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Abstract

Background: Blood culture contamination is a significant problem in acute care settings.
Contamination of a blood sample with pathogens not present in the patient's blood leads to
increases in length of stay, overuse of antimicrobials, and increases in healthcare cost. Several
interventions have been reported in different settings within the literature to decrease the
contamination. However, their overall effectiveness is currently unknown.

Objective: This systematic review aimed to identify interventions to reduce contamination from
peripherally collected blood cultures and to evaluate the effectiveness of these interventions.

Design: Systematic review and meta-analysis

Methods: In March 2019 we performed a systematic search of English language literature from
academic databases, registers of clinical trials and grey literature for interventions aimed at
reducing blood culture contamination in adult acute care settings. Studies meeting inclusion
criteria were reviewed and data were extracted by two independent reviewers.

Results: A total of 6,302 articles were retrieved from searches. After removal of duplicates
and screening against inclusion criteria 57 studies were included. The majority of the 57 studies
had a medium to high risk of bias. These studies identified eight specific interventions
(collection packs, dedicated collection teams, education, staff feedback, intervention bundle,
sterile procedure, Initial Specimen Diversion Devices, or change of asepsis solution) used in
acute care. Thirty-four studies were included in the meta-analysis. There was a wide variation
in the definition of contamination which precluded many studies from being included in the
meta-analysis. Dedicated collection teams (RR 0.40, 95%CI 0.21 — 0.76, 1> 87%, p<0.001) and
initial specimen diversion devices (RR 0.43, 95%CI10.31 — 0.58, 1? 84%, p<0.001) were the
most successful at reducing blood culture contamination. Heterogeneity was high across all
studies and interventions.

Conclusions: The use of dedicated collection teams or initial specimen diversion devices
showed the most significant reduction in blood culture contamination; however, other
interventions such as intervention bundles, education or feedback, may have benefits in terms
of ease of implementation, and have still been shown to lower blood culture contamination.
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Introduction / Background

The contamination of blood culture samples with organisms not present in the blood of patients
is a significant clinical issue in acute care settings (1). Blood culture contamination is defined
by the American Clinical and Laboratory Standards Institute as "microorganism isolated from
a blood culture during specimen collection or processing [and was] not pathogenic for the
patient from whom the blood was collected” ((2)p5). Blood culture contamination leads to
unnecessary treatment, extends hospital length of stay and contributes to antimicrobial
resistance. Current recommendations support an upper limit of 3% for potential contamination
of all blood cultures collected in acute care settings (1-4). However, in practice, figures below
3% are rarely reported, and contamination rates up to 12% are prevalent (1, 5-10).

In North American studies, blood culture contamination has been identified as contributing up
to an additional 4.5 days to the average patient length of hospital stay (9, 11). In the United
Kingdom, this length of stay is even further extended to 5.4 days (7). Blood culture
contamination has been associated with increased use of antimicrobials, particularly
vancomycin, which in turn is associated with increased costs of pharmacokinetic monitoring
(12). Blood culture contamination also creates a financial burden on health care systems
contributing up to $7,500 per patient compared to patients with true negative cultures (1, 7, 9-
11).

Blood cultures can be collected through either peripheral venepuncture or central venous access
device. Most commonly, blood cultures are collected through peripheral venipuncture or a
newly established peripheral intravenous catheter (PIVVC). Blood cultures can also be collected
through venous access devices such as a Port-a-cath® (Smith’s Medical), Peripherally Inserted
Central Catheter (PICC), and Hickmann® (Bard Access Systems) lines.

Several interventions have been reported targeting reductions in blood culture contamination;
these have included educational interventions (6, 13), feedback (9), bundled interventions (13),
changes to skin asepsis, and specimen diversion devices (5). However, it is not currently known
what the grouped effectiveness of these interventions or their effectiveness in different acute
care settings such as the emergency department or ward environment. This systematic review
aimed to identify interventions to reduce contamination from peripherally collected blood
cultures and to evaluate the effectiveness of these interventions.

Methods

A detailed description of the methods used in this systematic review and meta-analysis have
been reported in a previously published protocol (14). The results of the systematic review are
reported here according to the PRISMA guidelines (15).

Data Sources and Search Strategy

A comprehensive search was conducted from inception to March 2019 in: Cumulative Index
Of Nursing And Allied Health Literature (CINAHL via Ebsco), Pubmed, Excerpta Medica
database (EMBASE), and Proquest Dissertation and Thesis. Controlled trials were searched
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for via the Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL) from 1996 to March
2019. Search strategy and results for each database are detailed in Table 1.

Table 1. Search strategies for each database searched. CINAHL = Culmulative Index of Nursing and Allied Health Literature, EMBASE =
Excerpta Medica database, CENTRAL = Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials.

Search Terms Date Database Number of
publications
retrieved
((((contamination[Title/Abstract]) OR false-positive[Title/Abstract])) March 2019 Pubmed 1577

AND (((Blood culture[MeSH Major Topic]) OR Hematologic
testsfMeSH Major Topic]) OR blood culture*[Title/Abstract])

(Blood Culture OR Culture) AND (Contamination OR False Positive OR ~ March 2019 CINAHL via Ebsco 2359
Microbial Contamination OR Bacterial Contamination OR False

Negative).

(((Blood Culture[Title/Abstract/Keyword]) OR (Bacterial  March 2019 EMBASE 1237
Culture[Title/Abstract/Keyword])) AND

((Contamination[Title/Abstract/Keyword]) OR (Microbial

Contamination[Title/Abstract/Keyword]) OR (Bacterial

Contamination[Title/Abstract/Keyword]) OR (False Positive
Result[Title/Abstract/Keyword])))

((“Blood  Culture”[All]) AND (Contamination[All]) OR (“False March 2019 Proquest 1022
Positive”[All])) Dissertations  and

Thesis
"Blood Culture" and Contamination March 2019 CENTRAL 107

"Blood Culture" and "False Positive"

Inclusion Criteria

Experimental studies (randomised control trials or quasi-experimental studies) that assessed
the effectiveness of an intervention or interventions aimed at reduction of blood culture
contamination were included. Interventions targeted at adult patients (greater than 16 years old)
and cultures collected in acute healthcare (hospital) settings were eligible for inclusion.
Secondary outcomes such as multiple sets, volume, the proportion of positive samples and
costs were summarised in the results. Due to the lack of funding for translation services, only
studies reported in English or with a previous translation available were included in this review.

Study selection and data extraction

Selection of studies was conducted independently by two reviewers (JAH and CJC). Discordant
assessments were discussed between the two reviewers without the need for review by a third
reviewer (FC). All citations from initial searches were imported to a reference library and
screened for relevance using titles and abstracts. Full texts of all relevant citations were
accessed and subsequently screened against the inclusion criteria. The methodological quality
of each selected study was appraised using the Effective Practice and Organisation of Care
group risk of bias criteria (16).

