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24 Abstract

25 Background: In the Australian maternity system, general practitioners play a vital role in

26  advising and directing prospective parents to maternity models of care. Optimising model of
27  care discussions and the decision-making process avoids misaligning women with over or
28  under specialised care, reduces the potential for disruptive care transitions and unnecessary
29  healthcare costs, and is critical in ensuring consumer satisfaction. Current literature

30 overwhelmingly focusses on women’s decision-making around model of care discussions and
31 neglects the gatekeeping role of the General Practitioner (GP). This study aimed to explore
32 and describe the factors influencing Australian GPs decision-making when referring pregnant
33  women to maternity models of care.

34  Methods: This study used a qualitative descriptive approach. General practitioners (N=12)
35  with experience referring women to maternity models of care in Australia participated in a
36  semi-structured interview. Interviews occurred between October and November 2021 by

37 telephone or videoconference. Reflexive thematic analysis was facilitated by NVivo-12 data
38 management software to codify and interpret themes from the data.

39  Findings: Two broad themes were interpreted from the data. The first theme entitled ‘GP

40  Factors’, incorporated three associated sub-themes including ‘GPs Previous Model of Care
41  Experience’, ‘Gaps in GP Knowledge’ and ‘GP Perception of Models of Care’. The second
42  theme, entitled ‘Woman’s Factors’, encapsulated two associated sub-themes including the
43  ‘Woman’s Preferences’ and ‘Access to Models’.

44  Conclusions: This study provides novel evidence regarding general practitioner perspectives
45  of the factors influencing model of care decision-making and referral. The exploration and
46  description of factors influencing model of care decisions provide unique insight into the

47  ways that all stakeholders can experience access to a broader range of models of care
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48  including midwifery-led continuity of care models aligned with consumer-demand. In

49  addition, the role of national primary health networks is outlined as a means to achieving this.
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Introduction

The Australian healthcare system and its maternity services operate through a two-tier system
of both public and private providers [1, 2]. The national publicly funded universal healthcare
program, Medicare, provides hospital and community-based care to Australian and New
Zealand citizens with predominantly no out-of-pocket costs [2, 3]. Conversely, private
hospitals and services are accessible with private health insurance and a co-payment or

alternatively, incur a full fee for service [2, 3].

Within this system, almost all pregnant women will make initial contact with a general
practitioner (GP) when commencing their maternity care journey [4, 5]. GPs provide
healthcare across the lifespan and play a key role in advising and directing prospective
parents to a maternity model of care [2]. They have a gatekeeping function in the way that
access to certain models of care is only granted through the GP referral. Although other
referral pathways exist such as through other clinicians or via self-referral, the GP referral

pathway is the most common way women access models of care [2, 6].
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In Australia, there are 11 models of maternity care according to the Maternity Care
Classification System (MaCCs), each has their own specific features, personnel, and fee
structure [2, 7]. These can be grouped into five major model of care categories which include
standard public care, shared care, public midwifery continuity care, private obstetric care and
private midwifery care [2, 7]. Standard public care is provided by hospital doctors and
midwives and is government funded [2, 7]. Shared care involves antenatal care delivered by a
community doctor and or midwife, with several key antenatal visits and intrapartum care
occurring in the public hospital [2, 7]. Hospital-based care within a shared care model is
government funded though women may incur out of pocket costs for GP-led visits [2, 7].
Public midwifery continuity of care models are government funded and provided by a
hospital midwife or small team of midwives with birth largely occurring in a birth centre or
public hospital [2, 7]. Within the public midwifery continuity of care category is midwifery
group practice caseload care. Midwifery group practice caseload care involves antenatal care
provided by a known midwife or group of midwives in the hospital, community, home, or
birth centre setting with intrapartum care taking place in the hospital, birth centre or home [2,
7]. Private obstetric care is provided by an obstetrician with birth occurring in a private
hospital and is largely accessible via women’s private health insurance though some
Medicare rebates may be available [2, 7]. Subsumed within the private obstetric care major
model category is general practitioner obstetrician care which involves community or
hospital clinic antenatal care and public or private hospital intrapartum care provided by a GP
obstetrician [2, 7]. Finally, private midwifery care involves care by a privately practising
midwife who supports birth in the home or hospital settings and can be partly government

