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ABSTRACT 35 
 36 
Intracranial pressure (ICP) data from traumatic brain injury (TBI) patients in the intensive 37 
care unit (ICU) cannot be interpreted appropriately without accounting for the effect of 38 
administered therapy intensity level (TIL) on ICP. A 15-point scale was originally proposed 39 
in 1987 to quantify the hourly intensity of ICP-targeted treatment. This scale was 40 
subsequently modified – through expert consensus – during the development of TBI 41 
Common Data Elements to address statistical limitations and improve usability. The 42 
latest, 38-point scale (hereafter referred to as TIL) permits integrated scoring for a 24-43 
hour period and has a five-category, condensed version (TIL(Basic)) based on qualitative 44 
assessment. Here, we perform a total- and component-score analysis of TIL and TIL(Basic) 45 
to: (1) validate the scales across the wide variation in contemporary ICP management, 46 
(2) compare their performance against that of predecessors, and (3) derive guidelines for 47 
proper scale use. From the observational Collaborative European NeuroTrauma 48 
Effectiveness Research in TBI (CENTER-TBI) study, we extract clinical data from a 49 
prospective cohort of ICP-monitored TBI patients (n=873) from 52 ICUs across 19 50 
countries. We calculate daily TIL and TIL(Basic) scores (TIL24 and TIL(Basic)24, respectively) 51 
from each patient’s first week of ICU stay. We also calculate summary TIL and TIL(Basic) 52 
scores by taking the first-week maximum (TILmax and TIL(Basic)max) and first-week median 53 
(TILmedian and TIL(Basic)median) of TIL24 and TIL(Basic)24 scores for each patient. We find that, 54 
across all measures of construct and criterion validity, the latest TIL scale performs 55 
significantly greater than or similarly to all alternative scales (including TIL(Basic)) and 56 
integrates the widest range of modern ICP treatments. TILmedian outperforms both TILmax 57 
and summarised ICP values in detecting refractory intracranial hypertension (RICH) 58 
during ICU stay. The RICH detection thresholds which maximise the sum of sensitivity 59 
and specificity are TILmedian≥7.5 and TILmax≥14. The TIL24 threshold which maximises the 60 
sum of sensitivity and specificity in the detection of surgical ICP control is TIL24≥9. The 61 
median scores of each TIL component therapy over increasing TIL24 reflect a credible 62 
staircase approach to treatment intensity escalation, from head positioning to surgical ICP 63 
control, as well as considerable variability in the use of cerebrospinal fluid drainage and 64 
decompressive craniectomy. Since TIL(Basic)max suffers from a strong statistical ceiling 65 
effect and only covers 17% (95% CI: 16–18%) of the information in TILmax, TIL(Basic) should 66 
not be used instead of TIL for rating maximum treatment intensity. TIL(Basic)24 and 67 
TIL(Basic)median can be suitable replacements for TIL24 and TILmedian, respectively (with up 68 
to 33% [95% CI: 31–35%] information coverage) when TIL assessment is infeasible. 69 
Accordingly, we derive numerical ranges for categorising TIL24 scores into TIL(Basic)24 70 
scores. In conclusion, our results validate TIL across a spectrum of ICP management and 71 
monitoring approaches. TIL is a more sensitive surrogate for pathophysiology than ICP 72 
and thus can be considered an intermediate outcome after TBI.  73 
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MAIN TEXT 74 
 75 

Introduction 76 
 77 
Elevated intracranial pressure (ICP) following traumatic brain injury (TBI) may impede the 78 
potential recovery of injured brain tissue and damage initially unaffected brain regions.1 79 
Therefore, for TBI patients admitted to the intensive care unit (ICU), clinicians often 80 
monitor ICP and apply a wide range of ICP-reducing treatments.2 The selective use of 81 
these treatments typically follows a staircase approach, in which therapeutic intensity – 82 
defined by the risk and complexity of each treatment – is incrementally escalated until 83 
adequate ICP control is achieved.3–5 Thus, therapeutic intensity must be considered when 84 
interpreting ICP. Even if two TBI patients have comparable ICP values, a difference in the 85 
intensity of their ICP-directed therapies likely indicates a difference in pathophysiological 86 
severity. 87 
 88 
Several versions of the Therapy Intensity Level (TIL) scale have been developed to rate 89 
and compare the overall intensity of ICP management amongst TBI patients. TIL scales 90 
assign a relative intensity score to each ICP-targeting therapy and return either the sum 91 
or the maximum value of the scores of simultaneously applied therapies. In 1987, Maset 92 
et al. produced the original, 15-point TIL scale (TIL(1987)) to be assessed once every four 93 
hours.6 In 2006, Shore et al. published the 38-point Paediatric Intensity Level of Therapy 94 
(PILOT) scale,7 revising TIL(1987) to: (1) represent updated paediatric TBI management 95 
practices, (2) have a more practical, daily assessment frequency, and (3) resolve a 96 
statistical ceiling effect. In 2011, the interagency TBI Common Data Elements (CDE) 97 
scheme developed the most recent, 38-point TIL scale (hereafter referred to as TIL) as 98 
well as a condensed, five-category TIL(Basic) scale through expert consensus.8 The TIL 99 
scale revised PILOT to integrate additional ICP-directed therapies and to be applicable 100 
to adult TBI management. Moreover, TIL(Basic) was proposed as a simple, categorical 101 
measure to use when full TIL assessment would be infeasible. Since Zuercher et al. 102 
reported the validity and reliability of TIL in a two-centre cohort (n=31) in 2016,9 the scale 103 
has become a popular research metric for quantifying ICP treatment intensity.10–13 104 
 105 
However, several critical questions regarding TIL remain unanswered. It is uncertain 106 
whether the validity of TIL, reported in a relatively small population, can be generalised 107 
across the wide variation of ICP management, monitoring, and data acquisition (i.e., 108 
intermittent chart recording or high-resolution storage14) strategies practised in 109 
contemporary intensive care.11,12,15,16 Furthermore, the scoring configuration of TIL has 110 
never been tested against alternatives (e.g., TIL(1987) and PILOT), and the relative 111 
contribution of TIL’s component therapies towards the total score is unknown. It is unclear 112 
how TIL(Basic) numerically relates to TIL and if the former captures the essential information 113 
of the latter. In this work, we aimed to answer these questions by performing a 114 
comprehensive assessment of TIL on a large, contemporary population of ICP-monitored 115 
TBI patients across European ICUs. 116 
 117 

Materials and Methods 118 
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 119 

Therapy intensity level (TIL) and alternative scales 120 
 121 
TIL refers to the 38-point scale developed by the CDE scheme for TBI.8 The domain or 122 
construct (i.e., targeted concept of a scale) of TIL is the therapeutic intensity of ICP 123 
management. The TIL scale has twelve items, each representing a distinct ICP-targeting 124 
treatment from one of eight modalities, as defined in Table 1. TIL was developed by an 125 
international expert panel which discussed: (1) the relevant ICP-treatment modalities of 126 
modern intensive care, (2) the relative risk and efficacy of individual therapies to derive 127 
scores, and (3) practical and statistical limitations of previous TIL scores.8 In this way, TIL 128 
is a formative measurement model, in which the construct (i.e., ICP treatment intensity) 129 
is not unidimensional but rather defined by the combination of items (i.e., ICP-targeting 130 
treatments).17 TIL was shown to have high interrater and intrarater reliability by Zuercher 131 
et al.9 If a decompressive craniectomy was performed as a last resort for refractory 132 
intracranial hypertension, its score was included in the day of the operation and in every 133 
subsequent day of ICU stay. TIL scores can be calculated as frequently as clinically 134 
desired. For our analysis, we calculated the following TIL scores from the first seven days 135 
of ICU stay: 136 

• TIL24, the daily TIL score based on the sum of the highest scores per item per 137 
calendar day, 138 

• TILmax, the maximum TIL24 over the first week of a patient’s ICU stay, 139 
• TILmedian, the median TIL24 over the first week of a patient’s ICU stay. 140 

