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ABSTRACT

Implementation science frameworks with afocus on health equity have emerged to help guide
the introduction of new interventionsinto healthcare and community settings while limiting
health disparities. The purpose of this research was to explore the applicability of such
frameworks to guide the equitable implementation of population genetic screening programs. We
searched PubMed and reference lists for relevant frameworks and examples of their use in health
settings. We then assessed if and how selected frameworks provide guidance for different stages
of population genetic screening: recruitment, sample collection, result return, follow-up care and
prevention, and cascade screening. Findings were synthesized into alist of health equity
considerations specific to each stage. We identified 5 implementation frameworks that focus on
health equity. Guidance varied by framework type: determinant (explaining what affects
implementation outcomes), process (translating research into practice), or evaluation (assessing
implementation). Common characteristics included focusi ng implementation efforts on
populations who have historically experienced health inequities and adapting interventions to fit
local contexts. Process models also highlighted the importance of community partnerships.
Overall, frameworks offered broad recommendations applicable to population genetic screening
program implementation. However, gaps still exist in guidance provided for later stages of
population genetic screening. To improve the equitable implementation of genetic screening,
future programs may benefit from utilizing one or more of these frameworks or by incorporating

the health equity considerations and outcomes compiled in this analysis.
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INTRODUCTION

Population genetic screening, or genetic screening of people regardless of personal or
family history of disease, has been proposed to increase the reach of genetic services and identify
more people at risk for preventable conditions (Grzymski et al., 2020; King et al., 2014; Limburg
et al., 2011). However, population screening is complex for many reasons including the need to
appropriately inform large numbers of people about the benefits and harms of genetic screening,
collecting DNA samples, and following people over time to ensure they receive appropriate care
based on their results. If not implemented with care and the needs of underserved people in mind,
population genetic screening may perpetuate or further exacerbate already existing health
disparities (Grzymski et al., 2018).

To limit harmful consequences, health equity must be a central consideration in the
design and implementation of population genetic screening programs. Health equity is defined as
everyone having afair and just opportunity to be as healthy as possible (Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, n.d.). Striving for health equity requires focusing on the needs of those
who are at greatest risk of poor health due to social circumstances (Braveman, 2014). It involves
the elimination of health differences that are linked to social determinants historically connected
to exclusion, such asrace, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, gender, age, religion, disability,
sexual orientation, gender identity, and geographic location (Braveman, 2014).

Implementation science frameworks with afocus on health equity have emerged to guide
the introduction of new interventionsinto healthcare and community settings, and their
principles could improve the incorporation of genomic discoveries into healthcare (Chambers et
al., 2016; Roberts et al., 2017). How well such frameworks suit population genomic screening

programs is not well understood.
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We conducted a systematic literature search to identify and describe published equity-
focused implementation science frameworks and assessed the applicability of these frameworks

to population genetic screening programs.

METHODS

Popul ation genetic screening stages

We conceptualized population genetic screening in 5 magjor stages (Figure 1) based on the
design of existing pilot screening programs (David et al., 2021; East et al., 2021; Grzymski et al.,
2018; Rao et a., 2023). Our descriptive model’ s stages include recruitment, sample collection,
return of results, follow-up care and prevention, and cascade screening (the notification of
biological relatives about genetic risk). Thismode formed the basis for our analysis of
framework applicability to population screening.

Framework identification

We searched PubMed for frameworks designed to promote health equity during the
implementation of health interventions using the following keywords:. (“health equity” or “health
disparities’ or “health inequalities’) and (“implementation” or “trandation”) and (“framework”
or “model” or “theory”). One author, NDR, screened the resulting titles and abstracts. When
articles cited potentially relevant frameworks or included a review of frameworks, NDR
examined the reference lists for pertinent publications. Other frameworks previously known to
the authors were also considered. Article review was restricted to work published between
January 2010 and December 2021, asthe focus on health equity in implementation science has

become more prominent relatively recently (Odeny, 2021).
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Criteriafor inclusion were frameworks focused on health equity and implementation of
health services, and that were developed for high-resource settings, as these are the most relevant
to population genetic screening. Frameworks were excluded if they were specific to acertain
health condition or intervention, provided little guidance for implementation or if the article was
not available in English. Discussion papers, or those that only described aneed for considering
health equity during program implementation or provided no explicit framework or model, were

also excluded.

Data extraction and evaluation

For each of the selected frameworks, the following data was extracted: name, author, year
of publication, type, audience, development, and description. Framework type was determined
according to Nilsen’s categorizations of implementation science theories, models, and
frameworks: determinant frameworks, process models, or evaluation frameworks (Nilsen, 2015).
Determinant frameworks are designed to assist with understanding barriers or facilitators that
influence implementation outcomes; process models to guide the process of translating research

into practice; and evaluation frameworks to specify implementation outcomes (Nilsen, 2015).

