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Abstract

Background: Midwives can play a key role in promoting the oral health of pregnant women and assessing their
oral health status. A maternal oral assessment tool (MOS) was developed and pilot tested by the study investigators
to assist midwives in this role and the results were promising. The aim of this study was to undertake further
sensitivity and specificity assessment of the MOS tool using two-comparison approaches- the longer oral health
screening tool known as the Oral Health Impact Profile (OHIP-14) and an oral assessment by trained study dentists.

Methods: Pregnant women were recruited for this study as part of a larger randomised controlled trial of a
Midwifery Initiated Oral Health (MIOH) program. Pregnant women completed the MOS and OHIP-14 as part of their
initial assessment undertaken by 38 trained and accredited midwives. A dental assessment was conducted for all
women in the intervention group using three trained study dentists with high inter rater reliability.

Results: Two hundred and eleven pregnant women participated in the validation of the MOS tool. Results from
both approaches found the MOS tool to have high sensitivity, correctly identifying 88–94 % of women at risk of
poor dental health, and low specificity (14–21 %).

Conclusions: This study has shown that the MOS tool can be successfully implemented by midwives during a
woman’s first antenatal visit and can identify up to 94 % of women at risk of poor oral health and needing a dental
referral. The tool has the potential to be transferable to other antenatal care providers and could be incorporated
into hospital obstetric database systems.

Trial registration number: ACTRN12612001271897, 6th Dec 2012, retrospectively registered.
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Background
Population oral health experts within Australian and inter-
nationally have developed guidelines [1–4] that emphasise
the importance of oral health screening for women during
pregnancy. Pregnancy increases the risk of oral health
problems (periodontal disease and tooth decay) due to
physiological changes associated with pregnancy [5, 6]. In
addition, early screening of women for oral health

problems, provides an opportunity for women to learn
about how to prevent decay for themselves and also for
their future or existing children [1, 7]. The initial compre-
hensive review of women’s health is conducted at the
antenatal clinic by midwives for most Australian women
[8]. This provides a unique opportunity to assess and
intervene to improve the oral health of women and their
children. The potential for midwives and other antenatal
care providers to also undertake an assessment of
women’s health at that initial visit (primary care settings)
has been supported in other studies [3, 4, 9]. The availabil-
ity of a valid, simple to administer, oral health assessment
tool with demonstrated sensitivity and specificity, would
facilitate the identification of women with oral health
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problems and potentiate early dental interventions
through referral during the optimal treatment time of the
first trimester [10, 11].
Concerns raised about oral health during pregnancy

go beyond dental caries. Systematic reviews have shown
a positive association between adverse pregnancy out-
comes such as preterm delivery and periodontal disease,
although a cause and effect relationship has not been
established (11, 12). Several trials have been conducted
within Australia to intervene during pregnancy in an at-
tempt to reduce the incidence of adverse birth outcomes
such as the SMILE study [12] and the Midwifery
Initiated Oral Health (MIOH) trial [13]. As part of the
MIOH Trial we have included several instruments, and
undertaken oral health assessments by dentists to
determine the sensitivity and specificity of the Maternal
Oral Screening (MOS) Tool.
The MOS tool was developed following a comprehen-

sive literature review of screening items for oral health
during pregnancy [10]. The result was a preferred two-
item tool: item 1 referring to commonly reported dental
problem during pregnancy and those caused by oral
diseases [10, 14]; item 2 referring to how often the
woman has seen a dentist in the last 12 months [10, 14].
A total score of ≥1 (having a dental problem or not seen
a dentist in the previous 12 months) indicated that
women were at risk of poor oral health and required a
referral to a dentist. A visual inspection was optional for
confirming the presence of dental problems and was
only undertaken if a problem was identified by the
pregnant women (See Table 1 below). An important part
of the development process was the measurement of the
tools sensitivity and specificity which indicates whether
a patient will be screened in for an intervention (in this
case dental treatment) or screened out (in this case
having good oral health). A tool that allows for both
situations to be considered with appropriate proportions
is always an aspiration, however, in some clinical situa-
tions this may not always be possible [15]. Therefore the
emphasis is often placed on whether the tool captures
populations at risk of the condition, in this case women

with poor oral health. Clinical evaluation of sensitivity
and specificity is frequently used as the gold standard in
clinical conditions where clinical assessment is a key
diagnostic step [16]. We had previously pilot tested the
MOS tool and found that it was promising in a sample
of 56 women [10]. The pilot results suggested that the
tool was acceptable to pregnant women and midwives
and was sensitive (98 %) to identifying dental problems
and facilitating dental referrals. However, further evalu-
ation of the tool in a larger sample was warranted.

