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Abstract

Clinical application of continuous flow peritoneal dialysis (CFPD) has been explored

since the 1960s, but despite anticipated clinical benefits, CFPD has failed to gain a

foothold in clinical practice, among others due to the typical use of two catheters

(or a dual-lumen catheter) and large dialysate volumes required per treatment. Novel

systems applying CFPD via the existing single-lumen catheter using rapid dialysate

cycling may solve one of these hurdles. Novel on-demand peritoneal dialysate gener-

ation systems and sorbent-based peritoneal dialysate regeneration systems may con-

siderably reduce the storage space for peritoneal dialysate and/or the required

dialysate volume. This review provides an overview of current evidence on CFPD

in vivo. The available (pre)clinical evidence on CFPD is limited to case reports/series

with inherently nonuniform study procedures, or studies with a small sample size,

short follow-up, and no hard endpoints. Small solute clearance appears to be higher

in CFPD compared to conventional PD, in particular at dialysate flows ≥100mL/min

using two single-lumen catheters or a double-lumen catheter. Results of CFPD using

rapid cycling via a single-lumen catheter are too preliminary to draw any conclusions.

Continuous addition of glucose to dialysate with CFPD appears to be effective in

reducing the maximum intraperitoneal glucose concentration while increasing ultrafil-

tration efficiency (mL/g absorbed glucose). Patient tolerance may be an issue since

abdominal discomfort and sterile peritonitis were reported with continuous circula-

tion of the peritoneal dialysate. Thus, well-designed clinical trials of longer duration

and larger sample size, in particular applying CFPD via the existing catheter, are

urgently required.

1 | INTRODUCTION

Peritoneal dialysis (PD) has several advantages compared with hemo-

dialysis (HD).1 It allows for continuous and gradual removal of fluid

and solutes, does not require vascular access or systemic anti-

coagulation, and provides more patient autonomy as treatment is per-

formed outside the hospital. In addition, residual kidney function is

preserved for a longer period of time compared with HD.2–4 However,

PD has several disadvantages: solute clearance is relatively low com-

pared with HD—which is particularly problematic when residual kid-

ney function declines—and technique survival is limited.1,5,6 Main

reasons to switch to HD are infectious complications (peritonitis and

catheter infection), PD catheter malfunction, and inadequate dialysis

(including ultrafiltration failure).7 Chronic exposure to hypertonic
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glucose solutions has detrimental effects on the peritoneal membrane

which is associated with peritonitis and ultrafiltration failure.8,9 Con-

tinuous flow peritoneal dialysis (CFPD), based on a continuous flow of

“fresh” dialysate along the peritoneal membrane, may address some

of these disadvantages and improve both dialysis efficacy and tech-

nique survival as outlined below. CFPD has been explored for

decades, but despite important anticipated clinical benefits, CFPD has

so far failed to gain a foothold in clinical practice, among others due

to the need for a separate in- and outflow catheter (either two single-

lumen catheters or one double-lumen catheter), the requirement for

large dialysate volumes, and higher costs. Novel systems applying

CFPD via the existing single-lumen catheter using rapid dialysate

cycling and recent progress in sorbent technology allowing use of a

small dialysate volume that is continuously regenerated and

recirculated in a closed loop have renewed interest in CFPD. Two

sorbent-based miniature CFPD devices have recently been tested in

first-in-human clinical trials.10–12 In addition, a system for on-demand

generation of peritoneal dialysate has recently been developed which

also allows for a considerable reduction in storage space for

dialysate.13

CFPD is presumed to improve clearance in three ways. First, the

continuous flow of dialysate along the peritoneal membrane increases

the mass transfer area coefficient (MTAC) of solutes, defined as the

theoretical maximal diffusive clearance of a solute when no solute

accumulation in the PD fluid has occurred.14 This is due to elimination

of stagnant/saturated layers of dialysate at the peritoneal membrane

surface therewith reducing diffusion resistance and an increase of the

effective membrane surface area. Second, continuous replacement of

the dialysate with fresh (regenerated) PD fluid will maintain a high

plasma to dialysate concentration gradient, increasing diffusive solute

transport even further. Third, effective dialysis time is increased by

reducing the number of exchanges, which limits effective dwell time

in automated PD (APD) as this is characterized by multiple ([near]

complete) exchanges in 8 h. A second advantage of CFPD is that it

may improve technique survival by prolonging preservation of perito-

neal membrane function. With CFPD, a constant glucose concentra-

tion for osmotic fluid removal can be applied,15 thereby circumventing

the need for very high (harmful) initial glucose concentrations, as

required with conventional PD to maintain an osmotic gradient up to

the end of the dwell. This may prolong preservation of peritoneal

membrane integrity since exposure to very high glucose concentra-

tions induces fibrotic changes, eventually resulting in ultrafiltration

failure.8 Furthermore, CFPD allows for a reduction in the number of

exchanges to 1–2 per day versus ±4–6 with CAPD/APD, thereby low-

ering the number of (dis)connections of the peritoneal catheter and/or

connections of dialysate bags to the APD machine and therewith the

associated risk of (infectious) peritonitis.16,17

The aim of this review is to provide a comprehensive overview of

all reports on the efficacy of CFPD in terms of (small) solute clearance

and ultrafiltration, especially in the light of recent developments such

as the AWAK PD device12 and Baxter's on-demand PD solution sys-

tem.13 Because the available evidence is limited and study design (incl.

dialysate flow rates, treatment duration, and dialysis prescription of

the control treatment) is highly variable, all article types (i.e., clinical

trials, case reports/series, and abstracts) describing in vivo data—

either in humans or animals—were included, thus excluding in vitro

and in silico data.

2 | SELECTION

All human and animal studies/reports on CFPD that reported either

clearance, MTAC, or ultrafiltration data were included in this review.

CFPD was defined as any form of PD in which a continuous flow of

dialysate was established. We included CFPD performed via a single-

lumen catheter with alternate in- and outflow of fluid with continuous

rapid cycling since for the enhancement of the MTAC of uremic sol-

utes, we deemed the direction of the flow (patient in or out) irrele-

vant, as both result in a net flow of dialysate passing the peritoneal

membrane. In total, 21 records were included for review.11,12,18–37

3 | BASELINE CHARACTERISTICS

A summary of the study characteristics and patient demographics is

displayed in Table 1, and detailed dialysis prescription is presented in

Table 2. Six animal studies were identified and 15 human studies,

mostly concerning adult patients with end-stage kidney disease

(ESKD) (n = 9 studies) and pediatric patients with acute kidney injury

(AKI) (n = 3 studies). Among the human studies, there were six (40%)

clinical trials, two (13%) case reports, and seven (47%) case series.

“Conventional” PD for comparison with CFPD was performed in eight

(53%) out of these 15 clinical studies, but actual results for conven-

tional PD were reported in only seven reports (47%). Follow-up

ranged between only one CFPD session and �11months. The major-

ity of all included studies (both human and animal) used two single-

lumen catheters per subject (57%, n = 12) or one double-lumen cathe-

ter (24%, n = 5), and only 19% (n = 4) of the studies employed one

single-lumen catheter (with continuous rapid cycling of the dialysate).

With regard to catheter location, there were three commonly applied

configurations if two catheters were employed: (1) a “one up, one

down” configuration (e.g., Amerling et al, Shinaberger et al) in which

the inflow catheter was located near the liver, with the outflow in the

“standard” location in the lesser (true) pelvis, (2) two catheters oppo-

site to each other (e.g., left vs. right, left upper vs. right lower quad-

rant; e.g., in Cruz et al, Kostic et al, Raja et al); and (3) the inflow

catheter located between umbilicus and upper iliac crest, with the

outflow catheter in the “standard” position (e.g., Raaijmakers et al,

Nourse et al). The majority of studies applied high dialysate flows dur-

ing CFPD, with 12 studies employing flow rates of ≥100mL/

min.20,21,23–33 Seven studies (33%) applied CFPD by passing perito-

neal dialysate in a single-pass mode through the abdominal cav-

ity18,27,28,34–37 (e.g., by using a CVVH machine), while one study

recirculated dialysate from a reservoir.23 Thirteen studies (62%,)

applied dialysate regeneration, either directly with the peritoneal dial-

ysate circuit passing a purification unit based on (modified)

482 de VRIES ET AL.
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REcirculation DialYsis (REDY)38 technology (n = 4)12,20–22 or indirectly

using a secondary dialysate circuit separated from the primary

peritoneal dialysate circuit by a (hemo)dialysis membrane

(n = 9).11,19,25,26,29–33 In three studies, the secondary dialysate circuit

contained a sorbent unit, comprising either only activated carbon33 or

a combination of activated carbon and ion exchangers.11,19

4 | SOLUTE CLEARANCE

4.1 | Small solutes

In animals, direct comparison between CFPD and conventional PD

was performed in four out of six studies. In only one study, a consider-

able increase in small solute clearance was reported (Table 3,

Table S1). Uechi et al observed a �2.5–3.5-fold increase in urea clear-

ance and a �3-fold increase in creatinine clearance with CFPD at dial-

ysate flow rates of 60–120mL/min as compared to conventional PD

(one dwell of 60mL/kg) in dogs weighing 5.5–7.5 kg. In the other two

studies, only a limited increase in small solute clearance was observed.

