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A B S T R A C T

Background

Pressure ulcers, also known as bedsores, pressure sores, or pressure injuries, are localised damage to the skin and underlying soI tissue,
usually caused by intense or long-term pressure, shear, or friction. Negative pressure wound therapy (NPWT) has been widely used in the
treatment of pressure ulcers, but its eJect needs to be further clarified. This is an update of a Cochrane Review first published in 2015.

Objectives

To evaluate the eJectiveness of NPWT for treating adult with pressure ulcers in any care setting.

Search methods

On 13 January 2022, we searched the Cochrane Wounds Specialised Register; the Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials
(CENTRAL); Ovid MEDLINE (including In-Process & Other Non-Indexed Citations); Ovid Embase, and EBSCO CINAHL Plus. We also searched
ClinicalTrials.gov and the WHO ICTRP Search Portal for ongoing and unpublished studies and scanned reference lists of relevant included
studies as well as reviews, meta-analyses, and health technology reports to identify additional studies. There were no restrictions with
respect to language, date of publication, or study setting.

Selection criteria

We included published and unpublished randomised controlled trials (RCTs) comparing the eJects of NPWT with alternative treatments
or diJerent types of NPWT in the treatment of adults with pressure ulcers (stage II or above).

Data collection and analysis

Two review authors independently conducted study selection, data extraction, risk of bias assessment using the Cochrane risk of bias tool,
and the certainty of the evidence assessment using the Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and Evaluations (GRADE)
methodology. Any disagreement was resolved by discussion with a third review author.

Main results

This review included eight RCTs with a total of 327 randomised participants. Six of the eight included studies were deemed to be at a high
risk of bias in one or more risk of bias domains, and evidence for all outcomes of interest was deemed to be of very low certainty. Most
studies had small sample sizes (range: 12 to 96, median: 37 participants).

Five studies compared NPWT with dressings, but only one study reported usable primary outcome data (complete wound healing and
adverse events). This study had only 12 participants and there were very few events; only one participant was healed in the study (risk ratio
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(RR) 3.00, 95% confidence interval (CI) 0.15 to 61.74, very low-certainly evidence). There was no evidence of a diJerence in the number of
participants with adverse events in the NPWT group and the dressing group, but the evidence for this outcome was also assessed as very
low certainty (RR 1.25, 95% CI 0.64 to 2.44, very low-certainty evidence). Changes in ulcer size, pressure ulcer severity, cost, and pressure
ulcer scale for healing (PUSH) sores were also reported, but we were unable to draw conclusions due to the low certainly of the evidence.

One study compared NPWT with a series of gel treatments, but this study provided no usable data. Another study compared NPWT with
'moist wound healing',  which did not report primary outcome data. Changes in ulcer size and cost were reported in this study, but we
assessed the evidence as being of very low certainty; One study compared NPWT combined with internet-plus home care with standard
care, but no primary outcome data were reported. Changes in ulcer size, pain, and dressing change times were reported, but we also
assessed the evidence as being of very low certainty.

None of the included studies reported time to complete healing, health-related quality of life, wound infection, or wound recurrence.

Authors' conclusions

 The eJicacy, safety, and acceptability of NPWT in treating pressure ulcers compared to usual care are uncertain due to the lack of key data
on complete wound healing, adverse events, time to complete healing, and cost-eJectiveness.

Compared with usual care, using NPWT may speed up the reduction of pressure ulcer size and severity of pressure ulcer, reduce pain, and
dressing change times. Still, trials were small, poorly described, had short follow-up times, and with a high risk of bias; any conclusions
drawn from the current evidence should be interpreted with considerable caution. In the future, high-quality research with large sample
sizes and low risk of bias is still needed to further verify the eJicacy, safety, and cost-eJectiveness of NPWT in the treatment of pressure
ulcers. Future researchers need to recognise the importance of complete and accurate reporting of clinically important outcomes such as
the complete healing rate, healing time, and adverse events.

P L A I N   L A N G U A G E   S U M M A R Y

Negative pressure wound therapy for treating pressure ulcers

Key messages

What are pressure ulcers?

Pressure ulcers, also known as bedsores, decubitus ulcers, and pressure injuries, are areas of injury to the skin, the tissue that lies
underneath, or both. Pressure ulcers can be painful, may become infected, and aJect people's quality of life. People at risk of developing
pressure ulcers include those with spinal cord injuries and those who are immobile or who have limited mobility.

How are pressure ulcers managed?

There is a wide variety of treatment options available for pressure ulcers, such as dressings, reconstructive surgery, redistribution of
pressure, electrical stimulation, and negative pressure wound therapy (NPWT). NPWT is a technology that is used widely and is promoted
for use on wounds, including pressure ulcers. In NPWT, a machine that exerts carefully controlled suction (negative pressure) is attached
to a wound dressing that covers the pressure ulcer. This sucks any wound and tissue fluid away from the treated area into a canister. The
researchers tried to discover whether NPWT works well as a treatment for pressure ulcers.

What did we want to find out?

The aim of this review is to find out whether the use of NPWT is eJective in the treatment of pressure ulcers in any care setting. We wanted
to assess the benefits (complete wound healing; healing time) and risks (adverse events) of NPWT with alternative treatments or diJerent
types of NPWT in the treatment of pressure ulcers. We also cared about several other outcomes including quality of life, wound infection,
change in ulcer size and severity, pain, cost, resource use, and wound recurrence.

What did we do?

We searched the medical literature for published and unpublished robust medical studies (randomised controlled studies) that assessed
NPWT for treating pressure ulcers, with no restrictions on language, date of publication, or study setting. We compared and summarised
their results, and rated our confidence in the evidence according to research methods, scale, and other factors.

What did we find?

We found eight studies published between 2002 and 2022 involving a total of 327 participants with pressure ulcers at Category/Stage III
or above. Five studies compared NPWT with dressings. Only one study with a total of 12 participants reported usable primary outcome
data (complete wound healing; adverse events) and found that there was no evidence of a diJerence in the number of participants with
complete wound healing and adverse events in the NPWT group and the dressing group.  Three studies reported that NPWT may reduce
the size of pressure ulcers compared with dressing, but the results were not reported clearly and the certainty of evidence was very low.
One study with a total of 60 participants compared NPWT combined with Internet-plus home care compared with standard care. This
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study reports that NPWT combined with Internet-plus home care may reduce the surface area of ulcers, pain, and dressing change times
compared with standard care, but due to the risk of bias in the study, we downgraded the certainty of evidence to a very low level. One study
compared NPWT with a series of topical treatments and one study compared it with what was described only as 'moist wound healing',
but no useful data were obtained.

What are the limitations of the evidence?

The current evidence on the eJicacy of NPWT in the treatment of pressure ulcers is limited, and most studies were small (median 37
participants), poorly reported, of fairly short or unclear duration, and contained little in the way of useful data. We were not able to draw
any conclusions about the benefits or harms of NPWT in treating pressure ulcers based on existing evidence. High-quality research is still
needed to help decision-makers judge the value of NPWT in the treatment of pressure ulcers.

How up-to-date is this evidence?

This evidence is current to January 2022.
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S U M M A R Y   O F   F I N D I N G S

 

Summary of findings 1.   NPWT compared with standard dressings therapy

Population: adults with pressure ulcers
Setting: hospitals and home-based care
Intervention: NPWT 
Comparison: standard dressings therapy

Anticipated absolute effects* (95% CI)Outcomes

Risk with standard
dressings

Risk with NPWT 

Relative effect
(95% CI)

Number of par-
ticipants
(studies)

Certainty of the
evidence
(GRADE)

Comments

Study population          The proportion of pressure ulcers
healed

Follow-up:  24 weeks
0 per 1000 167 per 1000 (29 to

925)
RR 3.00 (0.15 to
61.74)

12
(1 RCT)

⨁⊝⊝⊝

Very lowa

 

Time to complete wound healing                                                                       Not estimable

 

Adverse events

Follow-up: 24 weeks

667 per 1000  857 per 1000 (231 to
992)

RR 1.25

(0.64 to 2.44)

12

(1 RCT)

⨁⊝⊝⊝

Very lowb
 

*The risk in the intervention group (and its 95% confidence interval) is based on the assumed risk in the comparison group and the relative e;ect of the intervention (and
its 95% CI).
CI: Confidence interval; NPWT: negative pressure wound therapy; RR: Risk ratio
GRADE Working Group grades of evidence
High certainty: we are very confident that the true eJect lies close to that of the estimate of the eJect.
Moderate certainty: we are moderately confident in the eJect estimate: the true eJect is likely to be close to the estimate of the eJect, but there is a possibility that it is
substantially diJerent.
Low certainty: our confidence in the eJect estimate is limited: the true eJect may be substantially diJerent from the estimate of the eJect.
Very low certainty: we have very little confidence in the eJect estimate: the true eJect is likely to be substantially diJerent from the estimate of the eJect.
aDowngraded once for risk of bias and twice for serious imprecision: the study was not powered to detect a diJerence in wound healing, and there was such huge imprecision
around the estimates that neither a positive nor negative eJect of NPWT can be ruled out.
b Downgraded once for risk of bias and twice for serious imprecision. Again the study was underpowered and findings were imprecise largely as it was not designed to assess
relative treatment eJects.
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Summary of findings 2.   NPWT compared with moist wound healing

Population: adults with pressure ulcers
Setting: hospitals
Intervention: NPWT 
Comparison: moist wound healing

Anticipated absolute effects* (95% CI)Outcomes

Risk with NPWT (plus
standard care)

Risk with NPWT (plus
standard care)

Relative effect
(95% CI)

Number of par-
ticipants
(studies)

Certainty of the
evidence
(GRADE)

Comments

The proportion of pressure ul-
cers healed

 

This outcome was not reported for this comparison.

Time to complete wound
healing

 

This outcome was not reported for this comparison.

Adverse events

 

 

This outcome was not reported for this comparison.

CI: Confidence interval; NPWT: negative pressure wound therapy
GRADE Working Group grades of evidence
High certainty: we are very confident that the true eJect lies close to that of the estimate of the eJect.
Moderate certainty: we are moderately confident in the eJect estimate: the true eJect is likely to be close to the estimate of the eJect, but there is a possibility that it is
substantially diJerent.
Low certainty: our confidence in the eJect estimate is limited: the true eJect may be substantially diJerent from the estimate of the eJect.
Very low certainty: we have very little confidence in the eJect estimate: the true eJect is likely to be substantially diJerent from the estimate of the eJect.
 
 

Summary of findings 3.   NPWT compared with the Healthpoint system

Population: adults with pressure ulcers
Setting: hospitals
Intervention: NPWT 
Comparison: Health point system

Outcomes

 

Anticipated absolute effects*

(95% CI)

Relative effect
(95% CI)

Number of par-
ticipants
(studies)

Certainty of
the evidence
(GRADE)

Comments

C
o
ch
ra
n
e

L
ib
ra
ry

T
ru
ste

d
 e
v
id
e
n
ce
.

In
fo
rm

e
d
 d
e
cisio

n
s.

B
e
tte

r h
e
a
lth

.

  

C
o
ch
ra
n
e D

a
ta
b
a
se o

f S
ystem

a
tic R

e
vie

w
s



N
e
g
a
tiv

e
 p
re
ssu

re
 w
o
u
n
d
 th

e
ra
p
y
 fo
r tre

a
tin

g
 p
re
ssu

re
 u
lce

rs (R
e
v
ie
w
)

C
o
p
yrig

h
t ©

 2023 T
h
e C

o
ch
ra
n
e C

o
lla
b
o
ra
tio

n
. P
u
b
lish

ed
 b
y Jo

h
n
 W
ile
y &

 S
o
n
s, Ltd

.

6

Risk with
NPWT (plus
standard care)

Risk with
NPWT (plus
standard care)

The proportion
of pressure ul-
cers healed

See comments See comments   28

(1 RCT)

  Participants with multiple wounds in the trial with da-
ta being reported at the wound rather than participant
level, but the included study did not clearly report the
number of participants randomised to each group.
Data were not analysed further due to these units of
analysis issues 

Time to com-
plete wound
healing

 

This outcome was not reported for this comparison.

Adverse events

 

 

This outcome was not reported for this comparison.

CI: Confidence interval; NPWT: negative pressure wound therapy; RCT: randomised controlled trial
GRADE Working Group grades of evidence
High certainty: we are very confident that the true eJect lies close to that of the estimate of the eJect.
Moderate certainty: we are moderately confident in the eJect estimate: the true eJect is likely to be close to the estimate of the eJect, but there is a possibility that it is
substantially diJerent.
Low certainty: our confidence in the eJect estimate is limited: the true eJect may be substantially diJerent from the estimate of the eJect.
Very low certainty: we have very little confidence in the eJect estimate: the true eJect is likely to be substantially diJerent from the estimate of the eJect.
 
 

Summary of findings 4.   NPWT combined with internet-plus home care compared with standard care

Population: adults with pressure ulcers
Setting: hospitals and home-based care
Intervention: NPWT combined with internet-plus home care
Comparison: standard care

Anticipated absolute effects*

(95% CI)

Outcomes

 

Risk with
NPWT (plus
standard care)

Risk with
NPWT (plus
standard care)

Relative effect
(95% CI)

Number of par-
ticipants
(studies)

Certainty of
the evidence
(GRADE)

Comments
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The proportion of
pressure ulcers
healed

      60

(1 RCT)

  The author only reported the proportion of effec-
tive treatment (the wound is completely covered
with fresh granulation tissue), which we did not in-
clude in the analysis.

Time to complete
wound healing

 

This outcome was not reported for this comparison.

Adverse events

 

 

This outcome was not reported for this comparison.

CI: Confidence interval; NPWT: negative pressure wound therapy; RCT: randomised controlled trial
GRADE Working Group grades of evidence
High certainty: we are very confident that the true eJect lies close to that of the estimate of the eJect.
Moderate certainty: we are moderately confident in the eJect estimate: the true eJect is likely to be close to the estimate of the eJect, but there is a possibility that it is
substantially diJerent.
Low certainty: our confidence in the eJect estimate is limited: the true eJect may be substantially diJerent from the estimate of the eJect.
Very low certainty: we have very little confidence in the eJect estimate: the true eJect is likely to be substantially diJerent from the estimate of the eJect.
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B A C K G R O U N D

Description of the condition

Pressure ulcers (also known as bedsores, pressure sores, and
pressure injuries), are localised damage to the skin and underlying
soI tissue, usually over a bony prominence or caused by external
forces such as pressure or pressure combined with shear (EPUAP/
NPUAP/PPPIA 2019).

Populations at risk of pressure ulcers include those with spinal
cord injuries (Gefen 2014), and those immobilised or with limited
mobility such as elderly people and people with acute or chronic
conditions that might limit movement or bodily sensation, or
both (Allman 1997; Bergstrom 1998; Berlowitz 1990; Berlowitz
1997; Brandeis 1994). Incontinence can also increase the risk of
ulceration by producing a detrimental environment for the skin
(Brandeis 1994). Impaired nutritional status may also increase risk
(Allman 1997; Donini 2005), however, there is currently limited
evidence for the eJectiveness of nutritional intake interventions
for preventing or treating pressure ulcers (Langer 2003; Smith
2013). A systematic review summarised that the most frequently
independent predictors of pressure ulcers development were: a
lack of mobility/activity; poor perfusion (including diabetes) and
worsening skin/pressure ulcer status; other factors including body
temperature and immunity, skin moisture, age, nutrition, and
general health status are also considered to be potential risk
factors for the occurrence of pressure ulcers (Coleman 2013).
Other studies found that oedema may also increase the risk for
the development of pressure ulcers, which predicted early tissue
damage (Chaboyer 2022); overweight was associated with a lower
risk of pressure ulcers, while underweight significantly increased
the risk of pressure ulcers (Alipoor 2021).

Mobility produces relief from pressure within the body through
regular, oIen sub-conscious, shiIs in positions when sitting or
lying. Tissue tolerance is the ability of the skin and its supporting
structures to tolerate the eJects of pressure by distributing it
(cushioning) and by the transfer of pressure loads from the
skin surface to the skeleton (EPUAP/NPUAP/PPPIA 2019). These
movements, triggered by a reduction in oxygen levels at pressure
points and possible discomfort, distribute pressure from contact at
the surface, thus reducing the compression of soI tissue against
bone (Gebhardt 2002). Populations with limited autonomous
movement or conditions that dull body sensation, or both (as
described above), are at risk of failing to achieve adequate pressure
relief. Prolonged exposure of an area of the body to pressure or
compression can interrupt the local blood circulation and trigger
a cascade of biochemical changes that may lead to tissue damage
and ulceration. Immobility can also lead to increased damage
from shear and friction, for example, when people are pulled into
positions in chairs and beds.

Pressure ulcers vary in severity. One of the most widely recognised
systems for categorising pressure ulcers is that of the National
Pressure Ulcer Advisory Panel which is summarised below (NPUAP
2016). Pressure ulcers are staged/categorised from I-IV, with IV
being the most severe.

• Stage/category I: non-blanchable erythema of intact skin

• Stage/category II: partial-thickness skin loss with exposed
dermis

• Stage/category III: full-thickness skin loss

• Stage/category IV: full-thickness skin and tissue loss

• Unstageable pressure ulcer: obscured full-thickness skin and
tissue loss

• Deep tissue pressure ulcer: persistent non-blanchable deep red,
maroon, or purple discolouration.

