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Abstract

Objectives: To develop and implement a ‘Low Dose, High Frequency’ (LDHF)
advanced respiratory care training program for COVID-19 care in Lesotho.

Design: Prospective pre-post training evaluation.

Setting: Lesotho has limited capacity in advanced respiratory care.

Participants: Physicians and nurses.

Interventions: Due to limited participation May-September 2020 the LDHF approach
was modified into a traditional one-day offsite training November 2020 that reviewed
respiratory anatomy and physiology, clinical principles for conventional oxygen, heated
high flow nasal cannula, and non-invasive ventilation management. Basic mechanical
ventilation principles were introduced.

Outcome measures: Participants completed a twenty-question multiple choice
examination immediately before and after the one-day training. Paired t-tests were used
to evaluate the difference in average participant pre- and post-training examination
scores.

Results: Pre- and post-training examinations were completed by 46/53 (86.7%)
participants, of whom 93.4% (n=43) were nurses. The overall mean pre-training score
was 44.8% (standard deviation [SD], 12.4.%). Mean scores improved by an average of
23.7 percentage points (95% confidence interval [CI] 19.7, 27.6 percentage points,
p<0.001) on the post-training examination to a mean score of 68.5% (SD, 13.6%).
Performance on basic and advanced respiratory categories also improved by 17.7 (95%
Cl: 11.6, 23.8) and 25.6 percentage points (95% CI: 20.4, 30.8) (p<0.001). Likewise,

mean examination scores increased on the post-training test, compared to pre-training,
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for questions related to respiratory management (29.6 percentage points (95% CI: 24.1,
35.0) and physiology (17.4 percentage points (95% CI: 12.0, 22.8).

Conclusions: A LDHF training approach was not feasible during this relatively early
period of the COVID-19 pandemic in Lesotho. Despite clear knowledge gains the
modest post-training examination scores coupled with limited physician engagement
suggest healthcare workers require alternative educational strategies before higher
advanced care like mechanical ventilation is implementable. Conventional and high flow
oxygen are better aligned with post-training healthcare worker knowledge levels and

rapid implementation.

Strengths and limitations of this study

e The training aimed to use a ‘Low Dose, High Frequency’ approach to improve the
competence of doctors and nurses providing advanced respiratory care to
severely ill COVID-19 patients during an emergency, pandemic African context
with limited advanced respiratory care services.

e To provide a foundation for future implementation of invasive mechanical
ventilation and more immediate application of conventional oxygen, heated high
flow nasal cannula, and non-invasive ventilation, the training coupled pragmatic
respiratory anatomy and physiology concepts to key clinical principles.

e Challenges in trainee participation and respiratory equipment availability
necessitated modifications to the planned ‘Low Dose, High Frequency’ training

strategy that reduced both the training duration and approach.
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This evaluation provides key lessons for future COVID-19 advanced respiratory
care training approaches and the respiratory modalities best aligned with current

healthcare worker expertise in Lesotho and likely other similar settings.
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Introduction

The SARS-CoV-2 virus causes Coronavirus disease (COVID-19).' COVID-19 severity
ranges across the spectrum from asymptomatic to critically ill and includes respiratory
failure requiring advanced respiratory support.>®> SARS-CoV-2 has claimed over four
million lives worldwide with the latest surge mainly attributable to the Delta variant.*
Across sub-Saharan Africa COVID-19 cases and deaths also continue to escalate,
stressing already fragile healthcare systems against a backdrop of limited SARS-CoV-2

vaccine access.”

Lesotho is a country in southern Africa with about two million people and a 49 year life
expectancy.® It suffers from the second highest incidence of tuberculosis and second
highest prevalence of HIV globally.®” Lesotho’s health system lacks capacity in both
intensive and high care hospital services and has scarce medical oxygen resources. At
the onset of the pandemic the Lesotho Ministry of Health established isolation wards for
COVID-19 patients at all district-level hospitals nationally and appointed two district
hospitals as dedicated COVID-19 Treatment Centers. From May 2020 USAID funded
Jhpiego Lesotho, an affiliate of Johns Hopkins University, to provide COVID-19 case
management support to the Lesotho Ministry of Health, with a focus on capacitating
healthcare workers to provide advanced respiratory care through guideline
development, training, patient care supervision, human resources support, and broader

technical assistance.
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The challenge of delivering quality healthcare in resource-constrained low-income and
middle-income countries (LMICs) like Lesotho is well known.®° A ‘Low Dose, High
Frequency’ (LDHF) training approach is an established strategy that delivers shorter
trainings spaced over time and is typically supplemented with practical clinical sessions
at the workplace to reinforce learning, sustain changes in provider performance, and
facilitate new skill acquisition.** The LDHF approach has been shown to improve
provider knowledge, patient management, and outcomes in LMICs and may be more
feasible to deliver in healthcare settings that cannot afford to have providers engaged in
traditional offsite trainings for long periods of time at the expense of depleting patient

care personnel.*?

