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Abstract 28 

Hyperglycaemia is a major risk factor in critically ill patients as it leads to adverse outcomes and 29 

mortality in diabetic and non-diabetic patients. The target blood glucose remained controversial; this 30 

study aimed to contribute in assessing the practice of hyperglycaemia control in intensive care units 31 

of Khartoum Military Hospital. Furthermore, it proposed a protocol for hyperglycaemia control 32 

based on findings. A hospital-based cross-sectional study assessed the awareness and practice 33 

towards hyperglycaemia management in a sample of 83 healthcare staff selected through stratified 34 

random sampling technique. In addition, 55 patients were enrolled, through quota sampling, after 35 

excluding those with diabetic ketoacidosis, hyperosmolar-hyperglycaemic state and patients < 18 36 

years. A self-administrated questionnaire enabled to collect data from healthcare staff, patients data 37 

were extracted from medical records. SPSS 23 was used to analyse the collected data. Chi-square 38 

and ANOVA tests assessed the association among variables. All statistical tests were considered 39 

statistically significant when p < 0.05. The training on hyperglycaemia control differed statistically 40 

(p= 0.017) among healthcare staff. The target glycaemic level (140-180 mg/dl) was knew by 11.1% 41 

of the study participants. Neither the knowledge nor the practice of hyperglycaemia control methods 42 

differed among staff (p> 0.05). The use of sliding scale was 79.3% across the ICUs with a 43 

statistically significant difference (p= 0.002). 31.5% of patients had received glycaemic control 44 

based on different methods and 11.8% were in the targeted blood glucose level. Sliding scale was the 45 

prevalent method used by doctors (71.4%) and nurses (81.6%). A patient benefited from insulin 46 

infusion method, which achieved the NICE-SUGAR target. The poor knowledge and lack of 47 

awareness towards hyperglycaemia monitoring led to inappropriate implementation of glycaemia 48 

control methods across the Military Hospital ICUs. Sustained training programs on hyperglycaemia 49 

control to ICU staff and the availability of a protocol on glycaemia control are highly required. 50 

Keywords: Local protocol, Hyperglycaemia control, Intensive Care Unit, critically ill, Sudan. 51 

 52 
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Introduction 54 

Hyperglycaemia is a major risk factor affecting critically ill patients leading to adverse outcomes and 55 

a high mortality in diabetic and non-diabetic patients [1-4]. Stressful situations, as acute illness and 56 

surgery in particular neurosurgery, elevate the levels of stress hormones and increase hepatic glucose 57 

production, lipolysis and insulin resistance [5-7]. The stress cascade increases by 7-8 folds in patients 58 

undergoing surgery [8, 9] leading to more than three folds increase in post-surgical complications 59 

and by six folds for mortality [7]. The target blood glucose (BG) had been controversial. Leuven 1 60 

study was the first landmark clinical trial that revealed the benefits of reduced morbidity and 61 

mortality related to intensive insulin therapy (IIT) in surgical critically ill patients [3, 10]. However, 62 

the second Leuven trial with a higher hypoglycaemia rate, pointed out that in medical intensive care 63 

unit (ICU) patients, there was a no statistically significant difference in mortality rate between tight 64 

blood glucose group (80-110 mg/dl) and control group [2, 3, 10]. In 2009, the practice changed 65 

following the publication of the Normoglycaemia in Intensive Care Evaluation (NICE) and Survival 66 

Using Glucose Algorithm Regulation (SUGAR) trial [11]. It revealed that the mortality and the 67 

hypoglycaemia increased in the intensive insulin therapy group compared to the conventional group. 68 

Furthermore, a subgroup analysis indicated a no difference in outcomes between medical, surgical, 69 

diabetic, non-diabetic and septic patients [2, 3, 7]. With respect to these results, conventional target 70 

of < 180 mg/dl was acceptable for most ICU patients [4] and adopted by various professional 71 

organizations [2, 3, 12, 13], except the American College of Physicians (ACP) which proposed a 72 

higher target of BG (< 200 mg/dl) [14]. These controversial benefits from intensive insulin therapy 73 

should not shadow the reduction of complications and length of hospitalization in hepatobiliary-74 

pancreatic surgical patients [15]. Intravenous insulin through infusion pump is the method applied 75 

for ICU patients [11, 13]. The concomitant use of sub-cutaneous insulin glargine remains more 76 

efficacious than insulin infusion alone, in particular in patients with coronary artery bypass graft [16, 77 

