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Abstract: Background: This systematic review examined the outcomes (age of identification and
intervention, developmental outcomes, cost-effectiveness, and adverse effects on parents) of universal
newborn hearing screening (UNHS) for children with permanent congenital hearing loss (PCHL).
Materials and methods: Multiple electronic databases were interrogated in March and April 2020
with further reports identified from article citations and unpublished literature. UNHS reports in
English with comparisons of outcomes of infants who were not screened, and infants identified
through other hearing screening programs. Results: 30 eligible reports from 14 populations with
7,325,138 infants screened through UNHS from 1616 non-duplicate references were included. UNHS
results in a lower age of identification, amplification, and the initiation of early intervention services
and better language/literacy development. Better speech perception/production were shown in
younger, but not in older, children with early identification after UNHS. No significant findings
were found for behavior problems and quality of life. UNHS was found to be cost-effective in terms
of savings to society. In addition, no significant parental harm was noted as a result of UNHS.
Conclusions: In highly developed countries, significantly better outcomes were found for children
identified early through UNHS programs. Early language development predicts later literacy and
language development.

Keywords: childhood hearing loss; permanent childhood hearing loss; newborn hearing screening;
universal hearing screening; early identification; early intervention; intervention outcomes

1. Introduction

Studies from high-income countries (HICs) estimate that 1 in 1000 children are born
with permanent childhood hearing loss (PCHL). However, children who are born in
low/middle income countries (LMIC), as well as those children who were admitted to
neonatal intensive care unit (NICU), have a much higher prevalence [1,2]. Despite the low
prevalence, the PCHL could have severe negative consequences both at familial as well as
societal levels.

Prior to establishing Universal Newborn Hearing Screening (UNHS) programs, the
average language, literacy, social-emotional, and speech development of children with
permanent childhood hearing loss (PCHL) was significantly lower than their peers with
normal hearing. Eighteen-year-old children with hearing loss in the United States who were
in the 12th grade between 1974–2003, had average literacy proficiency, between 3rd and
4th grade levels, more than two standard deviations below the developmental functioning
of their hearing peers [3]. Wouters et al. [4] reported that deaf children in the Netherlands
had the mean reading levels of first grade hearing students [2].

UNHS programs began to be implemented in the early 1990s, and by the end of the
1990s, there was evidence that these programs resulted in an earlier identification of hearing
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loss, earlier amplification, and earlier enrollment into early intervention services and that
they significantly improved developmental outcomes in early childhood [5]. By 2007–8,
evidence was deemed sufficient to established UNHS programs throughout most HICs
and in some countries with fewer resources [6–9]. The quality benchmarks followed by
most countries are those recommended by the Joint Committee on Infant Hearing [10,11].
However, due to a lack of endorsement from an international association such as the World
Health Organization (WHO), countries make their own policy decisions.

The Guidelines Development Group (GDG) of the WHO is responsible for developing
clinical guidelines based on evidence which is then endorsed by the WHO. Following
this, the WHO member countries are encouraged to adopt the recommendations in their
own country and/or context. The GDG has recently been considering endorsing UNHS
provided that there are positive outcomes reported by the academic literature examined
using a systematic review. Due to a lack of any recent reviews on wider outcomes for
UNHS, this review was commissioned.

This systematic review was aimed at examining the outcomes of UNHS for children
with PCHL. The key outcome indicators included: (a) early identification and intervention
(i.e., age at dentification, age at amplification, age at intervention start), (b) developmental
outcomes including receptive/expressive language, speech perception/production, literacy,
social development, behavioral problems, and quality of life, (c) cost-effectiveness, and (d)
adverse effects on parents of children with PCHL.

2. Materials and Methods

This systematic review was prospectively registered with the International Prospective
Register of Systematic Reviews (PROSPERO 2020 CRD42020175451) [12]. The review
methods were guided by the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-
analyses (PRISMA) guidelines [13]. The authors of the study wrote the review protocol and
performed all aspects of the review, although the WHO provided some input to the review
design in order to ensure that the review met the key questions needed to be answered for
the GDG to make a policy decision.

2.1. PCHL Definition

All children with a bilateral hearing loss of 20 dB or greater in their better ear were
included in the studies reviewed within this systematic review.

2.2. Search Strategy

To identify eligible studies in March/April 2020, two reviewers (CYI, CH) interrogated
electronic databases (PubMed, Medline (OVIDSP), Cochrane library, Google Scholar, Web
of Science and One Search). Further reports were identified from citations of included
papers and published literature (April 2020). Text-word searches along with MeSH terms
or Subject Headings, were used to construct database searches (see Table 1). There were no
date restrictions. All published reports were considered for inclusion if the abstract was in
English. Searches of unpublished literature included relevant screening program reports.

Table 1. Search strategy used.

Concept 1

AND

Concept 2

AND

Concept 3

(newborn hearing
screening) OR

(universal newborn
hearing screening)

(hearing loss) OR (hearing
impairment) OR (childhood

hearing impairment) OR
(permanent childhood

hearing loss)

(outcome) OR (speech
outcome) OR (language
outcome) OR (literacy

outcome) OR (maternal
anxiety) OR (maternal stress)
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2.3. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

We included reports of programs with children with PCHL identified as a result of
established UNHS programs with comparisons to children with PCHL identified as a result
of targeted/risk screening, children with PCHL not identified through hearing screening
programs, and children with PCHL identified as a result of distraction screening. Studies
that included developmental outcomes of language, auditory/speech production/perception,
literacy, social-emotional, cognitive, or quality of life were included. The eligibility criteria
were selected to address the research questions with reference to Participants, Intervention,
Comparators, Outcomes, Study designs, and Timings (PICOST) [14,15] as shown in Table 2.

2.4. Article Selection and Data Extraction

Two independent evaluators extracted articles that met the inclusion criteria. First,
articles were selected on the basis of titles and abstracts. Second, both independent
evaluators read articles that appeared to have relevance to the systematic review questions
and selected articles that met the criteria. Third, two independent evaluators compared
selected articles and discussed articles that were not on both lists. A third reviewer (VM)
evaluated all articles with a discrepancy between reviewers 1 and 2 for inclusion. After
discussion, a final list of final articles was chosen. Figure 1 presents the PRISMA flow
diagram of different phases through the systematic review.
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Table 2. Inclusion and exclusion criteria using the Population, Intervention, Control, Outcomes, Study design and Timeframe (PICOST) criteria.

Inclusion Exclusion

Participants
Newborns (gestational age ≥37 weeks at birth without complications)
and children within the first year of life undergoing Newborn Hearing

Screening (NHS)/ Universal Newborn Hearing Screening (UNHS)
Only reporting screening of high-risk babies

Interventions Universal newborn hearing screening Target (or selective) screening with the UNHS with no
comparison to UNHS

Comparators No screening or selected/targeted screen

Outcomes

� Outcomes of UNHS in terms of Early Hearing Detection and
Intervention (EHDI): age of identification, age of amplification, age
of intervention start.

� Developmental outcomes including receptive and expressive
language, speech perception and speech production, literacy, social
development, behavioral problems, quality of life.

� Cost benefit or cost-effectiveness or cost estimates for UNHS if
available

� Adverse effects of UNHS on parents of children with hearing loss.

Not reporting the key outcomes listed

Study designs

� Studies regardless of design including those that were
observational, including cohorts, case-controls or cross-sectional.

� Studies that include comparisons with controlled comparisons or
that have done universal screening without controlled comparisons
but have reported data for healthy and at-risk infants separately.

� Must have had NHS in place or being tested on the population.
� Must report the total number of children screened and the number

of children with confirmed permanent bilateral hearing loss
detected as a result of NHS or UNHS.

� Must have reported the total number of children undergoing NHS
or UNHS screening.

� Reviews, comment pieces, letters or editorials
� Study reporting on a selective sample at risk of hearing loss

without comparison with UNHS or healthy infants.
� Studies where the full spectrum of hearing loss was not

represented.
� Studies where NHS/UNHS was not in place or being

tested.
� Studies which did not specify the total number of children

confirmed to have hearing loss at NHS/UNHS.
� Studies which did not specify the total number of children

undergoing NHS/UNHS or with numerator bias.

%cmidrule1-3 Timings No restrictions No restrictions

Other criteria English language articles Non-English articles
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2.5. Synthesis of Included Studies

Most articles report very different developmental outcomes using a range of outcome
measures. For this reason, a quantitative synthesis was not possible. A descriptive synthesis
of the included articles was performed as outlined and described by Campbell et al. [15]
and Popay et al. [16] to answer the specific questions.

2.6. Quality Analysis and Level of Evidence

The Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) checklist was used to evaluate the
quality of included studies [17]. CASP provides a specific checklist for different study de-
signs (https://casp-uk.net/casp-tools-checklists/; accessed on 1 May 2021) and a relevant
version of the checklist (cohort, case-control, and economic evaluation). The checklist con-
tained questions on several sections that enable a structured approach to finding evidence,
determining a possible sources of bias, and evaluating the internal and external validity of
each study.

