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Abstract

Purpose

This study aimed to compare sedation management during and after intubation in the emergency
department (ED) versus the intensive care unit (ICU).

Methods

This was a single-center retrospective cohort study of adults intubated in the ED or in the ICU
and received mechanical ventilation between January 2018 and February 2022. We collected
data from the electronic medical record. The primary outcome was duration from intubation to
first documentation of light sedation, defined as a Sedation Agitation Scale score (SAS) of 3-4.
Results

The study included 264 patients, with 95 (36%) intubated in the ED and 169 (64%) in the ICU.
Regarding anesthetic agents used for intubation, ketamine was the most commonly used drug in
the ED and was used more frequently than in the ICU (61% vs 40%, p=0.001). Propofol was the
predominant sedative used in the ICU, with a higher prevalence compared to the ED (50% vs
33%, p=0.01). Additionally, benzodiazepines and fentanyl were more frequently used in the ICU
(39% vs 6%, p<0.001 and 68% vs 9.5%, p<0.001, respectively). Within 24 hours after
intubation, 68% (65/95) ED patients and 82% (138/169) patients intubated in ICU achieved light
sedation, with median durations of 13.5 hours and 10.5 hours. Patient location in the ED at
intubation was associated with decreased probability of achieving light sedation at 24 hours
(adjusted odds ratio 0.64, p=0.04).

Conclusion

Critically ill patients intubated in the ED are at risk of deeper sedation and a longer time to

achieve light sedation compared to patients intubated in the ICU.
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Introduction

Effective sedation management is crucial for facilitating intubation, ensuring comfort, and
promoting patient-ventilator synchrony in mechanically ventilated adults. However, this
management poses challenges in both the emergency department (ED) and the intensive care unit
(ICU) due to limited physiological reserves and the potential for serious complications in
critically ill patients.[1, 2] Moreover, inappropriate or excessive sedation has been associated
with adverse outcomes in critically ill patients.

Several studies have reported that deep sedation in mechanically ventilated patients
during the first 48 hours after ICU admission is associated with a higher risk of death and
delirium, as well as delayed time to extubation.[3-7] Despite the 2018 Pain, Agitation/Sedation,
Delirium, Immobility and Sleep Disruption (PADIS) guidelines[8] recommending light sedation
in critically ill mechanically ventilated adults, deep sedation is commonly used for intubated
patients in the ED. In a recent multicenter, prospective cohort study of 324 patients receiving
mechanical ventilation in the ED, 52.8% of intubated patients were deeply sedated [defined as
Sedation Agitation Scale (SAS) score of 1 or 2], and deep sedation continued throughout the first
48 hours of ICU admission.[9] Therefore, an early emphasis on sedation minimization in
critically ill patients may be beneficial.

Many critically ill patients are initially intubated and managed in the ED, yet there are
few studies evaluating sedation practices for mechanically ventilated patients in the ED.[9, 10]
The overall purpose of our study was to compare sedation management during and after
intubation in patients intubated in the ED versus those intubated in the ICU. Given that our study
period included the COVID-19 pandemic, during which rapid sequence intubation (RSI) was

recommended for all patients with suspected or confirmed COVID-19 infection[11, 12], we also
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explored the change in sedation management prior to and during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Moreover, we aimed to identify patient factors and other potentially modifiable factors

associated with deep sedation to improve sedation management in critically ill patients.

Materials and Methods

This retrospective cohort study was conducted at a tertiary care university-affiliated
hospital and approved by the Sinai Health Research Ethics Board (REB#23-0002-C) on February
15t 2023. Due to the retrospective research design and the fact that no identifying information
would be collected, the need for informed consent was waived. We identified eligible
consecutive patients from an ICU research screening database and electronic medical record
(EMR) prior to (January 1%, 2018-January 31%, 2020) and during the COVID-19 pandemic
(February 1%, 2020-February 28, 2022). We accessed individual patient information between
February 15™, 2023 and August 315, 2023; however, the identifying information was not
recorded during data collection.

