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Figure 4. Forest plot of comparison: | Clinically-indicated versus routine change, outcome: 1.1 Catheter-

related bloodstream infection.

Clinically indicated  Routine replacement Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Rickard 2010 0 185 0 177 Mot estimable
Rickard 2012 0 1693 1 1680 592%  0.35(0.01,8.67) i
Van Donk 2009 0 105 0 85 Mot estimable
Wehster 2007 0 103 0 103 Mot estimable
Wehster 2008 1 374 1

Total (95% Cl)
Total events

Heterogeneity. Chi*=0.23, df=1 (P=063), F= 0%
Test for overall effect. 2= 0.47 (P = 0.64)
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Figure 5. Forest plot of comparison: | Clinically-indicated versus routine change, outcome: 1.2 Phlebitis.

Clinically indicated  Routine replacement Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.2.1 Continuous infusion
Rickard 2010 18 185 12 177 75%  1.44[0.71,2.89 T
Rickard 2012 114 1593 114 1690 67.4%  1.06[0.83,1.36) 3
Webster 2007 1 103 2 103 1.2% 050(0.05 543
Webster 2008 16 379 12 376 73%  1.32[063,2.76) N
Subtotal (95% Cl) 2260 2346 834%  1.11[0.89, 1.39] *
Total events 149 140

Heterogeneity: Chif=1.29 df=3(P=0.73); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.91 (P = 0.36)

1.2.2 Intermittent infusion

Yan Donk 2009 37 105 26 95 166%  1.29[0.85,1.96) ™
Subtotal (95% Cl) 105 95 16.6%  1.29[0.85, 1.96) <
Total events 37 26

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.19(P=0.24)

Total (95% Cl) 2365 2441 100.0%  1.14]0.93,1.39] »
Total events 186 166
Heterogeneity, Chi*=1.67, df=4 (P=0.80);, F= 0%

Testfor overall effect Z=1.29 (P =0.20)

Testfor subgroup differences; Chi*=0.38, df=1(P=054), F= 0%
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Figure 8. Forest plot of comparison: | Clinically-indicated versus routine change, outcome: 1.5 Cost.

Clinically indicated Routine replacemant Maan Difference Meaan Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Rickard 2012 G1.66 3946 1593 6924 4345 1690 A4A% -THA[1042,-474] —i—
Webztar 2007 a7 484 107 FFE 02 103 17.4% 70012092 -1.88] —_—
¥Webster 2008 $1.05 266 379 4622 47 376 2641% -5V [AA2,-1.22) —
Total (95% CIj 2075 2169 100.0% -6.96 [-9.05, -4.86] 4
Heterogeneity: Ghif=1.11, df= 2 (P'= 0.57); F= 0% ' | !
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