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Abstract  

Positive end expiratory pressure (PEEP) is routinely used as part of lung protective ventilation 

strategies in the treatment of acute respiratory distress syndrome (ARDS). In the case of ARDS 

arising due to COVID-19 (CARDS), there is some debate as to whether the atypical 

pathophysiological characteristics of the disease which lead to hypoxaemia could warrant a 

modified approach to ventilator management, particularly with regards to PEEP settings. Here 

we review the available evidence for the existence of a unique underlying lung pathophysiology 

in CARDS, and for the suitability of standard approaches to setting PEEP, in both the invasive 

and non-invasive ventilation settings. We show how detailed computational models informed by 

this evidence can shed light on the available data, and help to interpret recent results in the 

literature. 
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Introduction 

Coronavirus-19 disease (COVID-19) pneumonia has many clinical characteristics compatible 

with the definition of acute respiratory distress syndrome (ARDS), with bilateral lung infiltrates 

on chest radiology, an oxygenation defect with PaO2/FiO2 ratio < 300 mmHg and increased dead 

space ventilation. Positive end expiratory pressure (PEEP) is routinely used as part of lung 

protective ventilation strategies in the treatment of acute respiratory distress syndrome (ARDS), 

[1,2]. In the case of ARDS arising due to COVID-19 (CARDS), there is some debate as to 

whether atypical pathophysiological characteristics of the disease (i.e. moderate-severe 

hypoxaemia despite preserved lung volumes at presentation, and minimal parenchymal 

consolidation) could warrant a different approach to ventilator management, particularly with 

regards to PEEP settings [3,4]. Here we review the available evidence for the existence of a 

unique underlying lung pathophysiology in CARDS, and discuss the implications for standard 

approaches to setting PEEP, in both the invasive and non-invasive ventilation settings. We show 

how detailed computational models informed by this evidence can shed light on the available 

data, and help to explain recent results in the literature. 

Evidence for a unique pathophysiology underlying CARDS 

There is by now abundant evidence to suggest that several of the clinical features of CARDS, 

particularly in its early stages, are unique, or at the very least atypical, when compared to ARDS 

from standard etiologies. Early stage CARDS patients typically present with focal subpleural and 

peri-bronchovascular ground glass opacities, very limited amounts of alveolar collapse and 

atelectasis, low extravascular lung water (EVLW) accumulation, and relatively well preserved 

compliance, features which cannot fully explain the associated large shunt fraction and severe 

hypoxemia [5,6]. Typically, in patients with ARDS, hypoxemia is proportional to the quantity of 

anatomical shunt (i.e., the fraction of non-aerated lung tissue mass in relation to the total tissue 

mass). The small proportion of consolidated lung tissue seems to distinguish patients with early 

CARDS from those with ARDS exhibiting similar PaO2/FiO2 ratio. A complete understanding of 

the pathophysiological mechanisms underlying CARDS is still to emerge, however the etiology 

of the associated early respiratory failure and disproportionate hypoxemia is likely to be due to 

multiple factors affecting the distribution of pulmonary perfusion in relation to areas of the lung 

that are more or less aerated. These factors include:  
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• Pulmonary vasculopathy with loss of adaptive hypoxic pulmonary vasoconstriction and 

dysregulated pulmonary perfusion [7,8]. Although the pivotal role ACE2 receptors play in 

SARS-CoV-2 transmission is well defined, their expression within the pulmonary 

endothelium and role in dysregulated pulmonary perfusion is now becoming apparent [7]. 

The carboxypeptidase ACE2 counteracts the renin-angiotensin-aldosterone system through 

conversion of angiotensin-I and -II to angiotensin-(1–9) and -(1–7), respectively, these then 

promote localised vasodilation and attenuation of the immune response [9]. The initial 

downregulation of ACE2 results in angiotensin-II accumulation with resulting chemotactic 

effects and accelerated lymphocyte recruitment [7,10]. The resulting pulmonary vascular 

inflammation results in an ACE1 ‘shedding’ phenomenon where endothelial surface-bound 

ACE1 is released into the interstitium and ultimately results in sub-physiologic angiotensin-II 

concentrations [10]. Low angiotensin-II concentrations in this phase lead to vasodilation and 

worsened capillary leak. The alterations in pulmonary perfusion determine large 

ventilation/perfusion inequalities with greater presence of lung compartments with low 

ventilation/perfusion ratio. Some of the perfusion abnormalities are “functional’ consequent 

to a loss in hypoxic vasocontriction and inflammatory vasoplegia leading to hyper-perfusion 

of poorly ventilated lung tissue (increase in venous admixture); while others are more 

“structural” anatomical changes caused by vascular enlargement or neovascularisation within 

the poorly ventilated lung parenchyma. These regions with very low ventilation/perfusion 

ratio can become more numerous in the presence of high cardiac output (e.g., fever and 

hyperinflammation) leading to hyperperfusion of poorly ventilated alveolar units.  