funded and partly consumer funded [2, 7].
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87  Itis known that 97% of Australian women intend to and will give birth in a hospital setting
88  but it is not known how women distribute across the models of care at a national level as this
89 isnot yet reported [2, 8]. The first national model of maternity care report was published in
90 November 2021, has been re-released annually and focusses on the maternity model of care
91 characteristics [1, 8, 9]. As such, there remains limited data comparing and evaluating the
92  models of care in Australia [2, 10-12]. Despite this, model of care report data and birthplace
93  data can be used to infer how women distribute across the models of care. In 2023,
94  approximately 1000 model of care services were active in Australia and most of these
95 identified as public hospital maternity care (41%), 14% were midwifery group caseload care
96  models, 15% identified as shared care models and 11% were private obstetrician specialist
97  care models [8]. In 2019, Australian birthplace data revealed that 75% of women gave birth
98 in a public hospital, 22% in a private hospital, 2.3% in a birth centre, 0.6% of women

99  constituted births before the arrival to a health service and 0.3% of births occurred in the

100  home setting [13].

101 Significance

102 In 2009, the Australian Department of Health and Ageing published a maternity service

103  review and recommended that there be improved model of care choice for women, a greater
104  range of models of care be made available, an expanded role for midwives, improved access
105  for Indigenous and rural women and further development of collaborative models of care
106  [14]. This was strengthened by the most recent national maternity strategy built on four

107  pillars of choice, safety, access and respect orientated by woman-centred care [15].

108

109  Model of care information, when comprehensive, allows parents to make trade-offs between
110  the perceived advantages and disadvantages and select a framework that most aligns with

111  their preferences [12, 16]. In addition, model of care decision making when optimised,
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112 enhances consumer satisfaction, prevents over or under specialised care, prevents excessive
113  healthcare costs and the potential for disruptive care transitions [2, 17].

114

115  The Fourth National Atlas in Healthcare Variation which identifies potentially unwarranted
116  variation in healthcare has highlighted early planned birth by caesarean section and induction
117  of labour before 39 weeks without medical indication as an area of concern [18]. Early

118  planned birth has been identified as a key contributor to neonatal respiratory problems,

119  admission to neonatal intensive care units and longer-term cognitive deficits in children [18].
120 It is well accepted that midwifery- led continuity of care confers a range of benefits to

121  mothers and infants including a higher chance of a normal labour and birth and less chance of
122  intrapartum caesarean section [19, 20]. Specifically, women planning a homebirth have a six
123 times greater chance of a vaginal birth compared to women planning a hospital birth and

124  women planning a birth centre birth have a nearly double chance of vaginal birth compared to
125  women planning a hospital birth without a continuity of care model [19, 20]. Moreover,

126  midwifery continuity of care is the only health system intervention shown to reduce preterm
127  birth and improve perinatal survival [19, 20]. Despite the range of consumer and health

128  system benefits evident among midwifery-led continuity of care models, most Australian
129  women are accessing public hospital care and it is the GP referral that often determines

130 model of care and birthplace.

131

132 Models of care are also vital for the provision of culturally sensitive care for Aboriginal and
133 Torres Strait Islander women and those from culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD)
134  backgrounds. Midwifery-led continuity of care models that are tailored to the needs of

135  Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander women, particularly those that offer ‘birthing on

136  country’, have been shown to improve health outcomes and confer a range of benefits to its
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137  consumers [21-25]. These models are unique in that they provide antenatal care alongside
138  access to a range of multidisciplinary providers and are supported by Aboriginal Health

139  Workers [22-24]. Improvements associated with these models include high levels of

140  consumer satisfaction [22-24], improved antenatal attendance rates [25], improved

141  breastfeeding rates [25], and a reduction in preterm birth rates [22, 26]. For CALD women,
142  there are a range of service elements such as continuity of care, effective communication,
143  culturally responsive care, support navigating systems and flexibility within services that
144  align with maternal preferences, reduce barriers to access and have the potential to improve
145  outcomes for CALD mothers and infants [27].

