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Abstract

Objectives: The most effective use of midline cathetersin children is not well understood. We
aimed to test the feasibility of atrial comparing peripherally inserted central catheters (PICCs) to
midline catheters in hospitalized children in need of durable vascular access.

Methods. Our study combined a single site, randomized controlled feasibility trial and a
prospective observationa study comparing PICCs to midline catheters. Hospitalized children
ages 2-17 years old in need of non-central, medium-term vascular access (5-14 days) were
enrolled for one year; enrollment goal of 30 participants/trial arm. The primary outcome was a
four-measure feasibility outcome. Secondary outcomes included time-to-device removal and all-
cause failure. Multi-method approaches explored patient/family experience.

Results: Between 8/2022-8/2023, only 43 of 260 screened patients met digibility criteriadueto a
decrease in eligible PICCs used at our site. A total of 35 patients were enrolled: 8/10 in the trial
(4 in each arm) and 27/33 in the observational study (21 midline catheters, 6 PICCs). Our trial
eligibility goal was not met. The other feasibility measures were met (n=10): (1) 80% of eligible
patients enrolled; (2) 100% received the assigned intervention; (3) 96% of catheter inserters
found the study acceptable; (4) no missing data.

Conclusions: Due to adecrease in PICC use for non-central, medium-term vascular access needs,
atrial comparing devices may not be a practical way to assess the effective use of midline
catheters in hospitalized children. Next steps may include an implementation-based study
evaluating an intravenous catheter selection algorithm that incorporates midline catheters.
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INTRODUCTION

Most hospitalized children require an intravenous (1V) catheter for delivery of IV fluids and
antibiotics.* With the broad range of IV catheters available, and their different profiles of
complications,? clinicians need evidence to guide the selection of the most appropriate device.
Appropriate IV catheter selection improves treatment efficiency and decreases catheter-related
complications." However, thereis lack of evidence-based recommendations regarding
effectiveness and safety of certain IV catheters when used in children.*

Peripherally Inserted Central Catheters (PICCs) are frequently used in hospitalized children for
medium (5-14 days) and long-term access (>14 days) and to administer solutions not compatible
with peripheral infusion; however, concerns regarding potential inappropriate use of PICCs have
been described.*® PICCs are associated with high rates of serious complications like central
line-associated blood stream infections (CLABSI) and venous thromboembolism (VTE).

One method of preventing PICC complications and patient harm isto prevent inappropriate
placement of PICCs when central venous access is not required, and anticipated length of
therapy is <14 days.>® To reduce inappropriate PICC utilization, alternatives for medium-term,
non-central venous access like midline catheters (MC) need to be better understood in children.
MCs are peripheral vascular access devices, typically 6-15 cm in length, placed in the upper
extremity with the tip ending at or below the axilla.”® M Cs have been recently adopted by some
hospitals for short and medium-term venous access (<14 days) due to potential for fewer
complications compared to PICCs.>*'° However, thereis a scarcity of literature evaluating the
effectiveness of MCsin pediatrics and studies comparing PICCsto MCs in the genera pediatric
population are lacking.”

The purpose of this study was to test the feasibility of atrial comparing PICCsto MCsin
hospitalized pediatric patients needing non-central, medium-term vascular access and generate
preliminary comparative effectiveness data of the two devices.

METHODS
Study Design

We conducted a parallel group pragmatic pilot randomized controlled trial (RCT, arms 1 and 2)
assessing the feasibility of comparing PICCs to MCs for peripherally compatible therapies of
medium-term duration (5-14 anticipated days) in children. When randomization was not possible
(e.g., after hours, attending physician did not approve), patients eligible for the study were
enrolled in PICC or MC prospective observational only arms (arms 3 and 4, Figure 1). The
observational arms, specifically the alternative pathway, arm 4, was designed as an alternative
way of capturing effectiveness dataif local practice changed toward early adoption of MCs and
decrease in PICC use. Both qualitative and quantitative methods were used to describe patient-
reported outcomes in the randomized study arms. The trial was prospectively registered at
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https://clinicaltrials.gov/ (NCT05346406), and the results reported in accordance with the
Consolidated Standard of Reporting Trials (CONSORT) Statement.***? The local ingtitutional
review board approved this study prior to commencement (1853701-3).