 141 
We also calculated scores from four other therapeutic intensity scales to compare with 142 
TIL scores. The 21-point, unweighted TIL (uwTIL) scale replaces each sub-item score in 143 
TIL with its ascending rank index (i.e., 1, 2, 3, …) within each item (Table 1). The five-144 
category TIL(Basic) was also developed by the CDE scheme for TBI and takes the 145 
maximum score, from zero (i.e., no ICP-related intervention) to four, amongst all included 146 
sub-items over the calendar day.8 We adapted the 38-point PILOT7 and 15-point TIL(1987) 147 
scales6 with minor adjustments to fit the items of TIL with a daily assessment frequency. 148 
PILOT was also shown to have high interrater and intrarater reliability by Shore et al.7 For 149 
the four alternative scales, daily (i.e., uwTIL24, TIL(Basic)24, PILOT24, and TIL(1987)24), 150 
maximum (i.e., uwTILmax, TIL(Basic)max, PILOTmax, and TIL(1987)max), and median (i.e., 151 
uwTILmedian, TIL(Basic)median, PILOTmedian, and TIL(1987)median) scores were calculated in the 152 
same way as TIL24, TILmax, and TILmedian, respectively. 153 
 154 

Study design and populations 155 
 156 
Our study population was prospectively recruited for the Collaborative European 157 
NeuroTrauma Effectiveness Research in Traumatic Brain Injury (CENTER-TBI) core and 158 
high-resolution studies. CENTER-TBI is a longitudinal, observational cohort study 159 
(NCT02210221) involving 65 medical centres across 18 European countries and Israel. 160 
Patients were recruited between 19 December 2014 and 17 December 2017 if they met 161 
the following criteria: (1) presentation within 24 hours of a TBI, (2) clinical indication for a 162 
CT scan, and (3) no severe pre-existing neurological disorder. In accordance with 163 
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relevant laws of the European Union and the local country, ethical approval was obtained 164 
for each site, and written informed consent by the patient or legal representative was 165 
documented electronically. The list of sites, ethical committees, approval numbers, and 166 
approval dates can be found online: https://www.center-tbi.eu/project/ethical-approval. 167 
The project objectives and design of CENTER-TBI have been described in detail 168 
previously.18,19 169 
 170 
In this work, we applied the following inclusion criteria in addition to those of CENTER-171 
TBI (Fig. 1): (1) primary admission to the ICU, (2) at least 16 years old at ICU admission, 172 
(3) invasive ICP monitoring, (4) no decision to withdraw life-sustaining therapies (WLST) 173 
on the first day of ICU stay, and (5) daily assessment of TIL. 174 
 175 
For our sub-studies evaluating the association between TIL and ICP-derived values, we 176 
created two sub-populations based on the type of ICP values available. Patients with end-177 
hour ICP (ICPEH) values, which were recorded by clinicians at the end of every other hour, 178 
constituted the TIL-ICPEH sub-population. Patients with high-resolution ICP values 179 
(ICPHR), which were automatically stored with monitoring software, constituted the TIL-180 
ICPHR sub-population. All patients in the TIL-ICPHR sub-population were also members of 181 
the TIL-ICPEH sub-population (Fig. 1). 182 
 183 

Data collection 184 
 185 
Data for the CENTER-TBI study was collected through the QuesGen electronic case 186 
report form system (QuesGen Systems Inc, Burlingame, CA, USA) hosted on the 187 
International Neuroinformatics Coordinating Facility (INCF) platform (INCF, Stockholm, 188 
Sweden). All data for the validation populations, except high-resolution signals, were 189 
extracted from the CENTER-TBI core study19 (v3.0, ICU stratum) using Opal database 190 
software.20 191 
 192 

ICP management data for TIL calculation 193 
 194 
Since TIL24 was found to be a reliable summary of hourly TIL,9 clinical data pertinent to 195 
the component items of TIL (i.e., ICP-guided treatments, Table 1) were recorded daily 196 
through the first week of ICU stay. We extracted all daily TIL item values for our 197 
population, and calculated TIL24, uwTIL24, TIL(Basic)24, PILOT24, and TIL(1987)24 as defined 198 
in Table 1. For patients who underwent WLST after the first day of ICU stay, we only 199 
extracted TIL item information from before the documented date of WLST decision. 200 
 201 

ICPEH and related values 202 
 203 
End-hour ICP (ICPEH), systolic blood pressure (SBPEH), and diastolic blood pressure 204 
(DBPEH) were recorded by clinicians every two hours for the TIL-ICPEH sub-population. 205 
Mean arterial pressure (MAPEH) was calculated as MAPEH = (SBPEH + 2DBPEH)/3, and 206 
cerebral perfusion pressure (CPPEH) was calculated as CPPEH = MAPEH – ICPEH. From 207 
ICPEH and CPPEH, we calculated the following values: 208 
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• ICP24 or CPP24, the mean ICP or CPP value over a calendar day of ICU stay, 209 
• ICPmax or CPPmin, the maximum ICP24 or minimum CPP24 value over the first week 210 

of a patient’s ICU stay, 211 
• ICPmedian or CPPmedian, the median ICP24 or CPP24 value over the first week of a 212 

patient’s ICU stay. 213 
 214 

ICPHR and related values 215 
 216 
High-resolution signals were collected using either ICM+ software (Cambridge Enterprise 217 
Ltd, Cambridge, UK; http://icmplus.neurosurg.cam.ac.uk), Moberg CNS monitor (Moberg 218 
Research Inc, Ambler, PA, USA; https://www.moberg.com), or both. Blood pressure was 219 
obtained through arterial lines connected to pressure transducers. High-resolution ICP 220 
(ICPHR) was acquired from either an intraparenchymal strain gauge probe (Codman ICP 221 
MicroSensor, Codman & Shurtleff Inc, Raynham, MA, USA), a parenchymal fibre optic 222 
pressure sensor (Camino ICP Monitor, Integra Life Sciences, Plainsboro, NJ, USA; 223 
https://www.integralife.com/), or an external ventricular drain. Detailed data collection and 224 
pre-processing methods (i.e., artefact cleaning and down-sampling to ten-second 225 
averaged time series) applied to high resolution signals in our study have been described 226 
previously.21 Ten-second averaged ICP (ICPHR_10sec) and CPP (CPPHR_10sec) time-series 227 
were retrieved for this analysis, and, from ICPHR_10sec and CPPHR_10s, we calculated 228 
ICP24/CPP24, ICPmax/CPPmin, and ICPmedian/CPPmedian as described above. 229 
 230 

Physician impressions 231 
 232 
Attending ICU physicians were asked to record their daily concerns with the patient’s ICP 233 
and CPP, separately, on a scale from one (not concerned) to ten (most concerned). 234 
Moreover, on each patient’s ICU discharge summary, physicians were asked to record 235 
whether the patient experienced refractory intracranial hypertension during his or her ICU 236 
stay. Refractory intracranial hypertension was defined as recurrent, sustained (i.e., of at 237 
least ten minutes) increases of ICP above 20 mmHg despite medical ICP management. 238 
We extracted the daily ICP/CPP concern ratings and refractory intracranial hypertension 239 
impressions which coincided with the ICU stays of our population. 240 
 241 

Baseline characteristics, prognosis, and outcome 242 
 243 
We extracted baseline demographic characteristics, Marshall CT classifications,22 and 244 
Glasgow Coma Scale (GCS)23 scores from ICU admission.24 We also extracted Glasgow 245 
Outcome Scale – Extended (GOSE) functional outcome scores at six months post-246 
injury,25 with imputation of missing values as previously described.26 Finally, we extracted 247 
ordinal functional outcome prognosis scores, calculated from a tokenised embedding of 248 
all available clinical information in the first 24 hours of ICU stay, as described previously.27 249 
 250 

Validation 251 
 252 
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We appraised the validity of TIL according to recommendations of best practice from 253 
clinimetric literature.28 Based on the identified domain of TIL, we evaluated the construct 254 
and criterion validities of TIL. Our qualitative and quantitative assessments of TIL were 255 
performed against those of alternative scoring configurations (Table 1) for comparison. 256 
 257 

Construct validity 258 
 259 
Construct validity is the extent to which a clinical scale matches expectations of 260 
associations with parameters within or outside the identified domain. Construct validity is 261 
further broken down into convergent validity (i.e., associations with similar constructs), 262 
discriminant validity (i.e., associations with divergent constructs), and differentiation by 263 
known groups. In this work, statistical associations between study variables were 264 
measured with: 265 

• Spearman’s correlation coefficients (ρ) for static (i.e., measured once) variables, 266 
• repeated measures correlation coefficients (rrm)29 – interpreted as within-individual 267 

strength of association – for longitudinal (i.e., measured over time) variables, 268 
• linear mixed effects regression (LMER) coefficients (βLMER) of daily scale scores 269 

