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Abstract
Purpose  We performed this study to explore family member experiences with restrictions to family presence during their 
child’s PICU admission, leveraging the unique context of the COVID-19 pandemic to aid in future ethical and informed 
decision-making.
Methods  Qualitative interpretive descriptive study with family members of Canadian PICU patients admitted from March 
2020 to April 2021 who experienced restricted family presence (RFP) policies. Respondents were purposively sampled for 
demographic-based maximum variation.We generated themes through inductive thematic analysis of open-ended interviews.
Results  Fourteen parental figures from five regions across Canada participated. We identified four themes associated with 
the lived experience and impact of the restrictions on family members of critically ill children: (1) challenges to fulfilling 
the parent role, (2) isolation from primary supports during a time of crisis, (3) navigating increased logistical difficulties, 
and (4) seeking compassionate approaches within the healthcare system.
Conclusion: RFP policies created a range of barriers for family members of critically ill children. Healthcare organizations 
and teams may play a role in removing barriers through consistent and empathetic application of rules with consideration 
for the duality of the parent role in PICUs, providing important post-pandemic policy and practice implications.

What is known:
• Parental presence with critically ill children may improve health outcomes for patients and their families.
• Restrictions to family presence in PICUs continue to occur internationally and, during COVID-19, resulted in parental isolation, anxiety, 

and increased stress. 
What is new:
• By isolating family members and removing supports, COVID-19-related restrictions in Canadian PICUs challenged family members’ ability to 

fulfil their parent roles while meeting their own needs. 
• Families need empathetic, advocacy-based approaches from clinicians and healthcare systems to maintain trust and therapeutic relation-

ships in a family-centered organization.
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Abbreviations
COVID-19	� Coronavirus 2019:
ICU	� Intensive care unit
PICU	� Pediatric intensive care unit
RFP	� Restricted family presence

Introduction

Family members of pediatric intensive care unit (PICU) 
patients experience stress and trauma [1] as they navigate 
changing roles in a new and frightening environment [2, 3] 
while fearing for the health of their critically ill child [4]. 
This frequently results in adverse mental health sequelae 
[5]. Parent-identified needs and coping strategies include 
several elements common to a family-centered care frame-
work: readily available access to information [2, 3, 6, 7]; 
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participation in care [3, 7, 8]; and presence with the child [2, 
9]. These elements are necessary pre-requisites for strategies 
parents use to maintain their self-identity as a “good parent” 
in the PICU [10]. Family members also cope through self-
care [6, 7, 11, 12] and emotional and social supports [11, 13, 
14]. Each of these identified needs are potentially threatened 
when policies and practice limit access of parents and family 
members to their critically ill child.

Despite widespread recognition of the importance of 
parental and family presence in hospitalized children and 
youth [15], many PICUs restrict patient access, including 
during public health crises [16–20]. Early in the COVID-19 
pandemic, all 19 Canadian PICUs, following local hospi-
tal policy, restricted family presence (RFP) to one or two 
primary caregivers, restricted all visitors and minor-aged 
siblings, provided limitations to movement within the PICU 
or hospital, and had variable approaches to exceptions [16]. 
These deviations from non-pandemic practice, in which all 
PICUs enabled two or more at the bedside without restric-
tion on identity and role [16], were comparable to other 
North American and Oceania approaches, and likely more 
enabling than those across the rest of the globe [20, 21]. The 
COVID-19 context provides opportunities to study and bet-
ter understand consequences of family presence restrictions 
for impacted patients, families, staff, and key stakeholders. 
This is necessary for future policy decisions, in any context, 
to be proportional and responsive to the impacts of such 
policies.

Family members of children in the PICU were surveyed 
about their experiences in two single-center and one national 
multi-center surveys. They reported that, while they under-
stood the necessity, RFP resulted in isolation, loneliness, and 
anxiety [22], and increased their distress [23, 24]. Survey 
data provided important preliminary insights into potential 
impacts; a deeper understanding of family members’ lived 
experiences with RFP is needed. The objective of this quali-
tative study was to explore family members’ experiences 
with RFP policies during their child’s PICU admission dur-
ing the first year of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Methods

Study design

Performance and reporting followed the Consolidated 
Criteria for Reporting Qualitative Research guidelines 
[25] (Online Resource 1) and was in accordance with the 
Declaration of Helsinki, with ethical approval from IWK 
Health (REB#1026029).

To enable the consideration and elaboration of the 
contextual difference between individuals, families, and 
centers with different presence policies, as well as the 

constructed and subjective nature of the experience for 
individual family members, we sought to describe the 
experience for individuals while identifying commonali-
ties in their lived experiences. We approached the inquiry 
and analysis from an interpretivist position, with an 
understanding of the operationalization and importance 
of parental presence supported by clinical experience (JF, 
LL, DG), pre-pandemic parental presence research expe-
rience, and lived experience of being a patient or family 
member (NM, CS, MW). Thus, we used an interpretive 
descriptive qualitative study design based on the methods 
of Thorne [26].

Reflexivity is a core tenet of qualitative research [27]; 
team members’ reflexivity statement and information are 
included as Online Resource 2.