Pressure ulcers are relatively common, but complex, wounds.
Prevalence estimates vary according to the clinical setting being
assessed, the data collection methods used, and decisions about
whether or not stage I pressure ulcers should be included (since
there is no open wound at this stage, but evidence of possible
tissue damage). A study in the USA assessed the overall prevalence
of pressure ulcers in all facilities. The sample for this study was
918,621 patients, and the overall prevalence between 2006 and
2015 ranged from 9.3% to 13.5% (VanGilder 2017).  A cross-sectional
observational study of a community setting in the North of England
estimated that the prevalence rate of pressure ulcers (Grade ≥ 1)
was 0.77 per 1000 (Stevenson 2013). The prevalence of pressure
ulcers in Swedish hospital patients decreased significantly from
17.0 %to 11.4% between 2011 and 2020 and hospital-acquired
pressure ulcers decreased from 8.1% to 6.4% between 2018
and 2020 (Källman 2022).   Intensive care unit (ICU) patients are
particularly susceptible to developing pressure ulcers. A point-
prevalence study recruited 13,254 patients from 1117 ICUs in 90
countries and estimated that the overall prevalence of pressure
ulcer patients was 26.6% with 18.0% of stage II or worse (Labeau
2021).   A recent retrospective cohort study showed that the
incidence of COVID-19 patients hospitalised with pressure ulcers
was 6.9% (Rrapi 2021).               

Pressure ulcers have a large impact on those aJected; the ulcers
can be painful and may become seriously infected or malodorous.
It has been shown that - aIer adjustment for age, sex, and co-
morbidities - people with pressure ulcers have a lower health-
related quality of life than those without pressure ulcers (Essex
2009). The financial cost of treating ulcers in the UK was recently
estimated as being between GBP 1214 for a stage I ulcer, to GBP
14,108 for a stage IV ulcer (Dealey 2012). Pressure ulcers have been
shown to increase the length of hospital stay, readmission, and
mortality rates (Lyder 2012), and to add considerably to the cost of
an episode of hospital care (Chan 2013).  In the USA,  the annual cost
of treating pressure ulcers is USD17.8 billion with approximately
3 million people aJected (Hajhosseini 2020); Costs to Australian
public hospitals for treating pressure ulcers have been estimated
at USD 3.59 billion in 2020 (Nghiem 2022). A systematic review
reported that the treatment cost of pressure ulcers per patient
per day ranged from EUR 1.71 to EUR 470.49 (Demarré 2015). In
addition to the increasing length of hospital stay, discomfort, and
pain experienced, but also increases the cost of medical services,
risk of death, changes in body image, and quality of life (Walker
2017).                        

Description of the intervention

Negative pressure wound therapy (NPWT) is a technology that is
currently used widely in wound care and is promoted for use on
complex wounds (e.g. Guy 2012). NPWT involves the application of
a wound dressing through which a negative pressure (or vacuum) is
applied, oIen with the wound and tissue fluid drawn away from the
area being collected in a canister. The intervention was developed
in the 1990s, and the uptake of NPWT in the healthcare systems of
developed countries has been dramatic. A US Department of Health
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report estimated that between 2001 and 2007, Medicare payments
for NPWT pumps and associated equipment increased from USD 24
million to USD 164 million (an increase of almost 600%; Department
of Health and Human Services 2009). Initially only one NPWT
manufacturer supplied NPWT machines (the VAC system: Kinetic
Concepts Inc (KCI), San Antonio, Texas), however, as the NPWT
market has grown, a number of diJerent commercial NPWT
systems have been developed, with machines becoming smaller
and more portable. Indeed, the most recent introduction to the
market is a single-use, or 'disposable', negative-pressure product.
Ad hoc, non-commercial, negative pressure devices are also used,
especially in resource-poor settings. These devices tend to use
simple wound dressings, such as gauze, or transparent occlusive
(non-permeable) dressings, with negative pressure generated in
the hospital by vacuum suction pumps.

A number of diJerent healthcare professionals prescribe and
apply NPWT, and it is now used both in secondary and primary
(community) care, particularly following the introduction of
ambulatory systems, and prophylactically, to prevent surgical site
infection. Whilst the NPWT systems outlined above diJer in a
number of respects - such as the type of pressure (constant or
cyclical) applied to the wound, the material in contact with the
surface of the wound, and also the type of dressing used - the
principle of applying negative pressure to the wound in a closed
environment is the same for all products.

How the intervention might work

NPWT can collect high volumes of wound exudate, so may reduce
the frequency of dressing changes, and subsequent exposure of the
wound to the environment. This collection of exudate ostensibly
assists in the management of anatomically-challenging wounds,
keeps wounds clean, and reduces wound odour. Manufacturers,
however, also suggest that the application of negative pressure
(suction) to the wound actually promotes healing by drawing
together the wound edges, increasing perfusion (oxygenated blood
in the tissues) and removing infectious material and exudate
(Kinetic Concepts Inc 2012).

Potential negative consequences of NPWT include wound
maceration (soIening due to exposure to liquid), and retention of
dressing materials that may cause wound infection, as well as other
injuries (FDA 2011). NPWT devices are usually worn continually by
patients during treatment. They can interfere with mobility, and,
anecdotally, are oIen noisy, which prevents some patients from
sleeping.

Why it is important to do this review

There would be benefits to stakeholders (e.g. patients, clinicians,
and policy-makers) in establishing whether NPWT improves the
healing of pressure ulcers. However, recommendations on pressure
ulcer treatment guidelines have been inconsistent. Previous review
work has found little evidence about the eJects of NPWT on severe
pressure ulcers (Soares 2013). A Japanese Society of Pressure
Ulcers (JSPU) guideline (2016) considers “NPWT as an early adjunct
therapy for reducing the size and depth of Stage III and IV pressure
ulcers“ (JSPU 2016). The National Institute for Health and Care
Excellence (NICE) guideline (2014) suggests “do not routinely oJer
adults NPWT to treat a pressure ulcer, unless it is necessary to
reduce the number of dressing changes” (NICE 2014).  The American
College of Physicians (ACP) guideline (2015) does not recommend

NPWT as an eJective therapy for pressure ulcer treatment (ACP
2015). The Wound healing society (WHS) guideline (2015 update)
considers “using NPWT for stage III or IV pressure ulcers that fail
to progress in healing with conventional therapy” (WHS 2015). The
Wound, Ostomy and Continence Nurses Society-Wound (WOCN)
guideline (2016) considers the “use of NPWT which may increase
complete wound closure compared to standard wound dressings
and is associated with lower risk of secondary infections” (WOCN
2016). The International Clinical Practice Guideline (2019 edition)
considered NPWT as an early adjunct therapy for reducing the size
and depth of Category/Stage III and IV pressure injuries (EPUAP/
NPUAP/PPPIA 2019). The production of a robust and updated
systematic review can contribute to this aim by identifying,
appraising, and synthesising the evidence base to inform decision-
makers and possibly guide future research. 

O B J E C T I V E S

 To assess the eJects of negative pressure wound therapy (NPWT)
for treating adults with pressure ulcers in any care setting.

M E T H O D S

Criteria for considering studies for this review

Types of studies

We included published and unpublished randomised controlled
trials (RCTs), including cluster RCTs, irrespective of the language
of report. Cross-over trials were only included if they reported
outcome data at end of the first treatment period, before cross-
over. Studies using quasi-randomisation were excluded.

Types of participants

We included studies recruiting adults with a pressure ulcer
(category II or above), managed in any care setting. We excluded
trials of participants with category I ulcers. We accepted the
study authors' definitions of what they classed as category II or
above unless it was clear that wounds with unbroken skin were
included. Studies that recruited participants with category II or
higher pressure ulcers alongside people with other types of wounds
were included if the results for people with relevant pressure
ulcers were presented separately (or were available from the study
authors).

Types of interventions

Intervention: any brand of NPWT (both commercial and non-
commercial treatments) was included.   We included any RCT
in which the NPWT during the treatment period was the only
systematic diJerence between treatment groups.

Comparison: standard care (such as dressings and gauze) or
other treatments (including diJerent types/brands of NPWT). We
anticipated likely comparisons would include the use of NPWT
during the care pathway compared with no use of NPWT, or a
comparison of diJerent types/brands of NPWT used during the care
pathway.

Types of outcome measures

We list the primary and secondary outcomes below. If a study
was apparently eligible (i.e. correct study design, population, and
intervention/comparator), but did not report a listed outcome, we
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contacted the study authors where possible to establish whether an
outcome of interest here was measured, but not reported.

We reported outcome measures at the latest time point available
for a study (assumed to be the length of follow-up if not specified)
and the time point specified in the methods as being of primary
interest (if this was diJerent from the latest time point available).
For all outcomes we categorised outcomes from (consistent with
previous versions):

• under a week to eight weeks as short-term;

• over eight weeks to 26 weeks as medium-term; and

• over 26 weeks as long-term.

Primary outcomes

• The proportion of ulcers healed (frequency of complete
healing)

• Time to complete wound healing: we recorded whether this
had been correctly analysed using censored data and with
adjustment for prognostic covariates such as baseline size.

• Adverse events (generic): reported data were extracted
on adverse events classed as 'serious adverse events' and
'non-serious adverse events' where a clear methodology for
the collection of adverse event data was provided. This
methodology needed to make it clear whether events were
reported at the participant level or, where multiple events/
persons were reported, that an appropriate adjustment had
been made for data clustering. Individual types of adverse
events such as pain or infection that require specific assessment
were not extracted under this outcome - rather this is the
assessment of any event classed as adverse by the patient and
or health professional during the trial.

Where both the outcomes above were reported, we present all data
in a summary outcome table for reference. Where equal amounts
of information were available, we anticipated focusing on time to
healing as the key outcome measure. We accepted the authors'
definitions of what constituted a healed wound.

Secondary outcomes

Change (and rate of change) in ulcer size, with adjustment for
baseline size: we contacted study authors to request adjusted
means when these were not presented.  Where change or rate of
change in wound size was reported without adjustment for baseline
size, we documented the use of the outcome in the study but did
not summarise the data in the narrative or use them in any meta-
analysis.

• Change in the severity of ulcers: pressure ulcer healing status
assessment tool; that includes measures such as the pressure
ulcer scale for healing (PUSH) tool, Sussman wound healing tool,
and pressure sore status tool.

• Participant health-related quality of life/health status:
measured using a standardised generic questionnaire such as
EQ-5D, SF-36, SF-12 or SF-6 or wound-specific questionnaires
such as the CardiJ wound impact schedule. We did not include
ad hoc measures of quality of life that were not likely to be
validated and would not be common to multiple trials.

• Wound infection: as defined by the author.

• Mean pain scores: (including pain at dressing change) we
included this information only where the data were reported as

either a presence or absence of pain or as a continuous outcome
using a validated scale such as a visual analogue scale (VAS).

• Resource use: including measurements of resource use such as
number of dressing changes, nurse visits, length of hospital stay,
re-admission, and re-operation/intervention.

• Costs: any costs applied to resource use.

• Wound recurrence: as defined by the study author.

Search methods for identification of studies

Electronic searches

For this first update of the review, we searched the following
electronic databases to identify reports of relevant clinical
trials.

• The Cochrane Wounds Specialised Register (searched 13
January 2022);

• The Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL;
2021, Issue 12)  in the Cochrane Library (searched 13 January
2022);

• Ovid MEDLINE including In-Process & Other Non-Indexed
Citations (1946 to 13 January 2022);

• Ovid EmbaseE(1974 to 13 January 2022);

• EBSCO CINAHL Plus (Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied
Health Literature; 1937 to 13 January 2022).

The search strategies for the Cochrane Wounds Specialised
Register, CENTRAL, Ovid MEDLINE, Ovid Embase, and EBSCO
CINAHL Plus can be found in  Appendix 1. We combined the
Ovid MEDLINE search with the Cochrane Highly Sensitive Search
Strategy for identifying randomised trials in MEDLINE: sensitivity-
maximising version (Lefebvre 2021). We combined the EMBASE
search with the Ovid EMBASE filter developed by the UK Cochrane
Centre (Lefebvre 2021). We combined the CINAHL Plus search
with the trial filter developed by  Glanville 2019. There were no
restrictions with respect to language, date of publication, or study
setting.

We also searched the following clinical trials registries:

• US National Institutes of Health Ongoing Trials Register
ClinicalTrials.gov (www.clinicaltrials.gov) (searched 18 January
2022);

• World Health Organisation (WHO) International Clinical Trials
Registry Platform (https://www.who.int/clinical-trials-registry-
platform ) (searched 18 January 2022).

Search strategies for clinical trial registries can be found
in Appendix 1.

Searching other resources

• Searching reference lists of included trials and relevant
reviews

We aimed to identify other potentially eligible trials or ancillary
publications by searching the reference lists of retrieved included
trials, as well as relevant systematic reviews, meta-analyses, and
health technology assessment reports.

• Searching by contacting individuals or organisations

Negative pressure wound therapy for treating pressure ulcers (Review)
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 When necessary, we contacted authors of key papers and abstracts
to request further information about their trials.

• Adverse e;ects

  We did not perform a separate search for adverse eJects of
interventions used, we considered adverse eJects described in
included studies only.

Data collection and analysis

Selection of studies

Two review authors independently screened for possibly relevant
studies by titles and abstracts of the citations retrieved by the
searches. AIer this initial evaluation, we obtained all full texts
of potentially relevant studies and the same two review authors
independently checked whether the full-text papers met the
inclusion criteria. Any disagreement was resolved by a discussion
with third review author. We recorded all reasons for the exclusion
of studies for which we had obtained full copies of the text. We have
completed a PRISMA flowchart to summarise this process (Figure 1;
Liberati 2009).
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Figure 1.   Study flow diagram.
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Where required, we obtained all relevant publications when studies
were reported more than once. Whilst the study was included only
once in the review, all reports were examined to ensure the maximal
extraction of relevant data.

Data extraction and management

We extracted and summarised details of the eligible studies.
Two review authors extracted data independently and resolved
disagreements by discussion, drawing on a third review author
where required. Where data were missing from reports, we
attempted to contact the study authors to obtain this information.
Had a study with more than two intervention arms been included,
we would have extracted only those data from intervention and
control groups that met the eligibility criteria.

We extracted the following data where possible, by treatment
group, for the pre-specified interventions and outcomes in this
review. Outcome data were collected for relevant time points as
described in Types of outcome measures.

• Country of origin

• Type of wound and surgery

• Unit of randomisation (per patient) - single wound or multiple
wounds on the same patient

• Unit of analysis

• Trial design e.g. parallel cluster

• Care setting

• Number of participants randomised to each trial arm

• Trial registration number or protocol

• Eligibility criteria and key baseline participant data

• Details of the treatment regimen received by each group

• Duration of treatment

• Details of any co-interventions

• Primary and secondary outcome(s) (with definitions)

• Outcome data for primary and secondary outcomes (by group)

• Duration of follow-up

• Number of withdrawals (by group)

• Publication status of study; and

• Source of funding for the trial

Assessment of risk of bias in included studies

The risk of bias was assessed according to the criteria described
in the Cochrane Collaboration tool for assessing the risk of bias
(Higgins 2011), which considered the following six domains for
included studies evaluated: bias arising from the random sequence
generation (selection bias); bias due to  allocation concealment
(selection bias); bias due to blinding of outcome assessment
(detection bias); bias due to incomplete outcome data (attrition
bias); bias in the selection of the reported result (reporting bias);
other bias. Each of the items was evaluated by two review authors
as having low risk of bias, some concerns, and high risk of bias.
Any disagreement was resolved by a discussion with a third review
author. In this review we recorded issues with unit of analysis, for
example, where a cluster trial has been undertaken but analysed at
the individual level in the study report (Appendix 2) In this review
we recorded issues with a unit of analysis. 

For trials using cluster randomisation, we assessed the risk of bias
considering recruitment bias, baseline imbalance, loss of clusters,

incorrect analysis, and comparability with individually randomised
trials (Higgins 2022; Appendix 3).

Measures of treatment e;ect

For dichotomous outcomes we calculated the risk ratio (RR)
with 95% confidence intervals (CI). For continuously distributed
outcome data we used the mean diJerence (MD) with 95% CIs, for
trials that used the same assessment scale. If trials used diJerent
assessment scales, we used the standardised mean diJerence
(SMD) with 95% CIs. We only considered mean or median time
to healing without survival analysis as a valid outcome if reports
specified that all wounds healed (i.e. if the trial authors regarded
time to healing as a continuous measure, as there is no censoring).
Time-to-event data (e.g. time-to-complete wound healing), were
reported as hazard ratios (HR) where possible in accordance with
the methods described in the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic
Reviews of Interventions (Deeks 2022). If studies reporting time-to-
event data (e.g. time to healing) did not report a hazard ratio, then,
where feasible, we planned to estimate this using other reported
outcomes, such as the numbers of events, through the application
of available statistical methods (Parmar 1998).

Unit of analysis issues

Where studies randomised at the participant level and measured
outcomes at the wound level, for example for wound healing, and
the number of wounds appeared to be equal to the number of
participants, we treated the participant as the unit of analysis.

We had anticipated a possible unit of analysis issue if individual
participants with multiple wounds were randomised, the allocated
treatment used on the multiple wounds per participant (or perhaps
only on some participants) and then data were presented and
analysed by wound not person. This is a type of clustered data
and presents a unit of analysis error which inflates precision.
In cases where included studies contained some or all clustered
data we planned to report this alongside whether data had been
(incorrectly) treated as independent. We recorded this as part of
the risk of bias assessment. We did not plan to undertake further
calculation to adjust for clustering.

We also planned to record when randomisation and allocation had
been undertaken at the wound level – that is a split-site or split-
body design, and assess whether the correct paired analysis had
been undertaken in the study, issues would have been recorded in
the risk of bias section.

