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12 BACKGROUND: Although moderate and severe COVID-19 patients have shown obstructive and 

13 restrictive disorders in pulmonary function after recovery from the disease, studies evaluating the 

14 effectiveness of rehabilitation programs that seek to improve lung function are scarce.

15 AIM: Herein, we evaluate changes in lung function and perceived dyspnea in Covid-19 patients after 

16 undergoing 12 weeks of a PR program.

17 DESIGN: Retrospective observational study

18 SETTING: Cesar, Colombia Neumocesar Pneumological Center.

19 POPULATION: 100 outpatients with a history of Covid-19

20 METHODS: We evaluated respiratory function using spirometry parameters, as well as the mMRC 

21 dyspnea scale for perceived dyspnea in 100 patients with a history of Covid-19. We used univariate 

22 and multivariate statistical approaches to assess changes in lung function and perceived dyspnea 
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23 before and after a PR program to determine whether gender, age, height, weight, comorbidities, and 

24 oxygen delivery system affect the recovery of lung function and perceived dyspnea.

25 RESULTS: We found that PR treatment has positive effects on respiratory pathologies caused by 

26 SARS-CoV-2 infection regardless of patient gender, indicating that rehabilitation provided benefits 

27 regardless of the physical characteristics of the patients. Both univariate and multivariate statistical 

28 analyses indicated that FVC, FEV1, FEF 25-75, and mMRC are robust diagnostic indicators of lung 

29 function recovery and perceived dyspnea. Both invasive and non-invasive positive pressure 

30 ventilatory support had deleterious effects on lung function prolongating patient recovery.

31 CONCLUSIONS: Rehabilitation programs can benefit patients facing respiratory pathologies caused 

32 by SARS-CoV-2 infection. Additional research on the long-term effects of the sequelae of Covid-19 

33 is needed. A large sample of patients is needed to clarify the effects of therapy on respiratory function. 

34 CLINICAL REHABILITATION IMPACT: PR programs have positive effects on patients facing 

35 respiratory pathologies caused by SARS-CoV-2 infection.

36 Key words: pulmonary rehabilitation, SARS-CoV-2 infection, rehabilitation program.
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37 Introduction

38 Coronavirus disease (COVID-19) is an infectious disease caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus. Many 

39 infected people develop mild to moderate respiratory illness and recover without requiring special 

40 treatment. However, approximately 20% of Covid-19 patients require medical attention (1). Peramo 

41 et al. (2) demonstrated that the persistence of some symptoms after recovery from the disease are 

42 sequelae associated with the infection. The destruction of the alveolar epithelium, lung consolidation, 

43 and extensive injury to alveolar epithelial cells are some of the pathophysiological manifestations 

44 observed (2). The deterioration of lung function has been observed after hospitalization due to the 

45 evolution of lung injury (3).

46 Disease progression leads to lung tissue damage, which stems from extensive injury to alveolar 

47 epithelial cells following infection. These alterations are more frequent in patients under mechanical 

48 ventilation. However, the presence of pulmonary alterations has been documented in pulmonary 

49 function tests of apparently healthy patients diagnosed with Covid-19 (2,4).

50 Spirometry is the best-known and low-cost respiratory function test, which involves evaluating the 

51 mechanical properties of the respiratory system through volumes and capacities; it provides relevant 

52 information for the classification of both obstructive and restrictive disorders (5). The most 

53 commonly used parameters in this test are forced vital capacity (FVC), forced expiratory volume in 

54 the first second (FEV1), and the FEV1/FVC ratio (6).

55 Studies evaluating the lung function of patients after Covid-19 infection are scarce. However, Torres 

56 Castro et al. (3) reported obstructive and restrictive disorders of the lung in both moderate and severe 

57 COVID-19 patients using spirometry. These authors also evaluated diffusion disorders using the 

58 diffusing capacity for carbon monoxide test (DLCO) and found that these were the most frequent 

59 alterations observed, even in patients with mild cases and patients without symptoms (7).
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60 Approximately 40% of hospitalized Covid-19 patients have impaired lung function (8). This lesion 

61 has even been observed in patients with mild disease, which has motivated evaluations of lung 

62 function to characterize changes in the lung parenchyma and assess the need for treatment. Restrictive 

63 patterns are frequently observed between weeks 6 and 8 after discharge according to pulmonary 

64 function tests (9,10).

