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Background: Laser photocoagulation and/or intravitreal anti-vascular endothelial
growth factor (anti-VEGF) injections constitute the current standard treatment for
retinopathy of prematurity (ROP). This systematic review and meta-analysis aimed to
assess the efficacy and safety of anti-VEGF monotherapy for ROP treatment using
the Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE)
approach.

Methods: We searched the Medline, Embase, and Cochrane Central Register of
Controlled Trials (CENTRAL) databases. We included randomized controlled trials (RCTs)
that compared intravitreal anti-VEGF monotherapy (e.g., bevacizumab, ranibizumab,
aflibercept, and pegaptanib) with laser photocoagulation in preterm infants with ROP.
We evaluated the rates of recurrence, treatment switching, retreatment, adverse events,
and mortality. The risk ratio (RR) was used to represent dichotomous outcomes. Data
were pooled using the inverse variance weighting method. The quality of evidence was
assessed using the GRADE approach. Risk of bias was assessed using the Revised
Cochrane risk of bias tool for randomized trials.

Results: Seven RCTs (n = 579; 1,158 eyes) were deemed eligible. Three RCTs had
an overall low risk of bias, three had some concerns, and one had an overall high
risk of bias. The pooled effect estimate showed a statistically significant reduction in
adverse events in favor of anti-VEGF monotherapy [RR = 0.17, 95% confidence interval
(Cl) 0.07-0.44]. The pooled analysis showed no significant difference between the anti-
VEGF and laser groups in terms of recurrence rate (RR = 1.56, 95% CI 0.23-10.54),
treatment switching (RR = 2.92, 95% CI 0.40-21.05), retreatment (RR = 1.56, 95% ClI
0.35-6.96), and mortality rate (RR = 1.28, 95% Cl 0.48-3.41).
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Conclusion: Overall, intravitreal anti-VEGF monotherapy was associated with fewer
adverse events than laser therapy, rated as high quality of evidence according to the
GRADE criteria. Pooled analysis revealed no significant difference between the two arms
with respect to the recurrence rate, treatment switching, retreatment, and mortality rate,
with quality of evidence ranging from moderate to very low as per the GRADE approach.

Systematic Review Registration:

[https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/#record

Details], identifier [CRD42021270077).

Keywords: retinopathy of prematurity, anti-vascular endothelial growth factor, bevacizumab, ranibizumab, laser

photocoagulation

INTRODUCTION

Retinopathy of prematurity (ROP), formerly known as retrolental
fibroplasia, is a common cause of preventable blindness in
children (1). ROP is a neovascular disorder caused by reduced
retinal vascularization in premature infants (2). Annually, around
32,000 neonates develop ROP-induced blindness or severe visual
impairment worldwide; ROP mostly occurs in infants with a
gestational age < 30 weeks or birth weight < 1,500 g (3, 4). Thus,
screening for ROP among premature infants is commenced to
identify ROP that requires therapeutic intervention as early as
possible (5).

In recent decades, the standard treatment for ROP was
cryotherapy. Nowadays, laser photocoagulation and intravitreal
anti-vascular endothelial growth factor (anti-VEGF) injections
have completely replaced cryotherapy and become the new
standard treatment for ROP (1, 6). The treatment choice
mainly relies on the experience and preference of the treating
ophthalmologist and the preference of the patients’ guardians
(7-10).

Despite many studies encouraging the use of anti-VEGF
agents, the long-term outcomes of anti-VEGF therapy, optimal
frequency and duration of follow-up, and optimal management
of recurrence remain unclear (6, 11). Additionally, no previous
systematic review has described the roles of different anti-VEGF
agents or the management of different ROP zones.

This systematic review and meta-analysis aimed to
comprehensively describe the efficacy and safety of intravitreal
anti-VEGF injection with bevacizumab, ranibizumab, aflibercept,
or pegaptanib and compare it with retinal ablative therapy for
ROP management in terms of recurrence, treatment switching,
retreatment, adverse events, and mortality.

METHODS

This systematic review was conducted in accordance
with a pre-specified protocol registered with PROSPERO
(CRD42021270077) and conformed with the Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis
(PRISMA) checklist (12).

Eligibility Criteria
We reviewed randomized controlled trials (RCTs) that included
preterm infants with ROP who underwent either intravitreal

anti-VEGF monotherapy or laser photocoagulation and collected
information on the following pre-specified outcomes: recurrence
rate, treatment switching (i.e., the need for a treatment modality
other than that assigned), retreatment, adverse events, and
mortality rate. We excluded trials that enrolled participants
with previous operative or non-operative management of
ROP and those that included participants with vitreoretinal
conditions other than ROP. The outcomes of retreatment
and treatment switching were investigated as two separate
outcomes instead of combining them as one, named ”additional
treatment”. Such distinction was made due to the reasons
behind each of them. That is, retreatment is usually done in
lack of adequate regression of ROP after treatment (5). Some
RCTs considered retreatment approach once ROP recurrence
occurs (1, 11). On the other hand, treatment switching is done
mostly due to developing complications that are specific to the
assigned treatment modality. For example, anti-VEGF agents are
not injected in participants with signs of conjunctival infection
(5). Additionally, treatment switching is sometimes used for
the sake of trying a different approach in the management of
ROP (1, 11). Nevertheless, there was inconsistency in some
of the enrolled RCTs regarding the reasons for retreatment or
treatment switching as well as a lack of reporting the reasons
behind using an additional treatment. Therefore, by separating
these two outcomes in our review, we aimed to evaluate the
effectiveness of using an additional treatment (e.g., retreatment
and treatment switching) in the cases of ROP persistence or
recurrence as well as see the trends in the additional treatment,
whether using the same treatment modality or switching to
another modality.

Search Strategy

We systematically searched the Medline, Embase, and Cochrane
Central Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL) databases from
database inception to July 15, 2021, without any restriction on
date or language. The complete search strategy is provided in the
Supplementary Appendix. We manually searched the references
of the included studies for potentially relevant RCTs that were
missed during the systematic search.

Study Selection and Data Extraction
Two reviewers, independently and together, performed title
and abstract screening against the eligibility criteria, full-text
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assessment, and data extraction from eligible trials. Discrepancies
were resolved through consensus or discussion with a third
reviewer before performing analyses.

