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Summary

Mechanical ventilation in a situation of mass casualty respiratory failure will require a substantial
increase in the capacity for mechanical ventilation, to prevent unnecessary mortality. Concern over the
difficulties of treating large numbers of patients with respiratory failure is exceeded only by our lack of
experience on which to base decisions. This review evaluates the likely scenarios that could lead to mass
casualty respiratory failure and the types of respiratory failure anticipated. A literature review was
conducted, using the National Library of Medicine Medical Subject Headings terms “mass casualty
respiratory failure,” “pandemic flu,” “disaster preparedness,” and “mass casualty care.” Papers were
reviewed for relevance to the topic. There is little historical or empirical evidence upon which to base
decisions regarding mass casualty respiratory failure and augmenting positive-pressure ventilation
capacity. Matching the degree of respiratory impairment anticipated from the most likely mass casualty
scenarios allows conclusions to be drawn regarding the performance characteristics of ventilators re-
quired for these situations. Little is known about the success of mechanical-ventilator stockpiling for
mass casualty respiratory failure. Careful planning with an emphasis on matching ventilator perfor-
mance to patient need and caregiver skill is critical to appropriate stockpile choices. Key words: me-
chanical ventilation, mass casualty, pandemic. [Respir Care 2008;53(1):78–88. © 2008 Daedalus Enterprises]
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Introduction

Recent natural disasters, the threat of terrorism, and
concerns regarding severe febrile respiratory illness (se-
vere acute respiratory syndrome [SARS] and avian flu)
have focused health care planners on the requirements for
mass casualty mechanical ventilation.1–4 Though the po-
tential for a mass casualty event that would result in a
large number of patients requiring mechanical ventilation
seems evident, health care systems do not have the expe-
rience to allow an evidence-based approach to prepared-
ness.

Globalization and information sharing allow us to be
aware of disasters around the world in a matter of minutes.
These disasters occur frequently worldwide, in the form of
earthquakes, floods, and other natural events.5 To date,
none of these events has resulted in overwhelming num-
bers of patients requiring mechanical ventilation. Most
injuries are traumatic in nature, and the majority of pa-
tients who survive the incident are not critically injured.6–8

Patients who require mechanical ventilation have been han-
dled by local and regional resources, without the need for
triage or rationing of care because of an insufficient num-
ber of ventilators.9–11

Smaller, local incidents such as structure fires or build-
ing explosions might be expected to create large number
of patients with respiratory failure resulting from heat,
smoke, and debris in a closed space. To date these events
have rarely produced more that 100 victims, only a small
percentage of whom require mechanical ventilation.12–17

In each of these cases, local resources allowed all patients
to receive mechanical ventilation with existing resourc-
es.18–20

The purpose of this review is to evaluate the potential
scenarios that might result in large-scale, survivable respi-
ratory failure. These include natural disasters, intentional
catastrophes, biologic and chemical exposures, and febrile
respiratory illness. Currently the looming threat of an in-
fluenza pandemic has fueled the urgency of public health
agencies to plan for mass casualty respiratory failure. In an
event such as a deadly strain of influenza, local intensive
care beds and mechanical ventilators are likely to be in-

sufficient to care for the number of critically ill patients.
The second purpose of this paper is to describe the per-
formance characteristics of mechanical ventilators that
might be stockpiled to meet the needs of patients with
respiratory failure from the most likely mass casualty sce-
narios.

Historical Precedent

History is often said to be the best teacher. However,
despite considerable concern and earnest preparation, mod-
ern-day experience with situations that require ventilation
of a large number of patients is lacking. The most recent
SARS epidemic resulted in severe respiratory failure and
mortality in a number of countries.21,22 The Toronto ex-
perience suggests that about 20% of patients with SARS
develop acute respiratory distress syndrome (ARDS) and
require mechanical ventilation. In retrospect, the Canadian
group did not include ventilator shortage in their list of
insufficient components required to respond to the SARS
outbreak.23,24 The relatively limited size of the Toronto
outbreak suggests that the possibility of a ventilator short-
age should, however, be anticipated in future, larger out-
breaks

Widespread exposure to nerve agents, with the accom-
panying respiratory paralysis and bronchorrhea, could re-
sult in numerous victims who require mechanical ventila-
tion. On 2 separate occasions the nerve gas sarin was
released in Japan by terrorist groups. In both cases, the
number of victims who required mechanical ventilation
was quite small.25,26 In both instances, less than 6 patients
required mechanical ventilation, and in most of those, ven-
tilation was short-term, limited by antidote administration.

Perhaps the most important event in modern history was
the polio epidemic in Copenhagen in the early 1950s.27

During the months of July to December 1952, 2,830 pa-
tients presented with poliomyelitis, 1,235 patients with
paralysis. Respiratory paralysis was diagnosed in 345 of
these cases. With a mechanical ventilation complement of
one iron lung and 3 cuirass devices, the staff was quickly
overwhelmed. The maximum number of patients who re-
quired mechanical ventilation at one time was 70. During
the initial phase of the epidemic, mortality was 87% (27/31).
Anesthesiologists improvised by performing tracheostomy
and using medical students in 4-hour shifts to provide
manual ventilation with a to-and-fro, non-self-inflating bag
that incorporated a soda lime carbon dioxide absorber.
This ingenious design conserved oxygen and provided heat
and humidity. Figure 1 depicts the system for manual ven-
tilation and Figure 2 depicts a patient receiving manual
ventilation with the non-self-inflating bag and carbon di-
oxide absorber. The key lessons from this outbreak include
the importance of definitive airway control and the evi-
dence that manual ventilation can be successful, not only
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in the short term, but for prolonged periods. Interestingly,
manual ventilation also proved to be successful following
hurricane Katrina.28 Figure 3 depicts a patient receiving
manual ventilation following hurricane Katrina.

These events provide an interesting historical vignette,
but they fail to provide the experience required to plan for
pandemic flu and other events that would result in large

numbers of patients who require mechanical ventilation. In
order to determine the requirements for mechanical ven-
tilators for mass casualty care we must know the nature
and severity of lung injury associated with each antici-
pated event. The following is a list of scenarios and inju-
ries that may lead to mass casualty respiratory failure.

Scenarios

When would the number of patients who require posi-
tive-pressure ventilation far exceed the available mechan-
ical ventilators? The medical impact of a mass casualty
event will depend on the disaster characteristics (eg, le-
thality of exposure, numbers of persons exposed) and in-
teraction with the exposed population’s and medical re-
sponse systems’ capabilities and vulnerabilities. Only in
disasters likely to result in exposed victims developing
acute respiratory failure (ARF) or ARDS will mechanical
ventilation potentially be a limiting factor for survival.
Disaster characteristics that may influence the demand for
ventilators include the number of victims with ARF, the
time from exposure to development of ARF, and the du-
ration of ARF. It is plausible that the victims who require
mechanical ventilation may far outnumber normal mechan-
ical ventilator capacity. If this were to occur, large num-
bers of patients with potentially reversible ARF will as-
suredly die. Each scenario will consider the expected

Fig. 1. Manual ventilation system used during the polio epidemic
of 1952. (From Reference 27, with permission.)