65 Pulmonary rehabilitation (PR) is a personalized multidisciplinary treatment that seeks to improve the 

66 physical and psychological conditions of patients with respiratory diseases. It has been used 

67 worldwide in patients with lung diseases such as chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) and 

68 can significantly improve lung function and quality of life. (10,11). It has also been used on patients 

69 in the recovery phase of Covid-19 (8-10).

70 Evaluations of lung function and dyspnea perception in patients undergoing rehabilitation programs 

71 are needed to improve our understanding of the sequelae of Covid-19 (12). Due to the scarcity of 

72 evidence-based guidelines regarding rehabilitation after COVID-19, there is an urgent need for 

73 studies to evaluate the lung function and dyspnea perception before and after PR programs (10,13,14). 

74 The Stanford Hall consensus for post-Covid-19 rehabilitation highlighted the need for more research 

75 on the sequelae of the disease and its long-term impact (10). 

76 The aim of this study was to assess changes in lung function and perceived dyspnea in a group of 

77 patients diagnosed with Covid-19 after undergoing a 12-week PR program in a clinic in Colombia. 

78 The Ethical Guidelines for Human Research from the Declaration of Helsinki were followed, and 

79 ethics committee approval was obtained.

80
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81 Materials and methods

82 Study design

83 Retrospective observational study was carried out and pre- and post-intervention lung function was 

84 evaluated. The data were accessed for research purposes on August 22, 2022, and a confidentiality 

85 agreement was signed with the institution to maintain the anonymity of the participants.

86 Setting and Patients 

87 This study was conducted at NeumoCesar Pulmonary Center, Valledupar, Colombia. Approval was 

88 obtained from the ethics committee of Manuela Beltrán University in Bogotá, Colombia (TRCC-CE-

89 I-2210009). The sample size was estimated using Slovin's formula as follows:

90 𝑛 =
𝑁

1 + 𝑁𝑒2

91 where n is the sample size, N is the total number of COVID-19 patients attended at NeumoCesar who 

92 received therapy (231 patients in this case), e is the maximum variability or margin of error (5% or 

93 0.05), and 1 is the probability of an event occurring. Resolving Slovin's formula, the sample size 

94 obtained was 100. Therefore, 100 patients diagnosed with COVID-19, who completed the PR 

95 program in 2022 and met the following inclusion and exclusion criteria, were included:

96 Inclusion criteria:

97 ● Post-covid-19 patients

98 ● Patients had been discharged from the hospital 

99 ● Patients with 100% compliance with the PR program at the NeumoCesar institution.

100 Exclusion criteria:
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101 ● Serious arrhythmias, syncope induced by exercise or decompensated metabolic disorders without 

102 adequate management

103 ● Coexistence of musculoskeletal or neurological problems that reduce mobility

104 ● History of severe psychiatric disorder, cognitive disorders, or organic mental syndrome that 

105 prevents interaction or understanding instructions.

106 Intervention

107 Pre

108 Spirometry was performed, sociodemographic data were recorded, and FVC, FEV1, FEV1/FVC, FEF 

109 25–75, and PEF were evaluated; dyspnea was evaluated using the Modified Medical Research 

110 Council (mMRC) scale.

111 The PR program followed the recommendations of a previous publication of the Colombian Ministry 

112 of Health and Social Protection entitled "Interventions for a Pulmonary Rehabilitation Program" (16). 

113 This is a conventional rehabilitation program, however, was tailored to each patient’s individual needs 

114 and tolerance. During the sessions the modified BORG scale was used to assess the patient´s effort. 

115 Intensity was gradually adjusted by a therapist over the course of the rehabilitation in each session. 

116 Intensity was defined according to hypoxemia, severity of the disease, age, among other variables. 

117 Patients performed cardiorespiratory endurance training, accomplishing high-intensity intervals of 2 

118 to 3 minutes with 60 to 80% of the maximum cardiac capacity. We monitored the oxygen saturation 

119 of the patients with a pulse oximeter ensuring that the saturation range was always above 90%.

