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Abstract

At the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, there was high mortality and a
lack of effective treatment for critically ill patients. Build on the experience in
argentine hemorrhagic fever with convalescent plasma, we incorporated 90
patients into a multicenter study, and 87 were evaluable. We collected 397
donations from 278 convalescent donors. Patients received plasma with an 1gG
concentration of 0.7-0.8 (measured by Abbott chemiluminescence) for every 10
kg of body weight. Survival during the first 28 days was the primary objective.
77% were male, age 54 + 15.6 y/o (range 27-85); body mass index 29.7 + 4,4;
hypertension 39% and diabetes 20%; 19.5% had an immunosuppression

NOEo Mthion 239%6s\nerestrehlti czre workersd Plesrraewad satministerdd ey Sinical practice.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.01.20184390

e R o ok e ot 0 1 AR, Wha oL A o e e e e
All rights reserved. No Peirggtglllgl\}ved without permission.

patients (63%) on spontaneous breathing with oxygen supplementation (mainly
oxygen mask with reservoir bag in 80%), and 32 patients (37%) were infused on
mechanical ventilation. The 28-day survival rate was 80%, with 91% in patients
infused on spontaneous breathing and 63% in those infused on mechanical
ventilation (p = 0.0002). There was a significant improvement in the WHO
pneumonia clinical scale at 7 and 14 days, and in PaO> / FiO, ferritin and LDH,
in the week post-infusion. We observed an episode of circulatory volume
overload and a febrile reaction, both mild. Convalescent plasma infusions are
feasible, safe, and potentially effective, especially before requiring mechanical

ventilation, and are an attractive clinical option for treating severe forms of

COVID-19 until other effective therapies become available.
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The outbreak of severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-
2), which was originated in Wuhan, China, has become a major concern
worldwide . Pneumonia induced by SARS-CoV-2 is the leading cause of death
of severely ill patients and despite of intensive research, no proven therapy for
severe respiratory disease has been yet described better than conventional
support 2. Antibiotics, antivirals, antiparasitic and a variety of anti-inflammatory
drugs and biologicals, are included in the support therapy, although with
potential side effects. The identification of alternative strategies is needed in the

setting of severely ill patients. The recent low dose (6mg for 10 days)
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dexamethasone arm of the Recovery Trial has emerged as a concrete evidence

for the use of the drug in patients with severe pneumonia 3.

Convalescent plasm has been used to transfer passive immunity in viral
diseases. A double-blind controlled study was conducted in Argentina, between
1974 and 1978, in patients with Argentine hemorrhagic fever (AHF. Immune
plasma (vs. normal plasma), was infused during the first week from the onset of
symptoms. From 188 subjects included in the trial, fatality rate among the cases
treated with normal plasma was 16.5%, while it was 1.1% with convalescent

plasma 4.

This experience in AHF and in other epidemics like “Spanish” flu, SARS, Ebola,
measles and H1N1, leaded us and others to design trials with convalescent
plasma in SARS-CoV-2 infected patients. Several small observational series of
cases, published early 2020, suggested that this is a potential effective strategy
for severely ill patients °. Safety was addressed by an extensive experience of
20,000 convalescent plasma infusions showing less than 1% serious side
effects®. The Expanded Access Program for COVId-19 announced that 57.630

patients received convalescent plasma with similar safety profile 7.

We performed the present study on severe ill COVID-19 patients to provide
data on clinical characteristics and outcome after plasma therapy for COVID-19.
We built a network of 25 public and private hospitals of Buenos Aires urban and
suburban area to evaluate feasibility, safety and potential efficacy in severe

COVID-19 patients.
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Methods

Research design and ethics: The present study was conducted at CEMIC
(Centro de Educacién Médica e Investigaciones Clinicas) that is university
hospital in the metropolitan area of Buenos Aires. We designed a multicenter
open label trial. Twenty-five public and private hospitals initially enrolled patients
in the study. Protocols of donation and infusion to patients was designed by
investigators at CEMIC and both approved by the Institutional Review Board.
Network institutions shared the CEMIC protocol and submitted it to their local
IRB, or institutional authorities for approval. The protocol was also submitted to
the National Blood Authority (Health Public Ministry) and is registered in the
PRIISA.BA , a public research registry of the Government of the City of Buenos
Aires. Patients of all institutions received plasma units from donators of CEMIC

and was devoid of any financial charge.