The COVID-19 pandemic has required a rapid pivot from longstanding priorities in
southern Africa like HIV and tuberculosis care towards acute respiratory treatment and
related programmatic support. Given the urgent need to capacitate medical providers to
manage patients with severe and critical COVID-19 we developed and implemented a
LDHF healthcare worker training course to improve knowledge and skills for advanced
respiratory care. The aim of this study was to describe and evaluate the effectiveness of

this training program delivered during the early phases of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Methods
Clinical Setting
Berea Hospital is secondary hospital located approximately 30 kilometers north of the

capital city of Maseru in the town of Teyateyaneng in Berea District and served as the
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127  COVID-19 treatment center for the northern region. Mafeteng Government Hospital is a
128  regional hospital about 75 kilometers south of Maseru in the district of Mafeteng and is
129 designated as the COVID-19 treatment center for the southern region. From May to

130  November 2020 Berea Hospital had three inpatient wards and 50 patient beds allocated
131  to COVID-19 care and Mafeteng Government Hospital had one inpatient ward and 20
132 beds for COVID-19 patients. Clinical staffing fluctuated during this period; Berea

133  Hospital had 6-8 doctors and 30-35 nurses while Mafeteng Government Hospital had 8-
134 9 doctors and 25-30 nurses. Doctors and nurses were all licensed and registered to

135  provide patient care in Lesotho.

136

137  Neither Berea Hospital or Mafeteng Government Hospital offered ‘high care’ or

138  ‘intensive care’ services. We considered ‘high care’ an area of the hospital with higher
139  nurse to patient ratios (i.e., 1 nurse to 5-6 patients), systems for close monitoring, and
140  the capacity to deliver more advanced respiratory treatments like conventional oxygen
141 and heated high flow nasal cannula to severely ill patients and selected critically ill

142  patients breathing spontaneously and generally stable. By comparison, we considered
143  ‘intensive care’ an area of the hospital with higher nurse to patient ratios (i.e., 1 nurse to
144  1-2 patients), systems for continuous, invasive monitoring and the capacity to deliver life
145  sustaining respiratory treatments like non-invasive and invasive mechanical ventilation
146  to critically ill patients.

147

148  ‘Low Dose, High Frequency’ Advanced Respiratory Care Educational Training Program

149 — Overview
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The educational training program (Table 1) was designed by EDM to utilize a LDHF
approach to introduce new concepts and advanced respiratory care treatments during
weekly one-hour sessions spaced over several months, with supervised clinical care
between sessions to cement the translation of theoretical concepts to the bedside.
LDHF trainings were intended to be held onsite at the treatment centers. We developed
the training content based upon review of a variety of resources as well as prior
anecdotal knowledge and practical experience in providing advanced respiratory care to
patients in LMICs. The trainings reviewed clinically relevant respiratory anatomy and
physiology as a foundation for the principles for providing COVID-19 related advanced
respiratory care. The training also included both basic and selected advanced concepts,
and the fundamentals of conventional oxygen delivery (i.e., “oxygen”), heated high flow
nasal cannula (i.e., “high flow”), and non-invasive ventilation (NIV). Modules were
designed to be linked and to introduce concepts incrementally, so each new module
built upon the previous one. Trainings were to coincide with supervised bedside
experiences at the treatment centers where participants would apply their knowledge to
patient care and utilize oxygen, high flow, and in selected situations NIV. In addition,
modules were intended to be supplemented with case discussions of COVID patients
currently or recently hospitalized to highlight key clinical teaching points. Targeted
cadres were physicians and nurses that provided direct care to COVID-19 patients at
the treatment centers. Hospital administrators approved the delivery of the trainings at
each hospital and encouraged, but did not mandate, participation. Participants were
further incentivized to participate through the receipt of continuing professional

development credits and food and drinks during each session. Later in the study period
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we did introduce a virtual option after installing monitors and equipment at each
hospital, but we did not have the capacity to provide internet data and IT support to
accommodate an individualized virtual option when participants were physically present
at the hospital. The broader goal was to build capacity towards ‘high care’ and set the
foundation for the potential future introduction of intensive care and invasive mechanical

ventilation.

Modified Advanced Respiratory Care Educational Training Program — One-day training
After five months from May to September 2020 the LDHF approach was considered
untenable due to limited and inconsistent attendance exacerbated by a lack of
respiratory equipment, including high flow and NIV devices and related supplies, that
had not yet been received in the country due to shipment delays. Thus, we modified the
training into a one-day session to optimize participation. Content was consolidated and
limited to core concepts. Due to time constraints and lack of equipment we excluded
case discussions, practical hands-on sessions, and bedside patient-based teaching. All
training sessions were facilitated in person by 1-2 physicians (JES, EDM). A total of 70
healthcare workers (15 physicians, 54 nurses, 1 nursing assistant) were invited to
participate in any of four one-day modified trainings held between November 9 and 17,

2020 at offsite conference venues near the two treatment centers.

Pre- and Post-training examinations of the modified one-day program

We administered a twenty question, multiple choice, paper-based examination

immediately before and after the one-day training to evaluate participant baseline and

10
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acquired knowledge as an assessment of training effectiveness. All participants were
requested to complete the examination individually and without training-related
resources over 30 minutes. The examination included 1-3 questions per module and
evaluated both basic and selected advanced topics covered in the training (see
Supplemental Table 1). When appropriate to the content, questions were formulated so
that learners who successfully applied their knowledge, rather than identify information

by rote, would correctly answer the question.

