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Research in context 

Evidence before this study 

Current management of ventilatory support in COVID-19 patients with respiratory failure is 

heterogeneous. Despite increasing use of non-invasive ventilation (NIV), defining intubation 

criteria still remains a matter of uncertainty and discussion, especially with regard to the 

balance between the NIV benefits and the risk of NIV failure. In addition, robust data 

concerning the influence of the duration and failure of NIV on intubation and mortality rates 

are still missing, although the time span between initiation of NIV and subsequent intubation 

in case of respiratory failure progression is suggested to influence patient outcome. 

Added value of this study This is the first large observational study describing differences of 

ventilatory strategies between the spring and autumn period of the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic in 

Germany and provides the in-hospital mortality rate of 7,490 patients who received 

mechanical ventilation. The increased utilization of NIV from 10% (first period) to 29% 

(second period) was associated with overall reduced durations of mechanical ventilation and 

length of hospital stay, but overall mortality remained comparably high and reached 51%, 

53% respectively. Patients succeeding with NIV had lower mortality rates than those getting 

intubated without preceding NIV attempts, but those failing NIV had higher mortality rates, 

respectively, and this became even more predominant in late NIV failure.  

Implications of all available evidence The present observational study shows the increasing 

role of NIV in the concert of ICU medicine related to COVID-19, but also clearly addresses 

its risks in addition to its benefits, both impacting on mortality. 
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Abstract 

Background The role of non-invasive ventilation (NIV) in severe COVID-19 requiring 

mechanical ventilation (MV) remains a matter of debate. 

Methods In this observational study of confirmed COVID-19 cases claims data of the Local 

Health Care Funds of MV patients were comparably analysed: spring period of 2020 

(February-May) versus autumn period (October/November).  

Findings In a nationwide cohort 7,490 cases were included: median age 70 (IQR 60–79) 

years, 66% male, hypertension 67%, diabetes 42%, cardiac arrhythmia 43%, congestive heart 

failure 34%, renal failure 27%. Overall, 3,851 (51%) patients primarily received invasive MV 

without NIV, 1,614 (22%) patients received NIV without having been escalated to intubation, 

and 1,247 (17%) patients had NIV failure (NIV-F), defined by endotracheal intubation 

following NIV. Comparing cases of the first and second period, the proportion of patients 

who received invasive MV decreased from 74% to 39%. Accordingly, the proportion of 

patients with NIV without subsequent intubation increased from 10% to 28%, and those 

failing NIV increased from 9% to 21%. The overall median length of hospital stay decreased 

from 26 to 22 days, and the overall duration of MV decreased from 11.6 to 7.6 days. The NIV 

failure rate decreased from 49% (219/449) to 42% (927/2,185). Overall mortality remained 

unchanged (51% and 53% respectively). Mortality was 39% with NIV only, 52% with 

invasive MV and 66% with NIV-F with mortality rates steadily increasing from 58% in early 

NIV-F (day 1) to 75% in late NIV-F (≥5 days).   

Interpretation The utilization of NIV rapidly increased during the autumn period compared 

to the spring period 2020, which was associated with a reduced duration of MV and hospital 

stay, but not with overall mortality. NIV-F rates are high and are associated with increased 
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mortality rates, particularly in late NIV-F. In contrast, NIV success is associated with the 

lowest mortality rates. 

Funding: Institutional support and physical resources were provided by the University 

Witten/Herdecke and Kliniken der Stadt Köln and the Federal Association of the Local Health 

Care Funds. 

 

Introduction 

Within one year, the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic has affected more than 125 million people 

worldwide. Mortality rates of patients requiring ICU treatment are ranging up to over 50% 1-4, 

depending on the severity of respiratory failure and response to treatment, but also influenced 

by age, comorbidities and a ceiling of therapeutic interventions 1,2,5-7.  

