
 

1 

Who is pregnant? defining real-world data-based pregnancy episodes in the National COVID 
Cohort Collaborative (N3C) 
 
Authors/Affiliations 
Sara Jones1¶ , Katie R. Bradwell2¶ , Lauren E. Chan3, Courtney Olson-Chen4, Jessica Tarleton5, Kenneth 
J. Wilkins6, Qiuyuan Qin7, Emily Groene Faherty8, Yan Kwan Lau9, Catherine Xie7, Yu-Han Kao9, 
Michael N. Liebman10, Federico Mariona11,12, Anup Challa13, Li Li9, Sarah J. Ratcliffe14, Julie A. 
McMurry15, Melissa A. Haendel15, Rena C. Patel16&, Elaine L. Hill4,7&, on behalf of the N3C Consortium 
 
1. Office of Data Science and Emerging Technologies, National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases, National Institutes 
of Health, Rockville, MD 
2. Palantir Technologies, Denver, CO 
3. College of Public Health and Human Sciences, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR 
4. Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology, University of Rochester Medical Center, Rochester, NY 
5. Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology, Medical University of South Carolina, Charleston, SC 
6. Biostatistics Program, Office of the Director, National Institute of Diabetes and Digestive and Kidney Diseases, National 
Institutes of Health, Bethesda, MD 
7. Department of Public Health Sciences, University of Rochester Medical Center, Rochester, NY 
8. University of Minnesota School of Public Health, Minneapolis, MN 
9. Sema4, Stamford, CT 
10. IPQ Analytics, LLC, Kennett Square, PA 
11. Beaumont Hospital, Dearborn, MI 
12. Wayne State University, Detroit, MI 
13. Department of Chemical and Biomolecular Engineering, Vanderbilt University, Nashville, TN 
14. Department of Public Health Sciences, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, VA 
15. Department of Biomedical Informatics, University of Colorado, Anschutz Medical Campus, Aurora, CO 
16. Department of Medicine and Global Health, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 
 
 
¶ both authors contributed equally, & both authors contributed equally 
Corresponding Author: Elaine Hill, PhD, Department of Public Health Sciences, University of Rochester, 265 Crittenden 
Blvd Rochester, NY, 14642, Tel.: (585) 275-0165, elaine_hill@urmc.rochester.edu  
 
 
Keywords: Electronic Health Records, Pregnancy, Algorithms, COVID-19, Gestational Age 

 
Word count: 4000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 . CC-BY 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 (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 8, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.04.22278439doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.04.22278439
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

2 

 
 
 

ABSTRACT 

 

Objective 

To define pregnancy episodes and estimate gestational aging within electronic health record (EHR) data 

from the National COVID Cohort Collaborative (N3C). 

 

Materials and Methods 

We developed a comprehensive approach, named Hierarchy and rule-based pregnancy episode Inference 

integrated with Pregnancy Progression Signatures (HIPPS) and applied it to EHR data in the N3C from 1 

January 2018 to 7 April 2022. HIPPS combines: 1) an extension of a previously published pregnancy 

episode algorithm, 2) a novel algorithm to detect gestational aging-specific signatures of a progressing 

pregnancy for further episode support, and 3) pregnancy start date inference. Clinicians performed 

validation of HIPPS on a subset of episodes. We then generated three types of pregnancy cohorts based 

on the level of precision for gestational aging and pregnancy outcomes for comparison of COVID-19 and 

other characteristics. 

 

Results 

We identified 628,165 pregnant persons with 816,471 pregnancy episodes, of which 52.3% were live 

births, 24.4% were other outcomes (stillbirth, ectopic pregnancy, spontaneous abortions), and 23.3% had 

unknown outcomes. We were able to estimate start dates within one week of precision for 431,173 (52.8%) 
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episodes. 66,019 (8.1%) episodes had incident COVID-19 during pregnancy. Across varying COVID-19 

cohorts, patient characteristics were generally similar though pregnancy outcomes differed. 

 

Discussion 

HIPPS provides support for pregnancy-related variables based on EHR data for researchers to define 

pregnancy cohorts. Our approach performed well based on clinician validation. 

 

Conclusion 

We have developed a novel and robust approach for inferring pregnancy episodes and gestational aging 

that addresses data inconsistency and missingness in EHR data. 
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OBJECTIVE 

Pregnancy episodes of care in EHR data are often inconsistently coded across patients. Our objective was 

to leverage pregnancy concepts recorded in the nationally-pooled EHR data of the National COVID 

Cohort Collaborative (N3C) to comprehensively infer pregnancy start and end dates using novel 

algorithms and to show the utility of these pregnancy episodes of care as a resource for COVID-19 

research.  

 

BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE 

The COVID-19 pandemic has substantially impacted daily life, and is especially concerning for vulnerable 

populations. Pregnant persons appear to be at higher risk for incident and severe COVID-19 infections 

than non-pregnant persons [1–4]. Increased rates of cesarean section deliveries, lower gestational age at 

delivery, and preterm birth have been observed among pregnant persons with COVID-19 [5]. Pregnant 

persons with COVID-19 may also present more frequently with acute respiratory distress syndrome and 

hemolysis, elevated liver enzymes, and low platelets syndrome [6,7]. Moreover,  access to and utilization 

of healthcare services markedly changed during the pandemic [1,2,8,9], which may have impacted 

antenatal care. Numerous knowledge gaps related to pregnancy and COVID-19 persist, including the 

impact of vaccination and the mechanisms underlying elevated risk for various poor outcomes.  