Aim
This study sought to undertake sensitivity and specificity
assessment of the maternal oral health screening tool
using two comparison approaches- the 14 item oral
health screening tool known as the Oral Health Impact
Profile (OHIP-14) and a clinical oral assessment by
trained study dentists.

Methods
This study was undertaken as part of an existing multi-
center randomized controlled trial that is evaluating the
effectiveness of a midwifery initiated oral health program
in improving the uptake of dental services, oral health
knowledge, quality of life and oral health status of preg-
nant women (Trial ID ACTRN12612001271897). At the
initial assessment, pregnant women, undergo screening
and referral (where appropriate) by appropriately accre-
dited midwives [17].

Sample and setting
The pregnant women were recruited from three large
antenatal clinics in Sydney. The eligibility criteria for the
MIOH trial have been reported elsewhere [13] and
included low risk women with a single pregnancy (more
than 12 and less than 20 weeks gestation). These women
were screened at their initial antenatal appointment and
provided dental referrals by accredited midwives who
had completed the MIOH education program [17, 18].
One group of women in the trial was referred to study
dentists for a clinical examination regardless of whether
they were screened to be at risk of poor oral health.
These women formed the study sample for the testing of
the MOS tool.

Characteristics of women attending the three antenatal
clinics
Two hundred and eleven participants were recruited for
this study. The majority of participants were Australian
born (n = 128, 61 %) with a mean age of 29 years (SD = 5.7,
range = 18–43 years). Most women were multiparous
(65 %), partnered (81 %) and in their second trimester (n =
387, 92 %). The highest level of education recorded was
university (18 %) followed by trade school (35 %). Most

Table 1 Maternal Oral Screening tool for antenatal clinics

The maternal oral screening tool

Item 1. Do you have bleeding gums, swelling, sensitive teeth, loose
teeth, holes in your teeth, broken teeth, toothache or any other
problems in your mouth?
Yes □ (1)
No □ (0)

If yes, visual inspection of oral cavity (optional to confirm Item 1)
Item 2. Have you seen a dentist in the last 12 months?
Yes □ (0)
No □ (1)

Items 1 and 2 are scored either 0 or 1. Participants with a total score≥ 1
are referred for a dental check-up.
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participants were not working (56 %) or working part time
(22 %). More than 40 % of participants (n = 83) had a
combined annual household income of less than $60,000
and a high proportion (50 %) lived in areas of low socio-
economic advantage (lowest Socio-Economic Index for
Area quintile as measured through the Australian Bureau
of Statistics).

Characteristics of midwives undertaking the screening
and referral of women
Thirty-eight midwives successfully completed the MIOH
education program and undertook the screening and re-
ferral of the pregnant women. The midwives had a mean
age of 43.4 years (SD 11.5) and an average of 15.8 years
of clinical practice experience (SD 11.7). Nearly half the
midwives (47.4 %) had postgraduate qualifications.

OHIP-14
The OHIP-14 is a subjective measure of oral health that
has been found to be a precise, valid and reliable instru-
ment (α = 0.88) [19]. It has been used previously as a
‘gold standard’ measure for validating other oral assess-
ment tools [20]. OHIP-14 contains 14 questions assessed
on a 5-point Likert scale and the total scores range from
0 to 56 with higher scores indicating poorer oral health.
This tool was developed based on a conceptual model
defined by Locker [21] focusing on seven domains- func-
tional limitation, physical pain, psychological discomfort,
physical disability, psychological disability, social disabil-
ity and handicap (see Additional file 1).