Geary et al reported minimal (28%, 2-h session) or no (4-h session)

increase in small solute clearance with CFPD at low dialysate flow

rates of �5 mL/min as compared to static dwells in pigs of �12–14

kg. Van Gelder et al, using a single-lumen catheter with continuous

rapid cycling of dialysate, reported an increase in clearance for creati-

nine (58%), urea, (45%), phosphate (57%), and potassium (41%) with

CFPD (Qd 81 ± 11mL/min) versus a static dwell (2 L, 4 h) in pigs.

However, there was a considerable effect of peritonitis on peritoneal

transport, with only potassium clearance being significantly higher

with CFPD compared to conventional PD in the absence of peritonitis

(i.e., at lower transport status). Raja et al observed a limited increase

in urea clearance of 25% (66mL/min) and 16% (100mL/min) and in

creatinine clearance of 11% (66mL/min) and 8% (100mL/min) with

CFPD as compared to intermittent PD at similar time-averaged flow

rates (Qd 66 and 100mL/min), which suggests that continuous circu-

lation of dialysate per se may (slightly) increase small solute clearance.

Hij baIn human studies (both adult and pediatric) that evaluated

both CFPD and conventional PD (n = 7), CFPD showed a �3-fold

increase in plasma clearance of both urea and creatinine. The available

evidence for the effect of CFPD on phosphate clearance is limited

and heterogeneous. Raj et al and Nourse et al observed a >2-fold

increase with CFPD as compared with conventional PD, while Freida

et al observed a 35% increase. Of note, phosphate concentrations and

removal may be influenced by other factors (e.g., intake, use of oral

phosphate binders, and circadian variation), making comparison more

difficult.39 Importantly, small solute clearance with CFPD appears to

increase at higher dialysate flow rates (Figure 1, Table S2). This was

already predicted in a recent in silico study by Öberg et al,40 though

the expected improvement in clearance was highly dependent on the

patient's transport status as well. Furthermore, this study also

suggested no added value of increasing flow rates above 200mL/min,

while the included in vivo studies that employed such high dialysate

flows still reported further improvement in clearance.21,25

Direct comparison of MTAC—one of the most important determi-

nants of PD efficacy15,40—in CFPD and conventional PD was possible

in only two human studies (Freida et al and Raaijmakers et al), both of

which reported a �2.3-fold increase in MTAC for creatinine compared

to CAPD (Freida) and IPD (Raaijmakers), respectively. For urea, Freida

found a �1.4-fold increase in MTAC, while Raaijmakers observed an

MTAC which was similar for both modalities. Regardless, urea plasma

clearance with CFPD was still significantly higher with CFPD com-

pared with conventional PD (15.1 vs. 5.0 mL/min respectively),

although remarkably lower than the creatinine clearance. The theoret-

ical positive relationship between MTAC and Qd, as suggested by

Gotch, was only investigated in one subject by Freida et al, who

reports a 13% and 47% increase in MTAC of creatinine and urea,

respectively, when Qd is increased from 100 to 150mL/min. In addi-

tion, both Freida et al and Cruz et al observed a more pronounced

increase in MTAC with CFPD at faster transport status.

4.2 | Middle molecules and protein-bound uremic
toxins

Middle molecule clearance in PD is poor, primarily due to the

larger size and therewith higher diffusion resistance. Peritoneal

clearance of protein-bound uremic toxins is also low since protein-

binding restricts passage of the peritoneal membrane. It is difficult

to improve clearance of these so-called difficult-to-remove uremic

toxins, as displayed by a lack of increase in clearance with a higher

volume APD schedule (12 L/day) versus a standard CAPD schedule

(8 L/day).41 For the middle molecules, this may in part be due to

the fact that dwell time is more important than dialysate volume

or flow employed.42 However, modeling suggests that CFPD may

enhance middle molecule clearance up to a factor of �2.41

Removal of middle molecules is primarily driven by convection,40

which may be facilitated by stable glucose concentrations during

CFPD. Only three studies reported β2-microglobulin removal.

Freida et al showed a 1.2-fold increase in β2-microglobulin clear-

ance with CFPD compared with conventional PD at a Qd of 100

mL/min, and Samuelsson et al observed a modest and non-

significant decrease (8.8%) in β2-microglobulin serum concentra-

tions after 8 h of CFPD (Qd not reported), while Htay et al found

a significant reduction of 9.5% after up to 3 days of therapy at a

Qd up to 33.3 mL/min. In theory, protein-bound uremic toxin

clearance may also increase when removal of the free fraction is

improved. However, there are no reports on the effect of CFPD

on protein-bound uremic toxin clearance.

5 | ULTRAFILTRATION

An important advantage of CFPD could be improved ultrafiltration

at lower (peak) intraperitoneal glucose concentrations, thereby pos-

sibly reducing glucose-related toxicity to the peritoneal membrane.

Kinetic modeling by Gotch suggests that—in the “average”

de VRIES ET AL. 487

 1525139x, 2022, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/sdi.13097 by U

trecht U
niversity L

ibrary, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



T
A
B
L
E
3

O
ve

rv
ie
w

o
f
o
ut
co

m
es
:S

o
lu
te

cl
ea

ra
nc

e
an

d
m
as
s
tr
an

sf
er

ar
ea

co
ef
fi
ci
en

t

Fi
rs
t
au

th
o
r
(y
ea

r)

G
en

er
al

C
le
ar
an

ce
s

M
o
da

lit
y

Su
bj
ec

ts
(n
)

Se
ss
io
n
s
(n
)

C
re
at
in
in
e
(m

L/
m
in
)

A
ni
m
al
st
ud

ie
s

G
ea

ry
(1
9
8
9
)

C
F
P
D

1
6

Sh
o
rt
a ,
n
=
9

Lo
ng

,n
=
1
0

N
R

C
o
nv

en
ti
o
na

l(
IP
D
)

1
6

Sh
o
rt
a ,
n
=
9

Lo
ng

,n
=
1
0

N
R

V
an

G
el
de

r
(2
0
2
0
)

C
F
P
D

3
2
8

5
.7

±
3
.4

C
o
nv

en
ti
o
na

l(
C
A
P
D
)

3
1
5

3
.6

±
1
.1

G
o
rd
o
n
(1
9
7
6
)

C
F
P
D

4
>
1
0
8

1
6
.3

(9
.6
–2

5
.7
)(
n
=
≥
1
2
se
ss
io
n
s)

R
aj
a
(1
9
7
6
)

C
F
P
D

1
0

1
0

1
3
±
3

C
o
nv

en
ti
o
na

l(
IP
D
)

1
0

1
0

1
2
±
2

R
o
be

rt
s
(2
0
1
6
)

C
F
P
D

6
9
0

5
.8

±
1
.1

U
ec
hi

(1
9
9
3
)

C
F
P
D

1
0

1
0

7
.1

±
1
.8

C
o
nv

en
ti
o
na

l(
IP
D
)

4
4

2
.1

±
0
.2

H
um

an
st
ud

ie
s

A
du

lt
s

A
m
er
lin

g
(2
0
0
3
/2

0
1
2
)

C
F
P
D

5
1
6

N
R

C
ha

re
n
(2
0
1
3
)

C
F
P
D

1
N
R

E
ar
ly
b
:4

4
.1

La
te

c :
2
1
.4

C
ru
z
(2
0
0
1
)

C
F
P
D

4
5

2
8
.2

±
4
.7

F
re
id
a
(2
0
0
3
)

C
F
P
D

5
6

2
2
.4

±
7
.5

C
o
nv

en
ti
o
na

l(
N
T
P
D
/C

A
P
D
/N

IP
D
)

5
5

N
T
P
D
:1

1
.1

±
2
.2

C
A
P
D
:4

.5
±
0
.5

N
IP
D
:1

1
.0

±
2
.7

H
ta
y
(2
0
2
1
)

C
F
P
D

1
4

9
5

N
R

M
in
es
hi
m
a
(2
0
0
0
)

C
F
P
D

3
1
0

N
R

C
o
nv

en
ti
o
na

l(
C
A
P
D
)

3
5

N
R

P
as
sl
ic
k-
D
ee

tj
en

(2
0
0
1
)

C
P
F
D

4
1
2

1
0
.6

±
1
.6

R
aj
(2
0
0
0
)

C
F
P
D

8
8

2
2
.1

±
9
.4

C
o
nv

en
ti
o
na

l(
A
P
D
)

8
8

9
.8

±
5
.9

Sa
m
ue

ls
so
n
(2
0
1
8
)

C
F
P
D

5
5

8
.1

±
2
.1

Sh
in
ab

er
ge

r
(1
9
6
5
)

C
F
P
D

4
3
3

3
4
.8

(n
=
1
su
b
je
ct
,n

=
1
5
se
ss
io
n
s)

C
o
nv

en
ti
o
na

l(
IP
D
)

4
7

1
1
.5

±
N
R

St
ep

he
n
(1
9
7
6
)

C
F
P
D

1
0

9
1

2
4
.8

±
4
.9

(n
=
8
su
b
je
ct
s)

C
o
nv

en
ti
o
na

l(
IP
D
)

1
1

2
2

488 de VRIES ET AL.

