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Abstract

Purpose: COVIDTrach is a UK multi-centre prospective cohort study project evaluating the outcomes
of tracheostomy in patients with COVID-19 receiving mechanical ventilation. It also examines the

incidence of SARS-CoV-2 infection among healthcare workers involved in the procedure.

Method: An invitation to participate was sent to all UK NHS departments involved in tracheostomy
in COVID-19 patients. Data was entered prospectively and clinical outcomes updated via an online
database (REDCap). Clinical variables were compared with outcomes using multivariable regression
analysis, with logistic regression used to develop a prediction model for mortality. Participants

recorded whether any operators tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 within two weeks of the procedure.

Results: The cohort comprised 1605 tracheostomy cases from 126 UK hospitals. The median time
from intubation to tracheostomy was 15 days (IQR 11, 21). 285 (18%) patients died following the
procedure. 1229 (93%) of the survivors had been successfully weaned from mechanical ventilation at
censoring and 1049 (81%) had been discharged from hospital. Age, inspired oxygen concentration,
PEEP setting, pyrexia, number of days of ventilation before tracheostomy, C-reactive protein and the
use of anticoagulation and inotropic support independently predicted mortality. Six reports were

received of operators testing positive for SARS-CoV-2 within two weeks of the procedure.

Conclusions: Tracheostomy appears to be safe in mechanically ventilated patients with COVID-19
and to operators performing the procedure and we identified clinical indicators that are predictive of

mortality.

Funding: The COVIDTrach project is supported by the Wellcome Trust UCL COVID-19 Rapid Response

Award and the National Institute for Health Research.

Trial registration: The study is registered with ClinicalTrials.Gov (NCT04572438).
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Introduction

As of 1% September 2020, there were over 33 million cases of COVID-19 globally with average daily
new cases exceeding 250,000 [1]. Data indicate that 5-12% develop a severe illness requiring critical
care, of whom 72-81% require invasive mechanical ventilation [2-6]. The UK experienced a peak in
infection during the months of March and April 2020 followed by a decline and low plateau of new
cases during June and July. Of approximately 10,894 patients recorded in the UK Intensive Care
National Audit & Research Centre (ICNARC) database that were admitted to intensive care during

this period, over 7792 required advanced respiratory support [7].

Standard UK intensive care practice is to consider tracheostomy after 7-10 days of invasive
mechanical ventilation to aid weaning, facilitate comfort and minimize complications relating to the
prolonged presence of an oral endotracheal tube [8-11]. The role of tracheostomy in COVID-19
remains controversial. Guidance early in the pandemic ranged from avoiding tracheostomy
completely to delaying tracheostomy until 14-21 days after intubation [12-14], and to only proceed
once the patient was COVID-19 test negative [15-17]. These recommendations aimed to prevent
nosocomial infection among healthcare professionals and to avoid futile procedures. The evidence
base for these recommendations was largely based on expert opinion. Subsequent evidence
suggests the risk of transmission declines 3-4 days after symptom onset and that standard COVID-19
testing does not reflect the risk of infectivity later in the disease process [18, 19]. Several series
reporting outcomes following tracheostomy in ventilated COVID-19 patients demonstrate high rates
of survival and weaning success and no SARS-COV-2 infection among those involved in the

procedure [20-22] .

COVIDTrach is a UK multidisciplinary collaborative project examining the outcomes of tracheostomy
in mechanically ventilated patients with COVID-19 in UK intensive care units and the occurrence of
SARS-CoV-2 infection among operators. An interim report documenting the first 548 patients during
the first two months of the pandemic reported a hospital mortality of 12%, weaning success in 52%,
and no instances of SARS-CoV-2 infection among operators at the time of writing [23]. This article
presents a larger cohort of patients, their long-term outcomes and a further analysis of parameters

that may predict survival.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.20.20216085

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.20.20216085; this version posted November 30, 2020. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Methods
Study design

COVIDTrach is a multicentre prospective cohort study of mechanically ventilated patients with
COVID-19 who undergo tracheostomy. An invitation for clinicians to participate in the COVIDTrach
project was disseminated via the UK Federation of Surgical Specialty Associations, its various
member organizations and the Intensive Care Society to reach all UK departments involved in
tracheostomy in COVID-19 patients. Inclusion into the study was also advertised on societal websites
and social media. 137 hospital sites agreed to participate across all four nations of the United