Setting and Participants

The study took place at a medium-sized pediatric quaternary referral hospital in the Midwest,
screening and enrolling Monday through Friday 8-5pm from 8/2022 to 8/2023. Inclusion criteria:
patients age 2 to 17 years admitted to the hospital and the medical team requesting placement of
aPICC (or MC, dternative pathway) for: (1) anticipated length of 1V treatment of 5-14 days, (2)
planning only peripherally compatible infusates,™ and (3) device not needed at discharge.
Exclusion criteria: non-English-speaking family without translators readily available, active
bacteremia or VTE at site where device would be placed, urgent need of vascular access (<4
hours), need for more than one lumen, or another central venous catheter already in place.

I ntervention
After recruitment and consent, patientsin arms 1 and 2 were randomized 1:1 to receive:

1. PICC: An uncoated polyurethane PICC, with an external clamp, placed in upper arm, available
sizes 3-6Fr (Bard [Becton Dickinson]. Catheter type and size were selected based on
interventional radiology (IR) standard protocol.

2. MC: An uncoated MC, available sizes 8cm, 20-22G; Powerglide [Becton Dickinson]. Catheter
size was selected by IR or vascular access clinician based on patient size. All MCs were placed
in the upper arm with the tip of the catheter ending at or below the axilla.®

The patients who could not be randomized (arms 3 and 4) received PICC or MC based on the
attending physician’s clinical decision.

Outcomes measur es and other variables
Feagbility outcomes

The primary outcome applied to the RCT only and was afeasibility outcome determined a priori
as acomposite of four feasibility measures: (1) > 70% of eligible patients agree to enrollment
and randomization, (2) > 80% of enrolled patients receive the assigned intervention, (3) > 80%
of providersinvolved in insertion of the device find the study acceptable, and (4) < 5% of data
for effectiveness outcomes were missing.**® Acceptability of the study was defined as a score
of 7 or higher given to the question regarding ease/difficulty of device placement (10 the best
and 0 the worse placement experience). We aimed to enroll 30 patientsin each study group.**

Effectiveness outcomes
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The effectiveness outcomes were time-to-device removal for all reasons (both secondary to
completion of therapy and to complications), completion of therapy with initial device, all-cause
failure rate, composite complication rate, need for sedation, blood drawing abilities, and
additional IV catheters (to complete therapy). Composite complication rate was defined as the
rate of any complications, including suspected VTE (ultrasound obtained), suspected CLABSI
(blood culture obtained and negative), confirmed VTE (ultrasound positive for clot at catheter
site), confirmed CLABSI (defined using the National Healthcare Safety Network surveillance
definition®"), dislodgement, occlusion, phlebitis, line dysfunction, infiltration, leaking. Blood
drawing abilities explored were at least one successful blood draw, number of blood draws
during length of catheter and lose of blood drawing ability.

Other measures collected included patient demographics (age, gender, race/ethnicity), clinical
factors (reason for PICC/MC request, therapy to be infused, requesting service, location, primary
diagnosis, complex chronic conditions), IV catheter data (catheter size, insertion site/vessdl,
number of attempts, inserter type).

Patient-reported outcomes

Quantitative. Patients and/or guardians enrolled in the RCT were asked to rate procedural pain,
anxiety with IV catheter placement, and overall experience. Procedural pain with non-sedated
device placement was assessed in patients age >5 years within 24 hours of insertion using the
Faces Pain Score (FPS).™® Patient/guardian anxiety was assessed pre- and post-device placement
using the short State-trait anxiety inventory (STAI) that is validated in children 5 and older.*
The score range for the STAI tool is 6 to 24, with 6 points signifying no anxiety and 24
signifying the highest level of anxiety. Overall experience with device placement and
maintenance was assessed on a 0-10 scale (0= lowest, 10=highest).*

Qualitative. We performed semi-structured interviews with the study participants (guardian +/-
patient) enrolled in the RCT. Interviews were completed within the week following completion
of therapy, in person, prior to discharge. The purpose of the interview was to understand the
patient/family’s experience with 1V catheter insertion and maintenance during the time of the
study.?®# Their advice on ways to improve the process of insertion/maintenance was also
collected. (Supplemental Fig.1)

