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ABSTRACT
Background: Knowledge on resting energy expenditure (REE) in
spinal muscular atrophy type I (SMAI) is still limited. The lack of a
population-specific REE equation has led to poor nutritional support
and impairment of nutritional status.
Objective: To identify the best predictors of measured REE (mREE)
among simple bedside parameters, to include these predictors in
population-specific equations, and to compare such models with the
common predictive equations.
Methods: Demographic, clinical, anthropometric, and treatment
variables were examined as potential predictors of mREE by indirect
calorimetry (IC) in 122 SMAI children consecutively enrolled in
an ongoing longitudinal observational study. Parameters predicting
REE were identified, and prespecified linear regression models
adjusted for nusinersen treatment (discrete: 0 = no; 1 = yes) were
used to develop predictive equations, separately in spontaneously
breathing and mechanically ventilated patients.
Results: In naïve patients, the median (25th, 75th percentile)
mREE was 480 (412, 575) compared with 394 (281, 554) kcal/d
in spontaneously breathing and mechanically ventilated patients,
respectively (P = 0.009). In nusinersen-treated patients, the median
(25th, 75th percentile) mREE was 609 (592, 702) compared with
639 (479, 723) kcal/d in spontaneously breathing and mechanically
ventilated patients, respectively (P = 0.949). Both in spontaneously
breathing and mechanically ventilated patients, the best prediction of
REE was obtained from 3 models, all using as predictors: 1 body size
related measurement and nusinersen treatment status. Nusinersen
treatment was correlated with higher REE both in spontaneously
breathing and mechanically ventilated patients. The population-
specific equations showed a lower interindividual variability of the
bias than the other equation tested, however, they showed a high root
mean squared error.

Conclusions: We demonstrated that ventilatory status, nusinersen
treatment, demographic, and anthropometric characteristics deter-
mine energy requirements in SMAI. Our SMAI-specific equations
include variables available in clinical practice and were generally
more accurate than previously published equations. At the individual
level, however, IC is strongly recommended for assessing energy
requirements. Further research is needed to externally validate these
predictive equations. Am J Clin Nutr 2020;00:1–14.
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Introduction
Spinal muscular atrophy (SMA) is a rare autosomal recessive

neurodegenerative disease characterized by the degeneration
of spinal cord motor neurons, atrophy of skeletal muscles,
and generalized weakness (1). SMA is caused by deletion,
conversion, or mutation of the survival motor neuron 1 (SMN1)
gene (2). SMA type I (SMAI), together with the prenatal type 0,
is the most severe phenotype of the 5 forms of SMA. Children
with SMAI show hypotonia and muscle weakness at birth or
within the first months of life, never acquire the independent
sitting position, and show progressive difficulty in breathing
and swallowing (3), requiring early mechanical ventilation and
artificial feeding (4). Both over- and undernutrition are reported
in SMA (5, 6), suggesting a multifactorial impairment that can
produce very different nutritional phenotypes. Until recently,
multidisciplinary supportive care was the only option to manage
the respiratory, nutritional, and orthopedic comorbidities, but
between 2016 and 2017 nusinersen treatment was approved
by the FDA and the European Medicines Agency. Nusinersen
is an antisense oligonucleotide designed to modulate pre-
mRNA splicing of the SMN2 gene, for treatment of all SMA
types. Although nusinersen is not a definitive cure, clinical
trials have demonstrated significant improvements in survival
and motor function, particularly in patients treated promptly
(7, 8).

There is a significant gap in knowledge regarding energy
requirement estimations in SMA; therefore, it is not usually
possible to prescribe the optimal energy intake for SMA patients
according to their specific energy requirements. The dietary
clinical management in SMAI patients is also hampered by
their abnormalities in body composition. As previously demon-
strated (9, 10), SMAI patients can appear severely underweight
compared with healthy children’s growth charts, due to the
disproportion in fat mass (FM) and fat-free mass (FFM) (10).
This imbalance leads to the misinterpretation of nutritional status
and the imprecise determination of resting energy expenditure
(REE).

The gold standard method for the determination of REE is
indirect calorimetry (IC) (11); however, IC devices are rarely
available in clinics, and nutritional care professionals often have
to rely on predictive equations to estimate REE. WHO (12) and
Schofield (13) equations have been studied to a limited extent
in treatment-naïve SMA patients, all showing overestimation of
energy requirements compared with REE obtained by IC (4, 14,
15). The International Standards of Care for SMA recommended
9–11 kcal/height (cm) regardless of age, sex, and clinical status
(16), without external validation studies confirming this energy
recommendation. Essentially, there are currently no predictive
equations specifically developed for the estimation of REE in
SMAI patients.

The primary aim of this study was to develop a predictive
energy equation for SMAI children. We therefore investigated the
most relevant predictors of measured resting energy expenditure
(mREE) among various demographic, anthropometric, and
clinical variables, including nusinersen treatment and type of
feeding and breathing. The secondary aim was to establish the
overall precision of our predictive energy equation in comparison
with other commonly used equations.

Methods

Sample and study design

Since April 2015, a longitudinal observational study in SMA
children has been conducted at the International Center for
the Assessment of Nutritional Status (ICANS), University of
Milan. On 18 January, 2019, 158 patients with a clinical and
genetic diagnosis of SMAI were consecutively enrolled; patients
were included in the present study according to the following
inclusion criteria: Caucasian children with a body weight of
≥5 kg, age lower than 10 y, absence of acute infections, no
inclusion in ongoing experimental pharmacological trials, and
clinical management according to the guidelines set out in the
Consensus Statement for Standard of Care in SMA (17–19).
Patients under nusinersen treatment had received ≥4 loading
doses. Patients with hemodynamic or respiratory instability or
ventilated with an inspiratory oxygen fraction (FIO2) >0.6 or
positive end-expiratory pressure (PEEP) >10 cm H2O were also
excluded in order to avoid measurement errors due to gas leaks
and hypercatabolic status.

The participant flow chart is available as online supporting
material (Supplementary Figure 1).

Patients

Patients were recruited from 5 clinical referral centers for SMA
in Italy (Developmental Neurology Unit, Fondazione IRCCS
Istituto Neurologico Carlo Besta, Milan; SAPRE UONPIA,
Fondazione IRCSS Cà Granda, Policlinico di Milano, Milan;
Department of Neurosciences, Neuromuscular, and Neurode-
generative Disorders Unit, Laboratory of Molecular Medicine,
Bambino Gesu’ Children’s Research Hospital, IRCCS, Rome;
Italian Department of Neurosciences and Rehabilitation, Institute
“G. Gaslini,” Genoa; and Department of Women’s and Children’s
Health, University of Padua, Padua). On the same morning, IC,
anthropometric measurements, and clinical examination were
performed for each patient at the ICANS center. The study
protocol received Institutional Review Board approvals (Ethics
Committee of the University of Milan n.7/16 and Carlo Besta
Neurological Institute Foundation n.37/2016) and completely
complied with the Helsinki Declaration. The parents, on behalf
of their children, gave their informed and written consent to the
study.

