ING'S
OPEN (5 ACCESS College
LONDON

King’s Research Portal

DOI:
10.3390/nu14051062

Document Version
Version created as part of publication process; publisher's layout; not normally made publicly available

Link to publication record in King's Research Portal

Citation for published version (APA):

Terblanche, E., Hills , J., Russell , E., Lewis , R., & Rose, L. (2022). Dietetic-Led Nutrition Interventions in
Patients with COVID-19 during Intensive Care and Ward-Based Rehabilitation: A Single-Center Observational
Study. Nutrients, 14(5), [1062]. https://doi.org/10.3390/nu14051062

Citing this paper

Please note that where the full-text provided on King's Research Portal is the Author Accepted Manuscript or Post-Print version this may
differ from the final Published version. If citing, it is advised that you check and use the publisher's definitive version for pagination,
volumel/issue, and date of publication details. And where the final published version is provided on the Research Portal, if citing you are
again advised to check the publisher's website for any subsequent corrections.

General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the Research Portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright
owners and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognize and abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.

*Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the Research Portal for the purpose of private study or research.
*You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain
*You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the Research Portal

Take down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact librarypure@kcl.ac.uk providing details, and we will remove access to
the work immediately and investigate your claim.

Download date: 06. Oct. 2023


https://doi.org/10.3390/nu14051062
https://kclpure.kcl.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/72b5ae35-03a6-4fcc-98fe-55bb09ff17a9
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu14051062

A8 utrients

Article

Dietetic-led nutrition interventions in patients with COVID-19

during intensive care and ward-based rehabilitation: single-
centre observational study

Ella Terblanche 2%, Jessica Hills !, Edie Russell 1, Rhiannon Lewis! and Louise Rose 23

Citation: Lastname, F.; Lastname, F.;
Lastname, F. Title. Nutrients 2022, 14,
x. https://doi.org/10.3390/xxxxx

Academic Editor: Firstname Last-

name

Received: date
Accepted: date
Published: date

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neu-
tral with regard to jurisdictional
claims in published maps and institu-

tional affiliations.

Copyright: © 2022 by the authors.
Submitted for possible open access
publication under the terms and
conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution  (CC  BY)
(https://creativecommons.org/license

s/by/4.0/).

license

1 Dietetics Department, St Georges University Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust, London, UK; jes-
sica.hills@uon.edu.au(J.H.), edie.russell@stgeorges.nhs.uk(E.R.), r lewis3@rbht.nhs.uk(R.L.)

2 Florence Nightingale Faculty of Nursing, Midwifery and Palliative Care, King’s College London;
louise.rose@kcl.ac.uk

3 Adult Critical Care. Guy’s and St Thomas” NHS Foundation Trust

Correspondence: ella.terblanche@kcl.ac.uk

Abstract: Background: This study described dietitian-led nutrition interventions for patients with
COVID-19 during ICU and ward-based rehabilitation. As knowledge of COVID-19 and its medical
treatments were evolving, dietetic-led interventionsbetween surge 1 (51) and surge 2 (S2) were com-
pared. Methods: A prospective observational study was conducted of patients admitted to the ICU
service in a large academic hospital (London, UK). Clinical and nutrition data were collected during
1st (March-June 2020) N= 200 and 2nd (November 2020-March 2021) N= 253 COVID-19 surges. Re-
sults: 453 patients were recruited. All required individualized dietetic-led interventions during ICU
admission as the ICU nutrition protocol didn’t meet nutritional needs. Feed adjustments for de-
ranged renal function (p=0.001) and propofol calories (p=0.001) were more common in S1 whereas
adjustment for gastrointestinal dysfunction was more common in S2 (p=0.001). One third of all pa-
tients were malnourished on ICU admission, all lost weight in ICU; mean (SD) total percentage loss
of 8.8% (6.9%) Further weight loss was prevented over the remaining hospital stay with continued
dietetic-led interventions. Conclusions: COVID-19 patients have complex nutritional needs due to
malnutrition on admission and ongoing weight loss. Disease complexity and evolving nature of
medical management required multifaceted dietetic-led nutritional strategies which differed be-
tween surges.