Assessment of the level of evidence for each outcome was rated according to the Grad-
ing of Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) protocol [18].
The GRADE level of evidence includes four levels: (a) high quality, (b) moderate quality,
(c) low quality, or (d) very low quality. Higher scores are indicative of more confidence in
the cumulative evidence. The appraisal of studies was performed independently by two
researchers (CYI and VM) and any discrepancies were resolved by discussion with the
third researcher (CH).

3. Results
3.1. Study Characteristics

Table 3 provides a summary of included studies as related to four key outcomes. Of
the 30 included studies, 7 studies were focused on early identification and intervention,
11 studies were focused on developmental outcomes, 4 studies included cost-effectiveness,
and 9 studies were focused on the adverse effects on parents of children with PCHL.

https://casp-uk.net/casp-tools-checklists/
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Table 3. Types of outcomes of UNHS reported in the studies included (n = 30).

Study
Early Identification and Intervention Developmental Outcomes

Cost
Analysis

Adverse
EffectsAge of

Identification
Age at

Amplify
Intervention

Start
Receptive
Language

Expressive
Language

Speech
Perception

Speech
Production Literacy Social dev Behavioral

Problems
Quality of

Life

Question 1: Early
identification and

intervention (7 studies)

Kennedy et al. (2006) [19] X X X X X X

Uus and Bamford (2006) [20] X X X

Wood et al. (2015) [21] X X X

Wake et al. (2016) [22] X X X X X X

Sininger et al. (2009) [23] X X X

Dalzell et al. (2000) [24] X X X

Yoshinaga-Itano et al.
(2001) [25] X X X X X X

Question 2: Developemental
outcomes (11 studies,

Kennedy et al., 2006 and Wake
et al., 2016 listed earlier)

McCann et al. (2008) [26] X X X

Worsfold et al. (2010) [27] X X

Stevenson et al. (2010) [28] X X X X

Stevenson et al. (2018) [29] X X X X X

Pimperton et al. (2016) [30] X X X

Korver et al. (2010) [31] X X X X

Sininger et al. (2010) [32] X X X X

Yoshinaga-Itano et al.
(2000) [33] X X X
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Table 3. Cont.

Study
Early Identification and Intervention Developmental Outcomes

Cost
Analysis

Adverse
EffectsAge of

Identification
Age at

Amplify
Intervention

Start
Receptive
Language

Expressive
Language

Speech
Perception

Speech
Production Literacy Social dev Behavioral

Problems
Quality of

Life

Yoshinaga-Itano et al.
(2020) [11] X X

Question 3: Cost effectiveness
(4 studies)

Schroeder et al. (2006) [34] X

Chorozoglou et al. (2018) [35] X

Mehl and Thomson (2002) [36] X

Keren et al. (2002) [37] X

Question 4: Adverse effects
(10 studies)

Kennedy et al. (1998) [38] X

Weichbold and Welzl-Mueller
(2001) [39] X

Tueller and White (2016) [40] X

Watkin et al. (1998) [41] X

Crockett et al. (2006) [42] X

Crockett et al. (2005) [43] X

Vohr et al. (2001) [44] X

Kolski et al. (2007) [45] X

Khairi et al. (2011) [46] X

Stuart et al. (2000) [47] X
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3.1.1. Question 1: Early identification and Intervention
Does UNHS Lower the Age of Identification and Increase the Number of Children
Identified Early?

UNHS lowers the age of identification when compared to risk factor screen (RFS)
and no screen (NS) groups. The research across the globe did not report their statistics
consistently. Some research reported the proportion/percentage of the cohorts below and
above a specific benchmark, whereas others have reported a mean/median for the different
cohorts [19,22,23,25,38]. See Supplementary Tables S1 and S2.

Cohort Comparisons: A prospective cohort study from the United Kingdom (UK) indicated
that for children identified as a result of UNHS, the proportion of children for whom the age of
identification was less than 9 months was 5 times greater than for those without UNHS [38]. The
no-UNHS group had children identified through a distraction screen implemented in the UK
after the children were 7 months of age. In a United States (US) study, Yoshinaga-Itano et al. [25]
reported the results of the population of the state of Colorado n = 274. A matched sample of
screen (n = 25) and NS (n = 25) groups had a median age of identification of 5 weeks for UNHS
and 24 months for the NS group; 84% of the UNHS group were identified by 6 months while
only 8% of the NS group were identified by 6 months of age. More recently, in an Australian
quasi-randomized cohort study [22], a comparison was made between UNHS, RFS and NS
screen and the results showed that the mean age of identification for UNHS was 9 months,
(comparable to Kennedy et al. [38]) for RFS it was 18 months, and for NS it was 24 months. In a
US cohort study, Sininger et al. [23] in California investigated a group of 64 children with hearing
loss, 47 in the UNHS group and 17 in the NS group. The median age of identification for the
UNHS group was 3 months (2.4 months for the Fail group and 22.5 months for the Pass group)
and 27.8 months for the NS group.

Single Program Descriptions: UNHS population statistics from the established program in
the UK report that the median age of identification is significantly lower than the 1993–1996
UK birth cohort [38], as well as the no-screen cohort. Uus and Bamford [20] reported that the
median age of identification for their UK cohort was 10 weeks. In another study, Weichbold
and Wehlz-Mueller [39], a retrospective chart review of an Ear Nose and Throat department
in Austria, reported a mean of 9.7 months for UNHS and 46 months for NS. The median for
UNHS was 4 months as compared to a median 37.4 months for the NS group.

Population Description: Wood et al. [21] reported population statistics for the UK
UNHS program from 2006–2013. The median age of identification was 49 days.

Overall, the scientific evidence suggests that the UNHS lowers the age at which
hearing loss is identified (see Supplementary Table S3). Regardless of the way that the
data have been reported, all studies have found significantly lower ages of identification
of congenital hearing loss. Most comparison studies found the age of identification with
UNHS within the first few months of life possible, particularly with maturity of the UNHS
system, while NS populations were identified at a mean/median age of 24 months or
older. The systems across the world are quite different and the ages of identification vary
dramatically by the date of publication and the newness of the UNHS program.

Does UNHS Lower the Age of Amplification Fit?

Comparisons between three Australian cohorts were made by Wake et al. [22], who found
a lower age of amplification fit for UNHS 13.5 months when compared to 17.9 months in RFS
group and also 24 months in NS group. Korver et al. [31] found that children in the Netherlands
identified as a result of UNHS were fit, with an amplification at 15.7 months as compared to
29.2 months for children in the NS group. In the UK Wessex study, Kennedy et al. [19] reported
a median age at amplification fit of 15 months for a 1993–1996 birth cohort. The UK has made
significant progress towards lowering the age at amplification since 1993. Uus and Bamford [20]
reported that a median age at amplification fit was 16 weeks. In a population study report for
the UK for birth cohorts from 2006–2013, Wood et al. [21] reported a median age of amplification
fit at 82 days. In a New York state study in the US, Dalzell, et al. [24] reported a median age of
amplification fit at 7.5 months. Age of amplification for both UNHS and NS groups was within
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3 months after the identification of hearing loss. Sininger et al. [23] reported a median age of
amplification fit of 5.6 months for all UNHS and 4.9 months for the UNHS fails compared to a
median of 29.1 months for the NS group.

Overall, the studies that were reviewed included comparisons of cohorts of UNHS,
targeted screened, distraction screened, and NS or opportunistic identification (see Supple-
mentary Table S3). All studies regardless of the risk of bias or quality found that UNHS
lowers the age at which children are fit with amplification.

Does UNHS Lower the Age at Which Early Intervention Services Are Initiated?

Kennedy et al. [38], from a prospective cohort study in the UK, found that the odds
of initiating education management had an 8 times greater chance of being initiated
before 9 months with UNHS than without. Sininger et al. [23] reported a mean age of
10.58 months for early intervention service initiation, with a median of 8.9 months for
UNHS and median 30.5 months for NS. In the US, Yoshinaga-Itano et al. [25] reported
that 87% of all participants initiated early intervention within two months of the age of
identification, which would be a mean of 3.1 months for UNHS as compared to a mean of
24 months for the NS groups. Dalzell et al. [24] reported a mean age of early intervention
initiation at 3 months. Uus and Bamford [20] reported a mean of early intervention service
initiation at 10 weeks (2.5 months) Wood et al. [21] reported a median age of referral to
early intervention services of 50 days.

All studies showed that UNHS lowers the age at which early intervention services are
initiated, whether they were cohort comparison studies, single cohorts after implementation
of UNHS and population studies. In summary, as UNHS programs mature, the age of
identification, age at amplification and age at initiation of early intervention services have
dropped significantly. Refer to Supplementary Table S3 for further details.