Donation: Plasma donators were obtained from community volunteers that had
proven COVID-19, and they were tested negative viral RNA in nasopharyngeal
swabs at the time of donation. A call center run by teaching physicians and
students of the medical career at the University Institute CEMIC, screened,
gualified, and then scheduled donors at the Transfusion Medicine Unit at the
CEMIC Hospital. A written informed consent was obtained from each donor by a
study authorized physician. Plasma donation was made by conventional whole
blood donation, centrifugation and autologous red blood cell reinfusion. An
average of 300 ml of plasma was obtained from each donation. A total of 397
donations of plasma units were obtained of 278 donors. There was an average

of 1.4 donations per donor throughout the study. Previously pregnant women
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were studied for HLA antibodies. Donation program begun April 8, 2020. Data

were drawn at the cut off July 27, 2020.

Antibody testing in plasma donors and selection of units to be transfused: The
SARS-COV-2 IgG antibody test was performed on donor serum samples using
the Architect Plus i2000sr Analyzer (Abbott, Illinois, USA) and the CMIA SARS-
COV-2 IgG kit. It is a chemiluminescent microparticle immunoassay for the
detection of IgG in human serum or plasma against the SARS nucleoprotein
CoV-2. Index values obtained from the collected plasmas ranged between O
and 10 (mean 5.7), those higher than 3 were arbitrarily considered useful, due
to their potential neutralizing capacity on the virus 8. Patients received the
required volume of antibody plasma to achieve a dose of 0.7-0.8 / 10 kg body

weight.

Patient eligibility: Adult patients 218, and non-pregnant women were eligible if
they had severe or critical COVID-19 disease with < 10 days from the onset of
symptoms or < 7 days on mechanical ventilation. Severe disease was defined
as one or more of the following: blood oxygen saturation < 94% on
supplemental oxygen by nasal cannula at least 3 L/min, non-rebreathing mask
(NRO2-mask) or on noninvasive ventilation; and pulmonary infiltrates with >50%
increase within 24 to 48 hours in chest-X-ray or chest CT. Life-threatening
disease was defined as one or more of the following: respiratory failure on
mechanical ventilation with PaO2 / FiOz less than 300 mm Hg, septic shock,

and/or multiple organ dysfunction.

Patient enrollment: Once IRB approved the protocol physicians taking care of
severely and critically ill patients in intensive care units at CEMIC and from the

network, shared clinical features and images and decided enrollment. A written
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informed consent was obtained from the patient or a legally authorized
representative. ABO and Rh typing and body weight were routinely obtained,
and a suitable ABO compatible unit of plasma was delivered. The infusion rate
was 150 ml/hr or at a slower rate if cardiac overload risk was suspected. Clinical
data for patients were obtained from the hospital electronic medical records or a

shared spreadsheet from the network institutions. First infusion was made April

18, 2020.

Data collected included: demographic characteristics, comorbidities, symptoms
from baseline to plasma infusion, length of hospital stay and mechanical
ventilation before plasma infusion; ventilatory parameters if they were on
mechanical ventilation and serum biomarkers at the inclusion in the study and
then at 3, 5 and 7 days after the infusion (C-reactive protein, D-dimer, ferritin

and LDH).

