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Abstract

Background

Central venous catheters (CVCs) provide direct access to the central circulatory system,
commonly used in hemodialysis and intensive care units for drug administration. Although
uncertified for the procedure, CVCs are sometimes used for power injection of contrast
medium (CM) during CT scans to avoid peripheral intravenous catheter placement. Previous
studies suggest this practice is safe, but incidents have been reported. This study aims to
measure intraluminal pressure during CM injection through CVCs and assess its impact on the

luminal surface to guide responsible clinical use.
Methods

Strain gauges were applied to the exterior walls of four samples from three different types of
unused CVCs. These gauges measured material deformation due to intraluminal pressure
during CM injections at rates of 4.5 mL/s and 8 mL/s, each performed five times. Strain data
were calibrated against known pressures in a static system. The CVCs were then either

pressurized until bursting or subjected to microscopic analysis of their luminal surfaces.

Results

Intraluminal pressures measured (97-545 kPa or 14-79 PSI) were below the burst pressure
(779-1248 Kpa or 113-181 PSI) in all instances. Strain regression analysis shows a statistically
significant (p<0.05) trend over 10 injections in almost all CVCs tested, indicating material
fatigue. Surface microscopy revealed surface micro-cracks from repeated injections,

suggesting material damage.

Conclusions
The intraluminal pressures from power injections of CM are sufficiently low to prevent CVC
bursting. While incidental use for CM injection appears safe, repeated use may cause material

damage
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26 List of abbreviations

27 CM = contrast medium/media

28 CVC = central venous catheter
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Introduction

Hemodialysis patients frequently utilize a central venous catheter (CVC) as vascular access to
transport blood to and from the dialysis. Similar CVCs may also be used for administration of
drugs to patients in intensive care units. For diagnostic purposes, these patients may need
computed tomography (CT) scan with radiopaque contrast medium (CM). Bolus intravenous
injection of CM using a power (pressure) injector is the preferred method for CM
administration for CT examinations of the neck, chest, and abdomen.'? This is usually
achieved by placing an intravenous needle into a peripheral vein in the forearm. However,
hemodialysis patients often have poor peripheral veins, necessitating preservation for future
arteriovenous access surgery. Despite studies indicating safe pressure levels for CVCs, even
non-hemodialysis CVCs with smaller diameters,>® concerns remain about catheter-related
complications due to high pressures, with several incidents of rupture and dislocation

reported.10-12

CVCs are regulated under the European Medical Device Regulation in the EU,** and similar
bodies elsewhere, like the FDA in the United States.* Manufacturers of medical devices only
receive market approval for their products when the relevant requirements for performance
and safety have been met.'3 These requirements relate only to the intended use of the device,
as specified by the manufacturer. Expanding use cases significantly increases the evidence
required for approval, leading manufacturers to limit intended uses due to associated costs.
This restriction is detailed in the device's Instructions for Use, and off-label use shifts liability

from the manufacturer to the healthcare professional.

Most standard CVCs are not certified for CM injection®® which can cause hesitance in
administering CM through these devices. While successful use has been reported
widespread,>17 the high viscosity of CM causes an intraluminal pressure that is higher than,
e.g., saline or blood, especially at high flow-rates. Manufacturers can claim that the CVCs are
not rated for this elevated pressure as it may cause damage to the luminal surface of the CVC.

18-20 jn vitro measurements showed

While typical CM flow velocities are around 3-6 mL/s,
rupture does not occur even with much higher flows.> In clinical use, pressures in the power
injector are limited to maximum of 2000-2250 Kpa (300-325 PSl). Clinical guidelines for CM

injection through CVCs are rare.?!
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Although power injectors can usually record the pressure applied to administer CM, it cannot
be claimed that this pressure is constant throughout a dynamic, flowing system. Indeed, there
must be a pressure gradient for fluids to flow from the power injector to the venous
circulation of the patient. The difference in pressure depends on many variables, including
viscosity, flow velocity, friction of the tube surface, and geometry. While this means the pump
pressure overestimates the pressure downstream, (e.g., in a CVC), the non-uniform geometry
of CVCs could cause local increases in pressure and wall stress. It is crucial that pressure is
measured at the correct location to obtain the most accurate data on intraluminal pressure

in CVCs when used for CM injection to properly assess safety.

