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Abstract:
The COVID-19 pandemic is creating ventilator shortages in many countries that is sparking a
conversation about placing multiple people on a single ventilator. However, on March 26th the
American College of Chest Physicians (CHEST), along with other leading medical
organizations, released a joint statement warning clinicians that attempting this technique could
lead to poor outcomes and high mortality. Nevertheless, several hospitals around the United
States and abroad are turning to this technique out of desperation (e.g. New York), but little data
exists to guide their approach. The overall objective of this study is to utilize a computational
model of mechanically ventilated lungs to assess how patient-specific lung mechanics and
ventilator settings impact lung tidal volume (Vt).
Methods: We developed a single compartment computational model of four patients
connected to a shared ventilator and validated it against a similar experimental study. We used
this model to evaluate how patient-specific lung compliance (C) and resistance (R) would impact
Vt under 5 ventilator settings of pre-set PIP, PEEP, and I:E ratio (suggested by Farkas, J.D. MD
as an approach by hospitals to manage multiple patients on a single ventilator).
Results: Our computational model predicts Vt within 10% of experimental
measurements. Using this model to perform a parametric study, we provide proof-of-concept for
an algorithm to better match patients in different hypothetical scenarios of a single ventilator
shared by more than one patient.
Conclusions: Assigning patients to pre-set ventilators based on their lung mechanics
could be used to overcome some of the legitimate concerns of placing multiple patients on a
single ventilator. We emphasize that our results are currently based on a computational model
that has not been validated against any pre-clinical/clinical data. Therefore, clinicians
considering this approach should not look to our study as an exact estimate of predicted patient
tidal volumes.
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Text:
1. Introduction
According to the World Health Organization (WHO), as of March 28th, 2020, the novel
coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2, causing the disease COVID-19) initiated in Wuhan, China, has now
been detected in 202 countries with over half-a-million confirmed cases worldwide 1.
The sudden surge in patients flooding intensive care units (ICUs) around the country has
created a scarcity of mechanical ventilators 2,3, which has caused some centers to consider dualpatient (and sometimes even quad-patient) ventilation during critical ventilator shortages 3-6.
However, the American College of Chest Physicians (CHES) and other leading organizations
issued a statement on March 26th, 2020, warning practitioners not to attempt this practice 2. They
list numerous important safety concerns for ventilating multiple patients on a single ventilator
and warn that it could lead to poor outcomes and increased mortality. They also correctly point
out that previous citations experimenting with this technique have also cautioned against using it
4,7,8
. Nevertheless, faced with few good options, New York-Presbyterian Hospital and Columbia
University have distributed a protocol for this approach 9.
Ventilation of any patient must be done with great care to avoid ventilator induced lung
injury (VILI) 10 that damages the lung through the combined effects of tissue overdistension
(volutrauma) 11-15, cyclic derecruitment and recruitment of small airways and alveoli
(atelectrauma) 16-20, and inflammatory effects (biotrauma) 21-24. This is particularly of concern
when attempting to ventilate multiple patients on a single machine because ventilator
adjustments are applied to both patients, making titration to avoid VILI challenging. In this
study, we utilized a computational modeling approach to evaluate the efficacy and considerations
of ventilating multiple patients on a single ventilator.
This manuscript has the following overall objective: J. D. Farkas MD has suggested a setup of 5
ventilator configurations 3, which could each support 4 patients. A pre-set fraction of inspired
oxygen (FiO2), positive end-expiratory pressure (PEEP), peak inspiratory pressure (PIP), and
inspiratory:expiatory ratio (I:E) is suggested for each ventilator. Based on these 3 controlled
parameters for each ventilator, we provide a graphical reference for choosing the correct
ventilator for a simulated patient, based on lung compliance (C) and resistance (R), to achieve
the desired tidal volume (Vt).
We will also provide a discussion of possible complications to be considered in a clinical setting
when supporting more than one patient on a single mechanical ventilator.