3.1.2. Question 2: Developmental Outcomes
Does UNHS Improve Receptive and Expressive Language?

Kennedy et al. [38] reported higher adjusted mean z scores for language as compared
with non-verbal ability for both confirmation by nine months of age and birth during
UNHS, although z scores for expressive language were not significantly higher for children
5.4–11.7 years of age. Worsfold et al. [27] found that earlier confirmed hearing loss was asso-
ciated with significantly more sentences and categories of high-pitched and morphological
markers at a mean age of 7 years 7 months. The odds ratio for higher performance of early
identified children was 3.03. No differences between early-identified and late-identified
children were found for the number of categories of low-pitched morphological markers,
poorer logical simplifications and sentences with multiple clauses.

Wake et al. [22] compared the outcomes of UNHS with risk factor screen (RFS) at the
test age 5–6 years of age for both and no screen (NS) (test age 7–8 years) for receptive,
expressive language and receptive vocabulary. For children without intellectual disability,
significantly higher language quotients for UNHS were found with 88.9 (UNHS), 83 (RFS),
81.8 (NS) for receptive language, 89.3 (UNHS), 80.7 (RFS), and 74.9 (NS) for expressive
language, and 91.5 (UNHS), 83.8 (RFS) and 79.4 (NS) for receptive vocabulary. Significant
differences were found between language levels and cognitive levels.

Korver et al. [31] reported that when comparing outcomes of children at the test age
3–5 years participating in UNHS and those participating in distraction screen, children
identified through UNHS did not show significantly better receptive and expressive lan-
guage quotients or significantly more words produced. The age of identification of children
through UNHS was far from the Early Hearing Detection and Intervention (EHDI) 1-3-6
(screen by 1 month, identify by 3 months and in early intervention by 6 months) guidelines.

Sininger et al. [32] found that age-of-fit predicted better receptive language at a test
age of 3–5 years. Each month lag accounted for a 0.17 months delay in receptive language
and a 0.30 months lag in expressive language.
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Yoshinaga-Itano et al. [33] found that children between the age of 9 months to 5 years
who were screened had a receptive language quotient mean of 82.9 and an expressive
language quotient mean of 81.5 as compared to the NS group with a receptive language
quotient mean of 62.1 and an expressive language quotient mean of 66.8. Children born
before 1992 and UNHS had a total language quotient of 55.7. In addition, children who
were born during a period of UNHS had a 95.5 word produced mean as compared to 14.5
word produced mean for the no screen group. Children born during periods of screen had
a mean of 30 different words versus a mean of 7 different words for the NS group. Children
identified as deaf or hard of hearing born in hospitals that screened versus hospitals that
did not screen for hearing were 2.54 times more likely to have language quotients within
the normal range 80 or greater; 82.4% of the children born in hospitals that screened had
language quotients within the normal range compared to 68.4% of the children born in
hospitals that did not screen for hearing.

Overall, children identified through UNHS had better receptive/expressive language
and receptive/expressive vocabulary as long as the children were early-identified before
9 months of age. Refer to Supplementary Tables S4–S6 for further details

Does UNHS Improve Speech Perception and Speech Production?

Sininger et al. [32] found that age of fit predicted better speech discrimination from
3 to 5 years of age. Sininger et al. [32] also found that age of fit predicted better speech
intelligibility. Both degree of hearing loss and age of fit predicted better word and sentence
articulation from 3 to 5 years of age. Very few studies have demonstrated that UNHS
improves speech perception and speech production and those that have are studies of
children in the first five years of life. Overall, the literature indicates that the timeline for
speech production and speech perception may be longer than the sensitive period for the
development of language skills.

Speech scores did not differ significantly for either exposure to UNHS or early confir-
mation of hearing loss in the Kennedy et al. study for children tested at 5.4–11.7 years [19].

Yoshinaga-Itano et al. [33] reported that children aged 9 to 61 months of age who
had been screened had significantly more consonants, consonant blends and better speech
intelligibility than children who were not screened. See Supplementary Table S6 for
further details.

Does UNHS Improve Literacy?

The prospective Wessex study reported literacy results of children between 13 and
19 years of age [32]. The primary predictors of literacy for this group of children were age
of identification, maternal level of education, cognitive level and degree of hearing loss.
EID children were slightly more than one half a standard deviation (SD) (0.63 SD) below
the mean of the normally hearing control. The LID children were almost 2 SDs below
the mean of the normal hearing control children (1.74 SD). Participation in UNHS was no
longer a predictor after age of identification was introduced as a predictor. In this cohort,
UNHS was effective only if children were early-identified. The EID group maintained the
same half SD gap found at the earlier age of 5.4–11.7 years [30]. EID in this study was
before 9 months versus after 9 months of age.

At the age of 6 to 10 years, McCann et al. [26] reported that UNHS participation pre-
dicted a higher aggregate reading (0.39 adjusted mean difference) and adaptive behavior
communication scores, (0.51 adjusted mean difference) vs no UNHS. The EID by 9 months
had significantly higher adjusted mean scores for aggregate reading (0.51), for basic read-
ing (0.55), for reading comprehension (0.48) and adjusted mean on the communication
scale (0.56) than the later-detection group. Benefits to reading and communication were
partially mediated by better language ability (0.51) and communication (0.56) than the
later-detection group. Benefits to reading and communication were partially mediated by
better language ability. Overall, children identified through UNHS had significantly better
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reading comprehension from early childhood through late adolescence, as long as the
children are EID at least before 9 months of age. Refer to Tables S4–S6 for further details.

Does UNHS Improve Social Development?

Korver et al. [31] found that children, assessed between 3 to 5 years of age, identified
through UNHS, had social development quotients 8.8 quotient points higher than those
identified through distraction testing.

Stevenson et al. [28] found no significant differences in children with a mean age
of 7 years and 11 months by age of confirmation before and after 9 months on daily
living skills and socialization, though children with hearing loss had significantly lower
functioning than children with typical hearing. Lower socialization scores for both children
with hearing loss and those with typical hearing were related to language development.
Stevenson et al. [29] examined the relationship between children 6 to 10 years at Time 1
and 13–20 years at Time 2 in children with hearing loss using spoken language and found
significant relationships between language at Time 1 and emotional behavioral problems
at Time 2. See Supplementary Table S6 for further details.

Does UNHS Reduce Behavior Problems?

Stevenson et al. [28] for the Wessex study found no significant differences in behavior
problems in children between 5 and 11 years of age, by age of identification less than
9 months of age versus greater than 9 months or participation in UNHS versus NS groups.
Lower behavior problems were related to higher language levels. Level of behavior
problems of the children with hearing loss was significantly higher than the children with
normal hearing. Higher language levels were related to fewer behavior problems. Wake
et al. [22] found no differences in behavior problems between children in the UNHS, RFS,
and NS groups. Overall, these studies provide mixed evidence for a connection between
UNHS and behavioral problems. See Supplementary Table S6 for further details.

Does UNHS Improve Quality of Life?

Wake et al. [22] found no differences in quality of life between children in the UNHS,
RFS and NS groups. In another study, Korver et al. [31] found that pediatric quality of
life was 5.3 times higher for children identified through UNHS than distraction screen.
Age of identification information was not provided. Age at amplification for UNHS was
15.7 months as compared to 29.2 months for distraction screen. No studies were found
that compared the quality of life of children who were screened and met EHDI 1-3-6
guidelines. Those studies including children identified through UNHS had very late
ages of identification and differed in the results. Wake et al. [22] showed no significant
differences, while Korver et al. [31] showed better quality of life for children identified
through UNHS than distraction screening. However, it is likely that the quality of life is
associated with language, literacy, and vocational outcomes. See Supplementary Table S6
for further details.

3.1.3. Question 3: Cost Effectiveness
Is UNHS Cost Effective and Is There a Cost Benefit?

Mehl and Thomson [36] compared the cost of UNHS from 1992–1996. Costs of the
Colorado UNHS included prevalence of hearing loss, false-positive rate, positive predictive
value, and sensitivity of the screening. These UNHS costs were compared to the costs of
other newborn screening for congenital diseases. The costs of early intervention and other
educational costs were included. The cost of identifying each case of congenital hearing
loss was approximately $9600 per child. If only half of the children who are deaf or hard of
hearing realized some ultimate savings in school-based costs because of UNHS and early
amplification, the UNHS program would recover all screening costs after only 10 years
through subsequent savings in avoided intervention. Recovery of all initial costs (and
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subsequent cost savings) was independent of improved developmental outcomes. Mehl
and Thomson [36] projected a 50 percent reduction in education costs.

Keren et al. [37] worked from the assumption that education costs would be reduced
by 10 percent if 50–70% had language in the typical range due to UNHS compared to
28–40% if children were later-identified and estimated a lifetime cost savings of $430,000
per individual.

