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Supp file 1: Search Strategy - ROP and Adverse neurodevelopmental Outcomes 
 

Search performed on : 8.4.22 

PubMed:  

P: #1 Neonate OR Neonatal* OR Newborn OR Preterm OR Premature* OR Premature OR Infant OR ‘Low birth weight’ OR ‘very low birth 

weight’ 

AND 

O: #2 ‘Retinopathy of prematurity’ OR ‘ROP’ OR retinopathy* OR ‘retrolental fibroplasia’ 

AND 

O: #3 ‘Neurodevelopmental outcome’ OR ‘Neurodevelopment* outcome’ OR ‘Neuropsychiatric outcome’ OR ‘Neuropsychiatry* outcome’ OR 

‘Cognitive’ OR ‘development*’  

Search: #1 AND #2 AND #3 

 

PubMed: English: 407, All Languages: 416 
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Supp file  2: List of important excluded studies  
 

Study ID Reason for Exclusion 

Opsina et al  

 

No data for controls ( No ROP data) 

Schimdt 2003 ROP outcome data not available 

 

Stahl 2022 (CARE-

ROP)  

No data for controls ( No ROP data) 

Naravane  2022 Case series 

Jacobson 1998 No data for controls ( No ROP data) 

Holsti 2018 ROP outcome data not available 

Cevik 2020 

 

No data for controls ( No ROP data) 

Castellanos 2013 

 

No data for controls ( No ROP data) 
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Bowen 1993 Outcomes for all ELBW, no ROP data specifically 

available 

Yazici 2022 BPD study, no ROP outcome data available  
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Supp file  3 : Forest plots: ‘Any ROP’ versus ‘No ROP’ 
 
1: Cognitive Composite score BSID III (Combined time points 18-48 months)  

2a : Language Composite score – BSID III (18-24 months) ; 2b  Language Composite score – BSID III (combined time points 18-48 months) 

3a.Motor Composite score – BSID III (18-24 months); 3bMotor Composite score – BSID III (combined time points 18-48 months) 

4: Neurodevelopmental impairment (defined by authors) 
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Supp file  4:  Forest plots: ‘Type 1’ versus ‘Type 2’ 
 

1: Cognitive Composite score BSID III ( combined time points 18-48 months)  

2a : Language Composite score – BSID III (18-24 months) ; 2b  Language Composite score – BSID III (combined time points 18-48 months) 

3a.Motor Composite score – BSID III (18-24 months); 3b Motor Composite score – BSID III (combined time points 18-48 months) 
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Supp file  5:  Forest plots: Laser versus ‘Anti-VEGF’ 
 
1: Cognitive Composite score BSID III ( combined time points 18-48 months AND scales)  
2a : Language Composite score – BSID III (18-24 months) ; 2b  Language Composite score – BSID III (combined time points 18-48 months) 
3a. Motor Composite score – BSID III (18-24 months); 3b. Motor Composite score – BSID III (combined time points 18-48 months) 
4. Moderate -Severe NDI 4b. Severe NDI  
5. Cognitive impairment 
6a. Moderate language impairment- BSID III; 6b. Severe language impairment- BSID III; 
7a. Moderate motor impairment- BSID III; 7b. Severe motor impairment- BSID III; 
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Supp file  6:  ROB 2.0 tool for RCT studies for all included studies 
 

7b 
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Supp file  7:  New-Castle Ottawa Scale score for all included studies 
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Supp file  8:   Funnel Plot for Publication bias 
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Supp file  9: Meta-regression scatter plots 
 

a. Cerebral Palsy (anti-VEGF versus laser) 
 

p-0.42 
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b. Cognitive composite score (anti-VEGF versus laser) 
 

 

  
 
 

Intercept- 0.90 

Intercept- 0.26 
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c. Language composite score (anti-VEGF versus laser) 

 
 

 

  
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

d. Motor composite score (anti-VEGF versus laser) 
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Intercept- 0.08 
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