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Abstract 

Objective: To investigate clinical, social, and systems-level determinants predictive of genetics clinic referral 

and completion of genetics clinic visits among child neurology patients.   

 

Methods: Electronic health record data were extracted from patients 0-18 years old who were evaluated in 

child neurology clinics at a single tertiary care institution between July 2018 to January 2020. Variables aligned 

with the Health Equity Implementation Framework. Referral and referral completion rates to genetics and 

cardiology clinics were compared among Black vs White patients using bivariate analysis. Demographic 

variables associated with genetics clinic referral and visit completion were identified using logistic regressions. 

 

Results: In a cohort of 11,371 child neurology patients, 304 genetics clinic referrals and 82 cardiology clinic 

referrals were placed. In multivariate analysis of patients with Black or White ethnoracial identity (n=10,601), 

genetics clinic referral rates did not differ by race, but were significantly associated with younger age, rural 

address, neurodevelopmental disorder diagnosis, number of neurology clinic visits, and provider type. The only 

predictors of genetics clinic visit completion number of neurology clinic visits and race/ethnicity, with White 

patients being twice as likely as Black patients to complete the visit. Cardiology clinic referrals and visit 

completion did not differ by race/ethnicity.  
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Interpretation: Although race/ethnicity was not associated with differences in genetics clinic referral rates, 

White patients were twice as likely as Black patients to complete a genetics clinic visit after referral. Further 

work is needed to determine whether this is due to systemic/structural racism, differences in attitudes toward 

genetic testing, or other factors.  

 

Introduction 

Genetic testing is an increasingly common component to the practice of pediatric neurology in the United 

States (US). The American College of Medical Genetics (ACMG) recommends exome or genome sequencing 

(ES/GS) as first or second line testing in the diagnostic evaluation of global developmental delay/intellectual 

disability (GDD/ID),1 and the American Epilepsy Society (AES) and National Society of Genetic Counselors 

recommend ES/GS or a multi-gene panel (MGP) as first-tier testing for unexplained epilepsy.2 In these 

populations, the diagnostic yield of ES/GS is up to 40%,3,4 and benefits of testing include specific changes in 

medical management, surveillance, prognosis, family-planning, and/or access to research or support 

groups.3,5-7 ES/GS has been found to have similar yield and benefits among individuals with other pediatric-

onset neurologic conditions including cerebral palsy, neuromuscular disorders, and microcephaly.8,9,10 Though 

ES/GS have the highest diagnostic yield compared to other genetic tests,11,12 they are often not easily 

accessible due to barriers including insurance coverage, out of pocket cost, and access to specialists/genetic 

counselors.13-16 In many cases, referral to genetics specialists is required for patients to obtain ES/GS.16 Other 

types of genetic testing such as chromosomal microarray (CMA) or single-gene testing may be more easily 

accessible but can still present challenges such as interpretation of variants of unknown significance (VUS) 

and family counseling.17   

 While these barriers can affect all patients, patients from historically marginalized groups may be 

disproportionately affected,18,19 and often face additional barriers including the effects of structural racism, 

discrimination, implicit bias, and medical mistrust due to historical injustices in the U.S. health system.20-22 Prior 

studies have found that children identified as Black/African American (Black/AA) or Hispanic are significantly 

less likely to receive genetic testing compared to non-Hispanic White children,23-25 but the relationship between 

race/ethnicity and other social, clinical, and systems level determinants has not been previously explored. We 

used an implementation science framework to evaluate the barriers and facilitators to equitable genetic testing 
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among children evaluated in our institution’s child neurology clinics. This work is part of a larger body of 

ongoing research exploring the diagnostic pathways for genetic testing at tertiary care children’s hospitals. This 

paper assesses the predictors of referral to genetics clinic referral and genetics visit completion rates of child 

neurology patients at Washington University in St. Louis (WUSTL). We aimed to determine whether clinical, 

social, and/or systems-level determinants are predictive of access to genetic services so that we could identify 

targets for potential intervention to reduce disparities if they are present. 