Pressure transducers in a flow circuit interfere with the flow, often requiring a three-way
connection that introduces static fluid dead space. This dead space can impede accurate
pressure measurement due to its lack of direct pressure response to fluid flow and the flow
distortions it introduces. In systems with rapidly changing flow rates, dead space can dampen
fluid oscillations and distort pressure readings, contributing to significant pressure
measurement differences in previous studies (14-483 kPa (2-70 PSI) at 4.5 mL/s with similar

catheters). 3472

As a non-invasive method to measure pressure without the intrinsic drawbacks of pressure
transducers, strain gauges may pose a solution. These contain thin pieces of wire that can be
stuck onto a surface that measure deformation, or strain, which can be directly related to
intraluminal pressure. Additionally, strain gauges are typically used to determine material
wear and fatigue over time. As such, they may provide information relating to such effects

occurring in the CVC material with CM injection.

The present study aims to equip healthcare professionals with the knowledge required to
make informed decisions regarding the usage of commonly used CVCs for power injection of
CM by presenting a comprehensive study of intraluminal pressure during injection, material

fatigue, bursting pressures, and surface analysis.
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g5 Materials and methods

86 Experimental setup

87  The CVCs are tested by repeated injection of CM and recording the response with the strain
88  gauge. The strain gauges are then calibrated with a pressure transducer in a closed system
89  with static pressure in which pressure is equal everywhere and in all directions. Calibration is
90 performed after the CM injection; the pressure necessary to properly calibrate the sensors
91  must exceed the pressure induced by the CM, and therefore may damage the CVCs and distort
92  the pressure recordings if performed prior to the power injections. Finally, the CVCs are either
93  burst or dissected for microscopic surface analysis. The experimental setup is displayed in

94  Figure 1.

95  The working principle of a strain gauge is shown in Figure 2. Deformation of the material on
96 to which the gauges are placed results in deformation of the thin wires. This in turn results in
97 achangeinresistance which can be accurately measured. Materials deform predictably when
98  stress is applied. Intraluminal pressure introduces such stresses in the wall of the CVCs, so
99  strain gauges may be utilized to measure this deformation. The strain can thus be related to
100 anintraluminal pressure when calibrated with a pressure transducer in a static closed system.
101  Additionally, such strain gauges are typically used to determine material wear and fatigue
102  overtime. As such, they may provide information relating to such effects occurring in the CVC

103  material with CM injection.

104 A GFLAB-3-70 Low Elastic Strain Gauge (Tokyo Measuring Instruments Laboratory Co., Tokyo,
105 Japan) was placed on the proximal side of the proximal lumen of each CVC and fastened with
106  cyanoacrylate adhesive. As the geometry of the lumen remains more or less the same
107  between the inlet and outlet and fluid flows from high to low pressure, pressure should be
108  highest at this point in the CVC. The strain gauge was placed in a Wheatstone bridge to amplify
109 the voltage change and correct the signal for effects such as temperature change. The gauges
110  in the bridge were thus placed on a surplus CVC of the same material. When pressure was
111  applied to the CVC, the resistance of the strain gauge changed, resulting in a change in voltage
112 over the bridge. This voltage signal was further amplified by a CPJ Strain Gauge Conditioner

113 (Scaime, Juvigny, France) and read in LabVIEW through a NI MyDAQ (National Instruments,
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114  Austin, TX, USA). Each tested CVC sample was fixated at two points (Figure 1a) to ensure no

115  deformation of the catheter occurs, other than induced by pressure.

116  The distal lumen of each CVC was connected to a FlowSens® syringeless soft bag CM injector
117  (Guerbet, Paris, France) with standard consumable tubing and with a PU5405 pressure
118  transducer (ifm GmbH, Essen, Germany) fastened with a three-way stopcock just proximal to
119  the CVC connector. The system was flushed with saline and primed so that there was CM
120 iobitridol 350 mgl/ml (Xenetix, Guerbet, Paris, France) in the CVC prior to starting
121  measurements. The test setup and all fluids used were operated at room temperature as
122 strain gauges are sensitive to temperature changes. The heating element in the power
123  injector was switched off. Because viscosity decreases with temperature which increases
124  necessary pressures, this represents a worst-case scenario in which the fluid is not heated to
125  body temperature prior to administration. The CM exiting the tip of the CVC was collected in

126 avial and reused by feeding it back into the power injector bag.