146

147  Itis recognised that challenges navigating the referral system can act as a barrier to initiating
148 antenatal care which is vital for the health and wellbeing of women and babies [28]. Finally,
149 the literature overwhelmingly focusses on women’s decision-making and neglects the

150 gatekeeping role of the GP [29-31]. Given the established importance of GP referral to model
151  of care and dearth of evidence regarding factors that influence referral, this study aimed to

152  explore and describe the factors influencing Australian GPs’ decision-making when referring

153  pregnant women to maternity models of care.
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154 Methods
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155 A qualitative description design was used given the recognised utility to derive rich

156  descriptions from participants and its suitability for understanding novel phenomena/on [32,
157  33]. The research aim prompted the use of a critical realist lens which is ontologically realist
158  asserting that an authentic reality exists separately to human knowing while also being

159  epistemologically subjectivist asserting that multiple versions of reality can be produced [34].
160 A purposive, snowball and convenience sampling approach was taken utilising social media
161  and emalil to recruit general practitioners from around the nation experienced in referring

162  pregnant women to maternity models of care. Recruitment occurred from the 23" of August
163 2021 to the 20™ of October 2021. Prospective participants were provided with information on
164  the study, the researchers involved, and its purpose; written consent was provided. GPs

165  participated in a semi-structured interview conducted by researcher JT between October and
166  November of 2021. Sampling was driven by data saturation, defined as the point at which
167  limited new concepts or descriptions directly relevant to the research aim could be

168 interpreted. Twelve general practitioners comprised the final sample size. Interviews were
169  conducted via Microsoft Teams or via telephone and lasted approximately 30 minutes each.
170  Demographic data were collected at the beginning of the interview. GP participants were

171  asked “Please describe how you decide where and to whom you refer your maternity

172 clients?”. Interviews were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim by researcher JT.

173  Interview transcripts then underwent Braun and Clarke’s reflexive thematic analysis

174  facilitated by NVivo-12 data management software including 1) familiarisation with the data,
175  2) coding the data, 3) identifying themes, 4) reviewing themes, 5) defining and naming

176  themes, and 6) producing the report [35]. To enhance the rigor of the study, the researcher
177  maintained an audit trail and engaged in peer-review at relevant intervals with the research

178  team to expose bias or inappropriate subjectivity.
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179  The data were managed utilising an encrypted, password protected cloud storage platform

180  (OneDrive) and university research drive. Following the interviews, data copies were deleted

181  from OneDrive and will remain on the university research drive for a period of seven years.

182  This study obtained ethical clearance from the Curtin University Human Research Ethics
183  Committee in alignment with the National Health and Medical Research Council guidelines

184  (HREC 2021-0500).

185 Findings

186  The demographic profile of the participants is outlined in Table 1. Of the twelve participants,
187  eleven identified as female. Participants were between 30 and 59 years of age with most

188  participants aged between 40 and 49 years. Most participants were GP Fellows of the Royal
189  Australian and New Zealand College of General Practitioners. Five participants had less than
190 10 years of experience working in general practice, five participants had between 11 and 20
191  years of experience and two participants had more than 20 years of experience working in
192  general practice. Most participants were currently living and working in Western Australia.
193  Most of the participating GPs were working in metropolitan areas however five participants

194  were currently working in a rural or regional area.
195

196  Table 1. Demographic Profile of Participants.

Demographic variables Participant numbers
n=12

Gender

Female 11

Male 1

Age

30 to 39 4
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40 to 49 6
50 to 59 2
Level of vocation

GP Registrar 1
Fellow 11
Years of experience as a GP

0to 10 5
11 to 20 5
21to 30 2
Additional obstetric qualification

Nil 5
Basic Diploma 6
Advanced Diploma 1
Maternity model work experience

Nil 2
Birth Centre 3
GP Obstetric 7
Private hybrid model 1
Hospital 10
Years of experience in maternity model

Nil 2
<1 year 4
1 to 5 years 3
6 to 10 years 1
Over 10 years 2
Geographical classification

Metropolitan 7
Rural 4
Regional 1
State

WA 8
NSW 3

QLD 1
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197

198  Two main themes were generated from the data analysis process. The first theme, entitled
199  “GP factors” incorporates three subthemes including “Gaps in GP knowledge”, “GPs

200 previous model of care experience” and “GPs perception of the models of care”. The second
201  theme or the “Woman’s factors” encapsulates two subthemes including “Woman’s

202  preferences” and “Access to models” (Fig 1).