2. Methods
Model Development
We developed a computational single compartment lung model that provides an estimate of
pressure (P) and volume (V) in the lungs for a given patient’s lung compliance (C [=] mL/
cmH2O), resistance (R [=] cmH2O-s/L), and time-dependent ventilation pressure (Pvent (t) [=]
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cmH2O). The model of a single patient (Fig. 1a) was expanded to consider four patients (Fig. 1b)
connected to one mechanical ventilator providing pressure-controlled ventilation. Modeling
details are provided in Appendix A.
The airflow provided to any patient is governed only by the pressure differential between
the lung and the trachea. As such, during pressure-controlled ventilation, the lung mechanics of
one patient should not significantly impact gas delivery to the other patients. However, there are
certain theoretical scenarios that could present complications when simultaneously ventilating
multiple patients (see Discussion).
Model Validation
The model was validated against published experimental results in 4 and revealed limits
of agreement for Vt -after correcting for bias- to be within 10%. The mean relative error in Vt
between 16 model simulations and experiments was 2.13%. More validation details are outlined
in Appendix B.
Model Utilization
The model was used to perform a parametric study of R and C for the 5 ventilation
scenarios proposed by J. D. Farkas 3 (see Table 1).
PIP (cmH2O)
PEEP (cmH2O)
I:E
10
30:70
Ventilator 1 20
14
30:70
Ventilator 2 26
18
30:70
Ventilator 3 30
22
30:70
Ventilator 4 35
22
70:30
Ventilator 5 35
Table 1. Proposed constant ventilation settings 3 for continuously running ventilators modified to
ventilate up to 4 patients.

3. Results
Figure 2 shows simulation results for 4 patients with differing lung compliance values (C =
30,40,60,70 mL/cmH2O) on one ventilator. A constant resistance (R = 50 cmH2O-s/L) was used
with ventilator settings: PIP =15 cmH2O; PEEP = 5 cmH2O; I:E = 30:70, respiratory rate (RR) =
20 breaths per minute. The tubing running from the ventilator to the patinets was considered to
have a resistance (Req) of 1.836 cmH2O-s/L and inductance, Leq = 0.02 cmH2O-s2/L. The
model accurately predicts expected trends in inspiratory/expiratory flow rate, tidal volumes and
ventilator pressures. As expected, increasing compliance has a significant impact on decreasing
tidal volume when holding ventilator pressure, resistance, and PEEP constant.
Tidal volume (Vt) trends at different values of R and C, when assigning a patient to 1 of the
5 ventilator systems list in Table 1:
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Error! Reference source not found. shows a tidal volume sensitivity study for the 5 ventilator
configurations proposed by J. D. Farkas MD 3 and listed in Table 1. In all simulations, RR = 20
breaths/minute and Leq = 0.02 cmH2O-s2/L. A contour represents tidal volume (Vt [=] mL),
which was corrected by 19.6mL according to our validation analysis (see appendix B). In theory,
these kinds of contour plots can be used to determine which patients would be most successfully
grouped together on each ventilator configuration. If the airway resistance and compliance are
measured prior to adding a given patient to a shared ventilator configuration, an estimated target
tidal volume can be achieved (see Discussion).
4. Discussion
We created a computational model of multiple patients on one ventilator to provide insights on
the application of this approach due to equipment shortages in disaster situations.
Notes on Implementation:
When sharing ventilators, the patients can be matched to the ventilator instead of
adjusting the ventilator to match the patient. As suggested by Farkas 3, 5 classes of ventilators
could be configured with different PIP, PEEP, I:E, and FiO2. Each of these ventilators is targeted
towards a different degree of lung injury severity and could support between 1 and 4 patients.
The challenge is then to decide which type of ventilation (numbered 1 through 5 – see Table 1
and Fig. 4) is best suited for a patient based on the desired Vt which may be 6mL/kg of ideal
body weight 25 or higher to prevent hypercapnia in COVID-19 ARDS patients 26.
