
UCSF
UC San Francisco Previously Published Works

Title
Preparing Neurology Residents and Advanced Practice Providers for the COVID-19 ICU—A 
Neurocritical Care Led Intervention

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/2mb1m3j0

Journal
The Neurohospitalist, 11(4)

ISSN
1941-8744

Authors
Ch’ang, Judy H
Ford, Jenna
Cifrese, Laura
et al.

Publication Date
2021-10-01

DOI
10.1177/19418744211016220
 
Peer reviewed

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Digital Library
University of California

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/2mb1m3j0
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/2mb1m3j0#author
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/


Original Research Article

Preparing Neurology Residents and
Advanced Practice Providers for the
COVID-19 ICU—A Neurocritical Care
Led Intervention

Judy H. Ch’ang, MD1 , Jenna Ford, MD1, Laura Cifrese, MD1,
Elliott Woodward, MD, MSc2, Jennifer Mears, PA-C3,
Rachel Lowrie, PA-C4, Chloe Holland, MSHSPA, PA-C4,
Aaron Kaplan, MD3, Cenai Zhang, MS5, and Elan L. Guterman, MD6

Abstract
Background and Purpose: With the surge of critically ill COVID-19 patients, neurology and neurosurgery residents and
advanced practice providers (APPs) were deployed to intensive care units (ICU). These providers lacked relevant critical care
training. We investigated whether a focused video-based learning curriculum could effectively teach high priority intensive care
topics in this unprecedented setting to these neurology providers. Methods: Neurocritical care clinicians led a multidisciplinary
team in developing a 2.5-hour lecture series covering the critical care management of COVID-19 patients. We examined whether
provider confidence, stress, and knowledge base improved after viewing the lectures. Results: A total of 88 residents and APPs
participated across 2 academic institutions. 64 participants (73%) had not spent time as an ICU provider. After viewing the lecture
series, the proportion of providers who felt moderately, quite, or extremely confident increased from 11% to 72% (60%
difference, 95% CI 49-72%) and the proportion of providers who felt nervous/stressed, very nervous/stressed, or extremely
nervous/stressed decreased from 78% to 48% (38% difference, 95% CI 26-49%). Scores on knowledge base questions increased
an average of 2.5 out of 12 points (SD 2.1; p < 0.001). Conclusion: A targeted, asynchronous curriculum on critical care
COVID-19 management led to significantly increased confidence, decreased stress, and improved knowledge among resident
trainees and APPs. This curriculum could serve as an effective didactic resource for neurology providers preparing for the
COVID-19 ICU.
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Introduction

The Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic has

overwhelmed hospitals and healthcare systems worldwide.

Specialist providers in the neurosciences and specialized units

such as neurological intensive care units (NICUs) rapidly tran-

sitioned to care for patients with COVID-19. Despite lacking

critical care training, neuroscience (i.e. neurology and neuro-

surgery) residents and advanced practice providers (APPs)

were tasked with managing ventilators, anesthetic drips, and

acute respiratory distress syndrome (ARDS). Their lack of

specific intensive care training became acutely relevant.

Self-efficacy (i.e. the belief in our own ability to meet a given

challenge) was low among these neuroscience providers while

stress and burnout were high.1 This created an urgent need to
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provide efficient and accessible critical care education to a

large network of neuroscience providers, thus optimizing

patient care and alleviating the stress of working in a new

clinical setting.

Prior to the pandemic, increasing clinical and administra-

tive demands led medical educators and learners to adopt a

flipped classroom model.2-4 This shift to pre-recorded,

self-paced instruction has been found to improve learning

efficiency and be as effective as traditional in-person educa-

tion.5-12 The COVID-19 pandemic further magnified the need

for asynchronous video-based learning (VBL), accounting for

high clinical demands, social distancing, and sheltering in

place.