Meta-analysis
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Data extraction from selected studies was conducted and cross-checked independently by two
reviewers (JAH and CJC) for accuracy. Data were entered into Review Manager (RevMan,
version 5.4) software for meta-analysis (17). The primary outcome (blood culture
contamination rate) was analysed using the Mantel-Haenszel method within a random-effects
model. Risk ratios (presented with 95% confidence intervals) of less than one represented a
reduced contamination rate for the intervention. Heterogeneity was assessed using the 12
statistic and considered significant at the p=0.1 level (18).

Consensus was reached to group interventions as: dedicated blood culture collection teams,
intervention bundle including collection Kits, education, initial specimen diversion device, staff
feedback, sterile procedure. Studies were only included in the meta-analysis if they had a clear
definition of contamination that included at least three of the seven most commonly reported
contaminants (19):

Coagulase-negative staphylococci
Viridans streptococci
Propionibacterium spp.
Micrococcus spp.
Corynebacterium spp.
Diphtheroids

Bacillus spp.

Results

A total of 6302 articles were identified from the searches. After removal of duplicates, 5065
articles were screened for relevance, which subsequently reduced the number of articles to 175
for screening against the inclusion criteria (Figure 1), of these 57 were included in the
systematic review. Characteristics of included studies can be found in Table 2. The majority
of studies (n=37, 65%) were quasi-experimental, either pre and post-test design or a time series
(6, 8, 9, 13, 20-52). Sixteen studies (28%) used an experimental design (5, 53-67), and four
(7%) used other studies designs (1, 68-70). Thirty-four studies included sufficient data for
quantitative synthesis in the meta-analysis (5, 6, 9, 20, 22-25, 28-30, 33, 34, 36-38, 44, 45, 47-
50, 52, 55-59, 61, 62, 65-67, 70).
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Figure 1: Systematic review study (PRISMA) flow diagram (15)
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Settings

From the studies included, 18 (31.6%) were conducted in the emergency department (1, 5, 8,
9, 13, 21, 25, 32, 37, 41, 44, 46, 47, 50, 51, 70-72), 13 (22.8%) were conducted in ward
environments (22-24, 28, 35, 36, 38, 43, 57, 64, 65, 67, 73) and four (7.0%) were conducted in
the intensive care unit setting (27, 30, 33, 66). Combinations of these areas accounted for 13
(22.8%) of studies (20, 29, 39, 40, 45, 48, 53, 58, 59, 61, 68, 74, 75), and nine (15.8%) studies
were described as hospital-wide (6, 26, 31, 34, 42, 55, 56, 60, 63).

Quiality and Bias

The risk of bias was overall was assessed as high in 13 (22.8%%), and medium in 32 (56.1%)
of the studies included in this review. The high level of bias is reflective of the quasi-
experimental methodology of the majority of the studies with a lack of randomisation
procedures, or poorly reported randomisation. Differences in baseline characteristics were
either not reported or not taken into consideration in a number of the included studies. A total
of 12 studies (21.1%) were assessed as low risk of bias. The risk of bias for each included study
is summarised in Supplementary Tables 1 and 2.

Interventions

Interventions to decrease the rate of blood culture contamination varied widely throughout the
included studies. Most studies used a combination of initiatives aimed at intervening at
different points in the collection process where contamination can occur. Eight distinct types
of interventions were identified: education delivered to clinicians who collect blood cultures
(6, 13, 20-27, 29-33, 68, 76), staff feedback (20, 21, 24, 25, 27-29, 32, 34, 68, 69, 76), dedicated
phlebotomy team to collect blood cultures (36-38, 77); blood culture collection packs
containing all necessary equipment (21, 32, 38-42, 47, 53, 60, 76), intervention bundles with
standardised blood culture collection processes (13, 20-25, 28, 30, 40, 43, 48, 57, 68, 69, 76),
a change to the devices used such as a needle switch or initial specimen diversion devices (44-
46, 55, 56, 78) or the introduction of sterile procedures (26, 47, 57, 79). Many of the studies
used a combination of these interventions in an attempt to decrease contamination rates. Full
details of each study can be seen in Table 2.

The most common intervention to decrease contamination in blood cultures was skin antisepsis
before venepuncture (8, 48, 50, 51, 53, 58-61, 63-67, 70, 73-75). A wide variety of antiseptic
solutions were used as either "usual care" or as an intervention. For example, chlorhexidine,
iodine and alcohol preparations were used as either "usual care™ or as an intervention. Table 3
shows the skin asepsis solutions used as intervention or usual care and the contamination rates
found in each study.
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Table 2: Summary of included studies

Author / Year / Clinical Intervention Comparator Study Design  Definition of Contamination Other Contamination Risk of
Country Setting Qutcome Outcome Bias
Measures
Intervention Bundle
Al-Hamad A et Ward, Interventional Historical - Quasi- Presence of Corynebacterium spp., Bacillus spp., Nil Pre: 8.2% Medium
al., 2016. Intensive care  bundle, usual practice experimental Propionibacterium spp., viridians Streptococci, Post: 5.2%
and (pre-test / Micrococcus spp., and coagulase-negative Staphylococcus
Saudi Arabia Emergency Educational post-test spp. in at least one culture.
department intervention, design)
setting Standardised blood
culture collection,
One-on-one
feedback of
contamination rates
Bentley et al., Emergency Intervention Historical — Quasi When certain bacteria which are known to cause frequent Nil Pre: 4.6% Medium
2016. Department bundle: blood usual practice experimental contaminations are isolated in a blood culture and do not Post: 2.0%
culture collection (pre-test / correlate with clinical history as pathogenic.
United Kingdom kit, visual post-test
instructions of design)
standard blood
culture collection,
drop-in education
sessions, regular
staff feedback
Bowen et al., Emergency Intervention Historical — Quality Organisms considered to be contaminates were coagulase  Nil Target High
(2016). Department bundle: blood usual practice improvement  negative Staphylococcus, Micrococcus, Diphtheroids, contamination rate
culture collection anaerobic Diphtheroids, Bacillus species other than B. of <2% was

United States of
America

kit, standardised
blood culture
collection process,
education sessions,
regular staff
feedback

anthracis, and viridans Streptococcus isolated from a
single set of blood cultures.

