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ABSTRACT

Background

Patients transported by paramedics for non-emergent conditions are increasing in Ontario and
contribute to an emergency department (ED) crisis. Redirecting certain patients to sub-acute
healthcare may be beneficial and suitable. We examined if ED interventions conducted on non-
emergent paramedic transported patients could be conducted in sub-acute health centres.

M ethods

A RAND/UCLA modified Delphi study was conducted. Twenty emergency and primary care
physicians rated the suitability of the 150 most frequently recorded interventions for completion
in sub-acute healthcare centres and provided comments to augment ratings. Interventions were
performed on non-emergent adult patients transported by paramedicsto an ED, and abstracted
from the National Ambulatory Care Reporting System database (January 1, 2014 to March 31,
2018). We used two rounds of a modified Delphi process and set consensus at 70% agreement.

Results

Consensus was reached on 146 (97.3%) interventions; 103 interventions (68.7%) were suitable
for sub-acute centres, 43 (28.7%) for ED only; 4 (2.6%) did not receive consensus. For sub-acute
centres, all 103 interventions were rated for urgent care centres; walk-in medical centres were
applicable for 46 (30.6%) and nurse practitioner-led clinics for 47 (31.3). Diagnostic imaging
availability, physician preferences and staffing were determining factors for discrepanciesin sub-
acute centre ratings.

I nter pretation

The mgjority of included ED interventions performed on non-emergent patients transported by
paramedics were identified as suitable for urgent care clinics, with one-third being suitable for
either walk-in medical centres or nurse practitioner-led clinics. In combination with additional
patient details and supports, knowledge of interventions suitable for sub-acute healthcare centres
will inform a patient classification model for paramedic-initiated redirection of patients from ED.

Study registration: 1D ISRCTN22901977.
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BACKGROUND

Paramedic services are increasingly transporting patients with non-emergent conditions
to the emergency department (ED) when primary healthcare facilities may be more beneficial for
their care.(1,2) In Ontario, patients with non-emergent conditions account for 60% of all
ambulance trangported patients, of which 74% are discharged the same day.(3) Initiativesin
health policy and research have not decreased paramedic transports for non-emergent ED visits;
from 2014 to 2017 usage has increased by 12% (456 510/ 511 801) in Ontario.(4) Increasing ED
visits have outpaced population growth in Ontario by more than double (13.6%, vs. 6.2%
respectively)(5), suggesting utilization of ED’ s has broadened. Broadened use of paramedic
services by non-emergent patients and a legidative requirement to transport all patientsto the ED
regardless of acuity is exacerbating the problem.(6,7)

Redirecting non-emergent patients to sub-acute care centres instead of EDs may offer a
feasible solution to prevent some non-emergent patient visits.(8) Patient redirection has been
successful in Canada; a computer algorithm to direct non-emergent visits from ED to primary
care centres not only left patients as satisfied with the care they received (84%), but was also
described as a safe strategy (5.9% of 980 diverted patients had unexpected healthcare visits to the
ED; none for severe complication).(9) Internationally, sub-acute centres such as urgent care
clinics have reduced the likelihood of ED visits for lower acuity conditions, have shown that they
can perform treatments equivalent to EDs for minor illnesses and traumatic injuries, and at a
lower cost.(10-13) Redirection to sub-acute care centres by paramedics may have beneficial
long-term implications by reducing paramedic transport consumption and can have higher cost

effectiveness than transport to an acute centre ED.(14-17)
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Evidence to support redirecting patients transported by paramedics to sub-acute centresis
inconclusive, and international findings may not be generalizable across Canada.(18) Part of the
difficulty arises from an absence of a suitable patient classification for examining which patients
transported by paramedic services could have been potentially redirected.(17) Therefore, the
objective of this study was to establish consensus on a set of ED interventions performed on non-
emergent patients transported by paramedics that could be conducted in sub-acute healthcare

centres.

METHODS

We used athree-stage RAND/UCLA modified Delphi study design to evaluate consensus
on ED physician interventions that could be conducted in alternative sub-acute health centres.
This methodology allowed us to assess a collective groups judgements on patient procedures and
facilitate group discussion between rounds.(19) The CHERRIES reporting guideline was

followed to report this study.(20)

Stage 1: Identifying ED inventionsto include in the RAND/UCL A modified Delphi

We generated alist of unique Canadian Classification for Health Interventions (CClI)
main intervention codes recorded on non-emergent adult patients (18 years or greater) that were
transported to hospital by paramedicsin Ontario from January 1, 2014 to March 31, 2018 from
the National Ambulatory Care Reporting System (NACRS) ED database. NACRS contains an
Ontario population-level collection of hospital administrative records. Non-emergent patients
were considered to have a Canadian Triage and Acuity Score (CTAYS) of three (urgent) to five

(non-urgent), and were assigned their score upon entry to the ED by an ED or triage nurse.
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CTASisan ordinal scale that ranges from one to five, with a score of one representing the most
emergent (resuscitation) and five as least urgent (non-urgent). We determined a priori that our
intervention list for the modified Delphi exercise should encompass at least 95% of total

interventionsin the study cohort to increase face validity.

Stage 2: Selection of expertsto congtitute the Delphi expert committee

We used purposive sampling to select 25 primary care and emergency physicians who
were currently or recently practicing in Ontario, Canada.(3) We sought physicians who had
either extensive medical experience, academic experience, or aleadership rolein paramedic
practice oversight to ensure they could offer high quality comprehension when evaluating ED
interventions. All selected experts were sent a study information package (objective, purpose,
contribution), and those who participated gave informed consent prior to beginning the modified
Delphi. We only included physicians as al interventions were performed by a physician. All
other types of practitioners (including paramedics) were excluded to reduce any potential bias of
experts evaluating interventions that may not be within the practitioner’ s scope of practice. We
determined a priori the Delphi expert committee must be composed of at least ten physicians,
with representation from both emergency and primary care disciplines to increase the reliability
of group judgements.(21) Once an expert was recruited, they were asked to complete a
demographic questionnaire. Only physicians who completed at least one round would be

included in the Delphi expert committee, and were provided a $75 e-gift card for participation.

