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Abstract

With large numbers of COUD patients requiring mechanical ventilati@nd ventilators being in
short supply, in extremis two patients are having to share one ventilator. This possibility has been
discussed foat least two decadesand careful matching of patient ventilation requirements is
advised. Howevewith a largerange of lung compliance and other characteristics, which may also
vary with time, good matching is difficult to achiev&djusting the impedance of the flow path
between ventilator and patient gives the opportuntty control the airway pressure and hea flow

and volumeindividually for each patient.Several groups are now investigatihgs, in particular the
addition of a flow restrictor in the inspiration tube for the patient who is more compliant, or requires
a lower tidal volume. In this papexe show that a simple linear resistancempliance model

termed the BathRC modaedf the ventilator tubing system and lung allows direct calculation of the
relationships between pressures, volumes, and requftewd restriction. ThéBathRGnodel is
expetimentally validated using @E Aisys CS2 ventilator connected to two test lungs. The pressure
flow relationships for two restrictors are experimentally determined, and despite the need to
approximate them with a linear resistance characteristic, theg@fin the breathing circuit is
accurately predicted by the simple mod&heBathRGnodel is freely available for downloage do

not condonedual ventilation butthis tool is providedo demonstrate that flow restriction can be
readilyestimated This research is part of a larger test, simulation and design investigation on dual
ventilation being undertaken at the UoB and RUH.
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1. Introduction

Modern ventildors often usea circleanaesthetic breathingystemto supply oxygerenriched airor
anaesthetic gaset® the patient via an inspiration tube, with pixatory gaseturning via sseparate
expiration tube exhaled carbon dioxide is either absorbed by an alkali or spilt out ovenilow

valve Thesplitting of both inspiratory and expiratoryubes to allow two patients to be ventilated

by the samerentilator, has been suggested a number of times, for exanpeyman & Irvin, 2006
and Paladino et al, 2008. Howeytte potertial for crossflows between patients is a serious
concern, and the ability to precisely control pressure and or/flow to each patient is lost. The former
problem can be addressed by includedditionalnon-return valves within each of the inspiration
and expiration tubesThis has the effect of not only reducing gas contamination between patients,
but also of reducing system deapace for each half of the system, and the potential fos CO
rebreathing.A method of achievinindividual control has not beettemonstratedin practice and
COVIBEL9 patients requireventilation accurately tailored to their needs severe Acute Respiratory
Distress Syndrome (ARDIBngcompliance cawoften reduce significary, althoughevidence is
emerging that COVHD9 is atypical in this regaf@Gattinoni, 2020).
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March 2020, this approach was introduced in New York, adopting’the2 f dzY o A {1]. TTi&R (G 2 O2 t Q
relies on careful matching of patient characteristics, and its effectiveness would be sensitive to

changes in in patient compliancé new experimental study by Tronstatlal (2020) in relation to

coviem g 02 y WMe tzRdElarge discrepancies in delivered tidal volumes for paired test lungs

with compliance differences, little influence from differences in airway resistances, and that higher

PEEP settings could strongly influence the tidal volume balance between thed®st 4 ® X CNRY
study and from a technical point of view, we were not able to identify reliable settings, adjustments

or any simple measures to overcome the hazards of the techhigue

A possible way of allowing DPV for patients with different charttesc particularly different tidal
volume requirements and/or different lung compliangés to alter the impedance (i.e. resistance or
compliance) of the breathing loop to which they are connectadrder to share theleliveredtidal
volume more appopriately. Increasing the resistance in the inspiration tube for the patient with the
higher lung compliance or requiring a lower tidal volume seems plausible. Tessigbject of this
paper. Ateam from Hospital Geel, Belgium, haveen experimenting with the same techniq[#,

and a simulation study has been published from a groymivstly)London, UK, in the last few days
(SolisLemuset al, 2020). This latter paper succinctly revigawevious work on DPV and the
challenges involved.

