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Abstract  

Objectives: Persistent critical illness (PerCI, ≥10 days in Intensive Care Unit [ICU]) is defined 

as the time from ICU admission when patients’ antecedent characteristics define their mortality 

rather than the admission aetiology. Patients with frailty and without COVID-19 have a higher 

risk of developing and dying from PerCI. We aimed to investigate the impact of frailty on 

critically ill patients with COVID-19 experiencing PerCI. 

Methods: We conducted a retrospective multicentre cohort study including 103 Australian and 

New Zealand ICUs over two years, investigating the impact of frailty, measured with Clinical 

Frailty Scale (CFS), in patients with COVID-19, between patients with and without PerCI. 

Results: The prevalence of PerCI was similar between patients with and without frailty (25.4% 

vs. 27.9%; p=0.44). Hospital mortality was higher in patients with PerCI than without (28.8% 

vs. 9.3%; p<0.001), with mortality rising with increasing CFS (p<0.001). Frailty independently 

predicted hospital mortality, but when adjusted for ANZROD and sex, its impact was no 

different in patients with and without PerCI (odds ratio [OR]=1.30 [95%-CI: 1.14-1.49] vs. 

OR=1.46 [95%-CI: 1.29-1.64]). 

Conclusions: The presence of frailty independently predicted hospital mortality in patients 

with PerCI, but frailty did not have a different impact on patients with and without PerCI. 

 

 

 

 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 18, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.17.23292714doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.17.23292714


Keywords 

 Intensive Care Unit 

 Persistent Critical Illness 

 COVID-19 

 Frailty 

 Mortality 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 18, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.17.23292714doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.17.23292714


List of Abbreviations: 

ANZ – Australia and New Zealand 
ANZICS - Australia and New Zealand Intensive Care Society  
ANZROD - Australia and New Zealand risk of death 
APACHE - Acute Physiology and Chronic Health Evaluation 
APD - Adult Patient Database 
AUROC - area under the receiver operating characteristic 
COPD - chronic obstructive pulmonary disease 
COVID-19 – coronavirus disease 2019 
CFS - Clinical Frailty Scale  
HR - hazard ratio 
ICU - intensive care unit  
IQR - interquartile range  
LOS - length of stay 
MI – myocardial infarction 
n - number  
OR - odds ratio 
PerCI - persistent critical illness 
RRT - renal replacement therapy 
SD - standard deviation  
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Introduction 

With an improved understanding of critical illness and the advent of new technologies, an 

increasing proportion of patients survive initial insult, only to require various supports 

necessitating intensive care for a prolonged period. In recent years, efforts have been made to 

better characterise critically ill patients requiring prolonged intensive care unit (ICU) 

admissions, to better understand the underlying causative factors, as well as outcomes, of this 

patient group. [1-4] 

Persistent Critical Illness (PerCI) is a novel domain in ICU gaining clinical significance 

rapidly. PerCI is the point in a patient’s ICU admission in which the outcome is no longer 

driven by the aetiology of the admission but by the new array of complications they have 

suffered from a prolonged ICU stay. The driving factors, rather than the primary pathology, 

become the antecedent characteristics of the patient.[5,6] These antecedent characteristics are 

generally identified to be patient demographics, underlying comorbidities, prior living 

circumstances, and chronic factors from acute illness severity scores. Numerous large 

observational studies have been performed in multiple countries and have identified this point 

tends to occur between day 5 and day 22 (day 10 in Australian, New Zealand and North 

American populations, day 11 in UK population). [7-11] Approximately 5% to 35% of patients 

admitted to ICU develop PerCI. [7-11] Such patients generally have relatively poor clinical 

outcomes (mortality, longer hospitalisation) and functional outcomes (functional dependence, 

disability, and quality of life).[7,8,12,13]  

Within the field of critical care, there is growing awareness of the frailty syndrome, a complex 

state of reduced physiologic reserve that is associated with but not necessarily present with 

senescence. [14] Previous studies have investigated the impact of frailty on critically ill 

patients, identifying both increased risk of mortality, and increased likelihood of discharge to 
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a residential aged care facility.[15-19] A recent study identified that there was an increased 

likelihood of both developing and dying from PerCI in patients with frailty. [20] Patients with 

higher degrees of frailty have near double the risk of developing PerCI when compared with 

their less frail counterparts.[20] Furthermore, there is a progressive increase in mortality in 

patients with frailty throughout their ICU admission.[20] 

Critically ill patients with COVID-19 frequently suffer from multiorgan failure and have 

prolonged ICU stays (mean duration of 10.8 days,[21] twice that of severe community-acquired 

pneumonia).[22] The impact of frailty on mortality in this group is unclear, as previous 

observational studies have demonstrated  a mixed picture.[23,24] 

Currently, there are no published studies from Australia or New Zealand that explore PerCI in 

patients with COVID-19. Given the continued prevalence of the COVID-19 pandemic with an 

ongoing need for intensive care resources, a better understanding of the outcomes in patients 

with frailty with COVID-19 that develop PerCI is needed. In this study, we aim to examine the 

impact of frailty on critically ill patients with COVID-19 experiencing PerCI.  
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Methods 

Ethics approval:  

The study was approved by the Alfred Hospital Ethics Committee (Project No: 176/21). Access 

to ANZICS Adult Patient Database was granted by the ANZICS Centre for Outcome and 

Resource Evaluation Management Committee following standing protocols. 

