PIVC stabilization - Literature review

Advantages of PIVC stabilization

The current research on the effectiveness of IV securement devices overwhelmingly demonstrates that the use of
IV securement devices decreases the complications associated with peripheral IV catheters, and prolonges their
longevity and patency?.
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Studies Economic impact per hospital® Cost elements
Securement device results in 42% 41% of the material costs go to unscheduled
reduction in complications. S 18 000 restarts®.
Royer, 2003 . Direct material cost saving With a stabilization device a reduction of 81% of
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Phlebitis and infiltration rates were unscheduled restarts is achieved®.
virtually eliminated. SZZ . 320 Complication cost saving
Penney-Timmons, 2005
Survival rate of PIV increased from 8% to $236-765 Nurse time saving 59% PIVC start
52% (96h).
Smith. 2006 Numbers for a 300 bed hospital, with 60.000 PIV 41% Unscheduled
! placements per year. Based on 10.164 US patients
Data showed considerable benefits of with 15.004 PIVC’s
using cannula stabilization device
compared to using IV dressings. Devices Cost elements
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The devices under investigation in the referenced . Cost of an IV start: $501% 12, assuming success at
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. 9 - 8 o8 H
with tape «  Cost of extravasion: $16.3421%.12 average
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80% reduction in phlebitis . Cost of Bloodstream |nfect|on: $33.000 to
$75.00013 for a patient in ICU
67% reduction in complications
Statlock Sorbaview Hubguard
References
1 Alekseyev et Al, Prolonging the life of a patient's IV: an integrative review of intravenous securement devices. Medsurg Nurs. 2012 Sep-Oct;21(5):285-92.
2 Royer, T. (2003). A clinical trial of two securement methods. Journal of the Association for Vascular Access, 8(4), 1-5.
3 Penney-Timmons, E. (2005). Decreased costs/improved outcomes with standardized intravenous equipment. Journal of the Association for Vascular Access, 10(1), 20-23.
4 Frey, A., & Schears, G. (2006). Why are we stuck on tape and suture? A review of catheter securement devices. Journal of Infusion Nursing, 29(1), 34-38.
5. Smith, B. (2006). Peripheral intravenous catheter dwell times. Journal of Infusion Nursing, 29(1), 14-17.
6. Martinez, J., Piazuelo, M., Almela, M., Blecua, P., Gallardo, R., Rodriguez, S.,Trilla, A. (2009). Evaluation of add-on devices for the prevention of phlebitis and other complications
associated with the use of peripheral catheters in hospitalized adults: A randomized controlled study. Journal of Hospital Infection, 73, 135-142.
7. Bausone-Gazda, D., Lefaiver, C., & Walters, S. (2010). A randomized control trial to compare the complications of 2 peripheral intravenous catheter-stabilization systems. Journal of
Infusion Nursing, 33(6), 371-384
8. Bolton, D. (2010). Improving peripheral cannulation practice at an NHS Trust. British Journal of Nursing, 19(21), 1346-1350
9. Shaers G;J., Summary of product trials for 10.164 patients: comparing an intravenous stabilization device to tape. J. Infus Nurs 2006, 29:225-231
10. Paice T. Economoc impact of extravasion: an analysis. Imagng Economics. 2007;20(3):14

11. Roszell S, Jones C; Intravenous administration issues. J. Infus. Nurs. 2010; 33(2): 112-118
12. Bureau of labour statistics website: https://bis.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm Accessed march 28, 2019
13. Hollenbeak CS. The cost of catheter-related bloodstream infections. J. Infus Nurs; 2011; 34(5):309-313

BEDAL NV - Agoralaan A bis 3590 — Diepenbeek, Belgium - www.bedal.be bedql


https://bis.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm%20Accessed%20march%2028