Study Procedures

Screening of hospitalized children in need of aPICC (or MC for arm 4) was completed using our
electronic health record (EHR), Epic (Verona, WI). To efficiently identify eligible patients, a
Patient List column was created to indicate which patients in the hospital had a PICC order and a
separate column to indicate if a catheter was already in place (Supplemental Fig.2). A screening
guestion was added to the PICC order to aid in determining patient eligibility (Supplemental
Fig.3). Additionally, IR providers screened the PICC requests and contacted the research team
with possible participants. After a candidate was identified, the enrollment criteria were applied
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to determine eligibility, which was confirmed by the primary attending physician. Informed
consent and assent (if patient >7 years old) were obtained prior to enrollment. All IV catheters
were placed by trained inserters with ultrasound guidance. Insertion, care and maintenance of all
IV catheters followed hospital policy and international guidelinesinstituted by the hospital .2

Randomization and Blinding

Qualifying RCT participants were randomly allocated 1:1 to arm 1 or 2. Stratified block
randomi zation with randomly selected block sizes (2, 4, 6) was used with age category (2-11
yearsvs 12-17 years) and severity of illness (critical vs acute care) as dtratification factors. The
randomi zation sequence was generated using PASS 2023 software (NCSS, LLC. Kaysville,
Utah, USA). Due to the clear differences in device appearance and placement modality, masking
providers or patients/families to the type of device inserted was not possible.

Statistical Analysis

Sample size calculation: With agoal sample size of 60, we were powered to test feasibility by
estimating a participation rate of 70% (eligible patients agree to enrollment and randomization)
within a 95% confidence interval of +/- 12%. The study was not powered to detect statistical
significance in effectiveness outcomes.

Feasibility outcomes were measured and reported descriptively for the RCT only. Study data
were collected using REDCap.? Effectiveness and safety outcomes of RCT arms were
summarized separately and in combination with the observational only arms. Outcomes and
explored clinical factors were reported as n (%) or median and interquartile range (IQR). SPSS
version 28 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY) was used to analyze the data. Interviews were audio-
recorded and transcribed verbatim. Responses were categorized into similar themes.

RESULTS
Study participants and device characteristics

Of 260 patients screened over the one-year study period, 43 qualified for enrollment and 35 total
patients were enrolled — 8 in the RCT (4 in each arm) and 27 in the prospective observational
study (21 MCs and 6 PICCs), see Figure 2. Of the 217 patients with PICC orders who did not
qualify for the study, 145 (67%) had 2 or more of the exclusion criteria. Of the 72 (33%) patients
screened who had one exclusion criterion, the most common exclusion was need for central
access due to infusate properties or anticipated length of therapy >14 days.

Within the cohort, median (IQR) patient age was 9.8 (6.2-15.4), and 57% of patients enrolled
were male; 77% had a chronic complex medical condition. Seventy one percent of participants
were treated on the acute care units at time of 1V catheter request. Neurosurgery was the service
for 57% of al 1V catheter placements and 90% (18/20) of these were MCs (Table 1).
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Primary outcome: feasbility of RCT

Ten patients were eligible for the RCT over the one-year period, significantly lower than the goal
of 60 participants. Within this sample, the four feasibility measures were met: (1) 80% (8/10) of
eligible patients agreed to enroll and were randomized; (2) 100% received the assigned
intervention; (3) 96% of inserters of the device found the study acceptable, and (4) there were no
missing data. The reasons for the two refusals to participate in the RCT were “discomfort with
research” and “too much going on already”.

Effectiveness outcomes

Median time-to-device removal for all reasons was 9.5 (IQR 6.7-13.7) days in the combined
PICCs (n=10) versus 7.4 (4.7-8.9) days in the combined MCs (n=25) (Table 2 & Figure 3). All-
cause failure rate was 0% for PICCs and 36% for MCs (48.6/1000 catheter days). The most
common complications that resulted in MC removal were occlusion, infiltration, and
dislodgement; each at arate of 8% (n=2). Composite complication rate (accounting for
complications that did not result in catheter removal and for resource utilization) was similar, in
5/10 (50%) of PICCs and 12/25 (48%) of MCs. Regarding blood drawing abilities, 12/24 (50%)
MCswere used for blood draws compared to 9/10 (90%) of PICCs; 11/12 (92%) MCs had at
least one successful blood draw and 1/11 MC later lost blood drawing abilities.