Clinical examination by study dentists
Three experienced dentists were recruited to the study
from health services where the study was conducted.
Several reliable measures were used to assess the extent
of dental problems in pregnant women. These included
the decay, missing and filled teeth (DMFT) index [22]
and the periodontal screening and reporting (PSR) index
(24). The DMFT index identified whether decay was
present while the PSR index (scoring 0–4) assessed the
health of the gums with a score of two and above indi-
cating gum disease requiring treatment [23]. Pregnant
women were determined to have poor oral health if they
had any dental decay and a PSR score of greater than
two. One of the investigators (SA) undertook to train all
dentists on a standard assessment and intervention
protocol. The dentists were assessed on five patients for
various measures with >80 % inter-rater reliability in the
key study measures (DMFT and PSR).

Procedure
The items for the MOS and OHIP-14 were included in
the initial assessment undertaken by the midwife with
the consenting woman presenting to the antenatal clinic.

The data collection procedures for the MIOH Trial are
more fully described within the protocol [13]. The dental
assessment was conducted for all women in the inter-
vention group that had access to the study dentists [13].
Ethical approval was obtained from the Human Research
and Ethics Committees of Sydney Local Health District
(reference no HREC/11/CRGH/28) and Western Sydney
University (reference no H9709). Written consent to
participate in the trial was obtained from women attend-
ing the antenatal clinic at the initial presenting visit.

Data management and analysis
Statistical analysis was completed using SPSS v22. De-
scriptive statistics were used to describe the demographic
information of the sample population. The relationships
between the screening tools were assessed using chi-
squared analyses after variable dichotomisation. The level
of significance (α) was set at 0.05. Sensitivity, specificity,
positive predictive value (PPV) and negative predictive
value (NPV) were computed using conditional probabil-
ities based on a two-way table. Confidence intervals were
determined using the central limit theorem formulation.

Results
MOS tool
In total, an average of 67 % (n = 141) of women reported
having a current problem or concern with their teeth,
gums or mouth, and 39 % reported seeing a dentist in
the previous 12 months. Using the screening criteria
(Table 1), 86 % of women were deemed at risk of poor
oral health (Table 2).

Table 2 Women’s responses to the MOS tool, OHIP-14 and
Dental Assessment

No. (%)

Maternal Oral Screening Tool (n = 207)

Item 1: Do you have problems in
your mouth? [Yes]

141 (66.8 %)

Item 2: Have you seen a dentist in
the last 12 months? [No]

128 (60.7 %)

‘At risk’ of poor oral health1 181 (85.8 %)

OHIP-14 (Self-report) (n = 207)

Score > 4 90 (43.5 %)

Dental Assessment (n = 131)

Any tooth decay detected? [Yes] 81 (62 %)

PSR rating≥ 2 [Yes] 118 (90 %)

Women with poor oral health2 74 (56 %)

PSR Periodontal screening and recording index
1Participants considered ‘At risk’ of poor oral health if they reported a problem
with their teeth, gums or mouth OR if they had not seen a dentist in the
previous 12 months, n = 207
2Participants considered to have poor oral health if they had dental decay
detected and had a PSR score of ≥ 2, n = 131
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Approach 1 –OHIP- 14
A total of 207 (98 %) participants satisfactorily completed
the OHIP-14. The mean OHIP-14 score was 6.8 (SD = 8.6,
median = 4.0, range 0–38). As cut-off scores for identifying
patients at risk of poor oral health has not been
established with the OHIP-14, the total score for each
participant was dichotomised using the median split as
described by Locker et al. [24] categorised as either ‘At
risk’ (score greater than 4) or ‘Not at risk’ (score 0 to 4)
(Table 2).

Approach 2 - dental assessment
Of the 207 participants referred, 131 women completed
the dental assessments. Analysis of these data found
90 % (n = 118) of women had a PSR rating of two or
more, 62 % (n = 81) had dental decay, and 56 % (n = 74)
of women had both of these and were considered to
have poor oral health.

Sensitivity and specificity
The MOS data was assessed against two gold standard
measures of oral health; the 14 item OHIP questionnaire
and a clinical oral health check. Both analyses found the
MOS tool to have high sensitivity (88–93 %) for
detecting women at risk of poor oral health. More
specifically, analysis of the MOS tool against the
OHIP-14 found that Item 1 of the MOS gave the highest
sensitivity (82.2 %) while Item 2 gave the highest
specificity (56.4 %). When items 1 and 2 were combined
the sensitivity increased to 93.3 % while the specificity
decreased (Table 3). A similar pattern of results was seen
when the MOS tool was compared to the Clinical oral
assessment with the highest sensitivity (87.8 %) being
achieved by combining items 1 and 2. Overall,

combining items 1 and 2 of the MOS tool resulted in
relatively low specificities (Dental assessment = 14.0 %
and OHIP-14 = 20.5 %).

