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Background: Many randomized controlled trials
have been performed with the goal of improving
outcomes related to hemodialysis vascular access.
If the reported outcomes are relevant and
measured consistently to allow comparison of in-
terventions across trials, such trials can inform de-
cision making. This study aimed to assess the
scope and consistency of vascular access out-
comes reported in contemporary hemodialysis
trials.

Study Design: Systematic review.

Setting & Population: Adults requiring mainte-
nance hemodialysis.

Selection Criteria: All randomized controlled tri-
als and trial protocols reporting vascular access
outcomes identified from ClinicalTrials.gov,
Embase, MEDLINE, and the Cochrane Kidney
and Transplant Specialized Register from January
2011 to June 2016.

Interventions:Any hemodialysis-related intervention.

Outcomes: The frequency and characteristics of
vascular access outcome measures were
analyzed and classified.

Results: From 168 relevant trials, 1,426 access-
related outcome measures were extracted and
classified into 23 different outcomes. The 3
82
most common outcomes were function (136
[81%] trials), infection (63 [38%]), and
maturation (31 [18%]). Function was measured
in 489 different ways, but most frequently
reported as “mean access blood flow (mL/min)”
(37 [27%] trials) and “number of thromboses”
(30 [22%]). Infection was assessed in 136
different ways, with “number of access-related
infections” being the most common measure.
Maturation was assessed in 44 different ways
at 15 different time points and most commonly
characterized by vein diameter and blood flow.
Patient-reported outcomes, including pain (19
[11%]) and quality of life (5 [3%]), were
reported infrequently. Only a minority of trials
used previously standardized outcome
definitions.

Limitations: Restricted sampling frame for
feasibility and focus on contemporary trials.

Conclusions: The reporting of access outcomes
in hemodialysis trials is very heterogeneous, with
limited patient-reported outcomes and infrequent
use of standardized outcome measures. Efforts
to standardize outcome reporting for vascular
access are critical to optimizing the
comparability, reliability, and value of trial
evidence to improve outcomes for patients
requiring hemodialysis.
A reliably functioning vascular access is associated with
improved health outcomes and overall well-being of

patients treated by maintenance hemodialysis, but estab-
lishing and maintaining such a vascular access without
major complications and the need for recurrent in-
terventions remains challenging.1-3 Vascular access–related
complications account forw20% of hospital admissions of
patients with end-stage kidney disease annually and are
associated with increased morbidity, mortality, and health
care costs.4,5 As such, vascular access is often referred to as
both the “lifeline” and “Achilles’ heel” of hemodialysis.6

From a patient’s perspective, the experience and anticipa-
tion of vascular access surgery and complications, partic-
ularly pain during cannulation, bleeding, and access
failure, are key sources of stress and anxiety.7,8 Improving
vascular access outcomes is a high priority for patients,
their caregivers, and health professionals.9,10

During the last 2 decades, numerous interventions have
been trialed in an attempt to improve vascular access
outcomes, with little success.11-13 This is in the context of
increasing recognition across many health conditions that
outcomes used in clinical trials are measured inconsistently
and may not be relevant to end-users, including patients,
caregivers, and health professionals.2,7,8,14,15 In addition,
reporting bias due to selective publication of outcomes
with favorable results makes interpretation and compari-
son of research output unreliable.16,17 The lack of
consensus on outcome selection (ie, what to measure, such
as “infection” or “pain”) and outcome measures (ie, how
and when to measure the outcome, such as “number of
access interventions within 12 months of access creation”)
has been identified as an additional source of research
waste.18-21 The comparability, value, and reliability of trial
evidence are compromised by the selection of outcomes
with limited clinical or policy relevance, under-reporting
of patient-centered outcomes, and inconsistent use of
outcome measures. There have been efforts to standardize
outcome definitions for vascular access by various working
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groups, with the most recent publication released in
2011.22-25 However, these may not have been widely
adopted.

This study aimed to describe the scope and consistency
of vascular access outcomes and outcome measures used in
contemporary hemodialysis trials and assess the use of
previously published standardized outcome definitions. A
secondary longer-term aim is to underpin strategies to
prioritize outcomes, improve outcome reporting for
vascular access complications, increase the value of future
trials to inform evidence-based practice, and ultimately,
help improve patient outcomes.
Methods

Selection Criteria

An electronic search using Embase, the Cochrane Kidney
and Transplant Specialized Register, and MEDLINE data-
bases without language restriction was conducted using
search strategies developed in collaboration with a
specialist information manager to identify trials reporting
on vascular access outcomes in adult (aged ≥ 18 years)
Figure 1. Search results. aEstimated number of enrollment. bSamp
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patients requiring maintenance hemodialysis (Table S1).
Trials in patients with acute kidney injury undergoing
temporary hemodialysis were excluded. All randomized
controlled trials including protocols and post hoc analyses
of randomized controlled trials published between January
1, 2011, and June 16, 2016, were included. This time
frame was chosen to provide an assessment of contem-
porary outcome measures of recently published and
ongoing trials allowing for implementation of previously
published standardized outcome measures.22-25 Systematic
reviews and meta-analyses were screened to identify
additional randomized controlled trials published within
the same time frame. In addition, the ClinicalTrials.gov
registry was searched for unpublished protocols of ran-
domized controlled trials using the same inclusion criteria
to ensure that current and ongoing trials were included.
Trials of registered protocols that had completed recruit-
ment before January 2011; terminated recruitment due to
poor enrollment; been withdrawn, suspended, or pub-
lished; or not yet started recruitment were excluded.
Research ethics committee approval was not required for
this study.
le size unknown in 4 trials.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Included Trials