Patient-reported outcomes (RCT only)
Quantitative.

Two children out of eight were digible to provide procedural pain scores, both enrolled in the
MC arm; the remaining patients were <5 years old or sedated for the IV catheter placement.
Anxiety scores pre- and post-procedure were measured in 4 children and 8 guardians; 2 children
and 4 guardiansin each arm (Table 2). The mean overall experience score for MCswas 7.3/10
(n=3) and for PICCswas 9/10 (n=4).

Qualitative.

Seven out of eight guardians or patient-guardian dyads were available for interviews (3 MC, 4
PICC). One guardian could not be reached after multiple attempts. In general, common themes
for a positive experience with insertion/maintenance of the IV catheters were sedation for
placement (the opposite, no sedation, being a common negative comment); the ability to use the
IV catheter for blood draws; the location of the catheter in the upper arm which allowed for
better arm movement, better sleep, and decreased visibility. The older participants reported
feeling nervous prior to IV catheter placement and prior to its removal —“| was scared because it
was like, I've never had thingsin my body before...like atubeinsde me” (Participant 9, PICC).
Negative comments within the MC arm were related to failed first attempt requiring placement
under sedation the following day (toddler participant), occasional discomfort with administration
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of fluids/medications, complications (e.g., intermittent occlusion). Negative commentsin the
PICC arm wererelated to occasional discomfort with administration of fluids/medications and
discomfort with dressing changes.

Things that could be improved in the future were use of sedation in younger children (“it took a
lot to — for like these nurses to hold him down. So, | don’'t know if that happens with other kids,
but that’salot”; guardian 14, MC); placing an IV catheter that staysin until discharge avoiding
multiple peripheral 1V catheters (PIV Cs); and preparing patients/families about possible
complications and the potential need for an additional IV catheter. One guardian reported: “| can
recall | think maybe she had three or four 1Vs before the PICC was finally placed in. Those were
theworst for her. She hates having 1Vs placed. If your study resultsin fewer net IVsbeing
placed, that’s probably going to help the stressin alot of children|[...] (guardian 13, PICC).”

DISCUSSION

This study aimed to test the feasibility of atrial comparing PICCsto MCsin hospitalized
pediatric patients needing non-central, medium-term vascular access, and collect preliminary
effectiveness and safety data of the two devices. Our enrollment goal of 30 participants per RCT
arm over aone-year period was not met. Even though the other 4 feasibility measures were met,
we did not have the goal sample size and, therefore, the statistical power to determine the
feasibility of afull-scale effectivenesstrial. In fact, the low study éligibility suggests that an
effectiveness study isnot feasible or practical as currently designed. In aprior retrospective
study conducted at our ingtitution, we demonstrated that 139 PICCs placed between 7/2018 and
6/2019 did not meet the requirements necessitating central access (e.g., received peripherally
compatible infusate, dwell-time <14 days).” This was the target population for our study.
However, PICC use has trended down since 2019,° especially for children requiring medium-
term, non-central vascular access, for a variety of reasons. One reason being new
recommendations for length of IV antibioticsin children with complicated infections (e.g., bone
and joint infections).”** The new therapeutic option for treatment of pediatric cystic fibrosis,
Elexacaftor-Tezacaftor-lvacaftor, has had a significant impact on the rate of hospitalization for
pulmonary exacerbations, with fewer children needing prolonged antibiotics.” Subspecialties
like neurosurgery became early adopters of MCs for peri-operative use which is evident in the
large representation of neurosurgery patients within our MC observational group. While a
powered RCT would be preferable for comparing the effectiveness of PICCsto MCs, dueto the
decrease in PICC use for non-central, medium-term vascular access needs, a comparative trial
randomizing the two devices at the individual level is not practical. Instead, we need to better
understand the barriers and facilitators surrounding device selection and clinical decision making
across our nation and use a multisite implementati on-based design to explore important clinical
outcomes (e.g., CLABSI, extravasations). Such atrial could be a hybrid multisite clustered RCT
examining the implementation and clinical impact of imbedding an IV catheter selection
algorithm that incorporates PICCs and M Cs along with other commonly used 1V catheters.
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Dueto ethical considerations, RCT entrance required arequest for PICC; however, it islikey
that many hospitalized children in need of durable access and satisfying all the other inclusion
criteriareceived PIVCs. Thisisthe population with length of stay of 5-14 days that previously
may have had a PICC inserted. During our interviews, patients/families report that they would
prefer to have one IV catheter from admission to discharge. Based on our preliminary data, MCs
may be inferior to PICCs in some ways; however, there is evidence that MCs are superior to
PIVCs.®%" Next steps should be taken to identify situations where an MC could be the only IV
catheter used to provide therapy, replacing multiple PV Cs per hospitalization.