17]. 78 

For policy development, it is crucial to assess the current practice by surveying both healthcare staff 79 

and patients to identify barriers and facilitators through a gap analysis to establish the best practice 80 
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[18]. Regarding hyperglycaemia control policy, the major safety issue remained hypoglycaemia, 81 

especially in ICU patients, as the usual symptoms might not be noticed [19]. Hypoglycaemia defines 82 

as blood glucose level < 70 mg/dl and severe life threatening when it is < 40 mg/dl [11, 20, 21].  83 

Protocols were developed as written instructions to prevent the fluctuation in BG due to changes of 84 

interventions as administering steroids, vasopressors or parenteral quinine or due to changes in 85 

nutrition support [22]. As hyperglycaemia is more prevalent in patients receiving parenteral nutrition 86 

[9], BG levels did not differ among eating and non-per oral (NPO) patients [23]. The protocols had 87 

differences in their target BG, monitoring frequencies, infusion rates and use of boluses [24]. Hence, 88 

they must be customized to suit local resources, staff competency [25] and the needs of patients [25- 89 

27]. Examples of these protocols are Portland l, Washington University, and Yale University 90 

protocols. Yale Protocol had more difficult calculations than the other protocols [28], however, its 91 

hypoglycaemia rate was lower than Leuven protocol [22]. The Nottingham University Hospitals 92 

(NUH) protocol adopted BG target levels, which were consistent with the NICE-SUGAR target [13]. 93 

Alternative approaches to written policies are computerized protocols such as glucommanders [28], 94 

star protocol [4] and space glucose control (SGC) system [29]. Although, they reduced the nursing 95 

workload and had lower hypoglycaemia rates [21], they had not changed the general practice [27].  96 

This study assessed the practice of healthcare staff on hyperglycaemia control in intensive care units 97 

of Khartoum Military Hospital and proposed a protocol for hyperglycaemia control from lessons 98 

learnt. 99 

Materials and Methods 100 

A hospital- based cross-sectional study assessed the awareness, and practice of healthcare staff 101 

towards hyperglycaemia management and the burden of hyperglycaemia control based medical 102 

records of critically ill patients in the intensive care units of the Military Hospital of Khartoum State, 103 

Sudan. The Military Hospital is a complex of seven specialized hospitals totalizing 722 beds and 8 104 

ICUs. A multistage sampling technique was used. At first level, five ICUs were systematically 105 

included in the study after excluding the neonatal, the maternity and the medical ICUs the last being 106 
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under reconstruction. At second level, a stratified random sampling technique enabled to select 83 107 

health professionals (doctors and nurses) proportionally to the size of each ICU after excluding the 108 

administrative staff. Regarding the patients included in the study, a quota of 12 patients was fixed to 109 

randomly recruit participants from each of the five ICUs. This led to an estimated sample of 60 110 

patients.  Fifty-five patients were enrolled in the study after excluding those with either diabetic 111 

ketoacidosis (DKA) or hyperosmolar hyperglycaemic state (HHS) and patients < 18 years. Data were 112 

collected through a standardized questionnaire comprising two parts. Part one was a self-113 

administrated questionnaire filled by the healthcare staff working in ICUs to collect their 114 

sociodemographic characteristics, their number of years of working experience, their knowledge and 115 

practice on hyperglycaemia control methods and levels as well as the management of 116 

hyperglycaemia. Part two extracted data from the medical records of ICU patients hospitalized at the 117 

time of the data collection. The characteristics of the patients: age, gender, status (medical or 118 

surgical), type of hyperglycaemia (diabetes type 1, 2 or non-diabetic), associated comorbidities, 119 

methods of blood glucose measurement and levels were recorded.   The statistical package for social 120 

sciences (SPSS version 23) was used to describe and analyse the data. Statistical analysis performed 121 

were chi-square tests and analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine association among variables. 122 