Our goal was to design a VBL curriculum to teach high-

yield critical care concepts relevant to the management of

COVID-19 to neuroscience residents and APPs without train-

ing in intensive care. To test the efficacy of our curricular

intervention, we developed a survey measuring provider con-

fidence, stress, and knowledge base. We hypothesized that the

curriculum would decrease stress, increase confidence, and

increase knowledge among neuroscience participants.

Methods

Study Design and Participants

This was a prospective study to examine the change in

confidence level, stress level, and knowledge base after

viewing the lecture series among neuroscience trainees and

APPs from Weill Cornell Medical College-New York Pres-

byterian and the University of California, San Francisco.

Trainees were neurology, neurosurgery, and internal med-

icine residents and PA students. APPs were neurology,

neurosurgery, and internal medicine physician assistants.

Over 60 percent of providers invited to take the survey

were neuroscience providers. However, we did not ask

participants to clarify their medical specialty in our survey

so were unable to track the exact proportion of neurology

as compared to internal medicine providers.

Standard Protocol Approvals, Registrations, and Patient
Consents

The study was deemed exempt by the institutional review

boards of Weill Cornell Medical College and the University

of California, San Francisco.

Intervention

Participants electively enrolled in the study and were given

access to the survey and lecture series. They were instructed to

view the lectures in any order (Figure 1) and were asked to

complete the pre-survey, lecture series, and post-survey within

14 days of receiving the invitation to participate in the study.

The lecture series and post-survey were only available after

participants completed the pre-survey. To estimate the number

of days used for completing the surveys and watching the

lectures, we calculated the duration of time between the

submission time of the pre-survey and post-survey. Each par-

ticipant was asked to create a unique identifier to maintain

strict anonymity and link identities between the 2 surveys.

Two reminder emails were sent out at day 7 and day 10.

Lecture Creation

Lectures and surveys were developed and modified in an

iterative process by a multidisciplinary team that included

neurocritical care and neurohospitalist attendings, neurocri-

tical care fellows, neurology residents, neurosurgery APPs,

and neurology APPs. Lectures were reviewed to ensure

they had the appropriate content and level of difficulty.

We first identified the critical care topics most relevant

to the care of COVID-19: ventilator mechanics (2 lectures),

ventilator weaning and sedation management (1 lecture),

ARDS (2 lectures), shock (1 lecture), renal failure (1 lec-

ture), cardiac arrhythmias (1 lecture), and pharmacologic

management of COVID-19 (1 lecture) (Videos A-F).

Attendings and fellows developed lecture content based

on clinical experience, literature review, textbooks, and

current guidelines from academic institutions and medical

societies. An anesthesia critical care attending, who did not

participate in the initial lecture development and was from

a different institution, reviewed and revised the completed

lectures to provide an objective assessment of content and

difficulty. The final curriculum consisted of 9 pre-recorded

lectures totaling 2 and a half hours which can be accessed

via Figure 1. Additionally, a high yield summary document

was created to review lecture content (supplemental

Document 3).

Figure 1. COVID-19 bootcamp lecture series.
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Survey Creation

We created a survey to assess neuroscience participants’ expe-

rience, confidence, stress, and knowledge in caring for criti-

cally ill COVID-19 patients. The survey was given before

(pre-survey) and after (post-survey) viewing the lectures

(supplemental Document 1). The first section gathered infor-

mation on the participant’s prior medical training and critical

care experience and was only included in the pre-survey.

The second section consisted of 12 questions assessing the

participant’s level of confidence managing a critically ill

COVID-19 patient across different clinical domains (e.g. ven-

tilator management). Each question was scored on a five-point

scale: (1) not confident, (2) slightly confident, (3) moderately

confident, (4) quite confident, and (5) extremely confident.

The third section consisted of 12 questions assessing the par-

ticipant’s level of stress managing a critically ill COVID-19

patient across the same clinical domains. Stress was also

scored on a five-point scale: (1) not nervous/stressed,

(2) somewhat nervous/stressed, (3) nervous/stressed, (4) very

nervous/stressed, and (5) extremely nervous/stressed.