During the one-year study period, 25/35 children enrolled received an MC. Since placing a PICC
would have been the primary option in these children prior to our study, we avoided 24 PICC
placements (one participant transitioned from MC to PICC). However, we were not powered to
find differences in effectiveness and safety between devices. Because of the sample size and
limitations, caution should be taken in datainterpretation and its use for clinical decision making.
Based on our prospectively collected data from 25 MCs used, we can make general observations.
(1) The maority of MCs lasted for ~7 days, so the population that could benefit from an MC
may be children in need of vascular access for 4-9 days. However, 37% of all MCsfailed prior to
completion of therapy and almost half of those required at least one additional IV catheter, most
commonly aPIVC. Thisfailure rate, even though higher than that of PICCs, is superior to that of
the PIVVC which can be up to 50-60%, with PIV Cs lasting for an average of 3.5 days.?** (2) We
have shown that M Cs can be used for blood draws; with occlusion being one of the commonly
seen complications, ability to draw blood may be lost. The median number of blood draws per
MC was 2, so larger studies are needed to determine if MCs could be used in children known to
need frequent blood draws (>1/day). (3) The location in the upper arm was highly valued by
patients/families, asit allowed for improved arm mobility, better sleep and less accessible to the
younger patients. Similarly, patients and families valued placement under sedation, atopic that
should be explored further since sedation has additional risks.

Our patient-reported outcome data are consistent with previous reports, that 1V catheter
placement generates anxiety in children and their families.®® The STAI anxiety scores for both
patients and guardians were above 6, the standard threshold for a positive anxiety score.

Many challenges may be encountered during enrollment in studies involving hospitalized
children. Challenges to consider when designing inpatient RCTs are lack of guardian availability
at bedside for consent; last minute clinical decisions without sufficient time left for consent (e.g.,
the request to place aPICC as an ‘add on’ to a scheduled procedure); the adequacy of
approaching families of critically ill children; and unexpected changes in treatment plan (e.g.,
MC rewired and replaced with aPICC for outpatient IV antibiotics).

Our study has limitations. The low rate of enrollment did not allow usto determine if the
feasibility measures would have been accomplished, information that would be valuable for
future studies conducted in the inpatient acute care settings. Children <2 years old were excluded
due to size incompatibility with the available MC. Only 50% of MCs were used for blood draws
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in our cohort; we speculate this was primarily due to existing hospital policies that, at the time of
the study, did not permit blood draws from peripheral catheters. Even though we had special
permission for blood drawing for study participants, communicating this changeto all the
clinicians involved was challenging. To improve thisin the future, EHR lab orders should align
with proper collection (e.g., “unit collect” vs “lab collect”). At our institution, MCs are
commonly placed awake without sedation with the use of topic anesthetic only; however, as
noted in our outcome data, 84% of MCs were placed under sedation due to a large sample of
peri-operative cases that received MCs in the operating room. During the feasibility trial, some
of the measures included in theinitial protocol and determined a priori were removed. They
include prolonged NPO time > 8 hours (many children were NPO for a different procedure),
time-to-placement of 1V catheter (sometimes the order was placed after 1V catheter insertion),
and time-to-last blood draw (too challenging to accurately measure).

Strengths of our study include the innovative study design combining an RCT and observational
study, the creative EHR-based screening strategies® and assessment of patient-reported
outcomes.

