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STRUCTURED ABSTRACT 

Objectives: To measure the population-based performance and impact of Ontario, Canada’s modified-

contingent prenatal screening system for the detection of trisomies 21 (T21) and 18 (T18). 

Design: A retrospective, descriptive cohort study examining routinely collected data from BORN 

Ontario, which captures linkable population data for prenatal and neonatal health encounters across a 

variety of settings (e.g., laboratories, birthing hospitals and midwifery practice groups).  

Setting: A province-wide and publicly funded prenatal screening program in Ontario, Canada offering 

cfDNA screening for those at increased risk of having a pregnancy with T21 or T18. 

Participants: 373,682 singleton pregnancies with an estimated due date between September 1 2016 

and March 31, 2019 who were offered publicly funded prenatal screening.  

Main outcome measures: Prenatal detection of T21 or T18, ascertained by cytogenetic results. 

Performance was assessed by calculating sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value and negative 

predictive value against confirmatory diagnostic cytogenetic results and birth outcomes. The secondary 

objective was to determine the impact of contingent cfDNA screening by measuring uptake and the 

proportion of T21 screen-positive pregnancies undergoing subsequent cfDNA screening and invasive 

prenatal diagnostic testing (PND). 

Results: 69% of pregnancies in Ontario underwent prenatal screening for T21/T18. The modified-

contingent screen sensitivity was 89.9% for T21 and 80.5% for T18. The modified-contingent screen-

positive rate was 1.6% for T21 and 0.2% for T18. The cfDNA screening test failure rate was 2.2% (final 

result including multiple attempts). The PND rate among pregnancies screened was 2.4%. 

Conclusions: This study is the largest evaluation of population-based performance of a publicly funded 

cfDNA prenatal screening system. We demonstrated a robust screening system with high sensitivity 

and low PND consistent with smaller validation studies  
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INTRODUCTION 

The offer of screening for chromosomal aneuploidies, such as trisomies 21 (T21) and 18 (T18), is 

part of routine prenatal care internationally. Cell-free DNA (cfDNA) screening, introduced in Canada in 

2013, significantly disrupted many standard screening programs [1–4]. Analyzing cell-free DNA 

originating from the placenta, this screening test is non-invasive, with better detection and fewer false 

positives than multiple marker screening (MMS)[5]. While the low false positive rate has been shown 

to translate into a reduced need for follow-up diagnostic testing, the price of the test (~390 CAD)[6] 

has precluded it from being adopted into many publicly funded screening programs as a first-tier 

screening test. Given the option to self-pay for cfDNA screening , studies have shown that access is 

based on financial ability rather than medical need [7,8]. Internationally, there have been a variety of 

strategies for the equitable integration of cfDNA screening into prenatal screening protocols [5]. A 

common approach to optimize prenatal detection while maintaining cost-effectiveness is a contingent 

model, where cfDNA screening is offered for pregnancies at increased risk of aneuploidy [8], although 

the definition of ‘increased risk’ varies widely.  

Evidence-informed policy on the adoption of new technologies and their impact on publicly 

funded programs requires system-wide data that is rigorously collected and robustly analyzed. Such 

evidence is lacking for prenatal screening, as analyses from many screening programs have been 

complicated by a lack of complete population ascertainment. Some are missing birth outcomes for all 

screened pregnancies [9][10], such that that specificity analyses cannot be performed. Other studies 

used fully modelled data [11], were enhanced with modeled data by extrapolating cohort findings into 

projected population performance [12], or used a screening and diagnostic testing cohort with 

unlinked estimated total births [13]. Performance of cfDNA screening has been published for numerous 

populations, but almost all are industry funded in part or in whole [14–17]. There is a paucity of data 
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on complete population performance of either MMS or cfDNA screening within a system that captures 

sequential prenatal encounter data (including cytogenetic diagnosis and birth outcomes). To date, such 

data has only been made available from the ‘Danish Fetal Medicine Database’ [18,19] and ‘Victorian 

Perinatal Record Linkage (PeRL)’ study [13]. The Danish database has generated population-based 

performance data of first-trimester MMS from 2008-2012 for 268,342 singleton pregnancies [20], as 

well as contingent cfDNA screening (offered for pregnancies with a moderate risk result for trisomy 21 

after first trimester MMS) from 6,449 singleton pregnancies[21]. The Victorian PeRL study used 

individual record linkage for 61,911 screened pregnancies to determine the utilization and population-

based performance of different prenatal screening modalities. [13] Neither examined performance of a 

large population-based contingent screening model. 

