Supplement: An international factorial vignette-based survey of
intubation decisions in acute hypoxemic respiratory failure

Yarnell, Christopher J et al

2024-04-07



1
2
3
4

[e)]

(o]

10

11

Contents

SUPPIEMENT OVEIVIEW .t ciieee ettt e ettt e e ettt e e e e ette e e e e btee e e e btaeeeebtaeeeasstaeeeastaeeeasstaeeeanstaeeeansteeeeaseaeeesnseneeesnsens 3
EQUATOR CROSS ChECKIIST «...uvveiiiiiieieiiiee e eciiee ettt e sttt e s sttt e st e e sttt eesaataeee s sbeeeesnsaeeesssaeeesanseeeesanssaeesansseeesansrenesnn 4
UL VZS VA o [T = o TSR USURRRNt 7
4.1 EFIZUIE 1: SUIVEY PrEAMDIE ..cceeiiii ettt e et e e e et ae e e e et e e e e eabeee e e e abeeeeeanbeee e e nseeeeesnsaeeeennseeeeannsenas 9
4.2 eFigure 2: Survey demographics qUESTIONNAINE. .......c.uiiiiiciiee et e et e e e evte e e e e sbte e e e sbreeessrreeeesanes 10
4.3 eFigure 3: SUIrVeY VIENETTE QUESTION ...cciiiiiiiiiiiiiicccceccceececece e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeseseeeseeeeeeeseneneaens 11
4.4 eFigure 4: Survey additional information QUESTION .........cceiiii i 12
RV A Ted e[ A A= g = = Lot =] o 1 o [oX SRR 13
5.1 eTable 1: Vignette CharaCteristiCS ...ttt e et e e e et te e e e sbt e e e e sbteeeesbtaeeesstaeesssraeeenanes 13
] VLAV [ 1Y =T o1 1 s F= Y o o PRSPPIt 14
6.1 eFigure 5: Survey respondents by date and COUNTIY .......cooii i e e e e eee s 14
FaN [o [ A oY o F= 1IN 7= U T LSRR 16
7.1 eFigure 6: Histogram of respondent duration in PractiCe .........cccuvueeieei e 16
7.2 eFigure 7: Number of responses pPer reSPONUENT.........ccovciiiiiiiiiie et e e etee e e seae e e e esbteeeesbreeesssraeeesanes 17
7.3 eFigure 8: Violin plot of time per scenario response BY role.........coccivieiiciiie e 18
Primary analysis: additional details and FESUILS........ceeei i e e e e e e e e e e e e aaraeaeee s 19
8.1 (D F=Y i I o] =] o - - 1 [ o 1N 19
8.2 PrIOF dIiSTIDULIONS ...ttt sttt et e s bt e s bt e sat e st e sab e e b e e beenbeesmaesmeeenneen 19
8.3 Y T Yo =T =T aTo e [T T=dg Vo 1) A of U 19
8.4 Results: INteraction COTFICIENTES. .....cocuuii e st s e s e sne e e sneeesnree s 20

8.5 eFigure 9: Probability of interaction odds ratios being greater than the region of practical equivalence (ROPE)
21

8.6 eFigure 10: Probability of interaction odds ratios being less than the region of practical equivalence (ROPE)..22

Comparison to observed data: MIMIC-IV CONOM.........ooi it e e e e s ate e e e s bta e e e eraaeeeeanes 24
9.1 (0fe] oTo] o Aelo] a1y { (U o1 4 [ o F OO STPRRRTPRPI 24
9.2 Comparing survey responses to 0bServed data.........cccce e e a e 25

9.3 eFigure 11: Calibration between quantiles of predicted probability of intubation recommendation and
(o] o1y aV/=Te a1 dU] o - N To ) o I -1 LT USSP 26

9.4 eFigure 12: Discrimination of probability of intubation recommendation of “Definite yes” and observed

18] o X4 Te] o USSP PRTRTRRRPRR 27
9.5 eFigure 13: Discrimination of probability of intubation recommendation of “Definite yes” or “Probable yes”
AN 0DSEIVEA INTUDALION ...ttt et b e b e s ettt e bt e s b e e sbeesanesanesne e be e reennes 28
Sensitivity analysis of respondents With 10 rESPONSES........uuiiiiciiieeeiiiee et e et e e et e e e etre e e e e bre e e e ebaeeeeeabaeeeeeaseeas 29
O IS R AV =T [ e Yo [0 N - N o LT TSR US T PORTOTRPT 29
10.2  eFigure 14: Sensitivity analysis, forest plot of odds ratios for main effects........ccccoceeieceieiicini e, 30
10.3  eFigure 15: Sensitivity analysis, forest plot of combined region and country-level odds ratios...........cccueeeuneeee. 31
Secondary analyses by pPatient diagNOSiS........uuiiiii i e e e e e e e e e e e e e et aaraaaaeaaas 32