203
204  Fig 1. Final thematic map of the factors that influence GP referral to maternity models

205 of care demonstrating two themes and five subthemes
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206 GP factors

207  Gaps in GP knowledge

208  The participant GPs were asked about the models of care they had previously referred to and
209 those they considered themselves to be familiar with. Overall participants had incomplete
210  knowledge of the Australian maternity models of care and limited insight into the gaps in

211 their knowledge base. One participant stated:

212 Well, I either go public or private because that’s all the options we have...” (P5)

213 Most GPs described gaining their model of care knowledge from their work experience

214 which predominantly occurred in a hospital setting. One GP participant said:

215 It [was] just seeing women come through the birth suite and where they ’ve come from and
216  what their journey has been and figuring out from there if it was a model or what the model

217  was... (P7)

218  The GPs were most familiar with the medical models and were less knowledgeable about

219  midwifery-led models of care:

220 [ feel like I know enough about the medical model[s] because they re the ones that ['ve
221 worked most in, but I feel like midwifery group practice, community midwifery programs,
222 family birth centres we don’t get a lot of information about...” (P7)

223
224 Of those interviewed, two GP participants mentioned their Public Health Network (PHN)

225  when describing their model of care education and resources. Participant 3 stated that they

226  use the PHN developed HealthPathways web-based portal that supports clinicians’ referrals:
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227  ..looking at the HealthPathways and seeing what's actually available in my area when and 1
228  sort of do that at point of care so when a woman who comes in and requesting a referral for
229  pregnancy I kind of open that up... (P3)

230

231  GP’s previous model of care experience

232 Previous model of care experience both personally and professionally was described as

233 influential to the GP’s referral practice. In terms of personal birthing experience most GPs
234 accessed private obstetric-led care. One GP said:

235

236 [ had my first baby in the private sector, I didn’t think things went particularly well. I had my
237  second baby as a private patient in the public sector and things went exceptionally well so I
238  was quite impressed with the public system so that of course has influenced me (P5)

239

240  All GPs in the cohort had professional exposure to hospital-based models of care with fewer
241  participants describing GP obstetrics and birth centre experience. One participant said:

242

243 [Other GPs] might not be aware of other models of care like caseload midwifery if they

244 haven’t had that sort of exposure (P10)

245

246  Communication from a service was also seen as influential to the GP referral:

247

248  ...if a service is good at communicating with me I'm more likely to refer to it as well...if that
249  service sends me a letter with good information or lets me know if something significant has

250  happened, then I'm more likely to want to continue to use that service (P6)
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251  GP’s perception of the models of care

252 When asked about their rationale for making previous referrals to the maternity models of

253  care, GPs described referring to models that they perceive positively one participant said:

254  Well, I'm happy with all of them (P4)

255  GPs described referring to providers that they had confidence, faith, and trust in for example

256  one GP stated:

257  ...the most common model of care that I refer to would be delivering with general
258  practitioners in a [regional centre] and I think that’s because I have confidence in the service

259  (PI2)

260  Positive word of mouth from women was described by most GPs as a factor that increased
261  their referrals to a service or provider stating ...you get good reports about somebody you

262  tend to refer to them more (P12)

263 On the other hand GPs said that negative feedback from women about their model of care

264  made them less likely to make future referrals to that service.

265  Most interviewed GPs had an unfavourable perception of private midwifery models of care

266  offering homebirth, one participant stated:

267 1 generally don’t refer [to] that model of care ‘cause I guess ...I'm more worried about

268  their backup systems when things go wrong (P12)

260  Woman’s factors

270  Woman’s preferences
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271  When GPs were asked about how they make their referral decisions, they overwhelmingly

272  indicated, ...so the predominant way is through patient choice... (P10). This included

273 considering the woman’s desired mode of birth or birth location.

274  One GP said:

275 ... just talking through the pros and cons of each model, they may lean strongly towards one
276  so they may have a preference for more midwife-led care or a preference for avoiding
277  intervention if possible or ...they re just very keen on caesar or induction early on in the

278  pregnancy that may influence how we make a decision...(P6)

279 A patient or woman-centred philosophy was emphasised by the GP’s explaining:

280 ...if you follow what they want, they tend to end up with a better outcome, sort of more happy
281  patients and... [if] a patient is contented with their pregnancy and delivery, is more likely to

282  be a contented mother... (P5)

283  Even when questioned about their feelings towards a woman declining a referral, GPs

284  maintained:

285  ...Id feel fine I'd respect that...she has complete capacity to make that decision about her

286  and her baby so that would be fine...her birth her pregnancy, her choice really yeah (P11)

287  Access to models

288  Access around the models of care was described by GPs as a major consideration during

289  referral discussions.

290 Rural and regional GPs highlighted how women living in these areas are limited to a few

291  models of care explaining:
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292  ...there’s ...limited options ‘cause we live in the country...- the options are what they are...

293 (PI2)

294  The maternal and fetal risk profile was described as a directing force during referral
295  discussions. It was often referenced as a contraindication to the woman’s choice. One GP

296  said:

297  ...you know it’s their pregnancy and sometimes that doesn’t work out you know they might
298  actually have a high-risk pregnancy and they don’t get to do what they would like to do...

