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Abstract

Background: Emergency department (ED) use is common among patients with Medicaid insurance
during pregnancy. However, it is unknown how ED utilization differs among those with different types of
Medicaid such as Emergency Medicaid, with which access to outpatient care is more restricted.

Objective: We sought to compare differences in ED use during between pregnant persons with
Emergency Medicaid and Traditional Medicaid and pregnancy outcomes by ED utilization.

Study Design: This was a retrospective cohort study of all births among Medicaid recipients in South
Carolina from 2010 to 2019. The main comparator was type of Medicaid. Our primary outcome was an
ED visit during pregnancy. Secondary outcomes included average number of visits, perinatal outcomes,
and prenatal and hospital charges.

Results: There were 240,597 births that met inclusion criteria for this analysis. Over the study period, the
proportion of patients with at least one ED visit increased for all groups. A higher proportion of patients
with Traditional Medicaid had at least one ED visit compared with Emergency Medicaid (58.2% versus
22.7%). Patients who had at least one ED visit were more likely to be younger, of Black race, live rurally,
nulliparous, have lower or higher body mass index, and have a higher prevalence of pre-existing medical
co-morbidities.

Conclusion: We found that individuals with Traditional Medicaid were more likely to have an antenatal ED
visit than individuals with Emergency Medicaid.

Introduction

Nationally, use of the emergency department (ED) for both urgent and non-urgent reasons is increasing,
including during pregnancy.’? Use of the ED for non-urgent reasons has important safety, quality and
economic consequences: ED resources are limited, and should be conserved for medically acute
patients.® Multiple factors are likely driving the increase in non-urgent ED use, including difficulty

accessing primary care and lack of an alternative to receive timely care.*® While existing research has
found conflicting results on whether specific patient characteristics are associated with higher rates of

ED use, numerous studies have identified higher ED utilization among people with Medicaid insurance.®”
8

Over time, the incidence of maternal morbidity has increased concurrently with the medical complexity
of the pregnant population.? Epidemiologic studies consistently show that Medicaid insurance type is
associated with worse pregnancy outcomes.®'? Pregnancy and its associated complications are leading

reasons for ED visits among reproductive age people.’'2 The increase in ED use over time may be a
natural consequence of this increasing medical complexity of pregnant persons, but also may signify
ongoing gaps in access to consistent outpatient or preventive care among certain populations.
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Medicaid is the largest payor for births in the US; its policies have a marked influence on maternal health.
Medicaid is a joint federal-state insurance program, which provides health care coverage for specific
benefits for individuals who meet financial criteria. Pregnancy care, from conception through 60 days
postpartum is a covered benefit. However, coverage is not even within Medicaid. For individuals who
meet the financial criteria for Medicaid but are not citizens of the United States, coverage is provided
through Emergency Medicaid, under which only the hospital admission for birth is covered. States can
choose to extend coverage for prenatal or postpartum care using federal waivers, or state-only funds,

however many states have not exercised these options.'®14

Studies examining ED use during pregnancy typically have analyzed Medicaid policies in general and
have not examined the role that variations in Medicaid coverage, such as Emergency Medicaid, may play
in influencing rates of ED use during pregnancy.'?'®> We used ten years of Medicaid claims data from
South Carolina, a state that covers only a hospital admission for birth for all Medicaid recipients, to
examine ED utilization among Emergency Medicaid recipients compared to Traditional Medicaid
beneficiaries (those who are US citizens with standard Medicaid coverage). We examined ED visits over
time, reasons for ED use, and the costs of ED care by type of Medicaid. We estimated the association
between type of Medicaid and an ED visit.

Materials and Methods

We conducted a retrospective cohort study of births among Medicaid recipients in South Carolina
between October 1, 2010 through December 31, 2019. Our data included Medicaid claims linked with
birth certificate and hospital discharge data. Inclusion of hospital discharge data allowed us to examine
all ED visits, regardless of whether they were reimbursed by insurance or not. All data were obtained
from the state of South Carolina under a data use agreement. The datasets were fully deidentified prior
to transfer to the study team; informed consent was therefore not obtained. We followed the

Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology reporting guideline.’® This study
was approved by the Institutional Review Board at Oregon Health & Science University.