Stage 3: Exploring consensus on ED inter ventionsthat could be conducted in sub-acute

health carecentres
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We used the RAND/UCLA modified Delphi technique to assess expert consensus
through two rounds of ratings over an elght-week timeframe.(3) The modified Delphi method is
a strategy that analyzes collective expert judgements to produce superior results than any one
expert would, resulting in increased content validity.(22) We used a secure and encrypted
CheckMarket software program to develop and administer the study questionnaires to experts.
All data were stored on the investigators in encrypted servers. Round 1 of the modified Delphi
included all ED interventionsidentified in Stage 1. Interventions were presented in Six
subsections based on their section of the CCI Tabular List, 2018 VVolume 3 categorization: (1)
physical/physiological therapeutic interventions; (2) diagnostic interventions; (3) diagnostic
imaging interventions, and; (6) cognitive, psychosocial and sensory therapeutic interventions, (7)
other healthcare interventions, and (8) therapeutic interventions strengthening the immune
system.(23) Section (5) obstetrical and fetal interventions were not included as no interventions
assigned in this section was identified in the cohort, and no randomization of questions were
used. For each intervention, experts were asked to rate whether the intervention should be
conducted exclusively in the ED, or alternatively, if could be conducted in a sub-acute healthcare
centre. If an expert indicated an intervention suitable for a sub-acute centre, they were asked if it
could be conducted in a: (1) urgent care centre, (2) walk-in medical centres, and (3) nurse
practitioner led-clinics (multiple selections were permitted). These sub-acute centres were
selected as they represented the most feasible centres patients could be redirected to when
transported by paramedic services, their services target non-emergent events, are abundant in
Ontario, and at present do not receive patients by ambulance. Standardized definitions of each
destination were provided to minimize any heterogeneity in expert interpretation of a healthcare

centres function. Additionally, descriptions of each healthcare centres staffing, imaging and non-
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clinical specialty service abilities were provided to increase inter-member consistency. Experts
were provided a free-text comment space for each intervention to support their decision.

We determined consensus as any intervention receiving 70% or greater agreement
amongst all experts for an individual health care centre (either ED or sub-acute centre). We
collected all expert ratings from Round 1, extracted the data of individual reports and composed
a general feedback form that contained aggregate percent agreement of all interventions reaching
consensus, and those that did not. We hosted a videoconference debrief with the Delphi expert
committee to share the results of Round 1, and to facilitate a discussion on the interventions that
did not reach consensus.(19) We examined the comments of Round 1 for justifications of expert
decisions, and to amend any framing of interventions that may have been unclear in Round 1 for
Round 2. Experts were able to login to their questionnaire with their name, change their answers,
and could not submit a second questionnaire to avoid duplication.

Round 2 of the modified Delphi included all ED interventionsthat did not receive
consensusin Round 1. Expert ratings of Round 2 would serve as the final consensus level on the

residual interventions.

RESULTS

We identified 150 of the most frequently recorded Canadian Classification for Health
Interventions conducted on non-emergent patients transported by paramedic servicesto an ED
using the NACRS database. These interventions represented 95.5% (1 239 998/1 319 388) of all
interventions recorded in this NACRS cohort of Ontario ED patientsin the study period. All 150
interventions were included in Round 1 of the RAND/UCLA modified Delphi exercise, the

majority of interventions belonging to CCl sections 1, 2 and 3 (137 / 150; 91.3%).
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A total of 25 physicians who met the selection criteria were invited to participate by
email, 21 accepted and consented to participate. Collectively 20 experts completed Round 1 and
constituted the Delphi expert committee for this study, and completed 100% of each
guestionnaire. Experts were recruited from October 13 to November 5, 2020, and the modified
Delphi consensus rounds occurred between November 6 and December 19, 2020. Figure 1 shows

the flow of recruitment and modified Delphi Roundsin the study.

Physicians invited to participate on the
Delphi expert committee
n=25

Excluded from participation
4 «Declined due to workload n = 3
Physicians accepted to participate and +Did not respond n= 1
signed consent form
n=21

1 physician did not complete Round 1

Round 1 questionnaire completed
n=20

2 physicians did not complete Round 2

\ 4

Round 2 questionnaire completed
n=18

Figure 1. Study course of recruitment and 2 rounds of the RAND/UCLA modified Delphi
CONSENsUS exercise.

The majority of experts were male (70%) and reported their primary medical practice as
emergency medicine (80%), with the remaining as family medicine (15%) or both (5%). The
characteristics of the Delphi expert committee are shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Demographic characteristics of the Delphi expert committee in the RAND/UCLA
modified Delphi consensus exercise.
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Experts, n=20

Characteristic (n, %)
Gender

Male 14 (70%)

Female 6 (30%)
Province of practice (present)

Ontario 18 (90%)

Quebec 2 (10%)
Primary medical practice

Emergency medicine 16 (80%)

Family medicine 3 (15%)

Both 1 (5%)
L ength of practice, yrs

Oto4 2 (10%)

5t09 5 (25%)

10to 14 2 (10%)

15t019 2 (10%)

20to 24 2 (10%)

251029 2 (10%)

30 or greater 5 (25%)
Medical director, Ontario
paramedic practices 5 (25%)

In Round 1, 139 interventions achieved a 70% consensus agreement amongst all experts
(92.7%) for usein at least a single sub-acute healthcare centre. All interventions included in
Round 1 were considered and rated by all 20 participating experts. The remaining 11
interventions which did not achieve consensus were included in Round 2, of which all were CCl
section 1 interventions (i.e., physical/physiological therapeutic interventions). In Round 2, seven
additional interventions reached consensus from experts for usein at least a single sub-acute
healthcare centre, with the remaining four not reaching consensus in this study. Two of the
experts that complete Round 1 did not complete round 2. Consensus resultsin the RAND/UCLA

modified Delphi exercise are shown in summary by round and healthcare centrein Table 2.
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Table 2: Emergency department interventions receiving consensus through each round of the RAND/UCLA modified Delphi, and
final results of healthcare centre that could conduct the intervention.