Meta-Analysis

Data analysis was performed using RevMan (Review Manager)
version 5.3 (Cochrane Collaboration). All statistical analyses
were performed using the random-effects model. We adopted
95% as a confidence level and P < 0.05 as a threshold. The
statistical heterogeneity was assessed using I> and the P-value
of the Chi-square test. Dichotomous outcomes (recurrence
rate, treatment switching, retreatment, adverse events, and
mortality rate) were expressed as risk ratios (RRs) and pooled
using the inverse variance weighting method. We performed
subgroup analysis based on the following zones: zone I, zone
II, and undetermined zone. The undetermined zone subgroup
comprised two RCTs (Stahl et al. and O’Keeffe et al.) in which
anti-VEGF monotherapy [e.g., intravitreal ranibizumab (IVR)
and intravitreal bevacizumab (IVB)] were compared with laser
therapy without specifically considering the ROP zone (10, 13).
Instead of excluding these studies, we added an undetermined
zone subgroup. Although these studies do not provide insight
into the effects by the ROP zone, their findings have considerable
weightage in the pooled effect estimate of each outcome and
improve the power of our study. The quality of evidence for each
outcome was assessed using the Grading of Recommendations
Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) criteria.

Risk of Bias Assessment

Two reviewers, independently and together, used the Revised
Cochrane risk of bias tool to assess the risk of bias in the eligible
RCTs (14). Each study was reviewed and scored as high risk,
low risk, or some concerns. Discrepancies between the reviewers
were resolved through discussion until agreement. We assessed
the potential for publication bias for each outcome via visual
inspection of a funnel plot with the RR and standard error.
Evidence of publication bias was considered possible when the
funnel plot was asymmetrical.

RESULTS

Figure 1 shows the flowchart of study inclusion, with
justifications for excluding studies. From the literature search, we
identified 422 articles, of which 114 duplicates were excluded.
After examining the titles and abstracts, 27 potentially eligible
studies were assessed for inclusion. Eventually, seven RCTs were
deemed eligible and included in the meta-analysis. Five RCTs
assessed IVB and two evaluated IVR. No RCTs were found on
aflibercept or pegaptanib monotherapy.

Trial Characteristics

This meta-analysis included 579 infants (1,158 eyes) (1, 3, 10,
11, 13, 15, 16). Of them, 267 (534 eyes), 213 (426 eyes), and
99 (198 eyes) were randomly assigned to the laser therapy,
IVB monotherapy, and IVR groups, respectively. The mean
gestational age ranged from 24.2 to 28.96 weeks for the arm of

anti-VEGF monotherapy and from 24.3 to 28.50 weeks for the
arm of laser therapy. The mean birth weight ranged from 615.20
to 1,232 g for anti-VEGF group and from 657.90 to 1,273 g for
the laser group. Table 1 shows the detailed characteristics of the
included studies.

Risk of Bias Assessment

Three of the seven RCTs had an overall low risk of bias, three had
some concerns, and one had an overall high risk of bias due to
an issue with the randomization technique. Figures 2, 3 show the
risk of bias assessment of the included RCTs.

Recurrence Rate

Five RCTs (n = 820 eyes) reported data on ROP recurrence
(1, 3, 11, 13, 16). No significant difference was noted between
anti-VEGF monotherapy and laser photocoagulation therapy
in recurrence rate (RR = 1.56, 95% CI 0.23-10.54, P = 0.65,
2 = 87%). The heterogeneity was 87%, indicating considerable
variability in the data, which was mostly attributed to the Mintz-
Hittner et al. trial (3). Subgroup analysis showed a significantly
higher recurrence rate in the laser group than the anti-VEGF
group at zone I (RR = 0.09, 95% CI 0.02-0.38, P < 0.001, I? = not
applicable). In contrast, no significant difference was observed
between intravitreal anti-VEGF injections and retinal ablative
therapy in the zone II (RR = 3.34, 95% CI 0.32-34.70, P = 0.31,
I> = 87%) and the undetermined zone (RR = 3.00, 95% CI
0.35-25.68, P = 0.32, I = not applicable) subgroups (Figure 4).
The funnel plot was symmetric upon visual inspection; therefore,
publication bias was unlikely (Figure 5). The GRADE certainty
of evidence was found to be rated as very low for the rate of
recurrence (Figure 6).

Treatment Switching

Five RCTs (n = 816 eyes) reported data on treatment switching
(1, 10, 11, 13, 15). Intravitreal anti-VEGF injections and laser
photocoagulation treatment showed similar treatment switching
rates (RR = 2.92, 95% CI 0.40-21.05, P = 0.29, 1> = 85%).
Subgroup analysis showed a significantly higher treatment
switching rate in the anti-VEGF group than the laser group
at zone II (RR = 13.00, 95% CI 3.26-51.87, P < 0.001,
I = not applicable), but the treatment switching rates were
comparable between the groups in the undetermined zone
subgroup (RR = 1.02, 95% CI 0.35-2.95, P = 0.97, 2 = 28%).
None of the included RCTs assessed treatment switching in
patients with zone I ROP (Figure 7). No evidence of asymmetry
was noted upon visual inspection of the funnel plot (Figure 8).
The GRADE certainty of evidence was found to be rated as low
for treatment switching (Figure 6).

Retreatment

Six RCTs (n = 900 eyes) reported data on retreatment (1, 10,
11, 13, 15, 16). Anti-VEGF injection and laser therapy showed
similar retreatment rates (RR = 1.56, 95% CI 0.35-6.96, P = (.56,
I> = 59%). No significant differences were noted between anti-
VEGF injection and laser therapy in the zone I (RR = 0.33, 95%
CI 0.01-7.74, P = 0.49, I? = not applicable) and undetermined
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zone (RR = 0.67, 95% CI 0.42-1.06, P = 0.09, I = not applicable)
subgroups. In contrast, the anti-VEGF group had a significantly
higher retreatment rate than the laser group at zone IT (RR = 6.83,
95% CI 1.29-36.13, P = 0.02, I = 0) (Figure 9). The funnel plot
was symmetric upon visual inspection; therefore, publication bias
was unlikely (Figure 10). The GRADE certainty of evidence was
found to be rated as moderate for retreatment (Figure 6).

