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Abstract (225 words) 29 

Background and aims: The third Intensive Care Bundle with Blood Pressure Reduction in 30 

Acute Cerebral Hemorrhage Trial (INTERACT3) showed that the implementation of a care 31 

bundle improves outcomes after acute intracerebral hemorrhage (ICH).  We aimed to establish 32 

consensus-based recommendations for the broader integration of the care bundle across Latin 33 

American countries (LAC).   34 

Methods: A 3-phase Delphi study allowed a panel of 32 healthcare workers from 14 LAC to 35 

sequentially rank various statements that commenced with 43 statements relevant to 7 36 

domains (training, resources and infrastructure, education of patients, blood pressure, 37 

temperature, glycemic control, and reversal of anticoagulation).  The pre-defined consensus 38 

threshold was 75%. 39 

Results: A total of 55 statements reached consensus by the third round, which included 12 40 

new statements that emerged through rounds.  The highest-ranked statements in each domain 41 

emphasized critical aspects with successful implementation requiring a minimum level of 42 

resources to be made available.  Key priorities included the continuous training of all 43 

healthcare workers involved in the management of ICH, establishing protocols aligned with 44 

available resources, and a collaborative inter-disciplinary approach to care being supported by 45 

institutional networks.  Statements related to anticoagulation reversal were given the highest 46 

priority, which highlighted interest in the topic but limited availability of treatment in the 47 

region. 48 

Conclusions: Consensus statements are provided to facilitate integration of the INTERACT3 49 

care bundle to reduce disparities in ICH outcomes in LAC. 50 

Key words: Implementation science, intracerebral hemorrhage, care bundle, stroke, Latin 51 

America.   52 
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Non-standard Abbreviations and Acronyms:  53 

INTERACT3: The third INTEnsive Care Bundle with Blood Pressure Reduction in Acute 54 

Cerebral Hemorrhage Trial. 55 

LAC: Latin American Countries.  56 

  57 
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Introduction  58 

Intracerebral hemorrhage (ICH) is not as common as ischemic stroke but makes a 59 

disproportionately higher contribution to the loss of productive life from stroke due to its high 60 

rates of death and disability, worldwide.
1,2

  The third INTEnsive Care Bundle with Blood 61 

Pressure Reduction in Acute Cerebral Hemorrhage Trial (INTERACT3) was an international, 62 

multicenter, stepped-wedge, cluster-randomized, controlled clinical trial that showed for the 63 

first time, that active care through a care bundle including time- and target -based protocols 64 

involving early intensive blood pressure (BP) lowering (achieving systolic BP <140 mmHg), 65 

glycemic control (achieving 6.1-7.8 mmol/L and 7.8-10.0 mmol/L without and with diabetes 66 

mellitus, respectively), treatment of pyrexia (achieving temperature level <37.5 °C), and 67 

reversal of anticoagulation (achieving an international normalized ratio [INR) <1.5), within 1 68 

hour of the initiation of treatment and to be maintained for 7 days, led to significantly better 69 

functional recovery, lower mortality, and improved quality of life at 6-months.
3
  However, 70 

challenges exist in the broader implementation of this care bundle in ICH. 71 

Latin American countries (LAC) had the fourth largest burden of stroke in 2019, with ICH 72 

being a major contributor due to the high prevalence of hypertension, obesity, and various 73 

barriers to integrate evidence-based care.
1,4

  LAC poses unique challenges in implementing 74 

new treatment strategies, as the healthcare systems are deeply fragmented, often with little 75 

coordination between discipline groups.
5
  Inequitable access to healthcare that is coupled with 76 

substantial budget constraints, impedes the capacity to address healthcare demands arising 77 

from social and demographic shifts.  Structural disparities between social groups, limited 78 

availability of universal healthcare coverage, and diversity in culture and health literacy in the 79 

region present considerable challenges to addressing the burden of stroke as well as other 80 

common conditions.
5,6 

 81 
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A better understanding of facilitators and barriers can facilitate the integration of new 82 

interventions and improve knowledge-to-practice gaps.  The INTERACT3 study captured 83 

some barriers to implementing the care bundle through an embedded process evaluation.  We 84 

wished to consolidate such information by generating structured strategies specific to LAC.  85 

Herein, we report our efforts to establish recommendations to the implementation of the 86 

INTERACT3 care bundle in hospitals across LAC. 87 

Methods 88 

Study design  89 

We performed a 3-phase online Delphi process with the aim of obtaining expert 90 

recommendations for implementing the INTERACT3 care bundle in LAC.  The goal of the 91 