Recruitment

Participants were recruited from a survey of family mem-
bers, defined as any individual who self-identified as such, 
whose children were admitted to a Canadian PICU during 
periods of RFP (March 2020 to April 2021) [24]. We purpo-
sively sampled those who provided contact details (n = 108) 
for maximum variation along the following characteristics: 
child age; PICU location; previous experience with base-
line family presence policy; planned or unplanned admis-
sion; relationship to child (e.g., mother, grandparent); and 
self-identification as Black, Indigenous, and/or a person of 
color. Potential participants were approached by telephone 
or e-mail, at their preference, and provided written informed 
consent. In keeping with an interpretive descriptive approach 
[26], we initially sampled purposively, seeking maximum 
variation. As analysis proceeded, we purposively selected 
participants who had indicated demographic and PICU-
related variables (e.g., child age, hospital of admission) 
that enabled checking and elaboration of newly identified 
concepts and themes. Enrolment ended when a sufficiently 
varied sample had been recruited that included a range of 
background and PICU-related experiences.

Data collection

We conducted one-time, 30–60-min, open-ended interviews. 
Participants had no prior relationship with the interviewer 
(MR), a non-clinician researcher with significant qualitative 
interviewing and methods experience in health care (non-
PICU) contexts. The initial interview guide was based on 
team members’ knowledge and experience, and the PICU 
family presence literature [16, 28]. It was reassessed every 
five interviews and as the analysis progressed with refine-
ment of questions for future interviewees as new areas of 
inquiry emerged (final interview guide, Online Resource 3).
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All interviews took place over Zoom (Version 5.7.3) 
video-conferencing software or phone per participant pref-
erence. Participants confirmed their consent verbally and 
were provided options for in-the-moment or follow-up crisis 
support should it be needed. Interviews were audio-recorded 
and transcribed verbatim by a professional transcriptionist. 
Participants received a copy of their transcript and were 
invited to provide additions and changes, which were incor-
porated into the transcripts directly, and comments, which 
accompanied the manuscripts as notes for the interpretive 
analysis. The interviewer completed field notes immediately 
after each interview as part of an ongoing reflexive practice 
and to record relevant non-verbal context; these were nei-
ther coded nor formally included in the analysis. The study 
team provided regular interviewer feedback after reviewing 
transcripts and recordings.

Data analysis

Our interpretive, inductive thematic analysis followed the 
steps outlined by Braun and Clarke [29] with three important 
deviations from their reflexive thematic analysis [30]: 1. Two 
coders sorted the data; 2. Coders used an inductively-gen-
erated codebook to support data organization and facilitate 
team members’ immersion in the data; and 3. In keeping 
with interpretive description, we involved both clinicians 
and patient partners in the analysis team for the data immer-
sion and development of themes.

We performed independent, inductive coding using 
NVivo 12 qualitative analysis software and guided by the 
question: “What was meaningful about RFP for family mem-
bers of PICU patients?” MR, AA, LL, and JF developed 
an initial codebook based on open, inductive coding of the 
first two transcripts. The remaining transcripts were induc-
tively coded by MR and AA who met regularly to discuss 
consistency, refine code definitions, and define new codes 
while data collection was ongoing. Every five interviews, 
the full analysis team (MR, AA, LL, JF, MW, CS, NM) 
met to discuss potential themes and to adjust the interview 
guide as needed. Recoding occurred as needed. Changes 
were documented in an audit trail. Following coding and 
consensus on the final codebook (Online Resource 4), the 
team independently interpreted themes and sub-themes and 
discussed and refined themes together. JF further refined and 
finalized the themes.

Participants are identified in the text as (P). Quotes are 
identified as (Q#).

Trustworthiness

Throughout the study process, credibility was sought using 
peer briefing, reflexive practice, participant transcript 
review, and by checking possible themes with subsequent 

participants. Transferability was sought through purposive 
sampling, dependability by maintaining an audit trail, and 
confirmability through reflexive practice.

Results

We interviewed 14 participants (eight mothers, five fathers, 
one grandmother) with a median age of 40.5 years (range 
28 to 63 years). All participants self-identified as parents. 
Participant characteristics and participant-described hospital 
rules and practices are provided (Table 1). One participant 
was divorced, one bereaved of their child, four experienced 
a prior PICU admission, and four admissions crossed over 
from unrestricted to RFP at the pandemic outset. Canada’s 
geographic regions except the Territories were represented 
(Atlantic Canada [n = 2], Quebec [n = 2], Ontario [n = 3], 
Prairies [n = 4], and British Columbia [n = 3]).

Exemplary quotes are listed in Table  2. Participants 
expressed that they understood the reasons for pandemic-
related restrictions: “It’s stressful, but we understood” (P14). 
For some parents, it improved their sense of safety, as their 
primary goal was for their child to get well (Q1–2). Despite 
this, restrictions added a new layer of stress to their child’s 
admission and removed or decreased normal mitigating fac-
tors. We generated four themes associated with the lived 
experience and impact of the restrictions.

Theme 1: Challenges to fulfilling the parent role

Most participants self-identified as key members of their 
child’s healthcare team; they needed to be present to help 
their child and feared leaving (Q3). Restrictions hindered 
parents’ ability to participate in their child’s care, typically 
achieved by tracking their child’s medical progress, provid-
ing information, and being a continuous presence. This was 
particularly true for non-present parents (Q4–5). Restrictions 
expanded parental duties to include explaining RFP to their 
child (Q6).