Ontario, Canada has provided publicly funded MMS for aneuploidies since the early 1990s, and 

has been a Canadian leader in the introduction of new prenatal screening technologies. In 2016, the 

Ontario government funded cfDNA screening for those that met specific high risk criteria, with the 

testing being performed in-province by two companies employing different technologies. In addition to 

a screen-positive MMS result, Ontario’s model includes several other criteria for accessing publicly 

funded cfDNA screening, as illustrated in Figure 1. 

Each of these companies contributes complete testing data to the Better Outcomes Registry & 

Network (BORN) Ontario (www.bornontario.ca), the province’s perinatal registry that collects 

information on pregnancy and newborn encounters with the health care system, including cytogenetic 

test results and birth outcomes. Within BORN Ontario, Prenatal Screening Ontario (PSO; 

https://prenatalscreeningontario.ca) is the government-funded program that coordinates provincial 

prenatal screening and facilitates the incorporation of evolving technologies and screening options 

(Supplemental Figure S1a). PSO is also responsible for ongoing quality assurance reporting; these 
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activities are supported by the population data collected by BORN Ontario, using a variety of data 

assets from BORN Ontario (Supplemental Figure S1b).  

The primary objective of this study was to measure population-based performance (overall and 

modality-specific) of Ontario’s modified-contingent model of prenatal screening, incorporating publicly 

funded cfDNA screening for those at increased risk of having a pregnancy with T21 or T18. The 

secondary objective was to measure the impact of a contingent prenatal screening approach on 

subsequent screening and testing choices, including invasive prenatal diagnosis (PND). 

METHODS 

Study Design 

This was a retrospective population-based descriptive cohort study that examined routinely-

collected data within BORN Ontario. Established in 2009, BORN Ontario is a prescribed registry under 

the Personal Health Information Protection Act (PHIPA) [22]. BORN Ontario collects critical health data 

about every pregnancy, birth and newborn in Ontario. Data are collected directly through a web-based 

platform from fertility clinics, prenatal screening and diagnostic laboratories, hospitals, midwifery 

practice groups and multiple other organizations across the province [23]. BORN Ontario uses ongoing 

data validation processes, quality assurance checks, and formal training sessions for individuals 

entering data to ensure high quality data capture [24,25]. Linkage of data elements and encounters 

across data sources is facilitated by a robust proprietary linking and matching algorithm, using unique 

provincial health numbers as the predominant identifiers and supplementing with other information to 

strengthen the linkage [25,26]. 

Direct upload and automated linkage of cytogenetic test records began in 2018. Cytogenetic 

records obtained before this date were matched using a multi-step deterministic matching strategy. All 
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matched records were validated through visual inspection and an approximate 10% sample per 

cytogenetic laboratory were visually inspected. 

The BORN registry currently holds data for more than 1.4 million maternal-newborn dyads, 

including linkable population data on the use of: all publicly funded prenatal screening modalities 

(including MMS and cfDNA screening); pre- and post-natal cytogenetic data from all laboratories in 

Ontario; and birth outcomes (born live or deceased, suspected or confirmed congenital anomalies) 

from every birthing hospital and midwifery practice group in the province. 

 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

This study included all singleton pregnancies in Ontario with an EDD between September 1, 

2016 and March 31, 2019 (coinciding with Ontario’s January 2016 patriation of cfDNA screening). As 

the objective was to measure publicly funded system performance, we excluded cfDNA screening tests 

that were self-paid. All eligible pregnancies from BORN Ontario were included in our analyses. In 

addition, we deterministically linked maternal postal code to census data to obtain maternal 

neighborhood income quartiles.  

 

Study Objectives and Outcome Measures 

Our primary objective was to assess the performance of Ontario’s prenatal screening system for 

detection of T21 or T18. We assessed performance by sensitivity (detection rate), specificity, and 

screen positive rate using confirmatory diagnostic cytogenetic results. For pregnancies without a pre- 

or postnatal cytogenetic result, we supplemented with birth data where neither T21 nor T18 were 

identified in the neonatal period; this allowed the identification all true negatives where cytogenetic 

testing was not undertaken. MMS modalities, cfDNA screening conducted after a positive MMS result, 
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and cfDNA screening done as a first-tier option were assessed separately and then combined as an 

overall measure of system performance. In order to form binary classification tables for performance 

calculations, we excluded records with non-informative results (either screening or diagnostic). This 

exclusion was done on a per-screening type (MMS, cfDNA test) and per-outcome (T21, T18) basis. 

