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antibiotics. Central venous catheters are also used when either 
the peripheral venous access is absent or is very damaged.

In today’s time, the utilization of  central venous catheter 
has grown predominant in medical specialties such 
as chemotherapy, critical care, dialysis, and nutritional 
support. Its use is frequently indicated in the dispensation 
of  chemotherapy, parenteral nutrition, and ministrations 
which are considered vesicants or irritating. These devices 
are typically used on patients having difficult venous access, 
impaired lymphatic system, or complaint of  pain while 
infusion or have fear of  venipuncture.[1-7]

In addition, for the patients who are undergoing 
continuous perfusion of  chemotherapy, the location of  a 

INTRODUCTION

The utilization of  central venous lines is required in patients 
undergoing chemotherapy continuously in fairly large 
doses. Central catheters are essential in the current medical 
profession, being specifically required when the treatment is 
vesicants or irritating, such as chemotherapy and certain IV 
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Abstract
background and Aim: Central venous catheters can be considered as important pillars in the practice of modern-day intensive 
care including oncological and onco-hematological units. However, like all medical interventions, central venous catheters too 
are linked with a number of complications. The objective of the particular study had been aimed to assess the complications 
linked with peripherally inserted central catheters (PICCs) in a group of oncology patients.

Materials and Methods: In this retrospective study, we included all patients carrying PICCs (n = 201) inserted at SMH cancer 
Centre during June 2015–May 2018 (i.e., 36 months). The major variables that were collected and analyzed have been medical 
investigation, catheter care, placement, time span of catheterization, rationale of catheter removal, obstacles, and nursing care. 
Complications/obstacles were enumerated as infection, phlebitis, edema, thrombosis, ecchymosis, and/or migration.

Results: The same nursing care protocol was used to treat all the patients. The rate of incidence of complications was noted 
to be two cases per 1000 days of catheter time span. The most pertinent complications warranting the removal of PICCs were 
found to be infection and thrombosis, with an incidence of 0.17 cases per 1000 days of total catheterization duration. The average 
time period of catheterization was 170 days. In addition to common causes such as “treatment completion” (48.42%) and “death” 
(22.53%), the other most talked cause of catheter removal was its migration (displacement toward the exterior) of 5.90%.

Conclusions: The central venous catheter (PICC) is quite a safe device that allows the administration of long-term treatment in 
addition to preserving the integrity of the venous system of the patient. Adequate care of the catheter is quite crucial to prevent 
the occurrence of complications and improve the quality of life of the patients having oncological and hematological conditions. 
Thus, proper training with the latest recommendations for nursing staff as well as patients is particularly required.
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central venous catheter becomes necessary in outpatient 
dispensation of  drugs. Or else, hospital admission would 
be required for such patient to administer drugs through 
the peripheral venous line. With all credit to easy placement 
of  central venous catheters in such cases, the need for 
hospital admission has been practically done away with, 
at our hospital.

To administer chemotherapy drugs in large volume, 
onco-hematological patients require catheters (that flow 
into a vein) with sufficient flow and caliber. Long-term 
peripherally inserted central catheters (PICCs) which run 
into the bottom third part of  the vena cava fulfill the 
above-mentioned criteria and hence reduce injury to the 
peripheral vascular system.

The extravasation risk is significantly reduced with the use 
of  PICC, which is particularly useful for administering 
drugs which are vesicant or irritating like certain 
cytostatics. Although this type of  venous port provides a 
safe procedure for permanent access accompanied with 
significantly low complications rate, certain complications 
could still occur.

Thrombosis and infection are the major among all 
the complications due to their relevancy and clinical 
consequences in onco-hematological patients. Deep vein 
thrombosis has been a commonly occurring complication 
in patients undergoing chemotherapy, whose risk increases 
in patients suffering from diabetes, chronic obstructive 
pulmonary disease, or advent of  metastases.