Trial Characteristic No. of Trials

Year of publication
2011-2012 45 (27%)
2013-2014 45 (27%)
2015-2016 23 (14%)
Unpublished (ongoing or completed trial) 55 (33%)

Country
Not stated/not reporteda 55 (33%)
United States 17 (10%)
Iran 17 (10%)
Canada 10 (6%)
United Kingdom 8 (5%)
Taiwan 7 (4%)
Italy 6 (4%)
Turkey 5 (3%)
Greece 4 (2%)
Spain 4 (2%)
Australia 3 (2%)
China 3 (2%)
Multinational studies 10 (6%)
Otherb 19 (11%)

Sample sizec

1-50 35 (21%)
51-100 54 (32%)
101-150 22 (13%)
151-200 15 (9%)
>200 38 (23%)
Not reported 4 (2%)

Duration of trial, mo
≤3 40 (24%)
>3-6 32 (19%)
>6-9 2 (1%)
>9-12 48 (29%)
>12 37 (22%)
Not reported 9 (5%)

Intervention type
Pharmacologic 79 (47%)
Radiologic 11 (7%)
Catheter type 11 (7%)
Surgical 9 (5%)
Radiologic/pharmacologic combined 9 (5%)
Graft material 7 (4%)
Anesthetic 7 (4%)
Cannulation technique 7 (4%)
Dialysis delivery 5 (3%)
Radiation 5 (3%)
Exercise 3 (2%)
Otherd 15 (9%)

No. of outcome measures reported in each trial
1-5 97 (58%)
6-10 31 (18%)
11-15 23 (14%)
>16 17 (10%)

Access type
AVF 69 (41%)
CVC 53 (32%)

(Continued)

Table 1 (Cont'd). Characteristics of Included Trials

Trial Characteristic No. of Trials

AVG 17 (10%)
All 14 (8%)
AVF and AVG 14 (8%)
CVC and AVF 1 (1%)

Note: n = 168. Values are given as count (percentage).
Abbreviations: AVF, arteriovenous fistula; AVG, arteriovenous graft; CVC, central
venous catheter.
aTrials only registered with ClinicalTrial.gov did not report countries (n=55).
bAsia (n = 1), Belgium (n = 2), Brazil (n = 1), Egypt (n = 1), France (n = 1), Georgia
(n = 1), Germany (n = 2), India (n = 1), Israel (n = 1), Japan (n = 2), Korea (n = 1),
Pakistan (n = 1), Poland (n = 2), and United Arab Emirates (n=2).
cIncluding estimated numbers for trial protocols according to latest update on
ClinicalTrials.gov (June 2016).
dAccess location (n = 2), access planning (n = 1), algorithm (n = 3), behavioral
(n = 2), biological (n = 1), education (n = 1), surgical/interventional combined
(n = 1), surveillance (n = 1), and ultrasound (n = 3).
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Data Extraction

For each trial, one reviewer (AV) extracted the following
trial characteristics if available: first author, year of publi-
cation (for published trials) and year of registration with
ClinicalTrials.gov (for unpublished trials), participating
countries, sample size, study duration, intervention type,
access type, and all vascular access–related outcomes. All
levels of specification of outcome measures were collected
if reported by 1 reviewer (AV): outcome (eg, infection or
cannulation problems), specific measurement (eg,
catheter-related bacteremia or successful cannulation at
first attempt), specific metric (ie, time to event, change
from baseline, or milliliters per minute), method of ag-
gregation (ie, mean, median, or proportion), and time
point of measurement in line with previously published
tools.19,26

Analysis

Two reviewers independently grouped individual outcome
measures assessing a similar aspect of vascular access
complications into outcomes. Discrepancies were dis-
cussed to reach agreement (AV and BS). The list of out-
comes was reviewed and agreed on by 4 additional
reviewers (AT, CH, EO, and JC). Reviewer AV assigned all
outcomes to 3 categories based on the majority of outcome
measures: clinical (a “direct” medical end point based on
clinician assessment or diagnosis that in itself represents or
characterizes a meaningful outcome), surrogate (a labo-
ratory, imaging-based, or physical sign that is used as a
substitute for a clinically meaningful end point), and
patient-reported (outcomes reported by the patients usu-
ally relating to quality of life or symptoms) using standard
definitions.27,28 The classification was agreed on by 2 re-
viewers (AT and JC).
Results

Trial Characteristics

We identified 168 relevant trials involving 29,038 par-
ticipants (Fig 1). Two-thirds of trials were published
and one-third were registered trial protocols (Table 1).
AJKD Vol 71 | Iss 3 | March 2018



