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Abstract 
 
Objective 

To examine the association of admission NICU strain with neonatal mortality and morbidity.  

 

Study Design 

2008-2021 South Carolina cohort using linked vital statistics and discharge data of 22-44 weeks 

GA infants, born at hospitals with ≥ level 2 unit and ≥5 births of infants <34 weeks GA/year. The 

exposure was tertiles of admission NICU strain, defined as the sum of infants <44 weeks GA 

with a congenital anomaly plus all infants born <33 weeks GA at midnight on the day of birth. 

We used Poisson generalized linear mixed models to examine the association of exposure to 

strain with the primary outcome of a composite of mortality and term and preterm morbidities 

adjusting for patient and hospital characteristics.  

 

Results 

We studied 64,647 infants from 30 hospitals. High strain was associated with increased risk of 

mortality and morbidity adjusting for patient/hospital factors (aIRR 1.07, 95% CI 1.01 – 1.12).  

 

Conclusion: 

NICU strain is associated with increased adverse outcomes. 
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Introduction 

Annually in the United States, 12% of infants are admitted to the neonatal intensive care 

unit (NICU), with substantial variation in outcomes.1 Hospital preterm mortality rates vary by 15-

fold and rates of morbidities, such as chronic lung disease (CLD) and severe intraventricular 

hemorrhage (sIVH), vary by 1- to 3-fold.2-4 Persistent hospital outcome variation while 

controlling for patient acuity suggests that hospital factors play a key role in this variation.4,5 

While availability of hospital resources, measured through AAP neonatal levels of care, and 

experience with the neonatal patient population, measured by volume, are both associated with 

neonatal outcomes, 6-8 the persistence of inter-hospital variation after accounting for these 

factors suggests that other hospital measures may contribute to this variation. little research has 

examined the role of NICU capacity strain on neonatal outcomes despite a robust association 

between ICU strain and adult outcomes.  

One potential factor is ICU strain. ICU strain is the ICU’s time-varying ability to meet care 

demands with available resources for potential patients.9 Strain is influenced by physical and 

human resources as well as patient volumes, acuity, and specialized needs.10 Measures of ICU 

strain frequently encompass the concepts of patient census, acuity, admissions, discharges, 

and staffing. The most commonly used measures of ICU strain include ICU census (potentially 

risk adjusted) and number of admissions.11,12 Increased ICU strain on an adult patient’s day of 

admission is associated with decreased in-hospital survival and safety practices.11,13-16  Despite 

strong evidence in the adult ICU, the role of NICU strain as a driver of hospital variation has 

been understudied. Limited published studies report an association of NICU census with risk of 

infection in very preterm infants17 and census with likelihood of discharge.18 By influencing 

quality of care delivered, NICU strain is hypothesized to ultimately influence patient outcomes 

(Conceptual Model, Figure 1).  

 Thus, the study objective was to examine the association of NICU strain at admission 

with in-hospital term and preterm mortality and morbidity. We chose to focus on strain at 
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admission as prior research supports both that delivery hospital has a strong influence on 

neonatal outcomes5 and admission ICU strain is associated with adult mortality.11 We used a 

novel measure of NICU that incorporates concepts of census and patient risk by measuring the  

standardized daily sum of infants < 44 weeks gestational age (GA) with a congenital anomaly 

plus all infants born < 33 weeks GA. We hypothesized that increased NICU strain would be 

associated with worse neonatal outcomes when controlling for both patient-level and hospital-

level factors. 

Methods 

Data and Study Population 

 Using 2008 to 2021 linked South Carolina vital statistics and hospital records, we 

conducted a retrospective cohort study of infants between born 22 and 44 weeks GA. Infant 

birth and death certificate data were linked to birthing parent and infant hospital administrative 

data by the South Carolina Department of Health with a reported birthing parent-infant match 

rate of 96-99% using described methods.19 We used the merged American Hospital Association 

(AHA) Annual Survey of Hospitals data to obtain hospital characteristics.20 Infants were 

excluded if they had missing birth certificate, birthing parent or infant hospital data or a birth 

weight greater than five standard deviations from the mean for GA, suggesting that one or both 

of these variables were miscoded (Supplemental Figure 1).21  To restrict the study population to 

birthing hospitals with NICUs, included infants were born at hospitals with neonatal care level 2 

or greater and with ≥ 5 births of infants <34 weeks GA per year (Supplemental Figure 1). 