Ethics
The Johns Hopkins University Institutional Review Board (IRB00279223) and Lesotho

National Health Research Ethics Committee (ID 12-2021) approved this research.

Patient and public involvement
Given the COVID-19 restrictions placed on public gatherings throughout the period of
this study in Lesotho we were unable to involve and communicate to the public the

development, design, recruitment, conduct, and results in this research.

Statistical analysis

Participant performance on both the pre- and post-training examinations of the modified
one-day training was assessed. The primary outcome was the average change in the
overall test score between the pre- and post-test examinations. In addition, we sought to
analyze if results differed by the content level (basic vs advanced) and type (respiratory

physiology vs management). We used the two-proportion z-test to assess for

11
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differences in proportions. Paired t-tests were used to evaluate the difference in
average scores of participants between the pre- and post-training examinations overall,
and by content level and type. Stata (version 16.1; StataCorp, College Station, Texas)

was used for all analyses.

Results
A total of 53/70 (75.7%) invited participants attended the modified one-day training, and
of the 53 attendees 46 (86.7%) completed both the pre and post-test examination and

were included in this analysis. Nurses comprised 43/46 (91.3%) participants.

Pre-training examination performance — One-day modified training

No participants achieved a score of 80% or greater on the 20 pre-training examination
guestions, with the lowest and highest scores of 20% (n=4) and 75% (n=15). Overall,
the mean pre-training examination score was 8.9/20, or 44.8% (standard deviation (SD),
12.1%) (Figures 1 and 2, and Supplemental Table 2). The examination questions were
stratified into basic (7/20, 35%) and advanced concepts (13/20, 65%). Although
participants scored higher on basic topics (mean score 3.8/7 (54.0%, SD 18.8%) than
advanced concepts (mean score 5.2/13 (39.8%, SD 12.6%) this difference did not reach
statistical significance (p=0.542) (Figure 3 and Supplemental Table 3). Examination
guestions were also subdivided into respiratory physiology (10/20) and respiratory
management (10/20) topics, with participants achieving average scores of 4.5/10

(45.5% (SD 18.6%)) and 4.2/10 (42.0% (SD 15.1%)) (p=0.892) (Figure 4 and

12
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Supplemental Table 4). Three doctors completed the pre-training examination and

scored an average of 63.3% (SD 16.0%).

Post-training examination performance — One-day modified training

On the post training examination 9/46 (19.5%) participants scored >80% with an
average score of 13.7/20 (68.5%, SD 13.6%) (Figures 1 and 2, and Supplemental Table
2). Two participants scored highest at 100% (n=20) and three scored lowest at 45%
(n=9). The average score on basic and advanced topics was 5.0/7 (71.7%, SD 17.6%)
and 8.5/13 (65.4%, SD 17.7%) (p=0.774) (Figure 3 and Supplemental Table 3) and for
respiratory physiology and management was 7.5/10 (75.0%, SD 17.9%) and 5.9/10
(59.3%, SD 16.4%) (p=0.454) (Figure 4 and Supplemental Table 4). On the post-

training examination doctors (n=3) scored an average of 90.0% (SD 5.0%).

Comparing pre and post training examination performance — One-day modified training
Overall, performance improved between the pre and post-test examinations by an
average of 23.7 percentage points (95% confidence interval (Cl), 19.7%, 27.6%)
(p<0.001) (Figure 2 and Supplemental Table 2). Similar improvements were observed
for basic and advanced concepts as well as respiratory management and physiology
topics (Figures 3 and 4, Supplemental Tables 3 and 4). Specifically, there was an
average increase of 17.7 percentage points (95% ClI, 11.6%, 23.8%, p<0.001) in basic
concepts and 25.6 percentage points (95% CI, 20.4%, 30.8%, p<0.001) in advanced
concepts. For respiratory management and physiology there was a mean improvement

of 17.4 (95% ClI, 12.0, 22.8%, p<0.001) and 29.6 percentage points (95% CI, 24.1, 35%,

13
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p<0.001) between pre and post training examinations. Amongst physicians, while there
was an average increase of 26.6 percentage points (95% CI, -16.9%, 70.2%, p=0.119),

this did finding did not reach statistical significance.

Discussion

In this report we described and evaluated a new training course for advanced
respiratory care administered in the sub-Saharan African country of Lesotho. The
training targeted doctors and nurses responsible for treating severe to critically ill
COVID-19 patients at dedicated COVID-19 treatment centers. The main goal of the
training is to capacitate healthcare workers to provide advanced respiratory care for
COVID-19 patients in a setting with limited acute respiratory services. We found that
while average participant scores improved, both mean pre- and post-examination
training scores were generally low. The two most likely reasons for these findings
include overall misalignment of the training content and/or approach with participant
background and experience in acute respiratory care, as well as practical training
implementation challenges that may have limited its effectiveness. This training program
was intended to be a LDHF educational approach delivered weekly, spaced over
several months, and supported by case discussions and bedside practical training.
However, we ultimately had to modify the training to a more traditional one-day offsite
session to ensure full participation for all modules as healthcare providers were not
consistently available week-to-week. Despite changing our approach we were still only
able to engage three physicians to participate in the training. Our findings and

implementation experience raise caution around how quickly and the degree to which