Kingdom.
Patient population

Each participating hospital included all consecutive adult patients over 18 years of age with COVID-
19 who underwent elective tracheostomy while receiving invasive mechanical ventilation. Infection
was identified by a positive viral RNA test on quantitative RT-PCR testing or when strongly suspected
on history, laboratory, and radiological findings in the absence of viral RNA test availability or a
positive result. Children under the age of 18 years and those undergoing emergency tracheostomy

were excluded.
Clinical indicators and outcome measures

Demographic data, clinical characteristics, SARS-CoV-2 status, ventilatory requirements before
tracheostomy, details of the tracheostomy and the use of personal protective equipment (PPE) were
all recorded (data dictionary in appendix). Clinical outcomes included complications, mortality, time
from tracheostomy to weaning from mechanical ventilation, success, and time to tracheostomy
decannulation, and time from tracheostomy to hospital discharge. Successful weaning was defined
as being free from pressure support for greater than 24 hours. Participants were also asked to report
whether any of the operators performing the procedure tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 within two

weeks of the procedure.
Procedures

Data was collected using an online survey tool (REDCap) with return codes issued to allow
participants to update clinical outcomes prospectively. All participants were asked to update the
clinical outcomes of their cases by July 1% 2020 and confirm the data were complete. Hospital sites

with missing data or data that had not been updated to within the last two weeks of June 2020,
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were followed up over the course of July and early August. Hospitals with datasets not updated by

15 August 2020 were removed from the study (n=11).
Ethics and data governance

The study was approved by the Health Research Authority (20/HRA/3766), the Scottish Public
Benefit and Privacy Panel and Northern Island’s Privacy Advisory Committee and was registered as a
service evaluation or research study at each participating site. All data collected were anonymized
and non-identifiable and did not alter the patient’s clinical care. The study is registered with

ClinicalTrials.Gov (NCT04572438).
Statistical analysis

Variables are presented using either mean (SD), median (IQR) or number (percentage), as
appropriate. Groups of variables were compared using either t-tests or chi-squared tests, as
appropriate. For multivariable regression analysis, all numerical variables, except age, were log-
transformed. Logistic regression was used to develop a prediction model for mortality, after
imputing missing values using multiple imputation via chained equations. Backwards elimination at
the 10% significance level was used to remove unimportant variables from the model. This model
was internally validated using 10-fold cross-validation. Model performance (calibration and
discrimination) was quantified using the calibration slope and calibration in the large, and ROC

curves.
Results
Participants

Between 6" April and 26" August 2020, data was received on 1605 tracheostomies from 126 UK
hospitals led by a combination of ENT, maxillofacial and intensive care specialists (Figure 1). The
number of tracheostomy cases entered by each hospital ranged from 1-106 (mean 12). Across all
cases, over 90% of all data points were completed in all but three variables where completeness was
85% or greater (Supplementary table 1). The average patient age was 58 + 11 years with a 70:30
male to female ratio. More detailed patient demographics and medical history are presented in

Table 1 and COVID-19 test status in Table 2.
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Timing of tracheostomy procedure

The median time from intubation to tracheostomy was 15 days (IQR 11, 21) (Figure 2a). Seventy-
three (4.5%) patients had tracheostomy within 4 days of intubation and 227 (14%) after 25 days. The

mean C-reactive protein on the day of tracheostomy was 119 (SD, 88) mg/I.

Tracheostomy procedure

“Anticipated prolonged wean” was the most cited indication for tracheostomy in 1473 (92%). An
open method of tracheostomy was used in 797 (50%) procedures, percutaneous method in 771
(48%), and a hybrid method using a combination of open and percutaneous techniques in 31 (2%)
(Figure 2b). Bronchoscopy was used as an aid in 574 (78%) percutaneous techniques. Patient factors
likely to make the tracheostomy more challenging were reported in 327 (41%) open and 109 (14%)
percutaneous tracheostomies. Of these, neck obesity was the most frequently reported, occurring in

242 (30%) of all open tracheostomies.