Canadian Classification for Round 1 Round 2 Cumulative Results Acute Centre Sub-Acute Centres
Health I nterventions Int,n Cons,n(%) Int,n Cons n(%) Consn(%) NoCons,n ED, n UCC,n WM Centre,n NP Clinic, n
Section ?

1 - Physical / Physiological 56 45 (80.4) 11 7 (63.6) 52 (92.9) 4 10 42 27 29
Therapeutic

2 — Diagnostic 8 8 (100) - - 8 (100) 0 1 7 6 6
3 - Diagnostic Imaging 73 73 (100) - - 73 (100) 0 32 41 0 0
6 — Cognitive, Psychosocial 11 11 (100) - - 11 (100) 0 0 11 11 10
and Sensory Therapeutic

7 — Other Healthcare 1 1(100) - - 1 (100) 0 0 1 1 1
8 — Therapeutic Interventions 1 1 (200) - - 1 (100) 0 0 1 1 1

Strengthening the Immune
System

Note: Int = main emergency department intervention, Cons = 70% consensus reached, UCC = Urgent Care Centre, WM Centre = Walk-In Medical Centre, NP Clinic = Nurse

Practitioner-Led Clinic

&Canadian Classification for Health Intervention, 2018 edition
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Of ED interventions that achieved overall consensus, 103 (68.7%) were rated from
experts for their suitability for a sub-acute healthcare centre. Of the 47 remaining, 43
interventions (28.7%) were rated as only appropriate for the ED, and four interventions did not
reach consensus (2.6%). All 103 intervention were deemed suitable for an urgent care centre, of
which 46 interventions were suitable for awalk-in medical centre, and 47 for anurse
practitioner-led clinic. Of interventions requiring diagnostic imaging (Section 3), all magnetic
resonance imaging (MRI) or computed tomography (CT) imaging were identified as only
suitable for the ED, while the remaining two imaging categories (x-ray, ultrasound) were all
rated appropriate for urgent care centres. All interventions of CCl Sections 6, 7 and 8 were
determined to be appropriate for sub-acute healthcare centres, and nearly all inventions of
Section 2. The four interventions that did not receive consensus ranged in rating of 50-66%
amongst expert agreement. All interventions receiving consensus for any of the three sub-acute
healthcare centres are shown in Table 3, and results of the RAND/UCLA modified Delphi

agreement ratings for all interventions are shown in Table 4 (Appendix).

Table 3: Emergency department interventions on non-emergent paramedic transported patients
deemed suitable for sub-acute healthcare centres, shown by care centre.

Canadian Classification for Health I nterventions
Urgent Care Walk-In Nurse
Section I ntervention Centre, Medical Practitioner-
n =103 Centre, Led Clinic,
n =46 n =47
(1) Physical/ | Control of bleeding, nose using per orifice approach and J J J
Physiological | agent NEC [e.g. silver nitrate]
Therapeutic | Control of bleeding, nose using per orifice approach and N
Interventions | device NEC (e.g. electrocautery)
Control of bleeding, nose using per orifice approach and J
packing
Drainage, bladder using per orifice approach and drainage J
catheter
Extraction, rectum using per orifice approach and manual J J
technique
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Immobilization, knee joint using splinting device [e.g.
supportive and corrective]

<

<

Immobilization, shoulder joint using sling

Implantation of internal device, somach of gastric tube [e.g.
nasogastric feeding tube] using per orifice approach

Implantation of internal device, vein NEC of intravenous
catheter using percutaneous approach

Management of internal device, bladder of catheter using per
orifice approach

Management of internal device, ssomach of percutaneously
inserted gastric tube [PEG]

Oxygenation, respiratory system NEC using bulk storage
manifold system

Pharmacotherapy (local), circulatory system NEC
percutaneous infusion approach of electrolyte balance agents

Pharmacotherapy (local), rectum using per orifice approach
and agent NEC (e.g. ail retention, soap suds)

Pharmacotherapy (local), respiratory system NEC using
antiasthmatic agent

Pharmacotherapy, total body blood and blood forming organ
agents percutaneous approach [intramuscular, intravenous,
subcutaneous, intradermal] using antithrombotic agent

2 (RS S S I S B S B S SO LU S

Pharmacotherapy, total body general antiinfective agents
percutaneous approach [intramuscular, intravenous,
subcutaneous, intradermal] cephalosporin and related
substance

Pharmacotherapy, total body musculoskeletal system agents
percutaneous approach [intramuscular, intravenous,
subcutaneous, intradermal] antiinflammatory and
antirheumatic agent

Pharmacotherapy, total body nervous system agents
percutaneous approach [intramuscular, intravenous,
subcutaneous, intradermal] analgesic

Reduction, small and large intestine using manual technique
(for herniareduction alone)

Reduction, wrist joint using closed (external) approach

Repair, lip using apposition technique [e.g. suture]

Repair, scalp using apposition technique [e.g. suture, stapl€]

Repair, scalp using closure device (e.g. clip, adhesive skin
closure [ Steri-Strips])