 

EHR data can inform these knowledge gaps. The N3C [10] offers COVID-19 researchers access to 

harmonized EHR data from more than 12M individuals from 72 sites (7 April 2022). This is the first and 

largest publicly available EHR repository with national sampling in the U.S. However, data fields for start 

and end of pregnancies and gestational age at birth do not currently exist in a consistent form within EHRs, 

making it challenging to ascertain pregnancy episodes and gestational aging. Further, sites differ widely 
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on how accurately and consistently this information is collected in their respective EHRs (Figure 1); 

moreover, the “gold-standard” of birth certificate-based data are usually unavailable in EHRs. 

 

 

Figure 1. Common scenarios of pregnancy episodes in N3C illustrate how the EHR provides an 

incomplete picture of care. Some visits were not recorded (occurred in another healthcare system), and 

yet others were likely recorded inconsistently or inaccurately. Some routine visits may have occurred in 

another healthcare system or may not have occurred at all, potentially due to healthcare disruption caused 

by the pandemic.  

 

To overcome these limitations, EHR-based investigations commonly utilize algorithms for determining 

gestational age and pregnancy (or delivery) episodes using diagnostic codes and delivery dates [11–15]. 

In N3C, we started with an existing algorithm using Observational Medical Outcomes Partnership 

(OMOP) concepts defined in Matcho et. al. [12]. However, this and similar algorithms rely heavily on 

anchoring the pregnancy with a specifically recorded pregnancy outcome (e.g. live birth), and do not 

leverage available pregnancy data for which an outcome is missing or may not have yet occurred. They 

also rely on approximations based on outcome date [16,17] or hierarchies of a limited number of 

pregnancy markers [12] to infer pregnancy start, which may not always be recorded accurately in the data 
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or may be absent from the EHR. Therefore we adapted Matcho et. al [12] and layered on own data-driven 

algorithms to robustly and precisely infer pregnancy start, pregnancy end, and landmark time frames 

throughout a pregnancy’s progression to provide temporal context. 

 

METHODS 

 

N3C cohort preparation 

Detailed information on overall N3C organization can be found in previously published reports [10]. 

Briefly, each N3C data partner site provides demographic, visit, vital status, medication, laboratory, and 

diagnoses data; data is harmonized to the OMOP data model version 5.3.1 [18]. The N3C cohort is 

comprised of COVID-19-positive patients as well as COVID-19-negative controls matched on as many 

of the four sociodemographic variables (i.e., age, sex, race, and ethnicity) as possible. COVID-19-positive 

patients have been defined previously [19]. For patients included in N3C, encounters in the same data 

partner site on or after 1 January 2018 are also included (i.e., “lookback data”). 

 

Overview of our HIPPS approach to inferring pregnancy episodes, gestational aging, and pregnancy 

start dates 

Our composite algorithm, named Hierarchy and rule-based pregnancy episode Inference integrated with 

Pregnancy Progression Signatures (HIPPS), uses existing and data-driven analytic methods to identify 

pregnancies (Figure 2); HIPPS classifies each as a “pregnancy episode” recording all pregnancies per 

person (i.e., allowing an individual to be pregnant more than once during our observation period).  

 

 

 . CC-BY 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)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 8, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.04.22278439doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.04.22278439
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

7 

Figure 2. Overview of HIPPS. 1) From the 12M patients in N3C, we identified 4M that were both female 

and of reproductive age (15-55 years). 2) Of these, we identified 633K possibly pregnant persons who 

matched at least one concept in an initial set of ultrasound and pregnancy outcome concepts from Matcho 

et al. [12] 3) To develop an enriched set of concepts specific for pregnancy, we then assessed concept 

frequency among the initial cohort of possibly pregnant persons as compared with controls (all patients in 

Figure 2. HIPPS Algorithm Workflow
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N3C) and chose 1,417 concepts that were present in at least 1,000 individuals and were 10x (determined 

empirically via distribution analysis) more frequent among possibly pregnant persons. 4) Of 1,417 

concepts, 74 concepts with fixed gestational time ranges <=3 months during pregnancy were vetted by 

clinicians and selected. 5) Using the 74 concepts and the 639 concepts expanded from Matcho et al. related 

to pregnancy outcomes, 628K pregnant persons were selected for the HIPPS approach [12]. 6) For each 

pregnant person, pregnancy episodes were defined with the Hierarchy-based Inference of Pregnancy (HIP) 

Algorithm. 7) Episodes and outcomes identified were validated by the Progressing Pregnancy Signature 

(PPS) Algorithm. 8) Pregnancy start dates were calculated using the Estimated Start Date (ESD) 

Algorithm. 9) Using the pregnancy start dates, gestational age in weeks was determined at the date of the 

pregnancy outcome. 10) Lastly, we added other pregnancy-related and COVID-related covariates to each 

episode. 

