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LANCET

Risk of Venous Thromboembolism Between PICCs and CVCs

Total patients ~ Total VTE OR (95% Cl)
(n) (n)
Al Raiy et al (2010) 1260 14 —— 0-77 (0-26-2-22)
Alhimyary et al* (1996) 105 2 : < > 11-18 (0-53-235-01)
Bonizzoli et al® (2011) 239 43 —— 3-52 (1.70-7-26)
Catalano et al®? (2011) 481 17 ¢ 2:16 (0-47-9-92)
Cortelezzia et al*” (2003) 126 32 —— 304 (1-41-6-57)
Fearonce et al* (2010) 29 1 E * 868 (0-34-219-27)
Paz-Fumagalli et al* (1997) 44 0 ¢ E 0-38 (0-01-19-98)
Smith et al”® (1998) 838 16 ¢ 3-64 (0-82-1611)
Snelling et al”* (2001) 28 4 * : 0-24 (0-02-2-64)
Wilson et al”® (2012) 572 38 - 6-33 (1-51-26-65)
Worth et al®* (2009) 66 16 & 333 (0-71-15:62)
Overall (?=27-7%, p=0-181) <> 2.55 (1-54-4-23)
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Figure 4: Risk of venous thromboembolism between peripherally inserted central catheters and central venous catheters in studies with a comparison group
Forest plot showing odds of development of upper-extremity DVT in patients with peripherally inserted central catheters versus central venous catheters.
VTE=venous thromboembolism. OR=odds ratio. PICC=peripherally inserted central catheter.