Mechanical ventilation (MV) is a life-saving option in severe COVID-19 cases, but mortality 

rates in patients on MV remain high 4,5. Non-invasive ventilation (NIV) is suggested to reduce 

the complications of invasive MV8. For COVID-19 patients, current guidelines recommend 

stepping up to NIV when oxygenation worsens during oxygen therapy, and to consider 

intubation if PaO2/FiO2 is decreased below 150 mmHg 9-11 or the clinical presentation of the 

patients has worsened9,11-15. However, global current practices of MV widely differ, also 

depending on COVID-19-associated limited resources 4,16,17. Therefore, the role of NIV 

remains a matter of uncertainty and discussion, especially with regard to the balance between 

the NIV benefits and the risk of NIV failure (NIV-F). The mortality of patients receiving NIV 

was in a wide range up to 45% 1,18. In contrast to this, the mortality rate in patients with NIV-

F ranged between 35% and 74% 18-20. Hence, interpretation of data and obtaining conclusive 

strategies concerning the optimal and individual timing of intubation remain uncertain.  
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Therefore, the aim of the current study was to determine detailed characteristics and outcomes 

of 7,490 hospitalized COVID-19 patients with MV in a large, unselected and unbiased cohort 

of patients with confirmed COVID-19 in one of the least resource limited health care systems, 

particularly focusing on patients requiring invasive MV or NIV with specific emphasis on 

NIV-F.  

 

Data and methods 

The inpatient data of the general local health insurance funds, which cover around a third of 

the German population, were analyzed. It is an administrative data set containing patient 

information like age, gender, diagnosis and procedure codes. However, detailed medical 

information such as laboratory finding is not recorded. All cases were included for which 

admission and discharge dates as well as diagnoses and procedures were coded. Only patients 

with laboratory-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection (diagnosis code U07.1!) were included. 

The patients were at least 18 years old and were admitted to hospital between February 1, 

2020 and November 30, 2020.  

The original data structure is at the case level, i.e. insured persons who were transferred to 

another hospital during their hospital stay appear several times in the data set. Therefore, 

cases who were transferred during their hospital stay (discharge date of one hospital 

corresponds to the admission date of another hospital) were merged. Thus, the current 

analysis was performed at the patient level.  

The primary analysis includes all patients with mechanical ventilation, but secondary analysis 

focuses on patients with MV for more than 6 hours, i.e. invasive MV or NIV. These patients 

were divided into three subgroups: 1) patients with primary invasive MV without any NIV 

attempt preceding intubation, 2) patients with NIV exclusively, who have not been escalated 
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to intubation, and 3) those with NIV-F, defined by endotracheal intubation following NIV. In 

the last group, a procedure code for both NIV and invasive MV was assigned. If invasive MV 

was started at least one day later than NIV, the patient was assigned to the NIV-F group. If 

invasive ventilation was started on the same day as NIV initiation, the patient was assigned to 

the invasive MV. Both, patients with less than 6 documented hours of ventilation and patients 

with more than 6 documented hours of ventilation but without a corresponding procedure 

code for NIV or invasive ventilation were not assigned to the three subgroups. With the 

inclusion of the procedural data, it was possible to roughly determine the NIV duration when 

switching from NIV to invasive MV.  

Due to the timeliness of the data, some patients are missing in the more recent months 

(admission in October and November). These patients have been hospitalized for a long time 

and no claim data are yet available. Based on the experience from the first period of the 

pandemic, these are patients with lower mortality rates and a longer duration of MV, but this 

group consists of only a few patients. The study was approved by the local ethical committee 

(University Witten/Herdecke, 92/2020). 

 

Findings 

Between February 1 and November 30, 7,490 hospitalized Covid-19 patients received MV, 

32% during the first wave of the pandemic (February to May) and 59% during the second 

wave (October to November) (Table1). Data of patients treated during the summer months 

(June to September) is not shown separately in the table due to the relatively low number 

(N=643). Age distribution, sex and the frequency of comorbidities show only slight 

differences when comparing the two periods of the pandemic as shown in Table 1. The 

overall median length of hospital stay has decreased from 26 days during the first wave of the 
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pandemic to 22 days during the second wave. This also applies to the overall duration of MV, 

which decreased from 11.6 to 7.6 days, respectively.  