14
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the Lesotho healthcare system can be empowered to more immediately provide higher

levels of advanced respiratory care during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Despite modifications to the LDHF training approach and modest gains in knowledge

from the training, it is important to note that we did observe improvement in examination
scores among nearly all participants. Overall, this shows that appropriate education and
training can improve knowledge gaps, and this is consistent with prior experience.***
The three physicians that participated in the training did score well on the post-training
examination, achieving an average score of 90%. While our evaluation only examined
short-term knowledge retention other studies have found similar educational programs

may still promote both long-term retention as well as benefit clinical outcomes.*>*°

The generally modest participant examination scores before and after the training may
reflect a mismatch between content and/or approach with trainee background and
experience levels in acute respiratory care. Given the participants were all registered
medical professionals they were expected to have a pre-existing working knowledge of
the fundamentals of patient respiratory care. The training was additionally premised
upon the notion that linking clinically relevant respiratory anatomy and physiology to key
clinical principles of advanced respiratory care would build an appropriate foundation for
healthcare workers to both understand and apply concepts at the bedside. Hence, the
content of several modules reviewed key areas of respiratory physiology like lung
pressures, volumes, compliance, and acid-base concepts that underly high flow, NIV,

and invasive mechanical ventilation delivery. An introductory understanding of these

15
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principles would enable healthcare providers to select a suitable respiratory modality for
the patient, program effective and safe settings for that modality, and then appropriately
monitor patient responsiveness to the treatment including adverse events and clinical
deterioration. The pre-training examination scores suggest that the content at baseline
may be either too new or advanced for these participants. On the other hand, the post-
training examination scores also imply that a one-day approach and goal of delivering
intensive care with mechanical ventilation in the near term of the pandemic needs re-

evaluation.

Historically, clinical guidelines and associated trainings in LMICs tend to be more rote
algorithm based rather than concept driven. The World Health Organization Integrated
Management of Childhood Iliness guidelines were developed in the late 1990s and are
a highly successful example of this approach in LMICs.'"*® Implementation of these
guidelines over the past two decades have contributed to substantial reductions in child
mortality in resource-limited settings.'® While revising this advanced respiratory care
training from concept building to algorithmic management is a consideration, it is
ultimately our view that independent thought and problem solving by healthcare workers
are a prerequisite to achieving both patient safety and positive clinical outcomes in high
care and intensive care settings. While rote management algorithms seem less likely to
achieve both safe and successful NIV and invasive mechanical ventilation care due to
the inherent clinical complexities of these modalities, conventional oxygen delivery and
high flow are relatively simpler and may be better aligned with algorithmic management.

Thus, from the perspective of healthcare workers, oxygen and high flow may be more
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feasible for LMICs like Lesotho to rapidly upscale, while NIV and invasive mechanical
ventilation are likely to require longer term, more intensive, alternative educational

strategies.

We also faced multiple practical challenges implementing this training and this may also
have contributed to its modest impact. Initially, we planned to disseminate the training
using a LDHF approach on a weekly or bi-weekly basis spaced over several months.
This would allow the content to be spread out and better digested by learners and allow
for an opportunity to interweave COVID-19 patient-based discussions to enrich the
module content and solidify learning. In addition, we intended to have hands on
practical sessions with new respiratory equipment like high flow and NIV. We attempted
this approach between May and September 2020, but we were unable to consistently
engage healthcare workers on or off duty and attendance was inconsistent despite
participation incentives (e.g., food and refreshments and continuing professional
development credits). Provider availability was also further constrained due to
requirements for a two-week quarantine after clinical shifts. Although equipment was
installed at each treatment center to facilitate virtual trainings and meetings, we did not
have the capacity to conduct virtual trainings to individuals unable to be at the hospital
as many participants lacked laptops, Wi-Fi, and/or funds for data. We also experienced
lengthy delays in the arrival of respiratory equipment into the country and high flow and
NIV equipment was not available in Lesotho at this time. Collectively these challenges
made it difficult to build on key concepts, hold active dialogue on cases, and utilize

hands on sessions to facilitate translating concepts from the theoretical to the tangible.
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356  As such we transitioned trainings into a traditional offsite one-day session, which

357 required a modified approach that compressed the training content, limited case-based
358 discussions, and reduced practical hands-on experience. Given simulation training

359 along with group problem solving can be more effective at improving performance and
360 knowledge, future traditional trainings will be better served if done over multiple days —
361 or as initially planned over several months — to allow more time for these key

362 complementary approaches.’®* Based on our challenges facilitating a longer more

363 varied LDHF training approach it will be important to monitor how a longer traditional
364 training approach impacts provider participation and costs. Further evaluation of the
365 degree to which a traditional training approach impacts clinical outcomes of COVID-19
366  patients as well as longer term knowledge retention are needed. Given conditions

367 around the pandemic have matured over the past year a LDHF approach could also be
368 reattempted.