Figure 2. Percentage of trials reporting each vascular access outcome (total 168 trials, 23 outcomes). Outcome categories: clinical
(black), patient-reported (grey), and surrogate (white). Outcomes reported in <2% of trials: venous hypertension (surrogate),
procedure-related complications (clinical), patient satisfaction (patient-reported), erythema (clinical), needle phobia/fear (patient-
reported), vascular access location (surrogate), and inflammation (surrogate).
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Published trials were conducted across 39 countries
from North America, Latin America, Europe, Middle
East, Asia, and Oceania. Median trial duration was 12
(interquartile range [IQR], 6-24) months, and median
sample size was 96 (IQR, 61-196) participants. The
most commonly studied type of intervention was
pharmacologic (47%). Forty-one percent of trials
investigated vascular access outcomes in arteriovenous
fistulas alone; 32%, in central venous catheters; 10%, in
arteriovenous grafts; and 17% of studies included
various combinations of access types.

Outcomes

In total, 1,426 outcome measures were identified
(defined by the measurement, metric, method of ag-
gregation, and time point of measurement), which
could be grouped into 23 outcomes, of which 15 (65%)
were predominantly clinical, 4 (17%) were surrogate,
and 4 (17%) were patient-reported. The 3 most frequent
outcomes were function (136 [81%] trials), infection
(63 [38%] trials), and maturation (31 [18%] trials).
Pain was the most common patient-reported outcome
and was assessed in 19 (11%) trials. Less than 5% of
trials reported quality of life (5 [3%] trials), satisfaction
with the vascular access (2 [1%]), or needle phobia (1
[<1%]). Nineteen (11%) trials measured vessel charac-
teristics, which was the most commonly reported sur-
rogate outcome (Fig 2).

Outcome Measures

The number of outcome measures of the 10 most
frequently reported specified vascular access outcomes are
presented in Figure 3.

Function
Function was measured in 489 different ways and at 46
different time points. Function was the most heteroge-
neous outcome due to the variety of ways it can be
assessed (Fig S1). The most frequently used outcome
Figure 4 (previous page). (A) Most frequently reported outcome
function (136 trials, 23 of 489 outcome measures). The proportion
time points the outcome measure has been reported at (dots). Defin
of Interventional Radiology (SIR)24: interval following intervention u
patency as defined by the Society of Vascular Surgery (SVS) and
interval from the time of access placement until any intervention d
or the time of measurement of patency. (B) Most frequently repor
infection (63 trials, 15 of 136 outcomes measures). The proportion
time points the outcome measure has been reported at (dots). D
criteria31,32: bacteremia/fungemia in a patient with an intravascular c
ripheral vein, clinical manifestations of infections (ie, fever, chills, an
infection except the catheter. Definite bloodstream infection: isola
catheter-derived blood sample of a symptomatic patient (fever, chill
able source of infection. Probable bloodstream infection: infectiou
cultures or culture of the catheter tip, but not both, confirm infectio
source of infection. Possible bloodstream infection: disappearance
blood and catheter tip cultures after catheter removal when there
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measures for assessing the function of a vascular access
included mean access blood flow in milliliters per minute
(37 trials [27%]) and number of thromboses (30 trials
[22%]; Fig 4A). Approximately one-third of outcome
measures described patency, thrombosis, or stenosis (Fig
S1). Of the 134 patency measures reported across 64 tri-
als, 17 (13%) were consistent with 1 or more of the
patency definitions as proposed by the Society for Vascular
Surgery and the American Association for Vascular Sur-
gery, the Society of Interventional Radiology Technology
Assessment, or the North American and Australian Vascular
Access Consortium.22-24

Infection
Infection was reported in 136 different ways (not including
variation in time points) and at 20 different time points,
with 30 (22%) consistent with criteria used by the US
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and/or
other published definitions.29-32 Number of access-related
infections was the most commonly used outcome mea-
sure (10% of trials; Fig 4B). Ninety different outcome
measures were used to assess catheter-related infections
(excluding time points), of which 64 referred specifically to
systemic catheter-related infection; 11, to exit-site infec-
tion; and 4, to tunnel infection. The rate (number per 1,000
catheter-days) and type (causative organism) of catheter-
related bloodstream infection, as defined by the CDC,32

were the most frequently used catheter-related outcome
measures, and each was reported in only 8% of trials.

Maturation
Maturation was measured in 43 different ways and at 15
different time points (Fig S2), with one-quarter of trials
referring to previously published criteria.29,33 Maturation
was most commonly defined as number of fistulas with a
vein diameter of 6 mm and blood flow > 600 mL/min29

and/or vein diameter of 4 mm and blood flow of at least
500 mL/min33 or as time to first cannulation (n = 2 [6%]
trials for each outcome measure).
measures (definitions and time points) to assess vascular access
of trials reporting each outcome measure (bars) and the different
itions: Postintervention primary patency as defined by the Society
ntil the next access thrombosis or repeated intervention. Primary
American Association for Vascular Surgery (AAVS) 200223: the
esigned to maintain or re-establish patency, access thrombosis,
ted outcomes measures (definitions and time points) to assess
of trials reporting each outcome measure (bars) and the different
efinitions: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
atheter with at least 1 positive blood culture obtained from a pe-
d/or hypotension), and no apparent source for the bloodstream
tion of the same organism from a peripheral-blood sample and
s, hypotension, or mental confusion) when there is no other prob-
s symptoms disappear after catheter removal when either blood
n in a symptomatic patient in the absence of another suspicious
of infectious symptoms in a symptomatic patient with negative

is no other probable source of infection.45
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Pain
The patient-reported outcome pain was assessed in 19
trials using 29 different outcome measures. Two (10%)
studies measured procedural pain, but the majority of
studies (n = 15 [79%]) assessed pain during cannulation
using 1 of 11 different methods to quantify pain (Fig S3).