maintained monthly
for 12 months.
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Eskiraetal., Ward Setting  Intervention Usual practice Quasi Growth of typical contaminants (i.e. coagulase-negative Nil Pre: Intervention Medium
(2006). bundle: one on one experimental Staphylococci, Micrococcus spp., Propionibacterium Ward: 5.7%
staff education, acnes, viridans Streptococci, Bacillus spp. and non-JK Control Ward: 7.1%
Israel standardised blood Corynebacteria.) from one or two bottles during an Post: Intervention
culture collection insignificant febrile episode, with no growth from other Ward: 2.0%
process cultures or sites, and in the absence of vascular devices. Control Ward: 6.7%
Geetal., (2011) Ward Setting  Intervention Usual Practice Quasi At least one of the following criteria: a) patient with Nil Pre: 1.3% Medium
) bundle: one on one experimental incompatible clinical features or no attributable risks; b) Post 0.2%
China staff education, with risk factors but the positive result was related to an
standardised blood infection at another site; c) common skin contaminant
culture collection including coagulase-negative Staphylococci,
process Propionibacteriym acnes, Corynebacteriun species or
Bacillus species was isolated from one or more blood
samples; d) without improvement with specific treatment
for that organism; e) fever that can be attributed to other
condition; f) culture time >48h; g) more than one common
skin contaminant from one blood sample.
Harding et al., Emergency Intervention Usual Practice Quality Not specifically defined but cited, ‘defined in accordance Total Cost Pre: 1.8% Low
(2013) Department bundle: individual improvement  with 2008 Centres for Disease Control and Post:1.0%
and Ward staff feedback of Prevention/National Healthcare Safety Network
United States of  setting contamination guidelines'.
America rates, education
sessions,
standardised blood
culture collection
process
Hopkins et al., Ward Setting  Intervention Historical — Quasi "Presence of coagulase negative Staphylococcus spp , Nil Pre: 3.1% Low
(2013). bundle: Usual Practice experimental Propionibacterium spp, Micrococcus spp, Coryneform- Post 1: 2.0%
Standardised blood (pre-test / type bacilli, Lactobacillus spp, Bacillus spp, and viridans Post 2: 1.6%
United States of culture collection post-test type Streptococci in a single blood culture.
America process, education design)

sessions, regular
feedback of
contamination rates
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Linetal, (2012)  Emergency Intervention Historical — Quasi Presence of coagulase-negative Staphylococcus; Nil Pre: 3.4% Medium
Taiwan Department bundle: usual practice experimental Micrococcus spp.; Staphylococcus epidermidis; Gram- Post Phase 1: 2.7%
Educational (pre-test / positive bacilli from a patient who clinically had no fever Post Phase 2: 2.0%
intervention, post-test or systemic inflammatory response syndrome.
standard blood design)
culture collection
process, and one-
on-one feedback of
contamination rates
Moeller et al., Emergency Intervention Historical - Quality Not specifically defined Nil Pre: 5.4% High
(2017) Department bundle: usual practice Improvement Post 1: 2.9%
Standardised blood Post 2: 2.5%
United States of culture collection Post 3: 1.7%
America process, root cause Post 4: 2.0%
analysis of Post 5: 1.8%
contamination
followed by peer-
to-peer feedback
Suzuki et al., Hospital Longitudinal Usual Care Time Series Not Provided Multiple Sets Pre: 3.6% High
(2018) Wide changes made, Post: 0.3%
intro of
United States of Chlorhexidine,
America sterile gloves,
education material
Education and Feedback
Alahmadi et al., Intensive care  Educational Historical - Interrupted Common contaminants (unspecified) present in only one Estimated cost Pre: 9.0% Low
2015. unit intervention and usual practice time series of the two collected blood cultures savings Post: 4.0%
staff feedback
Ireland
Chriseleit et al., Emergency Educational Historical — Quasi Presence of coagulase-negative Staphylococci or Nil Pre: 3.3% High
(2011). Department intervention: usual practice experimental Staphylococcus epidermidis. Post: 3.7%
simulation, (pre-test /
United States of standardised blood post-test
America culture collection design)

process

10
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Gibb et al., Ward Setting ~ Regular (group and ~ Usual Practice Quasi Presence of coagulase-negative Staphylococci, Nil Pre: 2.7% Medium
(1997) individual) staff experimental Micrococcus species, Propionibacterium species in a Post:1.4%
feedback of (pre-test / blood culture.
Canada contamination rates post-test
with reinforcement design)
of standard blood
collection process
Park et al., Ward and Educational Without Quasi Presence of one or more of the following organisms grew  Nil Pre: 1.4% Low
(2015) Emergency intervention: self- educational experimental in only one culture in a series of blood cultures collected Post: 1.0%
Department learning the blood intervention (pre-test / from the same patient in sets of blood requested during a
South Korea Settings drawing using post-test single event: common skin flora, including Bacillus spp.,
video clips and design) coagulase-negative Staphylococci, Corynebacterium spp.,
guidelines, Enterococcus spp., Micrococcus spp., Propionibacterium
simulation practice spp., or viridans Streptococcus, without isolation of the
using a manikin on identical organism from another potentially infected site
a one-to-one basis, in a patient with incompatible clinical features.
tutor's evaluation,
and giving
feedback for the
procedure.
Ramirez et al., Intensive Educational Historical — Quasi "Presence of one or more of the following organisms in Nil Pre: 23% High
(2015) Care Unit intervention, usual practice experimental one of a series of blood culture specimens: Post: 13%
) standardised blood Corynebacterium spp, Bacillus spp [not B anthracis] spp,
Spain culture collection Propionibacterium spp, CNS [including S epidermidis],
viridans group Streptococci, Aerococcus spp, and
Micrococcus spp, without fever (>38 C), chills, or
hypotension.”
Robert et al., Hospital Education in two Historical — Time Series Nil Provided Nil Pre: 4.8% High
(2011) Wide separate stages. Usual Care Post 1: 2.5%
Collection and Post 2: 3% post
United States of patho'ogy staff
America
Robertson et al., Emergency Education, Historical — Time Series Contamination was defined pragmatically as the presence  True Positive Pre: 11.8% Medium
(2015) Department feedback and a Usual Care in blood culture of low pathogenicity skin commensals in Rate Post 7.4%

United Kingdom

blood culture
sampling pack.

patients without central venous access or indwelling
prothesis.

11
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Roth et al., Whole of Informational Historical — Quasi A blood culture set was defined as the bottles obtained Positive Pre: 2.6% Medium
(2010) Hospital intervention to usual practice experimental from one blood sample (1 or 2 bottles) and was Cultures Post: 2.2%
phlebotomists (pre-test / considered contaminated if one of the following
Sweden post-test organisms was present in 50% of all blood culture sets
design) obtained from one patient on the same day: coagulase-
negative Staphylococci, alpha-hemolytic Streptococci,
Micrococcus species, Propionibacterium species,
Corynebacterium species, and Bacillus species.
Sanchez-Sanchez  Intensive Educational Usual Care Quasi Contaminated blood culture: when in a single set Nil Pre: 14% Medium
etal., (2018) Care Setting Intervention experimental coagulase-negative Staphylococcus, Bacillus spp. (except Post: 5.6%
) (pre-test / Bacillus anthracis), Propionibacterium spp., Streptococcus
Spain post-test from the viridians group, Aerococcus spp., Micrococcus
design) spp. or Corynebacterium spp. were isolated.
Zimmerman et Hospital Blood Culture Historical Quasi Contamination was defined by microbiological criteria: True Positive Pre: 5.6% High
al., (2018) Wide Contamination Control experimental coagulase-negative Staphylococci, Corynebacteria, Rate Post: 5.2
Scoreboard pre and post- Micrococci and alpha-haemolytic Streptococci were
Israel test design deemed as contaminants unless isolated from multiple
cultures.
Dedicated Phlebotomy Team
Baeetal., (2018)  Ward setting Dedicated Interns Quasi 2007 Clinical laboratory standards institute guidelines. True Positive Pre: 0.5% Medium
phlebotomy team Collecting experimental Rate: Blood Post 0.3 %
South Korea Samples (Usual ~ (pre-test / Volume:
Care) post-test
design)
Foggiato et al., Ward Setting ~ Trained Nurses Quasi Growth of contaminants (i.e. coagulase-negative Nil Pre: 12.4% Medium
(2017). phlebotomists collecting blood  experimental Staphylococcus, Propionibacterium spp, Micrococcus spp, Post: 7.9%
collecting blood samples (usual (pre-test / Corynebacterium spp, and Bacillus spp.) from one or two
Brazil cultures practice) post-test bottles.
design)
Gander et al., Emergency Trained Other clinical Quasi If one or more of the following organisms were identified  Nil Pre: 5.6% Medium
(2009) Department phlebotomy team staff collecting experimental in only one of a series of blood cultures: coagulase- Post: 3.1%