Parents who could trade places at the PICU bedside 
appreciated supporting their child and being able to 
step away while their child was still receiving care from 
another loving family member (Q7). Small concessions, 
like allowing a short bedside handover when trading 
places, supported fulfillment of self-identified parental 
roles (Q8).

Participants reported that the rules separated families. 
Sibling restrictions added to the family’s emotional burden, 
as parents had to choose for which child they would be pre-
sent, and worried about negative impacts on siblings (Q9). 
Lost family time was particularly impactful when parents 
feared it would be the only time they would have together 
before death (Q10).
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Theme 2: Isolation from primary supports 
during a time of crisis

Restrictions isolated participants from their primary sup-
ports, often the other parent, during a crisis. This forced 
participants to “experience trauma alone” and required “lev-
eraging alternate supports to cope” including reliance on 
professional supports.

Experiencing trauma alone  RFP exacerbated underlying 
stress and isolation from having a critically ill child and the 

pandemic itself (Q11). One participant described the diffi-
culty of experiencing trauma alone: “Like I was not coping, 
and I was on the floor hysterically crying. So yeah, having 
somebody else would have been nice” (P12). The need for 
emotional and/or psychological support varied by context 
and individual and was magnified by clinical uncertainty. 
One participant’s husband (not the typical decisional del-
egate) was “freaking out” upon realizing the need for an 
emergency procedure while alone in-person (P9). Another 
exclaimed the need for emotional support when leading their 
child to surgery, a moment when “you [parents] don’t know 

Table 1   Participant characteristics and self-reported experiences with family presence rules

*BIPOC Black, Indigenous, Person of Color
Ж Newborn =  < 1 month; infant = 1 month to 1 year; toddler = 1–4 years; school-aged = 5–12 years; adolescent =  > 12 years
† “No” = parent did not sleep in the room; “Not allowed” = parent prohibited from sleeping in the room

Participant Self- iden-
tify as 
BIPOC*

Child’s ageЖ Planned or 
emergency 
admission

Admission 
timing

Bedside pres-
ence rules

Sleep in 
child’s room†

Allowed to 
trade places at 
bedside with 
other family?

Notes:

1: Father No School-aged Planned Spring, 2020 Two primary 
carers

Yes No Isolated in room

2: Mother Yes Newborn Emergency Spring, 2020 One primary 
carer

Yes Yes, with 
other parent

3: Father Yes School-aged Emergency Winter, 2020 One primary 
carer

Yes Yes, with 
other parent 
every shift

Isolated in room

4: Mother Yes Infant Planned Winter, 2020 Two primary 
carers

No No

5: Mother No School-aged Planned Winter, 2021 Two primary 
carers

Not allowed No

6: Grand-
mother

Yes School -aged Emergency Spring, 2020 One primary 
carer

Yes No Escort to leave 
room, unable 
to leave hos-
pital

7: Father No Adolescent Emergency Summer, 2020 Two family 
members

Yes Yes, every 
four days

Initially parents, 
liberalized 
later

8: Mother No Infant Planned Winter, 2020 Two primary 
carers

No No

9: Mother No Newborn Planned Spring, 2020 One primary 
carer

Not allowed Yes, with 
other parent 
once daily

10: Mother No School aged Emergency Spring, 2020 One primary 
carer

On sleep chair Yes, with 
other parent 
infrequently

11: Mother No Adolescent Planned Winter, 2021 One primary 
carer

Not allowed Yes, with 
other parent

12: Mother No School aged Emergency Spring, 2020 One primary 
carer

No Yes, with 
other parent

13: Father No Toddler Planned Spring, 2020 Two primary 
carers

Yes No

14: Father No Adolescent Emergency Winter + Fall 
2020

One primary 
carer

No No Only allowed 
to leave room 
when leaving 
hospital
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what’s going to happen” (P2). A father, who described stay-
ing with his critically ill daughter every day and switching 
with another family member so that he could continue to 
work the night shift, referred to being alone in the PICU 
room as “psychological torture” (Q12). Negative experi-
ences were not universal; one parent appreciated the oppor-
tunity to process PICU admission-associated anxieties and 
emotions separately (P10).

Leveraging alternate supports to cope  When deprived of 
their usual supports, participants appreciated efforts made 
by hospitals and professionals, particularly when they 
addressed emotional needs (Q13). Support needed to be 
spontaneously offered; participants appreciated talking to 
staff members but were reticent to distract from providing 
care to their critically ill child (Q14). The sense of isolation 
was also ameliorated by virtual connections and creative 
options, such as visits through hospital windows (Q15). To 
address stress and allow coping, family members noted the 
importance of mental health breaks and access to the out-
doors (Q16), which was not universally granted.

Theme 3: Navigating increased logistical difficulties

Separating families increased the logistical stresses of 
a PICU admission, particularly as it related to “impaired 
communication” and “impaired ability to meet basic needs.” 
This created additional challenges to meeting parents’ goals, 
including those related to the admission itself and to main-
taining function and relationships within their families.

Impaired communication  RFP created novel communica-
tion challenges between family members and with healthcare 
professionals. While bedside participants described opportu-
nities to participate in medical discussions, the opportunities 
were limited for those whose presence was restricted (Q17). 
The bedside caregivers often felt overwhelmed with being 
solely responsible for relaying information and conveying 
child’s status. As one mother described, “…it comes at you 
quickly. And it’s like oh, my God, how am I going to remem-
ber all this? Like, you know, how do I communicate it? My 
husband is like right out the window. Like that I found really 
frustrating” (P10). Family had to learn and coordinate vir-
tual communication with their family members, and were 
stressed by managing family members’ emotional reactions 
at a distance (Q18).

