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INTRODUCTION
A pulse oximeter is a small, easy-to- operate, 
non-invasive tool to measure the peripheral 
oxygen saturation (SpO2). Its use accelerated 
as a home or remote monitoring tool during 
the pandemic for patients with COVID- 19. 
Indeed, in COVID-19, hypoxemia is a marked 
phenomenon in the disease trajectory of 
clinical deterioration mandating intensified 
treatment. Yet, patients may have hypoxemia 
without clinical perceptible symptoms 
(‘happy hypoxemia’). Given the key 
biological role of oxygen saturation and the 
detrimental effects of hypoxemia, regular 
SpO2 measurements seem to hold promise, 
in particular for patients with COVID-19 who 
are at risk of complications such as those 
with cardiovascular comorbidity.1–5 Timely 
detection of hypoxemia could facilitate prompt 
referral for intensified treatment and thereby 
improve prognosis.6–9 However, studies on its 
feasibility, effectiveness, safety, and patients’ 
perceptions are scarce, especially in at-risk 
patients.10,11 A recent large trial among patients 
with suspected or confirmed COVID- 19 found 
no difference in the number of days alive and 
out of hospital between patients who received 
home monitoring with pulse oximetry and 

home monitoring without pulse oximetry.12 
However, this trial predominantly included 
patients with mild symptoms, with only 84 
of 1217 participants with COVID- 19 being 
hospitalised during follow-up. It is particularly 
important to study the use of pulse oximetry 
in primary care patients with COVID-19 who 
are at risk of complications, as no intervention 
comes without potential side effects; for 
home monitoring of SpO2, that is, the use of 
the pulse oximeter itself or the behaviour of 
the end- user. Regarding the pulse oximeter 
itself, most pulse oximeters used in the open 
population are consumables with a regulatory 
CE mark but without approval for medical 
use by the Food and Drug Administration 
(FDA) or the International Organization 
for Standardization (ISO) standards. The 
FDA and ISO require an adequate test 
against direct arterial oxygen saturation 
measurements in the range 70%– 100% 
with <3% difference.13,14 The widely used 
consumables fall short for the detection of 
(severe) hypoxemia.15 This may lead to a 
false sense of security in both patients and 
physicians and, importantly, may leave clinical 
deterioration unnoticed. On the other hand, 
one could argue that regular checks of SpO2 
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To assess the feasibility of home monitoring 
by pulse oximetry of patients aged ≥40 years 
with cardiovascular comorbidity and 
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levels may induce anxiety and consequently 
result in overuse of healthcare facilities by 
patients. 

Therefore, a primary care-based, open, 
pilot randomised controlled trial (RCT) 
was conducted. The aim was to assess the 
feasibility of a trial of home monitoring by 
pulse oximetry for patients aged ≥40 years 
with cardiovascular comorbidity and 
moderate-to-severe COVID-19 compared 
with usual care.

METHOD
Trial design
Between November 2020 and June 2021, 
an open-label, individually randomised 
(one-to-one) controlled pilot trial, with 
nested process evaluation, was conducted 
in Dutch primary care.

Public and patient involvement
Patients of the Patient and Family Advisory 
Council from the ZonMw institution in the 
Netherlands provided input in defining 
research questions, outcomes, and data 
collection at the design stage of the study. 
This group consisted of middle- aged 
patients with chronic or oncologic disease 
who received structured care via a 
transmural care programme, thus belonging 
to the COVID-19 risk group. The results will 
be shared with the patients involved.

Participants
Patients were aged ≥40 years with 
cardiovascular comorbidity who presented to 
the GP with moderate-to-severe COVID-19 
symptoms. Moderate-to-severe symptoms 
were defined as at least 3 days with a body 
temperature ≥37.5°C and either a) new onset 
of symptoms of respiratory tract infection; 
b) a feeling of shortness of breath; and/or 
c) sudden exhaustion. They were patients 

for whom it was considered necessary to 
closely follow-up, according to the GP. The 
following patients were excluded: those 
requiring hospital admission; those with 
known severe anaemia (pulse oximetry can 
be inaccurate and SpO2 overestimated in this 
situation); those with inadequate mastery 
of Dutch language; and those unwilling to 
sign informed consent or adhere to study 
procedures.16 A specific cut-off value for 
severe anaemia was not defined in the 
exclusion criteria. In practice, a patient with 
severe anaemia would need transfusion or 
hospital admission. 