 

Briefly, we first identified all females of reproductive age (15-55 years, inclusive) within N3C and applied 

pregnancy-specific concepts to identify potential pregnancies (Figure 2.1-5). Next, we applied two distinct 

algorithms to infer and validate unique pregnancy episodes (Figure 2.6-7). Then, we used gestational 

timing concepts to rigorously determine pregnancy episode start dates and their precision level (Figure 

2.8-9). Finally, we merged the pregnancy episodes data with other pregnancy-related information as well 

as metrics important to COVID-19 research (Figure 2.10).  

 

Selecting relevant concepts for computable pregnancy phenotype and gestational aging 

To define a computable phenotype for pregnancy in N3C, we started from a previously published concept 

set [12] and enriched it with additional concepts related to outcomes and gestational aging. This resulted 

in an expanded list of OMOP concepts that were relevant to either known pregnancy outcomes (639 

concepts) or gestational aging (74 concepts) (Table S1). 
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Hierarchy-based Inference of Pregnancy (HIP) Algorithm: Rule-based algorithm. 

To capture pregnancies without an outcome recorded in N3C, we developed the HIP Algorithm. Firstly, 

we used the “Outcome assessment and classification” step [12] to define episodes with the following 

outcomes: live birth, stillbirth, ectopic pregnancy, abortion (both spontanous and induced), and delivery 

record only. We then developed a novel approach to capture gestation-based episodes without outcomes, 

using gestational aging concepts that were prevalent in N3C data and had week-level resolution for 

estimating gestational age such as “Gestation Period, X weeks”. We calculated the start date of a gestation-

based episode by tracking backwards the maximum gestational age in weeks from the end date. Lastly, 

gestation-based episodes were combined with outcome-based episodes if they overlapped.  

 

Pregnancy Progression Signature (PPS) Algorithm: Novel temporal sequence analysis for detecting 

pregnancy episodes 

We developed the PPS algorithm to validate plausible episodes. PPS searches for signatures of progressing 

pregnancy concepts across each patient record using an adaptation of longest increasing consecutive 

subsequence analysis [20]. Briefly, time intervals across these concepts in the person’s data were 

compared to their expected intervals based on gestational ranges that clinicians assigned to the concepts 

(Figure 3A, Figure S1). Outcomes were added to each episode, and their concordance to HIP was assessed. 
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Figure 3. Overview of Pregnancy Progression Signature (PPS) Algorithm and Estimated Start Date 

(EDS) Algorithm. A) PPS Algorithm Overview. Notional examples of a continuing (1) and new (2) 

pregnancy episode are shown. Iteration and checks proceed for all records of a patient. In (1), PPS is 

iterating through the third record (R3) of the patient’s data. At R3, comparisons across concepts and record 

dates are performed via two main checks (Check 1, concept comparisons from current record to each 

previous record: dashed line, Check 2, concept comparisons surrounding and progressively outward from 

current record: dotted lines). Since at least one comparison evaluates to true (agreement between expected 

concept gestational timing and actual date differences between records), the episode is continued. In (2), 

the fourth patient record (R4) is reached in the same patient. As there are no checks that evaluate to true, 

a new episode is begun. B) Estimated Start Date Algorithm (EDSA) Overview. 1) Get all one-week to 3 

month resolution (GR3m) and gestation week-level resolution (GW) concepts and their record dates 

during the recorded pregnancy episode. If there is more than one GW concept on the same record date, 

keep the max GW concept. 2) Get the min and max start ranges for each GR3m concept and find the 

intersection of these ranges. 3) Get the start dates of each GW concept. Any start date that falls outside of 

the intersection is considered an outlier. 4) Calculate the precision in days using the first and last start date 

in the intersection and set the last start date as the start of the inferred pregnancy episode (5). 

 

Estimated Start Date (ESD) Algorithm - Estimating precise pregnancy start dates 

To estimate the start date for identified pregnancies (Figure 3B) we leveraged the set of 74 clinician-

validated concepts, which included concepts with gestation week-level resolution (i.e., “GW” concepts 

like “Gestation Period, 12 weeks”) and resolution between one-week and 3 months (i.e., “GR3m” concepts 

like “Trisomy 18 risk [Likelihood] in Fetus,” which is generally assessed between 12 and 24 weeks). We 

filtered out outlier concepts, taking into account the timing of when each concept was recorded, and 

estimated the pregnancy start dates and corresponding levels of precision. GW concepts that occur latest 
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in pregnancy were used to extrapolate the pregnancy start date based on empirical analysis (see Results). 

For comparison, we used a baseline method that obtains the start dates using only the GW concepts within 

an episode without any removal of outliers and assigned precision based on the maximum start date 

difference between GW concepts. 