127  Central venous catheters

128 4 samples each of 3 different types of new, unused CVCs were collected and tested:

129 - 13F, 250mm GamCath Dolphin Protect High Flow Double Lumen straight catheter
130 (Baxter, Deerfield, IL, USA)

131 - 13F, 250mm GamCath High Flow Triple Lumen straight catheter (Baxter, Deerfield,IL,
132 USA)

133 - 15.5F, 200mm Jet Medical Short-Term Free Flow pre-curved catheter (Jet Medical SA,
134 La Chaux-de-Fonds, Switzerland)

135  Flow measurement

136  First, 50 mL of CM was injected into each CVC at 4.5 mL/s over 11 seconds,?? and both the
137  pressure transducer and strain gauge values were recorded. Due to the viscoelasticity (i.e.,
138  non-direct strain response to applying or removing pressure similar to dampening) of the
139  material, a 5 minute resting time is needed prior to commencing the next measurement. This
140  process was repeated 5 times. Next, 90 mL was injected at 8 mL/s over 11 seconds,
141  corresponding to the protocol with the highest flow rate used in our center. The same 5-
142  minute resting time was applied, for 5 measurements. The maximum pressure in the power

143  injector was also recorded. For half the samples of each type of CVC, the protocol was
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144  reversed to 5 times 8 mL/s injection, and then 5 times 4.5 mL/s injection. Finally, the CVCs

145 were flushed with saline.

146 Pre-curved CVCs

147  The pre-curved CVC do not have the same “double-D” cross section, but an inner (distal) and
148  outer (proximal) lumen (Figure 2a). A strain gauge could not be directly applied to the wall of
149  thedistal lumen. The gauges were fixed on the wall of the proximal lumen and measurements
150 were conducted through this lumen. However, for 3 of the 4 samples, injection with the
151  power injector was repeated with both lumina and maximum injection pressure was recorded
152  for both to assess for similarity. The inner lumen in the remaining sample was spared for

153  microscopic surface analysis.

154  Sensor calibration and data processing

155  After completing the flow measurements, the tip of each catheter was clamped and the
156  power injector was disconnected. A syringe filled with room temperature water and a screw
157  feeder was connected to the three-way stopcock to create a closed and static system. The
158  strain gauge was calibrated by gradually increasing the pressure to ~800 kPa (~120 PSI) over
159 2 minutes and recording the strain gauge voltage together with the known static pressure.
160  When 120 PSI was reached, recording was stopped and pressure was released. This process
161  was repeated 3 times for each catheter. This data was processed in MATLAB (MathWorks,
162  Natick, Massachusetts), in which the calibration data was zero-shifted, and a 3"-order
163  polynomial was fitted. The maximum intraluminal pressure of each measurement was
164  determined by inserting the zero-shifted maximum gauge value into the curve fit of the
165  respective CVC. Maximum pressures were pooled per injection velocity in each CVC type. To
166  assess material fatigue (permanent strain) and damage of the CVC material after CM injection,
167  the resting voltages were recorded of the strain gauge after the 5-minute relaxation period
168  of each measurement for each individual catheter. Linear regression applied was applied to

169 these values to assess for a non-zero linear coefficient with 95% confidence.

170  Burst pressure test
171  Three samples each of the 3 different CVC types were connected to a high-pressure manual
172 bicycle pump with a calibrated Gems 3300 1600 kPa pressure transducer (Gems, Plainville,

173  CT, USA) fastened through a three-way stopcock just proximal to the CVC connector. The
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174  catheter was filled with room temperature water and tip was sealed shut with a medical
175  clamp. Pressure was manually increased until burst was recorded as a sharp decrease in the

176  pressure transducer reading and an audible bang.