The study included adult patients aged 18 years or older who were intubated either in the
ED or within the first 24 hours of ICU admission and received mechanical ventilation. Exclusion
criteria were: need for deep sedation or neuromuscular blocking agents after intubation (e.g.,
therapeutic hypothermia after cardiac arrest, moderate to severe acute respiratory distress
syndrome, or status epilepticus); death within 48 hours of intubation; transferred to another
department after intubation; and not expected to achieve light sedation within 48 hours (e.g.,
intracranial hemorrhage, brain stem infarction, or encephalopathy).

The primary outcome was the time from intubation to the first documentation of light

sedation, defined as SAS 3-4. Secondary outcomes included SAS at 6, 12, 24 and 48 hours after
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94  intubation; intubation technique (RSI and non-RSI; RSI was defined as the administration of
95  sedative agents followed by rapid onset neuromuscular blocking agents without positive pressure
96 ventilation unless it was necessary); drug types and dosage for intubation and the postintubation
97  period; potential factors associated with deep sedation after intubation; and incidence of
98 hemodynamic instability (defined as hypotension SBP < 90 mmHg or at least 20% decrease of
99 initial MAP for > 30 minutes; new requirement for or increase in dose of vasopressors; fluid

100  bolus > 15 ml/kg to maintain target blood pressure; or new onset of arrhythmia) within 30

101  minutes from the start of intubation.

102

103  Statistical analysis

104  Demographic variables were presented by descriptive analysis, using frequency (percentage) for
105  categorical data. For continuous data, Kolmogorov-Smirnov was used for normality testing and
106  data expressed as mean (standard deviation, SD) or median (interquartile range, IQR) as

107  appropriate. The primary outcome was analyzed using a Cox proportional hazards model that
108  adjusted for relevant covariates. Covariates included age, Acute Physiologic Assessment and

109  Chronic Health Evaluation (APACHE) II score, obesity (body mass index = 30 kg/m?), renal
110 insufficiency (defined as GFR < 30 mL/min/1.73m?), end-stage liver disease, baseline Glasgow
111  Coma Scale (GCS) and potential confounders for achieving light sedation including

112 administration of benzodiazepines and neuromuscular blocking agents after intubation. From the
113  primary analysis we reported the odds ratio of achieving light sedation according to patient

114  location at the time of intubation (ED versus ICU).
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115 For the secondary analysis, we used logistic regression models to identify potential

116  predictors for the following binary outcomes: RSI versus non-RSI, deep sedation versus light
117  sedation, presence of hemodynamic instability versus none.

118 All analyses were performed using SPSS software version 28 and a two-sided P value <
119  0.05 was considered statistically significant.

120

121 Results

122 Between January 2018 and February 2022, a total of 314 patients were eligible for the inclusion
123  criteria, of whom 50 patients were excluded due to the reasons as shown in Fig 1. Ultimately,
124 264 patients were included in the primary analysis, with 95 (36%) intubated in the ED and 169
125  (64%) intubated in the ICU. The mean (SD) age was 60 (18) years and 153 (58%) were male.
126  The two groups were similar at baseline prior to intubation, other than a higher proportion of
127  patients with GCS < 8 in the ED group (68% vs 25%), and higher mean age in the ICU group (63
128  vs 56 years). The main reason for intubation in the ED was neurological dysfunction while

129  respiratory failure was the most common reason for intubation in the ICU. Patient characteristics
130  are shown in Table 1.

131

132 Fig 1. Flow of participants in a study of the sedation practices in patients intubated in the
133  emergency department compared to the intensive care unit. ED = Emergency Department,
134  ICU = Intensive Care Unit.

135

136  Table 1. Patient characteristics prior to endotracheal intubation
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Variables Emergency Intensive Care P value

Department N=95 Unit N=169

Age, years, mean (SD) 56 (21) 63 (15) 0.004
Male sex, n (%) 55 (58) 98 (58) 0.99
BMI (kg/m?), median (IQR) 26 (21-28) 26 (23-31) 0.30
Race, n (%)*
White 68 (72) 110 (65) 0.34
Black 90) 10 (6)
Other person of color 18 (19) 49 (29)
APACHE 11, median (IQR) 22 (17-27) 22 (17-27) 0.80

Baseline GCS before intubation
GCS < §,n (%) 61 (68) 36 (25) <0.001

GCS > 8, n (%) 29 (32) 110 (75)