Records were excluded from performance analysis for any of the following reasons: (1) a screening 

record with no result; (2) a cytogenetic result designated as mosaic, partial, uninterpretable or 

inconclusive; or (3) a record with no associated abnormal/normal cytogenetic outcome and no 

negative birth outcome. 

Our secondary objective was to describe the impact of the contingent screening system on 

subsequent screening and testing for T21 by reporting the number of MMS screen-positive 

pregnancies that underwent either cfDNA screening or PND, as well as the number of overall screen-

positive pregnancies that underwent PND. To examine the impact of publicly funded cfDNA screening 

on PND, we compared the number of PND for all screened pregnancies in this cohort with a historical 

cohort from 2012-2013. 

This study was approved by the Research Ethics Boards of Children’s Hospital of Eastern Ontario 

(protocol 19/06PE), Ottawa Health Sciences Network (protocol 20190482-01H), and Mount Sinai 

Hospital (protocol 19-0181-C). 

RESULTS 

Participants and Demographics 

Of the 379,704 pregnancies that occurred between September 1, 2016 and March 31, 2019, 

there were 373,682 eligible singleton pregnancies. During the study period, pregnant individuals in 

Ontario had access to a variety of MMS modalities, including enhanced first trimester screening 

(49.4%), integrated prenatal screening (33.6%), first trimester screening (8.4%), maternal serum 
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screening (6.7%), and others (2.0%). Details of test components and timelines are described in 

supplementary materials (Table S1 and Figure S1b).  

We observed differences for pregnancies receiving first-tier cfDNA screening (compared to 

those having either MMS alone or MMS and cfDNA screening): maternal age was older (expected as 

per our contingent criteria) and income was higher. Table 1 stratifies the number of pregnancies by 

screening modality, and describes the maternal and fetal characteristics. 

 

Screening Performance 

In the 2.5 years following the patriation of two publicly funded cfDNA screening technologies to 

Ontario, the offer of prenatal screening was accepted for 261,096 of 373,682 singleton pregnancies 

(uptake of 69.9%). Of these, 255,346 (97.8%) had MMS, with 245,362 (96.1%) included in our 

performance analysis for T21, and 245,367 for T18. Of the 22,558 cfDNA screening records, 21,112 

(93.6%) were included in our analysis for T21, and 21,115 (93.6%) for T18. For the analyses of the 

overall contingent program (261,096 MMS or cfDNA screening records), 250,594 (96%) were included 

for T21 and 250,600 (96%) for T18. Among screened pregnancies there were 2,155 tests that did not 

yield a result: 1,647 (0.6%) for MMS (due to presentation outside the gestational age limits) and 508 

(2.3%) for cfDNA screening (test failure, including multiple attempts). Also excluded were 10,224 

(3.7%) pregnancies that had prenatal screening results with an unknown outcome (i.e., they lacked 

both a follow-up cytogenetics result and birth outcome). 

The overall sensitivity (detection rate) of Ontario’s modified-contingent prenatal screening 

program was 89.9% for T21 and 80.5% for T18 (Table 2). There were 4,216 screen-positive results for 

T21 (1.6% of all pregnancies screened) and 639 (0.2%) for T18, where cfDNA screening results are 
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considered definitive screen results. Overall system specificity was 98.8% for T21 and 99.9% for T18, 

with a negative predictive value of >99.9% for both T21 and T18.  

 

Impact of Contingent cfDNA Screening  

We focused on T21 when examining the different prenatal screening and diagnostic testing 

options pursued following a screen-positive result (Figure 2). For 13,396 pregnancies with a MMS 

screen-positive result, 11,443 (85%) underwent follow-up testing: cfDNA screening for 9,901 (86.5%) 

and PND for 1,542 (13.5%); 15% had no further testing. Of the 372 pregnancies that were cfDNA 

screen-positive following screen-positive MMS, PND was performed for 261 (70.2%); and of the 159 

pregnancies with a positive result following first-tier cfDNA screening, PND was performed for 81 

(50.9%). Since the integration of publicly funded cfDNA screening in 2016, PND was performed for 

6,242 pregnancies in our cohort (2.4% of all screened pregnancies; data not shown).  

