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Abstract

Background: The aim of this study was to review the effects of developmental care in neonatal intensive care unit
(NICU) setting on mental and motor development of preterm infants.

Method: We searched PubMed, EMBASE, CINAHL, Scopus, Web of Science and Cochrane library until October 8th
2017, and included randomized controlled trials that assessed effects of developmental care in NICU on mental and
motor development of preterm infants at 12 and 24 months of age, using the Bayley scale of infant development in
this systematic review. In addition, data were pooled by random effects model and Standardized Mean Difference
(SMD) with 95% confidence intervals (Cl), calculated for meta-analysis.

Results: Twenty one studies were eligible to be included in this systematic review; however, only thirteen studies
had data suitable for meta-analysis. According to statistical analysis, developmental care in NICU improved mental
developmental index (MDI) (standardized mean difference [SMD] 0.55, 95% confidence interval [Cl] 0.23-0.87; p <
0.05), and psychomotor developmental index (PDI) (SMD 0.33, [Cl] 95% CI 0.08-0.57; p < 0.05) of BSID at 12 months
of age and PDI at 24 months of age (SMD 0.15, 95% Cl -0.02-0.32; p < 0.1) of preterm infants. However, the benefit
was not detected at 24 months of age on MDI (SMD 0.15, 95% Cl -0.05-0.35; p=0.15).

Conclusion: Current evidence suggests that developmental care in only NICU setting could have significant effect
on mental and motor development of preterm infants, especially at 12 months of age. However, because of clinical
heterogeneity, more studies are needed to evaluate the effects of developmental NICU care in the development of

preterm infants.

analysis, Systematic review
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Background
Every year, an estimated 15 million infants are born pre-
term [1]. The highest rate of preterm births is in sub-
Saharan Africa and South Asia (over 60%) [1]. The
preterm birth rate in developing countries varies widely
and has a different pattern than developed countries [2].
In recent years, the mortality rate in preterm infants
were reduced by advanced perinatal care, but the
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developmental morbidity is remarkably high [3, 4]. In
preterm infants, in addition to cerebral palsy, hearing
loss, visual impairment, and growth retardation, long-
term follow-up studies have identified important devel-
opmental disorders [5]. A recent study showed that
more than 25% of neonates born between 28 and 32
weeks of gestation have developmental disorders at the
age of 2 years old, and this ratio reaches 40% at the age
of 10 [6].

Each sensory experience, proportionate or dispropor-
tionate, in the infant’s brain causes a behavioral response,
which itself results in another sensory experience. When
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the preterm infant has sensory experiences that are dis-
proportionate to its developmental stage, its neurodeve-
lopment will be different from when it is in the protective
environment of the uterus. Therefore, it is not surprising
to see different neurodevelopmental outcomes in preterm
infants compared with term ones [7]. In addition, fetal
nervous system is in a very active stage of development
during the third trimester. Therefore, the nervous system
is vulnerable due to the immature and rapid growth in
preterm infants [8].

Neurological care includes strategies that can prevent
the neuronal death [9]. These strategies are interventions
that protect the evolving brain or help the brain to re-
duce the death of neurons after trauma and improve
their performance by creating new communication path-
ways. The more immature is the infant, the more vulner-
able is its brain, and the more necessary is neurological
care for it [10]. In order to prevent these complications,
various methods have been proposed and implemented
by researchers over the past few decades. Most of these
methods are developmental interventions or cares in
infants admitted to the NICU (Neonatal Intensive Care
Unit). Developmental cares are methods that are
intended to adjust the NICU environment to diminish
the stress, support the behavioral organization, im-
prove physiological stability, keep sleep rhythms, and
promote neural growth and maturation of infant [7,
11]. In this type of care, the training and participation
of parents or caregivers are critical for the social,
emotional and physical health of the infant, and are
important factors in the family-based care process
[12]. The goals of developmental care for the family
are to encourage and support parents in the primary
caregiver role, and enhance family emotional and so-
cietal well-being [11, 13].

It appears that intense sensory impacts of NICU have
devastating effects on neurodevelopmental outcomes in
preterm infants. However, according to research, it is
unclear which of the severe [8] or mild stimuli or in-
appropriate stimuli [14] can be most harmful to neonatal
development.

The effectiveness of developmental care in preterm
infants has been investigated in a number of previous
systematic reviews [13, 15-21]. Symington et al. in-
vestigated the effects of five core measures on pre-
term infants during NICU admission, emphasizing the
short-term medical and neurobehavioral development
outcomes. Symington et al. concluded that there is
limited evidence to support the benefits of develop-
mental care in improving the cognitive, motor and
behavioral development in infants at the time of dis-
charge, but negative effects have not been reported in
this regard and improved neurodevelopmental out-
comes to 24 months corrected age [13, 21].
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Lavallée et al. examined the Developmental Care Inter-
ventions (DCI) outcomes by presenting a comprehensive
narrative review of recent findings on the effectiveness
of DCI on stress relief, sleep promotion, and neurodeve-
lopmental outcomes. The main limitation of this study
was the lack of a systematic method of review. There-
fore, the quality of the papers examined has not been
evaluated with clear criteria or standard tools and there
might be bias in their report [17].

Orton, Spittle, and their colleagues investigated the ef-
fects of interventions after discharge on the cognitive and
motor development of premature infants in three age
groups; infancy (0 to < 3 years old), pre-school (35 years
old), and school (5-13 and 13-18years old) and con-
cluded that early developmental interventions improved
cognitive outcomes at infant age, and at pre-school age.
However, the benefit was not sustained at school age. In
addition, developmental interventions had little effect on
motor outcome at infancy or school age [15, 16].

Jacobs et al. studied the long-term developmental effects
during school and short-term medical and developmental
effects of NIDCAP in comparison with routine care in pre-
term and low-birth-weight infants. The study concluded
that there is insufficient evidence to support NIDCAP in
improving short-term medical results and neurodevelop-
mental enhancement of preterm infants at school [18].

In the case of family-centered interventions, Vanderveen
et al. have recently conducted a systematic review of early
intervention programs in preterm infants focusing on
training the parents. The review identified studies that
used various interventions, including training the parents,
infant’s stimulation by parents, home visits, and individual
developmental care. The meta-analysis of the studies
showed that early interventions had improved cognitive
and motor performance of preterm infants at 12 and
24 months of age, but their effects are not sustainable
until the school age [19].

Among these reviews, only Symington et al. examined
effects of developmental interventions during NICU set-
ting; however, they only searched for interventions such
as control of external stimuli (vestibular, auditory, visual,
tactile), clustering of nursery care activities, positioning
or swaddling of the preterm infant and individual strat-
egies such as the ‘Newborn Individualized Developmen-
tal Care and Assessment Program’ (NIDCAP), and did
not use an extensive search method [13, 21].

The results of the two reviews by Symington et al. in-
dicate that there is very limited evidence that NIDCAP
have positive long-term effects on the behavior and
movement of preterm children at 5 years corrected age,
but there is no effect on their cognition at 5years
corrected age. Also, other individualized developmental
care interventions have demonstrated some effects in
enhancing neuro-developmental outcome [13].



Soleimani et al. BMC Pediatrics (2020) 20:67

In addition, in other systematic reviews, the develop-
mental outcomes of post-NICU discharge interventions
have been addressed [15-20].

Various assessment tools are used to assess the effective-
ness of developmental outcomes in infants and children.
These tools have different accuracy and validity, and there
is concept that these tools may not have enough sensitivity
to identify or monitor the improvement of minor problems
as long-term neuro-developmental outcomes [15, 22].

