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Abstract

Background: Pregnancy can be a stressful time and the COVID-19 pandemic has affected all
aspects of life. This study aims to investigate the impact of the pandemic on population birth
outcomes in Wales, rates of primary immunisations and examine expectant mothers’

experiences of pregnancy including self-reported levels of stress and anxiety.

Methods: Population-level birth outcomes in Wales: Stillbirths, prematurity, birth weight and
Caesarean section births before (2016—2019) and during (2020) the pandemic were compared
using national-level routine anonymised data held in the Secure Anonymised Information
Linkage (SAIL) Databank. The first three scheduled primary immunisations were compared
between 2019 and 2020. Self-reported pregnancy experience: 215 expectant mothers (aged
16+) in Wales completed an online survey about their experiences of pregnancy during the

pandemic. The qualitative survey data was analysed using codebook thematic analysis.

Findings: There was no significant difference between annual outcomes including gestation
and birth weight, stillbirths, and Caesarean sections for infants born in 2020 compared to 2016-
2019. There was an increase in late term births (=42 weeks gestation) during the first lockdown
(OR: 1.28, p=0.019) and a decrease in moderate to late preterm births (32-36 weeks gestation)
during the second lockdown (OR: 0.74, p=0.001). Fewer babies were born in 2020 (N=29,031)
compared to 2016-2019 (average N=32,582). All babies received their immunisations in 2020,
but there were minor delays in the timings of vaccines. Those due at 8-weeks were 8% less
likely to be on time (within 28-days) and at 16-weeks, they were 19% less likely to be on time.
The pandemic had a negative impact on the mental health of 71% of survey respondents, who
reported anxiety, stress and loneliness; this was associated with attending scans without their

partner, giving birth alone, and minimal contact with midwives.
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Interpretation: The pandemic had a negative impact on mothers’ experiences of pregnancy;
however, population-level data suggests that this did not translate to adverse birth outcomes

for babies born during the pandemic.
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Introduction

The prenatal period is marked by pronounced physiological and psychosocial changes, and
previous work has shown that general anxiety, pregnancy-related anxiety, and psychosocial
pregnancy is also known to be associated with adverse neonatal and obstetric outcomes [7,8,9].
Specifically, anxiety and stress during pregnancy have been associated with premature birth
and low birth weight [8,10,11], which are in turn associated with increased risk of
neurodevelopmental and respiratory complications [12,13], and increased risk of infant
mortality [14,15]. Stress in pregnancy has also been associated with stillbirth [16] and
contributes to a higher likelihood of unplanned caesarean delivery and prolonged labour
duration via the use of analgesia [17,18]. The relationship between prenatal anxiety and

obstetric outcomes is less clear [19,20].

After the World Health Organization (WHO) declared the novel coronavirus (COVID-
19) outbreak a global pandemic on 11 March 2020 [21], public health measures and non-
pharmaceutical interventions (i.e. social distancing, lockdowns, self-isolation and shielding)
were implemented across the UK in order to control the spread of the virus. These restrictions
led to major changes for the delivery of primary and secondary care services, including changes
in how antenatal, intra-partum and post-natal care was provided. In Wales, partners were
unable to attend antenatal or ultrasound appointments, or to be present during labour and
delivery [22] Furthermore, pregnant women may have lacked social support from their friends,
family and community due to social distancing and lockdown measures, and routine contact
with health visitors during the postnatal period was also disrupted. Many may have taken
additional precautions to avoid contact with others, as pregnant women are considered a high-

risk population [23].
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The ‘high-risk’ may have affected behaviours (and potential exposure) as the pandemic
evolved and numbers of new cases were regularly reported. By month, new cases in Wales
started at approximately 2,300 in March, rising to a peak of over 8000 new cases in April.
These numbers approximately halved in May and again in June, falling to the lowest number

of 821 new cases in August 2020. September to December increased rapidly to a second peak

of over 72,000 new cases in December [24].

Experiencing pregnancy during a pandemic potentially adds a unique element of
additional stress for expectant mothers. Pregnant women may be particularly susceptible to the
adverse, indirect effects of the COVID-19 pandemic and associated restrictions [25].
Pandemic-related stress and adversity may trigger or exacerbate common prenatal mental
health conditions. An increasing number of studies worldwide have reported heightened levels
of stress and anxiety among pregnant women because of the pandemic and the broad changes
to antenatal, intrapartum and postnatal care pathways [26,27,28,29]. However, studies
examining neonatal and obstetric outcomes have thus far produced mixed results, with some,
but not all, reporting a higher incidence of stillbirths [30,31] and others reporting decreases in

premature births [32,33,34].

While a number of studies have assessed women’s experiences of pregnancy during the
COVID-19 pandemic [35,36,37], studies conducted in Wales are lacking. In addition, there are
a lack of studies examining experiences of pregnancy during the pandemic in combination with

national data on objective measures of neonatal and obstetric outcomes.

This study aims to examine the impact of changes in maternity care due to COVID on
(a) population birth outcomes including stillbirths, mortality, prematurity, birth weight, rates
of Caesarean sections (C-sections) and vaccination rates before and during the pandemic and

b) women's experience of pregnancy during the coronavirus pandemic.
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Materials and methods

Study design

There were two parts to this study: 1) Analysis of routinely available data on pregnancy and
birth outcomes in Wales, before and during the pandemic and 2) An online survey with a sub-
group of expectant mothers about their experiences of pregnancy during the COVID-19
pandemic. Expectant mothers aged 16+ living in Wales during the COVID-19 pandemic were
invited to complete an online survey via social media advertising. Online consent was taken
prior to completion. The survey took approximately 20 minutes to complete. Closed questions
were used to ascertain information about participants’ demographic characteristics, and
whether they had experienced periods of stress, anxiety, or stressful life events during their
pregnancy. We used the stress questions from the Pregnancy Risk Assessment Monitoring
System (PRAMS) [38] We also used the Patients Health Questionnaire (PHQ-9) [39] and the

General Anxiety Disorder (GAD-7) [40] to assess anxiety and depression.