• The high incidence of pulmonary microvascular and macrovascular thrombosis offers insight 

into the high compliance, increased dead space, D-dimer elevation, and right ventricular 

dysfunction frequently observed in COVID-19 and documented in post-mortem findings and 

histology [7,11,12,13,14]. 

• The neurotropic potential of SARS-CoV-2 with altered central control of breathing mediated 

by pontine pneumotaxic centre dysfunction and the relatively normal lung volume which 

results in increased tidal volumes relative to ventilatory frequency. Although low pulmonary 

elastance partially explains the deceptively effortless work of breathing [15], infiltration of 
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SARS-CoV-2 into the cerebrospinal fluid (CSF), carotid body sensing and impaired 

brainstem autoregulation may also contribute [16,17]. 

• Increased basal metabolic rate resulting in higher tissue oxygen extraction, lower mixed 

venous oxygen content, and increased venous admixture [18]. 

• Increased intrapulmonary shunt fraction with cardiac output elevation [19,20]. Although high 

peripheral oxygen extraction partially explains the increased venous admixture observed in 

catabolic states, there may also be alterations in regional pulmonary blood flow distinct from 

this related to increased cardiac output [18,19,20].  

In spite of the well documented pathophysiological features described above, many of which are 

unique to CARDS, there has been much controversy surrounding (a) the extent to which CARDS 

differs from standard ARDS, and (b) the resulting implications (if any) for clinical management. 

Case series and small observational studies early in the pandemic highlighted various atypical 

features of the disease [21-25], focusing in particular on the higher than usual compliance (and 

lower than usual amount of gassless tissue) for the same PaO2/FiO2 in early-stage CARDS 

patients. However, subsequent studies that compared larger cohorts of CARDS patients with 

“matched” cohorts of ARDS patients from previous studies failed to find significant differences 

[26,27]. A possible explanation for these discrepancies is that CARDS exhibits a dynamic time-

dependent disease profile, encompassing several stages (or phenotypes), that starts with the 

highly atypical presentation described above and culminates in a more standard ARDS 

presentation as the disease progresses [28]. Thus, data from CARDS patients that was collected 

over different (or later, i.e., post-intubation) stages in the disease course could mask the 

particular characteristics of the early-stage presentation [29]. This argument is supported by a 

recent study of 114 exclusively early-stage (pre-intubation) CARDS patients that clearly showed 

the posited unique pathophysiological features of this disease, [30]. 

Setting PEEP in invasive mechanical ventilation of CARDS patients 

Several studies have examined lung recruitability and the effects of PEEP in CARDS patients. In 

a study of 12 patients with severe CARDS who had received various days of non-invasive or 

invasive ventilatory support before the first day of observation [42], predominantly (83%) poor 

recruitability was observed, as measured at the bedside using the recruitment to inflation ratio 

(R/I ratio) [43], and poorly recruitable patients were ventilated with PEEP values between 5 and 
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10 cmH2O. In [44], the authors performed multiple refined physiological measurements to 

evaluate recruitability in 10 CARDS patients at different time points along their clinical time 

course. Changing PEEP between 5 cmH2O and 15 cmH2O again revealed high inter-individual 

variability, with the increase in the lung volume due to a PEEP increase of 10 cmH2O varying 

from 16% to 140%. Despite this variability, driving pressure increased, and respiratory system 

compliance decreased, on average across the cohort in response to higher PEEP, indicating the 

potential for significant PEEP-induced overdistension in those patients with poorly recruitable 

lungs.   