COVID infection, n (%)
Positive 6 (6) 6(4) 0.30

Negative 89 (94) 163 (96)

Underlying disease, n (%)

Hypertension 34 (36) 72 (43) 0.28
Diabetes mellitus 26 (27) 40 (24) 0.51
COPD 909 20 (12) 0.56
Renal insufficiency 12 (13) 28 (17) 0.39
Hepatic dysfunction 10 (11) 27 (16) 0.22
End-stage liver disease 0(0) 3(2) 0.19
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Reason for intubation, n (%)
Airway obstruction 8 (8) 11(7) 0.56
Respiratory failure 25 (26) 107 (63) <0.001
Cardiogenic shock 4(4) 4(2) 0.40
Neurological dysfunction 46 (48) 22 (13) <0.001
Sepsis 3(3) 24 (14) 0.004
Cardiac arrest 7(7) 4(2) 0.05
Other 2(2) 0(0) 0.06

* Race was visually identified and recorded in the ICU research database by the research
coordinator.

BMI = Body Mass Index; APACHE II = Acute Physiologic Assessment and Chronic Health
Evaluation II score; GCS = Glasgow Coma Scale; COPD = Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary

Disease; SD = standard deviation; IQR = interquartile range

Primary outcome and sedation agitation scale

Within the first 24 hours after intubation, 68.4% (65/95) ED patients and 81.7% (138/169) ICU
patients achieved light sedation, with median durations of 13.5 hours and 10.5 hours,
respectively. Patient location in the ED at the time of intubation was associated with decreased
probability of achieving light sedation at 24 hours, with adjusted odds ratio of 0.64 (p=0.04; 95%
CI, 0.42 to 0.97) (S1 Table in S1 Appendix). Cumulative hazard curves assessing time from

intubation to the first documentation of achieving light sedation are shown in Fig 2.
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151  Fig 2. Cumulative hazard of the time to achieve light sedation at 24 hours, by patients’

152  location of intubation

153  Within the first 24 hours after intubation, the median time to achieve light sedation was 13.5

154  hours for patients intubated in the ED and 10.5 hours for those intubated in the ICU. The mean
155  odds ratio for achieving light sedation at 24 hours was 0.69 for the ED (p=0.01; 95% confidence
156 interval [CI], 0.51-0.92).

157

158  Deep sedation (SAS 1 or 2) was more frequently observed in the ED group at all time points,
159  especially at 12 and 48 hours (60.2% vs. 46.3%, p =0.03; and 26.5% vs. 13.0%, p=0.02,

160 respectively) (Fig 3). More detail for the number of patients who were deeply sedated and lightly
161  sedated at each time point is reported in S2 Table in S1 Appendix.

162

163  Fig 3. Sedation Agitation Scale at each time point in ED and ICU patients.

164  The Sedation Agitation Scale (SAS) at each time point is shown for patients intubated in the ED
165 and the ICU. Deep sedation (SAS 1 or 2) was more frequently observed in the ED group, and a
166  higher prevalence of light sedation (SAS 3 or 4) was found in the ICU group at all time points,
167  with statistically significant differences at 12 and 48 hours (60.2% vs. 46.3%, p=0.03; and 26.5%
168  vs. 13.0%, p=0.02, respectively for deep sedation; 39.8% vs. 53.7%, p =0.03 and 73.5% vs.

169  87.0%, p=0.02, respectively for light sedation).

170

171  Intubation technique, drug types and drug dosages

172 RSI was significantly more frequent in the ED compared to the ICU (82.1% vs. 30.2%, p

173 <0.001). During the COVID-19 pandemic, the incidence rate of RSI was significantly increasing
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from 75% to 92.3% (p=0.03) in the ED and from 17.3% to 50.8% in the ICU (p<0.001).
Intubation technique prior to and during the COVID-19 pandemic in the ED and ICU appear in

S3 Table and S1 Fig in S1 Appendix.