Our primary exposure variable was Medicaid type at birth, Emergency or Traditional. In South Carolina,
Traditional Medicaid covered outpatient and inpatient pregnancy care, from conception through 60 days
postpartum for individuals with income up to 194% of the federal poverty level (FPL). Emergency
Medicaid covered the hospital admission for childbirth, and any care for a life-threatening condition, for
individuals meeting the same financial criteria, but not the US citizenship requirement.

Our primary outcome was an ED encounter during pregnancy. Our independent variable was type of
Medicaid, Emergency or Traditional. We identified ED encounters using hospital discharge data, which
allowed us to include all ED encounters, including visits that were not reimbursed by an insurer. The ED
encounter data included visits covered by Medicaid, Commercial Insurance, and Charity Care, as well as
self-pay encounters. Charity Care were visits for Medicaid patients that were not reimbursed by
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insurance and written off by the hospital. Self-pay encounters were for visits by Medicaid patients that
were not reimbursed by Medicaid, and the individual was billed.

From the hospital encounter data, we created two binary outcome variables: any ED visit during
pregnancy, and any ED visit during pregnancy that was covered by Medicaid. We captured the total
number of ED visits during pregnancy per birth and categorized those with an ED visit in pregnancy as
either all self-pay and/or charity care, or at least one or more visits covered by Medicaid or another
insurance. We also summarized the average total charges per ED visit per person.

We abstracted demographic and clinical information from the birth certificate files and claims data. We
included the demographic variables of maternal age (< 20, 20—24, 25-34, and = 35 years), multiparity,
race and ethnicity, county of residence (metropolitan, nonmetropolitan, missing), and state. We included
the clinical variables of adequate prenatal care (= 7 prenatal visits), mode of delivery, preterm birth
(births < 37 weeks' gestation), and pregnancy complications (preexisting diabetes, preexisting
hypertension, gestational diabetes, and gestational hypertensive disorders).

As differences in medical complexity may explain ED use, we assessed whether medical complexity
varied by type of Medicaid through calculating rates of severe maternal morbidity (SMM) and the
Obstetric Comorbidity Index (OCI) score using International Classification of Disease (ICD) codes. From
Medicaid claims data, we identified intrapartum SMM, including blood transfusion using the Center for
Disease Control definition.!” We categorized a birth event as experiencing SMM if at least one
International Classification Diagnosis (ICD) (versions 9 and 10) code was present on the childbirth
hospitalization claims. To more broadly capture high risk pregnancies, we also calculated the OCI score
using the maternal childbirth hospitalization claims.’® We only used childbirth hospitalization claims
because prenatal care is not covered for EM recipients in South Carolina. We summarized the risk score
on the person-birth level. We reported the OCI as both a continuous measure and a binary variable. We
categorized a “high” OCI by identifying the cutoff of risk score that produced a 50% sensitivity of SMM
(i.e., among those with intrapartum SMM, 50% had a risk score at or above a specific threshold). In our
overall study population, a risk score at or above 11 was considered “high” OCI.

Statistical analysis

We used descriptive statistics to determine the proportion of births with any ED visits during pregnancy
by Medicaid type and payor (Medicaid vs Self-pay/Charity Care). We assessed for trends over time using
linear regression.

We then restricted our sample to births with at least one ED visit during pregnancy and examined
obstetric outcomes, mean number of ED visits during pregnancy, and median cost per ED visit by
Medicaid Type and Self-pay/Charity Care. We evaluated the top five primary diagnoses associated with
an ED visit by type of Medicaid. We estimated the association between Medicaid Type and binary ED visit
outcomes using multivariable logistic regression. We selected confounders using a causal modeling
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approach. Our models adjusted for maternal age and attending at least five prenatal care visits. All
analyses were conducted using a p-value of 0.05 and using R software.

Results

Our final analytic sample included 240,597 births. Overall, 55.1% of Medicaid recipients had at least one
visit to the ED during pregnancy (Supplemental Table 1). Over half of patients (58.2%) with Traditional
Medicaid had at least one ED visit compared with less than a quarter (22.7%) of those with Emergency
Medicaid (Supplemental Table 1). This pattern remained qualitatively similar across our study period
(Fig. 1). Pregnant persons who had at least one ED visit were more likely to be younger, of Black race, live
rurally, nulliparous, and have lower or higher body mass index; there were higher proportions of
numerous medical co-morbidities among those that had at least one ED visit, including tobacco use,
chronic and gestational hypertension, and pre-pregnancy diabetes (Supplemental Table 1).