120 The rehabilitation program included different components such as pharmacological management, 

121 patient and family education, nutritional follow-up, psychosocial support, daily living aid training, 

122 vocational counseling, sexuality, and energy conservation techniques. These components were led by 
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123 a multidisciplinary team that included a Doctor, Respiratory Therapist, Physiotherapist, Nurse, 

124 Nutritionist, Occupational Therapist, among others at NeumoCesar institution.

125 The PR program at the Pneumological Center comprised three sessions a week for 3 months. Vital 

126 signs were monitored and recorded before, during, and after each session. The sessions were 45 min 

127 and included (1) 20 min of aerobic exercise on a recumbent bike along with a respiratory stimulator 

128 comprising 3 balloons, 1200 ml. The respiratory stimulator was used for 4 series of 5 repetitions and 

129 adjusted to accommodate the tolerance of each patient; (2) 20 minutes of varied physical exercise 

130 including resistance, flexibility, and strength; (3) and 5 minutes of cool down.

131 Post

132 Spirometry was performed after completing the rehabilitation program. The mMRC dyspnea 

133 questionnaire was also assessed.

134 Respiratory function and dyspnea assessments

135 Respiratory function was assessed through spirometry tests performed using the MiniBox SN 

136 2021102368-PulmOne system with easy one connects; Minibox version: 3.1.1.19 software was used 

137 to record patient data such as age, gender, height, and weight at the beginning and end of the 

138 rehabilitation program. Dyspnea was assessed with the mMRC scale (Modified Medical Research 

139 Council) defined by the Medical Research Council (15), which was used as a self-assessment tool to 

140 measure the degree of disability of the patient due to dyspnea in daily activities on a scale from 0 to 

141 4 (Table 1).

142 Tables

143 Table 1. Parameters and criteria employed to evaluate respiratory function and dyspnea.

Respiratory function
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Forced vital capacity (FVC), expressed in liters, its normal values were ≥ 80% of the 

predicted value.

Forced expiratory volume in one second (FEV1), expressed in liters, and its normal value 

was ≥ 80% of the predicted value.

Ratio between forced expiratory volume in one second and forced vital capacity 

(FEV1/FVC) normal value > 70% of the predicted value.

Forced expiratory flow 25 - 75 (FEF25-75%), measured in liters, and its normal value > 

65% of the predicted value (5).  

Peak expiratory flow (PEF), the maximal flow that can be exhaled, measured in liters. 

mMRC dyspnea scale

0 no dyspnea except during strenuous exercise

1 shortness of breath when running on a level surface or up a slight incline

2 walks slower than people of the same age on a level surface due to shortness of breath 

or has to stop to catch breath when walking at a normal pace on a level surface.

3 stops to catch breath after walking ~100 m or after a few minutes on a level surface

4 too out of breath to leave the house, or out of breath while dressing or undressing

144

145 Statistical analysis
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146 We evaluated differences in respiratory function by gender before and after therapy using a univariate 

147 approach. We compared the age ranges by gender of the patients who completed the PR program 

148 using a Welch's t-test (t). We compared the variability in forced volume capacity (FVC), forced 

149 expiratory volume (FEV 1), peak expiratory flow (PEF), forced expiratory flow from 25 to 75% (FEF 

150 25-75), and FEV1/FVC ratio using ANOVA (F= Fisher's F test; df= degrees of freedom; p = 

151 probability of significance). We analyzed the variability in mMRC using a non-parametric ANOVA, 

152 and a Kruskal-Wallis test (H) was used to measure the central tendency of the samples (17). We 

153 explored whether the age, height, or weight of the patients affected the variability observed in the 

154 respiratory function through ANCOVA. We also assessed whether comorbidities by gender and the 

155 oxygen delivery system used affect the FVC variability observed before and after therapy using nested 

156 ANOVA. For all univariate analyses, we evaluated assumptions of normality and homogeneity of 

157 variances using a Shapiro–Wilk test and Levene test, respectively.

158 We used a multivariable approach to assess the correlation and discrimination capacity of the 

159 respiratory responses before and after therapy. We conducted a multidimensional scaling test (MDS) 

160 to determine which of the respiratory responses showed greater variability; the respiratory response 

161 that explains the differences observed indicates the success/failure of the intervention. MDS allows 

162 similarities (or distances) in respiratory function to be represented as points in a high dimensional 

163 space, which are reduced into a lower dimensional space, thereby providing a visual indication of the 

164 similarity (or dissimilarity) (18,19). It also permits the identification of whether one cluster of patients 

165 is dimensionally distinct from another via the identification of the respiratory function with the 

166 highest variability and discrimination degree without linearity assumptions or a priori clustering (20). 