Quantitative survey data were summarised using descriptive statistics. Codebook thematic
analysis [41] was used to generate themes from an open-ended question on the survey: ‘How
would you describe your experience of this pregnancy (support from midwife, how do you feel
about being pregnant)?’ Thematic analysis identifies and describes patterns across data [42].
‘Codebook’ approaches use a structured coding framework to develop and document the
analysis [41,43]. Analysis involved six phases 1) data familiarisation and writing
familiarisation notes 2) systematic data coding 3) generating initial themes from coded and
collated data 4) developing and reviewing themes 5) refining, defining, and naming themes and
6) writing the report. All data were independently analysed by HJ and LC, who then discussed
their findings. This was to ensure that important concepts within the data were not missed, and

to achieve a richer understanding of the data through multiple perspectives [41].
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Total population linked data

A retrospective cohort of babies born in 2016 through to the end of 2020 was created by using
linked, electronic health record (EHR) data sources available within the Secure Anonymised
protecting trusted research environment (TRE) that holds linked anonymised data sources from
~5-million of the living and deceased population of Wales, that enables longitudinal

retrospective and prospective follow-up using health and social care data.

The records are anonymised using a split-file approach; the demographic and clinical data are
divided and sent to a trusted third party, Digital Health and Care Wales (DHCW) where a
unique linking field is applied, removing any identifiers. This allows the files to be recombined

later and for data to be linked across data sources.

The data sources used for this study included: National Community Child Health (NCCH),
Annual District Death Extract (ADDE) from the Office for National Statistics (ONS) mortality
register, Patient Episode Dataset for Wales (PEDW), Welsh Demographic Service Dataset
(WDSD), Welsh Longitudinal General Practice (WLGP), and COVID-19 Polymerase chain

reaction (PCR) testing data (PATD).

NCCH data were linked to primary and secondary care data sources and compared for babies
born during the pandemic (2020) and children born before the pandemic (2016-19). Birth
outcomes were stillbirths, gestational age at birth, rate of C-sections, and mortality. Covariates
affecting outcomes and relating to possible pandemic differences included: residing in rural or
urban areas and deprivation level. Data definitions for birth outcomes can be found in Appendix
1. Missing data was treated as missing except in the case of missing gestational age and,

therefore, gestational age category (missing in 1327 [0.8%] cases). As the majority of the birth
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weights in these cases were consistent with term weights, these were assigned as 40-weeks

gestation and ‘term’ category respectively.

Descriptive statistics were used to calculate comparative outcomes of annual and monthly
incidence of infant characteristics. Comparison was made between births in 2020, and the
reference population (birth 2016-2019). Birth outcomes evaluated were stillbirths, gestational

age at birth, birth weight, rate of C-sections, and mortality.

Odds and odds ratios (OR) were also calculated to compare pre-pandemic outcomes with 2020,

using unconditional maximum likelihood estimations.

The same methods were used to compare outcomes with rural and urban populations; and areas
of differing Welsh Index of Multiple Deprivation (WIMD) quintiles version 2019. Both were
linked at an individual-level based on the anonymised residence information in WDSD using

the Lower-layer Super Output Area (LSOA) version 2011.

Comparisons of routine childhood immunisations [49,50,51] were made between 2019 and
2020 for doses due at 8-, 12- and 16-weeks chronological age to examine if COVID measures
impacted on vaccine uptake rates. No immunisations analysis of data prior to 2019 was

undertaken because of variation of their codes over time.

There were some inconsistencies around dates in which immunisations were administered. As
all babies have received all recommended immunisations, if one immunisation was
administered on time, it was assumed all immunisations due at the same time were also given

at that time.

Immunisations were considered ‘on time” if given within 28-days of their due date. Second and
third doses were on time if administered at 28- and 56-days respectively of the first dose these

doses were also allowed to be up to 28-days after these dates.
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Information about the software used for cohort selection and analysis can be found in Appendix

2.

Ethical approval

The linked data aspects of the study was approved by the SAIL Databank independent
Information Governance Review Panel (project number 0916, Wales Electronic Cohort for
Children Phase 4). The qualitative and survey aspects of the study were approved by HRA and

Health and Care Research Wales (HCRW) REC reference: 21/NW/0156.

Results

Total Population Linked data results

There were 159,620 births in Wales between 2016 and the end of 2020, with 263 removed
during data cleaning due to inaccurate values for birth weight and/or gestation at birth. The
remaining 159,357 babies were born to 141,679 women. 2020 saw fewer births than the
previous average (29,031 in 2020 compared to an average of 32,582 in previous years). The
population characteristics can be seen in Table 2. There was no significant difference between
annual outcomes including gestation and birth weight, still birth, rates of C-section for infants

born in 2020 compared to previous years.
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Table 2: Birth outcome for infants born in 2020 compared to previous years.