In our research, @ have undertaken tests using two GE Aisys CS2 ventilators, pa&sxgyire and

flow measurements using Flukgas Flow Analysevgthin single and dual ventilation set ups with
test lungs. 8me tests were designed to measure individual component characteristics. 180 tests
were carried out, acquiringZD signal time historiesOnly a small fraction of this data is used here.
Experimental pressurow curves for two example restrictors asbown, and the resistanee
compliance (RC) network modslvalidated in a two patient configuration.

Mathematical modelling and simulation of both human respiratory and mechanical ventilation
systems is invaluable to help understand novel scenarios sIEHP& .Characterising lung

mechanical properties using resistance and compliance has become coplata) and estimated
values are available from studies such as Aebal 2018, although other modelling approaches are
possible as reviewed @arvalho and Zin, 201Mechanical ventilation and other breathing
equipment has been modelled and simulated at the University of Bath sinde thé S . Whiphas Q &
included detaileccomponent modellingandvalidation (Jones, 2002), and complete system models



reported in Wilsoret al, 2009. Models were developed using thehimuse software tool, Bafp, and
used toextensivdy study low flow breathing systems by Magee, 20Hawever the hypothesisin

this paper is that a very simple model is sufficient to predict behaviour adequately, and has the
benefit of an analytical solutioallowing direct calculation of the flow restrictor resistance required
to achieve a specified tidal volem

2.

System architecture and test hardware

In DPV, it ifmportant to prevent cross contamination between patients. The preglasrcuit,
Figure 1usesnonreturn valves in each breathing tube to stop inspiration or expiratiackflows.
Thefollowing hardware was used in the tests described here

1.

o o

Aisys CSEoftware version 8.0, GE Healthcare, Chicago, aré#)sthetic ventilator. This is a
pneumatic bellowsdriven machine. It was operated in Pressure Control Mode (PCV), which is
the most apropriate setting for DPV, as the settings for a single patient would not need to
change for ventilating two identical patients. In this mode &ldfustablesettings are:

1 PEEP (Positive emdpiratory pressure), the ventilator pressure during expiration.

1 Pinsp (the inspiration pressure in excess of PEEP)

1 RR (the respiratory rate, breaths per minute)

9 and I:E (inspiratioto expiration time ratio).
In PCV, the ventilataffectively controls the driving pressure to transitibetween PEEBnd
Pinsp+PEE&S quickly as possible at the required switching tinaeg;limits or triggers which
might alter this profile need to be disabled for dual patient use.
Silverknigh2mmbreathing tube systen(intersurgical Ltd, Wokingham, UKigure 2andHeat
and Moisture Exchange (HME) filté@&earTherm 3 ntersurgicalFigure3).
Non-return valvegRef: 1950000Intersurgicalg also known as onevay valves or check valves
(Figures 2 and3). As will beseen, these have a significant resistance and so have a notable effect
of onthe ventilation behaviour.
Two fixed test lungéTest Lung 190, Siemens Healthineers, Erlangen, Germvéhygifferent
characteristicgFigures 2 and3).
TwoFIlukeVT Plus HF G&tow Analyserf-luke Biomedical, Everett, Washington, USgure3)
Flow restrictors. Twalternativesare used in the tests includekere:

a. A fixed restriction provided by an additional Intersurgical meturn valve of the same

type as aboveThis has the benefit of medical approval.
b. An adjustableflow restrictiondeviceof novel design, 3printed at the University of
Bath(Figured). Only results for the second of 5 discrete positions are shown in this

paper.

Flow Restrictor Flow / pressure
meters

Non-Return
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D>
HF Direct

0.4m 0.4m 1.52m 0.4m
¥ ¢ ¥ ¥

Pipe lengths in metres

Figure 1. Dual Patient Velation test system



HME Filter

Ventilator Testlngs1 and 2 Nonreturn valve

Figure 2. Test system componefusth acknowledgement to GE Healthcare and Intersurgical)

Figured. Adjustableflow restrictor, with flow model (right)



The authors are not aware of a suitable variable flow restrictor with medical approvabrirdied
components, at least using standamkekins, are likely to be problematic in terms of sterilisation and
life in the warm, moist environment of a breathing system. Typically, components will need be used
continuously for about 2 weeks before disposal. A food grade ball valve has also liedndssvell

as a constricted 22mm breathing tube, and these test results will appear in a later publication.