111
11.2
11.3
11.4
11.5
12
12.1
12.2
12.3
12.4
12.5
12.6
13

eFigure 16: Posterior odds ratios, SEPSIS SCENAIIOS ...uiiiiiiiieiiiieeeeeiiee e e eeiee e eertre e e ertee e e ere e e e sbee e e e sbteeeesseeeeseanenas 32
eFigure 17: Posterior odds ratios, community-acquired pneumonia SCENAriOS.......ccceeecieeeercieeeeciieeeerreeeeeeeeeas 33
eFigure 18: Posterior odds ratios, influenza pneumonia SCENATIOS.........cuvveeieeicccciiiieee e 34
eFigure 19: Posterior odds ratios, COVID-19 pneumonia SCENATIOS. ........uuueeeeeeieiciiiiireeeeeeeeirrreeeeeeeessssssseeeeesaenns 35
eFigure 20: Posterior odds ratios, Pancreatitis SCENAIIOS. ......cvuviiiiiieee et e e e e e ree e e e 36
Sensitivity analysis: Assessing the proportional odds assUMPLION ........ciiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e 37
Methods of testing the aSSUMPLION..........uiiiii i e e e e e e e e e bt e e e e e e e e e e e anaraaeeeeaeeenns 37
RESUIES ..ttt e s et e bt e st e e bt e e s ate e s be e e e ab e e et e e e bt e e s b et e eRR e e e Rt e e nee e s be e e beeeanreesaneeenareenn 38
eFigure 21: Proportional odds MOEl L ... e eerre e e e e e e e st bre e e e e e e e e anrraeeeeaeeenas 39
eFigure 22: Proportional 0dds MOTEI 2 .......couiiiiieeieie e e et e e e sbte e e e ebae e e e s bae e e e araeas 40
eFigure 23: Proportional odds MOl 3 .......co i e e e e et e e e ebre e e e et e e e e rae e e e anaeas 41
eFigure 24: Proportional 0dds MOEI 4 ... e e e e e e e e e st b te e e e e e e e e asrraeeeeaeeennn 42
RETEIEINCES ..ttt et e s e sttt ht e e s bt e e bt e e s ute e s be e e sas e e sabeeeaseeesabee s be e e meeesabeeeanbeesnteeeaneeesaneean 43

2 Supplement overview

This supplement contains further information on the survey design, dissemination, uptake, and analysis. There are

additional results for primary, secondary, and sensitivity analyses, mostly in the form of figures.
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4 Survey design

We opted for a simple survey design (a single question) with randomized parameter values for the prespecified relevant

variables. Several features of this design merit discussion.

The randomized element of the design had clear benefits. It allowed for samples over the entire multidimensional space
of combinations of covariates, instead of sampling a small number of potential covariate combinations. Randomization

of scenarios also prevented against measurement errors due to fatigue and question order.

The main drawback of the design was that we had to prespecify the variables included in the survey. It restricted our
ability to discover new perspectives on recommending intubation which could not be captured by the setup of our
scenarios. For this reason, we did include a field allowing for free text input on any other information that would be

helpful for the respondent. We plan to analyze these data in a subsequent manuscript.

The randomization itself had some nuance, in order to ensure realistic vignettes.(2) With a simple randomization
scheme using independent uniform distributions across the ranges of all variables, there were two many bizarre
combinations of values. For example, seeing pancreatitis and community-acquired pneumonia at the same frequency
was jarring, as was seeing respiratory rates of 20 and 40 with equal frequency. To smooth the experience of the
respondent and make the scenarios more “life-like”, we changed the shapes of distributions and introduced covariance

between variables.

Most of the changes in the shapes of distributions corresponded to increasing the probability of values in the center of
the distribution. We set the probability of pancreatitis to be 1/9, and each of the other 4 diagnoses appeared with
probability 2/9. The probability of “Independent with well-controlled comorbidities” was twice that of the other two
frailty options. Oxygen saturations in the range of 90 to 92 had the highest probability, followed by 93-97 and 88-89,
with 85-86 appearing least often. Respiratory rates in the 20-30 range were most common. Abdominal paradox was half
as common as the other two breathing pattern options. “Alert and obeying” occurred twice as often as the other two

level of consciousness options. Vasopressor use was more common if the diagnosis was sepsis and not allowed if the



diagnosis was COVID. For patients less than 40, we only permitted the lowest frailty level, and we also did not allow the

highest frailty level for patients from 40 to 55.



4.1 eFigure 1: Survey preamble

A survey of when to intubate in hypoxemic respiratory failure

MNext
Thank you for your interest in our project! By completing this anonymous survey, you are consenting to

our use of your responses for research. Mo identifying information, such as email addresses or IP
addresses, is collected by the survey.

This survey has been approved by the Research Ethics Board of the Scarborough Health Networlk in
Toronto, Ganada. Current version: v3_2023-08-15

English | Espariol Francais = Portugués | Deutsch  ltaliano | =&  B#:EE
amulng Bahasa Indonesia

Instructions:

1. Press next to record your responses and advance.

2. For each scenario, give your recommendation about intubation using the slider, then press 'Mext’
Think carefully, because there is no going backwards once you prass 'Next.'