299 (P2)

300 Financial and health insurance status of the woman was also highly relevant to referral
301  discussions. GPs described discussions around out of pocket costs for women with one GP

302  saying:

303 .. if they see me for GP shared care 'cause I'm in a private billing practice, so there will be
304  out of pocket costs associated with every appointment that they come in to see me ... when it
305  comes to the midwifery-led models of care I sort of yeah explain what that means in terms of

306  cost which are minimal (P1)

307  Discussion
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308 To our knowledge, this is the first study anywhere in the world to explore factors that
309 influence GP referral to maternity models of care. Gaps in knowledge may impact GP’s
310 ability to offer a comprehensive range of models to women and in particular, their reduced
311  knowledge of midwifery-led continuity of care models may mean that the benefits associated
312  with these models such as reduced intervention and increased spontaneous vaginal birth [36],

313  go unrealized. Given the important referring function of the GP it is likely that these referral

314  practices may be impacting maternal and neonatal outcomes at a population health level.

315

316  Resources supplied by Primary Health Networks (PHNs) as the HealthPathways portal were
317  used by two GP participants during their model of care discussions. PHNs are important to
318 enhancing GP knowledge of the maternity models of care. PHNs assist with health service
319 planning so as to ensure that primary care meets the community’s needs. Furthermore, PHNs
320 address gaps in health care, acquire new services and analyse the efficacy of current services
321  [37]. This occurs by collaboration with both health service providers and stakeholders [37].
322  PHN developed resources, such as the HealthPathways portal is used to provide local clinical
323  management pathways and referral advice [38]. However, the portal is limited by its

324  completeness and relevance of information. For example, the Western Australian

325  HealthPathways portal does not include locally relevant model of care referral information
326  and instead has adapted its ‘Antenatal Consult — First’ pathway from New Zealand [39].

327 Embedding a decision tool into the HealthPathways portal with the up to date and locally
328 relevant model of care service information could provide GPs with support during model of
329  care discussions and provide women with a broader range of model of care options.

330

331  Of the interviewed GPs, most participants described personal and work experience in the

332  medical-led models of care and reported a heightened familiarity with those models. With
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333  most medical education and GP obstetric training occurring around medical -led- models, this
334  medical focus appeared to impact the exposure and familiarity of GPs with non-medical led
335 models. Moreover, GPs described referring to providers they had previously worked with,
336  and if this predominantly occurs in the hospital setting then this reinforces referral to medical
337  providers. Whilst there are no studies that have previously explored medical referring within
338 the maternity context, a cross-sectional study of American primary care physicians (n=1252)
339  demonstrated that together with other factors, past experience with a specialist was highly
340 important to their referral practice [40]. Further, a prospective cohort study also conducted in
341  the United States found that personal knowledge of a specialist was the most important

342  consideration for primary care doctors when referring patients [41]. Given that most of the
343  interviewed participants had hospital-based model of care experience, GPs may preferentially
344  choose obstetricians working in those models of care as opposed to community-based GP
345  obstetricians or midwives.

346

347  GPs disclosed referring to providers they perceive positively. This sentiment was echoed by
348  Choudhry et al. stating that referral recommendations made by physicians have little or no
349  objective basis and rather that the physicians perception of the specialist’s reputation,

350 knowledge base and feedback from previously referred patients instead are highly valued

351  [42]. Addressing this practice is made difficult as one needs exposure to a model to develop a
352  positive perception of that model. However, this finding provides insights for maternity

353  providers into aspects that are important such as communication, respectful practice and

354  convenience for patients which impact their perception by GPs. Similar factors regarding

355  model of care convenience for the woman and effective communication have been identified

356 in the literature as influential to the primary care physician’s decision-making [40, 42, 43].

357
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358 The woman’s choice and preferences were reported by GPs as central to the referral decision,
359  giving insight into what they consider women view as important including birth location,

360 mode of birth and continuity of carer. At face value, these findings may indicate GP

361  alignment with the key intents of the national maternity strategy [15]. The reluctance

362 demonstrated by some participants to refer to privately practising midwives in this research
363  has been explored in previous studies [12, 44, 45]. In a national survey of n=1657

364 participants, narratives from women describing challenges of having to ‘fight’ with their GP
365  to obtain a referral to a private midwife or to receive midwife only care [45]. GP reluctance
366  or refusal to refer to midwifery models of care requires further exploration. Changes in the
367 National Law requiring private midwives to have a collaborative arrangement with a GP are
368 underway, it is anticipated that this will improve women’s access to private midwifery and
369 remove the requirement for referral from a GP [46].