Discussion
The focus of this study was to further validate a
maternal oral health screening tool for pregnant women.
Developing such a tool is important because of the high
prevalence of poor oral health among pregnant women
and its impact on maternal and infant outcomes (5).
Further, current guidelines advocate the need for all
antenatal care providers to undertake oral health
education, assessment and referral during early preg-
nancy (1–3). Initial piloting of the MOS tool suggested
that it was easy to administer by midwives and had good
sensitivity in identifying dental problems in pregnant
women and facilitating referrals (15). However, the pilot
study had limited sample size and further testing of the
sensitivity and specificity was warranted.
This study used a two staged approach using a larger

sample size to validate the MOS tool. Current practice
during the first antenatal visit involves midwives
assessing multiple health areas at one time, thus
consideration of time constraints was an important
factor in assessing oral health during this visit (25). This
was one of the main reasons why only three items were
considered during the development phase of the tool
(15), only two of which were used in this study. The
study results reiterate earlier suggestions that the 2-item
tool (which is part of the MIOH education program)
was easy to administer by midwives and comprehend by
pregnant women (16, 18, 19).
Validation of the MOS tool (2-item) showed high sen-

sitivity across both gold standards (88–97 %) which is
similar to results of the pilot study (75–98 %). This com-
bined with moderated NPV’s of 47–80 % confirm that
the MOS tool is reliable and able to correctly identify
the majority of women in need of a dental referral. The
specificity of the tool remained low even with increased
sample size (14–19 %), however when interpreting this
value consideration must be given to the purpose to the
tool. In this situation correct identification of women at
risk of poor oral health, compared to identifying those
with good oral health, is of paramount importance espe-
cially considering that it is recommended that all women
should see a dentist early in their pregnancy even if they
are unaware of any dental problems (1, 12). The positive
predictive value of the MOS tool indicates that around
50 % of the women referred for a dental assessment, will
in fact be in need of dental care. In addition it should be
noted that low specificity values are not uncommon in
oral health screening tools with values ranging from 2.9
to 37.5 % observed in studies addressing oral health in
early childhood (27) and HIV patients (26).

Table 3 Sensitivity and specificity of Maternal Oral Screening
Tool compared with OHIP-14 and Dental Assessment

MOS - Item 1 MOS - Item 2 Combined

% (95 % CI) % (95 % CI) % (95 % CI)

OHIP-14 (Self-report)1 (n = 207)

Sensitivity 82.2 (74.3–89.1) 32.2 (22.6–40.7) 93.3 (88.2–97.9)

Specificity 46.2 (37.1–55.2) 56.4 (47.4–65.4) 20.5 (13.2–27.8)

PPV 54.0 (45.7–62.4) 36.3 (25.7–46.8) 47.5 (40.1–54.8)

NPV 77.1 (67.3–87.0) 52.0 (43.3–60.7) 80.0 (65.7–94.3)

Dental assessment (PSR > 2 and Decay present) (n = 131)

Sensitivity 70.3 (59.9–82.1) 41.9 (30.7–54.7) 87.8 (80.4–96.3)

Specificity 29.8 (17.9–41.7) 68.4 (56.4–80.5) 14.0 (5.0–23.1)

PPV 56.5 (46.4–66.7) 63.3 (49.8–76.8) 57.0 (47.9–66.1)