Note that, due to increased tube lengths and restrictions due to theneturn valves, the flow
characteristics of the patient loops will not bige same as conventional individual ventilation.

3. Mathematical modelling and parameter estimation
3.1 A inearlumpedresistancecompliance (RC) network modtiie BathRC model

This is a highly simplified model with four terms for single patient ventilation: linear resistance and
compliance for ventilator tubing system, and linear resistance and compliance for the patient.

Different parameters can be used for inspiration andiexpn phases, so there up to eight

parameters per patient. The benefit of the RC model is that simple calculations are possible on how
patient R and C variation wéffect tidal volume, and how this might be corrected by adding a

restrictor valve (or pssibly other modifications). One scenario could be to calculate what inspiration
restriction is required to operate with an increased ventilator pressure (necessitated by ventilator
AKINAY3IO0 gAGK2dzi Ay ONBundesiddy G KS LI GASydQa GARI§

As $iown in Figure 5, thenodel consists ahe patient lungairway resistance R and complianced,
and a resistanceR)) and complianceQ) representing the properties of the ventilator tubing system.
The airway flow rateq. is related to the rate of change in airway presspyeaccording to:

Lan p, M (1)

0o 81 Qo
And flow from the ventilator, given by tubing pressure drop divided by resistance, is split between the
patient and what is absorbed by tulsempliance (including gas compressibility):
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Figure 5. Linear lumped resistancempliance (RC) network model



Physically realistic parameter values lead to a very small second derivative term, so:

. Y ., Qv ., (4)
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Due to ventilator or patienproperties, the inspiration and expiration parameters may be different.
Therefore, the first order response represented by (2) may have different inspiration and expiration
time constants, given by:

t Y6 Y O 0 (5)

T Y6 Y O 0
In pressure control, the ventilator pressys@pproximates a series of square pulses. The lung
volume during inspiration at timg in addition to the Functional Residual Capacity (FRC) of the
LI GASy(Qa fdzy3axz Aa 3IABSYy o8y
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where Visis the steady state asymptote of the inspiration phaggsis the minimum volume, which
occurs at the start of inspiration, aridisthe time at which the ventilator switches frohigh to low
pressure. During expiration the volume is given by:

VO @ © Q O EY oY ()
where Vessis the steady state asymptote of the expiration phaéexis the maximum volume, which
occurs at tle start of expiration, and isthe period for the full breathing cycl@hese functions are
illustrated in Figure 6.

The steady state volumes are given by the product of compliance and pressure:

W 60 Al Aw 60 (8)
whereP: is the low pressure setting of the ventilator (PEE®sitiveEnd-Expiratory Pressue), andP.
is the high pressure used for inspiration.

Maximum volume is reach at the end of inspiration, i.et afls, and minimum volume is reached at
the endof expiration, i.e. at = T, so 6) and {) can be written at these patrticular times as:

W W W w Q' ©)
& A & w Q j (10)
Define the following coefficients: .

®w 0p W (11
o Q! (12)
® 6 p Q (13)
Q Q j (14)
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Figure 6Lung volume waveform



Thus the minimum and maximum volumes are related to the ventilator pressures by:

VP (15)
0 @
PO (16)
£ Q p
So the maximum and minimum volume and tidal voluvg ¢an be calculated:
® (17)
&) 0
W W w (18)
Equation (¥) is equivalent to: o
Lol (19)
" QL W
p wQ

Calculatingnspiration restrictor resistance
The resistance required to achieve a specified tidal volumean be found. Fromi(), (14), and
(18):

5 ©w p Q (20)
p Q
Hencew can be found from @), and the newinspiration time constant can be found fror){(

W w 21
1o YO §—F+— 1)
W W

From B), the additional resistancéy , in the inspiration line can be found:

t6 YO

- Y (22)

0 0
Alternatively, if the original tidal volume is required to be maintained but with an increased
ventilator pressurd?, equation 21) can be used with a new value for the eindpiratory steady
state volumeVissgiven by 8), and 22) can be again used tintl the restrictor resistance for the new
inspiratory time constant.