All tests were considered statistically significant when p < 0.05. 123 

Results 124 

Characteristics of the Healthcare Staff and their training on 125 

hyperglycaemia control 126 

 127 

The majority (74.1%, 60/81) of the participants were nurses and the remaining 25.9% (21/81) were 128 

doctors. 77.8% (63/81) of the participants were aged 25-30 years with no statistical association 129 

(p=0.05) between the age of the participants and their occupation as indicated by table 1. The years 130 

of working experience of the participants ranged between 0.1 year and 12 years with median of 1 131 

year; while, working years in intensive care unit ranged from 0.01 years to 8 years with a median of 132 

working years of 0.5 years. 66.7% (14/21) of the doctors received training on hyperglycaemia 133 
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control and 36.7% (22/60) of the nurses were trained with a statistically significant difference (χ2 = 134 

5.67, p=0.017) between the status and being trained on hyperglycaemia. 135 

Table 1: Characteristics of the healthcare staff and training on glycaemic control (n=81) 136 

  Status of the staff Likelihood 
ratio p-value 

Characteristics Doctor % Nurse % Total % 
Age: 
25-30 years 13 20.6 50 79.4 63 77.8 

3.835 0.05 > 30 years 8 44.4 10 55.6 18 22.2 
Total (%) 21 25.9 60 74.1 81 100.0 
Gender:        

 
0.193 

Female 19 28.8 47 71.2 66 81.5 
1.697 Male 2 13.3 13 86.7 15 18.5 

Total (%) 21 25.9 60 74.1 81 100.0 
ICU working experience: 
<1year 11 20.4 43 79.6 54 66.7 

4.849 0.089 
1-3 years 9 45.0 11 55.0 20 24.7 
>3 years 1 14.3 6 85.7 7 8.6 
Total (%) 21 25.9 60 74.1 81 100.0 

Training about Glycaemic control: 

Trained 14 38.9 22 61.1 36 44.4 
5.67* 0.017 Untrained 7 15.6 38 84.4 45 55.6 

Total (%) 21  60  81 100.0 
*chi-square test 137 

Awareness of healthcare staff towards the target blood glucose level 138 

 139 

The 81 healthcare staff were asked if they knew the target blood glucose (BG) level, 88.9% (72/81) 140 

replied yes, 27.8% (20/72) of them were doctors and 72.2% (52/72) were nurses. They were 11.1% 141 

(9/81) who did not know, 11.1% (1/9) were doctors and 88.9% (8/9) were nurses. There was a no 142 

statistically significant association (Likelihood ratio=1.349, p= 0.245) between the awareness about 143 

target BG level and the staff status. However, when prompted to provide the exact level of the target 144 

blood glucose, they were 11.1% (8/72) who provided the correct level (140-180 mg/dl) and 88.9% 145 

(64/72) reported incorrect levels. Of the eight participants who reported the correct level, 62.5% 146 

(5/8) were doctors and 37.5% (3/8) were nurses. A statistically significant difference (Fisher's Exact 147 

Test, p= 0.033) was found between the reported level of blood glucose and the status of the 148 

healthcare staff.  149 
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Awareness of healthcare staff about Basal-Bolus and Insulin infusion 150 

methods  151 

Regarding the hyperglycaemia control methods, Basal-Bolus and Insulin Infusion, there was no 152 

statistical significant association between having training or not on hyperglycaemia control methods 153 

and health profession with a p-value of respectively 0.591 and 0.371 (table 2). 154 

Of the 27 staff members (6 doctors and 21 nurses) who did not know about Basal-Bolus method, the 155 

main reason was the lack of knowledge reported by 96.3% (26/27) of the staff. There was no 156 

statistically significant difference (Likelihood ratio=3.147, p=0.076) between the reasons of lack of 157 

awareness and the profession of healthcare staff (table 2). Regarding Insulin Infusion method, of the 158 