Fig. 2. Patient receiving mechanical ventilation during the Polio
epidemic of 1952. (From Reference 27, with permission.)

Fig. 3. Manual ventilation following hurricane Katrina. (From Ref-
erence 28, with permission.)
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number of victims who require mechanical ventilation,
time from injury until need for mechanical ventilation, the
pathophysiology that necessitates the mechanical ventila-
tion, and the geographic area affected.

Traumatic Injury

Traumatic injury may result on a local level from fires,
explosions, or terrorist attacks. These events typically re-
sult in � 100 casualties. The Israeli experience with ho-
micide bombers suggests that most incidents result in 20–30
casualties, and about half of those patients are hospital-
ized. Of those, half require intensive care, primarily for
mechanical ventilation. In these cases, blast injury of the
lung is the predominate mechanism of injury.29–32

Traumatic injury may also result from a natural disaster
such as an earthquake or tsunami. These events occur over
a wider area and include damage to infrastructure as well.
In most instances the injuries of survivors are orthopedic
in nature. However, respiratory failure may result from
near drowning, crush injuries, and chest trauma.8

Expected Number of Victims. In a local explosion or
fire, typically less than 100 victims require hospitalization,
and fewer require mechanical ventilation. Israel’s experi-
ence suggests substantially fewer than 100 victims. In the
case of a closed-space fire and smoke inhalation the num-
ber may be greater. Following a natural disaster the num-
ber of victims may be greater, but they will be spread
across a larger geographic area, which should allow local
resources (if undamaged) to absorb additional patients.

Time From Injury to Need for Mechanical Ventilation.
Traumatic injuries are a common event in the civilian and
military experience. The severity of trauma may require
immediate mechanical ventilation for survival (eg, head
injury). In a number of cases, however, mechanical ven-
tilation is not initiated until surgical repair.33,34 In a larger
natural disaster that causes multiple casualties and infra-
structure damage, patients with near-lethal injuries will
probably be triaged to palliative care. In these cases, the
injury severity of casualties will be reduced.

Pathophysiology. Traumatic injuries that result in a need
for mechanical ventilation include closed head injury, he-
mothorax, pneumothorax, pulmonary contusion, flail chest,
traumatic amputation, blood loss, and blast injury.29–34 As
in traditional trauma care, patients with the most severe
injuries require mechanical ventilation for treatment of
acute lung injury and ARDS.

Geographic Area Affected. In an explosion or fire, the
affected area is usually finite. This includes a building, a
bus, or an outdoor gathering (eg, sports event, concert).

The result is a defined local area where casualties are
limited. Additionally, local events allow undamaged areas
of the city or town to absorb the increased demand for
critical care and to provide support. A larger natural event
may affect greater numbers of patients and result in dam-
age to hospitals and transportation systems. In these in-
stances, the walking wounded are the most likely victims,
and critically ill victims at the scene are likely to expire.

Chemical Weapons

Injuries following chemical weapons exposure vary with
the agent. Globally, chemical agents are classified as lung-
damaging agents, blood agents, blister agents, and nerve
agents.35–37 Chemical agents likely to be used include chlo-
rine, phosgene, and ammonia. These chemicals are com-
monly used in industrial processes and are readily avail-
able. Nerve agents that cause paralysis have been used
recently and are likely to be used in the future as well.25,26,38

Mustard gas is perhaps the best known blister agent, and
cyanide the most likely blood agent. These topics are cov-
ered in detail by Muskat.39

Expected Number of Victims. Under the appropriate
environmental conditions, population density, and disper-
sion, chemical agents may result in thousands of victims.
Despite this prediction, however, to date the number of
victims has been in the hundreds, and the number of vic-
tims who have required mechanical ventilation has been
less than a dozen.40 The exception here is the Bhopal
incident, which resulted in 75,000 deaths and many casu-
alties (150,000).39

Time From Injury to Need for Mechanical Ventilation.
The time until respiratory failure requires mechanical ven-
tilation varies with the agent and exposure. Pulmonary
agents can cause sudden death as a result of laryngeal
obstruction or result in severe respiratory failure days after
exposure. Nerve agents that cause paralysis may require
ventilation at the scene. Historically, those patients who
survive exposure to nerve agents require only short-term
mechanical ventilation (� 8 h).25,26,40

Pathophysiology. Chemical weapons enter the body
through the respiratory system and skin.40 Blistering agents
and choking agents result in bronchospasm and, over time,
parenchymal lung injury and ARDS. Cyanide poisons mi-
tochondria and prevents cellular respiration, resulting in
death from cellular hypoxia. Nerve agents result in flaccid
paralysis and apnea, but also produce substantial bron-
chorrhea and bronchospasm. So, though patients exposed
to nerve agents may have normal lung compliance, airway
resistance may be substantial.
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Geographic Area Affected. Optimum effectiveness of
these agents as weapons includes exposure of a large num-
ber of victims in a closed space. Outdoor exposure may
also occur, but is limited by winds and weather. As such,
these exposures are thought to be limited to a single geo-
graphic area.

Epidemics and Febrile Respiratory Illnesses

Epidemics and febrile illnesses may result from both
natural and man-made causes. The SARS epidemic of 2000
and looming pandemic flu epidemic are classic examples
of natural febrile illnesses that may result in large numbers
of patients with respiratory failure. To date, avian flu has
occurred in clusters, with 2–8 cases per cluster. Nearly all
of the cluster cases have occurred among blood-related
family living in the same household. Most people in these
clusters have been infected with the H5N1 virus through
direct contact with sick or dead birds. However, human-
to-human transmission of H5N1 virus, though rare, cannot
be excluded. The current mortality rate from H5N1 flu is
greater than 50%.41,42

In this category we have included anthrax and botulism
exposure. Both are likely to be the result of bioterrorism,
although botulism poisoning can occur from improperly
preserved foods.43 Anthrax, caused by Bacillus anthracis,
has been used in the United States as a weapon, which
infected 22 people and killed 5. Anthrax is not transmitted
from one person to another.44–46

Expected Number of Victims. Epidemics have the pos-
sibility of involving people from all over the world. If the
avian flu virus were to mutate into a more easily trans-
missible virus, tens of thousands could be affected. Botu-
linum toxin and anthrax have the ability to infect similar
numbers of people.

Time From Injury to Need for Mechanical Ventilation.
Though epidemics are likely to result in the greatest num-
ber of casualties, the time from exposure until develop-
ment of respiratory failure may be hours to weeks.40,43,46

In these cases, patients will probably arrive at the hospital
with early signs of respiratory infection and respiratory
distress.