(e.g., TIL24) when regressing ICP24 or CPP24 on daily scale scores and the day of 270 
ICU stay (DayICU), accounting for inter-patient variability with random intercepts. 271 
Therefore, βLMER were interpreted as the expected difference in ICP24 or CPP24 per 272 
unit increase of daily scale score, independent of time since ICU admission or 273 
inter-patient variation. 274 

 275 
For convergent validity, we expected therapeutic intensity to correlate at least mildly (i.e., 276 
|ρ|≥0.2, |rrm|≥0.2, |βLMER|>0) with markers of injury severity (i.e., baseline GCS and 277 
baseline outcome prognoses), functional outcome (i.e., six-month GOSE), clinical 278 
concerns of ICP status, and ICP itself. Accordingly, we calculated: (1) ρ values between 279 
TILmax and GCS, ordinal prognosis scores, GOSE, and ICPmax, (2) ρ values between 280 
TILmedian and GCS, ordinal prognosis scores, GOSE, and ICPmedian, (3) rrm values between 281 
TIL24 and physician concern of ICP and ICP24, and (4) βLMER of TIL24 when regressing 282 
ICP24 on DayICU and TIL24 (i.e., ICP24~DayICU+TIL24), accounting for inter-patient 283 
variability with random intercepts. 284 
 285 
For discriminant validity, we expected therapeutic intensity to be more strongly correlated 286 
with ICP and physician concerns of ICP than with CPP and physician concerns of CPP, 287 
respectively. Even though CPP control through fluid loading or vasopressor therapy is a 288 
component modality of TIL (Table 1), we expected TIL to capture ICP management (i.e., 289 
the construct) more accurately than CPP management. We compared: (1) ρ values of 290 
TILmax vs. CPPmin to those of TILmax vs. ICPmax, (2) ρ values of TILmedian vs. CPPmedian to 291 
those of TILmedian vs. ICPmedian, (3) rrm values of TIL24 vs. CPP24 to those of TIL24 vs. ICP24, 292 
and (4) the βLMER of TIL24 when regressing CPP24~DayICU+TIL24 to the βLMER of TIL24 when 293 
regressing ICP24~DayICU+TIL24. 294 
 295 
For differentiation by known groups, we expected TILmax and TILmedian to effectively 296 
discriminate patients who experienced refractory intracranial hypertension during ICU 297 
stay from those who did not. We calculated the area under the receiver operating 298 
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characteristic curve (AUC), which, in our case, was interpreted as the probability of a 299 
randomly selected patient with refractory intracranial hypertension having a higher TILmax 300 
or TILmedian score than one without it. We also compared the AUCs of TILmax and TILmedian 301 
to ICPmax and ICPmedian and determined the sensitivity and specificity of refractory 302 
intracranial hypertension detection at each threshold of TILmax and TILmedian. 303 
 304 

Criterion validity 305 
 306 
Criterion (or concurrent) validity is the degree to which there is an association between a 307 
clinical scale and other scales measuring the same construct, particularly a gold standard 308 
assessment. Since there is no extant “gold standard” for assessing ICP management 309 
intensity, we tested the concurrent criterion validity of TIL by calculating its associations 310 
with its predecessors (i.e., PILOT and TIL(1987)), mindful of their limitations as described 311 
above. More specifically, we calculated: (1) ρ values between TILmax and prior scale 312 
maximum scores (i.e., PILOTmax and TIL(1987)max), (2) ρ values between TILmedian and prior 313 
scale median scores (i.e., PILOTmedian and TIL(1987)median), and (3) rrm between TIL24 and 314 
prior scale daily scores (i.e., PILOT24 and TIL(1987)24). 315 
 316 

Component item analysis 317 
 318 
We evaluated inter-item (i.e., inter-treatment) and adjusted item-total associations of 319 
TIL24, uwTIL24, PILOT24, and TIL(1987)24 by calculating rrm values. Item-total correlations 320 
were adjusted by subtracting the tested item score from the total score prior to calculating 321 
the correlation. We measured Cronbach’s alpha (a) to assess internal reliability amongst 322 
scale items at each day of ICU stay. Moreover, we calculated the median score 323 
contribution of each item per total TIL24 score. The association between each TIL24 item 324 
score and ICP24, CPP24, physician concern of ICP, and physician concern of CPP was 325 
calculated with rrm values. Finally, we trained LMER models regressing ICP24 and CPP24 326 
on all TIL items (with categorical dummy encoding) and DayICU concurrently. The βLMER 327 
values from these models were interpreted as the average change in ICP24 or CPP24 328 
associated with each treatment when accounting for all other ICP-guided treatments, time 329 
since ICU admission, and inter-patient variability with random intercepts. 330 
 331 

TIL(Basic) information coverage 332 
 333 
We examined the distributions of TIL(Basic)24 per TIL24 and TIL24 per TIL(Basic)24 to derive 334 
thresholds for categorising TIL24 into TIL(Basic)24. We also calculated the information 335 
coverage (IC) of TIL(Basic) by dividing the mutual information (MI) of TIL(Basic) and TIL by 336 
the entropy of TIL. IC was calculated with TIL(Basic)24 and TIL24 for days one through seven 337 
of ICU stay, with TIL(Basic)max and TILmax, and with TIL(Basic)median and TILmedian. 338 
 339 

Statistical analysis 340 
 341 
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Multiple imputation of missing values 342 
 343 
Five of the static study variables had missing values for some of the patients in our study: 344 
GCS, GOSE, baseline prognosis scores, Marshall CT classifications, and refractory 345 
intracranial hypertension status. We assessed the patterns of missingness 346 
(Supplementary Fig. S1) and multiply imputed (m=100) these variables with independent, 347 
stochastic predictive mean matching functions using the mice package30 (v3.9.0) in R 348 
(v4.2.3). We assumed these variables to be missing-at-random (MAR) (as previously 349 
reported on CENTER-TBI data31) and supported this assumption by training imputation 350 
models on all study measures as well as correlated auxiliary variables (e.g., raised ICP 351 
during ICU stay). 352 
 353 
For daily longitudinal study variables, we considered a value to be missing if the patient 354 
was still in the ICU and WLST had not been decided on or before that day. We assessed 355 
the longitudinal patterns of missingness (Supplementary Fig. S2) and multiply imputed 356 
(m=100) these variables with the multivariate, time-series algorithm from the Amelia II 357 
package32 (v1.7.6) in R over the first week of ICU stay. The algorithm exploits both 358 
between-variable and within-variable correlation structures over time to stochastically 359 
impute missing time series values in independently trained runs. We validated the MAR 360 
assumption by identifying characteristics significantly associated with longitudinal 361 
variable missingness (Supplementary Table S1) and included auxiliary information 362 
associated with value missingness (e.g., reasons for stopping ICP monitoring) in the 363 
imputation model. 364 
 365 

Statistical inference 366 
 367 
We calculated 95% confidence intervals (CI) for ρ, rrm, βLMER, AUC, sensitivity, specificity, 368 
a, and IC values using bootstrapping with 1,000 resamples of unique patients. For each 369 
resample, one of the 100 missing value imputations was randomly chosen. Therefore, 370 
confidence intervals represented the uncertainty due to patient resampling and missing 371 
value imputation. 372 
 373 

Code 374 
 375 
All statistical analyses were performed in Python (v3.8.2) or R, and all visualisations were 376 
created in R. All scripts used in this study are publicly available on GitHub: 377 
https://github.com/sbhattacharyay/CENTER-TBI_TIL. 378 
 379 