Regarding anesthetic agents used for intubation (Table 2), ketamine was the most commonly
used drug in the ED and was used more frequently than in the ICU (61% vs 40% patients,
p=0.001). Propofol was the predominant sedative used in the ICU, with a higher prevalence
compared to the ED (50% vs 33%, p=0.01). Additionally, benzodiazepines, opiates and topical
xylocaine were more frequently used in the ICU (39% vs 6%, p 0.001; 68% vs 10%, p<0.001;

and 15% vs 3%, p=0.003; respectively).

Table 2. Sedative, analgesic, and paralytic medications used for intubation and post-

intubation in the ED versus ICU
Intubation period ED ICU P value
N=95 N=169
Induction drug administration
Xylocaine topical 3(33.2) 25 (14.8) 0.003
Fentanyl 9.5 115 (68) <0.001
- Dosage, mcg/kg 1.1(0.6-1.4) 1.0 (0.6-1.4) 0.50
Ketamine 58 (61.1) 68 (40.2) 0.001
- Dosage, mg/kg 1.2 (0.8-1.4) 0.9 (0.5-1.2) <0.001
Propofol 31(32.6) 85 (50.3) 0.01
- Dosage, mg/kg 1.2 (0.9-1.7) 0.7 (0.4-1.0) <0.001

10
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Midazolam 6 (6.3) 66 (39.1) <0.001
- Dosage, mg/kg 0.07 (0.03-0.1) 0.02 (0.02-0.03) 0.02
Rocuronium 44 (46.3) 64 (37.9) 0.18
- Dosage, mg/kg 1.2 (1.0-1.4) 0.8 (0.7-1.1) <0.001
Succinylcholine 36 (37.9) 0 <0.001
- Dosage, mg/kg 1.4 (1.2-1.9) 0 <0.001
Post-intubation drug administration
Opioids 24 (25.3) 116 (68.6) <0.001
Opioid dosage (fentanyl equivalent ?)
- Bolus, mcg/kg 0.9 (0.3-1.3) 0.5(0.3-1.2) 0.37
- Infusion, meg/kg/hr 0.8 (0.6-1.5) 0.9 (0.6-1.3) 0.76
Ketamine 16 (16.8) 8 (4.7) 0.001
Ketamine dosage
- Bolus, mg/kg 0.2 (0.1-0.4) 0.7 (0.5-1.2) 0.09
- Infusion, mg/kg/hr 0.4 (0.3-0.5) 0.06 (0.05-0.15) 0.07
Propofol 48 (50.5) 110 (65.1) 0.02
Propofol dosage
- Bolus, mg/kg 0.6 (0.3-1.1) 0.7 (0.4-0.8) 0.78
- Infusion, mcg/kg/min 30 (20-50) 30 (20-40) 0.046
Benzodiazepines 32 (33.7) 14 (8.3) <0.001
Benzodiazepine dosage (midazolam
equivalents b)
- Bolus, mg/kg 0.04 (0.03-0.09) 0.04 (0.02-0.05) 0.37

11
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- Infusion, mg/kg/hr 0.05 (0.03-0.08) 0.04 (0.03-0.05) 0.44

Intermittent NMBA administration 4(4.2) 9(5.3) 0.69

Method of opioid administration, peri-

intubation
- Bolus 12 (12.6) 43 (25.4)
- Infusion 11(11.6) 30 (17.8) <0.001
- Both 3(3.2) 77 (45.6)
- None 69 (72.6%) 19 (11.2)

Method of sedative administration, peri-

intubation
- Bolus 12 (12.6) 35(20.7)
- Infusion 33.2) 9(5.3) 0.15
- Both 78 (82.1) 117 (69.2)
- None 2 (2.1 8 (4.7)

Data are shown as N (%) or median (IQR). ED = Emergency Department, ICU = Intensive Care
Unit, NMBA = neuromuscular blocking agent, mg/kg = milligram per kilogram, mcg/kg =
microgram per kilogram, mg/kg/hr = milligram per kilogram per hour, mcg/kg/min = microgram
per kilogram per minute, mcg/kg/hr = microgram per kilogram per hour

The most common benzodiazepine used in ED and ICU was midazolam.

2 Fentanyl equivalent parenteral dose; fentanyl 0.1 mg = morphine 10 mg = hydromorphone 1.5

mg (Barr et al. Clinical Practice Guidelines for the Management of Pain, Agitation, and Delirium

in Adult Patients in the Intensive Care Unit. Critical Care Medicine. 2013:41(1); 263-306)

12
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195 Midazolam equivalent parenteral dose; midazolam 1.5 mg = diazepam 5 mg (Reuben Straye.

