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Hospice is recognized for providing excellent end-of-life care but may be underused by dialysis patients. Hospice use and
related outcomes were measured among dialysis patients, and factors that were associated with hospice use were identified.
The 2-yr US Renal Data System dialysis patients who died between January 1, 2001, and December 31, 2002, and hospice claims
from the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services were examined to measure prevalence, factors, and costs that were
associated with dialysis withdrawal and hospice use. Of the 115,239 deceased patients, 21.8% withdrew from dialysis and
13.5% used hospice. Of those who withdrew, 41.9% used hospice. Failure to thrive was the most common reason for dialysis
withdrawal (42.9%). On multivariable logistic regression analysis, factors that were significantly associated with hospice
referral among patients who withdrew from dialysis were age, race, reason for withdrawal, ability to walk or transfer at
dialysis initiation, and state of residence. Among patients who withdrew from dialysis and used hospice, median cost of
per-patient care during the last week of life was $1858, compared with $4878 for nonhospice patients (P < 0.001); hospital-
ization costs accounted for most of that difference. Only 22.9% of dialysis hospice patients died in the hospital, compared with
69.0% of nonhospice patients (P < 0.001). A minority of dialysis patients use hospice, even among patients who withdrew from
dialysis, whose death usually is certain. Increased hospice use may enable more dialysis patients to die at home, with
substantial cost savings. Research regarding additional benefits of hospice care for dialysis patients is needed.
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H ospice care is recognized for improving end-of-life
treatment for dying patients, most often in their
homes or hospice centers (1). Yet most dialysis pa-

tients die in the hospital and other institutional settings without
hospice care, and up to 73% die with distressing pain, severe
dyspnea, and other symptoms (2). Although dialysis patients in
the United States have a high symptom burden equal to that of
cancer patients (3,4), their 5-year survival rate is only approx-
imately half that of cancer patients (5,6). The Medicare Payment
Advisory Commission noted in its June 2004 report to Congress
that ESRD beneficiaries have “low enrollment in the hospice
benefit, despite their high mortality rates (p. 142)” (7). Our
purpose was to define the extent and the possible causes of the
discrepancy between the potential and actual use of hospice
care among dialysis patients, focusing on those who withdraw
from dialysis as being most likely to be appropriate for hospice
care. To accomplish this, we measured hospice use in the US
Medicare dialysis population and identified patient character-
istics and outcomes that were associated with hospice care.

Materials and Methods
Data Sources and Patient Population

We used the US Renal Data System (USRDS) database to define a 2-yr
cohort of patients who died between January 1, 2001, and December 31,
2002, and who were on dialysis immediately before death (including
hemodialysis, peritoneal dialysis, and unspecified dialysis modality).
To ensure that all costs were captured, Medicare was the primary payer
for all patients who were included in the cohort; dialysis patients with
other payers (n � 32,858; 22.2%) were excluded. This cohort was used
to define three death-related characteristics: Age at death, cause of
death, and location by state in which death occurred. A secondary 6-mo
cohort was created as a subset of the primary cohort to examine costs
of care and site of death. The secondary cohort carried the additional
criterion that patients be on dialysis for the entire 6 mo before death.

Withdrawal status was determined from the Centers for Medicare &
Medicaid Services (CMS) ESRD Death Notification Form (CMS-2746),
which indicates whether the patient withdrew from dialysis and lists
the following possible reasons for withdrawal: (1) Access failure, (2)
transplant failure, (3) chronic failure to thrive, (4) acute medical com-
plication, and (5) other. Data were listed as missing when the CMS-2746
form was incomplete and no reason for withdrawal was indicated.

Hospice status was determined from the CMS hospice claims Stan-
dard Analytical Files. A patient was classified as using hospice when a
claim showed the patient in hospice on the date of death or when the
discharge code from hospice was death.