In [45], gas exchange, compliance and hemodynamics were assessed at two levels of PEEP (15 

cmH2O and 5 cmH2O) within 36 h (day1) and from 4 to 6 days (day 5) after intubation in a 

cohort of 26 CARDS patients. These authors also found wide variation in recruitability, with 

PaO2/FiO2 ratio significantly increased at PEEP 15 cmH2O compared to 5 cmH2O only in the 

highly recruitable patients. Conversely, poorly recruitable patients exhibited a trend toward 

higher compliance at low PEEP compared to highly recruitable patients, again suggesting a risk 

of overinflation associated with high PEEP in these patients. The authors speculated that the 

small increase in PaO2/FiO2 ratio with PEEP observed in the poorly recruitable patients could be 

explained, at least in part, by a potential reduction in cardiac output induced by PEEP that may 

have contributed to decrease the shunt fraction.  

A study, [46], of 17 patients with COVID-19 pneumonia fulfilling the Berlin criteria for severe 

ARDS on the 2nd or 3rd day of invasive mechanical ventilation evaluated respiratory mechanics, 

arterial blood gases, and hemodynamics before and after PEEP was reduced from settings based 

on standard ARDSnet criteria by an average of 29%. Reducing PEEP resulted in significantly 

increased respiratory system compliance and reduced hypercapnia. 

PEEP reduction was not accompanied by lung derecruitment, and oxygenation did not 

deteriorate. The authors concluded that PEEP reduction decreased lung overdistension as 

interpreted by the increase in respiratory system compliance and decrease in dead space 

ventilation (reduced PaCO2). The authors note that, although a conservative or de-resuscitative 

fluid strategy is recommended in the management of patients with ARDS, in their CARDS 

patients application of PEEP levels based on the ARDSnet protocol was accompanied by 

substantial vasopressor dosage and 12-h fluid balance. PEEP de-escalation led to significant 
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reduction of cumulative fluid balance during the following 12 hours and a three-fold decrease of 

vasopressor dosage. Decreased need for vasopressors and better fluid management translates into 

increased cardiac output and organ perfusion, accompanied by less fluid accumulation in the 

lungs. 

In [3], respiratory mechanics were assessed in 14 CARDS patients, all of whom had higher than 

expected lung compliance compared to standard ARDS. Reducing PEEP increased lung 

compliance in all but one of the patients, and reduced dead space ventilation in all patients. 

Finally, in [47], the effects of varying PEEP in 44 mechanically ventilated patients with severe 

COVID-19 pneumonia were analyzed via CT scan. Minimal alveolar recruitment was found to 

be induced by changes of PEEP from 8 cmH2O to 16 cmH2O. Higher PEEP improved 

oxygenation at FiO2 of 0.5 but not 1.0, and decreased respiratory system compliance. 

Setting PEEP in non-invasive pressure support ventilation of CARDS patients 

The use of PEEP during non-invasive ventilation (NIV) of CARDS patients has been less well 

studied than in the case of invasive ventilation. In [48] inspiratory effort and respiratory 

mechanics in 30 spontaneously breathing patients receiving NIV for acute respiratory failure due 

to COVID-19 were compared with a “matched” cohort of standard ARDS patients. In both 

cohorts, mean PSV and PEEP values of 12 and 10 cm H2O, respectively, were reported. 

Application of NIV allowed CARDS patients to reduce their respiratory effort – measured as 

oesophageal pressure swings (ΔPes) from 12.4 to 7.6 cm H2O, and respiratory rate reduced from 

28 to 24 breaths/min, after 2-hours of ventilatory support.  

In a recent study of 114 early-stage CARDS patients treated with NIV, a recruitment manoeuvre 

involving increasing PEEP from 0 and 10 produced no improvement in oxygenation, but 

significantly increased an estimated value for total lung stress [30]. 

In [28], waveform traces are reported from an esophageal balloon catheter measuring esophageal 

pressure (Pes) as a surrogate of pleural pressure (Ppl) in two spontaneously breathing patients 

with SARS-CoV-2 pneumonia undergoing non-invasive ventilation (NIV) with Helmet. 

Computed tomography (CT) scans of both patients conformed to the proposed CARDS 

phenotype, i.e. ground glass opacities with limited amounts of alveolar collapse and atelectasis. 

Patient 1 presented with modest respiratory effort (ΔPes of 11 cm H2O, respiratory rate of 16 
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breaths/min) and subsequently exhibited progressive clinical and radiological improvement with 

ground glass resolutions, while Patient 2 had a significant respiratory effort (ΔPes of 32 cm H2O, 

respiratory rate of 35 breaths/min) and subsequently required intubation and invasive mechanical 

ventilation. 