Operators used either an FFP3 mask or Powered Air Purifying Respirator (PAPR) in 1563 (99%) of
cases (Figure 2c). Other PPE included double gloves in 1460 (91%), a surgical gown in 1511 (94%),

and a face visor was used in 1261 (96%) of cases in addition to an FFP3 mask.

Complications

Intraoperative complications were reported in 147 (9%) procedures with oxygen desaturation below
80% being the most common (n=67), followed by intra-operative bleeding (n=29). Post-operative
complications occurred in 356 (22%) cases; bleeding was reported in 119 (7%) patients, more
frequently following open procedures (p<0.001). A leak around the tracheostomy cuff necessitating

a change in tube was reported in 75 (5%) cases, 48 of these were open tracheostomies.

Outcomes

In this cohort, one patient died during the tracheostomy procedure, 276 (17%) patients died before
weaning from mechanical ventilation and a further nine (1%) patients died between successful
weaning and hospital discharge (Table 3). 249 (89%) deaths were COVID-19 related and nine patients

died of tracheostomy-related complications.

Characteristics of survivors and non-survivors are shown in Supplementary Table 2. A multivariable

logistic regression model was fitted for mortality and backward elimination applied. Age, days of
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mechanical ventilation pre-procedure, inspired oxygen concentration and PEEP setting at the time of
tracheostomy, use of inotropic support (all p<0.001), upward trending CRP (P=0.003), pyrexia
(p=0.003) and use of anticoagulation (p=0.002) are independently associated with mortality (Figure
3a).

A model was developed to predict mortality. Internal validation using 10-fold cross-validation
produced an average ROC area of 0.76 (95% Cl: 0.73 to 0.79), suggesting good discrimination (Figure
3b). The Hosmer-Lemeshow test results in each cross-validation fold suggest no problems with
calibration. A comparison of observed and predicted outcomes suggests good agreement (Figure 3c)
with a sensitivity of 77% and specificity of 65%. The corresponding positive predictive value and

negative predictive value are 33% and 93% respectively.

Of the survivors, 1229 (93%) had been successfully weaned at the time of analysis with 1154 (88%)
having undergone successful tube decannulation and 1049 (81%) discharged from hospital (Table 3).

Median time from tracheostomy to discharge to hospital in survivors was 29 days (IQR 21, 42).

Characteristics of patients according to length of time to successful wean from ventilation are shown
in Supplementary Table 3. A multivariable logistic regression model for time to wean success was
fitted and backward elimination applied. These results suggest that advanced age, male sex, higher
PEEP setting, higher inspired oxygen requirement, use of anticoagulation (all p<0.001) and non-
invasive ventilation before tracheostomy (p=0.003) were all independently associated with
prolonged periods of ventilation following tracheostomy (Table 4). An association was found
between insertion technique and time to successful wean, although the difference was small
(median 12 days for percutaneous versus 11 days for open method). No association was found
between time from intubation to tracheostomy and time from tracheostomy to successful

ventilatory wean (p=0.92).

SARS-CoV-2 infection in operators

The question “Did any of the operators test positive for COVID-19 within two weeks of the
procedure?”, was answered in 97% (1558/1605) of cases. Six instances were reported across four
hospitals, four after percutaneous tracheostomy and two after open tracheostomy. Five of the cases
were performed in intensive care and four within a negative pressure environment. Personal
protective equipment used in these cases included an FFP3 mask in four cases, a fluid-resistant hood

with face visor in one, and a PAPR device in one.
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Discussion

This study involved 126 UK hospitals reporting on 1605 individual tracheostomies. Given the
Intensive Care National Audit reports on 7792 patients requiring advanced respiratory support
across 265 hospitals in England, Wales and Northern Island, our cohort is representative, and the

results are likely generalizable to the UK.

