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Abstract

Objective: The majority of breech fetuses are delivered by Cesarean birth as few physicians are
trained in vaginal breech birth. An external cephalic version (ECV) can prevent Cesarean
delivery and the associated morbidity in these patients. Current guidelines recommend all
patients with breech presentation be offered an ECV attempt. Not all attempts are successful, and
an attempt does carry some risks so shared decision-making is necessary. To aid in patient
counseling, over a dozen prediction models to predict ECV success have been proposed in the
last few years. However, very few models have been externally validated, and thus none have
been adopted into clinical practice. This study aimsto use datafrom a United States hospital to
provide further data on ECV prediction models.

Study Design: This study retrospectively gathered data from Carle Foundation Hospital and
used it to test six models previously proposed to predict ECV success. These models were Dahl
2021, Bilgory 2023, Lopez Pérez 2020, Kok 2011, Burgos 2010, and Tasnim 2012 (GNK-PIMS
score).

Results: 125 patients undergoing 132 ECV attempts were included. 69 attempts were successful
(52.2%). Dahl 2021 had the greatest predictive value (AUC 0.779), while Tasnim 2012
performed the worst (AUC 0.626). The remaining models had similar predictive values as each
other (AUC 0.68-0.71). Bootstrapping confirmed that all models except Tasnim 2012 had
confidence intervals not including 0.5. The bootstrapped 95% AUC confidence interval for Dahl
2021 was 0.71-0.84. Interms of calibration, Dahl 2021 was well calibrated with predicted
probabilities matching observed probabilities. Bilgory 2023 and Lopez Pérez were poorly

calibrated.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.03.24309734
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
29
30

31
32

33

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.03.24309734; this version posted July 5, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Conclusion: Multiple prediction tools have now been externally validated for ECV success.

Dahl 2021 isthe most promising prediction tool.

Keywor ds: breech presentation; cesarean section; clinical prediction rule; logistic regression;

machine learning; nomogram; obstetrics, prognostic score

Key Points
¢ Prediction models can be powerful tools for patient counseling
e Theodds of ECV success can estimated based on patient factors and clinica findings

e Of the 6 tested models, only Dahl 2021 appears to have good predictive value and
calibration
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34 Introduction

35 Breech presentation complicates approximately 3-4% of term pregnancies, and transverse
36 liecomplicates an additional 0.1%-0.2%". The three main options for malpresentation

37  presentation include vaginal breech birth (VBB), Cesarean delivery, or external cephalic version
38 (ECV) followed by cephalic vaginal delivery . Vaginal breech births are extremely rarein the
39 United States and only offered in alimited number of centers. External cephalic versionisa

40 physical maneuver where physicians press on the mother’ s abdomen in the third trimester to try
41 torotateto acephalic (“head down”) position. If successful, the ECV allows for a cephalic

42  vaginal delivery and foregoes the need for a Cesarean delivery or VBB. As such, ECVsare cost

&

effective and noninvasive procedures that decrease Cesarean rates and avoid the associated

44 morbidity for patients®. Current American and British guidelines recommend that patients who
45  are near term with breech presentation be offered an ECV if there are no contraindications®*°.
46 Wide variation in ECV success rates have been reported, although most estimates are

47  usually around 50-60%>°'. Furthermore, not every patient has the same likelihood of procedure
48  success. Somerisk factors for ECV failure include low amniotic fluid volume, nulliparity,

49  obesity, descent of the breech into the pelvis, and later gestational age®™

! Regardless of whether
50 theprocedureis successful, the procedure can rarely result in complications, the most severe

51 include placental abruption (0.18%), umbilical cord prolapse (0.18%), fetomaternal hemorrhage
52  (0.9%), rupture of membranes (0.22%), and fetal death (0.19%) ’. As such, it is recommended
53 that an ECV only be performed in an institution where an emergency Cesarean delivery can be

54  performed and that shared decision making be employed to determine whether to proceed with

55 an ECV vsascheduled Cesarean birth.. Given the overall risks of the procedure, there has been a
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significant move in the field to publish models which predict an individual patient’s success, to
aide patients and practitioners in deciding for or against this intervention.