Our hypothetical clinical workflow would be initiated in a patient when 15 L/min O2
delivered via nasal cannula is insufficient to maintain oxygenation. These patients would be
intubated and ventilated for 30-60 min using a transport ventilator that measures R and C while
they are moved within the hospital. Based on those measurements, and the settings on the
transport ventilator, the patient would be assigned to one of the five ventilator categories listed in
Table 1 (or in Fig. 4). Alternatively, the patient could also be assigned to a single-patient
ventilator if lung function is not compatible with shared ventilation. Patient lung mechanics (C
and R) could be periodically re-evaluated, along with gas exchange, and if they improved, they
could be moved to a lower-number ventilator (lower number ventilator indicated lower PIP,
lower PEEP, and lower FiO2) 3. If the patient was deteriorating, the patient could also be moved
to a higher-numbered ventilator. Ideally, a free ventilator would be kept near the shared
ventilation ward to use for weaning and if lung function rapidly deteriorates in any patient. Of
course, the operator would also confirm that the total required Vt for the 4 patients does not
exceed the maximum available Vt from the ventilator.
Important Consideration: In many ARDS patients, lung compliance is non-linearly dependent on
ventilation pressure due to volume-dependent tissue stiffness and pressure-dependent
derecruitment 27,28. Therefore, the value of C found on the transport ventilator is only valid for
PEEPs similar to what is set on the transport ventilator. To account for this, the transport
ventilator used to measure the patient-specific C should be set at a PEEP the clinician judges to
be within similar range of what they would expect for the PEEP value on the final long-term
ventilator. For example, if the clinician anticipates that the patient will be placed on Ventilator 1
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(PIP = 20 cmH2O, PEEP = 10 cmH2O, I:E = 30:70) then the transport ventilator PEEP should be
set to approximately 10 cmH2O when measuring C. If the clinician reconsiders and decides to
put the patient on Ventilator 4 (PIP = 30 cmH2O, PEEP = 22 cmH2O, I:E = 30:70) instead, C
should be re-measured at a higher PEEP (e.g. between 20-24 cmH2O).
Figure 4 shows a hypothetical clinical workflow for selecting the proper ventilator using
Fig. 3 based on patient lung mechanics and required tidal volume.
Supporting experimental data:
Current research on ventilating multiple patients using one machine includes using artificial
lungs to measure flow distribution and tidal volume. The following review is not a
comprehensive list of studies, but is focused on what we consider most relevant:
Branson et al. 4 performed an experiment using 2 dual-chamber test lungs to identify the
impact of R and C on Vt, in a scenario where one machine would ventilate 4 lungs. This study
was used to validate the current computational model. They found that differences in lung
compliance, C, between patients has a higher impact of Vt inequality than resistance, R. Our
model confirms this finding in patients with low compliance, but resistance becomes
increasingly important for tidal volume in more compliant lungs due to the larger flow rates.
Paladino et al. 5 experimentally tested a four-limb ventilator circuit on 4 adult sized
sheep, with a single ventilator. Although they appeared to have some issues initializing the
experiment, all 4 sheep remained hemodynamically stable, successfully oxygenated, and
ventilated for 12 hours.
Smith and Brown 29 successfully ventilated two human subjects on a single machine and
found their combined tidal volumes to be 2 to 2.2 Liters. The subjects had different end tidal
partial pressure of carbon dioxide (ETCO) at 10 minutes after the onset of ventilation (4.7 vs. 5.7
kPa). This offered proof-of-concept for clinical implementation, but suggests that additional finetuning is necessary for proper and safe ventilation.
Consideration for ARDS patients and COVID-19:
Unpublished technical notes from Italy have suggested two mechanical phenotypes for COVID19 patients:
1. Good compliance – the patient is responsive to positive pressure. Lung injury can occur
during expiration if PEEP is too high (causing overdistension).
2. Poor compliance – response should be similar to typical ARDS management.
The average compliance for a normal adult is 64 mL/cmH2O 30 and recent reports of COVID-19
ARDS lung compliance are in the range of 10 to 40 mL/cmH2O 26,31. Resistance varies between
8-12 cmH2O-s/L in normal subjects at 60 L/min of a square-wave inspiratory flow but could
vary depending on endotracheal tube size and lung injury severity. However, both experimental
studies by 4 and our simulation results (see Fig. 3) suggests that resistance is less important in
patients with low compliance. It is important, however – as suggested by Fig 3- to account for
resistance in patient with “good compliance.”