Schroeder et al. [34] conducted a study in the UK of the actual economic costs of congenital
bilateral PCHL for children between 7 and 9 years of age. Unit costs were applied to estimates
of health, social, and broader resource use made by 120 children with PCHL and 65 children in
a normally hearing comparison. The mean annual societal cost was £14,092 British pounds for
children with PCHL compared with £4206 British pounds for children with normal hearing, a cost
difference of £9885 British pounds. After adjusting for severity and other potential confounders
in a linear regression model, mean societal costs among children with PCHL were reduced by
£2553 British pounds for each unit increase in the z score for receptive language. Exposure to
UNHS was associated with a smaller cost reduction of £2213 British pounds. The best estimate of
annual cost saving of UNHS in middle childhood is 21% of the neonatal cost of UNHS per child
with PCHL in the United Kingdom. If such an annual cost saving were generalizable across other
years of the child’s school life, this would support an economic argument in favor of UNHS.

Chorozoglou et al. [35] in a UK study of adolescents, aged 13–20 years (n = 110; 73 with
PCHL and 37 with normal hearing), performed a follow-through of the Wessex study of 157,000
births in Southern England in which half were exposed to UNHS. The study found that the mean
annual costs for PCHL were £15,914 British pounds as compared to the £5883 British pounds cost
of children with normal hearing annually. The difference was an annual cost of £10,031 British
pounds. Costs for the education of children with PCHL decreased by £1616 British pounds each
year with an increase of one unit in receptive language z-score.

Overall, studies in the US and the UK have demonstrated the cost-effectiveness of
UNHS in terms of savings to society (see Supplementary Table S7).

3.1.4. Question 4: Adverse Effects
Does UNHS Cause Social and/or Emotional Harm (e.g., Worry, Stress, Anxiety) to
Parents (Mothers)?

Tueller and White [40] and Tueller [48] conducted a study of 192 mothers whose babies were
screened in 11 hospitals in Utah. Of these 192 mothers, at Time 1 (immediately after UNHS), 83
had an initial pass, 34 had a Fail/Pass 2nd screen, 9 had Fail/Fail 2nd screen and 66 did not know
the results of the screen. At Time 2 (within 6 weeks after the initial screen), 95 of 192 responded;
60/83 had an initial pass, 18/34 had Fail/Pass, 7/9 had Fail/Fail and 10/66 had an unknown
result. Parental infant health concerns were assessed through a survey. Maternal anxiety and
vulnerability were measured. Mothers worried as much about other aspects of the infant’s health
as hearing concerns. Mothers of children who initially failed UNHS were slightly more worried,
but the worry disappeared by Time 2. There was no significant difference in maternal anxiety
between mothers whose infants passed and mothers whose infants failed UNHS.

Watkins et al. [41] reported that 288 of 290 mothers enrolled in the study. Of these, 49 failed
in both ears and 79 failed in one ear. In Stage 1, 288 surveyed within days of UNHS for screen
attitudes, satisfaction and anxiety. In Stage 2, 57 were assessed at 6 weeks, and in Stage 3, 61 were
assessed at 9 months. There was no significant difference between responses of the 288 surveyed
immediately after UNHS and those assessed at 9-months. About 1% of participants expressed
worry. Crockett et al. [42] sent invitations to 722 mothers. They had a 53% (n = 344) response
rate. In Group 1, 103 passed at either Screen 1 or Screen 2. In Group 2, 81 passed at Screen 3. In
Group 3, 105 referred on one ear at Screen 3 to audiological assessment. In Group 4, 55 referred at
Screen 3 in both ears to audiological assessment. A measure of anxiety was sent 3 weeks after the
screen. The return rate was 65% for Group 1 and 57% for Group 2. Mean anxiety levels were in
the normal range. Anxiety and worry increased significantly as the number of tests increased.
There was a significant interaction between the amount of worry and the mother’s belief that no
clear response did not mean that the child had a hearing loss. Anxiety of mothers in Group 4 was
related to this belief.
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Crockett et al. [43] compared UNHS and Health Visitor Distraction Testing (HVDT) responses
and found that there were no significant differences in mother’s anxiety and worry. There was
higher satisfaction from UNHS than from HVDT and higher positive attitudes after satisfactory
screen result from UNHS than HVDT. Vohr et al. [44] invited 307 parents, at the first screen
80% and at the second screen 90% agreed to participate. 88–89% reported no maternal worry,
whereas the remaining 9–10% reported being worried. Mothers at greater risk of being worried
were socially disadvantaged and less aware of UNHS. Kolski et al. [45] compared maternal
anxiety from a cohort of 3202 children screened at birth and 2588 screened at 2 months of age
in France. Screening at birth coverage was significantly higher for the infant screened at birth
(95.7%) compared to those screened at two months of age (64.2%). The false positive rate was
0.29% for the first strategy compared to 2.65% for screening at 2 months of age. One hundred
and forty three mother-infant pairs participated in psychological assessment for maternal anxiety
and quality of interaction. No significant differences were found for the NS group as compared
to either of the two screening strategies. Khairi et al. [46] reported a study of 78 mothers whose
infants had a positive finding for the first screen and 50 mothers prior to a second screen were
assessed for maternal anxiety. Ten percent of the mothers were found to have moderate anxiety
and 8% were found to have severe anxiety after the first screen which dropped to 4% before the
2nd screen. These findings were consistent with the study by Stuart et al. [47].

Overall, these studies investigating whether or not UNHS caused parental harm have
found that very little stress, anxiety and worry have been identified whether utilizing
customized non-standardized questionnaires or standardized instruments of maternal
anxiety and stress (see Supplementary Table S8). The levels of parental stress and anxiety
are comparable to those reported by mothers of healthy newborns without hearing loss
and amount of concern about the hearing screening is of significantly less concern than
concerns about other health matters.

3.2. Quality Analysis and Level of Evidence
3.2.1. Quality Analysis of Included Studies

The quality assessment of individual studies was assessed using the CASP checklist (see
Table 4). All cohort studies addressed a clearly focused issue; however, the quality of studies
regarding other criteria in the checklist varied. In particular, in most studies it was unclear if they
identified and accounted for confounding factors (e.g., socioeconomic factors, parental education,
support at home, learning environment). In addition, outcome measurement bias was also
noted in nearly half of the studies. Issues were also noted in terms of not following the subjects
completely and for a long-enough duration. Moreover, nearly half of the studies’ results were
not precise enough. The only case-control study found to have a minimum bias with the only
limitation being treating the experimental group and control group equally. Overall, despite some
issues identified, several high-quality studies exist with minimum bias. The economic evaluation
studies were found to have several issues and a higher risk of bias. Four of the six studies did
not fully account for all important and relevant resources required for cost-benefit analysis. Most
of the studies fully adjusted the costs for different times, although such an adjustment was not
performed adequately in three of the included studies.

3.2.2. Determination of Level of Cumulative Evidence

The quality of the evidence underpinning the recommendations was graded using the
GRADE (see Table 5). The GRADE rating for “developmental outcomes,” “cost benefit,” and also
“negative side effects” was very low. However, the GRADE rating for “early identification and
intervention” was low. Almost all studies included in the review were observational in nature.
Randomization and blinding were not possible given the nature of the intervention. The ratings
were not downgraded for lack of blinding because the outcome was deemed to be less potentially
influenced. In general, the studies for “developmental outcomes,” and “negative side effects”
showed a limited bias and also showed moderate association with consistent results across studies,
although some inconsistencies were noted for studies in the outcomes “early identification and
intervention” and “societal cost-benefit”.
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Table 4. CASP ratings for included studies based on its design.

a. CASP ratings for cohort studies (Y = Yes, C = Can’t tell, N = No, NA = Not applicable)

Article

1. Did
the

study
address
a clearly
focused
issue?

2. Was the
cohort

recruited in an
acceptable

way?

3. Was the
exposure
accurately

measured to
minimize bias?

4. Was the
outcome

accurately
measured to

minimize bias?

5. (a) Have the
authors identified

all important
confounding

factors?

5. (b) Have they
taken account of
the confounding

factors in the
design and/or

analysis?

6. (a) Was
the follow

up of
subjects
complete
enough?

6. (b) Was the
follow up of
subjects long

enough?

7. What are
the results of
this study?

8. How
precise are the

results?

9. Do you
believe the

results?

10. Can the
results be

applied to the
local

population?

11. Do the
results of this
study fit with

other available
evidence?

12. What
are the

implica-
tions of

this
study for
practice?

Kennedy
et al.

(2006)
[19]

Y Y Y Y C C Y Y Y C Y Y Y Y

Uus
and
Bam-
ford

(2006)
[20]

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Wood
et al.

(2015)
[21]

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Wake
et al.

(2016)
[22]

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y C Y C Y Y Y Y

Sininger
et al.

(2010)
[32]

Y C C Y C C C Y C Y Y Y Y Y

Dalzell
et al.

(2000)
[24]

Y Y Y Y Y C C C Y Y Y Y Y Y

McCann
et al.