Bleeding/Hematoma
Access-related hematomas or the occurrence of bleeding
from the access site were recorded in 26 trials and
measured in 29 different ways at 24 different time points
(Fig S4). Number of hematomas was the most frequently
used outcome measure and was recorded by more than a
quarter of trials (n = 7), followed by number of access-
related bleeding episodes (n = 4 [15%]). Bleeding after
removal of dialysis needles was assessed in 7 different
ways, including bleeding time, number or proportion of
bleeding episodes following removal of the dialysis nee-
dles, and number of prolonged bleeding episodes (defined
as >10 minutes’ duration or unspecified).

The surrogate outcome, vessel characteristics, included
measurements of vessel diameter, depth, and wall thick-
ness and was evaluated in 26 different ways (Fig S5).
Outcome measures for cannulation problems, steal syn-
drome, aneurysms, and vascular access–related hospitali-
zation provided in Figures S6 to S9 were heterogeneous,
as highlighted by the fact that the majority of outcome
measures were only used in 1 or 2 trials.
Discussion

The vascular access outcomes reported in clinical trials of
adult patients requiring hemodialysis were most frequently
clinical, such as function, infection, and maturation.
Patient-reported outcomes, including pain, quality of life,
satisfaction with the vascular access, and fear of cannula-
tion, were rarely reported. The outcome measures used
were extremely numerous and heterogeneous at every
level; measurement, metric, method of aggregation, and
time point of measurement, making it very difficult to
reliably evaluate the comparative effectiveness of different
interventions designed to improve the lives of people
receiving hemodialysis. Attempts to standardize definitions
appear to have been only partially successful, with a mi-
nority of trials using such definitions.

This study highlights the plethora and broad hetero-
geneity of vascular access outcome measures across trials in
hemodialysis, with 1,426 outcome measures used to assess
23 different outcomes. This inconsistency was observed at
all levels of an outcome measure.26 Consequently,
comparative assessments of vascular access outcomes
across trials to guide evidence-based clinical practice (ie,
meta-analyses) are likely to be problematic. The need for
standardizing outcome measures for vascular access com-
plications has been recognized and several proposals have
been published by expert committees and societies over
the past 2 decades.22-24,30-32,34 However, as demonstrated
388
in this study, implementation of standardized outcome
measures into recent clinical trials and trial protocols is
infrequent. Major barriers to global implementation of
standardized outcome measures may be the limited
engagement of stakeholders from all relevant clinical spe-
cialties (ie, vascular access surgery, interventional radi-
ology, and nephrology), different types of health
professionals (eg, nurses and physicians), regulatory
bodies and policy makers, and patients. Feasibility and
relevance may also be issues, with selected outcome
measures being cumbersome to collect and regarded as of
limited clinical utility for daily practice and quality
improvement.

A potential strategy to overcome these barriers may
be the implementation of a “core outcome set” incor-
porating a consensus-based “minimum set of outcomes
that should be measured and reported in all clinical trials
of a specific disease or trial population.”18(p. 2) This
would ensure that results can be compared across trials
and that all trials contribute relevant and usable infor-
mation.18 The Outcome Measures in Rheumatology
(OMERACT) initiative was the first to establish core
outcomes for clinical trials and has led to improvements
in the reporting and relevance of outcomes in rheu-
matology.35 A recent analysis demonstrated that
reporting and homogeneity of outcomes were better in
registered trial protocols for rheumatology compared to
those for nephrology.19 There have been increasing ef-
forts to identify and establish core outcomes in
nephrology, as evident from recent work via the Stan-
dardized Outcomes in Nephrology (SONG) initia-
tive.10,36,37 Based on the shared priorities of patients
and their caregivers, clinicians, researchers, and policy
makers, vascular access has been identified as a core
outcome domain in hemodialysis. This study, led by
the SONG Hemodialysis Vascular Access Expert
Working Group,38 further informs the process of
establishing and implementing a core outcome measure
for vascular access that is: (1) considered important and
relevant by all relevant stakeholders, (2) feasible across
different clinical settings without adding additional
burden to clinicians or patients, (3) inexpensive, and
(4) relevant to clinical decision making and quality
improvement.

Function was the most commonly reported vascular
access outcome in hemodialysis trials. Although throm-
bosis and access flow were the most frequently used
outcome measures to assess function, these outcomes
may not capture all relevant contributing aspects of
function and dysfunction of a vascular access and may
therefore lack content validity.18 For example, using
thromboses as an outcome measure may not adequately
assess whether an intervention improves the function and
usability of a vascular access. Results from the largest
interventional vascular access trial to date showed that
despite clopidogrel leading to a reduction in early
thrombosis rates, this did not translate into a
AJKD Vol 71 | Iss 3 | March 2018
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simultaneous improvement in the usability of fistulas for
hemodialysis,39 suggesting that other unmeasured out-
comes may play a greater role.

