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ABSTRACT 
 
Objective: The University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Core Center for Patient-centric, Mechanistic 
Phenotyping in Chronic Low Back Pain (REACH) is one of the three NIH Back Pain Consortium (BACPAC) 
Research Programs Mechanistic Research Centers (MRCs). The goal of UCSF REACH is to define cLBP 
phenotypes and pain mechanisms that can lead to effective, personalized treatments for patients across 
the population. The primary objective of this research project is to address the critical need for new 
diagnostic and prognostic markers, and associated patient classification protocols for chronic low back 
pain (cLBP) treatment.   
Design: To meet this objective, REACH is conducting two large investigator-initiated translational 
research cohort studies called: The Longitudinal Clinical Cohort for Comprehensive Deep Phenotyping of 
Chronic Low-Back Pain (cLBP) Adults Study (comeBACK) and the Chronic Low-Back Pain (cLBP) in Adults 
Study (BACKHOME). 
Setting:  comeBACK is a longitudinal multicenter in-person observational study of 450 adults with 
chronic low back pain designed to perform comprehensive deep phenotyping. While, the BACKHOME 
study is a site-less longitudinal observational e-cohort of approximately 3000 U.S. adults with cLBP.  To 
our knowledge, BACKHOME is the largest prospective remote registry of nationwide adults with cLBP.   
Methods: Both the comeBACK and BACKHOME studies are collecting a robust and comprehensive set of 
risk factors, outcomes, and covariates in order to perform deep phenotyping of cLBP patients based on 
combined  biopsychosocial variables to: define cLBP subtypes, establish phenotyping tools for routine 
clinical evaluation, and lead to improved cLBP outcomes in the future. The data from both studies will be 
used to establish techniques to develop a patient-centric definition of treatment success and to analyze 
cLBP patient traits to define clinically useful cLBP phenotypes, using a combination of traditional data 
analyses and deep learning methods.   
Conclusions: These 2 pivotal studies, in conjunction with the ancillary studies being performed in both 
comeBACK and BACKHOME, and the other BACPAC-consortium research projects, we will be able to 
address a number of diagnostic and therapeutic issues in this complex and diverse patient population 
with cLBP.  These studies will help clarify biopsychosocial mechanisms of cLBP with the aim to provide a 
foundation to improve the evaluation of treatment effectiveness and to spur new avenues of 
therapeutic research, including personalized outcome measures that constitute a clinically meaningful 
treatment effect for individual cLBP patients. 
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BACKGROUND 
Chronic low back pain (cLBP) is one of the most common forms of pain among adults worldwide1 and 
one of the leading causes of “years lived with disability”2. Global studies have found that the annual 
prevalence of cLPB ranges from 15% to 45%3. As a result, cLBP is one of the main reasons for seeking 
health care services4-5, medical costs, sick leave, and individual suffering5-7. 
 
Current cLBP treatments are often ineffective, which has led to an increased use of opioids8. Biological, 
psychological, and social factors clearly affect the onset and trajectory of back pain. However, to date, 
treatments based on the biopsychosocial model have, at best, moderate treatment effects9. This is not 
surprising, as the diagnostic label ‘cLBP’ encompasses many different disease variants and associated 
patient-specific pathophysiological mechanisms. Consequently, there is an urgent need for new tools to 
identify clinically-relevant cLBP subtypes and optimize treatment outcomes. 
 
The Back Pain Consortium (BACPAC) Research Program is a component of the Helping to End Addiction 
Long-termSM Initiative (NIH HEAL InitiativeSM, a trans-agency effort to speed scientific solutions to stem 
the national opioid public health crisis). The goal of BACPAC is to address the need for effective and 
personalized therapies for cLBP. It will examine biomedical mechanisms within a biopsychosocial 
context by using interdisciplinary methods and exploring innovative technologies. To accomplish this, 
BACPAC investigators are characterizing people with cLBP using novel deep phenotyping methodologies 
to: 1) improve understanding of the complex mechanisms underlying the condition; 2) identify novel 
pathways and targets for intervention; 3) develop new therapeutic options to reduce pain and improve 
function; and 4) develop precise diagnostic and treatment algorithms so health care providers can tailor 
therapies to patients10. 
 
The University of California San Francisco’s (UCSF) Core Center for Patient-centric, Mechanistic 
Phenotyping in Chronic Low Back Pain (REACH) is one of three BACPAC Mechanistic Research Centers 
(MRCs) charged to recruit and deeply phenotype cLBP patients. The UCSF REACH investigators are 
conducting translational and clinical research to clarify biopsychosocial mechanisms of chronic low back 
pain – the interconnection between biology, biomechanics, psychology, and socio-environmental factors 
– which will be foundational for new diagnostic and therapeutic strategies.   
 
  

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 12, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.09.24305574doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.09.24305574
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


v1.0, 01APR2024   Page 4 of 20 

RATIONALE FOR STUDIES 
 
The goal of UCSF REACH is to define cLBP phenotypes and pain mechanisms that can lead to effective, 
personalized treatments for patients across the population. The primary objective of this research 
project is to address the critical need for new diagnostic and prognostic markers, and associated patient 
classification protocols for cLBP treatment. To meet this objective, REACH is conducting two 
investigator-initiated studies, comeBACK and BACKHOME, with the aim to determine personalized 
outcome measures that constitute a clinically meaningful treatment effect for individual patients. 
 