196 www.maimonidesem.org/benzodiazepines)

197

198  In terms of drug dosages, higher doses of sedatives and neuromuscular blocking agents were
199  used for intubation in the ED, while no significant difference in opioid dosage was found. We
200 identified 3 patients intubated in the ED who received neuromuscular blocking agents alone

201  without documented sedatives: two were diagnosed with drug intoxication and had baseline GCS
202 3 with no improvement after therapeutic naloxone administration, and the other had baseline
203  GCS 5 and was intubated due to COVID-19 infection and septic shock.

204

205  After intubation, opioids were less commonly used (25.3% vs. 68.6%, p <0.001), while ketamine
206  and benzodiazepines were more frequently used (16.8% vs 4.7%, p=0.001; and 33.7% vs. 8.3%,
207  p <0.001, respectively) in the ED compared to the ICU. The bolus and infusion dosages were
208  similar in ED and ICU except for a higher dose of propofol infusion in the ED [30 (20-50) vs 30
209  (20-40) mcg/kg/min, p=0.046].

210

211 Compared to prior to COVID-19 pandemic, rocuronium was used for intubation at higher doses
212 both in the ED and the ICU during the COVID-19 pandemic [0.9 (0.6-1.0) vs 1.3 (1.2-1.6)

213 mg/kg, p<0.001 for ED; and 0.7 (0.6-0.8) vs 1.1 (0.7-1.4) mg/kg, p<0.001 for ICU]. After

214  intubation, higher prevalence of using propofol and benzodiazepines as well as higher doses of
215  propofol infusion were observed in the ICU while higher prevalence of ketamine was observed
216  inthe ED (S4.1 and S4.2 Tables in S1 Appendix).

217

13
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218  Following intubation in the ICU, SAS scores were documented in the patient record every 4
219  hours. In the ED, GCS was recorded before transfer to the ICU, whereas no sedation assessment
220 tools were documented.

221

222 Other outcomes

223 A multivariable logistic regression analysis was performed to identify the effects of APACHE II
224 score, baseline GCS, renal insufficiency, end-stage liver disease, use of midazolam for induction
225  and sedative administration methods (bolus, infusion, or both) on the likelihood that patients
226  would be deeply sedated 24 hours after intubation. In adjusted analysis, patients with renal

227  insufficiency (GFR < 30 mL/min/1.73m?) were 2.78 times (p=0.03) more likely to be deeply
228  sedated at 24 hours than those without renal insufficiency. In addition, patients with baseline
229  GCS <8 were 2.17 times (p=0.03) more likely to be deeply sedated than those with baseline
230 GCS > 8 (S5 Table in S1 Appendix). Neurologic dysfunction as a reason for intubation and

231  being intubated during the COVID-19 pandemic were two independent factors strongly

232 associated with greater use of the RSI technique (OR 2.9, p<0.001; and OR 3.6, p<0.001,

233 respectively) (S6 Table in S1 Appendix).

234

235 Regarding outcomes after intubation, the incidence of cardiovascular instability requiring

236  vasopressor treatment was higher in the ICU group compared to the ED group (68.6% vs. 45.3%,
237  p<0.001) (Table 3). Increasing age, a diagnosis of sepsis and fentanyl use for induction were
238 found to be associated with the risk of cardiovascular instability, while sedative agents used for
239  induction, including propofol, ketamine, and benzodiazepine, were not (S7 Table in S1

240  Appendix). Days of mechanical ventilation, hospital length of stay and 28-day mortality were
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241  higher in the ICU group compared with the ED group (4 (2-9) vs 2 (1-3) days, p<0.001; 14 (8-
242 47)vs 8 (3-16) days, p<0.001 and 37.7% vs. 12.3%, p<0.001, respectively). However, patients
243  who were deeply sedated at any time point had longer days of mechanical ventilation, longer
244  hospital length of stay and fewer ventilator-free days at 28 days than the lightly sedated group
245  (Fig 4). In addition, deeply sedated patients were less likely to be discharged home and were
246  more commonly transferred to a rehabilitation facility than the lightly sedated group. More
247  details are provided in S8 Table in S1 Appendix