 

Addition of pregnancy-related information to each pregnancy episode 

For each pregnant person and pregnancy episode, we ascertained available sociodemographic information 

(e.g., age, race/ethnicity) and other pregnancy-related information e.g., type of delivery (vaginal vs. 

cesarean), number of fetuses (singleton vs. multiple), and preterm status. Although parity and gravidity 

are not directly ascertainable in N3C (due to the limited observation period relative to each pregnant 

person’s lifespan), HIPPS itself is well suited to address these questions in other datasets. We created 

OMOP concept sets (Table S1 and Table S2) for pregnancy-related variables from all possible concepts 

available in various OMOP concept databases (e.g., Athena [21] and Atlas [22], Figure 2.4); all concept 

sets were vetted by clinicians on our team.   

 

Validation by clinicians and independent pregnancy-specific concepts 

Manual chart review is not possible in N3C due to regulations that minimize reidentification risk; we 

therefore provided two obstetrician-gynecologists with an N3C dataset containing all OMOP concepts 

related to measurements, observations, conditions, drugs, and procedures for each of 60 randomly-selected 

pregnancy episodes from 46 pregnant persons, of whom 13 had more than one recorded pregnancy (Figure 

S2): (1) 50 pregnancy episodes consisting of four pregnancy outcomes to yield 10 episodes per 

outcome/group and 20 for live birth, (2) 10 pregnancy episodes without outcomes, or (3) no pregnancy 

episodes identified. Within the group with no pregnancy episodes identified, we randomly selected 10 

females of reproductive age with a pregnancy-related concept yet no evidence of pregnancy progression. 
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Each clinician then assessed the  presence, number, dates, and outcomes of each pregnancy episode as 

well as the  gestational age in weeks at outcome and estimated last menstrual period (LMP). Additionally, 

the clinicians rated their level of confidence in annotating the above information with categories of not 

confident (-1), neutral (0), or confident (1). We computed the percent agreement for pregnancy outcome 

category, gestational age in weeks, date-related metrics, and the total number of episodes between each of 

the 60 instances assessed by both HIPPS and the clinicians’ validations, to quantify concordance of HIPPS 

with clinicians’ validations. Additionally, to provide further validation for pregnancy episode 

completeness and gestational timing, we specifically checked overlap and timing within pregnancy 

episodes of an independent set of 25 concepts (Table S3). These concepts were validated by clinicians to 

occur exclusively during pregnancy over a range wider than was suitable for episode definition by our 

algorithms (four to 10 months). 

 

COVID-19 analysis 

We used descriptive statistics to compare demographic characteristics across three types of pregnancy 

cohorts based on pregnancy episodes: (1) all episodes regardless of outcome category (i.e., a least 

conservative definition of a pregnancy cohort) (cohort 1: all episodes), (2) episodes with outcomes (but 

excluding delivery record only) and pregnancy start dates with up to one month resolution for estimated 

start date of pregnancy (includes week level poor support; i.e., a moderately conservative definition of a 

pregnancy cohort) (cohort 2: month-level), and (3) pregnancy episodes with outcomes (but excluding 

delivery record only) with high concordance (score of 2) between HIP and PPS and down to week-level 

resolution for estimated start date of pregnancy (i.e., a most conservative definition of a pregnancy cohort) 

(cohort 3: week-level). For each cohort, we further stratified pregnancy episodes into: (1) all episodes 

regardless of date or COVID-19 diagnosis status, (2) episodes ending before 1 March 2020, (3) episodes 

with indication of COVID-19-positivity after 1 March 2020, and (4) episodes with no indication of COVID-
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19-positivity status after 1 March 2020. We took the first occurrence of either a positive COVID-19 PCR 

or antigen (Ag) lab result or COVID-19 diagnostic code (U07.1) to assess COVID-19 positivity during a 

person’s pregnancy. Among pregnant persons who were COVID-19-positive during their pregnancy, we 

examined N3C COVID-19 severity measures [23].  

 

RESULTS 

 

To identify pregnancy episodes we used 713 OMOP concepts, including 74 concepts for inferring 

pregnancy start dates (Figure 2A). As of data extraction date (7 April 2022), 72 unique data partner sites 

contributed data for >12M total patients in N3C. Among these patients, HIPPS identified 4M females of 

reproductive age (15-55), of which a further subset of 628K had at least one pregnancy episode recorded 

in N3C (Figure 2B). We identified 816,471 episodes of which 426,852 (52.3%) had live births, 3,545 

(0.4%) stillbirths, 97,506 (11.9%) spontaneous abortions, 16,014 (2.0%) ectopic pregnancies, 82,201 

(10.1%) with delivery record only, and 190,353 (23.3%) missing outcome recorded (Figure 2C). Of those 

with pregnancy episodes, 51.4% are White non-Hispanic, 17.7% are Hispanic or Latino any race, 19.1% 

Black/African American non-Hispanic, 4.3% Asian American non-Hispanic, 0.2% Native Hawaiian or 

Pacific Islander non-Hispanic, 6.2% unknown, and 1.1% other non-Hispanic.  