Study variables

The dependent variable was the measured REE (mREE,
kcal/d) by IC. The independent variables were categorized
into 3 groups: demographic, anthropometric, and clinical. The
demographic variables included age at study date and sex. The
anthropometric variables included body weight (BW, kg), supine
length (SL, m), tibia length (TL, cm), and BMI (BW/SL2, kg/m2).
The clinical variables included type of breathing: spontaneous
compared with mechanical ventilation (noninvasive mechanical
ventilation [NIV] or invasive ventilation-tracheostomy [IVT]),
type of feeding (oral compared with nasogastric tube or
gastrostomy), and the presence of nusinersen treatment (yes:
treated, ≥4 infusions; no: untreated). The clinical variables were
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collected by a pediatric neurologist (GB) 1 d before nutritional
and REE evaluation.

REE was also estimated using predictive equations (pREE).
The clinical data were prospectively collected and reported in
electronic medical records.

Measured REE

An open-circuit ventilated-hood system IC (VMAX Sensor
Medics 29) designed to measure VO2 (oxygen consumption)
and VCO2 (carbon dioxide production) from ventilation gases in
both spontaneously breathing and ventilated patients was used
to measure mREE. IC was calibrated daily before starting the
tests, using a 2-point calibration method based on 2 separate
mixtures of known gas content. The flow rate was calibrated
with a 3-liter syringe, according to the IC manufacturer’s
instructions.

Each measurement was done by 2 trained dietitians early or
late morning (between 09:00 and 13:00) after a 6-h fast for
patients under 1-y old, after a 12-h fast for patients older than
1 y, or after stopping continuous enteral feeding in tube-fed
children for 4 h to eliminate nutrient thermogenesis. Children laid
awake completely at rest supine on a bed in a thermally neutral
environment (24◦C) and were destressed by infant music or video
cartoons.

In spontaneously and NIV-supported breathing patients, gas
exchange was measured by a transparent ventilated canopy. To
avoid gas leakages, the subject’s head was carefully wrapped with
a plastic sleeve. Following the protocol validated by Siirala et al.
(20) in NIV-supported breathing patients, the expiration valve of
the ventilation mask was placed near the canopy’s aperture from
which the mixed gases were suctioned into the IC. In addition,
the plastic sleeve of the canopy was tucked carefully under the
pillow and wrapped around the inspiration tubing and along the
body of the child to minimize any leakage into the measurement
circuit.

In IVT patients, expired gas was collected from the expi-
ratory outlet of the ventilator by flexible tubing connected to
the IC.

A 15-min resting period was maintained before starting the
measurements in order to balance the mixing canopy of the
instrument with alveolar gas from the patient. Any breath values
with a >10% difference, reflecting an airway leak, were not
included in the calculation. Before the study, each patient was
suctioned to clear secretions from the trachea. This procedure
was approved by the IC manufacturer and had been previously
applied in REE assessment in mechanically ventilated patients in
several studies (21, 22).

Respiratory gas samples were taken for ≥20 min and the data
collected during the first 5 min were discarded, as recommended
by Isbell et al. (23). This allowed the subjects to acclimatize
themselves to the canopy and instrument noise. An air flow
value of 12 L/min was maintained for a weight range of 5–
10 kg and of 15 L/min when the child’s weight was over
10 kg.

A 5-min steady state was defined as the first 5 consecutive
stable 1-min readings with a coefficient of variation <5% for
VCO2 and VO2 (21, 24).

To calculate mREE, oxygen consumption and carbon dioxide
production were substituted into the modified Weir equa-

tion (25):

mREE (kcal/day) = [3.941 VO2 (mL/min)

+1.106 VCO2 (mL/min)] × 1.44 (1)

Patients ventilated (NIV or IVT) for <16 h a day performed
consecutive REE measurement both with and without the NIV
support. This approach enabled us to measure the effect of
ventilation support on REE.

The association between demographic, clinical, and anthropo-
metric variables with mREE was evaluated to test whether these
factors had a significant influence on energy expenditure.

Predicted REE

The mREE was then compared with the following published
REE prediction equations: 1) WHO (12), 2) Schofield (13), 3)
General Guidelines for SMA Children (16), and 4) Culley and
Middleton (26). The algorithm of each equation for the prediction
of REE is reported in Table 1.

Anthropometric variables

All anthropometric measurements were collected by 2 well-
trained dietitians and had been standardized by applying con-
ventional criteria (27) and recognized measuring procedures, as
described previously (28). Specifically, BW was measured using
a wheelchair scale to the nearest 100 g: the child and wheelchair
were weighed together, then the wheelchair was weighed alone,
and the difference in the 2 measurements gave the weight of the
subject. Infants with a BW of 5–7 kg were weighed in the arms
of a family member or observer, after which only the adult was
weighed, and the difference of the weights was obtained.

SL was measured in segments using a straight edge (Seca 210)
from the top of the head to the greater trochanter of the hip, from
the hip to the femoral epicondyle of the knee, and from the knee to
the distal point of the calcaneus. To identify the top of the head,
a vertical headboard was used, and the tape was positioned on
a line parallel to the sagittal plane, passing through the greater
trochanter of the hip (9).

BMI was calculated by the following formula: BW (kg)/SL2

(m2). Sex-specific weight, length, and BMI-Z-scores were
derived using the 2006 WHO Growth Standards (29). According
to WHO Z-score (SDS) cut-off points, BMI-for-age values below
–1.644 (5th percentile) were considered underweight, between –
1.644 and +1.036 normal weight, between +1.036 and +1.644
overweight, and above +1.644 obese.

TL, approximated to the nearest 0.5 cm, was taken along the
child’s left side by a nonelastic tape and with the child lying
supine on the exam table, as with the SL measurement. TL was
measured from the proximal end of the medial border of the tibia
to the distal tip of the medial malleolus (28).