Included infants also had a revenue code of level 2 or greater, which is consistent with the 

receipt of care in a NICU.  

This study followed the Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in 

Epidemiology (STROBE) guidelines.22 The Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia institutional 

review board determined that the abstracted data did not meet the requirements of human 

subjects research. Data use was approved by the South Carolina Department of Health. 
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Study Measures and Variables 

The primary exposure of interest was the NICU strain at admission. NICU strain was 

measured at admission given both the neonatal literature supporting the importance of the 

delivery hospital for patient outcomes5 and the adult literature emphasizing the role of admission 

strain on outcomes.11 Admission NICU strain was defined using a standardized measure of the 

daily census of higher-risk infants, defined as infants < 44 weeks GA with a congenital anomaly 

plus all infants born < 33 weeks GA. We included infants <44 weeks GA with a congenital 

anomaly in our definition as we know these infants are more likely to require resource intensive 

care, and thus serve as a proxy for unit-level acuity.23 We included all infants born < 33 weeks 

GA because prematurity also places infants at risk for increased resource utilization and 

potential acuity.24 We used a 33 week GA threshold instead of a 34 week GA threshold used to 

define NICUs as we aimed to identify a patient population at higher risk for resource utilization 

and acuity. Standardization was performed by subtracting the average annual hospital census of 

this higher-risk population from this daily census of this higher-risk population and then dividing 

by the average annual hospital census of this higher-risk population. Standardizing by a unit’s 

annual daily census of high-risk infants distinguishes this value from volume, as the measure 

assesses the deviation of the daily census of high-risk infants from the number of such patients 

that a hospital usually cares for.  After creating a separate group of patients born on days of 

zero strain, NICU strain was then divided into tertiles of low, typical, and high. Strain was 

assigned based on the value for the day prior to the patient’s birth to ensure the exposure 

occurred prior to the outcome. We chose a definition of NICU strain that intentionally did not 

incorporate care resources, such as nursing staffing ratios, as these data are typically 

unavailable for hospitals on a daily basis and annual values vary by other hospital factors such 

as financial health and stability.25  

The primary outcome was a composite of mortality and morbidity. For preterm infants, 

morbidity included severe (grade 3 or 4) intraventricular hemorrhage (IVH), necrotizing 
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enterocolitis (NEC), surgical retinopathy of prematurity (ROP), chronic lung disease (CLD) or 

infection as defined by ICD codes (Supplemental Table 1).26 For term infants, morbidity included 

moderate and severe unexpected newborn complications as previously defined.27 Outcomes for 

infants transferred after delivery were assigned to the birth hospital given literature supporting 

the role of the delivery hospital on neonatal outcomes.5  

Covariate Definitions 

 Patient-level covariates included gestational age (by week), infant sex,28 small for 

gestational age (<10th percentile for GA using Fenton growth chart),29,30 multiple gestation,28 and 

congenital anomaly,23 which have all been previously associated with the aforementioned 

outcome measures.  Birthing parent covariates included race and ethnicity,31 age,32 insurance,33 

education,34 smoking,35 any diabetes,36 any hypertension,37 BMI,38 mode of delivery,39 and birth 

year40 given known association with outcomes. We also examined hospital  characteristics 

including ownership,41  rurality,41 number of NICU beds,42 NICU level of care,43 and annual birth 

volume6 (Supplemental Table 2).  

Statistical Analyses 

 Descriptive statistics were reported using counts and percentages for categorical 

variables and means and SDs for continuous variables. We evaluated associations using χ2 

tests for dichotomous variables and analysis of variance for continuous variables. We examined 

the hospital level variability of patient level NICU strain using boxplots (Figure 2). We examined 

the overall association of tertiles of NICU strain with mortality and morbidity by using 

multivariable Poisson generalized linear mixed models with adjustment for birthing parent and 

infant to estimate risk ratios (Figures 3 and 4). After exploring described hospitals factors, we 

chose to use a fixed effect for hospital which captured the variation associated with these 

variables. We also used a fixed effect for hospital with neonatal level of care to isolate the effect 

of level of care while also addressing other hospital specific variation. Inclusion of this hospital 

fixed effect allows for one to interpret the strain variable in these models as the effect of 
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changes in strain within a given hospital on outcomes. Analyses were performed using Stata, 

version 18.  