CONCLUSION

An effectiveness trial comparing PICCs to MCs in hospitalized children needing non-central,
medium-term vascular access may not be feasible or practical due to an overall downward trend
in PICC usein this population locally and likely nationally. Next steps may include an
implementation focused study, which may include cluster-based trial methods to test the
implementation contexts and clinical impact of an IV catheter selection algorithm.
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Figure 1: Clinical Trial Protocol — Comparing Peripherally Inserted Central Catheters (PICCs) to Midline Catheters (MCs) — a Feasibility Trial
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Figure 3: Kaplan Meier survival curve of time-to-device removal by device group
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Table 1: Patient and device characteristics by study arm (R — randomized, NR — non-randomized or observational). Datareported as n (%)
or median (IQR).

Arm 1 (n=4) Arm 2 (n=4) Arm 3 (n=6) Arm 4 (n=21)
Total (n=35) PICC (R) MC (R) PICC (NR) MC (NR)

Patient characteristics
Age, years 9.8 (6.2-15.4) 10.2 (4.0-16.8) 10.8 (4.5-16.3) 8.4 (6.2-15.8) 11.2 (7.7-15.0)
Male sex 20 (57) 0(0) 4 (100) 4(67) 12 (57)
Race®

American Indian /Alaska Native 1(3 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(5

African American 3(9) 0(0) 1(25) 0(0) 2 (10)

Caucasian 29 (88) 3 (100) 3(75) 6 (100) 17 (85)
Ethnicity®

Hispanic 4(12) 0(0 2 (50) 0(0) 2 (10)

Non-Hispanic 30 (88) 3 (100) 2 (50) 6 (100) 19 (90)
Severity/Location

Acute Care 25 (71) 4 (100) 4 (100) 6 (100) 11 (52)

Critical Care 10 (29) 0(0 0(0 0(0) 10 (48)
Primary Diagnosis (1)

Medical 17 (49) 4 (100) 4 (100) 4(67) 5 (24)

Surgical 18 (51) 0(0 0(0 2(33) 16 (76)
Primary Diagnosis (2)

Infection 16 (46) 4 (100) 3(75) 4(67) 5(24)

Non-infection 19 (54) 0(0) 1(25) 2 (33) 16 (76)
Primary Diagnosis Type

Respiratory failure 1(3 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(5

Cardiopulmonary arrest 1(3 0(0) 0(0) 1(17) 0(0)

Complicated Pneumonia 8(22) 3(75) 0(0) 3 (50) 2 (10)

Orbital Cellulitis 1(3 0(0) 0(0 0(0) 1(5)

Pulmonary exacerbation of CF 2(6) 0(0) 2 (50) 0(0) 0(0)

Refractory epilepsy surgery 19 (54) 0(0 1(25) 2(33) 16 (75)

Septic Shock 2(6) 1(25) 0(0 0(0) 1(5)

VP Shunt Infection 1(3 0(0 1(25) 0(0) 0(0)
Chronic Complex Medical Condition 27 (77) 1(25) 4 (100) 4 (67) 18 (86)
Catheter characteristics
Reason for Device Placement

Prolonged Antibiotics Course 14 (40) 4 (100) 3(75) 4 (67) 3(14)

Durable Access 21 (60) 0(0) 1(25) 2 (33) 18 (86)
Therapy to be infused

Antibiotics 15 (43) 4 (100) 3(75) 4(67) 4(19)

Post-operative care/seizure rescue 19 (54) 0(0) 1(25) 2(33) 16 (76)

Sedation while intubated 1(3 0(0 0(0 0(0 1(5
Requesting service

Hospital Medicine 11 (31) 4 (100) 0(0) 4(67) 3(19)

Pulmonary 2(6) 0(0 2 (50) 0(0) 0(0)

Neurosurgery 20 (57) 0(0) 2 (50) 2(33) 16 (76)

Critical Care 2(6) 0(0 0(0 0(0) 2 (10)
Inserter Type

IR Attending 3(8) 0(0 0(0 1(17) 2(9

IR PA 24 (69) 3(75) 3(75) 4 (66) 14 (67)

ICU NP 1(3 0(0 0(0 0(0) 1(5

RN 4(112) 0(0) 1(25) 0(0) 3(19)

Radiology Resident 2(6) 1(25) 0(0) 1(17) 0(0)

ICU Fellow 1(3 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(5)
Insertion site/Vessel

Basilic 17 (49) 1(25) 2 (50) 2(33) 12 (57)

Brachial 7 (20) 2 (50) 0(0) 3 (50) 2 (10)

Cephalic 11 (31) 1(25) 2 (50) 1(17) 7(33)
Number of Attempts

1 33 (94) 4 (100) 3(75) 6 (100) 20 (95)

2 2(6) 0(0 1(25) 0(0) 1(5
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Table 2.