Characteristic 2016-2019 2020 Difference (CI)
N (%) N (%)
Mothers 113,085 28,594
Babies 130,326 29,031
Sex
Female 63,649  (49.41%) 14147 (48.74%) -
Male 66,667  (50.59%) 14,879 (51.26%) -
Still births 562 (0.43%) 104 (0.36%) -0.07% (-0.14% to -0.00%)
Gestation
Extreme preterm 753 (0.58%) 167 (0.58%) -
Very preterm 1,207 (0.93%) 262 (0.90%)  -0.02% (-0.05% to 0.00%)
'\’F'f;gferf;f to late 8902  (6.83%) 1907  (657%) -0.26% (-0.52% to -0.01%)
Term 114,693  (88.00%) 25660  (88.42%)  0.41% (-0.03% to 0.86%)
Late term 4771 (3.66%) 1,026 (3.53%)  -0.13% (-0.25% to 0.00%)
Preterm mortality
(denominator all 197 (1.89%) 61 (2.72%) 0.82% (0.02% to 1.62%)
preterm births)
Neonatal
mortality 78 (0.07%) 15 (0.06%)  -0.01% (-0.02% to 0.00%)
(non-preterm)
Infant mortalit Mortality
Y between 29- and 29 (0.03%) <5 (0.02%)  -0.01% (-0.02% to 0.00%)
(non-preterm)
90-days
Birth weight
E)i‘rttrﬁnv‘\fe'i-g%"t" 766 (0.59%) 166 (057%)  -0.02% (-0.04% to 0.00%)
w:)g’] thOW Birth 988  (0.76%) 201 (0.69%)  -0.07% (-0.14% to 0.00%)
b\;’g’i"gﬁt'”h 8218  (6.31%) 1,875  (6.46%)  0.13% (0.00% to 0.26%)
\'mgﬁt' Birth 105,612  (81.43%) 23,478  (81.01%) -0.42% (-0.76% to -0.07%)
wgigﬁ'”h 12,140  (9.36%) 2806 (9.68%)  0.32% (0.01% to 0.64%)
m% m'gh Birth 1971 (1.51%) 454 (156%)  0.05% (0.00% to 0.09%)
C-section
STe‘ltgL;‘:mber C- 28489 (21.86%) 6224  (21.44%)  -0.42% (-1.13% to 0.29%)
Elective 1,110  (3.90%) 231 (3.70%)  -0.18% (-0.37% to 0.00%)
Emergency 14,761  (51.81%) 3,090 (49.49%) -2.17% (-4.3% to -0.04%)
Unknown 12,618  (44.29%) 2,003  (46.49%)  2.35% (0.05% to 4.66%)
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Although there was no evidence of an increase in preterm births, for infants that were born
preterm, there appears to be a small increase in preterm mortality (see Table 2). However, this

appears to be a temporal slow increase year on year rather than associated with an increase

only in 2020 (see figure 1).

The results suggest that during 2020, C-sections were more likely to be recorded in the routine
data without indication of whether they were emergency or elective C-sections. This appears

to have mostly affected the emergency C-sections.

There was a very small increase in high birth weight infants born in 2020 with an odd ratio of

1.04 (95%Cl: 0.99-1.08, p=009).

Figure 1: Preterm mortality rates by year

As there was a suggestion of a temporal trend, a post-hoc join point Poisson regression
analysis was performed to test if the risk seen in 2020 was higher than predicted. There was
no evidence of an increase in the risk of preterm death in 2020 (p=0.785) when the preceding

trend (2016-2019) was adjusted for.

Trends in births per month:

Significant changes during the pandemic included increases in late term (>42-weeks gestation)
births in June 2020 [OR: 1.28 (95%CI: 1.04 — 1.58, p=0.019)]. There was a reduction in
moderate to late preterm (32-36-weeks) births in November 2020 [OR: 0.74 (95%CI: 0.61 —
0.89, p=0.001)] which resulted in a reduction in prematurity overall in that month [OR: 0.79

(95%Cl: 0.67 — 0.93, p=0.005)].

The odds of prematurity in November during the second lockdown was lower in 2020

compared to other years. The rate of premature birth was 6.87% in November 2020 compared

11
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to a range of 8.0% and 9.0% in previous years [OR: 0.79 (95%CI: 0.75 - 0.93, p=0.005)] (see

Figure 2).

December extreme preterm births (<28-weeks) were lower [OR: 0.27 (95%CI: 0.08 — 0.85,

p=0.016)] but this did not confer an overall difference in prematurity.

Stratified by deprivation:

Late term births appear higher in the May and June less deprived group (JOR: 1.48 (ClI: 1.08 —
2.02, p=0.015)] and [OR: 1.72 (95%CI: 1.30 — 2.26, p<0.001)] respectively). In July this

affected the more deprived groups only.

The reduction in November preterm births was only reflected in the most deprived quintile

[OR: 0.7 (CI: 0.49 — 0.98, p=0.037)].

Figure 2: Birth outcomes by month, stratified by deprivation

Stratified by rural/urban: There was no evidence of change in term births in rural areas by
month (see Figure 3). In rural areas, as with the least deprived areas, there were more late term
births in June during the first lockdown. In addition, preterm birth (as with trend by deprivation)
were lower in November in urban areas [OR: 0.74 (95%CI: 0.61 to 0.9), p=0.003]. Rural births
showed a similar trend but were not statistically significant OR: 0.77(95%CI: 0.44 to 1.38),
p=0.84]. Rural area preterm births increased in April during the first lockdown (11.4% in 2020

compared to 5.6% and 8.6% in previous years [OR: 1.68 (95%CI: 1.07 to 2.66), p = 0.024]).

Figure 3: Birth outcomes by month, stratified by urban/rural area.
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Routine Immunisations:

Uptake of the first three immunisations in the childhood schedule was 100% in both 2019 and

2020.

Immunisations in 2020 were less likely to be given on time at 8- and 16-weeks than in 2019
(8% and 19% lower respectively). At 12-weeks the number of immunisations given on time

increased to 100% in 2020 (an increase of 8%), see Table 3 and Figure 4.

Table 3: Primary immunisations scheduled for 8-, 12-, and 16-weeks given on time (within

28 days of their due date).

