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Abstract

Background: Novel extracorporeal procedures are constantly being developed and
evaluated for use in patients with sepsis. Preclinical evaluation of such procedures
usually requires testing in large animal models. In the present work, the safety and
efficacy of a recently developed ADVanced Organ Support (ADVOS) system in a
newly developed large animal two-hit model of liver failure combined with endotoxemia
were tested.

Methods: After establishing the model in more than 50 animals, a randomized
study was performed. An inflammatory cholestatic liver injury was initially provoked
in pigs. Three days after surgery, endotoxin was gradually administered during 7½
h. Animals were randomized to receive standard medical treatment either with
(ADVOS group, n = 5) or without ADVOS (control group, n = 5). The ADVOS treatment
was started 2½ h after endotoxemia and continued for 7 h. Survival, cardiovascular,
respiratory, renal, liver, coagulation, and cerebral parameters were analyzed.

Results: Three days after surgery, cholestatic injury resulted in hyperbilirubinemia
[5.0 mg/dl (IQR 4.3–5.9 mg/dl)], hyperammonemia [292 μg/dl (IQR 291–296 μg/dl)],
leukocytosis [20.2 103/μl (IQR 17.7–21.8 103/μl)], and hyperfibrinogenemia
[713 mg/dl (IQR 654–803 mg/dl)]. After endotoxemia, the ADVOS procedure stabilized
cardiovascular, respiratory, and renal parameters and eliminated surrogate markers
as bilirubin [2.3 (IQR 2.3–3.0) vs. 5.5 (IQR 4.6–5.6) mg/dl, p = 0.001] and creatinine [1.4
(IQR 1.1–1.7) vs. 2.3 (IQR 2.1–3.1) mg/dl, p = 0.01]. Mortality: All animals in the ADVOS
group survived, while all animals in the control group expired during the 10-h
observation period (p = 0.002). No adverse events related to the procedure were
observed.

Conclusions: The ADVOS procedure showed a promising safety and efficacy
profile and improved survival in a sepsis-like animal model with dysfunction of
multiple organs. An amelioration of major organ functions (heart and lung)
combined with removal of markers for kidney and liver function was observed.

Keywords: Liver failure, Endotoxemia, Sepsis, Animal model, Swine, Cholestasis,
Multiple organ failure, Albumin dialysis, Extracorporeal organ support, Survival
The Author(s). 2017 Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
icense (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
rovided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and
ndicate if changes were made.

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1186/s40635-017-0144-3&domain=pdf
mailto:bernhard.kreymann@hepawash.com
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Al-Chalabi et al. Intensive Care Medicine Experimental  (2017) 5:31 Page 2 of 21
Background
Multiple organ failure (MOF) is a major contributor to the mortality of patients with

sepsis in the intensive care unit (ICU) [1]. The majority of patients staying longer than

3 days in the ICU already have involvement of the respiratory, cardiovascular, or central

nervous system upon admission [2, 3]. Moreover, the two main detoxifying organs, i.e.,

the liver and the kidney, are also impaired in a high number of patients, ranging from

11 to 25% and from 16 to 67%, respectively [2–5]. The diminished detoxifying function

of these two organs results in an accumulation of protein-bound and water-soluble

metabolic products that favors the perpetuation of organ dysfunction and contributes

to the rapid dysfunction of multiple organs due to the increase of the toxic burden in

the human body [6, 7].

Indeed, MOF results from an “altered organ function in an acutely ill patient such that

homeostasis cannot be maintained without intervention” [8]. Bearing this in mind, inter-

rupting this vicious cycle appears to be an essential concept in the treatment of e.g. liver

and kidney dysfunction and, consequently, sepsis. As proposed by Ronco and Bellomo,

single-organ support may be a simplistic view for the management of ICU patients, sug-

gesting that multi-organ support therapy should represent the most logical future concep-

tual and practical evolution to achieve the goal of extracorporeal blood purification [9].

The newly introduced ADVanced Organ Support (ADVOS) system (previously known as

the Hepa Wash procedure), combining liver and renal support, based on albumin dialysis,

has been shown to improve dysfunction of the liver and kidney and the circulatory system

and survival in an animal model of acute liver failure [10].

The major cause of MOF is sepsis, which has been recently redefined by the European

Society of Intensive Care Medicine as a “life-threatening organ dysfunction due to a

dysregulated host response to infection” [11]. The severity of the different organ dysfunc-

tions in sepsis and its correlation to mortality can be estimated by the sepsis-related organ

failure assessment (SOFA) score, which covers six different organ systems (and parame-

ters) graded from 0 (no dysfunction) to 4 (severe dysfunction/failure), including the liver

(bilirubin) and the kidney (creatinine) [12]. The positive correlation of mortality with the

SOFA score ranges from less than 30% of deaths for patients with a SOFA score below 9

to more than 70% for a SOFA score higher than 15 [3, 13].

As already described by Meakins, MOF may occur following the two “hit” model

[14], where the first hit (e.g., liver injury) would trigger an enhanced inflammatory re-

sponse that might be followed by a “second hit” or insult (e.g., a nosocomial infection)

[15]. In this regard, bacterial toxins (e.g., lipopolysaccharides also called endotoxins)

play a major role in the cascade of events occurring in sepsis [16–18]. Animal models

involving sepsis and liver injury have contributed to our understanding of many of the

underlying pathophysiological pathways. These models are, however, mainly established

in small animals (rats or mice) and mostly unavailable for the assessment of safety and

efficacy of extracorporeal support systems [19]. To simulate multiple organ dysfunction

during sepsis, we developed a two-stage pig model. In order to be validated, the model

was required to have increased levels of protein-bound and water-soluble organ

dysfunction markers (e.g., bilirubin, creatinine, BUN, lactate) due to a sepsis-like

syndrome. To improve the feasibility of the model, death in the control group should

occur within 8 h after induction of the second hit (endotoxemia) to allow for termination

of the whole procedures within 16 h.
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We provoked a cholestatic liver injury by ligation of the main bile ducts. In addition,

we established a functional end-to-side portosystemic shunt in order to reduce liver

perfusion. The severity and stability of the model and, consequently, the development

of the sepsis-like syndrome were further strengthened through the administration of

endotoxins.