Sensitivity Analyses 

 We performed several sensitivity analyses to ensure the robustness of our findings. We 

examined the number of NICU admissions as an alternative measure of NICU strain and did not 

find an association with overall, term, or preterm outcomes (Supplemental Figures 2 and 3). We 

also excluded level 2 units and patients with zero values for strain and found consistent results 

(Supplemental Figures 4 and 5). Finally, we employed an alternate measure of standardization, 

dividing by the 95% value of annual hospital census, with consistent results. 

Results 
 
 The study cohort included 64,647 infants from 30 hospitals (273 hospital-years). There 

were 29,605 term (46%) and 25,042 preterm (54%) infants. In the cohort, 15,700 infants (24%) 

were exposed to zero strain; 16,396 (25%) experienced low strain; 20,552 (31%) experienced 

typical strain; and 11,999 (19%) experienced high strain at admission (Table 1). Infants exposed 

to typical strain were more frequently preterm, multiple gestation, and had a major congenital 

anomaly. Infants exposed to typical strain at admission were more often born to Black birthing 

parents with government insurance, diabetes, hypertension, and obesity. These infants were 

more often delivered via cesarean section (Table 1). Infants born during a period of typical strain 

were also more likely to be born at a non-profit, level 4 hospital with high annual birth volume 

(Supplemental Table 2). 

 Figure 2 depicts the within and between variability of admission NICU strain by hospital. 

Hospitals with average daily hospital census of infants < 44 weeks GA with a congenital 

anomaly plus all infants born < 33 weeks GA less than 1 demonstrated more variability in NICU 

strain as the measure was standardized by dividing by this value, which is less than 1. Including 

a hospital fixed effect in our models allows us to interpret the strain variable as change of strain 
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within a given hospital, allowing us to interpret our findings in the midst of this hospital level 

variability. 

 In unadjusted bivariate analyses, infants born during times of typical strain for a given 

hospital  more frequently experienced composite, term, and preterm adverse outcomes (29% in 

the typical strain group vs. 21% in the high strain group and 12% in the zero strain group; Table 

1). In unadjusted analyses, there was a decreased incidence rate ratio of the primary outcome 

in infants exposed to zero strain (IRR 0.43, 95% CI 0.41 – 0.45), low strain (IRR 0.90, 95% CI 

0.87 – 0.94), and high strain (IRR 0.73, 95% CI 0.70 – 0.76) compared to typical strain.  

 In models adjusted for patient covariates with a fixed effect for hospital, exposure to birth 

during a period of high NICU strain for a given hospital was associated with an increased risk of 

mortality and morbidity (aIRR 1.07, 95% CI 1.01-1.12) compared to birth during typical strain. 

This suggests that within a single hospital, birth during increased NICU strain was associated 

with increased mortality and morbidity when controlling for patient covariates. In adjusted 

models, birth during a period of zero strain was associated with a decreased risk of mortality 

and morbidity (aIRR 0.43, 95% CI 0.41-0.45) compared to birth during typical strain. When we 

used a fixed hospital effect with neonatal level of care, these associations persisted for both 

birth during times of either high or zero NICU strain (high strain aIRR 1.07, 95% CI 1.01-1.12; 

zero strain aIRR 0.92, 95% CI 0.86-0.98). Neonatal level of care did not have a significant 

impact on outcomes (level 3 aIRR 0.81, 95% CI 0.59-1.11) in these models.  

 In models examining secondary outcomes unadjusted for covariates, birth during both 

zero and high strain were associated with a lower relative risk of term outcomes (zero strain IRR 

0.48, 95% CI 0.45 – 0.51; high strain RR 0.70, 95% CI 0.66 – 0.75) and preterm outcomes (zero 

strain IRR 0.31, 95% CI 0.28 – 0.34; high strain RR 0.74, 95% CI 0.70 – 0.78). After adjustment 

for patient and hospital covariates, zero strain remained associated with a decreased risk of the 

preterm outcomes (aIRR 0.89, 95% CI 0.79-0.99). 