NPV 43.6 (28.0–59.2) 47.6 (36.8–58.4) 47.1 (23.3–70.8)
1Item 1 = Do you currently have any problems with your teeth Gums or
mouth?, Item 2 = Have you had a dental check up in the last 12 months?
CI Confidence interval, PPN Positive predictive value, NPV Negative
predictive value
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The study reinforces earlier suggestions (15) that the
MOS tool can be easily administered by midwives. The
fact that the education that accompanies the assessment
tool has been successfully implemented in other states
in Australia (19) indicates a level of tool transference. In
the future this tool could be used by other antenatal care
providers as an assessment tool. In addition, there is no
restriction on this tool being used solely by midwives,
therefore other health care professionals who have con-
tact with mothers early in the antenatal period may also
be able to successfully undergo the training and admin-
istered the MOS tool. Further the tool could also be in-
corporated into existing obstetric systems to increase the
number women captured/screened across the country.
Although the tool has low specificity, in the current

Australian system, where we have strict eligibility crite-
ria’s for public dental services (28) as opposed to a free
universal dental scheme for pregnant women, the impact
of over referral will be mostly borne by the individual ra-
ther than the government. The potential cost benefits
however is not to be disregarded; the encouragement of
women to access dental services earlier during preg-
nancy is likely to have flow on health benefits, improving
maternal health and quality of life (29), child oral health
(30) and potentially birth outcomes (31) which ultim-
ately could reduce the overall cost burden to society.
Lastly, it should be noted that although the OHIP- 14

is frequently used as a gold standard for measures in a
variety of populations such as older people [19, 25] and
HIV patients [20] it may not be as appropriate for this
population. Only 6 of the 14 OHIP items were scored
frequently >0 in the study population. These items were
related to the physical pain, psychological discomfort
and psychological disability domains of the OHIP-14. As
the OHIP tool is derived from the conceptual under-
standing of Locker et al. [21] focusing on disability, the
remaining domains and related items may not be as suit-
able for this sample of healthy women. Further studies
should be conducted to develop or modify the OHIP-14
for this population of predominantly young healthy
women. Similarly as suggested by Locker et al. [24]
longitudinal studies should be undertaken to identify the
ability of the OHIP tool to measure changes over time.

Limitations
This study was undertaken in South West Sydney and
the findings may deliver differing results in other popu-
lations of pregnant women from higher socio-economic
backgrounds, or indeed from other countries. Similarly
this study has focused on only one aspect of psychomet-
ric assessment of a tool and other aspects such as con-
struct validity was not undertaken within this sample.
We also note that although the OHIP-14 was used as a
gold standard, similar results in terms of sensitivity and

specificity were also demonstrated with clinical examin-
ation by dentists.

Conclusion
The MOS (2-item) provides a sensitive screening tool that
is easy to use by midwives and potentially other antenatal
care providers including general practitioners. The items
are easily administered and provide an opportunity to
raise awareness with women about the importance of oral
health to their overall health as well as the health of the
unborn fetus. This simple initial screening approach con-
ducted by a non-oral health professional, with specialized
training, complements the service provided by dentists
where more thorough examination of oral health risk can
be undertaken. Further studies should examine the poten-
tial for the OHIP-14 or other modifications of the OHIP
to more appropriately target items of relevance for young
healthy pregnant women.

Additional file

Additional file 1: Oral Health Impact Profile (OHIP 14) Questionnaire.
(DOCX 15 kb)

Abbreviations
DMFT: Decay, missing and filled teeth; MIOH: Midwifery Initiated Oral Health
program; MOS: Maternal oral assessment tool; NPV: Negative predictive value;
OHIP-14: Oral Health Impact Profile; PPV: Positive predictive value;
PSR: Periodontal screening and reporting

Funding
This work was supported by the Australian National Health and Medical
Research Council Project Grant (APP1022007).

Availability of data and materials
The dataset supporting the conclusions of this article is included within the
article as an additional file.

Authors’ contributions
AG and MJ prepared the first draft of the manuscript. AY, EE and AS
performed the quantitative data analysis and AG, EE and MJ performed the
synthesis and interpretation. AG, HD, AB, SA, SB, SE and MJ conceived and
designed the study. All authors (AG, HD, AB, SA, SB, SE, AY, EE, AS and MJ)
provided input into versions of the manuscript and read and approved the
final manuscript.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Ethical approval was obtained from two health service Human Research and
Ethics Committees with approval number HREC/11/CRGH/28. Written
consent to participate in the trial was obtained from women attending the
antenatal clinic at the initial presenting visit. Participation was voluntary and
privacy and confidentiality of all study information was maintained.