Dealing with missing data

It is common to have data missing from trial reports. Excluding
participants post-randomisation from the analysis, or ignoring
those participants who are lost to follow-up compromises the
randomisation, and potentially introduces bias into the trial. Where
there were data missing that we thought should be included in
the analyses, we contacted the relevant study authors to enquire
whether these data were available.

Where data for 'proportion of wounds healed' remained missing,
we assumed that if randomised participants were not included in
an analysis, their wound did not heal (i.e. they would be considered
in the denominator but not the numerator).
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In a time-to-healing analysis using survival analysis methods,
dropouts should be accounted for as censored data, so we took no
action regarding missing data.

For continuous variables, for example length of hospital stay, and
for all secondary outcomes, we presented the data available from
the study reports/study authors and did not plan to impute missing
data. We calculated missing measures of variance where possible.
If the calculation was not possible, we contacted the study authors.
Where these measures of variation were not available the study was
excluded from any relevant meta-analyses that were conducted.

Assessment of heterogeneity

Assessment of heterogeneity can be a complex, multi-faceted
process. Where assessment of heterogeneity was required we
firstly considered clinical and methodological heterogeneity:
that is the degree to which the included studies varied in
terms of participant, intervention, outcome and characteristics
such as length of follow-up. This assessment of clinical and
methodological heterogeneity was supplemented by information
regarding statistical heterogeneity - assessed using the Chi2 test (a
significance level of P < 0.10 was considered to indicate statistically
significant heterogeneity) in conjunction with the I2 measure
(Higgins 2003). I2 examines the percentage of total variation across
RCTs that is due to heterogeneity rather than chance (Higgins 2003).
It is generally considered that I2 values of 25% or less may mean
a low level of heterogeneity (Higgins 2003), and values of 75% or
more indicate very high heterogeneity (Deeks 2022). Where there
was evidence of high heterogeneity we planned to explore this
further where possible: see Data synthesis.

Assessment of reporting biases

Reporting biases arise when the dissemination of research findings
is influenced by the nature and direction of the results. Publication
bias is one of a number of possible causes of 'small-study eJects',
that is, a tendency for estimates of the intervention eJect to
be more beneficial in smaller RCTs. Funnel plots allow a visual
assessment of whether small-study eJects may be present in
a meta-analysis. A funnel plot is a simple scatter plot of the
intervention eJect estimates from individual RCTs against some
measure of each trial's size or precision (Page 2022). We planned to
present funnel plots for meta-analyses comprising 10 RCTs or more
using RevMan 5 (RevMan 2020).

Data synthesis

Details of included studies were combined in a narrative review
according to the type of comparator, possibly by location
of/type of wound and then by outcomes by time period.
Where appropriate and required clinical and methodological
heterogeneity was considered, and we anticipated pooling data
when studies appeared appropriately similar in terms of wound
type, intervention type, duration of follow-up, and outcome type,
thus synthesis was considered viable.

Our standard approach for meta-analytical analyses was to employ
a random-eJects model. Our preference for the more conservative
random-eJects model is because statistical assessments can
miss potentially important between-study heterogeneity in small
samples, (Kontopantelis 2012).

A fixed-eJect analysis was only planned when, in the judgement
of the review authors, there was minimal clinical heterogeneity

and this was supported by an X2 value estimated to be statistically

non-significant and an I2 of 0% (Kontopantelis 2013). In all other
circumstances, a random-eJects model wound be adopted. If
relevant, where clinical heterogeneity was thought to be acceptable
or of interest, we planned to meta-analyse even when statistical
heterogeneity is high – attempting to interpret the causes behind
this heterogeneity – use of meta-regression or subgroup analyses
for that purpose would also be considered (Thompson 1999;
Thompson 2002).

Data were presented using forest plots where possible. For
dichotomous outcomes present the summary estimate as a
risk ratio (RR) with 95% CI. Where continuous outcomes were
measured in the same way across studies, we planned to present
a pooled mean diJerence (MD) with 95% CI; we planned to pool
MD estimates where studies measured the same outcome using
diJerent methods. For time-to-event data, we planned to plot (and,
if appropriate, pool) estimates of hazard ratios (HRs) and 95% CIs
as presented in the study reports using the generic inverse variance
method in RevMan 5.3. Where time to healing was analysed as a
continuous measure, but it was not clear if all wounds healed, use
of the outcome in the study would be documented, but data would
not be summarised or used in any meta-analysis.

Pooled estimates of treatment eJect would be obtained using
Cochrane RevMan soIware 5 (RevMan 2020).

Subgroup analysis and investigation of heterogeneity

Had there been suJicient included trials and data, we had planned
to assess potential heterogeneity across the following areas where
there was evidence of between-trial heterogeneity. We envisaged
conducting subgroup analyses for:

• category of the ulcer;

• features of the negative pressure system and/or vacuum cycle
protocol used;

• duration of NPWT treatment;

• methodological features of studies (allocation adequately
concealed versus not reported or inadequate) and type of
randomisation (truly randomised with the adequate method of
generating the randomisation sequence versus not reported).

Sensitivity analysis

When possible, we planned to exclude RCTs with high risk for one
or more domains from meta-analysis to explore the impact on the
research results. However, we did not conducted any sensitivity
analyses.

Summary of findings and assessment of the certainty of the
evidence

We planned to present the main results of the review in the
summary of findings tables. These tables present key information
concerning the quality of the evidence, the magnitude of the
eJects of the interventions examined, and the sum of the available
data for the main outcomes (Schunemann 2022). Summary of
findings tables also include an overall grading of the evidence
related to each of the main outcomes using the GRADE (Grades
of Recommendation, Assessment, Development and Evaluation)
approach. The GRADE approach defines the certainty of a body
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of evidence as the extent to which one can be confident
that an estimate of eJect or association is close to the true
quantity of specific interest. The certainty of a body of evidence
involves consideration of the risk of bias, directness of evidence,
heterogeneity, precision (or imprecision) of eJect estimates, and
risk of publication bias (Schunemann 2022).

We presented the following outcomes in the summary of findings
tables.

• Time to complete wound healing where analysed using
appropriate survival analysis methods.

• The proportion of wounds completely healing during the trial
period.

• Adverse events.

For other outcomes, we conducted a GRADE assessment and
presented the results in narrative format in the results section.

R E S U L T S

Description of studies

See: Characteristics of included studies; Characteristics of excluded
studies

Results of the search

This 2022 update obtained 264 citations from the electronic search,
leI 191 from electronic databases, and 67 from trial registries, we
also assessed 21 potentially eligible records by scanning reference
lists and relevant reviews, 11 of records were duplicates. In addition
to the four studies previously included, we identified 35 references
as potentially eligible and obtained 32 studies as full ext.

The initial version of this review included four studies (Ashby
2012; de Laat 2011; Ford 2002; Niezgoda 2004), and we added four
studies in this first update   (Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi 2017; Şahin
2022;   Tang 2019); we excluded 28 studies and three are awaiting
assessment as we still have been unable to obtain the full texts
for two (Pruksapong 2011; Yu 2012), and one study did not have
obvious outcome data, but the graphs presented require more
exploration for the data on change in wound volume at two weeks
(Wanner 2003).

Included studies

Types of studies

Eight randomised controlled trials (RCTs) of negative pressure
wound therapy (NPWT) for the treatment of pressure ulcers,
containing 327 participants, are included in this review (Ashby
2012; de Laat 2011; Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi 2017; Ford 2002;
Niezgoda 2004; Şahin 2022; Tang 2019), all of those studies were
two-armed RCTs using a parallel-group.

Of all included studies, two studies were undertaken in the USA
(  Ford 2002; Niezgoda 2004), one in the UK (Ashby 2012), one in
Turkey (Şahin 2022), two in India (Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi 2017), one
in China (Tang 2019), and one in the Netherlands (de Laat 2011).
From the information available it seems that four studies used
an NPWT machine from the same Vacuum-Assisted Closure device
(V.A.C.® Therapy System Patient Support – KCI) (Ashby 2012; de Laat
2011; Ford 2002; Şahin 2022); two studies used the same low-cost
device (no detailed for the manufacturer) (Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi

2017); it was not clear what type of NPWT machine was used in
other two studies (Niezgoda 2004; Tang 2019).

Types of participants

Ulcers were category III and IV in seven studies, Ashby 2012; Dwivedi
2016; Dwivedi 2017; Ford 2002; Niezgoda 2004; Şahin 2022;  and
category IV only in de Laat 2011.

Types of interventions

NPWT was compared with:

• wet-to-dry dressing in Şahin 2022, follow-up time eight weeks:
quote: "The device was operated at 125mmHg pressure for 5 min
with and 2 min without active vacuum. Wound dressings were
changed every 48 h."

• standard care in  Tang 2019, including wound assessment,
instrument debridement combined with autolytic debridement,
wet dressing, and health education, follow-up time three
months: quote:   "NPWT dressings were changed five to seven
days, negative pressure setting range -80 to -120 mm Hg. AIer
the patient brought the machine home, the ostomy therapist
observed and guided the use of NPWT through WeChat video,
voice, and other internet platforms".

• wet-to-moist gauze dressings in Dwivedi 2017, follow-up time
nine weeks: quote:"The NPWT dressing was changed weekly
or more if the dressing became saturated or loss of suction
occurred, patients and caregivers were taught how to charge the
NPWT device and advised to charge it aIer every 5 to 6 hours."

• wet-to-moist gauze dressings in Dwivedi 2016, follow-up time
nine weeks: quote:"NPWT was changed every week or earlier if
required. The dressing was changed by resident staJ with the
help of research staJ, Patients and caregivers were taught how
to charge the Romovac and advised to charge it aIer every 5–6
hours."

• a choice of three standard dressing types in Ashby 2012, follow-
up time 24 weeks: quote:"Devices were used in accordance
with the manufacturer's guidance. The duration of treatment
was determined by the nurse treating the patient and also the
patient, in accordance with current practice."

• a wet-to-moist dressing with a sodium hypochlorite 0.25%
solution in de Laat 2011, follow-up time six weeks: quote:"The
fluid connection system was changed at least once a week.
Negative pressure mode of 125 mm Hg."

• and to moist wound healing with no further definition
in Niezgoda 2004, follow-up time 6 weeks: no further details.

• the Healthpoint system (which uses three gel treatments) in Ford
2002, follow-up time unclear: quote:"NPWT dressings were
changed Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays (manufacturer
recommends dressing changes every 48 hours)."

Ashby 2012  described as a pilot study.  Niezgoda 2004  was
presented as an interim analysis; no further data were available
from the study authors, who confirmed that the study had not
been published in full.  Tang 2019 was designed to compare the
eJectiveness of NPWT combined with internet-plus home care to
standard care.

Outcomes

Negative pressure wound therapy for treating pressure ulcers (Review)
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Eight studies provided data on six of our outcomes of interest.
For the primary outcome, only one study reported adverse events,
and the proportion of pressure ulcers healed (Ashby 2012). For the
secondary outcomes, five measured changes in the size of pressure
ulcers (de Laat 2011; Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi 2017; Şahin 2022;
Tang 2019), three reported pressure ulcer severity (Dwivedi 2016;
Dwivedi 2017; Şahin 2022), and three studies reported the cost of
treatment (Dwivedi 2016; Niezgoda 2004; Tang 2019). Only  Tang
2019  study reported pain and resource use (time of dressing
change). No study reported time to complete healing, health-
related quality of life, wound infection, or wound recurrence. 

Care settings

Participants were from two types of settings, including four studies
conducted in hospitals (de Laat 2011; Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi 2017;
Ford 2002); three studies were conducted in-home and in hospitals
(Ashby 2012; Şahin 2022; Tang 2019), and one study did not provide
enough data (Niezgoda 2004).

Funding sources

One study did not receive any funding (Şahin 2022), three studies
received full or partial funding from the public (Ashby 2012; de
Laat 2011; Ford 2002), and four studies did not provide information
about any source of funding (Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi 2017; Niezgoda
2004; Tang 2019).

Excluded studies

Twenty-eight studies were excluded from the review for the
following reasons:

• not a randomised controlled trial (10 studies;  Andrianasolo
2018; Dwivedi 2020; Hampton 2015; Kumar 2021; Leonardi 2017;
McCallon 2015; Mullner 1997; Papp 2018; Srivastava 2016; Tauro
2007);

• NPWT was not the only systematic diJerence between study
groups (nine studies; Baek 2020; Chen 2018; Ciliberti 2016; Gao
2015; Liu 2021; Mari 2019; Mohammed 2020; WagstaJ 2014;
Zhang 2012);

• no outcomes relevant to this review reported or obtained from
study authors to date (one study; Wild 2008);

• study population had mixed wounds and data on the
treatment of pressure ulcers were not available separately (six
studies; Braakenburg 2006; Hu 2009; Joseph 2000; Mody 2008;
Schwarz 2012; Ali 2015);

• study population was not relevant (one study; Moues 2007);

• we were unable to obtain any further information regarding the
study (no abstract or publication; one study; Greer 1999).

Risk of bias in included studies

We assessed the methodological quality of all eight included
studies according to the Cochrane Collaboration tool for assessing
the risk of bias. The results are presented in the risk of bias summary
(Figure 2) and risk of bias graph (Figure 3).
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Figure 2.   Risk of bias summary: review authors' judgements about each risk of bias item for each included study
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Ashby 2012 + + + + + ?

de Laat 2011 ? ? − + + ?

Dwivedi 2016 + ? ? − + −

Dwivedi 2017 + ? ? − + −

Ford 2002 ? ? + − + −

Niezgoda 2004 ? ? ? − ? ?

Şahin 2022 ? ? ? + + +

Tang 2019 ? ? ? + + −
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Figure 3.   Risk of bias graph: review authors' judgements about each risk of bias item presented as percentages
across all included studies
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Allocation

Random sequence generation

All included studies specified that participants were randomly
allocated to treatments. Four studies specified the method of
generating the sequence leading to random allocation, whether
by computer or random number table (Ashby 2012; Dwivedi 2016;
Dwivedi 2017; Tang 2019), but we assessed Tang 2019 as unclear
risk for this domain due to the indistinct description of random
methods. The remaining four studies were classed as being at
unclear risk of selection bias as they reported limited information
about the methods employed (de Laat 2011; Ford 2002; Niezgoda
2004; Şahin 2022).

Concealed allocation

We classed one study as being at low risk for this domain (Ashby
2012). This study reported that "the research nurse telephoned a
secure and remote randomisation service". The remaining seven
studies did not provide suJicient details to make a judgement, and
we classified these as unclear for this domain..

Blinding

We deemed two studies to be at low risk of detection bias for wound
healing as they undertook blinded outcome assessment (Ashby
2012; Ford 2002). It was noted in de Laat 2011 that blinded outcome
assessment was not possible for healing outcomes, so we classed
this study as being at a high risk of detection bias.   Five studies
did not report any information about blinding being used in the
study, and we classed them as being at unclear risk of detection
bias (Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi 2017; Niezgoda 2004; Şahin 2022; Tang
2019).

Incomplete outcome data

We classed four studies as being at low risk of attrition bias (Ashby
2012; de Laat 2011; Şahin 2022; Tang 2019), and four studies as at
high risk of attrition bias (Ford 2002; Niezgoda 2004; Dwivedi 2016;
Dwivedi 2017). Ford 2002 enrolled 28 participants with 41 wounds;
22 participants with 35 wounds completed the study.  Niezgoda
2004 seemed to have presented an interim analysis both in terms
of only some participants having been randomised and not all
participants completed follow-up. Dwivedi 2016 had a dropout rate
of 30 % in the NPWT group and 23.3 % in the control group. Dwivedi

2017 had a dropout rate of 31.3 % in the NPWT group and 21.4 % in
the control group.

Selective reporting

We classed all the studies as being at low risk of reporting bias
except for Niezgoda 2004, which we classed as being at unclear risk
due to the limited information available about it.

Other potential sources of bias

The results of  Tang 2019  must be viewed with caution, as the
patients in this study took the NPWT device home, and the
investigators used the internet for guidance and observation,
detailed information was very limited, so we considered this study
to be high-risk in this domain. We classed the Ford 2002 study as
high risk of bias due to unit of analysis issues. We found that the
data used in the two studies (Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi 2017) were
similar, but there was little diJerence in the number of people
included in the intervention group and the control group. We
contacted the author to request more detailed information, but
no reply was received. We can not confirm whether this study is a
duplicate of published data or a diJerent design RCT, so we classed
these studies as high risk of bias. We classed three studies (Ashby
2012; de Laat 2011, Niezgoda 2004) as having unclear risk of bias for
this domain.

E;ects of interventions

See: Summary of findings 1 NPWT compared with standard
dressings therapy; Summary of findings 2 NPWT compared with
moist wound healing; Summary of findings 3 NPWT compared
with the Healthpoint system; Summary of findings 4 NPWT
combined with internet-plus home care compared with standard
care

See Summary of findings 1  for negative pressure wound therapy
(NPWT) compared with standard dressings therapy;  Summary of
findings 2 for NPWT compared with moist wound healing; Summary
of findings 3  for NPWT compared with the Healthpoint
system; Summary of findings 4 for NPWT combined with internet-
plus home care compared with standard care.

See Table 1 for a summary of included studies and outcome data.
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Comparison 1: NPWT compared with standard dressings;
short-term follow-up (two studies, 42 participants)

One study with six weeks of follow-up compared NPWT with
standard dressings in people with spinal cord injury and pressure
ulcers (de Laat 2011). The study was deemed to be at high risk
of detection bias.   Another study with a total of 30 participants
(Şahin 2022) compared NPWT with standard dressings (wet to dry
dressing) with eight weeks follow-up. We judged the study as being
at unclear risk of bias for selection bias and detection bias.

