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Abstract 

In the context of SARS-CoV-2 pandemic, the mechanical ventilation is essential. Given its limited 

availability due to high cost, increased by a global demand, sharing a single mechanical ventilator 

with 2 or more patients with has been advocated. We have designed an experimental model for 

ventilating 2 test lungs with a single equipment, in order to measure these possible asymmetries 

during ventilation in parallel circuits with different compliances. Quantitative results shown 

decreasing the distensibility of one of the test lungs resulted in smaller volume received than its 

counterpart in volume-controlled mode and pressure-controlled. By adding a restrictive element 

to one of them, we proved that volumes given to either test lungs are different, and that the 

maximum pressure increases in the volume-controlled mode. The volume difference is greater in 

pressure-controlled mode. This report attempts a first approach to the risks in ventilating 2 

patients with single equipment, since there are differences in volumes which are not monitored by 

the ventilator, with the consequent risks of distension or alveolar collapse if used in real patients 

with different thoracopulmonary mechanics 

Introduction 

In the context of SARS-CoV-2 pandemic, health systems have faced an exponential increase in 

demands for beds, professionals and intensive care systems (1). For serious cases requiring 

hospitalization in intensive care units (ICUs) who suffer from severe respiratory failure, mechanical 

ventilation is essential. Given its limited availability due to high cost, increased by a global demand 

and based on experiences gathered from Italy and Spain (2), sharing a single mechanical ventilator 

with 2 or more patients with has been advocated (3). 

Presently several Scientific Societies have released statements (2) warning about the potential 

dangers of this strategy; in their opinion, ventilators might not pass their initial automatic tube 

compensation, volumes delivered would go to lung segments with more compliance, PEEP could 

not be individualized, pressure and volume monitoring would be an average of both patients, and 

each patient's deterioration and/or recovery could occur with different timing, among several 

other limitations. 

Ever since March 16
th

, Chile is within phase 4 of the pandemic (5); in this scenario we have 

designed an experimental model for ventilating 2 test lungs with a single equipment, in order to 
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measure these possible asymmetries during ventilation in parallel circuits with different 

compliances. 

Method 

Puritan Bennett 840 (Covidien IIc, USA) mechanical ventilator was used, with two EasyLungTM test 

lungs (Imtmedical, Switzerland), each with a compliance of 25 ml/mbar and a maximum volume of 

1000 ml, 2 respirometers (Wright Haloscale, Spire), 2 pressure gauges (VBM) and 2 Disposable 

Ventilator Breathing Circuit Corrugated Tube. External elastic bands were used on test lungs to 

increase elasticity. Ten measurements were made for each condition, first with 2 lungs without a 

restrictive component (CTL) and then with one with a restrictive component (ITL), in volume and 

pressure-controlled mode. Tidal volume, maximum pressure and minute volume were measured 

(Table 1). 

Results 

Automatic tube compensation (ATC) of the ventilator was performed to evaluate the 

pressurization and compliance of 2 parallel connected circuits. The test was successful.   

Table 1 compares the results of the CTL and the ITL before and after the elastic band has been 

placed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Decreasing the distensibility of one of the test lungs (under equal basal conditions) resulted in 

smaller volume received than its counterpart in volume-controlled mode (p <0,0001) and 

pressure-controlled mode (p <0,0001), being this difference greater in pressure-controlled mode 

(Figure 1).  System pressure  increased in both circuits in volume-controlled mode. The difference 

in maximum pressure between test lungs was not significant in both VC (p >0.9999) and PC (p: 

0.1679) 

Table 1 
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Conclusions 

The ventilator succeeded in automatic tube compensation with two parallel circuits. Tidal 

volumes, pressures and flows were initially similar in both modes. By adding a restrictive element 

to one of them, we proved that volumes given to either test lungs are different, and that the 

maximum pressure increases in the volume-controlled mode. The volume difference is greater in 

pressure-controlled mode. This report attempts a first approach to the risks in ventilating 2 

patients with single equipment, since there are differences in volumes which are not monitored by 

the ventilator, with the consequent risks of distension or alveolar collapse if used in real patients 

with different thoracopulmonary mechanics (2). 
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