 

Methods 

Retrospective electronic health record (EHR) data were extracted for all patients evaluated in child neurology 

clinic at a single tertiary care institution (Washington University in St. Louis or WUSTL) between July 1, 2018 to 

January 1, 2020. The Health Equity Implementation Framework26 was chosen as a model to guide study 

design in terms of the independent variables to be assessed. This is a determinant framework, meaning the 

goal is to establish the factors that predict successful implementation of the innovation to be studied, in this 

case genetic service usage. It is essential to consider contextual factors at both the societal and 

organizational/local levels, as well as individual-level factors pertaining to patients and providers (Figure 1). 

 

Current clinical workflow: The process for obtaining genetic testing for all children evaluated in Child Neurology 

Clinics during the study dates is outlined in Figure 2. This was determined through the authors’ own clinical 

experience as well as discussions with clinic leadership.  

 

 . CC-BY-NC-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)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 13, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.12.23295450doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.12.23295450
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

Figure 1 – Alignment of Study Variables with the Health Equity Implementation Framework: The independent 
variables included in this study of genetic service access were aligned across multiple levels of this simplified 
version of the Health Equity Implementation Framework.26 Deeper evaluation of provider and patient-level 
factors including motivation, genetic knowledge, and bias/discrimination is beyond the scope of this EHR study 
but planned for future mixed methods work.  
 

 

Figure 2 - Genetic Testing Workflow at Child Neurology Clinics: Patients seen in child neurology clinics at 
WUSTL may have some genetic tests requested/ordered directly by their neurologist, such as chromosomal 
microarray (CMA), multigene panels (MGP), and fragile X testing. However, exome/genome sequencing 
(ES/GS), requires a referral to Genetics Clinic.   
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Demographic variables: Race/ethnicity were combined into a single category given that both are social 

constructs without a biological basis.27 The purpose of racial/ethnic categorization in this study was to assess 

inequities in access to care on the basis of social factors. Race/ethnicity as documented in the EHR was either 

caregiver/self-reported or entered by clinical staff; rates of each are not known as this is not recorded. 

Biological sex was assessed due to the higher rates of neurodevelopmental disorders (NDD) among males.28 

Age (in months) was recorded at the first neurology clinic visit within the study dates. Primary language was 

categorized as English or non-English. Socioeconomic advantage/disadvantage was assessed through the 

Area Deprivation Index (ADI), a validated measure that incorporates data from the U.S. Census and American 

Community Survey including poverty rates, education, housing, and employment.29 ADI was obtained for each 

individual through geocoding addresses to the Census block group level, through 9-digit-zipcode mapping, or 

(when neither available) through manual address entry on the ADI website, which produces the ADI at the 

smallest geographic level available.30 Rural/urban status was assessed through the Rural Urban Commuting 

Area (RUCA), a measure of population density, urbanization, and daily commuting created by the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture.31 RUCA was obtained through geocoding to the Census tract level or (when 

unavailable) 5-digit-zipcode mapping. Results were dichotomized to rural or urban per the Rural Health 

Research Center Classification C.32 Insurance status was categorized as private, public, or other/uninsured, 

which included Tricare.  

 

Clinical variables: Provider level of training and sub-specialization status were combined into a single variable. 

Patients were categorized based on the highest level of training by any of the providers they saw during the 

study dates. Site seen within WUSTL accounted for all locations at which the patient was seen during the study 

timeframe (St. Louis Children’s Hospital [SLCH] Main Campus, Children’s Specialty Care Center [CSCC], other 

WUSTL site, or a combination of the three). International Classification of Diseases, Tenth Revision, Clinical 

Modification (ICD-10-CM) codes and Systematized Nomenclature of Medicine Clinical Terms (SNOMED-CT) 

codes were obtained for all patient visits. SNOMED-CT codes were mapped to ICD-10-CM codes using the 

March 2019 National Library of Medicine standardized mapping tool.33 The Clinical Classifications Software 

Refined (CCSR) database was then used to identify patients with NDD, seizures/epilepsy, and 
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headache/migraine.34 Number of neurology visits within the study time frame was measured as a proxy for 

severity of illness.  

