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ABSTRACT
Background
Both continuous positive airway pressure (CPAP) and high-flow nasal oxygenation (HFNO) have been

recommended for acute respiratory failure in COVID-19. However, uncertainty exists regarding

effectiveness and safety.

Methods

In the Recovery- Respiratory Support multi-center, three-arm, open-label, adaptive, randomized
controlled trial, adult hospitalized patients with acute respiratory failure due to COVID-19, deemed
suitable for treatment escalation, were randomly assigned to receive CPAP, HFNO, or conventional
oxygen therapy. Comparisons were made between each intervention and conventional oxygen

therapy. The primary outcome was a composite of tracheal intubation or mortality within 30-days.

Results

Over 13-months, 1272 participants were randomized and included in the analysis (380 (29.9%) CPAP;
417 (32.8%) HFNO; 475 (37.3%) conventional oxygen therapy). The need for tracheal intubation or
mortality within 30-days was lower in the CPAP group (CPAP 137 of 377 participants (36.3%) vs
conventional oxygen therapy 158 of 356 participants (44.4%); unadjusted odds ratio 0.72; 95% Cl
0.53 to 0.96, P=0.03). There was no difference between HFNO and conventional oxygen therapy
(HFNO 184 of 414 participants (44.4%) vs conventional oxygen therapy 166 of 368 participants

(45.1%); unadjusted odds ratio 0.97; 95% Cl 0.73 to 1.29, P=0.85).

Conclusions

CPAP, compared with conventional oxygen therapy, reduced the composite outcome of intubation

or death within 30 days of randomisation in hospitalized adults with acute respiratory failure due to
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COVID-19. There was no effect observed, compared with conventional oxygen therapy, with the use

of HFNO.

(Funded by the UK National Institute for Health Research; ISRCTN 16912075).
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INTRODUCTION
Acute respiratory failure is a key clinical characteristic of COVID-19 pneumonitis, with 76% of
hospitalised patients requiring supplemental oxygen and 9% requiring tracheal intubation and
invasive mechanical ventilation.! Early in the pandemic, international experiences highlighted the
potential risk that intensive care units might become overwhelmed, and high mortality in patients

that required invasive mechanical ventilation.?* This drove an urgent public health need to identify

strategies that reduce the need for invasive mechanical ventilation.

In COVID-19 patients with increasing oxygen requirements, non-invasive respiratory strategies, such
as continuous positive airway pressure (CPAP) and high-flow nasal oxygen (HFNO), provide a
potentially attractive strategy for avoiding invasive mechanical ventilation. In other respiratory
diseases, particularly community acquired pneumonia, both CPAP and HFNO may improve clinical
outcomes, although those treated with CPAP experience more adverse events.>® In the context of
COVID-19, however, there was concern that these strategies might serve only to delay tracheal
intubation due to high failure rates, whilst correspondingly exacerbating lung injury through
generation of large tidal volumes.”1° At a wider system level, there is ongoing uncertainty around
the risk of nosocomial infection with aerosol generation and risks oxygen shortages due to the high

demand placed on hospital oxygen delivery systems.!112

The absence of evidence to support the CPAP and HFNO use in patients with COVID-19 led to
significant variability both in international guidelines and clinical practice.>!? On this basis, there was
an urgent need to determine whether CPAP and HFNO were clinically effective, compared with

conventional oxygen therapy, in hospitalized patients with COVID-19 acute respiratory failure.

METHODS

Trial design
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Recovery-Respiratory Support was a parallel group, open-label, three-arm, adaptive, randomized
controlled trial designed to evaluate the clinical effectiveness of CPAP and HFNO, compared with
conventional oxygen therapy, in hospitalized patients with acute respiratory failure due to COVID-
19. The adaptive design allowed the study to stop early if one or both interventions were more

effective than conventional oxygen therapy, with the final analysis adjusted to control the overall

alpha value (5%).

The trial protocol was approved by the London-Brighton & Sussex Research Ethics Committee and
the Health Research Authority, sponsored by the University of Warwick, co-ordinated by Warwick
Clinical Trials Unit, and funded and prioritized as an urgent public health COVID-19 study by the
National Institute for Health Research. An independent Trial Steering Committee (TSC) and Data
Monitoring Committee (DMC) provided trial oversight. The study was conducted in accordance with
Good Clinical Practice guidelines, local regulations, and the ethical principles described in the

Declaration of Helsinki.