The fourth section consisted of 12 clinical vignettes with mul-

tiple choice questions focused on key learning points, one

question per lecture and 3 additional questions covering air-

way management (supplemental Document 2). After the pre-

survey and post-survey, participants were not provided

answers to the 12 knowledge base questions, which prevented

participants from memorizing answers and sharing answers

with colleagues. In the post-survey, a fifth section consisted

of 3 questions that assessed the perceived value of the lecture

series. Neurocritical care attendings (7) and a fellow at Weill

Cornell Medical College served as critical care experts and

took the knowledge-based multiple-choice questions. Their

average score was 11.5 out of 12.

Pilot Testing of Online Lecture Series

To obtain learner feedback, a pilot study was conducted in

Spring 2020 among 23 volunteer NICU and neuroscience res-

idents and APPs at New York Presbyterian-Weill Cornell.

Pilot participants provided feedback on lectures and survey

questions. We used their comments to adjust the survey ques-

tions and improve the clarity of lecture content.

Statistical Analysis

To describe the population, we examined participants’ confi-

dence and stress levels at baseline (pre-survey) and after view-

ing the lecture series (post-survey). Within each clinical

domain (ventilator basics, ARDS, cardiac arrhythmias, acute

kidney injury, acute hypotension, cytokine storm syndrome,

and COVID-19-associated coagulopathy), we calculated the

median level of confidence and stress across all participants as

an indication of group-level confidence and stress. For each

participant, we then measured individualized levels of confi-

dence and stress by calculating the median level of confidence

and stress across all clinical domains (e.g. median level for

ventilator management, cardiac arrhythmias, etc.) as an indi-

cation of a participant’s overall level of confidence or stress.

Afterwards, we examined the change in a participant’s overall

level of confidence and stress by calculating the difference

between the overall confidence and overall stress reported

by a participant in the pre-survey as compared to the post-

survey. We also dichotomized confidence and stress to ease

interpretability. We defined confident as a composite of

“moderately confident,” “quite confident,” and “extremely

confident” and not confident as a composite of “slightly con-

fident” and “not confident.” We defined stressed as a compo-

site of “nervous/stressed,” “very nervous/stressed,” and

“extremely nervous/stressed” and not stressed as “not ner-

vous/stressed” and “somewhat nervous/stressed.” Absolute

proportion changes were calculated using McNemar test.

To evaluate the knowledge base of each participant, we

calculated the proportion of clinical questions that the parti-

cipant answered correctly in the pre-survey and in the post-

survey. We used Student’s T-test to examine the change in

confidence level, stress level, and knowledge base test score in

the pre-survey as compared to the post-survey. Analyses were

performed using STATA (Version 15.1, StataCorp, College

Station, TX).

Data Availability

Any data not published within the article is available in anon-

ymized form and will be shared by request from any qualified

investigator.

Results

The pre-survey was completed by 170 participants and the

post-survey was completed by 99 participants. We were able

to link 88 pre-survey and post-survey submissions based on

the identifier while the remaining 11 had unmatchable

identifiers.

Of the 88 participants that had linked pre- and post-

surveys, there were 54 (61%) PAs, 27 (31%) neurology, neu-

rosurgery, and internal medicine residents, and 7 (8%) PA

students (Table 1). There were 64 (73%) participants who had

never spent time as the primary provider in an ICU and

15 (17%) participants who had spent one to 3 months

(Table 1). Only 9 (10%) participants had spent time in a

COVID-19 ICU, with 8 of them being PAs (Table 1). We

found that on average, there were 4.2 days (SD, 3.8) between

submission of the pre-survey and post-survey. The 82 partici-

pants who completed a pre-survey but did not complete the

post-survey (or have a linkable identifier) had spent more time

in the ICU, had a higher overall confidence at baseline (med-

ian 1.5; interquartile range [IQR] 1-2; p ¼ 0.75) and a lower

score on the knowledge base questions (p ¼ 0.11) when com-

pared to those participants that completed both surveys. How-

ever, none of these differences reached statistical significance.
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Confidence

