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Abstract:

Patients with limited English proficiency (LEP) receiving care from language-discordant
providers experience worse outcomes in healthcare quality, safety, and satisfaction, so
optimizing medical care for patients with LEP is an integral topic for quality improvement. At
our institution, biopsy results are disclosed via telephone unless discussed during an
appointment. In this retrospective cohort study, we aimed to quantify the relative lag timein
telephone-based biopsy result disclosure when interpretation services were utilized compared to
when they were not. A total of 12,372 patient interactions were analyzed; 250 patients (2.02%)
required interpreters, and most of these patients spoke Spanish (196, 78.4%). Other languages
spoken included Tagalog, Ukrainian, Serbian, Russian, Punjabi, Mandarin, Kurdish, Fars,
Nepali Arabic, and American Sign Language. The mean delay from provider result release to
disclosure for patients who required an interpreter was 55.0 hours compared to 36.6 hours for
those who did not, respectively (p<0.001). For those requiring a Spanish interpreter, this delay
was 60.2 hours (p<0.001). For non-Spanish interpretation, the delay was 36.6 hours (p=0.99).
Patients requiring a Spanish interpreter experienced increased mean wait times for receiving
biopsy results compared to those who spoke English. Possible reasons include increased
communication burden for clinicians when using interpreters, insufficient provider awareness of
delays, and patient socioeconomic factors. Future research may analyze the impact of delayed
result disclosure, optimal disclosure methods, and initiatives to reduce disparitiesin time to

result disclosure for LEP patients.

Backaground:


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.14.24317354
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.14.24317354; this version posted November 15, 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preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.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-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Patients with limited English proficiency (LEP) receiving care from language-discordant
providers are more likely to have worse outcomes in healthcare quality, safety, and satisfaction
compared to LEP patients or those fluent in English receiving care from language-concordant
providers[1-3]. LEP refersto individuals who speak English “less than very well [4].” In 2013,
25.1 million U.S. residents were considered to have LEP [4]. The Joint Commission’s Sentinel
Event Database reveals that communication issues are the most common root cause of serious
patient safety events [5], so optimizing medical care for patients with LEP is an integral topic for

quality improvement.

At our academic medical center, biopsy results are generally disclosed via telephone unless
discussed during an appointment. Our institution does have widely used interpretation services
that are offered for all patients, both for in-person visits and telephone calls. In this retrospective
analysis, we aimed to quantify the relative lag time in telephone-based biopsy result disclosure
when interpretation services were utilized compared to when they were not. To the authors
knowledge, thisisthe first paper exploring disparities in telephone-based biopsy result disclosure

for patients requiring interpretation services.

M ethods:

Participants:

This study was deemed exempt by the University of Virginia Institutional Review Board. This
study is aretrospective cohort study of patients who received telephone-based biopsy disclosure
at an academic medical center. Inclusion criteria were disclosure of biopsy result by telephone,

disclosure by a physician, and recorded interpretation status.
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Data Collection:

Deidentified patient data from January 2019 - December 2021 were extracted from Epic.

M easures:

Data collected from Epic included time of finalized biopsy reports, time of biopsy report

finalization, time of patient receiving results, and interpretation utilization.

Analysis.

Datawere exported to R, version 4.0.2. The primary outcome was lag time, defined as the time
from when the biopsy report is finalized to when patients receive the results (through phone call).
Lag time comparisons were made via Wilcoxon Rank Sum tests between patients requiring
interpretation vs no interpretation, and between patients requiring Spanish interpretation vs non-
Spanish interpretation vs no interpretation. In thisanalysis, al patients who utilized
interpretation services were included, including patients using an American Sign Language
interpreter, to effectively assess the impact of interpretation services on biopsy result disclosure

lag time.

Results:

A total of 12,372 patient interactions were analyzed; 250 patients (2.02%) required interpreters,
and most of these patients spoke Spanish (196, 78.4%). Other languages spoken included:
Tagalog (n=1), Ukrainian (n=2), Serbian (n=2), Russian (n=2), Punjabi (n=1), Mandarin (n=5),
Kurdish (n=1), Fars (n=11), Nepali (n=5), Arabic (n=12), and ASL (n=10). The mean delay

from provider result release to disclosure for patients who required an interpreter was 55.0 hours
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84  compared to 36.6 hours for those who did not; median delays in disclosure were 23.0 hours and
85  17.0 hours, respectively (p < 0.001; 95% CI: [-31.4, -9.2]). For those requiring a Spanish
86 interpreter, the mean delay was 60.2 hours (p < 0.001; 95% CI: [-36.7, -10.5]). For non-Spanish

87 interpretation, the mean delay was 36.6 hours (p = 0.989, 95% CI: [(-12.8, 12.9]) (Figure 1).

88

89 Discussion:

90 Based onthisdata, our study demonstrated a disparity in callback times for patients requiring a
91  Spanishinterpreter. Patients requiring a Spanish interpreter had average wait times 23.6 hours
92  (64.4%) longer than those who spoke English or required a non-Spanish interpreter. While

93  recelving aresult roughly one day later is unlikely to significantly alter management decisions,
94  theconsistent pattern of delays in disclosure of results to patients requiring Spanish interpreters
95 isanotable finding that warrants further investigation. Of note, this delay may lead to delaying
96 future diagnostic and therapeutic procedures, potentially negatively influencing patient

97 outcomes.

98  Prompt result disclosure to LEP patients requires increased provider time and interpreter

99 avalilability, creating a communication burden for clinicians[6]. Clinicians report lapsesin
100 professional interpretation, communication delays, and feelings of dissatisfaction and
101 ineffectiveness when utilizing atelephone interpreter [7]. Delays in receiving medical results can
102  bestressful for patients[7]. Increased provider awareness of the tendency to inadvertently or
103  advertently delay these call-backs may help them take stepsto alleviate the discrepancy in their
104  own practice. Whileit is plausible that the logistical barriersin using interpretation services may

105 contributeto the delay in call-backs, this does not explain why it only affects patients requiring
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Spanish interpreters. One plausible explanation for this phenomenon is socioeconomic factors,
such as the inability to pay telephone bills or answer calls during work hours, may limit access to
effective and timely telephone-based communication. Additionally, the sample size of patients
requiring non-Spanish interpretation was very small and may not accurately reflect
communication delays in this population. Future studies may be helpful in further characterizing

and defining this disparity.

Limitations of this study include: 1) alack of information on specific diagnoses, as certain
diagnoses (e.g. malignancy) may be prioritized over others, leading to shorter callback times, 2)
data was from a single center, making it difficult to extrapolate findings across multiple clinical
settings, and 3) relatively few patients (~2%) required an interpreter. Future research may
analyze other departments and ingtitutions, the impact of delayed result disclosure, optimal

disclosure methods, and initiatives to ensure timely delivery of results for all patients.

New Contribution tothe L iterature:

To the authors’ knowledge, thisisthefirst paper exploring disparities in telephone-based biopsy
result disclosure for patients requiring an interpreter. This paper illuminates a disparity in

callback times for patients requiring a Spanish interpreter, which warrants further investigation.
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