In the present work, we evaluated the safety and efficacy of the ADVOS system in an

animal model with multiple organ involvement and with a high mortality rate when

treated with the standard medical treatment. Among others, blood gas, electrolytes,

liver and kidney function, and hemostatic, hemodynamic, and cerebral parameters were

analyzed. We paid special attention to survival rates, as well as to those parameters

related to the SOFA score.
Methods
Animals and housing

The study was approved by the ethical committee for animal studies in Bavaria,

Germany. Housing and all medical and surgical procedures were performed in the

Center for Preclinical Research (ZPF) of the Klinikum rechts der Isar (Munich) in

accordance with the national animal protection act (Tierschutzgesetz). German landrace

female pigs (~60 kg) were kept in animal housing for about 4–7 days to allow for

acclimatization before the surgical procedure. The timeline of the experiments is schemat-

ically described in Fig. 1. Every step was performed following carefully prepared standard

operating procedures (SOPs) as the study was designed and procedures were put in place

to comply with good laboratory practice (GLP) and assure data quality and integrity. The

institution has its own policies and procedure in compliance with the local laws and

guidelines, but was not GLP certified.
Surgical procedure

The sepsis-like swine model was developed in two steps: induction of liver injury and

further development to multiple organ dysfunction through superimposed endotoxe-

mia. Before the experiments, pigs remained fasting for 12 h with free access to water.

In order to prevent gastric and duodenal ulceration, pantoprazol (80 mg) was daily

administered from the day of admission of animals in ZPF [20].
Fig. 1 Timeline of the experiments. On day 0, an inflammatory cholestatic liver injury was initially provoked
in pigs. Three days after surgery, endotoxins were gradually administered during 7½ h. Animals were
randomized to receive standard medical treatment either with (ADVOS group, n = 5) or without ADVOS
(control group, n = 5). The ADVOS treatment was started 2½ h after endotoxemia and continued for 7 h
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On day 0, two cannulas were inserted into the ear veins to establish intravenous access.

Intramuscular premedication consisted of ketamine (15 mg/kg), azaperone (2 mg/kg), and

atropine (0.5–1 mg/kg). Anesthesia was induced with ketamine (1–2 mg/kg) and 2% pro-

pofol (1–2 mg/kg) and was maintained with the latter (60–100 mg, i.v.). The pigs were

mechanically ventilated through endotracheal intubation following the recommendations

of the Acute Respiratory Distress Syndrome Network [21]. The aim was to keep the arter-

ial oxygen pressure (PaO2) around 80 mmHg by adequately adjusting the tidal volume

(8 ml/kg). We adjusted the respiratory rate (up to 35) for a better control of the acid-base

status. The inspiratory plateau was set at a pressure ≤30 cm H2O, which might be

exceeded, if necessary, to treat respiratory acidosis (i.e., pH < 7.3). The fraction of

inspiratory oxygen (FiO2) and positive end-expiratory pressure (PEEP) combinations

employed can be found in the supplement (Additional file 1: Table S1). Adequacy

of anesthesia was clinically assessed ensuring that animals had sufficient relaxation

and analgesia and was adjusted accordingly [22]. Animals received buprenorphine

(0.6–1.2 mg/24 h) on day 0 and metamizol (p.o. or i.m. 40 mg/kg) were administered

before surgery on day 0 and on days 1 and 2. Intravenous infusions of propofol 2% and

remifentanil were used to maintain anesthesia on day 3.

Induction of liver injury

Induction of liver injury was performed based on the surgical procedure described by

Awad and colleagues [23], with minor modifications [24]. Briefly, on day 0, laparotomy

was performed and the bile ducts and portal vein in the hepatoduodenal ligament were

exposed in order to ligate the cystic, common hepatic, and the common bile duct

(Vicryl® 2/0, Ethicon Inc., Norderstedt, Germany). The latter was ligated twice to ensure

complete obstruction of bile flow. Afterwards, the portal vein and inferior (caudal) vena

cava were partially clamped before a functional end-to-side portosystemic anastomosis

was established. Arterial supply of the liver was not interrupted, and the development

of splanchnic congestion was avoided by ensuring an adequate portal flow during par-

tial clamping [24]. Cefuroxime (i.v. 500 mg) was infused during surgery. The animals

were returned to their pens where they were clinically observed.

Superimposed endotoxemia

On day 3 after induction of liver injury, animals were re-admitted to the operation

room and were anesthetized and further challenged with E. coli lipopolysaccharide

(serotype: B0111:B4, VWR International GmbH, Darmstadt, Germany), starting with a

dose of 4 μg/kg/h and continuing with twofold stepwise increments every hour for 7½

h, up to a total dose of 764 μg/kg. The endotoxin was dissolved in saline and adminis-

tered through an auricular vein. Paracetamol (i.v. 1–2 g) over 15 min was given to all

animals participating in the study when endotoxin infusion started. Endotoxins can lead

to variable elevation of hypothalamic set point for body temperature with resultant vio-

lent shivering and fever of the animals. Paracetamol as antipyretic was given to control

these symptoms and avoid differences between groups, which could have led to bias in

the final results.

The procedures carried out in this study have been validated in two previous publi-

cations where 7 [24] and 14 pigs [10] in each case were employed. In addition, 32

additional animals were necessary in order to set an adequate endotoxin dosing
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protocol (unpublished observations). Consequently, we have developed a stable swine

sepsis-like model that allowed us to evaluate the safety and efficacy of a three-circuit albu-

min dialysis-based extracorporeal organ support system (ADVOS).
ADVOS procedure

A laboratory prototype (Hepa Wash GmbH, München, Germany) was employed to

conduct the ADVOS procedure as already described in [10]. The treatment consists of

an albumin dialysis performed through a three-circuit system (i.e. blood, dialysate, and

ADVOS multi). The dialysate circuit allows to eliminate the excess of protein-bound

and water-soluble toxins from patients’ body (Fig. 2). In the ADVOS multi circuit,

toxin-loaded albumin dialysate is divided into two. Before reaching the filters, acid

(HCl) or base (NaOH) is added and each part is subjected to a pH and temperature

change that favors toxin removal from albumin. The resulting dialysates containing

toxin-free albumin join each other in order to reach the desired pH before entering the

hemodialyzers.

The treatment was started 2½ h after induction of endotoxemia and continued for 7½ h.

Blood circulated between 225 and 250 ml/min through two 1.8 m2 surface hemodialyzers

(Fresenius Medical Care, Bad Homburg, Germany). Dialysate containing Na+, Cl−, K+,

Mg2+, HPO4
2−, CO3

2−, glucose, and 3% albumin flowed at 1200 ml/min co-currently to

blood. Postdilution (2 l/h) was performed with PrismaSol2® (Gambro Hospal GmbH, Grö-

benzell, Germany). Thanks to the recycling circuit, albumin was supplied only at the

beginning of the treatment.