At the time of censoring, all-cause mortality following tracheostomy in our cohort was 18%. This
number is likely to rise as 91 patients were still mechanically ventilated and a further 171 had been
weaned but were still in hospital. Prospective multicentre studies of general (non-COVID-19)
intensive care populations patients report mortality rates of approximately 30% in the first 30 days
following tracheostomy [24, 25]. Direct comparisons to this cohort of COVID-19 patients cannot
however be drawn as demographics, comorbidities and underlying pathologies will differ
considerably and timing of tracheostomy is usually performed earlier than the median 15 days
following intubation reported in this study of COVID-19 patients. National data reported in the
ICNARC registry, indicates that the ICU mortality rate in mechanically ventilated COVID-19 patients
was 47.8%, however median duration of critical care stay in non-survivors was 10 days (IQR 6,17) [7].
Thus COVID-19 patients undergoing tracheostomy constitute a preselected population who have
survived the acute phase and, in general, would have cardiorespiratory stability and are no longer
requiring high-level ventilatory support and high inspired oxygen concentrations. Nonetheless, our
data shows that tracheostomy in the setting of SARS-CoV-2 infection is not a futile intervention as

previously claimed by some expert opinion at the start of the pandemic [26, 27].

Whether the timing of tracheostomy does influence COVID-19 patient outcomes is unclear. Early
tracheostomy may benefit certain patient groups [28, 29], but meta-analyses have failed to show
benefit in a general population of critically ill adults [30, 31]. In randomized trials, approximately half
of patients randomized to late tracheostomy eventually did not undergo the procedure, mainly due
to successful extubation [24, 31]. In our cohort, early tracheostomy was independently associated
with higher mortality. Moreover, no association was demonstrated between early tracheostomy and
shortened time to successful weaning from ventilation. Clearly, cause and effect cannot be directly
inferred from this data and only prospective randomized studies could address this important

question.

We found no association between method of tracheostomy and likelihood of successful wean from

ventilation, mortality, or discharge from hospital. As in non-COVID-19 series, bleeding was more
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frequent using the open method, although the overall rate of reported bleeding was low. The
percutaneous method has several advantages centered around the ability to perform the procedure
at the bedside. In contrast, the open method enables safe procedure in those with difficult neck
anatomy and enables the surgical workforce to relieve the task from intensive care staff during
periods when a critical care department is working at full capacity. The decision over which method
to employ should be locally led and depends upon expertise available and close inter-disciplinary

working.

The low rates of reported SARS-COV-2 infection among operators who likely continued to work in
other high-risk areas and performed other aerosol generating procedures is encouraging. Whilst
asymptomatic cases may have been missed and recall bias may have occurred, the low rates of
infection suggest that, with appropriate PPE, the procedure does not pose a high risk of infection

with SARS-COV-2 to operators. Our findings are consistent with other series [32, 33].

Infectivity and viral load is believed to peak around the time of symptom onset and then decline
over the following 3-4 days [34, 35]. Considering the median time from symptom presentation to
hospitalization is four days and that tracheostomy is not usually considered until at least seven days
after intubation, the risk of infectivity is predicted to be low even if the procedure is performed
between the first and second week of ventilation [4, 36]. Our results therefore do not support
guidance suggesting tracheostomy should be delayed until 14-21 days after intubation to reduce the
potential for infection amongst operators [14, 16]. Similarly, our findings and data showing a positive
COVID-19 test does not correlate with risk of infectivity later in the disease process, suggest
tracheostomy should not be delayed to achieve a negative COVID-19 test. Delaying in these
circumstances defers the potential benefits of tracheostomy and increases the risk of complications
relating to prolonged endotracheal intubation without any clear benefit to the patient or operators

involved in the procedure.
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Figure 1a. Number of daily cases in the UK from the start of the pandemic to the

point of analysis. X-axis represent the month and year. Figure 1b Number of
tracheostomies logged in the COVIDTrach database by UK region.
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Demographics COVID-19 patients undergoing