Primary outcomes

TheseBoth  studies (de Laat 2011; Şahin 2022) did not report
complete wound healing or adverse events.

Secondary outcome: change in ulcer size

The  de Laat 2011  study reported that there was no evidence of
a diJerence between groups in the number of pressure ulcers
considered to have a 50% (or more) reduction in wound volume
at the end of the six-week follow-up with 83% (5/6) participants
recorded as reaching this endpoint in each group (risk ratio (RR)
1.00, 95% confidence interval (CI) 0.60 to 1.66; Analysis 1.1). This
study reported a median time to reach a 50% (or greater) reduction
in wound volume of two weeks (interquartile range (IQR) 1 to 2) in
the NPWT-treated group compared with three weeks (IQR 3 to 4) in
the dressing-treated group. We have not analysed the data further
here. GRADE assessment: very low-certainty evidence due to risk of
bias, indirectness of the outcome (complete healing is preferable),
and imprecision.

The  Şahin 2022  study reported that the change of wound area
reduction in the NPWT group was significantly higher than in
the control group at the end of the eight-week follow-up (mean
diJerence (MD) -14.67, 95% CI -25.37 to -3.97;  Analysis 1.2), and
the wound area was measured by a mobile 3DWM device. This
study only reported the mean and  P value. We tried to contact the
author to obtain more detailed data, but no reply was received.
We calculated the missing standard deviation (SD) of variance
where possible according to the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic
Reviews of Interventions (Deeks 2022). GRADE assessment: very low--
certainty evidence due to risk of bias, indirectness of the outcome,
and imprecision. 

Secondary outcomes: pressure ulcers severity

The Şahin 2022 study reported that the decrease of PUSH sore in
the NPWT group was significantly higher than in the control group
(MD -3.53, 95% CI -5.41 to -1.65; Analysis 1.3), the reduction in the
PUSH score represents a decrease in the severity of pressure ulcers.
We calculated the missing SD of variance where possible according
to the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions
(Deeks 2022). GRADE assessment: Very low--certainty evidence due
to risk of bias, indirectness of the outcome, and imprecision.

Other secondary outcomes

de Laat 2011  and  Şahin 2022  did not report on health-related
quality of life; pressure ulcer severity; wound infection; pain;
resource use; cost; or wound recurrence.

Comparison 2: NPWT compared with standard dressings
therapy; medium-term follow-up (three studies, 100
participants)

One study with a total of 12 participants compared NPWT with
standard dressings with 24 weeks of follow-up (Ashby 2012). The
study was a pilot study that explicitly stated that it was not designed
or powered to detect treatment eJects. This study may have a
potential bias in data collection. The study compared NPWT with
standard dressings (alginate, foam, or hydrofibre - the choice of
these being leI to health professionals). Two studies with a total
of 88 participants compared NPWT with standard dressings within
nine weeks of follow-up (Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi 2017).  We judged
both studies as being at high risk of bias for attrition bias and other
biases.

Primary outcome: proportion of wounds healed

One study with a total of 12 participants (12 pressure ulcers)
examined the proportion of pressure ulcers healed (Ashby 2012).
There was no evidence of a diJerence in the number of wounds
healed in the NPWT group (1/6) and the dressing group (0/6)
(RR 3.00, 95% CI 0.15 to 61.74;  Analysis 2.1). The study was not
powered to detect a diJerence in wound healing, and there was
such huge imprecision around the estimates that neither a positive
nor negative eJect of NPWT can be ruled out. GRADE assessment:
very low-certainty evidence due to serious imprecision and risk of
bias.

Dwivedi 2016 and Dwivedi 2017 did not report the proportion of
wounds healed.

Primary outcome: adverse events

One study with a total of 12 participants reported adverse events
(Ashby 2012). There was no evidence of a diJerence in the number
of participants with adverse events in the NPWT group (83%,
5/6) and the dressing group (67%, 4/6) (RR: 1.25, 95% CI 0.64 to
2.44; Analysis 2.2). Again, the study was underpowered and findings
were imprecise largely as it was not designed to assess relative
treatment eJects. GRADE assessment: very low-certainty evidence
due to serious imprecision and risk of bias. The Dwivedi 2017 study
reported that 10 patients withdrew from the NPWT group due to
adverse events, or owing to the refusal of additional treatment, but
it did not provide detailed information.

The other study (Dwivedi 2016) did not provide any information on
adverse events.

Secondary outcomes: change in ulcer size

Two studies (Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi 2017) reported that length,
width, and depth were significantly (P < 0.01) decreased in the
NPWT group as compared with the standard care group at week
nine. We tried to contact the author to obtain data on the
change in the surface area, but no reply was received. We have
not analysed the data further here. GRADE assessment: very low-
certainty evidence due to risk of bias, indirectness of the outcome,
and imprecision.

Ashby 2012 did not report the change in ulcer size.
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Secondary outcomes: pressure ulcer severity

Dwivedi 2017  and Dwivedi 2016 used the PUSH tool but did not
provide suJicient data to be included in the analyses,  we did not
analyse further here.

Ashby 2012 did not report the pressure ulcer severity.

Secondary outcomes: cost

The total cost in the NPWT-treated group was USD 105 compared
with USD 200 in the standard dressing group (Dwivedi 2016).
This study used innovative low-cost devices, and the calculated
cost may not represent the overall cost of commonly used NPWT
devices. The data in the study were reported poorly and are
not analysed further here. GRADE assessment: very low-certainty
evidence due to risk of bias, Indirectness, and imprecision. The other
studies in this comparison (Ashby 2012; Dwivedi 2017) did not
report economic outcomes.

Other secondary outcomes: health-related quality of life,
resource use, wound infection, pain, resource use, or wound
recurrence

No studies were found that reported on: health-related quality of
life; resource use; wound infection; pain; or wound recurrence.
The Ashby 2012 study did report on the number of trial treatment
visits that were made, but we did not extract these data as the
duration of treatments diJered (Table 1).

Comparison 3: NPWT compared with moist wound healing;
short-term follow-up (one study, 97 participants)

One study compared NPWT with 'moist wound healing', but
provided few details about the comparator intervention (Niezgoda
2004). The only information available came from a conference
abstract; no further published information was available. The study
was presented as an interim analysis at a point when recruitment
and follow-up of recruited participants were not complete. We
considered it to be at a high risk of attrition bias.

Primary outcomes

The Niezgoda 2004 study did not report on complete wound healing
or adverse events.

Secondary outcome: change in ulcer size

Niezgoda 2004 reported only unadjusted data for changes in ulcer
size (Table 1) which we did not consider further as per our methods.

Secondary outcome: cost

The mean cost of care (including materials, labour, debridements,
and length of stay) in the NPWT-treated group was USD 130
compared with USD 132 in the moist wound healing group.
No information about the variation around these estimates was
presented and the data are not analysed further here.

Other secondary outcomes

Niezgoda 2004  did not report on: health-related quality of life;
wound infection; pressure ulcer severity; resource use, pain;   or
wound recurrence.

Comparison 4: NPWT compared with the Healthpoint system
(one study, 28 participants)

One study compared NPWT with the Healthpoint system (Ford
2002). The Healthpoint System consists of three gel products:
Accuzyme®, Iodosorb®, and Panafil®. The study reports that of the
choice of three treatments available - participants whose wounds
showed substantial exudate received Iodosorb® or Iodoflex®; those
patients whose ulcers were clean and granulating received Panafil®.
Accuzyme® was not used. We considered the study to be at high risk
of attrition bias; it also had unit of analysis issues. It should be noted
that the study was reported to be an interim analysis and that the
length of follow-up was unclear.

Primary outcome data: proportion of ulcers healed

The study reported that two ulcers healed in each treatment arm.
However, whilst the number of participants for the study was
reported (n = 28), the number in each treatment arm was not, and
there were 41 wounds in the study. It was not clear whether one or
two participants healed in each group. Due to these units of analysis
issues, we have not analysed the data further here.

Primary outcome data: adverse events

 Ford 2002 did not report adverse events clearly (Table 1).

Secondary outcomes

 Ford 2002 did not report on changes in ulcer size; health-related
quality of life; pressure ulcer severity; wound infection; pain;
resource use; cost; or wound recurrence.

Comparison 5: NPWT combined with internet-plus home care
compared with standard care (one study, 60 participants)

One study with a total of 60 participants (Tang 2019) compared
NPWT (in-home) with standard care with a 3-month follow-up.

Primary outcomes:

The Tang 2019  study did not report on complete wound healing
or adverse events. The author only reported the proportion of
significant eJective treatment (the wound is of pressure ulcers
healed completely covered with fresh granulation tissue), which
we did not include in the analysis. We also note that covered with
granulation tissue is not 'healed' so we would also question this
definition of healing.

Secondary outcomes: change in ulcer size

The Tang 2019 study reported that the rate of wound area reduction
in the NPWT group was significantly higher than in the control
group at 1 month (MD -5.96%, 95% CI -6.74% to -5.18% to; Analysis
3.1) and 3 months aIer the intervention (MD -14.76%, 95% CI
-16.81% to -12.71%; Analysis 4.1). We downgraded the evidence to
very low certainty: once for risk of bias, once for indirectness, and
once for imprecision.

The study also reported a higher eJective rate (eJective definition
is that the ulcer size is reduced by more than 50%, with fresh
granulation tissue growing, and the coverage rate of the wound is
more than 70%) in the treatment group (16/30) than those in the
control group (10/30), we have not analysed the data further here.
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Secondary outcomes: pain

  Tang 2019  reported that the severity of pain reported in the
intervention group was lower than that in the control group (MD
-1.15 points, 95% CI -1.54 to -0.76; Analysis 4.2), but this study did
not report detailed information on pain measurement methods and
time. We downgraded the evidence to very low certainty: once for
risk of bias, once for indirectness, and once for imprecision.

Secondary outcomes: resource use

Tang 2019  reported that the frequency of dressing changes in
the intervention group was lower than that in the control group.
The point estimate for the MD was -26.3 (95% CI -28.22 to
-24.38;  Analysis 4.3). We downgraded the evidence to very low
certainty: once for risk of bias, once for indirectness, and once for
imprecision.

Secondary outcomes: cost

Tang 2019also reported the cost of dressing changes in the NPWT
group (RMB 35000.03) and in the standard care group (RMB
34993.65). No details information about the variation around these
estimates and the data are not analysed further here.

Secondary outcomes

 Tang 2019did not report on health-related quality of life; pressure
ulcer severity; wound infection; or wound recurrence.

D I S C U S S I O N

Summary of main results

This updated review included eight studies with 327 participants
which predominantly assess negative pressure wound therapy
NPWT to treat pressure ulcers. Only  Ashby 2012, which was a
pilot/feasibility study, reported primary outcome data on both the
proportion of wounds healed and adverse events that we report
fully in the review. Whilst there was no evidence of a diJerence
between NPWT and standard dressings for these outcomes, the
study was hugely underpowered having only 12 participants and so
its estimates were very imprecise and inconclusive. The fact that
only one participant healed during the 24-week follow-up period
highlights the need for adequate follow-up in studies that evaluate
treatments for severe pressure ulcers.

We classed the seven remaining studies as being at unclear or
high risk of bias for at least one risk of bias domain (de Laat 2011;
Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi 2017; Ford 2002; Niezgoda 2004; Şahin 2022;
Tang 2019); they also had a small sample size and poorly reported
outcomes. One of these studies, which also had 12 participants (de
Laat 2011), reported no evidence of a diJerence in the number of
wounds achieving a 50% (or greater) reduction in wound volume
over a six-week follow-up period. This was a surrogate outcome
and the comparison was again underpowered and imprecise. Three
studies reported that NPWT can reduce the surface area of pressure
ulcers compared with dressing, but the results of these studies
have not been completely reported, and the certainty of evidence is
considered to be very low, so we cannot draw reliable conclusions
(Dwivedi 2016; Dwivedi 2017; Şahin 2022). Three studies reported a
composite measure of pressure ulcer severity, but data was poorly
reported, and it was not possible to draw a conclusion (Dwivedi
2016; Dwivedi 2017; Şahin 2022).

One study reported that NPWT combined with internet-plus home
care can reduce the surface area of ulcers, pain, and dressing
change times compared with standard care, but we downgraded
the certainty of evidence to a very low level due to the risk of bias,
indirectness, and imprecision (Tang 2019).

Overall completeness and applicability of evidence

With the help of the Cochrane Wounds, we comprehensively
searched and screened the current evidence comparing the eJects
of NPWT for treating pressure ulcers. While we added four
randomised controlled trials (RCTs) since the previous version
of this review, the data were still insuJicient to draw a clear
conclusion. Most studies did not (or not fully) report our pre-
established key outcomes: complete healing of pressure ulcers,
time to healing data, and adverse events. Most of the included
studies have unclear, inconsistent, and non-standard outcome
reporting. For example, although some studies reported changes
in wound size, they only provided changes in length and width,
and such results were prone to measurement bias compared to
complete wound area measurements. We contacted the authors
several times to obtain further data but did not obtain the data we
expected.

All the included studies had small sample sizes with short or
medium follow-up times, which resulted in a lack of statistical
power to detect treatment eJects. The NPWT devices used in the
included studies were also diJerent. Some studies used self-made
NPWT devices, which was also an important factor limiting the
promotion of research results. In addition, we were unable to
perform subgroup analysis due to missing data.

Quality of the evidence

We rated the certainty of the evidence according to the GRADE
approach. We found the certainty of the evidence to be very low
for all outcomes. Low confidence in the evidence means that the
results of included RCTs need to be cautiously interpreted.

RCTs need to be adequately powered so that they are able to
detect treatment eJects of a specified size, should they exist.
Additionally, trials should have adequate follow-up periods so
that there is enough time in which important outcome events,
such as complete wound healing, can occur. However, only one
included study with 12 participants reported the primary outcome
(complete wound healing and adverse events). The short follow-
up time may be the main reason for the failure to observe wound
healing in other studies. In addition, most included studies were
small and presented limited outcome data with estimates that were
imprecise and had wide confidence intervals. In the future, RCTs
should calculate the sample size through appropriate methods and
observe important outcomes during a suJiciently long follow-up
period.

Rigorous RCTs in wound care are feasible - they must follow good
practice conduct and reporting guidelines, for example, CONSORT
(Schulz 2010). Key areas of good practice are the robust generation
of a randomised sequence and the use of blinded outcome
assessment, but only one study claimed they used reported proper
random methods, allocation concealed, and blinded outcome
assessment. Additionally, studies should report clearly how they
planned to collect adverse event data and how this process was
standardised for both treatment arms. In terms of analysis, where

Negative pressure wound therapy for treating pressure ulcers (Review)

Copyright © 2023 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

21



Cochrane
Library

Trusted evidence.
Informed decisions.
Better health.

 
 

Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews

possible, data from all participants should be included - that is
an intention-to-treat (ITT) analysis should be conducted - and
measures of variation such as the standard deviation (SD) or
standard error (SE) should be presented around measures where
appropriate. Half of the included studies had attrition bias due
to the loss of participants; steps should be taken while a trial is
being conducted to prevent the occurrence of missing data as far
as possible.

Potential biases in the review process

There were several potential biases in this review process.

We attempted to contact the authors included in the study to
obtain more information, it is unfortunate that not all the authors
responded. Missing data and information may lead to bias.

The review considered as much evidence as it was possible to
obtain, including studies that were not published in English-
language journals. It is possible that there may be unpublished data
that we have not been able to access and there is a potential for
publication bias, however, this is likely to be a limited issue in this
review.

Our search in January 2022 did not identify any ongoing studies, so
we consider our findings up-to-date at the time of publication.

Agreements and disagreements with other studies or
reviews

There are two systematic reviews that have examined the eJect of
NPWT on the treatment of pressure ulcers. The previous Cochrane
Review concluded that no rigorous RCT evidence is available
regarding the eJects of NPWT compared with alternatives for the
treatment of pressure ulcers (Dumville 2015). Our updated review
draws the same conclusions. A new meta-analysis published in
2021 concluded that NPWT can significantly improve pressure ulcer
complete healing rate, shorten healing time and reduce cost for
stage III or IV pressure ulcers (Song 2021). We do not agree with the
newly published meta-analysis and consider it to have limitations.
The meta-analysis included 16 RCTs, which is inconsistent with
other reviews. Some of the included studies did not distinguish
pressure ulcers from other wounds (lower limb ulcers and diabetic
foot ulcers), and the authors did not distinguish the type of ulcer
well when analysing and interpreting the results. For example,
the meta-analysis includes a study that was withdrawn for ethical
reasons and does not distinguish between pressure ulcers and
other ulcers (Ali 2017). The results of this included study are not
consistent with most other reviews.

NICE guidelines (NICE 2014) suggest "do not routinely oJer adults
NPWT to treat a pressure ulcer, unless it is necessary to reduce
the number of dressing changes” (for example, in a wound with a
large amount of exudate)", and maintain this suggestion in 2018
edition. (rating B,  NICE 2018). Our results are consistent with
the recommendations from the NICE, although we included two
additional RCTs.

The American College of Physicians (ACP) guideline does not
recommend NPWT as an eJective therapy for pressure ulcer
treatment (low level, ACP 2015). This review included three studies;
we excluded two of these because they were not prospective RCTs.
  Although we believe that the current evidence is insuJicient to
prove that NPWT is ineJective, it is consistent with our conclusions

in the ACP guideline also considers that the quality of the evidence
is low.