Delphi methodology is to achieve expert consensus by employing semi-structured 92 

questionnaires with open-ended questions and controlled assessment and feedback to pre-93 

defined statements.  Mixed methods-quantitative and qualitative-analysis are undertaken until 94 

an accord is established and summarized.
7,8

 The method is widely used to establish 95 

recommendations for patient care and public health, such as during the COVID-19 96 

pandemic.
9-11

  Our study conformed to the Recommendations for the Conducting and 97 

Reporting of Delphi Studies (CREDES) (Table S1).
12

 98 

Generation of the Delphi survey 99 

Two of us (MIA and FGM) conducted a comprehensive review of the INTERACT3 process 100 

evaluation that was limited to LAC (results are unpublished) to formulate 43 statements to 101 

include in the first round.  These statements were thoughtfully categorized into seven 102 

domains: (i) training and education (6 statements); (ii) human resources and infrastructure (5 103 

statements); (iii) early intensive BP control (7 statements); (iv) strict glucose control (12 104 

statements); (v) body temperature control (6 statements); (vi) rapid reversal of anticoagulation 105 
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(3 statements); and (vii) education for patients and family members (4 statements).  Two 106 

survey versions were designed in English and Spanish to accommodate linguistic diversity.  107 

Extensive discussions were undertaken of the domains and individual statements over two 108 

meetings.  The rounds underwent careful examination for clarity, coherence, and linguistic 109 

refinement in neutral Spanish (VCN) and English (MO and CA) to produce the final 110 

questionnaire.  111 

Selection of panelist 112 

We used an iterative sampling approach to identify panelists (Figure 1).  Potential participants 113 

were identified from known specialist contacts of the research group and through snowball 114 

recruitment.  Invitations to participate were extended through an online recruitment letter that 115 

outlined the study objectives.  Panelists were offered compensation for their time (USD$100) 116 

upon completion of the study. 117 

To assess the expertise of invited participants, a survey collected demographic and hospital 118 

characteristic data in the initial recruitment letter.  Eligibility for participation included the 119 

following criteria: being a healthcare professional with a minimum of 5 years of experience in 120 

a respective field; having at least one year of experience in a public health facility; and being 121 

currently involved in the care of ICH patients, including the hyperacute care phase of stroke.  122 

People working in a facility without computerized tomography or an emergency area were 123 

excluded.  124 

We defined the required sample size as 32 participants to align with similar studies where 30-125 

40 was considered adequate to define common themes.
13-15

  Participants were selected to a 126 

maximum of 4 panelists from each of 16 LAC for representation.    127 

Data collection  128 
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We pre-specified 3 rounds to ensure consensus and mitigate drop-out, based on previous 129 

research indicating results diminish or stabilize at this stage.
16

  A REDCap® platform was 130 

used to generate and distribute surveys.
17,18

 131 

Each round lasted 14 days, and an average of 3 reminders was needed to prompt survey 132 

completion.  Between rounds, the research group allotted 3 weeks to analyze responses and 133 

create the subsequent round; this allowed a separation of 5 weeks between rounds.  In the first 134 

round (R1), panelists were asked to rate each of the statements according to their level of 135 

agreement on a descending 4-point Likert scale (strongly agree [SA], agree [A], disagree [D], 136 

and strongly disagree [SD]).  Following each statement and dimension, panelists could 137 

provide comments and suggest edits for the current statements or propose additional ones. 138 

The pre-defined consensus threshold was set at 75% agreement (SA or A) for retention of a 139 

statement, as defined elsewhere.
9,15,19

  Statements below this threshold were modified 140 

according to feedback from panelists, and some statements were modified if they failed to 141 

reach 75% of SA from panelist feedback.  142 

In the second round (R2), statements with modifications and any new ones suggested by 143 

panelists, were included in the survey.  Statements that achieved consensus agreement were 144 

removed and only include in the final ranking section in round 3 (R3).  Panelists were 145 

provided with percentage agreement in R1 and relevant unidentified citations.  As in R1, they 146 

were provided with open comment boxes at the end of each statement and dimension. 147 

R3 followed a similar dynamic process, but this time the panelists had to rank the importance 148 

of all retained statements on a 9-point Likert scale, from 1 ‘most important’ to 9 ‘least 149 

important’.  Ultimately, they could indicate which statement they considered should be 150 

removed from the final report; this applied to all statements that received a 75% agreement for 151 

exclusion.  The goal was to ensure that the final report only included statements with a 152 

substantial level of importance.  Anonymity was maintained throughout the Delphi rounds. 153 
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Data analysis 154 

Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics.  Statements results were 155 

summarized using percentage of agreement, and consensus was achieved if ≥75% of 156 

combined ‘SA’ and ‘A’ responses were obtained.  For the ranking section, median and 157 

percentage of statements rated ≥3 were reported.  STATA version 18 was used in all 158 

statistical analyzes. 159 

Qualitative data were analyzed (MIA and FGM) using a simple content analysis from the 160 

comments gathered in each round.  Group consensus was used to decide on the requirement to 161 

modify existing statements or consider new statements that emerged in each round.  Verbatim 162 

quotes from participants are presented to support the findings.   163 

Ethical approval 164 

The study was approved by the Scientific Ethics Committee of Clínica Alemana-Universidad 165 

del Desarrollo (number 2023-68).  All panelists provide an online informed consent before 166 

participation in the study. 167 

Results 168 

The panelist group comprised 32 participants (mean age 37.1±5.8 years) from 14 LAC 169 

(Figure 2) who were predominantly neurologists (87.5%) with a mean of 9.7±3.7 years of 170 

experience.  Table 1 provides details of their other characteristics.  They responded to all 3 171 

rounds (Figure 1).  In R1, of the 43 statements, 3 failed to reach the pre-defined agreement of 172 

75%, 29 were modified based on weak agreement, and 8 new statements emerged from the 173 

panelists.  Thus, the 11 statements that achieved consensus were not modified nor passed on 174 

to R2.    175 

In R2, of the 40 statements that achieved consensus, 8 were modified due to lack of SA 176 

consensus and 4 new statements were created.  The 32 statements that achieved consensus 177 
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were not modified and did not pass to R3.  Thus, the final round involved the rating of 12 178 

statements and by the end, all statements achieved consensus.  The panelists also had the 179 

opportunity to rank all 55 statements considered throughout the rounds within each domain.  180 

As there were no statements with 75% consensus agreement for exclusion from the final 181 

report, the following section presents all the statements in the final round, with quotes to 182 

emphasize relevance. 183 

Training and education 184 

Statements concerning national initiatives were the highest ranked and achieved substantial 185 

consensus.  For example, the need to create a ‘stroke code’ protocol for the early treatment of 186 

ICH patients (SA 93.8%; ranking 1.34±1.45) (Table S2).  Moreover, education to the general 187 

public was to emphasize the importance of symptom recognition and need to promptly call 188 

emergency services (SA 84.4%; ranking 1.46±1.31). 189 

“One of the main limitations in providing and applying the bundle of care is that symptoms 190 

are not recognized in time, and as a result, individuals do not seek medical attention.”  191 

Emphasis was made to provide training to all healthcare workers involved in the management 192 

of ICH patients (SA 93.8%; ranking 1.34±1.45), without prioritizing certain groups over 193 

others. 194 

“Although the background of the neurology team is usually better, I believe that training 195 

should be given to all staff and not prioritizing non-neurologist staff” 196 

The high rotational nature of staffing in emergency rooms was highlighted as a barrier to 197 

effective implementation.  Thus, efforts should be made towards continuous education of 198 

staff. 199 

Human resources and infrastructure 200 
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The key concern was the provision of training to healthcare workers (SA 90.6%; ranking 201 

1.09±0.29) (Table S3), and the necessity for cohesion between different discipline units. 202 

“All personnel who treat patients with intracerebral hemorrhage should be on the same 203 

page.”  204 

Assurance over the allocation of minimum resources in countries (SA 81.3%; ranking 205 

1.43±0.84) was also deemed a high priority.  Importance was also given to statements that 206 

highlighted the need for a collaborative approach through the creation of communication 207 

pathways between units to ensure prompt notification of imaging results (SA 68.8%; ranking 208 

1.71 ±1.05); and continuity of treatment for patients transferred to other units (SA 68.8%; 209 

ranking 1.75 ±1.27). 210 

“In-hospital delays due to miscommunication are higher than we generally assume.” 211 

Early intensive BP control 212 

Adherence to the strict monitoring protocol used in INTERACT3 was given the highest 213 

priority (Table S4).  Despite a good overall correlation between rating and ranking being 214 

achieved, this statement had the highest combined disagreement in the domain (Combined 215 