tracheostomy
Age (years) [N=1605]
Mean (SD) 58 (11)
Sex n (%) [N=1604]
Male 1122 (70)
Female 482 (30)
Body mass index n (%), [N=1437]
<18.5 13 (<1)
18.5-24.9 355 (25)
25-29.9 478 (33)
30-39.9 468 (33)
>40 122 (8)
Medical History
Time from admission to hospital to 2(0,4)
intubation, median (IQR) [N=1518] !
Use of NIV* between admission to
hospital and intubation n (%) 651 (43)
[N=1525]
Time from intubation to
tracheostomy in days, median (IQR) 15 (11, 21)
[N=1565]
Relevant comorbidities n (%)
None 391 (24)
1 563 (35)
2 412 (26)
3 120(7)
>3 36(2)
Last recorded temperature >37.5°C,
n (%)
Day of tracheostomy 377 (23)
1-2 days before 403 (25)
3-4 days before 250 (16)
5 days before 451 (28)
Unknown 124 (8)
* CRP at the time of tracheostomy
CRP downtrending 1070 (68%)
Mean CRP (SD) 119 (88)
Median CRP (IQR) 100 (50, 165)
Inotropic support at the time of
tracheostomy, n (%) 606 (39)
Use of therapeutic anticoagulation at
the time of tracheostomy, n (%) 698 (45)
Ventilatory requirements on the day
of tracheostomy, median (IQR)
FiO, (%)* 40 (30, 45)
Pa0; (kPa)* 9.8(9,11)
PEEP (cmH20) 8 (6, 10)
Pa0,/FiO; ratio 195 (153, 248)

*NIV = non invasive ventilation
*CRP = C-reactive protein
*FiO, = Inspired oxygen
concentration

*Pa0; = Arterial oxygen tension

Table 1. Patient demographics and medical history of 1605 mechanically
ventilated patients with COVID-19 who underwent tracheostomy.
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COVID-19 PCR Test in patients undergoing tracheostomy

Test positive during admission to hospital n (%)
Positive 1473 (92)

Negative 126 (8)

Total number of tests during admission to hospital

Median (IQR) 1(1,2)

Outcome of last test before tracheostomy n (%)
Positive 1213 (83)

Negative 242 (17)

Outcome of second to last test before tracheostomy n (%)

Positive 678 (75)
Negative 228 (25)
Number of cases with two negative tests before 115 (7)

tracheostomy n (%)

Number of days from last test to tracheostomy

Median (IQR) 12 (6,18)

Table 2. The outcome of COVID-19 PCR testing in 1605 mechanically ventilated
patients with COVID-19 undergoing tracheostomy.
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procedure. Figure 2c. Type of respirator used during the tracheostomy.
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Outcomes following tracheostomy in COVID-19 patients

All cause mortality following tracheostomy in COVID-19 patients n (%)

Died during tracheostomy 1(<1)
Died before successful wean from mechnical ventilation 276 (17)
Died between wean from ventilation and discharge from hospital 9 (1)

Cause of death following tracheostomy n (%)

COVID-19related 249 (89)
Tracheostomy related 9(3)
Other 22 (8)

Weaning from mechanical ventilation in survivors n (%)

Successfully weaned from mechanical ventilation 1229 (93)

Still ventilated at the time of analysis 91 (7)
Time (days) from tracheostomy to successful wean, median (IQR) 11 (7, 18)
Total length (days) of critical care in survivors, median (IQR) 33 (25, 44)
Total length (days) of critical care in non-survivors, median (IQR) 23 (16, 32)
[N=264]
Successful tracheostomy decannulation at analysis n (%) 1154 (88)
Discharge from hospital n (%) 1049 (81)
Time (days) from tracheostomy to discharge from hospital in survivors, 29 (21, 42)

median (IQR)

Table 3. Outcomes of mechanically ventilated patients with COVID-19 undergoing
tracheostomy.
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A

Predictor Category OR (95% ClI) P-value
Age 1.038 (1.023 to 1.053) <0.001
FiO, requirement (log) 7.339 (4.147 to 12.988) <0.001
PEEP setting (log) 2.774 (1.564 t0 4.921) <0.001
Days of ventilation before <0.001
<=7 1
tracheostomy (days)
8-12 0.539 (0.334 t0 0.872)
>12 0.379 (0.245 to 0.586)
Pyrexia (>37.5°C) Day of tracheostomy 1 0.003
1-2 days before 0.835 (0.540 to 1.292)
3-4 days before 1.388 (0.868 t0 2.218)
5+ days before 1.683 (1.124 to 2.520)
Downward CRP No 1 0.003
Yes 0.620 (0.474 to 0.846)
Therapeutic anticoagulation No 1 0.002
Yes 1.603 (1.184 to 2.170)
Inotropic support No 1 <0.001
Yes 1.831 (1.352 to 2.480)
B §
5
“ 000 025 0.50 075 1.00