(2008)
[26]

Y Y Y Y C C Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Worsfold
et al.

(2010)
[27]

Y Y Y Y C C Y Y Y C Y Y Y Y

Stevenson
et al.

(2010)
[28]

Y Y Y Y C C Y Y C C Y Y Y Y

Stevenson
et al.

(2018)
[29]

Y Y Y Y C C Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
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Table 4. Cont.

a. CASP ratings for cohort studies (Y = Yes, C = Can’t tell, N = No, NA = Not applicable)

Article

1. Did
the

study
address
a clearly
focused
issue?

2. Was the
cohort

recruited in an
acceptable

way?

3. Was the
exposure
accurately

measured to
minimize bias?

4. Was the
outcome

accurately
measured to

minimize bias?

5. (a) Have the
authors identified

all important
confounding

factors?

5. (b) Have they
taken account of
the confounding

factors in the
design and/or

analysis?

6. (a) Was
the follow

up of
subjects
complete
enough?

6. (b) Was the
follow up of
subjects long

enough?

7. What are
the results of
this study?

8. How
precise are the

results?

9. Do you
believe the

results?

10. Can the
results be

applied to the
local

population?

11. Do the
results of this
study fit with

other available
evidence?

12. What
are the

implica-
tions of

this
study for
practice?

Pimperton
et al.

(2016)
[30]

Y Y Y Y C C Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Korver
et al.

(2010)
[31]

Y Y C C C C Y Y C C Y C C C

Sininger
et al.

(2009)
[23]

Y C C C C C C C Y C Y Y Y Y

Yoshinaga-
Itano
et al.

(2020)
[11]

Y Y Y Y C C Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Kennedy
(1998)
[38]

Y Y Y Y C Y Y Y Y C Y Y Y Y

Weichbold
and

Welzl-
Mueller
(2001)
[39]

Y Y Y C C C C Y C C Y Y Y Y

Tueller
and

White
(2016)
[40]
and

Tueller
(2006)
[48]

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Watkin
et al.

(1998)
[41]

Y Y Y Y C Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Crockett
et al.

(2006)
[42]

Y Y Y C Y Y C C Y Y Y Y Y Y

Crockett
et al.

(2005)
[43]

Y C Y Y C C Y Y Y C Y Y Y Y
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Table 4. Cont.

a. CASP ratings for cohort studies (Y = Yes, C = Can’t tell, N = No, NA = Not applicable)

Article

1. Did
the

study
address
a clearly
focused
issue?

2. Was the
cohort

recruited in an
acceptable

way?

3. Was the
exposure
accurately

measured to
minimize bias?

4. Was the
outcome

accurately
measured to

minimize bias?

5. (a) Have the
authors identified

all important
confounding

factors?

5. (b) Have they
taken account of
the confounding

factors in the
design and/or

analysis?

6. (a) Was
the follow

up of
subjects
complete
enough?

6. (b) Was the
follow up of
subjects long

enough?

7. What are
the results of
this study?

8. How
precise are the

results?

9. Do you
believe the

results?

10. Can the
results be

applied to the
local

population?

11. Do the
results of this
study fit with

other available
evidence?

12. What
are the

implica-
tions of

this
study for
practice?

Vohr
et al.

(2001)
[44]

Y Y C C C C C C Y Y Y Y Y Y

Kolski
et al.

(2007)
[45]

Y Y Y Y C C Y C Y Y Y Y Y Y

Khairi
et al.

(2011)
[46]

Y Y Y C C C C C Y C Y Y Y Y

Stuart
at al.

(2000)
[47]

Y Y Y C C C Y C Y Y Y Y Y Y

b. CASP ratings case-control studies (Y = Yes, C = Can’t tell, N = No, NA = Not applicable)

Article
1. Did the study
address a clearly
focused issue?

2. Did the
authors use an

appropriate
method to

answer their
question?

3. Were the cases
recruited in an

acceptable way?

4. Were the controls
selected in an

acceptable way?

5. Was the
exposure
accurately

measured to
minimize bias?

6. (a) Aside from the experimental
intervention, were the groups

treated equally?

6. (b) Have the
authors taken
account of the

potential
confounding
factors in the
design and/or

in their
analysis?

7. How large
was the

treatment
effect?

8. How precise
was the

estimate of the
treatment

effect?

9. Do you
believe the

results?

10. Can the
results be

applied to the
local

population?

11. Do the results
of this study fit

with other
available
evidence?

Yoshinaga-
Itano
et al.

(2001)
[25]

Y Y Y Y Y C Y Y Y Y Y Y

Yoshinaga-
Itano
et al.

(2000)
[33]

Y Y C C Y Y C Y Y Y Y Y
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Table 4. Cont.

c. CASP ratings economic evaluation studies (Y = Yes, C = Can’t tell, N = No, NA = Not applicable)

Article
1. Was a

well-defined
question posed?

2. Was a com-
prehensive

description of
the competing

alternatives
given?

3. Does the paper
provide evidence

that the
programme
would be

effective? (i.e.,
would the

programme do
more good than

harm?)

4. Were the effects
of the intervention

identified,
measured and

valued
appropriately?

5. Were all
important and

relevant
resources

required, and
health outcome
costs for each

alternative
identified,

measured in
appropriate units

and valued
credibly?

6. Were costs and consequences
adjusted for different times at

which they occurred
(discounting)?

7. What were
the results of

the evalua-
tion?their
analysis?

8. Was an
incremental

analysis of the
consequences

and cost of
alternatives
performed?

9. Was an
adequate

sensitivity
analysis

performed?

10. Is the
programme
likely to be

equally effective
in your context

or setting?

11. Are the
costs

translatable to
your setting?

12. Is it worth
doing in your

setting?

Schroeder
et al.

(2006)
[34]

Y Y Y Y Y C Y C NA Y Y Y

Chorozoglou
et al.

(2018)
[35]

Y Y Y Y Y C Y C NA Y Y Y

Mehl
and

Thom-
son

(2002)
[36]

Y Y Y C C C Y C N Y Y Y

Keren
et al.

(2002)
[37]

Y Y Y Y C N Y Y NA Y C Y
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Table 5. GRADE level of evidence for UNHS outcomes.

Certainty Assessment № of Patients Effect
Certainty Importance№ of

Studies
Study

Design Risk of Bias Inconsistency Indirectness Imprecision Other Considerations UNHS No Screen and/or
Targeted Screen

Relative (95%
CI)

Absolute (95%
CI)

Early identification and intervention (follow up: median 3 years)

7 observational
studies not serious serious not serious not serious

strong association
all outcomes indicate

lower age ID, age amp,
and age Rx

5,882,275 596,874 not estimable NA ⊕⊕##
LOW CRITICAL

Developmental outcomes (follow up: median 3 years)

11 observational
studies serious serious not serious serious

strong association all
plausible residual

confounding would
reduce the

demonstrated effect

725,037 1,556,737 not estimable NA ⊕###
VERY LOW CRITICAL

Cost-benefit (follow up: median 5 years)

4 observational
studies serious serious not serious not serious none 68,714 88,019 not estimable NA ⊕###

VERY LOW CRITICAL

Negative side effects (follow up: median 3 months)

10 observational
studies serious not serious not serious not serious none 717,826 88,019 not estimable NA ⊕###

VERY LOW IMPORTANT
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4. Discussion

The implementation of UNHS was started nearly three decades ago. However, only a
few HICs provide UNHS universally. In most countries, especially LMIC, the newborn
hearing screening (NHS) is not universal and is only available to some populations, pri-
marily through private hospitals. This may be attributed to the lack of a strong policy to
implement the UNHS as well as issues related to cost to healthcare. This comprehensive
review provides an update on evidence related to outcomes of UNHS.

Our review identified positive outcomes on all the four outcomes this review targeted.
UNHS results in lower age of identification [22,25,38] and lower age of amplification, as
well as lower age of initiation of early intervention services [22,25,38] when compared
to targeted/risk screen, distraction screen and no screen/opportunistic identification.
Developmental outcomes including speech perception/production, receptive/expressive
language, literacy, social development, and quality of life were better in children identified
early through UNHS are higher than those identified later [21,26,30,33,38]. In particular,
children who are EID have significantly better literacy outcomes at both 5–11 years and
13–17 years of age than those that are LID [26,30]. Although the cost-effectiveness studies
were limited to those from the UK and the US, they demonstrated the cost-effectiveness of
UNHS in terms of savings to society [34–37]. Finally, the studies focusing on adverse effects
show that the UNHS does not result in any significant harm to the parents of children
who undergo UNHS [34,35,40,41,48]. Taken these studies together, there is long-standing
evidence to demonstrate the positive outcomes of UNHS.