Discussion 
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 Research in the adult ICU demonstrated association with ICU capacity strain and patient 

outcomes, such as mortality, and quality of care.11,13-16  This study examines the association of 

NICU strain at admission with neonatal mortality and morbidity. To do this, we developed a novel 

measure of NICU strain, capturing both census and patient risk at admission, and standardized 

for the typical daily census of high-risk infants experienced within that NICU for a given year. In 

adjusted models for patient and hospital characteristics, exposure to high NICU strain on 

admission was associated with increased risk of morbidity and mortality.  

 This study is the first to report the association with NICU strain at admission with 

neonatal mortality and morbidity, consistent with findings in the adult ICU literature. Unlike the 

adult ICU however, the NICU contains both a mix of critically ill and convalescing patients 

awaiting appropriate development of feeding, breathing, and thermoregulation. This leads to 

NICUs have a longer average length of stay (approximately 13 days)44 compared to an adult 

ICU (approximately 3 days).45  It is particularly noteworthy that NICU strain at admission is 

associated with adverse neonatal outcomes because the NICU population is exposed to a 

longer admission period with varying exposure to strain. Our work supports prior literature 

highlighting the importance of the admission period surround delivery as essential in shaping 

neonatal outcomes.5  

 Increased adult ICU strain, measured through acuity-adjusted census and admissions, is 

associated with in-hospital adult mortality and decreased safety practices, including routine 

prophylaxis for venous thromboembolism and stress ulcers and routine sepsis admission 

procedures.11,13,15,16 Interestingly, our study suggests that in the NICU, only patient risk-adjusted 

census is associated with increased neonatal mortality and morbidity. One potential hypothesis 

for this finding is that births, and thus NICU admissions, may occur at a more regular cadence 

and thus cause less stress to the NICU system compared to an unplanned critical care 

admission. Future work examining the influence of NICU strain should consider examining 

whether admissions represent a substantial enough stress to influence more subtle measures, 
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including quality of care. Prior literature reporting increased risk of sepsis during periods of 

increased proportion of infants <32 weeks GA in the NICU suggest that more subtle stressors 

may have an influence on quality of care and outcomes in the NICU.17 Future work may also 

consider examining the association of NICU strain with discharge and transfer, an association 

that has been described in prior work, and with birthing parent outcomes.18,46  

 This study has limitations. First, this study reports the influence of NICU strain in a single 

state given the quantity of daily data. Further examination in additional states is necessary to 

ensure generalizability. Second, while we adjusted for patient and birthing parent covariates, 

including presence of congenital anomalies and gestational age, to capture patient acuity, our 

data source did not contain additional clinical variables, such as days on the ventilator, to further 

control for patient acuity. Future work should explore whether incorporation of additional 

variables beyond congenital anomalies and gestational age will allow for more accurate 

identification of a high risk and acuity population contributing to NICU strain. Finally, while strain 

categories were defined using distributions of NICU strain, further research to establish optimal 

thresholds for high NICU strain are merited.  

 Despite these limitations, this study has many strengths. It uses a large, multiyear 

dataset of linked birthing parent-infant data capturing a variety of hospital types to create a 

novel definition of NICU capacity strain. It is the first study to report an association between 

NICU strain and neonatal morbidity and mortality. Additionally, it controls for other key hospital-

level drivers of outcomes through a fixed effect and incorporation of neonatal levels of care. Our 

work indicates that NICU strain is an important and separate driver of outcome variability. By 

providing a definition of NICU strain, this work offers a first look into better understanding how 

NICU capacity strain influences neonatal outcome variation and associated disparities.  

 Future work is needed to better understand how NICU capacity strain may be mitigated.  

Longitudinal studies demonstrate a 42% increase in NICU beds from 1991 to 2017 without a 

clear relationship to associated increased in newborn risk.47 National studies may consider how 
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this increase in NICU bed supply has influenced NICU strain over time. Additionally, the 

observed rise in discretionary NICU admissions for larger and less premature infants seen in 

recent years may also lead to increased capacity strain in the NICU, potentially negatively 

impacting patient outcomes.48,49 Our study examined the influence of NICU strain on admission 

only, and further work is needed to evaluate how the influence of NICU strain changes 

throughout the hospitalization. Finally, prior research suggests that nurse-staffing ratios are 

highly relevant to the very preterm infant population.50 Further investigation into how resources 

such as nurse staffing influence the relationship between NICU strain and patient outcomes are 

warranted.  