The objectives of both the comeBACK and BACKHOME studies are to collect a robust and comprehensive 
set of risk factors, outcomes, and covariates in order to perform deep phenotyping of cLBP patients 
based on combined  biopsychosocial variables to: define cLBP subtypes, establish phenotyping tools for 
routine clinical evaluation, and lead to improved cLBP outcomes in the future.  To meet these objectives, 
we are performing both a traditional longitudinal multicenter cohort study with in-person 
measurements (comeBACK), as well as a large longitudinal nation-wide remote e-cohort (BACKHOME).  
Our aim is to use data from both studies to establish techniques to develop a patient-centric definition 
of treatment success and to analyze cLBP patient traits to define clinically useful cLBP phenotypes, using 
a combination of traditional data analyses and deep learning methods. Our goal is to provide a 
foundation to improve the evaluation of treatment effectiveness and to spur new avenues of 
therapeutic research for chronic low back pain.   
 
STUDY DESIGNS:  comeBACK and BACKHOME 
 
comeBACK STUDY:  The Longitudinal Clinical Cohort for Comprehensive Deep Phenotyping of Chronic 
Low-Back Pain (cLBP) Adults Study (comeBACK) is a longitudinal cohort of adults with chronic low back 
pain. This multicenter observational study was designed to perform comprehensive deep phenotyping in 
patients with cLBP and is being conducted at 4 clinical sites in the United States (U.S.) with a 
coordinating center at UCSF. The comeBACK clinical sites are located at four of the University of 
California campuses, including UC San Francisco (UCSF), UC Davis, UC Irvine, and UC San Diego. These 
sites within the University of California system were chosen to include Principal Investigators with 
known expertise in this field, an established clinical site with a wide recruitment pool, as well as to 
facilitate access to UC-wide electronic health record data for consenting participants.   
 
The original study goal was to enroll 400 men and women. Recruitment commenced in March 2021 and 
was completed in June 2023 with a total of 450 participants enrolled (113% of goal) and to be followed 
for up to 2 years.  As shown in Figure 1, comeBACK study  participants were enrolled and consented at 
the clinical sites at baseline. Participants attend in-clinic baseline and annual visits (Month 12 and 24).  
Remote (via online surveys with link sent by email and/or phone) visits occur at Months 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
and 18. Table 2 outlines the measures to be conducted at each of the study visits. Clinical sites made 
every possible effort to ensure that each study visit is conducted within the specified visit window. 
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Figure 1.  comeBACK Study Flow Diagram  

 

 

 

 

  

Screening (V0a): phone + emailed self-administered questionnaires 

 Study description/Verbal consent obtained, demographics and initial inclusion/exclusion evaluation 
 Baseline Medical History, Lifestyle/Medication Inventory 
 B li   B k R l d P i  S  H l h S  Q li  f Lif  

Final Screening/Enrollment (V0b): in clinic 

 Informed consent & HIPAA forms signed 
 Clinical Spine MRI  
 Spine MR Spectroscopy 

 Quantitative (Advanced) Spine MRI 

 Brain fMRI 
 

    
  

     
       

 

Baseline Visit (V0c): in clinic 

 Anthropometry 
 Physical Function/PT Exam 
 Biomechanical Measures:  Kinect sit to stand 

test,  waist actigraphy, low back motion  
assessment*, wrist actigraphy* 

 QST, Biospecimen collection, Targeted AE evaluation 
* ancillary measures: only performed at selected clinical sites 

Month 1 Visit (V1): phone &/or email 

 Back-related Treatment Questionnaire 
 Targeted AE evaluation 

Month 2 Visit (V2): phone &/or email 

 Back-related Treatment Questionnaire 
 Targeted AE evaluation 

 Month 3 Visit (V3): phone &/or email 

 Back-related Treatment Questionnaire  
 Comorbidities, cLBP Treatment/Medication Inventory 
 Back-Related Pain Status, Health Status, Quality of Life 
 Targeted AE evaluation 

 

                                                                        Month 12 Visit (V7): 
 Comorbidities, cLBP Treatment/Medication Inventory 
 Back-Related Pain Status, Health Status, Quality of 

Life 
 Biospecimen collection, Targeted AE evaluation 

 in clinic + self-administered questionnaires 
 Anthropometry, Physical Function/PT Exam 
 Biomechanical Measures:  Kinect sit to stand test,  waist 

actigraphy, low back motion  assessment*, wrist actigraphy* 
 QST 

 

Month 18 Visit (V8): phone/email 
 Comorbidities, Medication Inventory 
 Back-Related Pain Status, Health Status, Quality of Life 
 Targeted AE evaluation 

 

                          Month 24 Visit (V9): 
 Comorbidities, cLBP Treatment/Medication 

Inventory 
 Back-Related Pain Status, Health Status, Quality of Life 
 Biospecimen collection, Targeted AE Evaluation 

 in clinic + self-administered questionnaires 
 Clinical Spine MRI , Quantitative Spine MRI, Brain fMRI 
 Anthropometry, Physical Function/PT Exam, QST 
 Biomechanical Measures:  Kinect sit to stand test,  waist 

actigraphy, low back motion  assessment*, wrist actigraphy  
 

 

 

Month 4 Visit (V2): phone &/or email 

 Back-related Treatment Questionnaire 
 Targeted AE evaluation 

 Month 5 Visit (V5): phone &/or email 

 Back-related Treatment Questionnaire 
 Targeted AE evaluation 

 

