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The Effects of Different Hemodialysis Modalities on Protein Nutrition:
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Table. Comparison of Nutritional Parameters between Low-Flux HD, High-Flux HD and Online HOF

OLHDF OLHDF OLHDF OLHDF

LFHD HFHD 6 month 12 month 18 month 24month

Protein (g/dL) 7.140.3 7.440.4 7.140.4 7.140.3° 7.240.4 7.140.6"
Albumin (g/dL) 4.840.3 4.7£0.3 4.3+0.4" 1 4.3+0.3" T 424041 4.2405" "

KT/Vurea 1.640.2 1.8+0.7 1.940.5" 1.8+0.3" 1.740.3" 1.6+0.3
nPCR (g/kg/day) 1.140.2 1.340.3 1.4+0.3" 1.3+0.3" 144047 1.3+0.4"
B2-MG (mg/L) 29.2412.2 23.0£5.0" 25.948.7 20.245.9" 21.0+2.6" 20.3+0.6" '

Values are described as mean+SD. ‘p<0.05versus HFHD and OLHDF. *p(()AOS versus LFHD and OLHDF.
Abbreviations: LFHD, low—flux hemodialysis; HFHD, high—flux hemodialysis; OLHDF, online hemodiafiltration; nPCR, normalized protein catabolic rate;
B2—MG, B2-microglobulin
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