Onco-hematological patients are at greater risk of  infection 
since the therapy and pathology both are linked with stretch 
of  immunosuppression. The main purpose of  this study 
had been to assess the occurrence of  complications linked 
with PICCs in our center with a group comprising mostly 
of  onco-hematological patients.[7-20]

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study Design
It had been a retrospective longitudinal group study.

Setting
The study was conducted at SMH Cancer Center, 
New  Delhi, a region in India, between June 2015 and 
May 2018 (i.e.,  36 months) Figure 1. PICC line in situ. 
Participants included male/female patients aged above 18 
years and bearers of  PICCs during the project duration.

Data collection was retrospective. The population under 
the study comprises all the patients in which PICC was 
inserted during treatment at our institution in the stipulated 

duration. A total of  201 patients were there in the final 
study.

Variables and Measures
For each patient, the following data were collected: Date 
of  birth, sex, medical investigations, nursing care of  the 
catheter, the placement of  the catheter, time span of  
catheterization (days), causes for catheter removal, and 
complications.

Catheters were positioned by adequately trained nursing 
staff, through sterile and ultrasound-guided procedure 
(two-dimensional ultrasound imaging). The PICCs were 
installed in the middle third part of  the upper arm, above 
the antecubital fossa, primarily in the cephalic or basilic 
vein. A vein of  caliber similar to the caliber of  the catheter 
was chosen.

The distal tip of  the catheter was positioned in the lower 
third part of  the superior vena cava that was affirmed by 
chest radiograph.[8] We used BARD, a polyurethane, 4-Fr 
diameter, single-lumen catheter. Fixing and stabilizing of  
the catheter were attained with a sterile latex-free device 
specifically designed for this purpose. The “protocol of  
care” was applied to each and every patient who is bearer of  
PICCs and comprised of  sterile dressing using transparent 
bandages, and cleaning was done with betadine solution 
in line with the recommendations of  the United States 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) weekly.

When the fixing device got deteriorated, a new one was 
replaced. The catheters were then sealed with heparin after 
use. The time span of  catheterization was calculated as the 
difference between the date of  its insertion and the date 
of  removal. This date was handled in the analyses such as 
a continuous quantitative variable.

Figure 1: PICC line in situ
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Complications were categorized as thrombosis, phlebitis, 
infection, migration, ecchymosis, and/or edema. The 
criteria for defining the occurrence of  “infection” were the 
central line-associated bloodstream infection.[9] Symptoms 
of  thrombosis were pain, swelling, erythema, and vein 
blockage by a blood clot (thrombus) with a subsequent 
lack of  permeability.[12]

The criteria for the diagnosis of  “thrombosis” were 
the presence of  symptoms and final confirmation by 
Doppler. Phlebitis was defined as irritation of  the venous 
endothelium by the catheter. Its symptoms were similar to 
those of  thrombosis, but the catheter remained permeable 
because there was no venous blockage: Pain, tenderness, 
swelling, erythema, palpable venous cord, purulent 
discharge, and warmth of  the area.[13]

The criteria for a diagnosis of  “phlebitis” were the presence 
of  symptoms and final confirmation by ultrasound. The 
criterion for catheter migration was outward displacement 
of  the catheter by >2 cm (displacement toward the 
exterior). The diagnostic criterion for edema was swelling 
caused by fluid accumulation in the arm near the catheter 
insertion point.

The criterion for the diagnosis of  ecchymosis was the 
presence of  a bruise near the catheter insertion point. 
The catheter was considered to have a “lumen occlusion”, 
if  there was a total occlusion, occlusion to flushing only, 
occlusion on aspiration only or subjective difficulty 
with flushing or aspiration only, under the following 
circumstances: If  the vein was not damaged, inflamed or 
obstructed and if  fibrinolytic treatment was required.[8,10]

Study Limitations
In retrospective studies based on secondary information 
(medical records), one of  the main limitations is that the 
data obtained from computer records may be subjected 
to bias by the researcher who collected the information. 
In this study, the personnel of  the unit responsible for 
the care of  the PICCs was trained for data collection 
by standardized training sessions with the objective of  
reducing the interobserver differences as much as possible. 
In addition, another study limitation is that the nursing 
protocol has been currently updated.