Keywords: COVID-19; Intensive Care; Dietitian/Dietician; Nutrition; Malnutrition; weight loss

1. Introduction

In March 2020, the exponential increase in intensive care unit (ICU) admissions in
the United Kingdom (UK) due to the COVID-19 pandemic required significant planning
and restructuring of dietetic services to ensure safe and effective nutrition provision [1].
ICU dietitians were faced with multiple challenges including how to best provide nutri-
tion support for patients with an unknown disease; rapidly train redeployed dietitians
inexperienced in ICU nutrition; prioritize dietetic-led nutrition interventions; and manage
the logistics of shortages of enteral feed, feed pumps, and ancillaries. Critically ill patients
with COVID-19 appeared nutritionally complex with no international consensus on opti-
mal nutritional management.

COVID-19 patients frequently present with malnutrition [2, 3]. This is due to pre-
existing chronic disease associated with underlying poor nutritional intake, combined
with further decline due to common COVID-19 symptoms including gastrointestinal dys-
function and loss of taste and smell [2]. Patients with severe COVID-19 pneumonia exhibit
a marked hyperdynamic state with persistent pyrexia leading to hypermetabolism and
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protein catabolism [4, 5]. Furthermore, enteral nutrition (EN) intolerance was reported
due to gastrointestinal symptoms, refractory hypoxemia requiring prone positioning, hy-
potension or shock requiring the use of vasopressors, and the progression of multiple or-
gan failure [1, 6-8].

Nutritional guidelines were written rapidly based on experiential learning and
knowledge gained from dietitians in other countries managing critically ill patients with
COVID-19 in addition to prior dietetic knowledge of managing patients with severe res-
piratory failure [1, 6-8]. Feeding protocols were devised to simplify nutrition delivery and
ensure consistency of nutrition interventions [6-9] at a time when EN was perceived dif-
ficult to achieve and not a medical priority [9].

The aim of this study was to describe dietitian-led nutrition interventions for patients
with COVID-19 during ICU admission and ward-based rehabilitation in a large tertiary
ICU service in a single center. As our knowledge of COVID-19 and its medical treatments
were evolving, we compared dietetic-led nutrition interventions between surge one (S1)
and surge two (52) in the UK.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study design, setting and sample

A prospective observational study was conducted enrolling critically ill patients with
COVID-19 admitted to an ICU (66 beds outside of pandemic conditions, 148 maximum
bed number during pandemic) in a large academic hospital in London, UK. Data were
collected during S1 (March-June 2020) and 52 (November 2020-March 2021).

All adult (216 years) patients with COVID-19 were included who received advanced
respiratory support defined as invasive ventilation via endotracheal or tracheostomy tube
and required EN or parenteral nutrition (PN) for longer than 48 hours in ICU. Data were
collected from ICU admission to hospital discharge.

2.2. Nutritional Interventions

To support increased ICU patient numbers, dietitians were redeployed from other clinical areas,
equating to one dietitian to 25 ICU patients. The primary treatment aim was to commence
nutrition using the newly devised local hospital COVID-19 ICU feeding protocol with EN within
48 hours of admission. The protocol advised feeding to start with a high protein EN product, at
30ml/hr. for six hours. After which time a gastric residual volume (GRV) should be obtained. If
the volume is less than 500ml (or 300ml if in the prone position), the rate of feeding is increased
to meet a target rate based on the patient’s weight, (Actual or ideal if BMI > 25kg/ m?). Ideal body
weight (IBW) was based on the patient’s height calculated to BMI of 25kg/ m? [10]. If EN was
not tolerated sufficiently as defined in the protocol, PN was commenced. As per usual practice
prior to COVID-19, all patients were screened by a dietitian each morning and only patients
whose nutritional needs were not met using the ICU feeding protocol underwent dietetic
assessment within 48 hours of commencing nutrition. Treating dietitians set energy and protein
targets as per European Society for Parenteral and Enteral Nutrition (ESPEN) guidelines [7,
101, with target energy recommended at 20kcal/kg/day to avoid overfeeding in the early phase and
increased to 30kcal/kg/day or more to facilitate rehabilitation after the acute phase of critical
illness. Actual weight was used for patients with a BMI less than 25 kg/m?, IBW for those BMI
25-30 kg/m? and an adjusted body weight for those with BMI more than 30kg / m? Indirect
calorimetry was used where appropriate to aid prediction of energy needs during the recovery
phase on ICU. Nutritional data was collected on type of EN, use of protein supplementation,
reasons for dietetic-led nutrition interventions during the ICU admission, on ICU discharge,
during ward admission and at hospital discharge. 2.3. Data Collection

Baseline demographics were collected from the medical record including pre-exist-
ing comorbidities, severity of illness using the Acute Physiology and Chronic Health Eval-
uation (APACHE) II score, anthropometric measurements, and malnutrition risk as
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defined by Global Leadership Initiative on Malnutrition [11] and European ICU criteria
[10]. Outcome data included ICU mortality, and length of stay in ICU and hospital.