 

Outcomes variables: EHR orders for referrals to genetics placed by neurology were extracted and completion 

status of referral orders was manually confirmed through chart review. Genetics referrals were considered 

completed if a patient was seen in genetics clinic within one year of the referral order. As a control comparison, 

referral orders to cardiology and completion status of cardiology visits after referral were also measured.  

 

Statistical analysis: Bivariate comparisons of demographic and clinical features between Black and White 

patients were completed using Chi-square tests. P-value <0.05 were considered statistically significant. 

Univariate logistic regression models were used to predict which patients were referred to genetics clinic using 

Proc Logistic of SAS software version 9.4.35 For unordered categorical predictors, odd ratio (ORs) were used 

to compare to the referent category. For ordered predictors, ORs were expressed for a one-unit increase in the 

predictor, except where noted. Due to skewed distributions and/or poor model fit, inherently continuous 

variables were categorized for analyses. We a priori defined quintiles categories of ADI percentile based on 

ADI National quintiles. P-value <0.05 were considered statistically significant. Diagnostics of collinearity was 

performed by linear regression; lack of collinearity was verified when the variance inflation factor was 2 or 

less.36 Multivariable logistic regression models were built using the forward selection option with an entry p-

value of 0.1 and to stay in the model a p-value of <0.1.   

 

The study was approved by the WUSTL Institutional Review Board (IRB) as exempt per 2018 Common Rule 

Exempt Categories (45 CFR 46.104). Informed consent was not required for this retrospective review study. 

 

Results 

Clinic Population Demographics & Clinical Features: A total of 11,371 unique patients were seen at a total of 

19,177 child neurology clinic visits (mean of 1.69 visits per patient, SD 0.89, range 1-13) between July 1, 2018 

to January 1, 2020. The average patient age at their first visit within the study timeframe was 111 months (9.25 

years; SD 64.2 months). The racial/ethnic breakdown of all child neurology clinic patients was 78.1% non-
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Hispanic White, 14.6% non-Hispanic Black/AA, 3.0% Hispanic, 2.4% non-Hispanic Other, 0.7% non-Hispanic 

Multiracial, and 1.2% Unknown/Declined to report. The 2020 U.S. Census racial/ethnic demographics of the St. 

Louis Missouri-Illinois (MO-IL) metropolitan area37 and the state of Missouri38, which make up a large 

proportion of the catchment area for the clinic, were, respectively, 70.3% and 75.8% White, 17.8% and 11.3% 

Black/AA, 3.8% and 4.9% Hispanic, 3.5% and 3.0% Other, and 4.5% and 5% Multiracial.  Additional 

demographic, clinical, and visit-related features of the total clinic population are provided in Table 1 with a 

comparison among patients identified as White (non-Hispanic, non-multiracial) and those identified as Black 

(non-Hispanic, including multiracial where Black/AA was one of the selected races).  

 

Genetic & Cardiology Referrals and Completion Status: Of 11,371 patients seen in child neurology clinics, 304 

genetics clinic referrals and 82 cardiology clinic referrals were placed. There was no statistical difference in the 

percentage of patients referred to genetics clinic among White (2.7%) and Black patients (2.4%) (p=0.442) 

(Table 2). However, significantly fewer Black patients completed the genetics clinic visit compared to White 

patients (63.4% vs. 78.0%) (p=0.046). There were no differences in the cardiology clinic referral or visit 

completion rates among Black and White patients.  

 

Predictors of Genetics Referral Status in Univariate and Multivariate Analysis:  To assess predictors of referral 

to genetics clinic, univariate analysis was completed for 10,601 patients identified as non-Hispanic Black 

(including multiracial) or non-Hispanic White who were evaluated in child neurology clinic. Thirteen 

independent variables representing social, clinical, and systems-level determinants of health were assessed 