Data synthesis

We assessed the applicability of each framework to population genetic screening by
evaluating if and how the framework provided guidance for the 5 major stages of population
genetic screening we identified. To further our understanding of potential framework application,

we looked for examples of how each framework may have been used in other settings by
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106  examining articles published through December 2021 that cited our selected frameworks. We
107  also searched for empiric evidence of framework validation.

108 We then compared the selected frameworks and discussed their strengths and weaknesses
109  with respect to guiding the implementation of population genetic screening. Using findings from
110  our applicability assessment, we also compiled alist of health equity considerations and

111  outcomes specific to each stage of population genetic screening.

112

113 RESULTS

114 Theinitial PubMed search yielded 1,013 results. An additional 37 articles were identified
115 through reference lists or because they were previously known to authors. Records were screened
116 by title and abstract followed by full text review (Figure 2). We identified five frameworks

117  designed to reduce or prevent health disparities during the implementation of health interventions
118 (Table 1). One framework was described in two of the selected articles.

119 We categorized the frameworks as one determinant framework (HEIF, Woodward et al.,
120  2019), three process frameworks (Proctor reframed, Baumann & Cabassa, 2020; Transcreation,
121  Népoles & Stewart, 2018; EquIR, Eslava-Schmalbach et al., 2019), and one evaluation

122  framework (RE-AIM extension, Shelton et al., 2020). Researchers were the primary intended
123  audiencefor each framework. Frameworks were largely conceptually developed by the authors,
124  though one, EquIR (Eslava-Schmalbach et al., 2019), was developed using stakeholder

125 engagement (Table 2). Our search for evidence of framework validation yielded no information
126  about if and how any of the five frameworks had been validated.

127

128 The Hedth Equity Implementation Framework (HEIF)
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129 Description

130 Woodward and colleagues developed HEIF by integrating the i-PARIHS implementation
131  science framework (Harvey & Kitson, 2016) and the Health Care Disparities Framework

132  (Kilbourne et al., 2006). HEIF is designed to help researchers determine factors related to

133 innovation uptake and disparities in healthcare to improve outcomes for marginalized

134  populations (Woodward et al., 2019). Health equity domains include culturally relevant factors,
135 theclinical encounter, and societal context (Table 2). Culturally relevant factors are specific to
136 intervention recipients based on their lived experience and can include characteristics such as
137  socioeconomic status, implicit bias, health literacy, trust in providers, language, race and

138 ethnicity. Theclinical encounter encompasses interactions between providers and patients, which
139 influenceif anintervention is offered by a provider or accepted by a patient. These encounters
140 areinfluenced by inner context at the local (e.g., clinic) and organizational (e.g., hospital) levels,
141  and outer context (e.g., the healthcare system). Finally, the societal context includes economies,
142  physical structures (how environments are built or arranged), and sociopolitical forces (social
143  normsor political forces). These impact health disparities by influencing the inner and outer
144  context, the clinical encounter, and culturally relevant factors. The HEIF has previously been
145 applied to design an interview guide and direct content analysis to identify implementation

146  factors and best practices for social needs screening in primary care settings (Drake et al., 2021).
147  Application to population genetic screening

148 The HEIF iswell suited to provide guidance for anticipating possible barriers or

149 facilitators to implementation across all stages of population genetic screening (Table 3). For
150  example, during recruitment, attention to cultural factors can help researchers anticipate how

151 language and cultural beliefs influence informed consent and enrollment. HEIF s physical
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152  structures domain can inform how in-person sample collection and return of results may

153 facilitate or impede screening depending on access to reliable transportation and the location of
154  facilities. Smilarly, during follow-up care and prevention, understanding potentially inequitable
155  physical spaces can inform implementation. In the cascade screening stage, reflecting on

156  sociopolitical forces, such genetic privacy laws, may illuminate barriers to information sharing
157 among relatives.

158

159  Proctor reframed

160  Description

161 Baumann and Cabassa (2020) reframed the Proctor implementation science framework to
162 provide an example of how to apply an existing framework to address healthcare inequities. The
163  original Proctor framework posits that interventions differ from their implementation strategies
164  and requiresthe involvement of various stakeholders at multiple levels (Proctor et a., 2009). The
165 original Proctor also proposes outcomes in three interrelated but distinct domains:

166 implementation (e.g., feasibility, fidelity, acceptance), service (e.g., efficiency, safety,

167 effectiveness), and client (e.g., satisfaction, function). The reframed Proctor framework

168 emphasizes collaborating with stakeholders and community members throughout intervention
169 planning, design, and implementation in order to understand and meet the needs of historically
170  underserved communities (Table 2) (Baumann & Cabassa, 2020). It proposes continually

171  adapting programs based on the needs of populations with the goal of reducing inequities

172  through systematic changes to intervention and implementation strategies. Finally, Proctor

173  reframed suggests conducting descriptive and explanatory studies to identify factors that
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174  contribute to inequities in implementation outcomes. We did not identify any published

175 applications of Proctor-reframed in health settings.

