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Abstract

Introduction

Negative-pressure wound therapy (NPWT) with instillation and dwell time is an accepted adjunct therapy
for infected wounds. A study was conducted to assess whether the use of hypochlorous acid preserved wound
cleanser (HAPWOC) (Vashe, Urgo Medical North America, Fort Worth, TX, USA) as the irrigant would reduce
the cost of care in comparison to 0.9% saline (NaCl).

Method

A comparative, observational, retrospective analysis assessed 27 serious and infected wounds in 24 patients.
The lesions were of different and complex etiologies, including necrotizing fasciitis and stage IV diabetic
foot ulcers. NPWT was used as part of the overall multimodal treatment regimen. The only variance in the
treatment protocol was the use of saline (N=8) or HAPWOC (N=19) as the irrigant.

Results

When compared to NaCl, wounds treated with HAPWOC trended toward fewer operating room (OR) visits
versus NaCl (3.3 versus 4.1) and a shorter length of hospital stay (LOS) (24.3 days versus 37.9 days).

The Orlando Health Transparency guide shows the cost of OR debridement as $2,525. Thus, debridement for
HAPWOC-treated wounds ($8,332) costs $2,020 (24%) less than for NaCl-treated wounds ($10,352).

Using the 2016 Kaiser Health data (average daily hospital cost, excluding all interventions: $2,052), the cost
of HAPWOC and NaCl instill translates to $49,864 and $77,771, respectively, a difference of $27,906 (56%)
more for NaCl treatment. The Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ) 2012 data indicate an
average daily cost of hospital stay, including all interventions, of $10,400. Thus, HAPWOC treatment cost
translates to $252,720 versus NaCl-related costs of $394,160; in these calculations, using NaCl costs
$141.440 (+56%) more per patient than HAPWOC.

Conclusion

The use of NPWT with HAPWOC versus NaCl as instillation in NPWT reduces the number of visits to the
operating room and LOS. This has a significant impact on lowering the cost of care when HAPWOC is used.

Categories: Plastic Surgery, Healthcare Technology, Trauma
Keywords: health economic analysis, wound management, complex wounds, npwt with instillation, negative
pressure wound therapy

Introduction

The use of negative-pressure wound therapy (NPWT) was first described in the 1990s, and its usage has
become the standard of care for several different indications [1-8]. NPWT is often combined with instillation
therapy, and the combination of NPWT, instillation therapy, and dwell time (also known as contact time) has
been shown to accelerate healing in certain types of wounds while decreasing wound bioburden [3,6,8-17].
NPWT combined with instillation may also reduce the burden of wound management on healthcare by
decreasing visits to the operating room (OR) for debridement and shortening hospital length of stay (LOS)
[3,18]. In our previous work, we demonstrated that the combination of NPWT with normal saline and sodium
hypochlorite (Dakin’s solution, NaOCl) as instillation solutions with dwell time also increased the rate of
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formation of granulation tissue in severe and infected wounds [12].

Among the solutions used for NPWT instillation, a stable solution of 300 ppm hypochlorous acid preserved
wound cleanser (HAPWOC) (Vashe, Urgo Medical North America, Fort Worth, TX, USA) has been shown to
be noncytotoxic and nonirritating, with antimicrobial properties that make it safe for use tissues and shelf-
stable for storage [19]. Given our success with Dakin’s solution as a wound irrigant, combined with our
desire to switch to a less cytotoxic instillation solution, we began using HAPWOC in 2017 [12,19]. A prior
study detailed our experience using HAPWOC compared to normal saline as NPWT instillation for severe
and infected wounds [19]. The purpose of this study was to provide an economic analysis detailing the
differences between HAPWOC and 0.9% sodium chloride (NaCl) as instillation in these wounds. A portion of
this work was previously presented as audiovisual posters in May 2021 at the Symposium on Advanced
Wound Care Spring Conference and the Nurses Specialized in Wound, Ostomy, and Continence Canada
Conference.