This study was conducted between June 2015 and May 
2018, and our protocol at that time consisted of  the 
prophylactic use of  heparin.[11,14] Statistical analyses for 
the descriptions of  the variables, frequency distributions, 
averages with 95% confidence intervals (95% CI), standard 
deviations (SD), and ranges were calculated. The normal 
distribution of  data was assessed using Kolmogorov–
Smirnov test.

The cumulative incidence and incidence density rates per 
1000 days of  catheter use of  the various complications were 
calculated. For comparison of  proportions, Chi-square test 
was performed, using Fisher’s exact test when necessary. 
Non-parametric tests were used, such as Mann–Whitney 
U-test, for the comparison of  averages, and Kendall test 
was used in the correlation studies when the variables did 
not have a normal distribution.

For the study of  associated independent factors, an 
automated stepwise forward multiple logistic regression 
model was used. The alpha error was set at 0.05, and 
all P values were bilateral. All statistical analyses were 
conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics version 22.0 (IBM 
Corp., Armonk, NY).

Ethics Statement
Approval of  the research protocol was obtained on 
August 2018 from the Administrative Committee of  SMH 
Hospital.

Patient records/date were randomized and deidentified 
before analysis. Since the data were analyzed anonymously, 
patient consent was not necessary. We obtained the consent 
of  the Administrative Committee and authorization from 
the hospital to perform this study.

RESULTS

A total of  201 patients aged between 18 and 95 years 
[Table 1] were analyzed. Regarding sex, 54.73% were female 
and 45.27% were male.

With regard to diagnosis, 100% (n = 201) of  the patients 
had been diagnosed with an oncologic or onco-hematologic 
disease [Table 2]. The average duration of  catheterization 
was 171.20 days (SD 6.06) with a minimum of  2 days and 
a maximum of  540. All the catheters were located in the 
middle third of  the upper arm, above the antecubital fossa: 
34% (n = 70) were placed in the right basilic vein, 56.21% 
(n = 113) were placed in the left basilic vein, 2.98% (n = 

Table 1: Age distribution of patients with 
peripherally inserted central catheters
Age range n=201 (%)
10–19 0
20–29 5 (2.48)
30–39 15 (7.46)
40–49 31 (15.42)
50–59 54 (26.8)
60–69 62 (30.8)
70–79 25 (12.4)
80–89 8 (3.98)
90–99 1 (0.5)
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6) were placed in the right cephalic vein, and 5.97% (n = 
12) were placed in the left cephalic vein.

At least one complication occurred in 40% of  the patients 
(n = 80), whereby the incidence of  complications was 
two complications per 1000 days of  the total duration of  
catheterization. The individual analysis of  complications 
is presented in Table 3. In addition, 3.15% (95% CI 
1.67–4.63%) (n = 19) of  patients presented an infection 
profile. Complication onset after catheterization occurred 
at an average of  114.26 (SD 22.21) days.

The incidence rate of  complications was 0.17 cases per 500 
days for the total duration of  catheterization. Thrombosis 
occurred in 3.48% (95% CI 1.81–4.83%) (n = 7) of  the 
patients, at an average onset of  28.90 (SD 9.12) days 
of  the total duration of  catheterization. The incidence 
rate of  thrombosis was 0.17 cases per 1000 days of  the 
total duration of  catheterization. In 13 of  the patients, a 
fibrinolytic agent was used at least once.

In all cases, the thrombosis event was local. In 6.96% 
(95% CI 4.99–9.27%) (n = 14) of  patients, phlebitis was 
registered at an average onset of  2.23 (SD 0.21) days after 
catheter insertion. The incidence rate was 0.38 cases per 
1000 days of  the total catheter days. In 12.93% (95% 

CI 10.32–15.88%) (n = 26) of  the catheters, at least one 
episode of  migration was registered at an average onset of  
163.75 (SD 14.15) days after insertion.