Clinical variables

A medical history was collected to define the presence,
type, and duration of ventilatory support [spontaneous compared
with mechanical ventilation (NIV or IVT)] and feeding (oral
compared with nasogastric tube or gastrostomy). In patients
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TABLE 1 Predictive equations for calculating resting energy expenditure (kcal/d)

Girls Boys

WHO (12)
0–3 y REE = 60.9 × BW – 54 REE = 61 × BW – 51
3–10 y REE = 22.7 × BW + 495 REE = 22.4 × BW + 499

Schofield (BW) (13)
0–3 y REE = 59.48 × BW – 30.33 REE = 58.29 × BW – 31.05
3–10 y REE = 22.7 × BW + 505 REE = 20.3 × BW + 486

Schofield (BW&SL) (13)
0–3 y REE = 0.167 × BW + 15.174 × SL – 617.6 REE = 16.25 × BW + 10.232 × SL – 413.5
3–10 y REE = 19.6 × BW + 130.3 × SL + 414.9 REE = 16.97 × BW + 161.8 × SL + 371.2

General Guidelines for SMA Children (16, 18)
All ages REE = 9–11 kcal/ SL REE = 9–11 kcal/ SL

Culley & Middleton1 (26)
All ages REE = 11.1 kcal/ SL REE = 11.1 kcal/ SL

1Nonambulatory patients.
BW, body weight (kg); REE, resting energy expenditure; SL, supine length (cm); SMA, spinal muscular atrophy.

treated with nusinersen, the number of intrathecal infusions was
also collected.

Statistical analysis

Most continuous variables were not Gaussian distributed,
and all are reported as median (25th, 75th percentile). Discrete
variables are reported as the number and proportion of subjects
with the characteristic of interest.

We evaluated the contribution of age, BW, SL, and TL to
REE, separately in spontaneously breathing and mechanically
ventilated patients, using linear regression models adjusted for
nusinersen treatment (discrete: 0 = no; 1 = yes). Standard
diagnostic plots were used to evaluate model fit (30). Not
unexpectedly, age, BW, SL, and TL were collinear, so we did not
need to develop multivariable models. The adjusted coefficient
of determination (R2

adj) and the root mean squared error of
the estimate (RMSE) were used as measures of model fit. The
95% CIs of the regression coefficients, R2

adj, and RMSE were
calculated using bootstrap analysis on 1000 random samples
of 83 spontaneously breathing patients and 39 mechanically
ventilated patients. Bootstrap analysis offers an efficient way of
correcting for over optimism and is currently considered the best
method for internal crossvalidations (31).

Bias was calculated as (estimated REE – mREE) and
percentage bias as [(estimated REE – mREE)/mREE] ∗100 (32).

Bland–Altman plots of percentage bias [(pREE
– mREE)/average] compared with average bias
[(pREE + mREE)/2] were used to investigate the agreement
between currently available REE predictive equations and mREE
by IC.

The Wilcoxon rank sum test was used to compare mREE in
subpopulations determined by ventilation and nusinersen status.

Statistical analysis was performed using Stata 15.1 (Stata
Corporation).

Results

Demographic, clinical, and anthropometric variables

In total, 122 SMAI children (73 girls and 49 boys) were
included in the study. The median (25th, 75th percentile) age

was 13 (5, 25) mo. Thirty-four percent of the children (n = 42)
were on mechanical ventilation (22% with NIV and 12% with
IVT) and 31% were artificially fed (23% with percutaneous
endoscopic gastroscopy and 8% with a nasogastric tube). In
the whole sample, the median SDS of weight and BMI were –
1.46 and –2.35, respectively, corresponding to the 7th and 0.4th
percentiles of the WHO distribution. The median SDS of length
was 0.37, corresponding to the 64th percentile of the WHO
distribution.

Table 2 shows the demographic, clinical, and anthropometric
variables stratified by nusinersen and ventilatory status. In
both naïve and nusinersen-treated patients, we did not observe
significant differences in age and age-normalized variables
between spontaneously breathing and mechanically ventilated
patients.

Table 3 shows the measured and predicted values of REE as
absolute values (kcal/d) and normalized for kg of BW (kcal ·
d−1 · kg−1) in naïve and nusinersen-treated patients according to
ventilatory status.

In naïve patients, the median (25th, 75th percentile)
mREE was 480 (412, 575) compared with 394 (281,
554) kcal/d in spontaneously breathing and mechanically
ventilated patients, respectively (P = 0.009). The median
(25th, 75th percentile) mREE was 63 (54, 71) compared
with 51 (19, 61) kcal/d per kg of BW in spontaneously
breathing and mechanically ventilated patients, respectively
(P <0.001).

By contrast, in nusinersen-treated patients, the median (25th,
75th percentile) mREE was 609 (592, 702) compared with 639
(479, 723) kcal/d in spontaneously breathing and mechanically
ventilated patients, respectively (P = 0.949). The median (25th,
75th percentile) mREE was 66 (58, 76) compared with 67 (56, 76)
kcal/d per kg of BW in spontaneously breathing and mechanically
ventilated patients, respectively (P = 0.925).

Influence of demographic, anthropometric, and clinical
variables on mREE values

To test whether age, BW, SL, TL, ventilatory status, and nusin-
ersen treatment had a significant impact on energy expenditure,
we plotted in Figure 1 the relations between these variables and
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REE predictive equations for SMAI 7

FIGURE 1 Relation between age, weight, body, and tibia length and measured resting energy expenditure (mREE) according to the ventilatory status (yes
compared with no) and nusinersen treatment (yes compared with no). A) Plots the relation between age, weight, supine and tibia length, and mREE according
to the ventilatory status (yes compared with no). B) Plots the relation between age, weight, supine and tibia length, and mREE according to the nusinersen
treatment (yes compared with no). Children with mechanical ventilation (noninvasive mechanical ventilation or invasive ventilation-tracheostomy) have been
considered ventilated. Children with ≥4 infusions have been considered treated. REE, resting energy expenditure.
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8 Bertoli et al.

FIGURE 2 Difference between measured resting energy expenditure (kcal/d) with and without mechanical ventilation during the same session in 10
subgroup children. REEvent, measured resting energy expenditure with mechanical ventilation; REEnovent, measured resting energy expenditure in spontaneous
breathing.

mREE according to the ventilatory status (yes compared with no)
and nusinersen treatment (yes compared with no).

Ventilated patients had a lower REE in relation to all
independent variables considered, whereas patients treated with
nusinersen had a higher REE than the untreated ones. The
magnitude of ventilation status effect on mREE was also
evaluated in a subsample of 10 children, by measuring REE
with and without the artificial ventilator during the same
session. Figure 2 plots the difference between the estimated
REE with and without the artificial ventilator during the same
session for each child. The median difference between the
estimated and measured REE in the 10 children was –305 kcal/d,
with a within-children difference ranging from –594 to
–218 kcal/d.