Adverse Events

Six RCTs (n = 1,170 eyes) reported data on adverse events (1, 3,
10, 11, 15, 16). Overall, intravitreal anti-VEGF injection showed a
significantly lower adverse event rate than retinal ablative therapy
(RR = 0.17, 95% CI 0.07-0.44, P < 0.001, I = 0%); myopic
changes and unfavorable structural outcomes, such as macular
ectopia and retinal folds, vitreous and retinal hemorrhages, and

retinal detachment, were prevalent among the laser group (10, 11,
16). Similarly, a significantly higher adverse event rate was noted
in the laser group than in the anti-VGEEF injection group at zone
I (RR = 0.06, 95% CI 0.01-0.43, P = 0.005, I> = not applicable)
and zone I (RR = 0.28, 95% CI 0.08-0.94, P = 0.04, I> = 0%), but
there was no significant difference between anti-VEGF injection
and laser therapy in the undetermined zone subgroup (RR = 0.14,
95% CI 0.02-1.13, P = 0.07, I> = not applicable) (Figure 11). No
evidence of asymmetry was noted upon visual inspection of the
funnel plot (Figure 12). The GRADE certainty of evidence was
found to be rated high for adverse events (Figure 6).

Mortality
Six RCTs reported data on mortality (n = 565 infants) (1, 3,
10, 13, 15, 16). Intravitreal anti-VEGF injection showed similar
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FIGURE 1 | Study flow diagram. CENTRAL, Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trial; RCT, randomized controlled trial.
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TABLE 1 | Characteristics of the included studies.

Gender The definition of Measured Mean birth Gestational Number of Number of Anti-VEGF Intervention  Author, year
ROP requiring outcomes weight (g) age (weeks) participants eyes dose
treatmen
Male Female Anti-VEGF Laser Anti-VEGF Anti-VEGF Laser Anti- Laser Anti- Laser
dose VEGF VEGF
39 40 Zone |l (stage 2 or 3 Recurrence, 28.37 (+1.96) 1202 (£321) 1133 0.625 mg/ 36 43 72 86 28.50 (£1.99) Intravitreal Karkhaneh (1)
ROP with plus treatment switch, 0.025 mL bevacizumab
disease). retreatment, adverse vs. Laser
events, and death.
NR NR Zone 1 (stage 3 Structural changes 4 infants: mean 4 infants: 697 4 infants: 697 0.5mg/ 21 21 21 4 infants: mean  Intravitreal Lepore (13)
with/without plus and retinal and gestational (range 615-755). (range 615-755).  0.02mL gestational bevacizumab
disease). choroidal findings on age = 25.3 17 infants: 667 17 infants: 667 age = 25.3 vs. Laser
fluorescein (range (range 380-960). (range 380-960). (range
angiogram and 22.7-29.3). 17 22.7-29.3). 17
digital retinal infants; mean infants; mean
photographs 9 gestational gestational
months and 4 years  age = 25.6 age = 25.6
after treatment. (range (range
22.7-29.9). 22.7-29.3).
97 53 Zone | or zone |l Recurrence, adverse Zone | ROP: Zone | ROP: Zone | ROP: 0.625mg/ 75 75 150 160  Zone | ROP: Intravitreal Mintz-Hittner
posterior (stage 3 events, and death. 24.2 Zone |l 657.9 Zone Il 615.2 Zone Il 0.025 mL 24.3 Zone |l bevacizumab  (3)
with plus disease). ROP: 24.5 ROP: 680.7 ROP: 689.2 ROP: 24.5 vs. Laser
NR NR Zone | or posterior Recurrence, Median (range):  Median (range):  Median (range): 1.25 mg/ 15 15 15 Median (range):  Intravitreal O’Keeffe (14)
zone Il with plus treatment switch, 25 (24-29) 780 (540-1080) 780 (540-1080)  0.05mL 25 (24-29) bevacizumab
disease. retreatment, and vs. Laser
death.
NR NR Zone |l (stage 2 or 3 Regression, 28.75 (+1.86) 1273 (£273) 1232 (£318) 0.625mg/ 39 7 78 164 28.32 (£2.11) Intravitreal Roohipoor
with plus disease). treatment switch 0.025 mL bevacizumab  (15)
retreatment, adverse vs. Laser
events, and death.
107 118 Zone | (stage 1, 2 or  Treatment switch, 0.1 mg median 831 (+284) 0.1 mg: 886 0.1mg0.2 74 74 148 148  Median (range):  Intravitreal Stahl (9)
3 2 with plus retreatment, adverse (range): 26 (+£299) 0.2 mg: mg 26 (23-32) ranibizumab
disease), Zone Il events, and death. (23-32) 0.2 mg 791 (£244) vs. Laser
(stage 3 with plus median (range):
disease), or 25 (23-32)
aggressive posterior
retinopathy of
prematurity.
28 22 Zone |l (Stage 2 or 3  Recurrence, 28.96 (+1.59) 1.06 (+£0.24) (kg) 1.22 (+0.32) (kg) 0.3 mg/ 0.03 25 75 50 50 28.27 (+1.84) Intravitreal Zhang (10)
with plus disease). treatment switch, mL ranibizumab
retreatment, and vs. Laser

adverse events.

NR, not reported; ROR, retinopathy of prematurity; VEGF, vascular endothelial growth factor.
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FIGURE 2 | Risk of bias graph.

mortality rates as retinal ablative therapy (RR = 1.28, 95% CI
0.48-3.41, P = 0.62, I2 = 0%). Similarly, there was no significant
difference between the anti-VEGF injections and laser therapy in
the zone I (RR = 1.10, 95% CI 0.17-7.20, P = 0.92, I> = 0%), zone

Karkhaneh 2016

. . Deviations from the intended intervention

. ‘ . . . . ‘ Missing outcome data
. ‘ Overall risk of bias

. . ' Selection of the reported results

‘ ' . . . . . Randomization
N)
‘ . ‘ . ‘ ‘ . Measurement of the outcome

Lepore 2017
Mintz-Hittner 2011 ?
O'Keeffe 2016 ? 2 | @
Roohipoor 2019 . ? ?
Stahl 2019 + ® e
Zhang 2017 + D @

FIGURE 3 | Risk of bias summary.

