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Abstract 
Background: Automatic tube compensation (ATC) was designed to compensate for the additional 
resistive load imposed by the endotracheal tube during spontaneous breathing. In ATC mode, the 
ventilator adds or subtracts the flow-dependent pressure drop across the tube during both inspiration 
and expiration so that tracheal pressure remains close to PEEP. Early prototype ventilators achieved 
true tracheal-pressure control and showed physiological and clinical benefits, but clinical studies with 
commercial systems have failed to confirm these earlier findings. A 2003 bench study found that 
commercial ventilators provided, at best, only partial tube compensation, unlikely to result in 
meaningful clinical benefit. We therefore tested whether this limitation has been remedied in 
contemporary ICU ventilators. 

Methods: We performed a bench comparison of five commercial ICU ventilators and an ATC prototype 
ventilator designed to accurately compensate for the flow-dependent resistance over a wide range of 
flow rates. An active lung simulator generated spontaneous breathing patterns with weak, moderate, 
and strong inspiratory efforts at different PEEP levels. We tested each breathing pattern through 
endotracheal tubes with inner diameters of 7 and 8 mm, and measured airway pressure, tracheal 
pressure, and flow during CPAP with and without ATC. Breathing through the tube against open 
atmosphere served as a zero-PEEP/T-piece reference. 

Results: In CPAP mode, the commercial ventilators showed flow-dependent airway-pressure 
deviations, amounting to a substantial added resistance of 1.5 - 6.5 mbar/(L/s), whereas the ATC 
prototype ventilator imposed an added resistance of only 0.6 mbar/(L/s). In ATC mode, the 
commercial ventilators reduced the resistive load by no more than by 25%, and large tracheal-
pressure deviations remained, especially at higher inspiratory effort and during expiration. In some 
cases, the residual load during ATC was even greater than the load during unsupported breathing 
through the tube. By contrast, the ATC prototype ventilator maintained tracheal pressure close to 
PEEP throughout the breathing cycle and eliminated on average 79% of the tube-related resistive load. 

Conclusions: In the commercial ventilators evaluated in this study, the defining physiological objective 
of ATC was only partially achieved. Therefore, clinical benefits previously reported for tracheal-
pressure control support should be interpreted with caution when applied to commercial ATC 
implementations, unless effective tube compensation has been demonstrated under relevant 
conditions. These findings suggest that more advanced control approaches, such as those 
implemented in the ATC prototype ventilator, may be required to achieve consistent and 
physiologically accurate tube compensation. 
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Introduction 
The endotracheal tube is the largest resistive element of the respiratory system in most intubated 
patients [1]. During controlled mechanical ventilation, this resistance impedes airflow, prolongs 
expiration, and can cause dynamic hyperinflation and intrinsic PEEP [2, 3]. During ventilator-assisted 
spontaneous breathing, the endotracheal tube can dramatically increase the work of breathing [4] 
and promote patient-ventilator asynchrony (PVA) [5]. During strong inspiratory efforts, it can also 
cause large negative swings in tracheal and alveolar pressure [4] that have been implicated in patient 
self-inflicted lung injury [6]. The imposed tube resistive load can mimic weaning intolerance and delay 
extubation [7]. 

Automatic tube compensation (ATC) was developed to remove the artificial resistance of the 
endotracheal tube and prevent tube-related complications during mechanical ventilation [8]. The 
principle of ATC is straightforward: the ventilator continuously estimates the pressure drop across the 
endotracheal tube from the measured flow and the known pressure-flow characteristics of the tube. 
It then dynamically adds this pressure during inspiration and subtracts it during expiration, so that the 
tracheal pressure remains close to the set PEEP level at all times, regardless of the magnitude of 
inspiratory effort and flow [8]. Thus, ATC applies a variable, continuously flow-adapted positive airway 
pressure during inspiration and a variable sub-PEEP pressure during expiration. The physiological goal 
is to make the endotracheal tube mechanically “invisible” to the patient. 

ATC can be provided either as a stand-alone mode or as an add-on feature to other modes such as 
patient-triggered pressure support or proportional assist ventilation. In the present study, we only 
consider ATC as a stand-alone mode, not its combination with other modes. 

