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A Meta — analysis on Iodophor of preventing catheter — associated urinary tract infec—

tions in China

MENG Xin LIU Ning LIU Qin
( School of Public Health and Management Chongqing Medical University Chongqing 400016 China)

Abstract Objective To explore the preventive effect of urethral nursing by iodophor solution with concentration <0.5%
to catheter — related urinary tract infection( CAUTI) . Methods Searching databases CNKI Wanfang and CQVIP to iden—
tify the clinical randomized controlled trials of nursing urethral orifices with iodophor solution ( concentration<< 0.5%) in
China from inception to February 20 2020. Two reviewers screened literature extracted data and assessed the risk of bias
of included trials independently. Then RevMan 5. 3 software was used to conduct Meta — analysis. Results A total of eight
RCTs involving 1289 patients with indwelling catheter were included. The Meta — analysis results showed no statistically
significant differences between the iodophor group and the control group in preventing CAUTI in0 -3 d 5-7d and7 -
14 d. Subgroup analysis showed that the effect of using iodophor to nurse urethra orifice was better than that of the control
group for patients in neurology department and Intensive Care Unit( ICU) department to prevent CAUTI. However in urol—
ogy department orthopedics department or others there were no significant differences. In addition the iodophor solution
group has more adverse reactions compared with control group. Conclusion lodophor solution with concentration < 0.5%
showed no significant positive effects on the prevention of CAUTI in general. Using iodophor to nurse urethral orifice is more
likely to have adverse reactions.
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