The primary endpoint was survival rate at 28 days after plasma infusion. Clinical
efficacy was evaluated according to the WHO scale prior to infusion, 7 and 14
days after plasma therapy. Ventilatory status was evaluated at days 1, 3, 7, and
14 and weekly up to discharge or death. The WHO clinical progression scale
contains 10 variables: 0: not infected, no viral RNA detected; 1: asymptomatic,
viral RNA detected; 2: symptomatic, independent of assistance; 3: symptomatic,
assistance needed; 4: hospitalized, without oxygen therapy; 5: hospitalized,
oxygen by mask or nasal cannula; 6: hospitalized, oxygen due to NIV or high
flow; 7: intubation and mechanical ventilation, PO2 / FiO2 = 150 or Sa02 / FiO2
= 200; 8: mechanical ventilation, PO2 / FiO2 <150 (Sa02 / FiO2 <200) or
vasopressors; 9: mechanical ventilation, PO2 / FiO2 <150 and vasopressors,

dialysis or ECMO; 10: death °.
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To determine the potential clinical efficacy, a response to plasma infusion was
considered as being alive for 28 days, with a hospitalization time < 21 days or a
length of stay on mechanical ventilation < 14 days, compared to patients who
died or, although they have survived, presented = 21 days of hospitalization
time, or 2 14 days on mechanical ventilation. Inflammatory parameters (ferritin,

LDH and D-Dimer) and arterial oxygenation within the first week post-infusion

were also compared between groups.

Statistics: Descriptive variables are expressed as means + SD, or medians and
interquartile ranges (IQR) for continuous variables with normal and non-normal
distribution, respectively. Paired comparisons were made using the Wilcoxon
signed rank test. To compare proportions, the x2 or Fisher's exact test was
applied, and the Friedman test was used for the paired comparison between
groups with non-parametric variables and then, Bonferroni correction test was
applied. A P value less than 0.05 was considered significant. The Kaplan-Meier

method was used to estimate survival.

Results

Population: Since April 18" up to July 27", 90 patients were infused with
plasma from COVID-19 convalescent donors. Three of them had comorbid
conditions that prevented progress in therapeutic efforts immediately after the
infusion and for this reason were excluded, leaving 87 patients for analysis.
Among the demographic data, there was a predominance of male patients, 77%
with a male / female ratio of 3.4 / 1; the median age was 54 years (+ 15.6, range

27-85). The mean body mass index (BMI) was 29.7 (+ 4.4, range 25-37). The
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most frequent comorbidities were arterial hypertension (38.7%), type Il diabetes
(20.5%) and morbid obesity (BMI 235) in 12 (13.8%) patients. 19.5% had some
condition considered immunosuppression (organ transplant and autoimmune
diseases). Cardiopulmonary disease was present in 19.5% (COPD, asthma,

heart failure, and coronary disease), and 5 patients (5.8%) had oncological

pathology. Twenty patients (23%) were healthcare workers (Table 1a).

Most of the patients were in the intensive care unit at the time of the plasma
infusion (82%) and in 16 cases the plasma was infused in the general ward or
high dependency unit. Thirty-two (37%) patients were transfused on invasive
mechanical ventilation, and 55 (63%) patients received plasma while on
supplemental O (by nasal cannula in 20% of subjects or by NRO-mask in
80%). In mechanically ventilated patients, the median PaO2 / FiO; at the time of
inclusion was 149 mm Hg (IQR 109-185), with 24% of patients meeting Berlin
criteria for severe acute respiratory distress syndrome (ARDS); ventilation in
prone position was applied in 22 of these patients (69%) and hemodialysis in 9

patients (12%).

The patients received treatments according to the therapeutic recommendations
that emerged during the pandemic. Initially, patients received lopinavir-ritonavir

(22 patients); 7 hydroxychloroquine with or without azithromycin and none of the
last 32 included patients, received these drugs. Corticosteroids were used in 42
cases, mostly dexamethasone. Antithrombotic prophylaxis with enoxaparin was

performed in accordance with institutional recommendations.

