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Introduction & Aim

Table 1: Baseline Characteristics Of the Study Cohort Pre and Post Propensity Score Matching

e Ascitesis viewed as a relative and often absolute Raw Cohort Propensity Matched Cohort
e . . - - - - - - i e 15,251 weighted PEG tube placement in Ascites in
COntraIndlcathn to the insertion Of 3 perCUtaHEOUS Variable Group No;ie:;;\;ng Le:;l;;nz% PValue SMeanDiff No|\r|1t=e6agc;(|)ng 'I|'\Ie:c7hl|23g SMeanDiff ) . g . p .
. : . teaching hospitals vs. 9,305 for non-teaching
endoscoplc gastrostomy (PEG) tube Age 67(57-78) 64(54-74) <0.001*  -0.21 67(56-78) 65(55-76)  -0.10 . . -
. hospitals were identified
o NOﬂEthElESS, PEG tube placement may be requ|red Sex Female 50.0%  55.3%  <0.001* 0.1 50.3% 52.4% 0.04 . . .
. _ . Male % AT o1 7% 48 00 * Pre-match, teaching hospitals had a higher rate of
In certaln circumstances to ensure proper nutrition. PEG tube placement than nonteaching hospitals
. ) . . . Race Asian/Pacific Islander 3.1% 3.1% <0.001* -0.02 3.4% 4.2% 0.03
e Aim: Assess teaching versus nonteaching hospital v o 1o o O (0.94% vs 0.73%, OR: 1.28, 95% Cl 1.18 - 1.4
: : : : Ispanic 6% 5% -0. 2% 2% -0. . . ’ * ’ . 1
inpatient outcomes in PEG tube placement in o o a 1o o ae oo P<0.001)
ascites patients Fixhauser | . . .
P Comorbidity Index’ 27(19-35) 25(18-34) 0.003*  -0.08 26(19-35) 27(19-36)  -0.01  Post propensity match, teachmg h05p|ta|s had
Admission Status Flective 115%  128% 043 -0.04 101%  13.8% 0.04 lower complication rates of pneumonia (aOR: 0.78,
Non-elective 88.0%  87.1% 0.04 89.9%  86.2% 0.04 : :
Hospital Size Small 8.8%  110% 04  -0.02 7.5% 11.3% 0.02 . o _
Medium 2M7%  21.2% 0.00 219%  21.3% 0.01 (aOR- 0.83,95% C1 0.7 - 0.98, P—O-OB); blood
e em on S transfusion (aOR: 0.78, 95% Cl 0.65 - 0.93, P=0.007),
Data & Cohort
] . Hospital Region Midwest 18.9% 25.4%  <0.001*  0.15 17.4% 17.0% 0.00 . Y - —
e 2001-2014 National Inpatient Sample (NlS) Northeast 125%  26.3% 0.34 152%  22.1% 0.15 ana S:.OCk (aOR 08|3’ iSA) Cl O|7 1, P 019|4—-|6C)(':A\fter|’1
: : South 07%  34.2% 0.08 06%  37.9% 0.04
e Cases of Ascites and associated procedure of PEG West 00%  141% 040 6%  B% 0l :‘Tatc ne to.:ontr? Si’ the mo;ta6(;cy rate 09 9% wit
tube placement in teaching and nonteaching Primary Payer Medicaid 11.9%  145%  <0.001*  0.06 13.1%  14.3% 0.05 was signiticantly lower at /.67 versus 3.7
. . . . . . . : 0
hOSp|ta|S Medicare 58.5% 52.29% -0.14 58.0% 54.6% -0.08 WlthOUt HT (aOR 0.76, 95/) CI 0.67_0.86, P<0.001)
Other 2.5% 2.3% 0.01 3.9% 3.9% 0.02 - : : -
Private insurance 24.4% 27.6% 0.10 24.2% 25.9% 0.04 ° TeaChIng hOSp|ta|S had d hlgher medlan LOS (23 VS
. o . Self-pay 2.3% 3.1% 0.05 2.5% 2.6% 0.01 : 0 _ —
Baseline Characteristics Observed / Covariates 22 days, alRR: 1.13, 95% C1 1.04-1.21, P=0.002)
. . Income Quartile 0-25th 263%  250% 012 -0.01 26.2%  25.9% 0.01
e Patient Demographlcs: Age, Race, Sex, Income, 26th-50th 24.7%  214% 012 -0.08 23.4% 23.3% -0.01
515t-75th 236%  23.9% 012 000 251%  24.4% 0.01
Payer 76th-100th 237%  265%  0.12 0.08 25.3% 26.4% 0.03

 Hospital Characteristics: Size, Region

e (Clinical Features: Elixhauser comorbidities,
Admission Status, liver disease

e Assessed with Rao-Scott Chi-Squared and Mann-

1 Median (Interquartile Range)

2 Counts weighted with NIS trend weights post propensity matching
SMeanDiff = Standardized Mean Difference for balance assessment
*Pvalue < 0.05

Conclusion

 PEG tube placement in ascites patients is associated

Whltney tests Table 2: Complications and In-Hospital Outcomes . . . .
with fewer severe complications at teaching
Teaching Nonteaching 1"-\dj0ddsRatio1 95% Conf Interval | Pvalue hOS |ta|S com ared to nonteachln hOS |ta|5
N =7183 N = 6990
Outcomes Assessment Commiications - tph , p. ded t ; gt dpth i
. . . eritonitis/Intestina scess 4% 4% : J8 - 1. . ¢
+ Primary Outcomes: complications rates of el I s GO I s o urther review is needed to understand the drivers
pneumonia, respiratory failure, shock, peritonitis Shock 23.9% 27.8% 0833 07-1) | 0.0467 of worse outcomes in nonteaching hospitals in
) , / , Respiratory Failure 48.5% 53.8% 0.827 (0.7 - 0.98) 0.027* order to ensure consistent care and adherence to
and blood transfusion Blood Transfusion 39.1% 45.2% 0.777 (0.65 - 0.93) 0.007*
 Secondary Outcomes: mortality, total charges, and best practice
In-Hospital Outcomes
Iength of stay $179,379 (580,536 - | $188,905 ($83,878 -
. . . . . . Total Charges®? $397,328) $381,537) 1.039 (0.95 - 1.14) 0.429
 Multivariable Poisson and logistic regression Vortality - S ot 08-12) | 0852
e Controlled for baseline characteristic differences Disposition 2.0% 8% 1273 (0.92-1.76) ) 0.143
Length of Stay™ 23 (13 - 38) 22 (13 - 35) 1.126 (1.04 - 1.21) 0.002*

1. Adjusted for age, sex, race, liver disease, comorbidities, payer, income, hospital size, hospital region, admission type

2. Median (Interquartile Range)

3. Gamma GLM regression coefficient

4. Incident Rate Ratio from Poisson regression
Counts weighted with National Inpatient Sample trend weights post propensity match
*P<0.05
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