At baseline, 78 (89%) reported feeling not or slightly confi-

dent on the 5-point scale evaluating their general ability to

provide care for critically ill patients with COVID-19. After

viewing the lecture series, 25 (28%) reported feeling not or

slightly confident and 63 (72%) of participants reported being

moderate, quite, or extremely confident. This corresponded to

a 60% absolute increase of providers who felt confident versus

not (95% CI, 49-72%; p < 0.001) (Table 2). The median level

of confidence across all participants and all clinical domains

also increased from 1 (IQR 1-2) to 3 (IQR 2.5-3) between the

pre- and the post-survey (p < 0.001) (Table 3).

Stress

At baseline, there were 68 (77%) participants who reported

feeling stressed, very nervous/stressed, or extremely nervous/

stressed while the remaining 20 (23%) participants were not

stressed (1%) or somewhat nervous/stressed (Table 3). After

viewing the lecture series, stress level decreased with only

35 (40%) providers reporting that they were stressed, which

corresponded to an absolute proportion decrease of stress by

38% (95 CI, 26-49%; p < 0.001) (Table 2). The median level

of stress across all participants and clinical domains decreased

from 3.5 (IQR 2.5-4.25) to 2 (IQR 2-3) (p < 0.001). On aver-

age, participant level of stress decreased 1.1 points (SD 1.0;

p < 0.001).

Knowledge Base

At baseline, across all participants, 7 (59%) out of 12 multiple

choice questions were answered correctly (Table 4). After

viewing the lecture series, there was an average increase in

correct answers by 2.5 questions (SD 2.1; p < 0.001) and

overall correct answers increased to 9.6 (80%) out of

12 (Table 4). The highest increase in scores was noted among

residents and PA students, 3.1 (SD 2.1; p < 0.001) and 3.7 (SD

1.0; p < 0.001), respectively (Table 4). Although both groups

had a significant increase in knowledge, participants with no

prior ICU experience had a higher increase in scores 2.8

(SD 2.2; p < 0.001) than those with >1 month experience

1.8 (SD 1.9; p < 0.001). The increase in knowledge was

significantly higher in those with no prior ICU experience

than those with > 1 month experience (p ¼ 0.03).

Series Evaluation

In evaluating the value of this lecture series, 85 (97%) parti-

cipants reported that the lecture series improved their knowl-

edge of managing patients with COVID-19; 78 (89%) reported

that this lecture series improved their ability to care for criti-

cally ill COVID-19 patients, and 86 (98%) participants stated

they would recommend this series to a colleague.

Discussion

This novel curriculum presented high-yield material in an

asynchronous video lecture series to prepare non-ICU-

trained neurology and neurosurgery residents and APPs to

care for critically ill COVID-19 patients. Participating in the

Table 1. Prior Intensive Care Unit Experience by Provider Type.

Prior ICU
experience

All participants
(N ¼ 88)

APP
(N¼ 54)

Resident
(N ¼ 27)

PA
student
(N ¼ 7)

No time 64 (73%) 40 (74%) 17 (63%) 7 (100%)
1-3 months 15 (17%) 6 (11%) 9 (33%) 0
3-6 months 1 (1%) 0 1 (4%) 0
6-12 months 1 (1%) 1 (2%) 0 0
12-24 months 2 (2%) 2 (4%) 0 0
>24 months 5 (6%) 8 (15%) 1 (3.7%) 0

Abbreviations: APP ¼ advanced practice provider, PA ¼ physician assistant.

Table 2. Overall Change in Composite Confidence and Stress
Across All Providers.

Pre-test
(%)

Post-test
(%)

Absolute proportion difference
(95% CI)

Confident 11 72 60 (49 to 72)
Stressed 78 40 -38 (-49 to -26)

Confident ¼ composite of “moderately confident,” “quite confident,” and
“extremely confident”. Stressed ¼ composite of “nervous/stressed,” “very
nervous/stressed,” and “extremely nervous/stressed”.