3. You may answer up to 10 scenarios. The survey will disconnect and end if you are inactive for 10
minutes, but your responses up to that point will be recordad.

4 Assume that the patient would accept invasive ventilation if you felt it was indicated.

Questions? Concems? Want to collaborate? Contact the principal investigator Christopher Yamell at
cyamell@shn.ca®



4.2 eFigure 2: Survey demographics questionnaire
Thank you for doing our survey.

In your practice, are you involved in
decisions about intubation for respiratory
failure?

O Yes
O No

What is your clinical role?
O Attending physician

O Trainee physician

) Murse

O Respiratory therapist

() Other clinical role

) MNon-clinical role

What is your primary area of practice?
O Critical care medicine

O Emergency medicine

O Anesthesiology

) Other

How many years have you been in practice?

5

In which country do you practice?

Canada -

™

reCAPTCHA
Privacy - Terms

I'm not a robot

‘ MNext |

10



4.3 eFigure 3: Survey vignette question

Would you recommend intubation and invasive ventilation?

Variable
Diagnosis

Age (years)

Premorbid function

Peripheral oxygen saturation (%)

Inspired oxygen fraction

COxygen device

Respiratory rate (breaths per minute)

Breathing pattern

Morepinephrine use

Level of consciousness

Duration in current state

o 1
Definite no Prabable no Unecarisin

Value

Community-acquired pneumonia

56

Independent with well-controlled medical problems
96

0.8

High-flow nasal oxygen

33

Use of neck muscles, no abdominal paradox
Yes

Drowsy but obeying

2 hours

Definite yes

Prabable ye= Definile yes

11



4.4 eFigure 4: Survey additional information question

Would any of the following additional information be useful to you?
Arterial blood gas
PEEP (if on NIV)
Tidal volume (if on NIV)
Chest X-ray
Esophageal pressure

More observation time

Any other information that would help you
decide?

‘Next‘

12



5 Vignette characteristics
5.1 eTable 1: Vignette characteristics

Variable Possible values
1. Community-acquired pneumonia
2. COVID pneumonia
Diagnosis 3. Influenza pneumonia
4. Pancreatitis
5. Sepsis
Age 20 to 70 years
1. Independent and fit (CFS 1-2)
Frailty 2. Independent with well-controlled medical problems (CFS 3)

3. Assistance for shopping and heavy housework (CFS 5)

Peripheral oxygen saturation

85% to 97%

Inspired oxygen fraction

0.4 to 1.0 in increments of 0.1

Oxygen device

1. High-flow nasal oxygen
2. Non-invasive ventilation

Respiratory rate

15 to 40 breaths per minute

Work of breathing

=

No use of neck muscles, no abdominal paradox
Use of neck muscles, no abdominal paradox
Use of neck muscles, abdominal paradox

Norepinephrine use

No
Yes

Level of consciousness

Alert and obeying
Drowsy but obeying
Drowsy and not obeying

Duration of abnormalities

10 minutes
30 minutes
1 hour
2 hours
4 hours

VhPWNEIWNEINPEPWDN

Based on clinical sensibility testing, we removed patient ages greater than 70 and clinical frailty scales greater than 5, to

reduce noise relating to differences in decision-making about invasive ventilation in older and more frail patients.(3,4)

We also specified in the preamble that “the patient would accept invasive ventilation if the clinician felt it was

indicated”, to reduce noise relating to uncertainty about patient preferences.(5)

Non-COVID-19 diagnoses were based on the distribution of diagnoses in a large, pre-COVID-19 randomized trial of non-

intubated patients with acute hypoxemic respiratory failure.(6)

13



6 Survey dissemination
6.1 eFigure 5: Survey respondents by date and country

Survey respondents by country over time

Country

. Afghanistan Ethiopia
2000 B Avania Finland

. Algeria France

. Argentina Germany

. Australia Greece

. Azerbaijan Guam
1500 . Bangladesh Hungary

. Belgium India

. Brazil Indonesia
. Bulgaria Ireland
. Canada Italy
. Chile Jamaica
. China Japan

1000

Total number of survey respondents

. Colombia Latvia

500 [ costaRica Lithuania
. Croatia Malawi

. Czechia Martinique
. Dominican Republic Mexico

0 l!_ . Egypt Morocco

Caption: This figure shows recruitment over time by country.

Notable dates below.