GPs from 14 participating general practices 
in the vicinity of Utrecht informed potentially 
eligible participants about the study verbally 
and via a patient information letter. Those 
who were interested, and tested positive for 
COVID-19, were asked for consent to share 
their contact details with the University 
Medical Center (UMC) Utrecht research team 
for eligibility screening. Eligible patients who 
expressed interest in trial participation were 
visited at home under safe circumstances with 
COVID-19 protection to obtain full-written 
informed consent. Next, the study physician 
accessed a trial randomisation website for 
concealed study treatment assignment 
via a computer- generated sequence list 
developed by an independent data manager, 
that is, home monitoring by pulse oximetry or 
usual care. The study physician informed the 
GP about the randomisation result.

Intervention
All participants in the intervention group 
received an FDA-approved for medical 
use pulse oximeter (Nonin 3230); 
together with verbal, written, and visual 
instructions to measure their SpO2 levels 
at rest three times a day for 14 consecutive 
days.14,17,18 If SpO2 was <94%, participants 
were instructed to perform an additional 
measurement after 5 min of rest. In cases 
of persisting hypoxemia, participants 
were instructed to contact their GP.19,20 In 
cases where participants felt unwell or 
experienced worsening in clinical condition, 
they were also instructed to contact their 
GP, irrespective of SpO2 levels. 

Before distribution, all pulse oximeters 
were registered, checked, and released by 
the Department of Medical Technology and 
Clinical Physics at the UMC Utrecht.21 

Data collection
At baseline, a short interviewer-
administered questionnaire was completed, 
including demographic data and the 12-item 
WHODAS 2.0 (World Health Organization 
Disability Assessment Schedule 2.0), 

How this fits in 
During the pandemic, home or remote 
monitoring of patients with COVID-19 by 
pulse oximetry took off. However, studies 
on its use are scarce. This pilot randomised 
controlled trial showed that home 
monitoring of patients with moderate-
to-severe COVID-19 with a validated 
pulse oximeter is feasible; adherence 
was high, patients reported a high feeling 
of safety, while the number of primary 
care consultations remained similar to 
usual care. These pragmatic findings 
form an important building block for safe 
implementation of pulse oximetry as a 
home monitoring tool in primary care.
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which is a generic assessment instrument 
developed by the WHO to measure health 
and disability (scale: 0 = no disability to 
48 = high disability).22 

Patients in the intervention group 
recorded their oxygen saturation in a 
paper diary three times a day for 14 days. 
After 14 days, participants reported their 
overall feeling of safety over the previous 
2 weeks on a 0 (completely unsafe) to 100 
(completely safe) visual analogue scale by 
phone.

At the end of the 45-day follow-up 
period, participants completed the 12-item 
WHODAS 2.0 again and those in the control 
group were asked by phone if they had 
used a pulse oximeter at home after study 
enrolment. Healthcare utilisation was 
captured by retrieving patients’ primary 
care electronic health record data. 

Outcomes
The primary outcome was feasibility 
of a trial of home monitoring by pulse 
oximetry defined as successful inclusion 
of approximately 50 participants within 
6 months who were willing to a) be 
randomised; and b) adhere to study 
procedures. 

Secondary outcomes included 
quantitative data about the use of pulse 
oximetry in practice (see process evaluation 
below), patient-reported feeling of safety 
over the first 2 weeks, and disability-free 
survival after 45 days as determined by 
percentage change in 12-item WHODAS 2.0 
sum score from baseline to 45 days: number 
of GP consultations, number of emergency 
department (ED) visits, hospital and/ or 
intensive care unit (ICU) admissions, 
number of days alive at home, and all-cause 
mortality.

Process evaluation
In a process evaluation alongside the trial, 
the study examined how the intervention 
was used in practice in terms of fidelity 
(intervention carried out as planned), 
dose (intervention was used as long and 
frequently as planned), adjustments 
(whether made to the intervention and 
why), and reach (whether the intended 
audience had been reached).23 For this, 
data were used on healthcare utilisation in 
both groups, and data from the paper diary 
in the intervention group. 

Sample size considerations 
A formal sample-size calculation was not 
performed for this feasibility pilot trial. It was 
initially aimed to randomise approximately 

50 participants, a number deemed to be 
sufficient to assess the feasibility of the trial.