Pathophysiology. H5N1 flu, plague, and SARS all re-
sult in ARDS from damage to the alveolar capillary mem-
brane. Botulism results in neuromuscular ventilatory fail-
ure from paralysis, and may require mechanical ventilation
for prolonged periods, with an increased risk of ventilator-
associated pneumonia.47 Anthrax results in hemorrhagic
mediastinitis, hemoptysis, sepsis, profound hypoxemia, and
ARF.48

Geographic Area Affected. Natural epidemics and bio-
terrorism agents in this class have the ability to infect
entire regions, depending on the duration of the incubation
period and the continued presence of the contagion. These
events may be limited to a municipality or may include an
entire city. In the case of pandemic flu, entire portions of
a country may be affected.

Planning for Mass Casualty Respiratory Failure

The previous discussion of anticipated scenarios is crit-
ical for disaster planning. These issues are discussed in
more detail in this issue by Muskat and Sandrock.39,49

However, in order to determine what performance char-
acteristics of ventilators are required, we must understand
the mechanical characteristics of the respiratory systems
of the patients who require mechanical ventilation. The
combination of all of the scenarios includes patients with
low lung compliance, hypoxemia, and acute lung injury or
ARDS. The one exception would be the agents that cause
paralysis, which result in patients with near-normal lung
compliance but high airway resistance.

Ventilators may be needed for mass casualty care in 3
different environments. The first is movement of patients
from the scene of an accident (eg, explosion, natural di-
saster), the movement of patients between facilities (de-
compressing a localized event), and for the in-patient care
of critically ill and injured patients. The movement of
patients from the scene may be accomplished with oxygen
therapy, manual ventilation, or use of a portable ventilator.
This is under the purview of the emergency medical ser-
vices director. Remember, in scenarios such as pandemic
flu, patients are likely to seek medical attention for relief
of flu symptoms long before they require mechanical ven-
tilation. In these cases large numbers of emergency-med-
ical-services ventilators will be unnecessary.

The last 2 scenario categories generally involve the care
of critically ill patients with acute lung injury and ARDS,
who require mechanical ventilation. Ventilators used for
inter-facility transport and intensive care are under the
purview of the critical care team, including an intensivist
and a respiratory therapist (RT). The following discussion
reviews the requirements of mechanical ventilators used
for surge capacity in hospitals for definitive care.

Time Out: How to Ventilate the Patient With ARDS

Time outs prior to procedures have become popular in
the hospital as a method to prevent errors. In the case of a
surgical procedure this involves identifying the patient, the
site, and the procedure. The nature of mass casualty care
has caused many states, cities, and hospitals to purchase
ventilators while swept up in the emotion of the moment.
A time out is sorely needed.
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Evidence-based management of the patient with ARDS
is founded in the success of the ARDS Network trial pub-
lished in 2000.50 The principles of ARDS management are
straightforward:

• Low tidal volume (VT) (4–8 mL/kg of predicted body
weight)

• Body-weight prediction based on height

• Constant volume delivery

• Plateau pressure � 30 cm H2O

• Stable fraction of inspired oxygen (FIO2
) from 0.21 to

1.0

• Continuous mandatory ventilation: maintain minute ven-
tilation

• Positive end-expiratory pressure (PEEP) to prevent al-
veolar collapse and lung injury

The ARDS Network data demonstrated that patients in
the low-VT group received a PEEP of 9.4 � 3.6 cm H2O,
an FIO2

of 0.56 � 0.19, and a minute ventilation of
12.9 � 3.6 L/min on day 1 of the study. By day 7, PEEP
was reduced to 8.1 � 3.4 cm H2O, FIO2

to 0.50 � 0.17, and
minute ventilation increased to 13.7 � 3.8 L/min. These
data provide us with some standard requirements for the
functional performance of ventilators to be stockpiled for
use in mass casualty respiratory failure (MCRF). Within a
single standard deviation of the means of these ventilator
settings, we could suggest that ventilators for MCRF should
be capable of setting PEEP of 6–13 cm H2O, FIO2

of
0.35–0.75, and minute ventilation of 10–18 L/min. As-
suming predicted body weights of 62–90 kg (males 165–
196 cm tall), VT of 250–720 mL (4–8 mL/kg) must be
capable of being set. It is important to note that the desired
VT is based on patient weight, not lung compliance.

In previous publications we and others have listed
ventilator functionality in an attempt to describe per-
formance characteristics of ventilators.3,4,51 Unfortu-
nately, these are open to interpretation and subject to
“spin” in the marketing literature of manufacturers. As
the very simplest of tests, a ventilator stockpiled for
MCRF must be capable of delivering a respiratory fre-
quency of 6 –35 breaths/min, a VT of 350 – 600 mL (the
adjustment of respiratory rate and VT must be separate),
an FIO2

of 0.35– 0.75, and a PEEP of 5–15 cm H2O.
Ventilators that are unable to produce those settings at
a minimum are not suitable for MCRF.

Ventilator Performance Characteristics

Other operational characteristics of ventilators for MCRF
have been suggested by the American Association for Re-

spiratory Care.4 Some explanation and clarification of these
characteristics are in order. Table 1 lists the desirable char-
acteristics of ventilators for MCRF. The optimal ranges for
operation remain to be determined, but here we try to
represent the minimum required characteristics and char-
acteristics that might provide added benefit. These recom-
mendations are always in flux, and guidance such as the
American Association for Respiratory Care ventilator
guidelines4 are living documents subject to change in the
face of new evidence.

Characteristics of ventilators for MCRF that are more
difficult to quantify are clearly just as important. A ven-
tilator for MCRF should be rugged, portable, withstand
shock and vibration, and continue operation if dropped.
There is a military specification for these characteristics,
but it is unclear if ventilators for MCRF must meet this
standard. Clearly, meeting the military standard would be
desirable. Portability is important, and ideally the devices
would be, well, “portable.” A weight of � 10 kg is often
a goal.4 In our minds, a portable device is one that an RT
or nurse can pick up with one hand (with or without a
carrying case) and move without difficulty.

Ideally a ventilator for MCRF should have minimal gas
consumption. That is, oxygen from a limited source should
not be wasted. Gas consumption by a ventilator can be
affected by pneumatic or fluidic control, continuous flow
for triggering, pressure relief from mechanical blenders,
and other internal leaks.52 Although this has not been well
studied, we believe that, ideally, 90% of the gas entering
the ventilator should go the patient as part of the minute
ventilation. Equally important is battery life. Battery life is
affected by the age of the battery, temperature, and charg-
ing history, regardless of the ventilator. Ventilator charac-
teristics that decrease battery life include the mode of ven-
tilation, the FIO2

, and the PEEP.53 Patient characteristics
can also affect battery life: the greater the load (lower
compliance, higher airway resistance), the shorter the du-
ration of operation. This is just one of the factors that
create a conundrum in choosing ventilators for MCRF. A
ventilator may be considered desirable by some clinicians
by virtue of delivering pressure-control ventilation, but the
use of pressure control ventilation can reduce battery life
by nearly 50%, compared to volume control with the same
delivered VT.53

The ventilator should be easy to trigger and have an
acceptable work of breathing. Most current-generation por-
table ventilators meet this requirement.54,55 Cost should be
less than $10,000. In large purchases, such as those made
by the states for mass casualty care, substantial price re-
ductions can be realized.