Characteristic 2019 2020 Difference

N (%)

N (%)

Ave. immunisations 8-weeks
given up to 28-days  12-weeks
after due date 16-weeks

30,263/30263

(100%)

27,837/30,259

(92.0%)

30,258/30258

(100%)

26,571/28945

(91.8%)

28,942/28,942

(100%)

23,582/28941

(81.5%)

-8.2%

(95%Cl: -7.9 to -8.5%)

+8.0%

(95%Cl: 7.7% to 8.3%)

-18.5%

(95%Cl: -18% to -19%)

Figure 4: Boxplot showing the differences in timings of immunisations given in 2019 and
2020 at the recommended intervals. Data relates to the Infanrix Hexa® vaccine which
were more consistently recorded in the data than some of the others. Outliers have been
excluded from the plot.
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Survey results

The survey received 215 responses between 7" September 2020 and 1% April 2021. Of the
respondents, 203 (94%) were from a white ethnic background and average age was 32 years.
45% of expectant mothers responded ‘yes’ to whether they had periods of bad stress or stressful
life events during their pregnancy (N=96). They were asked on a scale of 0 to 10, how stressful
was this time (0 is not at all, 10 is overwhelming). The mean score was 7.43. 26% (N=26) said
this stressful event was related to coronavirus. 25% (N=24) had someone close with a serious
illness. 19% (N=18) experienced serious relationship difficulties with their husband or partner.
During this time 69% (N=66) had someone who could support them emotional or financially.
Expectant mothers who had periods of stress during their pregnancy reported higher anxiety
levels than those who had no periods of stress. 84% of expectant mothers who had experienced
periods of stress reported feeling nervous, anxious or on edge from several days a week to
nearly every day compared to 48% of mothers who reported no stress. This anxiety was
experienced ‘not at all” by 52% of mothers who reported no periods of stress, compared to only

12% of mothers who had periods of stress.

Three key themes were developed from the qualitative data: (1) Perception of the severity of
the COVID-19 pandemic, (2) difference to regular appointments and delivery and (3) support
from midwives. A coding framework detailing the themes, subthemes and definitions is
provided in Table/Appendix 1. Some expectant mothers described their experiences of
pregnancy during the COVID-19 pandemic in positive terms, such as ‘good’, ‘great’ or
‘excellent’, and reported that they felt “happy’, ‘calm’, ‘excited’ or ‘ecstatic’. However, 71%
of expectant mothers described their experiences as being ‘poor’, ‘awful’ or ‘terrible’, and
reported feeling ‘stressed’, ‘uncertain’, “‘uninformed’, ‘isolated’, ‘anxious’ and ‘overwhelmed’.
Others still reported mixed feelings, stating that they were both happy to be pregnant yet

anxious about the impact of COVID-19 and associated restrictions on their health and

14


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.23.21262209
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

e TR oS4 et 1) 0 s o et s B s ) e et
Itis made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
wellbeing and that of their unborn baby. In terms of perception of the pandemic, respondents
reported changing their behaviour (e.g. avoiding the shops) and feeling nervous about catching
COVID-19 and the potential lack of social support for them and their baby (see table 1). In
terms of care, women worried about the health of their baby. They reported that they were
offered virtual or telephone midwifery appointments and that support groups had moved online,
however these were described as impersonal and women felt that these were less supportive
than face-to-face visits. The main difficulty was in attending appointments and scans alone and
the negative impact on their mental health of being unable to have their partner with them,
especially during labour (see Table 1). In terms of midwife support, some expectant mothers
were extremely positive about the support they received from their midwife, however, many
reported that the support they had received was minimal and this was the same for both mothers
having their first baby and those who already had children. The level of support received was
cited by participants as a key factor that influenced whether or not they had a positive
experience of pregnancy. Some women reported feeling very alone during their pregnancy,
including some who felt they had received good support from their midwife. Women reported

that communication issues with midwives had taken some of the joy out of their pregnancy and

that they felt ‘left in the dark’ and unsure of their options or how to find out key information.

Table 1: Experiences of expectant mothers during the pandemic

Perception of the severity of the COVID-19 pandemic

Feeling nervous about the COVID-19 pandemic

“I feel nervous about being pregnant due to the pandemic (i.e. risk of catching COVID-19
but mostly lack of support from family/friends)”. Respondent 178

“Lockdown restrictions have made me feel isolated from my family and worried about how
they are able to support me when the baby arrives”. Respondent 138

Anxiety about contracting COVID-19
“I'm also very anxious about getting COVID-19 while pregnant”. Respondent 91
“I have stopped going to any shops for fear of COVID-19”. Respondent 151

Impact of COVID-19 and associated restrictions on the health and wellbeing of the baby
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“Being pregnant is scary but at the moment it's [a] severely stressful and emotional time
which is not good for [the] baby”. Respondent 183

“I’m nervous about being pregnant and the effects of COVID-19 on foetal development”.
Respondent 47

“I feel quite anxious, lonely and isolated with my current concerns around coronavirus and
feeling me and my baby are vulnerable”. Respondent 155

Difference to regular appointments and delivery

Opinions on virtual appointments and services

“I'm upset that I've missed out on face to face antenatal and breastfeeding classes (online
classes are not the same)”. Respondent 155

“Due to COVID-19 a telephone appointment was given, which feels very impersonal and
not reassuring”. Respondent 1

Partner’s presence at scans, appointments and delivery and impact on expectant parents’
mental health

“All of the restrictions have made things a lot harder and the lack of support at appointments
and scans has been extremely difficult”. Respondent 82

“My partner couldn’t be with me for my scans which had an impact on both of us and our
mental health”. Respondent 39

“I feel extremely worried about being in labour without my partner. The worry is dominating
the pregnancy”. Respondent 191

“Knowing I will be admitted into hospital away from my support system is crippling me with
anxiety and knowing the father cannot visit the ward after to help through the day time is
worrying me for their bonding could be affected and delayed”. Respondent 4

Level of contact and support received from midwives and impact on mental health and
enjoyment of pregnancy

“Midwife has been absolutely outstanding”. Respondent 205

“Having good support from the midwife and mental health team has made a difference to
how I feel about being pregnant”. Respondent 125

“I don’t feel I’ve had any support from midwives as up until | was 28 weeks pregnant | had
only seen a midwife very briefly once”. Respondent 194

“I have had no support from the midwives, I am not even sure who my midwife is”.
Respondent 72

“I haven’t been able to see a midwife at all. [ have had two phone calls and that’s it...support
has been non-existent”. Respondent 12