Materials And Methods

The ChristianaCare Institutional Review Board (FWA00006557) approved a retrospective chart review of all
patients with serious or infected wounds who were treated with NPWT and either HAPWOC or normal saline
instillation between December 2015 and December 2017. In total, 24 patients with 27 wounds were eligible
for inclusion in the study. The wounds were of multiple etiologies, including infected surgical wounds,
traumatic injuries, deep and extensive pressure injuries, necrotizing fasciitis, fasciotomies, and vascular
ulcers [19]. Major infections or necrosis were treated with aggressive surgical debridement before NPWT was
initiated. NPWT was one component of a multimodal treatment program including nutrition optimization
and systemic antibiotics.

Two solutions were used for instillation, HAPWOC and a 0.9% NaCl solution. The volume of solution used
for each wound was determined by the wound size. Irrigant volume in milliliters was approximately 20% of
the wound area in square centimeters. Wound depth was not included in the calculation for irrigant volume.
The institutional protocol was used for the cyclic timing: dwell time was 10 minutes for every four hours of
negative-pressure therapy, set at -125 mmHg. Dressings were changed every 2-3 days to allow for
examination of the wound by the acute wound care team.

The data used in this analysis were published previously [12,19]. The collected data included patient
demographics (e.g., age, sex, and comorbidities) and wound-specific data such as wound size, location, and
etiology. Outcome data included time to wound closure (days), number of OR interventions, OR time, and
LOS. In patients with more than one wound, each wound was separately evaluated for the aspects mentioned
above, except for LOS, which was determined per patient. Patients with incomplete charts, those who were
lost to follow-up, or those who died prior to wound closure were excluded from the analysis.

Data were summarized as follows: categorical variables were summarized with counts and percentages,
while continuous variables were summarized with mean, median, standard deviation (SD), and range.
Univariate analyses were performed using Student’s t-tests as previously described. Statistically significant
differences were identified using a p-value set at 0.05.

The costs between HAPWOC and NaCl groups were estimated by multiplying the difference by published
costs per unit. For instance, the price of OR time per cubic centimeter of wound can be calculated using the
following equation [20]: average OR time spent multiplied by OR cost per minute divided by average wound
size.

Similar calculations were made to estimate the cost of time to wound closure. The cost per OR intervention
and LOS was estimated by multiplying the cost of a debridement procedure or inpatient day by the
difference. All cost data were identified through a search of publicly available literature and assessed for
relevance and recency by the authors.

Results

Twenty-four patients with 27 wounds were included in the study (Table ). In 17 patients with 19 (70%)
wounds, HAPWOC was used as the irrigant, and in seven patients with eight (30%) wounds, 0.9% NaCl was
used (Table 7). Three patients, two in the HAPWOC group and one in the NaCl group, had two wounds each,
all secondary to fasciotomies for compartment syndrome. The average age of the patients was 49.7 and 36.1
years for the HAPWOC and NaCl groups, respectively (Table 7). In the HAPWOC group, eight (42.1%)
wounds were related to trauma, and in the NaCl group, six (75%) wounds were traumatic [19].
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HAPWOC
Number of patients (male/female) 17 (13/4)
Average age (SD) 49.7 (15.1)
Number of wounds (%) 19 (70)

TABLE 1: Demographic data

NaCl
7 (6/1)
36.1(19.3)

8 (30)

Fasciotomies were the most common wounds in both treatment groups, followed by other post-traumatic
wounds. Infected surgical wounds were common in the HAPWOC cohort (Table 2). The lower extremities
were the most common anatomical location of wounds for both treatment groups (Table 2). HAPWOC-

treated wounds were larger than NaCl-treated wounds, with an average wound size of 304.6 cm3 and 174.9

cm?, respectively (p=0.08) (Table 2). The average number of comorbid diseases per patient was 3.3 in the
HAPWOC group versus 1.7 in the NaCl group, with diabetes mellitus as the most common comorbidity.
Intravenous drug abuse and the use of tobacco products also had a high prevalence (Table 3) [19].