Month 6 Visit (V6): phone &/or email 

 Back-related Treatment Questionnaire 
 Comorbidities, cLBP Treatment/Medication Inventory 
 Back-Related Pain Status, Health Status, Quality of Life 
 Back-related Treatment Follow-Up Questionnaire 
 Targeted AE evaluation 
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Study governance and advisory boards include: (1) the UCSF Coordinating Center (UCSF CC), which has 
primary responsibility for the conduct and administration of the study protocol, including management 
of overall study activities and direction of study partners; development and housing the central study 
database; development of primary study documentation/Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), data 
collection tools, and informed consent; maintaining IRB approval; reporting to the Steering Committee 
and Observational Study Monitoring Board (OSMB), statistical analysis, receipt of study data from all 
data sources and archival of data obtained pursuant to the requirements of the study protocol during 
the course of the study and after the study has been completed. The UCSF CC will also coordinate post-
processing analyses with the REACH cores, e.g., Physical Function/Biomechanical Core, 
Pathophysiology/Imaging Core, etc.; (2) a Steering Committee, consisting of experts in their fields and  
members from the comeBACK participating units (coordinating center and clinical site Principal 
Investigators (PIs)), who have responsibility for the scientific direction of the study; (3) an independent 
Observational Study Monitoring Board (OSMB), who is responsible for safeguarding the interests of 
study participants, assessing the safety and validity of study procedures, and for monitoring the overall 
conduct of the study and outcomes data. The OSMB members are independent consultants to the 
National Institutes of Health-National Institute of arthritis, musculoskeletal and skin diseases (NIH-
NIAMS) and are required to provide recommendations about the study. In addition, the OSMB is asked 
to make recommendations, as appropriate, to the PI about the effects of the study design, benefit/risk 
ratio of procedures and participant burden; selection, recruitment, and retention of participants; 
adherence to protocol requirements; completeness, quality, and analysis of measurements; 
amendments to the study protocol; adequacy of and amendments to consent forms; performance of the 
clinical centers; and participant safety.; and (4) an independent Patient Advisory Boad (PAB), who is 
responsible for helping to represent the interests of patients and provide feedback on the study. 
 
BACKHOME STUDY:  The online cohort of Chronic Low-Back Pain (cLBP) in Adults (BACKHOME) study is a 
site-less longitudinal observational e-cohort of U.S. adults with cLBP. Approximately 3000 participants 
will be enrolled and followed for two years or more.  Recruitment commenced in July 2021 and is 
currently ongoing. To our knowledge, this is the largest prospective registry of nationwide adults with 
chronic low back pain.  
 
The entire BACKHOME study is conducted remotely and participants are only required to have access to 
an internet-enabled smartphone, tablet, or computer, to be able to complete the study measures.  
Participants may choose to either use a website-platform to enroll (using a computer, tablet, or 
smartphone) or the Eureka mobile application, which can be downloaded onto any smart (iOS or 
android) phone, to complete the study surveys. There are no in-person visits. See figure 2 for the visit 
flow and table 3 for the full visit schedule.   
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Figure 2: BACKHOME Study Flow 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2 outlines the measures to be conducted at each of the study visits.   
 

POTENTIAL PARTICIPANT  
expresses interest in joining the study 

 
 Participant visits the BACKHOME study 

website 
o Obtain more info on the study 
o “Registers” to join the study 

 
 At any time during this process, the 

participant has opportunity to call the 
BACKHOME Helpline and speak to UCSF 
Coordinating Center Study Staff about the 
study/obtain help with enrollment. 

 

Baseline Visit (V0):   
online via study website or via study phone app 

 
 Inclusion/exclusion evaluation 
 eConsent and medical records release completed 
 HIPAA form completed 
 Data collection:   

o Contact information 
o Demographics 
o Baseline Medical History, Health Habits, 

Medication Inventory 
o Baseline cLBP Treatment History, Back-Related 

Pain Status, Health Status, Quality of Life 
o Opt-in: Electronic Health record access  
o Opt-in: iOS phone/device enabled activity data 

 
 

 
Month 3 Visit (V1) 

online via study website or via study phone app 
 

 Participant emailed or texted* with a link to Month 3 Survey to update: 
o Back-related Treatment Questionnaire, Comorbidities, Medication Inventory 
o Back-Related Pain Status, Health Status, Quality of Life 

*Depending on the contact info provided baseline, participants will receive reminders (to complete the surveys) by email 
and/or text and/or app notification 

 

Month 6 Visit (V2):  online via study website or via study phone app 
 Same as Month 3 Measures 

Month 12 Visit (V3):  online via study website or via study phone app 
 Same as Month 3 Measures 

Month 18 Visit (V4):  online via study website or via study phone app 
 Same as Month 3 Measures 

Month 24 Visit (V5):  online via study website or via study phone app 
 Same as Month 3 Measures 

RECRUITMENT ACTIVITIES 
• Potentially eligible participants will be recruited using online and print ads as well as targeted invitations from 

existing registries 
 
 

           
            

Month 30 Visit (V6), Month 36 (V7),…continuing every 6 months:  online via study website or via study phone app 
 Same as Month 3 Measures 
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Individuals interested in participating in the study are invited to visit the study website to learn more. If  
potential participants choose to “join the study”, they initiate enrollment via the study website and are 
first directed to “register” for an account on the Eureka mobile health platform, an NIH-funded web and 
mobile app research platform developed at UCSF (http://info.eurekaplatform.org/).   Individuals will 
then answer a few short questions to confirm eligibility, and if eligible, they will be guided through the 
electronic consent (eConsent) process. The participants will be able to print a copy of the consent from 
the website for their records and will also be asked to complete the HIPAA authorization form and a 
medical records release form. At any time during this process, the potential participant has the 
opportunity to contact the BACKHOME Helpline and speak to UCSF Coordinating Center Study Staff 
about the study, ask questions, and/or obtain help with enrollment. Participants may also email the 
UCSF Coordinating Center, if they’d prefer.   
 