Anthropometric measurements included Body Mass Index (BMI) calculated using
ICU admission body weight (kg) and height (m). When a recent accurate weight was not
available from medical records, we measured patient weight using a hoist or patient trans-
fer scales or obtained a reported weight from a family member. When height was not
available, it was estimated from ulnar length measurement and converted into an esti-
mated height [12]. ICU survivors were weighed at ICU and hospital discharge using sit-
ting, standing or hoist scales. Change in weight during ICU and hospital stay was deter-
mined in kilograms and percentage total weight loss. Percentage weight loss = 5% was
considered clinically significant and was used to diagnose malnutrition [11].

2.4. Data Analysis

Categorical data is presented as frequencies and proportions and continuous data as
means and standard deviations (SD). Proportions were compared using chi-squared or
Fishers exact tests (depending on cell size) and continuous data using 2-sample independ-
ent t-test or the Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test. All tests were 2-tailed with p<
0.05 considered statistically significant. Statistical analyses were done using Stata version
17. The STROBE reporting guidelines for observational studies were followed

2.5. Ethical Considerations

The study was approved as a service evaluation by the National Health Service
Health Research Authority and the Research and Development Service at St George’s Uni-
versity Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust, London, UK. Registration number AUDIO00637.
Consent was waived as the project was approved as a service evaluation.

3. Results
There were 453 critically ill patients with COVID-19 included 200 patients were ad-
mitted during S1 (March-June 2020) and 253 during S2 (November 2020-March 2021).

Baseline characteristics are shown in Table 1. Figure 1 presents patient numbers from ad-
mission to discharge.

Table 1. Baseline characteristics and clinical outcomes (whole cohort and comparison between pa-
tients in S1 and S2).

Patient characteristics All patients N = 453 S1n=200 S2 n =253 p value
Age (years), mean (SD) 61 (12.4) 57.9 (12.7) 62.5 (12.0) 0.001
Male gender, n (%) 315 (70) 135 (67) 180 (71) 0.44
Weight (kg), mean (SD) 84 (20) 86 (21) 84 (19.4) 0.32
BMI (kg/m?), mean (SD) 29 (6.3) 29 (6.5) 29 (6.1) 0.82

Ethnicity, n (%)
White 114 (25) 46 (23) 68 (27) 0.34
Asian 96 (21) 41 (21) 55 (21) 0.85
Black 71 (16) 36 (18) 35 (14) 0.22
Other ethnic groups 48 (11) 23 (12) 25 (10) 0.57
Not stated 124 (27) 54 (27) 70 (28) 0.87
Comorbidities, n (%)
Nil or 1 90 (20) 50 (25) 40 (16) 0.02
More than 2 362 (80) 150 (75) 212 (84)

APACHE II, mean (SD) 15.1 (6.8) 15.5 (7.3) 14.8 (6.5) 0.32
ICU mortality, n (%) 253 (55) 107 (54) 146 (57) 0.37
ICU length of stay 20 (18) 18.1 (14.4) 22.3 (21.2) 0.02

(days), mean (SD)
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Total hospital stay
(days), mean (SD)
Acute Physiology and Chronic Health Evaluation II score (APACHE). All values are mean (SD). 125
126

127

35.6 (21) 33.8(19.7) 37.4 (22.85) 0.2

Screened for eligibility (N=704)
S1:n=352;52:n= 352

|

Met exclusion criteria (N=251)
S51:n=152; 52: n=99

v -
Enrolled (N=453)
S1: n=200; S2: n=253

y

-Died in ICU (N=253, 55%)
S1: n=107;52:n=146

A 4

Transferred to another ICU facility (n=23, 5%)
51: n=0; S2: n=23

h 4

Discharged alive from ICU (n=177)
S$1: n=88; 52: n=89

'

Discharged home before dietetic review (n=17)
S1:n=10;S2:n=7

v
Reviewed by dietitian (n=160, 90%)
S1:n=78;52:n=82

!