Disagreement [CD] 15.7%, ranking 1.28±0.58).  Although the panelists agreed on the 216 

minimum set of BP measurement used in the INTERACT3 protocol, monitoring requirements 217 

should be based on individual requirements. 218 

“Monitoring may need to be invasive and continuous or stricter in the first 72 hours in 219 

patients and even more so if they are being managed with intravenous treatment.” 220 

“It should be understood that this statement speaks of as a minimum so it is clear that it 221 

leaves the possibility of individualizing monitoring according to the situation and severity of 222 

each patient.” 223 
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Ensuring that there is a minimum level of resources being readily available, such as 224 

intravenous antihypertensive drugs, was ranked highly (SA 81.3%; ranking 1.31±0.64).  Some 225 

panelists said this was the main barrier to implementation.  Given challenges in the allocation 226 

of healthcare resources, initiatives to provide treatment protocols aligned with local resources 227 

was encouraged (SA 87.5%; ranking 1.37±0.55).  Emphasis was also placed on providing 228 

evidence-based protocols that are periodically updated.  229 

Strict glucose control 230 

Recommendations in this domain were driven by concerns over the requirement for insulin 231 

pumps in the INTERACT3 protocol (Table S5).  Thus, the highest ranked recommendation 232 

was the necessity to include practical training sessions on glycemic management, despite 233 

having a relative low agreement (SA 59.4%; ranking 1.5±0.80).  Moreover, panelists 234 

expressed concern over the widespread unavailability of insulin pumps in LAC; these are 235 

generally reserved for patients with extremely poor glucose control.  Panelists agreed that 236 

specific protocols (SA 87.5%, ranking 1.68±0.89) and communication channels with 237 

endocrinologists and pharmacists (SA 40.6%, ranking 1.75±0.76) should be established for 238 

complex patients. 239 

“In complicated scenarios, there should be guidelines to help in the optimal monitoring and 240 

control of glycemia”. 241 

Another highly ranked recommendation was the need for assurance over the strict 242 

measurement of blood glucose level (BGL) (SA 71.9%; ranking 1.59±0.87).  Compared to the 243 

BP monitoring domain, there was less agreement over the glycemic protocol used in 244 

INTERACT3 (SA 31.3%; ranking 3±2.01).  This primarily stemmed from its use in the stable 245 

non-diabetic patient, where consideration was recommended towards using a more relaxed 246 

monitoring of BGL as resources are limited. 247 
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“If the patient is not diabetic or does not have elevated blood sugar at the onset, I do not 248 

think it is advisable to spend resources”. 249 

Body temperature control 250 

Emphasis was on training of healthcare workers (SA 75%; ranking 1.53±1.13) (Table S6).  251 

Monitoring of patients was also considered necessary (SA 59.4%; ranking 1.75±0.84). 252 

“Focus on proper monitoring, and temperature control. This is a point that is often 253 

overlooked.”  254 

Rapid reversal of anticoagulation 255 

Key aspects were the availability and affordability of modern treatments in this increasing 256 

important topic (Table S7).  The utmost priority was assurance over the availability of 257 

anticoagulation reversal agents (SA 81.3%; ranking 1.21±0.49). 258 

“Establish protocols where there is no need to have the approval of different sectors to allow 259 

for the administration of reversing agents.” 260 

Another aspect was the need for strategies to ensure 24-hour availability of INR measurement 261 

as part of a collaborative approach, supported by networks between healthcare facilities (SA 262 

81.3%; ranking 1.21±0.49).  The need to provide training was also highlighted (SA 87.5%; 263 

ranking 1.31±0.50). 264 

“There is fear with patients who experience bleeding on anticoagulants. Doctors suspend 265 

treatment, and there is a fear of restarting due to recurrence. Workshops on this topic are 266 

important because not everyone is familiar with it.” 267 

Education for patients and family members. 268 

Use of plain language to educate patients and their families (and/or caregivers) was 269 

considered a priority (SA 90.6%; ranking 1.37±0.75) (Table S7).  Given that need for frequent 270 
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monitoring of the care bundle, panelists emphasized the need to educate relatives on the 271 

benefits of this approach for ICH patients (SA 78.1%; ranking 1.62± 0.75), whilst also 272 

avoiding projecting unrealistic expectations. 273 

“It should be clear, without providing false expectations, but without discouraging, as this can 274 

limit the opportunity for improvement.”  275 

Overall priorities 276 

The statement that received the highest ranking across all domains was the provision of 277 

training for all healthcare workers, which emphasized the necessity for teamwork during 278 

implementation of the care bundle (SA 90.6%; ranking 1.09± 0.29).  Anticoagulation reversal 279 

emerged as the domain with the highest-prioritized statements, followed by BP control (Table 280 