Development of population-specific REE equations

Table 4 gives the regression models used to develop
population-specific equations for spontaneously breathing and
mechanically ventilated SMAI patients.

Spontaneously breathing patients

The best prediction of REE was obtained from models M2,
M3, and M4.

Model M2 employs BW and nusinersen treatment as predictors
and explains 63% (bootstrapped 95% CI: 48, 79%) of REE
variance with an RMSE of 86 (bootstrapped 95% CI: 72, 101)

kcal/d. The corresponding equation is:

REE (kcal/d)

=35∗BW (kg) +75∗nusinersen treatment (1=yes)+219 (2)

Model M3 employs SL and nusinersen treatment as predictors
and explains 63% (bootstrapped 95% CI: 47, 79%) of REE
variance with an RMSE of 85 (bootstrapped 95% CI: 69, 101)
kcal/d. The corresponding equation is:

REE (kcal/d)

=6∗SL (cm) +75∗nusinersen treatment (1=yes)+10 (3)

Model M4 employs TL and nusinersen treatment as predictors
and explains 62% (bootstrapped 95% CI: 48, 76%) of REE
variance with an RMSE of 88 (bootstrapped 95% CI: 74, 102)
kcal/d. The corresponding equation is:

REE (kcal/d)

=24∗TL (cm) +97∗nusinersen treatment (1 = yes)+179 (4)

Models M2, M3, and M4 gave identical measures of model fit
due to the fact that weight and SL are virtually surrogate measures
(Spearman’s rho = 0.85, P <0.0001).

Mechanically ventilated patients

The best prediction of REE was obtained from model M8 and,
subsequently, from model M5, M6, and M7.
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Model M8 employs TL and nusinersen treatment as predictors
and explains 22% (bootstrapped 95% CI: 0, 45%) of REE
variance with an RMSE of 197 (bootstrapped 95% CI: 159, 234)
kcal/d. The corresponding equation is:

REE (kcal/d)

=14∗TL(kg) +200∗nusinersen treatment (1 =yes)+190 (5)

An REE calculator (https://jscalc.io/calc/Q91zp6clkwI9PVB
n) can be used as a further aid.

Accuracy of tested and new population-specific equations to
predict REE

Table 5 reports the bias and percentage bias of the tested and
the new population-specific equations stratified for nusinersen
and ventilatory status.

In both naïve and nusinersen-treated patients, the Culley
and Middleton equation for nonambulatory patients had the
highest median (25th, 75th percentile) percentage bias [77% (56–
112%) compared with 44% (33–68%), respectively] followed by
the General Nutrition Guidelines for Spinal Muscular Atrophy
(SMAGNG) equation [43% (27–72%) compared with 16% (8–
37%), respectively], even when we considered ventilation status.
Both equations are based on SL: their use in SMA patients leads
to considerable overestimation of REE. SL contribution on REE
ranged from 9 to 11.1 kcal/cm in the Culley and Middleton and
SMAGNG equations (16, 26), whereas in our equations it was
only 6 (95% CI: 5, 8) kcal/cm in spontaneously breathing patients
and 2 (95% CI: 0, 4) kcal/cm in mechanically ventilated patients,
as shown in Table 4. The Schofield BW and SL equations (13) had
the lowest median percentage bias in nusinersen-treated patients
(both in spontaneously breathing and mechanically ventilated
patients) and in naïve spontaneously breathing patients. Overall,
the WHO equation performed better than the other equations,
with low median percentage bias in all subpopulation groups.

Figure 3 shows Bland and Altman plots for each REE
predictive equation compared with measured REE stratified for
nusinersen and ventilatory status. Differences were not normally
distributed for any equation (Shapiro–Wilk normality test), so
limits of agreement were not computed. These plots add to the
results from Table 5, revealing a proportional bias affecting even
equations with a low median bias.

Discussion
To our knowledge, this is the first study to develop population-

specific predictive energy equations for naïve and nusinersen-
treated SMAI children breathing spontaneously or on mechanical
ventilation with a higher accuracy than the existing equations. It
is common practice in healthy subjects and neurological patients
(12, 13, 26) to only include demographic and anthropometric
variables (e.g., sex, weight, length) in REE predictive equations.
Based on the results of this study, the addition of nusinersen
treatment produced a better fitting model of mREE in SMAI.

One of the most important findings is the critical role of
ventilatory status on mREE in SMAI children. We investigated
its contribution in 2 different ways: firstly, by plotting the
relations between demographic, clinical, and anthropometric
variables and mREE according to the ventilatory status (yes
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TABLE 5 Bias and percentage bias of tested and new population-specific equations

Naïve Nusinersen

Spontaneous
breathing

Mechanical
ventilation Total

Spontaneous
breathing

Mechanical
ventilation Total

N = 73 N = 26 N = 99 N = 10 N = 13 N = 23

Predicted resting energy expenditure
Bias Schofield BW, kcal/d − 53 (−114, 11) 33 (−47, 471) − 40 (−103, 27) − 98 (−177, −26) − 62 (−152, 71) − 95 (−172, 8)
Bias Schofield BW, % − 12 (−24, 3) 8 (−14, 151) − 7 (−23, 6) − 18 (−27, −4) − 13 (−25, 11) − 14 (−26, −1)
Bias Schofield BW and SL, kcal/d − 18 (−61, 54) 206 (0, 555) 13 (−57, 83) − 38 (−81, 29) − 33 (−104, 93) − 38 (−87, 73)
Bias Schofield BW and SL, % − 4 (−13, 9) 45 (0, 204) 2 (−12, 20) − 4 (−13, 5) − 5 (−13, 16) − 5 (−13, 12)
Bias WHO, kcal/d − 65 (−119, 20) 49 (−50, 572) − 38 (−107, 42) − 95 (−190, −23) − 71 (−148, 75) − 90 (−185, −8)
Bias WHO, % − 13 (−26, 5) 8 (−11, 144) − 8 (−25, 8) − 17 (−28, −3) − 15 (−25, 17) − 15 (−27, −1)
Bias SMAGNG, kcal/d 185 (135, 241) 299 (188, 684) 198 (142, 280) 87 (63, 130) 140 (54, 277) 104 (56, 214)
Bias SMAGNG, % 37 (26, 55) 79 (45, 259) 43 (27, 72) 14 (9, 23) 24 (8, 46) 16 (8, 37)
Bias Culley & Middleton,1 kcal/d 343 (283, 394) 477 (353, 846) 352 (302, 447) 250 (248, 305) 322 (231, 474) 276 (246, 376)
Bias Culley & Middleton,1 % 70 (56, 91) 121 (79, 343) 77 (56, 112) 41 (34, 51) 322 (231, 474) 44 (33, 68)