The ventilator should be intuitive and easy to use. This is
a soft criteria that is difficult to measure. In addition, the
manufacturer should provide training in person and via mul-
timedia (digital video disc [DVD] or Web-based). Mainte-

SURGE CAPACITY MECHANICAL VENTILATION

RESPIRATORY CARE • JANUARY 2008 VOL 53 NO 1 83



Table 1. Performance Characteristics of Ventilators for Mass Casualty Respiratory Failure

Characteristic Rationale
Capabilities

Mandatory Desirable

FDA-approved for adults and
pediatric patients

Natural disasters, pandemics, and
chemical/bioterrorism will also
affect children

Ventilate 10-kg patient Ventilate 5-kg patient

Ability to operate without
50-psig compressed gas

The redundancy for electrical power
in hospitals far exceeds oxygen
stores and redundancy.

Operate without 50-psig input Operate from a 50-psig gas
source or alternating-current
power, whichever is available

In the absence of high-pressure
oxygen, low-flow oxygen from a
flow meter can be used to
increase FIO2

.

FIO2
from 0.21 to 1.0

Battery life � 4 h Allow for transport from facility to
facility.

4 hours of operation at nominal
settings

� 4 h operation at nominal
settings

Provide continuous support during
intermittent power failure

Constant volume delivery Meet guidelines for VT delivery, as
dictated by the ARDS Network
protocol

Volume control ventilation
(250–750 mL)

Pressure control and volume
control ventilation

Reduce potential for ventilator-
induced lung injury

Provide age-appropriate settings

Mode: CMV Meet ARDS Network guidelines CMV CMV, IMV, and pressure support
Assure minimum ventilation in a

situation of multiple patients and
a shortage of caregivers

PEEP Meet ARDS Network guidelines Adjustable: 5–15 cm H2O Adjustable: 5–20 cm H2O
Prevent ventilator-induced lung

injury
Reverse hypoxemia

Separate controls for
respiratory rate and VT

Meet ARDS Network guidelines
Assure minute ventilation in apneic
patients

Respiratory rate 6–35 breaths/min Respiratory rate 6–75 breaths/min
(for pediatric patients)

Monitor airway pressure and
VT

Meet ARDS Network guidelines
Provide assessment of patient’s lung

compliance

Monitor peak inspiratory pressure and
delivered VT

Monitor plateau pressure and
patient VT

Patient safety: prevent
overdistention

Appropriate alarms Patient safety
Improve ability to monitor large

numbers of patients with reduced
staff

Alarms for:
Circuit disconnect
High airway pressure
Low airway pressure (leak)
Loss of electrical power
Loss of high-pressure source gas

Alarms for:
High VT in pressure modes
Low minute ventilation
Remote alarms

FDA � Food and Drug Administration
FIO2 � fraction of inspired oxygen
CMV � continuous mandatory ventilation
ARDS � acute respiratory distress syndrome
IMV � intermittent mandatory ventilation
PEEP � positive end expiratory pressure
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nance, including battery charging and replacement, is also an
important issue. Ventilator maintenance should be able to be
accomplished by trained technicians on site, and requirements
for battery charging should be explicitly detailed.

Finally, vendor support and longevity is critical. The
manufacturer should commit to support of the product for
a minimum of 6 years, preferably 10 years. The manufac-
turer should have a 24-hour-a-day, 365-day-a-year techni-
cal support line. There is some advantage in purchasing
ventilators made in the United States, as in a pandemic
situation, both shipping time and loyalty of foreign man-
ufacturers may create a problem. There is no way to judge
if a manufacturer is a long-time player in the market or a
fly-by-night operation, aside from history. Determining a
manufacturer’s intentions and quality is critical, but elu-
sive.

Ventilators

Classification of mechanical ventilators is a complex
task, which has been handled admirably by Chatburn and
Branson.56 For the purposes of describing ventilators for
MCRF, we have categorized types of ventilators that might
be used, based on characteristics.3,51 This description in-
cludes automatic resuscitators, emergency-medical-
services ventilators, pneumatically powered portable ven-
tilators, electrically powered portable ventilators, and full-
feature intensive-care ventilators.

Automatic Resuscitators

An automatic resuscitator is designed to replace the need
for hand-bagging. These devices are predominantly pneu-
matically powered and pressure-cycled. Automatic resus-
citators have few to no alarms, cannot provide a constant
VT, cannot set rate and VT separately, and commonly pro-
vide 100% source gas or a lower concentration with the
use of an air-entrainment mechanism.52 Most manuals of
automatic resuscitators lead with a warning, “WARNING:
Do not leave the patient unattended,” which is problematic
in a scenario where there are too many patients and not
enough caregivers. Operational characteristics of these de-
vices suggest that use in ARDS will be unsuccessful. The
inexpensive nature of these devices is attractive. However,
until manufacturers prove success in ventilating patients
with ARDS, these devices are not suitable for MCRF.
Stockpiling an inexpensive device that will not meet pa-
tient need is still a waste of money.

Emergency Medical Services Portable Ventilators

An emergency medical services portable ventilator is
used in patient transport, typically in emergency care via
ambulance. These devices are more reliable, rugged, and

have greater functionality than automatic resuscitators. The
functionality and cost in this group are quite varied. Some
devices set VT and respiratory rate via a single control.
Others have separate controls for both settings. PEEP is
usually supplied via an external valve. Emergency medical
services portable ventilators often provide continuous man-
datory ventilation and/or intermittent mandatory ventila-
tion. FIO2

is commonly 100% source gas or a single lower
concentration, with use of an air-entrainment mechanism.
Most of these devices are pneumatically powered, with or
without electronic control. Monitoring and alarms are lim-
ited. These devices require 50-psig input, and this, along
with the limited alarms and monitoring, preclude stockpil-
ing for MCRF.

Sophisticated Portable Ventilators

Pneumatically Powered. Sophisticated pneumatically
powered portable ventilators have the ability to provide
continuous mandatory ventilation and intermittent manda-
tory ventilation, set PEEP, have a low work of breathing,
and allow separate control of VT and respiratory rate. These
devices meet most of the performance characteristics for
MCRF. The limitations of these devices surround the pneu-
matic power source. In the absence of a 50-psig gas source
these devices cannot operate. FIO2

is typically limited to
100% source gas, which wastes oxygen. Some ventilators
use an entrainment device to allow an FIO2

of 0.60. Blend-
ers can be used but require compressed air as well. Finally,
the absence of electronics precludes the necessary alarms
required to be recommended for MCRF stockpiling. These
ventilators cost $3,000 to $4,000.

Electronically Powered. These devices are often used
in home care and in-hospital transport. Several electroni-
cally powered, sophisticated portable ventilators meet the
performance characteristics required of a ventilator for
MCRF. There is some substantial difference in weight
among these devices (5–15 kg). Battery life and gas con-
sumption vary, depending on the driving system (turbine,
piston, compressor) of the ventilator.52 There are a number
of commercially available ventilators in this category,
which have been stockpiled by the Centers for Disease
Control,57 by hospitals, and by local, regional, and state
organizations for MCRF. The cost of these ventilators
ranges from $5,000 to nearly $15,000.