Early clinical studies with an ATC prototype ventilator established that the concept was physiologically 
sound and clinically beneficial. ATC compensated tube-related work of breathing in critically ill 
patients with high ventilatory demand, where conventional pressure support of 5, 10, or 15 mbar 
failed to do so [4]. Under ATC, the tracheal pressure remained close to PEEP even during strong 
respiratory efforts when the pressure loss across the tube pressure exceeded 25 mbar [4]. In a patient 
with severe patient-ventilator desynchronization under conventional, triggered inspiratory pressure 
support ventilation, the combination of ATC and proportional assist ventilation restored breath-by-
breath support even at respiratory rates of more than 50 breaths per minute [9].  

In 2003, a bench study compared the original ATC prototype with commercial ATC implementations 
[10], and found that commercial systems reduced the tube-related work of breathing by only 50-68% 
during inspiration, whereas the original ATC prototype achieved a reduction by 97%. During 
expiration, commercial systems achieved reductions of tube-related work by only 1-26%, whereas the 
original ATC prototype reduced it by 70%. The authors concluded that, unless these systems were 
improved, the advantages of commercial ATC over conventional patient-triggered pressure support 
would probably be negligible.  

Here, we tested whether contemporary commercial ICU ventilators in ATC mode achieve the 
physiological goal of maintaining near-constant tracheal pressure during spontaneous breathing, 
independent of respiratory effort. We compared these contemporary commercial ventilators with 
previous-generation commercial ventilators and with an ATC prototype during simulated spontaneous 
breathing through endotracheal tubes of different sizes.  

We found that commercial ventilators provided only a modest partial compensation of the tube 
resistance. The bulk of the resistive load remained, and in some cases ATC imposed a greater residual 
load than unsupported breathing through the tube against open atmosphere. By contrast, the ATC 
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prototype maintained tracheal pressure close to PEEP and largely eliminated the tube-related load, 
demonstrating that the shortcomings of commercial ventilators are technically solvable.  

 

Methods 
We tested the following ventilators, all of which offer Automatic Tube Compensation (ATC), also called 
Tube Resistance Compensation (TRC): Dräger Evita 4, Dräger Evita XL, Dräger Evita V600 (Drägerwerk 
AG, Lübeck, Germany), Hamilton C2, Hamilton C6 (Hamilton Medical AG, Bonaduz, Switzerland), and 
an ATC prototype ventilator. The original ATC prototype used in the clinical studies of the 1990s [4, 5, 
8, 9] and in the 2003 technical comparison study [10] was no longer available. In this study, we used 
an ATC prototype based on the system described previously [8], with the following modifications. 
Positive and negative pressure were generated by two radial blowers (U65HN-024KS-6, Micronel, 
Switzerland), which were connected to the inspiratory and expiratory limbs of a Y-piece. Pressure was 
controlled by a three-way valve integrated directly into the Y-piece, as described in [11]. 

We tested tube-resistance compensation with original-length endotracheal tubes (Rüsch Super Safety 
Clear, Teleflex, Ireland) with inner diameters of 7 and 8 mm. Each tube was inserted into an artificial 
trachea made of polymethyl methacrylate (PMMA) and sealed airtight with the cuff. The artificial 
trachea had an inner diameter of 2.1 cm. Tracheal pressure was measured through 12 small radial 
holes equally spaced around the circumference of the artificial trachea and connected to a 
piezoresistive differential pressure sensor (Honeywell HCS series, USA; range ±80 mbar). The tracheal 
pressure measurement site was located 60 mm distal to the tube tip and 50 mm proximal to the distal 
end of the artificial trachea, as described previously [1, 3]. 

On the proximal side, the endotracheal tube was connected to a swivel connector, a flexible tube, a 
thermal mass flow sensor (SFM3300, Sensirion, Switzerland), a short tube with a ring channel with 
eight small radial holes for airway pressure measurement, and the Y-piece of the ventilator under test. 
Airway pressure was measured with a piezoresistive differential pressure sensor (Honeywell HCS 
series, USA; range ±80 mbar). 