 1525139x, 2022, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/sdi.13097 by U

trecht U
niversity L

ibrary, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



T
A
B
L
E
3

(C
o
nt
in
ue

d)

Fi
rs
t
au

th
o
r
(y
ea

r)

G
en

er
al

C
le
ar
an

ce
s

M
o
da

lit
y

Su
bj
ec

ts
(n
)

Se
ss
io
n
s
(n
)

C
re
at
in
in
e
(m

L/
m
in
)

P
ed

ia
tr
ic

K
o
st
ic
(2
0
1
0
)

C
F
P
D

1
1

N
R

N
o
ur
se

(2
0
1
6
)

C
F
P
D

5
5

3
3
.1

±
1
5
.5

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

C
o
nv

en
ti
o
na

l(
C
A
P
D
)

5
5

7
.4

±
1
.9

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

R
aa
ijm

ak
er
s
(2
0
1
1
)

C
F
P
D

6
6

2
8
.8

±
1
2
.7

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

C
o
nv

en
ti
o
na

l(
IP
D
)

6
6

7
.6

±
6
.3

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

Sa
gy

(1
9
9
9
)

C
F
P
D

6
N
R

N
R

N
ot
e:
V
al
ue

s
ar
e
di
sp
la
ye

d
as

m
ea

n
±
SD

,m
ed

ia
n
(r
an

ge
),
o
r
fi
xe

d
va
lu
e/
ra
ng

e,
un

le
ss

st
at
ed

o
th
er
w
is
e.

A
bb

re
vi
at
io
ns
:C

A
P
D
,c
o
nt
in
uo

us
am

bu
la
to
ry

pe
ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
;C

F
P
D
,c
o
nt
in
uo

us
fl
o
w

pe
ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
;I
P
D
,i
nt
er
m
it
te
nt

pe
ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
;M

T
A
C
,m

as
s
tr
an

sf
er

ar
ea

co
ef
fi
ci
en

t;
N
IP
D
,n

o
ct
u
rn
al

in
te
rm

it
te
nt

pe
ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
;N

R
,n

o
t
re
po

rt
ed

;N
T
P
D
,n

o
ct
ur
na

lt
id
al
pe

ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
;Q

d,
ef
fe
ct
iv
e
(d
ia
ly
sa
te
)f
lo
w

ra
te
.

a
Sh

o
rt
:1

1
6
±
1
8
m
in
,L
o
ng

:2
5
0
±
1
6
m
in
.

b
E
ar
ly

tr
ea

tm
en

t
da

ta
du

ri
ng

th
e
fi
rs
t
m
o
nt
h
o
f
co

nt
in
uo

us
fl
o
w

pe
ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
.

c L
at
e
tr
ea

tm
en

t
da

ta
du

ri
ng

m
o
nt
h
4
–6

o
f
co

nt
in
uo

us
fl
o
w

pe
ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
.

T
A
B
L
E
3

(C
o
nt
in
ue

d)

Fi
rs
t
au

th
o
r
(y
ea

r)

C
le
ar
an

ce
s

M
T
A
C

U
re
a
(m

L/
m
in
)

W
ee

kl
y
K
t/
V

P
ho

sp
ha

te
(m

L/
m
in
)

C
re
at
in
in
e
(m

L/
m
in
)

U
re
a
(m

L/
m
in
)

A
ni
m
al
st
ud

ie
s

G
ea

ry
(1
9
8
9
)

2
.7

±
0
.9

1
.9

±
0
.6
3

N
R

1
.7

±
0
.6

1
.2

±
0
.3

N
R

N
R

2
.1

±
0
.6

2
.2

±
0
.3

N
R

1
.3

±
0
.3

1
.2

±
0
.3

N
R

N
R

V
an

G
el
de

r
(2
0
2
0
)

8
.0

±
3
.2

N
R

4
.4

±
3
.2

7
.7

±
6
.1

1
4
.0

±
8
.0

5
.5

±
1
.7

N
R

2
.8

±
1
.1

5
.2

±
2
.5

1
0
.9

±
3
.4

G
o
rd
o
n
(1
9
7
6
)

3
3
.8

(2
0
.0
–5

7
.0
)(
n
=
≥
1
2

se
ss
io
ns
)

N
R

1
2
.3

(6
.9
–2

0
.8
)(
n
=
≥
1
2
se
ss
io
ns
)

N
R

N
R

R
aj
a
(1
9
7
6
)

2
1
±
4

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

1
8
±
2

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

R
o
be

rt
s
(2
0
1
6
)

1
2
.3

±
1
.6

5
.2

±
2
.0

1
0
.0

±
2
.8

N
R

N
R

U
ec
hi

(1
9
9
3
)

8
.9

±
2
.6

N
R

6
.9

±
0
.8

N
R

N
R

2
.3

±
0
.4

N
R

1
.9

±
0
.4

N
R

N
R

H
um

an
st
ud

ie
s

A
du

lt
s

A
m
er
lin

g
(2
0
0
3
/2

0
1
2
)

5
0
.6

±
2
3
.5

(n
=
5
pt
,n

=
1
6

se
ss
io
ns
)

0
.3
4
±
0
.2
5
(n

=
4
pt
,n

=
1
3

se
ss
io
ns
)

N
R

N
R

N
R

de VRIES ET AL. 489

 1525139x, 2022, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/sdi.13097 by U

trecht U
niversity L

ibrary, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



T
A
B
L
E
3

(C
o
nt
in
ue

d)

Fi
rs
t
au

th
o
r
(y
ea

r)

C
le
ar
an

ce
s

M
T
A
C

U
re
a
(m

L/
m
in
)

W
ee

kl
y
K
t/
V

P
ho

sp
ha

te
(m

L/
m
in
)

C
re
at
in
in
e
(m

L/
m
in
)

U
re
a
(m

L/
m
in
)

C
ha

re
n
(2
0
1
3
)

4
5
.4

2
3
.5

1
.0
–1

.5
0
.9
6
–1

.4
4

5
1
.7

1
6
.9

N
R

N
R

C
ru
z
(2
0
0
1
)

4
0
.0

±
5
.4

N
R

N
R

2
5
.2

±
4
.9

4
0
.4

±
6
.0

F
re
id
a
(2
0
0
3
)

2
7
.8

±
5
.8

2
.3

±
N
R

1
1
.9

±
N
R

2
3
.9

±
9
.1

3
7
.9

±
1
1
.9

N
R

1
.2

±
N
R

N
R

1
.3

±
N
R

N
R

N
R

8
.3

±
N
R

N
R

1
0
.2

±
4
.5

N
R

N
R

2
6
.1

±
5
.9

N
R

H
ta
y
(2
0
2
1
)

N
R

3
.8

±
1
.4

N
R

N
R

N
R

M
in
es
hi
m
a
(2
0
0
0
)

1
4
.1

±
4
.4

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

7
.3

±
2
.1

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

P
as
sl
ic
k-
D
ee

tj
en

(2
0
0
1
)

2
0
.4

±
3
.5

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

R
aj
(2
0
0
0
)

2
6
.5

±
9
.1

N
R

1
8
.2

±
4
.3

N
R

N
R

1
1
.0

±
4
.7

N
R

9
.8

±
5
.2

N
R

N
R

Sa
m
ue

ls
so
n
(2
0
1
8
)

1
0
.6

±
1
.9

N
R

6
.4

±
1
.3

N
R

N
R

Sh
in
ab

er
ge

r
(1
9
6
5
)

5
7
.9

(n
=
2
su
bj
ec
ts
;n

=
2
2

se
ss
io
ns
)

N
R

3
4
.2

±
9
.2
7
(n

=
3
su
bj
ec
ts
;n

=
1
1

se
ss
io
ns
)

N
R

N
R

1
7
.4

±
N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

St
ep

he
n
(1
9
7
6
)

3
1
–4

0
(n

=
2
)

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

2
8

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

P
ed

ia
tr
ic

K
o
st
ic
(2
0
1
0
)

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
o
ur
se

(2
0
1
6
)

2
2
.0

±
5
.1

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

N
R

1
4
.0

±
1
1
.1

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)(
n
=
2

su
bj
ec
ts
)

N
R

N
R

6
.5

±
1
.1

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

N
R

3
.8

±
1
.7

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

N
R

N
R

R
aa
ijm

ak
er
s
(2
0
1
1
)

1
5
.1

±
2
.1

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

N
R

N
R

2
7
.9

±
1
6
.0

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

1
0
.6

±
1
.5

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

5
.0

±
1
.7

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

N
R

N
R

1
2
.0

±
1
0
.8

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

1
0
.9

±
6
.6

(m
L/
m
in
/1

.7
3
m

2
)

Sa
gy

(1
9
9
9
)

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
ot
e:
V
al
ue

s
ar
e
di
sp
la
ye

d
as

m
ea

n
±
SD

,m
ed

ia
n
(r
an

ge
),
o
r
fi
xe

d
va
lu
e/
ra
ng

e,
un

le
ss

st
at
ed

o
th
er
w
is
e.