Statistical analysis
All analyses were performed according 
to the intention-to-treat principle. 
Baseline characteristics were presented 
descriptively. For between-group 
comparisons, the study used crude 
analysis with χ2 test or Fisher’s exact test, 
Mann- Whitney U, or independent samples 
t-test, where appropriate. A two- tailed 
P-value of <0.05 was considered statistically 
significant. All data were analysed using 
IBM SPSS Statistics (version 26.0).

RESULTS 
Between November 2020 and June 2021, 
60 patients were screened for participation 
by the GP; of those, 41 patients were 
eligible and randomised. Twenty-one were 
assigned to the intervention and 20 to the 
control group (Figure 1). All participants 
were tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 with 
polymerase chain reaction (PCR) before 
inclusion.

Follow-up data were fully captured, 
except for the 45-day WHODAS 2.0 
questionnaire, which was not completed by 
one participant in the intervention arm.

Participants’ mean age was 64.2 years 
(standard deviation [SD] 10.8 years), and 
56.1% (n = 23) were male (61.9% [n = 13] 
in the intervention group and 50.0% 
[n = 10] in the control group). Hypertension 
was the most common cardiovascular 
comorbidity (68.3%; n = 28) followed by 
hypercholesterolemia (56.1%; n = 23). 
Except for sex, baseline characteristics did not 
substantially differ across groups (Table 1).

Use of the intervention
All participants from the intervention group 
used the pulse oximeter and a total of 
727 SpO2 readings were reported; median 
daily measurements per patient was 2.7 
(interquartile range 1–4). Overall, the 
intervention group performed 97.6% of 
protocolised measurements (adherence to 
measurements) (data available from the 
corresponding author on request).

Hypoxemia (SpO2 <94%) was measured 
52 times in 10 participants. Of these, 
six contacted their GP as instructed 
(adherence to contacting the GP: 60.0%). 
Figure 2 gives an overview of SpO2 readings 
of the intervention group in the first 7 days. 
The readings of participants who needed 
hospital admission are presented until 
hospitalisation. 

No adjustments to the study protocol 
were necessary during the study.
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In the usual care group, eight participants 
(40.0%) reported to have used a pulse 
oximeter in the 14 days following 
randomisation (Figure 1). 

Feeling of safety
After 14 days, participants reported a high 
feeling of safety: 71.8 (SD 19.1, range 30–100) 
in the intervention group versus 59.8 (SD 24.5, 
range 10–100) in the control group (P = 0.09). 
When including only the 35 non- hospitalised 
participants in the analysis, the feeling of 
safety was 73.8 (SD 17.8) versus 57.6 (SD 
23.3), respectively (P = 0.03). When including 
only the 10 participants who attended 
the ED and/ or were hospitalised (n = 6) 
in the analysis, the feeling of safety in the 
intervention group was 68.3 (SD 20.7) versus 
63.3 (SD 32.1) in the control group (P = 0.85) 
(data available from the corresponding 
author on request). 

Disability score (WHODAS)
After 45 days, participants reported a 
decrease in disability as measured with 
WHODAS 2.0 compared with baseline. 

The intervention versus control was 53.2% 
versus 65.7% (P = 0.42). When including 
only the 35 non-hospitalised participants 
in the analysis, the decrease was 53.2% 
versus 64.5%, respectively (P = 0.52). 
Scores on WHODAS 2.0 questionnaire are 
presented in Table 2.

Healthcare utilisation and health 
outcomes
Healthcare resource use and health 
outcomes during the 45-day follow-up 
period are presented in Table 3.

In total, 31 participants had at least 
one contact with their GP after inclusion 
(intervention 71.4% [n = 15] versus control 
80.0% [n = 16], P = 0.52). The number of 
primary care consultations was similar 
across groups: intervention 50 versus 
control 51. Median time to first contact 
was 3.0 days (intervention 1.0 day versus 
control 4.8 days, P = 0.07) (data available 
from the corresponding author on request).