Effectiveness and Safety of Peripherally Inserted Central Catheters (PICC) and Midline Catheters (MC). Data reported as n (%) or median (IQR) unless otherwise specified.

PICC MC
Total PICC R NR Total MC R NR
(n=10) (n=4) (n=6) (n=25) (n=4) (n=21)
Time-to-Device Removal for All Reasons, days 9.5(6.7-13.7) | 11.0(7.8-12.0) 8.5 (5.5-18.9) 7.4 (4.7-8.9) 4.7 (3.3-5.9) 8.0(6.2-9.1)
Completion of Therapy with Initial Device 10 (100) 4 (100) 6 (100) 16 (64) 1(25) 15 (71)
All-Cause Failure Rate 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 9 (36) 3 (75) 6 (29)
Composite Complication Rate: 5 (50) 2 (50) 3 (50) 12 (48) 3 (75) 8 (38)
Complications Resulting in Catheter Early Removal
Occlusion 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(8) 1(20) 1(5)
Infiltration 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(8) 1 (20) 1(5)
Dislodgement 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(8) 0(0) 2 (10)
Pain 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(4) 0(0) 1(5)
Phlebitis 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
VTE 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
CLABSI 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Complications Not Resulting in Catheter Removal*
Concern for CLABSI 4 (40) 1(25) 3 (50) 5(20) 2 (50) 3 (14)
Concern for VTE 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Other Complications 3 (30) 1(20) 2 (33) 3(12) 2 (50) 1(5)
Intermittent/positional Occlusion 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(12) 2 (50) 1(5)
Occlusion (use of tPA) 2 (20) 1(20) 1(17) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Catheter Kinking 1(10) 0(0) 1(17) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Use of Sedation 9 (90) 4 (100) 5(83) 21 (84) 3 (75) 18 (86)
Line Used for Blood Draws 9 (90) 4 (100) 5(83) 12 (50) 2 (50) 10 (50)
Blood drawing abilities
Successful Blood Draw (at least one) 9 (100) 4 (100) 5 (100) 11 (92) 2 (100) 9 (90)
Number of Successful Blood Draws 7.0 (4.0-10.5) 8.0 (5.8-14.0) 5.0 (2.0-10.0) 2.0 (1.0-2.0) 2(1,3) 2.0 (1.0-2.0)
Catheter Lost Blood Drawing Abilities 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(9) 1 (50) 0(0)
Blood Draws from Vein 0.0 (0-1.5) 0.0 (0.0-2.3) 0.0 (0.0-1.3) 0.5 (0-1.8) 1(0,2) 0.0 (0.0-1.0)
Reason for Removal
No Longer Medically Indicated 10 (100) 4 (100) 6 (100) 16 (64) 1(25) 15 (71)
Complications 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 7 (28) 2 (50) 5 (24)
Home IV Antibiotics (MC rewired to PICC) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(4) 1(25) 0(0)
Irritability 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(4) 0(0) 1(5)
Participants that Required Placement of Additional 1(10) 0(0) 1(17) 7 (28) 3 (75) 4 (19)
device(s)
Type of Additional Device Placed
PICC 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(14) 1(33) 0(0)
PIVC 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 6 (86) 2 (67) 4 (100)
Untunneled CVC 1(100) 0(0) 1(100) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
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Mean Anxiety Scores (RCT only)
Participant Pre-procedure
Participant Post-procedure
Guardian Pre-procedure
Guardian Post-procedure
Mean Overall Experience with IV Catheter (RCT only)

13.0
15.0
14.0
13.5
7.3

9.5
13.0
12.0
13.8

9

*Same catheter can have more than one complication; Abbreviations: CLABSI = central line associated blood stream infection, CVC = central venous catheter, PIVC = peripheral
IV catheter, tPA = tissue plasminogen activator, VTE = venous thromboembolism, R = randomized, NR = non-randomized or observational
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