 

Methods 

A computational simulator to compare CARDS versus ARDS pathophysiology 

To shed further light on the above results, we employed a multicompartmental computational 

model that simulates highly integrated pulmonary and cardiovascular physiologies together with 

a detailed representation of the effects of mechanical ventilation. Computer simulation offers a 

fresh approach to traditional medical research that is particularly well suited to investigating 

treatment of critical illness. Critically-ill patients are routinely monitored in great detail, 

providing extensive high quality data-streams for model design & configuration and patient-

matching. Models based on such data can incorporate very complex system dynamics that can be 

validated against patient responses for use as investigational surrogates. Crucially, simulation 

offers the potential to “look inside” the patient, allowing unimpeded access to all variables of 

interest. In contrast to trials on both animal models and human patients, in silico models are 

completely configurable and reproducible, for example, different ventilator settings can be 

applied to an identical virtual patient, or the same settings applied to different patients, in order 

to understand their mode of action and quantitatively compare their effectiveness.   

Our simulator offers several advantages, including the capability to define hundreds of alveolar 

compartments (each with its own individual mechanical characteristics), with configurable 

alveolar collapse, alveolar stiffening, disruption of alveolar gas-exchange, pulmonary 

vasoconstriction and vasodilation, and airway obstruction. As a result, several defining clinical 

features of acute lung injury can be represented in the model, including varying degrees of 

ventilation perfusion mismatch, physiological shunt and deadspace, alveolar gas trapping with 

intrinsic PEEP, collapse-reopening of alveoli etc. The model has been successfully deployed in 

several previous studies investigating the pathophysiology and ventilatory management of 

conventional ARDS [31-36].  
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This model has recently been adapted to represent early-stage CARDS patients, [37]. Based on 

data [30] suggesting that early-stage COVID-19 patients have relatively well preserved lung gas 

volume and compliance, the model was set to have 8% of its alveolar compartments collapsed, 

i.e., non-aerated, by increasing the values of parameters representing alveolar extrinsic pressure 

and threshold opening pressure. To simulate the hyperperfusion of gasless tissue reported in 

[21,38,39], vasodilation was implemented in the collapsed units by decreasing their vascular 

resistance by 80%. Hypoxic pulmonary vasoconstriction (HPV) is normally incorporated in the 

simulator via a mathematical function - to simulate the hypothesised disruption of HPV in 

COVID-19, this function was disabled. Poor alveolar ventilation due to the effects of 

pneumonitis was modelled by disrupting alveolar–capillary gas equilibration in 20% of the 

alveolar compartments. As thrombotic complications have been reported to be a characteristic 

feature of COVID-19 [7,11,12,13,14], the presence of microthrombi was simulated by increasing 

vascular resistance by a factor of 5 in 10% of the compartments.  

The cardiopulmonary simulator can be configured to represent either mechanically ventilated 

[37] or spontaneously breathing [40] CARDS patients. 

Simulating Mechanical Ventilation 

Mechanical ventilation in the model is set to pressure-controlled mode with respiratory rate at 20 

beats/min, inspiratory-to-expiratory ratio at 1:2, and Fio2 set to 100%. To observe the 

cardiopulmonary effects of interest, the following values were computed and recorded: ���� , 

����� , arterial pH, arterial oxygen saturation (���� ), mixed venous oxygen saturation, volume 

of individual alveolar compartments at end-inspiration (����_���	 ), volume of individual alveolar 

compartments at end-expiration (����_
�	), pressure of individual alveolar compartments at 

endinspiration (����_���	 ), pressure of individual alveolar compartments at end-expiration 

(����_
�	), cardiac output (CO), mean arterial pressure, mean pulmonary artery pressure, and 

arterial oxygen delivery (��� ; computed using the values of CO, ���� , and ���� and 

hemoglobin level). Alveolar recruitment was calculated as the fraction of alveoli receiving zero 

ventilation and subsequently achieving ventilation. VILI indices calculated include respiratory 

system compliance, intratidal recruitment, mechanical power [36], driving pressure, mean 

alveolar pressure, and dynamic strain (calculated as ∆�/���, where ��� is ����_
�	 at PEEP = 0 

�� �� and ∆� �  ����_���	–����_
�	). Intratidal recruitment was calculated as the difference 
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between the ratio of total ventilated lung at the end of inhalation to that at the end of exhalation. 