“I' haven’t enjoyed my pregnancy as much a much as previous pregnancies. Midwife support
has been fantastic but still feel very much alone”. Respondent 2

“Midwife support has been good but I feel lonely due to not having my partner involved
much”. Respondent 11

Communication issues
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“I have only met my midwife once. | have questions and concerns but no one has returned
my questions or called me back. | feel very let down as | know this is not the case for
expectant mothers in other trusts who have had regular contact and support from their service
providers”. Respondent 153

“When I have seen midwives their care has been great but I do feel there has been a lack of
support & communication in general. Appointments have been cancelled, lacking
communication about processes and updates. | feel my experience of being pregnant first
time has been dampened & I haven’t experienced it as I should which has led to more anxiety
and less excitement”. Respondent 90

“It feels very different to my previous pregnancy. Less contact has meant I feel less informed
and less sure of my options”. Respondent 52

“I was told one of my samples was going to the lab and haven't heard anything since and
don't even know where I would go to receive that information”. Respondent 72

“I’ve had to put in the work to gain context and seek guidance on the internet”. Respondent
177

Discussion

This study found that experiencing pregnancy during the COVID-19 pandemic was stressful
and difficult for the majority of the survey respondents. Expectant mothers described high
levels of stress and anxiety. These results are in line with other recent studies reporting elevated
stress and anxiety symptoms in pregnant women during the COVID-19 pandemic [26,27].
From the survey responses, many expectant mothers described themselves as anxious in 2020
with the additional stress of the pandemic during their pregnancy. However, this did not
translate to higher population levels of adverse events in babies. Our observational study found
that although premature births were not more prevalent for the year 2020, there is evidence that
they may have been higher in the first lockdown (in April) in rural areas. In addition, the
findings suggest that late term births may have been more prevalent in the first lockdown in
June/July. Mortality among preterm infants was higher in 2020 but this seems part of a
temporal trend of year on year rising mortality rates. This finding is likely related to increased
interventions in preterm births and thus recording them as live births rather than stillbirths [52];

rather than any effect of 2020 lockdown.
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Primary immunisations due at 8-, 12-, and 16-weeks of chronological age were still given to
100% of babies born in 2020. This suggests that the pandemic may have not made mothers
more reluctant to have their infants immunised as a result of pandemic activity. Differences in
the proportions of babies receiving their immunisation on time may be due to changes in the

maternity and health visitor services because of the pandemic. However, Figure 4 demonstrates

that, in most cases, the variation is timing of doses is largely similar between 2019 and 2020.

A study that also adopted an online survey to explore socially distanced maternity care found
similar results with negative consequences of pregnancy during the pandemic including distress
and emotional trauma [53]. The messaging is that pregnancy during a pandemic is a unique
experience and evidence-based approaches to providing care for expectant mothers during a
pandemic should be prioritised [53]. It is stressed that maternity services should establish that
the provision of safe face-to-face care and access for partners or familial support are

encouraged.

This study is hypothesis generating and findings will need to be confirmed by comparison with
other populations and data sources such as those in the UK (England, Northern Ireland and
Scotland). The authors acknowledge that the responses from participants to the online survey
will be biased towards those who had access to the internet as we could not conduct face to
face recruitment. The authors also recognise that there may be bias where those who were
having more negative experiences were more likely to take part in the online survey, therefore
overestimating the prevalence of negative experiences or equally those who were extremely
distressed may not have taken part at all leading to under ascertainment. The fact that our results
are consistent with other surveys does suggest that the high rates are valid although the same
biases may apply to the other studies too. The survey recruited a cross-section of the population

and included same sex families, ethnic minority families, younger and older mothers, those
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from areas of deprivation and those from non-deprived areas. There was consensus early in the

study with a majority reporting a negative experience of pregnancy in lockdown.

Our findings in the population are consistent with existing similar studies, which find no clear
signal that babies born during the pandemic were adversely affected. However, changes to
maternity and neonatal care, as well as the direct impact of COVID-19 was different across

Wales, the UK and Europe, and regional variations and impacts have been reported.

One London hospital reported a higher incidence of stillbirths during the pandemic period
compared with a pre-pandemic period but no differences in births before 37-weeks gestation
or caesarean delivery [30]. In contrast, a study examining national and regional data from
across England found no evidence of any increase in stillbirths during the COVID-19 pandemic
compared with the same period in the previous year [31]. Studies from Ireland [32], Denmark
[33] and the Netherlands [34] have reported a decrease in the rate of premature births during
lockdown, while a recent systematic review and meta-analysis reported: increases in stillbirth;
no change in preterm births before 37-weeks gestation overall; a decrease in preterm births
before 37 weeks in high-income countries; and no differences in modes of delivery, low

birthweight or neonatal death [35].

The association with later term births is interesting and warrants further investigation but
despite the wide-ranging changes to maternity and neonatal care that occurred during the first
few months of the pandemic in Wales, the lack of measurable impact on perinatal outcomes is

striking, and contrasts with broad concerns raised at the time.

In conclusion, the pandemic had a negative impact on mothers’ experiences of pregnancy;
however, using population-scale national data, there was little evidence that this led in general
to adverse pregnancy outcomes. Lockdown periods were associated with variations in preterm

(lower rates in second lockdown) and slightly higher post term births in first lockdown. There
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was no evidence that childhood immunisations uptake was lower due to lockdown measures.

Further analysis in the first year of life will be needed to examine if stress in pregnancy has

longer-term consequences for the infant and their family.

Acknowledgements :

This study is part the National Centre for Population Health and Wellbeing, which is funded
by Health Care Research Wales. This study makes use of anonymised data held in the Secure
Anonymised Information Linkage (SAIL) Databank (Rodgers et al., 2012, Rodgers et al., 2009,
Lyons et al., 2009, Ford et al., 2009, Jones et al., 2014). We would like to acknowledge all the

data providers who make anonymised data available for research.