HAPWOC NaCl

Number/percentage of total wounds 19 8

Fasciotomy 5(26.3) 4 (50)

Post traumatic wound 4(21.1) 2(22.2)

Infected surgical wound 5(26.3) 1(11.1)

Necrotizing fasciitis 3(15.8)

Pressure ulcer 1(5.3) 1(11.1)

Vascular insufficiency ulcer 1(5.3)
Average size/SD (cm3) 304.6/292.9 174.9/174 1
Number/ percentage of total locations (%)

Lower extremity 8 (42.1) 5(62.5)

Upper extremity 2 (10.5) 1(13)

Abdomen 5(26.3) 1(13)

Perineum/sacrum 4(21.1) 1(13)

TABLE 2: Wound data
HAPWOC NaCl

Smoking 1 4
Intravenous drug abuse 2 1
Diabetes 4 1
Other comorbid conditions 4 0

TABLE 3: Main comorbidities and circumstances and number of patients

Wounds treated with HAPWOC versus NaCl showed a trend toward fewer operative interventions (3.3 versus
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4.1) and a shorter time to wound closure of 19.4 and 22.5 days for HAPWOC and NaCl, respectively (Table 4).
Patients underwent instill therapy, on average, for 7.2 days in the HAPWOC group and 8.6 days in the NaCl
group (Table 4). These differences did not reach statistical significance, however, because of the small
number of patients in each group.

HAPWOC NaCl Difference
Visits to OR, average (SD) 3.3(2.3) 4.1(2) -0.8
NPWT with instill, days, average (SD) 72(5.2) 8.6 (2.9) -1.4
Time to wound closure (days), average (SD) 19.4 (9) 22.5(18) -3.1
LOS (days), average (SD) 24.3 (16.1) 37.9 (53.74) -13.6
OR time/cm® (minute) 1.17 1.39 (19%) -0.22
OR price/cm® () 41.95 50.13 (19%) -8.18

TABLE 4: Outcomes

OR: operating room; SD: standard deviation; NPWT: negative-pressure wound therapy; LOS: length of stay

In the United States, Current Procedural Terminology (CPT) codes are assigned for all medical interventions.
Different CPT codes are used for debridement: the actual code depends on factors such as the size of the
wound to be debrided, the depth, and the type of debridement. To standardize CPT usage for this study, we
selected the lowest applicable CPT code for each debridement level. Medicare reimbursement for the
simplest type of debridement (subcutaneous tissue including epidermis and dermis), CPT 11042, is $120 on
average [21]. For NaCl-treated wounds, the minimum average price of debridement was $492, versus $396 for
HAPWOC-treated wounds, representing a cost savings of $96 (24%) for HAPWOC-treated wounds. The
Orlando Health Transparency guide shows the overall average price of debridement at $2,525 [22]. Thus,
debridement of HAPWOC-treated wounds ($8,332) shows a cost savings of $2,020 compared to NaCl-treated
wounds ($10,352), which indicates a similar overall cost savings of 24%, using this standard (Figure ).

$12,000
$10,352

$10,000
$8,332
$8,000

$6,000
$4,000
$2,000 $2,020

$0
HAPWOC NaCL Difference

FIGURE 1: Cost of debridement

HAPWOC: hypochlorous acid preserved wound cleanser; NaCl: 0.9% sodium chloride solution

The 2016 Kaiser Health data calculate the average daily hospital cost, excluding all interventions, at $2,052
[23]. This implies that the average cost of hospitalization, as determined by LOS, for patients treated with
HAPWOC was $49,864. For patients treated with NaCl, the average cost was $77,771, a difference of $27,907
or 56% more for treatment with NaCl (Figure 2).
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FIGURE 2: Average hospital cost

HAPWOC: hypochlorous acid preserved wound cleanser; NaCl: 0.9% sodium chloride solution

The Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ) 2012 data indicated an average daily price of
hospital stay, including all interventions, of $10,400 [24]. Based on the LOS, using HAPWOC translates to an
average of $252,720 per patient versus NaCl-related costs of $394,000. Calculating the incremental cost-
efficiency ratio, using NaCl is $141,280 (56%) more expensive than using HAPWOC (Figure 2). Using
financial data from California’s short-term general and specialty hospitals (2014 data), the mean price of OR
time was estimated to be approximately $36 per minute [20]. The average number of minutes patients
treated with NaCl spent in the OR was 242 (165-529) minutes, while the average OR time of patients with
wounds treated with HAPWOC was 354 (range: 0-887) minutes. Therefore, time spent in the OR (average
wound size divided by average time spent) is 1.39 and 1.17 minutes per cubic centimeter of wound volume
for NaCl and HAPWOG, respectively. For the wounds treated with NacCl, this equates to an average OR cost

0f $50.13/cm3, and for HAPWOC, this number is $41.95/cm3, which represents a reduction of OR cost of

$8.18/cm> of wound in favor of HAPWOC over NaCl or a 19% price increase for the wounds treated with NaCl
instillation (Figure 3).