176  Application to population genetic screening

177 Proctor-reframed specifies guidance most relevant to the recruitment stage, including
178  ensuring that populations that have previously experienced inequities in genetic services are

179 included in population genetic screening programs. Suggested strategies for enhancing inclusion
180 areconducting programsin non-traditional settings such asin faith communities or community
181 centers. Thisframework also discusses how face-to-face presentations with community members
182  and person-to-person recruitment can assist with enrolling people who would otherwise not

183  participate.

184

185  Transcrestion

186 Description

187 Transcreation is defined as the process of planning and delivering interventions to reduce
188  headlth disparities that resonate with the intended community (Ndpoles & Stewart, 2018). Napoles
189  and colleagues created this framework to address the differences that occur between original

190 intervention implementation settings (often among mainstream populations or in academic

191  settings) and when interventions are adopted among a population facing health disparities.

192 Collaboration is a central principle of Transcreation, which proposes stakeholder and

193 community involvement through the entire process of intervention design, implementation, and
194  adaptation (Table 2) (Napoles & Stewart, 2018). This framework assumes the presence of an
195 established partnership between researchers and community members and a shared

196 understanding of the disparity to be addressed. As part of the framework’ s proposed
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197  collaboration, Transcreation suggests involving community workers in implementation by

198 training them in intervention delivery. Fitting interventions to context and population needsis
199  aso prominent.

200 Transcreation has previously been applied in other health settings; for example, it has
201  been used to adapt a stress management intervention for Latina breast cancer survivorslivingin
202  rural settings (Santoyo-Olsson et al., 2019).

203  Application to population genetic screening

204 Transcreation provides guidance most relevant for theinitial recruitment stage of

205  population genetic screening by suggesting focusing attention on populations who experience
206  disparitiesin accessto and utilization of genetic services (Table 3). Through the incorporation of
207  scientific evidence, programs can also adopt recruitment strategies that have been proven to work
208 insimilar settings.

209 Unique to Transcreation is training community members in intervention delivery. This
210 ideaisrelevant for all population screening stages, as members can be trained to provide

211  cultural, informational and logistical support to specific communities within a general

212 population. During recruitment, this can promote informed decision-making. In the follow-up
213  and prevention stage, community members acting as patient navigators can assist individuals
214  with information about insurance or recommended medical interventions.

215

216 EquiR

217  Description

218 Eslava-Schmalbach and colleagues devel oped EquIR for researchers and decision makers

219  to reduce or prevent health inequities during the implementation of health programs or policies
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220 (Eslava-Schmalbach et al., 2019). This conceptual framework is cyclic, with social determinants
221  of health considered throughout. The cycle begins with identifying disadvantaged populations
222  and quantifying current health inequalities (Table 2). It then suggests developing and

223  implementing recommendations to meet the needs of disadvantaged populations with key players
224 such as health professionals, patients, community members, and stakeholders. It finishes by

225 recommending the monitoring of implementation outcomes (Table 2) and identifying how the
226 intervention hasimpacted the health status of populations receiving the intervention. From here
227  the cycle continues and the new population health status becomes the starting point of the

228 intervention. Beyond itsinitial development, we identified no examples of the use of EQUIR to
229  guide implementation of health interventions.

230  Application to population genetic screening

231 Of the guidance proposed by EquIR, the described outcomes are most readily applied to
232  population genetic screening and can be used to understand how programs impact disadvantaged
233  populations at each stage. For example, measures of acceptability and appropriateness can be
234  applied during recruitment, sample collection, and return of results stages to understand

235  stakeholder perceptions of fit and usefulness of program procedures (Table 3). Measures of

236 fiddity and coverage may be useful during follow-up care and cascade screening stages for

237  understanding how often people receiving positive screening results are able to act on these

238  results and how often risk information is shared with biological relatives. In addition, the cyclical
239 nature of EqQUIR promotes ongoing program adjustments informed by these outcome measures.
240

241 RE-AIM extension

242  Description
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243 The extension to the RE-AIM framework authored by Shelton and colleagues is designed
244 to promote sustainability and health equity. The origina RE-AIM framework focuses on