 

Gestational timing concept curation and exploration 

Details of the data availability analysis and other validation analyses can be found in the Supplement 

(Figure S3-5). For each of the 1,417 pregnancy-specific concepts we determined the mean month and 

standard deviation of when the concept occurs relative to the pregnancy start of HIP-inferred episodes 

with outcomes (Figure S6). We retained a total of 145 concepts after filtering out concepts with a standard 

deviation >1.5 months (Table S3). Clinicians assigned expected gestational time ranges to each of the 145 
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concepts (Table S3); we kept the 74 concepts with time ranges ≤ 3 months. The vast majority of records 

of the 43 clinician-curated GR3m gestational timing concepts occurred during the expected time ranges 

using HIP’s episodes (Figure 4). Similarly, the records of the GW concepts aligned with their 

corresponding clinician gestational time range.  

 

Figure 4. Gestational timing precision for clinician-curated concepts of > 1 week and ≤ 3 months 

(GR3m). Agreement between clinician-assigned gestation ranges (blue bars = min, orange bar = max) 

and IQR of concepts in the data (boxplots) for the concepts selected as input for algorithm 2 with clinician 

gestational time ranges > 1 week and ≤ 3 months. For simplicity, we have not shown the Gestation period, 

X weeks (GW) concepts as these are all narrow by definition. 

 

Pregnancy start date estimation and evaluation of precision 

Figure 4. Gestational timing precision for clinician-curated concepts of > 1 week and ≤ 3 months (GR3m)
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For those episodes with GW concepts, we selected start dates with GW concepts with higher gestational 

timing reliability (Figure S6). Using the GW and GR3m concepts for ESD, our algorithm yielded 431,173 

(52.8%) episodes with  week-level (>1 concept) resolution. Compared with a baseline method, our 

algorithm achieved a 41.0% increase in episodes with week-level precision and reduced the number of 

episodes for non-specific precision by 49.1% (Table S4). Across all episodes with pregnancy outcomes, 

the proportion of episodes with week-level resolution increased (Figure 5A, Table S5). 

 

Figure 5. HIPPS results. A) Proportion of episodes by outcome category and by start date precision level 

for baseline and Estimated Start Date Algorithm. The baseline method obtained the start dates using only 

baseline ESDA baseline ESDA baseline ESDA baseline ESDA baseline ESDA baseline ESDA

Figure 5. HIPPS results
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the GW concepts within an episode without any removal of outliers and assigned precision based on the 

maximum start date difference between GW concepts. B) Histogram of episodes with week-level 

resolution only (N=564,762) by outcome category of recorded pregnancy lengths (start and end dates of 

records for pregnancy that occur within the EHR data) in weeks and C) inferred pregnancy lengths (actual 

pregnancy start and end estimated using HIPPS) in weeks. 

 

Characterization of full set of episodes from HIPPS approach 

Pregnancy episodes identified by our HIPPS approach found a significant proportion of likely ongoing 

pregnancies, had appropriate pregnancy lengths for respective outcome categories, where the vast majority 

of episodes identified by HIP algorithm were also supported by PPS, and common outcomes had a high 

concordance score. Of the 190,353 (23.3%) of the episodes missing an outcome, 41,629 (21.9%) of these 

likely represent an ongoing pregnancy as these episodes had not reached the time range of plausible 

delivery outcomes for, for example, live birth or stillbirth (Figure S7A). Over 40.0% of episodes across 

all outcomes that occur after 20 weeks of gestation have only one outcome concept within 28 days after 

pregnancy outcome date, suggesting these may be delivery-only type records (Figure S7B). Our 

algorithmically-inferred pregnancy length corresponded well with the expected time intervals by outcome 

category (Figure 5C). Of the episodes first inferred by HIP, 724,251 (88.7%) episodes were supported by 

PPS. Of those not supported by PPS (92,220 episodes, 11.3%), 74,493 (80.8%) HIP episodes did not have 

any gestational information and 81,151 (88.0%) episodes only had a recorded length of one day. When 

looking at the outcome concordance score, a metric of support for the identified outcomes, both live birth 

and stillbirth tended to have a higher percentage of episodes with the highest score of 2 (Figure S8). 

Spontaneous abortions and ectopic pregnancies on the other hand tended to have a higher percentage of 

episodes with the lowest score of 0.  
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Clinician validation 

Clinician validation agreed 100.0% with HIPPS-identified episodes (Cohen’s kappa coefficient 0.8591 

and asymptotic 95% CI, 0.7628 to 0.9553; exact p-value of test for chance agreement: 4.87⨉10-33) (Table 

1). The clinicians identified three extra episodes among the 13 pregnant persons with multiple episodes 

(one with no outcome and two with spontaneous abortions), thus agreement was assessed among a total  

of 63 instances: 63 episodes considered by clinicians (as ‘gold standard’) without regard for randomly-

sampled 10 instances assessed by algorithm as being without episodes (Table 1).  

 
Table 1. Independent internal validation of episodes and outcome categories by clinicians.  