Shunt fraction (QS /QT) was calculated using the shunt equation, based on the arterial, 

pulmonary end-capillary, and mixed venous oxygen content. Physiologic dead space volume and 

tidal volume (��/��) were calculated from �����, mixed expired ��� tension, and exhaled �� 

[41]. ������� is measured as the total pressure within the lung at the end of expiration and 

accounts for both the extrinsic applied expiratory pressure and intrinsically generated end-

expiratory pressures. Plateau pressure (�	���) is measured as the average end-inspiratory pressure 

in the lung. Lung compliance is calculated as ∆V/∆P, where ∆P is the �	��� minus �������. All 

simulations were run for 30 minutes, and during simulations, all variables were updated and 

recorded every 10ms. 

Simulating Non-Invasive Ventilation 

The model was adjusted to allow for the simulation of non-invasive ventilation by running it in 

spontaneously breathing mode and then adding varying levels of pressure support from the 

ventilator. The simulator was configured to match the ΔPes waveforms from the two CARDS 

patients reported in [28], under spontaneous breathing with a standard NIV pressure support 

value of 12 cm H2O (Figure 1 panels (A) and (C)). We then examined the effect of applying 

varying PEEP levels while maintaining the spontaneous respiratory effort constant in each 

patient. The total lung stress reported is equal to the peak transpulmonary pressure as was 

reported by Coppola et al. [30].  

 

Results 

Setting PEEP in invasive mechanical ventilation of CARDS patients 

Although recent studies provide much compelling evidence, the interactions between 

haemodynamics (cardiac output and distribution of pulmonary blood flow) and alveolar 

recruitment with higher PEEP is difficult to establish at the bedside and can confound the 

discrepancy between changes seen in the oxygenation (improvement or deterioration) and the 

alteration in lung mechanics (either concordant or discordant). To shed further light on these 

issues, we configured our cardiopulmonary simulator to represent both the standard ARDS and 

hypothesised CARDS disease pathophysiology, as described in the previous section, and then 
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compared its outputs, for the same ventilator settings, when PEEP is set at 5, 10 and 15 cm H2O. 

As shown in Figure 2, higher PEEP in the standard ARDS model leads to the typical benefits 

associated with recruitment of alveolar units in a lung suffering from significant levels of 

alveolar collapse – improved oxygenation, increased compliance, and reduced driving pressure. 

In the CARDS model, however, no oxygenation benefits are observable above a PEEP of 10 cm 

H2O, while compliance decreases and driving pressure increases as PEEP is increased. The 

change in lung volume ΔV (calculated as the end inspiratory lung volume - lung volume at FRC) 

is also significantly higher at each value of PEEP in the CARDS model compared to the standard 

ARDS model, indicating the potential for damaging levels of strain at higher PEEP. 

Setting PEEP in non-invasive pressure support ventilation of CARDS patients 

As shown in Table 1, PEEP levels above 2 cm H2O produced no benefit in terms of oxygenation 

in either patient. The compliance of the lung and the respiratory system dropped markedly with 

increasing PEEP, while pleural and transpulmonary pressure swings (Figure 1 panels (B) and 

(D)), total stress and total strain all increased (Table 1). Interestingly, in [30], increasing PEEP 

from 0 and 10 also produced no improvement in oxygenation, while total lung stress was the 

only variable which was independently associated with negative outcome (intubation). In our 

simulations, an increase in PEEP from 0 to 10 produced large increases in total lung stress - from 

6.5 to 29.8 cm H2O in the patient experiencing modest respiratory effort, and from 40.0 to 92.6 

cm H2O in the patient experiencing significant respiratory effort (Table 1). 

 

Conclusions 

The clinical studies performed to date, further confirmed by our simulations, indicate that use of 

standard protocols employing high PEEP in early-stage CARDS patients (whether invasively or 

non-invasively ventilated) is unlikely to lead to alveolar recruitment, and may be injurious in 

some patients due to the risk of significantly increasing transpulmonary pressure swings and total 

lung stress and strain. The limited improvement in oxygenation that can be observed in these 

circumstances can be conceptualised as the consequence of changes in haemodynamic (cardiac 

output) rather than alveolar recruitment per se.  
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In the context of CARDS patients undergoing NIV, the argument that high PEEP is necessary to 

allow patients to reduce their respiratory effort is not supported by the available data.  