The same anticoagulation protocol (with heparin) described previously was employed

[10]. However, in order to enable a change to citrate anticoagulation if necessary, the

dialysate solution did not contain any calcium. Therefore, external calcium infusions

were needed to be administered so that calcium loss was corrected. None of the

animals receive citrate anticoagulation throughout the study.
Fig. 2 A schematic representation of the laboratory prototype to conduct the ADVOS procedure. Albumin
dialysis is performed through a three-circuit system (i.e. blood, dialysate, and ADVOS multi) that allows to
eliminate the excess of protein-bound and water-soluble toxins from the patients’ body and to
recover albumin from dialysate circuit through a recirculation system
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Experimental design

Randomization

Ten pigs were randomly allocated to either control (n = 5) or ADVOS group (n = 5) fol-

lowing a block randomization with SPSS® for Windows (Additional file 1: Table S2).

We performed randomization on day 1 of the experiments.

End points of the study

The primary end point of the study was to evaluate the potential survival benefit of the

ADVOS procedure in a swine model with a sepsis-like syndrome. Animals were consid-

ered dead if cerebral perfusion pressure (CPP) was lower than 5 mmHg for 5 min.

Surviving animals were sacrificed with an intravenous lethal dose of pentobarbitone

and KCl 10 h after start of endotoxemia (T10). Additionally, the effects of the ADVOS

procedure in the course of an endotoxin-induced sepsis-like syndrome were evaluated,

paying special attention of those systems involved in the estimation of the SOFA score

(coagulation, cardiovascular, cerebral, renal, respiratory, and hepatic systems).

Monitoring and sample analysis

Fluid balance

On day 3, cannulation and adjustment of fluid therapy by the PiCCO system

(Pulsion Medical Systems AG, Munich, Germany) were performed, as described

previously [10, 24]. A dialysis catheter (13 F high flow two-lumen 20 cm, Achim

Schulz-Lauterbach VMP, Iserlohn, Germany) was inserted, placing the tip in the

right atrium of the heart. PiCCO parameters were recorded each hour between

T0 and T10. The administered fluids were adjusted according to the electrolyte

status and included crystalloids like normal saline, dextrose 5–20% with or with-

out KCl and/or bicarbonate. Target for fluid therapy was to keep extravascular

lung water index (ELWI) <12 ml/kg and global end-diastolic volume index

(GEDI) between 500 and 800 ml/m2.

In the case of metabolic acidosis (pH < 7.3), sodium bicarbonate (8.4%) was

administered to increase bicarbonate levels (aim 28–30 mmol/l). Infusion fluids

were supplemented with potassium (KCl, 20–80 ml, 1 M) or calcium (calcium glu-

conate 10%, 10–100 ml/h) to prevent hypokalemia (<3 mmol/l), or hypocalcemia

(<1.2 mmol/l), respectively. Additionally, potassium levels above 4.8 mmol/l were

treated by insulin injections (5–25 IU) in boli with simultaneous adjustment of glu-

cose infusions (5 or 20%, to maintain levels between 110 and 150 mg/dl). Ninety

minutes were allowed for hemodynamic parameters to stabilize after completing all

surgical procedures.

Intracranial pressure measurement

Intracranial pressure (ICP) and temperature were monitored every 15 min between T0

and T10 using an intraparenchymal transducer combined with Datalogger MPR2 logO

(Raumedic AG, Münchberg, Germany), as previously described [24].

Cardiovascular monitoring

Cardiac rhythm was monitored via a standard lead II electrocardiogram. Hemodynamic

and respiratory parameters such as oxygen saturation, arterial blood pressure, end-tidal
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volume, or heart rate were monitored every 15 min between T0 and T10 using the

Compact Critical Care Monitor (Datex-Ohmeda, Helsinki, Finland).

Blood sample analysis

Blood samples for biochemical analyses (among others, liver enzymes, creatinine,

lactate, BUN, and ammonia) were collected on day 3 just after anesthesia and intub-

ation (day 3 pre-endotoxemia), immediately before induction of liver injury (day 0) and

endotoxemia, i.e., after completing minor surgical procedures and stabilization period

(T0), and every 2 h after endotoxemia (T2, T4, T6, T8, and T10 or prior to death).

Samples were sent to the in-house laboratory. Blood gas analysis (including glucose

and electrolyte measurement) was performed more frequently (Rapidpoint® 405,

Siemens Health Care Diagnostics Inc., Eschborn, Germany) to ensure quick adjustment

of glucose and PaO2.
Statistics

The log-rank test was employed to evaluate survival, whereas Student’s t test for

paired samples was used to compare the pre-endotoxemia parameters between day

0 and day 3. A repeated measures ANOVA was used to evaluate the effects of the

ADVOS procedure on the course of endotoxemia and for intergroup comparison

(T6). A two-tailed p value lower than 0.05 was considered to indicate statistical

significance. Data were documented and analyzed using IBM SPSS 19.0 for

Windows®. If any data, especially at the end of the experiments, were missing due

to death of the animal, they were assumed to be equal to the latest measured value

in accordance to the last observation carried forward (LOCF) method [25].
Results
Animal post-operatory characteristics (day 0 to day 3)

The liver injury induction operation was well tolerated by the animals, and no apparent

wound infections were found. On day 3, post-operatively and before endotoxin admin-

istration, animals were stable but developed behavioral changes, jaundice, and dark

urine. Weight loss was also evident in both study arms. Differences in biochemical

values between day 3 (pre-endotoxemia) and day 0 (before operation) revealed hyperbi-

lirubinemia, hyperammonemia, hyperfibrinogenemia, elevated liver enzymes, and an

increase of creatinine levels, suggesting a liver and kidney dysfunction (Table 1).

After the start of endotoxemia and before treatment (T2, before ADVOS), ani-

mals in both groups developed signs of septic shock including capillary leak,

hemodynamic circulatory changes, reduction of blood cellular elements, coagulopa-

thy, and respiratory failure. In addition, a fall of blood pH with development of

lactic acidosis was observed (Table 2).
Survival

All animals in the control group died within 7½ h of starting endotoxemia (Fig. 3).