Results 380 
 381 

Study population 382 
 383 
Of the 4,509 patients available for analysis in the CENTER-TBI core study, 873 patients 384 
from 52 ICUs met the additional inclusion criteria of this work. Amongst them, 837 385 
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constituted the TIL-ICPEH sub-population and 259 constituted the TIL-ICPHR sub-386 
population (Fig. 1). Summary characteristics of the overall population as well as those of 387 
the TIL-ICPEH and TIL-ICPHR sub-populations are detailed in Table 2. Apart from two of 388 
the prognosis scores pertaining to the probability of returning to pre-injury life roles (i.e., 389 
Pr(GOSE>5) and Pr(GOSE>6)), none of the tested characteristics were significantly 390 
different between patients in the TIL-ICPHR sub-population and those outside of it (Table 391 
2). 392 
 393 
The median ICU stay duration of our population was 14 days (IQR: 7.8–23 days), and 394 
83% (n=726) stayed through at least seven calendar days. At each day of ICU stay, less 395 
than 2.4% of the expected TIL scores were missing (Supplementary Fig. S2). Each TIL 396 
component item (Table 1) is represented by at least 17% (n=147, intracranial surgery) 397 
and each sub-item is represented by at least 4.9% (n=43, high-dose mannitol) of the 398 
population (Supplementary Table S2). The distributions of TILmax, TILmedian, and TIL24, 399 
juxtaposed against the scores of alternative scales (Table 1), are displayed in Fig. 2. The 400 
distributions of TIL and PILOT were visually similar, and TIL(Basic)max had a strong ceiling 401 
effect (i.e., 57% of the population had the maximum score). Whilst there was no significant 402 
difference in TIL24 distribution over the first seven days, most patients had their highest 403 
TIL24 (i.e., TILmax) soon after ICU admission (median: day two, IQR: days one–three). The 404 
Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (ρ) between TILmax and TILmedian was 0.80 (95% 405 
CI: 0.77–0.82), and the median TILmedian:TILmax ratio was 0.65 (IQR: 0.45–0.80). 406 
 407 

Validation of TIL 408 
 409 
The 95% CIs of ρ values, repeated measures correlation coefficients (rrm), and linear 410 
mixed effect regression coefficients (βLMER) of TIL with other study measures are 411 
visualised in Fig. 3. Both TILmax and TILmedian had mildly negative correlations (-412 
0.26<ρmean<-0.19) with baseline GCS, six-month GOSE, and functional outcome 413 
prognoses (Fig. 3A–B). The within-individual association of TIL24 with physician concerns 414 
of ICP was moderately positive (rrm=0.35 [95% CI: 0.31–0.38]) and significantly higher 415 
than that of TIL(Basic)24 (Fig. 3C). The association between ICPmedian and TILmedian was 416 
moderately positive (0.35<ρmean<0.45) with both ICPEH and ICPHR values, and the 417 
association between ICPmax and TILmax was moderately positive (ρ=0.41 [95% CI: 0.33–418 
0.46]) with ICPEH values. The ICPmax vs. TILmax correlation was not significant (ρ=0.01 419 
[95% CI: -0.16–0.17]) with ICPHR values; however, without imputing missing ICPHR 420 
values, the ρ was 0.43 (95% CI: 0.35–0.50). This suggests that the longitudinal 421 
missingness of ICPHR (Supplementary Fig. S2) for our sample size made the ICPmax 422 
estimation significantly imprecise. Additionally, the within-individual association with ICP24 423 
was either weak or not significant for any daily scale score according to rrm (Fig. 3C) and 424 
βLMER (Fig. 3D) values. On average, a single point increase in TIL24 was associated with 425 
a 0.22 (95% CI: 0.15–0.30) mmHg increase in daily mean ICPEH and a 0.19 (95% CI: -426 
0.06–0.43) mmHg increase in daily mean ICPHR. These results mostly affirm the 427 
convergent validity of TIL but highlight the broad intra-patient variability between ICP and 428 
therapeutic intensity. From the distribution of ICP24 values at each TIL24 score (Fig. 4A), 429 
we observed both considerable ICP24 overlap across each TIL24 score and an overall 430 
positive relationship between TIL24 and ICP24, particularly for TIL24≥8. 431 
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 432 
The correlation between TIL and both prior scales (i.e., PILOT and TIL(1987)) was positively 433 
strong for maximum, median, and daily scores (Supplementary Fig. S3), establishing the 434 
criterion validity of TIL. According to 95% CIs, the association of TIL with prior scales was 435 
stronger than that of uwTIL or TIL(Basic) (Supplementary Fig. S3). 436 
 437 
According to ρ, rrm, and βLMER values (Fig. 3), the associations of TIL with CPP and of TIL 438 
with physician concerns of CPP were weaker than or not significantly different from the 439 
corresponding associations with ICP. Moreover, the trend of CPP24 distributions over 440 
different TIL24 scores is not as visually apparent as that of ICP24 distributions over different 441 
TIL24 scores (Fig. 4B). These results support the discriminant validity of TIL. 442 
 443 
In our population, 157 patients (18% of 864 assessed) were reported to experience 444 
refractory intracranial hypertension during ICU stay. TILmax correctly discriminated these 445 
patients from the others 81% (95% CI: 78–84%) of the time (Fig. 5A), and TILmedian did so 446 
83% (95% CI: 80–86%) of the time (Fig. 5B). This performance of TIL was significantly 447 
greater than or similar to that of all alternative scales (Fig. 5A–B). Furthermore, TILmedian 448 
had significantly greater discrimination performance than ICPmax (Fig. 5C) and ICPmedian 449 
(Fig. 5D), respectively. The sensitivity and specificity of refractory intracranial 450 
hypertension detection at each threshold of TILmax, TILmedian, TIL(Basic)max, and 451 
TIL(Basic)median are listed in Supplementary Table S3 and visualised in Fig. 5C–D. The 452 
thresholds which maximised the sum of sensitivity and specificity were TILmax≥14 453 
(sensitivity: 68% [95% CI: 62–74%], specificity: 79% [95% CI: 77–81%]) and TILmedian≥7.5 454 
(sensitivity: 81% [95% CI: 77–87%], specificity: 72% [95% CI: 70–75%]) (Table 3). 455 
 456 

TIL component items 457 
 458 
Whilst there was wide variation in item combinations per TIL24 score (i.e., sum of median 459 
scores was often under diagonal line in Fig. 6A), the average order of therapeutic 460 
escalation was fairly consistent: position, sedation, CPP management, ventilatory 461 
management, neuromuscular blockade, hyperosmolar therapy, temperature control, and 462 
then surgery for refractory ICP. Surgical control of ICP occurred in over 50% of reported 463 
cases at each TIL24 above 18 (Fig. 6A), but the threshold which maximised the sum of 464 
sensitivity and specificity in detecting surgical ICP control was TIL24≥9 (Table 3, 465 
performance at each threshold is listed in Supplementary Table S4). The inter-item rrm 466 
values of TIL24 (Supplementary Fig. S4) were mostly positive except for cerebrospinal 467 
fluid (CSF) drainage, which did not correlate significantly with most other items, and 468 
decompressive craniectomy, which did not correlate significantly with CSF, ventilatory, or 469 
temperature control. Consistent with Fig. 6A, this result suggested that CSF drainage and 470 
decompressive craniectomy were the most variably applied therapies across study ICUs. 471 
The Cronbach’s alpha (a) value of TIL24 was, at best, 0.65 (95% CI: 0.62–0.68) and lower 472 
(albeit, not significantly) than that of uwTIL24 at each day of ICU stay (Supplementary Fig. 473 
S5). However, since TIL is a formative scale (i.e., the construct is multidimensional and 474 
defined by the items), high inter-item correlation and a values are not necessary for item 475 
validation.17 Amongst all TIL24 items, sedation was most strongly correlated with adjusted 476 
TIL24 scores and physician concerns of ICP (Fig. 6B). From 10≤TIL24≤20, a plateau effect 477 
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of high-dose sedation combined with neuromuscular blockade was observed in most 478 
cases (Fig. 6A). When accounting for all other TIL24 sub-items, time since ICU admission, 479 
as well as inter-patient variability, ventilation, mannitol administration, and hypertonic 480 
saline administration were most strongly associated with ICP24 and vasopressors were 481 
most strongly associated with CPP24 (Fig. 6C). 482 
 483 

TIL(Basic) 484 
 485 
Based on the median TIL(Basic)24 score at each TIL24 score (Fig. 7A), we derived the ranges 486 
for mapping TIL24 onto TIL(Basic)24 in Table 3. There is, however, considerable overlap of 487 
TIL24 scores across TIL(Basic)24 scores (Fig. 7B), particularly in the range of 6≤TIL24≤10. 488 
TIL(Basic)24=3 was not the most represented score at any TIL24 score (Fig. 7A). TIL(Basic)24 489 
covered up to 33% (95% CI: 31–34%) of the information (i.e., entropy) in TIL24, and 490 
TIL(Basic)median covered up to 28% (95% CI: 27–30%) of the information in TILmedian (Fig. 491 
7C). TIL(Basic)max only covered 17% (95% CI: 16–18%) of the information in TILmax (Fig. 492 
7C). 493 
 494 