(Table 3). On univariate analysis, there were 9 significant positive predictors of genetics referral including male 

sex, younger age, public insurance, higher ADI quintile (more socioeconomic deprivation), rural address, NDD 

diagnosis, higher number of neurology visits, specialist or trainee provider type, and clinic site. There were 3 

significant negative predictors of genetics clinic referral which were headache/migraine diagnosis, nurse 

practitioner (NP)-only provider type, and being seen at the CSCC clinic site. Variables with p-values <0.1 were 

subsequently assessed as candidate predictors in the multivariate regression model. Ultimately, 5 predictors of 

genetic referral remained statistically significant in the final multivariate model, including younger age, rural 

address, NDD diagnosis, number of visits, and provider type. 
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Table 1: Comparison of Demographic and Clinical Features Between Black/African American and 
White Child Neurology Clinic Patients 
  Allœ 

n = 11371 
White 

n = 8883 

Black/AA 
n = 1718 

P value+ 
(Chi Square test) 

Sex  
Male  
Female  

 
6134 (53.9%) 
5237 (46.1%) 

 
4763 (53.6%) 
4120 (46.4%) 

 
758 (44.1%) 
960 (55.9%) 

 
0.0854 

Age at visit   
             <1 year  
             1-5yr11mo 
             6-11y11mo 
            12-17y11mo 

 
829 (7.3%) 

2709 (23.8%) 
3634 (32.0% 
4199 (36.9%) 

 
591 (6.6%) 

2057 (23.2%) 
2851 (32.1%) 
3384 (38.1%) 

 
179 (10.4%) 
470 (27.4%) 
518 (30.2%) 
551 (32.1%) 

 
 

<0.0001* 

Language  
English  
Non-English 
Not listed  

 
11209 (98.6%) 

125 (1.1%) 
37 (0.3%) 

 
8836 (99.5%) 

21 (0.2%) 
26 (0.2%) 

 
1704 (99.2%) 

10 (0.6%) 
4 (0.2%) 

 
0.0152* 

Insurance Type  
Private  
Public  
Other/Self-Pay  

 
7076 (62.2%) 
3928 (34.5%) 
367 (3.2%) 

 
6085 (68.5%) 
2499 (28.1%) 
299 (3.4%) 

 
552 (32.1%) 
1138 (66.2%) 

28 (1.6%) 

 
<0.0001* 

ADI‡  
Quintile 1   
Quintile 2  
Quintile 3  
Quintile 4  
Quintile 5  
Not available  

 
739 (6.5%) 

1939 (17.1%) 
2694 (23.7%) 
2793 (24.6%) 
3114 (27.4%) 

92 (0.8%) 

 
644 (7.2%) 

1679 (18.9%) 
2253 (25.4%) 
2255 (25.4%) 
1976 (22.2%) 

76 (0.9%) 

 
17 (1.0%) 

123 (7.2%) 
259 (15.1%) 
359 (20.9%) 
952 (55.4%) 

8 (0.5%) 

 
 

<0.0001* 

RUCA 
Urban 
Rural 
Not available  

 
8488 (74.6%) 
2878 (25.3%) 

5 (0.04%) 

 
6271 (70.6%) 
2609 (29.4%) 

3 (0.03%) 

 
1585 (92.3%) 
131 (7.6%) 

2 (0.1%) 

 
<0.0001* 

Diagnoses  
NDD  
Seizures/Epilepsy 
Headache  

 
4772 (42.0%) 
3416 (30.0%) 
2338 (20.6%) 

 
3808 (42.9%) 
2666 (30.0%) 
1846 (20.8%) 

 
623 (36.3%) 
544 (31.7%) 
360 (20.9%) 

 
<0.0001* 
0.1724 
0.8713 

Number of Visits  
                           1  
                           2 
                           3 
                           >=4  

 
6598 (58.0%) 
2869 (25.2%) 
1278 (11.2%) 
626 (5.5%) 

 
5083 (57.2%) 
2288 (25.8%) 
1011 (11.4%) 
501 (5.6%) 

 
1043 (60.7%) 
409 (23.8%) 
179 (10.4%) 

87 (5.1%) 

 
 

0.0649 

Provider Type§ 

            Specialist  
            Generalist  
            Trainee   
            NP  

 
5492 (48.3%) 
3008 (26.5%) 
1422 (12.5%) 
1449 (12.7%) 

