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mEARHE (nfiltration)

Review: Clinically-indicated replacement versus routine replacement of peripheral venous catheters
Comparisen: 1 Clinically-indicated versus routine change

Outcome:  Infiltration

Studyorsubgroup  Clinically indicate dRoutine replacement Risk Ratio Weight Risk Ratio
il i M-H.Fixed,95% CI M-H,Fixed 95% CI

Rickard 2010 61185 53177 R 1.4% 110081, 1.49]
Rickard 2012 27911593 23511690 —a— 312% 1261107, 1.48]
Vendramim 2018 172872 134647 —— 18.7% 124[101,151]
Webster 2007 FEUE] awnos —_— 60% 0.98[0.71,135)
Webster 2008 1351379 1201376 —— 165% 11200911361
Xu 2017 144553 161645 —— 203% 1041086, 1.27]

Total (95% CI) 3485 3638 > 100.0 % 1.16 [1.06, 1.26 ]

Total events; 834 (Clinically indicated), 747 (Routine replacement)

Heterogeneity: Chi = 3.92, df = § (P = 0.56); 1 =0.0%

Test for overall effect: 2 = 3.36 (P = 0.00077)

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable
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Clinically indicated  Routine replacement

S Events
1.2.1 Continuous infusion
Rickard 2010 18
Rickard 2012 14
Vendramim 2018 55
Webster 2007 1
Webster 2008 16
Xu2017 6
Subtotal (95% C1)

Tolal events 280

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 374, df=§ (P=059);

Total

185

Test for overall effect Z= 064 (P=052)

1.2.2 Intermittent infusion

Van Donk 2009 37
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events a7

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

105
105

Test for overall effect Z=1.19 (P=0.24)

Total (95% CI)
Total events 317

Heterogenelly: Ch'= 4.52, df= 6 (P = 0.61), = 0%

3590

Testfor overall effect Z= 0.95 (P=0.34)
Test for subaroup differences: ChiF= 0.78, df= 1 (P = 0.38), F= 0%

Events

12
114
B4

307

177 1%
1690 36.8%
BAT  217%
103 07%
376 40%
645 237%
3638 90.9%

95 1%
95 9%

3733 100.0%

Risl
Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Ratio Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

1441071,289)
1.06 (0.63,1.36]
083059, 1.17)
0.50(0.05,5.43)
1320563, 2.76]
115086, 1.55]
1.05[0.90, 1.23]

1.29(0.85,1.96]
1:29[0.85, 1.96]

1.07[0.93, 1.25]
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Forest plot of comparison 1, clinically indicated versus routine change, outcome: 1.2 Phlebitis
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