A
bb

re
vi
at
io
ns
:C

A
P
D
,c
o
nt
in
uo

us
am

bu
la
to
ry

pe
ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
;C

F
P
D
,c
o
nt
in
uo

us
fl
o
w

pe
ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
;I
P
D
,i
nt
er
m
it
te
nt

pe
ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
;M

T
A
C
,m

as
s
tr
an

sf
er

ar
ea

co
ef
fi
ci
en

t;
N
IP
D
,n

o
ct
u
rn
al

in
te
rm

it
te
nt

pe
ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
;N

R
,n

o
t
re
po

rt
ed

;N
T
P
D
,n

o
ct
ur
na

lt
id
al
pe

ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
;Q

d,
ef
fe
ct
iv
e
(d
ia
ly
sa
te
)f
lo
w

ra
te
.

a
Sh

o
rt
:1

1
6
±
1
8
m
in
,L
o
ng

:2
5
0
±
1
6
m
in
.

b
E
ar
ly

tr
ea

tm
en

t
da

ta
du

ri
ng

th
e
fi
rs
t
m
o
nt
h
o
f
co

nt
in
uo

us
fl
o
w

pe
ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
.

c L
at
e
tr
ea

tm
en

t
da

ta
du

ri
ng

m
o
nt
h
4
–6

o
f
co

nt
in
uo

us
fl
o
w

pe
ri
to
ne

al
di
al
ys
is
.

490 de VRIES ET AL.

 1525139x, 2022, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/sdi.13097 by U

trecht U
niversity L

ibrary, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



patient—a constant ultrafiltration rate (UFR) of 0.2–0.45 L/h can be

achieved while maintaining an intraperitoneal glucose concentration

of 1.0%–1.5%,15 which is considerably higher than the “average”
UFR achieved with conventional PD (�0.04 L/h based on an aver-

age daily UF volume of �0.9 L)43 using dialysate with glucose con-

centrations of 1.36%–3.86%. Out of the 21 included studies,

14 reported data on UF (Table 4). UFR was higher with CPFD

compared to conventional PD in three human studies, varying from

a 2.6-fold28 to a 9.2-fold increase.36 Using the AWAK PD device,

Htay et al found—at a median intraperitoneal glucose concentration

of 1.21% (IQR 0.99–1.37)—a positive UFR (median 39.6 mL/h) in

patients without residual diuresis (n = 4), but a negative UFR

(median �25.0 mL/h) in patients with residual diuresis (n = 10).

There was no significant difference in body weight pre- versus

posttreatment compared to conventional PD. In studies where no

direct comparison with conventional PD was available, UF rates

were mostly high, with values reaching even up to 13.4 mL/min

(Cruz et al). Passlick-Deetjen et al reported disappointing UF rates

at glucose 1%, although these values were not specified in their

report. Finally, Heimbürger et al continuously infused glucose at a

rate of 11 g/h into the abdominal cavity for 5 h with the Carry

Life UF System, a novel portable ultrafiltration device, after filling

patients (n = 8) with 1.5-L PD solution (1.36%), and found a

3.1-fold increase in UFR compared with a static 4-h dwell with 2 L

glucose 2.27%.10 Intraperitoneal glucose concentration was

maintained at 1.1%–1.6% during the 5-h treatment. In addition,

they showed that UF efficiency (UFV/gram absorbed glucose)

improved with a factor 2.9.10 Also, Freida and Raj found a consid-

erable increase (�3- and �5-fold, respectively) in UF efficiency

compared to conventional PD. Thus, the available evidence appears

to suggest that with continuous glucose infusion (via CFPD), the

desired UFR may be achieved at lower peak intraperitoneal glucose

concentrations and lower daily glucose loading.

6 | SAFETY

In general, CFPD was well tolerated by patients (Table 5), although

abdominal discomfort was commonly reported (Amerling, Charen,

Htay, Shinaberger, Stephen) which appeared to be related to the

continuous flow (rate) of the dialysate. Htay et al observed abdomi-

nal discomfort in 73% of the patients treated with the AWAK PD

device at a dialysate flow rate of �67mL/min, which resolved

either by drainage of dialysate or spontaneously after bowel move-

ment.12 Stephen et al frequently observed abdominal pain, usually

at later stages of a session (after �3–4 h of a 6-h session) at high

dialysate flow rates (>200mL/min), whereas no discomfort was

observed at lower dialysate flow rates. Importantly, cloudy effluent

with an elevated number of polymorphonuclear neutrophils was

found in a number of subjects (n = 4). As cultures revealed no

infectious microorganism, this suggests occurrence of sterile perito-

nitis, possibly due to mechanical irritation of the peritoneal mem-

brane during CFPD. In contrast, Samuelsson et al specifically state

that none of the patients reported any abdominal discomfort,

although Qd's were not reported in these studies, making compari-

son difficult.

Theoretically, increased ultrafiltration associated with CFPD

may result in hypovolemia, enhanced sodium sieving due to

increased free water transport, and increased intraperitoneal pres-

sure in the absence of periodic fluid drainage. Enhanced sodium

sieving was not observed in the clinical trial with the Carry Life UF

system.10 Calculated sodium concentrations in the ultrafiltrate were

similar to those in a peritoneal equilibrium test. Increased intraperi-

toneal pressure due to overfilling was reported by Nourse et al in

one pediatric patient, which was solved by peritoneal fluid drainage.

However, the authors did not report which adverse events occurred

due to the overfilling.44Ultrafiltrate could be periodically or continu-

ously drained during treatment, for example, by setting the

F IGURE 1 The association
between dialysate flow rate (Qd) and
clearance of urea and creatinine with
continuous flow peritoneal dialysis
derived from (A) all animal studies,
(B) all human studies, and (C) all
studies combined. Of note, all studies
which reported both a (fixed) Qd and
clearance were included.12–15,17,
19–22,24–26,31,32 Each data point
represents the mean clearance for
creatinine (circles) or urea (squares) at
the reported mean effective dialysate
flow rate (Qd). If a single study
reported data for differing flow rates,
each flow rate is displayed as a
separate data point in this figure
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peritoneal dialysate outflow slightly higher than the inflow

rate.18,28,35,36 The theoretical risk of an empty abdomen with con-

tinuous drainage due to a discrepancy between outflow and ultrafil-

tration rate was not reported.

Other reported adverse events were related to the peritoneal

catheter, and not specifically to the CFPD technique itself. These

included bacterial peritonitis, catheter obstruction, and catheter leak-

age. Stephen et al used an experimental subcutaneous catheter which

resulted in localized peritoneal and subcutaneous abscesses in a num-

ber of patients. In addition, Raja et al observed electrolyte distur-

bances (hypernatremia, hyperchloremia, and hypokalemia) which were

most likely related to ion exchange by the REDY sorbent system that

was used for dialysate regeneration.38

In addition to technique-related safety aspects and adverse

events, excessive protein and amino acid losses may be a concern

with single-pass CFPD as a result of continuous refreshment of dialy-

sate. Accordingly, Freida et al reported an average total protein loss of

7.25 g (range 5.18–9.66) per 4-h CFPD session (Qd 100mL/min),

whereas this was 5.9 and 6.53 g per 8-h session of NIPD and NTPD

(13 L/8 h), respectively, suggesting that protein loss with CFPD is

approximately twofold higher. Although no comparison with conven-

tional PD was performed in the study by Stephen et al, protein loss

TABLE 4 Overview of CFPD outcomes: ultrafiltration

First author (year) Modality UFR (mL/min) UFV (L) Dialysate glucose

Animal studies

Geary (1989) CFPD NR 0.08 ± 0.06 in 2 h

0.14 ± 0.07 in 4 h

1.5%

Conventional (IPD) NR 0.06 ± 0.06 in 2 h

0.12 ± 0.06 in 4 h

1.5%

Van Gelder (2020) CFPD 0.13 ± 0.15 0.06 ± 0.07 in 8 h 0.78 ± 0.05%

Conventional (CAPD) 0.19 ± 0.89 0.05 ± 0.21 in 4 h 1.36%

Roberts (2016) CFPD 3.04 ± 0.83 1.28 ± 0.35 in 7 h 2.5%

Human studies

Adults

Amerling (2003/2012) CFPD 14.38 ± 6.19 (n = 5 pt,

n = 14 sessions)