Among Medicaid enrollees with at least one ED visit (n = 132,630), Emergency Medicaid enrollees were
on average older (16.4% vs 5.4% =35 years old), Latina (57.0% vs 1.3% Hispanic/Latina), and more likely
to live in urban areas (70.4% vs 59.9% urban) than their Traditional Medicaid counterparts (Table 1).
Emergency Medicaid recipients also differed on important clinical characteristics; they were less likely to
receive prenatal care (prenatal visit mean 0.8, SD 1.2 vs 5.3, SD 3.2), less likely to smoke or have
hypertension, and more likely to have diabetes (Table 1). While we did not observe a difference in rates
of intrapartum SMM between the two groups, the mean obstetric comorbidity index score for Emergency
Medicaid recipients was lower than Traditional Medicaid recipients (7.4% vs 8.2%).
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Table 1

Demographic and Clinical Characteristics of Medicaid Births with at least one ED Visit during Pregnancy
in South Carolina by Medicaid Type 2010-2019 (n = 132,630)

Characteristics

Maternal Age

<20

20-24

25-34

> 35

Maternal Race/Ethnicity

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian

Black

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
Hispanic/Latina

White

Other/Unknown

Maternal Residential Location

Urban
Rural
Missing

Multiparous

Body Mass Index
<18.5

18.5-24.9
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Traditional

(N =127,977)

N

17,905
51,784
51,411
6,877

577
283
56,329
54
1,706
44,275
24,753

76,668
35,062
16,247
77,885

6,059

42,593

%

14.0
40.5
40.2
5.4

0.5
0.2
44.0
0.0
1.3
34.6
19.3

59.9
27.4
12.7
60.9

4.7

33.3

Emergency

(N =4,653)

N % p-value
<
0.001

352 7.6

1,706 23.8

2430 52.2

765 16.4
<
0.001

19 0.4

92 2.0

108 2.3

21 0.5

2,653 57.0

103 2.2

1,657 35.6
<
0.001

3276 70.4

851 18.3

526 11.3

3491 75.0 <
0.001

103 2.2 <
0.001

1,616 34.7




Characteristics

25.0-29.9

=>30.0

Missing

No. of Prenatal Visits (Mean (SD))

Maternal Tobacco Use
Chronic Hypertension
Gestational Hypertension
Pre-pregnancy Diabetes
Gestational Diabetes
Gestational Age (weeks)

<28
28-31
32-26
=37

Cesarean Delivery

Intrapartum Severe Maternal Morbidity

Obstetric Comorbidity Score (SMM) (Mean (SD))

Obstetric Comorbidity Score (non-Transfusion SMM)
(Mean (SD))

Traditional

(N =127,977)

N %
29,918 23.4
47,486 37.1
1,921 1.5
5.3 3.2
22,589 17.7
4,426 3.5
9,870 7.7
1,614 1.3
6,917 5.4
1,011 0.8
1,681 1.3
12,838 10.0
112,447 87.9
44,060 34.4
2,766 2.2
6.4 8.2
7.6 11.5

Emergency
(N =4,653)

N %
1,547 33.2
1,244  26.7
143 3.1
0.8 1.2
28 0.6
67 1.4
283 6.1
86 1.8
425 9.1
23 0.5
40 0.9
379 8.1
4,211 90.5
1,381 29.7
103 2.2
5.1 7.4
6.0 10.4

p-value

<
0.001
<
0.001
<
0.001
<
0.001
<
0.001
<
0.001

<
0.001

<
0.001
0.8096

<
0.001

<
0.001

The top primary diagnoses for ED visits appeared qualitatively similar by type of Medicaid with
“unclassified complications of the antepartum,” bleeding and infection being common causes
(Supplementary Table 2). However, the financial implications for individuals of an ED visit varied

markedly by type of Medicaid, despite similar diagnoses for seeking care. Among Emergency Medicaid
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recipients who had an ED visit, 58.4% of visits were not reimbursed by insurance, as compared with 8.4%
of Traditional Medicaid recipients. The median cost of an uncovered ED visit was $2,330 among
Emergency Medicaid recipients, as compared with $1,780 for a Traditional Medicaid beneficiary

(Table 2).