On the contrary, animals in the ADVOS group survived the 10-h observation

period (p = 0.002). Since most of the animals in the control group died even before

receiving the planned endotoxin dose (according to the dosing protocol), the mean



Table 1 Laboratory parameters on day 0 (baseline—before operation) and on day 3 before endotoxin
administration

Parameter Baseline (day 0) Pre-endotoxemia (day 3)

Control (n = 5) ADVOS (n = 5) Control (n = 5) ADVOS (n = 5)

Weight (kg) 60.0 (57.8–60.9) 58.0 (57.0–60.6) 60.0 (53.8–60.3) 57.0 (56.3–59.7)

Weight loss (kg) n.a. n.a. 2.5 (0.6–3.0) 1.0 (0.9–1.0)

Creatinine (mg/dl) 1.1 (1.1–1.4) 1.5 (1.4–1.6) 1.6 (1.4–1.6)* 1.6 (1.6–1.8)

Urea (mg/dl) 13.0 (10.0–17.0) 12.0 (10.0–12.0) 14.0 (13.0–15.0) 11.0 (7.0–11.0)

Alkaline phosphatase (U/l) 130 (122–151) 154 (152–160) 239 (208–262)* 261 (222–264)*

Total bilirubin (mg/dl) 0.1 (0.1–0.2) 0.2 (0.2–0.2) 5.3 (4.5–5.7)* 4.7 (4.2–5.9)*

GPT (U/l) 34 (28–39) 32 (30–38) 53 (38–59)* 47 (39–48)*

GOT (U/l) 27 (20–31) 31 (28–33) 106 (79–111)* 62 (54–64)*

LDH (U/l) 491 (405–514) 507 (459–535) 779 (757–855)* 629 (608–679)*

Total protein (g/dl) 5.3 (5.2–5.5) 5.8 (5.6–5.8) 5.9 (5.5–6.0) 5.7 (5.6–5.7)

Total calcium (mg/dl) 2.45 (2.38–2.51) 2.49 (2.47–2.51) 2.51 (2.50–2.56) 2.64 (2.57–2.69)

Phosphate (mg/dl) 9.5 (9.0–10–0) 9.0 (8.9–9.2) 8.4 (8.0–8.9) 7.7 (7.5–8.4)

Magnesium (mmol/l) 0.91 (0.85–0.92) 0.88 (0.85–0.89) 0.89 (0.86–0.95) 0.84 (0.81–0.89)

Lactate (mmol/l) 1.3 (1.2–2.3) 2.9 (1.3–2.9) 1.6 (1.5–2.2) 1.4 (1.2–1.6)

Ammonia (μg/dl) 42.0 (39–52) 53.0 (47.0–54.0) 389 (278–403)* 182 (165–210)*

Osmolality (mosmol/kg) 291 (290–291) 288 (288–290) 294 (291–296)* 292 (291–294)*

Albumin (electrophoresis) (g/dl) 2.9 (2.8–2.9) 3.1 (2.9–3.1) 2.8 (2.7–2.9) 2.7 (2.6–3.0)

Quick value (%) 114 (111–119) 106 (105–111) 95 (89–110)* 86.0 (82–96)*

INR 0.9 (0.9–0.9) 0.9 (0.9–1.0) 1.0 (0.9–1.1)* 1.1 (1.0–1.1)*

Fibrinogen (mg/dl) 400 (377–412) 418 (404–434) 665 (629–813)* 716 (710–794)*

Leukocytes (103/μl) 15.2 (14.2–15.9) 15.4 (12.8–16.5) 17.8 (17.7–19.0)* 21.9 (21.4–23.2)*

Hemoglobin (g/dl) 10.0 (9.4–10.1) 10.5 (10.4–11.0) 10.5 (10.5–11.4) 10.2 (10.0–11.3)

Hematocrit (%) 32.8 (32.7–33.0) 34.4 (34.3–37.2) 36.7 (34.6–38.0) 33.7 (33.3–38.1)

Platelets (103/μl) 399 (335–407) 332 (318–402) 393 (359–437) 383 (378–398)

n.a. not applicable, GPT glutamate-pyruvate transaminase, GOT glutamic oxaloacetic transaminase, LDH lactate dehydrogenase,
INR international normalized ratio
*p < 0.05 vs. baseline
Median (IQR)
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total endotoxin dose was approximately one third (252 ± 128 μg/kg) of the full dose

received by the ADVOS group (764 μg/kg).
Effects of the ADVOS treatment in SOFA-related organ systems

Cardiovascular system

The ADVOS group showed a stable and significantly higher mean arterial pressure

(MAP) than the control group at T6 (Fig. 4a). Diastolic blood pressure (36 vs. 44 mmHg)

was also significantly different in the control and ADVOS group at T6, respectively.

Significant differences were also found in different dynamic parameters such as the extra-

vascular lung water index (ELWI) (15 vs. 9 ml/kg), the pulmonary vascular permeability

index (PVPI) (3.7 vs. 2.0), the cardiac index (4.9 vs. 6.7 ml/min/m2), and the cardiac

power index (CPI) (0.41 vs. 0.83 W/m2). No statistically significant differences were

observed for central venous pressure (CVP), global end-diastolic volume index

(GEDI), systemic vascular resistance index (SVRI), and systolic pressure (Table 2).
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Fig. 3 Log-rank comparison of survival rates between control and ADVOS group systems from T0 to T10
after endotoxin administration. Labels for ADVOS and endotoxin administration are placed in a way that
shows the duration of each procedure. All animals in the control group died, while animals treated with
ADVOS survived the whole observation period

Fig. 4 Effects of the ADVOS in treatment in SOFA score related surrogate markers from T0 to T10 after
endotoxin administration. Each graphic shows the median and IQR. Labels for ADVOS treatment and endotoxin
administration are placed in a way that shows the duration of each procedure. a Mean arterial pressure. b Ratio of
oxygen arterial oxygen/fraction of inspired oxygen. c Cerebral perfusion. d Bilirubin. e Ammonia. f Platelet number
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Respiratory system

Although PaO2 was similar among animals in both groups (74 mmHg in control vs.

83 mmHg in ADVOS, at T6), the needed FiO2 to keep sufficient oxygenation in the

ADVOS group was significantly lower than that in the control group (82 vs. 49%, at

T6), resulting in an improved PaO2/FiO2 ratio (105 vs. 174, at T6, Fig. 4b). The partial

pressure of carbon dioxide (pCO2) at T6 was also significantly different (61 vs.

50 mmHg). To overcome hypoxemia and prevent higher hypercapnia, animals in the

control group needed ventilation with higher respiratory rates (35 vs. 20) and PEEP

(15 (IQR 14–17) vs. 1 (IQR 1–5) mbar).

Therefore, the animals in the control group developed severe respiratory failure asso-

ciated with respiratory acidosis (pH 7.28, at T6), which was overcome in the ADVOS

group (pH 7.39, at T6).
Central nervous system

Intracranial pressure was similar in both groups. However, the ADVOS group was

able to maintain a stable higher CPP until the end of the observation period

(Fig. 4c). The intracranial temperature was not different between control and treat-

ment group (Table 2).
Liver

In comparison with the control group, animals in the ADVOS group had significantly

lower concentration of bilirubin (5.5 vs. 2.3 mg/dl, at T6) (Fig. 4d). In addition, at T6,

the ADVOS treatment was able to obtain reduced levels of ammonia (681 vs. 194 μg/dl)

(Fig. 4e) and lactate (8.3 vs. 4.2 mmol/l). Specific enzymes such as alkaline phosphatase

(ALP) and glutamate-pyruvate transaminase (GPT) were similar in both groups at T6,

while glutamic oxaloacetic transaminase (GOT) and lactate dehydrogenase (LDH) were

significantly lower in the ADVOS group (Table 2).
Kidney

Similarly, in the ADVOS group, reduced creatinine and blood urea nitrogen (BUN)

levels were found throughout the study, in comparison with the control group (17 vs.