The latest case occurred on day 406. The incidence rate 
was 0.69 cases per 500 days of  the total duration of  
catheterization.

In 8.99% (n = 18) (95% CI 10.32–15.88%) of  patients, 
edema onset occurred at an average onset of  28.16 
(SD 9.36) days of  the total duration of  catheterization.

In 20 patients, this complication occurred on the day 
following catheter insertion. In contrast, four cases were 
registered between days 237 and 282 of  catheterization. 
The incidence rate was 0.50 cases per 500 days of  the total 
duration of  catheterization. In 18.40% (n = 37) (95% CI 
15.23–21.58%) of  patients, an ecchymosis was produced 
at an average onset of  3.96 (SD 0.42) days of  the total 
duration of  catheterization, although a high frequency of  
cases (n = 07) was noted on the day following catheter 
insertion.

This complication showed the highest incidence rate, 
with 1.93 cases per 1000 days of  the total duration of  
catheterization. In 44.27% (95% CI 40.23–48.32) (n = 89) 
of  the patients, a fibrinolytic therapy was used at least 
once due to catheter lumen occlusion. The incidence rate 
was 2.32 cases per 1000 days of  the total duration of  
catheterization. The average onset was at 76.48 (SD 73.66) 
days after insertion.

No major differences were established considering age, 
sex, medical investigations, and location of  the catheter 
with respect to infection, thrombosis, phlebitis, migration, 
edema, ecchymosis, and/or lumen occlusion. None of  the 
variables was found to be significant in the multivariable 
model [Table 4].

No correlation was reported (correlation coefficient 0.0023; 
P = 0.379) between age and timespan, placement, and 
migration (displacement to the exterior) of  the catheter. 
Although the occurrence of  complications was significantly 
higher, when the total timespan of  catheterization exceeded 

Table 3: Analysis of complications of PICC
Complication n (%) 95% CI Incidence rate Day of onset
Infection 7 (3.48) 1.67–4.63 0.17 114.26 (22.21)
Thrombosis 7 (3.48) 1.81–4.83 0.17 28.90 (9.12)
Phlebitis 14 (6.96) 4.99–9.27 0.38 2.23 (0.21)
Migration 26 (12.93) 10.32–15.88 0.69 163.75 (14.15)
Edema 2 (0.99) 10.32–15.88 0.50 28.16 (9.36)
Ecchymosis 37 (18.4) 15.23–21.58 1.93 3.96 (0.42)
Lumen occlusion 89 (44.27) 40.23–48.32 2.32 76.48 (73.66)
PICC: Peripherally inserted central catheter, 95% CI: 95% confidence intervals

Table 2: Distribution diagnosis of patients with 
peripherally inserted central catheters
Medical diagnosis n=201 (%)
Breast carcinoma 149 (24.70)
Carcinoma ovary 106 (17.58)
Colorectal cancer 18 (8.9)
Carcinoma biliary pancreas 16 (7.9)
Sarcoma 12 (5.9)
Leukemia 8 (3.9)
Hodgkin’s 7 (3.5)
Carcinoma lung 18 (8.9)
Carcinoma bladder 6 (2.98)
Carcinoma stomach 18 (8.9)
Head and neck 10 (4.9)
Multiple myeloma 7 (3.49)
Carcinoma esophagus 6 (2.9)
Carcinoma cervix 14 (6.2)
Carcinoma prostate 9 (4.48)
Others 2 (1)
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150 days(P = 0.006), found in 43.62% (n = 130) of  cases, 
out of  total 201 cases.