248

249  Table 3. Cardiovascular instability and ICU outcomes between the ED and ICU group

Outcomes ED ICU P value
N=95 N=169
Cardiovascular instability, n (%) 52 (54.7) 130 (76.9) <0.001
Vasopressor requirement 43 (45.3) 116 (68.6) <0.001
Requirement for fluid bolus 36 (37.9) 66 (39.1) 0.85
Duration of mechanical ventilation, day, median (IQR) 2 (1-3) 4 (2-9) <0.001
Ventilator-free days at 28 days, median (IQR) 26 (24-27) 17 (0-25) <0.001
Hospital length of stay, day, median (IQR) 8 (3-16) 14 (8-47) <0.001
28-day mortality, n/total collected data (%) 10/81 (12.3) | 61/162 (37.7) | <0.001

Discharge disposition, n (%)

Home 52 (54.7) 30 (17.8)
Death 10 (10.5) 77 (45.6) <0.001
Rehabilitation or long-term care institution 21 (22.1) 23 (13.6)
Acute care hospital 12 (12.6) 39 (23.1)
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250 Data are shown as N (%) or median (IQR). ED = Emergency Department, ICU = Intensive Care
251  Unit.

252  Cardiovascular instability was defined as hypotension SBP < 90 mmHg or at least 20% decrease
253  ofinitial MAP for > 30 minutes; new requirement for or increase in dose of vasopressors; or
254 fluid bolus > 15 ml/kg to maintain target blood pressure; new onset of arrhythmia within 30

255  minutes from the start of intubation.

F56

257  Fig 4. Duration of mechanical ventilation, ventilator-free days at 28 days, and hospital

258 length of stay between deeply sedated and lightly sedated groups.

259  Deeply sedated is defined as SAS 1-2; Lightly sedated is defined as SAS >3., * statistical

260  significance

261  A. Duration of mechanical ventilation was longer in deeply sedated group compared to lightly
262  sedated group at any time point with statistical significance at 12, 24 and 48 hours after

263 intubation., B. Patients who were lightly sedated at 6, 24 and 48 hours after intubation had more
264  ventilator-free days at 28 days than those who were deeply sedated., C. At 6, 12 and 24 hours
265  after intubation, deeply sedated patients had significantly longer hospital length of stay than
266  lightly sedated patients.

F67

268 Discussion

269 In this single-center retrospective cohort study, patients who were intubated and had initiation of
270 invasive ventilation in the ED had a longer time to achieve light sedation than patients intubated
271  in the ICU. Moreover, deep sedation was more frequently observed in the ED group during the

272  first 48 hours of mechanical ventilation.
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273

274  Our study emphasizes the impact of ED sedation practice for mechanically ventilated patients on
275 ICU outcomes, including fewer ventilator-, I[CU- and hospital-free days.[9, 10] Our results are
276  consistent with the ED-SED study, which evaluated ED sedation practices in mechanically
277  ventilated patients.[9] They found that deep sedation was frequently started in the ED and

278  continued throughout the first 48 hours of ICU admission. More than 70% of deeply sedated
279  patients in their ICU received sedation management starting from the ED. Likewise, this study
280 also found a higher frequency of deep sedation in patients intubated in the ED at 6, 12, 24 and
281  until 48 hours after intubation compared to those intubated in the ICU.

282

283  There is limited high-quality evidence to clarify the optimal dose of sedatives for intubation in
284  critically ill adults.[13-15] Higher doses of sedatives and neuromuscular blocking agents were
285  used for intubation in the ED despite the finding that the most common indication for intubation
286  in the ED was neurologic dysfunction (48%). Concerningly, 3 patients with low baseline GCS
287  (3-5) were intubated in the ED with the administration of neuromuscular blocking agents alone
288  without sedation, highlighting an opportunity for improvement.