The emphasis on the atypical features of COVID-19 has been questioned by some authors, who 

point out that ARDS is by definition heterogeneous. It has also been shown that some of the 

alterations seen in CARDS are features that have already been encountered in ARDS from mixed 

aetiologies [49]. Although these general premises are certainly true and reasonable, the fact that 

the prevalence of these atypical features is much higher in COVID-19 than in ARDS should raise 

questions about the way that mechanical ventilation should be personalised, and what effects – 

beyond oxygenation – should be monitored. Specific pathophysiological considerations related 

to CARDS should also invite further clinical and physiological studies that evaluate the effects of 

PEEP on cardio-pulmonary interactions, recruitability, and inspiratory effort, as well as on how 

PEEP (or NIV) can alter the disease’s physiological trajectory over time. Ultimately, as we have 

learnt in the last 20 years of ARDS research, a strategy that leads to higher oxygenation may not 

be the most appropriate or safest strategy for every patient with ARDS, regardless of its 

aetiology. 

  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 16, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


References  

[1] Fan E, Del Sorbo L, Goligher EC, et al. An Official American Thoracic Society/European 

Society of Intensive Care Medicine/Society of Critical Care Medicine Clinical Practice 

Guideline: Mechanical Ventilation in Adult Patients with Acute Respiratory Distress Syndrome. 

Am J Respir Crit Care Med. 2017 May 1;195(9):1253-1263.  

[2] Papazian L, Aubron C, Brochard L, et al. Formal guidelines: management of acute 

respiratory distress syndrome. Ann. Intensive Care. 2019;9:69.  

[3] Roesthuis L, van den Berg M, van der Hoeven H. Advanced respiratory monitoring in 

COVID-19 patients: Use less PEEP! Crit Care 2020;24:230 

[4] Tsolaki V, Zakynthinos GE, Makris D. The ARDSnet protocol may be detrimental 

in COVID-19. Critical Care (2020) 24:351. 

[5] Gattinoni L, Coppola S, Cressoni M, Busana M, Rossi S, Chiumello D. COVID-19 Does Not 

Lead to a "Typical" Acute Respiratory Distress Syndrome. Am J Respir Crit Care Med. 2020 

May 15;201(10):1299-1300. 

[6] Sherren PB, Ostermann M, Agarwal S, Meadows CIS, Ioannou N, Camporota L. COVID-19-

related organ dysfunction and management strategies on the intensive care unit: a narrative 

review. Br J Anaesth. 2020 Dec;125(6):912-925.  

[7] Ackermann M, Verleden SE, Kuehnel M. Pulmonary vascular endothelialitis, thrombosis, 

and angiogenesis in Covid-19. N Engl J Med. 2020;383:120–128. 

[8] Gattinoni L, Chiumello D, Caironi P. COVID-19 pneumonia: different respiratory treatments 

for different phenotypes? Intensive Care Med. 2020 Jun;46:1099–1102. 

[9] Kuba K, Imai Y, Rao S. A crucial role of angiotensin converting enzyme 2 (ACE2) in SARS 

coronavirus-induced lung injury. Nat Med. 2005;11:875–879. 

[10] Leisman DE, Deutschman CS, Legrand M. COVID-19 in the ICU: vascular dysfunction, 

thrombosis, and dysregulated inflammation. Intensive Care Med. 2020;46:1105–1108.  

[11] Copin MC, Parmentier E, Duburcq T, Poissy J, Mathieu D. The Lille COVID-19 ICU and 

Anatomopathology Group. Time to consider histologic pattern of lung injury to treat critically ill 

patients with COVID-19 infection. Intensive Care Med. 2020;46:1124–1126. 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 16, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


[12] Cui S, Chen S, Li X, Liu S, Wang F. Prevalence of venous thromboembolism in patients 

with severe novel coronavirus pneumonia. J Thromb Haemost. 2020;18:1421–1424. 

[13] Klok FA, Kruip MJHA, van der Meer NJM. Incidence of thrombotic complications in 

critically ill ICU patients with COVID-19. Thromb Res. 2020;191:145–147. 

[14] Zhang T, Sun LX, Feng RE. [Comparison of clinical and pathological features between 

severe acute respiratory syndrome and coronavirus disease 2019]. 2020 Jun 12;43(6):496-502. 

Chinese. doi: 10.3760/cma.j.cn112147-20200311-00312. PMID: 32241072. 

[15] Vaporidi K, Akoumianaki E, Telias I, Goligher EC, Brochard L, Georgopoulos D. 