Many statistical models have been published in the last decade which predict the success
of an ECV depending on amultitude of variables such as. parity, placental location, amniotic
fluid volume, fetal sex, and descent of the presenting part™. We recently published a systematic
review of the 25 models that have been published so far, 14 of whichinthelast 5 years. The vast
majority of models had no external validation and thus were not being used in clinical practice.
Because of various gtatistical biases, it is common for a prediction model to be overfit and appear
to perform well in the original study, but be poorly predictivein reality. Thus, it is critical that
rigorous external validation be performed before these models are used clinically as acting on
incorrect predictionsisworse than have no prediction at all. Therefore, in our systematic review,
we determined that rather than new models to be developed, there is aneed for validation of the
existing models to determine their suitability for clinical use™. This study aimsto fill that gap in
the current literature and uses data from a hospital in the United States to externally validate six

different existing prediction models for ECV success.

Methods

Study design

We performed a retrospective cohort study at Carle Foundation Hospital in Urbana,
[llinois, USA. Approval from the institutional review board (IRB) was obtained prior to data
collection and the study was deemed exempt. Inclusion criteria were pregnant individualsin

whom one or more ECV's were attempted or performed. ECVsin patients with a prior Cesarean
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section (TOLAC) and in non-breech (e.g., transverse and oblique lie) presentations were
included. Twin pregnancies were excluded. Patients were excluded if the ECV or the delivery
did not happen at our institution or if the patient did not have any formal ultrasounds availablein
our EMR.

Data was retrieved from maternal medical records including demographic characteristics,
pregnancy information, ultrasound information, the success of the ECV attempt, and delivery
information. All charts were manually reviewed by the authors to confirm ECV success and final
method of delivery. ECV success was defined as cephalic presentation when the physician left
the room after the procedure. If the fetus returned to non-cephalic presentation after, then a
second attempt was considered a separate ECV altogether. Fetal presentation was obtained from
the patient’s most recent formal ultrasound before the ECV; if the patient’ s last ultrasound
indicated cephalic presentation, then presentation information was obtained from physician notes
at thetime of the ECV. REDCap was used to store the data until it was deidentified.

Demographic data was collected and tabulated. Pre-gravid BMI (BMI prior to pregnancy
or at first prenatal visit) was able to be collected for almost all patients, but BMI before ECV and
BMI at delivery was only available for a subset of patients. Many of the models included BMI,
but only some specified which BMI was used. The appropriate BMI was used when possible;
otherwise, the last available BMI was used. Some patients had other missing data (most
commonly for fetal presentation); thus, these patients were only used for evaluating prediction
models that did not require that variable.

All models except Dahl 2021 used amniotic fluid volume; four models used amniotic
fluid index (AFI) while Burgos 2010™*° used qualitative terms (e.g. “scarce’, “normal”, or

“abundant”). AFI was collected from patient records. For calculation of the Burgos 2010 mode,
6
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101  quadlitative criteriawere converted to oligohydramnios (AFI<5), normal, and polyhydramnios
102 (AFI>24) '8 Five patientsdid not have an AFI reported, but did have a single deepest pocket
103 (SDP); thiswas approximated to an AFI value by multiplying by 3.

104 Some models required estimated fetal weight (EFW). The last growth ultrasound was
105  used to obtain the EFW percentile. Then, using the World Health Organization Fetal Growth
106  Charts, the EFW at the time of ECV was calculated using the EFW percentile, gestational age at

107 ECV, and the fetal sex'*? (see https://github.com/jcarvalho45/whoFetal Growth for code and

108  dataset).

109 Statigtical analysis

110 Six prediction models were chosen from the prior systematic review: Dahl 2021,

111  Bilgory 2023**%, Lépez Pérez 2020, Kok 2011%, Burgos 2010™*°, and Tasnim 2012 (GNK-
112  PIMS score)®*. These models were chosen because they did not require any additional

113  measurements (e.g., forebag size, cervical exam before ECV) beyond what is routinely already
114  performed at our institution. The score or predicted probability was calculated for each model.
115 Therecever operating characteristic (ROC) curves were calculated for each model by

116  determining the sengtivity and specificity values at each threshold. The area under the curve
117 (AUC) was calculated and used as a predictor of discriminative power, and this was compared
118  between the models.

119 Because the ROC does not naturally have a method to determine confidence intervals,
120  bootstrapping statistical techniques were used to simulate 1000 new datasets from our original
121  dataset by sampling with replacement. This was done for each model and the simulations were

122  used to create confidence intervals for the AUC aswell as the ROC curves themsdves.
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123 Finally, calibration plots were calculated to give a measure of how well the calculated
124  probabilities compared to the observed outcomes™. Thiswas performed by calculating the odds
125  of success at each decile of predicted probability (e.g., in cases with a predicted probability of
126 70-79%, what percent of the time wasthe ECV actually successful?). Quality of calibration was
127  assessed visually.