Impaired ability to meet basic needs  RPF made multiple 
basic needs more difficult to meet, providing additional 
logistic challenges to a PICU admission. For example, sev-
eral participants required escorts when leaving the room, 
limiting toileting and hygiene opportunities (Q19). Many 
hospitals implemented free meals for bedside caregivers; Ta
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culturally and diet-appropriate food was not always acces-
sible (Q20). Sleep accommodations were variable and less 
accessible than during normal operations (Q21). One par-
ent, who had to leave their child out of sleep deprivation 
because COVID-19 protocols mandated removing PICU 
chairs, reported the “worst feeling ever… because there is 
no one else who can take your spot” (P9). Three participants 
identified periods of living out of their car in a hospital park-
ing lot to remain close to their child and enable caregiver 
switches (Q22). Restrictions, combined with lack of normal 
operations and resources (Q23), magnified financial stresses 
as families required alternate accommodations, childcare, 
and meals.

Participants also noted opportunities for improvement. 
This included improving sleep facilities, access to video 
calling technology, and removing requirements for bedside 
clinician permission for video calls with loved ones (Q18).

Theme 4: Seeking compassionate approaches 
within the healthcare system

Multiple participants expressed that pandemic-related rules 
were made bearable by the attitudes and actions of the PICU 
care team (Q24), particularly through pro-active, empathetic, 
adaptive, or advocacy-based approaches that improved fam-
ily health and comfort. For others, restrictions seemed to 
pit the healthcare system against families (Q25. Through 
their descriptions we interpreted that “timely communica-
tion of restriction policies,” “empathetic approach to rule 
enforcement,” and using “exceptions as an important rela-
tional space with clinicians” were ways in which the rules 
could be adapted or implemented to support the therapeutic 
relationships.

Need for timely communication of restriction policies  
Knowing what to expect enabled family members to better 
plan and ensure that their needs were met, allowing them to 
fulfill parental roles, and improved coping (Q26). Inflexible, 
rapidly changing, or inconsistent rules increased parents’ 
stress (Q27). One mother described how she had been cop-
ing because she had finally come to understand the rules, but 
a sudden rule change resulted in an emotional breakdown 
(Q28). Participants wanted rules that were understood by 
healthcare professionals, communicated as soon as possi-
ble—ideally by one consistent team member—and that made 
sense from a societal and epidemiologic perspective (Q27, 
Q29–30).

Need for empathetic approach to rule enforcement  Par-
ticipants valued honesty and wanted the rules enforced 
empathetically (Q26-27). Actions and adaptations that 
eased logistic burdens and supported parents in their roles, 

including “bending the rules” to support family member 
needs, made the entire healthcare system seem empathetic. 
One mother described how nurses bending the rules sup-
ported her parent role, allowing her to spend time with both 
admitted and non-admitted children (Q31). Conversely, strict 
enforcement and non-empathetic communication negatively 
impacted therapeutic relationships including participants’ 
trust in certain clinicians (Q32).

Exceptions as important relational space with clinicians  Par-
ticipants experienced exceptions to the rules as rare, some-
times random (Q33), and an important advocacy opportunity 
for the healthcare team (Q34–35). One mother valued the 
significant work clinicians did to secure an exemption for 
her toddler to meet her critically unwell infant after a long 
admission (Q36). Participants believed exceptions to be key 
for PICU families, given the critical nature of their child, 
and wanted a nuanced approach that would take individual 
circumstances into consideration (Q34).

Discussion

This interpretive examination improves understanding of 
the family member experience with RFP implemented in 
Canadian PICUs, leading to insights with relevance beyond 
the COVID-19 pandemic. Primarily, we identified that par-
ticipants encountered increased barriers to engaging in their 
child’s care and loss of support with heightened feelings of 
isolation, which was exacerbated by logistical considera-
tions that made meeting even basic needs difficult and placed 
their mental and physical health at risk. Participants faced 
challenges to fulfilling their self-defined parental role—bal-
ancing competing responsibilities to their child, their entire 
family, and being part of their child’s healthcare team.

Previous research has identified that parents need unre-
stricted access to their child to support their primary goals 
during PICU admission [12, 31]. These are related to ensur-
ing their child feels loved and ensuring their child’s health 
improvement, which in turn support parental self-identity as 
a “good parent” [10, 12]. Our results demonstrate that these 
goals do not change contextually, even in the face of signifi-
cant restrictions that limited participants’ abilities to meet 
their own and their extended family’s needs and forced fami-
lies to make difficult decisions about who would be present.

Parents often cope with the stress of PICU admission 
by “spending long periods of time at my child’s bedside” 
[32]. Consistent with the internal drive to be present with 
their child, our participants indicated significant stress with 
leaving, even when another family member could take their 
place. Adult studies during COVID-19-related restrictions 
demonstrated higher rates and severity of post-traumatic 
stress disorder in family members who were denied access 
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to their critically ill loved one [33]. Thus, separation from 
their child may be expected to worsen the high baseline risk 
of stress and trauma with PICU admission; future research 
assessing long-term mental health impacts is warranted.