67 staff members (16 doctors and 51 nurses) who did not know about it, the main reason was also the 159 

lack of knowledge reported by 97 % (65/67) of the staff. There was a no statistically significant 160 

difference (Likelihood ratio=5.929, p=0.52) between the reasons for lack of awareness and the status 161 

of staff pas revealed by table 2. 162 

Table 2: Awareness of health care staff towards hyperglycaemia control methods and the reasons for 163 

lack of awareness (n=81) 164 

  Status of the staff   

Training Topic Doctor % Nurse % Total % 
Likelihood 

ratio 
p-

value 

Awareness about  Basal-Bolus method 
  Trained Aware 11 42.3 15 57.7 26 72.2 0.471 0.493 

Unaware 3 30 7 70 10 27.8 
 

 
Total 14 38.9 22 61.1 36 44.4 

 Untrained Aware 4 14.3 24 85.7 28 62.2 0.09 0.764 
Unaware 3 17.6 14 82.4 17 37.8 

 
 

Total 7 15.6 38 84.4 45 55.6 
 Total n (%) Aware 15 27.8 39 72.2 54 66.7 0.289* 0.591 

Unaware 6 22.2 21 77.8 27 33.3 
 

 
Total 21 25.9 60 74.1 81 100 

 
 

Awareness about  Insulin Infusion method 
  Trained Aware 4 50 4 50 8 22.2 0.525 0.469 

Unaware 10 35.7 18 64.3 28 77.8 
 

 
Total 14 38.9 22 61.1 36 44.4 

 Untrained Aware 1 16.7 5 83.3 6 13.3 0.006 0.936 
Unaware 6 15.4 33 84.6 39 86.7 

 
 

Total 7 15.6 38 84.4 45 55.6 
 Total n (%) Aware 5 35.7 9 64.3 14 17.3 0.801 0.371 

Unaware 16 23.9 51 76.1 67 82.7 
 

 
Total 21 25.9 60 74.1 81 100 

 
Reasons for lack of awareness about Basal-Bolus method 
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Medical training (lack of 
knowledge) 5 19.2 21 80.8 26 96.3 3.147 0.076 
Information overload  ( unable to 
keep up with the guidelines updates) 1 100 0 0 1 3.7 

 Total n (%) 6 22.2 21 77.8 27 100 
 

Reasons for lack of awareness about Insulin Infusion method 

Risk of formal complaint (afraid of 
responsibility) 1 100 0 0 1 1.5 5.929 0.52 

Not standards of practice ( unusual 
routine) 1 100 0 0 1 1.5 

 
Medical training  (lack of 
knowledge) 14 21.5 51 78.5 65 97 

 Total n (%) 16 23.9 51 76.1 67 100 
 *Chi-square test 165 

Practice of healthcare staff towards glycaemic control  166 

Practice towards blood glucose monitoring frequency  167 

The practice of staff towards blood glucose (BG) measurement was assessed as either more 168 

frequently (< 6 hourly) or less frequently (≥ 6 hourly). 169 

Regarding doctors, 47.6% (10/21) measured BG more frequently, among them, 80% (8/10) were 170 

trained on hyperglycaemia control and 20% (2/10) were not. The remaining 52.4% (11/21) measured 171 

BG level less frequently, 54.5% (6/11) were trained and 45.5% (5/11) were untrained. There was no 172 

statistically significant association (Likelihood ratio=1.567, p=0.211) between the training status of 173 

doctors and their practice toward BG monitoring frequency. 174 

With regard to nurses, 35.0% (21/60) measured BG more frequently, among them, 42.9% (9/21) 175 

received training on hyperglycaemia control and 57.1% (12/21) did not. The remaining 65.0% 176 