Statistical Analyses
We measured the frequencies of withdrawal from dialysis and hos-

pice use in the 2001 to 2002 2-yr cohort of patients by each category of
withdrawal and hospice status: Withdrawal, yes/no; hospice, yes/no;
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withdrawal yes, hospice yes/no; withdrawal, no, hospice yes/no. We
also examined the reason for withdrawal, Medicare costs during the
last 6 mo and the last week of life, site of death, age at death, cause of
death, and state of residence where death occurred. Bivariate analyses
were used to measure differences between groups for both categorical
(�2 test) and continuous (Wilcoxon rank sum) outcomes. Analyses were
performed using SAS for Windows, version 8.2 (SAS Institute, Cary,
NC).

To examine factors that were related to hospice referral, we used two
separate logistic regression models. First, we measured the association
between dialysis withdrawal and hospice referral, with age, gender,
race, and state of residence as independent variables. Second, we ran
the same model for only those patients who withdrew from dialysis
and added cause of withdrawal as an independent variable. To exam-
ine state-by-state variation in hospice use, we analyzed the relationship
between the percentage of patients who withdrew from dialysis and
used hospice per state and two measures using the Pearson correlation
coefficient: (1) The availability of hospices per million population per
state (data from the National Hospice and Palliative Care Organization
and 2000 US Census Bureau data) and (2) the percentage of the popu-
lation that resided in rural areas per state (8). Because only aggregate
data were used without individual patient identifiers, this study qual-
ified for exemption from board review from the West Virginia Univer-
sity Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects.

Results
In the USRDS 2001 to 2002 2-yr cohort, 115,239 patients met

the inclusion criteria. Their characteristics are described in Ta-
ble 1 by withdrawal and hospice status. Within the 2-yr cohort,
21.8% withdrew from dialysis and 13.5% used hospice. Of the
patients who withdrew, 41.9% used hospice. Use of hospice
and dialysis withdrawal both increased with age (P � 0.001 for
both; Figure 1). In unadjusted bivariate analyses, those who
withdrew or used hospice were on average approximately 5 yr
older than those who did not (72.7 � 11.8 versus 68.0 � 13.4 yr
[P � 0.001] for dialysis withdrawal and 73.4 � 11.0 versus
68.6 � 13.4 [P � 0.001] for hospice use).

Similarly, hospice use among patients who withdrew from
dialysis increased steadily with age, from 34% in patients who

were 45 to 64 yr of age to 46% of those who were 80 yr or older
(P � 0.001). There were no significant differences in patient
characteristics between patients who withdrew from dialysis
and used hospice (withdrawal, yes; hospice, yes) and those
who did not (withdrawal, yes; hospice, no)

Reasons for Withdrawal from Dialysis
In the 2-year cohort, failure to thrive was the most common

reason for dialysis withdrawal, identified in 42.9% of patients,
48.5% of whom used hospice (data not shown). Medical com-
plication was the second most common reason at 35.3% of
patients, 30.7% of whom used hospice, followed by other rea-
son in 19.8% of patients and access failure in 1.9%.

Factors Associated with Hospice Use
In a logistic regression model that was conducted in the

primary cohort, dialysis withdrawal versus no withdrawal was
strongly associated with hospice referral (P � 0.001), adjusted

Table 1. Dialysis withdrawal and hospice status of deceased patients, USRDS 2001 to 2002 cohorta

Dialysis Withdrawal and
Hospice Status

Deceased Patients
(N � 115,239) % Mean Age

(yr)
%

Female

Race (%)b Mean
Months of

DialysisW B Hisp O

Hospice, yes 15,565 13.5 73.4 � 11.0c 51.1c 74.0 16.3 7.7 1.9 32.1 � 34.7c

Hospice, no 99,674 86.5 68.6 � 13.4 48.1 55.3 30.7 10.0 4.0 37.0 � 37.7
Withdrawal, yes 25,075 21.8 72.7 � 11.8d 52.4d 73.1 16.4 7.5 3.0 33.1 � 34.9d

hospice, yes 10,518 41.9 73.9 � 10.6 51.8 76.8 13.6 7.7 1.8 32.3 � 34.1
hospice, no 14,557 58.1 71.7 � 12.3 52.8 70.4 18.5 7.4 3.8 33.7 � 35.6