A major difference between the spring and autumn period of the pandemic refers to the 

application of the different MV modalities. During the first period, 74% of the patients 

received invasive MV directly without having previously received NIV as a first escalation 

step. In contrast, only 39% received immediate invasive MV during the second pandemic 

wave. Consequently, more patients were escalated from oxygen therapy to NIV during the 

second period (Table 1) with both patients successfully treated with NIV increasing from 10% 

to 28% and those with NIV-F increasing from 9% to 21%. However, the NIV-F rate 

decreased from 49% (219 of 449) to 42% (927 of 2,185).  

The overall mortality rate of patients receiving any form of MV in the first and second wave 

of the pandemic remained stable with 51% and 53%. Overall mortality rates were lower for 

patients receiving NIV only (39%) compared to those with invasive MV only (52%), as 

illustrated in more detail in Figure 1. However, mortality rates of patients with NIV-F were 

highest (66%). Of note, the mortality rate in patients with NIV-F increased steadily, from 58% 

in patients with NIV-F on the first day to 75% in those with NIV-F on day 5 or later (Figure 

1).  

Overall, 2,861 patients had initially received NIV, with 1,247 having failed (NIV-F rate 44%) 

(Table 2). The highest proportion of NIV-F was found in the age group between 60–69 years 

(54%), while the age group between 70–79 years had the lowest failure rate (31%). The NIV-

F rate was lower in women (37%) than in men (47%). There was no clear trend for the 

influence of comorbidities both on the decision to intubate the patient immediately and on the 

risk of NIV-F, i.e. the proportion of patients with a specific comorbidity was similar in both 

groups. One exception refers to cardiac arrhythmias, which were lowest in patients 

successfully treated with NIV (Table 2).  
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The duration of MV was clearly dependent on its modality (Table 2). The median duration of 

MV was 2.5 days in those receiving NIV only, but reached 14 days in those who were 

intubated directly. Of note, patients who were switched from initial NIV to invasive MV 

following NIV failure spent the longest periods on MV (median 16 days). This trend was also 

true for the application of ECMO, which was reported in 15% of NIV-F patients, compared to 

10% in patients who were intubated without having initially received NIV. Importantly, the 

proportion of patients with late NIV-F (after 5 days or more of NIV followed by intubation) 

substantially increased during the second wave, as displayed in Figure 2.  

 

Discussion 

The current analysis of 7,490 patients represents the largest case series of COVID-19 patients 

requiring NIV or invasive MV and shows significant differences between the spring and 

autumn periods 2020 with regard to the modality of MV. The main findings are as follows: 

Firstly, there was a significant increase in the utilization of NIV in Germany during the 

second period. Accordingly, the proportion of patients with acute respiratory failure who were 

directly intubated decreased from 74% to 39%. This was associated with a reduced overall 

duration of MV, and length of hospital stay. Secondly, the NIV-F rate was still high, even 

though there was a trend for a lower NIV-F rate during the second period (42%) compared to 

the first period (49%). Thirdly, the overall mortality rate in patients requiring MV remains 

high at 53%. Fourthly, NIV-F was associated with an increased ECMO utilization, increased 

overall duration of MV and increased mortality, and this was particularly true for late NIV-F 

occurring 5 days or later following NIV initiation.  

Several clinical considerations can be derived from the current findings. Most importantly, the 

present analysis shows that NIV has been clearly established in the treatment of severe 

respiratory failure attributable to COVID-19 in a real-life setting without resource limitations. 
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Thereby, the overall duration of MV and hospital stay could be shortened. The decreasing 

NIV-F rate also suggests a learning curve that has occurred over the course of the last year, 

but may also be related to treatment successes outside MV, such as corticosteroids 21,22.  

The present analysis, however, also demonstrates that clinicians should apply NIV cautiously 

as NIV-F continues to occur frequently, which is associated with increased mortality. 

Therefore, NIV certainly cannot replace invasive MV in the majority of MV patients. The 

rather short median duration of NIV of 2.5 days in those patients successfully treated by NIV 

suggests that early improvements in respiratory function following NIV identify those patients 

who have been successfully treated and do not need intubation. In contrast, a longer duration 

of NIV, particularly exceeding 3–5 days, increases the likelihood of NIV-F, which is 

associated with an increased mortality.  