United States of
America

collecting blood
cultures

(usual practice)

negative Staphylococcus species, Corynebacterium
species, alpha- or gamma-haemolytic Streptococci,
Micrococcus species, Bacillus species, and
Propionibacterium species

12
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Weinbaumetal.,  Ward Setting  Dedicated Usual Care and Quasi Blood cultures were considered contaminated if Nil House Staff without ~ Medium
(1997) phlebotomy team Kit without experimental microorganisms derived from common skin flora were Prep Kits: 8.4%
and a blood culture  team pre and post- cultured: Corynebacterium spp., Bacillus spp.,
United States of collection kit test design Propionibacterium spp. (e.g., Propionibacterium acnes), House Staff with
America and coagulase-negative Staphylococci. Prep Kits: 4.8%
Blood Culture team
with Prep Kits: 1.2%
Blood Culture Collection Pack
Bamber et al., Emergency Blood culture Historical - Quasi Possible contaminant was defined as, the organism that Nil Possible High
(2009). department; collection packs usual practice experimental may be responsible for bacteraemia in the appropriate contaminants:
Intensive care  (aerobic and (pre-test / clinical setting but where the significance of the isolate Pre: 11%
United Kingdom  ynjt; Medical ~ anaerobic bottles, post-test was deemed uncertain. Probable contaminant was defined Post 5%
and Surgical Leur locked blood design) as, the organism determined to be a contaminant at the
wards collection set, time of review by laboratory medical staff. Probable
blood collection contaminants:
adapter caps, 2% Pre: 32%
chlorhexidine Post: 19%
wipes, and an
information leaflet)
Dhillon et al., Emergency Blood culture Historical — Quasi Unclear Nil Pre: 8.7% Medium
(2009). Department collection packs usual practice experimental Post: 3%
and Ward (aerobic and (pre-test /
United Kingdom  settings anaerobic bottles, post-test
2% chlorhexidine design)
wipes, sterile drape,
disposable
tourniquet,
information leaflet,
request form).
Madeo et al., Emergency Blood culture No blood Quasi Presence of usual skin organism that was isolated from Nil Pre: 24% Medium
(2003). Department collection kit culture kit experimental only one set of blood cultures of a patient without Post: 8%

United States of
America

evidence of an infection with that organism.
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Thomas et al., Hospital Introduction of a Historical — Quasi Blood culture contamination, defined as the growth of Gram Negative Pre: 9.2% Medium
(2011) Wide blood culture Usual Care experimental bacteria in the blood culture bottle that were not present in ~ Bacteraemia Post: 3.9%
collection kit (pre-test / the patient's blood during the process of collecting the
United Kingdom post-test culture.
design)
Trautner et al. Ward and Collection kit Collection kit Prospective, A contaminant was defined as a usual skin organism that Nil lodine: 1.4% Low
(2002) Intensive containing 2% containing blinded was isolated from only one set of blood cultures of a Chlorhexidine: 0.5%
Care Setting alcoholic tincture of clinical trial patient without clinical or microbiological evidence of
United States of chlorhexidine iodine infection with that organism
America
Yanetal, (2019) Ward Setting  Introduction of Historical - Quasi Nil Provided True Positive Pre: 7% High
. standardised Usual Care experimental Rate Post: 2.3%
China procedure for blood pre and post-
culture collection, test design
sterile procedure.
Initial Specimen Diversion Device or Needle Switch
Bell etal., (2018)  Emergency Initial Specimen Usual Care Quasi "Common blood culture contaminants include coagulase-  Nil Pre: 3.5% High
Department Diversion Device experimental negative Staphylococci, viridans group Streptococci, Post: 1.6%
United States of (pre-test / Propionibacterium acnes, Micrococci, and
America post-test Corynebacterium species (excluding jeikeium), all of
design) which colonise the skin surface.
Patton et al., Hospitalised, Initial specimen Historical — Quasi Presence of one or more of the following organisms in Nil Pre: 3.9% Medium
(2010) Emergency diversion technique  usual practice experimental one of a series of blood culture specimens: coagulase- Post: 2.0%
Department negative Staphylococcus spp., Propionibacterium acnes,
United States of  ang Micrococcus spp., “viridans" group Streptococci,
America Outpatient Corynebacterium spp., or Bacillus spp
Settings
Rupp et al., Emergency Initial Specimen Usual Care Prospective A culture was defined as contaminated if one or more of True Positive Usual Care: 1.8% Medium
(2017) Department Diversion Device open-label the following skin-residing organisms was recovered from  Rate; Time to Intervention: 0.2%
controlled only one of the paired cultures: coagulase-negative Positive
United States of trial, Staphylococci, Propionibacterium spp., Micrococcus spp.,
America participants viridians group Streptococci, Corynebacterium spp., or
served as Bacillus spp.
their own
control
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Smart et al., Emergency Needle change post ~ Usual care (no Randomised The clinical significance of isolates was determined by True Positive Venepuncture + No Medium
(1993) Department venepuncture needle switch) Control Trial experienced physicians from the department of Rate; Gram Needle Change:
microbiology and infectious diseases. Negative Sepsis  6.4%
Australia Venepuncture +
Needle Change:
4.2%
Freshly Inserted
Cannula: 4.3%
Sutton et al., Emergency Initial Specimen Usual Care Quasi Nil Provided Nil Pre: 2.5% High
(2018) Department Diversion Device experimental Post: 1.2%
(pre-test /
United States of post-test
America design)
Thamlikitkul et Hospital No Needle Needle Interventional ~ Blood culture was contaminated if either bottle grew Nil Switch Needle: Low
al., (1992) Wide Switching Switching Cross over microorganisms uncommonly pathogenic (such as 7.6%
trial Bacillus species, diphtheroids, Micrococcus species, No Switch Needle:
Thailand Corynebacterium species, coagulase negative 8.3%
Staphylococci, or fungi) in the absence of clinical features
suggesting infection, the clinician did not treat the patient
for infections, or the clinician caring for these patients did
not consider the culture results to represent infection.
Zimmerman et Hospital Initial Specimen Usual Care Prospective "Culture contamination was defined a priori as follows: True Positive Usual Care: 4.7% Medium
al., (2019) Wide Diversion Device Controlled classification of positive blood culture as contaminated Rate Intervention: 1.0%
Pragmatic was initially defined by microbiological criteria—growth
Israel Study of coagulase-negative Staphylococci, Corynebacteria,
Micrococci, or alpha-hemolytic Streptococci.
Cultures could be reclassified as true infections if such an
organism was isolated from multiple blood cultures
obtained by different venepuncture.
Sterile Procedure
Kimetal., Ward Setting  Sterile gloving Optional use of  Cluster "Presence of Bacillus species, coagulase-negative Nil Possible Low
(2011). before sterile gloves randomised Staphylococci, Corynebacterium species, Enterococcus contaminants:
venepuncture with with standard controlled species, Micrococcus species, Propionibacterium species, Pre: 1.0%
Korea standard blood blood culture trial or viridans Streptococcus in a single blood culture.” Post: 0.8%
culture collection collection
process process Likely
contaminants:
Pre: 0.8%
Post: 0.6%
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Self etal., (2013)  Emergency Sterile Procedure, Historical — Interrupted "A blood culture was classified as contaminated if one or Nil Pre: 4.6% Low
Department Sterile Gloves, Kit Usual Care Time Series more of the following organisms grew in only one culture Post: 1.7%
United States of of a series of blood cultures collected within 24 hours:
America Aerococcus species, a-hemolytic Streptococcus, Bacillus
species except anthracis, coagulase negative
Staphylococcus species except lugdunensis,
Corynebacterium species, Micrococcus species, and
Propionibacterium species. (Q-Tracks Definition)
Self etal., (2014)  Emergency Sterile blood Historical — Interrupted A blood culture was classified as contaminated if one or Nil Hospital A: Low
Department culture collection Usual Care Time Series more of the following organisms grew in only one culture Pre: 4.8%
United States of process in a series of blood cultures collected from the same Post: 2.7%
America patient during a single ED visit: Aerococcus species, a-
hemolytic Streptococcus, Bacillus species except
anthracis, coagulase-negative Staphylococcus species .
except lugdunensis, Corynebacterium species, Hospital B:
Micrococcus species, and Propionibacterium species. Pre: 2.5%
(Taken from the Q Tracks definition) Post 1. 2.7%
Post 2: 0.9%
Skin Asepsis
Calfee et al., Emergency Skin preparation: 10% povidone- Randomised One blood culture sample is positive for common skin Nil Povidone lodine: Medium
(2002). Department 70% isopropy! iodine control trial organism (i.e., coagulase-negative Staphylococci, 2.9%
and Ward alcohol, tincture of Micrococcus species, Propionibacterium acnes, viridans Tincture of lodine:
United States of  settings iodine, or Streptococci, Corynebacterium species other than group 2.6%
America povidone-iodine JK, or Bacillus. Isopropyl Alcohol:
with 70% ethyl 2.5%
alcohol Povidone lodine
with Alcohol: 2.5%.
Kiyoyamaetal.,  Ward and Skin antisepsis with  Skin antisepsis Quasi Presence of coagulase-negative Staphylococci, Bacillus Nil Pre: 0.4% Medium
(2009) Emergency 70% isopropyl with 70% experimental species, Propionibacterium species, Micrococcus species, Post: 0.5%
Department alcohol with isopropy!| Clostridium species, and Streptococci in a single blood
Japan Settings standard blood alcohol + culture.

