Evidence Profile Recommendation 3.0: Promoting 2SLGBTQI+ Health Equity

Recommendation 3.0 Evidence Profile

Recommendation Question: Shouldrisk screening be recommended for 2SLGBTQI+ people?

Population: 2SLGBTQI+ persons across the lifespan (including people from underserviced communities)

Intervention: Risk screening

Comparator: No risk screening

Outcomes: Number of persons accessing screening [Critical, not found within this literature], Earlier detection and/or intervention [Critical; not found within this literature], Level of freatment and/or support [Critical], Change in knowledge of person
receiving care [Important; not found within this literature], Risk behaviours [Important; not found within this literature]

Recommendation 3.0: The expert panel recommends health providers ensure the comfort and safety of lesbian and bisexual women and trans and non -binary people during cervical cancer screening.

Setting: All health care settings
Bibliography: 28051,25993, 3358, 3599
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respectful or accepting of
their transmasculine
status.

Black lesbians and
bisexualwomen
experienced several
barriers to cervical
cancer screening
including heterosexism,
overt health provider
discomfort, and failure to
acknowledge sexual
identity, racism and
classism.
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Explanations

2No quantitative evidence answering this research question was identified.
b Allincludedstudies explored firsthand accounts of experience with cervical cancer screening and offered qualitative data. | n the absence of quantitative evidence, we are

treating these studies as non-intervention, non-randomized studies (cross-sectional or single arm). We downgraded by 2 due to very serious concerns in risk of bias accordingto
the domains of the ROBINS-I tool.

¢ Qualitative data was consistentacross themes and studies. We did not downgrade.
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4 Interventions received by participants varied widely acrossstudies. Forexample, those that experienced both positive and ne gative cervical cancer screening care. We

downgradedby 1.
¢ Total number of participants across studies was 349. We are unable to ascertainan effect estimate or confidence intervals. We downgraded by 1.0.
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CERQual EvidenceProfile

Question 5: Should risk screening be recommended for 2SLGBTQI+ people?

Recommendation 3.0: The expert panel recommends health providers ensure the comfortand safety of lesbian and bisexual women and trans and non -binary people during cervical cancer

screening.

Aim: To explore the 2SLGBTQI+ patient experience of risk screening in relation to patient level of treatment and support, comfort and saf ety.

Bibliography: 28051, 25993, 3358, 3599

Finding: Lesbians, bisexual women and trans men experienced greater support and comfort during cervical cancer screening when health providers recognized their vulnerability during
screening, the possibility of physical discomfort and affirmed their identity.
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Finding: Trans men reportedfeeling dehumanized, de-individualized, experiencing gender dysphoria and were more likely to seek cervical cancer screening when providers were know ledgeable,
respectful or accepting of their transmasculine status.
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concerns related to relevance
or coherence.
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