Critical Care Ventilators

Critical care ventilators are capable of managing all
types of respiratory failure. These devices have not been
recommended for MCRF, due to the large size, cost
(� $30,000), and complexity. The plethora of modes and
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options provided by a critical care ventilator is an advan-
tage in routine use by critical care RTs and intensivists, but
becomes a liability in a mass casualty situation.

Noninvasive Ventilators

Noninvasive positive-pressure ventilation (NPPV) is a
standard of care for respiratory failure in patients with
acute exacerbations of chronic obstructive pulmonary dis-
ease, under normal circumstances.58–61 The use of NPPV
in MCRF, however, has important limitations. In many
circumstances the final stage of MCRF is ARDS. The use
of NPPV for ARDS has been reported,62,63 but recent ev-
idence cautions against this practice because of lack of
efficacy and potential for complications.64,65 A recent sur-
vey of United States hospitals suggested that NPPV is not
commonly used for ARDS.66

The literature that details the success of NPPV in chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease clearly demonstrates a sub-
stantial time commitment (1–2 h) spent by the RT at the
bedside at initiation, which is an impracticality in MCRF.67

Additionally, recognition of NPPV failure and the require-
ment for emergency intubation are more difficult in a sce-
nario of too many patients and too few caregivers.

Some concern over NPPV qualifying as an “aerosol-
producing procedure” that possibly increases the risk of
caregiver exposure has been raised,68,69 although the evi-
dence is weak and the experience from southeast Asia
does not support this theory.70,71

Noninvasive ventilators tend to be less expensive and
smaller than many invasive devices, but have limitations
that preclude recommendation for stockpiling, which in-
clude no battery back-up, limited monitoring, limited

alarms, and inability to provide volume control (most de-
vices provide pressure-targeted ventilation).

Despite the limitations of noninvasive ventilators, many
hospitals have these devices available. In an MCRF situ-
ation we suggest the re-purposing of noninvasive ventila-
tors for use as invasive ventilators, especially in situations
related to ventilator shortages, which could result in pa-
tients receiving no mechanical ventilatory support.

This re-purposed use will address concerns regarding
potential environmental/caregiver contamination by
“aerosol production” associated with use of NPPV, yet
still provide adequate ventilatory support for many pa-
tients. Some of the newer NPPV devices have built-in
alarms and are more suitable than those without alarms.
When simpler devices are used, the addition of pressure
monitoring and low-pressure/disconnect alarms is rec-
ommended. These devices should also be used only
under the supervision of an RT. There is a concern over
re-breathing if a single-limb circuit with a leak is used
during invasive ventilation. A circuit with an exhalation
valve would be preferred.

Other Sources of Ventilators

This paper has predominantly discussed stockpiling as
an answer to ventilator shortages. However, local resources
should be used as well. Table 2 lists the possible sources
of additional ventilators during MCRF.

Summary

MCRF represents an important concern for health care
systems and governments around the world. The best so-

Table 2. Possible Sources of Additional Ventilators in a Mass Casualty Respiratory Failure Scenario

Source Strategy Possible Problems

Affected hospital Cancel elective surgeries
Repurpose anesthesia workstations as mechanical

ventilators and intensive care unit monitoring
(during nontrauma disasters)

Number of anesthesia machines is limited. If the duration
of mechanical ventilation is prolonged, anesthesia
machines will be needed when surgeries and other
procedures are re-initiated.

Unaffected hospital Redistribute available equipment from unaffected
hospitals to those in need

There are few extra available ventilators at most
hospitals, even during usual conditions. Delayed
situation awareness may reduce willingness of
unaffected hospitals to share equipment.

Mechanical ventilator rental
services

Obtain additional ventilators from a rental
company

The same company may have contracts with a number of
affected hospitals, so the total number of additional
ventilators may be limited.

Logistical delays may be encountered when sending
ventilators from distant geographic areas.

Strategic National Stockpile Deploy mechanical ventilators to states or cities
in need

Delay in distribution because most states still have
limited capacity to distribute equipment from the
Strategic National Stockpile

Unclear how distribution will be prioritized when
multiple hospitals request ventilators at the same time
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lution is thoughtful planning and cooperation between all
the shareholders. Despite our inability to predict when an
event may occur and how many patients will require me-
chanical ventilation, we must plan using best evidence.
Ventilators purchased for MCRF must meet the demands
of the patient and the skills of the operator. This is a
serious matter that requires serious effort by clinical ex-
perts. We must plan unemotionally and effectively.
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11. Gutierrez de Ceballos JP, Turégano FF, Perez DD, Sauz SM, Martin
LC, Guerrero SJE. Casualties treated at the closest hospital in the
Madrid, March 11, terrorist bombings Crit Care Med 2005;33(1
Suppl):S107–S117.

12. Dacey MJ. Tragedy and response: the Rhode Island nightclub fire.
N Engl J Med 2003;349(21):1990–1992.

13. Almogy G, Belzberg H, Mintz Y, Pikarsky AK, Zamir G, Rivkind
AI. Suicide bombing attacks: update and modifications to the pro-
tocol. Ann Surg 2004;239(3):295–303.

14. Arnold JL, Halpern P, Tsai MC, Smithline H. Mass casualty terrorist
bombings: a comparison of outcomes by bombing type. Ann Emerg
Med 2004;43(2):263–273.

15. Leslie CL, Cushman M, McDonald GS, Joshi W, Maynard AM.
Management of multiple burn casualties in a high volume ED with-
out a verified burn unit. Am J Emerg Med 2001;19(6):469–473.

16. Schultz CH, Koenig KL, Noji EK. A medical disaster response to
reduce immediate mortality after an earthquake. N Engl J Med 1996;
334(7):438–444.

17. Frykberg ER. Medical management of disasters and mass casualties
from terrorist bombings: how can we cope? J Trauma 2002;53(2):
201–212.

18. Singer P, Cohen JD, Stein M. Conventional terrorism and critical
care. Crit Care Med 2005;33(1 Suppl):S61–S65.

19. Kluger Y, Peleg K, Niel-Aharonson L, Mayo A. The special injury
pattern in terrorist bombings. J Am Coll Surg 2004;199(6):875–879.

20. Shamir MY, Weiss YG, Willner D, Mintz Y, Bloom AI, Weiss Y, et
al. Multiple casualty terror events: the anesthesiologist’s perspective.
Anesth Analg 2004;98(6):1746–1752.

21. World Health Organization. SARS: breaking the chains of transmis-
sion. July 2003. http://www.who.int/features/2003/07/en/. Accessed
October 29, 2007.

22. Tomlinson G, Cockram C. SARS: experience at Prince of Wales
Hospital. Hong Kong Lancet 2003;361(9368):1486–1487.

23. Loutfy MR, Wallington T, Rutledge T, Mederski B, Rose K, Kwolek
S. Hospital preparedness and SARS. Emerg Infect Dis 2004;10(5):
771–776.