Regarding the reason for removal of  the catheter, in 
48.25% (n = 97) of  the patients, the main cause was 
“end of  treatment;” other reasons included “exitus” 
in 22.55% (n = 136), “migration” in 5.80% (n = 35), 
“infection” in 4.14% (n = 25), “lumen occlusion” in 
4.14% (n = 25), “replacement” in 1.99% (n = 12), and 
“thrombosis/thrombophlebitis/phlebitis” in 1.82% 
(n = 11) of  the patients. In 11.10% (n = 67) of  the patients, 
the reason could not be found out [Table 5].

DISCUSSION

The PICC care is commonly practiced by health-care 
professionals. Although,the PICC care is commonly 
practiced by health care professionals, on certain occasions, 
our practices do not corraborate with evidence based 
practice. Some studies have reported that the differences 
obtained in the rate of  complications are directly related to 

the knowledge of  health-care personnel regarding catheter 
placement and port insertion care. Significant reduction 
in the rate of  complications has been achieved with good 
training.

In fact, the CDC, in its memorandum for the care of  
central venous catheters, states that adequate training of  
personnel is a basic way of  preventing infections having 
a level of  evidence of  1A. Therefore, insertion procedure 
and care of  the catheters make a major area for research 
among health-care providers, to achieve not only the 
reduction in bad effects but also to improve the patient 
experience. When juxtaposed with other published studies, 
the infection rate and thrombosis in our study were found 
to be lower (0.17 cases per 1000 days of  the total catheter 
duration) and reported cumulative incidences of  3.99% 
and 1.99%, respectively.

With respect to infection, in 2013, the National Healthcare 
Safety Network reported that the incidence rate of  
infection in onco-hematological patients by laboratory-
confirmed temporary catheter use has increased to 0.25 
per 1000 days of  total PICC duration.[21,22] Chopra et al.[23] 
examined this area through a systematic review with meta-
analysis. They reviewed 57,250 patients from 23 studies and 
concluded that the incidence rate of  bacteremia (collected 
in 13 of  the studies) in PICC patients was 0.91% (95% CI 
0.46–1.79) cases per 1000 days of  total PICC duration.

Another study carried out in a French University Medical 
College on 222 patients yielded an overall infection rate of  
2.35 per 1000 days of  catheter use with an occurrence of  
0.86 cases per 1000 days of  total PICC time span.[24] Baxi 
et al.[25] found 57 cases of  bacteremia while evaluating 609 
patients with an occurrence rate of  2.69/1000 PICCs/day.

However, none of  the mentioned studies specifically 
included onco-hematological patients. The study conducted 
by Mollee et al.[26] resembled our own. In that study, they 
analyzed 727 onco-hematological patients retrospectively 
and got the occurrence rate of  infection as 2.5 an average 
rate of  infection at 5.6% compared with our rate of  3.15%.

Taking the case of  thrombosis, our results provided a 
lower than usual incidence rate with 0.170 cases per 1000 
days PICC use and a cumulative incidence of  3.32%. Baxi 
et al.[25] also evaluated the same variable and got an incidence 
rate of  1.23/1000 PICC days. The aggregate incidence 
was approximately 8.4% during a study conducted on 
neurological patients in the intensive care, where 431 
patients with PICCs[26] were analyzed. Though, Aw et al.[7] 
studied a population of  340 cancer patients of  which 
19 presented with infection, comprising 5.6% (95% CI 
3.06–8.06) of  the total patients. Their patient database was 

Table 5: Reasons for catheter removal of the PICC
Cause of withdrawal n=201 (%) 95% CI
End of treatment 97 (48.25) 44.35–52.50
Exitus 45 (22.38) 19.13–25.97
Migration 12 (5.9) 3.85–7.75
Infection 8 (3.99) 2.47–5.82
Lumen occlusion 8 (3.99) 2.47–5.82
Replacement 4 (1.99) 0.79–3.18
Phlebitis or thrombosis 4 (1.99) 0.67–2.97
Not collected 23 (11.45) 8.52–13.70
PICC: Peripherally inserted central catheter, 95% CI: 95% confidence intervals

Table 4: Presence of complications with respect to 
sex, age, location and duration of PICC
Variables Total Complications n (%)

