Commentary

iMedPub Journals
http://www.imedpub.com

Journal of Intensive and Critical Care
ISSN 2471-8505

2017
Vol. 3 No. 2: 20

DOI: 10.21767/2471-8505.100079

With or Without ARDS: Evidence
Regarding PEEP levels
Received: May 10, 2017; Accepted: May 15, 2017; Published: May 22, 2017
Positive end-expiratory pressure (PEEP) is defined as the alveolar
pressure above atmospheric pressure that exists at the end of
expiration, and it comprehends the intrinsic PEEP and extrinsic
PEEP [1]. Intrinsic PEEP is a dynamic hyperinflation, which may
lead to gas trapping, increased end expiration pressure, and
hemodynamic instability [1]. It can also be subdivided in static,
measured by occluding the airway at end-expiration, and
dynamic, measured by recording the change in pressure required
to initiate lung inflation [2]. Extrinsic PEEP is an adjustable
variable provided by the mechanical ventilator and involves
the application of a resistance to expiration in order to produce
positive airway pressure, which could stabilize airways, prevent
premature airway closure, improve ventilation and reduce gas
trapping [1].
Patients with acute respiratory distress syndrome (ARDS) present
several structural and functional abnormalities in the lungs.
Among these, the repetitive opening and closing of alveolar units
that collapses at the end of expiration, known as atelectrauma,
is an important driver to ventilator-induced lung injury (VILI)
[3,4]. Results from preclinical studies using animals [3,5] and
studies in humans [6,7] support the use of PEEP to prevent or
at least minimize atelectrauma. Indeed, PEEP could counteract
the pressure exerted by the lung upon itself and decreases the
pulmonary edema by reducing venous return and increasing
interstitial pressure [8], reducing the risk of end-expiratory
cyclical collapse and VILI. However, beyond a certain point,
PEEP can be harmful, leading to alveolar over distension [9] and
cardiac depression [10].
According to a recent meta-analysis that analyzed randomized
clinical trials (RCT) comparing higher versus lower levels of
PEEP in patients with ARDS, high levels of PEEP did not reduce
hospital mortality, produced no significant difference in the risk
of barotrauma, but rather improved oxygenation during the first
days of ventilation [11]. Nevertheless, an individual patient data
meta-analysis found reduction in hospital mortality with the
use of high levels of PEEP when considering only patients with
moderate-to-severe ARDS [12]. Taken all together, the evidence
suggests that more severe ARDS patients could benefit from
higher levels of PEEP during mechanical ventilation.
In patients without ARDS, the impact of PEEP on outcome is less
understood. Use of lower tidal volumes in this group of patients
could promote atelectasis, even more with a longer duration of
ventilation, which could be a reason to use higher levels of PEEP
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[13]. However, in this group of patients specially, higher levels of
PEEP may induce hemodynamic compromise and hyperinflation,
as such maybe causing more harm than benefit [10]. Although
it could be that higher levels of PEEP may benefit certain ICU
patients, like obese patients or patients with increased chest wall
elastance, robust evidence for any suggestion on the best level of
PEEP in ICU patients without ARDS is lacking [13].
In a recent systematic review and meta-analysis assessing the
association between PEEP levels and outcomes in patients
without ARDS at the onset of mechanical ventilation, higher
levels of PEEP were not associated with lower in-hospital
mortality or shorter duration of ventilation [14]. Nonetheless,
the use of high levels of PEEP decreased the incidence of ARDS
and the occurrence of hypoxemia during follow-up. However, the
heterogeneity among included studies was moderate to high and
the quality of the available evidence ranged from low to very low.
Nevertheless, the impact of PEEP in this group of patients is still
matter of debate [14].
When discussing patients without ARDS, the group of patients
undergoing mechanical ventilation for general anesthesia
for surgery is of paramount importance. It is known that
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postoperative complications after surgery are an important
cause of morbidity and even mortality [15]. In particular, the
development of postoperative pulmonary complications is
strongly associated with a worse postoperative outcome [16].
Postoperative ARDS is the most feared postoperative pulmonary,
and recent observational studies [17,18] suggest that the
incidence of postoperative ARDS is maybe even higher than the
incidence of sepsis-associated ARDS. Therefore, it is important
that normal lungs undergoing mechanical ventilation during the
surgical procedure are not damaged by inadequate intraoperative
ventilation strategies [19].
Data regarding the use of PEEP during surgical procedures are
conflicting. Three large randomized trials of intraoperative
ventilation showed that low tidal volume and high levels of
PEEP reduced postoperative pulmonary complications [19-21].
In this scenario, tidal volume reduction could induce atelectasis
and consequently could increase harm by tidal recruitment of
those lung parts that collapse at the end of expiration. Higher
levels of PEEP could stabilize these parts during the respiratory
cycle. Nevertheless, a recent RCT showed that, during low tidal
volume ventilation, a strategy using high levels of PEEP during
open abdominal surgery does not protect against postoperative
pulmonary complications [22]. Indeed, it could lead to more
hemodynamic instability, need of fluid and of vasoactive drugs
[23].
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It may be incorrect to assume that beneficial or harmful effects of
PEEP are linear. Like with many physiologic effects the effects of
PEEP could be U-shaped [24-26], meaning that too low as well as
too high levels of PEEP could be harmful, and that the best level
of PEEP is somewhere in between. Notably, the final shape of the
curve could very well depend on severity of lung injury, with less
severe patients presenting some degree of over distention with
the use of higher levels of PEEP [9]. Also non-pulmonary effects
of PEEP should be held in account, as high levels could reduce
afterload of the left ventricle of the heart but at the same time
decrease preload and increase afterload of the right ventricle
[10]. Furthermore, the effects of PEEP on the systemic circulation
depend not only on how much lung tissue is recruited but also
on lung volume, since if the lung volume is below the functional
residual capacity at end expiration, an increase in the level of
PEEP likely increases the cardiac output [10,14].
In conclusion, the level of PEEP should not be defined according
to general characteristics of the patients. A more individualized
strategy with PEEP titration according to lung mechanics and
lung recruitability could produce better results, leading to better
outcomes in patients undergoing mechanical ventilation. When
discussing the use of PEEP in patients undergoing mechanical
ventilation, one size does not fit all.