177  Microscopic analysis

178  The CVCs that were not burst were dissected. Surface samples from the proximal and distal
179  ends of the lumina subjected to power injection of CM were collected, sectioned and
180  prepared for microscopy. Samples were mounted on Scanning Electron Microscopy stubs with
181  double sides carbon stickers. Samples from the unused, proximal lumina of the same CVCs
182  were also taken to act as control. Before imaging, all samples were sputter-coated with a layer
183  of Gold/Palladium Images and were recorded in a GeminiSEM 300 Scanning Electron

184  Microscope (Zeiss, Oberkochen Germany), operated at 5 kV.

185 Results

186  Calibration

187  All CVCs were successfully tested and calibrated. A 3™-order polynomial curve was fitted to
188  the calibration data of each CVC, and these curves were used to determine the intraluminal
189  pressure during CM injection. As an example, Figure 3a shows the calibration data, curve fit
190 and 95% confidence bounds of this fit in of a double lumen CVC tested. The complete set of

191  calibration figures can be found in Supplemental Figures S1-S3.

192  Power injection of contrast medium
193  Figures 3b-d display the pump pressures, intraluminal strain gauge pressures (determined
194  with the fitted calibration curves), pressure transducer values at injection velocities 4.5 mL/s

195 and 8 mL/s, and the lowest recorded burst pressures of the 3 different CVC types.

196  Material fatigue

197  Material fatigue, or permanent strain of the CVC, is assessed for each sample tested. Linear
198 regression is applied to the strain gauge voltage at rest, which corresponds to the material
199  strain at rest and fatigue. The linear regression coefficients are non-zero (p < 0.05) in every
200 CVC tested, except CVC sample 2 (double lumen, p = 0.53). As an example, Figure 4 displays
201  the raw strain gauge data of the first CVC measured together with the linear regression

202  analysis performed on the resting voltages of this CVC. Figure 5 displays the linear regression
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203  analysis of CVC sample 2, the only sample in which the linear regression coefficient was not
204  significantly non-zero. The complete set of linear regression analyses is found in Supplemental

205  Figures S4-S6.

206  Burst pressure
207 All CVCs failed at one of the locations displayed in Figure 6 during burst pressure
208  measurement. Burst pressures and the failure location at burst pressure are also recorded in

209 Table 1.

210  Microscopic surface analysis

211  The microscopic surface analysis of the 3 CVCs examined is depicted in Figure 7. Figures 7a
212 shows the unused lumen, and Figure 7b the proximal part of the tested lumen of the double
213 lumen catheter. Magnification has been chosen to best illustrate the differences in the
214  surface in each CVC. The unused and tested lumen of the triple lumen CVC are shown in
215  Figures 7c and 7d, respectively. Finally, Figures 7e and 7f display the unused and tested
216  lumina, respectively, of the pre-curved CVC. With the unused lumina as control, the pictures
217  of the tested lumina show an increase in size and density of micro-cracks in the double and
218  triple lumen CVCs. These micro-cracks present themselves as clear black lines in the

219  microscopy images. However, this contrast is less apparent in the pre-curved CVC.

220 Discussion

221  Inthis study it was observed that intraluminal pressures during power injection of CM remain
222 well below burst pressure. By using strain gauges and a pressure transducer in the flow circuit,
223 the hypothesis could be supported that strain gauges provide a more accurate measurement
224 of intraluminal pressure. Moreover, the strain gauge measurements suggest material fatigue
225 and damage can occur to the CVCs with repeated use. Surface analysis of the CVCs was
226  performed to assess microscopic damage to the material, in which a greater incidence of
227  micro-cracks was noticed after testing. This data can guide healthcare professionals in

228  responsible use of CVCs for power injection of CM.

229  The measured pressure data is in line with other experiments in literature in showing that the
230 intraluminal pressure always remained sufficiently low.3® Bursting pressures are also

231  comparable.3® The CM injector pressure was higher than the intraluminal pressure, which is

10
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232  necessary to overcome the frictional losses in the tubing and CVCs. A pressure gradient is
233 required for a fluid to flow. However, the pump pressure also remained below the bursting
234  pressure in instances with 4.5 mL/s injection, and most instances with 8mL/s. The relatively
235 large variation in injector pressure, with several outliers may be explained by the pump
236  exerting an increased pressure on the fluid bag when almost empty, which was a constant
237  trend. The intraluminal pressures also show a large variation in values. This may for a large
238  part be explained by the sensitivity of the gauges to environmental factors, measurement
239  errors and the additional step of calibrating the values with a fitted curve. Regardless, they

240  always remained below the burst pressure and pump pressure.