1 - Specificity

Risk (by 10 risk groups)

|_ Observed [ Predicted |

Figure 3a. Odds ratios from multivariable logistic regression model for mortality (n=1379). Eight
predictive clinical variables were identified. Figure 3b ROC curve for multivariable prediction
model. The optimal cut-point for sensitivity and specificity, found using Youden’s index, is based
on a predicted value of 15.8%. This provides a sensitivity of 77% and specificity of 65%. The
corresponding PPV and NPV are 33% and 93% respectively. Figure 3c Observed and predicted
risk for 10 quantile groups. The groups (1-10) were obtained by splitting patients by their
predicted risk, i.e. group 1 comprise the 10% of patients with the lowest predicted risk.
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Predictor Category Coefficient (95% ClI) P-value
Age 0.010 (0.007 to 0.014) <0.001
Sex Male 0 0.025
Female -0.101 (-0.189 to -0.012)
PEEP setting (log) 0.288 (0.147 to 0.428) <0.001
FiO2 requirement (log) 0.396 (0.236 to 0.556) <0.001
Method of tracheostomy Open 0 0.010
Percutaneous 0.110 (0.027 to 0.193)
Anticoagulant No 0 <0.001
Yes 0.157 (0.074 to 0.240)
Use of NIV No 0 0.003
Yes 0.124 (0.041 to 0.207)
Intercept -0.246 (-0.868 to 0.376) 0.438

Table 4. Regression coefficients from multiple regression model for time to wean
success (n=1039)
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Variable 9% answered Total number Total number Nu'm.ber
5 | expected 5 completed | missing

Age i 100 E 1605 i 1605 b0

Gender 100 | 1605 | 1604 | 1

COVID status 100 | 1605 | 1599 L6

Method of tracheostomy 100 1605 1598 7

Mortality i\ 100 | 1605 i 1601 | 4

Wean from ventilator : 100 : 1326 : 1320 : 6

CRP before tracheostomy : 99 : 1605 : 1583 : 22
Location of tracheostomy {99 ! 1605 | 1594 | 11
Surgical specialty performing operation 99 1605 1588 P17
Intraoperative complications : 99 : 1605 : 1581 : 24
Discharge from hospital within 28 days E 99 E 1326 E 1315 E 11
Intubation to tracheostomy (days) i 98 : 1605 : 1565 i 40
Inotropic support i\ 98 | 1605 | 1565 | 40

Indication for tracheostomy 98 1605 1569 P36

Neck factors affecting tracheostomy 98 1605 1567 38
Use of PPE - mask use 98 1605 | 1578 D27

Fi02 on day of tracheostomy : 97 : 1605 : 1549 I 56

Cause of death {97 1 299 21 | 8

COVID-19 amongst operators 97 1605 1558 47
PEEP on day of tracheostomy i 96 i 1605 i 1533 P72
Guidance method for perc tracheostomy 96 771 736 35
Co-morbidities : 95 : 1605 i 1521 L84

Admission to intubation (days) : 95 : 1605 : 1518 : 87

Use of NIV {95 ! 1605 | 1525 | 80
Postoperative complications before wean ! 95 1605 1530 P75
Total length of critical care in non-survivors : 95 : 279 : 264 : 15
Type of tracheostomy tube ; 94 : 1605 : 1509 : 96
Temperature before tracheostomy : 92 : 1605 : 1481 : 124
P02 on day of tracheostomy | 92 | 1605 | 1480 | 125
Outcome of last test i 91 : 1605 i 1455 ! 150
BMI {90 | 1605 | 1437 | 168
Number of tests 90 1605 1441 | 164
Time from test to tracheostomy (days) i 90 ; 1605 : 1451 i 154
Tracheostomy decannulation I 90 l 1326 l 1195 l 131
Time from tracheostomy to wean i 88 : 1326 i 1164 L162
Postoperative complications after wean 86 1326 1142 184
Total length of critical care in survivors : 85 : 1326 : 1121 : 205