Study Design and Setting:  

This was a retrospective multicentre cohort study, analysing the Australian and New Zealand 

Intensive Care Society (ANZICS) Adult Patient Database (APD) between 1st January 2020 to 

31st December 2021.  

Patient Identification:  

All consecutive critically ill adult patients (age ≥16 years) with COVID-19 with documented 

clinical frailty scale (CFS) score and admitted to Australian and New Zealand ICUs with an 

Acute Physiology and Chronic Health Evaluation (APACHE) III-j admission diagnostic codes 

for viral pneumonia or acute respiratory distress syndrome (ARDS) were included. Patients 

with COVID-19 were identified using the ANZICS modification of the APACHE IV 

diagnostic system which codes the primary cause of ICU admission (Supplementary Table 1). 

Readmission episodes during the same hospitalisation and admissions for palliative care or 

potential organ donation were also excluded.  

ANZICS-APD:  

The ANZICS-APD contains routine quality assurance and benchmarking data collected by 

ANZICS CORE. This database includes de-identified patient data from more than 97% of 
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Australian and more than 65% of New Zealand ICUs, including admission diagnosis, chronic 

health status, and physiological and biochemical variables within the first 24 hours of 

admission. The definitions of each condition are described in the ANZICS-APD data 

dictionary.[25] 

Definitions:  

For this study, we defined PerCI as patients with ICU length of stay of 10 days and longer.  

Frailty assessment:  

Frailty was identified using the Canadian Study of Health and Aging Clinical Frailty Scale 

(CFS). This nine-point tool quantifies frailty based on the deficit accumulation approach.[26] 

This scale ranges from CFS=1 (very fit), 2 (well), 3 (managing well), 4 (vulnerable), 5 (mildly 

frail), 6 (moderately frail), 7 (severely frail), 8 (very severely frail) to 9 (terminally ill). The 

CFS has been validated amongst critically ill patients [16,27] with good inter-rater reliability, 

[27,28] and has been correlated with the other frailty scales. [29,30] In the ANZICS-APD, the 

CFS is modified to eight categories without a CFS of 9 (terminally ill). [31] The CFS 

represented the patient’s status in the two months preceding ICU admission. [31] For this study, 

we further grouped CFS scores according to four groups, CFS-1-2, CFS-3-4, CFS-5-6, and 

CFS-7-8 as reported in a recent study. [20]    

Exposure and confounding variables:  

The exposure variable was frailty status based on CFS categories in patients with and without 

PerCI. The confounding variables were illness severity (measured with ANZROD), and sex. 
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Study outcomes:  

We aimed to investigate whether the impact of frailty in COVID-19 patients differed in those 

with and without PerCI. The primary outcome was hospital mortality. Secondary outcomes 

included ICU mortality, ICU and hospital length of stays, resource burden (ICU Bed days and 

Hospital Bed days used), and discharge destination.  

Statistical Analysis:  

Normality was assessed in continuous data by employing the Shapiro-Wilk test. The group 

comparisons between patients with and without PerCI were made using chi-square tests for 

proportions, student t-tests for normally distributed data and Mann-Whitney U or Kruskal-

Wallis tests for non-parametric data depending on the numbers of categories examined. 

Categorical data are reported as frequencies (%). Normally distributed data were reported using 

the mean (standard deviation [SD]) and non-parametric data were reported as medians 

(interquartile range [IQR]). Illness severity was determined using ANZROD, a highly 

discriminatory, locally derived, and well-calibrated mortality prediction model used for 

benchmarking ICU performance in ANZ which combines age, chronic illnesses, acute 

physiological disturbance, and diagnosis.[31,32] The association of CFS with hospital 

mortality in the PerCI and non-PerCI groups was investigated using multivariable logistic 

regression, for frail and non-frail patients, and the results reported as odds ratio (OR) and 95% 

confidence interval (CI). Kaplan-Meier survival curves were performed based on frailty status, 

both dichotomized and based on categories. Model discrimination was assessed using the area 

under the receiver operating characteristic (AUROC) plots with a comparison between models 
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assessed using chi-square tests.[33]  Analyses were performed using SPSS software (version 

27), and a two-sided p-value of <0.05 was used to indicate statistical significance. 
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Results 

Patient Characteristics 

A total of 3722 patients with COVID-19 were admitted to 103 Australian and New 

Zealand ICUs during the study period with admission diagnoses of either viral pneumonia or 

ARDS reported to the ANZICS-APD. Of these, 3064 with a documented CFS were included 

in the final analysis (Supplementary Figure 1). The comparison of those with and without CFS 

values is summarised in Supplementary Table 2. Although there were some group differences, 

there were no differences in the illness severity scores between the two groups.  

Baseline characteristics are presented in Table 1. Patients with PerCI were older 

(median [IQR] 59.6 [48.9-69.1] vs.  55.8 [42.0-68.1]; p<0.001) and more frequently male 

(66.0% vs. 59.5%; p=0.001), when compared with those without PerCI. Patients with PerCI 

were more likely to be transferred from another ICU (24.6% vs. 7.5%; p<0.001) than those 

without PerCI. Patients with PerCI less frequently had chronic comorbidities such as 

respiratory and cardiovascular conditions, or obesity, but more commonly had diabetes 

mellitus and delirium, than patients without PerCI. There was no difference in median [IQR] 

CFS or illness severity scores between the two groups. Patients that developed PerCI less 

frequently had treatment limitations at ICU admission (4.4% vs. 9.5%; p<0.001) than those 

without PerCI. More patients with PerCI needed ICU organ supports for mechanical and non-

invasive ventilation, tracheostomies, and vasoactive, ECMO and renal replacement therapies 

than patients without PerCI. ICU discharge delay was longer in patients with PerCI, and the 

median (IQR) was lower than 6 hours in both groups (4.0 [2.0-7.3] vs. 4.7 [2.2-8.8]; p<0.001). 