Author details
1Collaboration for Oral Health Outcomes, Research Translation and Evaluation
(COHORTE) Research Group, Western Sydney University, South Western
Sydney Local Health District, Ingham Institute Applied Medical Research,
University of Sydney, Liverpool BC, Locked Bag 7103, Liverpool, NSW 1871,

George et al. BMC Pregnancy and Childbirth  (2016) 16:347 Page 5 of 6

dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12884-016-1140-4


Australia. 2School of Nursing & Midwifery, Western Sydney University, Ingham
Institute Applied Medical Research, Parramatta 2150, Australia. 3Faculty of
Dentistry, University of Sydney, Sydney 2006, Australia. 4Sydney Local Health
District Oral Health Services, Sydney Dental Hospital, University of Sydney,
Sydney 2010, Australia. 5Antenatal Services, Camden and Campbelltown
Hospitals, South Western Sydney Local Health District, Campbelltown 2560,
Australia. 6School of Nursing & Midwifery, Western Sydney University,
Parramatta 2150, Australia. 7Western Sydney University, University of New
South Wales, Ingham Institute Applied Medical Research, Liverpool 2170,
Australia. 8Centre for Applied Nursing Research, Western Sydney University,
South Western Sydney Local Health District, Ingham Institute Applied
Medical Research, Liverpool 1871, Australia. 9Faculty of Health Sciences,
Australian Catholic University, Ingham Institute Applied Medical Research,
Sydney 2060, Australia.

Received: 14 May 2016 Accepted: 30 October 2016

References
1. New South Wales Health. In: Department of Health NSW, editor.

Early childhood oral health guidelines for child health professionals.
3rd ed. New South Wales: Centre for Oral Health Strategy; 2014.

2. National Health Service Health Scotland. Maternal and early years for early
years workers: How can I help address oral health problems in
pregnancy? National Health Service Health Scotland. 2013. http://www.
maternal-and-early-years.org.uk/how-can-i-help-address-oral-health-
problems-in-pregnancy. Accessed October 2015.

3. Oral Health Care During Pregnancy Expert Workshop. Oral health care
during pregnancy: a national consensus statement. Washington DC:
National Maternal and Child Oral Health Resource Center; 2012.

4. Sanz M, Kornman K, working group 3 of the joint EFPAAPw. Periodontitis
and adverse pregnancy outcomes: consensus report of the joint EFP/AAP
workshop on periodontitis and systemic diseases. J Clin Periodontol.
2013;40:S164–9. doi:10.1111/jcpe.12083.

5. George A, Johnson M, Blinkhorn A, Ellis S, Bhole S, Ajwani S. Promoting oral health
during pregnancy: current evidence and implications for Australian midwives.
J Clin Nurs. 2010;19(23–24):3324–33. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2702.2010.03426.x.

6. Silk H, Douglass AB, Douglass JM, Silk L. Oral health during pregnancy.
Am Fam Physician. 2008;77(8):1139–44.

7. Weintraub J, Prakash P, Shain S, Laccabue M, Gansky S. Mothers’ caries
increases odds of children’s caries. J Dent Res. 2010;89(9):954–8.

8. Midwives ACo. National midwifery guidelines for consultation and referral.
2nd ed. Deakin West ACT: Australian College of Midwives Inc; 2008.

9. Australian Health Ministers Advisory council. Clinical practice guidelines:
antenatal care- Module 1. In: Ageing AGDoHa, editor. Canberra. 2012.

10. George A, Ajwani S, Johnson M, Dahlen H, Blinkhorn A, Bhole S, et al.
Developing and testing of an oral health screening tool for midwives to
assess pregnant woman. Health Care Women Int. 2015;36(10):1160–74.
doi:10.1080/07399332.2014.959170.

11. George A, Duff M, Johnson M, Dahlen H, Blinkhorn A, Ellis S, et al.
Piloting of an oral health education programme and knowledge test for
midwives. Contemp Nurse. 2014;46(2):180–6.

12. Newnham J, Newnham IA, Ball CM, Wright M, Pennell CE, Swain J, Doherty DA.
Treatment of periodontal disease during pregnancy a randomized controlled
trial. Obstet Gynecol. 2009;114(6):1239–48.