167 The goodness of fit between the fitted and observed distances was measured using “Kruskal ́s stress” 

168 (S) (20,21), which is the average of the deviations between the end and the initial spatial distances 

169 normalized to take values between 0 and 1. Values near 1 indicate the worst fit, and values near 0 

170 indicate the best fit. However, values between 0.025 and 0.05 are considered good values, < 0.025 
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171 are excellent, and values equal to 0 are perfect (19). A linear discriminant analysis was conducted to 

172 identify respiratory responses with the greatest discrimination capacity between pre- and post-therapy 

173 performance. 

174 All statistical analyses were performed using the software Rwizard 4.3 (19) and the following R 

175 packages: car (21), hier.part (22), lawstat (23) nortest (24), overlap (25), stat (26), and usdm (27).

176 Data availability

177 The data associated with the paper are not publicly available; however, they are available from the 

178 corresponding author on reasonable request.

179

180 Ethical considerations

181 Before being included in the study, patients who met the inclusion criteria had to give their written 

182 consent to participate in the study. Written informed consent was obtained from adult participants 

183 (≥18 years). The risks and benefits associated with participation in the study were clearly explained 

184 to each patient. The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki ethical 

185 guidelines for research in humans. Likewise, approval was obtained from the ethics committee of 

186 Manuela Beltrán University (TRCC-CE-I-2210009).

187 Results

188 A total of 100 adult patients were included in the study (Men =42; women = 58; ratio = 1:1.4). The 

189 age range was broad for both genders, and no significant difference in the age range was observed 

190 between them (t = 0.058, df = 80.36, P = 0.95; Table 2). Respiratory function differed greatly before 

191 and after therapy; however, differences in pre- and post-therapy performance were low within each 

192 gender (Table 2). Men and women exhibited significant differences in FVC (F= 19.47, df= 3, P 

193 <0.0001), FEV1 (F= 22.49, df= 3, P=<0.0001), and mMRC (H = 99.022, df = 3, P < 0.0001) before 
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194 and after therapy (Fig. 1). However, no differences were observed in PEF and FEF 25-75%, as well 

195 as in the FEV1/FVC ratio (Fig. 2). ANCOVA showed that age, height, or weight was not correlated 

196 with FVC, FEV1, or MRC (Table 3), indicating that these variables had no effect on the significant 

197 differences observed before and after therapy.

198 Nested ANOVA indicated that the absence or presence of comorbidities in men and women 

199 showing significant differences in FVC was associated with the oxygen delivery system that 

200 had been used to treat SARS-CoV-2 infection (F= 22.49, df= 3, P=<0.0001); the VMN and 

201 VMNI systems were correlated with FVC values under 70%, and the low-flow system and 

202 non-oxygen delivery were correlated with FVC values over 70%. However, comorbidities 

203 did not affect differences observed between men and women in FVC and FEV1. 

204 MDS revealed significant dissimilarities (S= 0.029) in the respiratory function of patients before and 

205 after therapy (Figure 3A), indicating that therapy had positive effects on the respiratory pathologies 

206 caused by SARS-CoV-2 infection. In addition, the MDS suggested that FEF 25-75% and mMRC are 

207 robust diagnostic indicators of the patient recovery process because these respiratory function 

208 variables were the most variable and had the highest discrimination degree. The linear discriminant 

209 analysis confirmed that the therapy had positive effects on patients recovering from respiratory 

210 pathologies caused by SARS-CoV-2 infection, as indicated by the pronounced differences observed 

211 before and after therapy for each gender (Figure 3B-D). The first canonical axis explained 91.3% of 

212 the variance and was correlated with differences in FVC and FEV1; the second canonical axis 

213 explained 7.76% of the variance and was correlated with differences in MRC and FEF 25-75 (Figure 

214 3C). The linear discriminant analysis also yielded the same diagnostic indicators for the patient 

215 recovery process as were identified in the ANOVA and MDS. However, the cross-validation 

216 percentage was moderate (55.5%), indicating that large patient sampling is required for the 

217 discrimination function to achieve a higher classification accuracy of the respiratory function before 

218 and after therapy.
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219 Table 2. Descriptive data of the patients who completed the PR program and variables assessed.