It is noteworthy that the outcome studies that were included were predominantly from
very HIC countries. This is because the studies from LMIC did not meet the inclusion criteria
primarily because they were descriptions of a single cohort. However, descriptive studies
from lower resourced countries replicated many of the outcomes reported [49–53]. These
studies have demonstrated that more recent UNHS programs that have been established
around the world, especially in LMIC, are making progress towards lowering the age of
identification, age of amplification, and age at intervention and meeting 1-3-6 goals, despite
the challenging socio-economic situations.

4.1. Comparison of UNHS Outcomes of Other Newborn Screening Programs

Most newborn screening programs, e.g., genetic/metabolic, involve a blood sample
with multiple tests run on the same sample. In these programs, intervention after identi-
fication is within the medical system and begins through the primary medical provider.
Visual screening and intervention are completed within the medical system. UNHS begins
with screening in the neonatal period followed by audiologic follow-through for diagnosis
and fitting of amplification technology. However, the primary intervention is within the
educational system, initially involves parent education and is followed by direct child
intervention within the educational system through 18 years of age.

4.2. Limitations of Existing Evidence and the Review Process

Despite the large amount of literature on UNHS from all across the globe, there are
several limitations to the existing literature that limit applicability. First, there is a limited
number of controlled studies and the quality of the included studies varied widely as
identified by the quality analysis of CASP ratings. There are no randomized controlled trials.
This is because it is not ethical to deny the opportunity of early identification of hearing
impairment for newborns which will result in life-long consequences. Moreover, the quality
analysis identified that many studies did not consider the potential confounders and the
long-term outcomes were reported by only a few studies. Additionally, pediatric hearing
loss is a low-incidence disability and even with thousands of infants screened, only about
two per thousand are identified with hearing loss. Creative ways are needed to perform
more controlled studies (e.g., cluster randomization) to strengthen the evidence base in
this area. Second, the choice of outcome measure as well as the reporting of outcomes
varied widely across the studies. Expert consensus is needed to agree on key outcomes that
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should be measured and reported when performing UNHS. In addition, researchers should
use a standard reporting format (e.g., EQUATOR network guidelines [54]) to ensure that as
many details about the study findings are provided when publishing scientific findings in
this area. Finally, most of the studies from LMIC countries did not have a control group
and hence did not meet the eligibility criteria for this review. More work is needed to
develop high quality studies from LMIC as the context could play an important role in the
outcomes of UNHS.

The current review was much broader in focus compared to other reviews pertaining
to UNHS [1,2]. This was necessary to answer the questions raised by the GDG committee
of the WHO when making policy recommendations. However, this broad nature of
review did not allow us to do an in-depth analysis of the included studies. Moreover, the
heterogeneity of studies in terms of study design as well as outcomes reporting did not
allow us to perform a quantitative synthesis of included studies.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/
10.3390/jcm10132784/s1: Table S1, Age of identification by type of screen; Table S2, Proportion by
age of identification at 12, 9, 6, and 3 months; Table S3, Early identification, age of amplification and
age at early intervention outcomes of UNHS; Table S4, Language/reading outcomes by UNHS vs
no UNHS; Table S5, Language/reading outcomes by age of identification; Table S6, Developmental
outcomes of UNHS; Table S7, Societal cost-benefit of UNHS, Table S8, Negative side effects (harm) of
UNHS. References [55–80] are cited in the supplementary materials.
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CASP Critical Appraisal Skills Programme
EID Early-identified
GRADE Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation
GDP Guideline Development Group
HVDT Health Visitor Distraction Testing
LID Late-identified
LMIC Low Middle Income Countries
NICU Newborn intensive care unit
NS No Screen
PCHL Permanent childhood hearing loss
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PICOTS Participants: Intervention, Comparators, Outcomes, Timings and Study
PRISMA Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-analyses
RFS Risk Factor Screen
SD Standard deviation
UNHS Universal newborn hearing screening
UK United Kingdom
US United States
VHD Very highly developed
WHO World Hearing Organization
CYI (Christine Yoshinaga-Itano)
CH (Cynthia Hunnicutt)
VM (Vinaya Manchaiah)

References
1. Butcher, E.; Dezateux, C.; Cortina-Borja, M.; Knowles, R.L. Prevalence of permanent childhood hearing loss detected at the

universal newborn hearing screen: Systematic review and meta-analysis. PLoS ONE 2019, 14, e0219600. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Bussé, A.M.L.; Hoeve, H.L.J.; Nasserinejad, K.; Mackey, A.R.; Simonsz, H.J.; Goedegebure, A. Prevalence of permanent neonatal

hearing impairment: Systematic review and Bayesian meta-analysis. Int. J. Audiol. 2020, 59, 475–485. [CrossRef]
3. Qi, S.; Mitchell, R.E. Large-scale academic achievement testing of deaf and hard-of-hearing students: Past, present, and future.

J. Deaf. Stud. Deaf. Educ. 2011, 17, 1–18. [CrossRef]
4. Wauters, L.N.; Van Bon, W.H.J.; Tellings, A.E.J.M. Reading comprehension of Dutch deaf children. Read. Writ. 2006, 19, 49–76.

[CrossRef]
5. Nelson, H.D.; Bougatsos, C.; Nygren, P. Universal newborn hearing screening: Systematic review to update the 2001 US preventive

services task force recommendation. Pediatrics 2008, 122, e266–e276. [CrossRef]
6. Davis, A.; Bamford, J.; Wilson, I.; Ramkalawan, T.; Forshaw, M.; Wright, S. A critical review of the role of neonatal hearing

screening in the detection of congenital hearing impairment. Health Technol. Assess. 1997, 10, 1–176. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
7. The use of automated auditory brainstem response and otoacoustic emissions tests for newborn hearing screening. In IHE Report:

Screening Newborns for Hearing; IHE: Edmonton, AB, Canada, 2007; p. 102.
8. Merlin, T.; Hedayati, H.; Sullivan, T.; Buckley, E.; Newton, S.; Hodgkinson, B.; Bywood, P.; Jenner, F.; Moss, J. Universal Neonatal

Hearing Screening; MSAC Reference 17 Assessment Report; MSAC: Canberra, Australia, 2007.
9. Joint Committee on Infant Hearing. Year 2007 position statement: Principles and guidelines for early hearing detection and

intervention programs. Pediatrics 2007, 120, 898–921. [CrossRef]
10. Joint Committee on Infant Hearing. Year 2019 Position Statement: Principles and Guidelines for Early Hearing Detection and

Intervention Programs. J. Early Hear. Detect. Interv. 2019, 4, 1–44.
11. Yoshinaga-Itano, C.; Hunnicutt, C.; Manchaiah, V. A Systematic Review of the Evidence for the Effectiveness of Universal

Newborn Hearing Screening. PROSPERO 2020, CRD42020175451.
12. Schardt, C.; Adams, M.B.; Owens, T.; Keitz, S.; Fontelo, P. Utilization of the PICO Framework to Improve Searching PubMed for

Clinical Questions. BMC Med. Inform. Decis. Mak. 2007, 7, 16. [CrossRef]
13. Moher, D.; Liberati, A.; Tetzlaff, J.; Altman, D.G. Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: The PRISMA

statement. BMJ 2009, 339. [CrossRef]
14. Akers, J.; University of New York, Centre for Reviews and Dissemination. Systematic Reviews: CRD’s Guidance for Undertaking

Reviews in Health Care; CRD University of York: York, UK, 2009.
15. Campbell, M.; McKenzie, J.E.; Sowden, A.; Katikireddi, S.V.; Brennan, S.E.; Ellis, S.; Hartmann-Boyce, J.; Ryan, R.; Shepperd, S.;

Thomas, J.; et al. Synthesis without meta-analysis (SWiM) in systematic reviews: Reporting guideline. BMJ 2020, 368. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

16. Popay, J.; Roberts, H.; Sowden, A.; Petticrew, M.; Arai, L.; Rodgers, M.; Britten, N.; Roen, K.; Duffy, S.; Guidance on the Conduct
of Narrative Synthesis in Systematic Reviews. A Product from the ESRC Methods Programme. Version 1. Available online:
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.178.3100&rep=rep1&type=pdf (accessed on 15 May 2021).