Discussion 495 
 496 
In this work, we performed a large-scale (n=873), multicentre (52 ICUs, 19 countries), 497 
and prospective validation study of TIL and TIL(Basic) against alternative scales. Our results 498 
support the validity of TIL as a metric for scoring ICP-directed therapeutic intensity. The 499 
dataset we used, as part of the CENTER-TBI study, not only reflects the modern variation 500 
in ICP-directed therapeutic intensity (Fig. 2 and Fig. 6A) but also illustrates the practical 501 
feasibility of daily TIL assessment: out of 885 eligible patients, 873 (99%) had daily TIL 502 
scores (Fig. 1) with less than 2.4% daily missingness (Supplementary Fig. S2). 503 
 504 
We scrutinised and validated the use of TIL as a metric for scoring ICP-directed 505 
therapeutic intensity and for marking pathophysiological severity. The statistical construct 506 
and criterion validity measures of TIL were significantly greater or similar to those of 507 
alternative scales (Fig. 3 and Fig. 5), and TIL integrated the widest range of modern ICP 508 
treatments (Table 1). Summarised TIL scores outperformed summarised ICP values in 509 
detecting refractory intracranial hypertension. Our analysis yielded empirical ranges for 510 
interpreting TIL in terms of refractory intracranial hypertension, surgical intervention, and 511 
the condensed, TIL(Basic) scores (Table 3). On a component level (Fig. 6A), TIL24 reflected 512 
a pattern of treatment intensity escalation consistent with clinical algorithms2,3,5 as well as 513 
a wide variation in treatment combinations, particularly in the use of CSF drainage and 514 
decompressive craniectomy. This finding is consistent with a previous CENTER-TBI 515 
study – which revealed inter-centre variation in TIL treatment selection and time to 516 
administration12 – and encourages an investigation of differences in TIL and long-term 517 
outcome between centres with known differences in ICP management strategies. In 518 
summary, our results support the use of TIL as an intermediate outcome for treatment 519 
effect, as done in previous studies.33–35 520 
 521 
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Due to a strong ceiling effect (Fig. 2A and Fig. 5A), TIL(Basic) should not be used instead 522 
of TIL for rating maximum treatment intensity. TIL(Basic)24 and TILmedian covered up to 33% 523 
of the information in TIL24 (Fig. 7C), but the TIL(Basic)24 associations with physician 524 
concerns of ICP were significantly worse than those of TIL24 (Fig. 3C). TIL should always 525 
be preferred to TIL(Basic), but we believe daily or median TIL(Basic) can be a suitable 526 
alternative when daily or median TIL assessment is infeasible. 527 
 528 
Moreover, we evaluated TIL with both end-hour (ICPEH) and high-resolution (ICPHR) ICP 529 
values. ICPHR, if available, should be considered the gold standard in terms of precision 530 
and granularity of the information provided, and neuromonitoring-related results from the 531 
ICPHR population should generally take precedence.14 However, 67% of expected ICPHR 532 
values were missing on day one of ICU stay (Supplementary Fig. S2), likely due to the 533 
time required to arrange high-resolution data collection. Consequently, estimates of high-534 
resolution ICPmax were significantly affected by missing value imputation and became 535 
imprecise at our sample size (Fig. 3A). In these cases, results from the ICPEH population 536 
served as a valuable reference on a substantially larger sample size (Table 2) since ICPEH 537 
and CPPEH have been shown to be fair end-hour representations of ICPHR and CPPHR, 538 
respectively, in CENTER-TBI.14 The considerable overlap of ICP24 values across TIL24 539 
scores (both at low and high levels of ICP, Fig. 4A) and the insignificant-to-weak, within-540 
individual association between ICP24 and TIL24 (Fig. 3C–D) highlight the need to account 541 
for therapeutic intensity when interpreting ICP. Additionally, the higher median ICP24 542 
values for TIL24≥8 (Fig. 4A) may suggest that clinicians accept a slightly higher ICP when 543 
balancing the risks of elevating therapeutic intensity against those of intracranial 544 
hypertension. 545 
 546 
We see three main opportunities to improve TIL. First, the item scores of TIL and its 547 
predecessors (i.e., PILOT and TIL(1987)) were not derived empirically. Data-driven 548 
techniques, such as confirmatory factor analysis,28 can be used to derive scoring 549 
configurations which optimise a defined objective (e.g., maximal separation of patients). 550 
However, data-driven scores do not necessarily reflect the intended construct (i.e., 551 
treatment risk and complexity),36 and, in general, item scoring does not have an 552 
appreciable impact on overall scale performance.28 Second, the items of TIL must evolve 553 
as therapeutic approaches to ICP management evolve. TIL discriminated refractory 554 
intracranial hypertension status significantly better than TIL(1987) (Fig. 5A–B) because TIL 555 
updated TIL(1987) with six additional items (Table 1). We recommend updating and re-556 
evaluating TIL each time ICP-treatment modalities or their perceived risks change. 557 
Finally, the development of TIL was largely informed by the perspective of ICU practices 558 
in high-income countries.8 Likewise, this assessment was performed in a cohort of 559 
patients across Europe and Israel. Especially given the disproportionately higher burden 560 
of TBI in low- and middle-income countries,37 it is imperative to test and, if necessary, 561 
adapt TIL to a more inclusive, global population of TBI. 562 
 563 
By design, TIL does not encompass all facets of modern intensive care for TBI patients. 564 
Brain tissue oxygen tension (PbtO2),38 cerebral microdialysis,39 and brain temperature40 565 
have emerged as multimodal, neuromonitoring targets which may affect ICU 566 
management in addition to ICP or CPP. Therefore, TIL should be interpreted not as 567 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 29, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.03.23293615doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.03.23293615
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Page 15 of 27 

general treatment intensity but rather as the intensity of ICP-directed therapy specifically. 568 
We encourage the development and validation of clinical scales assessing the intensity 569 
of TBI treatments directed at other physiological targets. Since treatments for other 570 
targets often overlap with those for ICP or CPP (e.g., vasopressors target both PbtO2 and 571 
CPP),2 we also promote a consolidation of all TBI treatments in an overall therapeutic 572 
intensity scale which considers the effect of each treatment on multiple physiological 573 
targets. 574 
 575 
We recognise several limitations of our analysis. Whilst numerous investigators assessed 576 
TIL across the study ICUs, each TIL score was only assessed once. Therefore, we could 577 
not evaluate the interrater reliability of TIL. Similarly, data needed to calculate the full TIL 578 
score was only recorded once a day, so we could not determine if a daily assessment 579 
frequency was sufficient. Since the prior TIL validation study reported a high interrater 580 
reliability and recommended a daily assessment frequency,9 we assumed both to be true. 581 
The results from the Randomised Evaluation of Surgery with Craniectomy for 582 
Uncontrollable Elevation of Intracranial Pressure (RESCUEicp) trial41 – published amidst 583 
CENTER-TBI patient recruitment in 2016 – have likely changed the global frequency and 584 
perceived intensity of decompressive craniectomy for TBI. Therefore, we recognise the 585 
potentially confounding effect of the trial results on treatment decision making for some 586 
patients in the CENTER-TBI population and encourage a potential reappraisal of the 587 
therapeutic intensity of decompressive craniectomy through expert discussion and 588 
statistical validation. The physician impressions (i.e., physician concerns of ICP and CPP 589 
and refractory intracranial hypertension status) were subjective, and we did not have 590 
enough information to account for interrater variability. Therefore, these scores and labels 591 
should be considered unrefined. Finally, because of limited dosage data for numerical 592 
treatments (i.e., CSF drainage, ventilation, hyperosmolar therapy, and temperature 593 
control), we did not test alternative sub-item categorisations. 594 
 595 

Conclusion 596 
 597 
TIL is a valid, generalisable measurement of ICP management amongst neuro-monitored 598 
TBI patients in the ICU. On all validation metrics, TIL performs at least as well as its 599 
alternatives and considers the widest range of modern treatment strategies. TIL’s 600 
component scores over increasing TIL reflect a clinically credible order of treatment 601 
escalation, from head positioning to ICP-directed surgery. TIL(Basic) is not suitable for 602 
evaluating maximum treatment intensity, but daily TIL(Basic) and median TIL(Basic) can cover 603 
up to a third of the information in TIL. In the setting of clinical ICP management, TIL is a 604 
more sensitive marker of pathophysiological severity than ICP and can be considered an 605 
intermediate outcome after TBI. 606 
 607 