Table 3. Self-reported Confidence and Stress Levels Before and After Lecture Series For All Clinical Domains by Provider Type.

Participant type
Pre-test confidencea

median (IQR)
Post-test confidencea

median (IQR) P-value
Pre-test stressb

median (IQR)
Post-test stressb

median (IQR) P-value

All 1 (1-2) 3 (2.5-3) <0.001 3.5 (2.5-4.25) 2 (2-3) <0.001
APP 2 (1-2) 3 (3-3.5) <0.001 3 (2-4) 2 (2-2.5) <0.001
Resident 1 (1 -1) 3 (2-3) <0.001 3.5 (2-4) 2 (2-3) <0.001
PA Student 1 (1 -1) 3 (2-3) <0.001 5 (4-5) 2.5 (2-3) <0.001

aConfidence rated on a 5-point scale (1 ¼ not confident, 2 ¼ slightly confident, 3 ¼ moderately confident, 4 ¼ quite confident, and 5 ¼ extremely confident)
bStress rated on a 5-point scale (1¼ not nervous/stressed, 2¼ somewhat nervous/stressed, 3¼ nervous/stressed, 4¼ very nervous/stressed, and 5¼ extremely
nervous/stressed).
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lecture series led to increased confidence, decreased stress,

and improved knowledge base among non-ICU-trained-

providers with neuroscience and internal medicine back-

grounds. To our knowledge, this has not been shown in other

asynchronous resources developed since the beginning of the

COVID-19 pandemic. These findings have broad implications

for preparing our healthcare workforce to care for patients

with severe COVID-19 as well as other critical illnesses.

During this pandemic, medical providers have been under

duress and there has been significant burnout. Increased self-

efficacy has been linked to an ability to cope with stress and a

decreased likelihood of developing burnout.13,14 In our study,

self-efficacy is extrapolated from our assessment of neu-

roscience providers’ confidence in caring for critically ill

patients with COVID-19. Our curriculum significantly

increased overall general confidence among these providers

as well as confidence related to specific critical care topics

such as ARDS and ventilator management. Given the associ-

ation of improved provider self-efficacy and decreased stress,

the study’s results warrant the use of this series.

The efficacy of this intervention was driven by the diversity

in training and clinical experience among the research team.

We had insight into the specific gaps in knowledge among

non-ICU-trained providers. The iterative process was predi-

cated on the specific needs of the neurology trainee and APP.

The intended learners (i.e. neuroscience trainees and APPs)

took part in developing the curricular content. The learning

objectives, survey questions, summary sheet, and images were

also informed by practical experience that the team had caring

for patients with severe COVID-19 earlier in the pandemic.

We also used formal feedback from a pilot study of neu-

roscience providers to further refine content and to ensure it

met the specific needs of target learners.

Furthermore, the asynchronous learning structure bolstered

the efficacy of the intervention. Prior research has shown that

residents prefer teaching that is evidence-based, short in dura-

tion, structured around clinical cases or questions, and is

directly applicable to patient care.15,16 In this pandemic set-

ting, we built our lectures around these concepts, choosing to

create a short series given the time constraints of the target

audience and to reduce the cognitive load. Although social-

distancing and shelter-in-place protocols were being enforced,

the asynchronous VBL platform ensured that neuroscience

providers could rapidly access critical care training adapted

to COVID-19. This curriculum was delivered using self-

directed video based learning and could be used as a compo-

nent in a flipped classroom model, both of which are ideal in a

pandemic environment. These practical advantages likely

contributed to nearly every participant (98%) noting that they

would recommend this series to a colleague.