 

DISCUSSION 

Statement of Principal Findings 

In our single payer health system, we were able to report on the population-based performance 

of contingent prenatal screening for a cohort of 373,682 pregnancies. We report an overall uptake of 

69.9%; we also demonstrate a sensitivity of 89.9% for T21 and 80.5% for T18, with a screen-positive 

rate of 1.6% for T21 and 0.2% for T18. In agreement with other publications [27,28], our data 

demonstrate a first-tier cfDNA screening sensitivity of 99.8% for T21 and 94.4% for T18, with a test 

failure rate of 2.2% (including multiple attempts). We observed a nearly two-fold (47%) reduction in 

PND since the integration of cfDNA screening in 2014: 2.4% of all screened pregnancies underwent 

PND, compared with 4.4% (4,208 of 96,501 screened pregnancies) from a 2012-2013 cohort of 145,777 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 23, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.22.20195123doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.22.20195123
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Page 10 of 20 

singleton pregnancies in Ontario (unpublished data). Finally, participants in Ontario’s prenatal 

screening program pursued a variety of options following a screen-positive result that models cannot 

capture. Our findings are consistent with other publications [29] that demonstrate how pregnant 

individuals may not pursue PND following a screen-positive result, even following a first-tier cfDNA 

test.  

 

Uptake and Performance compared with other contingent cfDNA screening systems 

As with other publicly funded systems, our contingent model was chosen to provide equitable 

access to contingent cfDNA screening within a system that optimizes detection and reduces the overall 

screen-positive and PND rate, without significantly increasing overall cost [6]. Ontario’s prenatal 

screening system performs as expected based on our previously-modeled data [30]: we observed a 

slight increase in uptake (70% vs 67%) and similar performance. The contingent performance (100% 

sensitivity with 98.8% specificity) reported from Denmark [21] is better than that of Ontario’s overall 

system, largely due to Denmark’s MMS performance and screening cut-offs [19]. Each component of 

Ontario’s system has comparable performance with those reported from Australia (89.6% sensitivity 

for FTS and 100% for cfDNA screening), where cfDNA screening is offered as a self-paid test. During the 

study period, Ontario offered a variety of MMS modalities; a recent shift to a system predominately 

based on enhanced first trimester screening (eFTS) will allow for improved performance and more 

streamlined performance management. Improving T21 detection rates in Ontario may require lowering 

MMS screening cut-offs; determining the appropriate cut-offs is important in a public system, both to 

control costs and avoid potential harm created by false-positive results [8,17].  
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Study Strengths and Weaknesses 

Our study provides the largest population-based performance analysis of a contingent cfDNA 

prenatal screening system to date, owing to the high-quality perinatal data set available through BORN 

Ontario. With BORN Ontario’s complete capture of prenatal data and birth outcomes, including all 

pregnancies and births unaffected by aneuploidy, we were able to identify true negative cases 

(pregnancies without aneuploidy and with a negative screen result) and report on true overall system 

specificity and negative predictive value. 

In our cohort, 3.7% of screened pregnancies were excluded from performance analyses 

because they had an unknown outcome. This proportion is lower than the general risk of miscarriage 

after 12w gestation (approximately 6%) [31,32]. Given that our data include cytogenetics results for 

PND as well as for products of conception, we speculate that most of these unknown outcomes are 

unrelated to aneuploidy. Nonetheless, improving the capture of such outcomes is an ongoing area of 

improvement. 