Sex
Men 91 33 (16.41)
Women 110 44 (21.89)

P=0.0388b   
Age  

>65 years 60 22 (10.94)
<65 years 141 55 (27.36)

P=0.238b  
Locations   

Basilic right 270 24 (11.94)
Basilic left 113 45 (22.38)
Cephalic right 6 2 (0.99)
Cephalic left 12 6 (2.98)

P=0.252b  
Duration  

>150 days 100 44 (21.89)
<150 days 101 34 (16.91)

P=0.006b  
PICC: Peripherally inserted central catheter
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similar to our sample study in terms of  the characteristics; 
but, the occurrence of  complication in our study was much 
lower. Malpositioning of  the catheter tip could make blood 
withdrawal difficult and lead to catheter occlusion.

Therefore, to reduce this complication, it is imperative to 
check its placement through radiology.[8] It is important 
to preclude occlusions since they can lead to infection 
and thrombosis. [10] Moreover, the probability of  
thrombophlebitis can be reduced by placing the catheters 
above the antecubital fossa.[8]

It is important to note that the time span of  catheterization 
in our project study was quite longer as compared to those 
in listed studies.[20,22,23] This was even true in some cases 
of  catheterization longer than 2 years, with an average 
of  8 months. It can be attributed to the low rate of  
complications, which helped in maintaining the catheter 
for a longer period of  time.

This is specifically useful in case of  onco-hematological 
patients because they can complete their treatment without 
change of  devices. However, it is to be noted that the 
incidence of  complications in our study started increasing 
after 5 months of  catheterization, reaching to a rate of  
43.62% (n = 13). Such data cannot be compared due to 
the absence of  a similar study that achieved a duration of  
catheterization similar to ours.

The differences in the study results are attributed to the 
heterogeneity among patients and the care applied to 
the catheters. The recommendations for their care show 
significant variability.[27,28] However, in our case, latest 
recommendations were followed during project duration,[9] 
and the insertion was done in a USG-guided manner that 
reduces complications.[29]

In addition, the patient was handled in a systematic 
manner specifically by the same operating group which had 
personnel trained specifically for this purpose. “Protocol 
of  care,” given to each and every patient by professionals 
with hands-on training in PICC care, in a structured 
manner, is considered to be somehow attributable for 
the low occurrence of  complications. In today's time, it is 
recommended to wash the catheter with saline, therefore 
our “PICC line care protocol” needs to be revised.[8]

Perhaps, with these new suggestions, the occurrence of  
lumen occlusion can be significantly reduced. Finally, 
it is considered that the occurrence of  complications 
is influenced by the catheter material. In our case, 
the material used was polyurethane, which causes 
less infection, dislodgment, thrombus, and rupture 
complications.[30,31]

The main drawback of  retrospective studies using 
secondary information such as medical records is 
inconsistent information, due to incomplete records or 
a lack of  agreement among the different records. In our 
study, information about the main variables was collected in 
>95% of  patients. But we were unable to find the catheter 
removal cause in 23 cases. Another aspect to consider is 
the lack of  other potential confounders (e.g., the presence 
of  metastases), which were unavailable from the secondary 
registers used in our study.

CONCLUSIONS

In our study, the occurrence rate of  complications was quite 
low, taking into account complications such as infection, 
lumen occlusion, edema, and ecchymosis. The latter were 
temporary and innocuous complications that required 
catheter removal.

We will extend the present line if  research and study 
the correlation between the training of  our healthcare 
personnel and the Advent of  complications.

REFERENCES

1.	 Parás-Bravo P, Paz-Zulueta M, Sarabia-Lavin R, Amo-Setién FJ, Herrero-
Montes M, Olavarría-Beivíde E, et al. Complications of peripherally 
inserted central venous catheters: A retrospective cohort study. PLoS One 
2016;11:e0162479.