17. Taylor, R.S.; Reeves, B.C.; Ewings, P.E.; Taylor, R.J. Critical appraisal skills training for health care professionals: A randomized
controlled trial [ISRCTN46272378]. BMC Med. Educ. 2004, 4. [CrossRef]

18. Balshem, H.; Helfand, M.; Schünemann, H.J.; Oxman, A.D.; Kunz, R.; Brozek, J.; Vist, G.E.; Falck-Ytter, Y.; Meerpohl, J.; Norris, S.
GRADE guidelines: 3. Rating the quality of evidence. J. Clin. Epidemiol. 2011, 64, 401–406. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Kennedy, C.R.; McCann, D.C.; Campbell, M.J.; Law, C.M.; Mullee, M.; Petrou, S.; Watkin, P.; Worsfold, S.; Yuen, H.M.; Stevenson,
J. Language ability after early detection of permanent childhood hearing impairment. N. Engl. J. Med. 2006, 354, 2131–2141.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Uus, K.; Bamford, J. Effectiveness of population-based newborn hearing screening in England: Ages of interventions and profile
of cases. Pediatrics 2006, 117, e887–e893. [CrossRef]

21. Wood, S.A.; Sutton, G.J.; Davis, A.C. Performance and characteristics of the newborn hearing screening programme in England:
The first seven years. Int. J. Audiol. 2015, 54, 353–358. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0219600
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31295316
http://doi.org/10.1080/14992027.2020.1716087
http://doi.org/10.1093/deafed/enr028
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-004-5894-0
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2007-1422
http://doi.org/10.3310/hta1100
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9483157
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2007-2333
http://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6947-7-16
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.b2535
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.l6890
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31948937
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.178.3100&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-4-30
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2010.07.015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21208779
http://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa054915
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16707750
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2005-1064
http://doi.org/10.3109/14992027.2014.989548


J. Clin. Med. 2021, 10, 2784 22 of 23

22. Wake, M.; Ching, T.Y.C.; Wirth, K.; Poulakis, Z.; Mensah, F.K.; Gold, L.; King, A.; Bryson, H.E.; Reilly, S.; Rickards, F. Population
outcomes of three approaches to detection of congenital hearing loss. Pediatrics 2016, 137, e20151722. [CrossRef]

23. Sininger, Y.S.; Martinez, A.; Eisenberg, L.; Christensen, E.; Grimes, A.; Hu, J. Newborn hearing screening speeds diagnosis and
access to intervention by 20–25 months. J. Am. Acad. Audiol. 2009, 20, 049–057. [CrossRef]

24. Dalzell, L.; Orlando, M.; MacDonald, M.; Berg, A.; Bradley, M.; Cacace, A.; Campbell, D.; DeCristofaro, J.; Gravel, J.; Greenberg,
E.; et al. The New York State universal newborn hearing screening demonstration project: Ages of hearing loss identification,
hearing aid fitting, and enrollment in early intervention. Ear Hear. 2000, 21, 118–130. [CrossRef]

25. Yoshinaga-Itano, C.; Coulter, D.; Thomson, V. Developmental outcomes of children with hearing loss born in Colorado hospitals
with and without universal newborn hearing screening programs. Semin. Neonatol. 2001, 6, 521–529. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. McCann, D.C.; Worsfold, S.; Law, C.M.; Mullee, M.; Petrou, S.; Stevenson, J.; Yuen, H.M.; Kennedy, C.R. Reading and communica-
tion skills after universal newborn screening for permanent childhood hearing impairment. Arch. Dis. Child. 2008, 94, 293–297.
[CrossRef]

27. Worsfold, S.; Mahon, M.; Yuen, H.M.; Kennedy, C. Narrative skills following early confirmation of permanent childhood hearing
impairment. Dev. Med. Child. Neurol. 2010, 52, 922–928. [CrossRef]

28. Stevenson, J.; McCann, D.C.; Law, C.M.; Mullee, M.; Petrou, S.; Worsfold, S.; Yuen, H.M.; Kennedy, C.R. The effect of early
confirmation of hearing loss on the behaviour in middle childhood of children with bilateral hearing impairment. Dev. Med.
Child. Neurol. 2010, 53, 269–274. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Stevenson, J.; Pimperton, H.; Kreppner, J.; Worsfold, S.; Terlektsi, E.; Mahon, M.; Kennedy, C. Language and reading compre-
hension in middle childhood predicts emotional and behaviour difficulties in adolescence for those with permanent childhood
hearing loss. J. Child. Psychol. Psychiatry 2018, 59, 180–190. [CrossRef]

30. Pimperton, H.; Blythe, H.; Kreppner, J.; Mahon, M.; Peacock, J.L.; Stevenson, J.; Terlektsi, E.; Worsfold, S.; Yuen, H.M.; Kennedy,
C.R. The impact of universal newborn hearing screening on long-term literacy outcomes: A prospective cohort study. Arch. Dis.
Child. 2016, 101, 9–15. [CrossRef]

31. Korver, A.M.H.; Konings, S.; Dekker, F.W.; Beers, M.; Wever, C.C.; Frijns, J.H.M.; Oudesluys-Murphy, A.M.; DECIBEL Collab-
orative Study Group. Newborn hearing screening vs later hearing screening and developmental outcomes in children with
permanent childhood hearing impairment. JAMA 2010, 304, 1701. [CrossRef]

32. Sininger, Y.S.; Grimes, A.; Christensen, E. Auditory development in early amplified children: Factors influencing auditory-based
communication outcomes in children with hearing loss. Ear Hear. 2010, 31, 166–185. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Yoshinaga-Itano, C.; Coulter, D.; Thomson, V. The Colorado Newborn Hearing Screening Project: Effects on speech and language
development for children with hearing loss. J. Perinatol. 2000, 20, S132–S137. [CrossRef]

34. Schroeder, L.; Petrou, S.; Kennedy, C.; McCann, D.; Law, C.; Watkin, P.M.; Worsfold, S.; Yuen, H.M. The Economic Costs of
Congenital Bilateral Permanent Childhood Hearing Impairment. Pediatrics 2006, 117, 1101–1112. [CrossRef]

35. Chorozoglou, M.; Mahon, M.; Pimperton, H.; Worsfold, S.; Kennedy, C.R. Societal costs of permanent childhood hearing loss at
teen age: A cross-sectional cohort follow-up study of universal newborn hearing screening. BMJ Paediatr. Open 2018, 2, e000228.
[CrossRef]

36. Mehl, A.L.; Thomson, V. The Colorado Newborn Hearing Screening Project, 1992-1999: On the threshold of effective population-
based universal newborn hearing screening. Pediatrics 2002, 109, e7. [CrossRef]

37. Keren, R.; Helfand, M.; Homer, C.; McPhillips, H.; Lieu, T.A. Projected cost-effectiveness of statewide universal newborn hearing
screening. Pediatrics 2002, 110, 855–864. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Kennedy, C.R.; Kimm, L.; Cafarelli Dees, D.; Campbell, M.J.; Thornton, A.R.D.; Bamber, J.; Innes, V.; Lloyd-Hughes, S.; Parish, R.;
Woodhead, C.; et al. Controlled trial of universal neonatal screening for early identification of permanent childhood hearing
impairment. Lancet 1998, 352, 1957–1964. [CrossRef]

39. Weichbold, V.; Welzl-Mueller, K. Maternal concern about positive test results in universal newborn hearing screening. Pediatrics
2001, 108, 1111–1116. [CrossRef]

40. Tueller, S.J.; White, K.R. Maternal anxiety associated with newborn hearing screening. J. Early Hear. Detect. Interv. 2016, 1, 87–92.
41. Watkin, P.M.; Baldwin, M.; Dixon, R.; Beckman, A. Maternal anxiety and attitudes to universal neonatal hearing screening. Br. J.

Audiol. 1998, 32, 27–37. [CrossRef]
42. Crockett, R.; Wright, A.J.; Uus, K.; Bamford, J.; Marteau, T.M. Maternal anxiety following newborn hearing screening: The

moderating role of knowledge. J. Med. Screen. 2006, 13, 20–25. [CrossRef]
43. Crockett, R.; Baker, H.; Uus, K.; Bamford, J.; Marteau, T.M. Maternal anxiety and satisfaction following infant hearing screening:

A comparison of the health visitor distraction test and newborn hearing screening. J. Med. Screen. 2005, 12, 78–82. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

44. Vohr, B.R.; Letourneau, K.S.; McDermott, C. Maternal worry about neonatal hearing screening. J. Perinatol. 2001, 21, 15–20.
[CrossRef]

45. Kolski, C.; Le Driant, B.; Lorenzo, P.; Vandromme, L.; Strunski, V. Early hearing screening: What is the best strategy? Int. J. Pediatr.
Otorhinolaryngol 2007, 71, 1055–1060. [CrossRef]

46. Khairi, M.D.M.; Rafidah, K.N.; Affizal, A.; Normastura, A.R.; Suzana, M.; Normani, Z.M. Anxiety of the Mothers with Referred
Baby during Universal Newborn Hearing Screening. Int. J. Pediatric Otorhinolaryngol. 2011, 75, 513–517. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2015-1722
http://doi.org/10.3766/jaaa.20.1.5
http://doi.org/10.1097/00003446-200004000-00006
http://doi.org/10.1053/siny.2001.0075
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12014893
http://doi.org/10.1136/adc.2008.151217
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8749.2010.03641.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8749.2010.03839.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21121905
http://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12803
http://doi.org/10.1136/archdischild-2014-307516
http://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2010.1501
http://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e3181c8e7b6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20081537
http://doi.org/10.1038/sj.jp.7200438
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2005-1335
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmjpo-2017-000228
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.109.1.e7
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.110.5.855
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12415021
http://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(98)06359-4
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.108.5.1111
http://doi.org/10.3109/03005364000000048
http://doi.org/10.1258/096914106776179854
http://doi.org/10.1258/0969141053908320
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15949118
http://doi.org/10.1038/sj.jp.7200475
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijporl.2007.03.015
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijporl.2011.01.009


J. Clin. Med. 2021, 10, 2784 23 of 23

47. Stuart, A.; Moretz, M.; Yang, E.Y. An investigation of maternal stress after neonatal hearing screening. Am. J. Audiol. 2000, 9,
135–141. [CrossRef]

48. Tueller, S.J. Maternal Worry about Infant Health, Maternal Anxiety, and Maternal Perceptions of Child Vulnerability Associated
with Newborn Hearing Screening Results. Unpublished. Master’s Thesis, Utah State University, Logan, UT, USA, 2006.