The Bayley Scales of Infant Development (BSID) [23-25]
is the best measure for the assessment of infants and the
most widely used measure to assess developmental im-
provement. BSID is frequently viewed as the end point of
follow-up in high-risk infants [26]. The BSID-I/II includes
two scales, including the Mental Developmental Index
(MDI) and Psychomotor Developmental Index (PDI), The
Bayley-III comprises three scales, including a cognitive,
language, and motor Composite.

When an intervention begins for infants at risk of de-
velopmental disorders, the intervention has a preventive
focus and has strategies to minimize developmental
complications. Thus, it is important for the care provider
to assess the effectiveness of these programs in at risk
infants. Before being able to support this developmental
care as one of the care goals in patients we need evi-
dence to show that the developmental care has proper
effects on short- and long-term developmental out-
comes. However, the effectiveness of these developmen-
tal care programs in preterm infants in the NICU has
not been fully approved.

Considering the importance of developmental care on
reduction of neuro-developmental disorders in preterm
infants, and various and more precise clinical trials con-
ducted in this field in recent years, we decided to investi-
gate the effect of developmental care in NICU setting on
first 2 years of mental and motor development of pre-
term children by a systematic review, with an analysis of
the risk of bias and an extensive search method.

In this review, developmental care was considered as a
program that begins in the NICU with the aim of sup-
port and promoting development, and we analyzed pa-
pers that tracked the intervention effects of various types
of developmental care on the neonatal development,
examining them with different editions of the BSID.

Methods

Search strategy and selection criteria

We searched PubMed, EMBASE (through OVID),
CINAHL (through EBSCO), Scopus, Web of Science and
Cochrane library up to October 8th, 2017 for relevant
articles. The search strategy consisted of text words,
such as premature, preterm, low birth weight and Bayley;
and relevant medical subject headings (MESH). The
complete search strategy is shown in Additional file 1:
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Table S1. The reference lists of included studies were
searched in person for relevant articles. There was no
language restriction in search. However, we only screened
articles that their abstracts were in English.

Randomized controlled trials (RCTs) that assessed the
effects of developmental care in NICU setting on devel-
opment of preterm neonates (< 37 weeks) were included
in this systematic review. The developmental care were
consisted of environmental stress controls; individualized
approaches, such as NIDCAP; integration of parents, such
as mother training for understanding behavioral cues of
their infants; and behavioral techniques on neonates [11].
The BSID was the developmental assessment tool used in
included studies. Studies that included neonates with
major brain abnormalities or any other health situation
influencing neurodevelopment, such as intra-ventricular
hemorrhage greater than II, broncho-pulmonary dysplasia
(BPD) or brain malformation were excluded. Furthermore,
studies that used developmental assessment tools other
than BSID or published before 1970 were also excluded.
The primary outcomes of interest in this systematic review
were mental and motor development of preterm infants
that were assessed by BSID. The protocol of this review
will be published in Iranian Journal of Child Neurology.

Data extraction

This study employed Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) [27]
to identify relevant articles and report the screening
process. The records of search were exported to End-
note and were screened by two reviewers. The eligible
studies were read in full and relevant studies were in-
cluded for assessment in this systematic review. Any
disagreement about selecting an article was resolved
through discussion. The data of included studies were
extracted in pre-designed forms by two authors. These
data included the author, publication year, intervention
date, country, design, sample size, intervention type,
intervention duration, intervention intensity, assess-
ment tool, assessment times and results. Any discrep-
ancies between the extracted data were discussed to
reach a consensus.

The risk of bias of included studies was evaluated by
“Cochrane collaboration risk of bias tool” [28, 29]. The
domains of risk of bias tool are “random sequence gen-
eration,” “allocation concealment,” “blinding of partici-
pants and personnel,” “blinding of outcome assessment,”
“incomplete outcome data” and “selective reporting.”
The risk of bias was classified as “low,” “unclear” and
“high” risk in each domain for an outcome in the in-
cluded studies. Review Manager 5.3 was used to illus-
trate the risk of bias graphs. Risks of bias of studies were
evaluated by two authors and disagreements were re-
solved through discussion.

» o«
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Data synthesis and statistical analysis

Qualitative Synthesis was done using data from all in-
cluded studies to draws the findings from individual
studies together however quantitative analyses included
studies that had numerical data. The meta-analysis as
quantitative analyses was performed with studies that
their data were documented or were obtained through
contact with the author. We performed a random effects
model meta-analysis for estimating the Standardized
Mean Differences (SMD) in STATA.

Subgroup analyses were based on risk of bias level,
gestational age (< and >than 28 weeks of gestational
age), birth weight (< and > than 1250 g), method of inter-
vention delivery (nurse, mother/nurse, environmental),
intervention type (NIDCAP, environmental and others,
such as massage therapy, handling and mother training),
intervention date (before and after year 2000) and as-
sessment time (12 or 24 months of age). These subgroup
analyses were used to find both clinical and statistical
heterogeneity between studies.

Assessment times (12 or 24 months of age) were con-
sidered to find the long-term effect of developmental
care in NICU. If a study didn’t assess the development at
12 or 24 months of age, their data were used in the near-
est time point to 12 or 24 months of age. Studies that
evaluated the development in less than 6 months of age
were excluded from the meta-analysis, because of clin-
ical heterogeneity. Meta-analysis was limited in this re-
view due to the limited number of randomized trials
that were included in each subgroup.

In addition, for the interpretation of meta-analysis re-
sults, SMDs: 0.2, 0.5 and 0.8; were considered as small,
medium, and large intervention effect size respectively
[30]. The Publication bias was evaluated with funnel
plots and checked with Egger’s test.

Quality of the evidence

We used Grading quality of evidence and strength of
recommendations (GRADE) criteria to assess the quality
of evidence [31]. The RCTs are high quality evidence.
However, we downgraded the outcomes by one level for
serious concerns about inconsistency, indirectness, im-
precision, and publication bias criteria. The quality of
each outcome is described as high, moderate, low, and
very low based on GRADE criteria. We only used low
risk studies for the quality assessments.

The risk of bias of each outcome in a study was de-
duced by defining three main domains in risk of bias
tool. These domains were “random sequence generation,
” “allocation concealment,” and “blinding of outcome
assessment” that were key domains for our systematic
review. If all three of these domains were low risk in a
trial, the outcome of interest in that trial was considered
low risk. If one domain was unclear or high risk, the
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outcome of interest in that study was considered unclear
or high risk respectively.

For determining the heterogeneity, the I* was assessed.
If I* was more than 75%, the quality of evidence was
downgraded by one level.

Results

Study selection

In this review, 7854 records were identified via the elec-
tronic search, after duplication screening, 4000 records
remained. Based on the inclusion criteria, 3966 studies
were excluded by reading titles and abstracts and 34 ar-
ticles assessed. Full-texts of 34 articles were read and 13
articles were excluded because of not having RCT design
[32-38], intervention in both NICU and post-NICU set-
tings [39-43], and intervention only in post-NICU set-
ting [44]. Finally, 21 studies with 1528 participants were
included in this systematic review. The PRISMA flow
diagram is presented in Fig. 1.

Study characteristics

The study characteristics are presented in Table 1. Fif-
teen studies were in the USA, two in Canada, one in
Switzerland, two in Netherlands and one in Brazil. All
articles were in English.