Further categorisation by CFS categories is provided in Supplementary Tables 3a and 3b. 
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Primary Outcome 

 Overall hospital mortality was higher in patients with PerCI (28.8% [239/847] vs. 9.3% 

[202/2,217]; p<0.001) than those without PerCI. Higher hospital mortality was observed in 

PerCI patients compared to those without PerCI at equivalent frailty categorical levels 

(p<0.001; Figure 1). The Kaplan-Meier survival curve categorised based on PerCI and frailty 

status is illustrated in Figure 2. After adjusting for baseline illness severity (ANZROD) and 

sex, frailty independently predicted hospital mortality, but the impact of frailty, adjusted for 

ANZROD and sex, was no different in patients with and without PerCI (Figure 1, 

Supplementary Table 4). This finding was also confirmed in a sensitivity analysis conducted 

using the CFS as a continuous variable (OR=1.30 [95%-CI: 1.14-1.49] vs. OR=1.46 [95%-CI: 

1.29-1.64]) (Supplementary Table 4).  

 Frailty alone as a predictor of mortality showed only moderate discrimination in 

differentiating survivors from those who died. This effect was lower in patients with PerCI 

(AUROC 0.61 vs 0.76; p<0.001). Furthermore, the relationship between frailty and mortality 

in those with and without PerCI, before (AUROC 0.61 vs 0.76; p<0.001) and after adjusting 

for ANZROD and male sex (AUROC 0.70 vs 0.89; p<0.001) demonstrated that the mortality 

prediction was inferior in patients with PerCI (Supplementary Figure 2).  

Secondary Outcomes  

The overall unadjusted ICU mortality rate was higher for patients with PerCI (25.6% 

vs. 5.9%; p<0.001), compared to patients without PerCI (Table 2). Patients with PerCI had a 

longer median length of stay in ICU than patients without PerCI (16.8 [IQR 12.7-25.7] vs. 5.0 

[IQR 2.1-10.9] days; p<0.001; Table 2, Supplementary Figure 3). The median hospital length 

of stay was longer for patients with PerCI (25.1 [IQR 18.7-38.7] vs. 9.6 [IQR 6.0-14.9] days; 
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p<0.001) than those without PerCI. Patients with frailty accounted for <10% of all ICU and 

hospital bed days, compared with patients without frailty (Figure 3). Overall, the patients with 

PerCI were less likely to be discharged home, when compared to patients without PerCI 

(p<0.001). The ICU readmissions and discharge to nursing homes were no different for both 

groups. 
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Discussion 

 In this multicentre retrospective observational study that investigated patients with and 

without PerCI, admitted to ICU in Australia and New Zealand, we hypothesized that the 

presence of frailty would impact patient outcomes. Although patients with PerCI were younger, 

had fewer comorbidities and were less likely to have treatment limitations at ICU admission, 

there was no difference in the frailty status between the two groups. Hospital mortality was 

higher in patients with PerCI, but the impact of frailty was similar in patients with and without 

PerCI. Finally, frailty independently predicted hospital mortality in both patients with and 

without PerCI.  

Comparison to Published Literature 

 Although vaccination may have minimized the severity and mortality of the disease, 

many patients are still affected by the consequences of COVID-19 and develop PerCI. 

Although some studies have investigated the outcomes of patients either chronically or 

persistently critically ill with COVID-19, [34-37] there has been no exploration to date 

investigating the interplay between frailty and PerCI in COVID-19. A large study early in the 

pandemic found that almost half of all patients with COVID-19 admitted to critical care 

developed PerCI, with high resource use in critical care and beyond. [37] However, patients 

who developed PerCI were not associated with an increase in overall mortality when compared 

with patients that did not develop PerCI. [37] Mortality was analysed at 1 year, potentially 

accounting for this difference in outcomes. [37]  

A recent study from Australia and New Zealand that explored the impact of frailty on 

patients without COVID-19 with PerCI, found that frailty resulted in an increased risk in 

hospital mortality. [20] Additionally the authors observed that frailty acted as a negative 
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prognostic factor, with an increased risk of death over time throughout their hospital stay. [20] 

In contrast, our study found that hospital mortality increased with increasing frailty, but most 

patients with frailty with COVID-19 died early, frailty thereby losing predictive potency over 

time. Our study also found that patients with frailty accounted for a very small fraction of the 

ICU bed days. This is in keeping with previous studies that had observed similar 

findings.[23,24,38] Although resource constraints could be speculated for the shorter ICU stay 

in patients with frailty, a recent study from Australia and New Zealand found that patients were 

treated on merit and there was no difference in care between patients with and without COVID-

19. [38] Additionally, the heterogeneity of the COVID-19 disease with varying rates of disease 

outcomes over the course of the pandemic could have played a role. [39] 

Previous studies identified that developing PerCI substantially reduced the chances of 

discharge directly home from the hospital.[7] This was consistent with our findings, where 

increasing degrees of frailty resulted in an incrementally reduced chance of discharge home, in 

patients who developed PerCI, as well as those that did not. A recent study found that ‘long-

COVID’ frequented in patients with severe COVID-19 and those with prolonged hospital stay. 