culture collection
process

povidone iodine
with standard
blood culture
collection
process
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Madeo et al., Ward and Skin antisepsis with  Historical — Quasi Presence of coagulase-negative Staphylococci, Nil Pre: 7.5% Medium
(2008). Emergency 2% chlorhexidine Usual Practice experimental diphtheroids, Propionibacteria or Micrococci. Post: 8.7%

Department gluconate in 70% (pre-test /
United States of  settings isopropyl alcohol post-test
America applicator design)
Martinez et al., Ward, Skin antisepsis with  Skin antisepsis Randomised Presence of coagulase-negative Staphylococcus, Nil Control: 0.9% Medium
(2017). Intensive 2% chlorhexidine with 70% Controlled Corynebacterium spp, Bacillus spp, Propionibacterium Intervention: 1.9%

] Care and gluconate in 70% isopropy!| Trial spp, Micrococcus, or a-hemolytic viridans group

Spain Emergency isopropy| alcohol alcohol Streptococci,was recovered in one blood culture from the

Department set of blood cultures, or when the same organism was not

Settings isolated from another potentially infected site.
Schifman et al., Hospital 70% isopropyl Conventional Prospective Contaminants were characterised by the presence of a True Positive Conventional Care: High
(1993) Wide alcohol / 10% care (isopropy! controlled single positive culture from multiple specimens (if more Rate 4.6%

acetone and alcohol swabs study than one was collected) that contained skin flora in which Intervention: 2.2%
Uniteq States of povidone iodine and povidone clinical findings were incompatible with primary or
America dispenser in blood iodine) secondary bacteraemia.
culture kits

Story-Roller et Ward and Chlorhexidine Skin  lodine tincture Randomised "Positive cultures were considered contaminated if only True Positive lodine: 3.9% Medium
al., (2016) Intensive Cleanser skin cleanser Control one culture set grew common skin organisms, including Rate Chlorhexidine: 3.9%

Care Settings Crossover coagulase negative Staphylococci, viridans group
United States of trial Streptococci, Bacillus species, Neisseria species (other