Conclusion 

 Exposure to high NICU strain at admission was associated with increased risk of 

neonatal mortality and morbidity when adjusting for infant, birthing parent, and hospital 

characteristics, including level of care. Further research is merited to characterize the influence 

of NICU strain on care processes and quality of care, as well as the influence of changing NICU 

strain over the course of the hospitalization. Future studies are needed to understand if 

available hospital resources, such as nurse: patient ratios, can mitigate the adverse effects of 

high NICU strain. Ultimately, this work supports the importance of capacity management in the 

NICU to optimize patient outcomes.   
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Figure Legends 

 
Figure 1. Conceptual Model of NICU Strain and its Relationship with Processes and Outcomes 
of Care 
 
 
Figure 2. Variation in NICU strain by hospital 
NICU strain was calculated as a standardized measure of the daily census of infants < 44 
weeks GA with a congenital anomaly plus infants born < 33 weeks GA. Standardization was 
performed by calculating this daily census minus the average annual hospital census, divided by 
the average annual hospital census.  
Abbreviations: GA – Gestational age; NICU – Neonatal Intensive Care Unit 
 
Figure 3. Association of NICU Strain with Composite Primary Outcome in Unadjusted and 
Adjusted Models 
Models were multivariable modified poisson generalized linear mixed models. Patient 
characteristics include birthing parent variables (age, race and/or ethnicity, diabetes, 
hypertension, BMI, smoking, insurance, education, and cesarean section) and infant variables 
(gestational age, gender, small for gestational age, multiple gestation, multiple congenital 
anomalies). Hospital was controlled for with a fixed effect. AAP NICU level was included for the 
final set of models. Birth year was included in all models.  
 
Figure 4. Association of NICU Strain with Preterm and Term Mortality and Morbidity in 
Unadjusted and Adjusted Models 
Models were multivariable modified poisson generalized linear mixed models. Patient 
characteristics include birthing parent variables (age, race and/or ethnicity, diabetes, 
hypertension, BMI, smoking, insurance, education, and cesarean section) and infant variables 
(gestational age, gender, small for gestational age, multiple gestation, multiple congenital 
anomalies). Hospital was controlled for with a fixed effect. AAP NICU level was included for the 
final set of models. Birth year was included in all models.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 8, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.07.24310050doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.07.24310050


 18

Table 1. Perinatal Characteristics Overall and by NICU Strain Categories 
Characteristics  Overall Zero Strain Low Strain Typical Strain High Strain 
 N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) 
Patient N=64,647 N=15,700 N=16,396 N=20,552 N=11,999 
Female Sex* 29,538 (46) 7,043 (44) 7,449 (45) 9,570 (47) 5,476 (46) 
Gestational age subgroup**      
   < 28 weeks GA 3,433 (5) 0 (0) 1,109 (7) 1,801 (9) 523 (4) 
  28 – 31 weeks GA 6,014 (9) 0 (0) 1,745 (11) 3,303 (16) 966 (8) 
  32 – 34 weeks GA 14,323 (22) 1,461 (9) 3,969 (24) 5,693 (28) 3,200 (27) 
  35 – 36 weeks GA 11,272 (17) 3,561 (23) 2,790 (17) 2,905 (14) 2,016 (17) 
  >37 weeks GA 29,605 (46) 10,678 (68) 6,783 (41) 6,850 (33) 5,294 (44) 
Small for Gestational Age** 9,611 (15) 2,290 (15) 2,610 (16) 3,138 (15) 1,573 (13) 
Multiple Gestation** 8,730 (14) 1,174 (7) 2,147 (13) 3,652 (18) 1,757 (15) 
Major Congenital Anomaly** 4,218 (7) 38 (0.2) 1,233 (8) 2,061 (10) 886 (7) 
Birthing Parent      
Race and Ethnicity**      
   Asian/ Pacific Islander 668 (1) 182 (1) 175 (1) 193 (0.9) 118 (1) 
   Black 23,911 (37) 4,922 (31) 6,429 (39) 8,256 (40) 4,304 (36) 
   Hispanic 2,335 (4) 432 (3) 678 (4) 882 (4) 343 (3) 
   Other 3,209 (5) 761 (5) 826 (5) 1,013 (5) 609 (5) 
   White 34,524 (53) 9,403 (60) 8,288 (51) 10,208 (50) 6,625 (55) 
Age (years)**      
   <20 5,304 (8) 1,348 (9) 1,344 (8) 1,649 (8) 963 (8) 
   20-24 16,514 (26) 4,207 (27) 4,113 (25) 4,980 (24) 3,214 (27) 
   25-34 33,420 (52) 8,049 (51) 8,475 (52) 10,777 (52) 6,119 (51) 
   35-39 7,533 (12) 1,718 (11) 1,955 (12) 2,498 (12) 1,362 (11) 
   ≥40 1,876 (3) 378 (2) 509 (3) 648 (3) 341 (3) 
Insurance**      
   Government 37,647 (58) 8,860 (56) 9,749 (59) 12,224 (59) 6,814 (57) 
   Private 25,335 (39) 6,554 (42) 6,171 (38) 7,685 (37) 4,925 (41) 
   Self-Pay 1,364 (2) 248 (2) 394 (2) 503 (2) 219 (2) 
   Other 301 (0.5) 38 (0.2) 82 (0.5) 140 (0.7) 41 (0.3) 
Education (years)      
   8th grade or less 1,502 (2) 318 (2) 388 (2) 547 (3) 249 (2) 
   9-12th grade, no degree 9,410 (15) 2,270 (14) 2,358 (14) 3,120 (15) 1,662 (14) 
   High School/GED 16,718 (26) 4,104 (26) 4,299 (26) 5,280 (26) 3,035 (25) 
   Some college 22,752 (35.) 5,465 (35) 5,779 (35) 7,115 (35) 4,393 (37) 
   4-year college 8,976 (14) 2,236 (14) 2,242 (14) 2,808 (14) 1,690 (14) 
   >4-year college 5,062 (8) 1,237 (8) 1,283 (8) 1,629 (8) 913 (8) 
   Missing 227 (0.4) 70 (0.5) 47 (0.3) 53 (0.3) 57 (0.5) 
Any Smoking During 
Pregnancy 