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Recent studies from the Wuhan, China, population have also suggested that COVID-19
ARDS patients are not well responsive to high PEEP ventilation due to extremely high plateau
pressures (> 45 cmH2O) 31. They propose a new mechanics-based index of lung recruitment that
can be assessed by a single breath maneuver on any ventilator. This index could also be highly
correlated with lung compliance and will be investigated in future studies.
What could go wrong?
A joint statement by some of the leading respiratory organizations have strictly cautioned against
using a single ventilator to support multiple patients 2 and list serious potential complications of
this approach. Yet a webinar (https://register.gotowebinar.com/register/8748728666131694091 )
on 03/27/2020 informed listeners that sharing one ventilator between two patients is currently
practiced at Columbia University College of Physicians & Surgeons New York-Presbyterian
Hospital. Furthermore, they released a ventilator sharing protocol that could overcome some of
these concerns 9. Our simulations may provide guidance to refining this protocol and further
insights into some of these concerns (insight into those concerns provided by our simulations are
provided in italics):
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

•

Volumes would go to the most compliant lung segments. During pressure-controlled
ventilation, tidal volume will be based on compliance and driving pressure. It may be
possible to match patients with similar lung mechanics to allow for appropriate tidal
volumes.
PEEP, which is of critical importance in these patients, would be impossible to manage.
The ‘best’ PEEP for each patient will not likely be used. However, it remains to be seen if
a ‘good’ PEEP for a set of similar patients provides acceptable outcomes.
Monitoring patients and measuring pulmonary mechanics would be challenging, if not
impossible to measure.
Alarm monitoring and management would not be feasible.
Individual management for clinical improvement or deterioration would be impossible.
In the case of a cardiac arrest, ventilation to all patients would need to be stopped to
allow the change to bag ventilation without aerosolizing the virus and exposing
healthcare workers. This circumstance also would alter breath delivery dynamics to the
other patients.
The added circuit volume defeats the operational self-test (the test fails). The clinician
would be required to operate the ventilator without a successful test, adding to errors in
the measurement.
Additional external monitoring would be required. The ventilator monitors the average
pressures and volumes.
Even if all patients connected to a single ventilator have the same clinical features at
initiation, they could deteriorate and recover at different rates, and distribution of gas to
each patient would be unequal and unmonitored. The sickest patient would get the
smallest tidal volume and the improving patient would get the largest tidal volume.
The greatest risks occur with sudden deterioration of a single patient (e.g., pneumothorax,
kinked endotracheal tube), with the balance of ventilation distributed to the other patients.
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•

The simulations suggest that during pressure-controlled ventilation, which is the
suggested modality 9, that changes in one patient do not impact gas delivery to the others.
The tidal volume delivered to each patient is dictated by the difference between
inspiratory and expiratory pressure, which is regulated by the ventilator. Of course,
acute changes in one patient (e.g. pneumothorax, kinked endotracheal tube) could
interfere with flow distributions to the other patients until the ventilator regulates itself
back to the pre-set pressure waveform. This response should be investigated for different
clinical ventilators in future experimental studies.
Finally, there are ethical issues. If the ventilator can be lifesaving for a single individual,
using it on more than one patient at a time risks life-threatening treatment failure for all
of them.

We also propose two additional factors that must be considered when placing multiple patients
on a single ventilator:
•

•

Although inertia is included in the current model, our set value for Leq is low enough that
it does not significantly contribute to air flow dynamics during ventilation. Flow inertia
plays an important role when measuring respiratory mechanics in intubated infants,
which include higher ventilation frequencies and smaller tracheal tubes 32. In low
frequency ventilation of adults, this is expected to have a minimal impact on gas delivery.
However, our model does reveal that -if Leq is large enough (~2 cmH2O-s2/L)- there
could be a scenario where the tracheal pressure is lower than PEEP in a single patient
during expiration. Therefore, the expired air from one patient, flowing through the
expiratory tubing back to the ventilator, could theoretically flow into another patient.
Again, the model would suggest that this possibility is in cases of high flow inertia.