IT (RR = 3.08, 95% CI 0.33-28.32, P = 0.32, I* = not applicable),
and undetermined zone (RR = 1.00, 95% CI 0.26-3.85, P = 1.00,
1> = not applicable) subgroups (Figure 13). The funnel plot
was symmetric upon visual inspection; therefore, publication bias
was unlikely (Figure 14). The GRADE certainty of evidence was
found to be rated as moderate for mortality (Figure 6).

DISCUSSION

This systematic review and meta-analysis compared the
efficacy and safety of intravitreal anti-VEGF monotherapy
with laser therapy for treating ROP. The pooled effect estimate
showed a statistically significant reduction in adverse events in
favor of treatment with intravitreal anti-VEGF monotherapy.
Nonetheless, no significant difference was found between
the anti-VEGF injections and laser therapy with respect to
recurrence, retreatment, treatment switching, and mortality.

In a retrospective study of 128 preterm infants with type 1
ROP, IVB, IVR, and laser were found to have low recurrence
rates and be equally effective for ROP regression (17). Our
results regarding zone I ROP match those of a recent systematic
review in which anti-VEGF agents showed a lower recurrence
rate than laser therapy in patients with zone I ROP (18). In
another study, 82.9% of 70 eyes with zone I ROP regressed
after a single IVB injection, showing that treatment with IVB
monotherapy is effective for zone I ROP regression (1, 19).
Similarly, ROP regressed after the first IVB injection in 95.4%
of 238 eyes with pre-threshold, threshold, or aggressive posterior
ROP (20). For more clarification, the significant reduction in
recurrence rate in the anti-VEGF group -although this outcome
rated as very low quality of evidence in our systematic review
according to the GRADE criteria-, it goes in accordance with the
guideline of the Royal College of Ophthalmologists (RCOphth),
in which they stated a grade A evidence supporting the use of
intravitreal anti-VEGF injections as a first-line treatment for eyes
with zone I ROP (5). Despite the promising results, including low
recurrence rates and ROP regression following IVB injections,
a recent study reported a case of retinal neovascularization and
ROP reactivation 10 years after successful treatment with IVB
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FIGURE 4 | Forest plot of the recurrence rate. Cl, confidence interval; IV, inverse variance; VEGF, vascular endothelial growth factor.

Anti-VEGF Laser
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total
1.1.1 Zone |
Mintz-Hittner 2011 2 62 23 66 20.8%
Subtotal (95% CI) 62 66 20.8%
Total events 2 23
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.33 (P = 0.0009)
1.1.2 Zone |l
Karkhaneh 2016 9 86 1 72 18.5%
Mintz-Hittner 2011 4 78 9 80 21.7%
Zhang 2017 26 50 2 50
Subtotal (95% CI) 214 202 61.1%
Total events 39 12

0.09 [0.02, 0.38]
0.09 [0.02, 0.38]

7.53[0.98, 58.07]
0.46 [0.15, 1.42]

20.9% 13.00 [3.26, 51.87]

3.34 [0.32, 34.70]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 3.66; Chi? = 15.11, df = 2 (P = 0.0005); I> = 87%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.01 (P = 0.31)

1.1.3 Undetermined zone

O'Keeffe 2016 3 15 1 15 18.1%
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 18.1%
Total events 3 1

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.00 (P = 0.32)

Total (95% CI) 291 283 100.0%

Total events 44 36

3.00 [0.35, 25.68]
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Test for overall effect: Z = 0.45 (P = 0.65)
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Figure 4: Forest plot of the recurrence rate

CT: confidence interval, IV: inverse vanance, VEGF: vascular endothelial growth factor
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Anti-VEGF compared to Laser for ROP
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Follow-up tas evidence (95% CI) difference
With Laser with Anti-
VEGF
Recurrence
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(4 RCTs) serious Very low (11.0%) | (19.9%) 1.56 per more
(0.23 to | 1,000 per
10.54) 1,000
(from
71
fewer to
1,000
more)
Treatment switch
816 not serious® not serious® none @@OO 21/363 43/453 RR 58 111
(5 RCTs) | serious serious Low (5.8%) (9.5%) 2.92 per more
(0.40 to | 1,000 per
21.05) 1,000
(from
35
fewer to
1,000
more)
Retreatment
858 not not not serious© none @@@O 38/384 38/474 RR 99 55
(6 RCTs) | serious serious serious Moderate (9.9%) (8.0%) 1.56 per more
(0.35to | 1,000 per
6.96) 1,000
(from
64
fewer to
590
more)
Adverse events
781 not not not not none SOO0 37/347 5/434 RR 107 89
(6 RCTs) | serious serious serious serious High (10.7%) | (1.2%) 0.17 per fewer
(0.07 to | 1,000 per
0.44) 1,000
(from
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fewer to
61
fewer)
Mortality
558 not not not serious® none @QB@O 7/258 9/300 RR 27 8 more
(6 RCTs) | serious serious serious Moderate (2.7%) (3.0%) 1.28 per per
(0.48 to | 1,000 [ 1,000
3.41) (from
14
fewer to
65
more)
FIGURE 6 | Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) evidence profile. Cl, confidence interval; RCT, randomized controlled
trial; ROP, retinopathy of prematurity; RR, risk ratio; VEGF, vascular endothelial growth factor.

monotherapy for type 1 ROP. Therefore, long-term follow-up
data should be considered when evaluating ROP recurrence
(19, 21). A retrospective interventional case series of 12 infants
(23 eyes) with a mean birth weight of 821.58 g (standard

deviation = 297.63) found that a 0.25 mg IVR injection led
to regression in all infants with stage 3 ROP, and none of the
eyes needed additional treatment (22). Although decreasing the
intravitreal VEGF level in ROP eyes is the therapeutic hallmark
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Test for overall effect: Z = 1.06 (P = 0.29)
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FIGURE 7 | Forest plot of treatment switching. Cl, confidence interval; IV, inverse variance; VEGF, vascular endothelial growth factor.
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FIGURE 8 | Funnel plot of treatment switching. SE, standard error; RR, risk ratio.

of treating ROP, discrepancies between the findings regarding
recurrence or disease progression could be due to the different
definitions used in staging ROP and discrepancies in defining
ROP recurrence (23).

A meta-analysis of 3,701 eyes with ROP found that laser
therapy was associated with a significantly lower likelihood of
requiring supplementary treatment than anti-VEGF injections.