6 mg/dl, at T6, Table 2). Urine output was not significantly different between the two

groups, and it was maintained throughout the 10-h observation period in the ADVOS

group (Table 2).
Hemostasis and coagulopathy

No adverse events due to bleeding were documented. Endotoxin administration

resulted in severe leukopenia and thrombocytopenia (Fig. 4f ). The amount of platelets

(131 vs. 144 103/μl, at T6) and the international normalized ratio (INR) (1.1 in both

cases) were similar in the control and the ADVOS group, respectively.
Laboratory values

As shown in Table 2, no significant differences were observed for sodium, potassium,

total and ionized calcium, chloride, anion gap, glucose, phosphate, magnesium, osmo-

lality, and albumin values.
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Anesthesia

Propofol and remifentanil infusion rates were similar in both groups (Table 2).

Pathology

Pathological examination of animal liver postmortem showed early changes of the

portal tract as a result of cholestasis. These changes included neutrophilic infiltration,

biliary cell proliferation, and inspissated bile within dilated bile ducts.

Discussion
In the present study, an animal model was developed following the two-hit etiology for

MOF proposed by Meakins [14]. The model encompassed two steps, starting with the

induction of a cholestatic liver dysfunction (1st hit) resulting in cholangitis, which was

followed by a superimposed endotoxemia (2nd hit). The rationale behind this is that

cholestasis has been described to be present in 20% of the patients during their stay in

the ICU, being the most common feature of liver dysfunction and being associated with

increased morbidity and mortality in this hospital ward [5, 26, 27]. Indeed, pre-existing

liver dysfunction plays a pivotal role as a risk factor for the progress of infection into

sepsis [7].

Three days post-surgery, comparable groups of animals were obtained with elevated

mean levels of bilirubin, ammonia, fibrinogen, leukocytes, and aminotransferases,

confirming a liver dysfunction and an inflammatory process. In addition, the renal

system was also affected, revealed by an alteration in creatinine. This renal impairment

at this point, adds a grade of severity to the model and highlights the multiple organ

implication. Kidneys play a major role in ammonia clearance [28], and renal involve-

ment worsens liver failure in 30–50% of the patients [29], which is associated with a

poor prognosis once renal failure develops [30].

With further administration of endotoxins in an hourly twofold stepwise increments

protocol, we were able to induce a septic shock in the pigs within 2 h after endotoxe-

mia. The animals developed a capillary leak syndrome, thrombocytopenia, leukopenia,

and deterioration of respiratory function. The administration of endotoxins at relatively

low doses with gradual increments results in deterioration of respiratory function as

part of the multiple organ failure, while the injection of a single high dose bolus is

more likely to cause early death from pulmonary artery hypertension [31].

During the whole study and, particularly, during the treatment phase (T0 to T10),

special attention was put to avoid biases between groups and more than 25 standard

operating procedures were followed. In this regard, invasive hemodynamic monitoring

based on transpulmonary thermodilution and pulse contour analysis has been shown to

be useful to guide and monitor extracorporeal organ support [32, 33]. Therefore, we

adjusted fluid therapy in both groups according to PiCCO parameters [10]. Similarly,

acid-base and electrolyte levels, especially hyper- and hypokalemia, were also controlled

by additional infusions [10]. Moreover, by definition, septic shock involves the adminis-

tration of vasopressors in order to control the low MAP [34]. As done in our previous

trial [10], this was avoided to prevent the addition of a confounding factor that could

affect the proper interpretation of the results. Despite the lack of use of vasopres-

sors, we provided standard critical care to the animals in many other aspects, i.e.,

in an ICU-like environment.



Al-Chalabi et al. Intensive Care Medicine Experimental  (2017) 5:31 Page 17 of 21
As previously shown for an acute liver failure (ALF) model [10], also in this different

animal model including endotoxemia and further dysfunction of multiple organs, the

ADVOS procedure prevented death in treated animals. In the previous model, we

induced ischemic liver injury (by ligating hepatic artery and diverting portal venous

blood through functional end-to-side portosystemic shunt). In contrast, in the present

model, we performed portal vein diversion and ligation of major biliary ducts, without

interrupting arterial supply, and then followed by endotoxemia. The latter step consti-

tutes a major difference between the two models and, in our opinion, accelerated the

inflammatory process. Some of the lab values were also different (e.g., fibrinogen). Our

results on survival improvement are supported by the efficacy of the ADVOS procedure

in eliminating protein-bound and water-soluble organ dysfunction markers [10] like

ammonia. In the liver and the kidney, the ADVOS procedure replaces only the detoxifi-

cation function and thereby lacks other functions, e.g., synthesis or hormonal regula-

tion. We speculate that efficient detoxification lead to the overall improvement of

organ function. In this line, results may be interpreted as progress for SOFA-related

systems (cardiovascular, cerebral, renal, respiratory, and hepatic systems). In compari-

son to the control animals, the ADVOS group was able to maintain surrogate markers

such as MAP, creatinine, PaO2/FiO2, and bilirubin at significantly better values. How-

ever, the reduction of serum creatinine and BUN is rather a function of dialysis and

may not reflect improvement in renal function. In addition, taking into account that

Glasgow Coma Scale (GCS) was not measurable in the animals, CPP levels were signifi-

cantly higher in pigs treated with ADVOS, which has been shown to positively correlate

with GCS [35].

Moreover, the improvement of tissue perfusion and tissue oxygenation through

adequate cardiovascular function helped in the stabilization of blood pH and allowed

more protective airway pressures. During the observation period, both groups of ani-

mals developed high-output heart failure as shown by an increased cardiac index and a

reduced vascular resistance [36]. Animals in the ADVOS group were able to longer sur-

vive due to the improvement of cardiac performance, highlighted by more than double

cardiac power index at T6 (0.41 vs. 0.83 W/m2). Even if an improvement in cardiac per-

formance was observed, the direct pathogenic link between the removal of disease

markers by the ADVOS procedure and the increase in the cardiac index still needs to

be investigated. The improvement of the cardiac index could be a result of several

mechanisms: (i) The significantly higher PEEP values due to decreased oxygenation in

the control group could have lowered the cardiac output. (ii) As indicated by a higher

capillary leak, a lower preload could have contributed to a decreased cardiac output.