Patients ’trait Women (N = 42) Men (N = 58)

Body measurements 

Height (m) 1.44–1.76 (X̅=1.61) 1.52–1.90 (X̅=1.73)

Weight (kg) 48–110 (X̅=74) 42–128 (X̅=80)

Age 22–86 (X̅=53.6) 19–81 (X̅=52.8)

Oxygen delivery system

Invasive ventilation (IV) 6 10

Non-invasive ventilation (NIV) 17 28

Low flow 9 8

None 10 12

Comorbidities

Asthma 6 3

COPD 5 2

Diabetes 1 2

High blood pressure 4 5

Hypothyroidism 2 0

Obesity 2 1

OSA 0 1

Non-comorbidities 22 45

Marital status

None 26 40

Partner 16 19

Health insurance

Contributory 38 51

Contributory + Prepaid insurance 1 2
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Subsidized 3 6

220

221 Table 3. ANCOVA for assessing the effects of age, height, and weight of the patients on 

222 respiratory function variables that showed significant differences before and after therapy.

Respiratory output Age Height Weight

FVC F= 0.77, P= 0.37 F= 0.95, P= 032 F=0.035, P= 0.85

FEV1 F= 0.007, P= 0.98 F= 0.27, P= 0.60 F= 0.031, P= 0.86 

223
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224 Figure 1

225

226 Figure 1. Differences by gender in the respiratory function before and after therapy using a 

227 univariate approach. (A-D) ANOVA for assessing respiratory responses before and after 

228 therapy. FVC=forced volume capacity; FEV 1=forced expiratory volume; PEF= peak 

229 expiratory flow; FEF 25-75= forced expiratory flow in 25 to 75% and FEV1/FVC1 ratio. 

230
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231

232

233

234

235 Figure 2

236

237 Figure 2. Differences by gender in peak expiratory flow function and dyspnea perception 

238 before and after therapy. (A) ANOVA for assessing the response of peak expiratory flow 

239 (PEF). (B) Non-parametric ANOVA using a Kruskal-Wallis test for assessing the perception 

240 of dyspnea. mMRC = Medical Research Council Dyspnea Scale.
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241 Figure 3

242

243

244 Figure 3. (A) Multidimensional scaling test (MDS) assessing the respiratory function of 

245 patients before and after therapy. The goodness of fit is indicated by the “Kruskal ́s stress 

246 (S).” Values near 1 indicate the worst fit, and values near 0 indicate the best fit. Values 

247 between 0.025 and 0.05 are considered good values, values < 0.025 are excellent, and values 

248 equal to 0 are perfect. (B-D) Linear discriminant analysis assessing the respiratory responses 

249 of patients before and after therapy. (B) Biplot depicting the observed variability in 
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250 respiratory function of patients before and after therapy. (C) Canonical scores and structure 

251 of the linear discriminant analysis. (D) The length of the vector denotes the discrimination 

252 capacity of each respiratory function.

253

254
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255 Discussion

256 The results of this study provide evidence that PR program has positive effects on both men and 

257 women patients recovering from respiratory pathologies caused by SARS-CoV-2 infection. 

258 Significant differences in lung function parameters such as FVC, FEV1, and mMRC were observed 

259 before and after therapy. Age, height, nor weight was correlated with significant differences in FVC, 

260 FEV1, and mMRC, indicating that the therapy provided benefits to all patients regardless of their 

261 physical characteristics. 

262 FEV1 can be used to evaluate the degree of airway obstruction when used in conjunction with 

263 FEV1/FVC, which confirms the presence of obstruction. No significant differences were observed in 

264 FEV1/FVC before and after therapy, which confirms the presence of a restrictive pulmonary pattern 

265 and the absence of an obstructive pulmonary pattern, and changes in FEV1 before and after therapy 

266 were significant. Restrictive patterns are characteristic of pulmonary disorders that result in damage 

267 to the lung epithelium (16). The significant change in FVC reflects an improvement in pulmonary 

268 function following therapy, and this change was associated with the restrictive pattern caused by 

269 SARS-CoV-2 infection.

270 mMRC measures the perception of dyspnea, and it significantly improved after the therapy. This 

271 probably stemmed from the strengthening of the respiratory muscles. Rehabilitation also improves 

272 lung volume, oxygenation, and thus the perception of dyspnea. Resistance training during the early 

273 phases of rehabilitation likely improved the mechanical efficiency of the lungs; the observed 

274 improvement in lung function variables was similar to changes observed in patients undergoing 

275 rehabilitation programs following a diagnosis of COPD (28).