There is increasing interest in using outcome measures
considered important by patients. This study showed that
patient-reported vascular access problems were measured
infrequently in hemodialysis trials and therefore the effect
of many interventions on patients’ comfort and satisfac-
tion with their vascular accesses remains uncertain. Pain
during cannulation has been identified as the most
commonly reported problem by patients,8 yet was
assessed in only 11% of trials. Cosmetic and lifestyle
considerations such as restrictions on showering and
swimming with a catheter, free time lost to frequent ap-
pointments for access procedures, and fear of a potentially
life-threatening hemorrhage of an aneurysmal access are
also important to patients, but these outcomes were not
reported in any of the studies included in our systematic
review.7,40

This study addresses an evidence gap by providing a
detailed analysis of the scope and consistency of vascular
access outcome measures and of the implementation of
previously published standardized outcome definitions
across a large selection of contemporary hemodialysis tri-
als. Limitations of this study include the sampling frame
that was restricted to recently published (since January
2011) and ongoing trials, which may have introduced
selection bias. However, attempts were made to provide a
contemporary assessment of outcomes and outcome
measures and assess the use of previously published
outcome definitions with the most recent publication
released in 2011.22 It is likely that including older trials
would only have increased the heterogeneity of outcome
measures due to less consistency with existing outcome
definitions, only strengthening the study’s key findings.
The quality or risk of bias of included trials was not
assessed, such that it was not possible to evaluate the as-
sociation between the reliability of trial results and the
outcomes reported.

In conclusion, there is substantial variability and
inconsistency in vascular access outcomes and outcome
measures reported in hemodialysis trials, with very little
focus on patient-reported outcomes, making it difficult for
clinicians, patients, and policy makers to make informed
decisions. Clinicians are encouraged to judge current trial
outcomes and measures based on the relevance to their
patients and clinical practice. To improve the relevance and
consistency of vascular access outcome measures used in
clinical trials and day-to-day clinical practice, we recom-
mend implementation of trial end points tailored to the
different types of vascular access and time points of their
life cycle. These were recently published by the Dialysis
Vascular Access group of the American Society of
Nephrology Kidney Health Initiative.41-43 Complementing
the Kidney Health Initiative, the international SONG
initiative has established a core outcome set for hemodi-
alysis that includes vascular access as 1 of 4 core outcome
AJKD Vol 71 | Iss 3 | March 2018
domains based on the shared priorities of patients and
health professionals.10,36,44

Supplementary Material

Table S1. Search terms.

Figure S1. Categories of outcome measures used to assess
function.

Figure S2. Outcome measures (frequency and time points) used to
assess maturation.

Figure S3. Outcome measures (frequency and time points) used to
assess pain.

Figure S4. Outcome measures (frequency and time points) used to
assess bleeding/hematoma.

Figure S5. Outcome measures (frequency and time points) used to
assess vessel characteristics.

Figure S6. Outcome measures (frequency and time points) used to
assess cannulation problems.

Figure S7. Outcome measures (frequency and time points) used to
assess vascular access related hospitalization.

Figure S8. Outcome measures (frequency and time points) used to
assess steal syndrome.

Figure S9. Outcome measures (frequency and time points) used to
assess aneurysms and/or pseudoaneurysms.

Article Information

Authors’ Full Names and Academic Degrees: Andrea K. Viecelli,
MD, Emma O’Lone, MBChB, Benedicte Sautenet, PhD, Jonathan
C. Craig, PhD, Allison Tong, PhD, Eric Chemla, MD, Lai-Seong
Hooi, MD, Timmy Lee, PhD, Charmaine Lok, MSc, Kevan R.
Polkinghorne, PhD, Robert R. Quinn, MD, PhD, Tushar
Vachharajani, MD, Raymond Vanholder, PhD, Li Zuo, PhD, Ashley
B. Irish, MD, Trevor A. Mori, PhD, Elaine M. Pascoe, MBiostat,
David W. Johnson, PhD, and Carmel M. Hawley, MMed Sci.