Repair, scalp using glue for apposition (e.g. crazy glue,
glustitch)

Repair, skin of abdomen and trunk using open apposition
technique [suture]

Repair, skin of arm using apposition technique [suture]

Repair, skin of arm using closure device (e.g. clip, adhesive
skin closure [ Steri-Strips])

Repair, skin of ear using apposition technique [e.g. suture]

Repair, skin of face using apposition technique [suture]

Repair, skin of face using closure device (e.g. clip, adhesive
skin closure [ Steri-Strips])

Repair, skin of face using glue for apposition (e.g. crazy glue
or glustitch)

Repair, skin of foot using apposition technique [suture]

I S S N N I LN S S S L S S S S <

< | <= S LU SO S B LN

< | <= S LU SO S B LN
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Repair, skin of forehead using apposition technique [e.g.

suturing, stapling] v v
Repair, skin of forehead using closure device (e.g.clip, J J
adhesive skin closure [ Steri-Strips])
Repair, skin of forehead using glue (e.g. crazy glue, J J
glustitch)
Repair, skin of hand using apposition technique [suture] N N
Repair, skin of hand using closure device (e.g. clip, adhesive J J
skin closure [ Steri-Strips])
Repair, skin of hand using glue for apposition (e.g. crazy J J
glue, glustitch)
Repair, skin of leg using apposition technique [suture] N N
Repair, skin of leg using closure device (e.g. clip, adhesive J J
skin closure [ Steri-Strips])
Repair, skin of nose using apposition technique [e.g. suture]
2 Assessment (examination), total body general NEC (e.g. J J
Diagnostic | multiple reasons)

Interventions | Electrophysiological measurement, heart NEC external J J
application using recording electrodes (or ECG NOS)
Function study, bladder capacity determination
Function study, bladder post- void residual volume J J
measurement
Function study, respiratory system at rest (steady state) v v
I nspection, rectum using per orifice manual (digital) J J
technique
Specimen collection (for diagnostic testing), total body blood J J
by venous puncture

(©)] Ultrasound, abdominal cavity alone
Diagnostic | Ultrasound, abdominal cavity transvaginal probe
Imaging Ultrasound, arteries of leg NEC with Doppler
Interventions | Ultrasound, bladder NOS alone

Ultrasound, female genital tract NEC alone

Ultrasound, female genital tract NEC transvaginal approach

Ultrasound, kidney alone

Ultrasound, leg NEC alone

Ultrasound, scrotum alone

Ultrasound, thoracic cavity NEC alone

Ultrasound, veins of arm NEC with Doppler

Ultrasound, veins of leg NEC alone

Ultrasound, veins of leg NEC with color flow and Doppler

Ultrasound, veins of leg NEC with Doppler

Xray, abdominal cavity without contrast (with or without
fluoroscopy)

Xray, ankle joint without contrast (e.g. plain film) (with or
without fluoroscopy)

Xray, clavicle without contrast (with or without fluoroscopy)

Xray, elbow joint without contrast

Xray, facial bone structure without contrast (e.g. plain film)

Xray, femur without contrast (with or without fluoroscopy)

Xray, foot without contrast (e.g. plain film) (with or without
fluoroscopy)

Xray, hand with wrist without contrast (e.g. plain film) (with
or without fluoroscopy)

Xray, hip joint without contrast (with or without

D B s AR L S B e L L S S S R R S S S R L S I S e e e B A S I S e - St S S
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fluoroscopy)

Xray, humerus without contrast (e.g. plain film) (with or
without fluoroscopy)

Xray, joints of fingers and hand NEC without contrast (e.g.
plain film) (with or without fluoroscopy)

Xray, kidney with ureter and bladder without contrast (e.g.
plain film KUB)

Xray, knee joint without contrast (with or without
fluoroscopy)

Xray, lung NEC without contrast (e.g. plain film) (with or
without fluoroscopy)

Xray, mandible without contrast (e.g. plain film) (with or
without fluoroscopy)

Xray, nose without contrast (e.g. plain film) (with or without
fluoroscopy)

Xray, pelvis without contrast

Xray, radius and ulna without contrast (e.g. plain film) (with
or without fluoroscopy)

Xray, ribs without contrast (with or without fluoroscopy)

Xray, sacrum and coccyx without contrast

Xray, shoulder joint without contrast (with or without
fluoroscopy)

Xray, soft tissue of head and neck without contrast (e.g. plain
film) (with or without fluoroscopy)

Xray, spinal vertebrae without contrast

Xray, sternum without contrast (with or without fluoroscopy)

Xray, thoracic cavity NEC without contrast (with or without
fluoroscopy)

Xray, tibia and fibula without contrast (e.g. plain film) (with
or without fluoroscopy)

Xray, wrist joint without contrast (e.g. plain film) (with or
without fluoroscopy)

(6) Cognitive, | Assessment, mental health and addictions for capacity for
Psychosocial | harm (to self or others)

and Sensory | Assessment, mental health and addictions for coping skills
Therapeutic | NEC

Interventions | Assessment, mental health and addictions for other reason
NEC

< < RS SN S S S N A S S B B S N L L B S B S N R S L I B B B S S

N
N
V
Counseling, mental health for substance addiction v v
Counseling, mental health for behavior Ni Ni
Counseling, mental health and addictions for concurrent J J
disorders
Counseling, mental health for trauma NEC v v
Counseling, mental health for mood (e.g. anger, anxiety, J J
relaxation, leisure)
Counseling, mental health for other reasons N N
Therapy, mental health crisis/trauma active listening N N
Assessment, motor and living skills for activities of daily J J
living [ADL]
(7) Other Counseling, promoting health and preventing disease for
Healthcare | other reason V V
Interventions
(8 Immunization (to prevent) diphtheria and tetanus by J J