After the eConsent has been recorded, the participant will be led through the baseline survey on the 
website. The participant may choose to complete the questionnaires all at one time, but may take a 
break at any time and log back into the study website to complete the baseline survey. At any time 
during the study, a participant may contact the BACKHOME Helpline to speak to UCSF Coordinating 
Center Study Staff. All participants will be contacted by email, text, and/or push notifications (on their 
smartphones) for completion of follow-up surveys at Months 3, 6, 12, 18, 24, and will continue 
approximately every 6 months (until the end of the study). Ascertainment of events may also be 
obtained through a query of the participant’s electronic medical records (for example: patients in the 
University of California health systems). Participants can also voluntarily provide permission to collect 
additional iOS HealthKit data from their smartphones/watches (providing this data is optional and does 
not otherwise preclude study participation). Vital status/dates and cause of death may also be obtained 
later using medical/outside records/death registries (such as a National Death Index (NDI) search), if 
necessary.  
 
Study governance and advisory boards include: (1) the UCSF Coordinating Center will have primary 
responsibility for conduct/administration of the study protocol, including: management of overall study 
activities and direction of study partners; development and housing the central study database; 
development of primary study documentation/SOPs, data collection tools, and informed consent; 
maintaining IRB approval; reporting to the Steering Committee; statistical analysis; receipt of study data 
from all data sources and archival of data obtained pursuant to the requirements of the study protocol 
during the course of the study and after the study has been completed. The UCSF CC will also coordinate 
post-processing analyses with the REACH cores, e.g., Physical Function/Biomechanical Core, 
Pathophysiology/Imaging Core, etc.; (2) a Steering Committee, consisting of experts in their fields and  
members from the comeBACK participating units (coordinating center and clinical site Principal 
Investigators (PIs)), who has responsibility for the scientific direction of the study; and (3) an 
independent PAB, who is be responsible for helping to represent the interests of patients and provide 
feedback on the study. 
 
ETHICAL REVIEW:  Both the comeBACK and BACKHOME studies have been approved by the WCG 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) under reliance agreements from the UCSF, UCD, UCI, and UCSD IRBs.   
 
STUDY POPULATIONS 
The target population for both comeBACK and BACKHOME are adults in the U.S. with chronic low back 
pain and population-based recruitment methods were employed for both studies in an effort to reach a 
varied study base. Recruitment approaches were all IRB-approved and included direct mailings, personal 
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and phone invitations, advertisement via various sources, including social media, and referral/word-of 
mouth.      
 
comeBACK: Potentially eligible participants were recruited at each of the 4 UC clinical sites using a 
number of methods  including: (1) Electronic health record chart review:  Individuals were identified via 
ICD-9/10 code (for study inclusion/exclusion criteria) search of the local site’s electronic medical record 
system. These potentially eligible patients were contacted by phone or recruitment mailings via: (1) 
hardcopy mail and (2) MyChart, an online health management system for patients if available at the 
local clinical site.  Interested patients were directed to the study website to complete an online “lead 
form” or patients could also email or call the local clinical site.; (2) MD-referral method: Patients 
attending upcoming medical visits at the clinical site (e.g., at the UCSF spine center) were identified and 
invited to participate. New staff were brought on to review the weekly physician (e.g., at the UCSF spine 
center) schedules and identify potentially eligible participants. The physicians were then notified weekly 
with this “eligible” patient list. Either at the clinic visit or via a phone contact, the physician then 
approached the patient to tell them about the study and determine initial interest.  If the patient noted 
that they would like to learn more, the physician then messaged the Study Coordinator, who followed-
up with the participant to continue screening.; (3) Flyers with QR codes (with a link to the study website 
and/or site contact information), brochures, and a recruitment video were developed by centrally by the 
Coordinating Center and made available to all clinical sites. Each site developed a local plan for 
recruitment, and most displayed these tools in UC medical clinics near the recruiting site (e.g., in the  
reception area of general practitioner physicians’ offices). 
 
BACKHOME: All of the comeBACK recruitment strategies (noted above) are also being used in 
BACKHOME. Additionally, a number of other recruitment efforts, via convenience sampling, were 
launched to enroll participants across the U.S., including: (1) Social media ads (e.g., Facebook, Google):  
Additional targeted recruitment efforts (e.g., ads with visuals including diverse representation and 
distribution of ads to specific zip codes with racial and income diverse populations) via social media 
advertisements were also used to reach and increase recruitment of underrepresented populations, 
including black and indigenous, Latine, Asian, and other diverse communities in the U.S.; (2) Email 
invitations and notices in newsletters to participants in other research registries (e.g., Eureka Research 
Platform Participants). 
 
STUDY ELIGIBILITY: The primary eligibility requirement for all BACPAC studies, including comeBACK and 
BACKHOME, was current chronic low back pain (cLBP) as defined by the NIH Task Force on Research 
Standards for cLBP10-11. The cLBP definition is pain between the lower posterior margin of the rib cage 
and the horizontal gluteal fold, which has persisted for at least the past 3 months and has resulted in 
pain on at least 50% of days in the past 6 months. Participant eligibility was primarily determined by self-
report during screening. comeBACK eligibility criteria (Table 1) were developed to enroll non-specific 
cLBP patients, while BACKHOME eligibility allowed for enrollment of a more general cLBP population. 
Participants were excluded from both studies if they had an inability to read and write in the English 
language. This was required to help ensure that participants were provided with adequate informed 
consent, to standardize measurement administration, and also ensure that participants were able to 
complete the study questionnaires, as intended. Many of the BACPAC minimum dataset questionnaires 
were not validated in a large variety of languages, so we would not have been able to provide validated 
versions of the entire minimum dataset to non-English language speakers.    
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Table 1:  comeBACK and BACKHOME Eligibility Criteria 
 comeBACK 

Study 
BACKHOME 

Study 
 In-Person 

Clinical Cohort 
eCohort 

INCLUSION CRITERIA Participants must meet all of the 
following at baseline to eligible: 