245  evauation and includes both individual and staff/setting level domains. Reach and effectiveness
246  (individual), adoption and implementation (staff/setting), and maintenance (individual and

247  staff/setting) (Glasgow et al., 1999, 2019). While the extension to RE-AIM discusses these same
248  domains and previously described indicators, Shelton et a. provide additional guidance to

249  consider health equity during the measurement of these indicators (Table 2). This guidance

250 focuses on assessing indicators over time across different populations of focus (defined by age,
251 race, ethnicity, disability, insurance status, literacy level or other social determinants of health),
252  toidentify and address health inequities (Shelton et al., 2020). The extension to RE-AIM also
253  considersthe link between health equity and costs or resources and suggests incorporating cost
254  estimates and resource requirements into planning discussions with stakeholders. This

255  framework has previously been used to evaluate the implementation of a COVID-19 vaccine
256  program seeking to facilitate equitable vaccine access and uptake among Latinx community

257 members (Marquez et a., 2021).

258  Application to population genetic screening

259 The outcome indicators and health equity considerations listed by RE-AIM extension
260 give measures that can be monitored at each stage of population genetic screening (Table 3).
261  During recruitment, relevant indicators include the number of people who are offered screening
262  and the number of people who agree to screening. Taking into account social determinants of
263  health when interpreting these indicators can determine if al populations are offered and enroll

264  inscreening Smilarly and reveal which populations are not reached. Reach can also be
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265 ascertained for sample collection, return of results, and cascade screening to find inequities that
266 may be emerging during these stages.

267 Measures of effectiveness across social determinants of health are also relevant for the
268  return of results, follow-up care, and cascade screening stages. For return of results, indicators
269 include the number of people experiencing psychosocial harms upon learning results. For follow-
270  up care and prevention, relevant indicators are the number of people who are ableto engagein
271  preventive interventions who desire it and the number of people who experience psychosocial
272  harms because of difficulties accessing care. During cascade screening, indicators include the
273  number of biological relatives who receive testing.

274

275 Comparing frameworks

276 A number of characteristics were shared across the analyzed frameworks. The first wasto
277  focusimplementation efforts on populations who have historically experienced health inequities.
278 Thisisacrucia consideration as placing specific emphasis on underserved populations at the
279  beginning of implementation planning can reorient design and procedures to better prioritize the
280 needs of such communities. Another common element across frameworks was to adapt

281 interventionsto fit local context and meet the needs of marginalized communities. Doing so can
282  limit the implementation gap, which occurs when the context where interventions are designed
283  and developed does not align with realities of implementation settings. Constraining this gap can
284  increase the appropriateness of an intervention (Baumann & Cabassa, 2020).

285 The identified frameworks were conceptually focused, rather than validated theories, and
286 the guidance provided varied by framework type, as expected. The process models, Proctor

287  reframed (Baumann & Cabassa, 2020), Transcreation (Napoles & Stewart, 2018), and EquIR
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288 (Eslava-Schmalbach et al., 2019), for example, tended to be high-level, and provided

289  overarching considerations and recommendations for program design, implementation, and

290 evaluation rather than specific guidance that lendsitself to individual stages of an intervention
291 like population genetic screening. Regarding screening, Proctor reframed (Baumann & Cabassa,
292  2020) and Transcreation (Ngpoles & Stewart, 2018) recommendations applied most directly to
293  therecruitment stage. While all three process models described eval uating implementation

294 outcomes keeping social determinants and differences in outcomes across populations in mind,
295 they varied in the specificity with which they described and defined these outcomes.

296 In contrast, the determinant framework, HEIF (Woodward et al., 2019), provides an

297  explicit meansto identify barriers to program implementation throughout all stages of population
298  genetic screening. Similarly, the evaluation framework, RE-AIM extension (Shelton et al.,

299  2020), detailed indicators and health equity considerations for monitoring program outcomes
300 relevant to al program stages.

301 Among the process models, Proctor reframed (Baumann & Cabassa, 2020), Transcreation
302 (Néapoles & Stewart, 2018), and EquIR (Eslava-Schmalbach et al., 2019), another main concept
303  wastheimportance of involving community partners and other stakeholders throughout

304 implementation. Such collaboration allows researchers to learn more about local customs and
305  build trust with community members (Cabassa & Baumann, 2013; Wallerstein & Duran, 2010).
306 Interventions can better be tailored to a specific population and integrate relevant perspectives,
307 norms, and social and cultural values. As aresult, this may improve intervention acceptability
308 and effectiveness and prevent health disparities from emerging.