 
4246 (47.8%) 
2490 (28.0%) 
1025 (11.5%) 
1122 (12.6%) 

 
853 (49.7%) 
301 (17.5%) 
306 (17.8%) 
258 (15.0%) 

 
 

<0.0001* 

Site of Visit 
            Main campus  
            CSCC  
            Other WUSTL 
            Combination 

 
6213 (54.6%) 
3795 (33.4%) 
694 (6.1%) 
669 (5.9%) 

 
4578 (51.5%) 
3208 (36.1%) 
537 (6.1%) 
560 (6.3%) 

 
1186 (69.0%) 
350 (20.4%) 
105 (6.1%) 
77 (4.5%) 

 
 

<0.0001* 

AA=African American. ADI=Area Deprivation Index. CSCC=Children’s Specialty Care Center. NDD=Neurodevelopmental disorder. 
NP=Nurse practitioner. RUCA=Rural Urban Commuting Area. WUSTL=Washington University in St. Louis. œ All includes clinic patients 

of any racial/ethnic identity. + Only the White and Black/AA patients were included in the Chi Square analyses. For language, ADI, and 

RUCA, those with unlisted/unavailable values were not included in the Chi Square analyses for those variables. ‡ National ADI quintiles 
were used. Quintile 1 is most privileged and Quintile 5 is most deprived. § Patients who saw multiple provider types were categorized 
by the highest level of training provider they saw within the study time frame.  * Significant based on pre-defined p-value <0.05.  
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AA=African American. N/A=Not applicable. ‡ P values are from univariate logistic regression except for Cardiology Visit Completed, 
which used Chi Square because all 10 Black/AA patients completed the visits and thus odds ratio could not be computed for race. § 
OR=Odds ratio and CI=Confidence interval, reported for White race; Black race was the reference category.  * Significant based on pre-
defined p-value <0.05. 

 

Table 3: Association of Demographic and Clinical Variables with Genetics Clinic Referral Status 

Predictor+ Univariate OR  
(95% CI) 

P value Multivariate OR£ 

(95% CI) 
P value 

Male  1.32 (1.04-1.69) 0.0235*   

Age Category§ 0.539 (0.48-0.61) <0.0001* 0.61 (0.54-0.69) <0.001* 

White race  1.14 (0.82-1.59) 0.4417   

Non-English language  2.53 (0.6-10.6) 0.2063   

Insurance type 
              Public 
              Other 

 
1.50 (1.18-1.91) 
1.66 (0.91-3.02) 

 
0.0011* 
0.3121 

  

ADI quintile§ 1.15 (1.04-1.27) 0.0067*   

Rural Address 1.43 (1.1-1.83) 0.0059* 1.37 (1.05-1.78) 0.0209* 

Diagnoses 
              NDD 
              Seizures/Epilepsy 
              Headache 

 
3.57 (2.75-4.64) 
1.01 (0.78-1.31) 
0.30 (0.19-0.47) 

 
<0.0001* 
0.9360 

<0.0001* 

 
2.76 (2.10-3.64) 

 
<0.0001* 

Number of visits§ 1.68 (1.51-1.88) <0.0001* 1.49 (1.32-1.68) <0.0001* 

Provider type 
              Specialist 
              Trainee 
               NP 

 
1.51 (1.11-2.06) 
2.34 (1.63-3.38) 
0.24 (0.11-0.54) 

 
<0.0001* 
0.0002* 
<0.0001* 

 
1.06 (0.76-1.49) 
1.90 (1.28-2.80) 
0.35 (0.15-0.83) 

 
0.2680 

<0.0001* 
0.0024* 

Site of visit 
               CSCC 
               Other WUSTL 
               Combination 

 
0.489 (0.360-0.666) 
0.864 (0.521-1.430) 
1.846 (1.272-2.679) 

 
<0.0001* 
0.6621 

<0.0001* 

  