We note several limitations to this curriculum and this

study. First, this resource was intended to be introductory and

high yield, not comprehensive. There were many important

topics on the management of COVID-19 that were not covered

and its educational benefit may be higher for non-ICU as

opposed to ICU-trained providers. Additionally, our study

does not compare our educational intervention to another edu-

cational resource or format, thus we are unable to conclude

that our series is more effective than other resources. Next, the

lecture content assumes a baseline level of medical knowl-

edge. Those without some inpatient medical knowledge (such

as how to interpret an arterial blood gas) may find this series to

be difficult. Given the urgency of the pandemic, the survey

tool was not rigorously tested on an external group to evaluate

the interpretation and validity of each question at measuring

confidence and stress level. Furthermore, we implemented the

curriculum in certain types of trainees at large academic insti-

tutions which may limit the generalizability to other non-ICU

trained providers who practice in different clinical settings and

are at a different stage in their career. We were unable to

collect detailed information explaining why 82 participant

were lost to follow up. Although not statistically significant,

the providers who did not complete the post-survey had spent

more time in an ICU and had a higher overall baseline confi-

dence. They may have had decreased incentive to complete

the lecture series or complete the post-survey questions. In

addition, the volume of urgent clinical duties from the pan-

demic may have reduced available time to complete the post-

survey. Finally, we do not know if increased confidence and

decreased stress are persistent over time or cause an improve-

ment in patient care.

Many recent publications report the infrastructural changes

necessary for adapting neurology departments for the COVID-

19 pandemic but do not address the educational needs of per-

sonnel. To successfully transition between a neurology service

and one that is caring for critically ill COVID-19 patients is

not only a matter of those important systems-based changes.

Our curriculum successfully addresses the need for an adapted

critical care resource that prepares non-ICU trained neurology

residents and APPs for a COVID-19 ICU. This study specif-

ically targets the practical medical experiences of neu-

roscience providers with the aim of improving their

knowledge, preparedness, and safety. Although designed for

our colleagues in the neurology and neurosurgery depart-

ments, our study similarly benefitted internal medicine

Table 4. Critical Care Knowledge Before and After Lecture Series
by Provider Type and ICU Experience.

Participant type
Pre-test score

mean (%)
Post-test score

mean (%) P-value

All 7 (59%) 10 (80%) <0.001
APP 7 (61%) 9 (78%) <0.001
Resident 7 (61%) 10 (86%) <0.001
PA Student 5 (39%) 8 (70%) 0.001
ICU experience
No time in ICU 6.5 (54%) 9.6 (80%) <0.001
> 1 month 8 (67%) 10.6 (88%) <0.001

Abbreviations: APP ¼ advanced practice provider, PA ¼ physician assistant.
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residents and APPs. We hope that this lecture series, inte-

grated in a flipped classroom setting or as a standalone didac-

tic resource, will facilitate the preparation of neuroscience

trainees and providers for service in a COVID-19 ICU. In this

way, we might all meet the challenges of caring for critically

ill COVID-19 patients with more confidence and capability.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect

to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support for

the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article: Dr. Guter-

man receives funding from the National Institute of Neurological

Disorders and Stroke (1K23NS116128-01), the National Institute

on Aging (5R01AG056715), and the American Academy of Neurol-

ogy as well as consulting fees from Marinus Pharmaceuticals, Inc.

and honoraria from Knowledge to Practice that are unrelated to the

submitted work.

ORCID iD

Judy H. Ch’ang, MD https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9017-9830

References

1. Pajares F. Self-efficacy beliefs in academic settings. Rev Educ

Res. 1996;66(4):543-578. doi:10.3102/00346543066004543

2. MacKenzie JD, Greenes RA. The World Wide Web: redefining

medical education. JAMA. 1997;278(21):1785-1786. doi:10.

1001/jama.278.21.1785

3. Masic I. E-learning as new method of medical education. Acta

Inform Med. 2008;16(2):102-117. doi:10.5455/aim.2008.16.