Nepal Slov enia
Netherlands . Somalia
New Zealand . South Africa

Nigeria . Spain

North Macedonia . Sri Lanka

Oman . Sweden

Pakistan . Switzerland

Paraguay . Taiwan, Province of China
Peru . Tanzania, United Republic of
Philippines [ mailana

Poland . Turkey

Portugal . Ukraine

Puerto Rico . United Arab Emirates
Réunion . United Kingdom

Romania . USA

Russian Federation. Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of )
Saudi Arabia B viet Nam

Senegal

Singapore

- September 27, 2023: survey sent out to Canadian Critical Care Society (see Canadian responses, orange) and Thai intensive care networks (turquoise)

- October 11, 2023: survey sent out through Italian and Indian networks, and through Japanese Intensive Care Society (see Japanese responses, yellow)

- November 9, 2023: survey sent to Society for Critical Care Medicine (first round). Note large bump in USA respondents (blue)

14



December 1, 2023: survey sent to Society for Critical Care Medicine (second round)
Mid-December, 2023: survey publicized through REVA Network and la Société de Réanimation de Langue Frangaise with corresponding increase in

French respondents (yellow-orange)

15



7 Additional figures

7.1 eFigure 6: Histogram of respondent duration in practice
Duration in practice

600

400

Count

200

0 10 20 30 40
Years in practice

50
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7.2 eFigure 7: Number of responses per respondent
Histogram of responses per respondent

1000

500

Number of respondents

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Responses

10
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7.3 eFigure 8: Violin plot of time per scenario response by role
Time per scenario response by role

300

200

Time (seconds)

100

Attending phy sician Nurse Other clinical roleRespiratory therapisflrainee phy sician

Median time per scenario was 33 seconds (IQR 24 to 46).

role

. Attending phy sician

. Nurse
Other clinical role
Respiratory therapist

. Trainee phy sician

18



8 Primary analysis: additional details and results
8.1 Data preparation

We categorized continuous variables in order to allow for non-linearity while also maintaining interpretable model

results. We categorized variables as follows:

a. Respondent: specialty, role, duration in practice (0-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-20 years, more than 20 years)

b. Patient baseline information: age (20-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60-70), frailty, diagnosis

c. Patient clinical status: peripheral oxygen saturation (< 89, 89-91, 92-94, 95-97), inspired oxygen fraction
(categorical), oxygen device, respiratory rate (<21,21-24, 25-27, 28-32, >32), breathing pattern,

norepinephrine use, level of consciousness, duration in current state

8.2 Prior distributions

Here we describe the prior distributions for the Bayesian proportional odds model used in the analyses. For all fixed
effects (including interactions) we used a horseshoe prior distribution (3 degrees of freedom, 15% non-zero
parameters). This prior belief holds that intubation decisions are parsimonious, that is, no more than 15% of the 501

parameters will have odds ratios for recommending intubation that are different from one.(7,8) See supplement for

details regarding priors for random effects.

The random effects for clustering were modeled as normal distributions in the log-odds space with mean 0. The prior for

the standard deviation of the random effects was a half-normal distribution with standard deviation 0.5.(9,10)

8.3 Model fit and diagnostics

The primary model fit took approximately 6 hours on a 16GB laptop using 4 chains, each parallelized across 1 core. There
were 2000 posterior samples with 3 divergent transitions. The rhat values were all less than 1.02, with 99% less than
1.01. Adapt_delta was set to 0.8 for the initial model run. We did re-run the model with adapt_delta set to 0.9 in order
to assess if the divergent transitions indicated a biased posterior(11), and the results were very similar except that the
model took 8 hours to run. There was only 1 divergent transition among the 2000 posterior samples. In the manuscript

and supplement we present the results from the second model run, with adapt_delta set to 0.9.

19



8.4 Results: Interaction coefficients
Of the 454 interaction terms in the model, all but 22 (5%) had posterior mean odds ratios within the region of practical

equivalence (0.9 to 1.1). (eFigures 10 and 11) Of those 22, all but 2 had credible intervals overlapping 1. Those 2 were:
saturation 85-88% and drowsy but not obeying (OR 0.76, Crl 0.61 to 0.96), and using neck muscles with abdominal
paradox and drowsy but not obeying (OR 0.77, Crl 0.62 to 0.97). Both of these interaction terms are more likely to be a
reflection of thresholding due to the limitations of an ordinal outcome than a true representation of clinical judgment.
The odds ratios in question were: saturation 85-88% 4.12, drowsy not obeying 9.83, neck muscles and abdominal
paradox 6.39. The interaction means that the odds ratio of intubation for a patient with saturation 85-88% and drowsy
but not obeying was 30.8, not 40.5. For a baseline intubation recommendation probability of 20%, the final probability
of recommending intubation would be 89% (with interaction) or 91% (without interaction). Similarly, the interaction
means that the odds ratio of intubation for a patient that is drowsy but not obeying and is using neck muscles with
abdominal breathing was 48.4, not 62.8. For a baseline intubation recommendation probability of 20%, the final
probability of recommending intubation would be 92% (with interaction) or 94% (without interaction). These differences
are not clinically significant, and instead they are most likely an artifact of the fact that a patient with any of those three
variables (85-88%, drowsy and not obeying, using neck muscles with abdominal paradox) has a high probability of having
“Definite yes” selected as the response, and there isn’t enough room left in the ordinal scale to see a further increase

when another of those variables is present.