There are many other reports in the literature also showing the potential of NIV in the 

treatment of COVID-19-associated respiratory failure 23-25, and this might also have 

encouraged clinicians to more frequently and extensively apply NIV in this setting. In these 

reports, NIV was reasonably used outside the ICU, in part aimed at overcoming the shortage 

of ICU capacities 25. Another rationale to use NIV as long as possible, also in the ICU setting, 

is aimed at avoiding intubation and intubation-related complications, most importantly lung 

injury related to invasive MV and infectious complications8.  

In this context, however, clinicians are likely to be less aware of a phenomenon related to 

maintained spontaneous breathing, which is labeled as patient self-inflicted lung injury (P-

SILI) 26. In short, initial lung injury related to COVID-19 is perpetually maintained and even 

aggravated as a consequence of a vicious circle that includes the sequence of capillary 

leakage, pulmonary edema, impaired gas exchange and respiratory mechanics, subsequent 

increase in respiratory drive followed by increased pleural pressure swings, which eventually 

lead to capillary leakage again if lowering of pleural pressure exceeds the intravascular 
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pressure decrease 27. Even though the current data does not provide evidence for P-SILI in 

those patients having failed NIV, this phenomenon might, nevertheless, explain why outcome 

is severely reduced in patients spending longer durations on NIV, which eventually fails.  

 

Limitations 

There are some important limitations of the present paper, which need to be addressed in the 

context of data interpretation. First, all data refer to the coding of diseases (ICD) and 

procedures (OPS) in the context of remuneration. Thus, patients were not studied directly. 

Therefore, several important data are missing, i.e. disease severity related to the PaO2/FiO2 

ratio, intubation criteria, ventilator settings/equipment and oxygen flow rates including 

information on the response to treatment, “do-not-intubate” orders, details on medication, and 

the hospital setting (ICU, intermediate care, COVID-19 wards).  

Second, the analysis includes only data from one health care insurance company. However, 

this is the largest insurance and accounts for about 1/3 of the total population, providing a 

large representative sample for the German population. Third, NIV as defined for the 

reimbursement system in Germany excludes high-flow oxygen treatment (HFOT) and 

continuous positive airway pressure (CPAP), and can only be coded if the level of pressure 

support exceeds 5 cm H2O. In addition, the German guidelines have recommended using 

HFOT as first escalation step when oxygen treatment is insufficient, while CPAP and NIV 

form the following escalation steps. Thus, NIV in the present analysis represents a rather 

selected group of patients, and this group may not be compared to studies from other 

countries without considering this aspect. Finally, patients who have been hospitalized 

primarily for COVID-19 and those for any other reason in whom COVID-19 could be 

documented following screening could not be differentiated.  
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Conclusions 

The utilization of NIV rapidly increased during the autumn period compared to the spring 

period 2020 of the COVID-19 pandemic in Germany. This was associated with an overall 

reduced duration of MV, and length of hospital stay. Despite of this, overall mortality of 

patients receiving MV due to COVID-19-associated respiratory failure remained high at 53%.  

Patients successfully treated with NIV had lower mortality rates than those who were 

intubated directly, but those failing NIV had a higher mortality rate, respectively, and this 

became even more predominant in late NIV failure. Thus, the current study shows the 

increasing role of NIV in the context of ICU medicine related to COVID-19 and, more 

specifically, clearly emphasizes its benefits and risks, both impacting on mortality. Given 

these important findings, there is a need for prospective randomized controlled trials that 

focus on the most reasonable indications for initiation of NIV as well as timely subsequent 

intubation in case of NIV failure in COVID-19 patients.  

 

Figure and Table Legends 

Table 1 

Patient characteristics comparing the spring and autumn period, ECMO=extracorporeal 

membrane oxygenation,  

 

Figure 1 

In-hospital mortality by type of ventilation. IMV=invasive mechanical ventilation, NIV-F = 

non-invasive-ventilation failure.  
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Table 2 

Patient characteristics by type of ventilation. ECMO=extracorporeal membrane oxygenation, 

NIV=non-invasive ventilation, NIV-F= non-invasive ventilation failure. 