Therapeutic | intramuscular [IM] injection of toxoid
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I nterventions
Strengthening
the Immune
System

Note: CCl = Canadian Classification for Health Interventions, NEC = not elsewhere classified
aTabular List, 2018 Volume 3

Expert comments highlighted that their selections for healthcare centres were based the
underlying assumption that the clinicians of the centres had adequate training and experience
with agiven intervention. Experts commented that interventions rated for ED suitability only,
were largely evaluated that way based on concerns for patient safety if the procedure was
unsuccessful. Interventions that did not receive consensus in Round 2 were identified as
requiring an element of sedation and a second physician for safety and competence purposes,
although this was not agreed upon by all. Some experts emphasized their ratings do not infer any
direction for clinical guidance based solely on this study, as an intervention alone does not
provide enough specific information to inform care planning without further contextualization.

Experts rated the mgority of al interventions as suitable for urgent care centres. Their
judtification included the urgent care centre' s ability to be equipped with the resources required
to conduct the interventions (e.g., diagnostic equipment, technicians trained to use the
equipment). Comments suggested that walk-in medical centres and nurse practitioner-led clinics
may not have access to the same diagnostic imaging recourses, leading experts to deter from
selecting these centres as appropriate. Experts did not cite practitioner skill as alimiting factor in
rating decisions; however, they did acknowledge some interventions are based on physician or
practitioner preference. Some experts recommended there could be other centres that are more
appropriate for psychological interventions (e.g., facilities that focus solely on mental health),
but were not included in the study. The videoconference held between rounds 1 and 2

contributed insights into nurse practitioner-led clinics receiving more consensus on interventions
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than walk-in medical centres. Experts were also unsure if walk-in centres were staffed with a
single clinician, whereas for nurse-practitioner clinicsthey felt were typically staffed with more
than one, which led to an increased comfort with rating interventions that are more time-

consuming or required extended monitoring.

INTERPRETATION

Thereis consensus by primary and emergency care physicians on what clinical
interventions commonly performed in the ED for non-emergent paramedic transported patients
are suitable for alternative sub-acute healthcare settings. Specifically, 68.7% of included ED
interventions were rated as suitable for conduction in urgent care centres, 30.7% in walk-in
medical centres and 31.3% for nurse-practitioner led clinics, while 2.6% did not receive
consensus.

Our results are consistent with previous literature that suggests urgent care centres and
similar sub-acute centres can be reasonable avenues for treatment of non-emergent patient
conditions who would otherwise be directed to the ED.(11,24) Thereis an absence of evidence
that measures the appropriateness of which ED interventions could be conducted in sub-acute
settings, as most articles analyze patient conditions, diagnostics and medication
administration.(11,12,25) Previous literature describes 13.7% to 27.1% of all ED patients could
be safely managed by urgent care, however do not report which interventions were
conducted.(11) Ample literature describes the use of sub-acute centres to offset ED use, however
focus heavily on outcomes of patient satisfaction and cost avoidances(11,24), when quality of
care, care received and simulation modeling may be more important indicators for supporting

paramedi cs redirection models.(26,27)
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The majority of all included interventions found to be appropriate for sub-acute centres
acknowledges the confidence that study experts have in a sub-acute centres ability to conduct
emergency department interventions. Of interventions that were rated for ED only, many
required sedation practices, intensive monitoring, or advanced emergency physician skills. The
four interventions that did not receive consensus all shared the same intervention procedure of
using areduction techniqueto treat an injury. Of Section 3 interventions involving diagnostic
imaging, equipment was determined as the limiting factor (not injury site or physician
interpretation).

An overarching goal of our study was to determine if consensus on which ED
interventions could be performed elsewhere, such that an epidemiological patient classification
could be constructed to inform redirection by paramedics. We recognize that interventions alone
are insufficient considerations for such redirection programs. However, in combination with
other indicators (e.g., contextualized patient features) and supports (e.g., education), knowledge
of interventions suitable for sub-acute healthcare centers will support the construction of a
patient classification model for paramedic-initiated redirection from the ED. Future researchis
required to incorporate additional patient and administrative information into a classification in
order to provide contextualization before evaluating its validity for clinical guidance. The results
of this study contribute evidence towards informing the circumstances (in part) in which
paramedic service-based programs intended to support redirecting ED bound patients may be

feasible and appropriate.

LIMITATIONS
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An inherent limitation of using secondary administrative datasets is the completeness of
the procedural fields. Our dataset included 63.7% completeness of the main interventionsfield in
NACRS (1 319 388/ 2 070 260), to which this is expected as patients admitted to hospital may
have their ED interventions recorded in the Discharge Abstract Database as opposed to NACRS.
In other instances, there was no intervention completed during the visit, or the intervention was
not recorded. Our cohort size remained large and is trustworthy based on our study objectives.
Individual judgements may be subjective given an expert’s own evaluation with safety in
selecting healthcare centres. This limitation was minimized in the study design to include only
physicians with adequate knowledge of emergency and primary care practices in Ontario, the
Delphi committee contained a high number of experts, and a detailed description of each
healthcare centre was provided. The findings of this study may not be generalizable in settings
where payment structures for healthcare, accessibility to sub-acute care or ambulance availability
are different. Additionally, our research was specific in terms of population (adult, non-
emergent, ambulance) and only included ED interventions, without taking into consideration

additional clinical details.