The Wound Healing Society (WHS) guideline (2015 update)
considers “using NPWT for stage III or IV pressure ulcers that fail
to progress in healing with conventional therapy” (Level 1, WHS
2015). We excluded a non-RCT that they included, and included four
additional RCTs in this review. We do not think that this guideline
defines the current quality of evidence as level 1 (they described it
as high). At the same time, when using NPWT, we should not only
consider whether pressure ulcers fail to progress in healing, but also
comprehensively consider the amount of exudate, wound size, and
cost-eJectiveness.

The Wound, Ostomy and Continence Nurses Society-Wound
(WOCN) guideline (2016) considers the “use of NPWT which
may increase complete wound closure compared to standard
wound dressings and is associated with lower risk of secondary
infections” (rating B, WOCN 2016). Japanese Society of Pressure
Ulcers (JSPU) guideline (2016) considered "NPWT as an early
adjunct therapy for reducing the size and depth of Stage III
and IV pressure ulcers" (rating C1,  JSPU 2016). Similarly, the
International Clinical Practice Guideline (2019 edition) considered
NPWT as an early adjunct therapy for reducing the size and depth
of Category/Stage III and IV pressure injuries (rating B,  EPUAP/
NPUAP/PPPIA 2019); this guideline includes some non-RCTs. The
recommendations of these guidelines can be combined with
the opinions of clinical experts, but the current evidence is not
suJicient to support the routine recommendation of NPWT for the
treatment of pressure ulcers.

A U T H O R S '   C O N C L U S I O N S

Implications for practice

Most randomised controlled trials (RCT) included only a small
number of patients and did not clearly report clinically important
outcomes (such as the proportion of wounds healed, time to ulcer
healing, and adverse events). The current evidence is of insuJicient
quality to be able to draw conclusions about the eJectiveness
and safety of NPWT for pressure ulcers. More high-quality RCTs
are still needed to determine the eJect of negative pressure
wound therapy (NPWT) on key outcomes. Practitioners should fully
consider the uncertainty of this evidence and choose appropriate
treatment methods in combination with patients' skin status and
cost-eJectiveness.

Implications for research

We have the following suggestions for future research.

Most of the included studies did not report the primary outcome or
provide enough information to perform a meta-analysis, which is
an important limitation of this study. Future studies need to report
key outcomes for evaluating the eJectiveness and safety of NPWT,
such as the proportion of ulcer healing, healing time, and adverse
events, and should also use recognised methods to evaluate cost,
resource use, pain, change in ulcer size, the severity of pressure
ulcers, and quality of life, which are important for patients and
clinical decision-making.

Problems such as the lack of standardised outcome measurement,
poor reporting of outcomes, and inconsistency of outcomes
measured between studies can be improved by developing
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and implementing a core outcome set (Schmitt 2019). Future
researchers should develop a core outcome set for the treatment of
pressure ulcers.

Future research should adhere to CONSORT reporting guidelines
to improve the transparency and accuracy of reporting and
interpreting clinical trial results (Schulz 2010). Most of the included
studies did not adhere to these guidelines, which made it diJicult
for uses of their evidence to judge the studies' risk of bias.

Most of the included studies were small with short follow-up times.
Large and robust RCTs are still required to judge the eJicacy of
NPWT in treating pressure ulcers.

Cost-eJectiveness needs to be fully considered before NPWT is
widely used, there is still a lack of research focus on the cost-
eJectiveness of NPWT.

Future research should further clarify the parameter settings of
NPWT, such as therapeutic frequency, duration, and location.
Meanwhile, NPWT is not applicable to pressure ulcer patients at all
stages, so it is necessary to clarify which states of pressure ulcer are
more suitable for NPWT.

Future research should pay attention to concealed allocation, and
make sure to blind assessors to avoid bias.

Future researchers should register or publish their study protocol
in advance to improve transparency, adhere to their protocol and
justify deviations from their study protocol.
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Characteristics of included studies [ordered by study ID]

 

Study characteristics

Methods 2-arm RCT

Conducted in home and hospital settings in 1 geographical location in the UK

Duration of follow-up was a maximum of 24 weeks

Participants 44 participants: all included in the analysis

Inclusion criteria listed: pressure ulcer graded III or IV according to the European Pressure Ulcer Adviso-
ry Panel Grading System; must receive primary care via Leeds Primary Care Trust; ulcer should contain
at least 80% viable tissue or have a very thin layer of slough (nonviable tissue) requiring no further de-
bridement prior to use of NPWT

Exclusion criteria listed: the presence of unclear undermining in the pressure ulcer cavity precluding
the use of NPWT; pressure ulcer with necrotic tissue, eschar, or necrotic bone present; the patient has
limited life expectancy; pressure ulcer located where, in the opinion of the treating clinician, a vacuum
seal could not be obtained; pressure ulcer too close to exposed blood vessels or organs, or both, anas-
tomotic sites or nerves, or both; patient unable to give valid informed consent because of incapacity;
the patient was unable to consent as trial materials were not available in a suitable language; the pa-
tient did not wish to consent to participation within a trial; a clinical judgment was made that the pa-
tient was not receiving adequate nutrition to allow treatment with NPWT; other reasons, in the clinical
judgment of the treating clinician or nurse, which excluded the patient from the trial

Interventions Group A: the wound was closed using a Wound Care Kit that includes foam dressing (V.A.C. Granu Foam
Silver), film drape, TRAC pad with tubing and a drainage canister. Steril foam material was placed in-
side the wound and was attached to the canister through tubing. The canister was attached to the Vac-
uum-Assisted Closure device (V.A.C.® Therapy System Patient Support – KCI), which is a portable device
that applies intermittent or continuous negative pressure. The device was operated at 125 mmHg pres-
sure for 5 min with and 2 min without active vacuum. Wound dressings were changed every 48 h. The
wound area was measured after all three rounds of treatment. Offloading of the sore was performed by
position change, airflow mattress usage and it was taken into consideration not to raise the head of the
bed, more than 30◦

Group B: The wound was initially evaluated for any necrotic findings and debrided if needed, and then
washed with an antiseptic solution. A culture specimen was obtained from the wound. 3DWM was used
to measure the pressure sores by taking pictures. The length and width of wounds were measured with
disposable paper rulers. Wound depth was determined in centimetres with a sterile cotton-tip applica-
tor by measuring against a ruler. Wounds were finally covered with gauze dressing soaked with saline.
Wounds were treated three times a day, and measurements were repeated every 48 h.  

Ashby 2012 
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Co-interventions: none described

Outcomes Primary outcomes: complete wound healing (% ulcers healed)

Secondary outcomes: adverse events

Notes Pilot study

Only one ulcer per participant was followed

Duration of follow-up differed between groups: mean duration was 3.8 months for Group A and 5.0
months for Group B

Funding: Supported by the Medical Research Council 

Risk of bias

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence genera-
tion (selection bias)

Low risk Quote: "Randomisation was conducted using pre-generated random permut-
ed blocks (block sizes of four and six). A data manager at the York Trials Unit,
who was completely independent of the research team, created the randomi-
sation programme"

Comment: adequate

Allocation concealment
(selection bias)

Low risk Quote: "the research nurse telephoned a secure and remote randomisation
service, located at the York Trials Unit (University of York, UK)."

Comment: central allocation was used to conceal allocation

Blinding of outcome as-
sessment (detection bias)
All outcomes

Low risk Wound healing

Quote: "We piloted a blinded outcome assessment process using digital pho-
tographs of the wound taken using the mobile camera phone"

Comment: blinding of key study personnel used and unlikely that the blinding
could have been broken

Adverse events

Comment: not blinded

Resource use

Comment: not blinded

Incomplete outcome data
(attrition bias)
All outcomes

Low risk Comment: flow chart shows that all participant data were included in analysis

Selective reporting (re-
porting bias)

Low risk Comment: outcomes identified in the methods section were reported in the
results (and were outcomes that would be expected to be included in such a
study). Protocol not seen. Only 1 participant's pressure ulcer healed so not
possible to calculate mean 'time to healing'

Other bias Unclear risk No unit of analyses issues

Quote: "Whilst the research nurse was primarily responsible for data collec-
tion, this responsibility was also delegated to nurses treating patients in acute
and community settings."

Ashby 2012  (Continued)
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Comment: there may have been inconsistency in reporting between communi-
ty nurses

Ashby 2012  (Continued)

 
 

Study characteristics

Methods 2-arm RCT

Multi-centred, conducted in hospital settings in the Netherlands

Duration of follow-up was a maximum of 6 weeks

Participants 24 participants (with a total of 28 wounds). 12 of these participants had pressure ulcers. Data were ex-
tracted and presented for the pressure ulcer subgroup only.

Inclusion criteria listed: patients ≥ 18 years who were admitted to the study hospitals with difficult-to-
heal surgical wounds, or paraplegic and tetraplegic patients with pressure ulcers grade IV according to
the European Pressure Ulcer Advisory Panel grading system

Exclusion criteria listed: patients with bleeding disorders; thrombolytic treatment; fistulas to organs
or body cavities; malignant disease; untreated osteomyelitis; life expectancy of < 1 year; radiation or
chemical exposure; pregnant or lactating women; people unable to comply with 1 of the interventions
or who had been treated with 1 of the study treatments in the past 30 days

Interventions Group A: NPWT (VAC system, vacuum-assisted closure; KCI, San Antonio, TX, USA; n = 6, 7 pressure ul-
cers). "Devices were used in accordance with the manufacturer's guidance. The foam dressings and
the TRAC Pad were changed 3 times a week (Monday morning, and Wednesday and Friday in the after-
noon). The fluid connection system was changed at least once a week. Negative pressure mode of 125
mm Hg."

Group B: conventional dressing therapy (n = 6, 9 pressure ulcers) with a sodium hypochlorite 0.25% so-
lution. "This wet-to-moist dressing was changed 2 to 3 times a day, depending on the wound debris.
The sodium hypochlorite solution was prepared by one hospital pharmacist."

Co-intervention: wound debridement took place when considered clinically necessary before the start
of the therapy and during treatment. Participants received (medical) care as needed

Outcomes Primary outcomes: adverse events

Secondary outcomes: change in wound size

Notes Some participants had more than one ulcer, so there was potential for unit of analysis issues although
this is not clear from the report

Funding source: the surgical department of Nijmegen University Medical Centre

Risk of bias

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence genera-
tion (selection bias)

Unclear risk Quote: "A prospective stratified randomised controlled trial was carried out
…"

Comment: method of generating of random schedule is not reported

Allocation concealment
(selection bias)

Unclear risk Quote: "Patients in the difficult-to-heal surgical wounds group or the spinal
cord injury patients with pressure ulcer group, were both allocated randomly

de Laat 2011 
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to either the topical negative pressure group or the sodium hypochlorite group
by using sealed envelopes."

Comment: whilst sealed envelopes were used to conceal allocation it is not
clear whether these were numbered to ensure sequential opening, or opened
by an independent person

Blinding of outcome as-
sessment (detection bias)
All outcomes

High risk The median treatment time to 50% reduction of wound volume

Quote: "Because of the striking foam imprints in the wound of patients with
topical negative pressure therapy blinding was not possible."

Comment: not blinded

Incomplete outcome data
(attrition bias)
All outcomes

Low risk Comment: flow chart shows that all participant and all wounds data were in-
cluded in analysis; the presentation of the data and methods outlined show
that an ITT analysis was done considering all randomised participants

Selective reporting (re-
porting bias)

Low risk Comment: based on paper only, protocol not obtained

Other bias Unclear risk Comment: it was not clear whether there were unit of analyses issues

de Laat 2011  (Continued)

 
 

Study characteristics

Methods 2-arm RCT

Conducted in hospital settings in 1 geographical location in India

The duration of follow-up was a maximum of 9 weeks

Participants 60 participants enrolled: stated that 44 participants with 44 wounds completed the study

Inclusion criteria listed: traumatic paraplegia; age 16–60 years; Either gender; Stage III-IV PU as defined
by the European Pressure Ulcer Advisory Panel (EPUAP); subjects able to give informed consent.

Exclusion criteria listed: necrotic tissue unlikely to tolerate debridement; chronic osteomyelitis not
treatable by antibiotics alone; exposed blood vessels and nerves; comorbidities such as diabetes mel-
litus, rheumatoid disease, vasculitis, neuropathy, chemotherapy, radiation therapy; poor nutritional
status as determined by a Braden scale nutritional assessment score of 2 or 1; Serum albumin<2.5g/L,
haemoglobin <9.0g/L

Interventions Group A: negative pressure device (NPD) was a low-cost device, comprises of a low-power continu-
ous-suction apparatus consisting of a bellow unit of 800ml capacity, a connecting tube with clamp, a
‘Y’ connector, a curved needle with matching catheter, and a spare perforated catheter (ROMOVAC SET-
GS-5002 SIZE-10; Romsons Scientific and Surgical Industries Pvt. Ltd. Agra, U.P., India), a sterilized piece
of foam and a transparent polyurethane adhesive dressing (Opsite; G. Surgiwear Ltd., Shahjahanpur,
U.P., India).  NPD was changed every week or earlier if required. The dressing was changed by resident
staJ with the help of research staJ. 

Group B: the pressure ulcers were cleaned with normal saline and packed with sterilized gauze to cov-
er the wound. The dressing was changed once or twice daily depending on the absorbency of the dress-
ing.

Outcomes Primary outcomes: none

Secondary outcomes: Surface area (reported as length and width separately).

Dwivedi 2016 
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PUSH scores (reported as depth, exudate, and tissue type separately).

Notes Funding source: no details of funding sources

Risk of bias

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence genera-
tion (selection bias)

Low risk Quote: "A computer-generated random table was obtained and used to allo-
cate participants to one of the two treatment groups: either NPWT or standard
care (SC)"

Comment: adequate

Allocation concealment
(selection bias)

Unclear risk Quote: "Treatment was allocated on an individually named patient basis and
participants commenced their allocated treatment immediately following ran-
domization. Participants were assigned an identification number, which was
used to identify them throughout the trial. Allocation of participants was done
by one of the co-authors."

Comment: no detailed information 

Blinding of outcome as-
sessment (detection bias)
All outcomes

Unclear risk Quote: "Weekly assessment of PUs for every outcome measure and clinical
photography was carried out by the same co-author throughout the trial."

Comment: no detailed information

Incomplete outcome data
(attrition bias)
All outcomes

High risk Quote: "There were nine patients withdrawn from the NPWT group and seven
from the standard group. Data from 44 patients were analyzed."

Comment: missing data

Selective reporting (re-
porting bias)

Low risk Comment: reported data on all outcomes stated in the methods

Other bias High risk We found that the data used in the two studies were similar
(CTRI/2014/09/0050), but there was a difference in the number of people in-
cluded in the intervention group and the control group. We contacted the au-
thor to request more detailed information, but no reply was received. 

Dwivedi 2016  (Continued)

 
 

Study characteristics

Methods 2-arm RCT

Single-centred, conducted in hospital settings at Boston Medical in India

Duration of follow-up was a maximum of 9 weeks

Participants 60 participants  enrolled: stated that 44 participants with 44 wounds completed the study

Ten participants were withdrawn from the NPD group due to deterioration of pressure ulcer with possi-
ble wound infection, or because the individual’s natal cleI area disrupted the vacuum, or owing to the
refusal of additional treatment. In addition, 6 participants withdrew from the comparison group and
refused additional treatment. Therefore, data from 44 patients were analysed

Dwivedi 2017 
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Inclusion criteria listed: individuals with spinal cord injury and paraplegia; patients aged 16 to 60 years
and stage III to IV pressure ulcer as defined by the National Pressure Ulcer Advisory Panel (NPUAP) 2016
taxonomy for pressure ulcer staging

Exclusion criteria listed: pressure ulcers with necrotic tissue that could not be removed on baseline de-
bridement, chronic osteomyelitis, exposed blood vessels and nerves in the wound, and specific comor-
bid conditions likely to impair wound healing such as diabetes mellitus, rheumatoid disease, and vas-
culitis; patients undergoing chemotherapy or radiation therapy and persons with severe nutritional
deficits (Braden Scale score for Pressure Sore Risk Nutrition subscale score of ≤2, a serum.albumin level
of <2.5 g/L, or a haemoglobin level of <9.0 g/L)

Interventions Group A: negative pressure device (NPD). The unit also includes a connecting tube with clamp, a “Y”
connector, a curved needle with a matching catheter, and a spare perforated catheter (Romo Vac Set
GS-5002 SIZE-10; Romsons Scientific and Surgical Industries Pvt Ltd, Agra, Uttar Pradesh, India). The
wound dressing was a sterilized piece of foam and transparent polyurethane adhesive dressing (Opsite;
G. Surgiwear Ltd, Shahjahanpur, Uttar Pradesh, India) to ensure the airtight seal needed to exert neg-
ative pressure. The NPD dressing was changed weekly or more often if the dressing became saturated
or loss of suction occurred. The NPD dressing was changed by the same investigator throughout the
study.

Group B:  The wound was gently cleansed to remove debris from the wound bed, and saline-soaked
gauze was placed lightly inside the bed, which was covered with a sterile dry dressing. Dressings were
changed once or twice daily depending upon the volume of exudate and saturation of the dressing. 

Outcomes Primary outcomes: none

Secondary outcomes: surface area (reported as length and width separately).

PUSH scores (reported as depth, exudate, and tissue type separately).

Notes Funding source: no details of funding sources.

Risk of bias

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence genera-
tion (selection bias)

Low risk Quote: "Study group location was completed using a computer-generated ran-
dom table."

Comment: adequate

Allocation concealment
(selection bias)

Unclear risk No information

Blinding of outcome as-
sessment (detection bias)
All outcomes

Unclear risk Quote: "All clinical assessments on a given patient were made by the same in-
vestigator throughout the study, and all data collectors received standardized
training concerning data collection procedures."