 
Number of 
episodes 

identified by 
algorithm 

Number of 
episodes 
identified 

by clinician 

Percent 
completeness 
compared to 

clinician review 

Percent 
agreement 
between 

algorithm and 
clinician 

Clinicians’ 
average 

confidence 
score 

Standard 
deviation of 
clinicians’ 
confidence 

scores 
Persons without episodes 10 10 100.0 100.0 N/A N/A 

Number of episodes 
(among 46 females) 60 63 100.0 100.0 N/A N/A 

Outcome 
Live birth 20 21 95.2 100.0** 0.9 0.31 
Stillbirth 10 9 100.0* 90.0 0.89 0.33 

Spontaneous Abortion 10 14 71.4 100.0** 1 0 
Ectopic Pregnancy 10 9 100.0* 90.0 0.89 0.33 

Gestational age at outcome (± 1 week) 
Live birth N/A N/A  100.0 0.6 0.50 
Stillbirth N/A N/A  87.5 0.5 0.53 

Spontaneous Abortion N/A N/A  77.8 -0.44 0.52 
Ectopic Pregnancy N/A N/A  77.8 -0.44 0.52 

* All of the clinical curation-defined episodes for these categories were verified by algorithmic assessment. 
** All of the algorithmically-defined episodes for these categories were verified by clinical assessment. 
Note: As these cases were randomly selected for clinician validation they do not reveal information about the subpopulation 
and are not subject to the same policy regarding obfuscating small numbers of patients. 

 
The percent agreement by outcome category, including no outcome, was over 80.0% and the average 

confidence score ranged from 0.89 to 1.00. Within one week, HIPPS had high agreement with clinicians’ 

validations: 78.0% to 100.0% for start dates, 89.0% to 100.0% for end dates, and 78.0% to 100.0% for 

gestational age. These average confidence scores tended to be higher for live birth vs. other outcomes 

(Table 2). 
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Table 2. Independent internal validation of start and end dates of both inferred and recorded pregnancy 
episodes by clinicians.  

   

 Algorithmic concordance (% episodes) 
with clinician-assigned date +/- buffer Avg clinician 

confidence score 
(-1, 0, 1) 

Std dev 
clinician 

confidence 
score 

   N ± 7 days ± 14 days ± 21 days 

Estimated start date of inferred pregnancy episode 
 

Outcome 

Live birth 20 90.0 100.0 100.0 0.90 0.31 
 Stillbirth 10 89.0 89.0 89.0 0.89 0.33 
 Spontaneous Abortion 10 78.0 89.0 89.0 0.33 0.87 
 Ectopic Pregnancy 10 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.11 1.05 
 No outcome 10 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.88 0.35 
Estimated end date of inferred pregnancy episode (outcome only) 
 

Outcome 

Live birth 20 95.0 100.0 100.0 0.80 0.41 
 Stillbirth 10 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.56 0.73 
 Spontaneous Abortion 10 90.0 100.0 100.0 0.30 0.48 
 Ectopic Pregnancy 10 89.0 89.0 89.0 0.33 0.71 
Start date of recorded pregnancy episode 
 

Outcome 

Live birth 20 75.0 80.0 85.0 0.95 0.22 
 Stillbirth 10 56.0 78.0 89.0 0.67 0.50 
 Spontaneous Abortion 10 80.0 80.0 90.0 0.90 0.32 
 Ectopic Pregnancy 10 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.78 0.44 
 No outcome 10 63.0 63.0 75.0 0.88 0.35 
End date of recorded pregnancy episode 
 

Outcome 

Live birth 20 95.0 100.0 100.0 0.80 0.41 
 Stillbirth 10 89.0 89.0 89.0 0.67 0.71 
 Spontaneous Abortion 10 90.0 100.0 100.0 0.50 0.53 
 Ectopic Pregnancy 10 78.0 78.0 100.0 0.22 0.83 
 No outcome 10 88.0 88.0 88.0 0.88 0.35 
Note: As these cases were randomly selected for clinician validation they do not reveal information about the subpopulation 
and are not subject to the same policy regarding obfuscating small numbers of patients. 
 
Similarly, our additional check using the 25 clinician-validated concepts, that were independent to our 

algorithm definition and known to occur specifically within pregnancy, indicated a mean of 90.2 (SD = 

5.4)% of the concepts overlapped with the expected gestational time ranges for episodes (Table S6). 

 

Characterization of the various pregnancy cohorts stratified by COVID-19 status 

Among the approximate 816,471 pregnancy episodes (cohort 1 all episodes), 489,776 (60.0%) had month-

level granularity for gestational start date (cohort 2: month-level) and 271,044 (33.2%) had week-level 

granularity for gestational start date (cohort 3: week-level) (Table S7). Comparing across cohorts, patient 

characteristics were fairly similar with a few exceptions: patients in cohort 3 (week-level) were less likely 

to be 15-17 years old, were more likely to have a defined outcome of live birth, and more likely to have 
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COVID-19 screening during pregnancy (Figure 6). There were minimal differences in patient 

characteristics before versus after March 2020 (Figure 6).  

 

Figure 6. Demographics and outcomes of pregnant persons before and during COVID-19 pandemic, 

stratified by week-level resolution (Panel A), month-level resolution (Panel B), and all patients 

(Panel C). See Table S7 for source data. Note that COVID negative (COVID-) includes pregnant persons 

without any results in their records. 