[40] Although PerCI describes a statistical outcome representative of prolonged disease state, 

we can contemplate that many of the consequences of PerCI can persist in the longer term 

(‘long-COVID’), [41] and potentially affect the cardiovascular, musculoskeletal, and 

neurologic systems.[41-43]  

Study Implications  

It is known that patients admitted to ICU that develop PerCI have higher hospital 

mortality than those that do not develop PerCI, and this holds true in the novel disease process 

that is COVID-19. However, although frailty represents an independent predictor of hospital 

mortality, its impact is not distinctly different when contrasting patients with and without 
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PerCI. Therefore, cautious, individualized, evidence-informed patient-centred care for patients 

with frailty and critical COVID-19 is essential. Conversations about goals of care (including 

advanced care planning, and therapeutic limitations) in the context of severe COVID-19 may 

be essential for those with multiple chronic conditions and greater baseline frailty levels (CFS 

≥4). [44,45] Furthermore, this interplay of frailty and PerCI will better prepare us in caring for 

such patients in the next frontier beyond COVID-19. Future studies should focus on 

investigating the impact of frailty on the long-term outcomes of patients who developed PerCI. 

Strengths and Limitations  

This study spanned numerous ICUs that enrolled patients across Australia and New 

Zealand, encompassing over 80% of patients critically unwell with COVID-19 during the first 

two years of the pandemic. The relatively larger sample of high-quality data increased the 

precision of our estimates. Additionally, we adjusted for appropriate confounders.  

We must acknowledge a few limitations. The retrospective design of this study meant that data 

collection was reliant on existing datasets and medical records. In addition, there is a possibility 

of data coding inaccuracy, and without site-based auditing of diagnostic codes, we cannot be 

certain about the degree of misclassification if any, and what its effects are on our findings. 

Furthermore, as a retrospective registry-based study, it is only possible to highlight associations 

and no causal inferences can be drawn. We did not have any information regarding the number 

of patients that were referred for and denied ICU admission.  In this study, the CFS was adopted 

in the assessment of frailty in ICUs across ANZ. Despite being an attractive tool to distinguish 

the different grades of frailty, the reliability of a single assessment tool may be inadequate, 

especially when it comes to justifying the rationing of medical treatment. Patients with 

COVID-19 admitted to the ICUs with an alternate diagnosis could have been missed. 

Additionally, many of the patients analysed had been transferred from another ICU, meaning 
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that for these patients the true length of their ICU stay could not be determined, as this was not 

defined in the data set. Finally, the Australian and New Zealand healthcare systems have been 

very fortunate with the magnitude of COVID-19 infections at no point exceeding resource 

constraints, therefore the results may not be generalizable in all healthcare systems. 

Conclusion 

This multicentre retrospective observational study of COVID-19 patients admitted to ICU in 

Australia and New Zealand revealed that hospital mortality was higher in patients with PerCI. 

The presence of frailty independently predicted hospital mortality in ICU patients, but the 

impact of frailty was no different in those who developed PerCI when compared to those who 

did not. This relationship between frailty and PerCI will help better cater to patient-centred 

treatment for such patients in the next frontier beyond COVID-19.  
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Table and Figure Legends 

Table 1: Baseline characteristics of patients with and without persistent critical illness with 
COVID-19 pneumonitis. 

Table 2: Unadjusted primary and secondary outcomes between patients with and without 
persistent critical illness, for the whole population and stratified by clinical frailty scale 
(CFS). 

Figure 1: Hospital mortality according to Clinical Frailty Scale (CFS) score for all patients 
with (red lines) with and without (black lines) persistent critical illness. The top panel is 
unadjusted for hospital mortality, while the bottom panel is adjusted for ANZROD and sex. 

Figure 2: Kaplan Meier Survival Curve, stratified by CFS: the top figure is dichotomised 
based on non-frail and frail; the bottom figure is categorised (CFS 1-2, CFS 3-4, CFS 5-6 and 
CFS 7-8). 

Figure 3: Total ICU bed days occupied stratified by CFS categories demonstrating that 
>90% of ICU bed-days for patients with PerCI were occupied by non-frail patients (CFS 
categories 1-2 and 3-4; p<0.001).  

Supplementary Table 1: Diagnostic codes and subcodes for patients included in the study 
between January 2020 and December 2021. 

Supplementary Table 2: Missing data comparison for patients with and without the CFS 
scores. 

Supplementary Table 3a: Baseline characteristics of patients with and without Persistent 
critical illness (PerCI), for clinical frailty scale (CFS) categories CFS-1-2 and CFS-3-4. 

Supplementary Table 3b: Baseline characteristics of patients with and without Persistent 
critical illness (PerCI), for clinical frailty scale (CFS) categories CFS-5-6 and CFS-7-8. 

Supplementary Table 4: Adjusted odds of hospital mortality in patients with and without 
persistent critical illness.  

Supplementary Figure 1: Flow diagram demonstrating patient inclusion. 

Supplementary Figure 2: Persistent Critical Illness (PerCI) predicting hospital mortality 
using unadjusted and adjusted (CFS adjusted for ANZROD and male sex) using AUROC 
(95%CI). Clinical Frailty Scale (CFS) is treated as a continuous variable. 