With regards to the review inclusion criteria, all included
studies used BSID (I, II or III) as developmental assessment
tool. Five studies used BSID-I [46, 52, 53, 57, 63], thirteen
studies used BSID-II [45, 47-49, 51, 56, 58—62, 64, 65], and
two studies used BSID-III [55, 66]. One study used both I
and II versions for 12 and 24 months assessment respect-
ively [50]. All studies delivered the intervention in NICU
setting. However, in just one study, one session was in
post-NICU setting [55]. NIDCAP were used in eight trials
[46-50, 59, 60, 62]. Three studies used environmental de-
velopmental care, such as noise reduction and cycled light-
ing [45, 51, 56]. Three studies only trained mothers to
understand the behavioral cues of their infants [55, 61, 65]
and the rest of studies used other developmental care, such
as handling and massage [52, 54, 57, 58, 63, 64, 66].

Risk of Bias assessment

The risks of bias of included studies were assessed with
“Cochrane collaboration risk of bias tool” [28]. The risks
of bias of each domain in all studies are summarized in
Figs. 2 and 3. With regard to the overall risk of bias of
an outcome in a study, nine studies had low risk of bias
[45, 47, 48, 55, 58, 59, 62, 64, 66], eight studies had un-
clear risk of bias [46, 49-52, 57, 60, 65], and four studies
had high risk of bias [53, 56, 61, 63].

Meta-analysis findings
We performed meta-analysis on 13 included studies
[46-51, 56, 58—62, 64]. The considered time points for
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analyzing the results were 12 and 24 months. Develop-
mental assessments of four studies were before 6 months
old; because of clinical heterogeneity, their data were not
entered in meta-analysis [55, 57, 63, 65]. Three studies’
data were not available or were not reported by means
and SD to pool with other studies [45, 52, 54]. In
addition, one study used Bayley III for developmental as-
sessment and because of Bayley III uses different scales
from BSID I and II, this study’s data were also not
pooled with other studies [66].

The meta-analysis’ primary and subgroup analyses
findings are summarized in Table 2. In assessing the
causes of heterogeneity for MDI at 12 months of age,
variables such as risk of bias, intervention date and type,
method of delivery, birth weight, gestational age, and as-
sessment time were evaluated by subgroup analyses.
Only subgroup analyses with the date of intervention
(studies <2000), and assessment time (9 months); de-
creased the heterogeneity of MDI at 12 months of age.
The rest of the outcomes had low heterogeneity in their
primary analysis. The forest plots of the risk of bias sub-
group analyses are shown in Figs. 4, 5, 6 and 7.

For publication bias assessment, we used funnel plot
and Egger’s test. Funnel plots of analyses are presented
in Additional filel: Figure S1. In MDI at 12 months of
age, there was publication bias with t=2.30 and p
value = 0.047. However, there were no publication bias
in PDI at 12 months of age (t=0.41, p value =0.69),
MDI at 24 months of age (t=1.29, p value = 0.267) and
PDI at 24 months of age (t = - 0.88, p value = 0.426).

Eight studies data were not in meta-analysis and their
results are summarized in Table 1. Abou Turk et al. con-
cluded that MDI was better in intervention group com-
pared with control one in preterm infants at 18-22
months of age however PDI were not different between

groups. Brown et al. showed that I preterm infants, MDI
and PDI were not different between intervention and
control groups at 12 months corrected age. In Fajardo
eluded in and colleagues study, PDI were better at 12 and 24
qualitative months of age. However, MDI had no difference be-
synthesis tween groups.

Welch et al. used Bayley III to assess the developmen-
tal care in NICU and showed that cognitive and lan-
guage domains were better in intervention group at 18
months corrected age.

21 of studies

13 of studies
included in
quantitative
synthesis
(meta-analysis)

Quality of the evidence with GRADE
The Quality of the evidence table with GRADE is illus-
trated in Additional file 1: Table S2.

a) 12months of age quality of the evidence: Eleven
studies (n = 650 infants) were analyzed in 12 months old.
However, only four studies (n = 346) had low risk of bias
that they were considered for the quality assessments.
There is moderate quality of the evidence that MDI at

Fig. 1 Flow diagram of the study
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Fig. 2 Summary of risk of bias of included studies
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12 months of age were improved in intervention group
(SMD: 0.62, 95% CIL: —0.07 to 1.30, p value: 0.06). The
reason for downgrading the level of evidence for this
outcome was high heterogeneity. In addition, there is
high quality of evidence that PDI at 12 months of age
were also improved in intervention group (SMD: 0.33,
95% CI: 0.07 to 0.58, p value: 0.04).

b) 24 months of age quality of the evidence: six trials
were analyzed in 24 months old analysis with 516 partic-
ipants. Four studies (n=453) had low risk of bias and
were considered for the quality assessments. There is
high quality of evidence that MDI (SMD: 0.14, 95% CI:
-0.08 to 0.37, P value: 0.25) and PDI were better in
intervention group (SMD: 0.20, 95% CI: 0.01 to 0.38, P
value: 0.04).

Discussion

The aim of this systematic review was to assess the ef-
fects of developmental care in NICU setting on mental
and motor development of preterm neonates at 6-—12
and 13-24 months of age. The interventions in this re-
view included a wide range of interventions and were
also very different from one another, so the results could
not be combined for an estimate of overall effectiveness.

To our knowledge, this is the first meta-analysis of
NICU developmental care interventions for premature
infants with a rigorous search strategy, review method-
ology, inclusion of Randomized controlled trials and a
broad range of developmental care and the unique
methods of measurement outcomes. Using GRADE with
low risk of bias studies, we evaluated the certainty of the
evidence to be high-to-moderate for described outcomes
in meta-analysis.

MDI and PDI of preterm infants at 12 months of age
were significantly better in developmental care group
with moderate effect size. Furthermore, MDI at 24
months of age were better with minimal effect size and
no statistically significant result. PDI at 24 months of age
were also significantly better with minimal effect size.

The span of this review is 46 years, with tremendous
changes in the management and care of preterm neonates
in the NICU and changes in survival rate of them. There-
fore, we used subgroup analysis by intervention date prior
and after 2000 year to decrease the clinical heterogeneity.

Furthermore, developmental interventions were highly
variable. Therefore, we performed a subgroup analysis
by intervention type to minimize this effect. However
because of the small number of studies, we could not
have divided them in more similar interventions. In
addition, we chose only studies that did the developmen-
tal care in NICU setting and excluded studies that im-
plemented the developmental care in NICU and Post
NICU setting to compare more similar interventions
with regard to duration of the interventions.



Soleimani et al. BMC Pediatrics (2020) 20:67 Page 9 of 16
Table 2 Meta-analysis main results and sub-group analyses
Analysis Type Number of trials SMD (95% Cl) P value | square
MDI on 12 months of age (intervention versus control)

Primary analysis 1 0.55 (0.23 t0 0.87) 0.001° 71.61%
Subgroup analysis by risk of bias

low risk studies 4 0.62 (—0.07 to 1.30) 1=006° 1=286.72%

high risk studies 7 0.56 (0.22 to 0.90) 2=0.004 2=5040%
Subgroup analysis by intervention date (year)

<2000 5 091 (063 to 1.19) 1=0° 1=0

>2000 6 0.26 (- 0.10 to 0.63) 2=0.161 2=652%
Subgroup analysis with intervention type

NIDCAP 7 0.83 (033 t0 1.32) 1=0001° 1=775%

Environmental 2 —0.03 (- 047 to 040) 2=0884 2=0

Others 2 0.29 (=026 to 0.84) 3=0303 3=585%
Subgroup analysis with method of intervention delivery