New population-specific Equations
Bias M1, kcal/d 4 (−67, 55) 4 (−67, 55) − 9 (−46, 44) − 9 (−46, 44)
Bias M1, % 1 (−13, 14) 1 (−13, 14) − 1 (−7, 5) − 2 (−8, 5)
Bias M2, kcal/d 9 (−55, 50) 9 (−55, 50) − 13 (−68, 55) − 13 (−68, 55)
Bias M2, % 2 (−10, 10) 2 (−10, 10) − 2 (−9, 9) − 2 (−8, 9)
Bias M3, kcal/d 0 (−49, 62) 0 (−49, 62) − 28 (−66, 20) − 28 (−66, 20)
Bias M3, % 0 (−9, 12) 0 (−9, 12) − 5 (−11, 4) − 5 (−11, 4)
Bias M4, kcal/d 10 (−52, 43) 10 (−52, 43) − 4 (−60, 35) − 4 (−60, 35)
Bias M4, % 2 (−10, 10) 2 (−10, 10) − 1 (−9, 6) 0 (−9, 6)
Bias M5, kcal/d 8 (−162, 194) 8 (−162, 194) − 45 (−122, 105) − 45 (−122, 105)
Bias M5, % 3 (−27, 69) 3 (−27, 69) − 7 (−17, 22) − 7 (−17, 22)
Bias M6, kcal/d 4 (−142, 191) 5 (−142, 191) − 39 (−111, 110) − 39 (−111, 110)
Bias M6, % 2 (−25, 65) 2 (−25, 65) − 6 (−16, 23) − 6 (−16, 23)
Bias M7, kcal/d 1 (−152, 183) 1 (−152, 183) − 44 (−108, 52) − 45 (−108, 52)
Bias M7, % 1 (−26, 65) 1 (−26, 65) − 6 (−15, 10) − 7 (−15, 10)
Bias M8, kcal/d 2 (−120, 175) 2 (−120, 175) − 33 (−103, 87) − 33 (−103, 87)
Bias M8, % 1 (−21, 67) 0 (−21, 67) − 5 (−14, 18) − 5 (−14, 18)

Data are presented as median (25th, 75th percentile).
1Non-ambulatory patients.
BW: body weight (kg); M1: linear regression model employing age and nusinersen treatment in spontaneous breathing; M2, linear regression model

employing weight and nusinersen treatment in spontaneous breathing; M3, linear regression model employing supine length and nusinersen treatment in
spontaneous breathing; M4, linear regression model employing tibia length and nusinersen treatment in spontaneous breathing; M5, linear regression model
employing age and nusinersen treatment in mechanical ventilation; M6, linear regression model employing weight and nusinersen treatment in mechanical
ventilation; M7, linear regression model employing supine length and nusinersen treatment in mechanical ventilation; M8, linear regression model employing
tibia length and nusinersen treatment in mechanical ventilation; SL, supine length (cm); SMA, spinal muscular atrophy; SMAGNG, General Nutrition
Guidelines for Spinal Muscular Atrophy.

compared with no); secondly, by measuring REE with and
without mechanical ventilation during the same session in
children not completely dependent on ventilatory support. With
the first approach we demonstrated that artificial ventilation
always significantly reduces mREE regardless of the other
variables considered. With the second approach, we proved that
the use of ventilation reduced energy needs by >50%. The
magnitude of the effect of the ventilatory status on energy
requirements can be explained by the very specific thoracic-
abdominal patterns of respiration in SMA (particularly in SMAI)
(33–36). Lo Mauro et al. performed a kinematic analysis of
thoracic-abdominal movements of SMA patients both during
spontaneous breathingand mechanical ventilation, showing that
SMA patients had a paradoxical ventilation pattern during
spontaneous respiration that disappeared during mechanical
ventilation. This was seemingly due to the normalization of kine-
matic volume changes during alveolar ventilation, significantly
reducing the energy expenditure for respiratory work (33, 37).

Our previous observation that SMAI children have signifi-
cantly higher REE per kg of FFM than SMA type II (SMAII)
children (10) supports the hypothesis that greater impairment of
intercostal muscles in SMAI requires greater energy expenditure
to perform respiratory work (33–36).

Few studies have evaluated the impact of mechanical ven-
tilation on REE and no studies in SMA patients are avail-
able. Gonzalez-Bermejo et al. (38) investigated the impact
of mechanical ventilation on REE in adult patients affected
by Duchenne muscular dystrophy, a severe type of muscular
dystrophy characterized by progressive muscle degeneration and
increased difficulty in breathing in the last phase of disease,
as occur in SMAI patients just at the onset of disease. They
found that the mean difference between REE in spontaneous
and mechanical ventilation was 19% (38). We have found a
much greater REE reduction but it should also be taken into
consideration that the respiratory rate declines from birth to early
adolescence. The median respiratory rate decreases by >40%
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FIGURE 3 Relative Bland–Altman plots of currently available predictive equations compared with measured resting energy expenditure. Wt, weight; Ht,
height; REE, resting energy expenditure; SMAGNG, General Nutrition Guidelines for Spinal Muscular Atrophy; Wt, weight. Schofield (Wt) in naïve patients
in spontaneous breathing: N = 73. Schofield (Wt) in naïve patients in mechanical ventilation: N = 25. Schofield (Wt) in patients treated with nusinersen in
spontaneous breathing: N = 10. Schofield (Wt) in patients treated with nusinersen in mechanical ventilation: N = 13. Schofield (Wt&t) in naïve patients in
spontaneous breathing: N = 73. Schofield (Wt&t) in naïve patients in mechanical ventilation: N = 25. Schofield (Wt&t) in patients treated with nusinersen in
spontaneous breathing: N = 10. Schofield (Wt&t) in patients treated with nusinersen in mechanical ventilation: N = 13. WHO in naïve patients in spontaneous
breathing: N = 73. WHO in naïve patients in mechanical ventilation: N = 25. WHO in patients treated with nusinersen in spontaneous breathing: N = 10.
WHO in patients treated with nusinersen in mechanical ventilation: N = 13. SMAGNG in naïve patients in spontaneous breathing: N = 73. SMAGNG in naïve
patients in mechanical ventilation: N = 25. SMAGNG in patients treated with nusinersen in spontaneous breathing: N = 10. SMAGNG in patients treated
with nusinersen in mechanical ventilation: N = 13. Culley & Middleton (Ht) in naïve patients in spontaneous breathing: N = 73. Culley & Middleton (Ht)
in naïve patients in mechanical ventilation: N = 25. Culley & Middleton (Ht) in patients treated with nusinersen in spontaneous breathing: N = 10. Culley
& Middleton (Ht) in patients treated with nusinersen in mechanical ventilation: N = 13. Ht, height; REE, resting energy expenditure; SMAGNG, General
Nutrition Guidelines for Spinal Muscular Atrophy; Wt, weight.

changing from 44 breaths/min at birth to 20 breaths/min at adult
age (39). Our sample may have a greater energy expenditure
for respiratory work than that observed in Duchenne muscular
dystrophy adult patients because of its median (25th, 75th
percentile) age [13 (5, 25 mo)].