Comment: no detailed information

Incomplete outcome data
(attrition bias)
All outcomes

High risk Quote: "Ten participants were withdrawn from the NPD group due to deteri-
oration of PI with possible wound infection, or because the individual’s natal
cleI area disrupted the vacuum, or owing to refusal of additional treatment. In
addition, 6 participants withdrew from the comparison group and refused ad-
ditional treatment. "

Selective reporting (re-
porting bias)

Low risk Comment: reported data on all outcomes stated in the methods

Other bias High risk We found that the data used in the two studies were similar
(CTRI/2014/09/0050), but there was a difference in the number of people in-

Dwivedi 2017  (Continued)
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cluded in the intervention group and the control group. We contacted the au-
thor to request more detailed information, but no reply was received. 

Dwivedi 2017  (Continued)

 
 

Study characteristics

Methods 2-arm RCT

Single-centred, conducted in hospital settings at Boston Medical in the USA

Duration of follow-up unclear – stated as ranging from 3 to 10 months not clear if it different between
trial groups

Participants 28 participants with 41 wounds enrolled: stated that 22 participants with 35 wounds completed the
study

Inclusion criteria listed: presence of stage III or IV ulcer for ≥ 4 weeks; albumin ≥ 2.0; age 21–80 years; ul-
cer volume after debridement = 10 mL–150 mL

Exclusion criteria listed: fistulas to organs or body cavities; malignancy in the wound; pregnant or lac-
tating women; Hashimoto thyroiditis; Graves' disease; iodine allergy; systemic sepsis; electrical burns;
radiation exposure; chemical exposure; cancer; connective tissue disease; chronic renal or pulmonary
disease; uncontrolled diabetes; corticosteroids or immunosuppressive agents; cardiac pacemaker; fer-
romagnetic clamps; recent placement of orthopaedic hardware

Interventions Group A: NPWT (number of participants in the trial group not reported; n = 20 ulcers). The report
suggests using the KCI VAC product. The duration of treatment was 6 weeks. "NPWT dressings were
changed Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays (manufacturer recommends dressing changes every 48
hours)."

Group B: Healthpoint System (which consists of three gel products: Accuzyme®, Iodosorb®, and
Panafil®). The study reports that of the choice of three treatments available - participants whose
wounds showed substantial exudate received Iodosorb® or Iodoflex®; those patients whose ulcers were
clean and granulating received Panafil®. Because all wounds were debrided surgically as appropriate,
Accuzyme® was not used. The number of participants in the trial groups was not reported; n = 15 ulcers.
The duration of treatment was 6 weeks. "HP [Healthpoint] dressings were changed once or twice daily,
depending on the degree of wound drainage."

Outcomes Primary outcomes:

Complete wound healing (% ulcers healed)

Adverse events

Secondary outcomes: not reported

Notes Some participants had more than one ulcers: potential unit of analysis issue

Funding source: the Plastic Surgery Education Foundation and Kinetic Concepts, San Antonio, TX

Risk of bias

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence genera-
tion (selection bias)

Unclear risk Quote: "Patients underwent ulcer debridement as necessary, followed by ran-
dom assignment to 6 weeks of treatment with either VAC or HP. Randomiza-
tion was based on a table of random letters, V or H, generated before the trial
began."

Ford 2002 
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Comment: method of generation of random schedule not clear

Allocation concealment
(selection bias)

Unclear risk Comment: method of allocation not reported

Blinding of outcome as-
sessment (detection bias)
All outcomes

Low risk Wound healing

Quote: "Blinded clinic staJ, including nurses, medical students, and interns,
measured wounds and obtained plaster impressions."

Comment: blinding of key study personnel used

Adverse events

Comment: not blinded

Incomplete outcome data
(attrition bias)
All outcomes

High risk Quote: "28 participants with 41 wounds were enrolled; 22 participants with 35
wounds completed the study."

Comment: report suggest 6 participants with 1 wound each were lost to fol-
low-up. It is not clear which trial group these participants were from. The pa-
per also reports that the average patient age was 41.7 years in Group A and
54.4 years in Group B. It is not clear if this was before or after the loss of 6 par-
ticipants, but there seems to be imbalance

Selective reporting (re-
porting bias)

Low risk Comment: based on paper only, protocol not obtained

Other bias High risk Comment: possible unit of analysis issue is due to participants with multiple
wounds in the trial with data being reported at the wound rather than partici-
pant level. No information on the number of participants randomised to each
group.

Duration of follow-up and any differences in trial groups of follow-up times
were not clear

Ford 2002  (Continued)

 
 

Study characteristics

Methods 2-arm RCT

Conducted in USA

Follow-up (at time results presented) 42 days (6 weeks)

Participants 97 participants.

Inclusion criteria listed: stage III and IV pressure ulcers located on the trunk or trochanter regions

Exclusion criteria listed: none listed

Interventions Group A: NPWT (VAC) n = 54

Group B: moist wound healing (no further information) n = 43

Outcomes Primary outcomes: none

Secondary outcomes:

Niezgoda 2004 
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Change in ulcer size (unadjusted)

Cost

Notes Conference abstract; interim analyses; abstract notes that full follow-up was planned as 82 days

Authors contacted via e-mail and confirmed that the full study was not published and that outcome da-
ta were not available to us

Funding not reported

Risk of bias

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence genera-
tion (selection bias)

Unclear risk No information

Allocation concealment
(selection bias)

Unclear risk No information

Blinding of outcome as-
sessment (detection bias)
All outcomes

Unclear risk No information

Incomplete outcome data
(attrition bias)
All outcomes

High risk Interim analysis in terms of both participant numbers and length of follow-up
for those participants recruited

Selective reporting (re-
porting bias)

Unclear risk No information

Other bias Unclear risk No information; interim analysis - not clear why further work not available

Niezgoda 2004  (Continued)

 
 

Study characteristics

Methods 2-arm RCT

Conducted in-home and hospital settings in China

The duration of follow-up was a maximum of 3 months

Participants 60 participants: all included in the analysis

Inclusion criteria listed:

Pressure ulcer graded III or IV according to the European Pressure Ulcer Advisory Panel Grading Sys-
tem; the blood glucose level and nutritional index level were well controlled, and the body mass index
(BMI) was at the same level; the patient's age was > 60 years old

Exclusion criteria listed:

Patients with malignant tumours; the wound has large blood vessel exposure and nerve exposure; the
wound has active bleeding, necrotic tissue, and contraindications to debridement, no debridement or
secondary osteomyelitis without treatment, or there is an undetected sinus; there are systemic compli-
cations affecting wound repair, such as autoimmune diseases, multiple organ failure and so on

Tang 2019 
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Interventions Group A: the wound was initially evaluated for the whole body and wound; implement conservative in-
strument debridement combined with autolytic debridement; selected the appropriate new dressing
according to the evaluation results of the wound, adopted the wet dressing change method, and deter-
mined the frequency of dressing change and dressing change according to the wound exudation until
the rotten meat in the wound bed disappeared

Group B: wound evaluation, cleaning, and debridement were the same as those in the control group;
the dressing was cut according to the size of the wound, and the sealing film was trimmed to com-
pletely cover the dressing and exceed the area of 3~5cm beyond the edge of the wound. The operator
pinched the sealing film with his index finger and thumb, cut a small hole with a diameter of 1~2cm
on the film, and then pasted a suction cup; connected the NPWT treatment host, and set the pressure
through the touch screen of the NPWT treatment instrument. The pressure setting range of pressure ul-
cers was -80 to -120 mm Hg; guided the patient's family members on the operation, observation, and
possible troubleshooting of the machine setting, and give health education; after the patient took the
machine home, the stoma therapist observed and guided the effect of negative pressure treatment
through WeChat video, voice, and other Internet platforms. If there was a fault, it would be eliminat-
ed in time. For problems that could not be solved remotely, the stoma therapist would provide on-site
service; the dressing shall be changed according to the drainage fluid and wound conditions, and the
dressing shall be changed once in the outpatient department in 5~7 days until the patient's wound bed
was free of rotten meat and the wound red granulation tissue was completely covered

Outcomes Primary outcome: none

Second outcome: 

Times of dressing change

Rate of change in wound size

Pain

Notes Funding source: no details of funding sources

Risk of bias

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence genera-
tion (selection bias)

Unclear risk Quote: "Pairing based on patients' age, basic physical conditions, and the
stage of pressure ulcers, each pair was divided into the control group and in-
tervention group with 30 patients in each group according to the random num-
ber table".

Comment: there are no further details of the randomisation process, we can
not make a judgment according to the author's description.

Allocation concealment
(selection bias)

Unclear risk Comment: no information.

Blinding of outcome as-
sessment (detection bias)
All outcomes

Unclear risk Quote: "The ostomy therapist observed the effect and guided the use of NPWT
treatment through WeChat video, voice, and other Internet platforms".

Comment: no detailed information.

Incomplete outcome data
(attrition bias)
All outcomes

Low risk Quote: "No participants withdraw from the study"

Comment: all participant data were included in the analysis.

Selective reporting (re-
porting bias)

Low risk Comment: outcomes identified in the methods section were reported in the
results (and were outcomes that would be expected to be included in such a
study). Protocol not seen. 

Tang 2019  (Continued)
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Other bias High risk Quote: "After the patient took the machine home, the ostomy therapist ob-
served and guided the use of NPWT through WeChat video, voice, and other In-
ternet programs"

Comment: researchers may not be able to control the potential bias risk.

Tang 2019  (Continued)

 
 

Study characteristics

Methods 2-arm RCT

Conducted in-home and hospital settings in 1 geographical location in the UK

The duration of follow-up was a maximum of 24 weeks

Participants 30 participants: all included in the analysis

Inclusion criteria listed: (1) being ≥18 years old; (2) not having time/access constraints; (3) voluntari-
ness

Exclusion criteria listed:(1) Stage I and Stage II pressure ulcers; (2) cancer; (3) increased risk of bleeding;
(4) osteomyelitis; (5) corticosteroid treatment; (6) contraindications of NPWT (fistula, necrotic tissue in
the wound, burn wound, cardiorespiratory disease)

Interventions Group A: the wounds were initially evaluated for any necrotic findings and debrided if needed, and then
washed with an antiseptic solution. Wound depth was determined in centimetres with a sterile cot-
ton-tip applicator by measuring against a ruler. The wound was closed using a Wound Care Kit that in-
cludes foam dressing (V.A.C. Granu Foam Silver), film drape, TRAC pad with tubing, and a drainage can-
ister. Steril foam material was placed inside the wound and was attached to the canister through the
tubing. The canister was attached to the Vacuum-Assisted Closure device (V.A.C.® Therapy System Pa-
tient Support – KCI), which is a portable device that applies intermittent or continuous negative pres-
sure. The device was operated at 125 mmHg pressure for 5 min with and 2 min without an active vacu-
um. Wound dressings were changed every 48 h. 

Group B: the wound was initially evaluated for any necrotic findings and debrided if needed, and then
washed with an antiseptic solution. 3DWM was used to measure the pressure sores by taking pictures.
Wounds were finally covered with gauze dressing soaked with saline. Wounds were treated three times
a day, and measurements were repeated every 48 h. 

Outcomes Primary outcomes: none

Secondary outcomes: 

PUSH Tool

Change in wound size 

Notes Funding source: no financial support

Risk of bias

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence genera-
tion (selection bias)

Unclear risk Quote: "the subjects were divided into experimental and control groups ac-
cording to their respective protocol numbers. The protocol numbers ending
with odd digits were assigned to the control group, and those ending with
even digits were assigned to the experimental group."

Şahin 2022 
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Commend: information cannot determine how the protocol number is gener-
ated.

Allocation concealment
(selection bias)

Unclear risk No information

Blinding of outcome as-
sessment (detection bias)
All outcomes

Unclear risk No information

Incomplete outcome data
(attrition bias)
All outcomes

Low risk No missing outcome data

Selective reporting (re-
porting bias)

Low risk quote: "Its consort trial number is NCT04311229."

Commend:  the study protocol is available and all of the study’s prespecified
(primary and secondary) outcomes that are of interest in the review have been
reported in a prespecified way

Other bias Low risk Comment: no other clear sources of bias was found 

Şahin 2022  (Continued)

Abbreviations
h: hour; ITT: intention to treat; min: minute; NPD: negative pressure device; NPWT: negative pressure wound therapy; PUSH: pressure
ulcer scale for healing; RCT: randomised controlled trial
 

Characteristics of excluded studies [ordered by study ID]

 

Study Reason for exclusion

Ali 2015 Study population had range of wounds 

Andrianasolo 2018 Not an RCT

Baek 2020 NPWT was not the only systematic difference between groups: the trial applied NPWT in both com-
parison groups

Braakenburg 2006 Study population had range of wounds - authors contacted to try and obtain pressure ulcer data

Chen 2018 NPWT was not the only systematic difference between groups: the trial applied NPWT in both com-
parison groups

Ciliberti 2016 NPWT was not the only systematic difference between groups: the trial applied NPWT in both com-
parison groups

Dwivedi 2020 Non-randomised study

Gao 2015 NPWT was not the only systematic difference between groups: the trial applied NPWT in both com-
parison groups

Greer 1999 Unable to locate an abstract or full-text publication

Hampton 2015 Not an RCT

Hu 2009 Study population had range of wounds - based on translation
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Study Reason for exclusion

Joseph 2000 Study population had range of wounds - authors contacted to try and obtain pressure ulcer data

Kumar 2021 Not an RCT

Leonardi 2017 Not an RCT

Liu 2021 NPWT was not the only systematic difference between groups: the trial applied NPWT in both com-
parison groups

Mari 2019 NPWT was not the only systematic difference between groups: the trial applied NPWT in both com-
parison groups

 

McCallon 2015 Not an RCT

Mody 2008 Study population had range of wound wounds - authors contacted to try and obtain pressure ulcer
data. 11/48 wounds were pressure ulcers, but it seems that only 2 were in the NPWT group

Mohammed 2020 NPWT was not the only systematic difference between groups: the trial applied NPWT in both com-
parison groups

Moues 2007 Not corrected study population. Confirmed by study author

Mullner 1997 Not an RCT

Papp 2018 not RCT

Schwarz 2012 Study population had range of wound - authors contacted to try and obtain pressure ulcer data

Srivastava 2016 Not an RCT

Tauro 2007 Not an RCT

WagstaJ 2014 NPWT was not the only systematic difference between groups: the trial applied NPWT in both com-
parison groups

Wild 2008 No relevant outcome data reported - authors contacted. RCT contained 10 participants in total

Zhang 2012 NPWT was not the only systematic difference between groups: the trial applied NPWT in both com-
parison groups

Abbreviations
NPWT: negative pressure wound therapy; RCT: randomised controlled trial
 

Characteristics of studies awaiting classification [ordered by study ID]

 

Methods States it is an RCT

Participants People with chronic wounds

Interventions Portable vacuum dressing

Pruksapong 2011 
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Outcomes  

Notes Unable to obtain paper to date. Abstract notes that 30 participants with chronic wounds were re-
cruited and describes the intervention as a vacuum dressing. It is possible that these wounds are
pressure ulcers and that the treatment is NPWT. This need to be confirmed using the full text which
we have been unable to obtain to date.