Women and men aged > 18 years x x 
Current self-report of chronic low back pain (pain between the 
lower posterior margin of the rib cage and the horizontal gluteal 
fold), which has persisted for > the past 3 months AND has 
resulted in pain on > 50% of days in the past 6 months* 

x x 

Current location of worst bodily pain is in the lower back (as 
compared to pain in other parts of the body) 

x  

Life expectancy of at least 2 years x  
Willing and able to return and comply with scheduled follow up 
visits  (up to > 24 months of follow-up) 

x  

Current patient at one of the participating University of California 
(UC)  medical providers/centers 

x  

Currently living in the United States  x 
Have access to the internet, email, and a personal mobile smart 
phone, tablet, or a computer to complete the study measures 

 x 

Willing and able to provide e-consent x x 
Exclusion Criteria Individuals are excluded at 

baseline if they meet any of the 
following: 

Any contraindication to MRI** (as defined by the institution 
performing  the MRI), including any of the following: metal in 
parts of body that will cause safety issues, BMI > 40, or 
claustrophobia 

x  

History of discitis osteomyelitis (spine infection) or spine tumor x  
History of ankylosing spondylitis, rheumatoid arthritis, 
polymyalgia  rheumatica, psoriatic arthritis, or lupus 

x  

History of any bone-related cancer or cancer that metastasized to 
the bone 

x  

Have cancer that metastasized or spread to bones   
Currently in treatment for any cancer or plan to start cancer 
treatment in the next 12 months 

x  

History of any cancer treatment in the last 24 months x  
Had cancer treatment in the last 24 months or currently being 
treated/will be treated for cancer in next 12 months 

  

Diagnosis of any vertebral fracture in the last 6 months x  
History of cauda equina syndrome or severe leg weakness (e.g., 
foot drop) due to your low back problem 

x  

Currently diagnosed with cauda equina syndrome or severe leg 
weakness due to lower back pain 

  

Plan to move out of the area within the next 2 years x  
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Current pregnancy or plan/desire to become pregnant in the next 
2    years 

x  

Current pregnancy   
Inability to read and write in the English language  x x 
Current/planned (in the next 2 years) enrollment in another study 
of a device or investigational drug that would interfere with this 
study,  this may include participation in a blinded trial 

x  

Any other criteria, which would make the participant unsuitable 
to participate in this study as determined by the clinical site 
Principal Investigator (e.g., an uncontrolled drug and/or alcohol 
addiction) 

x 
 
  

 

*cLBP criteria as defined by the NIH Pain Consortium Research Task Force (RTF) and BACPAC Minimum Dataset 
Working Group 
**Some participants were unable to have ALL of the study MRI imaging scans, but were still eligible as per protocol, 
e.g., if a participant had MRI safe hardware/artifact between the T12 and S1 vertebrae, the spine MRIs may not 
have been performed as they would be “unreadable”.  Enrollment waivers were provided to participants on a case-
by-cases basis after review by the UCSF Coordinating Center.   
  
STUDY MEASUREMENTS 
The comeBACK study included collection of the entire BACPAC minimum dataset10 (including required 
demographic and outcome measures) and additional BACPAC broadly collected patient reported 
outcome (PRO) measures10, including biomechanical, physical function, physical exam, imaging, and 
Quantitative Sensory Testing (QST) data. The measures include tracking of changes in risk factors, back-
related pain outcomes, and ascertainment of new treatment and medication usage. As BACKHOME had 
a remote study design, efforts were made to collect as many of the datapoints in the BACPAC minimum 
dataset, as possible. Tables 2 and 3 outline comeBACK and BACKHOME study visit schedules and the 
measurements conducted at each visit.   
 
comeBACK IMAGING:  The baseline and Month 24 or close-out visits included clinical and advanced 
magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) of the lumbar spine, consisting of T1 weighted and T2 weighted Fast 
Spin Echo Sequences (FSE) to assess disc, endplate, and bone marrow health, as well as quantitative 
lumbar spine MRI sequences (IDEAL, UTE, and T1rho) to assess disc quality (collagen and proteoglycan 
content), endplate morphology, spinal muscle fat content, and bone marrow fat content.  Lumbar spine 
MR Spectroscopy (at baseline only) and fMRI of the brain (on a 3 Tesla scanner with sequences: Localizer 
Resting State fMRI, Field Map (GRE or SE -EPI based), T1w MPRAGE 1.0 mm, and T2w SPACE 1.0 mm 
SPACE 1.0 mm)) was also performed to assess what regions of the brain are involved in pain perception 
and how the brain responds. Advanced MRI and MRS studies are only performed at sites with the 
appropriate MRI machine  available. 

comeBACK CLINIC MEASURES:  At baseline and each annual visit, comprehensive in-clinic testing 
includes: quantitative sensory function testing (QST), a psychophysical testing of cutaneous thermal 
sensibility, which examines the participant's sensitivity to pressure, temporal summation of pain, and 
warm temperature; range of motion/strength tests and assessments of Quebec Task Force classification, 
dominant pain location, and mechanical classification performed by a trained/study certified licensed 
Physical Therapist (PT) to ensure the necessary anatomical knowledge, biomechanical knowledge, and 
palpation skills to perform the tests successfully and reliably  according to a standardized study protocol; 
functional outcome measurements (2 minute endurance test, 4   meter walk, 5 times sit to stand, and 
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single limb balance test); a measure of waist actigraphy, where participants are  instructed to wear an 
ActiGraph wearable device GT3X+ (Pensacola, FL, USA) at the hip level for 7 days; additionally at the 
UCSF clinical site, participants are also  instructed to wear an ActiGraph device on their non-dominant 
wrist for 7 days to obtain wrist actigraphy; the Kinect 3D Depth Camera Sit to Stand test, a UCSF-
developed test using a 3D Camera (Microsoft Azure Kinect, Redmond, WA, USA) to measure full body 
biomechanics during a standard sit-to-stand test with a marker-less single-camera motion capture 
system; a Low Back (Lumbar) Motion Assessment was also performed at the UCSF Clinical Site at the 
baseline visit only. This wearable motion sensor test is a short assessment of functional low back health 
that incorporates commercially available 9-axis Xsens MTw2 Inertial Measurement Unit Sensors (IMUs) 
and the Low Back Motion Assessment Pheno software (developed by The Ohio State University, Spine 
Research Institute (Columbus, OH, USA)) to assess the functional capabilities of the 
neuromusculoskeletal lumbar spine system. 