Transparency, Rigor and Reproducibility Summary 608 
 609 
The CENTER-TBI study was pre-registered at clinicaltrials.gov (NCT02210221, 610 
https://clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/show/NCT02210221). The analysis plan was registered after 611 
beginning data collection but before data analysis at https://www.center-612 
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tbi.eu/data/approved-proposals (#491), and the lead author with primary responsibility for 613 
the analysis certifies that the analysis plan was pre-specified. A sample size of 903 614 
patients was planned based on availability of critically ill, ICP-monitored, adult TBI 615 
patients recruited for CENTER-TBI. Actual sample size was 873, as 18 patients had a 616 
documented decision to WLST on the first day of ICU stay and 12 additional patients did 617 
not have daily TIL scores assessed. A patient inclusion diagram is provided (Fig. 1). TIL 618 
scoring and clinical data entry was performed by investigators who were aware of relevant 619 
characteristics of the participants. Participants were recruited between 19 December 620 
2014 and 17 December 2017, and data (including follow-up results) were collected until 621 
31 March 2021. High-resolution waveforms were stored directly from bedside monitoring 622 
software, as described in the Methods and Materials. Variability amongst different TIL 623 
assessors is not expected to be significant based on the established high interrater 624 
reliability of TIL.9 All equipment and software used to perform imaging and preprocessing 625 
are widely available from commercial sources or open source repositories. The clinimetric 626 
validation procedure and the primary clinical metric (TIL) are established standards in the 627 
field, based on previously published results9,28 and this study. The assumption of 628 
bootstrapping-derived confidence intervals is that the sample is representative of the 629 
population. This study is, itself, an external validation, and internal replication by the study 630 
group was performed. Individual participant data are available online, conditional to 631 
approved online study proposal, with no end date at https://www.center-tbi.eu/data. 632 
Signed confirmation of a data access agreement is required, and all access must comply 633 
with regulatory restrictions imposed on the original study. All analytic code used to 634 
perform the statistical analyses are publicly available online at: 635 
https://github.com/sbhattacharyay/CENTER-TBI_TIL. This paper will be published under 636 
a Creative Commons Open Access license, and upon publication, will be freely available 637 
at https://www.liebertpub.com/loi/neu. 638 
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Fig. 1. Flow diagram for patient enrolment and validation population assignment. 
Abbreviations: CENTER-TBI=Collaborative European NeuroTrauma Effectiveness Research in 
TBI, ICP=intracranial pressure, ICPEH=end-hour ICP, ICPHR=high-resolution ICP, ICU=intensive 
care unit, TBI=traumatic brain injury, TIL=Therapy Intensity Level scale,8,9 WLST=withdrawal of 
life-sustaining therapies.  

CENTER-TBI core study dataset available for analysis (n=4,509)

CENTER-TBI recruitment criteria at time of enrolment:
◆ Admission to the hospital within 24 hours of TBI
◆ Indication for computerised tomography (CT) scanning
◆ No severe pre-existing neurological disorder
◆ Informed consent according to local and national policy

n=2,138

n=2,056

n=903

n=885

Not admitted to 
the ICU (n=2,371)

Less than 16 
years old (n=82)

TIL validation population (n=873)

Both end-hour and high-
resolution ICP values (n=259)

Only end-hour ICP values
(n=578)

ICP values not recorded 
in dataset (n=36)

TIL–ICPHR population (n=259)

TIL–ICPEH population (n=837)

ICP not monitored 
in ICU (n=1,153)

Decision of WLST made on 
first day of ICU stay (n=18)