$50.13
$50

$41.95
$40
$30
$20

$10 $8.18

" H

HAPWOC NaCL Difference

FIGURE 3: Operating room cost per wound volume (cm3)

HAPWOC: hypochlorous acid preserved wound cleanser; NaCl: 0.9% sodium chloride solution
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Discussion

Through retrospective chart review, we identified patients with serious and complex wounds who, as part of
overall treatment including surgical debridement, were subsequently treated with NPWT combined with
instillation and dwell time. The instill irrigants used were HAPWOC or 0.9% saline. The wounds had
different etiologies, which reflect the multifaceted patient population served on the trauma-affiliated acute
surgical care wound service. Patients in the HAPWOC cohort were older on average and suffered from more
comorbidities and larger wounds. Patients in this group also had a higher rate of diabetes mellitus, which is
known to be a detriment to wound healing [25-27].

NPWT has become the standard treatment for several different indications [3,5-7]. For wounds in diabetic
patients, NPWT is known to increase granulation tissue and wound vessel density, which indicates an
increase in healing potential [12,28]. The combination of NPWT with instillation and dwell time was
demonstrated to further accelerate healing in certain types of wounds and decrease wound bioburden
[3,6,14,17]. The purpose of the study described here was to evaluate whether the use of HAPWOC as the
irrigant would improve clinical results (i.e., faster complete reepithelialization) when compared to 0.9%
saline (NaCl) and whether there would be health economic consequences, as previously demonstrated [19].

In the previous study, we did find a shorter LOS, fewer operative interventions, and a faster time to healing
for patients treated with HAPWOC [19]. In addition, the price of the surgical interventions differed
significantly between the two instillation options, with HAPWOC offering a 19% ($8.18) price reduction per
cubic centimeter of wound volume when considering the cost per minute of the OR time. The OR time spent
per cubic centimeter of wound was also reduced from 1.39 to 1.17 minutes (19%) per unit of wound volume.
While modern anesthesia does not report serious side effects or complications, a reduction of anesthesia
time is in the best interest of the patient [29,30].

HAPWOC instillation was also favorable for other health economics-related prices, such as a reduced length
of stay and overall estimated prices of care. Whether only hospital prices or hospital prices including
interventions are analyzed, treatment with HAPWOC offered a price reduction of 56% (Figure I).

Limitations

Several limitations are implicit in this type of study. The small number of patients who participated in the
study limits the statistical power, although we showed clear trends in favor of HAPWOC treatment.
Confirmation of these findings could be investigated in a large multicenter setting. The heterogeneity of the
patient population and wounds, while a representative of the institution, complicate the assessment:
comorbidities and the different wound etiologies themselves play a key role in all aspects of the healing
process. Further, we did not have access to patient-specific cost data and relied on calculated estimates
using published national data. Thus, the cost estimates are not necessarily reflective of our institution.
However, they may be more generalizable to a nationwide population. To standardize measures of cost
between patients included in the study, we used the lowest level of CPT debridement reimbursement. Lastly,
we used our own wound treatment protocol that may not be representative of the treatment of similar
wounds in other institutions and clinical settings.

Conclusions

Patients with complex wounds underwent treatment with NPWT with two types of instillation therapy, a
stable hypochlorous acid preserved solution and 0.9% saline, as part of their overall treatment regimen.
Although the HAPWOC-treated wounds were larger and patients were older with more comorbidities, our
studies identified fewer OR visits, faster wound closure, and decreased length of stay for HAPWOC when
compared to normal saline as the negative-pressure instillation fluid. Using literature-based cost data, the
total price of treatment was 56% lower in the HAPWOC cohort when compared to NaCl-treated wounds. The
price of the OR time per cubic centimeter of wound for HAPWOC was 19% lower than for NaCl-treated
patients. This represents a difference of $8.18 per cubic centimeter of wound volume in favor of HAPWOC
treatment. From an economic perspective, the use of HAPWOC leads to an impressive reduction of overall
costs of treatment. Although we were unable to show statistical significance at the chosen primary
endpoints, due to our low number of study patients, we do feel this warrants further consideration and
clinical trials.