On the distal side, the artificial trachea was connected to a custom-built active lung simulator, as 
described in detail previously [3]. The simulator consisted of a 2.8 L piston pump connected to a 20 L 
glass container loosely filled with steel wool. A stepper-motor drive controlled the piston motion so 
that the simulator reproduced a prescribed airway resistance, respiratory-system elastance, and time-
varying muscle pressure. The maximum response frequency of the active lung simulator was 25 Hz. 
The 20 L glass container acted as a compliance reservoir and prevented pressure and flow components 
above this frequency from encountering an effectively stiff simulator. This resulted in a minimum 
compliance of 20 ml/mbar, independent of the response bandwidth of the lung simulator. 

We tested three different breathing patterns, corresponding to weak, moderate, and strong 
inspiratory efforts. For weak and moderate effort, airway resistance was set to 2 mbar/(L/s). 
Inspiratory time tin was set to 1 s, and expiratory time to 2 s. The minimum inspiratory muscle pressure, 
Pmus,min, was set to -5 mbar for weak effort and -10 mbar for moderate effort. During inspiration, Pmus 
decreased monotonically from zero to Pmus,min according to a quarter sine wave, Pmus(t) = Pmus,min sin[π 
t / (2 tin)], where t denotes the time after the onset of inspiration. During expiration, Pmus returned to 
zero within 0.5 s according to a half sine wave, Pmus(t) = 0.5 Pmus,min [1 + cos(π (t - tin) / 0.5 s)]. Total 
respiratory compliance was set to 100 ml/mbar for weak effort, and 50 ml/mbar for moderate effort. 
This lower compliance during moderate effort reflects the reduced chest-wall compliance that occurs 
during respiratory muscle activation. For simplicity, compliance was kept constant throughout the 
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breathing cycle and was not varied with instantaneous muscle activity. For strong inspiratory effort, 
the piston pump generated a sinusoidal volume pattern with a tidal volume of 1 L, an inspiratory time 
of 1 s, and an expiratory time of 1 s, independent of the resulting pressures and flows at the airway. 
Thus, no muscle pressure, airway resistance, or respiratory-system compliance was prescribed for this 
condition. The effective compliance was determined by the 20 L glass container and was 
approximately 20 ml/mbar, which corresponds to a stiff respiratory system during strong inspiratory 
effort. 

We tested all ventilators both in CPAP and ATC modes. In CPAP mode, airway pressure should remain 
close to the set PEEP level throughout the breathing cycle, independent of respiratory effort and flow. 
To quantify the pressure-control performance of the tested ventilators, we computed the standard 
deviation of the airway pressure signal over the breathing cycle and normalized it by the standard 
deviation of flow, Reff,paw = σ(Paw)/ σ(V�). This ratio has units of resistance and in CPAP mode quantifies 
the effective resistance proximal of the airway pressure measuring site, hence the resistance added 
by the ventilator circuit, demand-flow valve, and expiratory valve. Thus, Reff,paw is a pragmatic measure 
of pressure-control performance under dynamic conditions; it does not distinguish true resistive 
pressure losses from inertive, compliant, or control-transient contributions. Because it is based on 
standard deviations across the breathing cycle, it is insensitive to the absolute PEEP level, to the sign 
of pressure deviations from PEEP, and to the timing of these deviations within the breathing cycle. 

In ATC mode, tracheal pressure should remain close to the set PEEP level. In the ventilator setup menu, 
we selected a tube diameter of 7 mm or 8 mm, depending on the inner diameter of the endotracheal 
tube used in each experiment. The compensation algorithms and resistance parameters used by the 
tested ventilators were not consistently disclosed by the manufacturers. For the Dräger Evita 4 and 
Evita XL ventilators, the manual specifies a purely quadratic tube model, ∆pETT = k2 sign�V̇�V̇2 with 
tabulated k2 values of 6.57 mbar/(L/s)2 for an 8 mm tube and 10.56 mbar/(L/s)2 for a 7 mm tube, 
according to [1]. For the other commercial ventilators tested here, however, the exact equations and 
tube-resistance parameters were, to our knowledge, not publicly disclosed. The equation for 

controlling ATC in the prototype ventilator was ∆pETT = k1 �Deff
D0
�
β
� V̇
V̇0

̇
+ 4 sign�V̇�� V̇

V̇0
�
2
� , with k1 

= 0.72 mbar, D0 = 10 mm, V̇0= 1 L/s, and exponent β = -3.6 [3].  