This research has been supported by the ADR Wales programme of work. The ADR Wales
programme of work is aligned to the priority themes as identified in the Welsh Government’s
national strategy: Prosperity for All. ADR Wales brings together data science experts at
Swansea University Medical School, staff from the Wales Institute of Social and Economic
Research, Data and Methods (WISERD) at Cardiff University and specialist teams within the
Welsh Government to develop new evidence which supports Prosperity for All by using the
SAIL Databank at Swansea University, to link and analyse anonymised data. ADR Wales is
part of the Economic and Social Research Council (part of UK Research and Innovation)

funded ADR UK (grant ES/S007393/1).

This work was supported by Health Data Research UK, which receives its funding from HDR
UK Ltd (HDR-9006) funded by the UK Medical Research Council, Engineering and Physical
Sciences Research Council, Economic and Social Research Council, Department of Health and
Social Care (England), Chief Scientist Office of the Scottish Government Health and Social

Care Directorates, Health and Social Care Research and Development Division (Welsh

20


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.23.21262209
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.23.21262209; this version posted August 23, 2021. 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 .

Government), Public Health Agency (Northern Ireland), British Heart Foundation (BHF) and

the Wellcome Trust.

This work was supported by the National Core Studies, an initiative funded by UKRI, NIHR
and the Health and Safety Executive. The COVID-19 Longitudinal Health and Wellbeing

National Core Study was funded by the Medical Research Council (MC_PC_20030)

The responsibility for the interpretation of the information supplied is the authors’ alone.

References

1 Woods S, Melville J, Guo Y, Fan M, Gavin A. Psychosocial stress during pregnancy.
American Journal of Obstetrics and Gynecology. 2010;202(1):61.e1-61.e7.

2 Ross L, McLean L. Anxiety Disorders During Pregnancy and the Postpartum Period. The
Journal of Clinical Psychiatry. 2006;67(08):1285-1298.

3 Nath S, Ryan E, Trevillion K, Bick D, Demilew J, Milgrom J et al. Prevalence and
identification of anxiety disorders in pregnancy: the diagnostic accuracy of the two-item
Generalised Anxiety Disorder scale (GAD-2). BMJ Open. 2018;8(9):e023766.

4 Nath A, Venkatesh S, Balan S, Metgud C, Krishna M, Murthy G. The prevalence and
determinants of pregnancy-related anxiety amongst pregnant women at less than 24 weeks of
pregnancy in Bangalore, Southern India</p>. International Journal of Women's Health.
2019;Volume 11:241-248.

5 Soto-Balbuena C, Rodriguez MF, Escudero Gomis Al, Ferrer Barriendos FJ, Le HN, Pmb-
Huca G. Incidence, prevalence and risk factors related to anxiety symptoms during
pregnancy. Psicothema. 2018 Aug;30(3):257-263.

6 Madhavanprabhakaran G, D’Souza M, Nairy K. Prevalence of pregnancy anxiety and
associated factors. International Journal of Africa Nursing Sciences. 2015;3:1-7.

7 Dunkel Schetter C. Psychological Science on Pregnancy: Stress Processes, Biopsychosocial
Models, and Emerging Research Issues. Annual Review of Psychology. 2011;62(1):531-558.

8 Staneva A, Bogossian F, Pritchard M, Wittkowski A. The effects of maternal depression,
anxiety, and perceived stress during pregnancy on preterm birth: A systematic review.
Women and Birth. 2015;28(3):179-193.

9 Grigoriadis S, Graves L, Peer M, Mamisashvili L, Tomlinson G, Vigod S et al. Maternal
Anxiety During Pregnancy and the Association With Adverse Perinatal Outcomes. The
Journal of Clinical Psychiatry. 2018;79(5).

10 Rondo P, Ferreira R, Nogueira F, Ribeiro M, Lobert H, Artes R. Maternal psychological
stress and distress as predictors of low birth weight, prematurity and intrauterine growth
retardation. European Journal of Clinical Nutrition. 2003;57(2):266-272.

21


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.23.21262209
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.23.21262209; this version posted August 23, 2021. 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 .

11 Loomans E, van Dijk A, Vrijkotte T, van Eijsden M, Stronks K, Gemke R et al.
Psychosocial stress during pregnancy is related to adverse birth outcomes: results from a
large multi-ethnic community-based birth cohort. European Journal of Public Health.
2012;23(3):485-491.

12 Pierrat VV, Marchand-Martin L, Marret S, Arnaud C, Benhammou V, Cambonie G et al.
Neurodevelopmental outcomes at age 5 among children born preterm: EPIPAGE-2 cohort
study BMJ 2021; 373 :n741 doi:10.1136/bmj.n741

13 Fraser J, Walls M, McGuire W. Respiratory complications of preterm birth. BMJ. 2004
329(7472): 962-965. doi: 10.1136/bmj.329.7472.962

14 Watkins W, Kotecha S, Kotecha S. All-Cause Mortality of Low Birthweight Infants in
Infancy, Childhood, and Adolescence: Population Study of England and Wales. PLOS
Medicine. 2016;13(5):e1002018.

15 Callaghan W, MacDorman M, Rasmussen S, Qin C, Lackritz E. The Contribution of
Preterm Birth to Infant Mortality Rates in the United States. PEDIATRICS.
2006;118(4):1566-1573.

16 Wisborg K, Barklin A, Hedegaard M, Henriksen T. Psychological stress during pregnancy
and stillbirth: prospective study. BJOG: An International Journal of Obstetrics &
Gynaecology. 2008;115(7):882-885.

17 Saunders TA, Lobel M, Veloso C, Meyer BA. Prenatal maternal stress is associated with
delivery analgesia and unplanned cesareans. J Psychosom Obstet Gynaecol. 2006;
Sep;27(3):141-6. doi: 10.1080/01674820500420637. PMID: 17214448.