Nurse 2 0.58 (- 0.51 to 1.67) 1=0295 1=87%

Nurse/ Mother 7 0.74 (0.28 to 1.20) 2=0.002° 2=747%

Environmental 2 -0.03 (= 047 to 0.40) 3=0.884 3=0
Subgroup analysis by Birth weight

<12509g 3 0.68(— 0.06 to 1.42) 1=0071° 1=789

>1250g 3 0.74 (- 0.16 to 1.64) 2=0.17 2=776
Subgroup analysis by Gestational age

<28w 4 0.64 (0.06 to 1.22) 1=0031* 1=715%

>28 w 7 0.49 (0.09 to 0.89) 2=0016° 2=715%
Subgroup analysis by assessment time

9m 7 0.85 (045 to 1.25) 1=0° 1=60.1%

12m 4 0.05 (= 0.15 to 0.26) 2=0607 2=0
PDI on12 months of age (intervention versus control)

Primary analysis 1M 0.33 (0.08 to 0.57) 0.013* 1=5241%
Subgroup analysis by risk of bias

low risk 4 033 (0.07 to 0.58) 1=0039" 1=1941%

high risk 7 0.26 (- 0.09 to 0.61) 2=0.192 2=5296%
Subgroup analysis by intervention date

<2000 5 047 (0.07 t0 0.87) 1=0021° 1=483%

>2000 6 0.22(-0.10 to 0.55) 2=0.178 2=56.1%
Subgroup analysis by intervention type

NIDCAP 7 0.52 (0.14 t0 0.90) 1=0007° 1=629%

Environmental 2 —0.19 (-0.63 to 0.24) 2=0384 2=0

Others 2 0.29 (- 0.01 to 0.58) 3=0055° 3=0
Subgroup analysis by method of delivery

Nurse 2 0.52 (0.01 to 1.04) 1=0.047° 1 =504%

Nurse/Mother 7 041 (0.05 to 0.77) 2=0025° 2=60.1%

Environmental 2 —0.19(-0.63 to 0.24) 3=0384 3=0
Subgroup analysis by Birth weight

<12509g 3 0.39(=0.24 to 1.02) 1=0228 1=726%

>1250g 3 0.38 (-047 t0 1.23) 2=0383 2=762%
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Table 2 Meta-analysis main results and sub-group analyses (Continued)
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Analysis Type

Number of trials

SMD (95% Cl)

P value

| square

Subgroup analysis by Gestational age

<28w

>28 w

Subgroup analysis by assessment time

9m

12m

MDI on 24 months of age (Intervention versus control)

Primary analysis

Subgroup analysis by risk of bias

low risk

high risk

Subgroup analysis by intervention date

<2000
> 2000

Subgroup analysis by intervention type

NIDCAP
Environmental

Others

Subgroup analysis by method of delivery

Nurse
Nurse/ Mother

Environmental

Subgroup analysis by Birth weight

<1250g
>1250g

Subgroup analysis by Gestational age

<28 w

>28 w

Subgroup analysis by assessment time

18m
24m

PDI on 24 months of age (Intervention versus Control)

Primary analysis

Subgroup analysis by risk of bias

low risk

high risk

Subgroup analysis by intervention date

<2000
> 2000

Subgroup analysis by intervention type

NIDCAP
Environmental
Others

0.36(~0.24 to 0.95)
0.28 (0.01 to 0.55)

0.53 (0.15 to 0.90)
0.13(=0.10 to 0.35)

0.15(-0.05 to 0.35)

0.14(-0.08 to 0.37)
0.21(= 0.29 to 0.70)

0.53 (0.12 to 0.93)
0.05 (-0.14 to 0.24)

0.19(-0.09 to 0.48)
0.01(-0.62 to 0.63)
0.19(-040 to 0.78)

—0.09(— 042 to 0.24)
0.27 (0.01 to 0.54)
0.01 (-0.62 to 0.63)

0.33 (0.06 to 0.60)
0(-0.23 to 0.23)

0.28 (-0.03 to 0.59)
0.10 (-0.22 to 043)

0.24(-0.09 to 0.57)
0.15(=0.15 to 0.46)

0.15 (-0.02 to 0.32)

0.20 (0.01 to0 0.38)
—0.19(-0.68 to 0.31)

0.19(-041 to 0.79)
0.12(-0.07 to 0.32)

0.08(-0.16 to 0.32)
—0.17(= 0.79 to 046)
0.30 (0.03 to 0.57)

1=0.243
2=0043°

1=0006"
2=0276

1=0.248
2=0431

1=0011°
2=0612

1=0.187
2=0986
3=0531

1=0.595
2=0042°
3=0986

1=0016
2=0997

1=0072°
2=0529

1=0.158
2=0529

0.089°

1=0037°
2=0460

1=0535
2=0.203

1=0516
2=0602
3=0032°

1=738%
2=4095%

1=56.6%
2=95%

I=18.09%

1=2911%
2=0

1=20.1
2=——
3-766

1=

2=267%
3=—

2="56%

1=0
2=484%
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Table 2 Meta-analysis main results and sub-group analyses (Continued)

Analysis Type Number of trials SMD (95% Cl) P value | square
Subgroup analysis by method of delivery
Nurse 1 0.23 (- 0.10 to 0.57) 1=0.169 1=—
Nurse / Mother 4 0.15(— 0.07 to 0.38) 2=0.175 2=53%
Environmental 1 -0.17(=0.79 to 046) 3=0602 =—
Subgroup analysis by birth weight
<12509 3 0.23(- 0.06 to 0.52) 1=0.115 1=95%
>1250g 0 - 2=— 2=—
Subgroup analysis by Gestational age
<28w 3 0.09(-0.22 to 0.40) 1=0571 1=0
>28 w 3 0.18(=0.04 to 041) 2=0.110 2=106%
Subgroup analysis by assessment time
18m 2 0.12(=0.27 to 0.51) 1=0553 1=224
24m 4 0.15(-0.05 to 0.36) 2=0.110 2=33%

Significance level at 0.05%
Significance level at 0.1°

In subgroup analysis of MDI at 12 months of age, het-
erogeneity decreased with intervention date, environ-
mental intervention type, and delivery and assessment
time. Furthermore, MDI at 12 months of age were better
in subgroup analyses with regard to the difference in ef-
fect size, intervention dates prior to 2000 year, NIDCAP
intervention type, 9 month assessment time with large
effect size, and MDI at 12 months of age were better in

subgroup analyses by nurse/mother delivery method,
birth weight<1250g, gestational age<28 w, with
medium effect size in intervention groups.

In subgroup analyses of PDI at 12 months of age, het-
erogeneity decreased with environmental and other inter-
vention type, and environmental intervention delivery.