ADI=Area Deprivation Index. CI=Confidence interval. CSCC=Children’s Specialty Care Center. NDD=Neurodevelopmental disorder. 
NP=Nurse practitioner. OR=Odds ratio. WUSTL=Washington University in St. Louis. +Reference variables were: female sex, Black 
race, English language, Private insurance, Urban address, No NDD diagnosis, No seizure diagnosis, No headache diagnosis, General 
attending provider, and Main campus site. £ There were 10 candidate predictors for the multivariate model (age category, male sex, 
rural location, location of visit, insurance type, NDD diagnosis, headache diagnosis, provider type, number of visits, and ADI quintile). 
Five predictors were in the final multivariate model as indicated above. §Per one unit increase 

 

 

Table 2: Genetic & Cardiology Referrals and Completion Status Between Black and White Patients 

  White  
N (%) 

Black/AA 
N (%) 

P value‡ 
 OR (95% CI)§ 

Genetics Referral 
                                             Yes 
                                              No 

 
241 (2.7%) 

8642 (97.3%) 

 
41 (2.4%) 

1677 (97.6%) 

 
0.4417 

 
1.14 (0.82-1.59) 

Genetics Visit Completed 
                                             Yes 
                                              No 

 
188 (78.0%) 
53 (22.0%) 

 
26 (63.4%) 
15 (36.6%) 

 
0.0464* 

 
2.05 (1.01-4.14) 

Cardiology Referral 
                                             Yes 
                                              No 

 
65 (0.7%) 

8818 (99.3%) 

 
10 (0.6%) 

1708 (99.4%) 

 
0.4993 

 
1.26 (0.65-2.45) 

Cardiology Visit Completed 
                                             Yes 
                                              No 

 
53 (81.5%) 
12 (18.5%) 

 
10 (100%) 

0 (0%) 

 
0.3490 

 
N/A 
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Predictors of Genetics Clinic Visit Completion in Univariate and Multivariate Analysis: To assess predictors of 

completion of the genetics clinic visit after referral, univariate analysis was completed for the 282 non-Hispanic 

Black (including multiracial) or non-Hispanic White patients who were referred to genetics clinic by neurology 

providers. The same independent variables were assessed as for genetics referral except language was 

removed due to small numbers (there were only two non-English-speaking patients among those referred to 

genetics, both of whom completed their genetics visits). In the univariate analysis, only race/ethnicity and 

number of visits were significant predictors of genetics visit completion (Table 4). These two variables plus 

provider type were included in the multivariate model based on pre-defined univariate p-value threshold of 

<0.1. Only race/ethnicity and number of visits remained significant in the final multivariate model. The strongest 

predictor of genetics visit completion was race/ethnicity, with White patients being more than twice as likely as 

Black patients to complete the visit (OR=2.18, 95%CI 1.06-4.48).  

 

Table 4: Association of Demographic & Clinical Variables with Genetic Visit Completion Status 

Predictor+ Univariate OR 
(95% CI) 

P value Multivariate OR£  

(95% CI) 
P value 

Male  1.02 (0.58-1.78) 0.9468   

Age Category§ 0.86 (0.65-1.14) 0.3020   

White race  2.05 (1.01-4.14) 0.0464* 2.18 (1.06-4.48) 0.0336* 

Insurance type 
              Public 
              Other 

 
0.62 (0.35-1.09) 
0.76 (0.19-2.97) 

 
0.3989 
0.9535 

  

ADI quintile§ 0.98 (0.77-1.24) 0.8445   

Rural Address 0.87 (0.49-1.55) 0.6412   

Diagnoses 
              NDD 
              Seizures/Epilepsy 
              Headache 

 
1.50 (0.84-2.69) 
1.18 (0.64-2.15) 
0.61 (0.24-1.58) 

 
0.1707 
0.5995 
0.3082 

 
 

 
 

Number of visits§ 1.39 (1.06-1.82) 0.0171* 1.41 (1.08-1.85) 0.0130* 

Provider type 
               Specialist 
               Trainee 

 
1.03 (0.490-2.18) 
0.56 (0.24-1.28) 

 
0.2660 
0.0723 

 
 

 
 

Site of visit 
                CSCC 
                Other WU 
                Combination 

 
1.15 (0.57-2.33) 
1.18 (0.37-3.81) 
2.82 (0.95-8.43) 

 
0.5257 
0.7145 
0.1051 

  