Respiratory drive in critically ill patients: pathophysiology and clinical implications. Am J 

Respir Crit Care Med. 2020;201:20–32. 

[16] Li YC, Bai WZ, Hashikawa T. The neuroinvasive potential of SARS-CoV2 may play a role 

in the respiratory failure of COVID-19 patients. J Med Virol. 2020;92:552–555. 

[17] Montalvan V, Lee J, Bueso T, De Toledo J, Rivas K. Neurological manifestations of 

COVID-19 and other coronavirus infections: a systematic review. Clin Neurol Neurosurg. 

2020;194:105921. 

[18] Takala J. Hypoxemia due to increased venous admixture: influence of cardiac output on 

oxygenation. Intensive Care Med. 2007;33:908–911. 

[19] Lynch JP, Mhyre JG, Dantzker DR. Influence of cardiac output on intrapulmonary shunt. J 

Appl Physiol Respir Environ Exerc Physiol. 1979;46:315–321. 

[20] Dantzker DR, Lynch JP, Weg JG. Depression of cardiac output is a mechanism of shunt 

reduction in the therapy of acute respiratory failure. Chest. 1980;77:636–642. 

[21] 2. Gattinoni L, Chiumello D, Caironi P, et al. COVID-19 pneumonia: Different respiratory 

treatment for different phenotypes? Int Care Med. 2020; 46:1099–1102. 

[22] Gattinoni L, Chiumello D, Rossi S. COVID-19 pneumonia: ARDS or not? Crit Care. 2020; 

24:154. 

[23] Gattinoni L, Meissner K, Marini JJ. The baby lung and the COVID-19 era. Int Care Med. 

2020; 46:1438–1440. 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 16, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


[24] Marini JJ, Gattinoni L. Management of COVID-19 respiratory distress. JAMA. 2020; 

323:2329–2330. 

[25] Marini JJ. Dealing with the CARDS of COVID-19. Crit Care Med. 2020; 48:1239–1241. 

[26] Ziehr DR, Alladina J, Petri CR, et al, Respiratory pathophysiology of mechanically 

ventilated patients with covid-19: a cohort study. Am J Respir Crit Care Med. 2020 Jun 

15;201(12):1560-1564.  

[27] Grasselli G, Tonetti T, Protti A, et al. Pathophysiology of COVID-19-associated  

acute respiratory distress syndrome: a multicentre prospective observational study. Lancet Respir 

Med. 2021 Jan;9(1):e5-e6. 

[28] Tonelli R, Marchioni A, Tabbì L, et al. Spontaneous Breathing and Evolving Phenotypes of 

Lung Damage in Patients with COVID-19: Review of Current Evidence and Forecast of a New 

Scenario. J. Clin. Med. 2021,10,975. 

[29] Chiumello D, Busana M, Coppola S, et al. Physiological and quantitative CT-scan 

characterization of COVID-19 and typical ARDS: a matched cohort study. Intensive Care Med 

2020, 46, 2187–2196. 

[30] Coppola S, Chiumello D, Busana M, et al. Role of total lung stress on the progression of 

early COVID-19 pneumonia. Intensive Care Med. 2021;47:1130–1139. 

[31] Das A, Cole O, Chikhani M, et al. Evaluation of lung recruitment maneuvers in acute 

respiratory distress syndrome using computer simulation. Crit Care. 2015;19:8. 

[32] Chikhani M, Das A, Haque M, et al. High PEEP in acute respiratory distress syndrome: 

Quantitative evaluation between improved arterial oxygenation and decreased oxygen delivery. 

Br J Anaesth. 2016;117:650–658. 

[33] Das A, Haque M, Chikhani M, et al. Hemodynamic effects of lung recruitment maneuvers 

in acute respiratory distress syndrome. BMC Pulm Med. 2017;17:34. 

[34] Das A, Camporota L, Hardman JG, et al. What links ventilator driving pressure with 

survival in the acute respiratory distress syndrome? A computational study. Respir Res. 

2019;20:29. 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 16, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


[35] Saffaran S, Das A, Hardman JG, et al. High-fidelity computational simulation to refine 

strategies for lung-protective ventilation in paediatric acute respiratory distress syndrome. Int 

Care Med. 2019;45:1055–1057. 

[36] Saffaran S, Das A, Laffey JG, et al. Utility of driving pressure and mechanical power to 

guide protective ventilator settings in two cohorts of adult and pediatric patients with acute 

respiratory distress syndrome: A computational investigation. Crit Care Med. 2020; 48:1001–

1008. 