Participants confirmed unequivocally that family mem-
bers in PICU need support to enable coping. Forcing a fam-
ily member to experience the terror of PICU admission alone 
is not humane (Q12) and violates the principles of family 
centeredness in PICU, where parents are seen as both mem-
bers of the child’s healthcare team and persons in need of 
support and care [3, 7]. Pre-pandemic studies of parental 
needs, stressors, and coping during a PICU admission only 
minimally address the need for support [9, 32]. Our work 
corroborates earlier COVID-19 restriction-related findings 
of isolation and loss of support from Bannerman’s single-
center [22] and our group’s pan-Canadian [24] family mem-
ber surveys, and provides increased context to Camporesi’s 
findings of higher psychological distress in family members 
who experienced RFP compared to baseline [34]. While the 
simple solution would appear to be enabling both parents’ 
bedside presence, thoughtful consideration is needed for 
diverse family contexts (e.g., two parents are not each other’s 
support system, childcare issues). Further research is needed 
to define optimal family presence policy and practice in any 
context, and to explore the impact of suggested strategies to 
mitigate distress when RFP is necessary.

Participants described family presence-related practices 
that should be considered for revision in any context. Equity-
based approaches included hospital-supplied communica-
tions technology [35], in-room or nearby sleep facilities 
[36]), and comprehensive mental health support for bedside 
caregivers. Clear and timely policy communication, coupled 
with empathetic and flexible interpretation and delivery, may 
demonstrate appreciation of the important role of parents 
and family members in a child’s healthcare journey. Given 
the burdens imposed by RFP, the impacts of future policy 
and mitigating strategies should be rigorously assessed.

This work was strengthened through purposive, maxi-
mum variation sampling, Canada-wide representation, 
and engagement of patient and family partners throughout. 
Use of survey respondents, a group already keen to share 
their experiences, may have skewed results. Additionally, 
post-secondary education and high household income were 
overrepresented in the survey [24, 37] and may have been 
in this study’s participants, impacting how rules were expe-
rienced and what supports were needed [38]. Although the 
study represented a range of experiences and individuals 
from across Canada, it is not possible to comment specifi-
cally on whether the themes are representative for a broad 
range of language, cultural, ethnic, gender, and sexual back-
grounds, or an international context. Finally, the lapse of 4 to 
18 months from admission to the study raises the potential 
for recall bias.

Conclusions

RFP increased the barriers to family members of critically 
ill children in meeting their goals and needs. While appre-
ciating RFP’s attendance to safety, most participants expe-
rienced RFP as challenging to their primary caregiving role, 
basic human needs, and emotional and/or mental wellbeing, 
and required greater collaboration and thoughtfulness from 
the healthcare system. Bedside clinicians may remove such 
barriers through developing an empathetic understanding to 
allow individualized care and support for families’ needs. 
Policy-makers should consider these findings in the context 
of diverse family backgrounds and needs to enable strate-
gic decisions around future policies and exceptions. These 
measures should be a legacy from the diverse and challeng-
ing experience of RFP during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Supplementary Information  The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00431-​024-​05854-3.

Acknowledgements  The authors would like to thank Dr. Sabira Val-
iani for her critical review of the manuscript, Ms. Mary Martel for 
transcription services, the PICU families who graciously shared their 
stories, and the members of the RFP research group of the Canadian 
Critical Care Trials Group: Laura J. Betts (IWK Health); Stacy A. 
Burgess (IWK Health); Dr. Karen Choong (McMaster University); 
Dr. Jeannette Comeau (Dalhousie University), Dr. Janet A. Curran 
(IWK Health); Dr. Kirsten M. Fiest (University of Calgary); Dr. Patri-
cia Fontela (McGill University); Dr. Sangeeta Mehta (University of 
Toronto); Dr. Srinivas, Murthy (University of British Columbia); and 
Katie O’Hearn (University of Ottawa).

Authors' contributions  J.F., L.L., and D.G. conceived the study; all 
authors designed the study. M.R. acquired the data and, with J.F., man-
aged it. M.R. A.A., J.F., L.L., M.W., C.S., and N.M. were responsible 
for data analysis and all authors interpreted the data. J.F. wrote the first 
draft of the manuscript which was edited and revised by M.J. and L.L. 
All authors provided critical feedback on the manuscript, and then read 
and approved the final manuscript.

Funding  This study was supported by a grant from IWK Health 
(#1025925) and from the Canadian Institutes of Health Research 
(funding reference number, 174916). The funding agencies were not 
involved in the design, data collection and analysis, manuscript writing, 
or decisions to publish the scientific work.

Data availability  The datasets generated and analyzed during the cur-
rent study are not publicly available to maintain participant anonymity 
and prevent deductive disclosure. Reasonable requests for specific cod-
ing queries may be made of the corresponding author.

Declarations 

Ethics approval and consent to participate  This study received ethics 
approval from IWK Health (REB#1026029). All research participants 
provided informed consent prior to participation in the study. Consent 
was reconfirmed at each opportunity for participant interfacing.