 

Implications for Clinicians and Policy Makers 

Given the sample size and data quality, our study provides useful insights for other jurisdictions 

looking to incorporate cfDNA screening in a cost-effective manner and demonstrates the value of 

comprehensive, registry-based data to monitor and optimize system performance. An illustration of 

our ability to optimize system performance occurred at the outset of the COVID-19 pandemic: within 

three weeks of learning of an anticipated decrease in access to nuchal translucency scans, PSO 

implemented evidence-based screening algorithm adjustments. These adjustments allowed for our 

detection rate to be maintained even in the absence of NT, and increased access to cfDNA screening 

where appropriate.  
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Routinely-collected population data also allows for accurate tracking of test utilization as 

individuals navigate the program. For example, the high accuracy and non-invasiveness of cfDNA 

screening has led to concerns regarding the ‘routinization’ of this test and its impact on informed 

choice [33,34]. However, our data demonstrate that while there is considerable uptake of publicly 

funded cfDNA screening, only 65.2% (range 61.2-69.1%) of pregnant individuals receiving a positive 

result from cfDNA-screening (contingent or first-tier) proceed to PND. This supports earlier reports that 

pregnant individuals value the option of cfDNA screening in order to have information earlier in 

pregnancy, but make subsequent choices based on individual considerations [29]. It is important to 

note that we were unable to assess the impact of cfDNA screening on pregnancy termination rates, as 

BORN Ontario does not routinely collect information for these procedures. 

 

Future Directions 

This work demonstrates the power of registry data to evaluate and optimize prenatal screening 

system performance. From this foundation, PSO can rapidly optimize algorithms and make evidence-

based recommendations regarding the integration of new technologies (e.g., new approaches to cfDNA 

aneuploidy screening), targets (e.g., microdeletions), and conditions (e.g., preeclampsia, congenital 

anomalies). PSO is already using this real-world data to answer key questions such as the cost 

effectiveness of Ontario’s prenatal screening system, predictive value of no-call cfDNA screening, and 

the screening utility of soft markers or mosaic cytogenetic findings.  

 

Conclusion 

We have demonstrated population-based prenatal screening performance in a publicly funded 

health care system, anchored by a robust comprehensive data registry. With the ability to supplement 
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cytogenetics results with normal birth outcomes, we are able to capture all true negatives and report 

on complete system performance, including sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value and 

negative predictive value. We analyzed 373,682 singleton pregnancies over a 2.5 year period and 

demonstrated that Ontario’s prenatal screening system performed as expected based on modeled 

data. Our contingent model was designed to provide equitable access to cfDNA screening using a 

system that optimizes detection, reduces screen-positives and PND, and does not significantly increase 

overall cost. By analyzing data in real-time, PSO can rapidly optimize performance or respond to 

system pressures, such as the evidence-based adjustments to screening algorithms we made in 

response to decreased access to nuchal translucency scans during the COVID-19 pandemic. PSO will 

continue to use this real-world data to improve our system to the benefit of patients, and to answer 

important questions about the use and utility of emerging screening methods. 

 

  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 23, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.22.20195123doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.22.20195123
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Page 14 of 20 

REFERENCES 

1  Gil MM, Accurti V, Santacruz B, et al. Analysis of cell-free DNA in maternal blood in screening for 
aneuploidies: updated meta-analysis. Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol 2017;50:302–14. 
doi:10.1002/uog.17484 

2  Oepkes D, Page-Christiaens GCL, Bax CJ, et al. Trial by Dutch laboratories for evaluation of non-
invasive prenatal testing. Part I—clinical impact. Prenat Diagn 2016;36:1083–90. 
doi:10.1002/pd.4945 

3  Salomon LJ, Alfirevic Z, Audibert F, et al. ISUOG updated consensus statement on the impact of 
cfDNA aneuploidy testing on screening policies and prenatal ultrasound practice. Ultrasound Obstet 
Gynecol 2017;49:815–6. doi:10.1002/uog.17483 

4  Allyse M, Chandrasekharan S. Too much, too soon?: Commercial provision of noninvasive prenatal 
screening for subchromosomal abnormalities and beyond. Genet Med 2015;17:958–61. 
doi:10.1038/gim.2015.23 

5  Allyse M, Minear M, Rote M, et al. Non-invasive prenatal testing: a review of international 
implementation and challenges. Int J Womens Health 2015;7:113. doi:10.2147/IJWH.S67124 

6  Health Quality Ontario. Noninvasive prenatal testing for trisomies 21, 18, and 13, sex chromosome 
aneuploidies, and microdeletions: a health technology assessment. Toronto: 2019.  