[37] Das A, Saffaran S, Chikhani M et al. In Silico Modeling of Coronavirus Disease 2019 Acute 

Respiratory Distress Syndrome: Pathophysiologic Insights and Potential Management 

Implications, Critical Care Explorations. 2020:2(9)-pe0202. 

[38] Lang M, Som A, Mendoza DP, Flores EJ, Reid N, Carey D, et al. Hypoxaemia related to 

COVID-19: vascular and perfusion abnormalities on dual-energy CT. Lancet Infect Dis. 

2020;20(12):1365–6. 

[39] Albarello F, Pianura E, Di Stefano F, Cristofaro M, Petrone A, Marchioni L, et al. 2019-

novel Coronavirus severe adult respiratory distress syndrome in two cases in Italy: an uncommon 

radiological presentation. Int J Infect Dis. 2020;93:192–7. 

[40] Weaver L, Das A, Saffaran S, et al. High risk of patient self-inflicted lung injury in COVID-

19 with frequently encountered spontaneous breathing patterns: a computational modelling 

study. Ann. Intensive Care. 2021;11:109. 

[41] Hardman JG, Aitkenhead AR: Estimating alveolar dead space from the arterial to end-tidal 

CO(2) gradient: A modeling analysis. Anesth Analg 2003; 97:1846–1851 

[42] Pan C, Chen L, Lu C, et al: Lung recruitability in SARS-CoV-2 associated acute respiratory 

distress syndrome: A single-center, observational study. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 2020; 

201:1294–1297.  

[43] Chen L, Del Sorbo L, Grieco DL, et al. Potential for Lung Recruitment Estimated by the 

Recruitment-to-Inflation Ratio in Acute Respiratory Distress Syndrome. A Clinical Trial. Am J 

Respir Crit Care Med. 2020 Jan 15;201(2):178-187. 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 16, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


[44] Mauri T, Spinelli E, Scotti E, et al: Potential for lung recruitment and ventilation-perfusion 

mismatch in patients with the acute respiratory distress syndrome from coronavirus disease 2019. 

Crit Care Med 2020; 48:1129–1134.  

[45] Beloncle FM, Pavlovsky B, Desprez C, et al: Recruitability and effect of PEEP in SARS-

Cov-2-associated acute respiratory distress syndrome. Ann Intensive Care 2020;10:55 

[46] Tsolaki et al. PEEP levels in COVID-19 pneumonia. Crit Care. 2020;24:303. 

[47] Ball, L, Robba, C, Maiello, L et al. Computed tomography assessment of PEEP-induced 

alveolar recruitment in patients with severe COVID-19 pneumonia. Crit Care. 2021;25:81. 

[48] Tonelli R, Busani S, Tabbì L, et al. Inspiratory Effort and Lung Mechanics in 

Spontaneously Breathing Patients with Acute Respiratory Failure due to COVID-19: A Matched 

Control Study. Am J Respir Crit Care Med. 2021 Sep 15;204(6):725-728. 

[49] Panwar R, Madotto F, Laffey JG, van Haren FMP. Compliance Phenotypes in Early Acute 

Respiratory Distress Syndrome before the COVID-19 Pandemic. Am J Respir Crit Care Med. 

2020 Nov 1;202(9):1244-1252.  

 

 

  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 16, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 

Figure 1: (A) Simulated pleural pressure swings from the CARDS model compared with 

ΔPes waveforms reported in [28], modest respiratory effort patient. (B) Simulated 

transpulmonary pressure swings for different levels of PEEP. (C) Simulated pleural 

pressure swings from the CARDS model compared with ΔPes waveforms reported in 

[28], high respiratory effort patient. (D) Simulated transpulmonary pressure swings for 

different levels of PEEP. 
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Figure 2: Simulated responses of CARDS and standard ARDS models to different levels of 

PEEP. Other mechanical ventilator settings were fixed at Tidal Volume = 470 ml (6.75 ml/Kg), 

Ventilation Rate = 20 breaths/min, Duty Cycle = 0.33, FiO2 = 100%.  

 

  

 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 16, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.15.21266157
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

Table 1: Simulated outputs for CARDS patients with moderate and high 

respiratory efforts undergoing NIV (based on data in [28]) with varying levels of 

PEEP. 
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