Authors’ Affiliations: Department of Nephrology, Princess
Alexandra Hospital (AKV, DWJ, CMH); Australasian Kidney Trials
Network, School of Medicine, University of Queensland, Brisbane
(AKV, EMP, DWJ, CMH); Sydney School of Public Health, The
University of Sydney, Sydney (EO, BS, JCC, AT); Centre for
Kidney Research, The Children’s Hospital at Westmead,
Westmead, Sydney, Australia (EO, BS, JCC, AT); University
Francois Rabelais (BS); Department of Nephrology and Clinical
Immunology, Tours Hospital, Tours, France (BS); St George’s
University Hospitals Foundation Trust, London, United Kingdom
(EC); Department of Medicine and Haemodialysis Unit, Hospital
Sultanah Aminah, Johor Bahru, Malaysia (L-SH); Division of
Nephrology, Department of Medicine, University of Alabama at
Birmingham (TL); Section of Nephrology, Veterans Affairs Medical
Center, Birmingham, AL (TL); Division of Nephrology, University
Health Network (CL); Department of Medicine, University of
Toronto, Toronto, Ontario, Canada (CL); Department of
Nephrology, Monash Medical Centre (KRP); Department of
Medicine (KRP) and School of Public Health and Preventive
Medicine (KRP), Monash University, Melbourne, Australia;
Departments of Medicine (RRQ) and Community Health Sciences
(RRQ), University of Calgary, Calgary, Canada; Division of
Nephrology, W.G. (Bill) Hefner Veterans Affairs Medical Center,
Salisbury, NC (TV); Faculty of Medicine and Health Sciences,
Ghent University (RV); Department of Nephrology, Ghent
University Hospital, Ghent, Belgium (RV); Peking University
People’s Hospital, Beijing, China (LZ); Department of Nephrology,
Fiona Stanley Hospital (ABI); School of Medicine and
Pharmacology, University of Western Australia, Perth (ABI, TAM);
389

https://doi.org/10.1053/j.ajkd.2017.09.018
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.ajkd.2017.09.018
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.ajkd.2017.09.018
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.ajkd.2017.09.018
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.ajkd.2017.09.018
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.ajkd.2017.09.018
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.ajkd.2017.09.018
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.ajkd.2017.09.018
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.ajkd.2017.09.018
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.ajkd.2017.09.018


Original Investigation
and Translational Research Institute, Brisbane, Australia (DWJ,
CMH).

Address for Correspondence: Andrea K. Viecelli, MD, Department
of Nephrology, Princess Alexandra Hospital, 199 Ipswich Road,
Woolloongabba QLD 4102 Australia. E-mail: andrea.viecelli@
health.qld.gov.au

Authors’ Contributions: Research ideas and study design: AV, EO,
BS, AT, JC, CH; data acquisition: AV, EO; data analysis and
interpretation: AV, EO, BS, AT, CH, JC; supervision or mentorship:
AT, JC, EC, LH, TL, CL, KP, RQ, TV, RV, LZ, AI, TM, EP, DJ, CH.
Each author contributed important intellectual content during
manuscript drafting or revision and accepts accountability for the
overall work by ensuring that questions pertaining to the accuracy
or integrity of any portion of the work are appropriately
investigated and resolved.

Support: This project is supported by a National Health and Medical
Research Council (NHMRC) program grant (1092597) and project
grant (1098815). Dr Viecelli receives grant support from the
NHMRC Medical Postgraduate Scholarship (1114539) and the
Royal Australasian College of Physicians (Jacquot NHMRC Award
for Excellence). Dr O’Lone receives support from the NHMRC
Medical Postgraduate Scholarship (1114189), Drs Tong and Mori
are supported by NHMRC Research Fellowships (1106716 and
1042255), and Dr Johnson is supported by an NHMRC
Practitioner Fellowship (1117534). The funders had no role in the
design and conduct of the study; collection; management,
analysis, and interpretation of the data; or preparation, review, or
approval of the manuscript.

Financial Disclosure: Drs Irish and Polkinghorne have received
travel sponsorship from Amgen Australian Pty Ltd. Dr Irish has
received consultancy fees, research grants, speaker’s honoraria,
and travel sponsorships from Baxter Healthcare and Fresenius
Medical Care; Dr Vanholder received travel support, speaker’s
honoraria, and consultancy fees from Fresenius Medical Care,
Nipro, Nikisso, Bayer and Astra-Zeneca. The remaining authors
declare that they have no other relevant financial interests.

Acknowledgements: We acknowledge Gail Higgins and Christine
Dalais for assisting with the literature search strategy and the
SONG Coordinating Committee for advice and comments.

Prior Presentation: Aspects of this work were presented in abstract
form at the Australian and New Zealand Society of Nephrology
Annual Scientific Meeting 2017, Darwin, Australia and the
European Renal Association-European Dialysis and Transplant
Association Congress 2017, Madrid, Spain.

Peer Review: Received March 30, 2017. Evaluated by 3 external
peer reviewers and a statistician, with editorial input from an
Acting Editor-in-Chief (Editorial Board Member Mark Unruh, MD,
MS). Accepted in revised form September 19, 2017. The
involvement of an Acting Editor-in-Chief to handle the peer-review
and decision-making processes was to comply with AJKD’s
procedures for potential conflicts of interest for editors, described
in the Information for Authors & Journal Policies.
References

1. Malas MB, Canner JK, Hicks CW, et al. Trends in incident
hemodialysis access and mortality. JAMA Surg. 2015;150(5):
441-448.

2. Al-Jaishi AA, Liu AR, Lok CE, Zhang JC, Moist LM. Complica-
tions of the arteriovenous fistula: a systematic review. J Am Soc
Nephrol. 2017;28(6):1839-1850.