During follow-up, 10 patients visited 
the ED 11 times: eight from intervention 
versus three usual care (P = 0.51). This 

Figure 1. Flowchart of study participants. 
Screened by GP (n = 60)

between November 2020
and June 2021

Eligible for randomisation
(n = 47)

Randomised (n = 41)

Intervention (n = 21) Control (n = 20)

Completed 14-day
follow-up (n = 21)

Completed 14-day
follow-up (n = 20)

Used study
pulse oximeter
after inclusion

(n = 21)

Used own
pulse oximeter
after inclusion

(n = 8)

Completed 45-day
follow-up (n = 21)

Completed 45-day
follow-up (n = 20)

Included in analysis
(n = 21)

Included in analysis
(n = 20)

Not eligible
• Only mild symptoms (n = 3)
• Direct hospitalisation (n = 4)
• No cardiovascular risk
   factor (n = 1)
• Unable to participate (n = 5)

No study inclusion
• Unwilling to participate 
   (n = 3)
• Unknown (n = 3)
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led to hospitalisation of six participants 
(intervention n = 5 versus control = 1; 
P = 0.18) with a median length of stay of 

5.0 days (intervention 3.0 days versus 
control 7.0 days [n = 1]). No participants 
were admitted to the ICU (Table 3).

There was no significant difference in 
number of days alive at home between 
groups: intervention 42.4 days (SD 8.3) 
versus control 44.7 days (SD 1.6) (P = 0.24). 
No participants died during the study 
(Table 3).

DISCUSSION
Summary
This pilot RCT showed that (a trial of) home 
monitoring of patients with cardiovascular 
comorbidity and moderate-to-severe 
COVID-19 with a validated pulse oximeter is 
feasible; patients were willing to participate, 
there was a high level of adherence to pulse 
oximetry measurements, and no protocol 
changes were necessary. Patients reported 
a high feeling of safety, which tended to be 
higher in those using a pulse oximeter, and 
using the tool did not lead to an increase in 

Table 1. Baseline characteristics for the intervention and usual care 
group participants

	 	 Intervention 	 Usual care 
Characteristic	 Total (n = 41)	 (n = 21)	 (n = 20)

Mean age, years (SD)	 64.2 (10.8)	 63.2 (10.0)	 65.3 (11.7)

Male sex, n (%)	 23 (56.1)	 13 (61.9)	 10 (50.0)

Mean BMI, mg/kg2 (SD)a	 28.4 (4.5)	 28.7 (4.5)	 28.0 (4.7)

 Obesity, BMI ≥30 mg/kg2, n (%)	 9 (22.0)	 5 (23.8)	 4 (20.0)

Hypertension, n (%)	 28 (68.3)	 13 (61.9)	 15 (75.0)

Smoking status, n (%)	  	  	  

 Never	 12 (29.3)	 4 (19.0)	 8 (40.0)

 Current or prior	 11 (26.8)	 6 (28.6)	 5 (25.0)

 Unknown	 18 (43.9)	 11 (52.4)	 7 (35.0)

Diabetes, n (%)	 11 (26.8)	 6 (28.6)	 5 (25.0)

Hypercholesterolaemia, n (%)	 23 (56.1)	 13 (61.9)	 10 (50.0)

Coronary artery disease, n (%)b	 6 (14.6)	 2 (9.5)	 4 (20.0)

Chronic kidney disease (eGFR <60 ml/min), n (%)	 8 (19.5)	 5 (23.8) 	 3 (15.0)

Ischaemic or haemorrhagic stroke, n (%)	 5 (12.2)	 4 (19.0)	 1 (5.0)

Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, n (%)c 	 14 (34.1)	 6 (28.6)	 8 (40.0)

Immunocompromised, n (%)	 3 (7.3)	 1 (4.8)	 2 (10.0)

Charlson Comorbidity Index, 	 1.20 (1.14)	 1.24 (1.22)	 1.15 (1.09) 
modified, 8/17 items (SD)d

COVID-19 confirmed with PCR	 40 (97.6)	 21 (100)	 19 (95.0) 
SARS-CoV-2-test, n (%)

Median number of days with symptoms before	 7.0 (0–20)	 7.0 (0–15)	 6.5 (2–20) 
inclusion (range)
aMissing n = 12. bIncluding angina pectoris, myocardial infarction, and heart failure. cIncluding asthma and 

chronic obstructive pulmonary disease. dData of 8/17 items of the International Classification of Diseases, 10th 

Revision version of the Charlson Comorbidity Index was used. Total score range 0–10. BMI = body mass index. 

eGFR = estimated glomerular filtration rate. PCR = polymerase chain reaction. SD = standard deviation.