Consent from patients or agreement from their surrogates was obtained in keeping with regional

regulations.

The trial was prospectively registered (ISRCTN16912075) and its design has been published
previously.'* The trial protocol and statistical analysis plan are available at

https://warwick.ac.uk/fac/sci/med/research/ctu/trials/recovery-rs/

Patients
Adult (=18-years) hospitalized patients with known or suspected COVID-19 were eligible if they had
acute respiratory failure, defined as peripheral oxygen saturations (Sp0,) of 94% or below despite

receiving a fraction of inspired oxygen (FiO,) of at least 0.4, and were deemed suitable for tracheal
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intubation if treatment escalation was required. We excluded patients with an immediate (<1-hour)
need for invasive ventilation, known pregnancy, or planned withdrawal of treatment. A

contraindication to an intervention, based on the judgement of the treating clinician, precluded

randomization to that trial arm.

Randomization

Eligible participants were randomized using an internet-based system with allocation concealment.
We anticipated that either CPAP or HFNO might be unavailable at sites on a temporary or
permanent basis. As such, the randomization system allowed the treating clinician to randomize
between CPAP, HFNO, and conventional oxygen therapy (on a 1:1:1 basis), or between a single
intervention (CPAP/HFNO) and conventional oxygen therapy (on a 1:1 basis). Sites could not
randomize between CPAP and HFNO only. Randomization was stratified by site, sex, and age, and

the allocation was generated by a minimization algorithm.

Participants randomized to CPAP or HFNO started treatment as soon as possible. Breaks from
treatment were permitted for comfort. Participants randomized to conventional oxygen therapy
continued to receive oxygen via a face mask or nasal cannulae. In all participants, local policies, and
clinical discretion informed decisions regarding choice of device, set-up, titration, and
discontinuation of treatment. Tracheal intubation was performed when clinically indicated, based on
the judgement of the treating clinician. We defined crossover as a participant receiving CPAP or
HFNO for more than 6 hours, when not randomized to that intervention, unless it was for the

purpose of clinical stabilization, as a bridge to tracheal intubation, or for palliative care.

Data collection and procedures
At enrolment, we collected information on demographics, co-morbid state, and physiological

observations. Participants were followed up throughout their hospital stay to record intervention
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Mean length of stay in hospital -0.97 (-3.65

(SD) — days § 16.4(17.5)  17.3(18.1)  18.3(20.0) 17.1(18.0)  -0.96(-3.59, 1.67) 171) 1.25(-1.46,3.97)  0.70(-1.93, 3.34)

Key- CPAP- Continuous Positive Airway Pressure; HFNO- High-flow nasal oxygen

The % are based on excluding missing data (i.e. withdrawals and no data provided).

# the final p value for the primary analysis is corrected for the interim analyses performed using the method described by Jennison and Turnbull (Jennison C, Turnbull BW. Group Sequential
Methods with Applications to Clinical Trials: Boca Raton: Chapman & Hall/CRC; 2000.). 9 includes patients randomized at sites when CPAP or both CPAP and HFNO available. | includes patients
randomized at sites when HFNO or both CPAP and HFNO available.

*-Outcome included tracheal intubation during the index hospital admission- compared with the 30-day analysis, this excluded one patient that was intubated within 30-days, but outside the
index hospital admission (HFNO arm) and included one patient that was intubated in the index hospital admission but occurred more than 30-days post-randomization (conventional oxygen
therapy arm)- both in the HFNO v conventional oxygen therapy comparison.

t- Odds ratio; ¥ Hazard odds; §- Mean difference
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FIGURE 2: Kaplan Meier curves by treatment arm: top pane- time to tracheal intubation (all participants); middle panel- duration
of invasive ventilation (intubated participants only); bottom panel- survival (all participants). For all panels, left side shows CPAP
vs conventional oxygen therapy; right side shows HFNO vs conventional oxygen therapy
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Note: Time to intubation: censored patients include 1) patients died before hospital discharge; 2) patients discharged alive from hospital without intubation; 3)
patients withdrew completely before intubation was given. Duration of invasive ventilation: censored patients include: 1) patients died before coming off
invasive ventilation alive; 2) patients withdrew completely before the end of invasive ventilation; 3) patients stayed on invasive ventilation beyond the follow-up
period (20t June, 2021); 4) patient died in hospital or discharged alive without intubation. Time to death: censored patients include: 1) patient withdrew

completely before 30 days from randomisation; 2) patient survived at 30 days
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