20



8.5 eFigure 9: Probability of interaction odds ratios being greater than the region
of practical equivalence (ROPE)
Probability of odds ratio greater than ROPE
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Caption: This figure shows a heat map of the probability that an interaction term was greater than the region of practical
equivalence (that is, OR > 1.1). If the odds ratio is greater than the region of practical equivalence, that means that the
combination of the two characteristics interacting were associated with a greater likelihood of recommending
intubation than would have been expected by multiplying the odds ratios of each of the two characteristics. No
interactions were greater than the region of practical equivalence with probability more than 0.9.
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8.6 eFigure 10: Probability of interaction odds ratios being less than the region of
practical equivalence (ROPE)
Probability of odds ratio less than ROPE
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Caption: This figure shows a heat map of the probability that an interaction term was less than the region of practical
equivalence (that is, OR < 0.9). If the odds ratio is less than the region of practical equivalence, that means that the
combination of the two characteristics interacting were associated with a lower likelihood of recommending intubation
than would have been expected by multiplying the odds ratios of each of the two characteristics. Both red tiles relate to
a decreased level of consciousness (drowsy, not obeying) combined with either Sp0O2 85-88% or neck muscle use with
abdominal paradox. As explained previously, the interaction slightly reduces the odds of recommending intubation in
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these scenarios, most likely because the probability of recommending intubation for each of the individual
characteristics was already so high that the ordinal scale lacked resolution to show an increase that fully reflected the
combination of the pairs of characteristics.
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9 Comparison to observed data: MIMIC-IV cohort

9.1 Cohort construction
The cohort was constructed in the same manner as described previously.(12) In brief, the cohort is built from the

Medical Information Mart for Intensive Care version IV (MIMIC-1V).(13,14) We included patients who were admitted to
the intensive care unit (ICU) at the Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Centre in Boston, USA. We included only patients who
were receiving oxygen by non-rebreather mask, high-flow nasal cannula, or non-invasive ventilation with an inspired

oxygen fraction of 0.4 or more within the first 24 hours of ICU admission.

From the cohort constructed for our prior investigations, we further filtered out all patients and patient observations
which were not compatible with our model based on survey responses. As an example, in our survey, the maximum age
was 70 years. Therefore we filtered out all patients who had age greater than 70 years. Thus we were left with
observations from patients of age 20-70 years with saturations ranging from 85% to 97%, receiving oxygen by high-flow
nasal cannula or non-invasive ventilation with an inspired oxygen fraction of 0.4 or more, with respiratory rate between

15 and 40 breaths per minute.

We also had to make some assumptions to render the MIMIC-1V data compatible with our survey model. We assumed
that the responding clinician was an attending physician, specializing in critical care medicine, based in the USA, who had
been practicing for 6-11 years. We assumed that all patients were “independent and fit” prior to admission, and that all
patients had community-acquired pneumonia, given the limited difference between diagnoses (except for COVID, which
was not present in the pre-pandemic database). We assumed that patients with an abnormal “work of breathing”
variable had “Neck muscle use without abdominal paradox.” We converted the Glasgow Coma Scale observations as
follows: GCS 15 = “Alert and obeying”, GCS 10-14 = “Drowsy but obeying”, GCS < 10 = “Drowsy, not obeying.” We
rounded all inspired oxygen fractions to the nearest 0.1. We assumed that the duration of current abnormalities had

been 1 hour, which is approximately the median period between observations in this dataset.

At the end we were left with 18,263 observations from 826 patients. For each of these recommendations, we used our
model to predict how a survey respondent would have responded to a scenario with the same characteristics. The

model predicted the probability that a response would take each of the available ordinal outcome values. For example,
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the model might have predicted as follows: Definite no — 10%, Probable no — 15%, Uncertain —20%, Probable yes — 40%,
Definite yes — 15%.

9.2 Comparing survey responses to observed data

We compared predicted intubation recommendations of “Definite yes” and “Definite yes” or “Probable yes” to observed
intubation rates within 3, 8, and 24 hours of each eligible observation. We reported the area under the receiver

operating curve and calibration for each of the six pairs of predicted recommendation and intubation outcome.
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9.3 eFigure 11: Calibration between quantiles of predicted probability of intubation
recommendation and observed intubation rates
Recommendation versus observed intubation probabilities
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9.4

Sensitivity

0.4

eFigure 12: Discrimination of probability of intubation recommendation of
“Definite yes” and observed intubation

ROC Curve for recommendation = Definite yes
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9.5

Sensitivity

0.4

eFigure 13: Discrimination of probability of intubation recommendation of
“Definite yes” or “Probable yes” and observed intubation
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10 Sensitivity analysis of respondents with 10 responses
10.1Median odds ratios

The median odds ratio for switching between individuals within the same country was 2.60 (Crl 2.53 to 2.67), for

switching between countries within the same region it was 1.88 (Crl 1.67 to 2.12), and for switching regions it was 1.46

(Crl 1.09 to 2.09).
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10.2eFigure 14: Sensitivity analysis, forest plot of odds ratios for main effects
Posterior odds ratios for recommending intubation, by category of variable