Died in hospital (n=2, 1%)
S1:n=1;52:n=1

A 4

Discharged home (n=96, 60%)
S1:n=48;S2:n=48

Transferred to rehabilitation (n=27, 17%)
S1:n=21;S2:n=6

Transferred to a nursing home (n=2, 1%)
S1:n=0;52:n=2

Transferred to another hospital (n=33, 20%)
S1:n=8;52:n=25

128

Figure 1. Patient flow diagram Key- S1 = surge one, S2 = surge two. 129

3.1. Patient characteristics 130
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S1 patients were younger than in 52: mean (SD) 57.9 (12.7) compared to 62.5 (12.0) 131
years (p=0.001) and had fewer comorbidities (p=0.02). Length of ICU stay was longer in 132
52 (p=0.019) (Table 1). Of the 453 patients, 167 (37%) were malnourished on ICU admis- 133
sion; 64 (32%) in S1 and 103 (40%) in S2. 134

3.2. Dietitian-led nutrition interventions 135

Individualized dietetic-led nutrition interventions were required by all 453 (100%) 136
patients during ICU admission as nutritional needs were not met using the standardized 137
ICU nutrition protocol. Mean (SD) time to first dietetic-led nutrition interventions was 2.3 138
(1.2) days in S1 and 2.9 (2.3) days in S2. Patients received a mean (SD) of 5.2 (4.5) dietetic 139
interventions during the ICU stay. Patients had a similar number of dietetic-led nutrition 140
interventions during their ICU stay in 51 and S2 (mean 5.2 (4.2) compared to 5.3 (4.8) 141
times). PN was only required for six (1%) patients during S2 and none in S1. 142

More patients required feed adjustment for calories derived from propofol, impaired 143
renal function or changes in fluid or electrolyte status in S1 whereas more patients needed 144

adjustments for gastrointestinal dysfunction in S2 (Table 2). 145
Table 2. Percentage of patients requiring specific dietetic-led nutrition interventions in ICU. 146
Intervention N =453 51N =200 52N =253 value
n (%) n (%) n (%) P
Feed adjustment t t ds for th
eed adjustment to meet energy needs for the 337 (74) 141 (71) 196 (78) 0.09
different metabolic phases
Feed adjustment to account for calories derived
from propofol sedation >15ml/hr 248 (55) 144 (72) 104 (41) 0.001
(360kCals/24hrs)
Feed adjust tf trointestinal
eed adjustment for gastrointestina 154 (34) 47 (24 107 (42) 0.001
dysfunction
Transition from EN to oral diet 146 (32) 62 (31) 84 (33) 0.62
Feed adjustment due to ch i 1
eed adjustment due to changes in rena 120 (26) 73 (37) 47 (19) 0.001
function, fluid status, or electrolyte balance
Feed adjustment to allow feed interruption for
drug absorption of medication given via the 18 (4) 6 (3) 12 (5) 0.34
enteral route
All values are patient numbers and (%). 147

148
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Most patients required high-protein enteral feeds during ICU admission; with simi-
lar proportions in S1 and S2 (184, 92% vs 236, 93%). There was no difference in the pro-
portion of patients requiring concentrated feeds (39, 20% in S1 vs 45, 18% in S2). More
peptide feeds were used in S1 (26, 13%) compared to S2 (17, 7%) (p=0.03). Protein supple-
mentation also increased from S1 (98, 49%) to S2 (174, 69%) (p=0.001). During S1, first
choice of feed was not available due to supplier production shortages in 61 (30%) patients,
shortages were not experienced during S2.

3.3. Weight loss

Mean (SD) weight loss over the ICU admission was 7.9kg (6.8kg), equivalent to a
mean (SD) total percentage loss of 8.8% (6.9%) indicating clinically significant malnutri-
tion. Mean (SD) weight loss over the total hospital stay was 7.5kg (6.6kg) suggesting no
further weight loss occurred after ICU discharge. Details of weight loss according to surge
are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Weight loss.