Table 2

Obstetric and Utilization Outcomes among Medicaid Births with at least One Emergency Department
(ED) Visit during Pregnancy by Medicaid Type and Pa)yor Category, South Carolina 2012-2019 (n =132
630

Traditional (N = 127,977) Emergency (N = 4,653)
Someor All  All Self- Someor All  All Self- p-value
Covered pay/Charity Covered pay/Charity
(n= (n=10, 575; (n=1,936; (n=2,717,
117,220; 8.3%) 41.6%) 58.4%)
91.7%)
Obstetric Outcomes % % % %
Cesarean Delivery 34.6 32.9 30.1 294 <0.001
Pre-term Birth 12.1 12.6 10.4 8.9 <0.001
NICU 8.5 8.8 5.9 6.4 <0.001
Intrapartum SMM 2.1 2.3 2.4 2.1 0.5535
High Obstetric 22.3 22.7 19.4 16.9 <0.001
Comorbidity Index
Score
Utilization
Number of ED Visits 2.5(2.2) 1.4 (0.9) 1.8 (1.4) 1.4 (0.8) <0.001
during Pregnancy
(Mean (SD))
Average Total Charges $2,340 $2,270 $2,820 $2,800 <0.001
per ED Visit (Mean
(SD)) (1,930) (2,070) (2,550) (2,590)
Average Total Charges $1,920 $1,780 $2,230 $2,330 <0.001
per ED Visit (Median
(IQR)) (1,920- (1,780-2,950) (2,230- (2,330-3,500)
2,930) 3,450)

Abbreviations: ED emergency department, NICU neonatal intensive care unit admission; SMM severe
maternal morbidity; SD standard deviation, IQR interquartile range.

Our regression model confirmed our bivariate findings (Table 3). Emergency Medicaid patients had
significantly decreased odds of using the ED during pregnancy as compared with Traditional Medicaid
recipients (aOR 0.26 95% CI 0.25-0.27). Emergency Medicaid recipients were also significantly less
likely to have their ED visit covered by insurance (aOR 0.14 95% CI 0.13-0.15).
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Table 3

Association between Medicaid Type and Emergency Department Visit during Pregnancy among South
Carolina Medicaid Births, 2012-2019 (n = 132,630)

At least 1 ED visit during At least 1 ED visit covered by Medicaid during
pregnancy Pregnancy
aOR 95% Cl aOR 95% Cl

Traditional  reference reference

Emergency 0.26 (0.25-0.27) 0.14 (0.13-0.15)

Adjusted for maternal age and 5 prenatal visits flag

Abbreviations: ED emergency department, aOR adjusted Odds Ratio.

Comment
Principal Findings

In this study of Medicaid recipients in South Carolina, we found that while overall ED visits among
pregnant individuals with Medicaid insurance were very common, Emergency Medicaid recipients were
significantly less likely than those with Traditional Medicaid to visit the ED during pregnancy. This finding
may be partially explained by costs of care, particularly related to lack of coverage for non-delivery
hospitalization pregnancy care. Emergency Medicaid enrollees were significantly less likely to have their
care covered by Medicaid despite qualitatively similar discharge diagnoses.

Even though Emergency Medicaid recipients were older and less likely to receive prenatal care, they
visited the ED less than Traditional Medicaid recipients. Furthermore, the mean obstetric comorbidity
index score for Emergency Medicaid recipients was lower than Traditional Medicaid recipients,
suggesting this lower use of the ED was not associated with worse perinatal outcomes. Given reasons
for ED visits were similar between groups, these results suggest an excess of visits for Traditional
Medicaid recipients without reduction in adverse outcomes.

Results in the context of what is known

Childbirth is a common cause of medical debt in the United States.'®?% Our study demonstrates that
Emergency Medicaid recipients, who are majority Latina, are significantly more likely to have medical
bills and debt than Traditional Medicaid peers. Previous research has established the impact that
medical debt has on early childhood health and development.?! Among families having trouble paying
medical bills, children have increased odds of delaying needed health care and having unmet health

needs.?! Medical debt increases the odds of food insecurity among families, which is associated with
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poor physical and mental health, and academic performance.???3 Our finding, of increased medical debt
among Emergency Medicaid recipients may impact the social determinants of health of their citizen
children.

One notable difference between Medicaid types was the difference in hospital charges associated with
ED visits. Although the average number of visits was higher among those with Traditional Medicaid, the
average charges associated with the ED visit were higher among those with Emergency Medicaid. Given
our study design, we were unable to elucidate what contributed to these increased costs, and this should
be a topic of future investigation.