24. Booth CM, Stewart TE. Severe acute respiratory syndrome and crit-
ical care medicine: the Toronto experience. Crit Care Med 2005;33(1
Suppl):S53–S60.

25. Morita H, Yanagisawa N, Nakajima T, Shimizu M, Hirabayashi H,
Okudera H, et al. Sarin poisoning in Matsumoto. Japan Lancet 1995;
346(8970):290–293.

26. Okudera H, Morita H, Iwashita T, Shibata T, Otagiri T, Kobayashi
S, Yanagisawa N. Unexpected nerve gas exposure in the city of
Matsumoto: report of rescue activity in the first sarin gas terrorism.
Am J Emerg Med 1997;15(5):527–528.

27. Lassen HCA: Management of life-threatening poliomyelitis. Copen-
hagen, 1952–1956, with a survey of autopsy findings in 115 cases.
Edinburgh: Livingstone; 1956.

28. deBoisblanc BP. Black Hawk, please come down: reflections on a
hospital’s struggle to survive in the wake of Hurricane Katrina. Am J
Respir Crit Care Med 2005;172(10):1239–1240.

29. Peleg K, Aharonson-Daniel L, Stein M, Michaelson M, Kluger Y,
Simon D, Noji EK. Gunshot and explosion injuries: characteristics,
outcomes, and implications for care of terror-related injuries in Is-
rael. Ann Surg 2004;239(3):319–321.

30. Einav S, Aharonson-Daniel L, Weissman C, Freund HR, Peleg K.
In-hospital resource utilization during multiple casualty incidents.
Ann Surg 2006;243(4):533–540.

31. Aschkenasy-Steuer G, Shamir M, Rivkind A, Mosheiff R, Shushan
Y, Rosenthal G, et al. Clinical review: the Israeli experience: con-
ventional terrorism and critical care. Crit Care 2005;9(5):490–499.

32. Shamir MY, Rivkind A, Weissman C, Sprung CL, Weiss YG. Con-
ventional terrorist bomb incidents and the intensive care unit. Curr
Opin Crit Care 2005;11(6):580–584.

33. Chambers LW, Rhee P, Baker BC, Perciballi J, Cubano M, Com-
peggie M, et al. Initial experience of US Marine Corps forward
resuscitative surgical system during Operation Iraqi Freedom. Arch
Surg 2005;140(1):26–32.

34. Nelson TJ, Wall DB, Stedje-Larsen ET, Clark RT, Chambers LW,
Bohman HR. Predictors of mortality in close proximity blast injuries
during Operation Iraqi Freedom. J Am Coll Surg 2006;203(2):262–263.

35. Born CT, Briggs SM, Ciraulo DL, Frykberg ER, Hammond JS,
Hirshberg A, et al. Disasters and mass casualties: II. explosive, bi-
ologic, chemical, and nuclear agents. J Am Acad Orthop Surg 2007;
15(8):461–473.

36. Crabtree J. Terrorist homicide bombings: a primer for preparation.
J Burn Care Res 2006;27(5):576–588.

37. USF Center for Biological Defense. Our mission. http://www.bt.
usf.edu. Accessed October 17, 2007.

38. Cannard K. The acute treatment of nerve agent exposure. J Neurol
Sci 2006;249(1):86–94.

SURGE CAPACITY MECHANICAL VENTILATION

RESPIRATORY CARE • JANUARY 2008 VOL 53 NO 1 87



39. Muskat PC. Mass casualty chemical exposure and implications for
respiratory failure. Respir Care 2008;53(1):58–63.

40. Yanagisawa N, Morita H, Nakajima T. Sarin experiences in Japan:
Acute toxicity and long-term effects. J Neurol Sci 2006;249(1):76–85.

41. World Health Organization. Confirmed human cases of avian influ-
enza A (H5N1). http://www.who.int/csr/disease/avian_influenza/
country/en/index.html. Accessed October 18, 2007.

42. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Background on the
current outbreaks. http://www.cdc.gov/flu/avian/outbreaks/
current.htm#background. Accessed October 18, 2007.

43. Centers for Disease Control and Preventiton. Clostridium botulinum.
http://www.cdc.gov/botulism/botulism_faq.htm. Accessed October 18,
2007.

44. Barakat LA, Quentzel HL, Jernigan JA, Kirschke DL, Griffith K,
Spear SM, et al. Fatal inhalational anthrax in a 94-year-old Connect-
icut woman. JAMA 2002;287(7):863–868.

45. Friedlander AM. Anthrax: clinical features, pathogenesis, and potential
biological warfare threat. Curr Clin Top Infect Dis 2000;20:335–349.

46. Dewan PK, Fry AM, Laserson K, Tierney BC, Quinn CP, Hayslett
JA, et al. Inhalational anthrax outbreak among postal workers, Wash-
ington DC, 2001. Emerg Infect Dis 2002;8(10):1066–1072.

47. Arnon SS, Schechter R, Inglesby DV, Henderson DA, Bartlett JG,
Ascher MS, et al. Botulism toxin as a biologic weapon. JAMA
2001;285(8):1059–1070.

48. Cunha BA. Anthrax, tularemia, plague, Ebola or smallpox as agents
of bioterrorism: recognition in the emergency room. Clin Microbiol
Infect 2002;8(8):489–503.

49. Sandrock CE. Severe febrile respiratory illnesses as a cause of mass
critical care. Respir Care 2008;53(1):40–53.

50. The Acute Respiratory Distress Syndrome Network. Ventilation with
lower tidal volume as compared with traditional tidal volumes for
acute lung injury. N Engl J Med 2000;342(18):1301–1308.

51. Daugherty EL, Branson RD. Rubinson L. Mass casualty respiratory
failure. Curr Opin Crit Care 2007;13(1):51–56.

52. Austin PN, Campbell RS, Johannigman JA, Branson RD. Transport
ventilators in 2001. Respir Care Clin N Am 2002;8(1):1–32.

53. Campbell RS, Austin PN, Matacia GM, Banks G, Johannigman JA,
Davis K, Luchette FA, et al. Battery life of eight portable ventilators:
effect of control variable, PEEP, and FIO2

. Respir Care 2002;47(10):
1173–1183.

54. Austin PN, Campbell RS, Johannigman JA, Branson RD. Work of
breathing characteristics of seven portable ventilators. Resuscitation
2001;49(2):163–172.

55. Austin PN, Campbell RS, Johannigman JA, Branson RD. Work of
breathing during ventilator failure in portable and ICU ventilators.
Respir Care 2002;47(6):667–674.

56. Chatburn R, Branson R. Classification of mechanical ventilation. In:
MacIntyre NR, Branson RD, editors. Mechanical Ventilation. Phil-
adelphia: WB Saunders; 2001.

57. Malatino EM. Strategic national stockpile: overview and ventilator
assets. Respir Care 2008;53(1):91–99.

58. International Consensus Conferences in Intensive Care Medicine:
noninvasive positive pressure ventilation in acute respiratory failure.
Am J Respir Crit Care Med 2001;163(1):283–291.