Withdrawal, no 81,624 70.8 68.0 � 13.4 47.4 52.5 32.7 10.7 4.1 37.3 � 37.7
hospice, yes 2751 3.4 71.7 � 11.7 47.6 62.7 23.6 10.7 3.0 32.8 � 34.5
hospice, no 78,873 96.6 67.9 � 13.5 47.4 52.2 33.0 10.7 4.1 37.5 � 37.8

Withdrawal status unknown 8540 7.4 71.1 � 13.2 47.4 64.1 27.0 6.1 2.8 35.6 � 44.6
aData are means � SD. B, black; Hisp, Hispanic; O, other; USRDS, US Renal Data System; W, white.
bRace was significantly associated with both withdrawal and hospice status.
cSignificant at P � 0.001 on bivariate tests of association between variable and hospice, yes, versus hospice, no.
dSignificant at P � 0.001 on bivariate tests of association between variable and withdrawal, yes, versus withdrawal, no.

Figure 1. Dialysis withdrawal and hospice status by age, US
Renal Data System (USRDS) 2001 to 2002 deceased cohort (N �
115,239).
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for age, gender, race, and state of residence (data not shown).
Table 2 describes factors that were significantly associated with
hospice use, using a similar logistic regression model that was
conducted only among patients who withdrew from dialysis.

Age, race, primary diagnosis, reason for withdrawal, and state
of residence all were significantly associated with hospice use
(P � 0.001 for all covariates). Black patients and members of
other races were least likely to use hospice; patients who with-

Table 2. Characteristics associated with hospice use in patients who withdrew from dialysis in the USRDS 2001 to
2002 deceased cohort, n � 25,075a

Characteristic n %
Hospice Use (%)

Pb Adjusted OR
(95% CI) Pc

Yes No

All 41.9 58.1
Age (yr) �0.001 �0.001

0 to 44 700 2.8 28.1 71.9 Reference
45 to 64 4207 16.8 34.2 65.8 1.29 (1.07 to 1.56)
65 to 74 7447 29.7 41.7 58.3 1.72 (1.43 to 2.07)
75 to 84 9621 38.4 44.8 55.2 1.87 (1.55 to 2.24)
�85 3100 12.4 47.2 52.8 2.09 (1.71 to 2.54)

Gender 0.128 0.935
female 13,137 52.4 41.5 58.5 Reference
male 11,938 47.6 42.4 57.6 1.00 (0.95 to 1.06)

Race �0.001 �0.001
white 18,326 73.1 44.1 55.9 Reference
black 4121 16.4 34.8 65.2 0.72 (0.67 to 0.78)
Hispanic 1882 7.5 43.1 56.9 0.80 (0.72 to 0.90)
other 746 3.0 25.5 74.5 0.46 (0.38 to 0.55)

Time on dialysis (yr) �0.001 0.905
�3 16,052 64.0 42.8 57.2 1.00 (0.94 to 1.06)
�3 9023 36.0 40.4 59.6 Reference

Modalityd 0.711 0.146
hemodialysis 23,705 94.5 41.9 58.1 0.92 (0.81 to 1.03)
peritoneal dialysis 1367 5.5 42.4 57.6 Reference

Dependence for ADLe �0.001 �0.001
yes 1321 5.3 37.1 62.9 0.78 (0.69 to 0.88)
no 23,163 92.4 42.4 57.6 Reference

Primary cause of renal failure �0.001 0.007
diabetes 11,047 44.1 41.2 58.8 Reference
hypertension 7202 28.7 43.6 56.4 0.95 (0.88 to 1.01)
glomerulonephritis 1714 6.8 41.2 58.8 0.93 (0.84 to 1.05)
cystic kidney disease 462 1.8 45.7 54.3 1.08 (0.89 to 1.33)
urologic 516 2.1 46.1 53.9 1.08 (0.89 to 1.31)
other 3021 12.0 41.8 58.2 0.98 (0.90 to 1.07)
unknown or missing 1113 4.4 36.6 63.4 0.77 (0.67 to 0.88)