The infusion rate in the control group was limited by a higher ELWI but might have

also been too low for an optimal cardiac output. (iii) A possible higher pulmonary pres-

sure due to the endotoxin-induced arterial vasoconstriction in the control group could

have resulted in an increased afterload [37], even worsening the effect of the increased

PEEP. However, animals in the ADVOS group received three times more endotoxin

amount during the whole observation period, indicating that the effect of either endo-

toxins or other factors contributing to the vasoconstriction might have been positively

influenced by the ADVOS treatment. (iv) Additionally, the higher CVP observed due to

one of the above cited mechanisms could have also reduced the venous return and con-

tributed to a lower preload, resulting in decreased blood pressure in the control group.
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If any of the two well-known liver and kidney dysfunction markers (i.e., bilirubin and

creatinine, respectively) are also markers for this detoxification function needs further

investigation.

Furthermore, no differences were shown in coagulation parameters between both

groups. The number of platelets remained above 100,000/μl during the whole study,

which reflects the lack of influence of the ADVOS system on platelet count.

This study might be limited by a small sample size and the restrictions of the animal

model in terms of life expectancy. The early start of the ADVOS procedure (which was

necessary due to the short lifetime of the animals and the expedited nature of events in

the model) is indeed a disadvantage that may restrict extrapolation to critically ill

patients. Nonetheless, our results refer to a promising system that may improve

survival in different groups of patients requiring intensive care. So far, the main target

groups for the application of liver support devices (e.g., MARS and Prometheus™) were

patients with acute or with acute-on-chronic liver failure [38–40].

Even if good evidence has been provided, one should be cautious in view of the fact

that preclinical data for many other sepsis models does not always correlate with simi-

lar outcomes in clinical trials [41]. In fact, different extracorporeal procedures and

endotoxin adsorbers have been shown to improve endotoxin-induced organ failure and

hypoxemia in different animal models [42–44], but no breakthrough treatment was

observed in the last years. In contrast, compared to other devices, the ADVOS proced-

ure provides several additional advantages such as a stable blood purification during

the whole treatment and not only during the first 2 h [45, 46], a lower use of albumin

(2 vs. 20% with MARS) with the corresponding decrease of the costs, and higher flow

rates of dialysate (up to 60 l/h) in comparison to those routinely used by MARS

(200 ml/min) or single pass albumin dialysis (1 l/h) [47, 48].

Considering these advantages, it would be of great help to directly compare the

ADVOS system with other devices in animal studies. However, the lack of a standard-

ized animal model and guidelines for its handling continues hampering the develop-

ment of effective treatments.
Conclusions
In the present work, we have developed a swine model with a sepsis-like syndrome

with dysfunction of multiple organs consisting of two phases: induction of cholestatic

liver injury and endotoxin administration. This model allowed us to analyze the safety

and efficacy of the ADVOS procedure, resulting in an improvement of the survival

rates; a decrease of bilirubin and creatinine levels; an improvement of the cardiovascu-

lar, respiratory, and central nervous system parameters; and a safe profile demonstrated

by the absence of any treatment-related coagulation problems.

Additional file

Additional file 1: Table S1. Pre-set FiO2/PEEP employed to maintain an adequate ventilation of the animals
throughout the study. Table S2. Block randomization for animal inclusion into study group control or ADVOS. (DOCX 56 kb)

Abbreviations
ADVOS: ADVanced Organ Support; ALF: Acute liver failure; ALP: Alkaline phosphatase; BUN: Blood urea nitrogen;
CPI: Cardiac power index; CPP: Cerebral perfusion pressure; CVP: Central venous pressure; ELWI: Extravascular lung
water index; FiO2: Fraction of inspiratory oxygen; GCS: Glasgow Coma Scale; GEDI: Global end-diastolic volume index;

dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40635-017-0144-3


Al-Chalabi et al. Intensive Care Medicine Experimental  (2017) 5:31 Page 19 of 21
GLP: Good laboratory practice; GOT: Glutamic oxaloacetic transaminase; GPT: Glutamate-pyruvate transaminase;
ICP: Intracranial pressure; INR: International normalized ratio; ITBI: Intrathoracic blood volume index; LDH: Lactate
dehydrogenase; MAP: Mean arterial pressure; MOF: Multiple organ failure; PaO2: Arterial oxygen pressure; pCO2: Partial
pressure of carbon dioxide; PEEP: Positive end-expiratory pressure; PVPI: Pulmonary vascular permeability index;
SOFA: Sepsis-related organ failure assessment; SOPs: Standard operating procedures; SVRI: Systemic vascular resistance
index; ZPF: Center for Preclinical Research

Acknowledgements
The authors gratefully acknowledge the financial support of the Bavarian Research Foundation and the cooperation of
the Center for Preclinical Research in Klinikum rechts der Isar.

Funding
This work was partly supported by the funding from the Bavarian Research Foundation (Bayerische Forschungsstiftung).

Authors’ contributions
AA participated in the conception and design of the study, performed the surgical procedures, helped in the drafting
of the manuscript, and performed the statistical analysis. EM performed the surgical procedures. AT anesthetized,
prepared, and monitored the animals and performed the surgical procedures. CS prepared and operated the advance
organ support system (ADVOS). PR and WH revised and improved the manuscript. AP drafted the manuscript and
performed the statistical analysis. BK helped in the drafting of the manuscript and participated in the conception and
design of the study as well as in the interpretation of the data. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Competing interests
Bernhard Kreymann is the chief executive officer (CEO) of the company Hepa Wash GmbH and owns stocks in the
company. Catherine Schreiber is employed by Hepa Wash GmbH and owns stocks/options in the company (<1%).
Aritz Perez Ruiz de Garibay is employed by Hepa Wash GmbH. Other authors declare that they have no conflict of
interests.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Ethics approval
The study was approved by the ethical committee for animal studies in Bavaria, Germany.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Author details
1Jamaica Hospital Medical Center, Phase II Building, 8900 Van Wyck Expy Ste 2, Richmond Hill, New York City, NY
11418, USA. 2Chirurgische Klinik und Poliklinik, Klinikum rechts der Isar, Technische Universität München, Ismaninger
Str. 22, 81675 Munich, Germany. 3German Center for Neurodegenerative Diseases (DZNE) e.V., Lynen-Str. 17, 81377
Munich, Germany. 4Institute of Medical and Polymer Engineering, Department of Mechanical Engineering, Technische
Universität München, Munich, Germany. 5Hepa Wash GmbH, Agnes-Pockels-Bogen 1, 80992 Munich, Germany. 6Institut
für Anästhesiologische Pathophysiologie und Verfahrensentwicklung, Universitätsklinikum Ulm, Helmholtzstr. 8/1, 89081
Ulm, Germany. 7II Medizinische Klinik, Klinikum rechts der Isar, Technische Universität München, Ismaninger Str. 22,
81675 Munich, Germany.