Role Specialty
Nurse 0.65 (0.52 to 0.82) —@— Emergency medicine 0.95 (0.79 to 1.05) -
Otbher clinical role 0.88 (0.64 to 1.04) —_— Other 0.99 (0.85 to 1.11) P
Respiratory therapist 1.01 (0.89 to 1.17) - X
Attending physician Reference [} Anesthesia 1.02(0.92101.17) e
Trainee physician 1.14 (0.97 to 1.46) —— Critical care medicine 1.09 (0.97 to 1.33) 00—
Duration in practice Patient age
5 or fewer years Reference [ ) 20-39 years Reference [ ]
6 to 10 years 1.1(0.98 to 1.3) -— 40-49 years 1.06 (0.95 to 1.26) -—
11 to 20 years 0.98 (0.86 to 1.08) -& 50-59 years 1.06 (0.94 to 1.25) -—
21 or more years 0.96 (0.84 to 1.05) - 60-70 years 1.12 (0.97 to 1.4) -—
Patient frailty Diagnosis
Independent Reference ° COVID-19 pneumonia 0.9 (0.73 to 1.03) —e
Community-acquired pneumonia Reference [ ]
Independent with medical problems 1.03 (0.94 to 1.18) - Influenza pneumonia 1.01 (0.92 to 1.15) -
) Sepsis 1.04 (0.93 to 1.23) --—
Assistance for some IADLs 1.01 (0.89 to 1.17) - Pancreatitis 1.05 (0.94 to 1.26) PN
Oxy gen saturation Inspired oxy gen fraction
0.4 Reference [ ]
Sl peferce L] 05 1.14 (0.97 to 1.44) -
92-94 1.08 (0.96 to 1.33) -— 0.6 1.81 (1.41 to 2.31) —
0.7 2.98 (2.33 to 3.76) ——
89-91 1.69 (1.34 to 2.12) —— 0.8 4.46 (3.52 0 5.7) —
0.9 7.19 (5.73 to 8.98) ——
85-88 4.3 (34410 5.43) —— 1.0 10.2 (7.87 to 13.24) ®
Oxygen device Respiratory rate
15-20 Reference [ ]
High-flow nasal cannula Reference [} 21-24 1.01 (0.91 to 1.15) -
25-27 1.24 (1 to 1.56) ——
Non-inasive ventilation 1.29 (1.04 to 1.55) —— 28-32 1.67 (1.33 10 2.02) ——
33-40 3.1 (2.49 to 3.88) ——
Breathing Pattern Level of consciousness
Normal Reference [ ) Alert and obeying Reference [
Neck muscle use, no abdominal paradox 2.34 (1.96 to 2.8) —— Drowsy but obeying 2.68 (2.23 t0 3.25) ——
Neck muscle use and abdominal paradox 6.63 (5.2 to 8.56) —_—— Drowsy, not obeying 11.16 (8.75 to 14.28) [ ]
Norepinephrine use Duration in current state
10 minutes Reference [ ]
io REETRED L4 30 minutes 1.01 (0.9 to 1.14) ---
1 hour 1.07 (0.96 to 1.33) -—
Yes 1.12 (0.98 to 1.37) —— 2 hours 1.35 (1.05 to 1.69) —
4 hours 1.16 (0.98 to 1.45)
0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0

Posterior mean odds ratio (95% credible interval)

Odds ratios less than 1 = less likely to recommend intubation
Odds ratios more than 1 = more likely to recommend intubation
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10.3eFigure 15: Sensitivity analysis, forest plot of combined region and country-

level odds ratios
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11 Secondary analyses by patient diagnosis

11.1eFigure 16: Posterior odds ratios, sepsis scenarios
Sensitivity analysis: Sepsis, Posterior odds ratios for recommending intubation