CONCLUSION

With a continued increase in the proportion of non-emergent or low acuity patients
transported to EDs by paramedic services, it isimportant to explore features supporting
redirection programs such that their impact on patient and ED utilization outcomes can be
examined. A majority of ED interventions conducted by physicians on non-emergent patients
transported by paramedic services were identified as suitable for conduction in sub-acute

healthcare centres including urgent care centres, in walk-in medical centres and nurse
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practitioner-led clinics. While focusing on interventions alone has limitations, these results
suggest there may be a patient population that may be suitable for redirection programs by
paramedic services in Ontario asaway of countering the ED crisis. These results may contribute
evidence to inform construction of a patient classification system for non-emergent patients for
use by paramedic services that (a) could potentially be used to prevent ED visits and (b) better
align paramedic services with patient needs. Future research is required to augment our findings

with additional patient and hospital contextualization toward such a classification system.
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Table 4: Intervention consensus of the Delphi expert committee from the modified Delphi

exercise, shown as percentages.

Acute Sub-Acute
I ntervention CCI Coding [Ep Only ucu FPC NPC
Control of bleeding, nose using per orifice 1ET13CAZ9 5 95 75 70
approach and agent NEC [e.g. silver nitrate]
Control of bleeding, nose using per orifice 1ET13CAGX 11 89 28 28
approach and device NEC (e.g. €l ectrocautery)*
Control of bleeding, nose using per orifice 1ET13CANP 15 85 60 60
approach and packing
Drainage, abdominal cavity using percutaneous 10T52HA 70 30 0 0
(needle) approach
Drainage, bladder using per orifice approach 1PM52CATS 5 95 70 65
and drainage catheter
Drainage, pleura using percutaneous (needle) 1GV52HA 85 15 5 5
approach
Drainage, pleura using percutaneous catheter 1GV52HAHE a0 10 5 0
(intracostal) with underwater seal drainage
system
Drainage, stomach using per orifice approach INF52CAQN 70 30 5 0
and mechanical suction pump
Extraction, rectum using per orifice approach INQ57CJ 5 95 75 80
and manual technique
Immobilization, knee joint using splinting 1VGO3JASR 0 100 85 75
device[e.g. supportive and corrective]
Immobilization, shoulder joint using sling 1TAO03JASQ 0 100 90 85
Implantation of internal device, ssomach of INF53HATS 70 30 10 10
(gastric) tube using percutaneous approach
Implantation of internal device, ssomach of INF53CATS 28 72 11 11
gastric tube [e.g. nasogastric feeding tube] using
per orifice approach*
Implantation of internal device, vein NEC of 1KX53HAFT 0 100 75 80
intravenous catheter using percutaneous
approach
Implantation of internal device, vena cava 1IS53GRLF 100 0 0 0
(superior and inferior) non-tunnelled central
venous catheter using percutaneous transluminal
venous approach
Management of internal device, bladder of 1PM54CATS 5 95 60 70
catheter using per orifice approach
Management of internal device, stomach of INF54HATS 30 70 30 30
percutaneoudly inserted gastric tube [PEG]
Oxygenation, respiratory system NEC using 1GZ32CAMY 10 90 55 50
bulk storage manifold system
Pharmacotherapy (local), circulatory system 1L Z35HHC7 10 a0 50 55
NEC percutaneous infusion approach of
electrolyte balance agents
Pharmacotherapy (local), rectum using per INQ35CAZ9 5 95 60 60
orifice approach and agent NEC (e.g. oil
retention, soap suds)
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Pharmacotherapy (local), respiratory system 1GZ35CAR3 5 95 65 75
NEC using antiasthmatic agent
Pharmacotherapy, total body blood and blood 17Z35HAC1 20 80 50 65
forming organ agents percutaneous approach
[intramuscular, intravenous, subcutaneous,
intradermal] using antithrombotic agent
Pharmacotherapy, total body genera 17735HAK4 0 100 80 90
antiinfective agents percutaneous approach
[intramuscular, intravenous, subcutaneous,
intradermal] cephalosporin and related
substance

Pharmacotherapy, total body musculoskel etal 177Z35HAN1 0 100 85 a0
system agents percutaneous approach
[intramuscular, intravenous, subcutaneous,
intradermal] antiinflammatory and
antirheumatic agent

Pharmacotherapy, total body nervous system 17Z35HAP2 0 100 80 95
agents percutaneous approach [intramuscular,
intravenous, subcutaneous, intradermal]
analgesic

Reduction, ankle joint using closed (external) IWAT73JA 50 50 0 0
approach”
Reduction, elbow joint using closed (external) 1TM73JA 50 50 0 0
approach”
Reduction, hip joint using closed (external) 1IVAT73JA 72 28 0 0
approach*
Reduction, radius and ulna using closed 1TV73JA 67 33 0 0
(external) approach”
Reduction, small and large intestine using INP73JH 30 70 45 35
manual technique (for hernia reduction alone)
Reduction, tibia and fibula using closed 1VQ73JA 67 33 0 0
(external) approach”
Reduction, wrist joint using closed (external) 1UB73JA 28 72 0 0
approach*
Repair, lip using apposition technique [e.g. 1YE8OLA 5 95 50 50
suture]
Repair, scalp using apposition technique [e.g. 1YAS8OLA 0 100 a0 95
suture, staple]
Repair, scalp using closure device (e.g. clip, 1Y A80JAFF 0 100 a0 95
adhesive skin closure [ Steri-Strips])
Repair, scalp using glue for apposition (e.g. 1YA8OLAWA4 0 100 90 95
crazy glue, glustitch)
Repair, skin of abdomen and trunk using open 1YSB80LA 5 95 80 80
apposition technique [suture]
Repair, skin of arm using apposition technique 1YTS80LA 5 95 85 a0
[suture]
Repair, skin of arm using closure device (e.g. 1YT80JAFF 5 95 85 a0
clip, adhesive skin closure [ Steri-Strips])
Repair, skin of ear using apposition technique 1YC80LA 15 85 35 25
[e.0. suture]
Repair, skin of face using apposition technique 1YF80LA 15 85 70 70
[suture]
Repair, skin of face using closure device (e.g. 1Y F80JAFF 15 85 70 70
clip, adhesive skin closure [ Steri-Strips])
Repair, skin of face using glue for apposition 1YF80LAW4 15 85 70 70
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(e.0. crazy glue or glustitch)

cavity without enhancement (contrast)