In subgroup analyses of PDI at 12 months of age, with re-
gard to the difference in effect size, PDI of studies with low

ALS 12 10283 10.99 18 90.06 11.33
MaguireP 69 100.7 17.8 78 100.7 17.7
MaguireA 73 1023 151 72 1012 157
Heterogeneity: T = 0.39, I’ = 86.72%, H' = 7.53
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(3) = 17.99, p = 0.00

highrisk
ALS 20 118.3 17.35 16 94.38 23.31
ALS 12 99.25 9 17 9271 10.23

Ariagno 13 96.3 186 10 894 15
Brandon 22 93.9 45 23 958 1
Guyer 17 93.9 93 20 939 6.2
McAnulty 51 116.24 18.22 42 96.55 21.42
Parker 26 968 229 15 827 195
Heterogeneity: = 0.11, = 50.40%, H =202
Test of 6 = 6;: Q(6) = 14.29, p = 0.03

Overall
Heterogeneity: T° = 0.19, I = 71.61%, H’ = 3.52
Test of 6: = 6;: Q(10) = 37.94, p = 0.00

Test of group differences: Qs(1) = 0.02, p = 0.88

Random-effects ML model

~
Bayley MDI at 12 Months
Treatment Control Cohen's d Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
lowrisk
ALS 11 10955 7.23 13 9485 9.22 1.76[ 0.81, 2.70] 6.33

_._
__._
i
-
i
_._.
_._
—i— 0.40[ -0.43, 1.23] 7.20
——
_._
-
_._
>
>
1 0 1 2 3

Fig. 4 Forest plot of MDI at 12 months of age with risk of bias subgroup analysis

114 0.36, 1.93] 7.61
0.00[ -0.32, 0.32] 12.18
0.07[ -0.25, 0.40] 12.17
062 -0.07, 1.30]

118[ 047, 1.90] 827
067 -0.09, 1.43] 7.84

-0.06[ -0.64, 053] 9.53
0.00[ -0.65, 0.65] 8.90
1.00[ 057, 1.43] 11.11
0.65[ -0.00, 1.30] 8.86
056 0.22, 0.90]

0.55[ 0.23, 0.87]
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g
Bayley PDI at 12 Months

Treatment Control Cohen's d Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
lowrisk
ALS 11 107 928 13 89.23 14.88 —&—— 141[ 051,230 544
ALS 12 9225 20.33 18 82.48 20.56 —a— 0.48[ -0.26, 1.22]  7.03
MaguireP 69 97.3 167 78 959 16.3 - 0.08[ -0.24, 0.41] 14.39
MaguireA 73 992 17 72 937 16.1 E = 0.33[ 0.00, 0.66] 14.31
Heterogeneity: - = 0.01, I = 19.41%, H' = 1.24 > 0.33[ 0.07, 0.58]
Test of 6, = 6: Q(3) = 7.79, p = 0.05
highrisk
ALS 20 1006 20.19 16 83.56 17.97 —— 0.89[ 0.20, 1.57] 7.69
ALS 12 965 11.47 17 90.82 15.32 —a— 0.41[ -0.34, 1.16]  6.96
Ariagno 13 817 217 10 865 19.4 —a— 0.23[ -1.06, 0.60] 6.08
Brandon 22 80.9 183 23 842 184 —— 0.18[ -0.77, 0.41]  9.21
Guyer 17 8 10 20 875 134 — 0.21[ -0.86, 0.44] 825
McAnulty 51 99.18 17.3 42 84.29 19.24 —m 0.82[ 0.39, 1.24] 12.21
Parker 26 1015 212 15 989 28.3 —a— 0.11[ -0.53, 0.74] 843
Heterogeneity: T = 0.11, I = 52.96%, H* = 2.13 - 0.26 [ -0.09, 0.61]
Test of 6 = 6;: Q(6) = 15.41, p = 0.02
Overall > 0.33[ 0.08, 0.57]

Heterogeneity: T° = 0.08, I’ = 52.41%, H’ = 2.10
Test of 6: = 6;: Q(10) = 23.23, p = 0.01

Test of group differences: Qs(1) = 0.09, p = 0.76

Random-effects ML model

Fig. 5 Forest plot of PDI at 12 months of age with risk of bias subgroup analysis

risk of bias, intervention dates prior to 2000 year, NIDCAP,
nurse and nurse/mother delivery method and 9 months as-
sessment time were better with medium effect size in inter-
vention groups. In addition, PDI of studies with gestational
age > 28 weeks and other intervention types were better
with small effect size in intervention groups.

In intervention type, the NIDCAP at 12 months of age,
MDI (SMD 0.83, [CI] 0.39-1.32) and PDI (SMD 0.52,

[CI] 0.14-0.90) have large and medium effect size re-
spectively on developmental outcomes, which was differ-
ent with Symington and Pinelli, who concluded that the
neuro-developmental outcome results (up to 12 months
corrected age) of the NIDCAP trials were conflicting
with respect to benefit [13].

In subgroup analyses of MDI at 24 months of age, with
regard to the difference in effect size, intervention dates

Bayley MDI at 24 Months

Heterogeneity: T° = 0.01, I = 18.09%, H’ = 1.22
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(5) = 7.09, p = 0.21

Test of group differences: Q,(1) = 0.05, p = 0.82

Random-effects ML model

Treatment Control Cohen's d Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
lowrisk
MaguireP 63 99.1 154 76 991 154 —— 0.00[ -0.33, 0.33] 25.31
MaguireA 70 1009 14.9 70 1023 16.2 —— 0.09[ -0.42, 0.24] 25.59
Peters 51 851 153 50 795 183 —— 0.33[ -0.06, 0.73] 19.81
Procianoy 35 851 1.99 38 829 561 —a— 0.51[ 0.05, 0.98] 14.97
Heterogeneity: T° = 0.02, I = 29.11%, H’ = 1.41 - 0.14[ -0.08, 0.37]
Test of 8 = 6;: Q(3) = 5.90, p =0.12
highrisk
Ariagno 11 803 215 12 70 147 ————=——— 056[ -0.27, 1.40] 528
Brandon 18 79.4 192 22 793 16.7 —.— 0.01[ -0.62, 0.63] 9.05
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00 i 0.21[ -0.29, 0.70]
Test of 8 = 6;: Q(1) = 1.11, p = 0.29
Overall <> 0.15[ -0.05, 0.35]

Fig. 6 Forest plot of MDI at 24 months of age with risk of bias subgroup analysis
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p
Bayley PDI at 24 Months
Treatment Control Cohen's d Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)

lowrisk

MaguireP 63 89.1 142 76 891 142
MaguireA 70 96 146 70 923 17
Peters 51 851 154 50 81.1 153
Procianoy 35 86.2 214 38 842 628
Heterogeneity: T° = 0.00, I’ = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00
Test of 6, = 6; Q(3) = 2.37, p = 0.50

highrisk

Ariagno 1 729 21 12 775 202
Brandon 18 783 216 22 818 206
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00
Test of 6 = 6; Q(1) = 0.01, p = 0.91

Overall
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(5) = 4.40, p = 0.49

Test of group differences: Q,(1) = 2.02, p =0.16

Random-effects ML model

> 0.20[ 0.01, 0.38]
— = 0.22[ -1.04, 0.60] 4.47
— 017 [ -0.79, 0.46] 7.73
i -0.19[ -0.68, 0.31]
R 0.15[ -0.02, 0.32]

Fig. 7 Forest plot of PDI at 24 months of age with risk of bias subgroup analysis

0.00[ -0.33, 0.33] 26.99
—— 0.23[ -0.10, 057] 27.23
—— 0.26[ -0.13, 0.65] 19.61
—W—— 042 -0.04, 0.88] 13.97

prior to 2000 year, with medium effect size have differ-
ence in intervention group. MDI at 24 months of age
were also better in subgroup analyses by Birth weight <
1250 g, gestational age <28 w with small effect size in
intervention groups.

In subgroup analyses of PDI at 24 months of age, PDI
were better in low risk and other intervention type’s
method with small effect size.