309

310 DISCUSSION
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311 In this analysis we outline relevant equity considerations for population genetic screening
312  program implementation guided by five selected frameworks. HEIF (Woodward et al., 2019),
313  Proctor reframed (Baumann & Cabassa, 2020), Transcreation (Napoles & Stewart, 2018), EquIR
314 (Eslava-Schmalbach et al., 2019), and RE-AIM extension (Shelton et al., 2020). The HEIF

315 (Woodward et al., 2019), RE-AIM extension (Shelton et al., 2020), and outcome measures

316 provided in EquIR (Eslava-Schmalbach et al., 2019) were applicable to al stages of population
317  screening. Remaining guidance from EquIR (Eslava-Schmalbach et al., 2019) and ideas

318 proposed by Proctor reframed (Baumann & Cabassa, 2020) and Transcreation (Napoles &

319 Stewart, 2018) tended to be broad and less applicable to each individual screening stage.

320 Results of our analysis may offer insights for researchers designing new population

321  genetic screening programs and assist with identification and selection of relevant frameworks to
322  direct implementation. To make the best use of the variety of recommendations brought up by
323 thedifferent frameworks, these frameworks may best be used in tandem. For instance,

324  determinant domains can be used when process model steps suggest identifying implementation
325  Dbarriers and specific indicators can be drawn from evaluation frameworks when steps call for
326  assessing implementation outcomes.

327 We found that guidance for later stages of population genetic screening programs, such as
328 follow-up care and cascade screening, was limited beyond central framework characteristics. For
329 true public health impact, individuals receiving positive screening results must have accessto
330 servicesto delay or prevent disease onset. Health benefits may also be seen if genetic risk

331 information is communicated to relatives. However, frameworks lacked specific guidance about
332  how to ensure equitable referrals to follow-up care or promote adherence to recommended

333 medical interventions. Discussion about sharing health insights and how to engage biological
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334  relatives who may be implicated by an individual’s risk results was also missing. Thisis not
335 entirely surprising given that these frameworks were not specifically developed with genetic
336  servicesin mind, but demonstrates that some cons derations specific to genetic testing are not
337  addressed by the current literature.

338 Additionally, implementation frameworks emphasizing health equity have limited

339 guidance for ongoing programs. While the cyclical nature of EquIR (Eslava-Schmalbach et al.,
340 2019) and ongoing evaluation measures provided by RE-AIM (Shelton et al., 2020) can be used
341  to some extent, guidance particularly relevant to genetics again appears to be absent. For

342  ingtance, frameworks provide little assistance about how to incorporate new risk information
343  overtime or ensure that providers are up to date on genetic recommendations so that they can
344  best advise their patients. Again, as the frameworks analyzed here were not designed to be

345  genetics specific, gapsin guidance are expected and suggest a need for frameworks tailored for
346  genetic programs.

347

348 Population genetic screening health equity considerations

349 Synthesizing findings from the included frameworks, we have compiled alist of relevant
350 hedlth equity questions and outcomes that warrant consideration during the implementation of
351 population genetic screening programs in order to limit health disparities (Table 4). Though not
352  exhaustive, questions may be useful throughout the design and implementation of future

353  screening programs and spur further discussion related to pursing health equity. Broadly,

354 considerationsinclude the accessibility and cultural sensitivity of different population screening
355  processes. Outcomes focus on understanding the distribution of benefits and harms from genetic

356  screening, and the acceptability of program procedures across various demographic groups.
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357 One of the overall considerations for pursuing health equity isinvolving community
358 partners (Table 4). As members of the community are likely more in-tune with local settings
359 compared to researchers, they may be better equipped to understand and identify drivers behind
360 complex inequities (Leveraging Community Expertise to Advance Health Equity, 2021). Through
361 community engagement, researchers and public health professionals can ascertain what

362 communitiesidentify as problems to be addressed and what community health priorities are. This
363 caninform if population genetic screening is a suitable intervention in a particular setting and
364  truly meeting community needs. Investment by communities in population genetic screening
365 programs can also promote sustainability of such programs.

366 Even with these health equity considerations identified, challenges may emerge when
367  incorporating these ideas into practice. For example, answers to these questions may vary by
368 communitiesincluded in a single screening program. Resource constraints may also prevent the
369 adoption of more equitable practices. Additionally, outcome measures may be difficult to

370 ascertainif they involve time-intensive data collection and the continued engagement of people
371  who havetaken part in genetic screening. As such, researchers and health professionals looking
372  toimplement screening programs may benefit from using these considerations to appropriately
373  plan and allocate resources.