ADI=Area Deprivation Index. CI=Confidence interval. CSCC=Children’s Specialty Care Center. NDD=Neurodevelopmental disorder. 
NP=Nurse practitioner. OR=Odds ratio. WUSTL=Washington University in St. Louis. +Reference variables were: female sex, Black 
race, Private insurance, Urban address, No NDD diagnosis, No epilepsy diagnosis, No headache diagnosis, General attending provider 
OR nurse practitioner (combined due to small numbers), and Main campus site. £ There were 3 candidate predictors (marginal effects, 
p<=0.1) for the multivariate model (race, provider type, and number of visits). Three predictors were in the final multivariate model as 
indicated above. §Per one unit increase 
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Discussion 

Genetic testing is an increasingly important and prevalent part of child neurology practice. We sought to 

explore the determinants of access to genetic testing among child neurology clinic patients at a large academic 

medical center, relying on an implementation science framework. In particular, we aimed to identify 

racial/ethnic disparities in access to genetics services, which has implications for healthcare equity, not only for 

diagnostics but also disease surveillance, precision therapeutics, and downstream development of novel gene 

therapies that are tailored toward specific gene variants that may be ancestry-specific.39 This paper presents 

the findings regarding genetics clinic referrals and completion of genetics clinic visits after referral, which 

represent key stages along the trajectory toward genetic testing.16   

 Several significant predictors of genetics clinic referrals and visit completion rates were identified 

among child neurology clinic patients. Clinical factors (patient age, NDD diagnosis, number of neurology visits) 

and provider-level factors (provider level of training) were more predictive of referral to genetics clinic than 

social factors (rural address was the only significant social determinant of referral). In contrast, regarding 

completion of the genetics clinic visit after referral was significantly predicted by only two factors, the number of 

neurology visits and race/ethnicity.  

The clinical predictors of referral to genetics we uncovered were not surprising. Younger patient age 

was consistent with the fact that many monogenic disorders present in infancy or early childhood, and older 

children are more likely to present to neurology clinic for conditions such as headache/migraine, which was 

associated with lower likelihood of genetics referral on univariate analysis. NDD diagnosis was the strongest 

predictor of genetics clinic referral, which is consistent with the high rates of monogenic etiologies and 

academic guidelines that recommend genetic testing for all individuals with GDD/ID of unknown etiology. 

Though current ACMG guidelines recommending ES/GS as first or second-line for these patients were not 

released until 2021 after our study dates, prior American Academy of Pediatrics guidelines recommended CMA 

and fragile X testing with consideration of further testing if non-diagnostic.40 Epilepsy/seizure diagnosis was not 

associated with genetics clinic referral, which may reflect neurology provider comfort with ordering and 

interpreting genetic testing for this indication. Number of neurology visits during the study time frame was a 

proxy for disease severity though it also inherently represents patient ability to access care. Attending more 

neurology visits within study dates was associated with a higher likelihood of referral to genetics, which is 
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consistent with higher rates of referral for severely affected patients, in whom prior studies have demonstrated 

higher diagnostic yield of genetic testing compared to those who are less severely affected.41  

Differences in genetics clinic referral based on provider type/level of training demonstrated that 

physician trainees were significantly more likely and NPs significantly less likely to refer compared to general 

attendings. These differences may relate to differences in patient cohorts, though they remained significant 

when controlling for NDD diagnosis, age, number of neurology visits, and rural address. Trainees may have a 

higher percentage of hospital follow-up or new patient visits compared to other providers, although this 

requires additional study. Differences in education between physicians and NPs may exist, although studies 

have found perceptions of inadequate genetics education in both groups.42,43  

Surprisingly, patients from rural areas were more likely to be referred to genetics clinic than those from 

urban areas.  Though both insurance type and ADI were significantly associated with referral in univariate 

analysis, with individuals on public insurance and those with higher ADI (more deprivation) more likely to be 

referred, but in the multivariate model these were no longer significant. Also notable is the lack of association 

of genetics clinic referral with patient race/ethnicity, which argues against racial/ethnic implicit bias or provider 