(39/60) measured BG level less frequently, 33.3% (13/39) were trained and 66.7% (26/39) were 177 

untrained. A non-statistically significant association (χ2=0.533, p=0.465) was found between the 178 

training status of nurses and their practice toward BG monitoring frequency. 179 

In the overall, a no statistically significant association was found (χ2=2.197, p=0.138) between the 180 

training of staff and their practice towards BG monitoring frequency. 181 

Management of diabetic ketoacidosis  182 

In the overall, the appropriate management of diabetic ketoacidosis (DKA), consisting of 183 

overlapping the I.V and S.C insulin was performed by 29.6% (24/81) of the participants. The 184 

remaining 70.4% (57/81) either they stopped the I.V insulin then start the S.C insulin (56.8%, 46/81) 185 
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or they did not know what to do (13.6%, 11/81); with a statistically significant difference between 186 

doctors and nurses as revealed by table 3. 187 

Table 3: Management of diabetic ketoacidosis (DKA) by the participants according to their status of 188 

training on glycaemia control (n=81) 189 

DKA Management Doctor % Nurse % 
Health 
Staff % Likelihood ratio P-value 

Trained 
       Stop the I.V insulin then 

start the S.C insulin 4 21.1 15 78.9 19 52.8 6.627 0.036 
Overlap the I.V and S.C 9 56.3 7 43.8 16 44.4 

 Do not know 1 100 0 0 1 2.8 
 Total 14 38.9 22 61 36 100 
 Untrained 

       Stop the I.V insulin then 
start the S.C insulin 4 14.8 23 85.2 27 60 5.663 0.059 
Overlap the I.V and S.C 3 37.5 5 62.5 8 17.8 

 Do not know 0 0 10 100 10 22.2 
 Total 7 15.6 38 84 45 100 
 Trained and untrained 

       Stop the I.V insulin then 
start the S.C insulin 8 17.4 38 82.6 46 56.8 10.229 0.006 
Overlap the I.V and S.C 12 50 12 50 24 29.6 

 Do not know 1 9.1 10 90.9 11 13.6 
 Total 21 25.9 60 74.1 81 100 
  190 

Practice of healthcare staff towards glycaemia measurement and control methods 191 

used in the different Intensive care units 192 

Across the three types of intensive care units, HbA1c measurement was requested by 69.5% (57/82) 193 

of the health staff and the remaining 30.5% (25/82) did not. In cardiac care unit (CCU), the request 194 

was from all (8/8) the staff; while in mixed and surgical ICUs it was respectively from 71.9% (46/64) 195 

and 30% (3/10) of the staff. There was a statistically significant association (Likelihood 196 

ratio=12.584, p=0.002) between ICU type and the request of HbA1c measurement. 197 

Sliding scale method was used by 79.3% (65/82) of all the ICU staff, 90% (9/10) of the surgical ICU 198 

staff, 84.4% (54/64) of the mixed and 25% (2/8) of the cardiac ICUs. In the overall, across these 199 

three types of ICU, sliding scale method was used by 79.3% (65/82) of the staff and they were 20.7% 200 

(17/82) who used other methods. These other methods used by the remaining 17 staff members were 201 

Basal-Bolus method (82.3%, 14/17), mixed insulin method (11.8%, 2/17) and insulin infusion (5.9%, 202 
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1/17). There was a statistically significant association (Likelihood ratio=12.728, p=0.002) between 203 

the use of sliding scale method and the type of the ICU. 204 

Hyperglycaemia control methods used by health care professionals  205 

Figure 1 revealed the distribution of staff by hyperglycaemia method used. The sliding scale was the 206 

prevalent method used by both doctors and nurses with respectively 71.4% (15/21) and 81.6% 207 

(49/60). The other control methods (basal bolus, insulin Infusion and mixed insulin) were used by 208 

respectively 28.6% (6/21) and 18.3% (11/60) of the doctors and nurses. A no statistically significant 209 

difference (Likelihood ratio=0.938, p=0.333) was found between hyperglycaemia control method 210 

used and the position of healthcare staff. 211 

Figure 1: Hyperglycaemia control methods used among health care professionals  212 

When asked to provide reasons for using either sliding scale or other hyperglycaemia control 213 

methods, 80.5% (66/82) of the staff reported that it was the usual practice, 18.3% (15/82) because it 214 

was instructed by the first level supervisor, information overload was provided as the main reason by 215 

a participant (1.2%, 1/82). 216 

Of the sixty-six participants who reported standard practice as their main reason, the majority 97.0% 217 