S4 and S5).  Within these domains, the statements that received the highest rankings were 281 

those related to resource allocation and education.  282 

Discussion 283 

Our study provides fresh perspectives on areas that need to be addressed to ensure successful 284 

integration of the INTERACT3 care bundle across hospitals in LAC.  High-priority domains 285 

were BP control, anticoagulation reversal, and resourcing, with a focus on education and 286 

training.  Blood glucose and temperature control domains had lower rankings and received 287 

less consensus overall.  Use of the Delphi technique allowed us to identify recommendations 288 

from a comprehensive perspective of different clinician stakeholders in LAC.   289 

A common perspective was the need to ensure that a minimum level of resources would be 290 

made available to achieve effective integration of the care bundle.  Concerns were raised over 291 

the shortage of antihypertensive drugs and reversal anticoagulation agents, which panelists 292 

deemed as a critical barrier in being able to achieve effective implementation of key 293 
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components of the care bundle.  This is consistent with previous studies in which contextual 294 

factors, such as financial resource constraints, are among the most frequently mentioned 295 

barriers.
20

 Other recommendations related to resources, including the availability of 296 

glucometers, thermometers, and BP monitors, did not receive as high a level of ranking, 297 

possibly because they reflected a lower priority of need.  Recognizing the substantial 298 

challenges in the allocation of healthcare resources in LAC, the panelists acknowledged the 299 

importance of developing simple and efficient protocols.  However, prioritizing the supply of 300 

core items, such as the items ranked higher, was deemed a crucial point in resource-301 

constrained settings in LAC.  302 

In common with other country-level recommendations, the generation of a ‘stroke code’ 303 

emerged as another critical aspect.  While there has been a global focus on prompt 304 

implementation of reperfusion therapy for acute ischemic stroke over recent decades, no such 305 

urgency has been uniformly applied to patients with ICH, in part due to the lack of any proven 306 

treatments and also due to the natural history of a poor outcome.  Indeed, while 90% of the 307 

panelists reported having a “stroke code” protocol in their workplaces, only two-thirds had an 308 

integrated ICH management pathway.  The panelists emphasized a pressing need to address 309 

this gap given that robust evidence is now emerging that time makes a difference to prognosis 310 

in ICH.  The non-aggressive approach of clinicians to ICH is further reflected in the common 311 

use of low threshold to withdraw active care in these patients.
21

  Training on the benefits of 312 

the INTERACT3 care bundle was considered a means of addressing premature use of do-not-313 

resuscitate orders and clinician-misjudgment over prognostication.
22

  Hence, inclusion of an 314 

ICH pathway and the training of all healthcare workers on the INTERACT3 care bundle were 315 

considered pivotal first steps in reshaping the perspectives of healthcare professionals on ICH 316 

management. 317 
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It is important to recognize that since ICH is the most severe form of stroke, many patients are 318 

unable to actively participate in the decision-making process.
23

  In such overwhelming 319 

scenarios, misinterpretation of prognosis by surrogates decision-makers, most often being 320 

immediate family members, can lead to misunderstandings, emotional distress and conflict, in 321 

response to early decisions to forego treatment.
23,24

  In order to provide goal-concordant care, 322 

the panelists emphasized the vital role that counselling of relatives on prognosis has on 323 

ensuring a clear message is received through the use of simple language without instilling 324 

false hope.  325 

Our findings further highlight the need for a collaborative approach in stroke care by the 326 

creation of communication channels between professionals and the creation of networks 327 

between healthcare institutions.  The dimensions for a collaborative approach were for strict 328 

glucose control and anticoagulation reversal, reflecting the limited availability of treatments 329 

and limited knowledge of approaches in those areas.  The panelists were reluctant to promote 330 

the use of insulin pumps, which is consistent with barriers found in the use of the fever, 331 

hyperglycemia, and swallowing dysfunction protocols used in the Quality in Acute Stroke 332 