Additional Information
Disclosures

Human subjects: Consent was obtained or waived by all participants in this study. ChristianaCare Health
System IRB issued approval CCC36173. The IRB was approved by expedited review per 45CFR46.110[f][5]
with the waiver of consent 45CFR46.116[d] and waiver of HIPAA authorization 45CFR164.512[1][i]2[ii].
Animal subjects: All authors have confirmed that this study did not involve animal subjects or tissue.
Conflicts of interest: In compliance with the ICMJE uniform disclosure form, all authors declare the
following: Payment/services info: Manuscript preparation was produced with financial support from Urgo
Medical North America, Fort Worth, TX, USA. Drs. Cardenas and Alberto received no financial support from

2022 Gallagher et al. Cureus 14(4): e24321. DOI 10.7759/cureus.24321 60f8



Cureus

any third parties. Financial relationships: Kathy E. Gallagher, Peter Mallow, and Michel H. E. Hermans
declare(s) personal fees from Urgo Medical North America, Fort Worth, TX, USA. These three authors are
paid consultants of Urgo Medical North America, Fort Worth, TX, USA. Other relationships: All authors
have declared that there are no other relationships or activities that could appear to have influenced the
submitted work.

References

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Lambert KV, Hayes P, McCarthy M: Vacuum assisted closure: a review of development and current
applications. Eur | Vasc Endovasc Surg. 2005, 29:219-26. 10.1016/j.ejvs.2004.12.017

Voinchet V, Magalon G: [Vacuum assisted closure. Wound healing by negative pressure] . Ann Chir Plast
Esthet. 1996, 41:583-9.

Brinkert D, Ali M, Naud M, Maire N, Trial C, Téot L: Negative pressure wound therapy with saline
instillation: 131 patient case series. Int Wound J. 2013, 10 Suppl 1:56-60. 10.1111/iwj.12176

Hurd T, Kirsner RS, Sancho-Insenser J], et al.: International consensus panel recommendations for the
optimization of traditional and single-use negative pressure wound therapy in the treatment of acute and
chronic wounds. Wounds. 2021, 33:S1-11.

Lee DL, Ryu AY, Rhee SC: Negative pressure wound therapy: an adjuvant to surgical reconstruction of large
or difficult skin and soft tissue defects. Int Wound J. 2011, 8:406-11. 10.1111/j.1742%2D481X.2011.00813.x
Anghel EL, Kim PJ, Attinger CE: A solution for complex wounds: the evidence for negative pressure wound
therapy with instillation. Int Wound J. 2016, 13:19-24. 10.1111/iwj.12664

Norman G, Goh EL, Dumville JC, et al.: Negative pressure wound therapy for surgical wounds healing by
primary closure. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2020, 6:CD009261. 10.1002/14651858.CD009261.pub6
Argenta LC, Morykwas MJ: Vacuum-assisted closure: a new method for wound control and treatment:
clinical experience. Ann Plast Surg. 1997, 38:563-76.

Rupert P, Ochoa RA, Punch L, Van Epps |, Gordon-Burroughs S, Martinez S: The use of NPWT-i technology
in complex surgical wounds. Cureus. 2016, 8:€920. 10.7759/cureus.920

Fleischmann W, Russ M, Westhauser A, Stampehl M: [Vacuum sealing as carrier system for controlled local
drug administration in wound infection]. Unfallchirurg. 1998, 101:649-54. 10.1007/s001130050318

Diehm YF, Fischer S, Wirth GA, et al.: Management of acute and traumatic wounds with negative-pressure
wound therapy with instillation and dwell time. Plast Reconstr Surg. 2021, 147:43S-53S.
10.1097/PRS.0000000000007610