102-117

4. Zucker S, White JA, Fabri PJ, Khonsari LS. Instructional intra-

nets in graduate medical education. Acad Med. 1998;73(10):

1072-1075. doi:10.1097/00001888-199810000-00016

5. Campbell JK, Johnson C. Trend spotting: fashions in medical

education. BMJ. 1999;318(7193):1272-1275. doi:10.1136/bmj.

318.7193.1272

6. Cook DA, Beckman TJ, Thomas KG, Thompson WG. Adapting

web-based instruction to residents’ knowledge improves learn-

ing efficiency: a randomized controlled trial. J Gen Intern Med.

2008;23(7):985-990. doi:10.1007/s11606-008-0541-0

7. Cook DA, Levinson AJ, Garside S, Dupras DM, Erwin PJ,

Montori VM. Internet-based learning in the health professions:

a meta-analysis. JAMA. 2008;300(10):1181-1196.doi: 10.1001/

jama.300.10.1181

8. Cook DA, Thompson WG, Thomas KG, Thomas MR, Pankratz

VS. Impact of self-assessment questions and learning styles in

Web-based learning: a randomized, controlled, crossover trial.

Acad Med. 2006;81(3):231-238. doi:10.1097/00001888-

200603000-00005

9. Grundman JA, Wigton RS, Nickol D. A controlled trial of an

interactive, web-based virtual reality program for teaching

physical diagnosis skills to medical students. Acad Med. 2000;

75(10 Suppl):S47-49. doi:10.1097/00001888-200010001-00015

10. Kumta S, Tsang PL, Hung LK, Cheng JCY. Fostering critical

thinking skills through a Web-based tutorial programme for final

year medical students: a randomized, controlled study. J Educ

Multimedia Hypermedia. 2003;78:295-301. Accessed: October

16, 2020. https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p/11927/

11. Leong SL, Baldwin CD, Adelman AM. Integrating web-based

computer cases into a required clerkship: development and eva-

luation. Acad Med. 2003;78(3):295-301. doi:10.1097/00001888-

200303000-00012

12. Ruiz JG, Mintzer MJ, Leipzig RM. The impact of E-learning in

medical education. Acad Med. 2006;81(3):207-212. doi:10.

1097/00001888-200603000-00002

13. Shoji K, Cieslak R, Smoktunowicz E, Rogala A, Benight CC,

Luszczynska A. Associations between job burnout and self-

efficacy: a meta-analysis. Anxiety Stress Coping. 2016;29(4):

367-386. doi:10.1080/10615806.2015.1058369

14. Xanthopoulou D BA, Dollard MF, Demerouti E, Schaufeli WB,

Taris TW, Schreurs PJG. When do job demands particularly

predict burnout? The moderating role of job resources. J Manag

Psychol. 2007;22(8):21. doi:10.1108/02683940710837714

15. Sawatsky AP, Berlacher K, Granieri R. Using an ACTIVE teach-

ing format versus a standard lecture format for increasing resi-

dent interaction and knowledge achievement during noon

conference: a prospective, controlled study. BMC Med Educ.

2014;14:129. doi:10.1186/1472-6920-14-129

16. Sawatsky AP, Zickmund SL, Berlacher K, Lesky D, Granieri

R. Understanding resident learning preferences within an

internal medicine noon conference lecture series: a qualitative

study. J Grad Med Educ. 2014;6(1):32-38. doi:10.4300/

JGME-06-01-37.1

Ch’ang et al 347

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9017-9830
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9017-9830
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9017-9830
https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p/11927/

	Preparing Neurology Residents and Advanced Practice Providers for the COVID-19 ICU--A Neurocritical Care Led Intervention
	Introduction
	Methods
	Study Design and Participants
	Standard Protocol Approvals, Registrations, and Patient Consents
	Intervention
	Lecture Creation
	Survey Creation
	Pilot Testing of Online Lecture Series
	Statistical Analysis
	Data Availability

	Results
	Confidence
	Stress
	Knowledge Base
	Series Evaluation

	Discussion
	Declaration of Conflicting Interests
	Funding
	ORCID iD
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