However, data stratification by ROP zone was limited; hence,
no solid conclusion could be drawn (4). A retrospective
review of infants with type 1 ROP revealed that only 5.7%
of infants required retreatment following IVB (24). This was
also seen in another study, in which most patients who
received retreatment initially had aggressive posterior ROP,
also known as aggressive ROP (4, 25, 26). This could be
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FIGURE 9 | Forest plot of retreatment. Cl, confidence interval; IV, inverse variance; VEGF, vascular endothelial growth factor.
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FIGURE 10 | Funnel plot of retreatment. SE, standard error; RR: risk ratio.

explained by the fact that aggressive ROP has a severe cohort study, the likelihood of retreatment after laser therapy
nature distinguished by the rapid development of pathologic was 20.4% compared with 66.7% after anti-VEGF therapy, which
neovascularization and severe plus disease (26). In a recent confirms the need for careful and extensive long-term follow-up
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FIGURE 11 | Forest plot of adverse events. Cl, confidence interval; IV, inverse variance; VEGF, vascular endothelial growth factor.
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after intravitreal injections of VEGF inhibitors because delayed
recurrence has been reported to occur up to 19 weeks or even
2 years after treatment (21, 27, 28). Our review showed no
significant difference in treatment switching and retreatment
rates between anti-VEGF injection and laser therapy in zone
I and undetermined zone subgroups. Nevertheless, at zone II,
treatment switching and retreatment were very prevalent in the
anti-VEGF group. This could explain the recommendations of
the RCOphth in their clinical guideline on the treatment of
ROP, in which they recommended the use of transpupillary
laser over intravitreal anti-VEGF injections for eyes with zone
II ROP (5). Discrepancies between the studies could be due
to different birth weights or differences in the indications for
additional treatment.

Alterations in the anterior segment of the eye, resulting in
very high myopia, were seen in the eyes of infants enrolled
in the BEAT-ROP study who received retinal ablative therapy
(51.4% zone 1, 36.4% zone II) (29). Among 13 inborn infants
with type 1 zone I ROP who received 0.5 mg IVB injection for
one eye and laser therapy for the other eye, two eyes that received
laser therapy progressed to retinal detachment, and at 9 months,
all eyes receiving IVB had favorable anatomic outcomes yet
showed some abnormalities on fluorescein angiography (15). In
the RAINBOW study, mortality, adverse effects, and non-serious
systemic adverse events were evenly distributed among those who
received 0.2 mg IVR, 0.1 mg IVR, and laser therapy (10). The
RAINBOW extension study reported the 2-year outcomes of the
patients treated with 0.2 mg IVR and 0.1 mg IVR. The prevalence
of high myopia was lower in the IVR 0.2 mg arm than in the laser

arm. IVR 0.2 mg was found to be effective and safe in infants
up to 2 years of age since no effects on growth, blood pressure,
neurodevelopmental scores, or pulmonary manifestations were
detected (30). Although our review showed that anti-VEGF
agents are better and safer than laser in terms of adverse events,
systemic side effects are difficult to assess. In contrast, another
systematic review revealed that IVB treatment for severe ROP
was associated with an increased risk of cognitive impairment
and low cognitive and language scores in preterm infants (31).
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FIGURE 12 | Funnel plot of adverse events. SE, standard error; RR, risk ratio.
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FIGURE 13 | Forest plot of mortality rate. Cl, confidence interval; IV, inverse variance; VEGF, vascular endothelial growth factor.
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FIGURE 14 | Funnel plot of mortality rate. SE, standard error; RR, risk ratio.

However, no systemic complications of IVR or aflibercept were
reported (32, 33). The systemic complications of intravitreal anti-
VEGF agents in adults are still unclear. Thus, uncertainty remains
about the systemic toxicity of intravitreal VEGF inhibitors in
infants (34, 35). At present, two RCTs (the FIREFLEYE and
BUTTERFLEYE trials) comparing the efficacy and safety of
intravitreal aflibercept and laser therapy are being conducted (36,
37). The binding affinity of aflibercept to the VEGF receptor is

100 times higher than that of ranibizumab and bevacizumab.
Notably, aflibercept alone can inhibit VEGF and placental growth
factors 1 and 2 (38-40). More pronounced suppression of
systemic VEGF has been reported in ROP infants treated with
IVB than in those treated with aflibercept. VEGF is essential
for vascularization and homeostasis in the brain; thus, reduced
VEGEF levels would implicate systemic side effects in terms of
intellectual function and neurodevelopment (41). Because of the
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abovementioned advantages, we eagerly await the results of the
FIREFLEYE and BUTTERFLEYE trials as they could provide
reliable data on aflibercept, which could change current practice.
Specifically, aflibercept could become the treatment of choice if
the forthcoming RCTs support the data of the published studies.
Intravitreal aflibercept has been shown to be effective in inducing
complete regression irrespective of ROP type (42). The lowest
effective dose of anti-VEGF agents should be used when treating
ROP to minimize complications. Although there is no consensus
on the optimum dose of anti-VEGF in ROP treatment, the
recommended bevacizumab dose for ROP infants is 0.625 mg.

More RCTs are warranted to determine the lowest sufficient
dose of anti-VEGF for ROP treatment, the anti-VEGF agent to
be used, and the optimal duration of follow-up (2, 9). Although
the effectiveness and safety of intravitreal anti-VEGF agents in
the management of ROP have been investigated, conflicting
results and debate remain. To date, our systematic review and
meta-analysis is the most comprehensive effort to consolidate
published findings of RCTs. Additionally, it had a relatively large
sample size and included RCTs with high levels of evidence.
Most of the included RCTs were well conducted and had an
overall low risk of bias. Furthermore, subgroup analysis of
the ROP zones was performed, which improves the clinical
relevance. Finally, this high-quality systematic review and meta-
analysis provides the GRADE criteria for each of the studied
outcomes. The GRADE criteria take into consideration five
major domains, namely, risk of bias, imprecision, inconsistency,
indirectness, and publication bias, and three other domains,
namely, magnitude of effect, dose response, and confounding.
Outcomes evaluation using such criteria ensures transparent
assessment of the certainty of evidence with an explicit
and comprehensive evaluation of the outcomes pertaining to
alternative management strategies. This enables us to provide
reliable and pragmatic recommendations. Although the GRADE
approach enables confident determination of the quality of
evidence, it does not eliminate the need for clinical judgment.
We believe that no systematic review on the safety and efficacy
of anti-VEGF monotherapy in infants with ROP has used
the GRADE criteria.