This article is available in: http://criticalcare.imedpub.com/archive.php

ARCHIVOS
DE MEDICINA
Journal of Intensive
and Critical
Care
ISSN
1698-9465
ISSN
2471-8505

References
1

Hess DR (2015) Recruitment maneuvers and PEEP titration. Respir
Care 60: 1688-1704.

2

Kallet RH, Katz JA (2003) Respiratory system mechanics in acute
respiratory distress syndrome. Respir Care Clin N Am 9: 297-319.

3

Dreyfuss D, Soler P, Basset G, Saumon G (1988) High inflation
pressure pulmonary edema: Respective effects of high airway
pressure, high tidal volume and positive end-expiratory pressure.
Am Rev Respir Dis 137: 1159-1164.

4

Slutsky AS, Ranieri VM (2013) Ventilator-induced lung injury. N Engl
J Med 369: 2126-2136.

5

Staffieri F, Driessen B, Monte VD, Grasso S, Crovace A (2010)
Effects of positive end-expiratory pressure on anesthesia-induced
atelectasis and gas exchange in anesthetized and mechanically
ventilated sheep. Am J Vet Res 71: 867-874.

6

Neumann P, Rothen HU, Berglund JE, Valtysson J, Magnusson A,
et al. (1999) Positive end-expiratory pressure prevents atelectasis
during general anaesthesia even in the presence of a high inspired
oxygen concentration. Acta Anaesthesiol Scand 43: 295-301.

7

Andrews PL, Sadowitz B, Kollisch-Singule M, Joshua S, Shreyas R,
et al. (2015) Alveolar instability (atelectrauma) is not identified by
arterial oxygenation predisposing the development of an occult
ventilator-induced lung injury. Intensive Care Med Exp 3: 54.

8

Pinsky MR (1997) The hemodynamic consequences of mechanical
ventilation: An evolving story. Intensive Care Med 23: 493-503.