Repair, skin of foot using apposition technique 1YWBS8O0LA 5 95 85 85
[suture]

Repair, skin of forehead using apposition 1YB8OLA 10 90 70 75
technique [e.g. suturing, stapling]

Repair, skin of forehead using closure device 1YB80JAFF 0 100 80 85
(e.g.clip, adhesive skin closure [ Steri-Strips])

Repair, skin of forehead using glue (e.g. crazy 1YB8OLAWA4 0 100 80 85
glue, glustitch)

Repair, skin of hand using apposition technique 1YUS8OLA 0 100 85 75
[suture]

Repair, skin of hand using closure device (e.g. 1Y UB0JAFF 0 100 85 75
clip, adhesive skin closure [ Steri-Strips])

Repair, skin of hand using glue for apposition 1YUSBOLAW4 0 100 85 75
(e.g. crazy glue, glustitch)

Repair, skin of leg using apposition technique 1YV8OLA 0 100 85 85
[suture]

Repair, skin of leg using closure device (e.g. 1YV80JAFF 0 100 85 85
clip, adhesive skin closure [ Steri-Strips])

Repair, skin of nose using apposition technique 1YDS8OLA 10 90 45 45
[e.g. suture]

Stimulation, heart NEC external approach using 1HZ09JAJF 89 11 6 0
electrode with synchronized DC shock*

Ventilation, respiratory system NEC invasive 1GZ31CAND 89 11 0 0
per orifice approach by (endotracheal)

intubation and positive pressure (e.g. CPAP,

BIPAP, IPPV)*

Ventilation, respiratory system NEC non- 1GZ31CBND 89 11 0 0
invasive approach and positive pressure

ventilation (e.g. CPAP, BIPAP, IPPV)*

Assessment (examination), total body general 2770277 0 100 95 90
NEC (e.g. multiple reasons)

Electrophysiological measurement, heart NEC 2HZ24JAXJ 0 100 85 85
external application using recording electrodes

(or ECG NOS)

Function study, bladder capacity determination 2PM58VE 20 80 65 65
Function study, bladder post- void residual 2PM58VD 10 a0 75 75
volume measurement

Function study, respiratory system at rest 2GZ58TA 5 95 85 85
(steady tate)

I nspection, rectum using per orifice manual 2NQ70CA 0 100 100 100
(digital) technique

Specimen collection (diagnostic), spinal canal 2AX13HA 80 20 5 5
and meninges using percutaneous (needle)

approach

Specimen collection (for diagnostic testing), 2ZZ13RA 0 100 90 90
total body blood by venous puncture

Computerized tomography [CT], abdominal 3KE20WC 75 25 0 0
arteries NEC with contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], abdominal 30T20WC 75 25 0 0
cavity with contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], abdominal 30T20VA 75 25 0 0
cavity without contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], abdominal 30T20WA 75 25 0 0
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Computerized tomography [CT], arm NEC 3TZ20VA 75 25 0 0
without contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], brain with and 3AN20WE 80 20 0 0
without enhancement (contrast)

Computerized tomography [CT], brain with 3AN20WC 80 20 0 0
contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], brain without 3AN20VA 80 20 0 0
contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], brain without 3AN20WA 80 20 0 0
enhancement (contrast)

Computerized tomography [CT], carotid artery 3JE20WC 75 25 0 0
with contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], head NEC 3ER20WC 80 20 0 0
with contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], head NEC 3ER20VA 80 20 0 0
without contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], head NEC 3ER20WA 80 20 0 0
without enhancement (contrast)

Computerized tomography [CT], kidney 3PC20VA 75 25 0 0
without contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], kidney 3PC20WA 75 25 0 0
without enhancement (contrast)

Computerized tomography [CT], leg NEC 3VZ20VA 75 25 0 0
without contrast

Computerized Tomography [CT], leg NEC 3VZ20WA 75 25 0 0
without enhancement (contrast)

Computerized tomography [CT], lung NEC 3GT20WC 80 20 0 0
with contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], 3WZ20VA 75 25 0 0
musculoskeletal system NEC without contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], other vessels 3IX20WC 80 20 0 0
of head, neck and spine NEC with contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], soft tissue of 3FY20WC 75 25 0 0
neck with contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], spinal 3SC20VA 80 20 0 0
vertebrae without contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], spinal 3SC20WA 80 20 0 0
vertebrae without enhancement (contrast)

Computerized tomography [CT], thoracic cavity 3GY20VA 75 25 0 0
NEC without contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], total body 3ZZ20VA 75 25 0 0
without contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], total body 32220WC 75 25 0 0
with contrast

Computerized tomography [CT], urinary system 3PZ20VA 85 15 0 0
NEC without contrast

Computerized tomography thoracic cavity NEC 3GY20WC 75 25 0 0
with contrast

Computerized tomography thoracic cavity NEC 3GY20WA 75 25 0 0
without enhancement (contrast)

Computerized tomography, thoracic vessels 3JY20WC 75 25 0 0
NEC with contrast

Magnetic resonance imaging [MRI], spina 3SC40VA a0 10 0 0
vertebrae without contrast