As this model does not needtime-marchingnumerical solution, results can be determined by
calculations in, for example, a spreadsheet. A view of such an implementation is givgendip
1.

3.2 Parametersation

Measurements of humaairwayresistance R andlungcompliance Q) are available from various
studies. Arnalet al2018found median values for normal lungs GE 0.054 L/(cmbD), andslightly
different inspiration and expiration resistancé$= 13 cmbD/(L/s)andR. = 12 cmHE0/(L/s). The
median value for ARDS patients was found t&Cise0.039 L/(cmbD), with little change in resistance
and a lower quartile o€= 0.032 L/(cmbD).

For the test lungs, parameters were estimated by fitting data from specific tests, giving the values in
Table 1. The same values were used for inspiration and expirdfidividual tests have been carried
out on lengths of tubing, HME filters and other components. These all&aawi G, to be estimated.



The compliance value was measured as 0.5 mL/§@nber metre of tube length, a value consistent
with air compressibility combined with deformation of th@v-modulus tube wall.

3.3 Flow restrictor characterisation

A series of tests was carried out to determine the presdlow characteristics of the flow

restrictors. The restrictors were placed in the inspiration line of a test lung loop s@#peyienced

a realistiaunidirectionalflow regime, and the two gas flow analysers were inserted in the lines either
side of the componentFigure 7)

A minimum of15 cycles of data were collected at 3 different Pinsp pressures, and with some filtering
produced the pressurélow curves in Figure 8 for the fixed restrictor (a@urn valve) and Figure 9
for the adjustable restrictort KS  WYS Lt 2 GG SR 2y GKS K2NRT 2y dl f
measured from the two flowmetersLines of best fit & shown as well, based on a quadratic
function:

yy 60 60 6
Thedifferent bestfit lines are generated by forcing one or more of the coefficients to zero. With
G=0, the function becomes linearWithG=0 as well, the function becomes proportional, and it is
this fit that is used being the resistance value. In both cases there are clear errors caused by
assuming flow and pressure are proportional. The characteristic for theetam valve is nedy
linear, but there is a cracking pressure of about 1 gdnH he adjustable valve has a pressure drop
which is proportional to the square of the flow. The significance of the linear resistance
approximation will be can be judged in Section 4.

Table 1.Model parameter values

Resistance, cmi/(L/s) | Compliance, L/(cnmdf),
Test lung 1R,C) 12 0.040
Test lung R,C) 12 0.030
Ventilator tubingsystem(R, G) 22 0.004
Fixed flow restrictorij) 12 -
Adjustable* flow restrictorig) 33 -

*Note: only used irat one settingn these testgposition 1)

Figure 7. Flow restrictor testing
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Figure 9. Pressuifbow characteristic for the adjustable restrictor

4. Testresults and rodel validation

Five sets of test results are presented and compared with the model predictions. In all cases the
PEEP pressure3cmH0, the respiration rate (R) is 15 breaths per minute, and the |:E ratio is 1:2.

As shown in Table 2, two different Pinsp settings are used, and the inspiration tube for lung 1 either
has no restriction, the fixed restrictor, or the adjustable restrictor. The connections t@lwgain

the same in all test with no added restriction.

Table 2.Test conditions, and predicteahd measured tidal volume¥f.
PEEP=5 cmB, RR=15 breaths/min, and I:E ratio is 1:2 for all tests

Testcondition Tidal volume (L)

Test no. & Pinsp Restrictor Lung 1 Lung 2
related fig. (cmH0) (Lung 1) | Predicted | Measured | Predicted | Measured
1) Fig.10 25 None 0.541 0.554 0.491 0.498
2) Fig.11 25 Fixed 0.449 0433 0.491 0515
3) Fig.12 25 Adjustablé 0.345 0.357 0.491 0522
4) Fig.13 15 None 0.324 0.306 0.295 0.282
5) Fig.14 15 Fixed 0.270 0.245 0.295 0.299

! Resistancd 2 cmH:0/(L/s) 2 Resistanc&3 cmH:0/(L/s)



In Figure 10a, it can be seen that the measured airway flow to both lungs jumps to a peak close to
the start ofinspiration, and then declines as the lung expands and its pressure increases. Similarly
peak negative (expiration) flow occurs at the start of the expiration phase. It can be seen that the
flows for lung 1 are slightly more than lung 2, resulting imgher tidal volume as seen in Table 2.