The review has some limitations. First, obvious variability was
present in anti-VEGF doses, gestational age, and birth weight
across the included RCTs, which might affect the results drawn
from the studies. Second, the studies included in this meta-
analysis showed lots of heterogeneity, probably secondary to
variability in the patient populations and treatment protocols.
Third, risk of bias was found in some studies, especially related
to the randomization technique, deviation from the intended
intervention, and selection of the reported results. All these
limitations resulted in moderate to very low quality of evidence
in most of the investigated outcomes, except for the adverse event
outcome which was rated as high quality.

CONCLUSION

Overall, intravitreal anti-VEGF monotherapy was associated
with fewer adverse events than laser therapy, rated as high

quality of evidence according to the GRADE criteria.
Pooled analysis revealed no significant difference between
the two arms with respect to the recurrence rate, treatment
switching, retreatment, and mortality, with quality of evidence
ranging from moderate to very low as per the GRADE
approach. As per the ROP zone stratification, anti-VGEF
monotherapy was associated with a significantly lower
recurrence rate and fewer adverse events compared to
laser therapy for eyes with zone I ROP. At zone II, anti-
VEGF monotherapy was associated with significantly higher
retreatment and treatment switching rates, yet fewer adverse
events compared to retinal ablative therapy. Nevertheless,
practice-changing  clinical recommendations cannot be
concluded due to the low quality of most of the studied
outcomes evidence per the GRADE criteria. Further high-
quality RCTs are warranted before making formal clinical
recommendations about the superiority of anti-VEGF agents
or laser therapy in the clinical practice in treating ROP.
Additionally, more well-designed studies are required to
examine the long-term systemic side effects of anti-VEGF
agents, investigate the effects of different intravitreal anti-
VEGF agents on different ROP zones and stages, and
examine the efficacy and safety of different doses of anti-
VEGF agents. Moreover, consensus on the definitions of
ROP recurrence and ROP requiring retreatment is needed as
variability hinders the generalization of results corresponding
to each ROP zone.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The original contributions presented in the study are included
in the article/Supplementary Material, further inquiries can be
directed to the corresponding author/s.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

NT, AG, and SA-G contributed to the research idea, design of
the study, data extraction, statistical analysis/interpretation,
risk of bias assessment, and writing/editing of the final
manuscript. JH and BA-H contributed to the design of the
study, data extraction, statistical analysis and interpretation,
and writing/editing of the final manuscript. LA contributed
to the data extraction, statistical analysis/interpretation,
risk of bias assessment, and writing/editing of the
final manuscript. HA contributed to the statistical
analysis/interpretation and writing/editing of the final
manuscript. All authors contributed to the article and approved
the submitted version.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online
at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmed.2022.
884608/full#supplementary-material

Frontiers in Medicine | www.frontiersin.org

May 2022 | Volume 9 | Article 884608


https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmed.2022.884608/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmed.2022.884608/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/medicine
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/medicine#articles

Taher et al.

Anti-VEGF for Retinopathy of Prematurity

REFERENCES

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Karkhaneh R, Khodabande A, Riazi-Eafahani M, Roohipoor R, Ghassemi F,
Imani M, et al. Efficacy of intravitreal bevacizumab for zone-II retinopathy
of prematurity. Acta Ophthalmol. (2016) 94:e417-20. doi: 10.1111/aos.
13008

. Dikci S, Ceylan OM, Demirel S, Yilmaz T. Which dose of bevacizumab is more

effective for the treatment of aggressive posterior retinopathy of prematurity:
lower or higher dose? Arq Bras Oftalmol. (2018) 81:12-7.

. Mintz-Hittner HA, Kennedy KA, Chuang AZ. BEAT-ROP Cooperative Group.

Efficacy of intravitreal bevacizumab for stage 3+ retinopathy of prematurity. N
Engl ] Med. (2011) 364:603-15. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoal007374

. Popovic MM, Nichani P, Muni RH, Mireskandari K, Tehrani NN, Kertes

PJ. Intravitreal antivascular endothelial growth factor injection versus laser
photocoagulation for retinopathy of prematurity: a meta-analysis of 3,701
eyes. Surv Ophthalmol. (2021) 66:572-84. doi: 10.1016/j.survophthal.2020.
12.002

. The Royal College of Ophthalmologists. Consultation on Treating Retinopathy

of Prematurity in the UK. London: The Royal College of Ophthalmologists
(2022).

. Tan QQ, Christiansen SP, Wang J. Development of refractive error in children

treated for retinopathy of prematurity with anti-vascular endothelial growth
factor (anti-VEGF) agents: a meta-analysis and systematic review. PLoS One.
(2019) 14:€0225643. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0225643

. Sankar M]J, Sankar J, Chandra P. Anti-vascular endothelial growth factor

(VEGF) drugs for treatment of retinopathy of prematurity. Cochrane Database
Syst Rev. (2018) 1:CD009734.

. Micieli JA, Surkont M, Smith AF. A systematic analysis of the off-label use of

bevacizumab for severe retinopathy of prematurity. Am J Ophthalmol. (2009)
148:536.e-43.e. doi: 10.1016/.2j0.2009.05.031

. Spandau U. What is the optimal dosage for intravitreal bevacizumab for

retinopathy of prematurity. Acta Ophthalmol. (2013) 91:e154. doi: 10.1111/j.
1755-3768.2012.02552.x

Stahl A, Lepore D, Fielder A, Fleck B, Reynolds JD, Chiang MEF,
et al. Ranibizumab versus laser therapy for the treatment of very low
birthweight infants with retinopathy of prematurity (RAINBOW): an open-
label randomised controlled trial. Lancet. (2019) 394:1551-9. doi: 10.1016/
s0140-6736(19)31344-3

Zhang G, Yang M, Zeng ], Vakros G, Su K, Chen M, et al. COMPARISON
OF INTRAVITREAL INJECTION OF RANIBIZUMAB VERSUS
LASER THERAPY FOR ZONE II TREATMENT-REQUIRING
RETINOPATHY OF PREMATURITY. Retina. (2017) 37:710-7.
doi: 10.1097/TAE.0000000000001241

Liberati A, Altman DG, Tetzlaff ], Mulrow C, Getzsche PC, Ioannidis JP, et al.
The PRISMA statement for reporting systematic reviews and meta-analyses of
studies that evaluate health care interventions: explanation and elaboration. J
Clin Epidemiol. (2009) 62:e1-34. doi: 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2009.06.006

O’Keeffe N, Murphy ], O’Keefe M, Lanigan B. Bevacizumab compared with
diode laser in stage 3 posterior retinopathy of prematurity: a 5 year follow up.
Ir Med J. (2016) 109:355.