Cause of dialysis withdrawal �0.001 �0.001
access failure 471 1.9 42.3 57.7 0.95 (0.78 to 1.17)
transplant failure 30 0.1 26.7 73.3 0.54 (0.22 to 1.34)
failure to thrive 10,765 42.9 48.5 51.5 1.05 (0.98 to 1.12)
medical complication 8845 35.3 30.7 69.3 0.50 (0.46 to 0.54)
other 4964 19.8 47.7 52.3 Reference

State of residencef 25,075 100.0 — — �0.001 — �0.001
aThe �2 test was used for comparisons between categorical variables. ADL, activities of daily living; CI, confidence interval;

OR, odds ratio.
bP for bivariate comparisons between those with and without hospice.
cOn logistic regression.
dData missing for three patients.
eData missing for 591 patients. ADL assessment is completed at dialysis initiation.
fState category was significant, but there was wide variation in the �2 results and OR.
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drew from dialysis because of failure to thrive were most likely
to use hospice. Patients who were unable either to walk or to
transfer at dialysis initiation (as recorded on the CMS-2728
form) were significantly less likely to use hospice (P � 0.001).

Costs of End-of-Life Care and Site of Death
Table 3 shows the median total Medicare costs during the last

6 mo and the last week of life and the median number of
hospital days in the last week of life, by withdrawal and hos-
pice status, using the secondary 6-mo cohort (n � 91,687),
which included only patients from the primary cohort who had
6 mo of follow-up data. Among patients who withdrew from
dialysis and used hospice, the median cost of care during the
last 6 mo was $41,853, $4097 less than that for nonhospice users;
for the last week of care, the median cost was $1858 for hospice
users, $3020 less than that for nonhospice users (P � 0.001 for
both). Most cost differences were attributable to inpatient
Medicare costs (not shown) as a result of increased hospital
days for nonhospice patients versus hospice patients (4.0 versus
0.0 d; P � 0.001).

Table 4 shows the site of death for patients in the 6-mo cohort
by withdrawal and hospice use. Among patients who with-
drew from dialysis, those who used hospice were more than
four times more likely to die at home instead of in the hospital,
compared with those who did not use hospice (45.3 versus
10.8%, unadjusted). Likewise, only 22.9% of hospice patients
died in the hospital, compared with 69.0% of nonhospice pa-
tients. Of all patients in the 6-mo cohort (withdrawal and
nonwithdrawal) who died at home, only 29.6% used hospice
(data not shown).

Table 5 describes the percentage of patients who withdrew
from dialysis and used hospice by reason for withdrawal,
grouped by site of death (home versus hospital). Among the
patients who withdrew from dialysis and died at home, almost
25% did not use hospice. Among patients who withdrew as a
result of failure to thrive, approximately 25% used hospice and
died in the hospital, in contrast to 75% who used hospice and
died at home. Of those who withdrew as a result of medical
complications, 14% used hospice and died in the hospital com-

pared with 76% who used hospice and died at home. Those
who withdrew as a result of medical complications constituted
approximately 50% of all patients who withdrew from dialysis
and died in the hospital, in contrast to approximately 25% of
patients who withdrew from dialysis and died at home
(Table 5).

Geographic Distribution of Hospice Use
Using the 2-yr 2001 to 2002 cohort, Figure 2 demonstrates the

more than two-fold variation in the percentage by state of
patients who withdrew from dialysis and used hospice. For
example, although Iowa and Maine had similar rates of dialysis
withdrawal, at 37.1 and 39.1%, respectively, 54.6% of patients
who withdrew from dialysis in Iowa used hospice, compared
with only 16.7% in Maine. In an analysis that included all 50
states, there was no correlation between the number of Medi-
care-certified hospices per million population and percentage
of patients who withdrew from dialysis and used hospice care
(r � �0.0845, P � 0.55). Alaska has the fewest hospices per
capita with 4.8 hospices per million population; Wyoming has
the most, with 36.5 hospices per million. However, there also
was a significant inverse relationship between the percentage of
the state population who lived in rural areas and the percentage
of patients who withdrew from dialysis and used hospice;
patients who resided in more rural states were less likely to use
hospice (r � �0.383, P � 0.006).