Supplementary Figure 3: Proportion of patients with ICU length of stays and those who died 
in hospital, based on CFS categories. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 18, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.17.23292714doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.17.23292714


References 
 
[1]. Carson SS, Bach PB. The epidemiology and costs of chronic critical illness. Crit Care 

Clin 2002;18(3):461-76. (In eng). DOI: 10.1016/s0749-0704(02)00015-5. 
[2]. Laupland KB, Ramanan M, Shekar K, Edwards F, Clement P, Tabah A. Long-term 

outcome of prolonged critical illness: A multicentered study in North Brisbane, 
Australia. PLoS One 2021;16(4):e0249840. (In eng). DOI: 
10.1371/journal.pone.0249840. 

[3]. Minton C, Batten L, Best A. The long-term ICU patient: Which definition? J Clin 
Nurs 2023 (In eng). DOI: 10.1111/jocn.16078. 

[4]. Nelson JE, Cox CE, Hope AA, Carson SS. Chronic critical illness. Am J Respir Crit 
Care Med 2010;182(4):446-54. (In eng). DOI: 10.1164/rccm.201002-0210CI. 

[5]. Iwashyna TJ, Hodgson CL, Pilcher D, Bailey M, Bellomo R. Persistent critical illness 
characterised by Australian and New Zealand ICU clinicians. Crit Care Resusc 
2015;17(3):153-8. (In eng). 

[6]. Iwashyna TJ, Hodgson CL, Pilcher D, et al. Towards defining persistent critical 
illness and other varieties of chronic critical illness. Crit Care Resusc 2015;17(3):215-
8. (In eng). 

[7]. Iwashyna TJ, Hodgson CL, Pilcher D, et al. Timing of onset and burden of persistent 
critical illness in Australia and New Zealand: a retrospective, population-based, 
observational study. Lancet Respir Med 2016;4(7):566-573. (In eng). DOI: 
10.1016/s2213-2600(16)30098-4. 

[8]. Bagshaw SM, Stelfox HT, Iwashyna TJ, Bellomo R, Zuege D, Wang X. Timing of 
onset of persistent critical illness: a multi-centre retrospective cohort study. Intensive 
Care Med 2018;44(12):2134-2144. (In eng). DOI: 10.1007/s00134-018-5440-1. 

[9]. Harrison DA, Creagh-Brown BC, Rowan KM. Timing and burden of persistent 
critical illness in UK intensive care units: An observational cohort study. Journal of 
the Intensive Care Society;0(0):17511437211047180. DOI: 
10.1177/17511437211047180. 

[10]. Kerckhoffs MC, Brinkman S, de Keizer N, et al. The performance of acute versus 
antecedent patient characteristics for 1-year mortality prediction during intensive care 
unit admission: a national cohort study. Crit Care 2020;24(1):330. (In eng). DOI: 
10.1186/s13054-020-03017-y. 

[11]. Shaw M, Viglianti EM, McPeake J, et al. Timing of Onset, Burden, and Postdischarge 
Mortality of Persistent Critical Illness in Scotland, 2005-2014: A Retrospective, 
Population-Based, Observational Study. Crit Care Explor 2020;2(4):e0102. (In eng). 
DOI: 10.1097/cce.0000000000000102. 

[12]. Darvall JN, Boonstra T, Norman J, et al. Persistent critical illness: baseline 
characteristics, intensive care course, and cause of death. Crit Care Resusc 
2019;21(2):110-118. (In eng). 

[13]. Jeffcote T, Foong M, Gold G, et al. Patient characteristics, ICU-specific supports, 
complications, and outcomes of persistent critical illness. J Crit Care 2019;54:250-
255. (In eng). DOI: 10.1016/j.jcrc.2019.08.023. 

[14]. De Biasio JC, Mittel AM, Mueller AL, Ferrante LE, Kim DH, Shaefi S. Frailty in 
Critical Care Medicine: A Review. Anesth Analg 2020;130(6):1462-1473. (In eng). 
DOI: 10.1213/ane.0000000000004665. 

[15]. Darvall JN, Bellomo R, Paul E, et al. Routine Frailty Screening in Critical Illness: A 
Population-Based Cohort Study in Australia and New Zealand. Chest 
2021;160(4):1292-1303. (In eng). DOI: 10.1016/j.chest.2021.05.049. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 18, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.17.23292714doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.17.23292714


[16]. Darvall JN, Bellomo R, Paul E, et al. Frailty in very old critically ill patients in 
Australia and New Zealand: a population-based cohort study. Med J Aust 
2019;211(7):318-323. DOI: 10.5694/mja2.50329. 

[17]. Muscedere J, Waters B, Varambally A, et al. The impact of frailty on intensive care 
unit outcomes: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Intensive Care Med 
2017;43(8):1105-1122. (In eng). DOI: 10.1007/s00134-017-4867-0. 

[18]. Okahara S, Subramaniam A, Darvall JN, Ueno R, Bailey M, Pilcher DV. The 
Relationship between Frailty and Mechanical Ventilation: A Population-based Cohort 
Study. Ann Am Thorac Soc 2022;19(2):264-271. (In eng). DOI: 
10.1513/AnnalsATS.202102-178OC. 

[19].    Hill A, Fowler RA, Wunsch H, Pinto R, Scales DC. Frailty and long-term outcomes 
following critical illness: A population-level cohort study. J Crit Care 2021;62:94-
100. DOI:10.1016/j.jcrc.2020.11.021 

[20]. Darvall JN, Bellomo R, Bailey M, Young PJ, Rockwood K, Pilcher D. Impact of 
frailty on persistent critical illness: a population-based cohort study. Intensive Care 
Med 2022;48(3):343-351. (In eng). DOI: 10.1007/s00134-022-06617-0. 