3. Al-Jaishi AA, Oliver MJ, Thomas SM, et al. Patency rates of the
arteriovenous fistula for hemodialysis: a systematic review and
meta-analysis. Am J Kidney Dis. 2014;63(3):464-478.
390
4. Manns B,Tonelli M,Yilmaz S, et al. Establishment and maintenance
of vascular access in incident hemodialysis patients: a prospective
cost analysis. J Am Soc Nephrol. 2005;16(1):201-209.

5. Ravani P, Palmer SC, Oliver MJ, et al. Associations between
hemodialysis access type and clinical outcomes: a systematic
review. J Am Soc Nephrol. 2013;24(3):465-473.

6. Kjellstrand CM. The Achilles’ heel of the hemodialysis patient.
Arch Intern Med. 1978;138(7):1063-1064.

7. Taylor MJ, Hanson CS, Casey JR, Craig JC, Harris D, Tong A.
“You know your own fistula, it becomes a part of you”-patient
perspectives on vascular access: a semistructured interview
study. Hemodial Int. 2015;20:5-14.

8. Bay WH, Van Cleef S, Owens M. The hemodialysis access:
preferences and concerns of patients, dialysis nurses and
technicians, and physicians. Am J Nephrol. 1998;18(5):379-
383.

9. Manns B, Hemmelgarn B, Lillie E, et al. Setting research pri-
orities for patients on or nearing dialysis. Clin J Am Soc
Nephrol. 2014;9(10):1813-1821.

10. Tong A, Manns B, Hemmelgarn B, et al. Establishing core
outcome domains in hemodialysis: report of the Standardised
Outcomes in Nephrology – Hemodialysis (SONG-HD)
consensus workshops. Am J Kidney Dis. 2017;69(1):97-107.

11. Tanner NC, Da Silva A. Medical adjuvant treatment to increase
patency of arteriovenous fistulae and grafts. Cochrane Data-
base Syst Rev. 2015;7:CD002786.

12. Palmer SC, Di Micco L, Razavian M, et al. Antiplatelet therapy
to prevent hemodialysis vascular access failure: systematic
review and meta-analysis. Am J Kidney Dis. 2013;61(1):112-
122.

13. Riella MC, Roy-Chaudhury P. Vascular access in haemodialysis:
strengthening the Achilles’ heel. Nat Rev Nephrol. 2013;9(6):
348-357.

14. Kosa SD, Bhola C, Lok CE. Hemodialysis patients’ satisfaction
and perspectives on complications associated with vascular
access related interventions: are we listening? J Vasc Access.
2016;17(4):313-319.

15. Kirkham JJ, Gorst S, Altman DG, et al. Core Outcome Set-
STAndards for Reporting: the COS-STAR statement. PLoS
Med. 2016;13(10):e1002148.

16. Dwan K, Altman DG, Arnaiz JA, et al. Systematic review of the
empirical evidence of study publication bias and outcome
reporting bias. PLoS One. 2008;3(8):e3081.

17. Dwan K, Gamble C, Williamson PR, Kirkham JJ, for the
Reporting Bias Group and the Reporting Bias Group. Sys-
tematic review of the empirical evidence of study publication
bias and outcome reporting bias - an updated review. PLoS
One. 2013;8(7):e66844.

18. Prinsen CA, Vohra S, Rose MR, et al. How to select outcome
measurement instruments for outcomes included in a “Core
Outcome Set” - a practical guideline. Trials. 2016;17(1):449.

19. Sautenet B, Caille A, Halimi JM, Goupille P, Giraudeau B.
Better reporting and greater homogeneity in outcome mea-
sures are seen in randomized trial protocols when guidelines
exist. J Clin Epidemiol. 2013;66(8):838-846.

20. Ioannidis JP, Greenland S, Hlatky MA, et al. Increasing value
and reducing waste in research design, conduct, and analysis.
Lancet. 2014;383(9912):166-175.

21. Macleod MR, Michie S, Roberts I, et al. Biomedical research:
increasing value, reducing waste. Lancet. 2014;383(9912):
101-104.

22. Lee T, Mokrzycki M, Moist L, et al. Standardized definitions
for hemodialysis vascular access. Semin Dial. 2011;24(5):
515-524.
AJKD Vol 71 | Iss 3 | March 2018

mailto:andrea.viecelli@health.qld.gov.au
mailto:andrea.viecelli@health.qld.gov.au
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref22


Original Investigation
23. Sidawy AN, Gray R, Besarab A, et al. Recommended stan-
dards for reports dealing with arteriovenous hemodialysis
accesses. J Vasc Surg. 2002;35(3):603-610.

24. Gray RJ, Sacks D, Martin LG, Trerotola SO. Society of
Interventional Radiology Technology Assessment Commit-
tee. Reporting standards for percutaneous interventions
in dialysis access. J Vasc Interv Radiol. 2003;14(9, pt
2)(suppl):S433-S442.

25. Vascular Access Working Group. Clinical practice guidelines for
vascular access.AmJ KidneyDis. 2006;48(suppl 1):S248-S273.

26. Zarin DA, Tse T, Williams RJ, Califf RM, Ide NC. The
ClinicalTrials.gov results database–update and key issues.
N Engl J Med. 2011;364(9):852-860.

27. Black N. Patient reported outcome measures could help
transform healthcare. BMJ. 2013;346:f167.

28. Fleming TR, DeMets DL. Surrogate end points in clinical trials:
are we being misled? Ann Intern Med. 1996;125(7):605-613.