Figure 2 

Timely distribution of NIV failure (NIV-F) by day, comparing spring and autumn period.  
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Table 1

Total
Admission between 

February and May

Admission between 
October and 

November
Number of patients 7490 2419 4428
Age (years)

Mean (SD) 68.5 (13.2) 68.1 (13.4) 69.2 (13.0)
Median (IQR) 70.0 (60.0, 79.0) 70.0 (60.0, 79.0) 71.0 (61.0, 79.0)
18-49 years 625 (8.3%) 208 (8.6%) 328 (7.4%)
50-59 years 1,115 (14.9%) 386 (16.0%) 622 (14.0%)
60-69 years 1,812 (24.2%) 564 (23.3%) 1,075 (24.3%)
70-79 year 2,217 (29.6%) 741 (30.6%) 1,314 (29.7%)
≥ 80 years 1,721 (23.0%) 520 (21.5%) 1,089 (24.6%)

Male 4,913 (65.6%) 1,599 (66.1%) 2,871 (64.8%)
Female 2,577 (34.4%) 820 (33.9%) 1,557 (35.2%)
Elixhauser comorbidities

Hypertension 5,032 (67.2%) 1,567 (64.8%) 3,029 (68.4%)
Diabetes 3,181 (42.5%) 969 (40.1%) 1,951 (44.1%)
Cardiac arrhythmias 3,188 (42.6%) 1,103 (45.6%) 1,826 (41.2%)
Renal failure 2,045 (27.3%) 638 (26.4%) 1,260 (28.5%)
Congestive heart failure 2,527 (33.7%) 817 (33.8%) 1,480 (33.4%)
Chronic pulmonary disease 1,477 (19.7%) 485 (20.0%) 864 (19.5%)
Obesity 1,128 (15.1%) 359 (14.8%) 665 (15.0%)

Patients transferred between hospitals 2,554 (34.1%) 868 (35.9%) 1,390 (31.4%)
Length of hospital stay (days)

Mean (SD) 33.4 (30.9) 36.3 (35.8) 29.5 (23.8)
Median (IQR) 24.0 (13.0, 43.0) 26.0 (13.0, 49.0) 22.0 (13.0, 39.0)

Ventilation (days)
Mean (SD) 14.2 (16.3) 17.1 (18.6) 12.2 (13.8)
Median (IQR) 9.0 (2.7, 19.6) 11.6 (4.7, 23.2) 7.6 (2.0, 17.3)

Tracheostomy 1,894 (25.3%) 745 (30.8%) 956 (21.6%)
ECMO 571 (7.6%) 189 (7.8%) 306 (6.9%)
Dialysis 1,801 (24.0%) 726 (30.0%) 909 (20.5%)
Type of ventilation

Invasive ventilation only (IMV) 3,851 (51.4%) 1,791 (74.0%) 1,719 (38.8%)
Non-invasive ventilation only (NIV) 1,614 (21.5%) 230 (9.5%) 1,258 (28.4%)
Non-invasive ventilation failure  (NIV-F) 1,247 (16.6%) 219 (9.1%) 927 (20.9%)
Duration of ventilation between 1-6 hours 473 (6.3%) 92 (3.8%) 335 (7.6%)
No ventilation procedure code 305 (4.1%) 87 (3.6%) 189 (4.3%)

In-hospital mortality 3,819 (51.0%) 1,223 (50.6%) 2,335 (52.7%)

Patients by month of hospital admission
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Table 2

First day Second day 
Third or 

fourth day
Fifth day 

or later
Number of patients 3851 1614 1247 463 199 234 351
Age (years)

Mean (SD) 67.5 (13.1) 70.2 (13.7) 68.3 (11.9) 67.3 (12.6) 68.5 (13.1) 68.4 (11.1) 69.6 (10.8)
Median (IQR) 69.0 (59.0, 78.0) 73.0 (61.0, 81.0) 70.0 (61.0, 78.0) 69.0 (60.0, 78.0) 71.0 (61.0, 79.0) 70.0 (62.0, 76.8) 72.0 (64.0, 78.0)
18-49 years 349 (9.1%) 128 (7.9%) 87 (7.0%) 39 (8.4%) 17 (8.5%) 13 (5.6%) 18 (5.1%)
50-59 years 620 (16.1%) 224 (13.9%) 157 (12.6%) 70 (15.1%) 21 (10.6%) 29 (12.4%) 37 (10.5%)
60-69 years 987 (25.6%) 310 (19.2%) 364 (29.2%) 129 (27.9%) 58 (29.1%) 74 (31.6%) 103 (29.3%)
70-79 year 1,166 (30.3%) 441 (27.3%) 409 (32.8%) 144 (31.1%) 57 (28.6%) 76 (32.5%) 132 (37.6%)
≥ 80 years 729 (18.9%) 511 (31.7%) 230 (18.4%) 81 (17.5%) 46 (23.1%) 42 (17.9%) 61 (17.4%)