3.89 ± 0.71 in 6 h (n = 4 pt,

n = 11 sessions)

1.5% (n = 1)

NR (n = 4)

Charen (2013) CFPD NR 2.36 in 4-6 h

3.50 in 4-6 h

NR

Cruz (2001) CFPD 13.38 ± 5.48 3.21 ± 1.31 in 4 h 1.5%

Htay (2021) CFPD �0.42 (�0.60, �0.12)a

0.66 (0.50–0.98)b
NR 1.21%(IQR 0.99%–1.37%)

Freida (2003) CFPD 2.45 ± 1.03 0.59 ± 0.49 in 4 h 1.36%

NTPD

CAPD

NIPD

0.89 ± 0.45

NR

0.94 ± 0.23

0.43 ± 0.22 in 8 h

NR

0.45 ± 0.11 in 8 h

1.36%

Samuelsson (2018) CFPD NR 0.37 ± 0.05 in 8 h 1.0 ± 0.05%

Stephen (1976) CFPD NR 1.8 ± 0.4 in 6 h (n = 8 subjects) 1.5%

Pediatric

Kostic (2010) CFPD 1.05 0.25 in 6 h 1.50%

Nourse (2016) CFPD 3.80 ± 1.71 (mL/min/1.73m2) 0.18 ± 0.09 in 4.7 ± 1 h 2.5%

Conventional (CAPD) 0.98 ± 0.79 (mL/min/1.73m2) 0.06 ± 0.06 in 8.8 ± 4 h 4.25%

Raaijmakers (2011) CFPD 1.84 ± 1.18 (mL/min/1.73m2) NR 1.5% (n = 3)

2.5%/4.25% (n = 1)

2.5% (n = 1)

4.25% (n = 1)

Conventional (IPD) 0.20 ± 0.80 (mL/min/1.73m2) NR

Sagy (1999) CFPD 4.2 ± 0.9 (mL/kg/h) 0.56 ± 0.32 (L/24 h) 2.5% (or 4.25%)

Note: Values are displayed as mean ± SD, median (range), or fixed value, unless stated otherwise.

Abbreviations: CAPD, continuous ambulatory peritoneal dialysis; CFPD, continuous flow peritoneal dialysis; IPD, intermittent peritoneal dialysis; IQR,

interquartile range; NIPD, nocturnal intermittent peritoneal dialysis; NR, not reported; NTPD, nocturnal tidal peritoneal dialysis; UFR, ultrafiltration rate;

UFV, ultrafiltration volume.
aUFR in patients with residual kidney function (n = 10).
bUFR in patients without residual kidney function (n = 4).
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TABLE 5 Overview of adverse events related to CFPD

First author (year) Peritonitisa Adverse eventsb Type of event

Animal studies

Geary (1989) 1 (6%) 7 (44%) Catheter leakage (n = 4)

Catheter obstruction (n = 3)

Van Gelder (2020) 3 (100%) NR NR

Gordon (1976) NR NR NR

Raja (1976) NR Not specified Electrolyte disturbances (hypernatremia,

hyperchloremia, hypokalemia) due to REDY® system

Roberts (2018) 1 (17%) 3 (50%) Abdominal herniation (n = 2)

Puncture of PD catheter (n = 1)

Uechi (1993) NR NR NR

Human studies

Adult

Amerling (2003/2012) 4 (80%) 1 (20%) Dialyzer clogged with fibrin which limited clearance

(n = 1)

(Abdominal) discomfort (n = 1)

Charen (2013) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) Catheter leakage

Abdominal pain occurred occasionally (resolved after

decreasing dialysate flow)

Cruz (2001) 0 (0%) NR NR

Freida (2003) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) None related to dialysis therapy

Htay (2021) NR Not specified, though

at least ≥60%

Abdominal discomfort (n = 9)

Abdominal distension/bloating (n = 7)

Fibrin in dialysate (n = 5)

Elevated blood pressure (n = 4)

Neck/shoulder pain/discomfort (n = 2)

Mineshima (2000) NR NR NR

Johansson (2018) NR NR NR

Passlick-Deetjen (2001) NR NR NR

Raj (2000) NR NR NR

Samuelsson (2018) NR 0% None related to dialysis therapy

Shinaberger (1965) NR 0% Mild abdominal discomfort; alleviated by meperidine,

lidocaine, and/or reduction of flow rate

Stephen (1976) 6 (75%)c Not specified, though

at least ≥50%

Mechanical peritonitis (n = 4)

No increase in clearance with CFPD due to streaming

(n = 1)

Moderate–severe abdominal pain at Qd ≥ 200mL/min

(n = 4)

Catheter obstruction (n = 2)

Infection(s) of the experimental peritoneal catheter

(n = 5)

Pediatric

Kostic (2010) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) None related to dialysis therapy

Nourse (2016) NR 3 (60%) Swapped in- and outflow lines, hyperglycemia >20mM

requiring insulin therapy (n = 1)

Hypokalemia necessitating addition of potassium to

dialysate (n = 1)

Increasing IP pressure requiring fluid drainage (n = 1)

Raaijmakers (2011) 0 (0%) 3 (50%) Blockage of inflow catheter which was easily resolved

Sagy (1999) NR 0 (0%) None related to dialysis therapy

Abbreviations: IP, intraperitoneal; NR, not reported; Qd, (effective) dialysate flow rate.
aNumber (percentage) of patients with at least one episode of peritonitis during the study period.
bNumber (percentage) of patients with at least one adverse events related to dialysis therapy, excluding peritonitis.
cIncluding mechanical peritonitis.
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with CFPD was high: on average �18 g (range 12–32 g) per 6-h ses-

sion. Protein loss with CFPD may be reduced by application of exter-

nal dialysate regeneration during which proteins are retained in the

peritoneal cavity by an ultrafiltration or dialysis membrane separating

the peritoneal dialysate circuit from the dialysate regeneration circuit,

therewith preventing large molecules from entering the external dialy-

sate regeneration circuit. Indeed, Samuelsson et al measured a total

albumin loss of 2.0 ± 0.6 g per 8-h CFPD session using a sorbent-

based external dialysate regeneration system, and Raj et al found

comparable protein loss with CFPD and conventional PD (12.9 ± 6.7

vs, 14.7 ± 9.9 g, respectively, per 8-h session) using the dialysate cir-

cuit of a HD machine for external dialysate regeneration.

7 | DISCUSSION

CFPD is a promising PD modality which seems to offer improved

small solute clearance and improved ultrafiltration efficiency as com-

pared to conventional PD. However, the currently available data make

it difficult to draw solid conclusions, in particular with regard to long-

term effects.

The currently available data are limited by a variety of factors.

First, only a small number of well-controlled clinical trials have been

performed. Many reports reviewed here are case series or conference

abstracts. These report types are prone to bias (e.g., indication bias

and reporting bias), hamper accurate interpretation of the results due

to individualized treatments (e.g., different dialysate flow rates

within/between subjects) and generally prevent careful review of the

methods and results due to brief reporting (abstracts) or high variabil-

ity (case series). Second, most studies only included a limited number

of patients (in this review overall n = 79 for human studies) and/or

performed a limited number of dialysis sessions within a limited study

duration, with the majority of the studies performing only one or two

CFPD session(s) per patient (overall >281 sessions) within ≤3 days

(range one session to �11 months). Third, detailed study information

was often lacking, for example on patient characteristics (e.g., age,

weight, transport status, residual diuresis, and renal clearance), treat-

ment methods (e.g., dialysate flow, initial fill volume, and description

of the conventional treatment schedule), and outcome parameters

(e.g., solute clearance, MTAC, and UF), complicating accurate

interpretation and extrapolation of the study results. Finally, there

is considerable heterogeneity regarding the methods employed

(e.g., number, type and location of the catheter[s], rate and mode

[continuous or rapid cycling] of the dialysate flow, and use of fresh or

regenerated dialysate), which also makes it difficult to draw

conclusions.