2.	 Galvez R. Accesos venosos centrales y complicaciones In: Andresen M, 
editor. Manual de Medicina Intensiva. Santiago de Chile: Mediterráneo; 2010. 
 p. 27-32.

3.	 Registered Nurses Association of Ontario. Assessment and Device Selection 
for Vascular Access. Toronto, Canada: Registered Nurses Association of 
Ontario; 2004. Available from: http://www.rnao.ca/bpg/guidelines/assessment-
and-device-selection-vascular-access. [Last accesed on 2016 Jan 02].

4.	 Registered Nurses’ Association of Ontario. Care and Maintencance to 
Reduce Vascular Access Complications. Toronto, Canada: Registered 
Nurses’ Association of Ontario; 2005. Available from: http://www.
rnao.ca/bpg/guidelines/care-and-maintenance-reduce-vascular-access-
complications. [Last accesed on 2016 Jan 02].

5.	 Moraza-Dulanto MI, Garate-Echenique L, Miranda-Serrano E, Armenteros-
Yeguas V, Tomás-López MA, Benítez-Delgado B, et al. Ultrasound-guided 
peripherally inserted central catheters (PICC) in cancer patients: Success of 
the insertion, survival and complications. Enferm Clin 2012;22:135-43.

6.	 Maňásek V, Soumarová R, Kociánová I, Maňásková M. Venous access 
devices in oncology. Klin Onkol 2012;25:9-16.

7.	 Aw A, Carrier M, Koczerginski J, McDiarmid S, Tay J. Incidence and 
predictive factors of symptomatic thrombosis related to peripherally inserted 
central catheters in chemotherapy patients. Thromb Res 2012;130:323-6.

8.	 de Naurois J, Novitzky-Basso I, Gill MJ, Marti FM, Cullen MH, 
Roila F, et al. Management of febrile neutropenia: ESMO clinical practice 
guidelines. Ann Oncol 2010;21 Suppl 5:v252-6.

9.	 Schiffer CA, Mangu PB, Wade JC, Camp-Sorrell D, Cope DG, El-Rayes BF, 
et al. Central venous catheter care for the patient with cancer: American 
society of clinical oncology clinical practice guideline. J Clin Oncol 2013; 
31:1357-70.

10.	 O’Grady NP, Alexander M, Burns LA, Dellinger EP, Garland J, 
Heard SO, et al. Guidelines for the prevention of intravascular catheter-
related infections. Am J Infect Control 2011;39:S1-34.

11.	 Wolf J, Tang L, Rubnitz JE, Brennan RC, Shook DR, Stokes DC, 



Dwivedi et al.: Study of complications of PICC

141141 International Journal of Scientific Study | April 2019 | Vol 7 | Issue 1

et al. Monitoring central venous catheter resistance to predict imminent 
occlusion: A prospective pilot study. PLoS One 2015;10:e0135904.

12.	 The Joanna Briggs Institute. Best Practice. Management of Peripheral 
Intravascular Devices. Available from: http://www.evidenciaencuidados.es/
es/bpis/pdf/jb/2008_12_5_cateteres_perifericos.pdf. [Last accesed on 2016 
Feb 02].

13.	 Marsh N, Mihala G, Ray-Barruel G, Webster J, Wallis MC, Rickard CM, 
et al. Inter-rater agreement on PIVC-associated phlebitis signs, symptoms 
and scales. J Eval Clin Pract 2015;21:893-9.

14.	 Grant JD, Stevens SM, Woller SC, Lee EW, Kee ST, Liu DM, et al. 
Diagnosis and management of upper extremity deep-vein thrombosis in 
adults. Thromb Haemost 2012;108:1097-108.

15.	 Dougherty L, Bravery K, Gabriel J. The RCN IV Therapy Forum. Standards 
for Infusion Therapy. 3rd ed. London: Royal College of Nursing; 2010.

16.	 Santolim TQ, Santos LA, Giovani AM, Dias VC. The strategic role of the 
nurse in the selection of IV devices. Br J Nurs 2012;21:S28, S30-2.