Figure 2. SpO2 readings for the first 7 days of the 
21 intervention group participants. Readings of 
participants who needed hospital admission are shown 
until hospitalisation. 
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primary care consultations compared with 
usual care.

The hospitalisation rate in the intervention 
group was higher than in the control group, 
and the median length of stay in hospital 
was shorter in the intervention group than 
in the control group. These differences 
must be interpreted with caution because 
it may be a chance finding given the small 
numbers. It could, however, be owing 
to detection of ‘silent’ hypoxemia in the 

intervention arm, which was followed by 
adequate referral to hospital. 

Strengths and limitations
The authors performed, to their knowledge, 
the first entirely primary care-based pilot 
RCT to assess the feasibility of a trial of 
home monitoring by pulse oximetry of 
high-risk patients with COVID-19. Most 
of the eligible patients were willing to 
be randomised and adhere to study 
procedures. The lower than anticipated 
participation rate was partly owing to a 
decline in SARS-CoV-2 prevalence in 
the Netherlands at the end of the study 
period, and a more widespread use of pulse 
oximetry by patients with COVID-19. In the 
study, 8/20 (40.0%) control participants 
used an ‘own’ pulse oximeter at least once 
during the study. This could have reduced 
the contrast between groups, meaning a 
possible reduction of effect. 

Overall, in the pilot trial, the use of pulse 
oximetry tended to reduce anxiety and there 
were no unsafe situations. A limitation is 
that an electronic real-time connection 
was not used between pulse oximeter and 
medical assistance, so it is possible that 
detection of hypoxemia measurements was 
missed or delayed, even though explicit 
instructions were given to patients when to 
contact the GP. 

Comparison with existing literature
In line with the present study’s findings, 
adherence to pulse oximetry use was high 
in previous observational studies among 
patients with COVID-19.24,25 Adherence was, 
however, much lower in a recent US-based 
RCT among 2097 patients with suspected 
or confirmed COVID-19 in the community 
in which a lenient protocol, as part of 
routine care, was applied; where only 77% 
of participants in the intervention group 
performed SpO2 measurement at least 
once during the study period.12 The authors 
found no differences in hospitalisation rates 
and mortality between confirmed patients 
with COVID-19 in the intervention and 
control groups. The present study found 
the number of ED visits (26.8%; n = 11) and 
number of hospital admissions (14.6%; 
n = 6) were more comparable with those 
observed in a 2020 prospective cohort 
study.26 Yet, the present study’s results were 
slightly higher, which is possible because 
the study included a specific population 
with cardiovascular comorbidity. The 
results could not be compared with a 2022 
systematic review of pulse oximetry as a 
remote patient monitoring tool, because 

Table 3. Healthcare utilisation and other health-related secondary 
outcomes for the intervention and usual care group participants

		  Intervention	 Usual care	  
Category	 Total (n = 41)	 (n = 21)	 (n = 20)	 P-value

GP contacts
Number of COVID-19 related GP	 101 	 50 	 51 	 0.550  
contacts, n
 Because of low oxygen saturation 	 15 (14.8)	 12 (24.0)	 3 (5.9)	 0.213 
 measurement, n (%)
Patients with at least one GP contact 	 31 (75.6)	 15 (71.4)	 16 (80)	 0.523 
after inclusion, n (%)
Median GP contacts per patient during	 3.0 (1–12)	 2.0 (1–12)	 3.0 (1–8)	 0.550 
45 days (range)

Hospital visits and admission	 			 
Total number of ED visits, n (%)	 11 (26.8)	 8 (38.1)	 3 (15.0)	 0.513
Patients admitted to hospital, n (%)	 6 (14.6)	 5 (23.8)	 1 (5.0)	 0.184
 Median length of stay, days (range)	 5.0 (3–16)	 3.0 (3–16)	 7.0 (0.0)	 n/a
 Non-invasive oxygen treatment, n (%)	 6 (100)	 5 (100)	 1 (100)	 0.180
ICU admissions, n (%)	 0 (0.0)	 0 (0.0)	 0 (0.0)	 n/a

Secondary diagnosis 	  	  	  	  
 Bacterial superinfection, n (%)	 10 (24.4)	 6 (28.6)	 4 (20.0)	 0.720
 Pulmonary embolism, n (%)	 1 (2.4)	 1 (4.8)	 0 (0.0)	 n/a
Treatment with dexamethasone, n (%)	 7 (17.1)	 5 (23.8)	 2 (10.0)	 0.410

Days alive at home, mean (SD)	 43.5 (6.1)	 42.4 (8.3)	 44.7 (1.6)	 0.239

Deaths, n (%)	 0 (0.0)	 0 (0.0)	 0 (0.0)	 n/a

ED = emergency department. ICU = intensive care unit. n/a = not applicable. SD = standard deviation.