Sterne JAC, Savovi¢ ], Page MJ, Elbers RG, Blencowe NS, Boutron I, et al. RoB
2: a revised tool for assessing risk of bias in randomised trials. BMJ. (2019)
366:14898. doi: 10.1136/bm;.14898

Lepore D, Quinn GE, Molle F, Baldascino A, Orazi L, Sammartino M,
et al. Intravitreal bevacizumab versus laser treatment in type 1 retinopathy
of prematurity: report on fluorescein angiographic findings. Ophthalmology.
(2014) 121:2212-9. doi: 10.1016/j.0phtha.2014.05.015

Roohipoor R, Torabi H, Karkhaneh R, Riazi-Eafahani M. Comparison of
intravitreal bevacizumab injection and laser photocoagulation for type 1 zone
Il retinopathy of prematurity. ] Curr Ophthalmol. (2019) 31:61-5. doi: 10.1016/
1,j0c0.2018.10.008

Kabatag EU, Kurtul BE, Altiaylik Ozer P, Kabatag N. Comparison of
intravitreal bevacizumab, intravitreal ranibizumab and laser photocoagulation
for treatment of type 1 retinopathy of prematurity in Turkish preterm
children. Curr Eye Res. (2017) 42:1054-8. doi: 10.1080/02713683.2016.
1264607

Xiong Q. Anti-VEGF and laser therapy for type 1 retinopathy of prematurity:
a meta analysis. Int Eye Sci. (2021) 12:285-90.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

VanderVeen DK, Melia M, Yang MB, Hutchinson AK, Wilson LB, Lambert
SR. Anti-vascular endothelial growth factor therapy for primary treatment
of type 1 retinopathy of prematurity: a report by the American academy
of ophthalmology. Ophthalmology. (2017) 124:619-33. doi: 10.1016/j.ophtha.
2016.12.025

Yetik H, Gunay M, Sirop S, Salihoglu Z. Intravitreal bevacizumab
monotherapy for type-1 prethreshold, threshold, and aggressive posterior
retinopathy of prematurity — 27 month follow-up results from Turkey.
Graefes Arch Clin Exp Ophthalmol. (2015) 253:1677-83. doi: 10.1007/s00417-
014-2867-0

Taylor K, Ghergherehchi L, Rao P, Harper CA III, Chang E. Very late-
onset reactivation of retinopathy of prematurity post anti-VEGF bevacizumab
treatment for type 1 ROP: a case report. ] AAPOS. (2021) 25:180-4. doi:
10.1016/j.jaapos.2021.02.004

Lin C-J, Chen S-N, Tseng C-C, Chang Y-C, Hwang J-F. Effects of ranibizumab
on very low birth weight infants with stage 3 retinopathy of prematurity: a
preliminary report. Taiwan ] Ophthalmol. (2012) 2:136-9. doi: 10.1016/j.tjo.
2012.10.001

Sato T, Kusaka S, Shimojo H, Fujikado T. Simultaneous analyses of vitreous
levels of 27 cytokines in eyes with retinopathy of prematurity. Ophthalmology.
(2009) 116:2165-9. doi: 10.1016/j.0phtha.2009.04.026

Helmy YA, Awadein AR, Hassanein DH, ElWaraky SM, Shuaib A, Gomaa
NA, et al. Retreatment of retinopathy of prematurity after primary intravitreal
bevacizumab montherapy. JAAPOS. (2018) 22:e37-8. doi: 10.1016/j.jaapos.
2018.07.132

Kong L, Mintz-Hittner HA, Penland RL, Kretzer FL, Chévez-Barrios P.
Intravitreous Bevacizumab as anti-vascular endothelial growth factor therapy
for retinopathy of prematurity: a morphologic study. Arch Ophthalmol. (2008)
126:1161-3. doi: 10.1001/archophthalmol.2008.1

Chiang MFE, Quinn GE, Fielder AR, Ostmo SR, Paul Chan RV, Berrocal
A. International Classification of Retinopathy of Prematurity. 3rd ed.
(2021). Available online at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
S0161642021004164 (accessed March 15, 2022).

Chmielarz-Czarnocinnska A, Pawlak M, Szpecht D, Choréziak A,
Szymankiewicz-Bréborowicz M, Gotz-Wiéckowska A. Management of
retinopathy of prematurity (ROP) in a polish cohort of infants. Sci Rep. (2021)
11:4522. doi: 10.1038/s41598-021-83985-5

Patel RD, Blair MP, Shapiro M]J, Lichtenstein SJ. Significant Treatment
Failure With intravitreous Bevacizumab for retinopathy of prematurity. Arch
Ophthalmol. (2012) 130:801-2. doi: 10.1001/archophthalmol.2011.1802
Geloneck MM, Chuang AZ, Clark WL, Hunt MG, Norman AA, Packwood
EA, et al. Refractive outcomes following bevacizumab monotherapy compared
with conventional laser treatment: a randomized clinical trial. JAMA
Ophthalmol. (2014) 132:1327-33. doi: 10.1001/jamaophthalmol.2014.2772
Marlow N, Stahl A, Lepore D, Fielder A, Reynolds JD, Zhu Q, et al. 2-year
outcomes of ranibizumab versus laser therapy for the treatment of very low
birthweight infants with retinopathy of prematurity (RAINBOW extension
study): prospective follow-up of an open label, randomised controlled trial.
Lancet Child Adolesc Health. (2021) 5:698-707. doi: 10.1016/S2352-4642(21)
00195-4

Kaushal M, Razak A, Patel W, Pullattayil AK, Kaushal A. Neurodevelopmental
outcomes following bevacizumab treatment for retinopathy of prematurity:
a systematic review and meta-analysis. ] Perinatol. (2021) 41:1225-35. doi:
10.1038/541372-020-00884-9