[21]. Tan E, Song J, Deane AM, Plummer MP. Global Impact of Coronavirus Disease 2019 
Infection Requiring Admission to the ICU: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. 
Chest 2021;159(2):524-536. (In eng). DOI: 10.1016/j.chest.2020.10.014. 

[22]. Woodhead M, Welch CA, Harrison DA, Bellingan G, Ayres JG. Community-acquired 
pneumonia on the intensive care unit: secondary analysis of 17,869 cases in the 
ICNARC Case Mix Programme Database. Crit Care 2006;10 Suppl 2(Suppl 2):S1. (In 
eng). DOI: 10.1186/cc4927. 

[23]. Subramaniam A, Anstey C, Curtis JR, et al. Characteristics and Outcomes of Patients 
With Frailty Admitted to ICU With Coronavirus Disease 2019: An Individual Patient 
Data Meta-Analysis. Crit Care Explor 2022;4(1):e0616. (In eng). DOI: 
10.1097/cce.0000000000000616. 

[24]. Subramaniam A, Shekar K, Afroz A, et al. Frailty and mortality associations in 
patients with COVID-19: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Intern Med J 
2022;52(5):724-739. (In eng). DOI: 10.1111/imj.15698. 

[25]. ANZICS Centre for Outcome and Resource Evaluation (CORE). Adult Patient 
Database Data Dictionary, https://www.anzics.com.au/wp-
content/uploads/2021/03/ANZICS-APD-Data-Dictionary.pdf; 2021 [accessed 08 June 
2023] 

[26]. Rockwood K, Song X, MacKnight C, et al. A global clinical measure of fitness and 
frailty in elderly people. CMAJ 2005;173(5):489-95. DOI: 10.1503/cmaj.050051. 

[27]. Bagshaw SM, Stelfox HT, McDermid RC, et al. Association between frailty and 
short- and long-term outcomes among critically ill patients: a multicentre prospective 
cohort study. CMAJ 2014;186(2):E95-102. DOI: 10.1503/cmaj.130639. 

[28]. Bagshaw SM, Stelfox HT, Johnson JA, et al. Long-term association between frailty 
and health-related quality of life among survivors of critical illness: a prospective 
multicenter cohort study. Crit Care Med 2015;43(5):973-82. DOI: 
10.1097/CCM.0000000000000860. 

[29]. Tipping CJ, Hodgson CL, Harrold M, Chan T, Holland AE. Frailty in Patients With 
Trauma Who Are Critically Ill: A Prospective Observational Study to Determine 
Feasibility, Concordance, and Construct and Predictive Validity of 2 Frailty 
Measures. Phys Ther 2019;99(8):1089-1097. DOI: 10.1093/ptj/pzz057. 

[30]. Darvall JN, Greentree K, Braat MS, Story DA, Lim WK. Contributors to frailty in 
critical illness: Multi-dimensional analysis of the Clinical Frailty Scale. J Crit Care 
2019;52:193-199. DOI: 10.1016/j.jcrc.2019.04.032. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 18, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.17.23292714doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.17.23292714


[31]. Paul E, Bailey M, Kasza J, Pilcher D. The ANZROD model: better benchmarking of 
ICU outcomes and detection of outliers. Crit Care Resusc 2016;18(1):25-36. (In eng). 

[32]. Pilcher D, Paul E, Bailey M, Huckson S. The Australian and New Zealand Risk of 
Death (ANZROD) model: getting mortality prediction right for intensive care units. 
Crit Care Resusc 2014;16(1):3-4. (In eng). 

[33]. DeLong ER, DeLong DM, Clarke-Pearson DL. Comparing the areas under two or 
more correlated receiver operating characteristic curves: a nonparametric approach. 
Biometrics 1988;44(3):837-45. (In eng). 

[34]. Roedl K, Jarczak D, Boenisch O, et al. Chronic Critical Illness in Patients with 
COVID-19: Characteristics and Outcome of Prolonged Intensive Care Therapy. J Clin 
Med 2022;11(4) (In eng). DOI: 10.3390/jcm11041049. 

[35]. Parotto M, Myatra SN, Munblit D, Elhazmi A, Ranzani OT, Herridge MS. Recovery 
after prolonged ICU treatment in patients with COVID-19. Lancet Respir Med 
2021;9(8):812-814. (In eng). DOI: 10.1016/s2213-2600(21)00318-0. 

[36]. Hassenpflug MS, Jun D, Nelson DR, Dolinay T. Post-COVID recovery: 
characteristics of chronically critically ill patients admitted to a long-term acute care 
hospital. F1000Res 2020;9:1241. (In eng). DOI: 10.12688/f1000research.26989.2. 

[37]. Blayney MC, Stewart NI, Kaye CT, et al. Prevalence, characteristics, and longer-term 
outcomes of patients with persistent critical illness attributable to COVID-19 in 
Scotland: a national cohort study. Br J Anaesth 2022;128(6):980-989. (In eng). DOI: 
10.1016/j.bja.2022.03.017. 

[38]. Subramaniam A, Shekar K, Anstey C, Tiruvoipati R, Pilcher D. Impact of frailty on 
clinical outcomes in patients with and without COVID-19 pneumonitis admitted to 
intensive care units in Australia and New Zealand: a retrospective registry data 
analysis. Crit Care 2022;26(1):301. DOI: 10.1186/s13054-022-04177-9. 

[39]. Variation in the COVID-19 infection-fatality ratio by age, time, and geography during 
the pre-vaccine era: a systematic analysis. Lancet 2022;399(10334):1469-1488. (In 
eng). DOI: 10.1016/s0140-6736(21)02867-1. 