241  The intraluminal pressures in the different types of CVCs show some discrepancy. Although
242  pump pressures were quite similar throughout the measurements, the lumina of the types of
243  catheters have dissimilar cross-sections. Due to the shape and larger diameter of the pre-
244  curved CVCs, the tested lumen in this CVC type has the greatest cross-sectional area, which
245 in the measurements corresponds to the lowest intraluminal pressures. Contrarily, the
246 highest intraluminal pressures were found in the triple lumen CVCs, which have the smallest
247  cross-sectional area as a result of the extra lumen. Despite the geometrical differences
248  between the lumina of the pre-curved CVCs, the pump pressures were similar through both
249  when injecting at the same velocity. This suggests intraluminal pressures are also similar

250  through each lumen.

251  Although the CM injector exerted a significantly greater pressure for an 8 mL/s injection
252  compared to 4.5 mL/s, the intraluminal pressures in the strain gauges appear very similar. An
253  explanation could lie in the frictional losses of the fluid flowing through a substantial length
254  of tubing before entering the CVC. Frictional losses are greater with a higher velocity, and due
255  to the small diameter of the tubing and high viscosity of the CM, it can be expected that the
256  losses contribute considerably to pressure losses. Additionally, the three-way stopcock
257  presentin the flow circuit may have introduced more turbulence in the flow which could have

258  resulted in a slight drop in pressure and affected the measurements downstream.

259  The laws of fluid mechanics state that the pressure transducer should measure a greater
260  pressure than the strain gauges, as it is placed further upstream. Therefore, it is an interesting
261 finding that the pressure measured by the pressure transducer during the injections is
262  noticeably lower than the intraluminal pressure as measured by the strain gauges. An

11
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263  explanation may lie in geometrical conditions. Pressure transducers placed into a flow circuit
264  inevitably interfere with the flow itself, as most often, a three-way connection is placed to
265  connect the transducer that introduces dead space in which fluid is static. These stagnant
266  zones act as reservoirs of pressure, exerting localized effects that can distort the overall
267  pressure profile in such locations. Turbulent eddies may form in regions of abrupt flow
268  constriction or expansion, causing fluctuations in pressure and velocity. In systems with
269  rapidly changing flow rates, the presence of dead space can thus impede the propagation of
270  pressure waves and dampen fluid oscillations, leading to distorted pressure transducer
271 readings.?® This dead space will thus not always show a direct pressure response to fluidic
272 flow, which impedes accuracy of the measurement. These phenomena may contribute to the
273  rather large differences in measured pressures throughout previous in vitro studies (2-70 PSI
274  at 4.5 mL/s velocities with similar catheters). >*72 As the strain gauges do not interfere with
275 the flow and they measure pressure directly at the location of interest, the pressures they

276  measured are more likely to be valid.

277  Repetitive CM injections revealed a gradual increase in strain throughout the measurements.
278 The fatigue analysis of the strain values implies that material damage accumulates
279  throughout the repeated measurements. Consistency in peak amplitudes suggests that the
280 adhesive interface between the strain gauge and CVC remained intact. In all CVCs, except one,
281  this coefficient is statistically significant. In CVC sample 2 the non-significant coefficient
282  appearsto result from the last 2 measurements having a far higher resting voltage. This likely
283  occurred through accidental interference with the CVC during testing. Moving the CVC can
284  resultin small changes in deformation which are also registered due to the high sensitivity of

285  strain gauges.

286  The fatigue measured in the CVCs over the power injections recorded by the strain gauges is
287  further supported by the microscopic surface analysis. The microscopy shows an increase in
288  size and density of micro-cracks between the unused and tested luminal surfaces in the
289  double and triple lumen CVCs. These cracks seem to propagate along what appear to be small
290 pores in the material. Propagation is likely induced by the pressure of the CM injection.
291  Electron microscopy in literature of similar dialysis CVCs exposed to normal use and explanted
292  from patients do not show such clear micro-cracks.?4?® This upholds the notion that the high

293  pressure and viscosity of the CM can cause permanent damage to the CVC surfaces. In the

12
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294  pre-curved CVCs, no such phenomenon is clearly visible. This could be due to the intraluminal

295  pressures in the pre-curved CVCs being lower, but the material itself also appears smoother.