128 Calculations were performed with Python version 3.10 using numpy, pandas, and sklearn
129  (scikit-learn) libraries and in Jupyter notebooks hosted by Google colab. Figures were created
130 using plotly 5.15. The code is hosted on GitHub and will be published online after publication of
131  thisstudy. The underlying data was deidentified and cleaned for publication with this manuscript
132  for reproduction or for future analyses.

133

134  Results

135 Population demographics

136 We ultimately obtained data from 125 patients who underwent atotal of 132 ECV

137  attempts, of which 69 were successful (52.2%) as seen in Table 1 and Table 2. 53 of the patients
138 ultimately had a vaginal delivery including 50 of those with successful ECV's and 3 of those with
139 failed ECVswho spontaneously verted afterwards. No patients had vaginal breech births. 107
140 patients were breech, 15 patients were transverse, and 3 were oblique before the first ECV

141  attempt. Our sample had alargely white population, which is consistent with the demographics
142  of our geographical region. No patients had oligohydramnios and six patients had

143  polyhydramnios (AFI >24), of which five had mild polyhydramnios (AFI<30) and five had

144  successful ECVs (al except the patient with moderate polyhydramnios).
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145 1 patient did not have any recorded BMI values. 116 patients did not have a recorded
146  EFW percentile. Only 40 patients had information of breech type (e.g. frank, complete,

147  incomplete).

148 The underlying data from this study is given in Supplement 1.

149

150 Available models— discrimination ability

151 The following 6 models were studied: Dahl 2021, Bilgory 2023%%, Lépez Pérez

152 2020%, Kok 2011%, Burgos 2010™¢, and Tasnim 2012 (GNK-PIM S score)®. Table 3 outlines
153 thevarying characteristics of these models including the AUC. In our population, all models had
154  at least some predictive value (AUC >0.5), with Dahl 2021 having the greatest AUC at 0.78

155  (Figure1). Bilgory 2023%%, Lépez Pérez 2020™, Kok 2011%, and Burgos 2010™*° all had

156  similar predictive valueswith AUC 0.68-0.71. Tasnim 2012%* had the lowest predictive valuein
157  our study with an AUC of 0.63. When bootstrapping was performed to ssimulate confidence

158 intervals for the AUC, Tasnim 2012%* was not statistically significant with 0.5 being inside the
159 confidenceinterval (Figure 2). However, the confidence interval was wide for Tasnim 2012
160  because the maority of our data did not have fetal presentation (e.g., frank vs complete vs

161 incomplete breech) recorded and thus was not included in the analysis of Tasnim 2012. The

162 confidenceintervalsfor the AUC overlapped between the magority of the models so confirmation
163  of which model had the best discriminative ability was not able to be done. A bootstrapped ROC
164  curveisshown for Dahl 2021 in Figure 3 and a table of bootstrapped AUC value for all the

165 moddsisshown in Supplement 2.
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166  Available models— calibration

167 Dahl 2021" was relatively well calibrated in our population (Figure 4). Bilgory

168  2023*%?'2 had poor calibration without a specific tendency to over or under calibrate. Lépez
169  Pérez 2020 was consistently under-calibrated. That is, it would consistently underestimate the
170  probability of successin our population by areatively fixed amount. The remaining three

171  modesreturn score values instead of predicted probabilities. Thus, calibration curves cannot be
172  properly assessed. A probability of success by score value is shown for Kok 2011, Burgos 2010,
173 and Tasnim 2012 in Figure 5. The probability of success poorly correlated with score for Kok
174 2011 and Tasnim 2012, but correlated well for Burgos 2010.

175

176 Discussion

177 The prediction of ECV success has the potential to be an incredibly powerful tool in

178  counseling patients as they weigh the risks and benefits of the procedure. Prediction models have
179  the opportunity to give specific, personalized information to patients. However, they have the
180  ability to cause harm if they are inaccurate or poorly calibrated. In reality, confidently providing
181 apatient an inaccurate odds of success isworse than providing no prediction at all.

182  Unfortunately, there has not been aclinical consensus on the optimal tool despite dozens of

183  models having been proposed. Our prior systematic review identified lack of external validation
184  studiesasamaor gap in the literature, prohibiting clinical use of published models.