Pruksapong 2011  (Continued)

 
 

Methods Describes that participants were randomly put into groups - no further detail

Participants People with pressure ulcers

Interventions NPWT

Outcomes Time to 50% reduction in wound area

Notes The outcome data is unclear we have contacted the authors to ask for more information

Wanner 2003 

 
 

Methods Described as RCT in title

Participants People with pressure ulcers

Interventions NPWT

Outcomes  

Notes Unable to obtain this conference abstract or any associated publication to date

Yu 2012 

NPWT: negative pressure wound therapy; RCT: randomised controlled trial
 

 

D A T A   A N D   A N A L Y S E S

 

Comparison 1.   NPWT compared with standard dressings: short-term follow-up

Outcome or subgroup title No. of studies No. of partici-
pants

Statistical method Effect size

1.1 Proportion of ulcers with 50%
or greater reduction in wound area

1 12 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 1.00 [0.60, 1.66]

1.2 Change in wound size 1 30 Mean Difference (IV, Fixed, 95%
CI)

-14.67 [-25.37,
-3.97]

1.3 PUSH score  1 30 Mean Difference (IV, Fixed, 95%
CI)

-3.53 [-5.41, -1.65]
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Analysis 1.1.   Comparison 1: NPWT compared with standard dressings: short-term
follow-up, Outcome 1: Proportion of ulcers with 50% or greater reduction in wound area

Study or Subgroup

de Laat 2011

Total (95% CI)
Total events:
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.00 (P = 1.00)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

NPWT
Events

5

5

Total

6

6

Dressings
Events

5

5

Total

6

6

Weight

100.0%

100.0%

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

1.00 [0.60 , 1.66]

1.00 [0.60 , 1.66]

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Favours NPWT Favours Dressing

 
 

Analysis 1.2.   Comparison 1: NPWT compared with standard
dressings: short-term follow-up, Outcome 2: Change in wound size

Study or Subgroup

Şahin 2022

Total (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.69 (P = 0.007)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

NPWT
Mean

-18.47

SD

14.95

Total

15

15

Dressings
Mean

-3.8

SD

14.95

Total

15

15

Weight

100.0%

100.0%

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

-14.67 [-25.37 , -3.97]

-14.67 [-25.37 , -3.97]

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

-100 -50 0 50 100
Favours NPWT Favours Dressing

 
 

Analysis 1.3.   Comparison 1: NPWT compared with standard
dressings: short-term follow-up, Outcome 3: PUSH score 

Study or Subgroup

Şahin 2022

Total (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.68 (P = 0.0002)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

NPWT
Mean

-4.597

SD

2.63

Total

15

15

Dressings
Mean

-1.067

SD

2.63

Total

15

15

Weight

100.0%

100.0%

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

-3.53 [-5.41 , -1.65]

-3.53 [-5.41 , -1.65]

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

-100 -50 0 50 100
Favours NPWT Favours Dressings

 
 

Comparison 2.   NPWT compared with standard dressings: medium-term follow-up

Outcome or subgroup title No. of studies No. of partici-
pants

Statistical method Effect size

2.1 Proportion of wounds
healed

1 12 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 3.00 [0.15, 61.74]

2.2 Adverse events 1 12 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 1.25 [0.64, 2.44]
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Analysis 2.1.   Comparison 2: NPWT compared with standard dressings:
medium-term follow-up, Outcome 1: Proportion of wounds healed

Study or Subgroup

Ashby 2012

Total (95% CI)
Total events:
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.71 (P = 0.48)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

NPWT
Events

1

1

Total

6

6

Dressings
Events

0

0

Total

6

6

Weight

100.0%

100.0%

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

3.00 [0.15 , 61.74]

3.00 [0.15 , 61.74]

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

0.001 0.1 1 10 1000
Favours dressings Favours NPWT

 
 

Analysis 2.2.   Comparison 2: NPWT compared with standard
dressings: medium-term follow-up, Outcome 2: Adverse events

Study or Subgroup

Ashby 2012

Total (95% CI)
Total events:
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.65 (P = 0.51)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

NPWT
Events

5

5

Total

6

6

Dressings
Events

4

4

Total

6

6

Weight

100.0%

100.0%

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

1.25 [0.64 , 2.44]

1.25 [0.64 , 2.44]

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5 10
Favours NPWT Favours dressings

 
 

Comparison 3.   NPWT combined with internet-plus home care compared with standard care: short-term follow-up

Outcome or subgroup title No. of studies No. of partici-
pants

Statistical method Effect size

3.1 Rate of change in ulcer size 1 60 Mean Difference (IV, Fixed, 95%
CI)

-5.96 [-6.74, -5.18]

 
 

Analysis 3.1.   Comparison 3: NPWT combined with internet-plus home care compared
with standard care: short-term follow-up, Outcome 1: Rate of change in ulcer size

Study or Subgroup

Tang 2019

Total (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 15.01 (P < 0.00001)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

NPWT
Mean

-21.3

SD

1.02

Total

30

30

Standard care
Mean

-15.34

SD

1.92

Total

30

30

Weight

100.0%

100.0%

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

-5.96 [-6.74 , -5.18]

-5.96 [-6.74 , -5.18]

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

-100 -50 0 50 100
Favours NPWT Favours Standard care
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Comparison 4.   NPWT combined with internet-plus home care compared with standard care: medium-term follow-
up

Outcome or subgroup title No. of studies No. of partici-
pants

Statistical method Effect size

4.1 Rate of change in ulcer
size

1 60 Mean Difference (IV, Fixed, 95% CI) -14.76 [-16.81, -12.71]

4.2 Pain 1 60 Mean Difference (IV, Fixed, 95% CI) -1.15 [-1.54, -0.76]

4.3 Frequency of dressing
change

1 60 Mean Difference (IV, Fixed, 95% CI) -26.30 [-28.22, -24.38]

 
 

Analysis 4.1.   Comparison 4: NPWT combined with internet-plus home care compared
with standard care: medium-term follow-up, Outcome 1: Rate of change in ulcer size

Study or Subgroup

Tang 2019

Total (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 14.11 (P < 0.00001)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

NPWT
Mean

-67.51

SD

3.52

Total

30

30

Standard care
Mean

-52.75

SD

4.52

Total

30

30

Weight

100.0%

100.0%

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

-14.76 [-16.81 , -12.71]

-14.76 [-16.81 , -12.71]

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

-100 -50 0 50 100
Favours NPWT Favours Standard care

 
 

Analysis 4.2.   Comparison 4: NPWT combined with internet-plus home care
compared with standard care: medium-term follow-up, Outcome 2: Pain

Study or Subgroup

Tang 2019

Total (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.81 (P < 0.00001)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

NPWT
Mean

3.04

SD

1.02

Total

30

30

Standard care
Mean

4.19

SD

0.37

Total

30

30

Weight

100.0%

100.0%

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

-1.15 [-1.54 , -0.76]

-1.15 [-1.54 , -0.76]

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

-100 -50 0 50 100
Favours NPWT Favours Standard care

 
 

Analysis 4.3.   Comparison 4: NPWT combined with internet-plus home care compared
with standard care: medium-term follow-up, Outcome 3: Frequency of dressing change

Study or Subgroup

Tang 2019

Total (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 26.88 (P < 0.00001)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

NPWT
Mean

11.06

SD

1.12

Total

30

30

Standard care
Mean

37.36

SD

5.24

Total

30

30

Weight

100.0%

100.0%

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

-26.30 [-28.22 , -24.38]

-26.30 [-28.22 , -24.38]

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

-100 -50 0 50 100
Favours NPWT Favours Standard care
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A D D I T I O N A L   T A B L E S

Study Comparison Length of
follow-up

Time
points of
data pre-
sented

Pressure

Ulcer
healed

Adverse
events

Change in ulcer size Pressure
ulcers
severity

Wound in-
fection
and pain

Resource
use

Cost

Dwivedi
2016

Group A:

Negative pres-
sure device (NPD)
(N = 21)

Group B:

Wet-to-moist
gauze dressings
 (n = 23)

"nine patients
withdrew from
The NPWT
group and seven
from the control
group."

9

weeks

1、2、3、4、5、6、7、8、9
weeks

Not re-
ported

Not re-
ported

Data could not be used
as they were reported
as 

length, width, and
depth

 

The length and width
were significantly de-
creased in Group A
than in Group B from
weeks 5 to 9

 

The depth was signif-
icantly decreased in
Group A than in Group
B at week 9

PUSH
scores (re-
ported as
depth, ex-
udate, and
tissue type
separate-
ly).

Not re-
ported

Not re-
ported

The total
NPWT and
SC cost of
one repre-
sentative
PU was de-
termined
by multiply-
ing the dai-
ly cost by
the num-
ber of days
required
to achieve
wound
granula-
tion. 

Group A:
USD 105

Group B:
USD 200

The total
cost of a 9-
week treat-
ment of one
PU in Group
B was sig-
nificantly
higher than
Group A

Dwivedi
2017

Group A:

NPWT (N=22)

Group B:

9

weeks

3、6、9
weeks

Not re-
ported

Not re-
ported

Data could not be used
as they were reported
as 

length, width, and
depth

PUSH
scores (re-
ported as
depth, ex-
udate, and

Not re-
ported

Not re-
ported

Not report-
ed

Table 1.   Study outcomes 
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4
7

wet-to-moist
gauze dressings
 (n = 22)

"Ten partici-
pants were with-
drawn from the
NPWT group, and
six participants
withdrew from
the comparison
group and re-
fused additional
treatment. "

 

The length was signif-
icantly decreased in
Group A than in Group
B at week 6 and week 9

 

The width and depth
were significantly de-
creased in Group A
than in Group B at
week 9

tissue type
separate-
ly).

Şahin
2022

Group A:

NPWT (N = 15)

Group B:

wet-to-dry dress-
ing (n = 15)

8

weeks

8

weeks

Not re-
ported

Not 

reported

Change in wound
size:

Group A: mean -18.47
(SD 14.95);

Group B: mean -3.8

(SD 14.95）
 

Change in
PUSH

score:

Group
A: mean
-4.597
(standard
deviation
2.63);

Group
B: mean
-1.067

(standard
deviation2.63）

Not re-
ported

Not re-
ported

Not report-
ed

Tang 2019 Group A:

NPWT (N = 30)

Group B:

standard care (n
= 30)；
Including wound
assessment,
wound debride-

3 month 1、2、3
month

Not 

reported

Not 

reported

Number with 50% (or
greater) reduction in
wound size

 

Group A: 16/30

Group B: 10/30

 

Not re-
ported

Pain

Group
A: mean
3.04 (stan-
dard de-
viationSD
1.02);

Group B:
mean 4.19
(SD 0.37)

Time of
dressing
change

 

Group A:

mean
11.06
(standard
devia-

Total dress-
ing change
cost

 

Group A: 

RMB 35 000.
03 ± 15. 31 

Group B:

Table 1.   Study outcomes  (Continued)
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4
8

ment, wet dress-
ing, and health
education

Rate of change in
wound size

 

Group A: mean -67.51
(SD 3.52);

Group B: mean -52.75

(SD 4.52)

 

 

 

The mea-
surement
time and
method
are not
reported
clearly

tionSD
1.12);

Group
B: mean
37.36 

(SD 5.24)

RMB 34993.
65 ± 16.39 
 

Ashby
2012

Group A: NPWT
(n = 6)

Group B:

standard dress-
ings (N = 6)

"One of the fol-
lowing, chosen
by the treating
nurse: a spun hy-
drocolloid (fi-
brous hydrocol-
loid) dressing, a
foam dressing or
an alginate dress-
ing (all non-sil-
ver)"

24 weeks 24 weeks Group A:
1/6

Group B:
0/6

The num-
ber of
partic-
ipants
with an
AE:

Group A:
5/6

Group B:
4/6

 

Serious
AE (num-
ber of
events):

Group A: 4

Group B: 4

 

Non-se-
rious AE
(num-
ber of
events):

Not reported Not re-
ported

Not re-
ported

The num-
ber of trial
treatment
visits was
reported
but not
extract-
ed as the
duration
of treat-
ments was
different

Not report-
ed

Table 1.   Study outcomes  (Continued)
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4
9

Group A:
12

Group B: 8

 

de Laat
2011

 

Group A: NPWT
(N = 6; 9 ulcers)

Group B: conven-
tional dressing
therapy (n = 6; 7
ulcers)

6 weeks 6 weeks Not re-
ported

 

Not re-
ported
for pres-
sure ulcer
group sep-
arately

Number with 50% (or
greater) reduction in
wound size:

Group A: 5/6

Group B: 5/6

 

Median treatment
time in weeks until
50% wound volume
reduction (IQR):

Group A: 2 (1-2)

Group B: 3 (3-4)

Not re-
ported

Not re-
ported

Not re-
ported

 

Not report-
ed

 

Ford 2002 Group A: NPWT

Group B: Health-
point system

 

Total of 28 partic-
ipants - the num-
ber allocated to
each group was
not presented

3-10
months

Not clear
what time
point out-
comes
were pre-
sented for

Group A:
2 ulcers
healed

Group B:

2 ulcers
healed

Not re-
ported
clearly:

1 lateral
malleolar
ulcer com-
plicated
by sepsis,
requiring
amputa-
tion

Data reported on the
Mean % reduction in
volume could not be
used as they were not
clear if some partici-
pants had data con-
sidered in both trial
groups

Not re-
ported

Not re-
ported

Not re-
ported

 

Not report-
ed

 

Niezgoda
2004

Group A: NPWT
(n = 54)

Group B: moist
wound healing
(no further de-
tails) (n = 43)

 

42 days 42 days Not re-
ported

 

Not re-
ported

 

Unadjusted

Reported that wounds
in Group A had a mean
reduction in the area
of 12.7cm2 (SD 93.7).

Wounds in Group B
had a mean increase

Not re-
ported

Not re-
ported

Not re-
ported

 

Mean cost of
care per day
(including
materials,
labour, de-
bridements,
and length
of stay):

Table 1.   Study outcomes  (Continued)
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5
0

in the area of 23.5cm2
(SD 261.2cm2).

Group A:
USD 130

Group B:
USD 132

 

No standard
deviations
reported

Table 1.   Study outcomes  (Continued)

Abbreviations
AE: adverse event(s); IQR: inter-quartile range; NPWT: negative pressure wound therapy; SD: standard deviation
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A P P E N D I C E S

Appendix 1. Search strategies

Cochrane Wounds Specialised Register
1 MESH DESCRIPTOR Negative-Pressure Wound Therapy EXPLODE ALL AND INREGISTER
2 MESH DESCRIPTOR Suction EXPLODE ALL AND INREGISTER
3 MESH DESCRIPTOR vacuum EXPLODE ALL AND INREGISTER
4 ("negative pressure" or negative-pressure or TNP or NPWT or NWPT) AND INREGISTER
5 (sub-atmospheric or subatmospheric) AND INREGISTER
6 ((seal* next surface*) or (seal* next aspirat*)) AND INREGISTER 0
7 (wound near2 suction*) AND INREGISTER
8 (wound near5 drainage) AND INREGISTER
9 (foam next suction*) or (suction* next dressing*) AND INREGISTER 1
10 vacuum-assisted AND INREGISTER
11 ((vacuum next therapy) or (vacuum next dressing*) or (vacuum next seal*) or (vacuum next closure) or (vacuum next assist*) or (vacuum
next compression) or (vacuum next pack*) or (vacuum next drainage) or (suction* adj drainage) or VAC) AND INREGISTER
12 #1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4 OR #5 OR #6 OR #7 OR #8 OR #9 OR #10 OR #11
13 MESH DESCRIPTOR Pressure Ulcer EXPLODE ALL AND INREGISTER
14 (pressure next (ulcer* or sore* or injur*)) AND INREGISTER
15 (decubitus next (ulcer* or sore*)) AND INREGISTER
16 ((bed next sore*) or bedsore*) AND INREGISTER
17 #14 OR #13 OR #15 OR #16
18 #12 AND #17

The Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Clinical Trials (CENTRAL)
#1 MeSH descriptor: [Negative-Pressure Wound Therapy] explode all trees
#2 MeSH descriptor: [Suction] explode all trees
#3 MeSH descriptor: [Vacuum] explode all trees
#4 ("negative pressure" or negative-pressure or TNP or NPWT or NWPT):ti,ab,kw
#5 (sub-atmospheric or subatmospheric):ti,ab,kw
#6 ((seal* next surface*) or (seal* next aspirat*)):ti,ab,kw
#7 (wound near/2 suction*):ti,ab,kw
#8 (wound near/5 drainage):ti,ab,kw
#9 (foam next suction*) or (suction* next dressing*):ti,ab,kw
#10 vacuum-assisted:ti,ab,kw
#11 ((vacuum next therapy) or (vacuum next dressing*) or (vacuum next seal*) or (vacuum next assist*) or (vacuum next closure) or (vacuum
next compression) or (vacuum next pack*) or (vacuum next drainage) or (suction* adj drainage) or VAC):ti,ab,kw
#12 (#1 or #2 or #3 or #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 or #8 or #9 or #10 or #11)
#13 MeSH descriptor: [Pressure Ulcer] explode all trees
#14 (pressure next (ulcer* or sore* or injur*)):ti,ab,kw
#15 (decubitus next (ulcer* or sore*)):ti,ab,kw
#16 ((bed next sore*) or bedsore*):ti,ab,kw
#17 #13 or #14 or #15 or #16
#18 #12 and #17 in Trials

The Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Clinical Trials (CENTRAL) via CRS
1 MESH DESCRIPTOR Negative-Pressure Wound Therapy EXPLODE ALL AND CENTRAL:TARGET
2 MESH DESCRIPTOR Suction EXPLODE ALL AND CENTRAL:TARGET
3 MESH DESCRIPTOR vacuum EXPLODE ALL AND CENTRAL:TARGET
4 ("negative pressure" or negative-pressure or TNP or NPWT or NWPT) AND CENTRAL:TARGET
5 (sub-atmospheric or subatmospheric) AND CENTRAL:TARGET
6 ((seal* next surface*) or (seal* next aspirat*)) AND CENTRAL:TARGET
7 (wound near2 suction*) AND CENTRAL:TARGET
8 (wound near5 drainage) AND CENTRAL:TARGET
9 (foam next suction*) or (suction* next dressing*) AND CENTRAL:TARGET
10 vacuum-assisted AND CENTRAL:TARGET
11 ((vacuum next therapy) or (vacuum next dressing*) or (vacuum next seal*) or (vacuum next closure) or (vacuum next assist*) or (vacuum
next compression) or (vacuum next pack*) or (vacuum next drainage) or (suction* adj drainage) or VAC) AND CENTRAL:TARGET
12 #1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4 OR #5 OR #6 OR #7 OR #8 OR #9 OR #10 OR #11 AND CENTRAL:TARGET
13 MESH DESCRIPTOR Pressure Ulcer EXPLODE ALL AND CENTRAL:TARGET
14 (pressure next (ulcer* or sore* or injur*)) AND CENTRAL:TARGET
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15 (decubitus next (ulcer* or sore*)) AND CENTRAL:TARGET
16 ((bed next sore*) or bedsore*) AND CENTRAL:TARGET
17 #14 OR #13 OR #15 OR #16 AND CENTRAL:TARGET
18 #12 AND #17 AND CENTRAL:TARGET
19 (NCT0* or ACTRN* or ChiCTR* or DRKS* or EUCTR* or eudract* or IRCT* or ISRCTN* or JapicCTI* or JPRN* or NTR0* or NTR1* or NTR2*
or NTR3* or NTR4* or NTR5* or NTR6* or NTR7* or NTR8* or NTR9* or SRCTN* or UMIN0*):AU AND CENTRAL:TARGET
20 http*:SO AND CENTRAL:TARGET
21 #19 OR #20 AND CENTRAL:TARGET
22 #18 AND #21