 

For episodes post-March 2020, we further stratified by COVID-19 positivity during pregnancy; COVID-

19-positive pregnant persons were more likely to be Hispanic (21.5% vs. 18.2%), more likely to be 18-25 

years old and less likely to be 35+ years old. Those with a positive test or diagnosis were more likely to 

be screened for COVID-19 than those without (81.3% versus 67.1% Table S7). These trends were similar 
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for cohorts 2 and 3, however, missing data was less frequent among these cohorts compared to cohort 1, 

possibly indicating a more complete EHR record.  

 

For all episodes with a positive COVID-19 test during pregnancy, we explored demographic 

characteristics by COVID-19 severity (Table 3).   
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Table 3. Demographics and outcomes of pregnant persons by COVID-19 severity and reinfection status. 
 

 

Mild No ED* or 
Hosp around 
COVID index 

Mild ED* 
around COVID 

index 

Moderate Hosp 
around COVID 

index 

Severe ECMO 
IMV* in Hosp 

around COVID 
index 

Mortality after 
COVID index Reinfection 

 N % N % N % N % N % N % 
Age             

15-17 3,018 6.4 258 5.3 666 5.1 < 20 < 12.3 < 20 <31.7 < 20 < 2.0 
18-25 10,257 21.9 1,508 31.2 3,660 28.1 40 24.5 < 20 <31.7 258 25.2 
26-35 25,555 54.5 2,383 49.4 6,758 51.8 84 51.5 35 55.6 597 58.3 
35+ 8,083 17.2 679 14.1 1,953 15.0 35 21.5 < 20 < 31.7 162 15.8 

Race/Ethnicity             
White Non-Hispanic 24,684 52.6 1,873 38.8 4,808 36.9 77 47.2 25 39.7 529 51.7 
Hispanic or Latino Any Race 9,425 20.1 1,053 21.8 3,509 26.9 33 20.2 < 20 < 5.4 188 18.4 
Black/African American Non-Hispanic 7,391 15.8 1,460 30.2 3,171 24.3 27 16.6 21 33.3 233 22.8 
Unknown 3,019 6.4 257 5.3 903 6.9 < 20 < 12.3 < 20 < 5.4 38 3.7 
Asian American Non-Hispanic 1,587 3.4 119 2.5 427 3.3 < 20 < 12.3 < 20 < 5.4 27 2.6 
Other Non-Hispanic 710 1.5 53 1.1 199 1.5 < 20 < 12.3 < 20 < 5.4 < 20 < 1.9 
NHOPI* Non-Hispanic 97 0.2 < 20 < 0.4 20 0.2 < 20 < 12.3 < 20 < 5.4 < 20 < 1.9 

Preterm Status             
Yes 2,974 6.3 226 4.7 1,769 13.6 78 47.9 < 20 < 19.0 41 4 

Total** 46,913 71.1 4,828 7.3 13,037 19.7 163 0.2 63 0.1 1,024 1.6 
Highlighted in yellow are values that were slightly adjusted to obfuscate any back calculations of patient numbers under 20.  
*NHOPI = Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, ED = Emergency Department, ECMO = extracorporeal membrane 
oxygenation, IMV = invasive mechanical ventilation 
**Percentage is out of 66,019 episodes with COVID-19 positivity. 

 
Among 66,019 (8.1%) episodes with COVID-19 positivity, 71.1% of the infections were mild, 7.3% 

involved an emergency department visit, 19.7% resulted in a hospitalization, less than 1.0% required 

extracorporeal membrane oxygenation (ECMO) or resulted in mortality, and 1.6% were a reinfection. 

Black/African American non-Hispanic and Hispanic and older pregnant persons experienced greater 

severity compared to their counterparts. Preterm birth was markedly higher amongst those with severe vs. 

moderate COVID-19 (47.9% vs. 13.6%). 

 

DISCUSSION 
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We have not only created the largest cohort to date of COVID-19 positive pregnant persons from the U.S. 

but we have also developed a comprehensive, novel resource for others to precisely infer pregnancy 

episodes in any EHR data. In this geographically and demographically diverse and historically 

unprecedented U.S. dataset, we have identified 816,471 pregnancy episodes, with the majority of episodes 

having week-level resolution for pregnancy start. Our work provides a strong foundation for follow-up 

work for researchers and programs looking to address major knowledge gaps regarding pregnancy and 

COVID-19, and beyond. 

 

Our composite algorithm, HIPPS, combines two independent algorithms, each developed to address the 

disjointed or noncontinuous EHR records of a pregnant person: one algorithm, HIP, is an extension of a 

previously-developed rule-based algorithm [12] and the other is PPS, an entirely novel algorithm based 

on the longest increasing consecutive subsequence analysis. We used PPS to validate episodes from HIP. 