185 In this article, we set out to validate the 6 models that could be used in our population as
186 they used variables which are already collected as part of routine care at our institution. These

187  models are Dahl 2021, Bilgory 2023%%, Lépez Pérez 2020%, Kok 2011%, Burgos 2010™1°,

10
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188  and Tasnim 2012 (GNK-PIMS score)*. Our data demonstrates that all of these models have at
189 least some predictive value, with the exception of Tasnim 2012 (which was not statistically

190 significant by bootstrapping, likely because of the small number of patients with sufficient

191 recorded datato calculate thismodel). Of all the models, Dahl 2021 had the greatest AUC,

192  athough the bootstrapped confidence interval still overlapped with the other models. Of the three
193 modesthat output a specific probability, only Dahl 2021 appeared overall well calibrated. Based
194  off the available evidence from this study, Dahl 2021 appearsto overal be the best model for
195 clinical use.

196 Thisisthefirst external validation study of Dahl 2021. Whileit is generally expected that
197 externa validation studies will show worse predictive values than the original study because of
198 some degree of unavoidable statistical bias, the opposite was true here. Dahl 2021’s AUC in our
199  study was 0.779 (confidence interval of 0.712-0.844), which is higher than the original study,
200  which showed an AUC of 0.667 (confidence interval of 0.634-0.701). Overall, the results are
201  very promising for Dahl 2021.

202 There are some limitations with our study. Due to the retrospective nature of our study,
203  weonly evaluated models that used variables routinely measured in our institution. Our

28-30 and

204  ingtitution does not routinely measure uterine tone®®*’, cervical exam/fetal station
205 forebag size®, which are components of other models. One of these models may in fact have

206  greater predictive value than the ones we evaluated in our study. On the other hand, these models
207  would also be less practical to implement in clinical practice because they would require

208 measuring additional variables. Additionally, these variables would not be known until close to

209 ECV; thus, it would be hard to counsd patientsin advance using one of these models. Since

11
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210 many models required cervical exam or fetal station, we suggest future research study be a
211  prospective trial where cervical exam is performed.

212
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230
231 Table 1. Demographic infor mation and other baseline characteristics
Count %
ECVs Performed
1 121 97%
2 2 2%
3 1 1%
4 1 1%
Parity
0 54  43%
1 32 26%
2 24 19%
3 10 8%
>4 5 4%
Race
White 85 69%
Black or African American 21 16%
Asian 11 9%
American Indian/ Alaskan Native 1 1%
Patient refused 1 1%
All other/none of the above 14 11%
Ethnicity
Not Hispanic or Latino 111 89%
Hispanic or Latino 13 10%
Unknown/patient refused 1 1%
Fetal Sex
Female 68 54%
Male 57 46%
Delivery
Cesarean - Total 82 64%
Low transverse, primary 69 53%
Low transverse, repeat 7 5%
Low transverse, unspecified 5 4%
Vertical, primary 1 1%
Vaginal - Total 47  36%
Vacuum-assisted 3 24%
Spontaneous 44 34%
Presentation / Lie
Breech - Total 107 86%
Frank 25 20%
Footling 7 6%
Complete 7 6%
Incompl ete 1 1%
Other/unknown breech 67 54%
Transverse 15 12%
Obligue 3 2%

13
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232

233 Table 2. Basdine characteristics continued

|Variab|e Mean+ SD Min - Max
Maternal age (yr) 302+ 49 18 - 40
Initial BMI (kg/m?) 282+ 6.7 17.6 - 46.3
Last BMI (kg/m?) 311+ 6.3 19.9 - 47.3
GA at ECV (wk) 379+ 092 36w 4d - 40w 6d
GA at delivery (wk) 393+ 086 37wld- 41w 3d
ECV to delivery time (days) 96+ 7.34 0-27

AFI 147+ 4.96 5.73 - 34.97
EFW at last US (percentile), n=112  46.8+ 19.9 9-95
EFW, calculated at ECV (g), n=112 3121+ 298 2597 - 4277

234

235 Table 3. Background on prediction models

Mode Output Predictive Prior validation statistics | Current
factors study AUC
Dahl 2021 Probability Parity, BMI, Internal validation AUC: 0.779
(Chicago, USA) | (logistic placentalocation, | AUC: 0.667[0.634-0.701] | [0.712-0.844]
fetal lie

Bilgory 2023 Probability Parity, AFV Training data AUC: 0.680
(Bnei Brak, AUC: 0.71[0.672-0.748] | [0.611-0.751
Israel)
Lopez Pérez Probability Parity, AFV, Training data AUC: 0.675
2020 placentalocation | Accuracy: 74.0% [0.597-0.748]
(Murcia, Spain) Sensitivity: 98.8%,