Clinical Implications

If states choose a policy of just covering the delivery hospitalization, it discourages prenatal care, a key
access point at which downstream pregnancy complications can potentially be prevented. Studies have
shown that expanding coverage of pregnancy care for underinsured people improves provision of care
and detection of pregnancy complications.?#~27 Without access to routine outpatient care or a provider
to help triage ED visit necessity, the onus is on the pregnant person to decide whether a symptom or
condition merits a costly trip to the ED.

Despite advances in obstetric care, maternal morbidity and mortality is worsening. Regardless of
prenatal care access, there will always be need for the ED to identify critical pregnancy-related issues.
This means that ED providers must be equipped to care for pregnant patients, either through ensuring
appropriate education and training for ED clinicians. A proposed solution has been the implementation
of Obstetric EDs, although they may be less accessible and hard to disseminate.?® Similarly to what we
found in our study, prior studies have shown that pregnant patients who have ED visits are more likely to
have worse outcomes, highlighting the opportunity to identify those at high risk for adverse pregnancy

outcomes for possible intervention.??3 Any interventions aimed to reduce ED utilization must not do so
at the expense of early identification of serious health conditions.

Research Implications

Our study expands on previous literature by examining ED usage during pregnancy among Emergency
Medicaid recipients, an understudied population. We found a much lower rate of ED usage during
pregnancy than has been described in the Traditional Medicaid population.’>'® Our study demonstrates
that patient characteristics, comorbidities and outcomes differ by Medicaid type in the setting of ED visit
utilization, suggesting that target programs to reduce ED utilization should account for differences in
characteristics of patients who present to the ED. While interventions to reduce ED utilization have been
studies in other areas of medicine, this has not been well studied in a pregnant population. Future
studies should assess evidence-based education initiatives and programs to assess whether ED visit
utilization can be safely decreased without worsening patient outcomes.
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Strengths and Limitations

This study had numerous strengths. As this study included all births in one state over a ten-year period,
we were able to examine our outcomes of a large, diverse patient population and examine this over time.
Given the large sample size, we could perform stratified analyses and examine outcomes by Medicaid
type. It is important to note that given Emergency Medicaid recipients restricted access to care, they are
likely systematically underdiagnosed for chronic medical conditions.

However, as this is a large dataset obtained from birth certificates and hospital discharge data, our
ability to look at specific clinical circumstances was limited. For example, while we can speculate
whether an ED visit was unnecessary and could have been managed on an outpatient basis, we are
unable to determine this for sure as we could not assess individuals’ unique clinical circumstances.
Future research should explore the reasons for the increase in use of the ED during pregnancy.
Furthermore, we were unable to assess for differences in ED use by geographic location within the state
and access, which could have been different between populations. Also, given missing data for
race/ethnicity, we were unable to fully represent the impact on racial and ethnic groups.

Conclusion

In this large study of pregnant patients with Medicaid insurance, we found there were significant
differences by Medicaid type. We also found higher costs among those relying upon charity care,
highlighting the potential economic impact of seeking emergency services during pregnancy.

Declarations

Ethics approval: This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board at Oregon Health & Science
University.

Consent to participate: The datasets were fully deidentified prior to transfer to the study team; informed
consent was therefore not obtained.

Consent for publication: Not applicable
Availability of data and materials: The datasets used in the study are not publicly available.

Competing interests: MIR received grants from the National Institute of Minority Health & Health
Disparities during the completion of this study and personal fees from The American College of
Obstetricians and Gynecologists and Merck & Co outside the submitted work. These potential conflicts
of interest were managed by the IRB at the author’s institution. There are no other disclosures or
conflicts of interest to report by other authors.

Funding: This research was supported by award number TROTMD013648-01 from the National Institute
on Minority Health and Health Disparities.

Page 11/15



Author contributions:

AH participated in study design and concept, analysis and interpretation of data, drafting the manuscript,
critical revision of the manuscript for important intellectual content

AA participated in study design and concept, acquisition of data, analysis and interpretation of data,
statistical expertise

AM participated in drafting the manuscript, critical revision of the manuscript for important intellectual
content

EC participated in analysis and interpretation of data, critical revision of the manuscript for important
intellectual content

MR participated in study concept and design, acquisition of the data, analysis and interpretation of the
data, drafting of the manuscript, critical revision of the manuscript for important intellectual content,
statistical expertise, and acquisition of funding

Acknowledgements: Not applicable

References

1. Uscher-Pines L, Pines J, Kellermann A, Gillen E, Mehrotra A. Deciding to Visit the Emergency
Departement for Non-Urgent Conditions: A Systematic Review of the Literature. Am J Manag Care.
2013;19(1):47-59.