18 Slade P, Sheen K, Weeks A, Wray S, De Pascalis L, Lunt K, Bedwell C, Thompson B,
Hill J, Sharp H. Do stress and anxiety in early pregnancy affect the progress of labor:
Evidence from the Wirral Child Health and Development Study. Acta Obstet Gynecol Scand.
2021; Feb 5. doi: 10.1111/a0gs.14063. Epub ahead of print. PMID: 33543770.

19 Johnson RC, Slade P. Obstetric complications and anxiety during pregnancy: is there a
relationship? J Psychosom Obstet Gynaecol. 2003; Mar;24(1):1-14. doi:
10.3109/01674820309042796. PMID: 12685335.

20 Koelewijn JM, Sluijs AM, Vrijkotte TGM. Possible relationship between general and
pregnancy-related anxiety during the first half of pregnancy and the birth process: a
prospective cohort study. BMJ Open. 2017; May 9;7(5):e013413. doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-
2016-013413. PMID: 28490549; PMCID: PMC5623367.

21 Cucinotta D, Vanelli M. WHO Declares COVID-19 a Pandemic. Acta Biomed.
2020;91(1):157-160. Published 2020 Mar 19. doi:10.23750/abm.v91i1.9397

22 Welsh Government (2020). Hospital visiting during the coronavirus outbreak: guidance
How the NHS can support hospital visiting in a safe and planned way during the coronavirus
pandemic.

23 Allotey J, Stallings E, Bonet M, Yap M, Chatterjee S, Kew T, Debenham L, Llavall AC,
Dixit A, Zhou D, Balaji R, Lee SI, Qiu X, Yuan M, Coomar D, van Wely M, van Leeuwen E,
Kostova E, Kunst H, Khalil A et al. for PregCOV-19 Living Systematic Review Consortium,

22


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.23.21262209
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.23.21262209; this version posted August 23, 2021. 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 .

Clinical manifestations, risk factors, and maternal and perinatal outcomes of coronavirus
disease 2019 in pregnancy: living systematic review and meta-analysis. BMJ (Clinical
research ed.). 2020. 370, m3320. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m3320

24 Public Health Wales Health Protection. Rapid COVID-19 surveillance [Internet]. 2021
[updated 03/08/2021]. Available from:
https://public.tableau.com/app/profile/public.health.wales.health.protection/viz/RapidCOVID
-19virology-Public/Headlinesummary.

25 Knight M, Bunch K, Cairns A, Cantwell R, Cox P, Kenyon S, et al. Saving lives,
improving morthers' care rapid report: Learning from SARS-CoV-2-related and associated
maternal deaths in the UK. Oxford: National Perinatal Epidemiology Unit, University of
Oxford; 2020.

26 Lebel C, MacKinnon A, Bagshawe M, Tomfohr-Madsen L, Giesbrecht G. Elevated
depression and anxiety symptoms among pregnant individuals during the COVID-19
pandemic. Journal of Affective Disorders. 2020; Vol 277, Pp. 5-13

27 Lopez-Morales H, Del Valle MV, Canet-Juric L, Andrés ML, Galli JI, Poé F, Urquijo S.
Mental health of pregnant women during the COVID-19 pandemic: A longitudinal study.
Psychiatry research, 2021; Volume 295, 113567.

28 Preis H, Mahaffey B, Heiselman C, Lobel M. Pandemic-related pregnancy stress and
anxiety among women pregnant during the coronavirus disease 2019 pandemic. Am J Obstet
Gynecol MFM. 2020;2(3):100155. doi:10.1016/j.ajogmf.2020.100155

29 Stepowicz A, Wencka B, Bienkiewicz J, Horzelski W, Grzesiak M. Stress and Anxiety
Levels in Pregnant and Post-Partum Women during the COVID-19 Pandemic. Int J Environ
Res Public Health. 2020;17(24):9450. Published 2020 Dec 17. doi:10.3390/ijerph17249450

30 Khalil A, von Dadelszen P, Draycott T, Ugwumadu A, O'Brien P, Magee L. Change in the
Incidence of Stillbirth and Preterm Delivery During the COVID-19 Pandemic. JAMA. 2020
Jul 10;324(7):705-6. doi: 10.1001/jama.2020.12746. Epub ahead of print. PMID: 32648892;
PMCID: PMC7435343.

31 Stowe J, Smith H, Thurland K, Ramsay ME, Andrews N, Ladhani SN. Stillbirths During
the COVID-19 Pandemic in England, April-June 2020. JAMA. 2021 Jan 5;325(1):86-87. doi:
10.1001/jama.2020.21369. PMID: 33284314; PMCID: PMC7786243.

32 Philip R, Purtill H, Reidy E, et al. Unprecedented reduction in births of very low
birthweight (VLBW) and extremely low birthweight (ELBW) infants during the COVID-19
lockdown in Ireland: a ‘natural experiment’ allowing analysis of data from the prior two
decades. BMJ Glob Health 2020; 5: e003075

33 HedermannG, Hedley P, Baekvad-Hansen M, et al. Danish premature birth rates during
the COVID-19 lockdown. Arch Dis Child 2020; published online Aug 11.
DOI:10.1136/archdischild-2020-319990

34 Been J, Burgos Ochoa L, Bertens L, Schoenmakers S, Steegers E, Reiss I. Impact of
COVID-19 mitigation measures on the incidence of preterm birth: a national quasi-
experimental study. Lancet Public Health, 2020; published online Oct 13.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(20)30223-1.

23


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.23.21262209
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.23.21262209; this version posted August 23, 2021. 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 .

35 Chmielewska B, Barratt I, Townsend R, Kalafat E, van der Meulen J, Gurol-Urganci I,
O'Brien P, Morris E, Draycott T, Thangaratinam S, Le Doare K, Ladhani S, von Dadelszen P,
Magee L, Khalil A. Effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on maternal and perinatal outcomes:
a systematic review and meta-analysis. Lancet Glob Health. 2021 Mar 31:5S2214-
109X(21)00079-6. doi: 10.1016/S2214-109X(21)00079-6. Epub ahead of print. PMID:
33811827; PMCID: PMC8012052.