59. Brochard L, Mancebo J, Wysocki M, Lofaso F, Conti G, Rauss A, et
al. Noninvasive ventilation for acute exacerbations of chronic ob-
structive pulmonary disease. Engl J Med 1995;333(13):817–822.

60. Hess DR. The evidence for noninvasive positive-pressure ventilation
in the care of patients in acute respiratory failure: a systematic re-
view of the literature. Respir Care 2004;49(7):810–829.

61. Mehta S, Hill NS. Noninvasive ventilation. Am J Respir Crit Care
Med 2001;163(2):540–577.

62. Ferrer M, Esquinas A, Leon M, Gonzalez G, Alarcon A, Torres A.
Noninvasive ventilation in severe hypoxemic respiratory failure: a ran-
domized clinical trial. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 2003;168(12):1438–
1444.

63. Keenan SP, Sinuff T, Cook DJ, Hill NS. Does noninvasive pos-
itive pressure ventilation improve outcome in acute hypoxemic
respiratory failure? A systematic review. Crit Care Med 2004;
32(12):2516–2523.

64. Rana S, Jenad H, Gay PC, Buck CF, Hubmayr RD, Gajic O. Failure
of non-invasive ventilation in patients with acute lung injury: obser-
vational cohort study. Crit Care 2006;10(3):R79.

65. Antonelli M, Conti G, Esquinas A, Montini L, Maggiore SM, Bello
G, et al. A multiple-center survey on the use in clinical practice of
noninvasive ventilation as a first-line intervention for acute respira-
tory distress syndrome. Crit Care Med 2007;35(1):18–25.

66. Maheshwari V, Paioli D, Rothaar R, Hill NS. Utilization of nonin-
vasive ventilation in acute care hospitals: a regional survey. Chest
2006;129(5):1226–1233.

67. Kramer N, Meyer TJ, Meharg J, Cece RD, Hill NS. Randomized,
prospective trial of noninvasive positive pressure ventilation in acute
respiratory failure. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 1995;151(6):1799–
1806.

68. Hui DS, Hall SD, Chan MT, Chow BK, Tsou JY, Joynt GM, et al.
Noninvasive positive-pressure ventilation: An experimental model to
assess air and particle dispersion. Chest 2006;130(3):730–740.

69. Fowler RA, Lapinsky SE, Hallett D, Detsky AS, Sibbald WJ, Slutsky
AS, Stewart TE; Toronto SARS Critical Care Group. Critically ill
patients with severe acute respiratory syndrome. JAMA 2003;290(3):
367–373.

70. Cheung TM, Yam LY, So LK, Lau AC, Poon E, Kong BM, Yung
RW. Effectiveness of noninvasive positive pressure ventilation in the
treatment of acute respiratory failure in severe acute respiratory syn-
drome. Chest 2004;126(3):845–850.

71. Han F, Jiang YY, Zheng JH, Gao ZC, He QY. Noninvasive positive
pressure ventilation treatment for acute respiratory failure in SARS.
Sleep Breath 2004;8(2):97–106. Article in Chinese.

Discussion

Sandrock: I have a question. Our
hospital is a big academic center and
we have 10 high-frequency oscillatory
ventilators. I want to hear your opin-
ion about using these in a mass casu-
alty situation, particularly in ARDS.
We have talked about this in our hos-

pital, and of course some of our RTs
get excited and think “yeah, we will
take out the oscillator.” But the time
commitment to run that machine is
different than a conventional ventila-
tor, along with many other issues, such
as a pneumothorax, frequent use of
radiographs, et cetera. The RT time is
very time consuming. I would like to

hear your opinion—if you had a mass
casualty incident and there were many
cases of acute lung injury and ARDS,
would this be something that you
would employ, given limited staff po-
tentially? What are your thoughts on
that and other modalities of noncon-
ventional ventilation in a mass casu-
alty setting?
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Branson: It’s kind of an unfair ques-
tion, because I wouldn’t employ it un-
der normal circumstances. HFOV
[high-frequency oscillatory ventila-
tion] obviously has its spot in neona-
tal ICU. We have not used HFOV in
our adult ICUs. I don’t think you need
to deploy high-frequency oscillators
in a mass casualty care situation. Now,
having said that, if you have 10 and if
your staff has the time and you have
sick patients and that’s what you nor-
mally do, then that’s what you should
do. But I don’t think the idea that some-
how we’re going to have to stockpile
oscillators, and inhaled nitric oxide,
and prone-positioning beds is a good
one. The standard of care is still vol-
ume-control or pressure-control ven-
tilation, at the appropriate tidal vol-
ume and plateau pressure with the
appropriate PEEP providing a lung-
protective strategy.

Daugherty: There are significant in-
fection-control concerns related to us-
ing HFOV in epidemics of respiratory
illness. The most commonly used
HFOV ventilator has both an exhala-
tion port and 2 high-pressure dump
valves. The valves are really not ame-
nable to filtering, and scavenging all
of them would be very difficult. So,
although there is not confirmed evi-
dence that use of HFOV increases risk
of secondary infection, its use could
potentially pose substantial challenges
in terms of infection control.

Rubinson: I totally agree with you,
theoretically. It’s just like the NPPV
issue, though. The Canadian report did
not show increased risk with use of
HFOV,1 although there was a very
small number of cases, so we don’t
know if it really is that it doesn’t harm
people or in fact if it was just that they
were way underpowered to find any
effect, but they didn’t find any addi-
tional exposure to their staff with that.
But, again, it’s hard to interpret. The
NPPV in Canada had suggestions of
secondary transmission, but not in
Asia, as Rich mentioned.

1. Fowler RA, Guest CB, Lapinsky SE, Sib-
bald WJ, Louie M, Tang P, et al. Trans-
mission of severe acute respiratory syn-
drome during intubation and mechanical
ventilation. Am J Respir Crit Care Med
2004;169(11):1198–1202.

Ritz: Rich, you didn’t go through
the array of portable ventilators that
you had on the screen, but I know
some use specialized breathing circuits
that are unique to those machines. That
really seems to be a bit of a compli-
cation, because it really ties you to a
product that you may have limited ac-
cess to. Any thoughts on that? Is that
a good idea to choose ventilators with
specialized circuits?

Branson: I think ideally—we’ve
discussed this—it would be great if
all ventilators would be able to make
the circuits for us just by cutting aero-
sol tubing and putting Y-pieces on.
The simple fact is, the greater func-
tionality of the ventilator, the more
likely it is to have a specialized cir-
cuit. Most adult ICU ventilators can
use a simple circuit, and while we
would love to stockpile these devices,
the cost is prohibitive. Many of the
portable ventilators require a propri-
etary circuit, which includes a flow
sensor and an exhalation valve. Oth-
ers use a standard IPPB [intermittent
positive-pressure breathing] circuit.
Circuit availability is an issue, as most
hospitals seem to stock just the cir-
cuits needed for the short term.