7  Huang T, Dougan S, Walker M, et al. Trends in the use of prenatal testing services for fetal 
aneuploidy in Ontario: a descriptive study. C Open 2018;6:E436–44. doi:10.9778/cmajo.20180046 

8  Walker BS, Jackson BR, Lagrave D, et al. A cost-effectiveness analysis of cell free DNA as a 
replacement for serum screening for Down syndrome. Prenat Diagn 2015;35:440–6. 
doi:10.1002/pd.4511 

9  Gil MM, Revello R, Poon LC, et al. Clinical implementation of routine screening for fetal trisomies in 
the UK NHS: Cell-free DNA test contingent on results from first-trimester combined test. 
Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol 2016;47:45–52. doi:10.1002/uog.15783 

10  Kazerouni NN, Currier RJ, Flessel M, et al. Detection rate of quadruple-marker screening 
determined by clinical follow-up and registry data in the statewide California program, July 2007 to 
February 2009. Prenat Diagn 2011;31:901–6. doi:10.1002/pd.2802 

11  Maxwell S, O’Leary P, Dickinson JE, et al. Diagnostic performance and costs of contingent screening 
models for trisomy 21 incorporating non-invasive prenatal testing. Aust New Zeal J Obstet Gynaecol 
2017;57:432–9. doi:10.1111/ajo.12612 

12  Chitty LS, Wright D, Hill M, et al. Uptake, outcomes, and costs of implementing non-invasive 
prenatal testing for Down’s syndrome into NHS maternity care: Prospective cohort study in eight 
diverse maternity units. BMJ 2016;354. doi:10.1136/bmj.i3426 

13  Lindquist A, Hui L, Poulton A, et al. State-wide utilization and performance of traditional and cell-
free DNA-based prenatal testing pathways: the Victorian Perinatal Record Linkage (PeRL) study. 
Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol 2020;56:215–24. doi:10.1002/uog.21899 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 23, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.22.20195123doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.22.20195123
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Page 15 of 20 

14  Nicolaides KH, Syngelaki A, Ashoor G, et al. Noninvasive prenatal testing for fetal trisomies in a 
routinely screened first-trimester population. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2012;207:374.e1-374.e6. 
doi:10.1016/j.ajog.2012.08.033 

15  Zhang H, Gao Y, Jiang F, et al. Non-invasive prenatal testing for trisomies 21, 18 and 13: Clinical 
experience from 146 958 pregnancies. Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol 2015;45:530–8. 
doi:10.1002/uog.14792 

16  Bianchi DW, Lamar Parker R, Wentworth J, et al. DNA sequencing versus standard prenatal 
aneuploidy screening. N Engl J Med 2014;370:799–808. doi:10.1056/NEJMoa1311037 

17  Nicolaides KH, Wright D, Poon LC, et al. First-trimester contingent screening for trisomy 21 by 
biomarkers and maternal blood cell-free DNA testing. Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol 2013;42:41–50. 
doi:10.1002/uog.12511 

18  Ekelund CK, Kopp TI, Tabor A, et al. The Danish fetal medicine database. Clin Epidemiol 2016;8:479–
83. doi:10.2147/CLEP.S99477 

19  Vogel I, Tabor A, Ekelund C, et al. Population-Based Screening for Trisomies and Atypical 
Chromosomal Abnormalities: Improving Efficacy using the Combined First Trimester Screening 
Algorithm as well as Individual Risk Parameters. Fetal Diagn Ther 2019;45:424–9. 
doi:10.1159/000492152 

20  Ekelund CK, Petersen OB, Jørgensen FS, et al. The Danish Fetal Medicine Database: Establishment, 
organization and quality assessment of the first trimester screening program for trisomy 21 in 
Denmark 2008-2012. Acta Obstet Gynecol Scand 2015;94:577–83. doi:10.1111/aogs.12581 

21  Miltoft CB, Rode L, Ekelund CK, et al. Contingent first-trimester screening for aneuploidies with cell-
free DNA in a Danish clinical setting. Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol 2018;51:470–9. 
doi:10.1002/uog.17562 

22  Personal Health Information Protection Act, SO 2004, c 3, Sched. A. Government of Ontario 2004. 
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/04p03#BK44 (accessed 5 Dec 2019). 