29. NKF-KDOQI Guidelines. Clinical practice guidelines and clin-
ical practice recommendations 2006. https://www.kidney.org/
professionals/guidelines/guidelines_commentaries. Accessed
January 22, 2017.

30. Division of Nosocomial and Occupational Infectious Diseases,
Bureau of Infectious Diseases Laboratory Centre for Disease
Control Health Canada. Preventing infections associated with
indwelling intravascular access devices. Can Commun Dis
Rep. 1997;23(S8). i-iii, 1-32, i-iv, 31-16.

31. Mermel LA, Farr BM, Sherertz RJ, et al. Guidelines for the
management of intravascular catheter-related infections. Clin
Infect Dis. 2001;32(9):1249-1272.

32. O’Grady NP, Alexander M, Dellinger EP, et al. Guidelines for
the prevention of intravascular catheter-related infections.
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. MMWR Recomm
Rep. 2002;51(RR-10):1-29.

33. Robbin ML, Chamberlain NE, Lockhart ME, et al. Hemodialysis
arteriovenous fistula maturity: US evaluation. Radiology.
2002;225(1):59-64.

34. Silberzweig JE, Sacks D, Khorsandi AS, Bakal CW. Society of
Interventional Radiology Technology Assessment C. Reporting
standards for central venous access. J Vasc Interv Radiol.
2003;14(9, pt 2)(suppl):S443-S452.
AJKD Vol 71 | Iss 3 | March 2018
35. Boers M, Kirwan JR, Tugwell P, et al. The OMERACT Hand-
book. Ottowa, ON, Canada: OMERACT; 2014.

36. Tong A, Manns B, Hemmelgarn B, et al. Standardised Out-
comes in Nephrology - Haemodialysis (SONG-HD): study
protocol for establishing a core outcome set in haemodialysis.
Trials. 2015;16:364.

37. Evangelidis N, Tong A, Manns B, et al. Developing a set of core
outcomes for trials in hemodialysis: an international Delphi
survey. Am J Kidney Dis. 2017;70(4):464-475.

38. Standardised Outcomes in Nephrology - Haemodialysis
(SONG-HD) Expert Working Groups. http://songinitiative.org/
who-we-are/expert-working-groups/. Accessed August 7, 2017.

39. Dember LM, Beck GJ, Allon M, et al. Effect of clopidogrel
on early failure of arteriovenous fistulas for hemodialysis:
a randomized controlled trial. JAMA. 2008;299(18):
2164-2171.

40. Quinn RR, Lamping DL, Lok CE, et al. The Vascular Access
Questionnaire: assessing patient-reported views of vascular
access. J Vasc Access. 2008;9(2):122-128.

41. Allon M, Brouwer-Maier DJ, Abreo K, et al. Recommended
clinical trial end points for dialysis catheters [published online
ahead of print July 20, 2017]. Clin J Am Soc Nephrol. https://
doi.org/10.2215/CJN.12011116.

42. Beathard GA, Lok CE, Glickman MH, et al. Definitions and
end points for interventional studies for arteriovenous
dialysis access [published online ahead of print July 20,
2017]. Clin J Am Soc Nephrol. https://doi.org/10.2215/
CJN.11531116

43. Hurst FP, Lee RE, Thompson AM, Pullin BD, Silverstein DM.
FDA regulatory perspectives for studies on hemodialysis
vascular access [published online ahead of print July 24, 2017].
Clin J Am Soc Nephrol. https://doi.org/10.2215/CJN.02
900317

44. Standardised Outcomes in Nephrology - Haemodialysis
(SONG-HD) Initiative. 2016. http://songinitiative.org/about-us/
song-hd/. Accessed August 7, 2017.

45. Campos RP, do Nascimento MM, Chula DC, Riella MC.
Minocycline-EDTA lock solution prevents catheter-related
bacteremia in hemodialysis. J Am Soc Nephrol. 2011;22(10):
1939-1945.
391

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref28
https://www.kidney.org/professionals/guidelines/guidelines_commentaries
https://www.kidney.org/professionals/guidelines/guidelines_commentaries
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref37
http://songinitiative.org/who-we-are/expert-working-groups/
http://songinitiative.org/who-we-are/expert-working-groups/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref40
https://doi.org/10.2215/CJN.12011116
https://doi.org/10.2215/CJN.12011116
https://doi.org/10.2215/CJN.11531116
https://doi.org/10.2215/CJN.11531116
https://doi.org/10.2215/CJN.02900317
https://doi.org/10.2215/CJN.02900317
http://songinitiative.org/about-us/song-hd/
http://songinitiative.org/about-us/song-hd/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-6386(17)31011-9/sref45

	Vascular Access Outcomes Reported in Maintenance Hemodialysis Trials: A Systematic Review
	Methods
	Selection Criteria
	Data Extraction
	Analysis

	Results
	Trial Characteristics
	Outcomes
	Outcome Measures
	Function
	Infection
	Maturation
	Pain
	Bleeding/Hematoma


	Discussion
	Supplementary Material
	References