All N =160 S1N=78 S2 N =82 p value
ICU admission weight (kg) 85 (20.1) 86 (21) 84 (19.4) 0.32
ICU admission BMI (kg/m?) 29 (6.3) 29 (6.5) 29 (6.1) 0.82
ICU weight loss (kg) 7.9kg (6.8) 7.8 (7.8) 8.1 (5.9) 0.80
ICU weight loss % 8.8 (6.9) 8.5 (7.7) 9.0 (6.3) 0.65
Percentage ICU weight loss
N (%)
<5% 58 (35) 30 (41) 36 (40) 0.22
5-10% 57 (34) 27 (36) 27 (30)
>10% 53 (32) 22 (30) 26 (29)
Total weight loss (kg) from ICU 7.5 (6.6) 8.0 (7.4) 7.3 (6.1) 0.70

admission to hospital discharge

All values are mean (SD).

3.4. Dietetic-led nutrition interventions after ICU discharge

Ward dietitians received a dietetic handover for all patients discharged alive from
ICU (n = 177). Most patients (160, 90%) received ward-based dietetic-led nutrition inter-
ventions with similar numbers in S1 (78, 89%) and S2 (82, 92%). The 17 patients not re-
viewed were discharged home before the ward dietitians were able to assess.

Upon discharge to the ward, patients were reviewed earlier during 51 compared to
52, within a mean (SD) of 1.9 (1.3) vs. 2.4 (1.8) days (p=0.04); but at similar frequencies (2.8
(2.5) times over 9.9 (8.0) days vs. 3.3 (2.4) times over 13 (8.5) days).

Table 4 details the type of ward-based nutrition support received. Exclusive or sup-
plementary (to oral diet) EN was prescribed for 106 patients (52 (67%) in S1 and 54 (66%)
in S2) for a mean of 6 (5.5) days (similar duration in both surges). More high-protein feed
was used on the ward in 52 (33, 61%) compared to S1 (9, 17%) (p=0.0001), whereas more
high-energy feed was used in 51 (17, 33% vs. 7, 13%, p=0.007). Of the 106 patients receiving
EN, nasogastric feeding was ceased on the ward without prior dietetic review on 58 occa-
sions (54%). During ward admission, 117 (73%) patients required prescribed ready-to-
drink oral nutritional supplements; 52 (66%) in S1 and 65 (79%) in 52. The most commonly
prescribed product was a compact high-protein milkshake-style; 32 (62%) in S1 and 40
(62%) in S2.

Table 4. Nutrition support received on ward admission.

Nutrition intervention

N =160 S1 N =78 S2 N =82 p value
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n (%) n (%) n (%)
Exclusive EN 36 (23) 14 (18) 22 (27) 0.17
Supplementary EN 70 (44) 38 (49) 32 (39) 0.21

Exclusive and supplemen-

tary EN combined 106 (66) 52 (67) 54 (66) 0.91
ONS 68 (43) 34 (44) 34 (42) 0.78
Texture modification 34 (21) 23 (29) 11 (13) 0.01
Diet alone 33 (21) 21 (27) 12 (14) 0.05

All values are patient numbers and (%). Enteral Nutrition (EN), Oral Nutrition Supplement Drinks (ONS).

Of the 453 patients, 175 (39%) survived to hospital discharge, of which 128 (73%)
needed community dietetic follow-up. This was consistent across both surges with 63
(72%) respectively in S1 vs. 65 (74%) in S2. Community referrals reasons for each surge
were continued EN (15, 12%), oral nutritional supplements (70, 55%), and healthy eating
advice (43, 34%).

4. Discussion

In this large cohort of patients with COVID-19, a standardized feeding protocol was
insufficient to meet nutritional needs with individualized dietetic-led nutrition interven-
tions required for all patients during ICU admission. Significant differences were ob-
served in dietetic-led nutrition interventions in S1 and S2. More patients required feed
adjustment for calories derived from propofol, impaired renal function, and fluid and
electrolyte adjustments in S1, whereas patients more commonly needed adjustments for
gastrointestinal dysfunction in S2. Over one third of patients were malnourished on ICU
admission and patients lost an average of 7.9kg over the ICU stay. Further weight loss
was prevented over the remaining hospital stay with continued dietetic-led nutrition in-
terventions. Only 39% of the cohort survived to hospital discharge, with 73% of these re-
quiring further dietetic interventions in the community.