2. Hooker EA, Mallow PJ, Oglesby MM. Characteristics and Trends of Emergency Department Visits in
the United States (2010-2014). J Emerg Med. 2019;56(3):344-351.
doi:10.1016/j.jemermed.2018.12.025

3. Weinick RM, Burns RM, Mehrotra A. Many emergency department visits could be managed at urgent
care centers and retail clinics. Health Aff (Millwood). 2010;29(9):1630-1636.
doi:10.1377/hlthaff.2009.0748

4. Vogel JA, Rising KL, Jones J, Bowden ML, Ginde AA, Havranek EP. Reasons Patients Choose the
Emergency Department over Primary Care: a Qualitative Metasynthesis. J Gen Intern Med.
2019;34(11):2610-2619. doi:10.1007/s11606-019-05128-x

5. Hsia RY, Zagorov S, Sarkar N, Savides MT, Feldmeier M, Addo N. Patterns in Patient Encounters and
Emergency Department Capacity in California, 2011-2021. JAMA Netw Open. 2023;6(6):e2319438-
€2319438. doi:10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2023.19438

6. Shakur H, Roberts |, Fawole B, et al. Effect of early tranexamic acid administration on mortality,
hysterectomy, and other morbidities in women with post-partum haemorrhage (WOMAN): an
international, randomised, double-blind, placebo-controlled trial. The Lancet.
2017;389(10084):2105-2116. doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(17)30638-4

Page 12/15



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

. Mayfield CA, Geraci M, de Hernandez BU, Dulin M, Eberth JM, Merchant AT. Ambulatory care,

insurance, and avoidable emergency department utilization in North Carolina. Am J Emerg Med.
2021;46:225-232. doi:10.1016/j.ajem.2020.07.034

. Sabloak T, Yee LM, Feinglass J. Antepartum Emergency Department Use and Associations with

Maternal and Neonatal Outcomes in a Large Hospital System. Womens Health Rep (New Rochelle).
2023;4(1):562-570. doi:10.1089/whr.2023.0072

. Fink DA, Kilday D, Cao Z, et al. Trends in Maternal Mortality and Severe Maternal Morbidity During

Delivery-Related Hospitalizations in the United States, 2008 to 2021. JAMA Netw Open.
2023;6(6):€2317641-€2317641. doi:10.1001/JAMANETWORKOPEN.2023.17641

Wang E, Glazer KB, Howell EA, Janevic TM. Social Determinants of Pregnancy-Related Mortality and
Morbidity in the United States: A Systematic Review. Obstetrics and gynecology. 2020;135(4):896.
doi:10.1097/A0G.0000000000003762

Cairns C, Kang K. National Hospital Ambulatory Medical Care Survey: 2021 Emergency Department
Summary Tables.; 2021.

Vladutiu CJ, Stringer EM, Kandasamy V, Ruppenkamp J, Menard MK. Emergency Care Utilization
Among Pregnant Medicaid Recipients in North Carolina: An Analysis Using Linked Claims and Birth
Records. Matern Child Health J. 2019;23(2):265-276. doi:10.1007/s10995-018-2651-6

Steenland MW, Fabi RE, Bellerose M, Desir A, White MS, Wherry LR. State Public Insurance Coverage
Policies and Postpartum Care Among Immigrants. JAMA. 2023;330(3):238-246.
doi:10.1001/JAMA.2023.10249

Wherry LR. State Medicaid Expansions for Parents Led to Increased Coverage and Prenatal Care
Utilization among Pregnant Mothers. Health Serv Res. 2018;53(5):3569-3591. doi:10.1111/1475-
6773.12820

Kilfoyle KA, Vrees R, Raker CA, Matteson KA. Nonurgent and urgent emergency department use
during pregnancy: an observational study. Am J Obstet Gynecol. 2017;216(2):181.e1-181.e7.
doi:10.1016/j.ajog.2016.10.013

von Elm E, Altman DG, Egger M, Pocock SJ, Ggtzsche PC, Vandenbroucke JP. The Strengthening the
Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE) statement: guidelines for reporting
observational studies. Lancet. 2007;370(9596):1453-1457. doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(07)61602-X

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. How Does CDC Identify Severe Maternal Morbidity?,
2019.