Male 2,564 (66.6%) 992 (61.5%) 877 (70.3%) 320 (69.1%) 147 (73.9%) 161 (68.8%) 249 (70.9%)
Female 1,287 (33.4%) 622 (38.5%) 370 (29.7%) 143 (30.9%) 52 (26.1%) 73 (31.2%) 102 (29.1%)
Elixhauser comorbidities

Hypertension 2,555 (66.3%) 1,115 (69.1%) 877 (70.3%) 318 (68.7%) 144 (72.4%) 156 (66.7%) 259 (73.8%)
Diabetes 1,653 (42.9%) 688 (42.6%) 558 (44.7%) 210 (45.4%) 88 (44.2%) 106 (45.3%) 154 (43.9%)
Cardiac arrhythmias 1,718 (44.6%) 566 (35.1%) 597 (47.9%) 215 (46.4%) 103 (51.8%) 108 (46.2%) 171 (48.7%)
Renal failure 977 (25.4%) 493 (30.5%) 319 (25.6%) 109 (23.5%) 60 (30.2%) 65 (27.8%) 85 (24.2%)
Congestive heart failure 1,270 (33.0%) 555 (34.4%) 416 (33.4%) 149 (32.2%) 76 (38.2%) 74 (31.6%) 117 (33.3%)
Chronic pulmonary disease 712 (18.5%) 357 (22.1%) 251 (20.1%) 84 (18.1%) 44 (22.1%) 49 (20.9%) 74 (21.1%)
Obesity 613 (15.9%) 213 (13.2%) 214 (17.2%) 77 (16.6%) 44 (22.1%) 41 (17.5%) 52 (14.8%)

Patients transferred between hospitals 1,566 (40.7%) 300 (18.6%) 498 (39.9%) 191 (41.3%) 72 (36.2%) 97 (41.5%) 138 (39.3%)
Length of hospital stay (days)

Mean (SD) 39.4 (34.5) 21.4 (17.8) 36.7 (29.7) 36.7 (30.4) 36.5 (33.9) 32.0 (25.2) 39.9 (28.8)
Median (IQR) 29.0 (16.0, 52.0) 17.0 (11.0, 27.0) 28.0 (17.0, 46.5) 28.0 (16.0, 46.0) 26.0 (16.0, 46.5) 26.0 (15.0, 39.0) 31.0 (20.0, 52.0)

Ventilation (days)
Mean (SD) 18.6 (17.2) 4.0 (4.8) 20.7 (17.3) 20.0 (16.3) 21.2 (21.9) 19.3 (16.1) 22.3 (16.3)
Median (IQR) 13.7 (6.9, 25.3) 2.5 (1.1, 5.2) 16.3 (9.6, 27.6) 15.0 (8.6, 28.2) 15.9 (9.9, 25.8) 15.5 (9.0, 25.2) 18.1 (11.0, 29.6)

Tracheostomy 1,432 (37.2%) 462 (37.0%) 165 (35.6%) 77 (38.7%) 87 (37.2%) 133 (37.9%)
ECMO 375 (9.7%) 186 (14.9%) 68 (14.7%) 23 (11.6%) 33 (14.1%) 62 (17.7%)
Dialysis 1,203 (31.2%) 75 (4.6%) 439 (35.2%) 158 (34.1%) 70 (35.2%) 84 (35.9%) 127 (36.2%)
In-hospital mortality 2,003 (52.0%) 624 (38.7%) 818 (65.6%) 270 (58.3%) 120 (60.3%) 165 (70.5%) 263 (74.9%)

Invasive
ventilation only

Non-invasive 
ventilation only

Non-invasive 
ventilation failure

Non-invasive ventilation failure by day of failure
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