Table 2. Disability score WHODAS 2.0 for the intervention and usual 
care group participants

		  Intervention	 Usual care	  
Category	 Total (n = 41)	 (n = 21)	 (n = 20)	 P-value

Total 12-item WHODAS 2.0 score at 	 19.2 (10.9)	 19.7 (11.6)	 18.8 (10.4)	 0.73 
baseline, mean (SD)a

Total 12-item WHODAS 2.0 score after 	 6.1 (6.9)	 8.4 (8.4)	 3.9 (4.1)	 0.10 
45 days, mean (SD)a

Percentage decrease after 45 days (SD)	 59.4 (48.1)	 53.2 (39.4)	 65.7 (55.7)	 0.42

Percentage decrease after 45 days in	 59.6 (50.2)	 53.2 (41.0)	 64.5 (57.0)	 0.52 
non-hospitalised participants (SD)
aIncluding rating 12 items on a five-point scale. Total score is computed by summarising scores. Zero represents no 

difficulties, 48 represents most severe difficulties. SD = standard deviation. WHODAS = World Health Organization 

Disability Assessment Score.
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the study could not identify clear evidence 
for the effect on health outcomes.11 

While it has been suggested by expert 
opinion that pulse oximetry could induce 
anxiety, the study found the opposite. 
Patients reported they felt safe when using 
the pulse oximeter, which is comparable 
with a high feeling of safety reported by 
patients in a 2020 case-control study.27

In 45 days, the mean percentage 
decrease in disability score, as measured 
with WHODAS 2.0, was 53.2% in the  
intervention group and 65.7% in the control 
group. Currently, as far as the authors are 
aware, there are no known studies that 
define which change would be deemed a 
clinically relevant improvement. The large 
decrease from baseline observed in the 
present study is likely explained by the 
serious clinical impact of COVID-19, where 
participants at baseline scored a high score 
above the 95th percentile compared with 
the general population. This decreased to a 
disability score around the 75th percentile 
(summary score 6.5) at day 45, which 
indicates that patients with COVID-19 have 
residual disabilities after their infection.22 

Implications for practice
Home monitoring by pulse oximetry is 
already recommended by the WHO as part 
of a COVID-care package, and incorporated 
in UK guidelines for breathless, unwell, or 
high-risk patients with COVID-19.28 The 
study has shown that home monitoring 
with a validated pulse oximeter tended to 
increase the feeling of safety of participants 
compared with usual care (in which 40.0% 
used a pulse oximeter). To enhance patient 
safety, it is important that validated pulse 
oximeters are used as remote monitoring 
tools.

In conclusion, the pilot RCT showed 
that home monitoring of patients with 
moderate- to-severe COVID-19 with 
a validated pulse oximeter is feasible; 
adherence was high, patients reported a 
high feeling of safety, and the use of pulse 
oximetry did not result in an increase in 
primary care consultations compared with 
usual care. It is believed these findings 
are an important building block for safe 
implementation of pulse oximetry as a 
home monitoring tool in primary care.

Funding
This independent research was supported 
by the foundation ‘Hartstichting’ (grant 
number: 2020T063) and foundation 
‘Stoffels-Hornstra’ (grant number: 90), 
both residing in the Netherlands. 

Ethical approval
The Medical Ethics Review Committee 
Utrecht reviewed and approved the trial 
protocol (reference: 20-638/D) and the 
trial has been registered at the Netherlands 
Trial Register (reference: NL8954): https://
www.trialregister.nl/trial/8954.

Data
Datasets are available. Any supplementary 
data can be requested from the 
corresponding author.

Provenance
Freely submitted; externally peer reviewed.

Competing interests
The authors have declared no competing 
interests.

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank all study 
participants and all employees of the 
participating primary care centres for their 
cooperation in this study.