With regard to the magnitude and precision of rela-
tion, the intervention date and assessment time may be
an important factor in assessing intervention effective-
ness. The results of studies that occurred before 2000, at
12 months of age, [MDI (SMD 0.91, [CI] 0.63-1.19) and
PDI (SMD 0.47, [CI] 0.07-0.87)]; and at 24 months of
age, [MDI (SMD 0.53, [CI] 0.12 to 0.93)] were signifi-
cantly better. The better outcome may be due to the
lower survival rate of very premature and VLBWSs, and
healthier preterm neonates who survived before 2000;
therefore, the developmental care in NICU could have
more effect on those healthier preterm neonates com-
pared to more fragile preterm neonates after 2000 [15].
Furthermore, routine cares in NICUs are better in recent
years and they obviously differ across studies; therefore,
pooling results across periods may result in comparing
different groups of infants with respect to outcomes. As
more recent studies are published it may be possible to
group studies according to their time of perinatal care.
Also MDI (SMD 0.85, [CI] 0.45-1.25) and PDI (SMD
0.53, [CI] 0.15-0.90) decreased after 9 months of age.
This may be due to the increased effects of social and
environmental variables with increasing age on develop-
ment, or perhaps the effect of intervention is more
apparent at 9 months of age. Subgroup analyses at 18

and 24 months of age on MDI and PDI were not differ-
ent according to the effect size.

Previous systematic reviews that investigated the effects
of developmental care during NICU admission [13, 24]
concluded that there is limited evidence of the long-term
positive effect of NIDCAP on behavior and movement of
preterm children at 5 years corrected age, but there is no
effect on their cognition. Other individualized develop-
mental care interventions have also demonstrated some
effect in enhancing neurodevelopmental outcome [13].

On the other hand, for detection of secondary out-
come, we have 9 included trials with a marker of illness
severity, such as days in the NICU that have weak mag-
nitude and precision of relation (SMD -.168, [CI]
-0.471, 0.0135) and no statistically significant effect (P
value 0.276) between intervention versus control groups.
Consistent with our study, Symington et al. also detected
an increase in the length of stay, which were demon-
strated in infants receiving developmental care com-
pared to control ones.

For publication bias assessment, Egger’s test showed that
there was publication bias in MDI at 12 months of age. The
publication bias may be due to small number of studies.

Meta-analysis was limited in this review due to the
large variation in interventions and limited number of
randomized trials that were included in each interven-
tion category. A limitation with developmental care trials
was that it is not possible to mask the recipient of the
intervention (in this case the mother and infant) or the
person applying the intervention, unless the study in-
cludes a comparison group getting another intervention
rather than no treatment or by cluster RCTs, that we
have no cluster RCTs in this study .
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Also, there are limitations to meta-analysis, particularly
if there is evidence of publication bias, if the outcomes are
too dissimilar, or if the studies are at risk of bias. We have
tried to minimize these difficulties by representing that
there was little evidence of publication bias, by matching
comparable outcomes within narrow age ranges and
unique assessment tool, and by evaluating the quality of
the studies and highlighting the higher-quality studies.

In this review, BSID were considered for developmen-
tal assessment. BSID is a comprehensive developmental
measure with high sensitivity to identify or monitor the
major improvement of long-term neurodevelopmental
outcomes and do not exactly assess minor problems
[16]. Use BSID could decrease the heterogeneity of stud-
ies, but it may limit the number of studies reviewed.

Our primary outcome was the long-term outcome of
developmental care in NICU setting. However, the defi-
ciency of available data above 24 months old limits the
capacity to compare results between the studies. Diver-
sity and difficulty in identifying the most effective inter-
ventions in this review have been emphasized. It is
important to aspects of the programs that are mostly
useful, and neonates and families who benefit from such
programs, more effectively targeting interventions. Long-
term benefits for the child and family should also be
considered during the intervention. Future studies may
include assessments that evaluate functional outcomes,
such as educational, behavioral and social problems.

Conclusion

In this review, we highlighted that NICU developmental
care could have a significant effect on mental and motor
development of preterm neonates, especially at 9-12
months of age.

The strengths of this systematic review were a rigorous
search strategy, review methodology, inclusion of a
broad range of developmental care interventions, and
the unique methods of measurement outcomes.

Because of high cost, many low and middle income
countries (LMIC) cannot implement post NICU interven-
tions; thus, more research is needed for understanding the
actual benefit of the administration of developmental care
in NICU setting in LMIC for prevention of developmental
morbidity in preterm newborns.

Supplementary information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at https://doi.org/10.
1186/512887-020-1953-1.

Additional file 1: Table S1: search strategy in PubMed through 8
October 2017. Table S2: Quality of the evidence with GRADE (low risk of
bias studies). Figure S1: Funnel plot of MDI (a), and PDI (b) at 12 months
of ages, MDI (c) and PDI (d) at 24 months of ages. The individual study’s
standard error (SE[SMD]) is plotted against the standardized mean
difference (SMD) for the study.

Page 14 of 16

Abbreviations

BPD: Broncho-pulmonary dysplasia; BSID: Bayley scales of infant
development; DCI: Developmental care interventions; GRADE: Grading
quality of evidence and strength of recommendations; LMIC: Low and
middle income countries; MDI: Mental developmental index; MESH: Medical
subject headings; NICU: Neonatal intensive care unit; NIDCAP: Newborn
individualized developmental care and assessment program;

PDI: Psychomotor developmental index; PRISMA: Preferred reporting items
for systematic reviews and meta-analyses; RCT: Randomized controlled trials;
SMD: Standardized mean difference

Acknowledgements

We appreciate the financial and executive support of the University of Social
Welfare and Rehabilitation Sciences.

This research has been done in Tehran city; with financial support of
Pediatric Neurorehabilitation Research Center, University of Social Welfare
and Rehabilitation Sciences, Tehran, Iran.

Authors’ contributions

FS, NA, and SF had substantial contributions to the conception and design
of the work; they had substantial contributions to acquisition, analysis,
interpretation of data and drafting the work and revising it critically for
important intellectual content. They had also contributed for final approval
of the version to be submitted and they have agreed to be accountable for
all aspects of the work in ensuring that questions related to the accuracy or
integrity of any part of the work are appropriately investigated and resolved.
HG, NR, and AS had substantial contributions to the conception and design
of the work, analysis, interpretation of data and revising the article for
important intellectual content, and contributed to final approval of the version
to be submitted. All authors have read and approved the manuscript.

Funding

This work was supported by the University of Social Welfare and
Rehabilitation Sciences. The funders had no role in the design, data
collection, analysis of the study, nor the decision to publish or the
preparation of this manuscript.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets analyzed during the current study are not public, but are
available from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Ethics approval for this study was granted by the Ethics Committee of
University of Social Welfare and Rehabilitation Sciences.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
Dr. Soleimani is an Editorial Board member on BMC Pediatrics. The authors
declare that there is no conflict of interest.

Author details

'Pediatric Neurorehabilitation Research Center, University of Social Welfare
and Rehabilitation Sciences, Tehran, Iran. *Health Economics Group, Institute
of Health Research, Medical School, Saint Luke’s Campus, University of Exeter,
Exeter, UK. 3Departmem of Physiotherapy, Pediatric Neurorehabilitation
Research Center, University of Social Welfare and Rehabilitation Sciences,
Tehran, Iran.

Received: 19 July 2019 Accepted: 30 January 2020
Published online: 13 February 2020

References

1. LiuL, Oza S, Hogan D, Chu Y, Perin J, Zhu J, et al. Global, regional, and
national causes of under—5 mortality in 2000-15: an updated systematic
analysis with implications for the sustainable development goals. Lancet.
2016;388(10063):3027-35.

2. Howson CP, Kinney MV, McDougall L, Lawn JE. Born too soon: preterm birth
matters. Reprod Health. 2013;10(1):S1.


https://doi.org/10.1186/s12887-020-1953-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12887-020-1953-1

Soleimani et al. BMC Pediatrics

20.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

(2020) 20:67

Soleimani F, Zaheri F, Abdi F. Long-term neurodevelopmental outcomes
after preterm birth. Iran Red Crescent Med J. 2014;16(6):e17965. https.//doi.
0rg/10.5812/ircm;.17965.