In ATC mode, we computed the effective resistance as Reff,ptrach = σ(Ptrach)/ σ(V�), which quantifies the 
resistance proximal of the tracheal pressure measuring site, hence the residual resistive load that 
remains after tube compensation. Reff,ptrach includes contributions from the tube, swivel connector, 
flexible tube, flow sensor, ventilator circuit, demand-flow valve and expiratory valve. 

The Dräger ventilators Evita 4 and Evita XL did not provide expiratory tube compensation. Therefore, 
we also computed an inspiration-only effective resistance according to Reff,ptrach,in = mean(|Ptrach,in- 
PEEP|) / mean(|V� in|). PEEP was defined as the end-expiratory tracheal pressure of the current 
breathing cycle.  

All ventilators, breathing patterns, and tube diameters were tested at PEEP levels of 0, 5, and 10 mbar. 
Moderate and strong effort were also tested at 15 mbar PEEP. For each breathing pattern and tube 
diameter, we also measured Reff,ptrach during breathing against open atmosphere, with the ventilator 
disconnected. This condition corresponds to a zero-PEEP T-piece trial. In this case, Reff,ptrach reflects the 
effective resistance of the endotracheal tube, swivel connector, flexible tubing, and sensors, without 
the added resistance of the ventilator valves and breathing circuit, and without resistance reduction 
by tube compensation. 
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Results 
We first tested airway-pressure control during CPAP. In this mode, airway pressure should remain 
close to the set PEEP throughout the breathing cycle. Instead, all commercial ventilators showed 
substantial flow-dependent deviations of airway pressure from PEEP (Fig. 1). These deviations 
increased with inspiratory effort and occurred during both inspiration and expiration. In the Hamilton 
ventilators, peak deviations exceeded 3 mbar under strong effort. Thus, even in CPAP mode, before 
tube compensation is considered, commercial ventilators behave as non-ideal pressure sources 
because of limitations in closed-loop pressure control and valve dynamics. By contrast, the ATC 
prototype ventilator controlled airway pressure close to the target and only exhibited noticeable 
deviations during transitions between inspiration and expiration.  

 

Fig. 1: Airway pressure control during CPAP. Representative airway-pressure recordings (in mbar) 
during simulated spontaneous breathing through a 7 mm endotracheal tube at PEEP = 10 mbar. 
Columns show weak, moderate, and strong inspiratory effort. Rows show the tested ventilators. 
Airway pressure (blue) is plotted as deviation from the set PEEP level during two consecutive breathing 
cycles; the horizontal line marks zero deviation. In an ideal CPAP system, airway pressure would remain 
on this line throughout the breathing cycle. The dotted line shows Pmus + PEEP and marks the timing of 
inspiration and expiration. The Pmus trace is truncated to keep the pressure deviations visible; the full, 
untruncated Pmus trace is shown in Fig. 3. Commercial ventilators showed substantial flow-dependent 
pressure deviations that increased with respiratory effort. 

prototype

Evita 4

Evita XL

Evita V600

Hamilton C2

Hamilton C6

weak effort moderate effort strong effort
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We quantified the effective resistance Reff,paw imposed by the ventilator during CPAP, and found values 
between approximately 1.5 and 6.5 mbar/(L/s) for the commercial ventilators (Fig. 2). Because Reff,paw 

normalizes pressure deviations by flow, the larger pressure deviations at stronger respiratory effort 
did not translate into a higher effective resistance. Across most commercial ventilators, Reff,paw was 
larger at zero PEEP than at higher PEEP levels. This PEEP dependence was particularly pronounced in 
the Hamilton C6. By contrast, the effective resistance imposed by the ATC prototype ventilator 
remained below 0.6 mbar/(L/s) and showed no systematic PEEP dependence. 

 

 

Fig. 2: Effective airway resistance during CPAP. Effective airway resistance, Reff,paw, during CPAP with 
a 7 mm endotracheal tube. Values are shown for weak, moderate, and strong inspiratory effort and 
for different PEEP levels and ventilators. Reff,paw, during breathing in the “open” configuration, i.e. with 
the Y-piece removed and open to atmosphere, is zero by definition and not shown here.   