Infusion and safety of convalescent plasma: Plasma was administered at a
median of three days after hospital admission, corresponding to eight days from

the onset of symptoms. In patients who received the infusion with mechanical
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ventilation, the time from intubation to infusion had a median of 1 day (Table
1b). All patients received 300-600 ml of plasma with CMIA 1gG values between
0.7 and 0.8 per 10 kg of body weight. Median of IgG antibodies in the infusions
bags was 6.5 (RIC 4-11.5). Antibodies concentration were unknown in the first
five infusions. Retrospectively two had 0 and 15 index value (out of the prefixed
value). In 29 patients (33.3%) the infusion of a similar dose was repeated after
48-72 h according to clinical evolution and/or the persistence on viral RNA.
There were no serious adverse events (grade 3-4) attributed to plasma
transfusion within 24 hours of transfusion. There was a related febrile episode

and one probably related to cardiac volume overload, both mild events which

did not require stop the infusion.

Clinical Outcome: Global survival at 28 days after infusion was 80%; 91% for
patients who were infused with O2 support, and 63% for those treated with
invasive mechanical ventilation (p = 0.0002) (fig. 1). The intubation rate for

patients with respiratory failure and O, support was 25%.

The 10-point WHO ordinal clinical scale score improved significantly at 7 and 14
days after infusion by at least 1 and 2 points respectively (fig. 2). In 72% of the
patients a better score was observed in the evaluation at day 7 and in 64% at

day 14 (p< 0.001).

Among patients that survived at day 28, 60% had a length of stay on
mechanical ventilation < 14 days and / or a length of hospitalization < 21 days.
An improvement was observed during the first week after plasma infusion in
respiratory parameters evaluated by PaO» / FiO2 and in inflammatory
parameters such as LDH and ferritin levels, without significant differences when

D-Dimer was considered (fig. 3)
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At the time of this report, from 87 patients, 22 died, 17 before 28 days post-
infusion and 5 later on. From the 65 survivors, 49 had been discharged from the

hospital, 16 remained hospitalized after day 28 (13 of them recovering in the

general ward, 3 just weaned from mechanical ventilation) (fig. 4)

Discussion

This study represents to our knowledge the first report from South America on
the feasibility and potential efficacy of convalescent plasma infusion therapy in
SARS-CoV-2 infection. We report the observations of 87 evaluable patients with

severe and / or critical pneumonia.

In this population, males and certain comorbidities, like diabetes, hypertension,
and morbid obesity, were highly represented as reported in several series 01,
Obesity rates registered in our population were comparable to that reported in
patients hospitalized in intensive care units in the United States, which
highlights this condition as a risk factor for developing severe forms of the
disease and affecting people younger than initially reported 2. Twenty-three per
cent of these seriously ill patients infused with plasma related to healthcare
workers, highlighting their degree of exposure. The infection rate of health-care
workers affected by the pandemic in Europe has been reported between 6 and
44%, depending on multiple factors such as the geographic zone and degree of

exposure 3,

The safety of plasma infusion has recently been reported in 20,000 patients in
whom foreseeable immediate adverse effects (circulatory overload, acute lung

injury, and allergic reactions) were observed in less than 1% of cases . In the
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112 infusions in our series, 1 episode of circulatory overload and a febrile

reaction were reported, without the need to halt the infusion.

The overall mortality observed was 20% at 28 days, with a significantly lower
rate in subjects who received the plasma infusion under spontaneous
respiration with Oz supplementation compared to patients who received the

infusion during mechanical ventilation (9% vs 37% respectively).

Patients infused with O2 supplements, despite high requirements provided with
a NRO2-mask in most cases, progressed to intubation in 25%. In studies of
patients with COVID-19 and respiratory failure with high O> supplementation,
the probability of requiring mechanical ventilation is high. In 2 Hospitals in New
York, with 1150 hospitalized adults, 62% of the individuals with high O>
requirements (the majority with NRO2-mask) required intubation and
mechanical ventilation °. In the Recovery study, among patients included with
O:2 supplementation, the 28-day mortality was 26% in the control arm and 23%
in the dexamethasone arm. Death rate and/or intubation was 32% and 28%,
respectively, in that analysis period 3. The ICNARC report describes the
evolution of 10,228 patients with COVID pneumonia. In 2591 patients with basic
respiratory support, which includes an Oz mask with FiO2 equal to or greater

than 50%, CPAP or non-invasive ventilation, mortality was 19.5% 4.