Soleimani F, Teymouri R, Biglarian A. Predicting developmental disorder in
infants using an artificial neural network. Acta Medica Iranica. 2013:347-52.
Saigal S, Doyle LW. An overview of mortality and sequelae of preterm birth
from infancy to adulthood. Lancet. 2008;371(9608):261-9.

Johnston KM, Gooch K, Korol E, Vo P, Eyawo O, Bradt P, et al. The economic
burden of prematurity in Canada. BMC Pediatr. 2014;14(1):93.

Altimier L, Phillips R. The neonatal integrative developmental care model:
advanced clinical applications of the seven Core measures for
Neuroprotective family-centered developmental care. Newborn Infant Nurs
Rev. 2016;16(4):230-44.

Volpe JJ. Brain injury in premature infants: a complex amalgam of destructive
and developmental disturbances. Lancet Neurol. 2009;8(1):110-24.

Graven SN, Browne JV. Sensory development in the fetus, neonate, and infant:
introduction and overview. Newborn Infant Nurs Rev. 2008;8(4):169-72.
Altimier LB. Neuroprotective core measure 1: the healing NICU
environment. Newborn Infant Nurs Rev. 2015;15(3):91-6.

Sizun J, Westrup B. Early developmental care for preterm neonates: a call for
more research. Arch Dis Child Fetal Neonatal Ed. 2004;89(5):F384-8.

Rafiey H, Soleimani F, Torkzahrani S, Salavati M, Nasiri M. Scale development
and psychometrics for parents’ satisfaction with developmental Care in
Neonatal Intensive Care Unit. Iran J Child Neurol. 2016;10(4):16.

Symington AJ, Pinelli J. Developmental care for promoting development
and preventing morbidity in preterm infants. Cochrane Database Syst Rev.
2006. 19(2):CD001814. https.//www.cochranelibrary.com/cdsr/doi/10.1
002/14651858.CD001814.pub2/full.

Pickler RH, McGrath JM, Reyna BA, McCain N, Lewis M, Cone S, et al. A
model of neurodevelopmental risk and protection for preterm infants. |
Perinat Neonatal nurs. 2010;24(4):356-65.

Orton J, Spittle A, Doyle L, Anderson P, Boyd R. Do early intervention
programmes improve cognitive and motor outcomes for preterm infants
after discharge? A systematic review. Dev Med Child Neurol. 2009;51(11):
851-9.

Spittle A, Orton J, Anderson PJ, Boyd R, Doyle LW. Early developmental
intervention programmes provided post hospital discharge to prevent
motor and cognitive impairment in preterm infants. Cochrane Database
Syst Rev. 2015;11.

Lavallée A, De Clifford-Faugere G, Garcia C, Oviedo ANF, Héon M, Aita M.
Part 1: narrative overview of developmental care interventions for the
preterm newborn. J Neonatal Nurs. 2018.

Jacobs SE, Sokol J, Ohlsson A. The newborn individualized developmental
care and assessment program is not supported by meta-analyses of the
data. Journal pediatr. 2002;140(6):699-706.

Vanderveen J, Bassler D, Robertson C, Kirpalani H. Early interventions
involving parents to improve neurodevelopmental outcomes of premature
infants: a meta-analysis. J Perinatol: official journal of the California Perinatal
Association. 2009;29(5):343.

Benzies KM, Magill-Evans JE, Hayden KA, Ballantyne M. Key components
of early intervention programs for preterm infants and their parents: a
systematic review and meta-analysis. BMC Pregnancy Childbirth. 2013;
13(1):S10.

Symington A, Pinelli J. Developmental care for promoting development and
preventing morbidity in preterm infants. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2003;
(4):Cd001814. https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD001814.

Aylward GP. Cognitive and neuropsychological outcomes: more than 1Q
scores. Ment Retard Dev Disabil Res Rev. 2002;8(4):234-40.

Bayley N. Manual for the Bayley scales of infant development: psychological
corporation; 1969.

Bayley N. Bayley scales of infant development: manual: psychological
corporation; 1993.

Bayley N. Bayley scales of infant and toddler development: Bayley-lll:
Harcourt assessment. San Antonio, TX: Psych. Corporation; 2006.

Potharst ES, Houtzager BA, van Sonderen L, Tamminga P, Kok JH, Last BF,
et al. Prediction of cognitive abilities at the age of 5 years using
developmental follow-up assessments at the age of 2 and 3 years in very
preterm children. Dev Med Child Neurol. 2012,54(3):240-6.

Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, Altman DG. Preferred reporting items for
systematic reviews and meta-analyses: the PRISMA statement. PLoS Med.
2009;6(7):21000097.

28.

29.

30.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Page 15 of 16

Higgins JP, Altman DG, Gotzsche PC, Juni P, Moher D, Oxman AD, et al. The
Cochrane Collaboration's tool for assessing risk of bias in randomised trials.
BMJ (Clin Res ed). 2011;343:d5928.

Ryan R, Hill S, Prictor M, McKenzie J. Cochrane Consumers and
Communication group Study Quality Guide. CCCG https://cccrg.cochrane.
org/author-resources. La Trobe University, Melbourne. 2013.

Faraone SV. Interpreting estimates of treatment effects: implications for
managed care. Pharm Ther. 2008;33(12):700.

Ryan R, Hill S. How to GRADE the quality of the evidence.: Cochrane
Consumers and Commun Group; 2016 [.

Kiechl-Kohlendorfer U, Merkle U, Deufert D, Neubauer V, Peglow UP,
Griesmaier E. Effect of developmental care for very premature infants on
neurodevelopmental outcome at 2 years of age. Infant Behav Devel. 2015;
39:166-72.

Pineda RG, Neil J, Dierker D, Smyser CD, Wallendorf M, Kidokoro H, et al.
Alterations in brain structure and neurodevelopmental outcome in preterm
infants hospitalized in different neonatal intensive care unit environments.
Journal of pediatrics. 2014;164(1):52-60.e2.

Gabis LV, Hacham-Pilosof K, Yosef OB, Rabinovitz G, Leshem G, Shilon-
Hadass A, et al. The influence of a multisensory intervention for preterm
infants provided by parents, on developmental abilities and on parental
stress levels. J Child Neurol. 2015;30(7):896-903.

Leib SA, Benfield DG, Guidubaldi J. Effects of early intervention and
stimulation on the preterm infant. Pediatr. 1980;66(1):83-90.

Als H, Lawhon G, Brown E, Gibes R, Duffy FH, McAnulty G, et al. Individualized
behavioral and environmental care for the very low birth weight preterm
infant at high risk for bronchopulmonary dysplasia: neonatal intensive care
unit and developmental outcome. Pediatr. 1986;78(6):1123-32.

Vohr B, McGowan E, McKinley L, Tucker R, Keszler L, Alksninis B. Differential
Effects of the Single-Family Room Neonatal Intensive Care Unit on 18- to
24-Month Bayley Scores of Preterm Infants. J Pediat. 2017;185:42-8.e1.
Abdallah B, Badr LK, Hawwari M. The efficacy of massage on short and long
term outcomes in preterm infants. Infant Behav Dev. 2013;36(4):662-9.
Kaaresen PI, Ronning JA, Tunby J, Nordhov SM, Ulvund SE, Dahl LB. A
randomized controlled trial of an early intervention program in low birth
weight children: outcome at 2 years. Early Hum Dev. 2008;84(3):201-9.

