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New Background slide 

Statistical Analysis: 

LPAS data is expressed relative to normative population rates using standardized incidence ratios (SIRs) 

Systemic harm rates in the study population are calculated per 10,000 person-years. 

Normative population rates for systemic harms, self-harm, and reproductive outcomes are obtained 
from the literature; rates reflect LPAS demographics for female sex, age, and race in the United States. 
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