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EVALUATION

Please summarize the main findings of the study.

Over one third of individuals reported depression or anxiety symptoms. In multivariable analysis, COVID-19
during pregnancy, employment with greater risk of COVID-19, distress over changes in prenatal care, job loss,
changes in childcare and food insecurity were associated with greater odds of prenatal depression or anxiety.

Those individuals who responded to the survey were more likely to be white, less likely to have MEDICAID,
more likely to have their first pregnancy, and more likely to have their first pregnancy than those who did not
respond to the survey.

Individuals who reported having COVID-19 during pregnancy were more likely to report moderate or severe
depression and severe anxiety symptoms compared to those who did not report having COVID-19. In addition,
those who were food insecure were more likely to have depressive symptoms and anxiety, relative to those
who were not food insecure.

Individuals who lost their job had higher odds of depression, but not anxiety compared to individuals who did
not lose their job; however, the estimate for severe depression was less precise. Individuals with COVID-19-
related childcare challenges had increased odds of depression compared to individuals who did not have
childcare impacted by COVID-19.

Food insecurity was significantly associated with both depression and anxiety with the association doubling
between moderate and severe levels of depression and anxiety.

Please highlight the limitations and strengths.

Limitations: There was a low response rate, as reported by the authors. Therefore, this bias could affect the
results. Even so, the authors considered this bias when performing the respective analyses.

On the other hand, the cross-sectional design does not allow causality to be established. In addition, the
instruments used to establish depressive and anxiety symptoms consider a limited period of time (2 weeks).

Strengths: A large sample size, with different sociodemographic characteristics. It is also conducted during the
height of the pandemic, when governments took the most restrictive measures.

The study is conducted in a population that is predictably more vulnerable, so it is important to understand
the impact of the pandemic on this group.
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Please provide your detailed review report to the authors. The editors prefer to receive your
review structured in major and minor comments. Please consider in your review the methods
(statistical methods valid and correctly applied (e.g. sample size, choice of test), is the study replicable
based on the method description?), results, data interpretation and references. If there are any
objective errors, or if the conclusions are not supported, you should detail your concerns.

The study is interesting from the point of view of the target population, as it is a vulnerable group with little
information on how the pandemic has affected them.

The sample size is large, which is a strength, as they report. As are the diverse sociodemographic
characteristics of the group.

Regarding the tests, I have doubts regarding the estimation of food insecurity, as I understand that they did
not use a specific test. This is important, since there are validated surveys that could have been used in this
case and that consider various dimensions. Given this, it would be good to delve deeper into this or justify why
they chose this way of determining food insecurity.

The statistical analysis, results, discussion and conclusions, I believe, are pertinent to the objectives of the
study.
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Please make a recommendation based on your comments:

Minor revisions.
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