The model lung volume variations in Figure 10b for lung 1, and Figure 10c for lung 2, match the
measured signals well. Note that the volume measurements are actually the integration of the
flows, with small offsetorrects to prevent drift.

In Test 2, the fixed restrictor is used for lung 1, and now the flows to and from lung 1 are now
smaller than lung 2, as seen in Figure 11a. The tidal volume for lung 1 is now reduced by 22% from
its unrestricted state. In Te8, the adjustable restrictor is used for lung 1 which provide a higher
resistance, and the lung 1 flows are reduced further (Figure 12a), giving a tidal volume reduction of
36% from its unrestricted state. For Tests 1 to 3 there is ho change in thagtara for lung 2, so

the model predicts the same tidal volume in each case. However, the measured results indicate a
slight increase in volume, amounting to an increase of nearly 5% from Test 1 to Test 3 (Table 2).

To illustrate the change in behaviour and model fit at a different condition, Tests 4 and 5 use an
inspiration pressure rise (Pinsp) of 15 instead o€2&+0. Comparing lung 1 flow without and with

the fixed restrictor Test 4 (Figure 13) and Test Fy(fFe 14)¢ shows the expected reduction in flow

and a tidal volume drop of 20%, again associated with a small increase in lung 2 tidal volume (6%).
An issue which can be seen in the flow plots in Figures 13a and 14a is the lung 1 flow measurement
at around4 s, where the flow sudden becomes zero. This is dfllomw drop out characteristic of

that specific flow meter, but the influence on results is thought to be small.

As seen in Table 2, the RC model predicts the tidal volumes reasonably well fongieiofa
conditions. For lung 1jn the five testdhe measured tidal volume deviates from the predicted by
2.4%,-3.6%,3.5%,-5.6% and9.3% respectively. For lung 2, the measured tidal volume deviates
from the predicted byl.4%,4.9%,6.3%,-4.4% andl.4% respectivelyThe largest absolute error is
31mL. For comparison, in [1] a tidal volume change of ugt60mL total for both patients
togetherafter their transfer from single to dual ventilation with nominally the same settings is
considered acceptable.



Lung 1
Lung 2

0.4
0.3
0.2
0
a 0.1
g o
[
-0.1
-0.2
-03
-04
05 I I I I I 1 1
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Time (seconds)

b) —08r Model 1
° Measured
@0.7
c
£
506
)
€05
2
So4
2
>03
i}

02 I I I I I I 1
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
T T ]
. Ventilator pressure (Model)
Sy Airway pressure (Measured) | o
I \
£ \ 1
L2
g - 8
5 \\\ \\
e B
é_'i ~— |
0 I I I I I I 1
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Time (seconds)
c)
07 Model
° Measured
0.6
c
£
505
£
E 0.4
2
303
c
S
—10.2
I 1 I I I I I
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
T T
. Ventilator pressure (Model)
.25 Airway pressure (Measured) | 4
T
£ 4
L
® 4
E Y
@ ~
@ 4
4 S— T~
& — —
0 I 1 I I I I I
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Time (seconds)
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5. Conclusionsnd further work

The University of Bath and the Royal United Hospital in Bath, UK, are investigating dual patient
ventilation, where one ventilator is used to ventilate two jgaits simultaneously. To succeed, we
believe it is essential tmdependently control the gas flow (tidal volume) that each patient receives.
A possible solution is to use a flow restrictor in the line of a patient who would otherwise receive too
much pressure or flow, resulting ibarotrauma or volutrauma. Such a restricgtrould ideally be
adjustable.We have presented experimental results using a pair of tegfdshowing that

restricting the flow in one inspiration line does indeed reducetttal volume in the corresponding

lung. Moreover, using a linear resistarmampliance network model, we have shown that the

change of tidal volume can be predicted. In the five tests presented, the largest prediction error was
31mL of tidal volume. Ithe form used, the model just needs an airway resistance and lung
compliance estimate for each patient, and a resistance and compliance value for the ventilator
tubing system. Likewisan added flow restrictor should be characterised by a linear reuistae. a
pressure drop proportional to flowrate. The good performance of the model is despite clear
linearization errors for the two flow restrictors used in this study. All the parameter values used
have been informed by individual component testing.