In our study, the mortality of patients on mechanical ventilation was 37%. Most
of them were critically ill, met Berlin criteria of severe ARDS in 25%, with
ventilation in the prone position in 67%, and with acute renal failure requiring
hemodialysis in 10%. The death rate in patients on mechanical ventilation due
to COVID19 pneumonia has been high in other series, reaching 88% in

hospitals in a New York area *°. In our country there are still not enough data
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available, but in a preliminary report of an Argentine multicenter group, mortality
in 47 mechanically ventilated patients was 62%. If only patients whose evolution

was known were considered (since 8 remained alive, but on mechanical

ventilation), the reported death rate reached 78% 1°.

Convalescent plasma has been used as a treatment for numerous viral
infections. The paradigmatic experience was the one that demonstrated its
efficacy in AHF, produced by the Junin virus. In a randomized study against
normal plasma, a significant reduction in lethality from 16.5% to 1.1% was
observed “. Regarding COVID-19 infection, after the first report of 5 patients
infused in a hospital in China °, reports from various countries were added. In a
Seattle study of 20 infused patients versus 20 controls, the outcome was
reported within 14 days. Only 6 of the patients were on mechanical ventilation at
the time of infusion, 4 remained ventilated and 9 of each group were discharged
within that period of analysis’. Another study of 115 plasma-infused cases
compared to 74 controls reported a hospital discharge rate of 98% versus 78%
respectively. Patients on mechanical ventilation and those with a high O>
requirement had been excluded *8. In a multicenter study from Wuhan, China,
103 patients were assigned to plasma versus control group, and no differences
were observed in survival rates at 28 days, but clinical improvement was
observed in subjects who received plasma (52% vs. 43%, P: ns). However, this
difference was significant in patients with severe disease (hypoxemia without
mechanical ventilation) since clinical improvement on the WHO scale was
observed in 91% of treated patients vs. 68% of the control group (P = 0.03). A
higher negative rate of viral RNA from respiratory secretions was also observed

(87% vs. 37% at 72 h). This study was concluded before the planned end due
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to lack of recruitment and it is worth mentioning that the median to infusion from
the onset of symptoms was 30 days *°. In another study of cases (n = 39) and
controls (n = 156), an improvement in oxygen therapy requirements and a
greater probability of survival was reported at the expense of the spontaneously
breathing patients with O22°. A Dutch study with 86 patients compared plasma
vs. controls. Anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies were detected before plasma
infusion. Prognostic variables, hospital stay or clinical severity score at 15 days
did not provide differences in mortality between arms 2. Finally, a study with 32
patients infused under spontaneous breathing, the intubation rate was 15.6%
and the 30-day mortality was 22.5%, versus 34% observed from patient records
from the same institution who did not receive plasma therapy. For the group of
mechanically ventilated subjects, the mortality rate in those who received

plasma was 46.7% and the comparative group from the same institution was

68.5% 22.

In our series, most of the infused patients (70%), improved at least 1 point of
the score at 7 days and 62% at least 2 points at 14 days. At 7 days after plasma
therapy, a significant improvement in PaO2 / FiO2 and ferritin level was

observed.

Even steroids may improve survival in this setting (Recovery study ), 49% of

our patients did not receive them and had a good outcome in 68% of the cases.

There are several limitations of this study. The first one is that we do not have a
control arm without convalescent plasma. When we designed it, there was no
proven effective therapy for this disease. The mortality reported at the beginning
of the pandemic in the most severe forms was high, and convalescent plasma

was a possible strategy to apply in this situation (“as much as possible, without
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stopping” 2%). The second limitation to consider is our unawareness of the
neutralizing power of the infused plasma. We evaluated donor plasmas using
IgG Ab against the nucleocapsid that did not establish neutralizing capacity, and
in the first donors this evaluation was retrospective. When this test was
available, the plasmas were selected by reading this method and most of the
values were greater than 4 and never less than 3. According to some studies,
the concordance between this serological response and viral neutralization
suggests that a strong humoral response can be predictive of neutralizing

activity, regardless of the selected target antigen 8. Furthermore, values greater

than 4 had a correlation with a neutralizing titer of at least 1/320 4.