374

375  Limitations

376 Our study may have been limited by the frameworks considered for analysis. Due to
377  stringent inclusion criteria, we may not have identified all relevant frameworks. In addition,
378 though we give a broad overview of implementation science frameworks that center health

379  equity, we did not assess the quality of these frameworks. However, our analysis of how
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380 frameworks have been used in other settings provides an indirect measure of utility and quality.
381  Our assessment of framework applicability to population genetic screening programs may also
382  have been limited. Relevant stages, such as sample lab testing, were not included and some of
383  our analysis may be applicable to multiple stages though not detailed here. Despite these

384 limitations, our study isafirst step in describing the current state of implementation science
385 frameworks that explicitly focus on health equity and how they can be applied to improve the
386 equitable implementation of population genetic screening programs.

387

388 CONCLUSION

389 Current implementation science frameworks that emphasi ze health equity offer broad
390 recommendations applicable to the implementation of population genetic screening programs.
391 However, gaps still exist in guidance provided for stages of screening that are ongoing, such as
392 follow-up care and cascade screening. Through our application of frameworks to population
393 genetic screening, we have created alist of considerations and outcomes that may assist with
394  more equitable implementation. Researchers planning to implement screening programs may
395  benefit from consulting these considerations or following guidance from analyzed frameworks.
396

397
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Table1: Characteristics of included framewor ks

Framework Type Audience Development Description

and Author

Health Equity | Determinant | Researchers | Integration of the Framework to assist

Implementatio implementation science studying and

n Framewor k framework, i-PARIHS modifying

(HEIF), (Harvey & Kitson, 2016), | multilevel

(Woodward et and the Health Care implementation and

a., 2019) Disparities Framework healthcare disparity

(Kilbourne et al., 2006) factors

Reframing Process Researchers | Reframes Proctor et al.’s Framework seeking

implementatio conceptual model of to address

n scienceto implementation research inequitiesin

address (Proctor et al., 2009) to healthcare by

inequitiesin study healthcare inequities | proactively

healthcare tailoring

delivery interventions and

(Proctor implementation

reframed), strategies to address

(Baumann & social determinants

Cabassa, 2020) of health and
explicitly meet the
needs of vulnerable
communities/settin
gs

Transcreation: | Process Community | Prior methodological Framework for

an partners and | frameworks, training designing and

implementatio researchers | resources, authors implementing

n science experience behavioral

framework for interventions

community- specifically for

engaged communities

behavioral experiencing health

interventions disparities

toreduce

health

disparities,

(Napoles &

Stewart, 2018)

Conceptual Process Decision Literature review, Conceptua

framework of makersand | stakeholder analysis framework

equity-focused researchers designed

implementatio to reduce or prevent

n resear ch for the increase of
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health existing inequalities
programs during the
(EqulIR), Implementation of
(Edlava- programs, policies
Schmalbach et or health
al., 2019)
An Extension | Evaluation | Not stated Builds upon the previously | Evaluates public
of RE-AIM to developed RE-AIM health interventions
Enhance framework (Glasgow et a., | across reach,
Sustainability: 1999, 2019) efficacy, adoption,
Addressing implementation,
Dynamic and maintenance
Context and domains. Focused
Promoting on sustainability,
Health Equity with the goal of
Over Time, increasing health
(Shelton et al., impact and health
2020) equity over time
518
519
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Table 2: Components of included framewor ks

Framewor k Components/Steps
HEIF Factors to understand healthcare disparity determinants:
(Woodward et e Clinical encounter: patient-provider interaction
a., 2019)
e Culturadly relevant factors: characteristics unique to a group of peoplein the
implementation effort based on their lived experience
e Societal context: physical structures, economies, sociopolitical forces
e Context: micro, meso, or macro levels that correspond to inner and outer contexts
e Recipients: individuals who influence implementation and those who are affected by
its outcomes
e Innovation: characteristics of the treatment, intervention, practice, or new “thing” to
be implemented
e Facilitation: implementation strategies that result in implementation coming to
fruition
Proctor Stepsto design intervention and implementation strategies to address healthcare inequities:
reframed 1. Focus on reach from the very beginning
(Baumann & . . . o _
Cabassa, 2. Design and select interventions for vulnerable populations with implementation in
2020) mind

3. Implement what works and devel op implementation strategies that can help reduce
inequitiesin care
4. Develop the science of adaptation

5. Usean equity lens for implementation outcomes

Transcreation
(Napoles &
Stewart, 2018)

Steps involved in designing, delivering, and evaluating intervention to reduce health
disparities:
1. Identify community infrastructure and engage partners
Specify theory
Identify multiple inputs for new program
Design intervention prototype
Design study, methods, and measure for community setting

Build community capacity for delivery

N o o s~ w D

Deliver “transcreated” intervention (e.g., an intervention designed to resonate with
the intended community and reduce health disparities) and evaluate implementation

processes
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EqulR
(Eslava-
Schmalbach et
al., 2019)

Cyclical stepsto prevent the increase of inequalities during intervention implementation:

1.