The most common causes of death for the 2-year cohort are
described in Table 6 by dialysis withdrawal and hospice status.
For patients who withdrew from dialysis, cardiac combinations
(21.4%) and other identified cause (16.6%) were the most com-
mon diagnoses; for hospice patients, they were unknown and
missing (24.9%) and cardiac combinations (18.2%). Cardiac
combinations included atherosclerotic heart disease, acute
myocardial infarction, cardiac arrhythmia, cardiomyopathy,
hyperkalemia, and pulmonary edema.

Malignancy was a more common diagnosis in the hospice
group than in the withdrawal group, at 9.5 versus 7.2%; in
contrast, septicemia and stroke were more common in the
withdrawal group. Dementia rarely was identified as a cause of

Table 3. Mediana costs and hospital days for deceased patients, USRDS 6-mo cohort

Parameter n Median Cost,
Last 6 Mo of Life ($)

Median Cost,
Last Week of Life ($)

Median Hospital Days,
Last Week of Life

Total cohort 91,687 42,978 (1,392,744) 4827 (255,881) 2.0 (156)
Hospice, yes 12,058 42,247 (322,979) 1883 (36,239) 0.0 (16)
Hospice, no 79,629 43,090 (1,392,744) 5428 (255,881) 2.0 (156)
Withdrawal, yes 19,517 44,222 (776,003) 3502 (106,988) 2.0 (17)

hospice, yes 8200 41,853 (322,054)b 1858 (32,992)b 0.0 (16)b

hospice, no 11,317 45,950 (776,003) 4878 (106,988) 4.0 (17)
Withdrawal, no 65,868 43,029 (1,392,744) 5547 (255,881) 2.0 (156)

hospice, yes 2165 45,736 (260,661) 2559 (36,239) 0.0 (8)
hospice, no 63,703 42,915 (1,392,744) 5663 (255,881) 2.0 (156)

aMedian values given with (total range), instead of minimum and maximum because most minimums were 0.
bSignificant at P � 0.001 on Wilcoxon rank test of association between variable and withdrawal, yes, hospice, yes, versus

withdrawal, yes, hospice, no.
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death for either the withdrawal (1.4%) or the hospice group
(1.3%). Overall, the percentage of patients with unspecified di-
agnoses, described as unknown or missing diagnoses, other
cause, or other with �1% was very high for both groups: 35.8%
for the withdrawal group and 45.9% for the hospice group.

Discussion
Dying patients with ESRD use hospice roughly half as often

as dying patients in the United States as a whole (13.5 versus
�22%) (9,10). For a patient to be eligible for hospice care, his or
her attending physician must certify a life expectancy of 6 mo
or less if the disease takes its normal course. After dialysis
withdrawal, 96% of patients die within 30 d (2,11,12). Even

though death after dialysis withdrawal is much more predict-
able than death of cancer patients, the 41.9% hospice use rate of
patients who withdraw from dialysis lags behind the �50%
rate in cancer patients (13).

Most hospice dialysis patients seem to experience better pain
control while dying at home than in the hospital (2). We found
that dialysis patients who received hospice care were more than
twice as likely to die at home compared with those without
hospice care; median hospital days in the last week of life were
reduced from 4.0 to 0.0 d, and the median cost of care for the
last week of life for hospice patients was approximately one
third that of nonhospice patients. For approximately half the
patients who withdrew from dialysis and died in the hospital,

Table 4. Site of death and hospice days, USRDS 6-mo cohort

Parameter n Site of Death % Hospice Days
(Mean � SD)

Total cohort 91,687 Hospital 63.0 2.0 � 12.6
Home 16.7
Other 11.9
Unknown 8.4

Hospice, yes 12,058 Hospital 22.9 14.2 � 30.5
Home 37.6

Hospice, no 79,629 Hospital 69.0 0
Home 13.6

Withdrawal, yes 19,517 Hospital 49.2 4.4 � 15.5
Home 25.3

Hospice, yes 8200 Hospital 22.5 10.1 � 21.9
Home 45.3

Hospice, no 11,317 Hospital 68.5 0
Home 10.8

Withdrawal, no 65,868 Hospital 72.9 0.8 � 9.0
Home 15.8

Hospice, yes 2165 Hospital 41.8 21.0 � 40.3
Home 37.3

Hospice, no 63,703 Hospital 74.0 0
Home 15.0

Table 5. Percentage using hospice by reason for withdrawal and dying in hospital versus at home, USRDS 6-mo
cohort