America

than Neisseria meningitidis or Neisseria gonorrhoeae),
Micrococcus species, or aerobic Gram-positive rods. If
two culture sets were positive with the same skin
microorganism, they were considered true positives. A
chart review of all contaminants was performed by one of
the investigators to confirm that they were, in fact, true
contaminants in the context of the patient's clinical
picture. This was accomplished by review of progress
notes within the electronic medical record to determine
whether or not the patient was treated for the potential
contaminant. If the clinical care team or infectious disease
consultant determined treatment was necessary, the
culture was considered a true positive.
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Suwanpimolkul Ward, 2% Chlorhexidine 10% aq. Prospectively ~ Coagulase negative Staphylococcus, aerobic and Nil Chlorhexidine: 3.2%  Medium
etal., (2008) Emergency in Alcohol Povidone lodine  randomised anaerobic diphtheroids, Micrococcus spp., Bacillus spp., lodine: 6.9%
and Intensive investigator and viridans Streptococcus are considered contaminants,
Thailand Care settings blinded trial if two or more blood cultures are obtained and only one is Emergency
positive. Department:
lodine: 12.5%
Chlorhexidine: 4.3%
Wards and ICU
lodine 3.9%
Chlorhexidine 2.6%
Wilson et al., Hospital lodine Tinctureand  Povidone lodine  Crossover Nil provided Nil Povidone lodine High
(2000) Wide Isopropyl Alcohol and Alcohol clinical trial 5.5%
lodine Tincture
United States of 5.5%
America
Barenfanger et Emergency Skin preparation: lodine tincture Quasi At least one culture was positive for coagulase negative Cost; Time Chlorhexidine Medium
al., 2004 Department 2% chlorhexidine experimental Staphylococci, viridans group Streptococci, nutritionally required for group: 3.1%
(pre-test / deficient Streptococci, Peptostreptococcus spp., skin asepsis; lodine group: 2.7%
United States of post-test diphtheroids, or Propionibacterium, Bacillus, or Staff preference
America design) Micrococcus spp.
Ryan et al., Emergency Replaced all Usual care Quasi No definition Nil Pre: 4.5% High
(2017) Department alcohol pads with experimental Post: 1.5%
Chlorhexidine (pre-test /
United States of post-test
America design)
Strand et al., Emergency lodine tincture Povidone iodine  Pairwise Contaminant isolates were defined as the isolation of Nil Povidone iodine: Medium
(1993) Department comparison coagulase-negative Staphylococci, P acnes, viridians 6.3%
across Streptococci, Corynebacterium species (excluding group lodine Tincture
United States of multiple JK), or Bacillus species from one sample of blood 3.7%
America phases obtained from a single venepuncture.
Tepus et al., Emergency 2% Chlorhexidine Tincture of Quasi No definition Nil lodine 3.5% Medium
(2008) Department in Alcohol lodine experimental Chlorhexidine: 2.2%
(pre-test /
United States of post-test
America design)
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Little et al., Ward Setting ~ Skin antisepsis with  Skin antisepsis Randomised Presence of Corynebacterium, Propionibacterium, Cost Savings Control: 3.8% Low
(1999). 2% iodine tincture with 10% Controlled Clostridium, Micrococcus or Bacillus spp., coagulase- Intervention: 2.4%
in 47% alcohol povidone-iodine  Trial negative Staphylococci, or Acinetobacter baumannii in
United States of one or both bottles without isolation of the same organism
America from another blood culture or another site culture.
McLellan et al., Ward Skin antisepsis with ~ Skin antisepsis Quasi Blood culture isolates were classified as contaminants or Nil Pre: 8.9% Medium
(2008) Settings 2% chlorhexidine with 70% experimental true pathogens following assessment by a medical Post 1: 7.4%
gluconate in 70% isopropyl (pre-test / microbiologist. The decision was based on the identity of Post 2: 7.5%
United Kingdom isopropy! alcohol alcohol post-test the organism, the frequency of its isolation from blood
design) and the clinical scenario. Methicillin-resistant S. aureus
(MRSA), methicillin-sensitive S. aureus (MSSA) and all
Gram-negative organisms were assumed to be significant
for the purposes of this study.
Sharar et al., Ward Setting  Alcohol + lodine Alcohol Case Control ~ The definition of False Positive was based on clinical Nil Alcohol only: 4.4% Medium
(1990) skin asepsis cleansing alone  Study judgement following previously described guidelines. Alcohol / lodine:
3.3%
Israel
Washer et al., Ward Setting  Chlorhexidine Skin  Povidone lodine  Randomised A positive culture set was considered contaminated if it Nil Povidone lodine: Low
(2013) Cleanser and lodine Crossover grew typical skin organisms, including aerobic gram- 0.6%
tincture Trial positive rods, Lactobacillus species, Propionibacterium lodine Tincture:
United States of acnes, Micrococcus species, Bacillus species (not B. 0.8%
America anthracis or B. cereus), coagulase-negative Chlorhexidine: 0.9%
Staphylococcus, Neisseria species (not N. meningitidis or
N. gonorrhoeae), or alpha-haemolytic Streptococci (not
Enterococcus species), from only 1 blood culture Set.
Mimoz et al., Intensive Skin antisepsis with  Skin antisepsis Randomised Presence of coagulase-negative Staphylococci, Nil Control: 3.3% Low
(1999) Care Unit 0.5% chlorhexidine  with 10% Controlled Propionibacterium acnes, Streptococcus viridans, Intervention: 1.4%
- gluconate povidone iodine  Trial Corynebacterium species (excluding group JK),
rance

Micrococcus species, or Bacillus species—that were
obtained from one set of blood cultures and an identical
organism that was not obtained from another potentially
infected site (for example, blood culture, catheter tip, or
urine) 5 days before or 5 days after blood culture
collection.
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Table 3: Studies investigating the change of skin asepsis solutions on contamination rates. ED = Emergency Department; W = Ward; ICU = Intensive Care Unit; H = Whole of Hospital; MO = Medical Officer;

RN = Registered Nurse; P = Phlebotomist; T = Health Care Technician.

Author / Year Sample Setting Clinician Skin Asepsis (Intervention) Contamination Skin Asepsis (Usual Care) Contamination
Size
Barenfanger et al., (2004) 11738 ED MO & RN &P 2% chlorhexidine 5% lodine tincture 11%
Calfee et al., (2002) 12692 ED & W Not Specified 70% isopropyl alcohol 2.50% 10% povidone-iodine 2.93%
Tincture of iodine 2.58%
Povidone-iodine with 70% ethyl alcohol  2.46%
Kiyoyama et al., (2009) 5653 ED & W MO 70% isopropy! alcohol 0.42% 70% isopropy| alcohol + povidone iodine 0.46%
Little et al., (1999) 3851 W P 2% iodine tincture in 47% alcohol 2.42% 10% povidone-iodine 3.8%
Madeo et al., (2008) 100 ED & W MO 2% chlorhexidine 2.1% Not defined 7.5%
Martinez et al., (2017) 1102 ED&ICU&W RN 2% chlorhexidine 1.86% 70% isopropyl alcohol 0.89%
McLellan et al., (2008) 1725 W MO &T 2% chlorhexidine 7.43% and 7.54%  70% isopropyl alcohol 8.88%
Mimoz et al., (1999) 2041 ICU RN 0.5% chlorhexidine 1.37% 10% povidone iodine 3.33%
Ryan et al., (2017) 378 ED MO & RN 3.15% chlorhexidine 1.5% 70% isopropyl alcohol 4.5%
Schifman et al., (1993) 1546 H MO & RN 70% isopropyl alcohol / 10% acetone / 2.2% Isopropy! alcohol and povidone-iodine 4.6%
povidone iodine (PREP method)
Shahar et al., (1990) 362 W MO 70% isopropyl alcohol and providone 3.3% 70% isopropyl alcohol 4.4%
iodine solution applicator
Story-roller et al., (2016) 6095 ICU&W RN&T 2% chlorhexidine 3.88% 70% isopropy| alcohol and iodine tincture  3.93%
Strand et al., (1993) 12795 ED MO & RN lodine tincture 3.74% Povidone-iodine 3.74%
Suwanpimolkul et al., 2142 ED&ICU&W MO &RN 2% chlorhexidine 3.2% Povidone-iodine 6.25%
(2008)
Tepus et al., (2008) 14764 ED RN&T 2% chlorhexidine 2.2% lodine tincture 3.5%
Trautner et al., (2002) 430 ICU& W MO&T 2% chlorhexidine 0.5% lodine tincture 1.4%
Washer et al., (2013) 8674 W P 2% chlorhexidine 0.93% Povidone iodine 0.58%
lodine tincture 0.76%
Wilson et al., (2000) 12367 H MO lodine tincture 5.5% Povidone iodine 5.5%
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Primary outcome

Definition of contamination

The definition of contamination varied widely amongst the studies included in this review.
Nine (15.8%) (26, 31, 40, 43, 46, 51, 63, 69, 80) studies did not define contamination at all.
The majority (34, 59.6%) of studies used species-based criteria for the definition of
contamination with provisions that a contaminant could be considered a true pathogen if it was
found in multiple cultures (6, 13, 20, 22, 24, 25, 28-30, 33, 34, 36-38, 44, 45, 47, 48, 50, 55-
59, 61, 65-67, 70, 74-76, 78, 79). The remaining 14 (24.6%) studies defined a contaminant
without stating a specific species, but used expert opinion or referred to previously published
definitions of contamination (21, 23, 27, 32, 35, 39, 41, 42, 53, 54, 60, 64, 68, 73).