[40]. Yaksi N, Teker AG, Imre A. Long COVID in Hospitalized COVID-19 Patients: A 
Retrospective Cohort Study. Iran J Public Health 2022;51(1):88-95. (In eng). DOI: 
10.18502/ijph.v51i1.8297. 

[41]. Crook H, Raza S, Nowell J, Young M, Edison P. Long covid-mechanisms, risk 
factors, and management. Bmj 2021;374:n1648. (In eng). DOI: 10.1136/bmj.n1648. 

[42]. Huang L, Yao Q, Gu X, et al. 1-year outcomes in hospital survivors with COVID-19: 
a longitudinal cohort study. Lancet 2021;398(10302):747-758. (In eng). DOI: 
10.1016/s0140-6736(21)01755-4. 

[43]. Peñuelas O, Del Campo-Albendea L, de Aledo ALG, et al. Long-term survival of 
mechanically ventilated patients with severe COVID-19: an observational cohort 
study. Ann Intensive Care 2021;11(1):143. (In eng). DOI: 10.1186/s13613-021-
00929-y. 

[44]. Subramaniam A, Tiruvoipati R, Pilcher D, Bailey M. Treatment limitations and 
clinical outcomes in critically ill frail patients with and without COVID-19 
pneumonitis. J Am Geriatr Soc 2023;71(1):145-156. DOI: 10.1111/jgs.18044. 

[45]. Taniguchi LU, Avelino-Silva TJ, Dias MB, Jacob-Filho W, Aliberti MJR. Association 
of Frailty, Organ Support, and Long-Term Survival in Critically Ill Patients With 
COVID-19. Crit Care Explor 2022;4(6):e0712. (In eng). DOI: 
10.1097/cce.0000000000000712. 

 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 18, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.17.23292714doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.17.23292714


Table 1: Baseline characteristics of patients with and without persistent critical illness 
with COVID-19 pneumonitis.  

Variable 

Patients 
without 

Persistent 
Critical illness  

(n=2217) 

Patients with 
Persistent Critical 

illness 
(n=847) 

p-value 

Frailty status, n (%) 
CFS - Frailty score (median [IQR]) 3 (2, 4) 3 (2, 3) 0.29 
- CFS-1-2 835 (37.7%) 288 (34.0%) 

0.06 
- CFS-3-4 1109 (50.0%) 466 (55.0%) 
- CFS-5-6 219 (9.9%) 80 (9.4%) 
- CFS-7-8 54 (2.2%) 13 (1.5%) 
Male sex, n (%) 1320 (59.5%) 559 (66.0%) 0.001 
Indigenous status, n (%) 61 (2.8%) 46 (5.4%) 0.50 
Age, (years), median (IQR) 55.8 (42.0, 68.1) 59.6 (48.9, 69.1) <0.001 
Admission source, n (%)   
- Home 1891 (85.3%) 582 (68.7%) 

<0.001 

- Other acute hospital 192 (8.7%) 88 (4.6%) 
- Nursing home or chronic care 12 (0.5%) 3 (0.4%) 
- Other hospital ICU 94 (4.2%) 212 (25.0%) 
- Rehabilitation 3 (0.1%) 0 (0) 
- Missing 25 (1.1%) 11 (1.3%) 
ICU admission source, n (%) 
- Emergency Department (ED) 937 (42.3%) 254 (30.0%) 

<0.001 
- Ward 1103 (49.8%) 380 (44.9%) 
- Other hospital (ED and ICU) 156 (7.5%) 209 (24.6%) 
- Operating Theatre / Recovery 1 (0.0%) 0 (0) 
- Direct admit 10 (0.5%) 4 (0.5%) 
Documented co-morbidities, n (%) 
- Chronic respiratory condition 163 (7.4%) 37 (4.4%) 0.003 
- Chronic cardiovascular condition 149 (6.7%) 30 (3.5%) <0.001 
- Chronic renal failure 61 (2.8%) 13 (1.5%) 0.05 
- Chronic liver disease 14 (0.6%) 7 (0.8%) 0.56 
- Diabetes mellitus  632 (29.6%) 279 (34.4%) 0.013 
- Immune suppressive therapy 100 (4.5%) 42 (5.0%) 0.60 
- Lymphoma 8 (0.4%) 5 (0.6%) 0.38 
- Leukaemia 18 (0.8%) 8 (0.9%) 0.72 
- Metastatic cancer 20 (0.9%) 4 (0.9%) 0.23 
- Obese (BMI ≥ 30 kg.m-2) 984 (44.4%) 300 (35.4%) <0.001 
Organ failure scores   
- APACHE III (mean [SD]) 47.5 (19.8) 56.6 (18.8) 0.10 
- ANZROD (%) (mean [SD]) 9.0 (12.5) 11.0 (11.4) 0.93 
Miscellaneous    
Delirium in ICU 89 (4.0%) 170 (20.1%) <0.001 
Pregnancy status 62 (2.8%) 10 (1.2%) <0.001 
Pre-ICU (days) (median (IQR)) 14.1 (4.8, 58.6) 8.0 (0.61, 52.1) <0.001 
ICU Discharge delay, (median (IQR)) 4.0 (2.0, 7.3) 4.7 (2.2, 8.8) <0.001 
ICU admission post MET call 823 (37.4%) 282 (33.7%) 0.06 
Treatment limitations at ICU admission 210 (9.5%) 37 (4.4%) <0.001 
Cardiac arrest, n (%) 5 (0.2%) 1 (0.1%) 0.08 
ICU Supports 
Mechanical ventilation (MV), n (%)  584 (26.7%) 722 (85.5%) <0.001 
Non-invasive ventilation (NIV), n (%)  875 (40.1%) 385 (46.2%) 0.002 
Vasopressor and inotropes, n (%)  534 (24.4%) 654 (77.7%) <0.001 
Renal replacement therapy, n (%) 45 (2.1%) 135 (16.2%) <0.001 
ECMO, n (%)  12 (0.6%) 92 (11.0%) <0.001 
Tracheostomy, n (%) 8 (0.4%) 178 (21.5%) <0.001 
CFS – clinical frailty scale, SD – standard deviation, IQR. – interquartile range, BMI – body mass index, MET – 
medical emergency team, APACHE - Acute Physiology and Chronic Health Evaluation, ED – emergency department, 
ICU – intensive care unit, ANZROD – Australia New Zealand risk of death. 
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Table 2: Unadjusted primary and secondary outcomes between patients with and without 
persistent critical illness, for the whole population and stratified by clinical frailty scale 
(CFS).  
 