Identify the health status of the population, including potentially disadvantaged
popul ation(s)

Identify relevant research questions given the disadvantaged populations, quantify
the inequalities to be solved, devel op equity-sensitive recommendations for
implementation

Identify key players and barriers and facilitators for the implementation of equity-
sensitive recommendations

Design strategies to overcome identified barriers, define monitoring and evaluation
strategies, and design the equity-focused communication strategies

Monitor implementation outcomes using an equity focus (outcomes listed bel ow)
Return to step 1 — Population health status after implementation is the new starting

point for further implementation

Implementation outcomes to evaluate equity:

Acceptability: perception among key implementation players including health
professionals, stakeholders, patients, community, disadvantaged population
Adoption: intention, utilization, or action to try to employ the sensitive equity
recommendation in the new program or intervention

Appropriateness: relevance or perceived fit, or usefulness or practicability of the
program or intervention in the disadvantaged population

Feasibility: extent to which the program or intervention allows to reduce the
barriers, and can be carried out in any setting, especially among disadvantaged
populations

Fidelity: adherence of disadvantaged population to the equity-focused
implementation program or intervention

Implementation cost: Total cost of the program implementation in disadvantaged
and non-disadvantaged populations, and the final adjusted cost- effectiveness
economic evaluation

Coverage: degree of reach, access, service spread or effective coverage (combining
coverage and fidelity) on the disadvantaged population eligible to benefit from the
program or the intervention

Sustainability: maintenance, continuation or durability of the program or
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intervention implemented through short, medium and long- term strategies,

including disadvantaged populations

RE-AIM
extension
(Shelton et al.,
2020)

Health equity considerations for evaluation domains:

Reach: Considering social determinants of health (SDOH), who is reached by
intervention and who is not? Why? How can reach be improved for populations who
are experiencing inequities?

Effectiveness: Are health impacts equitable across al groups based on SDOH? Why
or why not? Do certain populations experience higher levels of negative effects?
Adoption: Did all settings adopt the intervention equitably? Which settings staff
did/did not and why? Were low-resource settings able to adopt the intervention to
the same extent as higher-resource settings? What adaptations will facilitate
adoption?

Implementation: Were the intervention and implementation strategies equitably
delivered across settings/staff? Which settings/staff were/were not successful in
delivery and why? Do all settings/staff have capacity/resources to deliver the
intervention on an ongoing basis? What adaptations are needed to promote equity
and address SDOH?

Maintenance: Is the intervention being equitably sustained? What
settings/populations continue to be reached by the intervention over time? Why? Do
intervention adaptations exacerbate inequities over time? Do all settings have
capacity to maintain delivery of the intervention? Are sustainability determinants the
same across low and high-resource settings? How do SDOH impact inequitable

implementation and sustainability?
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525 Table 3: Applicability of frameworksto population genetic screening programs
526

Framework/ | Recruitment | Sample Return Follow-Up Cascade
Population Collection Results Care& Screening
Screening Prevention
Stages
HEIF Anticipate and identify barriers and facilitators using health equity domains:
(Woodward et culturally relevant factors, the clinical encounter and societal context
al., 2019)

Include

populations

experiencing

inequities.
rpéf?c;r?]red Conduct _

programsin
(Baumann & NON-
Cabassa, 2020) | ragitional

settings.

Collaborate with stakeholders and community members
Assess acceptability and adapt interventions

Focus on
populations
experiencing
inequities.
. Adopt
;I'I\:éagslcerﬁegtlon recruitment
Stewart, 2018) | Saegies et
insimilar
Settings.
Stakeholder and community participation
Involve and train community health workers
Consider how programs and procedures may exclude disadvantaged
communities
Quantify potential inequities
Develop recommendations to address inequities
EqulR Relevant Relevant | Relevant Relevant Relevant
(Eslavar outcomes: outcomes: | outcomes: outcomes: outcomes:
Schmalbach et | acceptability, | acceptabili | acceptability, coverage, acceptability,
a., 2019) appropriatene | ty, appropriateness, | fidelity coverage,
SS, coverage | appropriat | coverage, fidelity
eness, fiddity
coverage,
fiddity
RE-AIM # offered #who # who have #who # who
extension screening, # | want to results engagein communicate
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(Shelton et a., | who enroll receive available, # who | preventive about risk with
2020) screening, | receiveresults, | interventions | relatives, # of
# who #who who desireit, | biological
provide experience #who relatives who
samples psychosocial experience receive testing
harms from psychosocial | (measure over
results harms time)
because of
difficulties
accessing
care
(measure
over time)



https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.17.24304021
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