Chen SN, Lian I, Hwang YC, Chen YH, Chang YC, Lee KH, et al.
Intravitreal anti-vascular endothelial growth factor treatment for retinopathy
of prematurity: comparison between ranibizumab and bevacizumab. Retina.
(2015) 35:667-74. doi: 10.1097/IAE.0000000000000380

Castellanos MAM, Schwartz S, Garcfa-Aguirre G, Quiroz-Mercado H. Short-
term outcome after intravitreal ranibizumab injections for the treatment of
retinopathy of prematurity. Br ] Ophthalmol. (2013) 97:816-9. doi: 10.1136/
bjophthalmol-2012-302276

Hoerster R, Muether P, Dahlke C, Mehler K, Oberthiir A, Kirchhof B, et al.
Serum concentrations of vascular endothelial growth factor in an infant
treated with ranibizumab for retinopathy of prematurity. Acta Ophthalmol.
(2013) 91:e74-5. doi: 10.1111/j.1755-3768.2012.02469.x

Zehetner C, Kralinger MT, Modi YS, Waltl I, Ulmer H, Kirchmair R,
et al. Systemic levels of vascular endothelial growth factor before and after

Frontiers in Medicine | www.frontiersin.org

May 2022 | Volume 9 | Article 884608


https://doi.org/10.1111/aos.13008
https://doi.org/10.1111/aos.13008
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1007374
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.survophthal.2020.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.survophthal.2020.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225643
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajo.2009.05.031
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-3768.2012.02552.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-3768.2012.02552.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(19)31344-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(19)31344-3
https://doi.org/10.1097/IAE.0000000000001241
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2009.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.l4898
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ophtha.2014.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joco.2018.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joco.2018.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/02713683.2016.1264607
https://doi.org/10.1080/02713683.2016.1264607
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ophtha.2016.12.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ophtha.2016.12.025
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00417-014-2867-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00417-014-2867-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaapos.2021.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaapos.2021.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tjo.2012.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tjo.2012.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ophtha.2009.04.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaapos.2018.07.132
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaapos.2018.07.132
https://doi.org/10.1001/archophthalmol.2008.1
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0161642021004164
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0161642021004164
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-83985-5
https://doi.org/10.1001/archophthalmol.2011.1802
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaophthalmol.2014.2772
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2352-4642(21)00195-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2352-4642(21)00195-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41372-020-00884-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41372-020-00884-9
https://doi.org/10.1097/IAE.0000000000000380
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjophthalmol-2012-302276
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjophthalmol-2012-302276
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-3768.2012.02469.x
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/medicine
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/medicine#articles

Taher et al.

Anti-VEGF for Retinopathy of Prematurity

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

intravitreal injection of aflibercept or ranibizumab in patients with age-related
macular degeneration: a randomised, prospective trial. Acta Ophthalmol.
(2015) 93:€154-9. doi: 10.1111/a0s.12604

NIH. Randomized, Controlled, Multi-Center Study to Assess the Efficacy, Safety,
and Tolerability of Intravitreal Aflibercept Compared to Laser Photocoagulation
in Patients With Retinopathy of Prematurity. Bethesda, MD: NIH (2021).
NIH. Open-Label, Randomized, Two-Arm, Controlled Study to Assess the
Efficacy, Safety, and Tolerability of Intravitreal (IVT) Aflibercept Compared
to Laser Photocoagulation in Patients With Retinopathy of Prematurity (ROP).
Bethesda, MD: NTH (2021).

Semeraro E, Morescalchi F, Duse S, Parmeggiani F, Gambicorti E, Costagliola
C. Aflibercept in wet AMD: specific role and optimal use. Drug Des Devel Ther.
(2013) 7:711-22. doi: 10.2147/DDDT.S40215

Avery RL, Castellarin AA, Steinle NC, Dhoot DS, Pieramici DJ, See R, et al.
SYSTEMIC PHARMACOKINETICS AND PHARMACODYNAMICS OF
INTRAVITREAL AFLIBERCEPT, BEVACIZUMAB, AND RANIBIZUMAB.
Retina. (2017) 37:1847-58. doi: 10.1097/TAE.0000000000001493

Ardmbulo O, Dib G, Iturralde J, Duran E Brito M, Fortes Filho JB. Intravitreal
ranibizumab as a primary or a combined treatment for severe retinopathy
of prematurity. Clin Ophthalmol. (2015) 9:2027-32. doi: 10.2147/OPTH.
$90979

Huang CY, Lien R, Wang NK, Chao AN, Chen K], Chen TL, et al. Changes in
systemic vascular endothelial growth factor levels after intravitreal injection of

aflibercept in infants with retinopathy of prematurity. Graefes Arch Clin Exp
Ophthalmol. (2018) 256:479-87. doi: 10.1007/s00417-017-3878-4
Vedantham V. Intravitreal aflibercept injection in Indian eyes with
retinopathy of prematurity. Indian ] Ophthalmol. (2019) 67:884-8. doi: 10.
4103/ijo.ijo_708_18

42,

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of
the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in
this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2022 Taher, Ghaddaf, Al-Ghamdi, Homsi, Al-Harbi, Alomari and
Almarzouki. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in
other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s)
are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance
with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted
which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Medicine | www.frontiersin.org

15

May 2022 | Volume 9 | Article 884608


https://doi.org/10.1111/aos.12604
https://doi.org/10.2147/DDDT.S40215
https://doi.org/10.1097/IAE.0000000000001493
https://doi.org/10.2147/OPTH.S90979
https://doi.org/10.2147/OPTH.S90979
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00417-017-3878-4
https://doi.org/10.4103/ijo.ijo_708_18
https://doi.org/10.4103/ijo.ijo_708_18
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/medicine
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/medicine#articles

	Intravitreal Anti-vascular Endothelial Growth Factor Injection for Retinopathy of Prematurity: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis
	Introduction
	Methods
	Eligibility Criteria
	Search Strategy
	Study Selection and Data Extraction
	Meta-Analysis
	Risk of Bias Assessment

	Results
	Trial Characteristics
	Risk of Bias Assessment
	Recurrence Rate
	Treatment Switching
	Retreatment
	Adverse Events
	Mortality

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Data Availability Statement
	Author Contributions
	Supplementary Material
	References