Based on the limited available data, CFPD appears to provide

improved (small solute) clearance compared with conventional PD, in

particular at higher dialysate flow rates (>100mL/min) and in patients

with high (-average) transport status.40 When performed for 8 h per

day, small solute clearances approach the time-averaged clearances of

intermittent HD (�11mL/min for urea [or a weekly standard Kt/V of

�2.2], �7 mL/min for creatinine with thrice weekly HD).45,46

Therewith, CFPD may become a more attractive alternative for HD, in

particular for patients without residual diuresis. Also, improvements in

ultrafiltration efficiency were reported in CFPD, therewith potentially

reducing glucose-related toxicity to the peritoneal membrane and

possibly also adverse systemic metabolic effects of excessive intraper-

itoneal glucose absorption,47 although this was not explored in any

study thus far. In addition, CFPD may be used in the treatment of

other causes of hypervolemia as well, such as heart failure. However,

there are virtually no data available on long-term CFPD (n = 6

patients with treatment ≥7 months), neither with regard to outcome

nor treatment tolerability. Lowering of plasma levels of (pathogenic)

uremic toxins and lower daily glucose load,48 as well as improved vol-

ume status, may all contribute to improvements in outcome parame-

ters. These may include “hard” parameters such as mortality and (co)

morbidity, as well as patient-related (and patient-reported) parameters

such as quality of life, necessity for diet restrictions, pill burden, and

uremic symptoms. Of note, the ADEMEX trial found that a limited

increase in creatinine clearance (�35%) and peritoneal Kt/V (�40%)

did not result in a survival advantage.43 Still, the expected large

improvement in clearances achieved with CFPD in combination with

reduced glucose burden may result in improvements in “hard”
endpoints.

As mentioned before, CFPD may theoretically improve technique

survival as a result of lower (peak) glucose concentrations—leading to

longer preservation of membrane integrity—and lower risk of infec-

tious peritonitis due to less (dis)connections of the peritoneal catheter

(since less exchanges are required). However, it is unknown what the

effect of continuous exposure of the peritoneal membrane to high

dialysate flow is on membrane integrity. The occurrence of mechani-

cal peritonitis reported by Stephen et al in four out of eight patients

treated with flow rates ≥200mL/min for 6 h, reports of abdominal

discomfort with high dialysate flow rates in several studies, and the

marked decrease in dialysis efficacy after �6 months of CFPD

observed by Charen et al (n = 1) give cause for concern and may

reflect pathogenic changes to the membrane due to mechanical irrita-

tion. Moreover, it is unclear whether maintenance of a high flow rate

is feasible on the long term since catheter dysfunction is one of the

main complications of PD.49

An important limitation to CFPD is the maintenance of a regu-

lated volume of fluid in the peritoneal cavity. Theoretically, increased

ultrafiltration associated with CFPD may result in increased intraperi-

toneal pressure due to overfilling when periodic or continuous drain-

age is not performed. Increased intraperitoneal pressure may cause

abdominal discomfort, mechanical damage to the peritoneal mem-

brane, and a decrease in solute clearance and ultrafiltration and may

compromise respiratory status. On the other hand, continuous drain-

age without intra-abdominal volume monitoring bares the risk of an

empty abdomen when the ultrafiltration rate is lower than expected.

This may in theory result in damage to the peritoneal membrane at

the catheter tip due to negative pressures. Yet, a system to control

and/or monitor intraperitoneal volume during treatment seems impor-

tant, for example, by measurement of intraperitoneal pressure

(e.g., via the abdominal catheter after short cessation of the flow) or
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bioimpedance,44 although it is questionable whether these techniques

are accurate enough.

Of note, 83% of CFPD studies used two single-lumen catheters

or a double-lumen catheter (not commercially available), while preva-

lent PD patients have a single-lumen catheter. Thus far, it is unknown

whether application of alternate in- and outflow with high flow rates

via a single lumen catheter—as applied by Van Gelder (pigs), Roberts

(pigs), Htay (patients), and Raj (patients)—can be a reasonable alterna-

tive to continuous flow via two catheter(s) (lumens). Findings by Htay

and Van Gelder suggest only a limited increase in PD efficacy using

this configuration, but results are too preliminary to draw conclusions,

and studies providing a direct comparison with a two-catheter setup

are lacking. In a recent clinical study, Bergling et al50 compared a

standard PD regimen (6� 2 L 1.36% glucose) over 9 h with a novel

prescription (7� 2 L 2.27% glucose+ 5 � 2 L 0.1% glucose over 8 h)

in 21 patients. The rapid static dwells (via a single-lumen catheter)

seemed to increase small solute diffusion capacities and hydraulic

conductance by 27%, probably related to a stirring effect or a vasodi-

latation effect due to the high time-averaged dialysate flow rate. The-

oretically, since MTAC seems to be one of the most important

determinants of CFPD efficacy (i.e., clearance), and increases in

MTAC may result from high dialysate flow rates along the peritoneal

membrane, continuous rapid cycling via a single-lumen catheter using

high flow rates may result in high CFPD efficacy. However, a consid-

erable dead volume and high degree of recirculation may limit

efficacy of this approach, and two single-lumen catheters or a

double-lumen catheter with maximal distance between the tips may

be required to ensure proper intraperitoneal fluid mixing, optimize

dialysate flow along the peritoneal membrane and maximize the

effective membrane area. It is questionable, however, whether use of

two PD catheters is feasible in routine clinical practice, as this

increases the risk of peritonitis, may limit patient comfort on the long

term, and requires an additional invasive procedure in patients who

only have a single catheter for conventional PD. In addition, due to

the nonpelvic catheter tip location, long-term patency of the second

catheter (lumen) may be an issue (e.g., due to omental wrapping or

adhesions),51 although the second catheter (lumen) will primarily be

used for inflow, thus reducing the risk of catheter malfunction. How-

ever, CFPD with a temporary two-catheter setup may be employed

in ICU patients with AKI.

CFPD is more complex than conventional PD. requiring additional

materials and machines (e.g., an adapted CVVH machine28,36). The

extra equipment and high dialysate volumes are impractical for use at

home and render the technique more expensive than conventional

PD, which may limit widespread use of the technique. However, the

advent of (novel) on-demand peritoneal dialysate generation systems

and sorbent-based portable/wearable CFPD devices that apply con-

tinuous dialysate regeneration may improve simplicity of this tech-

nique and result in dialysate volume requirements similar to or lower

than in conventional PD. Moreover, possible improved patient out-

comes and longer technique survival, postponing the necessity to

switch to the more expensive hemodialysis treatment, may outweigh

any additional costs of the CFPD technique.

8 | CONCLUSION

CFPD shows potential to offer superior small solute clearance and

ultrafiltration compared with conventional PD. On-demand dialy-

sate regeneration and sorbent-based portable/wearable CFPD

devices, currently in the (pre)clinical development phase, may

render CFPD applicable for use at home. However, there is a clear

need for well-designed (long-term) clinical trials to compare CFPD

with conventional PD with regard to PD efficacy, patient out-

comes, long-term safety (including tolerability and long-term

effects on the peritoneal membrane and transport status), and

feasibility and determine the optimal catheter strategy and cost-

effectiveness.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This study was supported by the European Union (CORDIAL, Horizon

2020 research and innovation program, grant agreement no. 945207)

and by the Dutch Kidney Foundation and Dutch Ministry of Economic

Affairs and Climate Policy by means of a PPP Allowance made

available by the Top Sector Life Sciences & Health to stimulate

public–private partnerships (DKF project code PPS08). Open access

funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

JV, MG, GC, MBR, and KG are involved in the clinical validation of a

continuous flow peritoneal dialysis system with dialysate regeneration

in cooperation with Nanodialysis B.V. (CORDIAL, Horizon 2020

research and innovation program, grant agreement no. 945207, Dutch

Kidney Foundation project PPS08).

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

JV and MG researched and reviewed literature and were involved in

data collection; JV, MG, and KG were involved in data analysis. JV

wrote the first draft of the manuscript. All authors were involved in

conceptualization of the manuscript/study. All authors reviewed

and edited the manuscript and approved the final version of the

manuscript.

ORCID

Joost C. de Vries https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9953-5069

REFERENCES

1. Sinnakirouchenan R, Holley J. Peritoneal dialysis versus hemodialysis:

risks, benefits, and access issues. Adv Chronic Kidney Dis. 2011;18(6):

428-432. doi:10.1053/J.ACKD.2011.09.001

2. Jansen M, Hart A, Korevaar J, Dekker F, Boeschoten E, Krediet R.

Predictors of the rate of decline of residual renal function in incident

dialysis patients. Kidney Int. 2002;62(3):1046-1053. doi:10.1046/J.

1523-1755.2002.00505.X

3. Marr�on B, Rem�on C, Pérez-Fontán M, Quir�os P, Ortíz A. Benefits of

preserving residual renal function in peritoneal dialysis. Kidney Int

Suppl. 2008;73(108):S42-S51. doi:10.1038/SJ.KI.5002600

4. Wang A, Lai K. The importance of residual renal function in dialysis

patients. Kidney Int. 2006;69(10):1726-1732. doi:10.1038/SJ.KI.