370

371  Finally, GPs described access around the models of care as a key consideration during model
372  of care discussions. GPs described how rural and remote women have limited options for

373  maternity care which is congruent with current literature that outlines how women residing in
374  remote geographical areas experience the least antenatal care access [47]. Improving

375  maternity care access for rural and remote women is a key objective within the national

376  maternity strategy. Strategies such as optimising all health workforce scope, service

377  innovations such as telehealth and outreach care as well as national pathways are critical to
378 achieving improved access for rural and remote women [15]. The interviewed GPs also

379  described how characteristics like maternal fetal risk profile, the financial status of the

380 woman, and convenience, may mean that current model of care options do not meet the needs
381  of women. Despite current risk stratification practices, there is compelling evidence regarding

382  the benefits of continuity of midwifery care for women of all risk profiles alongside a
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383  multidisciplinary team [20, 48]. Although publicly funded models of care represent those
384  most commonly accessed by Australian women, rising out-of-pocket costs serve as a barrier
385  to accessing care [49]. Strategies such as funding models that support continuity of care for
386  all women, shifting GP practice funding to support patients in need and expanding access to
387  expert primary care through clinically activated PHNs have been discussed [15, 50, 51].

388  Factors of convenience such as proximity to the model of care expressed by the interviewed
389  GPs have been highlighted as important to other doctors when undertaking a referral [40, 42,
390 43]. The benefit of convenient maternity models of care include reduced work and family
391  disruption, reduced travel related safety issues, and the ability to facilitate birthing on

392  Country, a priority for many Aboriginal women [15].

393

394  Maintaining currency of knowledge of the maternity models available within a local referring
395 area presents a challenge for GP’s that could be met by providing online resources to support
396  broader conversations with women and referral practices. Both national and individual

397  jurisdictions have begun to address the gap in knowledge, examples include the Pregnancy,
398 Birth and Baby website and the MyBaby WA App which targets new or expectant mothers
399  but may also be used by health professionals to support a range of conversations including
400 model of care choice [52, 53]. Education, beginning early on in medical schools, and in GPs
401 training programs on the breadth of model of care options available is important to increase
402  awareness and enable GPs to refer from a more empowered position. In their public health
403  education role, GPs could further enhance women’s understanding of their options so all
404  stakeholders can experience the benefits of consumer-demand and led access to a wider

405  variety of models.

406
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407  Within these education structures exposure to non-hospital-based models of care may provide
408  the opportunity for GPs and training doctors to gain a sense of familiarity and enhance their
409  knowledge of those models. This and expanding the role of midwives in the primary health
410  sector including in primary health network (PHN) stakeholder groups may foster networks
411  between GPs and other providers improving health service integration. Despite no current
412  evidence evaluating the benefit of midwifery integration into primary care clinics or PHN
413  stakeholder groups in Australia, a predominantly European study that surveyed GPs and
414  patients across 34 countries evaluated GP outcomes and patient experiences of GPs co-

415  located with other health professionals including midwives [54]. Of the 7183 GPs surveyed,
416  most were co-located with nursing staff while only one in three described themselves as co-
417  located with midwives, specialists, physiotherapists, dentists or pharmacists [54]. The

418  analysis demonstrated that co-location with the aforementioned allied health staff or

419  midwives resulted in improved coordination with secondary care [54]. As such, the

420 integration of midwives into GP practices or other primary settings may confer improved
421  coordination with secondary care however more research into the benefits of midwifery

422  integration into the primary health sector and in PHN stakeholder groups is needed.

423

424  Finally, insights gained around women’s ability to access models of care is helpful for health
425  system planning with a view to improve choice for women and the range of models of care
426  available to them. Strengthening the rural workforce by training GP obstetricians, enabling
427  scope fulfilment for midwives who have recognized expertise in primary maternity care,
428  using telehealth and outreach services and national pathway development have been

429  highlighted as vital to improving healthcare delivery to rural women [15, 55]. Moreover, the
430  development of all-risk caseload midwifery models of care [20, 48], funding that supports

431  continuity of care options [15, 50, 51] and model of care design that improves the
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432  convenience elements of maternity models [15] have the potential to better meet the needs of

433  new and expectant parents in Australia.
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