Specificity: 12.3%
Kok 2011 Score (9-22) Parity, AFV, Internal validation AUC: 0.706
(Amsterdam, placentalocation, | AUC: 0.738[0.695-0.782] | [0.628-0.777]
The Netherlands) EFW External validation

AUC: 0.669 [0.622—0.716]
Burgos 2010 Score (4-14) Parity, ARV, Training data AUC: 0.685
(Basgue placentalocation, | AUC: 0.738[0.695—-0.782] | [0.512-0.845]
Country, Spain) breech type External validation

AUC: 0.669 [0.622—0.716]
GNK-PIMS/ Score (0-10) Parity, AFV, None AUC: 0.626
Tasnim 2012 BMI, GA, breech [0.471-0.766]
(Islamabad, type
Pakistan)

236  All models are logistic regression models or are score charts derived from them. AFV, amniotic
237  fluid volume; EFW, estimated fetal weight; AUC, area under the ROC curve. Brackets represent
238  95% confidenceintervals.

239
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Figure 1. ROC curvesof all models. The predictive ability of all the modelsis displayed using

receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves and the area under the curve (AUC).
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Figure 2. AUC of modelswith bootstrapping. The AUC of all the modelsis displayed as abar
chart for comparison. 95% confidence intervals were estimated using bootstrapping from 1,000

simulated datasets
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248  Figure 3ROC curvefor Dahl 2021 with bootstrapping
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249

250 Figure4. Calibration curves. The calibration is displayed for the models that output
251  probabilities: Dahl 2021, Bilgory 2023, and Lépez Pérez 2020. This figure shows how well the
252  predicted probabilities match the observed probability. Only Dahl 2021 has a good match.
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Figure 5 Observed probability by predicted score. Thisis shown as an alternative to the
calibration curve for the models (Kok 2011, Burgos 2010, Tasnim 2012) that do not output a
probability score.

Kok 2011 Burgos 2010 Tasnim 2012

Count Observed Probability

e | L 197
] ] [ .

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 0o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Score Score Score

Supplement

Supplement 1 Deidentified patient data to reproduce the analyses. For yes/no questions, O:

no, 1: yes. For baby gender, 1: female, 2: male. For ethnicity, 11: Hispanic, 12: not Hispanic, 13:

unknown/patient refused. For language, 1: English, 2: French, 3: Spanish, 15: Portuguese. For
patient race, 1: White, 2: Black, 3: none of the above/all other races, 4: Hispanic, 5: Asian, 6:
American Indian or Alaskan Native, 7: Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian, 8: Patient refused.
EFW at ECV and at delivery were calculated using the percentile from the most recent
ultrasound as described in the methods. ECV success for the first, second, third, and fourth ECV
attemptsis given by the variables ecv_successful 1, ecv_successful_2, etc, respectively.
Maternal age at delivery (age_delivery) isgiven in years. Gestational ages are given in days.
EFWs are given in grams. Patient weights and total weight gain (twg) is given in pounds, while
BMI isgiven in kg/m2

Supplement 2 Area under the curve data with bootstrapping. AUC values >0.5 are
highlighted

Original 1000 Bootstrapped Simulations
Data Center Per centiles
AUC AUC | AUC | AUC | AUC | AUC | AUC | AUC AUC
n AUC M ean SD Min 1% 5% |Median| 95% 99% M ax
Dahl 2021 131 0.7791| 0.7794 0.0414| 0.6496 0.6797 0.7124 0.7817 0.8437 0.8692 0.8891
Bilgory 2023 132 0.6800| 0.6805 0.0433| 0.5581 0.5764 0.6108 0.6802 0.7510 0.7723 0.8310
Lépez Pérez 2020| 132 0.6754| 0.6760 0.0464| 0.5161 0.5644 0.5972 0.6775 0.7482 0.7722 0.7960
Kok 2011 116 0.7063| 0.7066 0.0456| 0.5693 0.5978 0.6282 0.7089 0.7773 0.8018 0.8389
Burgos 2010 40 0.6845| 0.6854 0.1021| 0.2396 0.4273 0.5116 0.6859 0.8449 0.8899 0.9436
Tasnim 2012 40 0.6265| 0.6221 0.0879| 0.3177 04121 0.4718 0.6225 0.7656 0.8219 0.8860
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