It is critical that the sum of Vt to all 4 patients not exceed the tidal capacity of the
ventilator. For example, the experiment performed by Smith and Brown 29 to only two
patients would have exceeded the 2L tidal capacity of the Hamilton-G5 SW 2.8x
(Hamilton Medical AG, Switzerland) ventilator.

Limitations:
The serious clinical limitations of utilizing a single ventilator for 4 patients has been extensively
outlined in previous clinical and experimental studies 2,4,7,8. Therefore, this manuscript will focus
on the present limitations of our study.
Our overall objective is to provide a proof-of-concept graphic reference (see Fig. 3) for
choosing the proper ventilator (or ventilator settings) using a computational model for a
hypothetical patient with known lung compliance (C) and resistance (R), to achieve a desired Vt.
In some clinics, acquiring patient-specific R and C values may not be possible. Furthermore,
even in cases where patient specific R and C values are available, these values are likely to vary
in a patient as his/her conditions improves or deteriorates. Therefore, it would have to be
continuously re-evaluated based on clinical recommendations.
Some centers routinely change from supine to prone positioning during ventilation, which
could drastically change the patient’s R and C values. In fact, recent studies with an admittedly
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small sample size have shown anecdotal data that alternating body positioning improved
recruitability in COVID-19 patients 31. So -if additional studies support this finding- routinely
needing to change body position could complicate the clinical workflow being discussed in this
manuscript and proposed by 3. This could require the patient to be on a different ventilator when
flipped from a supine to a prone position, which may not be logistically feasible when caring for
a surge of critically ill patients.
Figure 3 is derived from a purely mathematical model, which has only been validated
against a single experimental study 4 that was performed using a single type of ventilator and
artificial lungs. Experimental values obtained from that study were crudely found by digitizing
the figures in the published manuscript. Furthermore, the study only offered 12 points of
comparison, with 4 additional points recorded under identical experimental conditions.
Therefore, simulation results executed under the same conditions will be identical, but the
experiment will include variability. However, without doing the experiment ourselves, it is
difficult to know if that variability is a result of measurement noise or a true variation of
dynamics that can’t be accounted for in our computational model. Therefore, additional
validation experiments will need to be performed in in vitro, animal, and clinical studies.
Finally, we employ a single compartment model to represent the acutely injured lung.
This simplification was done in order to allow comparison of results to the limited measurements
of lung function that are available from clinical ventilators. Although this representation
describes the important features of lung mechanics, namely the elastic and resistive properties, it
does not account for volume-dependent stiffening at high lung volumes. It also does not account
for the time- and pressure-dependence of alveolar derecruitment 33. Although these factors are
not explicitly simulated, they are represented in lung compliance.
5. Conclusion
We present a computational modeling approach that could serve for rapidly evolving
research on the feasibility of sharing one single ventilator between more than one patient. In vitro
and in vivo experiments suggests that this may not be impossible, but great care must be taken to
avoid VILI and other potentially catastrophic complications. We present a hypothetical graphical
guide for the scenario where 5 ventilators are set at different PIP, PEEP, and I:E, and the patient
is assigned to a ventilator based on patient specific R and C, and the desired Vt. Although, we
believe our findings may be helpful to develop a better understanding of the limitations of the
shared ventilator concept, we need to strongly caution against applying them to patient care at
this time.
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Figure(s):
Figure 1. (a) Schematic showing single patient ventilation with corresponding single
compartment model. (b) 4 patients on a shared single ventilator simulated using four single
compartment model.
Figure 1: Simulated results for 4 patients at different values of lung compliance (C). Each
patient was simulated using PIP = 15 cmH2O, PEEP = 5 cmH2O, lung resistance of 50
cmH2O-s/L, tubing resistance of 1.836 cmH2O-s/L, and tubing+airway inductance (Leq) of 0.02
cmH2O-s2/L.
Figure 3: Contour plots showing ranges of estimated tidal volume for various R and C values
(patient-specific lung mechanics), evaluated for 5 ventilator settings. Ventilator 5 was simulated
with an inverse respiratory ratio: I:R = 70:30.
Figure 4. Potential clinical workflow for identifying the suitable ventilator based on patient tidal
volume needs and lung mechanics (R, C). Note: Tubing length from the ventilator to all patients
should be identical.