369

370  There are two additional limitations worth noting. First, these results primarily reflect
371 nurses as only three doctors participated. While the backbone of clinical care is nurses
372 and nurses are key to patient monitoring during advanced respiratory care, this training
373  may be more suitable for doctors than nurses. Given the very limited doctor participation
374  we were unable to stratify our analysis by cadre as initially planned. For advanced

375 respiratory care to be successful it will be important for doctors to participate in future
376  trainings and reasons for their lack of attendance need clarification. In addition, given
377 the severe human resource constraints in the health sector of Lesotho, nurses need to

378  function independently when providing advanced respiratory care since doctors are few

18
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and unable to be continuously available for all patients. Second, to deploy the training
quickly we made assumptions about the baseline educational background and working
medical knowledge of providers. Before revising and redeploying this training a deeper

understanding of healthcare worker educational backgrounds is needed.

In sum, this study illustrates the challenges and lessons learned in designing and
administering an advanced respiratory care educational training program in Lesotho
during the COVID-19 pandemic. If a LDHF approach is not feasible then future
renditions of this training will need to be lengthened to at least two days and better
incorporate case based and simulation training with respiratory equipment. Longer term
educational and training strategies for NIV and invasive mechanical ventilation that are
feasible during COVID-19 in Lesotho also need development and a LDHF approach
could be revisited now that the pandemic has matured, but our findings suggest these
interventions are unlikely to meaningfully impact COVID-19 care in the immediate term.
Conventional and high flow oxygen approaches — as well as a stronger emphasis on
rote management algorithms — are likely to be a more successful short-term strategy for
rapidly strengthening capacity in advance respiratory care for severe and critically ill

COVID-19 patients in Lesotho.
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Table 1. Advanced Respiratory Care Training — Modules and Primary Objectives

Module

Objectives

1. Case Report Forms

Introduce hospital and COVID-19 standardized case management
forms

2. Hypoxemia detection
and oxygen delivery

Ensure competency in detecting hypoxemia and administering
conventional low-flow oxygen

3. Severe Covid-19

Introduce and review severe and critical COVID-19 & evidence-
based treatment

4. Respiratory anatomy
and gas exchange
introduction

Introduce and review respiratory anatomy and gas exchange
principles

5. Mechanics of breathing:
Parts 1 and 2

Introduce and review breathing mechanics principles
e Part 1 - lung volumes and pressures
e Part 2 — lung compliance

6. Blood gas analysis:
Parts 1 and 2

Introduce and review arterial blood gas analysis
e Part 1 — acid base physiology, pathology, and arterial blood
gas collection
e Part 2 — Evaluating compensation and anion gap

7. Introduction to advanced
respiratory care

Continue introduction to advanced respiratory care
e conventional oxygen
¢ heated high flow nasal cannula
e non-invasive ventilation
¢ invasive mechanical ventilation
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Figure 1. Mean pre and post-examination raw scores (out of 20). Bars represent the

95% confidence interval.
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510 Figure 2. Mean pre and post-examination scores by percentage. Bars represent the
511  95% confidence interval.
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514  Figure 3. Mean pre and post-examination scores for basic and advanced concepts by
515 percentage. Bars represent the 95% confidence interval.
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533  Supplemental Table 1: Pre/Post Test Assessment Questions by Difficulty Level and
534 Topic Area

535
Difficulty Level
Basic Advanced
Questions 1,3,5,10,17,19,20 2,4,6,7,8,9,11,12,13,14,15,16,18
Topic Area
Respiratory Physiology Respiratory Management
Questions 2,6,7,8,9,1,0,12,13,14,18 | 1,3,4,5,11,15,16,17,19,20
536
537
538
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539  Supplemental Table 2. Pre and Post-test Performance by Participant
540

Participants, Cadre Pre-test Post-test Score | Percent
n=46 Score (%) (%) Difference (%)
N=20% N=20°
Participant 1 Nurse (20.0) 75.0 +55.0
Participant 2 Nurse 55.0 75.0 +20.0
Participant 3 Nurse 35.0 50.0 +15.0
Participant 4 Nurse 45.0 75.0 +30.0
Participant 5 Nurse 45.0 55.0 +10.0
Participant 6 Nurse 25.0 60.0 +35.0
Participant 7 Nurse 40.0 45.0 +5.0
Assistant
Participant 8 Nurse 55.0 55.0 0
Participant 9 Nurse 65.0 75.0 +10.0
Participant 10 Nurse 60.0 75.0 +15.0
Participant 11 Nurse 40.0 70.0 +30.0
Participant 12 Nurse 45.0 65.0 +20.0
Participant 13 Nurse 20.0 50.0 +30.0
Participant 14 Nurse 45.0 65.0 +20.0
Participant 15 Nurse 30.0 70.0 +40.0
Participant 16 Nurse 45.0 60.0 +15.0
Participant 17 Nurse 55.0 65.0 +10.0
Participant 18 Nurse 30.0 60.0 +30.0
Participant 19 Nurse 30.0 45.0 +15.0
Participant 20 Nurse 30.0 70.0 +40.0
Participant 21 Nurse 45.0 65.0 +20.0
Participant 22 Nurse 45.0 65.0 +20.0
Participant 23 Nurse 35.0 55.0 +20.0
Participant 24 Nurse 50.0 70.0 +20.0
Participant 25 Nurse 45.0 70.0 +25.0
Participant 26 Nurse 40.0 55.0 +15.0
Participant 27 Nurse 40.0 70.0 +30.0
Participant 28 Nurse 65.0 70.0 +5.0
Participant 29 Nurse 45.0 55.0 +10.0
Participant 30 Doctor 70.0 95.0 +25.0
Participant 31 Nurse 55.0 85.0 +35.0
Participant 32 Doctor 75.0 85.0 +10.0
Participant 33 Nurse 50.0 55.0 +5.0
Participant 34 Nurse 55.0 70.0 +15.0
Participant 35 Nurse 50.0 80.0 +30.0
Participant 36 Nurse 35.0 45.0 +10.0
Participant 37 Nurse 50.0 100.0 +50.0
Participant 38 Nurse 40.0 85.0 +45.0
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Participant 39 Nurse 40.0 60.0 +20.0
Participant 40 Nurse 25.0 65.0 +40.0
Participant 41 Nurse 50.0 75.0 +25.0
Participant 42 Nurse 35.0 80.0 +45.0
Participant 43 Nurse 50.0 70.0 +20.0
Participant 44 Nurse 60.0 100.0 +40.0
Participant 45 Doctor 45.0 90.0 +45.0
Participant 46 Nurse 50.0 75.0 +25.0
Mean Score 44.8 (12.4) 68.5(13.6) 23.7(19.8,
(SD)/mean 27.6)*
difference (95%