529
530

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.17.24304021; this version posted March 18, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

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

Table 4: Health equity considerations for population genetic screening programs

Stage Health equity-focused questions Outcomes assessed across
social determinants
Recruitment If recruitment occurs in-person, isit at an e Number of people
accessible location? Do people have adequate offered screening
transportation to the site? Are these physical e Number of people who
spaces accessible to people with disabilities, agree to screening
including movement, hearing, vision, etc.? e How do people (e.g.,
If recruitment occurs online, how can people health professionals,
without regular internet access be reached? community members)
What are relevant cultural beliefs about perceive screening?
genetics in specific population groups? Are e Arerecruitment and
recruitment materials designed with these in outreach procedures
mind? considered acceptable?
What language are informational and consent e Does pre-screening
materials provided in? Does this align with information lead to
peopl€’s preferred language? informed decision-
How does socioeconomic status and making about screening?
insurance coverage influence screening
enrollment?
How does a history of harms influence
screening enrollment?
If screening is offered by providers, isit
offered equally? What provider or patient
factors influenceif screening is offered?
Sample If sample collection takes place in-person, is e Proportion of people
collection it at an accessible location? Do people have who provide asample
adequate transportation to the site? Are these among those who want
physical spaces accessible to people with to receive screening
disabilities, including movement, hearing, e How do people (e.g.,
vision, etc.? Does collection take place health professionals,
during routine care? community members,
If sample collection occurs at home, do stakeholders) perceive
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people have aregular address a collection kit
can be sent to and amailbox for return?
What are relevant cultural beliefs about
genetics in specific population groups? Are
sample collection and retention procedures
designed with these in mind?

What language are materials about sample
collection procedures provided in? Does this

align with people's preferred language?

the sample collection
process? Are procedures
considered acceptable?
How easy wasit for
people to collect
samples? If needed, how
easy was sample

recollection?

Return of results

If return of results occursin-person, isit at an
accessible location? Do people have adequate
transportation to the site? Are these physical
spaces accessible to people with disabilities,
including movement, hearing, vision, etc.?

If return of results occurs online or via

phone, how can people without regular
internet or phone access be reached?

What are relevant cultural beliefs about
genetics in specific population groups? Are
clinical services provided with these in mind?
What language are clinical services provided
in? Does this align with peopl€e' s preferred
language?

Do all people with the same screening results
receive the most appropriate level of

guidance?

Proportion of people
who receive results
among those who
provide samples
Proportion of people
who indicate
experiencing
psychosocial harms
among those who
receive screening results
How do people perceive
the return of results
process? |s the guidance
provided acceptable?
How helpful or useful do
people find the
information learned
through screening?
How much timeis
present between when
people provide samples
and when results are
returned?

Follow-up care
& prevention

Are necessary clinics or specidistsin

Proportion of people
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accessible locations? Do people have
adequate transportation to relevant facilities?
Arethese physical spaces accessible to
people with disabilities, including movement,
hearing, vision, etc.?

How does socioeconomic status and
insurance coverage influence prevention
uptake?

Are al people with the samerrisk profiles
referred to the same type of specialists or

advised in the same way?

who discuss results with
their provider among
those receiving
screening results®
Proportion of people
who meet with
appropriate specialists
among those who
receive positive risk
results

Proportion of people
who adhere to
appropriate medical
interventions among
those who receive
positive risk results
Proportion of people
who experience
psychosocia harms or
clinical harms®

Cascade
screening

Are genetic services accessible to biological
relatives?

How do health beliefs, health literacy, and
family dynamics influence how genetic risk
is discussed within families?

Are dl individuals offered the same support
regarding risk communication?

What are |ocal/state considerations for
cascade screening (e.g., related to sharing

genetic information)?

Proportion of people
who discuss genetic risk
with biological relatives
among those receiving
screening results®
Number of biological
relatives who receive
testing

How do people view
genetic risk information
sharing? Is such sharing

considered acceptable?
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Overdll
considerations

Are community partners and other
stakeholdersinvolved in program planning,
design implementation, and evaluation?
What processes are in place to facilitate

program adaptations?

To what degree do
community partners or
stakeholders report
understanding of and
involvement in program
processes, trust in
research partners, or
benefits from program
implementation?

How often are program
procedures reviewed?
By whom are they
reviewed?

After receiving
screening, would people
recommend screening to

others?

~Consider by type of screening result (e.g., positive or uninformative)
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Figure 1

Five major stages of population genetic screening
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intervention

«Individuals are
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time

«Individuals discuss
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Figure 2

Diagram of article search and selection process
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