5000382

de VRIES ET AL. 495

 1525139x, 2022, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/sdi.13097 by U

trecht U
niversity L

ibrary, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9953-5069
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9953-5069
info:doi/10.1053/J.ACKD.2011.09.001
info:doi/10.1046/J.1523-1755.2002.00505.X
info:doi/10.1046/J.1523-1755.2002.00505.X
info:doi/10.1038/SJ.KI.5002600
info:doi/10.1038/SJ.KI.5000382
info:doi/10.1038/SJ.KI.5000382


5. Schaubel D, Blake P, Fenton S. Effect of renal center characteristics

on mortality and technique failure on peritoneal dialysis. Kidney Int.

2001;60(4):1517-1524. doi:10.1046/J.1523-1755.2001.00969.X

6. Boudville N, Ullah S, Clayton P, et al. Differences in peritoneal dialysis

technique survival between patients treated with peritoneal dialysis

systems from different companies. Nephrol Dial Transplant. 2019;

34(6):1035-1044. doi:10.1093/NDT/GFY340

7. Guo A, Mujais S. Patient and technique survival on peritoneal dialysis

in the United States: evaluation in large incident cohorts. Kidney Int.

2003;64(88):S3-S12. doi:10.1046/J.1523-1755.2003.08801.X

8. Davies S, Phillips L, Naish P, Russell G. Peritoneal glucose exposure

and changes in membrane solute transport with time on peritoneal

dialysis. J Am Soc Nephrol. 2001;12(5):1046-1051. doi:10.1681/ASN.

V1251046

9. Uiterwijk H, Franssen CFM, Kuipers J, Westerhuis R, Nauta FL. Glu-

cose exposure in peritoneal dialysis is a significant factor predicting

peritonitis. Am J Nephrol. 2020;51(3):237-243. doi:10.1159/00050

6324

10. Heimbürger O, Martus G, Wilkie M, et al. Increased peritoneal ultrafil-

tration at a lower metabolic cost during steady concentration PD.

ISPD EuroPD 2021 Virtual Meeting, Book of Abstracts:116. 2021.

Accessed January 28, 2022. from https://triomed.se/wp-content/

uploads/2021/05/JH-April-30-ISPD-EuroPD-abstract-Tmed007-

UFV-Final_poster.pdf

11. Samuelsson O, Heijdenberg L, de Leon C, Meinander NM, Persson E,

Wramner L. SuO014 peritoneal dialysis with the new portable Carry

Life® system. Nephrol Dial Transplant. 2018;33(suppl_1):i621. doi:10.

1093/NDT/GFY104.SUO014

12. Htay H, Gow S, Jayaballa M, et al. Preliminary safety study of the

automated wearable artificial kidney (AWAK) in peritoneal dialysis

patients. Perit Dial Int. 2021;089686082110192. doi:10.1177/

08968608211019232

13. Baxter starts U.S. clinical trial for on-demand peritoneal dialysis solu-

tion system. Baxter. Accessed December 10, 2021, from https://

www.baxter.com/baxter-newsroom/baxter-starts-us-clinical-trial-

demand-peritoneal-dialysis-solution-system

14. Krediet R, Lindholm B, Rippe B. Pathophysiology of peritoneal mem-

brane failure. Perit Dial Int. 2000;20(Suppl 4):S22-S42. doi:10.1177/

089686080002004S03

15. Gotch FA. Kinetic modeling of continuous flow peritoneal dialysis.

Semin Dial. 2001;14(5):378-383. doi:10.1046/j.1525-139x.2001.

00096.x

16. Jiang L, Zeng R, Yang K, et al. Tidal versus other forms of peritoneal

dialysis for acute kidney injury. Cochrane Database System Rev

(Online). 2012;6(6):CD007016. doi:10.1002/14651858.CD007016.

pub2

17. Kokubu M, Matsui M, Uemura T, et al. Relationship between initial

peritoneal dialysis modality and risk of peritonitis. Sci Rep. 2020;10(1).

doi:10.1038/S41598-020-75918-5

18. Geary DF, McLorie GA, Bahoric A, Sakai H,

Albisser AM, Balfe JW. Continuous flow peritoneal dialysis in pigs,

using a silicone rubber double lumen catheter. Int J Artif Organs.

1989;12(7):428-432.

19. van Gelder M, de Vries J, Simonis F, et al. Evaluation of a system for

sorbent-assisted peritoneal dialysis in a uremic pig model. Physiol Rep.

2020;8(23). doi:10.14814/PHY2.14593

20. Gordon A, Lewin AJ, Maxwell MH, Morales ND. Augmentation of

efficiency by continuous flow sorbent regeneration peritoneal dialy-

sis. Trans Am Soc Artif Intern Organs. 1976;22:599-603.

21. Raja R, Kramer M, Rosenbaum J. Recirculation peritoneal dialysis with

sorbent Redy cartridge. Nephron. 1976;16(2):134-142. doi:10.1159/

000180594

22. Roberts M, Bluchel CG, Zaragosa JS. Pig trial of automated wearable

artificial kidneys based on peritoneal dialysis [abstract]. ASN. 2016;

(SA-PO1091).

23. Uechi M, Iida E, Watanabe T, et al. Peritoneal dialysis using a

recycling system in dogs. J Vet Med Sci. 1993;55(5):723-727. doi:10.

1292/jvms.55.723

24. Amerling R, Glezerman I, Savransky E, Dubrow A, Ronco C.

Continuous flow peritoneal dialysis: principles and applications.

Semin Dial. 2003;16(4):335-340. doi:10.1046/j.1525-139X.2003.

16065.x

25. Amerling R, Winchester JFJ, Ronco C, et al. Continuous flow perito-

neal dialysis: update 2012. Contrib Nephrol. 2012;178:205-215. doi:

10.1159/000337854

26. Charen E, Dadzie K, Sheth N, et al. Hepatorenal syndrome treated for

eight months with continuous-flow peritoneal dialysis. Adv Perit Dial.

2013;29:38-42.

27. Cruz C, Melendez A, Gotch FA, Folden T, Crawford TL, Diaz-Buxo JA.

Single-pass continuous flow peritoneal dialysis using two catheters.

Semin Dial. 2001;14(5):391-394. doi:10.1046/j.1525-139x.2001.

00098.x

28. Freida P, Issad B. Continuous flow peritoneal dialysis: assessment of

fluid and solute removal in a high-flow model of “fresh dialysate sin-

gle pass”. Perit Dial Int. 2003;23(4):348-355. doi:10.1177/

089686080302300407

29. Mineshima M, Watanuki M, Yamagata K, et al. Development of con-

tinuous recirculating peritoneal dialysis using a double lumen cathe-

ter. ASAIO J. 1992;38(3):M377-M381. doi:10.1097/00002480-

199207000-00059

30. Passlick-Deetjen J, Quellhorst E. Continuous flow peritoneal dialysis

(CFPD): a glimpse into the future. Nephrol Dial Transplant. 2001;

16(12):2296-2299. doi:10.1093/NDT/16.12.2296

31. Raj D, Self M, Work J. Hybrid dialysis: recirculation peritoneal dialysis

revisited. Am J Kidney Dis. 2000;36(1):58-67. doi:10.1053/AJKD.

2000.8268

32. Shinaberger J, Shear L, Barry K. Increasing efficiency of peritoneal

dialysis: experience with peritoneal-extracorporeal recirculation dialy-

sis. Trans Am Soc Artif Intern Organs. 1965;11(1):76-82. doi:10.1097/

00002480-196504000-00015

33. Stephen RL, Atkin-Thor E, Kolff WJ. Recirculating peritoneal dialysis

with subcutaneous catheter. Trans Am Soc Artif Intern Organs. 1976;

22:575-585.

34. Kostic D, Rodrigues ABD, Leal A, et al. Flow-through peritoneal dialy-

sis in neonatal enema-induced hyperphosphatemia. Pediatr Nephrol.

2010;25(10):2183-2186. doi:10.1007/s00467-010-1570-6

35. Nourse P, Sinclair G, Gajjar P, du Plessis M, Argent AAC. Continuous

flow peritoneal dialysis (CFPD) improves ultrafiltration in children

with acute kidney injury on conventional PD using a 4.25% dextrose

solution. Pediatr Nephrol. 2016;31(7):1137-1143. doi:10.1007/

s00467-016-3341-5

36. Raaijmakers R, Schroder CH, Gajjar P, Schröder CH, Argent A,

Nourse P. Continuous flow peritoneal dialysis: first experience in

children with acute renal failure. Clin J Am Soc Nephrol. 2011;6(2):

311-318. doi:10.2215/CJN.00330110

37. Sagy M, Silver P. Continuous flow peritoneal dialysis as a method to

treat severe anasarca in children with acute respiratory distress syn-

drome. Crit Care Med. 1999;27(11):2532-2536. doi:10.1097/

00003246-199911000-00034

38. van Gelder M, Jong J, Folkertsma L, et al. Urea removal strategies for

dialysate regeneration in a wearable artificial kidney. Biomaterials.