Consent for publication  Informed consent included consent to publish 
non-identifying and aggregate data, including quotations.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00431-024-05854-3


	 European Journal of Pediatrics          (2025) 184:52    52   Page 12 of 13

Competing interests  Neda Moghadam discloses that she is the co-chair 
of the Family Leadership Council of IWK Health. All other authors 
declare that they have no competing interests as defined by Springer, 
or other interests that might be perceived to influence the results and/
or discussion reported in this paper.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons 
Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International License, 
which permits any non-commercial use, sharing, distribution and repro-
duction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit 
to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative 
Commons licence, and indicate if you modified the licensed material. 
You do not have permission under this licence to share adapted material 
derived from this article or parts of it. The images or other third party 
material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons 
licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If 
material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and 
your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds 
the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://crea-
tivecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/.

References

	 1.	 Terp K, Sjöström-Strand A (2017) Parents’ experiences and the 
effect on the family two years after their child was admitted to a 
PICU—an interview study. Intensive Crit Care Nurs 43:143–148. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​iccn.​2017.​06.​003

	 2.	 Hall EOC (2005) Being in an alien world: Danish parents’ lived 
experiences when a newborn or small child is critically ill. Scand 
J Caring Sci 19:179–185. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1471-​6712.​
2005.​00352.x

	 3.	 Dahav P, Sjöström-Strand A (2018) Parents’ experiences of 
their child being admitted to a paediatric intensive care unit: a 
qualitative study–like being in another world. Scand J Caring Sci 
32:363–370. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​scs.​12470

	 4.	 Colville G, Cream P (2009) Post-traumatic growth in parents 
after a child’s admission to intensive care: maybe Nietzsche was 
right? Intensive Care Med 35:919–923. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s00134-​009-​1444-1

	 5.	 Colville G, Pierce C (2012) Patterns of post-traumatic stress symp-
toms in families after paediatric intensive care. Intensive Care 
Med 38:1523–1531. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00134-​012-​2612-2

	 6.	 Ames KE, Rennick JE, Baillargeon S (2011) A qualitative inter-
pretive study exploring parents’ perception of the parental role 
in the paediatric intensive care unit. Intensive Crit Care Nurs 
27:143–150. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​iccn.​2011.​03.​004

	 7.	 Latour JM, Van Goudoever JB, Schuurman BE, Albers M, Van 
Dam N, Dullaart E et al (2011) A qualitative study exploring the 
experiences of parents of children admitted to seven Dutch pedi-
atric intensive care units. Intensive Care Med 37:319–325. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00134-​010-​2074-3

	 8.	 Mattsson JY, Arman M, Castren M, Forsner M (2014) Meaning 
of caring in pediatric intensive care unit from the perspective of 
parents: a qualitative study. J Child Heal Care 18:336–345. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1177/​13674​93513​496667

	 9.	 Colville G, Darkins J, Hesketh J, Bennett V, Alcock J, Noyes J 
(2009) The impact on parents of a child’s admission to intensive 
care: integration of qualitative findings from a cross-sectional 
study. Intensive Crit Care Nurs 25:72–79. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​iccn.​2008.​10.​002

	10.	 Feudtner C, Walter JK, Faerber JA, Hill D, Carroll K, Mollen 
C et al (2015) Good-parent beliefs of parents of seriously ill 

children. JAMA Pediatr 169:39–47. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1001/​jamap​
ediat​rics.​2014.​2341

	11.	 Stremler R, Haddad S, Pullenayegum E, Parshuram C (2017) 
Psychological outcomes in parents of critically ill hospitalized 
children. J Pediatr Nurs 34:36–43. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​pedn.​
2017.​01.​012

	12.	 Poole EI, Ryan M, Walls M, Slumkoski C, Curran J, Seabrook J, 
Foster J (2023) “I want to be there. I have to be there.”: parents’ 
perceived barriers and facilitators to bedside presence in the pedi-
atric intensive care unit. Front Pediatr 11:1308682. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​3389/​fped.​2023.​13086​82

	13.	 Foster K, Mitchell R, Van C, Young A, McCloughen A (2019) 
Resilient, recovering, distressed: a longitudinal qualitative study 
of parent psychosocial trajectories following child critical injury. 
Injury 50:1605–1611. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​injury.​2019.​05.​003

	14.	 Berube CC (2013) Should parents be present during their child’s 
resuscitation? MCN Am J Matern Nurs 38:199. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1097/​NMC.​0b013​e3182​9207ee

	15.	 Davidson JE, Powers K, Hedayat KM, Tieszen M, Kon A, Shepard E 
et al (2007) Clinical practice guidelines for support of the family in 
the patient-centered intensive care unit: American College of Critical 
Care Medicine Task Force 2004–2005. Crit Care Med 35:605–622. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​01.​CCM.​00002​54067.​14607.​EB

	16.	 Foster JR, Lee LA, Seabrook JA, Ryan M, Betts L, Burgess S et al 
(2022) Family presence in Canadian PICUs during the COVID-
19 pandemic: a mixed-methods environmental scan of policy and 
practice. Can Med Assoc J Open 10:E622–E632. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​9778/​cmajo.​20210​202

	17.	 Giannini A, Miccinesi G, Prandi E, Dusio M, Greggio M, Lagana 
I et al (2017) Parental presence in Italian pediatric intensive care 
units: a reappraisal of current visiting policies. Intensive Care 
Med 43:458–459. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00134-​016-​4628-5