RECRUITMENT and RETENTION STRATEGIES 
comeBACK participants receive up to $475 during study follow-up, for their time and effort to complete 
the study visits (i.e., an in-person visit may take 4-6 hours to complete). The participant incentives are 
offered as an amazon gift card, at the following timepoints: $150 gift card upon completion of baseline 
visit procedures, $150 gift card upon completion of the Month 3, 6, and 12 visit procedures, and $175 
gift card upon completion of the Month 18 and 24 or close out visit procedures. Other retention 
strategies include: reminder emails and phone calls 1 week prior to an in-person visit, multiple follow-
up emails if remote survey visits are not completed when received, phone calls to remind participants 
to complete remote survey visits or the Study Coordinator may also walk the participant through the 
survey over the phone, as needed, provision of parking at the clinical site, transportation to the site 
(e.g., Uber car service) if needed, provision of a lunch voucher for visits greater than 4 hours, and a 
snack bag after the phlebotomy measurement.  
 
BACKHOME:  Participants are not provided with any incentives for completing survey measures, but as a 
participant in BACKHOME, they will be eligible to be invited to future ancillary studies and interventions 
that are only available to participants in BACKHOME. For example, BACKHOME investigators are 
currently launching a remote ancillary study to collect outcomes via Apple Watches. Only BACKHOME 
participants are invited and will be eligible to receive Apple Watches as part of participation and study 
invitations will only be sent to eligible BACKHOME participants. Retention strategies include: multiple 
follow-up emails if remote survey visits are not completed when received and phone calls to remind 
participants to complete remote survey visits or the Study Coordinator may also walk the participant 
through the survey over the phone, as needed. 
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Table 2:  comeBACK Schedule of Evaluations and Visits  
VISIT MONTH Screening 

/ Baseline 
Baseline 1 2 3 4 5 6 7* 8* 12 18 24 

VISIT # V0a-b V0c V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V6a V6b V7 V8 V9 
TYPE OF VISIT 
P = Phone 
C = Clinic 
E = Email &/or phone 

P C E E E E E E E E C E C 

MEASUREMENT              

Verbal consent for screening eligibility by phone x             

Informed consent and HIPAA forms signed  x            

In/exclusion criteria verification x x            

Demographics 
 BACPAC Minimum Dataset 

x             

Contact info/update x          x  x 

Medical history/comorbidities 
 Charlson Comorbidity Index (CCI) 

x    x   x   x x x 

 COVID-19  x    x   x   x x x 

Back-Related Pain and Health Related S tatus 
Questionnaires 
 BACPAC Minimum Dataset 

 Pain duration and frequency 
 Pain location 
 Widespread pain 
 Pain somatization 
 LBP intensity 

 Pain, Enjoyment of Life and General Activity 
(PEG) scale 

 PROMIS Pain Interference 4a 
 PROMIS Physical Functioning short form 6b 
 PROMIS Sleep Disturbance 6a + Sleep Duration 

Question 
 Pain Catastrophizing Scale, 6-item 
 PROMIS Depression, 4 -item 
 PROMIS Anxiety, 4-item 
 Generalized Anxiety Disorder (GAD-2) 
 Patient acceptable symptom state (PASS) 
 Pain modifying factors 
 Inflammatory back pain 
 Pain trajectory item 
 PROMIS-Preference (PROPr): selected questions  

for Cognitive Function-Abilities  
 International Physical Activity Questionnaire  

(IPAQ-SF) 

x    x   x   x x x 

 Body map  x         x  x 

cLBP Treatment history/inventory 
 BACPAC Minimum Dataset: current opioid use 
 Treatment Checklist 

x    x   x   x x x 

Back-related Treatment Questionnaire 
 BACPAC Treatment Categories 

  x x x x x x      
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Lifestyle/Medication inventory 
 Tobacco, Alcohol, Prescription medication, and 

other Substance use (TAPS-1) tool 
 Smoking, alcohol, cannabis, and cLBP 

medications 

x    x   x   x x x 

Quality of Life (QOL) 
[biobehavioral questionnaires] 
 Patient Health Questionnaire-2 (PHQ-2) 
 Short Form McGill Questionnaire (SF-MPQ) 
 PainDETECT Questionnaire (PD-Q modified) 
 Fear-Avoidance Beliefs Questionnaire Physical 

Activity (FABQ-PA) 
 Chronic Pain Acceptance Questionnaire-SF8 
 Coping Strategies Questionnaire (CSQ-24 

modified) 
 Multidimensional Assessment of Interoceptive 

Awareness (MAIA modified; 4 of 8 scales) 
 Beliefs in Pain Control Questionnaire (BPCQ) 
 Perceived Stress Scale (PSS-4) 
 International Positive and Negative Affect 

Schedule 10-item SF 
 PROMIS Emotional Support 4a V2 
 Pain Self-Efficacy Questionnaire 4-item 
 Primary Care PTSD Symptom Screener 
 Pain Anxiety Symptoms Scale short form (PASS- 