Interestingly, when we analyzed naïve and nusinersen-
treated patients separately, we observed that, in naïve patients,
mechanical ventilation significantly reduced total mREE and
normalized REE for BW. By contrast, mechanical ventilation
did not affect REE in nusinersen-treated patients. Other studies

are needed to better understand the role of respiratory work on
energy expenditure in SMA patients. These considerations led
us to develop 2 sets of predictive equations, 1 for spontaneous
breathing and 1 for mechanical ventilation, including treatment
of nusinersen as a predictor of REE.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study that de-
scribes the effect of nusinersen treatment on energy metabolism.
We demonstrated that nusinersen treatment always significantly
increases mREE irrespective of the other considered variables,
as shown in the different models, suggesting a potential positive
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effect of nusinersen treatment on FFM. Future longitudinal
studies on the effect of nusinersen on energy metabolism are
needed to confirm this hypothesis.

Age, BW, SL, and TL were also significantly correlated with
mREE in this study. Even though FFM should be a stronger
predictor of mREE, it is of limited clinical utility to dietitians
and physicians, as few clinics have access to gold standard
methods for the assessment of body composition. For this reason,
in the predictive models we included BW or SL, which are
recommended for a 6-monthly assessment according to the
standard of care (16, 18), and are easily obtained in clinical
settings, making them a suitable alternative for FFM.

Unsurprisingly, the nutritional status in our overall sample was
significantly impaired, with BW Z-score and BMI Z-score mean
values indicating malnutrition. On the other hand, the SL Z-
score was in line with or over the median values of the reference
group. These data confirm results from previous studies (5, 10,
40, 41) and support the hypothesis that, compared with healthy
children (10), SMAI children have high FM and low FFM as a
consequence of their underlying neurological condition, and not
due to insufficient energy intake.

Our nusinersen-treated patients showed an SL Z-score lower
than naïve patients, confirming previous results on decreased
growth (height/length) among nusinersen-treated infants com-
pared with sham controls (42).

Because of the well-known difficulties in obtaining accurate
and repeatable measurements of SL in neuromuscular patients
due to scoliosis and contractures (43), we also considered TL,
which is a surrogate parameter of SL (44–46). In spontaneously
breathing SMAI patients, the use of SL produces a better fitting
model of mREE than TL. On the other hand, the use of TL
produces a more suitable model of mREE in mechanically
ventilated SMAI patients. However, scoliosis and contractures
in SMAI patients occur more frequently at a later age than the
children enrolled in this study, so these results should be verified
in older children.

The present study compared the predicted REE from other
published predictive equations (12, 13, 16, 26) with measured
mREE from IC. We found that none of the predictive equations
were sufficiently accurate to estimate the REE in these patients.
Regarding median bias in spontaneously breathing patients,
the WHO and Schofield equations (12, 13) performed best in
estimating REE, but the proportional bias was too large to ensure
proper management of nutritional support at the individual level.
In nusinersen-treated spontaneously breathing patients, Schofield
(BW and SL) performed particularly well, showing that this
subpopulation is the closest to the general population.

Only 3 previous studies have compared mREE in SMA
children with published REE predictive equations proposed for
healthy children, but they were all conducted before the approval
of nusinersen treatment. Cutillo et al. (47) investigated the
differences between predicted (Schofield BW and SL equation,
Schofield BW and WHO equations) and observed measures
for REE in 18 Caucasian children affected by SMAII. They
evaluated the largest deviation from the measured value using an
overall average value of difference between the predictive and the
measured REE – all the equations had a bias large enough to be
potentially dangerous in the management of nutritional support.
Similar results were also obtained in 7 SMA patients by Barja et
al. (15). These results also confirmed our findings in SMAI and

in SMAII where the Schofield equation overestimated REE by
>20% (10).

Finally, the predictive equation for mental and motor disabili-
ties in children (26) and the equation proposed by the SMAGNG
(16), overestimated the contribution of SL on REE in our children
by 3–9 kcal/cm, showing a higher bias than the equations for
healthy children. The bias in Culley and Middleton may be
attributable to the specific body composition and motor function
features of SMAI children, who unlike other patients with motor
dysfunction disabilities, have not only low FFM but also severe
hypotonia (26).

When we compared our new predictive equations with others
previously published (12, 16, 26), we found a better validity
of the new equations in SMA children than any of the other
equations. This was of course expected, because an internally
developed equation nearly always performs better than an
externally derived one. Thus, our SMAI-specific equations need
external crossvalidation before they can be employed in clinical
practice.

The greatest strength of this study is both the relatively
large sample size of treated and naïve SMA patients, and the
quality of data; it included patients from an ongoing longitudinal
study on nutritional aspects in SMA children which enabled
us to prospectively collect the parameters with standardized
procedures by the same dietitians (28). In addition, REE was
measured under strictly controlled conditions and by a single
center. Despite our original findings (10), the SMAI population
is heterogeneous and patients may have a large metabolic
interindividual variability; this increases the difficulty of finding
1 predictive equation that can be accurate for all patient types.

In conclusion, we highlighted that ventilatory status and
nusinersen treatment, as well as demographic and anthropometric
characteristics, determine energy requirements in SMAI patients.
In particular, we demonstrated that nusinersen treatment is
correlated with higher REE both in spontaneously breathing and
mechanically ventilated patients.

Our new equations were more accurate than any of the other
previously published equations; however, they explain 62–63%
and 18–22% of REE variance in spontaneously breathing and
mechanically ventilated children, respectively, leading us to
the conclusion that IC is strongly recommended for assessing
energy requirements in SMAI children. Nonetheless, IC devices
are rarely available in clinics; our SMAI-specific equations,
that include variables readily available in clinical practice, may
allow dietitians and physicians to optimize the management of
nutritional support, also taking into consideration ventilatory
status and nusinersen treatment. Further research is needed to
perform external validation of these equations.