Received: 14 October 2016 Accepted: 7 June 2017

References

1. Vincent J-L, Nelson DR, Williams MD (2011) Is worsening multiple organ failure the cause of death in patients with

severe sepsis? Crit Care Med 39(5):1050–1055. doi:10.1097/CCM.0b013e31820eda29
2. Bingold TM, Lefering R, Zacharowski K et al (2015) Individual organ failure and concomitant risk of mortality differs

according to the type of admission to ICU—a retrospective study of SOFA score of 23,795 patients. PLoS One
10(8):e0134329. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0134329

3. Seymour CW, Liu VX, Iwashyna TJ et al (2016) Assessment of clinical criteria for sepsis: for the Third International
Consensus Definitions for Sepsis and Septic Shock (Sepsis-3). JAMA 315(8):762–774. doi:10.1001/jama.2016.0288

4. Alobaidi R, Basu RK, Goldstein SL et al (2015) Sepsis-associated acute kidney injury. Semin Nephrol 35(1):2–11. doi:
10.1016/j.semnephrol.2015.01.002

5. Kramer L, Jordan B, Druml W et al (2007) Incidence and prognosis of early hepatic dysfunction in critically ill
patients—a prospective multicenter study. Crit Care Med 35(4):1099–1104. doi:10.1097/01.CCM.0000259462.97164.A0

6. Canabal JM, Kramer DJ (2008) Management of sepsis in patients with liver failure. Curr Opin Crit Care 14(2):189–197.
doi:10.1097/MCC.0b013e3282f6a435

7. Yan J, Li S, Li S (2014) The role of the liver in sepsis. Int Rev Immunol 33(6):498–510. doi:10.3109/08830185.2014.
889129

8. (1992) American College of Chest Physicians/Society of Critical Care Medicine Consensus Conference: definitions for
sepsis and organ failure and guidelines for the use of innovative therapies in sepsis. Crit Care Med 20(6): 864–874

9. Ronco C, Bellomo R (2002) Acute renal failure and multiple organ dysfunction in the ICU: from renal replacement
therapy (RRT) to multiple organ support therapy (MOST). Int J Artif Organs 25(8):733–747

http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/CCM.0b013e31820eda29
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0134329
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.2016.0288
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.semnephrol.2015.01.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.CCM.0000259462.97164.A0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MCC.0b013e3282f6a435
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/08830185.2014.889129
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/08830185.2014.889129


Al-Chalabi et al. Intensive Care Medicine Experimental  (2017) 5:31 Page 20 of 21
10. Al-Chalabi A, Matevossian E, Thaden A-K V et al (2013) Evaluation of the Hepa Wash (R) treatment in pigs with
acute liver failure. BMC Gastroenterol 13:83. doi:10.1186/1471-230X-13-83

11. Singer M, Deutschman CS, Seymour CW et al (2016) The Third International Consensus Definitions for Sepsis and
Septic Shock (Sepsis-3). JAMA 315(8):801–810. doi:10.1001/jama.2016.0287

12. Vincent JL, Moreno R, Takala J et al (1996) The SOFA (Sepsis-related Organ Failure Assessment) score to describe
organ dysfunction/failure. On behalf of the Working Group on Sepsis-Related Problems of the European Society of
Intensive Care Medicine. Intensive Care Med 22(7):707–710

13. Sakr Y, Lobo SM, Moreno RP et al (2012) Patterns and early evolution of organ failure in the intensive care unit
and their relation to outcome. Crit Care 16(6):R222. doi:10.1186/cc11868

14. Meakins JL (1990) Etiology of multiple organ failure. J Trauma 30(12 Suppl):S165–8
15. Mizock BA (2009) The multiple organ dysfunction syndrome. Dis Mon 55(8):476–526. doi:10.1016/j.disamonth.2009.04.002
16. Oettl K, Birner-Gruenberger R, Spindelboeck W et al (2013) Oxidative albumin damage in chronic liver failure:

relation to albumin binding capacity, liver dysfunction and survival. J Hepatol 59(5):978–983. doi:10.1016/j.jhep.
2013.06.013

17. Jalan R, Schnurr K, Mookerjee RP et al (2009) Alterations in the functional capacity of albumin in patients with
decompensated cirrhosis is associated with increased mortality. Hepatology 50(2):555–564. doi:10.1002/hep.22913

18. Su GL, Gong KQ, Fan MH et al (2005) Lipopolysaccharide-binding protein modulates acetaminophen-induced liver
injury in mice. Hepatology 41(1):187–195. doi:10.1002/hep.20533

19. Wright G, Davies NA, Shawcross DL et al (2007) Endotoxemia produces coma and brain swelling in bile duct
ligated rats. Hepatology 45(6):1517–1526. doi:10.1002/hep.21599

20. Dahlke MH, Aselmann H, Ceylan D et al (2004) Effectiveness of peripheral hepatogastrostomy versus
hepatojejunostomy in the treatment of obstructive cholestasis: results of an experimental model. Surg Today
34(4):349–353. doi:10.1007/s00595-003-2702-4

21. The Acute Respiratory Distress Syndrome Network (2000) Ventilation with lower tidal volumes as compared with
traditional tidal volumes for acute lung injury and the acute respiratory distress syndrome. The Acute Respiratory
Distress Syndrome Network. N Engl J Med 342(18): 1301–1308. doi: 10.1056/NEJM200005043421801

22. Bollen PJA, Nielsen BJ, Toft P (2007) Influence of endotoxin-induced sepsis on the requirements of propofol-
fentanyl infusion rate in pigs. Basic Clin Pharmacol Toxicol 101(3):192–196. doi:10.1111/j.1742-7843.2007.00099.x

23. Awad SS, Hemmila MR, Soldes OS et al (2000) A novel stable reproducible model of hepatic failure in canines.
J Surg Res 94(2):167–171. doi:10.1006/jsre.2000.5997

24. Al-Chalabi A, Matevossian E, Preissel A et al (2010) A model of ischemic isolated acute liver failure in pigs:
standardizing monitoring and treatment. Eur Surg Res 45(2):86–97. doi:10.1159/000319878

25. Guideline on Missing Data in Confirmatory Clinical Trials. EMA/CPMP/EWP/1776/99 Rev
26. Horvatits T, Trauner M, Fuhrmann V (2013) Hypoxic liver injury and cholestasis in critically ill patients. Curr Opin

Crit Care 19(2):128–132. doi:10.1097/MCC.0b013e32835ec9e6
27. Mesotten D, Wauters J, van den Berghe G et al (2009) The effect of strict blood glucose control on biliary sludge

and cholestasis in critically ill patients. J Clin Endocrinol Metab 94(7):2345–2352. doi:10.1210/jc.2008-2579
28. Bernal W, Lee WM, Wendon J et al (2015) Acute liver failure: a curable disease by 2024? J Hepatol 62(1 Suppl):

S112–20. doi:10.1016/j.jhep.2014.12.016
29. Caraceni P, van Thiel DH (1995) Acute liver failure. Lancet 345(8943):163–169
30. Shalimar ASK (2015) Management in acute liver failure. J Clin Exp Hepatol 5(Suppl 1):S104–15. doi:10.1016/j.jceh.