TIL score not 
assessed (n=12)
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Fig. 2. Distributions of TIL and alternative scales. Abbreviations: ICU=intensive care unit, 
PILOT=Paediatric Intensity Level of Therapy scale,7 TIL=Therapy Intensity Level scale,8,9 
TIL(1987)=original Therapy Intensity Level scale published in 1987,6 TIL(Basic)=condensed TIL scale,8 
uwTIL=unweighted TIL scale in which sub-item scores are replaced by the ascending rank index 
within the item. The numeric definition of each scale is listed in Table 1. (A) Distributions of 
maximum scores of TIL (i.e., TILmax) and alternative scales (i.e., uwTILmax, TIL(Basic)max, PILOTmax, 
and TIL(1987)max) over the first week of ICU stay. (B) Distribution of median scores of TIL (i.e., 
TILmedian) and alternative scales (i.e., uwTILmedian, TIL(Basic)median, PILOTmedian, and TIL(1987)median) over 
the first week of ICU stay. (C) Distributions of daily scores of TIL (i.e., TIL24) and alternative scales 
(i.e., uwTIL24, TIL(Basic)24, PILOT24, and TIL(1987)24) over the first week of ICU stay.  
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Fig. 3. Associations of TIL and alternative scales with other clinical measures. 
Abbreviations: DayICU=variable representing day (from 1 to 7) of ICU stay, EH=end-hour, 
CPP=cerebral perfusion pressure, GCS=Glasgow Coma Scale at ICU admission, 
GOSE=Glasgow Outcome Scale–Extended at six months post-injury, HR=high-resolution, 
ICP=intracranial pressure, ICU=intensive care unit, PILOT=Paediatric Intensity Level of Therapy 
scale,7 Pr(GOSE>•)=“probability of GOSE greater than • at six months post-injury” as previously 
calculated from the first 24 hours of admission,27 TIL=Therapy Intensity Level scale,8,9 
TIL(1987)=original Therapy Intensity Level scale published in 1987,6 TIL(Basic)=condensed TIL scale,8 
uwTIL=unweighted TIL scale in which sub-item scores are replaced by the ascending rank index 
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within the item. The numeric definition of each scale is listed in Table 1, and the calculation of 
daily (e.g., TIL24), maximum (e.g., TILmax), and median (e.g., TILmedian) scores are described in the 
Methods. The bars represent 95% confidence intervals derived from bootstrapping with 1,000 
resamples of unique patients over 100 missing value imputations. (A) Spearman’s correlation 
coefficients (ρ) between maximum scale scores over first week of ICU stay (i.e., TILmax, uwTILmax, 
TIL(Basic)max, PILOTmax, and TIL(1987)max) and other clinical measures. (B) Spearman’s correlation 
coefficients (ρ) between median scale scores over first week of ICU stay (i.e., TILmedian, 
uwTILmedian, TIL(Basic)median, PILOTmedian, and TIL(1987)median) and other clinical measures. (C) 
Repeated measures correlation coefficients (rrm, from -1 to 1) are interpreted as the strength and 
direction of association between two variables after accounting for inter-patient variation. (D) 
Linear mixed effects model coefficients (βLMER) are interpreted as the expected difference in 
dependent variable (e.g., EH ICP24) per unit increase of daily scale score (e.g., TIL24) after 
accounting for time since ICU admission (i.e., DayICU) and inter-patient variation.  
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Fig 4. Distributions of daily intracranial pressure and cerebral perfusion pressure means 
per daily TIL score. Abbreviations: CPP=cerebral perfusion pressure, CPP24=mean CPP over 
calendar day, DayICU=variable representing day (from 1 to 7) of ICU stay, EH=end-hour, HR=high-
resolution, ICP=intracranial pressure, ICP24=mean ICP over calendar day, TIL=Therapy Intensity 
Level scale,8,9 TIL24=TIL score of calendar day, TIL-ICPEH=end-hour ICP sub-population, TIL-
ICPHR=high-resolution ICP sub-population. The values in each panel are the linear mixed effects 
model coefficients (βLMER) of TIL24 with 95% confidence intervals derived from bootstrapping with 
1,000 resamples of unique patients over 100 missing value imputations. The width of violin plots 
is scaled for each population, but the width of the points inside them demonstrates relative 
frequency across the populations. The violin plots do not encompass outliers based on 1.5 times 
the interquartile range. (A) Distributions of ICP24 vs. TIL24 for both sub-populations. (B) 
Distributions of CPP24 vs. TIL24 for both sub-populations.  
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Fig 5. Discrimination of refractory intracranial hypertension status by TIL and alternative 
scale summary scores. Abbreviations: AUC=area under the receiver operating characteristic 
curve, EH=end-hour, HR=high-resolution, ICP=intracranial pressure, ICPmax=maximum calendar 
day mean of ICP over first week of ICU stay, ICPmedian=median calendar day mean of ICP over 
first week of ICU stay, ICU=intensive care unit, PILOT=Paediatric Intensity Level of Therapy 
scale,7 TIL=Therapy Intensity Level scale,8,9 TIL(1987)=original Therapy Intensity Level scale 
published in 1987,6 TIL(Basic)=condensed TIL scale,8 uwTIL=unweighted TIL scale in which sub-
item scores are replaced by the ascending rank index within the item. The 95% confidence 
intervals of AUC were derived from bootstrapping with 1,000 resamples of unique patients over 
100 missing value imputations. (A) Distributions of maximum scores of TIL (i.e., TILmax) and 
alternative scales (i.e., uwTILmax, TIL(Basic)max, PILOTmax, and TIL(1987)max) stratified by refractory 
intracranial hypertension status. The horizontal black line segments represent the thresholds 
which maximised the sum of sensitivity and specificity for each scale. (B) Distributions of median 
scores of TIL (i.e., TILmedian) and alternative scales (i.e., uwTILmedian, TIL(Basic)median, PILOTmedian, and 
TIL(1987)median) stratified by refractory intracranial hypertension status. The horizontal black line 
segments represent the thresholds which maximised the sum of sensitivity and specificity for each 
scale. (C) Receiver operating characteristic curve of refractory intracranial hypertension detection 
with TILmax. The threshold which maximised the sum of sensitivity and specificity is highlighted 
with the dark red circle. (D) Receiver operating characteristic curve of refractory intracranial 
hypertension detection with TILmedian. The threshold which maximised the sum of sensitivity and 
specificity is highlighted with the dark red circle.  
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Fig 6. Association of TIL component items with TIL24 and other study measures. 
Abbreviations: CPP=cerebral perfusion pressure, CPP24=mean CPP over calendar day, 
CSF=cerebrospinal fluid, EH=end-hour, HR=high-resolution, ICP=intracranial pressure, 
ICP24=mean ICP over calendar day, ICU=intensive care unit, TIL=Therapy Intensity Level scale,8,9 
TIL24=TIL score of calendar day. The 95% confidence intervals of rrm and βLMER values were 
derived from bootstrapping with 1,000 resamples of unique patients over 100 missing value 
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imputations. (A) Median component score of each ICP-treatment modality (Table 1) per each 
TIL24 score. The histogram under the x-axis represents the relative frequency and count of each 
TIL24 score in the population, and diagonal dashed line represents the TIL24 score on both axes. 
If the sum of median item scores does not equal the corresponding TIL24 score, this can be 
interpreted as high variability in the combination of simultaneously applied therapies at that TIL24 
score. (B) The repeated measures correlation coefficients (rrm, from -1 to 1) are interpreted as the 
strength and direction of association between two variables after accounting for inter-patient 
variation. The component score of each item (Table 1, x-axis) was subtracted from the TIL24 score 
(top row on y-axis) before calculating their rrm values. (C) Linear mixed effects model coefficients 
(βLMER) are interpreted as the expected difference in the dependent variable (y-axis) associated 
with the given TIL24 sub-item treatment (Table 1) after accounting for all other TIL24 sub-items, 
time since ICU admission, and inter-patient variation.  
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Fig 7. Relationship between TIL and TIL(Basic). Abbreviations: AUC=area under the receiver 
operating characteristic curve, ICU=intensive care unit, TIL=Therapy Intensity Level scale,8,9 
TIL(Basic)=condensed TIL scale.8 The numeric definition of each scale is listed in Table 1, and the 
calculation of daily (e.g., TIL24), maximum (e.g., TILmax), and median (e.g., TILmedian) scores are 
described in the Methods. The 95% confidence intervals of information coverage were derived 
from bootstrapping with 1,000 resamples of unique patients over 100 missing value imputations. 
(A) Distribution of corresponding TIL(Basic)24 scores per each TIL24 score. The values in each cell 
represent the percent of assessments at a given TIL24 score (i.e., column) corresponding to a 
TIL(Basic)24 score (i.e., row). The vertical, dark red lines represent cut-offs across which the median 
corresponding TIL(Basic)24 score per TIL24 score changes. (B) Distribution of corresponding TIL24 
scores per each TIL(Basic)24 score. The width of violin plots is scaled for each TIL(Basic)24 score, but 
the width of the points inside them demonstrates relative frequency across the TIL(Basic)24 scores. 
The grey, shaded zones represent the range of TIL24 scores with corresponding median TIL(Basic)24 
scores on the x-axis, as determined in panel (A). (C) The information of TIL24, TILmax, and TILmedian 
covered by TIL(Basic)24, TIL(Basic)max, and TIL(Basic)median, respectively. Information coverage is defined 
as the mutual information of TIL24 and TIL(Basic)24 (or TILmax and TIL(Basic)max or TILmedian and 
TIL(Basic)median) divided by the entropy of TIL24 (or TILmax or TILmedian). 
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Table 1. Scoring configurations for TIL and alternative scales 
ICP-treatment 
modality 

Item TIL uwTIL TIL(Basic)a PILOTb TIL(1987)b  
Sub-item Score Max Score Max Scorea Score Max Score Max 

Positioning Head elevation for 
ICP control or nursed 
flat (180°) for CPP 
management 

1 1 1 1 1 – – – – 

Sedation and 
neuromuscular 
blockade 

Sedation 
 

5  3  
 

5 
 

4  
Low dose sedation 
(as required for 
mechanical 
ventilation) 

1 
 

1  1 1 
 

1 
 

 
Higher dose 
sedation for ICP 
control (but not 
aiming for burst 
suppression) 

2 
 

2  2 1 
 

1 
 

 
High dose propofol 
or barbiturates for 
ICP control 
(metabolic 
suppression) 

5 
 

3  4 5 
 

4 
 

Neuromuscular 
blockade (paralysis) 

3 3 1 1 – 2 2 1 1 

CSF drainage CSF drainage volume 
 

3  2  
 

5 
 

2  
Low (<120 ml/24h) 2 

 
1  2 4 

 
1 

 
 

High (≥120 ml/24h) 3 
 

2  3 5 
 

2 
 

CPP 
management 

Fluid loading for 
maintenance of 
cerebral perfusion 

1 1 1 1 2 – – – – 

Vasopressor therapy 
required for 
management of 
cerebral perfusion 

1 1 1 1 2 2 2 – – 

Ventilatory 
management 

Hypocapnia for ICP 
control (PaCO2 
[mmHg]) 

 
4  3  

 
4 

 
2 

 
Mild 
(35≤PaCO2<40) 

1 
 

1  2 1 
 

1 
 

 
Moderate 
(30≤PaCO2<35) 

2 
 

2  3 2 
 

1 
 

 
Intensive 
(PaCO2<30) 

4 
 

3  4 4 
 

2 
 

Hyperosmolar 
therapy 

Mannitol 
administration 

 
3  2  

 
3 

 
6 

 
≤2g/kg/24h 2 

 
1  2 2 

 
3 

 
 

>2g/kg/24h 3 
 

2  3 3 
 

6 
 

Hypertonic saline 
administration 

 
3  2  

 
3 – – 

 
≤0.3g/kg/24h 2 

 
1  2 3 

   
 

>0.3g/kg/24h 3 
 

2  3 3 
   

Temperature 
control 

Temperature control 
(T [°C]) 

 
5  3  

 
5 – – 

 
Fever control (>38 
or spontaneous 
<34.5) 

1 
 

1   1 
   

 
Cooling for ICP 
control (≥35) 

2 
 

2  3 3 
   

 
Hypothermia (<35) 5 

 
3  4 5 
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Surgery for 
intracranial 
hypertension 

Intracranial operation 
for progressive mass 
lesion, NOT 
scheduled on 
admission 