Care (QASC) study.
25

  Similarly, the process evaluation undertaken among Chinese 333 

participants in INTERACT3 found that blood glucose control was the most complex 334 

intervention to implement, and that collaboration and consultations with endocrinology were 335 

key facilitators aligns with our findings.
26

  During the Delphi rounds, use of subcutaneous 336 

insulin was often mentioned but it did not reach a high ranking, further emphasizing the need 337 

for training and protocols in the region.  338 

Given the relative low use of warfarin anticoagulation in Latin America,
27

 and thus a lack of 339 

exposure to anticoagulation reversal, adequate supply of medications alone would unlikely 340 

lead to effective implementation of the care bundle.  Continuous training on drug 341 

reconstitution, organizational support, and ensuring 24-hour availability on INR measures 342 
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through collaborative networks, was contemplated as being important for successful 343 

integration.  Other studies have emphasized these being key steps in reducing door-to-needle 344 

time for anticoagulation reversal,
28

 and are arguably even more relevant in the era of reversal 345 

agents for direct oral anticoagulants. 346 

Our study has several strengths.  The Delphi method was used to evaluate recommendations 347 

for implementation of the INTERACT3 care bundle to enhance ICH management.  The 348 

panelists from 14 LAC led to a comprehensive perspective being gained that accounted for 349 

variations in healthcare systems and cultural contexts in the region.  They provided a 350 

complete response rate throughout rounds that enhances reliability of the results.  However, 351 

some limitations are worth mentioning.  First, despite our efforts to construct a 352 

multidisciplinary panel, it mainly comprised specialist clinicians without any lived-experience 353 

patient, family or community engagement.  Although the panelists were experienced and 354 

worked in a public system, provided them with a holistic view, they may not necessarily 355 

reflect the views of junior staff who work at the front line and are involved in the day-to-day 356 

management of patients with ICH.  Finally, as this study focused on LAC, the views may not 357 

be representative of other countries or healthcare systems.  358 

In summary, the INTERACT3 bundle of care has the potential to reduce the burden of ICH in 359 

LAC, by alleviating alleviate strain on diverse and complex health systems and improving the 360 

health and wellbeing of those affected.  Using the Delphi technique, our study provides a 361 

priority list of key aspects for effective integration of the INTERACT3 care bundle in the 362 

region.  Key stakeholders can use these findings to devise context-specific strategies towards 363 

effective implementation.  364 

 365 

  366 
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Table 1. Baseline panelist characteristics  

  Participants 

(n = 32) 

Sociodemographic  

Male 21 (65.62) 

Age, yr 37.1 ±5.8 

Income of country(*)
 

 

  Low-middle income 2 (6.25) 

  High-middle income 24 (75) 

  High income 6 (18.75) 

Profession  

  Medical Doctor 31 (96.88) 

  General practitioner 1 (3.13) 

  Specialist  

    Neurology 28 (87.50) 

    Internal Medicine  1 (3.13) 

    Urgenciology 1 (3.13) 

    Physiotherapist 1 (3.13) 

Experience   

  Years in profession, mean ±SD  9.71 ±3.70 

  Years in ICH patient care, mean ±SD  7.62 ±2.76 

  Years in Public Health System, mean ±SD  8.12 ±4.05 

INTERACT3 investigator 6 (18.75) 

Panelist hospital 

Location   

  Urban 30 (93.75) 

  Semi-urban 2 (6.25) 

  Rural 0 (0) 

Health Sector   

  Private 6 (18.75) 

  Public 25 (78.13) 

  Other 1 (2.70) 

Computerized tomography available 32 (100) 

Service Units  

  Emergency department 32 (100) 

  Neurosurgery 27 (84.38) 

  Intensive Care Unit 32 (100) 

  Stroke Unit 16 (50) 

  Laboratory facilities 31 (96.88) 

Stroke Protocol  26 (81.25) 

Inclusion of ICH treatment 17 (65.38) 

Data are n (%) or mean±SD 

(*)Income of countries based on the World Bank classification system: high-income includes Chile and 

Brazil; high-middle-income includes Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, 

Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Mexico, Paraguay, and Peru; low-middle-income include Bolivia.  

Abbreviations: ICH= intracerebral hemorrhage. INTERACT3=The third INTEnsive Care Bundle with 

Blood Pressure Reduction in Acute Cerebral Hemorrhage Trial. 

 472 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 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 preprintthis version posted March 8, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.06.24303893doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.06.24303893
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


23 
 

Figures 473 

Figure 1. Flowchart of sampling and Delphi rounds. 474 

Figure 2. Distribution of panelists in Latin America.  475 
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Figure 1. Flowchart of sampling and Delphi rounds
Iterative sampling approach resulted in 32 panelists in all rounds. Rr = Response rate. *R3 analysis not shown since all 12 statements achieved consensus.  
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Figure 2. Distribution of panelists in Latin America

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 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 preprintthis version posted March 8, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.06.24303893doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.06.24303893
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