HIPPS offers unique elements not currently covered by existing, published algorithms. First, since the 

best prior algorithm only considers pregnancies with an outcome (e.g. live birth), pregnancies without 

such records are omitted by definition [12]. As pregnancies without outcome may offer important data, 

particularly related to COVID-19 research, both our HIP and PPS algorithms were designed to capture 

pregnancies with and without outcomes, the former by employing “Gestation Period, X weeks” concepts 

as attempted by Naleway et al. [15]. Second, PPS can check if the gestational timing data is progressing, 

even without outcome anchoring. Third, our HIPPS approach is consistent with how clinicians would 

annotate EHR information as demonstrated by our clinician validation. Fourth, high concordance between 

HIP and PPS provides high confidence in our pregnancy episode and outcome inference. Fifth, combining 

empirical analysis and clinician validation to derive gestational timing concepts for PPS and ESD allows 

episode inference to be optimized to the EHR dataset available. This is an advantage over using an 
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inflexible set of concepts of previous algorithms [12,15] for inferring pregnancy episode timing that may 

not be generalizable to other EHR datasets.  

 

Our final novel sub-algorithm applied to the episodes, ESD,  rigorously estimates pregnancy start date; 

this is ever more important in ascertaining risks related to exposures in pregnancy and outcomes, including 

for COVID-19. By including a validation metric, precision in days, for ESD, we provide a high level of 

confidence for the estimated start date of a pregnancy, with over 52.8% and 67.3% episodes with week- 

and month-level resolution, respectively. Such precision in gestational aging allows researchers to 

determine associations with an unprecedented level of confidence.  

 

Finally, as proof-of-concept of application of HIPPS to N3C data, we generated three types of cohorts of 

pregnant persons, ranging from least-conservatively defined (all episodes regardless of precision in 

gestational aging) to most-conservatively defined cohorts (week-level precision for gestational age and 

defined outcome), and compared sociodemographic, clinical, and COVID-19 variables across the cohorts. 

While we generally did not observe many significant differences in the proportion of pregnant persons, 

some interesting differences arose among the three types of pregnancy cohorts we presented. For example, 

those in the most conservatively defined cohort are less likely to be teenaged, more likely to have live 

birth outcomes, and more likely to have been screened for COVID-19 than those in our other two cohorts. 

That this cohort type is less likely to have spontaneous abortion or ectopic pregnancy is only natural given 

these outcomes have less gestational info. Thus, for example, questions anchoring on vaccination timing 

during pregnancy on risk of breakthrough or incident COVID-19 infection may require this most 

conservative cohort of pregnant persons, but then evaluating spontaneous abortions as the outcome would 

be a likely mismatch. On the other hand, certain research questions may not require exact gestational 

aging, as is common with claims data when researchers assign 40 weeks gestation to classify exposure 

 . CC-BY 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)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 8, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.04.22278439doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.04.22278439
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

25 

where gestational info is missing, in which case selecting the least conservative cohort may be most 

appropriate. Our presentation of three possible cohorts, to elucidate the possible sizes, demographics, 

precision, and tradeoffs for using exact definition types to define pregnancy cohorts in N3C, should aid 

future researchers for various research efforts not only within N3C but also for other EHR-based studies.  

 

While our work has several unique strengths, limitations also exist. First, we are unable to conduct source 

validation. Due to the nature of N3C making only de-identified data available that cannot be re-identified, 

we cannot conduct a “gold standard” validation of our findings against source data using birth certificates 

or medical charts; thus our work, in principle, cannot ascertain accuracy. Though we attempted a clinician 

validation approach that mimicked a medical chart review, it is possible that both the clinician annotators 

and HIPPS misidentified a pregnancy episode or misclassified a pregnancy outcome given the 

fundamental similar source of both. Regardless, previous literature supports our approach for defining 

pregnancy episodes even without source data validation [12]. Second, as with any EHR dataset, the 

likelihood of missingness and misclassification is high. It is possible that we may have missed potential 

pregnancy episodes or outcomes with our current concept sets, although we found inferred episode overlap 

of 90.2% on average between the independent 25 gestation age-specific concepts to those used for 

algorithm definition. This suggests that concept bias, either in our overall algorithms or in the small 

numbers included in our clinician validation, is unlikely. Also, because we did not filter out any episodes 

with a single occurrence of an outcome concept, as Matcho et al. had done [12], it is possible that our 

dataset overestimates the presence of some outcomes. Relatedly, misclassification may be high too, 

especially for uncommon pregnancy outcomes, and depending on the research question this could create 

sources of bias. Nonetheless, since we do provide the number of outcome concepts and confidence score 

for each pregnancy episode, users of the data and our approach can individualize criteria for excluding 

episodes depending on their research question. Third, while our approach has extremely high precision on 
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inferences for common outcomes, such as live birth, we observed less precision in inferences related to 

less common outcomes (i.e. ectopic pregnancies), or underreported outcomes, (i.e. spontaneous 

abortions), which are common issues among all EHR-based phenotyping of such outcomes. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Using HIPPS to identify pregnancy episodes and outcomes, we have not only developed the largest cohort 

to date of COVID-19 positive pregnant persons from the U.S. but enabled gestational aging with high 

precision⁠-crucial to research attempting to ascertain associations between certain pregnancy-related 

exposures and outcomes, elements that are ever-more important in COVID-19-related research in 

pregnancy. Our novel approach to gestational aging has enduring implications for others to precisely infer 

pregnancy episodes in EHR data.  
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CODE AVAILABILITY 
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