(64/66) used sliding scale and the remaining 3.0% (2/66) used other glycaemia control methods. A 218 

statistically significant association (Likelihood=65.778, p=0.000) was found between the reasons of 219 

using a particular control method and glycaemia control methods. 220 

The staff were requested to provide their opinion on the control methods used, their opinion was 221 

recoded as satisfied (yes), not satisfied (no) and no opinion (do not know). More than half (53.7%, 222 

44/82) were not satisfied with the control method they were using, they were 41.5% (34/82) who 223 

were satisfied and 4.9% (4/82) could not provide a justification. A no statistical significant 224 

association (Likelihood=2.018, p=0.365) was found between the control method used and the 225 

satisfaction towards the method used. 226 
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Number of infusion pumps per ICU  227 

The number of infusion pumps available per ICU patient ranged from 0 to 6 with a statistically 228 

significant mean infusion pumps of 2.95 ± 1.33 (p= 0.001) across the five ICUs (3 mixed, 1 cardiac 229 

and 1 surgical). This average varied across the ICUs, the lowest mean was recorded in the surgical 230 

unit with a mean of 1.70 pumps±0.82 [range: 0-3]. The cardiac unit had an average of 2.25 231 

pumps±1.39 [range: 1 – 5]. The mixed ICUs were more equipped with an average of 2.86 232 

pumps±0.86 [range: 2-5] in Room-B, 3.15 pumps±1.03 [1-6] in CCR1 and 3.57 pumps±1.6 [1-6] in 233 

CCR2. 234 

Characteristics of ICU patients  235 

Of the Fifty-five patients selected across the ICUs of the Military Hospital, 50.9% were males and 236 

49.1% were females. They were between 19 and 95 years with a median age of 63.5 years. More 237 

than half (58.2%, 32/55) were under enteral feeding. Their glycaemia status indicated that 72.8% 238 

(40/55) were non-diabetic; 23.6% (13/55) and 3.6% (2/55) were respectively type 2 and type 1 239 

diabetic patients. Table 4 displayed the other characteristics of the patients. 240 

Table 4: Characteristics of the patients hospitalized in the ICUs of the Military Hospital (n=55) 241 

Variable n % Variable n % 
Gender (n=55) 

  
Renal function (n=55) 

  Male 28 50.9 Normal 33 60.0 
 Female 27 49.1 Impaired 22 40.0 

Age in years (n=54) 
 

Liver function (n=55) 
 Median 63.5 Normal 53 96.4 

Min-Max 19-95 Impaired 2 3.6 
Patients conditions (n=55) 

  
Patients on vasopressors (n=55) 

  Sepsis 17 30.9 No 46 83.6 
Neurological 8 14.5 Yes 9 16.4 
Cardiovascular 8 14.5 Patients on steroids (n=55) 

 Trauma 8 14.5 No 43 78.2 
Stroke 5 9.1 Yes 12 21.8 
Gastroenterology 3 5.5 Patients on quinine I.V. (n=55) 

  Cancer/Tumor 2 3.6 No 54 98.2 
Endocrine 2 3.6 Yes 1 1.8 
Respiratory 2 3.6 On Fluoroquinolones (n=55) 

  Hyper glycaemia status (n=55) 
  

No 51 92.7 
Non diabetic 40 72.8 Yes 4 7.3 

Type 2 DM 13 23.6 
On atypical antipsychotics 
(n=55) 
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Type 1 DM 2 3.6 No 54 98.2 
Feeding status (n=55) 

 
Yes 1 1.8 

Enteral feeding 32 58.2 
  Oral feeding 15 27.3 
  Non per oral  8 14.5 
   242 

Glycaemic status of ICU patients and hyperglycaemia control methods 243 

used in Military Hospital 244 

A highly statistically significant association (Likelihood ratio=49.964, p= 0.000) was found between 245 

the hyperglycaemia control method used and the diabetes status of the patients as indicated by table 246 

5. 247 

Table 5: Hyperglycaemia control methods by the glycaemic status of the patients (n=55) 248 