Next, we tested tracheal-pressure control during Automatic Tube Compensation. In this mode, 
tracheal pressure should remain close to the set PEEP throughout the breathing cycle. Accordingly, 
airway pressure should increase above PEEP during inspiration and decrease below PEEP during 
expiration. This expected behavior was observed with the ATC prototype ventilator (Fig. 3). By 
contrast, all commercial ventilators showed substantial flow-dependent deviations of tracheal 
pressure from PEEP. These deviations increased with inspiratory effort and occurred during both 
inspiration and expiration. The Evita 4 and Evita XL ventilators did not offer expiratory tube 
compensation; accordingly, airway pressure did not decrease below PEEP during expiration. However, 
both ventilators maintained nearly constant tracheal pressure during inspiration at weak and 
moderate effort. The Hamilton C6 did not lower airway pressure below PEEP during expiration, even 
though expiratory tube compensation was activated. Taken together, the commercial ventilators did 
not maintain constant tracheal pressure throughout the breathing cycle as intended in ATC mode, 
either by design, as in the Evita 4 and Evita XL, or because tube compensation was insufficient. 
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Fig. 3: Tracheal-pressure control during ATC. 
Representative airway-pressure, tracheal-pressure, and 
muscle-pressure recordings during simulated 
spontaneous breathing through a 7 mm endotracheal 
tube at PEEP = 10 mbar. Separate panels show weak, 
moderate, and strong inspiratory effort. Airway pressure 
is shown in blue, tracheal pressure in orange, and muscle 
pressure plus PEEP as a dashed black line. For strong 
effort, the dashed line indicates the flow generated by 
the piston pump of the lung simulator. Pressures are 
plotted as deviations from the set PEEP level during two 
consecutive breathing cycles; the horizontal line marks 
zero deviation. In an ideal ATC system, tracheal pressure 
would remain on this line throughout the breathing 
cycle. The ATC prototype ventilator maintained tracheal 
pressure close to PEEP, whereas commercial ventilators 
showed substantial flow-dependent tracheal-pressure 
deviations that increased with inspiratory effort. 

 

Next, we quantified the residual effective resistance Reff,ptrach during ATC. The ATC prototype ventilator 
showed values below 2 mbar/(L/s), without a pronounced dependence on inspiratory effort or PEEP 
(Fig. 4). By contrast, the commercial ventilators showed Reff,ptrach values between approximately 4 and 
13 mbar/(L/s) for a 7 mm tube, and between 3.5 and 11.5 mbar/(L/s) for an 8 mm tube. Reff,ptrach 
increased markedly with stronger inspiratory effort. In the Evita V600 and the two Hamilton 
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ventilators, Reff,ptrach was higher at zero PEEP than at higher PEEP levels, consistent with the inability of 
these ventilators to lower airway pressure below atmospheric pressure during expiration and 
therefore to compensate expiratory tube resistance at zero PEEP. The effective resistance during 
breathing against open atmosphere was not substantially higher than during ATC with any of the 
commercial ventilators. In some cases, commercial ATC imposed an even larger effective resistance 
than unsupported breathing through the tube.  

Averaged for all conditions, PEEP levels, and tube diameters, the Evita 4 in ATC mode compensated 
22% of the effective tube resistance measured during unsupported breathing, the Evita XL 
compensated 25%, and the Evita V600 compensated 16%. With the Hamilton C2 and C6 the effective 
resistance even increased by 9% and 24% relative to the effective tube resistance measured during 
unsupported breathing. Taken together, the commercial ventilators did not provide an effective tube-
resistance compensation throughout the breathing cycle. By comparison, the ATC prototype ventilator 
compensated 79% of the effective tube resistance. 

 

 

Fig. 4: Effective tracheal resistance during ATC. Effective tracheal resistance, Reff,ptrach, during ATC with 
a 7 mm (top) or 8 mm (bottom) endotracheal tube, shown for weak, moderate, and strong inspiratory 
effort, different PEEP levels, and all tested ventilators. The “open” condition shows the effective 
resistance during breathing against open atmosphere with the ventilator disconnected, equivalent to 
a zero-PEEP T-piece trial. In an ideal ATC system, Reff,ptrach should approach zero. 