13. Johnson M, George A, Dahlen H, Ajwani S, Bhole S, Blinkhorn A, et al.
The midwifery initiated oral health dental service protocol: an intervention
to improve oral health outcomes for pregnant women. BMC Oral Health.
2015;15:2. doi:10.1186/1472-6831-15-2.

14. Health NYSDo. Oral health care during pregnancy & early childhood:
Practice guidelines. Albany: Health NYSDo; 2006.

15. Donaldson LJ, Donaldson RJ. Choosing the screening test. Essential public
health. 2nd (Revised) ed. Berkshire: LibraPharm Limited; 2003. p. 120–3.

16. Ramos RQ, Bastos JL, Peres MA. Diagnostic validity of self-reported oral
health outcomes in population surveys: literature review. Rev Bras
Epidemiol. 2013;16:716–28.

17. George A, Lang G, Johnson M, Ridge A, De Silva A, Ajwani S, et al.
The evaluation of an oral health education program for midwives in
Australia. Women Birth. 2016;29(3):208–213.

18. George A, Duff M, Johnson M, Dahlen H, Blinkhorn A, Ellis S, et al.
Piloting of an oral health education program and knowledge test for
midwives. Contemp Nurse. 2014;46(2):184–90.

19. Slade GD. Derivation and validation of a short-form oral health
impact profile. Community Dent Oral Epidemiol. 1997;25(4):284–90.
doi:10.1111/j.1600-0528.1997.tb00941.x.

20. Jeganathan S, Purnomo J, Houtzager L, Batterham M, Begley K.
Development and validation of a three-item questionnaire for dietitians to
screen for poor oral health in people living with human immunodeficiency
virus and facilitate dental referral. Nutr Diet. 2010;67(3):177–81. doi:10.1111/j.
1747-0080.2010.01452.x.

21. David L. Measuring oral health; a conceptual framework. Community Dent
Health. 1988;5:5–13.

22. Aggeryd T. Goals for oral health in the year 2000: cooperation between
WHO, FDI and the national dental associations. Int Dent J. 1983;33(1):55–9.

23. Mitchell TV. Periodontal screening and recording: Early detection of
periodontal diseases. 2014. https://www.dentalcare.com/en-us/professional-
education/ce-courses/ce53. Accessed Nov 2016.

24. Locker D, Matear D, Stephens M, Lawrence H, Payne B. Comparison of the
GOHAI and OHIP‐14 as measures of the oral health‐related quality of life of
the elderly. Community Dent Oral Epidemiol. 2001;29(5):373–81.

25. Locker D, Jokovic A, Clarke M. Assessing the responsiveness of measures of oral
health‐related quality of life. Community Dent Oral Epidemiol. 2004;32(1):10–8.

•  We accept pre-submission inquiries 

•  Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal

•  We provide round the clock customer support 

•  Convenient online submission

•  Thorough peer review

•  Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services 

•  Maximum visibility for your research

Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central 
and we will help you at every step:

George et al. BMC Pregnancy and Childbirth  (2016) 16:347 Page 6 of 6

http://www.maternal-and-early-years.org.uk/how-can-i-help-address-oral-health-problems-in-pregnancy
http://www.maternal-and-early-years.org.uk/how-can-i-help-address-oral-health-problems-in-pregnancy
http://www.maternal-and-early-years.org.uk/how-can-i-help-address-oral-health-problems-in-pregnancy
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jcpe.12083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2702.2010.03426.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07399332.2014.959170
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1472-6831-15-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0528.1997.tb00941.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-0080.2010.01452.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-0080.2010.01452.x
https://www.dentalcare.com/en-us/professional-education/ce-courses/ce53
https://www.dentalcare.com/en-us/professional-education/ce-courses/ce53

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions
	Trial registration number

	Background
	Aim

	Methods
	Sample and setting
	Characteristics of women attending the three antenatal clinics
	Characteristics of midwives undertaking the screening and referral of women
	OHIP-14
	Clinical examination by study dentists
	Procedure
	Data management and analysis

	Results
	MOS tool
	Approach 1 –OHIP- 14
	Approach 2 - dental assessment
	Sensitivity and specificity

	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusion
	Additional file
	show [a]
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Competing interests
	Consent for publication
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Author details
	References