* Likelihood ratio=49.964 249 

Blood glucose levels and hyperglycaemia control methods used 250 

Two classifications of random blood glucose (glycaemic levels and the NICE-SUGAR blood glucose 251 

levels) were used. The glycaemic levels classification revealed that 79.6% (43/54) of the patients 252 

were normal glycaemic (BG: 71-180 mg/dl), 18.5% (10/54) were hyperglycaemic (BG: > 180 mg/dl) 253 

and a patient (1.9%, 1/54) was hypoglycaemic (BG: < 71 mg/dl). In the other hand, the NICE-254 

SUGAR blood glucose classification indicated that 61.1% (33/54) of the patients were below range 255 

(BG: <140 mg/dl), 20.4% (11/54) were in within random glucose level (BG: 140-180 mg/dl), 18.5% 256 

(10/54) were above the range of BG > 180 mg/dl. 257 

Regarding the hyperglycaemia control methods, they were used for 31.5% (17/54) of the patients. 258 

Table 6 revealed that 5.9% (1/17) of the patients was monitored in using the best appropriate method 259 

which was insulin infusion; 29.4% (5/17) of the patients were under alternative glycaemia control 260 

Method used  
Hyperglycaemia status 

Total 
p-value* Type 1 DM Type 2 DM  Non-diabetic 

n % n % n % n % 
Sliding scale 0 0.0 9 81.8 2 18.2 11 20.0 

0.000 

Basal-Bolus 0 0.0 2 100.0 0 0.0 2 3.6 
Insulin I.V  
infusion 

0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 1.8 

Other methods 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 3 5.5 
None 1 2.6 0 0.0 37 97.4 38 69.1 
Total patients 2 3.6 13 23.6 40 72.7 55 100.0 
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methods which were namely basal- bolus (11.8%, 2/17), mixed insulin (11.8%, 2/17) and Oral 261 

(5.9%, 1/17). Unfortunately, the majority of patients (64.7%, 11/17) had their glycaemia control 262 

based on the old fashion method of sliding scale despite a no statistically significant association 263 

(likelihood ratio=10.108, p=0.258) between the NICE- SUGAR targets and the method used. 264 

Table 6: Glycaemic levels of patients by hyperglycaemia control methods (n=17) 265 

 NICE-SUGAR blood glucose levels   

p-value*  
Above range 

(BG>180mg/dl) 
In range (BG 
140-180mg/dl) 

Below range 
(BG<140mg/dl Total 

Hyperglycemia 
control method n % n % n % n % 
Sliding scale  4 36.4 1 9.1 6 54.5 11 64.7 

0.258 
Basal- Bolus  1 50.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 2 11.8 
Mixed insulin 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 11.8 
Oral (Glimepiride)  1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.9 
Insulin infusion 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 5.9 
Total patients 8 47.1 2 11.8 7 41.2 17 100.0 
* Likelihood ratio=10.108 266 

Discussion  267 

More than half (66.7%, 14/21) of the doctors received a training on hyperglycaemia control, while, 268 

only 36.7% (22/60) of the nurses were trained with a statistically significant difference (p=0.017) 269 

between the status of the staff and being trained on hyperglycaemia; training of health professionals 270 

is crucial to sustain evidence-based practice [30, 31].  271 

In this study, regarding the knowledge of staff about hyperglycaemia control methods, there was no 272 

difference (p >0.05) between the knowledge of doctors and nurses on Basal-Bolus and insulin 273 

infusion methods and their training status. This raised a question on the training programs 274 

implemented and emphasized the need for a standard updated policy with appropriate training 275 

material addressing the gaps of knowledge on hyperglycaemia control methods regardless the status 276 

of the staff [18]. 277 

Target blood glucose level of 140- 180 mg/dl, acceptable for most ICU patients [11] and adopted by 278 

most of the major agencies [2, 3, 13] was known by only 11% of our study participants.   279 

In our research, the practice of staff towards blood glucose monitoring frequency did not differ 280 

between trained and untrained doctors and nurses. This monitoring method using point of care 281 
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(POC), glucometer or ICU laboratory, is acceptable as well as continuous glucose monitoring 282 

(CGM) [32]. However, regarding the practice towards DKA, as published in the literature [1, 19, 33], 283 

it statistically differed between doctors and nurses (p=0.006), as well as, according to training status 284 

