Table S1: PEEP dependent error variance
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Reduction in the variance of the model error across PEEP levels following incorporation of
stochastic collapse. The variance in error with PEEP was calculated for each model before and
following the addition of PEEP-dependent derecruitment. The ratio of these data represents the
percent of the variance in error with PEEP remaining after the addition of recruitment based on PV-
loop behavior. In general, the addition of derecruitment dramatically reduced the PEEP-dependence
of the error term, independent of model assumption. Error as a function of PEEP is shown for each
model and condition below.



Residual Model Error (cmH20*L'1*s‘1)
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