Meta-analysis

Thirty-four studies were included in the meta-analysis. The remaining 23 studies did not satisfy
the review’s definition of contamination, or included insufficient detail in the reporting of their
results. Figure 2 displays the results of the meta-analysis by intervention type.

In the 34 studies (N=556,007) included in the meta-analysis, there were eight distinct
interventions reported (dedicated collection team; intervention bundle including collection Kit,
education, initial specimen diversion device, skin asepsis; feedback, sterile gloving, or needle
change). Overall, interventions to reduce blood culture contamination significantly decrease
the risk of blood culture contamination by 34% (RR 0.66, 95% CI 0.59-0.75; 12 87%) (Figure
2). Heterogeneity was significantly high for all interventions, which could be attributed to the
differences in interventions and variation in settings and patient acuity.

Skin antisepsis was the most commonly investigated intervention, but its impact on blood
culture contamination is inconclusive. The most impactful intervention appeared to be having
a dedicated phlebotomy team for blood culture collection, which resulted to a reduction of
blood culture contamination by 60% (RR 0.40, 95% CI 0.21-0.76; 1 87%). This was followed
by diversion devices that led to a 57% reduction of contamination (RR 0.43, 95% CI 0.31-0.58;
1238%). Intervention bundles, usually a combination of education, feedback, collection packs
and change of cleaning solution, were associated with a 51% reduction of contamination (RR
0.49, 95% CI 0.38-0.64; 1°> 84%). Staff education and training led to a 36% reduction of
contamination (RR 0.64, 95% CI1 0.53-0.81; 1° 84%) (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Forest plot of the studies included in the meta-analysis based on intervention. M-H = Mantel-Haenszel, Cl = Confidence Interval.

Intervention Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.1.1 Dedicated Collection Team
Foggiato, et al. 2017 67 848 97 785 3.3% 0.64 [0.48, 0.86] -
Gander, et al. 2009 62 2012 99 1770 3.3% 0.55 [0.40, 0.75] -
Weinnaum, et al. 1997 11 956 24 287 1.7% 0.14[0.07, 0.28] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 3816 2842 8.3% 0.40 [0.21, 0.76] R
Total events 140 220
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.26; Chi* = 15.80, df = 2 (P = 0.0004); I* = 87%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.82 (P = 0.005)
1.1.2 Intervention Bundle
Al-Hamad, et al. 2016 180 3464 306 3740 3.9% 0.64 [0.53, 0.76] -
Eskira, et al. 2006 16 817 54 801 2.2% 0.29[0.17, 0.50] —
Ge, et al. 2011 5 3177 77 6144 1.2% 0.13[0.05, 0.31]
Hopkins, et al. 2013 114 6562 102 3283 3.5% 0.56 [0.43, 0.73] -
Lin, et al. 2012 56 2485 328 9645 3.4% 0.66 [0.50, 0.88] -
Self, et al. 2013 111 6590 321 7389 3.7% 0.39[0.31, 0.48] -
Self, et al. 2014 193 7103 228 5926 3.8% 0.71[0.58, 0.85] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 30198 36928 21.8% 0.49 [0.38, 0.64] L 2
Total events 675 1416
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.09; Chi? = 36.93, df = 6 (P < 0.00001); I> = 84%
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.37 (P < 0.00001)
1.1.3 Education
Gibb, et al. 1997 131 9282 224 8462 3.7% 0.53[0.43, 0.66] -
Park, et al. 2015 922 83861 1212 88476 4.2% 0.80 [0.74, 0.87] -
Ramirez, et al. 2015 40 308 80 348 3.1% 0.56 [0.40, 0.80] -
Roth, et al. 2010 278 12495 1005 38805 4.0% 0.86 [0.75, 0.98] -
Sanchez-Sanchez, et al. 2018 47 841 22 158 2.5% 0.40[0.25, 0.65] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 106787 136249 17.5% 0.65 [0.53, 0.81] &
Total events 1418 2543
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.04; Chi? = 25.17, df = 4 (P < 0.0001); I* = 84%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.95 (P < 0.0001)
1.1.4 Initial Speciman Diversion Device
Bell, et al. 2018 98 6293 1246 35932 3.8% 0.45[0.37, 0.55] -
Patton, et al. 2010 81 4143 41 1061 3.0% 0.51[0.35, 0.73] -
Rupp, et al. 2017 904 16 904 0.6% 0.13[0.03, 0.54]
Zimmerman, et al. 2019 2 207 24 464 0.6% 0.19[0.04, 0.78]
Subtotal (95% CI) 11547 38361 7.9% 0.43 [0.31, 0.58] <&
Total events 183 1327
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.04; Chi? = 4.81, df = 3 (P = 0.19); I? = 38%
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.27 (P < 0.00001)
1.1.5 Skin Asepsis
Barenfanger, et al. 2004 186 5936 158 5802 3.8% 1.15[0.93, 1.42] ™
Calfee, et al. 2002 99 3378 234 9314 3.7% 1.17 [0.93, 1.47] ™
Kiyoyama, et al. 2009 12 2856 13 2797 1.5% 0.90 [0.41, 1.98] S
Little, et al. 1999 46 1904 74 1947 3.0% 0.64 [0.44, 0.91] -
Madeo, et al. 2008 162 1870 304 4072 3.9% 1.16 [0.97, 1.39] ™
Martinez, et al. 2017 10 539 5 563 0.9% 2.09[0.72, 6.07] =
McLellan, et al. 2008 87 1162 50 563 3.2% 0.84 [0.60, 1.18] -
Mimoz, et al. 1999 14 1019 34 1022 2.0% 0.41[0.22, 0.76] I
Story-Roller, et al. 2016 115 2965 123 3130 3.6% 0.99 [0.77, 1.27] T
Strand, et al. 1993 162 4328 421 8467 3.9% 0.75[0.63, 0.90] -
Suwanpimolkul, et al. 2008 34 1068 74 1074 2.9% 0.46 [0.31, 0.69] -
Wasbher, et al. 2013 41 4388 25 4286 2.4% 1.60 [0.98, 2.63] _'_
Subtotal (95% ClI) 31413 43037 34.6% 0.90 [0.74, 1.09] L
Total events 968 1515
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.08; Chi* = 48.85, df = 11 (P < 0.00001); I>?=77%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.07 (P = 0.28)
1.1.6 Feedback
Zimmerman, et al. 2018 1752 53287 1995 49403 4.2% 0.81[0.76, 0.87] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 53287 49403 4.2% 0.81[0.76, 0.87] '
Total events 1752 1995
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 6.40 (P < 0.00001)
1.1.7 Sterile Gloving
Kim, et al. 2011 40 5265 31 5255 2.5% 1.29[0.81, 2.06] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 5265 5255 2.5% 1.29 [0.81, 2.06] L 2
Total events 40 31
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.06 (P = 0.29)
1.1.8 Needle Change
Thamlikitkul, et al. 1992 67 806 62 813 3.2% 1.09 [0.78, 1.52] T
Subtotal (95% ClI) 806 813 3.2% 1.09 [0.78, 1.52] <»
Total events 67 62
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.51 (P = 0.61)
Total (95% ClI) 243119 312888 100.0% 0.66 [0.59, 0.75] ¢
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Test for overall effect: Z = 6.82 (P < 0.00001)
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Other outcomes

