients should focus on 
nonadherence to lipid-lowering therapies, with a goal 

of improving the percentage of patients getting to 
LDL-C treatment goal.
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