In our COVID-19 cohort, all required individualized dietetic-led nutrition interven-
tions during ICU admission suggesting critically ill patients with COVID-19 are nutri-
tionally complex. This proportion is markedly higher than non-COVID patients for whom
the need for individualized dietetic led nutrition interventions is reported to range from
50 to 70% [13, 14]. Differences in dietetic led nutrition interventions required in pandemic
S1 and S2 reflect changes in medical management as knowledge of the disease evolved.
Furthermore, in our institution, propofol shortages in S2 requiring alternate opioid seda-
tion agents obviating the need for EN manipulation to avoid overfeeding were experi-
enced. Fluid restriction commonly employed in S1 was not used in S2 as evidence
emerged that it was not beneficial [15]. Increased gastrointestinal dysfunction and EN in-
tolerance in 52 might be attributed to two changes in clinical practice. Firstly, there was
an increased use of prone positioning which can present unique feeding challenges due
to large gastric residual volumes, vomiting, and aspiration of gastric contents [16]. Sec-
ondly, increased use of opioid-based sedation due to propofol shortages observed in this
study may have contributed to the cycles of constipation and laxative induced diarrhoea
observed [3, 17].

In our patient cohort a mean weight loss of 7.9kg over the ICU stay was identified.
Two-thirds of patients lost more than 5% of body weight; one-third lost more than 10%
indicating severe malnutrition. Disease severity and prolonged ICU stay were likely con-
tributing factors. Weight loss and malnutrition contribute to worse functional ability fol-
lowing ICU discharge in patients with COVID-19 [2, 3]. A substantial proportion of pa-
tients surviving to hospital discharge required further dietetic led nutrition interventions
in the community was also found.

Despite all patients experiencing weight loss in ICU, no further weight loss occurred
before hospital discharge which may be attributed to ongoing dietetic led nutrition
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References

interventions. Of the patients transferred to the ward, 90% received ward-based dietitian-
prescribed individualized nutrition interventions. Continuity of nutritional interventions
can be problematic during transition from ICU to the ward [18]. Structured dietetic hand-
over between ICU and ward dietitians to improve transfer of nutritional history and meet
nutritional needs for recovery were used [1]. Additionally, more patients received high-
protein feeds on the ward during S2 as ward dietitians became more familiar with treating
COVID-19 patients and as guidelines became available. A high protein diet is recom-
mended due to the catabolism experienced during critical illness and thought to aid re-
covery [1].

To our knowledge, this is the largest prospective cohort study describing dietetic-led
nutritional interventions provided to patients with COVID-19 from ICU admission to
ward discharge. Our study has limitations. First, a single-center limits generalizability.
Second, the observational design means no assumptions about causality can be made and
therefore cannot determine if dietetic led nutrition interveniontsinfluenced clinical out-
comes. Third, it was not possible to make comparisons to dietetic-led nutritional interven-
tions for patients without COVID-19 at this time as there were very few patients admitted
without COVID-19. Finally, due to pandemic dietetic working conditions data on
amounts of energy and protein received could not be captured.

5. Conclusions

In this large prospective cohort of patients with COVID-19, all patients required in-
dividualized dietetic led nutrition interventions during ICU admission as the standard-
ized ICU nutrition protocol did not meet nutritional needs. The complexity and evolving
nature of medical management necessitated multifaceted dietetic led nutrition interven-
tions which differed between surges. Over one third of patients were malnourished on
ICU admission and all patients lost weight in the ICU. Most patients were nutritionally
compromised at ICU discharge and required ongoing dietitian-led individualized nutri-
tion interventions in the ward which prevented further weight loss over the remaining
hospital stay. Based on our results future studies are needed to determine if individual-
ized nutrition support provision led by the dietitian, compared to standard care, increases
the adequacy of nutritional delivery, and improves clinical outcomes.

Author Contributions: Study conception and design ET. Statistical analysis and interpre-
tation of data, E.T., ].H., ER,, R.L,, L.R. Drafting the manuscript, reviews and revisions,
E.T,J.H, ER, R.L, L.R. Study supervision LR.

Funding: This research received no external funding

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was approved as a service evaluation by the Na-
tional Health Service Health Research Authority and the Research and Development Service at St
George’s University Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust, London, UK. Registration number
AUDI000637.

Informed Consent Statement: Consent was waived.
Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Acknowledgments: We wish to thank Meg Skelton, Jen Wetherden and James Jackson for their
clinical care and assistance in collecting data for this study.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

1. BDA. British Dietetic Association: Critical Care Specialist Group. Guidance on management of
nutrition and  dietetic = services during the COVID-19 pandemic. 2020.
https://www.bda.uk.com/resource/critical-care-dietetics-guidance-covid-19.html [accessed
23.10.21].