Some further observations on the results:

1) Nonreturn valves are used in the individual inspiration and expiration tubes, so four in total.
The valves we used have a considerable resistariemHO0/(L/s), so contributing over half of
the total flow pathresistance (either inspiration or expiration) estimated to be 22 gdiH/s).
While this will mean the characteristics of the dual arrangement are markedly different from
conventional single patient ventilation, the increased pressure loss within thegith means
that the airway flow and pressure will be less sensitive to changes in patient characteristics.

2) An unexpected result was that as the flow reduced to one test lung by the introduction of a flow
restrictor, there was a small increase in flowtlhe other lung. For example, the most severe
flow restrictor reduced tidal volume by 36%the corresponding lung, but also caused the
unaltered loop to provide 5% more volume to the other test lung. This is likely to be caused by
the reduced pressureks in the common part of the circuit at the ventilator, and effects within
the ventilator itself.

3) Testlung 1 appears to have differdithe constants foinspiration and expiration, and the
modelling approach would allow different inspiration and expaatairway resistances to be
used tocapture this andmprove accuracy. As a general method however, minimising the
number of parameters required is beneficial.

A key part of this contribution is that the model is simple to implement, for example as a
spreadsheet. An example is provided at the link on the first page. This allows clinicians to estimate
the flow restriction needed to match patient requirements. The challenge remains, however, to
source a flow restrictor which is medically acceptable, idedlly adjustable. The 3D printed designs
that are emerging need to be proven to be inert, sterilisable, and durable in the breathing system
environment. The fixed restrictor used in this studyn fact a norreturn valveg is medically

approved, angrovided around 10% differentiation between the two loops. Two or more could be
used in series to provide a greater restriction, but an adjustable flow restrictor would be far easier to
use.

Some other issues which should be investigated are:
1) Theeffectiveness of the noneturn valves in preventing flows (however small) between
patients, and whether four, two, or none at all are necessary.



2) The addition of sensors to give immediate feedback of the effect of flow restriction. There may
be ashortage of ventilators, but providing pressure and flow sensing for both patients ought to
be relatively straightforward.

3) The ability of a ventilator to maintain the specified pressure when the flow demands have
doubled due to dual ventilation needs to lhssured and the effectiveness of the €&crubbing
system.

4) A sensitivity analysis of tidal volume and other characteristics to changes in system parameters
would be useful. For example, ventilator tubing compliance does not appear to be a significant
factor, but this should be confirmed.

A team of academics at UoB, in collaboration with the RUH, are investigating some of these issues.
For example, flow restrictor development is underway, and appropriate pressure and flow sensing
systems have been protgped. Ventilation characteristics are being studied with the help of
physicsbased simulation, using Simscape Gas RlogvMoist Air librariegMathWorks, Natick, MA,

USA) andSimcenter Amesin{SiemensPlano, TX, USAhich grew out obur ownBathp

simulation tool[5]. This modelling work is supported by the experimental data set recently
generated.

It should be noted that thé\nesthesia Patient Safety Foundation (AP@FE recently

recommenabd that ventilator sharingshould not beundertaken. Some of the objections raised we
are addressing in this wofk]. We recognise that none would choose to share a ventilator
between two patients, but there may be some situations in the near future when there will be no
choice. Waalsorecagnise the additional challenge this ag will present to those caring for

patients in these circumstances. We believe that manageability and safety mandates limiting the
sharing to two patients and not more. Dual patient ventilation is a method oféasit.
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Appendix
A snapshotof a flow restrictor sizing spreadsheet