289

290 In a study of intubation practice in 3,659 critically ill patients across 29 countries, the main
291 reasons for intubation were respiratory failure (52%) and neurological dysfunction (31%),

292  similar to our study (50% respiratory failure, 26% neurological dysfunction). In their study the
293  most common drugs used for induction were propofol (41.5%), midazolam (36.4%), etomidate
294  (17.8%) and ketamine (14.2%). Propofol was significantly associated with cardiovascular

295  instability compared with etomidate (64% vs 50% respectively, absolute difference 14%; 95% CI
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296  1.4-27.0%, p=0.02) when administered to patients with hemodynamic instability.[15] In our
297  study, ketamine was the most commonly used drug in the ED (61.1%), while propofol and
298  ketamine were the two most predominant sedatives used in the ICU (50.3% and 40.2%,

299 respectively). The use of specific sedatives for induction was not found to be a risk factor for
300 deep sedation at 24 hours nor for cardiovascular instability.

301

302 Regarding postintubation sedation, 33.7% of patients in the ED received benzodiazepines,
303 compared with 8.3% in the ICU. In addition, only 25.3% of patients in the ED group received
304  opioids for postintubation analgesia. These sedation practices were inconsistent with the 2018
305 PADIS Guidelines[8], which recommend an assessment-driven, protocol-based, stepwise

306  approach for pain and sedation management in critically ill adults, using analgesia first.

307 Moreover, benzodiazepines are not recommended for sedation.[16, 17] Another area for

308 improvement is that sedation assessment tools should be used in the ED to better target light
309  sedation.

310

311  Our logistic regression analysis identified that patients with renal insufficiency and patients with
312  low baseline GCS (<8) were more likely to have deep sedation following intubation,[ 18-20]
313  suggesting that a cautious approach to sedative administration may be wise in these groups.
314  Furthermore, it was not surprising that the COVID-19 pandemic and neurologic dysfunction as
315 the reason for intubation were independent factors strongly associated with performing RSI
316  technique. The most likely reason for patients with neurological dysfunction was concern for
317 increased intracranial pressure during laryngoscopy.

318
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319  Regarding outcomes after intubation, increasing age, sepsis diagnosis and pretreatment with

320 fentanyl were associated with cardiovascular instability in our study, which is consistent with
321  prior studies.[21-23] This could explain the higher incidence of cardiovascular instability in the
322  ICU group. Although this study has not shown an association between deep sedation and

323  mortality outcome as previous studies did,[5, 6, 10, 24] we found that fewer patients were

324  discharged home and more were discharged to a rehabilitation hospital in the early deep sedation
325  group. Moreover, fewer ventilator-free days and longer hospital length of stay were observed in
326  this group.

327

328 To our knowledge, this is the first study comparing sedation practices for intubation and post-
329 intubation between the ED and the ICU. Strengths of this study include detailed data on drug
330 types and dosages, evaluation during and prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, complete patient
331  follow-up, and identification of predictors of deep sedation. This study has limitations. First, it
332  was a single-center study, so these data may not represent broader clinical practice. However, the
333  prevalence of deep sedation in the ED in our study was similar to previous studies. Second, the
334  duration from intubation to the first documentation of light sedation was analyzed for the

335  primary outcome, which mainly depended on the frequency of nurse assessments and might not
336  be the actual time for achieving light sedation. For this reason, we also collected the sedation
337  score at four specific time points. The data was in the same direction: a higher frequency of deep
338 sedation at every time point and a longer time required to achieve light sedation were found in
339  the ED group. Third, unmeasured confounders between the location of intubation and the use of

340 post-intubation sedation could partially explain our findings. Finally, due to the retrospective
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341  study design, the association between deep sedation and longer-term outcomes (e.g., 90-day
342  mortality, cognitive outcomes, etc.) could not be evaluated.

343

344 Conclusion

345  Patients intubated in the ED were more deeply sedated and took longer to achieve light sedation
346  than patients intubated in the ICU.

347
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336 patients assessed for
eligibility

314 patients were eligible for
inclusion criteria
105 intubated in the ED
209 intubated in the ICU

50 excluded

19 need for deep sedation or
neuromuscular blocking agents

5 died within 48 hours after intubation

4 were transferred to another department
22 would not be expected to achieve light

sedation within 48 hours.

264 patients were analyzed for
primary analysis

95 patients in the ED group 169 patients in the ICU group
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