We thank the Italian SMA families for their helpful cooperation and Giulia
Pieri and Katia Alberti for their diligence and professionalism.

The authors’ responsibilities were as follows—SB: conceived the study,
participated in its design, analyzed and interpreted the data, drafted the
manuscript, and obtained the funding; RD, AF, and SR: collected the data and
helped to draft the manuscript; Giovanni Baranello, AD, and CM: recruited
the patients and helped to interpret the data; Giorgio Bedogni: interpreted
and analyzed the data and drafted the manuscript; AL: helped to draft the
manuscript; EG, MP, EB, CA, RM, CB, MB, and AB: helped to interpret the
data; and all authors: critically revised the manuscript, and read and approved
the final manuscript. GB has received speaker and consultancy honoraria from

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/ajcn/advance-article-abstract/doi/10.1093/ajcn/nqaa009/5799138 by guest on 09 M

arch 2020



REE predictive equations for SMAI 13

AveXis, Inc., Roche, PTC, and Sarepta Therapeutics. All the other authors
declare no conflicts of interest.

References
1. Lunn MR, Wang CH. Spinal muscular atrophy. Lancet (London,

England) 2008;371(9630):2120–33.
2. Lefebvre S, Burglen L, Reboullet S, Clermont O, Burlet P, Viollet L,

Benichou B, Cruaud C, Millasseau P, Zeviani M, et al. Identification and
characterization of a spinal muscular atrophy-determining gene. Cell
1995;80(1):155–65.

3. Butchbach MER, Rose FFJ, Rhoades S, Marston J, McCrone JT, Sinnott
R, Lorson CL. Effect of diet on the survival and phenotype of a mouse
model for spinal muscular atrophy. Biochem Biophys Res Commun
2010;391(1):835–40.

4. D’Amico A, Mercuri E, Tiziano FD, Bertini E. Spinal muscular atrophy.
Orphanet J Rare Dis 2011;6:71.

5. Poruk KE, Davis RH, Smart AL, Chisum BS, Lasalle BA, Chan GM,
Gill G, Reyna SP, Swoboda KJ. Observational study of caloric and
nutrient intake, bone density, and body composition in infants and
children with spinal muscular atrophy type I. Neuromuscul Disord
2012;22(11):966–73.

6. Sproule DM, Montes J, Montgomery M, Battista V, Koenigsberger
D, Shen W, Punyanitya M, De Vivo DC, Kaufmann P. Increased
fat mass and high incidence of overweight despite low body mass
index in patients with spinal muscular atrophy. Neuromuscul Disord
2009;19(6):391–6.

7. Finkel RS, Mercuri E, Darras BT, Connolly AM, Kuntz NL, Kirschner
J, Chiriboga CA, Saito K, Servais L, Tizzano E, et al. Nusinersen versus
sham control in infantile-onset spinal muscular atrophy. N Engl J Med
2017;377(18):1723–32.

8. Mercuri E, Darras BT, Chiriboga CA, Day JW, Campbell C, Connolly
AM, Iannaccone ST, Kirschner J, Kuntz NL, Saito K, et al. Nusinersen
versus sham control in later-onset spinal muscular atrophy. N Engl J
Med 2018;378(7):625–35.

9. Sproule DM, Montes J, Dunaway S, Montgomery M, Battista V,
Koenigsberger D, Martens B, Shen W, Punyanitya M, Benton
M, et al. Adiposity is increased among high-functioning, non-
ambulatory patients with spinal muscular atrophy. Neuromuscul Disord
2010;20(7):448–52.

10. Bertoli S, De Amicis R, Mastella C, Pieri G, Giaquinto E, Battezzati
A, Leone A, Baranello G. Spinal muscular atrophy, types I and II: What
are the differences in body composition and resting energy expenditure?
Clin Nutr 2017;36(6):1674–80.

11. Frankenfield DC. On heat, respiration, and calorimetry. Nutrition
2010;26(10):939–50.

12. UNU, WHO, and FAO (United Nations University, World Health
Organization, and Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations). Human energy requirements: report of a joint
FAO/WHO/UNU expert consultation. Food Nutr Bull 2005;26(1):
166.

13. Schofield WN. Predicting basal metabolic rate, new standards and
review of previous work. Hum Nutr Clin Nutr 1985;39(Suppl 1):
5–41.

14. Agostoni C, Fossali E, Calderini E, Edefonti A, Colombo C, Battezzati
A, Bertoli S, Mastrangelo AP, Montani C, Bisogno A, et al. Nutritional
assessment and risk of malnutrition in hospitalised children in northern
Italy. Acta Paediatr 2014;103(9):e416–7.

15. Barja S, Perez R. Clinical assessment underestimates fat mass
and overestimates resting energy expenditure in children with
neuromuscular diseases. Clinical Nutrition ESPEN 2016;15:11–15.

16. Sproule DM. General Nutrition Guidelines for SMA Children
[Internet]. Available from: http://columbiasma.org/docs/living/Genera
l-Nutrition-Guidelines-in-SMA-Nutrition-Handout.pdf

17. Wang CH, Finkel RS, Bertini ES, Schroth M, Simonds A, Wong B,
Aloysius A, Morrison L, Main M, Crawford TO, et al. Consensus
statement for standard of care in spinal muscular atrophy. J Child Neurol
2007;22(8):1027–49.

18. Mercuri E, Finkel RS, Muntoni F, Wirth B, Montes J, Main M,
Mazzone ES, Vitale M, Snyder B, Quijano-Roy S, et al. Diagnosis and
management of spinal muscular atrophy: part 1: recommendations for
diagnosis, rehabilitation, orthopedic and nutritional care. Neuromuscul
Disord 2018;28(2):103–15.

19. Finkel RS, Mercuri E, Meyer OH, Simonds AK, Schroth MK,
Graham RJ, Kirschner J, Iannaccone ST, Crawford TO, Woods
S, et al. Diagnosis and management of spinal muscular atrophy:
part 2: pulmonary and acute care; medications, supplements and
immunizations; other organ systems; and ethics. Neuromuscul Disord
2018;28(3):197–207.

20. Siirala W, Noponen T, Olkkola KT, Vuori A, Koivisto M, Hurme S,
Aantaa R. Validation of indirect calorimetry for measurement of energy
expenditure in healthy volunteers undergoing pressure controlled non-
invasive ventilation support. J Clin Monit Comput 2012;26(1):37–43.