9

Retamal J, Bugedo G, Larsson A, Bruhn A (2015) High PEEP levels are
associated with over distension and tidal recruitment/derecruitment
in ARDS patients. Acta Anaesthesiol Scand 59: 1161-1169.

10 Luecke T, Pelosi P (2005) Clinical review: Positive end-expiratory
pressure and cardiac output. Crit Care 9: 607-621.
11 Santa CR, Rojas JI, Nervi R, Heredia R, Ciapponi A (2013) High versus
low positive end-expiratory pressure (PEEP) levels for mechanically
ventilated adult patients with acute lung injury and acute respiratory
distress syndrome. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2013: CD009098.
12 Briel M, Meade M, Mercat A, Brower RG, Talmor D, et al. (2010) Higher
vs. lower positive end-expiratory pressure in patients with acute lung
injury and acute respiratory distress syndrome: Systematic review and
meta-analysis. JAMA 303: 865-873.
13 Serpa NA, Simonis, FD, Schultz MJ (2015) How to ventilate patients
without acute respiratory distress syndrome? Curr Opin Crit Care 21:
65-73.
14 Serpa NA, Rabello FR, Cherpanath T, Determann R, Dongelmans DA,

© Under License of Creative Commons Attribution 3.0 License

2017
Vol. 3 No. 2: 20

et al. (2016) Associations between positive end-expiratory pressure
and outcome of patients without ARDS at onset of ventilation: A
systematic review and meta-analysis of randomized controlled
trials. Ann Intensive Care 6: 109.
15 Canet J, Gallart L, Gomar C, Paluzie G, Vallès J, et al. Prediction of
postoperative pulmonary complications in a population-based
surgical cohort. Anesthesiology 113: 1338-1350.
16 Serpa NA, Hemmes SN, Barbas CS, Beiderlinden M, FernandezBustamante A, et al. (2014) Incidence of mortality and morbidity
related to postoperative lung injury in patients who have undergone
abdominal or thoracic surgery: A systematic review and metaanalysis. Lancet Respir Med 2: 1007-1015.
17 Gajic O, Dabbagh O, Park PK, Adesanya A, Chang SY, et al. (2011)
Early identification of patients at risk of acute lung injury: Evaluation
of lung injury prediction score in a multicenter cohort study. Am J
Respir Crit Care Med 183: 462-470.
18 Fernandez-Perez ER, Sprung J, Afessa B, Warner DO, Vachon CM,
et al. (2009) Intraoperative ventilator settings and acute lung injury
after elective surgery: a nested case control study. Thorax 64: 121127.
19 Futier E, Jaber S (2014) Lung-protective ventilation in abdominal
surgery. Curr Opin Crit Care 20: 426-430.
20 Severgnini P, Selmo G, Lanza C, Chiesa A, Frigerio A, et al. (2013)
Protective mechanical ventilation during general anesthesia for open
abdominal surgery improves postoperative pulmonary function.
Anesthesiology 118: 1307-1321.
21 Ge Y, Yuan L, Jiang X, Wang X, Xu R, et al. (2013) Effect of lung
protection mechanical ventilation on respiratory function in the
elderly undergoing spinal fusion. Zhong Nan Da Xue Xue Bao Yi Xue
Ban 38: 81-85.
22 Hemmes SN, Gama de AM, Pelosi P, Schultz MJ (2014) High versus
low positive end-expiratory pressure during general anaesthesia for
open abdominal surgery (PROVHILO trial): A multicentre randomised
controlled trial. Lancet 384: 495-503.
23 Gurudatt CL (2012) Perioperative fluid therapy: how much is not too
much? Indian J Anaesth 56: 323-325.
24 Li Y, Bai Z, Li M, Wang X, Pan J, et al. (2015) U-shaped relationship
between early blood glucose and mortality in critically ill children.
BMC Pediatr 15: 88.
25 Davis JM, Svendsgaard DJ (1990) U-shaped dose-response curves:
Their occurrence and implications for risk assessment. J Toxicol
Environ Health 30: 71-83.
26 Serpa NA, Jaber S (2016) What’s new in mechanical ventilation in
patients without ARDS: Lessons from the ARDS literature. Intensive
Care Med 42: 787-789.

3