Cl)

541  *p<0.001

542  °Total test consisted of 20 questions
543

544
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545  Supplemental Table 3: Pre and Post-test Assessment of participants by Difficulty Level
546

Basic Advanced

Participants, Pre- Post-test | Percent Pre-test Post-test | Percent
n=46 test Score Difference | Score (%) | Score (%) | Difference

Score | (%) (%) N=13" N=13" (%)

(%) N=72

N=72
Participant 1 14.3 71.4 +57.1 23.1 76.9 +53.8
Participant 2 42.9 57.1 +14.2 46.2 76.9 +30.7
Participant 3 42.9 57.1 +14.2 30.8 46.2 +15.4
Participant 4 85.7 71.4 -14.3 23.1 76.9 +53.8
Participant 5 57.1 57.1 0 38.5 53.9 +15.4
Participant 6 14.3 71.4 +57.1 46.2 38.5 -7.7
Participant 7 57.1 42.9 -14.2 30.8 46.2 +15.4
Participant 8 42.9 57.1 +14.2 53.9 46.2 -7.7
Participant 9 85.7 85.7 0 53.9 69.2 +15.3
Participant 10 | 57.1 85.7 +28.6 61.5 61.5 0
Participant 11 | 42.9 71.4 +28.5 46.2 61.5 +15.3
Participant 12 | 57.1 71.4 +14.3 46.2 53.9 +7.7
Participant 13 | 28.6 71.4 +42.8 23.1 38.5 +15.4
Participant 14 | 57.1 71.4 +14.3 38.5 61.5 +23.0
Participant 15 | 57.1 85.7 +28.6 15.4 53.9 +38.5
Participant 16 | 71.4 85.7 +14.3 30.8 46.2 +15.4
Participant 17 | 85.7 71.4 -14.3 38.5 61.5 +23
Participant 18 | 42.9 71.4 +28.5 23.1 53.9 +30.8
Participant 19 | 57.1 57.1 0 154 38.5 +23.1
Participant 20 | 28.6 71.4 +42.8 30.1 69.2 +39.1
Participant 21 | 57.1 42.9 -14.2 46.2 76.9 +30.7
Participant 22 | 42.9 85.7 +42.8 38.5 53.9 +15.4
Participant 23 | 42.9 57.1 +14.2 30.1 53.9 +23.8
Participant 24 | 57.1 85.7 +28.6 46.2 61.5 +15.3
Participant 25 | 71.4 71.4 0 30.8 69.2 +38.4
Participant 26 | 42.9 57.1 +14.2 38.5 53.9 +15.4
Participant 27 | 28.6 71.4 +42.8 46.2 69.2 +23.0
Participant 28 | 85.7 85.7 0 46.2 61.5 +15.3
Participant 29 | 57.1 57.1 0 38.5 53.9 +15.4
Participant 30 | 85.7 85.7 0 61.5 100.0 +38.5
Participant 31 | 42.9 71.4 +28.5 61.5 92.3 +30.8
Participant 32 | 85.7 71.4 -14.3 69.2 100.0 +30.8
Participant 33 | 42.9 85.7 +42.8 53.9 38.5 -15.4
Participant 34 | 71.4 71.4 0 30.8 69.2 -24.6
Participant 35 | 57.1 57.1 0 46.2 84.6 +38.4
Participant 36 | 28.6 42.9 +14.3 38.5 46.2 +7.7
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Participant 37 | 71.4 100.0 +28.6 46.2 100.0 +53.8
Participant 38 | 57.1 71.4 +14.3 30.8 92.3 +61.5
Participant 39 | 42.9 57.1 +14.2 38.5 61.5 +23.0
Participant 40 | 42.9 57.1 +14.2 15.4 69.2 +53.8
Participant 41 | 57.1 85.7 +28.6 46.2 69.2 +23.0
Participant 42 | 28.6 100.0 +71.4 38.5 69.2 +30.7
Participant 43 | 57.1 85.7 +28.6 46.2 61.5 +15.3
Participant44 | 71.4 100.0 +28.6 53.9 100.0 +46.1
Participant 45 | 57.1 85.7 +28.6 38.5 92.3 +53.8
Participant 46 | 71.4 71.4 0 38.5 76.9 +38.4
Mean Score 5402 | 71.7(14. | 17.7 39.8(12.6) | 65.4(17.7) | 25.6(20.4,
(SD)/mean 8.8) 6) (11.6, 30.8)*
difference 23.8)*