Reason for Withdrawal

Death in Hospital Death at Home

n
Hospice Use (%)

n
Hospice Use (%)

No Yes No Yes

Access failure 76 79.0 21.0 104 33.7 66.4
Treatment failure 6 100 0 5 60.0 40.0
Failure to thrive 3260 75.3 24.7 2613 24.4 75.6
Medical complication 4638 85.7 14.3 1113 24.3 75.7
Other 1516 77.5 22.5 1103 24.9 75.1
Total 9596 80.8 19.2 4938 24.8 75.2
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the reason listed for withdrawal was medical complications;
these patients likely withdrew as a result of acute sepsis, severe
congestive heart failure, or other acute complications. Approx-
imately 70% of the remainder, however, withdrew as a result of
failure to thrive, and many likely could have benefited from
hospice care.

Factors Associated with Hospice Use
Dialysis patients were more likely to use hospice when they

were older, were white, had failure to thrive as the reason for
withdrawal, and were able to walk or transfer independently at
dialysis initiation. Because ability to walk or transfer was mea-
sured at dialysis initiation, its predictive value of future use of
hospice is unclear; longitudinal functional data are needed to
determine whether an acute event such as a stroke and subse-
quent marked functional decline are associated with increased
hospice use.

Among patients who withdrew because of failure to thrive,
almost 50% used hospice, compared with less than one third of
those who withdrew because of a medical complication. Pa-
tients with failure to thrive also constituted the majority of
patients who died at home using hospice (43.6%). The high
percentage (42.9%) of patients who withdrew as a result of
failure to thrive may reflect the high prevalence of cognitive
impairment and/or functional decline in hemodialysis patients
(14). Patients with failure to thrive typically follow a course of
gradual decline, allowing their families more time to prepare
for end-of-life issues and thus to accept the hospice option more
willingly than families of patients who withdraw after an un-
predicted acute complication in the hospital. A gradual course
of decline also gives physicians the ability to predict an immi-
nent death and to help patients and families accept a limited life
expectancy and plan accordingly, including consideration of
hospice use.

State of residence also was strongly associated with hospice
use (Figure 2). Geographic variation in hospice use has been
noted in nondialysis patient populations (15–18). We found that

for withdrawing dialysis patients, the more rural their state of
residence, the less likely their use of hospice. Additional un-
measured factors in our study that may influence hospice use
include nephrologist comfort level with hospice referral, pa-
tient and family acceptance of hospice referral, availability of
hospice services, understanding of the Medicare hospice bene-
fit as it applies to dialysis patients by dialysis unit social work-
ers, and hospice relationships with dialysis unit personnel.

Nephrologists may be uncomfortable with addressing end-
of-life issues and hospice referral with their patients because
end-of-life care is not well addressed in renal fellowship train-
ing; second-year fellows report feeling unprepared to care for
their dying patients (19). Because of lack of education, many
patients with ESRD and their families may not know that
hospice is an option for them (20). Among patients who do not
withdraw from dialysis but are enrolled in hospice, the average
number of days in hospice is 21.0 (�40.3) compared with 57 d
in the nondialysis hospice population (21), indicating that even
dialysis patients who do not withdraw have late referral to
hospice.

Eligibility for the Hospice Benefit
Dialysis patients may receive both the Medicare ESRD ben-

efit and the Medicare hospice benefit, but many dialysis units
and hospice programs seem unaware of this eligibility. To
continue dialysis under the Medicare dialysis benefit and also
enroll in the Medicare hospice benefit, a patient must be certi-
fied by his or her attending physician to have (1) a life expect-
ancy of 6 mo or less if the disease takes its normal course and
(2) a terminal diagnosis for hospice other than kidney disease,
such as cancer or end-stage heart disease (22). (Approximately
2750 of the 15,565 hospice patients with ESRD in our study had
a terminal diagnosis of a nonrenal disease and continued dial-
ysis.) The Mid-Atlantic Renal Coalition (ESRD Network 5), the
Renal Physicians Association, the Forum of ESRD Networks,
and the National Hospice and Palliative Care Association are
working with CMS to improve understanding of the Medicare
hospice coverage for patients with ESRD and dialysis provid-
ers.