	18.	 Koller DF, Nicholas DB, Goldie RS, Gearing R, Selkirk E (2006) 
Bowlby and Robertson revisited: The impact of isolation on hos-
pitalized children during SARS. J Dev Behav Pediatr 27:134–140. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​00004​703-​20060​4000-​00010

	19.	 Chan SSC, Leung D, Chui H, Tiwari A, Wong E, Wong D, Barn-
steiner J, Lau Y (2007) Parental response to child’s isolation dur-
ing the SARS outbreak. Ambul Pediatr 7:401–404. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​ambp.​2007.​06.​002

	20.	 Camporesi A, Zanin A, Kanaris C, Gemma M, Soares Lanziotti 
V (2021) Impact of COVID-19 pandemic on pediatric intensive 
care units (PICUs) visiting policies: a worldwide survey. J Pediatr 
Intensive Care 11:e2020000786. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1055/s-​0041-​
17392​63

	21.	 Vance AJ, Duy J, Laventhal N, Iwashyna TJ, Costa DK (2021) 
Visitor guidelines in US children’s hospitals during COVID-
19. Hosp Pediatr 11:E83–E89. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1542/​hpeds.​
2020-​005772

	22.	 Bannerman K, Aitken L, Donnelly P, Kidson C (2021) Parental 
perceptions of the impact of COVID-19 restrictions on family-
centred care at a paediatric intensive care unit. Br J Child Heal 
2:195–200. https://​doi.​org/​10.​12968/​chhe.​2021.2.​4.​195

	23.	 Hyczko AV, Fu C, Graf Z, Perkowski C, Whyte-Nesfield M, Zhou 
S, Zurca A (2022) Evaluating pediatric families’ understanding 
of and reactions to COVID-19 visitor restrictions. J Patient Exp 
9. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​23743​73522​10775​47

	24.	 Lee LA, Foster JR, Nikitovic D, Garros D, Ryan M, Moghadam 
N et al (2023) “We aren’t meant to go through the hardest parts 
of our lives alone”: family experience with restricted PICU pres-
ence during the COVID-19 pandemic. Crit Care Explor 15:e0989. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​CCE.​00000​00000​000989

	25.	 Tong A, Sainsbury P, Craig J (2007) Consolidated criteria for 
reporting qualitative research (COREQ): a 32-item checklist for 
interviews and focus groups. Int J Qual Heal Care 19:349–357. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​intqhc/​mzm042

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iccn.2017.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6712.2005.00352.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6712.2005.00352.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/scs.12470
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-009-1444-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-009-1444-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-012-2612-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iccn.2011.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-010-2074-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-010-2074-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367493513496667
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367493513496667
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iccn.2008.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iccn.2008.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2014.2341
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2014.2341
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pedn.2017.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pedn.2017.01.012
https://doi.org/10.3389/fped.2023.1308682
https://doi.org/10.3389/fped.2023.1308682
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.injury.2019.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1097/NMC.0b013e31829207ee
https://doi.org/10.1097/NMC.0b013e31829207ee
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.CCM.0000254067.14607.EB
https://doi.org/10.9778/cmajo.20210202
https://doi.org/10.9778/cmajo.20210202
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-016-4628-5
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004703-200604000-00010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ambp.2007.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ambp.2007.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0041-1739263
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0041-1739263
https://doi.org/10.1542/hpeds.2020-005772
https://doi.org/10.1542/hpeds.2020-005772
https://doi.org/10.12968/chhe.2021.2.4.195
https://doi.org/10.1177/23743735221077547
https://doi.org/10.1097/CCE.0000000000000989
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzm042


European Journal of Pediatrics          (2025) 184:52 	 Page 13 of 13     52 

	26.	 Thorne S, Kirkham SR, MacDonald-Emes J (1997) Interpretive 
description: a noncategorical qualitative alternative for developing 
nursing knowledge. Res Nurs Heal 20. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​
(SICI)​1098-​240X(199704)​20:​2<​169::​AID-​NUR9>3.​0.​CO;2-I

	27.	 Jootun D, McGhee G, Marland GR (2009) Reflexivity: promoting 
rigour in qualitative research. Nurs Stand 23:42–46. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​7748/​ns2009.​02.​23.​23.​42.​c6800

	28.	 Miller L, Richard M, Krmpotic K, Kennedy A, Seabrook J, Slum-
koski C, Walls M, Foster J (2021) Parental presence at the bedside 
of critically ill children in the pediatric intensive care unit: a scop-
ing review. Eur J Pediatr 181:823–831. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s00431-​021-​04279-6

	29.	 Braun V, Clarke V (2006) Using thematic analysis in psychology. 
Qual Res Psychol 3:77–101. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1191/​14780​88706​
qp063​oa

	30.	 Braun V, Clarke V (2021) One size fits all? What counts as qual-
ity practice in (reflexive) thematic analysis? Qual Res Psychol 
18:328–352. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​14780​887.​2020.​17692​38

	31.	 Scott LD (1998) Perceived needs of parents of critically ill chil-
dren. J Soc Pediatr Nurs 3:4–12. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1744-​
6155.​1998.​tb002​03.x

	32.	 Jee RA, Shepherd JR, Boyles CE, Marsh M, Thomas P, Ross O 
(2012) Evaluation and comparison of parental needs, stressors, 
and coping strategies in a pediatric intensive care unit. Pediatr 
Crit Care Med 13:166–172. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​PCC.​0b013​
e3182​3893ad