20 modified) 
 Expectation of Pain Relief (EPR) 
 Positive Outlook short form 
 PROMIS Social Isolation short form 4a V2 
 Financial Strain (baseline only) 
 Perceived Discrimination (baseline only) 

x    x   x   x x x 

Medical care utilization     x   x   x x x 
Clinical (Standard) Spine MRI  x*           x 

Quantitative (Advanced) Spine MRI 
 IDEAL, UTE, T1rho sequences 

Performed at UCSF & UCSD sites only† 

 x†           x† 

Spine MRI spectroscopy† 
   Performed at UCSF, UCD, & UCI sites only† 

 x†            

Functional MRI (fMRI) of the brain  x           x 

Quantitative Sensory Testing (QST) 
 Pressure Pain Threshold (PPT) 
 Temporal Summation of Pain (TS) 
 Conditional Pain Modulation (CPM): warm 

 x         x  x 

Anthropometry 
 Height, weight, waist circumference 

 x         x  x 

Physical Therapist Examination/ Functional Outcomes 
 4-meter Walk: gait speed 
 2-minute Endurance Walk 
 Single Limb Balance 

 x         x  x 
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 5 Times Sit to Stand 
Physical Exam – Standing 
 Lumbar Flexion and Extension Observation 

- Painful arc, Gower’s sign, Instability 
catch, Reversal of lumbopelvic rhythm, 
Centralization/Peripheralization 

 Lumbar Flexion Active Range of Motion 
 Lumbar Extension Active Range of Motion 

Physical Exam – Seated 
 Reflexes 

- L4 – Patellar tendon, S1 – Achilles tendon, 
Babinski Sign 

 Slump Test 
Physical Exam – 
Supine 
 Trunk Flexor Endurance Test 
 Dermatomal Light Touch Sensory Test, L3-S1 

- Medial Femoral Condyle (L3), Medial 
Malleolus (L4), Dorsum of foot (L5), Lateral 
side of foot (S1) 

 Myotomes: L2-L5, S1 Evertors 
- L2 Hip flexion, L3 Knee 

extension/Quadracepts, L4 Ankle 
dorsiflexion, L5 Great Toe extension, S1 
Ankle eversion 

 Popliteal Angle 
 Active Straight Leg Raise 
 Modified Thomas Test 

Physical Exam – Side Lying 
 Hip Abduction Manual Muscle Test 

Physical Exam – Prone 
 Hip Rotation Passive Range of Motion 
 Myotomes: S1/S2 Plantarflexion (only 

performed if participant could not perform 
single limb heel raises) 

 Hip Extension Manual Muscle Test 
 Prone Instability Test 

CLASSIFICATIONS 
 Quebec Task Force classification 
 Dominant pain location 
 Mechanical classification 

             

Azure Kinect 3D Depth Camera Sit-to-Stand test  x         x  x 

7-day waist actigraphy  x         x  x 
   7-day wrist actigraphy‡ 

‡Performed at UCSF clinical site only 
 x‡         x‡  x‡ 

Low Back (Lumbar) Motion Assessment‡ 
‡Performed at UCSF clinical site only 

 x‡         x‡  x‡ 

Biological Specimen collection 
 Serum and Plasma 

 x         x  x 

 Whole blood (RNA) and Saliva (DNA)  x            

 Blood cells/leucocytes)‡ 
 Whole blood (DNA)‡ 

‡Performed at UCSF clinical site only 

 x            

Targeted Adverse Event Evaluation  x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Participant incentive dispensed 
(if visit measures completed) 

 x         x  x 

Electronic health record data collection, as available Ongoing during study 
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Table 3:  BACKHOME Schedule of Evaluations and Visits 

  
  

VISIT Screening/ 
Baseline 

 

Month 3 Month 6 Month 
12 

Month 
18 

Month  
24 

Ongoing 
every 6 
months 

VISIT # V0 V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6…etc 
MEASUREMENT        
eConsent x       
Eligibility verification x       
Contact info x       
Demographics 
 BACPAC Minimum Dataset 

x       

Medical history/comorbidities 
 Charlson Comorbidity Index (CCI): 

simplified checklist  

x x x x x x x 

 COVID-19 questions x       
 Height, weight, waist circumference x x x x x x x 
cLBP Treatment history 
 BACPAC Min Dataset: simplified checklist 

x x x x x x x 

Health Habits 
 Tobacco, Alcohol, Prescription medication, 

and other Substance use (TAPS) tool 
 Smoking, alcohol, cannabis questions 
 cLBP-related medications:  simplified checklist 

x x x x x x x 

Health Status  
• BACPAC Outcomes Minimum Dataset 
• NIH-Task Force Minimum Dataset11/PROMIS® 

29 
 PROMIS® Sleep Disturbance SF-6a, PROMIS® 

Pain Interference 4a,  PROMIS® Physical 
Function SF-6a 

 PROMIS® Preference (PROPr) score +  Patient 
acceptable symptom state (PASS) 

 Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index (PSQI) – 
Question 4, Sleep Duration12 

 Generalized Anxiety Disorder 2 item scale 
(GAD-2)13-14 

 Patient Health Questionnaire-2 (PHQ-2) 
 Pain Catastrophizing Questionnaire – 6 item 

(PCS)15-16 

x x x x x x x 

 PROMIS® Social Isolation SF-4a 
 Financial Strain  - 1 item 
 Perceived Discrimination – 1 item 

x       

Selected Questions from the following 
Biobehavioral Questionnaires 
 PainDETECT Questionnaire (PD-Q)17 – 7 

questions 
 Coping Strategies Questionnaire CSQ-2418 – 

Question #40 only 
 Multidimensional Assessment of Interoceptive 

Awareness19 (3 of the 8 scales; Q5-10 and 
Q23-31) 