I guess the question is, would you
buy a ventilator that weighs 30 pounds
so that you could use a universal cir-
cuit, or would you buy one that weighs
15 pounds that uses a proprietary cir-
cuit? I think each individual group will
have to balance weight, storage space,
and performance with circuit avail-
ability. There is no perfect ventilator
for this purpose, and people have pur-
chased many different kinds. I think
the right thing, Ray, is that it would be
great if we could use a single circuit
for all of these ventilators, but I don’t
think it’s practical.

Rubinson: We just completed a sur-
vey of respiratory equipment in Seat-
tle/King County, and our highest risk
item, in terms of not having enough,
is circuits. We think it’s because
they’re so cheap and storage is so ex-
pensive that the cost to store them
makes it easier to get them just in time.
So most of our hospitals are getting
their circuits on an almost daily basis.
There are endotracheal tubes till the
cows come home in the market place
and in manufacturing, but ventilator
circuits are actually in substantially
short supply if all of us in all of our
different geographical areas clamored
for many additional circuits at the same
time.

Branson: One of the other things
about that, Ray, is we’ve recom-
mended that every ventilator that’s
stockpiled be stockpiled with a mini-
mum of adult and pediatric ventilator
circuits, HMEs [heat-and-moisture ex-
changers], devices to add oxygen. If
you’re doing it right and you get 6
ventilators from your state’s stockpile,
you’ll not only get those individual
circuits within the case, but automat-
ically a big box comes that has enough
to keep those individual ventilators
running for 7 to 10 days.

Ritz: The other issue that comes
up—and I haven’t played around with
every one of those ventilators that you
showed on the screen, but some of
them. There is a fair amount of com-
plexity with all of those machines, and
a lot of very subtle background con-
trols that can have some very dramatic
effect on how the ventilator actually
works. And it’s not really very feasi-
ble to expect the caregivers to flip
through a 150-page operator’s manual
to operate a ventilator that they may
or may not have seen before. I’m not
sure that you can come up with a 3�5
file card that is going to show you
how to operate some of these com-
plex features. It’s not to knock the spe-
cial features, but I’ve found them to
be pretty challenging to learn how to
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run some of those things. Any thoughts
on training?

Branson: When we did the training
with the stockpile ventilators, one of the
issues about being considered for the
stockpile is that you have a quick setup
card. So you have to be able to have a
single card—I forget what size it is—
that you can pull out and it can tell you
in very simple steps how to set up that
ventilator appropriately. I know that is
done by virtually every manufacturer,
to my knowledge. You’re right; each of
these ventilators has its nuances under-
neath the surfaces, but for the most part
the number of controls that they have
for setting respiratory rate, tidal volume,
PEEP, and FIO2

are pretty simple. Is the
question that we should be simpler?
Where are you going?

Ritz: It wasn’t so much should they
be simpler. I did develop a healthy re-
spect for how important it was to not
get too complicated with your expecta-
tions. Having a quick-start button on the
ventilator so that it comes up in some
basic settings and doesn’t expect you to
do anything fancy in the background is
probably critical. Having evaluated
some transport ventilators recently for
programs within our institution, I was
impressed how many times one of my
staff said, “I think the machine is bro-
ken,” because they had just told it to do
something that they didn’t realize that
they had told it to do.

Branson: Clearly, we’ve encouraged
all of the manufacturers that we have
talked to that there ought to be a way to
input the patient’s body weight and it
would automatically come up with rea-
sonably appropriate settings for the ther-
apist to move from, from there. Most of
them, to my knowledge, have done that.

Wilgis: I would like to add to the
discussion here. It’s been one of the
ongoing problems we’ve had in Flor-
ida. We first worked with Impact [Im-
pact Instrumentation, West Caldwell,
New Jersey, manufacturer of the Uni-

Vent 754], who was a primary source
for the state, and now we’ve branched
out to allow awareness of all of the
other transport ventilators in the mar-
ket. The one thing that we have asked
our industry partners was to please
work with us on the education for the
end user. And how can you do that?

Florida has approximately 11,000
licensed RTs. What is the best way to
educate all of them on how to use
these machines? It is a real challenge
for us. You have to go beyond pulling
the card out of the box. That is simple
operation, but if you have someone in
ARDS, then you need to get to the
nitty-gritty of those machines, and it’s
a challenge. So we continue to work
proactively with industry to come up
with simpler systems and intelligent
ventilation. Just a point of reference.

Muskat: Many inexperienced and
inadequately trained individuals in the
military are used for the critical care
support. Inadequately trained means
we take some critical care nurses who
normally don’t treat ventilator-depen-
dent patients and teach them how to
use the Uni-Vent 754 ventilator. We
think they should be required to know
the “knob-ology” just as well as the
physician and the RT. I have been im-
pressed by the RTs, as they are well-
trained and understand the transport
ventilators—at least the ones that we
teach, the LTV 1000 and the Uni-Vent
754. Each is relatively easy to learn.

I agree there is some degree of mas-
tery that comes with experience. That
experience came the hard way. We’ve
learned from experience that when the
fuse breaks, how does the RT who has
never worked with that ventilator rec-
ognize the problem? But it is the non-
traditional critical care provider, such
as the ones we’re beginning to use
with mass casualty, that we’re really
talking about. It’s the individual who
has relatively little experience with any
kind of ventilator, much less a trans-
port ventilator.

I think the education piece must be
as simple as a one-page cheat sheet,

but accompanied by a relatively sim-
ple manual. It also should include the
simplification of the options that they
can manipulate. We want to get away
from the multi-level choices of differ-
ent modes of ventilation and simply
just pick one or two and say that’s all
you’ve got to worry about.

Ritz: I’m not sure how many of the
vendors provide this level of support,
but having virtual ventilators on the
Internet that let you play with the ma-
chine at your convenience. This pro-
vides more time to become familiar
with a device after a vendor drops one
machine off for 2 weeks, and maybe
some of your staff use it and maybe
they don’t. Particularly folks who are
younger than me and are used to com-
puter simulations. They get very pro-
ficient very quickly when they use
those kinds of training systems. I
would almost like to see that be one of
the requirements— that there has to
be some kind of online training sys-
tem, virtual ventilator, to play with.

Branson: I think that’s a great idea,
and, again, it does go toward John
[Wilgis]’s talk tomorrow, which is, if
you’re going to buy a bunch of ven-
tilators in your state, are you just go-
ing to put them all in a room and break
them out when you need them? It
makes more sense to me to offer at
least half of your stockpile to your
hospitals to actively use them on a
regular basis and then they take over
the maintenance of that device, and
the staff doesn’t need to be trained
because they eventually start using it
on a daily basis, either for transport,
or in their emergency room, or in their
recovery room. Clearly some of the
ventilators are sophisticated enough to
easily be used in cardiac intensive care,
where patients are ventilated for 3 or
4 hours. You don’t need a $30,000
ventilator to do that. I agree, Ray; one
of the issues that we have to get to is
training; it’s not just the ventilator, but
the caregiver and the training they get.
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