49. Chiong, C.; Ostrea, E.J.; Reyes, A.; Llanes, E.G.; Uy, M.E.; Chan, A. Correlation of hearing screening with developmental outcomes
in infants over a 2-year period. Acta Oto-Laryngologica 2007, 127, 384–388. [CrossRef]

50. Bevilacqua, M.C.; Alvarenga, K.d.F.; Costa, O.A.; Moret, A.L.M. The universal newborn hearing screening in Brazil: From
identification to intervention. Int. J. Pediatr. Otorhinolaryngol. 2010, 74, 510–515. [CrossRef]

51. Poonual, W.; Navacharoen, N.; Kangsanarak, J.; Namwongprom, S. Outcome of early identification and intervention on infants
with hearing loss under universal hearing screening program. J. Med. Assoc. Thai. 2017, 100, 197. [PubMed]

52. Sahli, A.S. Developments of children with hearing loss according to the age of diagnosis, amplification, and training in the early
childhood period. Eur. Arch. Oto-Rhino-Laryngol. 2019, 276, 2457–2463. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

53. Olusanya, B.O.; Somefun, A.O. Place of Birth and Characteristics of Infants with Congenital and Early-Onset Hearing Loss in a
Developing Country. Int. J. Ptry. Int. J. Pediatr. Otorhinolaryngol. 2009, 73, 1263–1269. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. EQUATOR Network Guidelines. 2021. Available online: https://www.equator-network.org/reporting-guidelines/ (accessed on
1 May 2021).

55. Yoshinaga-Itano, C.; Sedey, A.L.; Coulter, D.K.; Mehl, A.L. Language of Early- and Later-identified Children With Hearing Loss.
Pediatrics 1998, 102, 1161–1171. [CrossRef]

56. Bishop, D.V.M. Test for Reception of Grammar; Age and Cognitive Performance Research Centre, University of Manchester:
Manchester, UK, 1983.

57. Dunn, L.M.; Whetton, C.; Burley, J. British Picture Vocabulary Scale, 2nd ed.; NFER-Nelson: Windsor, UK, 1997.
58. Sparrow, S.S.; Balla, D.A.; Cicchetti, D.V. Vineland: Adaptive Behavior: Scales, Interview Edition: Survey form Manual; American

Guidance Service: Circle Pines, MN, USA, 1984.
59. Wechsler, D. Wechsler Objective Reading Dimensions; The Psychological Corporation: London, UK, 2003.
60. Stothard, S.E.; Hulme, C.; Clarke, P.; Bowyer-Crane, C.; Harrington, A.; Truelove, E.; Nation, K. YARC York Assessment of Reading

for Comprehension Secondary; GL Assessment: London, UK, 2010.
61. Ireton, H.; Thwing, E. The Minnesota Child Development Inventory in the psychiatric-developmental evaluation of the preschool-

age child. Child. Psychiatry Hum. Dev. 1972, 3, 102–114. [CrossRef]
62. Zimmerman, I.L.; Steiner, V.G.; Pond, R.E. Preschool Language Scale, 4th ed.; Harcourt Assessment: London, UK, 2002.
63. Dunn, L.M.; Dunn, D.M. The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, 4th ed.; Pearson: Minneapolis, MN, USA, 2007.
64. Renfrew, C. Renfrew Bus Story Manual: A Test of Narrative Speech, 3rd ed.; Winslow Press: Oxford, UK, 1995.
65. Bishop, D.V. Development of the Children’s Communication Checklist (CCC): A method for assessing qualitative aspects of

communicative impairment in children. J. Child. Psychol. Psychiatry 1998, 39, 879–891. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
66. Crystal, D.; Fletcher, P.; Garman, M. The Grammatical Analysis of Language Disability—A Procedure for Assessment and Remediation,

1st ed.; Edward Arnold: London, UK, 1976.
67. Raven, C.; Raven, J.C.; Court, J.H. Manual for Raven’s Progressive Matrices and Vocabulary Scales; Oxford Psychologists Press: Oxford,

UK, 1998.
68. Goodman, R. The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire: A Research Note. J. Child. Psychol. Psychiatry 1997, 38, 581–586.

[CrossRef]
69. Varni, J.W.; Burwinkle, T.M.; Seid, M.; Skarr, D. The PedsQL 4.0 as a pediatric population health measure: Feasibility, reliability,

and validity. Ambul. Pediatr. 2003, 3, 329–341. [CrossRef]
70. Fenson, L.; Marchman, V.A.; Thal, D.; Dale, P.S.; Bates, E.; Reznick, J.S. The MacArthur-Bates Communicative Development Inventories:

User’s Guide and Technical Manual, 2nd ed.; Paul, H. Brookes: Baltimore, MD, USA, 2007.
71. Sumner, G.; Spietz, A. NCAST Caregiver/Parent-Child Interaction Teaching Manual; NCAST/Caregiver: Seattle, WA, USA, 1994.
72. Jerger, S.; Lewis, S.; Hawkins, J.; Jerger, J. Pediatric speech intelligibility test. I. Generation of test materials. Int. J. Pediatr.

Otorhinolaryngol. 1980, 2, 217–230. [CrossRef]
73. Boothroyd, A.; Eisenberg, L.S.; Martinez, A.S. OLIMSPAC Version 3.1d; House Ear Institute: Los Angeles, CA, USA, 2005.
74. Fudala, J. Arizona Test of Articulation-3; PRO-Ed, Inc.: Austin, TX, USA, 2000.
75. Edwards, S.; Fletcher, P.; Garman, M.; Hughes, A.; Letts, C.; Sinda, I. Reynell Developmental Language Scales; NFER-Nelson

Publishing: Windsor, UK, 1997.
76. Marteau, T.M.; Bekker, H. The development of a 6-item short-form of the state scale of the Spielberger State Trait Anxiety

In-ventory (STAI). Br. J. Clin. Psychol. 1992, 31, 301–306. [CrossRef]
77. Montgomery, S.A.; Asberg, M. A new depression scale designed to be sensitive to change. Br. J. Psychiat. 1979, 134, 382–389.

[CrossRef]
78. Cox, J.L.; Holden, J.M.; Sagovsky, R. Detection of postnatal depression: Development of the 10 items Edinburgh Postnatal

Depression Scale. Br. J. Psychiat. 1987, 150, 782–786. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
79. Beck, A.T.; Epstein, N.; Brown, G.; Steer, R.A. An inventory for measuring clinical anxiety: Psychometric properties. J. Consult.

Clin. Psychol. 1988, 56, 893–897. [CrossRef]
80. Abidin, R.R. The Parenting Stress Index: Manual, 3rd ed.; Psychological Assessment Resources: Odessa, FL, USA, 1995.

http://doi.org/10.1044/1059-0889(2000/016)
http://doi.org/10.1080/00016480601075431
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijporl.2010.02.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29916635
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00405-019-05501-w
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31190221
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijporl.2009.05.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19540001
https://www.equator-network.org/reporting-guidelines/
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.102.5.1161
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF01433451
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0021963098002832
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9758196
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1997.tb01545.x
http://doi.org/10.1367/1539-4409(2003)003&lt;0329:TPAAPP&gt;2.0.CO;2
http://doi.org/10.1016/0165-5876(80)90047-6
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8260.1992.tb00997.x
http://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.134.4.382
http://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.150.6.782
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3651732
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.56.6.893

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	PCHL Definition 
	Search Strategy 
	Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 
	Article Selection and Data Extraction 
	Synthesis of Included Studies 
	Quality Analysis and Level of Evidence 

	Results 
	Study Characteristics 
	Question 1: Early identification and Intervention 
	Question 2: Developmental Outcomes 
	Question 3: Cost Effectiveness 
	Question 4: Adverse Effects 

	Quality Analysis and Level of Evidence 
	Quality Analysis of Included Studies 
	Determination of Level of Cumulative Evidence 


	Discussion 
	Comparison of UNHS Outcomes of Other Newborn Screening Programs 
	Limitations of Existing Evidence and the Review Process 

	References