Open access
This article is Open Access: CC BY 4.0 
licence (http://creativecommons.org/
licences/by/4.0/).

Discuss this article
Contribute and read comments about this 
article: bjgp.org/letters

e362  British Journal of General Practice, May 2023

https://www.trialregister.nl/trial/8954
https://www.trialregister.nl/trial/8954
http://creativecommons.org/licences/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licences/by/4.0/
http://bjgp.org/letters


REFERENCES
1.	 Semenzato L, Botton J, Drouin J, et al. Chronic diseases, health conditions and 

risk of COVID-19-related hospitalization and in-hospital mortality during the 
first wave of the epidemic in France: a cohort study of 66 million people. Lancet 
Reg Health Eur 2021; 8: 100158.

2.	 Brouqui P, Amrane S, Million M, et al. Asymptomatic hypoxia in COVID-19 is 
associated with poor outcome. Int J Infect Dis 2021; 102: 233–238.

3.	 Jouffroy R, Jost D, Prunet B. Prehospital pulse oximetry: a red flag for early 
detection of silent hypoxemia in COVID-19 patients. Crit Care 2020; 24(1): 313.

4.	 Petrilli CM, Jones SA, Yang J, et al. Factors associated with hospital admission 
and critical illness among 5279 people with coronavirus disease 2019 in New 
York City: prospective cohort study. BMJ 2020; 369: m1966.

5.	 Wu Z, McGoogan JM. Characteristics of and important lessons from the 
coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) outbreak in China: summary of a report 
of 72 314 cases from the Chinese Center for Disease Control and Prevention. 
JAMA 2020; 323(13): 1239–1242.

6.	 Dhont S, Derom E, Van Braeckel E, et al. The pathophysiology of ‘happy’ 
hypoxemia in COVID-19. Respir Res 2020; 21(1): 198.

7.	 Couzin-Frankel J. The mystery of the pandemic’s ‘happy hypoxia’. Science 2020; 
368(6490): 455–456.

8.	 Chandra A, Chakraborty U, Pal J, Karmakar P. Silent hypoxia: a frequently 
overlooked clinical entity in patients with COVID-19. BMJ Case Rep 2020; 13(9): 
e237207.

9.	 Ottestad W, Seim M, Mæhlen JO. COVID-19 with silent hypoxemia. Tidsskr Nor 
Laegeforen 2020; DOI: 10.4045/tidsskr.20.0299. 

10.	 Vindrola-Padros C, Sidhu MS, Georghiou T, et al. The implementation of 
remote home monitoring models during the COVID-19 pandemic in England. 
EClinicalMedicine 2021; 34: 100799.

11.	 Alboksmaty A, Beaney T, Elkin S, et al. Effectiveness and safety of pulse 
oximetry in remote patient monitoring of patients with COVID-19: a systematic 
review. Lancet Digit Health 2022; 4(4): e279–e289.

12.	 Lee KC, Morgan AU, Chaiyachati KH, et al. Pulse oximetry for monitoring 
patients with Covid-19 at home — a pragmatic, randomized trial. N Engl J Med 
2022; 386(19): 1857–1859.

13.	 International Organization for Standardization. ISO 80601-2-61:2011. Medical 
electrical equipment — Part 2–61: Particular requirements for basic safety and 
essential performance of pulse oximeter equipment. 2011. https://www.iso.
org/standard/51847.html (accessed 26 Jan 2023).

14.	 US Food and Drug Administration. Pulse oximeters — premarket notification 
submissions [510(k)s]: guidance for industry and Food and Drug Administration 
staff. 2013. https://www.fda.gov/media/72470/download (accessed 26 Jan 
2023).

15.	 Zwart D, Venekamp R, Smit K, et al. [Now that home measurement of 
oxygensaturation suddenly seems to be regular general practice]. [Article in 
Dutch]. Huisarts Wet 2021; 64(4): 43–44.

16.	 Jay GD, Hughes L, Renzi FP. Pulse oximetry is accurate in acute anemia from 
hemorrhage. Ann Emerg Med 1994; 24(1): 32–35.

17.	 Batchelder PB. Fingertip pulse oximeter performance in dyspnea and low 
perfusion during hypoxic events. White Paper. 2016. https://www.nonin.com/
resource/clinimark-white-paper (accessed 26 Jan 2023).