If the tracheal pressure is only measured during the inspiratory phase (defined here as the phase with 
positive flow, regardless of muscle effort), the two models Evita 4 and Evita XL kept the effective 
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tracheal resistance at around or below 2 mbar/(L/s) for weak and moderate effort (Fig. SI 1). For strong 
effort, all three Evita ventilators kept the effective tracheal resistance at around 4-6 mbar/(L/s) (Fig. 
SI 1). Averaged across all conditions, PEEP levels, and tube diameters, the Evita 4 compensated 64% 
of the effective inspiratory resistance measured during unsupported breathing, the Evita XL 
compensated 68%, the Evita V600 compensated 36%. In the tested setting, the Hamilton C2 provided 
no substantial inspiratory compensation, while the inspiratory resistance relative to unsupported 
breathing increased by 4% with the Hamilton C6. By contrast, the ATC prototype ventilator 
compensated 86% of the tube resistance during inspiration. 

Both Hamilton ventilators require the placement of a variable-orifice flow sensor near the patient. In 
the main measurement configuration, we placed this sensor between the Y-piece and our airway-
pressure adapter. This configuration made the measurements comparable across ventilators and 
ensured that our recorded airway and tracheal pressures were not affected by the added resistance 
of the Hamilton flow sensor, which was approximately 1 mbar/(L/s). However, our own flow sensor 
and airway-pressure adapter also imposed a small flow resistance. If the Hamilton flow sensor was 
placed distal to our flow sensor and pressure adapter, the ventilator can compensate this additional 
resistance in its airway-pressure control. We therefore repeated the measurements with this 
alternative configuration. We found that Reff,ptrach did not differ compared to the standard 
measurement configuration, except during the strong-effort pattern, where Reff,ptrach decreased by 
approximately 0.5 mbar/(L/s). This decrease reflects the added resistance of our flow sensor and 
pressure adapter at high flow (Fig. SI 2). 

Discussion 
Our data show that in the commercial ventilators investigated here, the effective resistance during 
ATC remained large and comparable to the resistive load observed during unsupported breathing 
through the tube (plus swivel connector, flexible tube, and flow sensor) against open atmosphere 
corresponding to the conditions of a zero-PEEP T-piece trial. Thus, the implementation of ATC in these 
ventilators did not correspond to the clinical mode label, and the ventilators did not deliver the 
complete mechanical unloading that clinicians may expect when selecting this mode.  

A substantial part of the incomplete tube compensation appears to result from limitations in airway 
pressure control. In CPAP mode, all tested commercial ventilators showed substantial deviations of 
airway pressure from the target pressure. These deviations were particularly large in the two Hamilton 
ventilators and corresponded to an effective resistance from the ventilator alone of more than 3 
mbar/(L/s). Together with incomplete tube compensation, the combined resistive load from the 
ventilator and the uncompensated tube resistance reached, on average, more than 4 mbar/(L/s) at 
weak inspiratory effort, approximately 6 mbar/(L/s) at moderate effort, and approximately 8 
mbar/(L/s) at strong effort for the three Dräger ventilators. In the two Hamilton ventilators, the 
effective resistance was about 2 mbar/(L/s) higher still, exceeding 10 mbar/(L/s) at high respiratory 
demand. Thus, the highest residual loads occurred under the condition in which mechanical unloading 
matters most for the patient. For comparison, taking the resistance of an N95 facemask 
(approximately 0.5 mbar/(L/s) [12]) as a reference, the residual load in ATC mode would correspond 
to the resistance encountered when breathing through roughly 12–20 facemasks stacked together. 

Clinical studies of commercial ATC implementations have mainly examined its role during spontaneous 
breathing trials, with mixed results: several studies found no clear reduction in weaning duration or 
mechanical ventilation time compared with CPAP or low pressure support [13-15], whereas a meta-
analysis suggested that ATC may improve extubation success compared with other spontaneous 
breathing trial modes [16]. None of these clinical studies, however, investigated whether commercial 
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ventilators actually compensated endotracheal tube resistance as originally intended. By the same 
token, any clinical benefits attributed to ATC in early studies with a fully operational prototype 
ventilator cannot be extrapolated to commercial implementations unless those devices demonstrate 
effective tracheal-pressure control.  