4 4 1 1 4 4 4 – – 

Decompressive 
craniectomy 

5 5 1 1 4 5 5 – – 

Maximum total possible score 
 

38  21 4 
 

38 
 

15 
Abbreviations: CPP=cerebral perfusion pressure, CSF=cerebrospinal fluid, ICP=intracranial 
pressure, PaCO2=partial pressure of carbon dioxide in arterial blood, PILOT=Paediatric Intensity 
Level of Therapy scale,7 T=body temperature in degrees Celsius, TIL=Therapy Intensity Level 
scale,8,9 TIL(1987)=original Therapy Intensity Level scale published in 1987,6 TIL(Basic)=condensed 
TIL scale,8 uwTIL=unweighted TIL scale in which sub-item scores are replaced by the ascending 
rank index within the item. 
The TIL scale was developed by Maas et al.8 For each calendar day, the highest score for each 
item was summed to derive the TIL score. 
aTIL(Basic) is the maximum score (up to 4) among all administered sub-items over the calendar day. 
If no sub-items are administered on a given day, TIL(Basic)=0. 
bPILOT scale7 and TIL(1987) scale6 scoring configurations have been adapted with minor 
adjustments to fit the items of TIL with a daily assessment frequency.  
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Table 2. Summary characteristics of study validation populations 
Summary characteristic TIL validation population 

Overall 
(n=873, 52 centres) 

TIL-ICPEH 
(n=837, 51 centres) 

TIL-ICPHR 
(n=259, 21 centres) 

p-
valuec 

Age [years] 47 (29–62) 47 (29–62) 48 (30–62.5) 0.303 
Sex: Female 222 (25%) 213 (25%) 55 (21%) 0.078 
Baseline GCS (na=822) 

  
0.554  

Mild [13–15] 122 (15%) 115 (15%) 38 (16%) 
 

 
Moderate [9–12] 139 (17%) 133 (17%) 36 (15%) 

 
 

Severe [3–8] 561 (68%) 539 (68%) 170 (70%) 
 

Marshall CT (na=710) 
  

0.278  
No visible pathology (I) 17 (2%) 16 (2%) 6 (3%) 

 
 

Diffuse injury II 264 (37%) 248 (36%) 75 (35%) 
 

 
Diffuse injury III 93 (13%) 89 (13%) 22 (10%) 

 
 

Diffuse injury IV 16 (2%) 16 (2%) 3 (1%) 
 

 
Mass lesion (V & VI) 320 (45%) 312 (46%) 107 (50%) 

 

Six-month GOSE (na=761) 
  

0.329  
(1) Death 199 (26%) 195 (26%) 54 (23%) 

 
 

(2 or 3) Vegetative or lower SD 182 (24%) 181 (25%) 63 (27%) 
 

 
(4) Upper SD 70 (9%) 66 (9%) 22 (9%) 

 
 

(5) Lower MD 122 (16%) 117 (16%) 44 (19%) 
 

 
(6) Upper MD 74 (10%) 71 (10%) 23 (10%) 

 
 

(7) Lower GR 56 (7%) 52 (7%) 14 (6%) 
 

 
(8) Upper GR 58 (8%) 55 (7%) 13 (6%) 

 

Baseline functional prognosisb [%] (na=749) 
   

 
Pr(GOSE>1) 84.7 (63.5–94.9) 84.1 (62.1–94.7) 83.8 (66.9–94.0) 0.664  
Pr(GOSE>3) 53.9 (29.9–76.0) 53.1 (29.2–75.0) 52.4 (33.9–71.1) 0.287  
Pr(GOSE>4) 39.6 (20.6–59.6) 38.9 (19.8–58.3) 38.1 (22.6–54.6) 0.154  
Pr(GOSE>5) 21.1 (10.2–36.8) 20.7 (10.0–36.0) 19.3 (10.5–30.1) 0.037  
Pr(GOSE>6) 12.4 (5.9–20.8) 12.0 (5.8–19.9) 10.9 (5.8–17.2) 0.009  
Pr(GOSE>7) 4.8 (2.2–9.2) 4.7 (2.2–9.1) 5.3 (2.2–8.5) 0.415 

TILmax 10 (6–14) 10 (6–14) 10 (6–14) 0.577 
TILmedian 5 (3–10) 5 (3–10) 5 (4–10) 0.826 
TIL24 scores     
 Day 1 (na=852) 7 (4–11) 7 (4–11) 7 (5–10) 0.134 
 Day 2 (na=839) 6 (4–10) 6 (4–10) 6 (4–10) 0.860 
 Day 3 (na=819) 6 (3–9) 6 (3–9) 6 (4–9) 0.926 
 Day 4 (na=787) 6 (3–10) 6 (3–10) 5 (4–10) 0.372 
 Day 5 (na=761) 5 (3–10) 5 (3–10) 5 (3–10) 0.941 
 Day 6 (na=733) 5 (2–9) 5 (2.5–9) 5 (3–10) 0.337 
 Day 7 (na=709) 5 (2–9) 4 (2–9) 5 (2–9) 0.425 

Abbreviations: Baseline GCS=Glasgow Coma Scale at ICU admission, from 3 to 15, 
GOSE=GOS–Extended, GR=good recovery, ICP=intracranial pressure, ICPEH=end-hour ICP, 
ICPHR=high-resolution ICP, Marshall CT=Marshall computerised tomography classification, 
MD=moderate disability, Pr(GOSE>•)=“probability of GOSE greater than • at six months post-
injury” as previously calculated from the first 24 hours of admission,27 SD=severe disability, 
TIL=Therapy Intensity Level scale, TIL24=TIL score of calendar day in ICU, TILmax=maximum TIL24 
over first week of ICU stay, TILmedian=median TIL24 over first week of ICU stay. Data are median 
(IQR) for numeric characteristics and n (% of column group) for categorical characteristics, unless 
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otherwise indicated. Units or numerical definitions of characteristics are provided in square 
brackets. 
aLimited sample size of non-missing values for characteristic. 
bOrdinal functional outcome prognostic scores were calculated through tokenised embedding of 
all clinical information in the first 24 hours of ICU stay, as described previously.27 
cp-values, comparing patients in TIL-ICPHR sub-population to those not in TIL-ICPHR sub-
population, are derived from with Welch’s t-test for numeric variables and χ2 contingency table 
test for categorical variables. 
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Table 3. Optimised ranges for TIL categorisation 
Category Derived 

ranges 
Performance (95% confidence intervals) Case countsc Previously 

proposed 
rangesd Sensitivity Specificity Accuracy No Yes 

Refractory intracranial 
hypertensiona 

TILmax≥14 68% (62–74%) 79% (77–81%) 77% (75–79%) 707 157 TILmax≥11 

TILmedian≥7.5 81% (77–87%) 72% (70–75%) 74% (72–76%)   – 

Day of surgical ICP 
controlb 

TIL24≥9 87% (83–91%) 74% (72–76%) 76% (74–77%) 4916 585 – 

TIL(Basic)24    72% (70–73%)    

 (1) Basic ICU care 1≤TIL24≤2    4932 568 1≤TIL24≤3 

 (2) Mild 3≤TIL24≤6    3294 2206 4≤TIL24≤7 

 (3) Moderate 7≤TIL24≤8    4709 791 8≤TIL24≤10 

 (4) Extreme TIL24≥9    3919 1581 TIL24≥11 

Abbreviations: ICP=intracranial pressure, ICU=intensive care unit, TIL=Therapy Intensity Level 
scale,8,9 TIL(Basic)=condensed TIL scale.8 The numeric definition of each scale is listed in Table 1, 
and the calculation of daily (e.g., TIL24), maximum (e.g., TILmax), and median (e.g., TILmedian) scores 
is described in the Methods. The 95% confidence intervals of performance metrics were derived 
from bootstrapping with 1,000 resamples of unique patients over 100 missing value imputations. 
aRefractory intracranial hypertension was defined as recurrent, sustained (i.e., of at least ten 
minutes) increases of ICP above 20 mmHg despite medical ICP management during ICU stay. 
This information was recorded by attending physicians in patient discharge summaries. 
bIf a decompressive craniectomy was performed as a last resort for refractory intracranial 
hypertension, each of the days following the operation were also considered days of surgical ICP 
control. 
cFor refractory intracranial hypertension, case counts represent the number of patients (with non-
missing values) without (i.e., No) and with (i.e., Yes) refractory intracranial hypertension. For day 
of surgical ICP control and TIL(Basic)24, case counts represent the number of non-missing TIL 
assessments not in (i.e., No) and in (i.e., Yes) the given category. 
dThresholds were previously proposed by the interagency panel which developed TIL based on 
expert opinion.8 
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