Felte R, Gallagher KE, Tinkoff GH, Cipolle M: A case review series of Christiana Care Health System's
experience with negative pressure wound therapy instillation. Cureus. 2016, 8:865. 10.7759/cureus.865
Harding K: Prologue: transformational healing solutions. ] Wound Care. 2015, 24:4-5.
10.12968/jowc.2015.24.Sup4b.4

Kim PJ, Attinger CE, Steinberg JS, et al.: The impact of negative-pressure wound therapy with instillation
compared with standard negative-pressure wound therapy: a retrospective, historical, cohort, controlled
study. Plast Reconstr Surg. 2014, 133:709-16. 10.1097/01.prs.0000438060.46290.7a

Scarpa C, de Antoni E, Vindigni V, Bassetto F: Efficacy of negative pressure wound therapy with instillation
and dwell time for the treatment of a complex chronic venous leg ulcer. Wounds. 2020, 32:372-4.

Woelfel SL: Negative pressure wound therapy with instillation and dwell time used to treat pyoderma
gangrenosum: a case report. Wounds. 2020, 32:E59-61.

Goss SG, Schwartz JA, Facchin F, Avdagic E, Gendics C, Lantis JC 2nd: Negative pressure wound therapy
with instillation (NPWTi) better reduces post-debridement bioburden in chronically infected lower
extremity wounds than NPWT alone. ] Am Coll Clin Wound Spec. 2012, 4:74-80. 10.1016/j.jccw.2014.02.001
Gabriel A, Kahn K, Karmy-Jones R: Use of negative pressure wound therapy with automated, volumetric
instillation for the treatment of extremity and trunk wounds: clinical outcomes and potential cost-
effectiveness. Eplasty. 2014, 14:e41.

Alberto EC, Cardenas L, Cipolle M, Gallagher KE: Level 1 Trauma center experience utilizing negative
pressure wound therapy with instillation: hypochlorous acid versus normal saline solution in complex or
infected wounds. ] Med Sci Clin Res. 2020, 8:414-20. 10.18535/jmscr/v8i6.79

Childers CP, Maggard-Gibbons M: Understanding costs of care in the operating room . JAMA Surg. 2018,
153:€176233. 10.1001/jamasurg.2017.6233

CPT codes 11042, 11043, 11044, 97597, 97602 - Debridement tissue wound care . (2020). Accessed: December
15, 2021: http://www.medicarepaymentandreimbursement.com/2016/10/procedure-codes-11042-11043-
11044-97597.html..

Orlando health: Pricing transparency guide . (2020). Accessed: December 15, 2021:
https://www.orlandohealth.com/patients-and-visitors/patient-financial-resources/pricing-transparency.
Becker's Healthcare: Average hospital expenses per inpatient day across 50 states . (2019). Accessed:
December 15, 2021: https://www.beckershospitalreview.com/finance/average-hospital-expenses-per-
inpatient-day-across-50-states.html.

Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality: Costs for hospital stays in the United States, 2012 . (2014).
Accessed: December 15, 2021: https://www.hcup-us.ahrq.gov/reports/statbriefs/sb181-Hospital-Costs-
United-States-2012.pdf.

Stolarczyk A, Sarzyniska S, Gondek A, Cudnoch-Jedrzejewska A: Influence of diabetes on tissue healing in
orthopaedic injuries. Clin Exp Pharmacol Physiol. 2018, 45:619-27. 10.1111/1440-1681.12939

Guo S, Dipietro LA: Factors affecting wound healing. ] Dent Res. 2010, 89:219-29.
10.1177/0022034509359125

Collard E, Roy S: Improved function of diabetic wound-site macrophages and accelerated wound closure in
response to oral supplementation of a fermented papaya preparation. Antioxid Redox Signal. 2010, 13:599-
606. 10.1089/ars.2009.3039

Khamaisi M, Balanson S: Dysregulation of wound healing mechanisms in diabetes and the importance of
negative pressure wound therapy (NPWT). Diabetes Metab Res Rev. 2017, 33: 10.1002/dmrr.2929