2014.11.005
31. Schmidhammer R, Wassermann E, Germann P et al (2006) Infusion of increasing doses of endotoxin induces

progressive acute lung injury but prevents early pulmonary hypertension in pigs. Shock 25(4):389–394. doi:10.
1097/01.shk.0000209529.43367.00

32. Lahmer T, Messer M, Schnappauf C et al (2016) Impact of therapeutic plasma exchange on hemodynamic
parameters in medical intensive care unit patients: an observational study. Artif Organs. doi:10.1111/aor.12734

33. Huber W, Fuchs S, Minning A et al (2016) Transpulmonary thermodilution (TPTD) before, during and after
sustained low efficiency dialysis (SLED). A prospective study on feasibility of TPTD and prediction of successful
fluid removal. PLoS One 11(4):e0153430. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0153430

34. Dellinger RP, Levy MM, Rhodes A et al (2013) Surviving Sepsis Campaign: international guidelines for
management of severe sepsis and septic shock, 2012. Intensive Care Med 39(2):165–228. doi:10.1007/
s00134-012-2769-8

35. Novkoski M, Gvozdenović A, Kelečić M et al (2001) Correlation between Glasgow Coma Scale Score and
intracranial pressure in patients with severe head injury. Acta Clin Croat 40(3):191–195

36. Reddy YNV, Melenovsky V, Redfield MM et al (2016) High-output heart failure: a 15-year experience. J Am Coll
Cardiol 68(5):473–482. doi:10.1016/j.jacc.2016.05.043

37. Porta F, Takala J, Kolarova A et al (2005) Oxygen extraction in pigs subjected to low-dose infusion of endotoxin
after major abdominal surgery. Acta Anaesthesiol Scand 49(5):627–634. doi:10.1111/j.1399-6576.2005.00683.x

38. Goldberg E, Chopra S (2016) Acute liver failure in adults: management and prognosis., https://www.uptodate.
com/contents/acute-liver-failure-in-adults-management-and-prognosis. Accessed 24 Aug 2016

39. Kjaergard LL, Liu J, Als-Nielsen B et al (2003) Artificial and bioartificial support systems for acute and acute-on-
chronic liver failure: a systematic review. JAMA 289(2):217–222

40. Liu JP, Gluud LL, Als-Nielsen B et al (2004) Artificial and bioartificial support systems for liver failure. Cochrane
Database Syst Rev 1:CD003628. doi:10.1002/14651858.CD003628.pub2

41. Fink MP (2014) Animal models of sepsis. Virulence 5(1):143–153. doi:10.4161/viru.26083
42. Staubach KH, Rosenfeldt JA, Veit O et al (1997) Extracorporeal adsorption of endotoxin. Ther Apher 1(1):67–74
43. Hanasawa K, Tani T, Kodama M (1989) New approach to endotoxic and septic shock by means of polymyxin B

immobilized fiber. Surg Gynecol Obstet 168(4):323–331
44. Ullrich R, Roeder G, Lorber C et al (2001) Continuous venovenous hemofiltration improves arterial oxygenation in

endotoxin-induced lung injury in pigs. Anesthesiology 95(2):428–436

http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-230X-13-83
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.2016.0287
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/cc11868
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.disamonth.2009.04.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2013.06.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2013.06.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hep.22913
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hep.20533
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hep.21599
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00595-003-2702-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJM200005043421801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1742-7843.2007.00099.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jsre.2000.5997
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000319878
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MCC.0b013e32835ec9e6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1210/jc.2008-2579
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2014.12.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jceh.2014.11.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jceh.2014.11.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.shk.0000209529.43367.00
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.shk.0000209529.43367.00
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/aor.12734
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0153430
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00134-012-2769-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00134-012-2769-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.2016.05.043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1399-6576.2005.00683.x
https://www.uptodate.com/contents/acute-liver-failure-in-adults-management-and-prognosis
https://www.uptodate.com/contents/acute-liver-failure-in-adults-management-and-prognosis
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD003628.pub2
http://dx.doi.org/10.4161/viru.26083


Al-Chalabi et al. Intensive Care Medicine Experimental  (2017) 5:31 Page 21 of 21
45. Evenepoel P, Laleman W, Wilmer A et al (2005) Detoxifying capacity and kinetics of prometheus—a new
extracorporeal system for the treatment of liver failure. Blood Purif 23(5):349–358. doi:10.1159/000086885

46. Evenepoel P, Maes B, Wilmer A et al (2003) Detoxifying capacity and kinetics of the molecular adsorbent recycling
system. Contribution of the different inbuilt filters. Blood Purif 21(3):244–252

47. Kreymann B, Seige M, Schweigart U et al (1999) Albumin dialysis: effective removal of copper in a patient with
fulminant Wilson disease and successful bridging to liver transplantation: a new possibility for the elimination of
protein-bound toxins. J Hepatol 31(6):1080–1085

48. Seige M, Kreymann B, Jeschke B et al (1999) Long-term treatment of patients with acute exacerbation of chronic
liver failure by albumin dialysis. Transplant Proc 31(1-2):1371–1375

http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000086885

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Animals and housing
	Surgical procedure
	Induction of liver injury
	Superimposed endotoxemia

	ADVOS procedure
	Experimental design
	Randomization
	End points of the study

	Monitoring and sample analysis
	Fluid balance
	Intracranial pressure measurement
	Cardiovascular monitoring
	Blood sample analysis

	Statistics

	Results
	Animal post-operatory characteristics (day 0 to day 3)
	Survival
	Effects of the ADVOS treatment in SOFA-related organ systems
	Cardiovascular system
	Respiratory system
	Central nervous system
	Liver
	Kidney
	Hemostasis and coagulopathy
	Laboratory values
	Anesthesia
	Pathology


	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Additional file
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	Authors’ contributions
	Competing interests
	Consent for publication
	Ethics approval
	Publisher’s Note
	Author details
	References