Supplementary Table 1. Data completeness for each variable examined with total
number of missing answers.
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Survived (n=1319) Died (n=286)
Age
<30 22 (88.0%) 3(12.0%)
30-49 293 (89.6%) 34 (10.4%)
50-69 854 (82.9%) 176 (17.1%)
70+ 150 (67.3%) 73 (32.7%)
Sex
Male 909 (81.0%) 213 (19.0%)
Female 409 (84.9%) 73 (15.1%)
Missing 1 0
Body Mass Index
<18.5 12 (92.3%) 1(7.7%)
18.5-25 286 (80.6%) 69 (19.4%)
25-30 395 (82.6%) 83 (17.4%)
30-40 391 (83.5%) 77 (16.5%)
40+ 109 (89.3%) 13 (10.7%)
Missing 126 43
Number of Comorbidities
None 390 (82.3%) 84 (17.7%)
One 458 (81.3%) 105 (18.7%)
Two or more 471 (82.9%) 97 (17.1%)
CRP 112.0(84.6) 151.4 (98.4)
Missing 19 3
Downward CRP
No 388 (77.4%) 113 (22.6%)
Yes 904 (84.5%) 166 (15.5%)
Missing 27 7
Anticoagulant
No 700 (84.7%) 126 (15.3%)
Yes 546 (78.2%) 152 (21.8%)
Missing 73 8
Inotropic support
No 833 (86.9%) 126 (13.1%)
Yes 456 (75.2%) 150 (24.8%)
Missing 30 10
Use of NIV
No 721 (82.5%) 153 (17.5%)
Yes 535 (82.2%) 116 (17.8%)
Missing 63 17
Days of ventilation before
tracheostomy
<=7 99 (63.1%) 58 (36.9%)
8to 12 293 (80.1%) 73 (19.9%)
>12 895 (86.0%) 146 (14.0%)
Missing 32 9
FiO2 requirement 38.5(11.1) 46.7 (13.7)
Missing 47 9
PO2 requirement 10.9(7.1) 11.2(10.6)
Missing 112 13
PEEP setting 7.9(2.4) 8.9(2.1)
Missing 59 13
Method of tracheostomy
Open 681 (85.6%) 115 (14.4%)
Percutaneous 614 (79.6%) 157 (20.4%)
Missing / Hybrid 24 14

Supplementary Table 2. Baseline and demographic characteristics by mortality. Values are either N

(%) or mean (SD)
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Varibale N Days (n=1165) P
Age <0.001
<30 18 8.5(7t012)

30-49 260 10 (6to 15)
50-69 753 12 (7 to 18)
70+ 134 13 (8t0 23)
Sex <0.001
Male 798 12 (7to 19)
Female 366 9.5(6to 16)
Missing 1
Body Mass Index 0.023
<18.5 12 11 (6to 22)
18.5-25 260 13 (7to 22)
25-30 356 11 (7to 17.5)
30-40 349 11(7to 17)
40+ 97 10 (7 to 15)
Missing 91
Number of Comorbidities 0.521
None 351 11 (6to 18)
One 394 12 (7to 18)
Two or more 420 11(7to 17)
CRP 1152 0.11 <0.001
Missing 13
Downward CRP 0.574
No 338 12 (7to 19)
Yes 807 11 (7 to 18)
Missing 20
Anticoagulant <0.001
No 628 10 (6 to 16)
Yes 492 12 (8to 21)
Missing 45
Inotropic support 0.002
No 757 11 (6to 18)
Yes 389 12 (810 19)
Missing 19
Use of NIV <0.001
No 644 10(6to 17)
Yes 486 12 (8to 20)
Missing 35
Days of ventilation before
tracheostomy 0.107
<=7 83 12 (7to0 17)
08-Dec 265 11 (7 to 18)
>12 810 11 (7to 18)
Missing 7
FiO2 requirement 1145 0.21 <0.001
Missing 20
PO2 requirement 1096 -0.07 0.022
Missing 69
PEEP setting 1136 0.17 <0.001
Missing 29
Method of tracheostomy 0.096
Open 586 11 (6to 18)
Percutaneous 557 12 (7to 18)
Missing / Hybrid 22

Supplementary Table 3. Days to Wean Success. Values are Spearman
correlation coefficient or median (inter-quartile range). P-values are
from either spearman correlation or Kruskal-Wallis test.
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