21. Faisy C, Guerot E, Diehl J-L, Labrousse J, Fagon J-Y. Assessment of
resting energy expenditure in mechanically ventilated patients. Am J
Clin Nutr 2003;78(2):241–9.

22. Coss-Bu JA, Jefferson LS, Walding D, David Y, Smith EO, Klish WJ.
Resting energy expenditure in children in a pediatric intensive care unit:
comparison of Harris-Benedict and Talbot predictions with indirect
calorimetry values. Am J Clin Nutr 1998;67(1):74–80.

23. Isbell TR, Klesges RC, Meyers AW, Klesges LM. Measurement
reliability and reactivity using repeated measurements of resting energy
expenditure with a face mask, mouthpiece, and ventilated canopy. JPEN
J Parenter Enteral Nutr 1991;15(2):165–8.

24. Petros S, Engelmann L. Validity of an abbreviated indirect calorimetry
protocol for measurement of resting energy expenditure in mechanically
ventilated and spontaneously breathing critically ill patients. Intensive
Care Med 2001;27(7):1164–8.

25. Weir JB. New methods for calculating metabolic rate with special
reference to protein metabolism. J Physiol 1949;109(1–2):1–9.

26. Culley WJ, Middleton TO. Caloric requirements of mentally retarded
children with and without motor dysfunction. J Pediatr 1969;75(3):380–
4.

27. Lohman TG, Roche AF, Martorell R. Anthropometric Standardization
Reference Manual. Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics Books; 1988.

28. Bertoli S, Foppiani A, De Amicis R, Leone A, Mastella C, Bassano M,
Giaquinto E, Baranello G, Battezzati A. Anthropometric measurement
standardization for a multicenter nutrition survey in children with spinal
muscular atrophy. Eur J Clin Nutr 2019;73(12):1646–8.

29. WHO Multicentre Growth Reference Study Group. Reliability of
anthropometric measurements in the WHO Multicentre Growth
Reference Study. Acta Paediatr Suppl 2006;450:38–46.

30. Weisberg S. Applied Linear Regression. Third Edition, Hoboken, NJ:
John Wiley & Sons; 2005.

31. Harrell Jr FE. Regression Modeling Strategies: With Applications to
Linear Models, Logistic and Ordinal Regression, and Survival Analysis.
Second Edition. Nashville, TN: Springer; 2015

32. Bedogni G, Bertoli S, Leone A, De Amicis R, Lucchetti E, Agosti F,
Marazzi N, Battezzati A, Sartorio A. External validation of equations
to estimate resting energy expenditure in 14952 adults with overweight
and obesity and 1948 adults with normal weight from Italy. Clin Nutr
2019;38(1):457–64.

33. LoMauro A, Aliverti A, Mastella C, Arnoldi MT, Banfi P, Baranello G.
Spontaneous breathing pattern as respiratory functional outcome
in children with spinal muscular atrophy (SMA). PLoS One
2016;11(11):e0165818.

34. Kuzuhara S, Chou SM. Preservation of the phrenic motoneurons in
Werdnig-Hoffmann disease. Ann Neurol 1981;9(5):506–10.

35. Perez A, Mulot R, Vardon G, Barois A, Gallego J. Thoracoabdominal
pattern of breathing in neuromuscular disorders. Chest
1996;110(2):454–61.

36. Schroth MK. Special considerations in the respiratory management of
spinal muscular atrophy. Pediatrics 2009;123(Suppl 4):S245–9.

37. Lissoni A, Aliverti A, Tzeng AC, Bach JR. Kinematic analysis of
patients with spinal muscular atrophy during spontaneous breathing and
mechanical ventilation. Am J Phys Med Rehabil 1998;77(3):188–92.

38. Gonzalez-Bermejo J, Lofaso F, Falaize L, Lejaille M, Similowski
T. Resting energy expenditure in Duchenne patients using home
mechanical ventilation. 2005;25(4):682–7.

39. Fleming S, Thompson M, Stevens R, Heneghan C, Pluddemann A,
Maconochie I, Tarassenko L, Mant D. Normal ranges of heart rate and
respiratory rate in children from birth to 18 years of age: a systematic
review of observational studies. Lancet 2011;377(9770):1011–18.

40. Messina S, Pane M, De Rose P, Vasta I, Sorleti D, Aloysius A, Sciarra
F, Mangiola F, Kinali M, Bertini E, et al. Feeding problems and
malnutrition in spinal muscular atrophy type II. Neuromuscul Disord
2008;18(5):389–93.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/ajcn/advance-article-abstract/doi/10.1093/ajcn/nqaa009/5799138 by guest on 09 M

arch 2020

http://columbiasma.org/docs/living/General-Nutrition-Guidelines-in-SMA-Nutrition-Handout.pdf


14 Bertoli et al.

41. Mehta NM, Newman H, Tarrant S, Graham RJ. Nutritional status and
nutrient intake challenges in children with spinal muscular atrophy.
Pediatr Neurol 2016;57:80–3.

42. Center For Drug Evaluation And Research. Approval Package
for: Application Number: 209531Orig1s000. Spinraza Injection, 2.4
mg/mL. 2016.

43. Marchand V, Motil KJ. Nutrition support for neurologically impaired
children: a clinical report of the North American Society for Pediatric
Gastroenterology, Hepatology, and Nutrition. J Pediatr Gastroenterol
Nutr 2006;43(1):123–35.

44. Chumlea WC, Guo SS, Steinbaugh ML. Prediction of stature from
knee height for black and white adults and children with application

to mobility-impaired or handicapped persons. J Am Diet Assoc
1994;94(12):1385–8, 1391; quiz 1389–90.

45. Cereda E, Bertoli S, Vanotti A, Battezzati A. Estimated height from
knee-height in Caucasian elderly: implications on nutritional status
by mini nutritional assessment. J Nutr Health Aging 2010;14(1):
16–22.

46. Cereda E, Bertoli S, Battezzati A. Height prediction formula for middle-
aged (30–55y) Caucasians. Nutrition 2010;26(11–12):1075–81.

47. Cutillo L, Pizziconi C, Tozzi AE, Verrillo E, Beatrice M, Testa
C, Cutrera R. Predicted and measured resting energy expenditure
in children with spinal muscular atrophy 2. J Pediatr 2014;164(5):
1228–30.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/ajcn/advance-article-abstract/doi/10.1093/ajcn/nqaa009/5799138 by guest on 09 M

arch 2020