Van Hus J, Jeukens-Visser M, Koldewijn K, Holman R, Kok JH, Nollet F, et al.
Early intervention leads to long-term developmental improvements in very
preterm infants, especially infants with bronchopulmonary dysplasia. Acta
paediatrica (Oslo, Norway : 1992). 2016;105(7):773-81.

Jeng S-F, Wu Y-C, Leng C-H, Hsieh W-S, Hsu C-H, Chen W, et al. Early
interventions for very low birth weight preterm infants: effects and
mediators. Physiother. 2015;101:e676.

Teti DM, Black MM, Viscardi R, Glass P, O'Connell MA, Baker L, et al.
Intervention with African American premature infants: four-month results of
an early intervention program. J Early Interv. 2009;31(2):146-66.

Nordhov SM, Ronning JA, Dahl LB, Ulvund SE, Tunby J, Kaaresen PI. Early
intervention improves cognitive outcomes for preterm infants: randomized
controlled trial. Pediatrics. 2010;126(5):¢1088-94.

Brooks-Gunn J, Liaw F-R, Klebanov PK. Effects of early intervention on
cognitive function of low birth weight preterm infants. J Pediatr. 1992;
120(3):350-9.

Abou Turk C, Williams AL, Lasky RE. A randomized clinical trial evaluating silicone
earplugs for very low birth weight newborns in intensive care. J Perinatol: official
journal of the California Perinatal Association. 2009;29(5):358-63.

Als H, Lawhon G, Duffy FH, McAnulty GB, Gibes-Grossman R, Blickman JG.
Individualized developmental care for the very low-birth-weight preterm
infant. Medical and neurofunctional effects. Jama. 1994,272(11):853-8.

Als H, Duffy FH, McAnulty GB, Rivkin MJ, Vajapeyam S, Mulkern RV, et al. Early
experience alters brain function and structure. Pediatr. 2004;113(4):846-57.

Als H, Duffy FH, McAnulty GB, Fischer CB, Kosta S, Butler SC, et al. Is the
newborn individualized developmental care and assessment program
(NIDCAP) effective for preterm infants with intrauterine growth restriction? J
Perinatol: official journal of the California Perinatal Assoc. 2011;31(2):130-6.
Als H, Duffy FH, McAnulty G, Butler SC, Lightbody L, Kosta S, et al. NIDCAP
improves brain function and structure in preterm infants with severe
intrauterine growth restriction. J Perinatol: official Journal California Perinatal
Association. 2012,32(10):797-803.

Ariagno RL, Thoman EB, Boeddiker MA, Kugener B, Constantinou JC,
Mirmiran M, et al. Developmental care does not alter sleep and
development of premature infants. Pediatr. 1997;100(6):E9.


https://doi.org/10.5812/ircmj.17965
https://doi.org/10.5812/ircmj.17965
https://www.cochranelibrary.com/cdsr/doi/10.1002/14651858.CD001814.pub2/full
https://www.cochranelibrary.com/cdsr/doi/10.1002/14651858.CD001814.pub2/full
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD001814
https://cccrg.cochrane.org/author-resources
https://cccrg.cochrane.org/author-resources

Soleimani et al. BMC Pediatrics

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

(2020) 20:67

Brandon DH, Silva SG, Park J, Malcolm W, Kamhawy H, Holditch-Davis D.
Timing for the introduction of cycled light for extremely preterm infants: a
randomized controlled trial. Res Nurs Health. 2017;40(4):294-310.

Brown J, LaRossa M, Aylward G, Davis D, Rutherford P, Bakeman R. Nursery-
based intervention with prematurely born babies and their mothers: are
there effects? J Pediatr. 1980;,97(3):487-91.

Fajardo B, Browning M, Fisher D, Paton J. Early state organization and
follow-up over one year. J Dev Behav Pediatr. 1992;13(2):83-8.

Fajardo B, Browning M, Fisher D, Paton J. Early state organization and
follow-up over one year. J Dev behavioral pediatrics : JDBP. 1992;13(2):83-8.
Feeley N, Zelkowitz P, Shrier |, Stremler R, Westreich R, Dunkley D, et al.
Follow-up of the cues and care trial: mother and infant outcomes at 6
months. J Early Interv. 2012;34(2):65-81.

Guyer C, Huber R, Fontijn J, Bucher HU, Nicolai H, Werner H, et al. Cycled
light exposure reduces fussing and crying in very preterm infants. Pediatr.
2012;130(1):e145-51.

Kramer M, Chamorro |, Green D, Knudtson F. Extra tactile stimulation of the
premature infant. Nurs Res. 1975,24(5):324-34.

Maguire CM, Walther FJ, van Zwieten PH, Le Cessie S, Wit JM, Veen S. No
change in developmental outcome with incubator covers and nesting for
very preterm infants in a randomised controlled trial. Arch Dis Child Fetal
Neonatal Ed. 2009,94(2):F92-7.

Maguire CM, Walther FJ, van Zwieten PH, Le Cessie S, Wit JM, Veen S.
Follow-up outcomes at 1 and 2 years of infants born less than 32 weeks
after newborn individualized developmental care and assessment program.
Pediatrics. 2009;123(4):1081-7.

McAnulty G, Duffy FH, Butler S, Parad R, Ringer S, Zurakowski D, et al.
Individualized developmental care for a large sample of very preterm
infants: health, neurobehaviour and neurophysiology. Acta paediatrica (Oslo,
Norway : 1992). 2009;98(12):1920-6.

Parker SJ, Zahr LK, Cole JG, Brecht ML. Outcome after developmental
intervention in the neonatal intensive care unit for mothers of preterm
infants with low socioeconomic status. J Pediatr. 1992;120(5):780-5.

Peters KL, Rosychuk RJ, Hendson L, Cote JJ, McPherson C, Tyebkhan JM.
Improvement of short- and long-term outcomes for very low birth weight
infants: Edmonton NIDCAP trial. Pediatr. 2009;124(4):1009-20.

Powell LF. The effect of extra stimulation and maternal involvement on the
development of low-birth-weight infants and on maternal behavior. Child
Dev. 1974:106-13.

Procianoy RS, Mendes EW, Silveira RC. Massage therapy improves
neurodevelopment outcome at two years corrected age for very low birth
weight infants. Early Hum Dev. 2010;86(1):7-11.

Szajnberg N, Ward MJ, Krauss A, Kessler DB. Low birth-weight prematures:
preventive intervention and maternal attitude. Child Psychiatry Hum Dev.
1987;17(3):152-65.

Welch MG, Firestein MR, Austin J, Hane AA, Stark RI, Hofer MA, et al. Family
nurture intervention in the neonatal intensive care unit improves social-
relatedness, attention, and neurodevelopment of preterm infants at 18
months in a randomized controlled trial. J ChildPsychol Psychiatry, Allied
Discip. 2015;56(11):1202-11.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Page 16 of 16

Ready to submit your research? Choose BMC and benefit from:

e fast, convenient online submission

o thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

 rapid publication on acceptance

o support for research data, including large and complex data types

e gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations
e maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year

K BMC

At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions




	Abstract
	Background
	Method
	Results
	Conclusion

	Background
	Methods
	Search strategy and selection criteria
	Data extraction
	Data synthesis and statistical analysis
	Quality of the evidence

	Results
	Study selection
	Study characteristics
	Risk of Bias assessment
	Meta-analysis findings
	Quality of the evidence with GRADE

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Supplementary information
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Author details
	References
	Publisher’s Note