36 Karavadra B, Stockl A, Prosser-Snelling E, Simpson P, Morris E. Women's perceptions of
COVID-19 and their healthcare experiences: a qualitative thematic analysis of a national
survey of pregnant women in the United Kingdom. BMC Pregnancy Childbirth. 2020 Oct
7;20(1):600. doi: 10.1186/s12884-020-03283-2. PMID: 33028237; PMCID: PMC7539281.

37 Mortazavi F, Ghardashi F. The lived experiences of pregnant women during COVID-19
pandemic: a descriptive phenomenological study. BMC Pregnancy Childbirth. 2021 Mar
8;21(1):193. doi: 10.1186/s12884-021-03691-y. PMID: 33685398; PMCID: PMC7938285.

38 Whitehead N S, Brogan D J, Blackmore-Prince C, Hill H A. Correlates of experiencing
life events just before or during pregnancy. Journal of Psychosomatic Obstetrics &
Gynaecology 2003; 24: pp77-86.

39 Kroenke K, Spitzer RL, Williams JB. The Patient Health Questionnaire-2: Validity of a
Two-Item Depression Screener. Medical Care. 2003;41:1284-92

40 Spitzer RL, Kroenke K, Williams JB, et al; A brief measure for assessing generalized
anxiety disorder: the GAD-7. Arch Intern Med. 2006 May 22;166(10):1092-7.

41 Braun, V, Clarke V. Reflecting on reflexive thematic analysis. Qualitative Research in
Sport, Exercise & Health, 2019; 11(4), 589-597.

42 Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in
Psychology, 2006; 3(2), 77-101

43 Braun V, Clarke V. One size fits all? What counts as quality practice within (reflexive)
thematic analysis? Qualitative Research in Psychology. 2020; doi:
10.1080/14780887.2020.1769238.

44 Rodgers S, Lyons R, Dsilva R, Jones K, Brooks C, Ford D et al. Residential Anonymous
Linking Fields (RALFs): a novel information infrastructure to study the interaction between
the environment and individuals' health. Journal of Public Health. 2009;31(4):582-588.

45 Lyons R, Jones K, John G, Brooks C, Verplancke J, Ford D et al. The SAIL databank:
linking multiple health and social care datasets. BMC Medical Informatics and Decision
Making. 2009;9(1).

46 Ford D, Jones K, Verplancke J, Lyons R, John G, Brown G, Brooks C, Thompson S,
Bodger O, Couch T, Leake K. The SAIL Databank: building a national architecture for e-
health research and evaluation. BMC Health Services Research, 2009; 9.

47 Jones K, Ford D, Jones C, Dsilva R, Thompson S, Brooks C, Heaven M, Thayer D,
Mcnerney C, Lyons R. A case study of the Secure Anonymous Information Linkage (SAIL)
Gateway: a privacy protecting remote access system for health related research and
evaluation. Journal of Biomedical Informatics: special issue on medical data privacy. 2014

24


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.23.21262209
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.23.21262209; this version posted August 23, 2021. 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 .

48 Lyons J, Akbari A, Torabi F, Davies Gl, North L, Griffiths R, Bailey R, Hollinghurst J,
Fry R, Turner SL, Thompson D, Rafferty J, Mizen A, Orton C, Thompson S, Au-Yeung L,
Cross L, Gravenor MB, Brophy S, Lucini B, John A, Szakmany T, Davies J, Davies C,
Thomas DR, Williams C, Emmerson C, Cottrell S, Connor TR, Taylor C, Pugh RJ, Diggle P,
John G, Scourfield S, Hunt J, Cunningham AM, Helliwell K, Lyons R. Understanding and
responding to COVID-19 in Wales: protocol for a privacy-protecting data platform for
enhanced epidemiology and evaluation of interventions. BMJ Open, 2020; 10, e043010.

49 Public Health Wales. The Complete Routine Immunisation Schedule from January 2020.
2020. Report No. Available from: https://111.wales.nhs.uk/pdfs/adultschedule.pdf.

50 Public Health Wales. Routine Immunisation Schedule Wales from September 2019. 2019.
Report No. Available from:
http://www.wales.nhs.uk/sitesplus/documents/888/Routine%20Ilmmunisation%20Schedule%
20Wales%20from%20September%202019.pdf.

51 Public Health Wales. Routine Childhood Immunisations from August 2018. 2018. Report
No. Available from:
https://www2.nphs.wales.nhs.uk/VaccinationsimmunisationProgsDocs.nsf/3dc04669c9eleaa
880257062003b246b/094ce8b3ed8504b5802582e3002d8600/$FILE/Routine%20Childhood
%20Immunisation%20Schedule%20-%207%20Augqust%202018%20Final.pdf.

52 Smith LK, Blondel B, Van Reempts P, Draper ES, Manktelow BN, Barros H, et al.
Variability in the management and outcomes of extremely preterm births across five
European countries: a population-based cohort study. Archives of Disease in Childhood -
Fetal and Neonatal Edition. 2017;102(5):F400.

53 Sanders J, Blaylock R. “Anxious and traumatised”: users’ experiences of maternity care in
the UK during the COVID-19 pandemic, Midwifery (2021)

25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.23.21262209
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Figure 1: Preterm mortality rates by year
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Figure 2: Birth outcomes by month, stratified by deprivation
Quintile 1 (most deprived)
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Quintile 3-5 (less deprived)
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Figure 3: Birth outcomes by month, stratified by urban/rural area.
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Figure 4: Boxplot showing the differences in timings of immunisations given in 2019 and
2020 at the recommended intervals. Data relates to the I nfanrix Hexa® vaccine which
wer e mor e consistently recorded in the data than some of the others. Outliers have been

excluded from the plot.
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