Magnetic resonance imaging [MRI], spina 3SC40WA 90 10 0 0



https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.06.01.21258191
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.06.01.21258191; this version posted June 4, 2021. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

vertebrae without enhancement

Ultrasound, abdominal cavity alone 30T30DA 5 95 50 35
Ultrasound, abdominal cavity transvaginal 30T30LA 20 80 45 30
probe

Ultrasound, arteries of leg NEC with Doppler 3KG30DC 20 80 45 25
Ultrasound, bladder NOS aone 3PM30DA 10 90 50 35
Ultrasound, female genital tract NEC alone 3RZ30DA 15 85 45 35
Ultrasound, female genital tract NEC 3RZ30LA 20 80 45 30
transvaginal approach

Ultrasound, kidney alone 3PC30DA 15 85 45 25
Ultrasound, leg NEC alone 3VZ30DA 20 80 45 30
Ultrasound, scrotum alone 3QG30DA 25 75 35 20
Ultrasound, thoracic cavity NEC alone 3GY30DA 15 85 35 25
Ultrasound, veins of arm NEC with Doppler 3JU30DC 20 80 45 30
Ultrasound, veins of leg NEC alone 3KR30DA 15 85 45 30
Ultrasound, veins of leg NEC with color flow 3KR30DC 15 85 45 30
and Doppler

Ultrasound, veins of leg NEC with Doppler 3KR30DD 15 85 45 30
Xray, abdominal cavity without contrast (with 0 100 0 0
or without fluoroscopy) 30T10VA

Xray, ankle joint without contrast (e.g. plain 0 100 0 0
film) (with or without fluoroscopy) 3WA10VA

Xray, clavicle without contrast (with or without 0 100 0 0
fluoroscopy) 3SM10VA

Xray, elbow joint without contrast 3TM10VA 0 100 0 0
Xray, facial bone structure without contrast (e.g. 10 a0 0 0
plain film) 3EI10VA

Xray, femur without contrast (with or without 0 100 0 0
fluoroscopy) 3VCI10VA

Xray, foot without contrast (e.g. plain film) 5 95 0 0
(with or without fluoroscopy) SWGI10VA

Xray, hand with wrist without contrast (e.g. 5 95 0 0
plain film) (with or without fluoroscopy) 3UZ10VA

Xray, hip joint without contrast (with or without 5 95 0 0
fluoroscopy) 3VAIOVA

Xray, humerus without contrast (e.g. plain film) 0 100 0 0
(with or without fluoroscopy) 3TK10VA

Xray, joints of fingers and hand NEC without 5 95 0 0
contrast (e.g. plain film) (with or without

fluoroscopy) 3UL10VA

Xray, kidney with ureter and bladder without 10 90 0 0
contrast (e.g. plain film KUB) 3PS10VA

Xray, knee joint without contrast (with or 5 95 0 0
without fluoroscopy) 3VGI0VA

Xray, lung NEC without contrast (e.g. plain 0 100 0 0
film) (with or without fluoroscopy) 3GT10VA

Xray, mandible without contrast (e.g. plain 10 90 0 0
film) (with or without fluoroscopy) 3EE10VA

Xray, nose without contrast (e.g. plain film) 5 95 0 0
(with or without fluoroscopy) 3ET10VA

Xray, pelvis without contrast 3SQ10VA 5 95 0 0
Xray, radius and ulna without contrast (e.g. 5 95 0 0
plain film) (with or without fluoroscopy) 3TVIOVA

Xray, ribs without contrast (with or without 3SL10VA 5 95 0 0
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fluoroscopy)

Xray, sacrum and coccyx without contrast 3SF10VA 5 95 0 0
Xray, shoulder joint without contrast (with or 5 95 0 0
without fluoroscopy) 3TA10VA

Xray, soft tissue of head and neck without 5 95 0 0
contrast (e.g. plain film) (with or without

fluoroscopy) 3EQI0VA

Xray, spinal vertebrae without contrast 3SC10VA 5 95 0 0
Xray, sternum without contrast (with or without 5 95 0 0
fluoroscopy) 3SK10VA

Xray, thoracic cavity NEC without contrast 5 95 0 0
(with or without fluoroscopy) 3GY10VA

Xray, tibia and fibula without contrast (e.g. 5 95 0 0
plain film) (with or without fluoroscopy) 3VQI0VA

Xray, wrist joint without contrast (e.g. plain 5 95 0 0
film) (with or without fluoroscopy) 3UB10VA

Assessment, mental health and addictions for 15 85 80 80
capacity for harm (to self or others) 6AA02CP

Assessment, mental health and addictions for 10 90 85 85
coping skills NEC 6AA02SK

Assessment, mental health and addictions for 15 85 80 60
other reason NEC 6AA0227

Counseling, mental health for substance 5 95 90 90
addiction 6AA10AD

Counseling, mental health for behavior 6AA10BE 5 95 90 70
Counseling, mental health and addictions for 5 95 a0 85
concurrent disorders 6AA10CD

Counseling, mental health for trauma NEC 6AA10CT 10 90 80 75
Counseling, mental health for mood (e.g. anger, 10 90 90 80
anxiety, relaxation, leisure) 6AA10MA

Counseling, mental health for other reasons 6AA10Z2Z 10 a0 a0 75
Therapy, mental health crisigtrauma active 10 a0 95 a0
listening 6AA30CTAA

Assessment, motor and living skills for 5 95 95 90
activities of daily living [ADL] 6VA02Z2Z

Counseling, promoting health and preventing 5 100 100 95
disease for other reason 7SP102Z

Immunization (to prevent) diphtheria and 0 100 100 100
tetanus by intramuscular [IM] injection of

toxoid 8MK70HABK

Note: CCI = Canadian Classification for Health Interventions, 2018 edition, NEC = not elsewhere classified
*Consensus received in Round 2

* Did not receive consensus following Round 2
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