296  As the CVC material appears to stretch after CM injection, permanent stretching and offset
297  may have occurred prior to calibration. The validity of calibration data can thus be questioned.
298  Although most regression coefficients are significantly non-zero, the actual changes in resting
299  voltage are relatively small compared to the height of the voltage peaks. Moreover, the
300 heights of the voltage peaks (maximum value minus resting voltage) remain fairly constant
301 throughout the 5 measurements at the different injection velocities in all CVCs. The effects

302 onthe determined intraluminal pressure values are therefore expected to be limited.

303 These data suggest that intraluminal pressure values during CM injection are sufficiently low
304 as to not cause rupture of the CVCs included in our study. Failure of the CVCs at bursting
305 pressure always occurred at the inlet, which in clinical use will remain outside the body.
306 However, the stretching of the material and increase in micro-crack size and density
307 suggested damage accumulates with repeated CM injection. The micro-cracks may increase
308 risks of thrombus formation in the CVC but remains to be studied. With the velocities tested,
309 incidental use likely carries little risk, especially with relatively new CVCs that have not yet
310 been frequently subjected to intraluminal pressure. However, these medical devices remain
311  uncertified for this use case. Therefore, caution must be taken and caretakes must
312  understand that liability is shifted away from the manufacturer when using such CVCs for CM
313  injection. Clinical use of CVCs for this purpose has previously been shown to be safe and
314  effective, provided adequate protocols are in place.’® For example, a sufficiently safe
315 maximum pressure should be placed on the injector. If a blockage would be present in the
316  CVC preventing flow, the injector pressure would equate to the intraluminal pressure in the

317  CVC, which could cause damage or even rupture.

318  This study has several limitations. Firstly, intraluminal pressures were measured in an in vitro
319  setup, in which conditions present in the human body are not fully simulated. The CVCs were
320 not maintained at body temperature. Testing at body temperature could have increased
321 flexibility of the material to some extent. Contrarily, fibrous tissue tends to form on the
322  exterior of the catheters when placed in the body, which can increase rigidity and therefore
323  intraluminal pressure. Venous pressure at the tip was not present, which may have increased

324  intraluminal pressure. However, venous pressure is typically far lower than the pressures
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325 measured in the system. Moreover, intraluminal pressure is only measured at one location in
326 the catheters. Although pressure close to the inlet is expected to be highest, it does not fully
327 examine the pressure and stress profile throughout the entire CVC and therefore does not
328  consider any stress or pressure concentrations that could occur. Additionally, the CM was at
329 a lower temperature than typically used when injecting into the body. The viscosity will
330 therefore have been higher, and the resulting pressures likely overestimated. Any changes in
331  fluid composition due to evaporation during reuse of the fluid are not considered. Moreover,
332  the fatigue analysis suggests that stretching of and damage to the material occurs after
333  repeated use. However, it is not known how the material fatigue relates to the strength of
334  the material, and to which extent safe use may be maintained. This should receive attention
335 in future studies. Finally, the CVCs are not subjected to normal clinical handling. Human
336  factors like bending, pushing and pulling during placement may have a significant effect on

337 the material integrity.

338 Conclusion

339 This study aimed equip healthcare professionals with the knowledge for responsible
340 administration of CM injection for angiography through CVCs. Healthcare professionals must
341 understand that liability shifts away from the manufacturer if such a device is not certified for
342  this use case. Strain gauges allowed intraluminal pressure measurements at the location of
343 interest as well as an estimation of stretch that the intraluminal pressure induces.
344  Intraluminal pressures during CM injection remained below bursting pressure in all instances,
345  but permanent stretch of the material was recorded. Microscopic surface analysis revealed
346  an increase in micro-crack size and density in the material after repeated use with high
347 intraluminal pressures. These findings suggest that incidental use of CVCs for CM injection
348 does not directly cause issues, but damage may accumulate if CM injections are done

349  repetitively. Caution must therefore always be taken, especially after repeated use.
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432 Table 1: Testing regime, burst pressure and failure location for each catheter tested. Failure locations are shown in Figure 6.