discrimination in referral pattern. This is in contrast to the adult cancer genetics literature, which found lower 

rates of referral among individuals identified as Black/AA or Hispanic.44,45 A systematic review of barriers to 

patient referral to genetics services, which included two pediatric studies, identified barriers including lack of 

patient or provider awareness of risk factors, family history, and genetic services, lack of provider knowledge 

about genetic conditions, inadequate coordination of referrals, and lack of genetics workforce.46 Unfortunately, 

this review did not address the impact of race/ethnicity, insurance type, or socioeconomic factors. However, 

they did find that awareness of genetics services was lower among health care providers practicing in rural 

areas and rates of referral to genetics were lower among rural providers, who were more likely to refer patients 

to other specialists such as oncologists compared to genetics.46 This may in part account for the higher rates of 

genetics referral among rural patients in our tertiary care suburban/urban neurology clinic population if they 

were less likely to have already been referred to genetics by their local (rural) health care providers.  

 Analysis of our other primary outcome, completion of genetics visit after referral, demonstrated only two 

significant predictors, one of which was also a predictor of genetics clinic referral. The shared predictor was the 

number of neurology visits, our marker of disease severity and access to care. Those with a greater number of 
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neurology visits were more likely to complete their genetics visits, which is consistent with expectations that 

parents of more severely-affected patients may be more motivated to complete these visits, and that 

individuals who have demonstrated ability to access neurology care are also more able to access/complete 

genetics visits.  

The strongest predictor of genetics visit completion was patient race/ethnicity, with White patients more 

than twice as likely to complete the visit compared to Black/AA patients. Reasons for this disparity remain 

unknown given that all other factors assessed, including patient sex, age, diagnosis, insurance type, ADI, 

rural/urban address, provider type, and site of visit were not associated with visit completion and thus the 

disparity cannot be attributed to differences in these factors between White and Black/AA patients. A study on 

pediatric subspecialty referrals and completion rates among a large primary and urgent care network in 

Pennsylvania similarly found decreased rates of visit completion among Black/AA patients, though in contrast 

to our findings they also saw lower rates of visit completion among those with public insurance and lower zip 

code median income.19 We suspect that structural racism plays a role in this disparity, as structural factors 

have led to inequities in education, economic prosperity, adverse childhood experiences, neighborhood safety, 

experiences of microaggressions and discrimination, and other variables not directly measured in our study.20 

Interestingly, we did not see a racial/ethnic disparity in visit completion rate for cardiology referrals, which 

suggests that  there may be unique differences in parent/caregiver perceptions and motivations around 

genetics between racial/ethnic groups. Prior research on this is very limited in pediatrics but has generally 

found lower genomic knowledge among Black/AA or Hispanic individuals47,48 but mixed results in terms of 

differences in perceptions of potential benefits/risks of genetic testing.49,50  

 There are several limitations to our study. First, our study was completed using EHR data, which may 

have inherent limitations due to the potential lack of standardization of data collection. For example, the rates 

of self-reported or administrative clinical staff recording of race/ethnicity are unknown. We also relied on ICD-

10 and SNOMED-CT diagnostic codes, which are dependent on provider documentation and may not have 

complete sensitivity/specificity for the conditions studied. Another limitation was our small numbers of 

racial/ethnic groups other than non-Hispanic White and non-Hispanic Black. Lastly, the generalizability of our 

data to other clinical sites is unknown because this study data was derived from a single institution in a 
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particular geographic region, and factors influencing genetics referrals and visit completion may vary widely 

based on local demographics, workforce availability, and institutional practices. 

 In summary, we found multiple determinants of genetics clinic referrals and completion of genetics visits 

among child neurology patients. We identified a racial/ethnic disparity in access to genetic services occurring 

at the stage of genetics visit completion after referral is placed. This suggests that incorporation of genetic 

testing directly into child neurology clinic and/or the establishment of multidisciplinary clinics where patients 

can be seen by both a neurologist and geneticist in a single visit may decrease racial disparities in access to 

genetic services. Further research is needed to investigate reasons behind this disparity and to develop 

interventions to improve access.   
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