2020;234. doi:10.1016/J.BIOMATERIALS.2019.119735

39. Trivedi H, Szabo A, Zhao S, Cantor T, Raff H. Circadian variation of

mineral and bone parameters in end-stage renal disease. J Nephrol.

2015;28(3):351-359. doi:10.1007/S40620-014-0124-6

40. Öberg C, Martuseviciene G. Computer simulations of continuous flow

peritoneal dialysis using the 3-pore model - a first Experience. Perit

Dial Int. 2019;39(3):236-242. doi:10.3747/pdi.2018.00225

41. Eloot S, Vanholder R, Dequidt C, Van Biesen W. Removal of different

classes of uremic toxins in APD vs CAPD: a randomized cross-over

496 de VRIES ET AL.

 1525139x, 2022, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/sdi.13097 by U

trecht U
niversity L

ibrary, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

info:doi/10.1046/J.1523-1755.2001.00969.X
info:doi/10.1093/NDT/GFY340
info:doi/10.1046/J.1523-1755.2003.08801.X
info:doi/10.1681/ASN.V1251046
info:doi/10.1681/ASN.V1251046
info:doi/10.1159/000506324
info:doi/10.1159/000506324
https://triomed.se/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/JH-April-30-ISPD-EuroPD-abstract-Tmed007-UFV-Final_poster.pdf
https://triomed.se/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/JH-April-30-ISPD-EuroPD-abstract-Tmed007-UFV-Final_poster.pdf
https://triomed.se/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/JH-April-30-ISPD-EuroPD-abstract-Tmed007-UFV-Final_poster.pdf
info:doi/10.1093/NDT/GFY104.SUO014
info:doi/10.1093/NDT/GFY104.SUO014
info:doi/10.1177/08968608211019232
info:doi/10.1177/08968608211019232
https://www.baxter.com/baxter-newsroom/baxter-starts-us-clinical-trial-demand-peritoneal-dialysis-solution-system
https://www.baxter.com/baxter-newsroom/baxter-starts-us-clinical-trial-demand-peritoneal-dialysis-solution-system
https://www.baxter.com/baxter-newsroom/baxter-starts-us-clinical-trial-demand-peritoneal-dialysis-solution-system
info:doi/10.1177/089686080002004S03
info:doi/10.1177/089686080002004S03
info:doi/10.1046/j.1525-139x.2001.00096.x
info:doi/10.1046/j.1525-139x.2001.00096.x
info:doi/10.1002/14651858.CD007016.pub2
info:doi/10.1002/14651858.CD007016.pub2
info:doi/10.1038/S41598-020-75918-5
info:doi/10.14814/PHY2.14593
info:doi/10.1159/000180594
info:doi/10.1159/000180594
info:doi/10.1292/jvms.55.723
info:doi/10.1292/jvms.55.723
info:doi/10.1046/j.1525-139X.2003.16065.x
info:doi/10.1046/j.1525-139X.2003.16065.x
info:doi/10.1159/000337854
info:doi/10.1046/j.1525-139x.2001.00098.x
info:doi/10.1046/j.1525-139x.2001.00098.x
info:doi/10.1177/089686080302300407
info:doi/10.1177/089686080302300407
info:doi/10.1097/00002480-199207000-00059
info:doi/10.1097/00002480-199207000-00059
info:doi/10.1093/NDT/16.12.2296
info:doi/10.1053/AJKD.2000.8268
info:doi/10.1053/AJKD.2000.8268
info:doi/10.1097/00002480-196504000-00015
info:doi/10.1097/00002480-196504000-00015
info:doi/10.1007/s00467-010-1570-6
info:doi/10.1007/s00467-016-3341-5
info:doi/10.1007/s00467-016-3341-5
info:doi/10.2215/CJN.00330110
info:doi/10.1097/00003246-199911000-00034
info:doi/10.1097/00003246-199911000-00034
info:doi/10.1016/J.BIOMATERIALS.2019.119735
info:doi/10.1007/S40620-014-0124-6
info:doi/10.3747/pdi.2018.00225


study. Perit Dial Int. 2015;35(4):436-442. doi:10.3747/pdi.2013.

00202

42. Kim DJ, Do JH, Huh W, Kim YG, Oh HY. Dissociation between clear-

ances of small and middle molecules in incremental peritoneal dialysis.

Perit Dial Int. 2001;21(5):462-466. doi:10.1177/08968608010210

0506

43. Paniagua R, Amato D, Vonesh E, et al. Effects of increased peritoneal

clearances on mortality rates in peritoneal dialysis: ADEMEX, a pro-

spective, randomized, controlled trial. J Am Soc Nephrol. 2002;13(5):

1307-1320. doi:10.1681/ASN.V1351307

44. Zhu F, Abbas S, Bologa R, Levin N, Kotanko P. Monitoring of intraper-

itoneal fluid volume during peritoneal equilibration testing using seg-

mental bioimpedance. Kidney Blood Press Res. 2019;44(6):1465-1475.

doi:10.1159/000503924

45. Bammens B, Evenepoel P, Verbeke K, Vanrenterghem Y. Removal of

the protein-bound solute p-cresol by convective transport: a random-

ized crossover study. Am J Kidney Dis. 2004;44(2):278-285. doi:10.

1053/J.AJKD.2004.04.033

46. Rivara MB, Ravel V, Streja E, et al. Weekly standard Kt/V urea and

clinical outcomes in home and in-center hemodialysis. Clin J Am Soc

Nephrol. 2018;13(3):445-455. doi:10.2215/CJN.05680517

47. Holmes C. Glucotoxicity in peritoneal dialysis--solutions for the solu-

tion! Adv Chronic Kidney Dis. 2007;14(3):269-278. doi:10.1053/J.

ACKD.2007.03.009

48. Wu H, Hung K, Huang T, et al. Safety issues of long-term glucose load

in patients on peritoneal dialysis--a 7-year cohort study. PLoS ONE.

2012;7(1):e303337. doi:10.1371/JOURNAL.PONE.0030337

49. McCormick B, Bargman J. Noninfectious complications of peritoneal

dialysis: implications for patient and technique survival. J Am Soc

Nephrol. 2007;18(12):3023-3025. doi:10.1681/ASN.2007070796

50. Bergling K, de Arteaga J, Ledesma F, Öberg CM. Optimised versus

standard automated peritoneal dialysis regimens pilot study

(OptiStAR): a randomised controlled crossover trial. Perit Dial Int. Pub-

lished Online. 2022. doi:10.1177/08968608211069232

51. Ersoy FF, Twardowski ZJ, Satalowich RJ, Ketchersid T. A retrospec-

tive analysis of catheter position and function in 91 CAPD patients.

Perit Dial Int. 1994;14(4):409-410. doi:10.1177/08968608940140

0425

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information may be found in the online version

of the article at the publisher's website.

How to cite this article: de Vries JC, van Gelder MK,

Cappelli G, Bajo Rubio MA, Verhaar MC, Gerritsen KGF.

Evidence on continuous flow peritoneal dialysis: A review.

Semin Dial. 2022;35(6):481‐497. doi:10.1111/sdi.13097

de VRIES ET AL. 497

 1525139x, 2022, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/sdi.13097 by U

trecht U
niversity L

ibrary, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

info:doi/10.3747/pdi.2013.00202
info:doi/10.3747/pdi.2013.00202
info:doi/10.1177/089686080102100506
info:doi/10.1177/089686080102100506
info:doi/10.1681/ASN.V1351307
info:doi/10.1159/000503924
info:doi/10.1053/J.AJKD.2004.04.033
info:doi/10.1053/J.AJKD.2004.04.033
info:doi/10.2215/CJN.05680517
info:doi/10.1053/J.ACKD.2007.03.009
info:doi/10.1053/J.ACKD.2007.03.009
info:doi/10.1371/JOURNAL.PONE.0030337
info:doi/10.1681/ASN.2007070796
info:doi/10.1177/08968608211069232
info:doi/10.1177/089686089401400425
info:doi/10.1177/089686089401400425
info:doi/10.1111/sdi.13097

	Evidence on continuous flow peritoneal dialysis: A review
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  SELECTION
	3  BASELINE CHARACTERISTICS
	4  SOLUTE CLEARANCE
	4.1  Small solutes
	4.2  Middle molecules and protein-bound uremic toxins

	5  ULTRAFILTRATION
	6  SAFETY
	7  DISCUSSION
	8  CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	REFERENCES