Sample no. | CVC type Testing regime Burst pressure [kPa] | Failure location
([pst])

1 Double Lumen | 5x4.5mL/s; 5x8mLs 1179 (171) | Inlet tube burst
2 Double Lumen | 5x4.5mL/s; 5x8mLs N/A | N/A
3 Double Lumen | 5x8mLs; 5x4.5mL/s 1158 (168) | Inlet tube burst
4 Double Lumen | 5x8mLs; 5x4.5mL/s 1110 (161) | Inlet tube burst
5 Triple Lumen 5x4.5mL/s; 5x8mLs 862 (125) | Inlet tube burst
6 Triple Lumen 5x4.5mL/s; 5x8mLs 917 (133) | Inlet tube burst
7 Triple Lumen 5x8mLs; 5x4.5mL/s N/A | N/A
8 Triple Lumen 5x8mlLs; 5x4.5mL/s 800 (116) | Inlet tube burst
9 Pre-Curved 5x4.5mL/s; 5x8mLs 1165 (169) | Connector dislocation
10 Pre-Curved 5x4.5mL/s; 5x8mLs 1248 (181) | Connector dislocation
11 Pre-Curved 5x8mlLs; 5x4.5mL/s 1220 (177) | Connector dislocation
12 Pre-Curved 5x8mLs; 5x4.5mL/s N/A | N/A

433
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436 Figure 1: The experimental setup for testing the central venous catheters: a) the catheters with strain gauges are clamped

437 and connected to a contrast medium injector with a pressure transducer placed at the inlet of the catheter. b) The strain
438 gauges are then calibrated through static pressure. The pressure transducer values are stored together with the strain gauge
439 voltages. Next the pressure transducer and strain gauge voltages are processed, and a curve fit is generated. Intraluminal
440 pressure during injection is determined through this curve fit. c) catheters are finally pressurized until burst; or d) microscopic

441 surface analysis is performed on the lumina of 1 sample of each catheter types tested.

442
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444 Figure 2: Working principle of a strain gauge. The strain gauge is placed on a surface and the resistance R is continuously
445 measured, of which the value is Ro at rest with intraluminal pressure Po. When the material stretches, e.g. due to a higher
446 intraluminal pressure P, the strain deforms with the material. The resistance of the deformed gauge R; will increase due to
447 the increase in length and decrease in cross-sectional diameter of the wire. This can then be measured as a voltage change

448 when amplified in a Wheatstone bridge.

449
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Figure 3: a) The calibration data, fitted 3™-order polynomial and its 95% confidence bounds of catheter sample 1, used to

determine intraluminal pressure with the strain gauge. b-d) Boxplots of the pump pressures, intraluminal strain gauge

pressures and pressure transducer values at injection velocities 4.5 mL/s and 8 mL/s, and the burst pressures of b) the double

lumen catheters; c) the triple lumen catheters; and d) the pre-curved catheters. n=4 applies to (b-d) *Only 3 samples have

been tested
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Figure 4: Representative regression plot of catheter 1 showing the trend in resting voltages throughout the measurements.

Patterns are similar throughout the tested catheters. a) shows the raw strain gauge data over the 5-minute testing period of

measurements 1 through 10 in catheter 1, as indicated by the numbers in the graph; and b) displays the regression analysis

of the resting voltages as indicated in a).
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464 Figure 5: Fatigue analysis of catheter sample 2. This is the only catheter in which the linear regression coefficient was not

465 statistically significantly non-zero.
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467

468 Figure 6: Failure modes of the central venous catheters at burst pressures: a) failure of the inlet tube resulting in rupture;

469 and b) dislocation of the inlet tube connector.
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470
471 Figure 7: Surface analysis through scanning electron microscopy of: a) unused lumen, and b) proximal part of the tested
472 lumen, of the double lumen catheter; c) unused lumen, and d) proximal part of the tested lumen of the triple lumen catheter;

473 e) unused lumen, and f) proximal part of the tested lumen, of the pre-curved catheter. Small white dots and lines visible in all
474 images are identified as pores in the material. The black lines are indicative of micro-cracks. There are notable differences in
475 the luminal surfaces across the various types of catheters. The magnifications used were selected to best illustrate the surface

476 changes in each catheter type before and after exposure to contrast medium injection.
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