18.	 Nonin Medical, Inc. Instructions for use — English. NoninConnect™ Model 3230 
Bluetooth ® Smart Pulse Oximeter. 2016. https://www.nonin.com/wp-content/
uploads/2018/09/Operators-Manual-3230-Wireless-Oximeter.pdf (accessed 
26 Jan 2023). 

19.	 De Jong J, Bouma M, Hooymans C. [Dutch general practitioner guidelines: 
medicine and oxygen in acute situations]. [Article in Dutch]. 2020. https://
richtlijnen.nhg.org/behandelrichtlijnen/geneesmiddelen-en-zuurstof-
spoedeisende-situaties#volledige-tekst (accessed 26 Jan 2023).

20.	 Driscoll BR, Howard LS, Earis J, Mak V. BTS guideline for oxygen use in adults in 
healthcare and emergency settings. Thorax 2017; 72(Suppl 1): ii1–ii90.

21. 	 NVZ Nederlandse Vereniging van Ziekenhuizen and NFU Nederlandse 
Federatie van Universitair Medische Centra, Revalidatie Nederland, 
Zelfstandige Klinieken Nederland. [Safe use of medical technology in 
medical specialistic care]. [Article in Dutch]. 2016. https://www.vmszorg.nl/
wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Convenant-medische-technologie-tweede-
druk-2016.pdf (accessed 26 Jan 2023). 

22.	 Ustün TB, Chatterji S, Kostanjsek N, et al. Developing the World Health 
Organization Disability Assessment Schedule 2.0. Bull World Health Organ 
2010; 88(11): 815–823.

23.	 Craig P, Dieppe P, Macintyre S, et al. Developing and evaluating complex 
interventions: the new Medical Research Council guidance. BMJ 2008; 337: 
a1655.

24.	 O’Carroll O, MacCann R, O’Reilly A, et al. Remote monitoring of oxygen 
saturation in individuals with COVID-19 pneumonia. Eur Respir J 2020; 56(2): 
2001492.

25.	 Ko SQ, Hooi BMY, Koo C-Y, et al. Remote monitoring of marginalised populations 
affected by COVID-19: a retrospective review. BMJ Open 2020; 10(12): 
e042647.

26.	 Shah S, Majmudar K, Stein A, et al. Novel use of home pulse oximetry 
monitoring in COVID-19 patients discharged from the emergency department 
identifies need for hospitalization. Acad Emerg Med 2020; 27(8): 681–692.

27.	 Motta LP, Silva PPFd, Borguezan BM, et al. An emergency system for monitoring 
pulse oximetry, peak expiratory flow, and body temperature of patients with 
COVID-19 at home: development and preliminary application. PLoS One 2021; 
16(3): e0247635.

28.	 World Health Organization. Living guidance for clinical management of 
COVID- 19. 2021. https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/349321/
WHO-2019-nCoV-clinical-2021.2-eng.pdf (accessed 26 Jan 2023).

British Journal of General Practice, May 2023  e363

https://www.iso.org/standard/51847.html
https://www.iso.org/standard/51847.html
https://www.fda.gov/media/72470/download
https://www.nonin.com/resource/clinimark-white-paper
https://www.nonin.com/resource/clinimark-white-paper
https://www.nonin.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Operators-Manual-3230-Wireless-Oximeter.pdf
https://www.nonin.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Operators-Manual-3230-Wireless-Oximeter.pdf
https://richtlijnen.nhg.org/behandelrichtlijnen/geneesmiddelen-en-zuurstof-spoedeisende-situaties#volledige-tekst
https://richtlijnen.nhg.org/behandelrichtlijnen/geneesmiddelen-en-zuurstof-spoedeisende-situaties#volledige-tekst
https://richtlijnen.nhg.org/behandelrichtlijnen/geneesmiddelen-en-zuurstof-spoedeisende-situaties#volledige-tekst
https://www.vmszorg.nl/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Convenant-medische-technologie-tweede-druk-2016.pdf
https://www.vmszorg.nl/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Convenant-medische-technologie-tweede-druk-2016.pdf
https://www.vmszorg.nl/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Convenant-medische-technologie-tweede-druk-2016.pdf
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/349321/WHO-2019-nCoV-clinical-2021.2-eng.pdf
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/349321/WHO-2019-nCoV-clinical-2021.2-eng.pdf