23  One in a Million. BORN Ontario Biennial Report 2016-2018. Ottawa, ON: 2018. [Internet] 
https://www.bornontario.ca/en/publications/resources/Documents/BORN-Biennial-Report-2016-
18.pdf 

24  Dunn S, Sprague AE, Grimshaw JM, et al. A mixed methods evaluation of the maternal-newborn 
dashboard in Ontario: Dashboard attributes, contextual factors, and facilitators and barriers to use: 
A study protocol. Implement Sci 2016;11:59. doi:10.1186/s13012-016-0427-1 

25  Dunn S, Lanes A, Sprague AE, et al. Data accuracy in the Ontario birth Registry: A chart re-
abstraction study. BMC Health Serv Res 2019;19:1001. doi:10.1186/s12913-019-4825-3 

26  Bacal V, Fell DB, Shapiro H, et al. The Canadian Assisted Reproductive Technologies Register 
(CARTR) Plus database: a validation study. Hum Reprod Open 2020;2020. 
doi:10.1093/hropen/hoaa005 

27  Norton ME, Jacobsson B, Swamy GK, et al. Cell-free DNA analysis for noninvasive examination of 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 23, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.22.20195123doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.22.20195123
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Page 16 of 20 

trisomy. N Engl J Med 2015;372:1589–97. doi:10.1056/NEJMoa1407349 

28  Pergament E, Cuckle H, Zimmermann B, et al. Single-nucleotide polymorphism-based noninvasive 
prenatal screening in a high-risk and low-risk cohort. Obstet Gynecol 2014;124:210–8. 
doi:10.1097/AOG.0000000000000363 

29  Hill M, Barrett A, Choolani M, et al. Has noninvasive prenatal testing impacted termination of 
pregnancy and live birth rates of infants with Down syndrome? Prenat Diagn 2017;37:1281–90. 
doi:10.1002/pd.5182 

30  Okun N, Teitelbaum M, Huang T, et al. The price of performance: A cost and performance analysis 
of the implementation of cell-free fetal DNA testing for Down syndrome in Ontario, Canada. Prenat 
Diagn 2014;34:350–6. doi:10.1002/pd.4311 

31  Rossen LM, Ahrens KA, Branum AM. Trends in Risk of Pregnancy Loss Among US Women, 1990–
2011. Paediatr Perinat Epidemiol 2018;32:19–29. doi:10.1111/ppe.12417 

32  Michels TC, Tiu AY. Second trimester pregnancy loss. Am Fam Physician 2007;76:1341–8. 
doi:10.1017/9781316662571.026 

33  Health Quality Ontario. Perspectives of Pregnant People and Clinicians on Noninvasive Prenatal 
Testing: A Systematic Review and Qualitative Meta-synthesis. Ont Health Technol Assess Ser 
2019;19:1–38. 

34  Lewis C, Hill M, Chitty LS. Offering non-invasive prenatal testing as part of routine clinical service. 
Can high levels of informed choice be maintained? Prenat Diagn 2017;37:1130–7. 
doi:10.1002/pd.5154 

  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 23, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.22.20195123doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.22.20195123
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Page 17 of 20 

FIGURES AND TABLES 

 

Figure 1: A Universal and Publicly Funded Modified-Contingent Model for Aneuploidy Screening in 
Ontario, Canada. In 2016, Ontario funded modified-contingent cfDNA prenatal screening for the 
common autosomal aneuploidies (trisomy 21, 18, 13) and sex chromosome aneuploidies. Women at 
high-risk for fetal aneuploidy are eligible for publicly funded cfDNA screening following screen-positive 
MMS (defined as risk ≥ 1 in 350 for enhanced first trimester screening or risk ≥ 1 in 200 for quad 
screening) or as a first-tier screen. Criteria for determining eligibility for first-tier cfDNA screening are 
based on recommendations from the provincial advisory group with the goal of optimizing 
performance while containing costs [30]. cfDNA: cell-free DNA screening; EDD: estimated due date; NT: 
nuchal translucency; MMS: multiple marker screening. 
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Figure 2: Screening Uptake and PND for Ontario’s modified-contingent cfDNA prenatal screening 
model for T21. During the two-year study period, an offer of prenatal screening was accepted for 
261,096 singleton pregnancies (69.9%). This flowchart illustrates the variety of screening and testing 
options pursued by pregnant Ontarians, which models cannot capture. Real-world utilization is very 
different than the ideal model presented in Figure 1. MMS: maternal serum screening; cfDNA: cell-free 
DNA screening; PND: invasive prenatal diagnosis.  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 23, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.22.20195123doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.22.20195123
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Page 19 of 20 