13,000 (20) 3,131 (20) 3,264 (20) 4,171 (20) 2,434 (20) 

Diabetes** 9,199 (14) 2,059 (13) 2,469 (15) 3,241 (16) 1,430 (12) 
Hypertension** 10,672 (17) 2,014 (13) 3,082 (19) 4,066 (20) 1,510 (13) 
BMI**      
   Underweight 2,447 (4) 601 (4) 623 (4) 754 (4) 469 (4) 
   Normal 22,627 (35) 5,685 (36) 5,600 (34) 7,092 (35) 4,250 (35) 
   Overweight 15,227 (24) 3,668 (23) 3,893 (24) 4,821 (23) 2,845 (24) 
   Obese 16,880 (26) 3,950 (25) 4,401 (27) 5,460 (27) 3,069 (26) 
   Obese+ 6,130 (9) 1,243 (8) 1,687 (10) 2,181 (11) 1,019 (8) 
   Missing 1,336 (2) 553 (4) 192 (1) 244 (1) 347 3) 
Cesarean** 35,326 (55) 7,674 (49) 9,125 (56) 12,205 (59) 6,322 (53) 
Composite Outcome** 14,633 (23) 1,950 (12) 4,267 (26) 5,911 (29) 2,505 (21) 
Term Outcome** 6,528 (22) 1,512 (14) 1,899 (28) 2,022 (30) 1,095 (21) 
Preterm Outcome** 8,105 (23) 438 (9) 2,368 (25) 3,889 (28) 1,410 (21) 
Abbreviations: GA – Gestational Age; GED – General Education Development; NICU – Neonatal Intensive Care Unit;  
** Indicates p < 0.01, * Indicates p <0.05 
Please see methods for descriptions of covariates and outcomes. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model of NICU Strain and its Relationship with Processes and Outcomes 
of Care 
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Figure 2. Variation in NICU strain by hospital 

 
 
NICU strain was calculated as a standardized measure of the daily census of infants < 44 
weeks GA with a congenital anomaly plus infants born < 33 weeks GA. Standardization was 
performed by calculating this daily census minus the average annual hospital census, divided by
the average annual hospital census.  
Abbreviations: GA – Gestational age; NICU – Neonatal Intensive Care Unit 
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Figure 3. Association of NICU Strain with Composite Primary Outcome in Unadjusted and 
Adjusted Models 
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Figure 4. Association of NICU Strain with Preterm and Term Mortality and Morbidity in Unadjusted and Adjusted Models  
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