There were eight other outcome measures reported in 57 studies: true positive rate (n=10,
17.5%) (6, 32, 34, 35, 43, 54, 56, 60, 61, 78); cost savings (n=4, 7%) (27, 50, 67, 68), gram-
negative isolates (n=2, 3.5%) (42, 54), blood volume (35), staff preference (50), time required
for skin asepsis (50), time to positive (78) and multiple sets (26).

Seven of the studies that reported on true positive rates did not detect a change between control
groups and the intervention group (6, 32, 43, 56, 60, 61, 78), however these interventions were
varied. There were three studies that showed improvements in true positive rates. Bae et al.
(2018) showed that the introduction of a dedicated phlebotomy team increased the true positive
rate (5.87% vs 5.01%) (77). Smart et al. (1993) showed that the true positive rate increased
when cultures were collected from a pre-existing IVC (54). Zimmerman et al. (2018) showed
a decrease in the true positive rate of blood cultures during their information/feedback
intervention from 5.6% to 5.2% (34). Due to the large sample size of this study, this decrease
was significant. However, the clinical significance of a 0.4% decrease in true positive rates is
unknown (34). Gram negative isolates fell by 36% post the introduction of a blood culture
collection kit , however this did not change the probability of a gram-negative isolate (42). In
earlier work Gram negative isolates were higher when blood taken through an existing
intravenous access device however did not change through the needle switch intervention (54).

Blood volume cultured was measured by Bae et al., (2019). During their intervention, where
the collectors were changed from intern medical officers to a dedicated phlembotomy team,
the volume of blood cultured increased from 2.1mls to 5.6mls (35). This increase in volume
was associated with a signifigant decrease in contamination rates from (0.45% to 0.27%,
p<0.001) (35). The number of sets of blood cultures collected were measured by Suzuki et al.,
(2018) as part of thie educational intervention. An increase from of multiple sets from 51% to
95% was associated with a reduction of the contamination rate from 3.6% to 0.3% (p=0.012)
(26).

In the studies that reported costsavings the results varied widely. Alshmadi et al. (2015) and
Harding et al. (2013) reported annualised savings credited to blood culture contamination
reduction of £250 000 and $614 000 respectively (27, 68). Other cost saving have been
attributed to a per patient saving of $4100 (67) and a saving in asepsis solution of 16c¢ per
applicator (50).
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Discussion

This systematic review identified 57 studies that aimed to decrease peripheral blood culture
contamination in acute care settings. These 57 studies utilised eight specific interventions in
four distinct acute care settings. In general, the interventions reported were found to reduce the
risk of blood culture contamination. However, dedicated collection teams, initial specimen
diversion devices, intervention bundles or staff education and training were the most successful
at reducing contamination. The majority of studies included in this review were quasi-
experimental, and without randomisation, therefore their risk of bias was medium to high, with
only 12 (21.1%) having a low risk of bias.

Dedicated collection teams have demonstrated the most significant success in reducing blood
culture contamination. The introduction of a dedicated team to collect blood cultures has a high
cost to the organisation, which limits the ability of organisations to implement this intervention.
The introduction of an initial specimen diversion device was also very successful at reducing
blood culture contamination. This intervention first appeared in the literature in 2010 and
consisted of a diversion of a quantity of blood into a collection tube before collecting the culture
samples (45). Since then, authors have described a specifically designed collection device that
automatically diverts 1.5 — 2 mLs of blood before collection of the culture sample (5, 44, 56).
While this intervention was successful, it also requires specific equipment (at a cost) and
training for staff which may not be practical in all settings. Other successful interventions such
as, intervention bundles, staff education and staff feedback are also successful methods for
blood culture contamination reduction and may have a lower cost to the organisation.

The reduction in blood culture contamination seen by Self et al. (47) when introducing a sterile
procedure was not seen in the study by Kim et al. (57) however the difference in approach to
the sterile procedure may account for the differences seen. Multiple different skin asepsis
solutions have been tried in an attempt to reduce contamination (Table 3). The comparators for
the introduction of Chlorhexidine were varied in type (iodine based preparations, alcohols,
acetone or combination of these substances) and also varied in terms of the application method.
All of these solutions can provide skin asepsis; however, their use and effectiveness vary
depending on their application. Differences in the outcomes of these studies may be due to the
nature of the application of the substance rather than the substance itself. For these reasons,
these results must be interpreted with caution.

Clear trends are present in successful interventions. Education and feedback to staff that collect
blood culture, whether this is dedicated staff or general clinical staff have a dramatic impact on
the contamination rate. A bundled approach that contains correct equipment, accompanying
education and feedback are likely to be deliverable in most settings without the need for
dedicated teams or the introduction of new equipment such as initial specimen diversion
devices. However, there are benefits in the reduction of blood culture contamination that may
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necessitate the use of dedicated collection teams and initial specimen diversion devices in
settings where reduction can not be achieved by education, feedback and bundled interventions
alone. There was no support in the studies included in this review for needle swapping or a
sterile procedure.

Limitations

Systematic reviews and their associated meta-analyses are reliant on the quality of the original
studies they incorporate. Overall in this review, many of the studies had a high risk of bias.
Therefore there is an increased risk that the overall results contain bias. Some studies with large
sample and effect sizes may skew the results. The heterogeneity of the definitions of
contamination and methodology used to assess contamination will lead to differences in the
reporting of results. Many of the studies reported used multiple interventions simultaneously,
which makes it difficult to discern the effect of each intervention; however, in a multifactorial
problem such as blood culture contamination this may be a positive attribute. Incomplete data
was reported in some studies which may introduce bias into the analysis presented.

Conclusions

Eight groups of interventions were identified in this review aimed at reducing blood culture
contamination in acute care. Dedicated phlebotomy teams, diversion devices, intervention
bundles, and staff education and training led to significant reductions in blood culture
contamination.
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