 Beliefs in Pain Control Questionnaire20 – 13 
items only 

 Pain Self-Efficacy Questionnaire 4-item 
version21 (items 4, 6, 8, 9) 

 Primary Care PTSD Symptom Screener21 
 Expectation of Pain Relief22 – 1 question 

x x x x x x x 

Electronic health record data collection, as 
available 

Ongoing during study 

iOS HealthKit data collection, as available Ongoing during study 
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DATA MONITIORING and TRAINING 
In both studies, the UCSF CC is responsible for monitoring procedures related to study conduct and data 
collection/reporting to ensure the quality and integrity of the study data. For the comeBACK study, each 
clinical site investigator and coordinator were trained on the study protocol and procedures to ensure 
accurate and consistent study methods are used study-wide and throughout the entire study duration. 
Trainings include review of the protocol, operations manual, case report forms (CRFs), and data 
management procedures. At the start of the study, training was conducted at the comeBACK 
Investigators’ Meeting. When new clinical site staff were on-boarded, the UCSF CC conducted individual 
site trainings in-person or by web-meeting. 
 
STATISTICAL METHOD OVERVIEW 
To analyze phenotypic traits, we plan to use a combination of traditional data analyses and deep 
learning methods, to define clinically useful cLBP phenotypes. To start, generalized linear mixed models 
will be used to assess associations of common data elements with measures of back pain and disability, 
which are to be assessed at baseline and follow-up visits; effects on trend will be captured by common 
data elements-time interactions.Clusters of statistically-significant common data elements will be 
considered as ‘phenotypes’. We will also use a combination of modern machine/deep learning 
techniques to associate phenotypes with outcomes of treatments that cohort subjects receive as a 
natural consequence of their cLBP care. 
 
Sample Size in comeBACK:  The research objectives of this project include defining personalized 
treatment goals, which constitute minimizing dysfunctions associated with most prioritized PROMIS-29 
domains. Power calculations were performed for both cross-sectional analyses that assume the full 
study population and a longitudinal analysis that anticipates loss to follow-up over the two-year study 
period. The power calculations considered the ability to detect a significant Pearson correlation 
coefficient (𝜌𝜌) between continuous risk factors and continuous primary outcomes (quantified by weak, 
moderate, and strong correlations 𝜌𝜌=0.1, 0.3, 0.5; Fisher’s Z-transformation), differences in continuous 
primary outcomes when stratified across four categorical risk factors equal prevalence meant to 
represent potential cLBP phenotypes (quantified by weak, moderate and strong effect sizes 𝑓𝑓 = 0.1, 0.3, 

0.5, 𝑓𝑓 =  �𝜎𝜎𝜇𝜇2/𝜎𝜎2; one-way analysis of variance [ANOVA]), and differences in predictive performance, 

specifically correlation, between pairs of supervised learning algorithms (quantified by pairwise 
differences among weak, moderate, and strong correlations, as defined above; Cohen’s q). Each power 
calculation assumes a two-sided test with a type-I error rate of 1% which is intended to provide a 
conservative estimate of power in acknowledgment of the fact that we do not account for multiplicity 
corrections.  
 
The projected baseline recruitment for the comeBACK study was 400 participants (but we actually 
enrolled n=450). Based on prior clinical observational studies conducted by the UCSF CC, we anticipate 
70-80% retention by the final two-year assessment yielding an effective sample size of at least n=400 
participants for baseline cross-sectional analyses and n=315-320 for the two-year longitudinal analysis.  
 
For the cross-sectional analysis with n=400, we would have 0.282, 0.998, and 1.000 power to detect a 
weak, moderate, and strong Pearson’s correlation coefficient, respectively, 0.160, 0.997 and 1.000 
power to detect weak, moderate, and strong effect size for one-way ANOVA, respectively, and 0.645, 
0.789, and 1.000 power to detect differences between weak and moderate, moderate and strong, and 
weak and strong Pearson’s correlation coefficients, respectively. For the longitudinal analysis with 
n=320, we have 0.215, 0.998, and 1.000 power to detect a weak, moderate, and strong Pearson’s 
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correlation coefficient, respectively, 0.011, 0.985, 1.000 power to detect weak, moderate, and strong 
effect size for one-way ANOVA, respectively, and 0.523, 0.671, and 0.999 power to detect differences 
between weak and moderate, moderate and strong, and weak and strong Pearson’s correlation 
coefficients, respectively.  
 
SUMMARY 
The University of California San Francisco’s (UCSF) Core Center for Patient-centric, Mechanistic 
Phenotyping in Chronic Low Back Pain (REACH), one of the three BACPAC Mechanistic Research Centers 
(MRCs) is conducting two large cohort translational research studies to help clarify biopsychosocial 
mechanisms of cLBP with the goal to provide a foundation to improve the evaluation of treatment 
effectiveness and to spur new avenues of therapeutic research for cLBP. The Longitudinal Clinical Cohort 
for Comprehensive Deep Phenotyping of Chronic Low-Back Pain (cLBP) Adults Study (comeBACK) is a 
multicenter in-person cohort study of 450 adults with chronic low back pain designed to perform 
comprehensive deep phenotyping in patients with cLBP. While, the eCohort of Chronic Low-Back Pain 
(cLBP) in Adults (BACKHOME) study is a site-less longitudinal observational e-cohort of approximately 
3000 U.S. adults with cLBP. To our knowledge, this is the largest prospective remote registry of 
nationwide adults with chronic low back pain. These 2 pivotal studies, in conjunction with the ancillary 
studies being performed in both comeBACK and BACKHOME, and the other BACPAC-consortium 
research projects, we will be able to address a number of diagnostic and therapeutic issues in this 
complex and diverse patient population with cLBP. 
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