Consideration of a Regularly Scheduled Prognostic
Evaluation

Currently, there is no required process during maintenance
dialysis to address the expected prognosis or the options of
withdrawal and hospice. Physicians’ asking the “surprise”
question (“Would I be surprised if this patient died in the next
year?”) has been found to be helpful in identifying patients
who are likely to die and to lead to increases in hospice referrals
in primary care populations (23). This question has been rec-
ommended for regular use by nephrologists to help identify
dialysis patients who are appropriate for palliative care inter-
vention (24).

If the patient is deemed unlikely to survive this period, then
this determination could trigger an assessment of his or her
cognitive, nutritional, and functional status; pain and symptom
burden; and self-reported quality of life. It would provide an

Figure 2. Percentage of patients who withdrew from dialysis
and used hospice, by state, USRDS 2001 to 2002 deceased
cohort (N � 115,239).
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opportune time to engage in advance care planning, including
the patient’s preferred site of death and desirability of hospice.

A brief cognitive assessment is critical to identify whether the
patient has the decision-making capacity to participate in ad-
vance care planning or discussions with proxy decision makers
and caregivers are needed to explore treatment goals. Thus far,
the nephrology community has shied away from initiating such
discussions, but patients’ best interests are no longer served by
clinicians’ ignoring the need for them.

The strengths of our study include the large sample size of
USRDS dialysis patients who are largely representative of the
non–health maintenance organization dialysis Medicare popu-
lation, with minimal loss to follow-up for death notification.
The data enabled us to identify that age and state of residence
are strongly associated with dialysis withdrawal and hospice
referral and also to document important differences in out-
comes between hospice and nonhospice dialysis patients.

Our results depend on the quality control of data input and
the completion rate of the CMS-2746 form, which may vary
widely among dialysis units, introducing potential ascertain-
ment bias. The limited options on this form for identifying
causes of death, reasons for dialysis withdrawal, and hospice
use prevented more detailed analyses, such as reasons for
nonreferral to hospice. We were unable to determine whether
dying dialysis patients prefer hospice to nonhospice care or to
measure the quality of end-of-life care that was received by
patients dying with and without hospice care. This highlights
the need for further improvement in the accuracy, detail, and
completeness of USRDS end-of-life data collection on the CMS-
2746 form for dialysis withdrawal and hospice patients. Our
data also were limited in that patients whose primary payer
was not Medicare were excluded, so our results may not be
generalizable to all dialysis patients.

Three of the four possible reasons for dialysis withdrawal
listed on the CMS-2746 form are vague, all except access failure,
which is listed for 1.9% of patients. The withdrawal status of
8540 (7.4%) patients in the entire 2-yr cohort was unknown, and

the major cause of death for 25% of patients who died while
receiving hospice care was unknown and missing. Failure to
thrive (42.9%) is an inexact term that usually signifies signifi-
cant impairment in one or more areas: Cognitive, functional,
nutritional, or psychiatric, especially depression (25). More spe-
cific reasons for withdrawal on the CMS-2746 form would
improve our understanding of the factors that contribute to the
high rate of dialysis discontinuation in this country.

Our findings point to the opportunity to improve access to
hospice for dialysis patients. To this end, ESRD recently was
added to the list of hospice-appropriate diseases, joining cancer
and heart, lung, and neurologic diseases (26). The American So-
ciety of Nephrology and the Renal Physicians Association also
have published a clinical practice guideline and position statement
that directly endorse hospice care for patients who have ESRD and
are at the end of life (27,28). CMS recently added the following
question to the revised CMS-2746 form, introduced in October
2004: “Was patient receiving hospice care before death?” Last, to
determine whether hospice care provides higher quality end-of-
life care than most patients currently receive, a prospective study
of hospice use by dialysis patients is needed to measure the
outcomes of pain and symptom management, emotional support,
communication, and patient and family satisfaction.
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