	33.	 Zante B, Erne K, Grossenbacher J, Camenisch S, Schefold J, Jeitz-
iner M (2021) Symptoms of post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) 

in next of kin during suspension of ICU visits during the COVID-
19 pandemic: a prospective observational study. BMC Psychiatry 
21:1–9. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s12888-​021-​03468-9

	34.	 Camporesi A, Abecasis F, Torres EM, Zoia E, Izzo F, Ferrario S, 
Melloni EMT (2022) The parental psychological distress caused 
by separation from their critically ill child during the COVID-19 
pandemic: a tale of two cities. Front Pediatr 10:1–7. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​3389/​fped.​2022.​909210

	35.	 Krewulak KD, Jaworska N, Spence KL, Mizen S, Kupsch S, Stel-
fox HParsons Leigh J, Fiest K (2021) Impact of restricted visita-
tion policies during the first wave of the COVID-19 pandemic on 
communication between critically ill patients, families and clini-
cians: a qualitative interview study. Ann Am Thorac Soc 1–39. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1513/​annal​sats.​202107-​877oc

	36.	 Evans J, Thomas J (2011) Understanding family requirements in 
the intensive care room. Crit Care Nurs Q 34:290–296. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1097/​CNQ.​0b013​e3182​2b9009

	37.	 Epstein D, Reibel M, Unger JB, Cockburn M, Escobedo L, Kale 
D, Chang J, Gold J (2014) The effect of neighborhood and indi-
vidual characteristics on pediatric critical illness. J Community 
Health 39. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10900-​014-​9823-0

	38.	 Smith MB, Dervan LA, Watson RS, Ohman R, Albert J, Rhee E, 
et al (2023) Family presence at the PICU bedside: a single-center 
retrospective cohort study. Pediatr Crit Care Med 24. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1097/​PCC.​00000​00000​003334

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

Authors and Affiliations

Jennifer R. Foster1,2,3   · Molly J. Ryan1,2   · Daniel Garros4,5   · Martha Walls6 · Corey Slumkoski6 · 
Neda Moghadam6 · Adedayo Ajidahun7,8   · Jamie A. Seabrook3,9,10,11   · Laurie A. Lee12,13,14 · RFP-PICU research 
group for the Canadian Critical Care Trials Group15

 *	 Jennifer R. Foster 
	 jennifer.foster@dal.ca

1	 Department of Critical Care, Dalhousie University, Halifax, 
NS, Canada

2	 Department of Pediatric Critical Care, IWK Health, 5980 
University Ave, Halifax, NS B3K 6R8, Canada

3	 Lawson Health Research Institute, London, ON, Canada
4	 Pediatric Intensive Care Unit, Stollery Children’s Hospital, 

Edmonton, AB, Canada
5	 Division of Critical Care, Department of Pediatrics, 

University of Alberta, Edmonton, AB, Canada
6	 Patient Partner, IWK Health, Halifax, NS, Canada
7	 British Columbia Center for Excellence in HIV/AIDS, 

Vancouver, BC, Canada
8	 Department of Physiotherapy, University 

of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, South Africa

9	 Department of Epidemiology and Biostatistics, Western 
University, London, ON, Canada

10	 Department of Paediatrics, Western University, London, ON, 
Canada

11	 School of Food and Nutritional Sciences, Brescia University 
College, London, ON, Canada

12	 Department of Pediatrics, Cumming School of Medicine, 
University of Calgary, Calgary, AB, Canada

13	 Faculty of Nursing, University of Calgary, Calgary, AB, 
Canada

14	 Alberta Children’s Hospital Research Institute, Calgary, AB, 
Canada

15	 Canadian Critical Care Trials Group, Markham, ON, Canada

https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-240X(199704)20:2<169::AID-NUR9>3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-240X(199704)20:2<169::AID-NUR9>3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.7748/ns2009.02.23.23.42.c6800
https://doi.org/10.7748/ns2009.02.23.23.42.c6800
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00431-021-04279-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00431-021-04279-6
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1080/14780887.2020.1769238
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6155.1998.tb00203.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6155.1998.tb00203.x
https://doi.org/10.1097/PCC.0b013e31823893ad
https://doi.org/10.1097/PCC.0b013e31823893ad
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-021-03468-9
https://doi.org/10.3389/fped.2022.909210
https://doi.org/10.3389/fped.2022.909210
https://doi.org/10.1513/annalsats.202107-877oc
https://doi.org/10.1097/CNQ.0b013e31822b9009
https://doi.org/10.1097/CNQ.0b013e31822b9009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-014-9823-0
https://doi.org/10.1097/PCC.0000000000003334
https://doi.org/10.1097/PCC.0000000000003334
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8919-9383
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4155-9359
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3331-7947
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5265-4212
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4297-6450

	Family member experience with restricted family presence in Canadian PICUs: an interpretive descriptive study
	Abstract
	Purpose 
	Methods 
	Results 

	Introduction
	Methods
	Study design
	Recruitment
	Data collection
	Data analysis
	Trustworthiness

	Results
	Theme 1: Challenges to fulfilling the parent role
	Theme 2: Isolation from primary supports during a time of crisis
	Theme 3: Navigating increased logistical difficulties
	Theme 4: Seeking compassionate approaches within the healthcare system

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements 
	References