Leonard SA, Kennedy CJ, Carmichael SL, Lyell DJ, Main EK. An Expanded Obstetric Comorbidity
Scoring System for Predicting Severe Maternal Morbidity. Obstetrics and gynecology.
2020;136(3):440-449. doi:10.1097/A0G.0000000000004022

Cahn J, Sundaram A, Balachandar R, et al. The Association of Childbirth with Medical Debt in the
USA, 2019-2020. J Gen Intern Med. 2023;38(10):2340-2346. doi:10.1007/s11606-023-08214-3

Taylor K, Compton S, Kolenic GE, et al. Financial Hardship Among Pregnant and Postpartum Women
in the United States, 2013 to 2018. JAMA Netw Open. 2021;4(10):€2132103.

Page 13/15



21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

doi:10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2021.32103

Sarathy B, Morris H, Tumin D, Buckman C. The Impact of Medical Financial Hardship on Children’s
Health. Clin Pediatr (Phila). 2020;59(14):1252-1257. doi:10.1177/0009922820941644

Denney JT, Kimbro RT, Sharp G. Neighborhoods and Food Insecurity in Households with Young
Children: A Disadvantage Paradox? Soc Probl. 2018;65(3):342—-359.

Gundersen C, Kreider B, Pepper J. The economics of food insecurity in the United States. App/ Econ
Perspect Policy. 2011;33(3):281-303.

Rodriguez MI, Kaufman M, Lindner S, Caughey AB, Defede AL, McConnell KJ. Association of
Expanded Prenatal Care Coverage for Immigrant Women with Postpartum Contraception and Short
Interpregnancy Interval Births. JAMA Netw Open. Published online August 2, 2021.
doi:10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2021.18912

Rodriguez MI, Martinez-Acevedo A, Kaufman M, Nacev EC, Mackiewicz-Seghete K, McConnell KJ.
Diagnosis of Perinatal Mental Health Conditions Following Medicaid Expansion to Include Low-
Income Immigrants. JAMA Netw Open. 2024;7(2):E240062.
doi:10.1001/JAMANETWORKOPEN.2024.0062

Rodriguez MI, Ann ;, Acevedo M, et al. Association of Prenatal Care Expansion With Use of
Antidiabetic Agents During Pregnancies Among Latina Emergency Medicaid Recipients With
Gestational Diabetes + Supplemental content. JAMA Netw Open. 2022;5(4):229562.
doi:10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2022.9562

Swartz JJ, Hainmueller J, Lawrence D, Rodriguez MI. Oregon’s Expansion of Prenatal Care Improved
Utilization Among Immigrant Women. Matern Child Health J. 2019;23(2):173-182.
doi:10.1007/S10995-018-2611-1

Bradley SL, Tatsis V, Wolfe K, et al. The Obstetric Emergency Department: Need, Rationale, and Guide
to Implementation. Am J Obstet Gynecol. Published online December 2023.
doi:10.1016/j.ajog.2023.12.021

Magriples U, Kershaw TS, Rising SS, Massey Z, Ickovics JR. Prenatal health care beyond the
obstetrics service: utilization and predictors of unscheduled care. Am J Obstet Gynecol.
2008;198(1):75.e1-7. doi:10.1016/j.ajog.2007.05.040

Malik S, Kothari C, MacCallum C, Liepman M, Tareen S, Rhodes K V. Emergency Department Use in
the Perinatal Period: An Opportunity for Early Intervention. Ann Emerg Med. 2017;70(6):835-839.
doi:10.1016/j.annemergmed.2017.06.020

Figures

Page 14/15



100
o
5
= B0
T
= Medicaid Type at Birth
[i¥]
E —#— Traditional
o B0 e — — . -
= T &~ Emergency
= .__—.-
=
(]
= ‘_J_...-—'-——i————-——---"“““—-._-_. ED Visit Payor
= 401
) — Any payment source
L
— = = Covered by Medicaid
alff— —8
% L — _._——-'___._ —* B
ﬂ 20 4 — -
—
‘i - - - - & — - &
- - 4---"
.
.|:| -
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Year of Birth

Figure 1

Proportion of South Carolina Medicaid Births with an Emergency Department (ED) Visit During
Pregnancy by Medicaid Type at Birth and ED Visit Payor
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