(95% CI)

*p<0.001

®Basic concepts were covered by 7 out of the 20 total questions
PAdvanced concepts were covered by 13 out of the 20 total questions
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552  Supplemental Table 4: Pre and Post-test Assessment of participants by Topic Area
553
Respiratory Physiology Respiratory Management

Participants, Pre-test | Post-test | Percent | Pre-test Post-test | Percent
n=46 Score Score (%) | Differenc | Score (%) | Score Differenc

(%) N=10% e (%) N=10% (%) e (%)

N=10% N=10%
Participant 1 20.0 80.0 +60.0 20.0 70.0 +50.0
Participant 2 70.0 90.0 +20.0 40.0 60.0 +20.0
Participant 3 20.0 60.0 +40.0 30.0 40.0 +10.0
Participant 4 40.0 80.0 +40.0 50.0 70.0 +20.0
Participant 5 30.0 30.0 0 60.0 70.0 +10.0
Participant 6 40.0 50.0 +10.0 0.0 60.0 +60.0
Participant 7 30.0 40.0 +10.0 50.0 50.0 0
Participant 8 70.0 60.0 -10.0 40.0 50.0 +10.0
Participant 9 70.0 90.0 +20.0 60.0 60.0 0
Participant 10 | 60.0 90.0 +30.0 60.0 50.0 -10.0
Participant 11 | 30.0 90.0 +40.0 50.0 50.0 0
Participant 12 | 60.0 80.0 +20.0 40.0 40.0 0
Participant 13 | 20.0 50.0 +30.0 30.0 50.0 +20.0
Participant 14 | 30.0 70.0 +40.0 60.0 60.0 0
Participant 15 | 20.0 70.0 +50.0 30.0 80.0 +50.0
Participant 16 | 40.0 50.0 +10.0 50.0 70.0 +20.0
Participant 17 | 60.0 60.0 0 50.0 70.0 +20.0
Participant 18 | 30.0 60.0 +30.0 30.0 60.0 +30.0
Participant 19 | 10.0 40.0 +30.0 50.0 50.0 0
Participant 20 | 40.0 80.0 +40.0 20.0 60.0 +40.0
Participant 21 | 70.0 80.0 +10.0 20.0 50.0 +30.0
Participant 22 | 40.0 80.0 +40.0 50.0 50.0 0
Participant 23 | 30.0 70.0 +40.0 40.0 40.0 0
Participant 24 | 60.0 80.0 +20.0 40.0 60.0 +20.0
Participant 25 | 40.0 70.0 +30.0 50.0 70.0 +20.0
Participant 26 | 40.0 70.0 +30.0 40.0 40.0 0
Participant 27 | 50.0 90.0 +40.0 30.0 50.0 +20.0
Participant 28 | 70.0 80.0 +10.0 60.0 60.0 0
Participant 29 | 50.0 60.0 +10.0 40.0 50.0 +10.0
Participant 30 | 80.0 100.0 +20.0 60.0 90.0 +30.0
Participant 31 | 70.0 100.0 +30.0 30.0 70.0 +40.0
Participant 32 | 90.0 100.0 +10.0 50.0 60.0 +10.0
Participant 33 | 50.0 60.0 +10.0 50.0 50.0 0
Participant 34 | 50.0 60.0 +10.0 20.0 30.0 10.0
Participant 35 | 60.0 80.0 +20.0 30.0 60.0 +30.0
Participant 36 | 40.0 60.0 +20.0 20.0 30.0 +10.0
Participant 37 | 50.0 100.0 +50.0 60.0 100.0 +40.0
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Participant 38 | 30.0 90.0 +60.0 50.0 80.0 +30.0
Participant 39 | 50.0 90.0 +40.0 30.0 30.0 0
Participant 40 | 10.0 70.0 +60.0 40.0 60.0 +20.0
Participant 41 | 40.0 80.0 +40.0 60.0 70.0 +10.0
Participant 42 | 50.0 80.0 +30.0 20.0 80.0 +60.0
Participant 43 | 30.0 90.0 +60.0 70.0 50.0 -20.0
Participant 44 | 60.0 100.0 +40.0 60.0 100.0 +40.0
Participant 45 | 40.0 100.0 +60.0 50.0 80.0 +30.0
Participant 46 | 50.0 90.0 +40.0 40.0 50.0 +10.0
Mean Score 45.5(18. | 75.0(17.9 | 29.6(24. | 42.0(15.1) | 59.3(16. | 17.4(12.0
(SD)/mean 6) ) 1. 35.0)* 4) . 22.8)*
difference

(95% CI)

554  *p<0.001

555  2Both respiratory physiology and respiratory management topics were covered by 10
556 questions each.