Ovid MEDLINE

1 exp Negative-Pressure Wound Therapy/

2 exp Suction/
3 exp Vacuum/
4 (negative pressure or negative-pressure or TNP or NPWT or NWPT).tw.
5 (sub-atmospheric or subatmospheric).tw.
6 ((seal* adj surface*) or (seal* adj aspirat*)).tw.
7 (wound adj2 suction*).tw.
8 (wound adj5 drainage).tw.
9 ((foam adj suction*) or (suction* adj dressing*)).tw.
10 vacuum-assisted.tw.
11 ((vacuum adj therapy) or (vacuum adj dressing*) or (vacuum adj seal*) or (vacuum adj closure) or (vacuum adj assist*) or (vacuum adj
compression) or (vacuum adj pack*) or (vacuum adj drainage) or (suction* adj drainage) or VAC).tw.
12 or/1-11
13 exp Pressure Ulcer/
14 (pressure adj (ulcer* or sore* or injur*)).tw.
15 (decubitus adj (ulcer* or sore*)).tw.
16 (bedsore* or bed sore*).tw.
17 or/13-16
18 12 and 17
19 randomized controlled trial.pt.
20 controlled clinical trial.pt.
21 randomized.ab.
22 placebo.ab.
23 drug therapy.fs.
24 randomly.ab.
25 trial.ab.
26 groups.ab.
27 or/19-26
28 exp animals/ not humans.sh.
29 27 not 28
30 18 and 29

Ovid Embase
1 exp suction drainage/
2 exp vacuum assisted closure/
3 (negative pressure or negative-pressure or TNP or NPWT or NWPT).tw.
4 (sub-atmospheric or subatmospheric).tw.
5 ((seal* adj surface*) or (seal* adj aspirat*)).tw.
6 (wound adj2 suction*).tw.
7 (wound adj5 drainage).tw.
8 ((foam adj suction*) or (suction* adj dressing*)).tw.
9 vacuum-assisted.tw.
10 ((vacuum adj therapy) or (vacuum adj dressing*) or (vacuum adj seal*) or (vacuum adj assist*) or (vacuum adj closure) or (vacuum adj
compression) or (vacuum adj pack*) or (vacuum adj drainage) or (suction* adj drainage) or VAC).tw.
11 or/1-10
12 exp decubitus/
13 (pressure adj (ulcer* or sore* or injur*)).tw.
14 (decubitus adj (ulcer* or sore*)).tw.
15 (bedsore* or bed sore*).tw.
16 or/12-15
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17 11 and 16
18 Randomized controlled trial/
19 Controlled clinical study/
20 Random$.ti,ab.
21 randomization/
22 intermethod comparison/
23 placebo.ti,ab.
24 (compare or compared or comparison).ti.
25 ((evaluated or evaluate or evaluating or assessed or assess) and (compare or compared or comparing or comparison)).ab.
26 (open adj label).ti,ab.
27 ((double or single or doubly or singly) adj (blind or blinded or blindly)).ti,ab.
28 double blind procedure/
29 parallel group$1.ti,ab.
30 (crossover or cross over).ti,ab.
31 ((assign$ or match or matched or allocation) adj5 (alternate or group$1 orintervention$1 or patient$1 or subject$1 or participant
$1)).ti,ab.
32 (assigned or allocated).ti,ab.
33 (controlled adj7 (study or design or trial)).ti,ab.
34 (volunteer or volunteers).ti,ab.
35 human experiment/
36 trial.ti.
37 or/18-36
38 (random$ adj sampl$ adj7 (cross section$ or questionnaire$1 or survey$ or database$1)).ti,ab. not (comparative study/ or controlled
study/ or randomi?ed controlled.ti,ab. or randomly assigned.ti,ab.)
39 Cross-sectional study/ not (randomized controlled trial/ or controlled clinical study/ or controlled study/ or randomi?ed controlled.ti,ab.
or control group$1.ti,ab.)
40 (((case adj control$) and random$) not randomi?ed controlled).ti,ab.
41 (Systematic review not (trial or study)).ti.
42 (nonrandom$ not random$).ti,ab.
43 Random field$.ti,ab.
44 (random cluster adj3 sampl$).ti,ab.
45 (review.ab. and review.pt.) not trial.ti.
46 we searched.ab. and (review.ti. or review.pt.)
47 update review.ab.
48 (databases adj4 searched).ab.
49 (rat or rats or mouse or mice or swine or porcine or murine or sheep or lambs or pigs or piglets or rabbit or rabbits or cat or cats or dog
or dogs or cattle or bovine or monkey or monkeys or trout or marmoset$1).ti. and animal experiment/
50 Animal experiment/ not (human experiment/ or human/)
51 or/38-50
52 37 not 51
53 17 and 52

EBSCO CINAHL Plus

S42 S18 AND S41
S41 S40 NOT S39
S40 S19 OR S20 OR S21 OR S22 OR S23 OR S24 OR S25 OR S26 OR S27 OR S28 OR S29 OR S30 OR S31 OR S32 OR S33
S39 S37 NOT S38
S38 MH (human)
S37 S34 OR S35 OR S36
S36 TI (animal model*)
S35 MH (animal studies)
S34 MH animals+
S33 AB (cluster W3 RCT)
S32 MH (crossover design) OR MH (comparative studies)
S31 AB (control W5 group)
S30 PT (randomized controlled trial)
S29 MH (placebos)
S28 MH (sample size) AND AB (assigned OR allocated OR control)
S27 TI (trial)
S26 AB (random*)
S25 TI (randomised OR randomized)
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S24 MH cluster sample
S23 MH pretest-posttest design
S22 MH random assignment
S21 MH single-blind studies
S20 MH double-blind studies
S19 MH randomized controlled trials
S18 S12 AND S17
S17 S13 OR S14 OR S15 OR S16
S16 TI ( bed sore* or bedsore* ) or AB ( bed sore* or bedsore* )
S15 TI ( decubitus ulcer* or decubitus sore* or decubitus injur*) or AB ( decubitus ulcer* or decubitus sore* or decubitus injur* )
S14 TI ( pressure ulcer* or pressure sore* or pressure injur*) or AB ( pressure ulcer* or pressure sore* or pressure injur* )
S13 (MH "Pressure Ulcer+")
S12 S1 OR S2 OR S3 OR S4 OR S5 OR S6 OR S7 OR S8 OR S9 OR S10 OR S11
S11 TI ( foam suction* or suction* dressing* or suction* drainage ) OR AB ( foam suction* or suction* dressing* or suction* drainage )
S10 TI vacuum-assisted OR AB vacuum-assisted
S9 TI ( vacuum therapy or vacuum dressing* or vacuum seal* or vacuum closure or vacuum compression or vacuum pack or vacuum
drainage or vacuum assist* or VAC ) OR AB ( vacuum therapy or vacuum dressing* or vacuum seal* or vacuum closure or vacuum
compression or vacuum pack or vacuum drainage or vacuum assist* or VAC )
S8 TI (wound N5 drainage) OR AB (wound N5 drainage)
S7 TI (wound N2 suction*) OR AB (wound N2 suction*)
S6 TI ( (seal* N1 surface* or seal* N1 aspirat*) ) OR AB ( (seal* N1 surface* or seal* N1 aspirat*) )
S5 TI ( sub-atmospheric or subatmospheric ) OR AB ( sub-atmospheric or subatmospheric )
S4 TI ( negative pressure or negative-pressure or TNP or NPWT or NWPT ) OR AB ( negative pressure or negative-pressure or TNP or NPWT
or NWPT )
S3 (MH "Negative Pressure Wound Therapy")
S2 (MH "Vacuum")
S1 (MH "Suction+")

US National Institutes of Health Ongoing Trials Register (ClinicalTrials.gov)

negative pressure OR vacuum assisted OR NPWT OR TNP | Pressure Ulcer OR decubitus

World Health Organization International Clinical Trials Registry Platform
pressure ulcer OR decubitus [Title] AND negative pressure OR vacuum assisted OR NPWT OR TNP [Intervention]
pressure ulcer OR decubitus [Condition] AND negative pressure OR vacuum assisted OR NPWT OR TNP [Intervention]
pressure injury [Title] AND negative pressure OR vacuum assisted OR NPWT OR TNP [Intervention]
pressure injury [Condition] AND negative pressure OR vacuum assisted OR NPWT OR TNP [Intervention]

Appendix 2. 'Risk of bias' assessment (individually randomised controlled trials)

1. Was the allocation sequence randomly generated?

Low risk of bias

The investigators describe a random component in the sequence generation process such as: referring to a random number table; using a
computer random number generator; coin tossing; shuJling cards or envelopes; throwing dice; drawing of lots.

High risk of bias

The investigators describe a non-random component in the sequence generation process. Usually, the description would involve some
systematic, non-random approach, for example: sequence generated by odd or even date of birth; sequence generated by some rule based
on date (or day) of admission; sequence generated by some rule based on hospital or clinic record number.

Unclear

InsuJicient information about the sequence generation process provided to permit a judgement of low or high risk of bias.

2. Was the treatment allocation adequately concealed?

Low risk of bias

Participants and investigators enrolling participants could not foresee assignment because one of the following, or an equivalent method,
was used to conceal allocation: central allocation (including telephone, web-based and pharmacy-controlled randomisation); sequentially
numbered drug containers of identical appearance; sequentially numbered, opaque, sealed envelopes.
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High risk of bias

Participants or investigators enrolling participants could possibly foresee assignments and thus introduce selection bias, such as allocation
based on: using an open random allocation schedule (e.g. a list of random numbers); assignment envelopes were used without appropriate
safeguards (e.g. if envelopes were unsealed or non opaque or not sequentially numbered); alternation or rotation; date of birth; case record
number; any other explicitly unconcealed procedure.

Unclear

InsuJicient information provided to permit a judgement of low or high risk of bias. This is usually the case if the method of concealment is
not described or not described in suJicient detail to allow a definite judgement, for example if the use of assignment envelopes is described,
but it remains unclear whether envelopes were sequentially numbered, opaque and sealed.

3. Blinding - was knowledge of the allocated interventions adequately prevented during the study?

Low risk of bias

Any one of the following.

• No blinding, but the review authors judge that the outcome and the outcome measurement are not likely to be influenced by lack of
blinding.

• Blinding of participants and key study personnel ensured, and unlikely that the blinding could have been broken.

• Either participants or some key study personnel were not blinded, but outcome assessment was blinded and the non-blinding of others
unlikely to introduce bias.

High risk of bias

Any one of the following.

• No blinding or incomplete blinding, and the outcome or outcome measurement is likely to be influenced by lack of blinding.

• Blinding of key study participants and personnel attempted, but likely that the blinding could have been broken.

• Either participants or some key study personnel were not blinded, and the non-blinding of others likely to introduce bias.

Unclear

Either of the following.

• InsuJicient information available to permit a judgement of low or high risk of bias.

• The study did not address this outcome.

4. Were incomplete outcome data adequately addressed?

Low risk of bias

Any one of the following.

• No missing outcome data.

• Reasons for missing outcome data unlikely to be related to true outcome (for survival data, censoring unlikely to be introducing bias).

• Missing outcome data balanced in numbers across intervention groups, with similar reasons for missing data across groups.

• For dichotomous outcome data, the proportion of missing outcomes compared with observed event risk was not enough to have a
clinically relevant impact on the intervention eJect estimate.

• For continuous outcome data, plausible eJect size (diJerence in means or standardised diJerence in means) among missing outcomes
was not enough to have a clinically relevant impact on observed eJect size.

• Missing data have been imputed using appropriate methods.

High risk of bias

Any one of the following.

• Reason for missing outcome data likely to be related to true outcome, with either imbalance in numbers or reasons for missing data
across intervention groups.

• For dichotomous outcome data, the proportion of missing outcomes compared with observed event risk enough to induce clinically
relevant bias in intervention eJect estimate.

• For continuous outcome data, plausible eJect size (diJerence in means or standardised diJerence in means) among missing outcomes
enough to induce clinically relevant bias in observed eJect size.

• 'As-treated' analysis done with substantial departure of the intervention received from that assigned at randomisation.
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• Potentially inappropriate application of simple imputation.

Unclear

Either of the following.

• InsuJicient reporting of attrition/exclusions to permit judgement of low or high risk of bias (e.g. number randomised not stated, no
reasons for missing data provided).

• The study did not address this outcome.

5. Are reports of the study free of suggestion of selective outcome reporting?

Low risk of bias

Either of the following.

• The study protocol is available and all of the study's pre-specified (primary and secondary) outcomes that are of interest in the review
have been reported in the pre-specified way.

• The study protocol is not available but it is clear that the published reports include all expected outcomes, including those that were
pre-specified (convincing text of this nature may be uncommon).

High risk of bias

Any one of the following.

• Not all of the study's pre-specified primary outcomes have been reported.

• One or more primary outcomes are reported using measurements, analysis methods or subsets of the data (e.g. subscales) that were
not pre-specified.

• One or more reported primary outcomes were not pre-specified (unless clear justification for their reporting is provided, such as an
unexpected adverse eJect).

• One or more outcomes of interest in the review are reported incompletely so that they cannot be entered in a meta-analysis.

• The study report fails to include results for a key outcome that would be expected to have been reported for such a study.

Unclear

InsuJicient information available to permit a judgement of low or high risk of bias. It is likely that the majority of studies will fall into this
category.

6. Other sources of potential bias

Low risk of bias

The study appears to be free of other sources of bias.

High risk of bias

There is at least one important risk of bias. For example, the study:

• had a potential source of bias related to the specific study design used; or

• has been claimed to have been fraudulent; or

• had some other problem.

Unclear

There may be a risk of bias, but there is either:

• insuJicient information to assess whether an important risk of bias exists; or

• insuJicient rationale or evidence that an identified problem will introduce bias.

Appendix 3. 'Risk of bias' assessment (cluster-randomised controlled trials)

In cluster-randomised trials, particular biases to consider include the following.

• Recruitment bias. This can occur when individuals are recruited to the trial aIer the clusters have been randomised, as the knowledge
of whether each cluster is an 'intervention' or 'control' cluster could aJect the types of participants recruited.

• Baseline imbalance. Cluster-randomised trials oIen randomise all clusters at once, so lack of concealment of an allocation sequence
should not usually be an issue. However, because small numbers of clusters are randomised, there is a possibility of chance baseline
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imbalance between the randomised groups, in terms of either the clusters or the individuals. Although not a form of bias as such, the
risk of baseline diJerences can be reduced by using stratified or pair-matched randomisation of clusters. Reporting of the baseline
comparability of clusters, or statistical adjustment for baseline characteristics, can help reduce concern about the eJects of baseline
imbalance.

• Loss of clusters. Occasionally complete clusters are lost from a trial and have to be omitted from the analysis. Just as for missing outcome
data in individually randomised trials, this may lead to bias. In addition, missing outcomes for individuals within clusters may also lead
to a risk of bias in cluster-randomised trials.

• Incorrect analysis. Many cluster-randomised trials are analysed by incorrect statistical methods, not taking the clustering into account.
Such analyses create a 'unit of analysis error' and produce over-precise results (the standard error of the estimated intervention eJect
is too small) and P values that are too small. They do not lead to biased estimates of eJect. However, if they remain uncorrected, they
will receive too much weight in a meta-analysis.

• Comparability with individually randomised trials. In a meta-analysis including both cluster and individually randomised trials,
or including cluster-randomised trials with diJerent types of clusters, possible diJerences between the intervention eJects being
estimated need to be considered. For example, in a vaccine trial of infectious diseases, a vaccine applied to all individuals in a community
would be expected to be more eJective than if the vaccine was applied to only half of the people. Another example is provided by
a Cochrane Review of hip protectors. The cluster trials showed a large positive eJect whereas individually randomised trials did not
show any clear benefit. One possibility is that there was a 'herd eJect' in the cluster-randomised trials (which were oIen performed in
nursing homes, where compliance with using the protectors may have been enhanced). In general, such 'contamination' would lead
to underestimates of the eJect. Thus, if an intervention eJect is still demonstrated despite contamination in those trials that were not
cluster-randomised, a confident conclusion about the presence of an eJect can be drawn. However, the size of the eJect is likely to be
underestimated. Contamination and 'herd eJects may be diJerent for diJerent types of clusters.
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26 May 2023 New citation required but conclusions
have not changed

Updated. Conclusions not changed.

26 May 2023 New search has been performed For this update, the co-authors have been changed to Jiyuan Shi,
Ya Gao, Jinhui Tian, Jiang Li, Jianguo Xu, Fan Mei, and Zheng Li.
We have updated our search strategy and included four new ran-
domised controlled trials (RCTs) with a total of 178 participants,
in addition to the four studies identified in the original review
which had a total of 149 participants. For this update, we have
not changed the previous version’s conclusions due to the very
low certainty of evidence (GRADE) for all outcomes. Thus, more
high-quality RCTs are still necessary to determine the effect of
negative pressure wound therapy (NPWT) on essential benefits
and adverse outcomes. We will continue to monitor newly pub-
lished trials in this field and update this review as needed.
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D I F F E R E N C E S   B E T W E E N   P R O T O C O L   A N D   R E V I E W

We expanded the list of extracted data from the previews version to include:

• trial registration number or protocol.

We have added the outcome of pressure ulcer severity,  which was not previously planned.

We present each of the primary outcomes using the GRADE approach of the review in a summary of findings table. For other outcomes, we
conducted a GRADE assessment and presented the results in narrative format in the results section.

We added: "When possible, we planned to exclude RCTs with high risk for one or more domains from meta-analysis to explore the impact
on the research results. But we have not conducted any sensitivity analysis." This was not planned in the previous version.
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