17.	 Adams S, Barrett L, Brooks S, Dahler A, Jansens W, Shaw H. Central Venous 
Access Devices: Principles for Nursing Practice and Education, Summary 
and Recommendations. Australia: Cancer Nurses Society of Australia; 2007.

18.	 Chan RJ, Alexander A, Bransdon M, Webster J, Hughes BG, Brown L, et al. 
Challenging the distal-to-proximal cannulation technique for administration 
of anticancer therapies: A prospective cohort study. Cancer Nurs 2012; 
35:E35-40.

19.	 Chernecky C. The care and maintenance of vascular access devices. Semin 
Oncol Nurs 2010;26:79.

20.	 Gallieni M, Pittiruti M, Biffi R. Vascular access in oncology patients. CA 
Cancer J Clin 2008;58:323-46.

21.	 Leroyer C, Lashéras A, Marie V, Le Bras Y, Carteret T, Dupon M, et al. 
Prospective follow-up of complications related to peripherally inserted 
central catheters. Med Mal Infect 2013;43:350-5.

22.	 Leung TK, Lee CM, Tai CJ, Liang YL, Lin CC. A retrospective study on 
the long-term placement of peripherally inserted central catheters and the 

importance of nursing care and education. Cancer Nurs 2011;34:E25-30.
23.	 Dudeck MA, Weiner LM, Allen-Bridson K, Malpiedi PJ, Peterson KD, 

Pollock DA, et al. National healthcare safety network (NHSN) report, data 
summary for 2012, device-associated module. Am J Infect Control 2013; 
41:1148-66.

24.	 Chopra V, O’Horo JC, Rogers MA, Maki DG, Safdar N. The risk of 
bloodstream infection associated with peripherally inserted central catheters 
compared with central venous catheters in adults: A systematic review and 
meta-analysis. Infect Control Hosp Epidemiol 2013;34:908-18.

25.	 Baxi SM, Shuman EK, Scipione CA, Chen B, Sharma A, Rasanathan JJ, 
et al. Impact of postplacement adjustment of peripherally inserted central 
catheters on the risk of bloodstream infection and venous thrombus 
formation. Infect Control Hosp Epidemiol 2013;34:785-92.

26.	 Mollee P, Jones M, Stackelroth J, van Kuilenburg R, Joubert W, Faoagali J, 
et al. Catheter-associated bloodstream infection incidence and risk factors in 
adults with cancer: A prospective cohort study. J Hosp Infect 2011;78:26‑30.

27.	 Wilson TJ, Stetler WR Jr., Fletcher JJ. Comparison of catheter-related large vein 
thrombosis in centrally inserted versus peripherally inserted central venous 
lines in the neurological intensive care unit. Clin Neurol Neurosurg 2013; 
115:879-82.

28.	 Fernández-de-Maya J, Richart-Martínez M. Variability in management of 
implantable ports in oncology outpatients. Eur J Oncol Nurs 2013;17:835‑40.

29.	 Camp-Sorrell D. State of the science of oncology vascular access devices. 
Semin Oncol Nurs 2010;26:80-7.

30.	 Li J, Fan YY, Xin MZ, Yan J, Hu W, Huang WH, et al. A randomised, 
controlled trial comparing the long-term effects of peripherally inserted 
central catheter placement in chemotherapy patients using B-mode 
ultrasound with modified seldinger technique versus blind puncture. Eur J 
Oncol Nurs 2014;18:94-103.

31.	 Seckold T, Walker S, Dwyer T. A comparison of silicone and polyurethane 
PICC lines and postinsertion complication rates: A systematic review. J 
Vasc Access 2015;16:167-77.

How to cite this article: Dwivedi G, Rathore A, Gupta L. A Retrospective Study of Complications of Peripherally Inserted Central Venous 
Catheters in Oncology Patients. Int J Sci Stud 2019;7(1):135-141.

Source of Support: Nil, Conflict of Interest: None declared.