557

558

559

560

561
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Examination

1. What is the oxygen saturation threshold below which health care providers
should start low flow oxygen for COVID-19 suspect or confirmed cases? Select

one answer.
a. <98%

b. <94%

c. <90%

d. <85%

2. Please choose the one best answer below. Patients with COVID-19 and severe
ARDS have:

a. low lung compliance

b.  high lung compliance

c. normal lung compliance

d. no lung compliance

3. Please choose the one best answer below. The treatment currently
recommended for severe or critical COVID-19 patients is the following:

~Pao0 o

Hydroxychloroquine

Dexamethasone

Supportive care (respiratory and general care)
a&b

b&c

a&bé&c

4. Please choose the one best answer below. Heated high flow nasal cannula
(HFNC) treatment includes the following elements:

a.
b.
c
d

Low flow rate

Precise oxygen concentration delivery
Back-up respiratory rate

Tidal volume delivery

5. What oxygen flow rate is used for administering low flow oxygen by nasal
cannula? Select one answer.

oo o

35 liters per minute

12 to 15 liters per minute
6 to 10 liters per minute

5 liters per minute or lower
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6. Please choose the one best answer below. The normal pH range of arterial
blood is:

a. 7.15t07.25
b. 7.25t07.35
c. 7.35t07.45
d. 7.45to0 7.55

7. Please choose the one best answer below. Normal tidal volume value for adults
is:

a. 10ml

b. 100 ml
c. 500ml
d. 1,000 ml

8. Please choose the one best answer below. Lungs that are not compliant are:

a. Harder to expand and easier to recoil
b. Easier to expand and easier to recoll
c. Harder to expand and harder to recoil
d. Easier to expand and harder to recoll
9. Please choose the one best answer below. The Henderson-Hassebach equation
for ‘compensation’ is pH ~ % . Another way to think of this equation at the
bedside is:
a pH ~ Kldﬂ
Lyng

b. pH - L'wer

Kidney
c. pH ~—224

ch'lney
d pH - Liver

Heart

10. Please choose the one best answer below. The lungs eliminate acid by:

a. Reabsorbing HCO3;-
b. Exhaling CO,

c. Exhaling H*

d. Excreting H*

11. Please choose the one best answer below. Continuous positive airway
pressure (CPAP) treatment includes the following:

a. Inspiratory positive airway pressure
b. Expiratory positive airway pressure
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650 Cc. Precise oxygen concentration delivery

651 d. Back-up respiratory rate

652

653 12. Please choose the one best answer. The normal pH range of carbon dioxide
654 (COy) in arterial blood is:

655
656 a. 35to45mm Hg
657 b. 45to 55 mm Hg
658 C€. 551065 mm Hg
659 d. 65to 75 mm Hg
660

661 13. Please choose the one best answer below. When pH is low, the lungs

662 respond by:

663

664 a. Slowing minute ventilation

665 b. Decreasing respiratory rate

666 €. Decreasing the size of each breath

667 d. Increasing tidal volume of each breath

668

669 14. Please choose the one best answer below. The mathematical equation for
670 complianceis:

671
672 a. ¢/
673 b. V/p
674 ¢ Py
675 d P/
676

677 15. Please choose the one best answer below. A patient’s arterial blood gas is
678 7.29 pH /57 PCO,/29 HCO3-. What is the patient’s primary acid base disorder?
679

680 a. Metabolic acidosis
681 b. Respiratory acidosis
682 c. Metabolic alkalosis
683 d. Respiratory alkalosis
684

685 16. Please choose the one best answer below. A patient’s arterial blood gas is
686 7.19 pH/20 PCO, /12 HCOs-, and the electrolytes are Na* 139, Cl- 117, HCOs- 15.
687 What is the patient’s anion gap?

688

689 a. 5 mEg/L
690 b. 10 mEqg/L
691 c. 7 mEqg/L
692 d. 12mEg/L
693
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694 17. Please choose the one severity classification of the patient. A 37 year old
695 woman with temperature 40.2 C, cough, respiratory rate of 33 breaths/min, no
696 chest retractions, and oxygen saturation of 91% in room air.

697

698 a. Mild COVID-19

699 b. Moderate COVID-19
700 C Severe COVID-19
700 d Critical COVID-19

702
703  18. Please choose the one best answer below. Intrapleural pressure is:
704

705 a. Positive pressure between 3 pleural layers
706 b. Positive pressure between 2 pleural layers
707 c. Negative pressure between 3 pleural layers
708 d. Negative pressure between 2 pleural layers
709

710

711 19. Below are examples of pulse oximeter waveforms. Please select which
712 waveform(s) indicate a quality oxygen saturation measurement. Select one
713  answer.

714

715 a.
716

717 b.
718

719 C.
720

m o WAL

722

723 e. a&d
724 f. b&d
725 . a&c
726

727  20. Please choose the one severity classification of the patient. A 65 year old
728 man with temperature 40.2 C, cough, difficulty breathing, respiratory rate of 44
729 breaths/min, nasal flaring, neck and chest retractions, and oxygen saturation of
730 96% in room air.

731

732 a. Mild COVID-19
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733 b. Moderate COVID-19
734 c¢. Severe COVID-19
735 d. Critical COVID-19
736
737
738
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