Role Specialty
Nurse 0.64 (0.49 to 0.86)—@— Emergency medicine 0.76 (0.57to 1) ——@—
Other clinical role 0.9 (0.64 to 1.07) —_—
Respiratory therapist 1.04 (0.9t 1.3) —— Other 1.03 (0.8 t0 1.29) p
Attending physician Reference [ ] Anesthesia 1.03 (0.89 to 1.25) ——
Trainee physician 1.05 (0.91 to 1.33) —— Critical care medicine 1.06 (0.92 to 1.31) -—
Duration in practice Patient age
5 or fewer years Reference o 20-39 years Reference [ ]
6 to 10 years 0.98 (0.85to 1.1) -0~ 40-49 years 1(0.82t0 1.22) ——
11 to 20 years 0.98 (0.83 to 1.11) —- 50-59 years 1.02 (0.86 to 1.26) ——
21 or more years 1.01 (0.89 to 1.15) - 60-70 years 1.04 (0.88 to 1.3) -
Patient frailty Diagnosis
Independent Reference [ J
Independent with medical problems 1.02 (0.86 to 1.26) —— Sepsis Reference [ ]
Assistance for some IADLs 1.03 (0.86 to 1.35) ——
Oxy gen saturation Inspired oxy gen fraction
0.4 Reference [ ]
o oo e— i o 13—
- . .92 to 1. . . .96 to 2. —_—
.7 . 1.99 to 4. —_—
89-91 1.88 (1.26 to 2.69) —_— 8.8 %82 Zgg lg 5%8 —_—
8588 3.77 (252 to 5.51) —_—— 8 3 Rd s p—~——
Oxygen device Respiratory rate
15-20 Reference [ ]
High-flow nasal cannula Reference [ 21-24 1.02 (0.87 to 1.27) ——
25-27 1.06 (0.89 to 1.4) ——
Non-inasive ventilation 1.07 (0.92 to 1.39) —-— 28-32 1.31(0.98 to 2) ——
33-40 2.57 (1.6 to 3.88) —_—
Breathing Pattern Level of consciousness
Normal Reference [ ] Alert and obeying Reference [ ]
Neck muscle use, no abdominal paradox 1.89 (1.27 to 2.61) —_— Drowsy but obeying 2.42 (1.62 to 3.53) —_—
Neck muscle use and abdominal paradox 4.5 (3 t0 6.65) —_— Drowsy, not obeying 7.76 (5.17 to 11.28) —_—
Norepinephrine use Duration in current state
10 minutes Reference [ J
No Reference ® 30 minutes 0.98 (0.8 to 1.16) ——
1 hour 1.05 (0.88 to 1.36) -
Yes 1.01(0.84 to 1.22) —— 2 hours 1.08 (0.92 to 1.47) ——
4 hours 1(0.79 to 1.23) ——
0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0

Posterior mean odds ratio (95% credible interval)

Odds ratios less than 1 = less likely to recommend intubation
Odds ratios more than 1 = more likely to recommend intubation



11.2eFigure 17: Posterior odds ratios, community-acquired pneumonia scenarios
Sensitivity analysis: Community-acquired pneumonia, Posterior odds ratios for recommending intubation

Role
Nurse 0.67 (0.48 to 0.92y—@——
Other clinical role 0.84 (0.59 to 1.05) ——@—
Respiratory therapist 0.98 (0.8 to 1.17) ——
Attending physician Reference ®
Trainee physician 1.02 (0.87 to 1.25) ——

Duration in practice

5 or fewer years Reference [ J

6 to 10 years 1.12 (0.96 to 1.41) -
11 to 20 years 1.01 (0.89 to 1.17) -

21 or more years 0.97 (0.82to 1.1) -

Patient frailty

Independent Reference [ J
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Assistance for some |ADLs 1(0.8t0 1.27) ——

Oxy gen saturation

95-97 Reference [ )
92-94 1.13 (0.93 to 1.57) ——
89-91 1.41 (0.99 to 2.07) —
85-88 3.48 (2.27 t0 5.22) —_—
Oxygen device
High-flow nasal cannula Reference [
Non-inasive ventilation 1.25 (0.97 to 1.74) —
Breathing Pattern
Normal Reference [
Neck muscle use, no abdominal paradox 1.95 (1.4 to 2.66) —_—
Neck muscle use and abdominal paradox 6.74 (4.59 to 9.71) ——

Norepinephrine use
No Reference [
Yes 1.04 (0.88 to 1.31) ——

0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0

Posterior mean odds ratio (95% credible interval)
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1.01 (0.88 to 1.17) -
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Diagnosis
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Inspired oxy gen fraction
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Respiratory rate
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2.53 (1.74 to 3.68) S
Level of consciousness
Reference [ J
2.37 (1.62 to 3.37) —_—
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Duration in current state

Reference ([ ]
1.03 (0.88 to 1.27) -
1(0.81 to 1.21) ——
1.16 (0.93 to 1.7) ——
1.09 (0.91 to 1.52) ——

0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0

Odds ratios less than 1 = less likely to recommend intubation
Odds ratios more than 1 = more likely to recommend intubation
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Nurse
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11.3eFigure 18: Posterior odds ratios, influenza pneumonia scenarios
Sensitivity analysis: Influenza pneumonia, Posterior odds ratios for recommending intubation

Role Specialty
0.66 (0.5 to 0.89)—@— Emergency medicine 0.91 (0.73 to 1.05) ——
0.95(0.74 to 1.11) —e— Other 0.96 (0.79 to 1.12) —e—
1.03 (0.88 to 1.27) —— .
Reference Py Anesthesia 1.01 (0.89 to 1.2) -—
1.02 (0.88 to 1.25) -— Critical care medicine 1.01 (0.87 to 1.16) -
Duration in practice Patient age
Reference [ ] 20-39 years Reference [
1.07 (0.94 to 1.3) -— 40-49 years 1.04 (0.89 to 1.32) -
1(0.87 to 1.14) - 50-59 years 1.05 (0.9 to 1.37) -
0.89 (0.74 to 1.04) —e— 60-70 years 1.06 (0.9 to 1.39) ——
Patient frailty Diagnosis
Reference [ ]
1.01 (0.87 to 1.21) —-— Influenza pneumonia Reference [ )
1.01 (0.83 to 1.27) ——