 
 Variable 

Patients without 
Persistent Critical 

illness  

Patients with 
Persistent Critical 

illness 
p-value 

Hospital mortality overall, n (%) 202 (9.3%) 239 (28.8%) <0.001 

Hospital mortality by CFS categories, n (%) <0.001 

- CFS-1-2 17/812 (2.1%) 51/281 (18.1%) 

 
- CFS-3-4 107/1094 (9.8%) 151/458 (33.0%) 

- CFS-5-6 57/215 (26.5%) 28/79 (35.4%) 

- CFS-7-8 21/53 (39.6%) 9/13 (69.2%) 

ICU mortality overall, n (%) 131 (5.9%) 217 (25.6%) <0.001 

ICU mortality by CFS categories, n (%) <0.001 

- CFS-1-2 10/835 (1.2%) 47/288 (16.3%) 

 
- CFS-3-4 71/1109 (6.4%) 139/466 (29.8%) 

- CFS-5-6 37/219 (16.9%) 23/80 (28.7%) 

- CFS-7-8 13/54 (24.1%) 8/13 (61.5%) 

ICU length of stay overall, median (IQR) 5.0 (2.1, 10.9) 16.8 (12.7, 25.7) <0.001 

ICU length of stay by CFS categories, n (%) <0.001 

- CFS-1-2 3.2 (1.7, 5.6) 16.4 (12.5, 23.8) 

 
- CFS-3-4 3.3 (1.8, 6.0) 17.6 (13.1, 27.4) 

- CFS-5-6 2.9 (1.3, 5.7) 14.8 (12.1, 21.9) 

- CFS-7-8 3.0 (1.5, 5.2) 13.6 (11.6, 19.5) 

Hospital length of stay overall, median (IQR) 9.6 (6.0, 14.9) 25.1 (18.7, 38.7) <0.001 

Hospital length of stay by CFS categories, median (IQR) <0.001 

- CFS-1-2 9.3 (6.0, 14.2) 24.0 (18.2, 37.5) 

 
- CFS-3-4 9.8 (6.0, 14.9) 27.2 (19.3, 41.6) 

- CFS-5-6 10.7 (5.4, 17.5) 23.6 (18.7, 32.6) 

- CFS-7-8 8.4 (4.4, 19.9) 18.7 (15.2, 32.7) 

ICU Readmission overall, n (%) 101 (4.6%) 26 (3.1%) 0.07 

ICU Readmission by CFS categories, n (%) 0.11 

- CFS-1-2 29/835 (3.5%) 4/288 (1.4%) 

 
- CFS-3-4 56/1109 (5.0%) 18/466 (3.9%) 

- CFS-5-6 12/219 (5.5%) 3/80 (3.8%) 

- CFS-7-8 7/54 (7.4%) 1/13 (7.7%) 

Home discharge overall, n (%) 1541 (69.5%) 313 (37.1%) <0.001 

Home discharge by CFS categories, n (%) <0.001 

- CFS-1-2 675/835 (80.8%) 130/288 (45.1%) 

 
- CFS-3-4 744/1109 (67.1%) 149/466 (32.0%) 

- CFS-5-6 105/219 (47.9%) 33/80 (41.3%) 

- CFS-7-8 17/54 (31.5%) 1/13 (7.7%) 

New Nursing home discharge overall, n (%) 17 (0.8%) 7 (0.8%) 0.87 

New Nursing home discharge by CFS categories, n (%) 0.32 

- CFS-1-2 0/835 (0) 3/288 (1.0%) 

 
- CFS-3-4 6/1109 (0.5%) 1/466 (0.2%) 

- CFS-5-6 7/219 (3.2%) 3/80 (3.8%) 

- CFS-7-8 4/54 (7.4%) 0/13 (0) 
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Figure 1: Hospital mortality according to Clinical Frailty Scale (CFS) score for all patients 
with and without PerCI. The top panel is unadjusted for hospital mortality, while the bottom 
panel is adjusted for ANZROD and sex. Please also refer to Supplementary Table 4. 
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Figure 2: Kaplan Meier Survival Curve, stratified by PerCI and frailty status.  
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Figure 3: Total ICU bed days occupied stratified by CFS categories demonstrating that 
>90% of ICU bed-days for patients with PerCI were occupied by non-frail patients (CFS 
categories 1-2 and 3-4; p<0.001). *Error bars are standard errors of the mean.  
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