2. Bedock D, Bel Lassen P, Mathian A, Moreau P, Couffignal J, Ciangura C, et al. Prevalence and
severity of malnutrition in hospitalized COVID-19 patients. Clin Nutr. 2020;40:214-9.

228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245

246

247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257

258
259
260

261

262
263
264
265

266

267

268
269

270

271

272
273
274
275
276
277



Nutrients 2022, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW

9 of 9

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Eden T, McAuliffe S. Critical care nutrition and COVID-19: a cause of malnutrition not to be
underestimated. BMJ Nutr Prev Health. 2021;4(1):342-7.

Niederer LE, Miller H, Haines KL, Molinger J, Whittle ], MacLeod DB, et al. Prolonged progres-
sive hypermetabolism during COVID-19 hospitalization undetected by common predictive en-
ergy equations. Clin Nutr. 2021;45:341-350

Whittle J, Molinger J, MacLeod D, Haines K, Wischmeyer PE, Group L-CS. Persistent hyperme-
tabolism and longitudinal energy expenditure in critically ill patients with COVID-19. Crit
Care. 2020;24(1):1-4

Chapple LS, Fetterplace K, Asrani V, Burrell A, Cheng AC, Collins P, et al. Nutrition manage-
ment for critically and acutely unwell hospitalised patients with coronavirus disease 2019
(COVID-19) in Australia and New Zealand. Nutr Diet. 2020,77(4):426-36.

Barazzoni R, Bischoff SC, Breda ], Wickramasinghe K, Krznaric Z, Nitzan D, et al. ESPEN expert
statements and practical guidance for nutritional management of individuals with SARS-CoV-
2 infection. Clin Nutr. 2020;39(6):1631-8.

Martindale R, Patel J], Taylor B, Arabi YM, Warren M, McClave SA. Nutrition Therapy in Crit-
ically Ill Patients With Coronavirus Disease 2019. ] Parenter Enteral Nutr. 2020;44(7):1174-84.
de Watteville A, Montalbano F, Wozniak H, Collet T-H, Jaksic C, Le Terrier C, et al. Impact of
nutritional therapy during the first wave of the COVID-19 pandemic in intensive care patients:
a retrospective observational study. Clin Nutr. 2021. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clnu.2021.05.024
Singer P, Blaser AR, Berger MM, Alhazzani W, Calder PC, Casaer MP, et al. ESPEN guideline
on clinical nutrition in the intensive care unit. Clin Nutr. 2019;38(1):48-79.

Cederholm T, Jensen GL, Correia M, Gonzalez MC, Fukushima R, Higashiguchi T, et al. GLIM
criteria for the diagnosis of malnutrition - A consensus report from the global clinical nutrition
community. ] Cachexia Sarcopenia Muscle. 2019;10(1):207-17.

BAPEN. British Association of Parenteral and Enteral Nutrition. Malnutrition Universal Screen-
ing Tool (MUST) http://www.bapen.org.uk/pdfs/must/must_full.pdf. [accessed 23.10.21].
Rothpletz-Puglia P, Mena MD. Emergency preparedness in dietetics during a pandemic: Les-
sons learned from an ICU dietitian during Covid-19. Internet Journal of Allied Health Sciences
and Practice. 2021;19(3):12.

Minnelli N, Gibbs L, Larrivee J, Sahu KK. Challenges of maintaining optimal nutrition status in
COVID-19 patients in intensive care settings. ] Parenter Enteral Nutr. 2020;44(8):1439-46.

Jha AK, Kulkarni SG. Evolution of COVID-19 management in critical care: review and perspec-
tive from a hospital in the United Kingdom. Acute Crit Care. 2021;36(1):1-14.

Behrens S, Kozeniecki M, Knapp N, Martindale RG. Nutrition support during prone position-
ing: An old technique reawakened by COVID-19. Nutrition in Clinical Practice. 2021;36(1):105-
9.

Chappell D, Rehm M, Conzen P. Opioid-induced constipation in intensive care patients: relief
in sight? Crit Care. 2008;12(4):1-2.

Ghorbanzadeh K, Ebadi A, Hosseini M, Madah SSB, Khankeh H. Challenges of the patient tran-
sition process from the intensive care unit: a qualitative study. Acute and Critical Care.
2021;36(2):133.

278
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321