2022 Gallagher et al. Cureus 14(4): e24321. DOI 10.7759/cureus.24321

70f8


https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejvs.2004.12.017
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejvs.2004.12.017
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/9687614/#:~:text=expand-,PMID%3A 9687614
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/iwj.12176
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/iwj.12176
https://europepmc.org/article/med/33591931#:~:text=2)%3AS1%2DS11.-,PMID%3A 33591931
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1742%2D481X.2011.00813.x
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1742%2D481X.2011.00813.x
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/iwj.12664
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/iwj.12664
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD009261.pub6
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD009261.pub6
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/9188971/#:~:text=expand-,PMID%3A 9188971,-Abstract
https://dx.doi.org/10.7759/cureus.920
https://dx.doi.org/10.7759/cureus.920
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s001130050318
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s001130050318
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000007610
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000007610
https://dx.doi.org/10.7759/cureus.865
https://dx.doi.org/10.7759/cureus.865
https://dx.doi.org/10.12968/jowc.2015.24.Sup4b.4
https://dx.doi.org/10.12968/jowc.2015.24.Sup4b.4
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.prs.0000438060.46290.7a
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.prs.0000438060.46290.7a
https://europepmc.org/article/med/33472164#:~:text=12)%3A372%2D374-,PMID%3A 33472164%C2%A0,-Share this article
https://europepmc.org/article/med/33476285#:~:text=12)%3AE59%2DE61.-,PMID%3A 33476285.,-Or%2C select format
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jccw.2014.02.001
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jccw.2014.02.001
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4226049/#:~:text=PMCID%3A PMC4226049-,PMID%3A 25525480,-Use of Negative
https://dx.doi.org/10.18535/jmscr/v8i6.79
https://dx.doi.org/10.18535/jmscr/v8i6.79
https://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jamasurg.2017.6233
https://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jamasurg.2017.6233
http://www.medicarepaymentandreimbursement.com/2016/10/procedure-codes-11042-11043-11044-97597.html.
http://www.medicarepaymentandreimbursement.com/2016/10/procedure-codes-11042-11043-11044-97597.html.
https://www.orlandohealth.com/patients-and-visitors/patient-financial-resources/pricing-transparency
https://www.orlandohealth.com/patients-and-visitors/patient-financial-resources/pricing-transparency
https://www.beckershospitalreview.com/finance/average-hospital-expenses-per-inpatient-day-across-50-states.html
https://www.beckershospitalreview.com/finance/average-hospital-expenses-per-inpatient-day-across-50-states.html
https://www.hcup-us.ahrq.gov/reports/statbriefs/sb181-Hospital-Costs-United-States-2012.pdf
https://www.hcup-us.ahrq.gov/reports/statbriefs/sb181-Hospital-Costs-United-States-2012.pdf
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1440-1681.12939
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1440-1681.12939
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022034509359125
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022034509359125
https://dx.doi.org/10.1089/ars.2009.3039
https://dx.doi.org/10.1089/ars.2009.3039
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/dmrr.2929
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/dmrr.2929

Cureus

29. Harris M, Chung F: Complications of general anesthesia. Clin Plast Surg. 2013, 40:503-13.
10.1016/j.cps.2013.07.001

30. Macario A, Weinger M, Carney S, Kim A: Which clinical anesthesia outcomes are important to avoid? The
perspective of patients. Anesth Analg. 1999, 89:652-8. 10.1097/00000539-199909000-0002.2

2022 Gallagher et al. Cureus 14(4): e24321. DOI 10.7759/cureus.24321 8of8


https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cps.2013.07.001
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cps.2013.07.001
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00000539-199909000-00022
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00000539-199909000-00022

	A Retrospective Health Economic Analysis of a Stable Hypochlorous Acid Preserved Wound Cleanser Versus 0.9% Saline Solution as Instillation for Negative-Pressure Wound Therapy in Severe and Infected Wounds
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Method
	Results
	Conclusion

	Introduction
	Materials And Methods
	Results
	TABLE 1: Demographic data
	TABLE 2: Wound data
	TABLE 3: Main comorbidities and circumstances and number of patients
	TABLE 4: Outcomes
	FIGURE 1: Cost of debridement
	FIGURE 2: Average hospital cost
	FIGURE 3: Operating room cost per wound volume (cm3)

	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusions
	Additional Information
	Disclosures

	References