276 Our results are consistent with previous studies showing significant improvements in FVC, FEV1, 

277 and mMRC in Covid-19 patients after PR (29–32). Our findings are also consistent with the results 

278 of Liu et al. (12). In this study, a randomized controlled trial was conducted with 72 participants in 
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279 Huanggang, China, and changes in lung function were evaluated. Significant differences in some of 

280 the variables measured in our study, such as FVC, FEV1, and FEV1/FVC, before and after 

281 rehabilitation were detected. They also detected significant changes in DLCO and the 6-minute walk 

282 test before and after rehabilitation; however, these variables were not measured in our study.

283 The use of both invasive and non-invasive positive pressure ventilatory support during hospitalization 

284 was significantly associated with FVC lower than 70% compared with the group that did not use this 

285 support, which had FVC values higher than 70%. This might stem from the severity of Covid-19, 

286 which is directly related to the need to use this type of support (33). These results indicate that positive 

287 pressure ventilatory support might be associated with the deleterious effects on lung tissue. These are 

288 secondary to the difficulty of titrating the ventilatory parameters due to the pulmonary heterogeneity 

289 caused by the disease (34). In both cases, the lung tissue damage might be related to self-induced lung 

290 injury (P-SILI) or ventilator-induced lung injury (VILI) (34). Thus, both invasive and non-invasive 

291 positive pressure ventilatory support had deleterious effects on lung function, which prolonged patient 

292 recovery. Therefore, the damage caused by the ventilation systems, as well as the severe Covid-19 

293 symptoms that led to their use, explains why patients who required this type of support improved less 

294 than patients who did not require it.

295 The FEF 25-75% and mMRC parameters were robust diagnostic indicators of the patient recovery 

296 process, given that these respiratory responses were the most variable and had the highest 

297 discrimination capacity. This might be associated with changes in the small airway that are equivalent 

298 to approximately 80% of the extension of the lung parenchyma (35). Given that FEF 25-75% is the 

299 only spirometric measurement that assesses the small-caliber airway, additional studies that include 

300 more specific diagnostic methods for assessing changes in lung function in the small-caliber airway 

301 are needed (36–38). The long-term impacts of the sequelae of Covid-19 also merit further 

302 investigation; the use of a large sample of patients is needed to improve the ability to detect changes 

303 in respiratory function before and after therapy. 
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304 We found that PR had positive effects on recovery from respiratory pathologies caused by SARS-

305 CoV infection and that it accelerated the recovery process. However, which techniques are optimal 

306 and how long the rehabilitation program should last remain unclear given that benefits have been 

307 observed in 2-week programs (29,39). Other studies have reported benefits in 6-week programs (28); 

308 in our study, positive effects were observed in a 12-week program (40).

309 PR accelerated the recovery of lung function and the perception of dyspnea in patients diagnosed with 

310 Covid-19. However, additional studies are needed to clarify whether rehabilitation method and 

311 program duration affect the benefits observed; the effectiveness of remote rehabilitation procedures 

312 such as Telemedicine also merits further study. Given the difficulty of access to medical facilities in 

313 Colombia, special effort is needed to ensure equal access to comprehensive care.

314

315 Conclusions

316  A 12-week PR program resulted in significant changes in lung function in Colombian 

317 patients.

318  The most pronounced changes were observed in the perception of dyspnea, FVC, and FEV1. 

319 Age, height, weight, and the presence of comorbidities were not correlated with significant 

320 changes observed between groups.

321  Patients with a history of using positive pressure devices such as NIMV and IMV had FVC 

322 values less than 70%, a pattern that is associated with restrictive diseases.

323  FEF 25-75 and MRC are robust diagnostic indicators of the patient recovery process given 

324 that these respiratory responses were the most variable and had the highest discrimination 

325 capacity. This is probably associated with the measurement of the small airway. 

326

327
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