Oxy gen saturation

Inspired oxygen fraction

Neck muscle use, no abdominal paradox 1.86 (1.36 to 2.54)

Neck muscle use and abdominal paradox

No

Yes

Reference ° o4 19810 R S
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j I
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i P
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Oxygen device Respiratory rate
15-20 Reference [ )
Reference [ J 21-24 0.95 (0.74 to 1.12) ——
2527 1(0.83 to 1.22) ——
1.2 (0.97 to 1.66) —— 28-32 1.36 (0.99 to 1.94) —
33-40 2.4 (1.63 to 3.45) —_——
Breathing Pattern Level of consciousness
Reference [ ) Alert and obeying Reference [ )
Drowsy but obeying 2.24 (1.57 to 3.1) —_—
5.88 (4 to 8.52) Drowsy, not obeying 10.63 (7.53 to 15.44)
Norepinephrine use Duration in current state
10 minutes Reference [ )
Reference [ J 30 minutes 1.02 (0.85 to 1.26) ——
1 hour 1.01 (0.85 to 1.22) ——
1.06 (0.9 to 1.37) —— 2 hours 1.13 (0.93 to 1.56) —o—
4 hours 1.1(0.93 to 1.54) ——
0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0

Posterior mean odds ratio (95% credible interval)

Odds ratios less than 1 = less likely to recommend intubation
Odds ratios more than 1 = more likely to recommend intubation
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11.4eFigure 19: Posterior odds ratios, COVID-19 pneumonia scenarios

Sensitivity analysis: COVID-19 pneumonia, Posterior odds ratios for recommending intubation
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11.5eFigure 20: Posterior odds ratios, pancreatitis scenarios

Sensitivity analysis: Pancreatitis, Posterior odds ratios for recommending intubation
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Reference [ ] 20-39 years Reference [ ]

1.03 (0.86 to 1.3) —— 40-49 years 1.07 (0.84 to 1.5) —
1.03 (0.88 to 1.26) —— 50-59 years 1.08 (0.86 to 1.53) —
1.08 (0.92 to 1.35) —-— 60-70 years 1.05 (0.86 to 1.42) ——
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Norepinephrine use Duration in current state
10 minutes Reference [ d
No Reference (] 30 minutes 0.99 (0.76 to 1.25) ——
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0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0
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12 Sensitivity analysis: Assessing the proportional odds
assumption
12.1Methods of testing the assumption

We performed a sensitivity analysis to assess the proportional odds assumption. The proportional odds
assumption pertains to ordinal regression, or proportional odds modeling. In these circumstances, there
is an ordinal outcome which can be dichotomized between any two adjacent ordinal categories to make
a binary outcome. Each of these binary outcomes could be analyzed with a logistic regression model,
and its fixed-effect coefficients would be odds ratios. The odds ratios from a proportional odds model
can be understood as the combination of the odds ratios across all of the logistic regression models that
could be formed by dichotomizing the ordinal outcome. In our case, there are four potential
dichotomizations, because the ordinal scale has five elements (1 vs 2,3,4,5; 1,2 vs 3,4,5; 1,2,3 vs 4,5;
1,2,3,4 vs 5). The proportional odds assumption holds that the odds ratios for a given factor from each
of those logistic regression models will be the same. This means that the change in odds of beingin a

higher versus lower category is the same for each level of the ordinal outcome.

To test this assumption, we fit the four logistic regression models corresponding to the dichotomizations
of our ordinal outcome (Definite yes vs probable yes / uncertain / probable no / definite no; definite yes
/ probable yes vs uncertain / probable no / definite no; definite yes / probable yes / uncertain vs
probable no / definite no; definite yes / probable yes / uncertain / probable no vs definite no). Then we
inspected the corresponding odds ratios to see if they were consistent across the four logistic regression

models, and similar to the findings from the primary analysis.

Of note, proportional odds models can provide accurate estimates even when there are deviations from
the proportional odds assumption.(15—18) The Wilcoxon rank test is a well-known and commonly-used
statistical test which depends on the proportional odds assumption, and yet its results generally hold
and are valid even when that assumption is not tested.(18)
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12.2Results

The proportional odds assumption was supported for all variables except respondent role of nurse. For a
respondent role of nurse, the odds ratios associated with selecting “Definite yes” compared to any other
option and “Definite yes” or “Probable yes” compared to any other option were both lower than 0.5,
while the same odds ratios associated with selecting “Probable no” or “Definite no” compared to any

other option and “Definite no” compared to any other option were very close to 1.
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12.3eFigure 21: Proportional odds model 1

Posterior odds ratios: Definite yes vs probable yes / uncertain / probable no / definite no
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12.4eFigure 22: Proportional odds model 2

Posterior odds ratios: Definite yes / probable yes vs uncertain / probable no / definite no
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12.5eFigure 23: Proportional odds model 3

Posterior odds ratios: Definite yes / probable yes / uncertain vs probable no / definite no
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12.6eFigure 24: Proportional odds model 4
Posterior odds ratios: Definite yes / probable yes / uncertain / probable no vs definite no
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