(p=0.036).  285 

Consistent with guideline-based practice [34, 35], all the staff (100.0%) of the cardiac care unit 286 

(CCU) in the Military Hospital were practicing the HbA1c measurement, as expected in such unit; 287 

contrary to the mixed (71.9%) and surgical ICUs (30.0%) with a statistically significant difference 288 

(p= 0.002) across the ICUs.  289 

Detailed assessment on barriers and facilitators on policy implementation was published elsewhere 290 

[18, 31] as well as the availability of infusion pumps (indicated for the administration of insulin) in 291 

ICU [13, 34, 35]. Our findings revealed that the surgical ICU was the least equipped with an average 292 

of 1.7 infusion pumps±0.82.  293 

The dominant hyperglycaemia control method in both surgical and mixed ICUs was sliding scale, 294 

which stood as the standard practice of our study participants while this method was discouraged [17, 295 

19, 34, 36, 37]. Insulin infusion method is the recommended control method [1, 28, 22, 37], hence 296 

the need to move away nowadays from sliding scale [36]. This was our leitmotiv for proposing a 297 

protocol for glycaemia control in Sudan ICUs Military Hospital (supporting information S1).  The 298 

proposed protocol is justified by our findings, which revealed that more than half of the care 299 

providers used sliding scale and were satisfied with it. Despite 89.0% of those caregivers did not 300 

know the target BG level [11] with a no statistically significant association (p= 0.365) between the 301 

staff satisfaction and the methods used.  This appeal for the adoption of local institutional guidelines 302 

for all Military Hospital ICUs given the diversity of the specialities of health professionals [34]. 303 

Regarding patient safety, no glycaemia control method was used for the majority (69.1%, 38/55) of 304 

the patients; this was consistent with a Brazilian study [38] reporting the dominant use of sliding 305 

scale in ICUs; this reduced the use of basal-bolus and insulin infusion methods (69.2%, 7.1%, 3.9%). 306 
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The American Diabetes Association (ADA) [2] and Nottingham University Hospitals (NUH) 307 

guidelines [13], which pledged that hyperglycaemic patients even non- diabetics should have their 308 

glycaemia levels controlled, contradicted our findings and the ones of Moreira J.E.D et al. [38].   309 

The blood glucose readings pointed that 11.8% of the patients had readings in the target range of 310 

140-180 mg/dl, 41.2% had BG levels below the target range and 47.1% of the patients were 311 

hyperglycaemic (BG > 180 mg/dl). Our findings raised concerns about the nutritional status of the 312 

patients and the methods used as discussed in the literature [8, 9, 39]. In our research, insulin 313 

infusion method was used for one patient and the NICE-SUGAR target was achieved in-line with 314 

published data [6, 11]. While, mixed insulin method did not achieve the target glycaemic range as 315 

already reported by Marik P.E et al. [10]. Sliding scale method achieved the target range in only 316 

9.1% of the patients of our study; consistent with published literature [8, 19, 40] recommending the 317 

use of insulin infusions in ICU patients to achieve the NICE-SUGAR range which had proven 318 

efficacy and safety in low-income countries [41]. 319 

The limitations of our study were due to the exclusion of the medical ICU because of renovation at 320 

the time of our data collection, and the data collected from working staff were not validated through 321 

Cronbach test of reliability. Nonetheless, the findings provided key elements that enabled the 322 

development of a protocol approved by the decision making ICU professionals and yet to be applied 323 

with respect to the forthcoming national guidelines. 324 

Conclusions 325 

The poor knowledge and a lack of awareness towards hyperglycaemia management led to 326 

inappropriate implementation of glycaemia control methods across the Military Hospital ICUs. 327 

Sustained training programs on hyperglycaemia control for ICU healthcare staff are indicated as well 328 

as the availability of local guidelines on glycaemia control in all ICUs is needed. For best practice in 329 

ICUs, the use of intravenous insulin infusion targeting NICE-SUGAR blood glucose level should be 330 

recommended firstly, then, switching to basal-bolus method with nutritional support when patients 331 

get stable [6,39]. 332 
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