The reasons for the limited tracheal-pressure control observed in the commercial ventilators remain 
unclear. However, the performance of the ATC prototype ventilator demonstrates that effective 
tracheal-pressure control is technically feasible. In addition, the Evita 4 and Evita XL ventilators 
showed a reasonable tube compensation during inspiration (SI Fig. 1). Their large effective resistance 
during ATC (Fig. 4) was mainly attributable to the complete absence of expiratory tube compensation. 

True expiratory tube compensation requires the ventilator to lower airway pressure below PEEP and, 
at low PEEP, sometimes below atmospheric pressure. Both the original ATC prototype and the current 
ATC prototype were able to do so. This capability requires additional safety precautions, because valve 
failure could expose the patient to harmful negative airway pressures. It is therefore understandable 
that manufacturers have avoided active subatmospheric pressure control. However, all three 
contemporary ventilators tested here offered expiratory tube compensation at higher PEEP levels, 
where subatmospheric pressure was not required. Even under these conditions, only the Evita V600 
lowered airway pressure appreciably below PEEP. 

We noticed that tube compensation improved when the ventilators were set to a smaller than the 
actual tube diameter. This observation suggests that tube compensation may have been intentionally 
incomplete, possibly to avoid overcompensation or unstable pressure control. In clinical practice, 
however, endotracheal tube resistance is often higher than that of a clean tube because of mucus 
deposition, biofilm formation, or kinking [17, 18]. Selecting a smaller tube diameter may therefore 
appear tempting, but we discourage this strategy unless tube obstruction has been measured and 
translated into an effective tube diameter. A method to estimate this effective diameter in situ has 
recently been presented [19]. 

Since we tested only a small number of contemporary ventilators from two manufacturers, our 
findings cannot be generalized to all ICU ventilators currently on the market. Nonetheless, our findings 
highlight the importance of demonstrating effective tube compensation for individual ventilator 
implementations. Until such evidence is available, extrapolation of the clinical benefits observed with 
true tracheal-pressure control to commercial ATC implementations should be undertaken with 
caution. At the same time, the performance of the ATC prototype ventilator demonstrates that 
effective tube compensation is technically feasible. 
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Supplementary information 

 

 

 

 

Fig. SI 1: Effective tracheal resistance during ATC during inspiration. Effective tracheal resistance 
Reff,ptrach,in in inspiration (positive flow) during ATC with a 7 mm (top) and 8 mm (bottom) endotracheal 
tube, shown for weak, moderate, and strong inspiratory effort, different PEEP levels, and all tested 
ventilators. Reff,ptrach,in is computed during the positive flow phase as the mean absolute difference 
between the tracheal pressure and PEEP, divided by the mean inspiratory flow. PEEP is the end-
expiratory tracheal pressure of the current breathing cycle, measured as the mean tracheal pressure 
between 80 ms and 40 ms before the start of the next inspiration.  
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Fig. SI 2: Effect of flow sensor placement on effective tracheal resistance. In the standard 
measurement configuration, the thermal mass flow sensor and airway pressure adapter are placed 
between the flexible tube and the Y-piece. The Hamilton C2 (and C6) ventilators provide their own flow 
sensor and airway pressure adapter, which is placed between the Y-piece and our airway pressure 
adapter. This corresponds to the standard measurement configuration, in which the resistance of our 
thermal mass flow sensor and airway pressure adapter is not compensated by the demand-flow control 
of the ventilator and thus adds to the total resistance of the respiratory system. However, by placing 
the Hamilton flow and pressure sensor adapter between the flexible tube and our thermal mass flow 
sensor and airway pressure adapter, the resistance of the latter can be compensated by the ventilator. 
Comparison of effective tracheal resistance without flow sensor resistance compensation (left bars) 
and with flow sensor resistance compensation (right bars) shows only negligible effects, except at 
strong respiratory effort where flow sensor resistance compensation lowers Reff,ptrach  by up to 0.5 
mbar/(L/s). 

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

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted July 13, 2026. ; https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.07.08.26357537doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.07.08.26357537
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

	Resistive Load During CPAP and Automatic Tube Compensation (ATC):  A Bench Comparison of ICU Ventilators
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Results
	Discussion
	Declarations:
	References