 
MMS only 

(n= 238,538) 
cfDNA only 
(n= 5,750) 

MMS + cfDNA 
(n= 16,808) 

No Screening 
(n= 112,586) 

Maternal Age at EDD 
(mean, SD) 31.03 (4.71) 38.85 

(5.25) 36.00 (5.20) 30.35 (5.45) 

GA (weeks) at MMS Screening 
(mean, SD) 12.7 (1.1) NA 12.70 (0.9) NA 

GA (weeks) at NIPT Screening 
(mean, SD) NA 13.7 (1.4) 15.6 (4.1) NA 

 Maternal BMI, (n, %)    
<18.5 10536 (4.4) 175 (3.0) 584 (3.5) 5360 (4.8) 

18.5-25 104428 (43.8) 2215 (38.5) 7095 (42.2) 47226 (41.9) 
25-30 48570 (20.4) 1085 (18.9) 3433 (20.4) 23351 (20.7) 
≥30 37276 (15.6) 908 (15.8) 2624 (15.6) 19353 (17.2) 

Missing Data 37728 (15.8) 1367 (23.8) 3072 (18.3) 17296 (15.4) 

Smoking, n (%)     
Any 12036 (5.0) 211 (3.7) 540 (3.2) 11893 (10.6) 

None 211004 (88.5) 4617 (80.3) 14763 (87.8) 92682 (82.3) 
Missing Data 15498 (6.5) 922 (16.0) 1505 (9.0) 8011 (7.1) 

Income Quintile, (% column)     
Q1 51650 (21.7) 1061 (18.5) 3272 (19.5) 27439 (24.4) 
Q2 48620 (20.4) 1092 (19.0) 3183 (18.9) 22267 (19.8) 
Q3 50106 (21.0) 1094 (19.0) 3425 (20.4) 21121 (18.8) 
Q4 47140 (19.8) 1123 (19.5) 3648 (21.7) 18626 (16.5) 
Q5 36891 (15.5) 1260 (21.9) 3074 (18.3) 15152 (13.5) 

Missing Data 4131 (1.7) 120 (2.1) 206 (1.2) 7981 (7.1) 
 
Table 1: Demographic data for singleton pregnancies in Ontario with an estimated due date between 
September 1, 2016 and March 31, 2019 (excluding those with a self-paid screening test). Eligible 
pregnancies with non-informative results (either screening or diagnostic) are not included. MMS: 
Multiple marker screening; cfDNA: cell-free DNA; EDD: estimated due date; SD: standard deviation; GA: 
gestational age; BMI: body mass index; Q: quintile. 
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Overall MMS cfDNA 

T21 T18 T21 T18 T21 T18 
Sensitivity 89.94 

(87.50, 92.05) 
80.47 

(74.53, 85.54) 
86.25 

(83.19, 88.95) 
76.79 

(69.66, 82.94) 
99.78 

(98.77, 99.99) 
94.44 

(88.30, 97.93) 

Specificity 98.76 
(98.72, 98.81) 

99.89 
(99.88, 99.91) 

94.99 
(94.91, 95.08) 

99.76 
(99.74, 99.78) 

99.81 
(99.74, 99.87) 

99.95 
(99.91, 99.97) 

PPV 17.26 
(16.06, 18.51) 

39.23 
(34.64, 43.96) 

3.94 
(3.61, 4.29) 

17.79 
(15.08, 20.78) 

91.99 
(89.21, 94.24) 

90.27 
(83.25, 95.04) 

NPV 99.97 
(99.96, 99.98) 

99.98 
(99.98, 99.99) 

99.97 
(99.96, 99.97) 

99.98 
(99.98, 99.99) 

>99.99 
(99.97, 100.00) 

99.97 
(99.94, 99.99) 

 
Table 2: Overall and modality-specific performance of a universal and publically funded prenatal 
screening program for trisomy 21 (T21) and 18 (T18). Through complete capture of prenatal data and 
birth outcomes, PSO is able to determine real-world screening performance, including true negatives 
(pregnancies with a negative screen result and no aneuploidy identified via PND or at birth). PSO: 
Prenatal Screening Ontario; MMS: multiple marker screening; cfDNA: cell-free DNA screening; PPV: 
positive predictive value; NPV: negative predictive value. 
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