Respiratory failure was the basic parameter to recruit patients in our study. In
most cases it happened after several days of the onset of the initial symptoms.
In a report of 4209 patients requiring admission to intensive care, the median
time to onset of symptoms was 10 days 2°. Although the most appropriate
moment for infusion is still unknown and whether the main action of the plasma
is viral neutralization, it can be assumed that the earlier, the better results could

be obtained 25.

In conclusion, this report points out the feasibility and safety of convalescent
plasma therapy, with an improvement in the clinical severity scale after the
infusion. This beneficial effect is seen especially in the group of patients with
severe COVID-19 pneumonia with O, requirement. Understanding the limitation
of a comparative analysis with the literature data, our observations allow us to
speculate that the convalescent plasma could reduce the need to progress to
intubation and thus have a positive impact on survival. Although we observed a

lower survival rate in patients infused under mechanical ventilation, we cannot
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rule out even in these critical cases some positive action on survival. This

assumption would require confirmation through randomized trials or inferred by
careful studies with case-control analysis. Meanwhile, convalescent plasma
administration is a valid and attractive option for the treatment of critically ill and

seriously ill patients until other therapeutics can show to be effective and

available.
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Key Points
Current Knowledge

High death rate has been reported for patients with severe COVID-19
pneumonia. Aside from positive effects of dexamethasone, especially for
patients on mechanical ventilation, there are no other consolidate therapies.
Earlier experiences with convalescent plasma infusion in viral diseases,
including other coronavirus infections, lead to the testing of plasmatic therapy in

COVID-19 disease.
Contribution of the paper to the current knowledge

This study of convalescent plasma infusion for patients with severe COViD-19
pneumonia, adds evidence concerning feasibility and safety of this therapy. It
offers a potential efficacy, particularly in patients who receive the infusion before

intubation and mechanical ventilation
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Table 1a. Baseline characteristics of patients with COVID-19 pneumonia at the time of
plasma treatment.

Number of Patients 90
Non eligible 3
Demographic Data
Mean age, years * DE (range) 54.7 +15.6 (27-85)
Male sex (%) 67 (77)
Mean Body mass index = DE 29.7+4.4
Health workers, n (%) 20 (23)
Comorbidities n (%)
Arterial Hypertension 34 (38,6)
Type Il Diabetes 18 (20,5)
Morbid Obesity, BMI >35 12 (13,8)
COPD/Asthma 9(10,3)
Cardiac disease 8(9,1)
Immunosupressed 7(8)
Solid Tumors and Hematologic malignancies 5(5,8)
Chronic renal failure 3(3,4)
Solid organ Transplant (liver, kidney) 2(2,2)

Table 1b. Characteristics of the clinical condition and concomitant supportive therapies
of patients treated with plasma.

Evaluable infused patients (n) 87
Infused with Oz support n (%) 55 (63,2)
Oxygen mask with reservoir bag n (%) 44 (80)
Nasal cannula n (%) 11)20)
Infused under mechanical ventilation n (%) 32 (36,8)
PO:2 / FiO2 (median-IQR) 149 (109-185) mm Hg
Prone position n (%) 22 (69%)
hemodialysis n (%) 9 (12%).
Time to plasma infusion median (IQR 20-75)
From symptoms onset 8 (5-10)
From Hospitalization 3 (1-6)
From intubation and mechanical ventilation 1(0-2)
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Figure 1. Survival of patients infused with convalescent plasma under supplemental O,
compared to mechanical ventilation
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Figure 2. Evolution of the WHO pneumonia severity scale
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Figure 3. Evolution of inflammatory and respiratory laboratory parameters from infusion

to days 3,5and 7
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Figure 4. Flow chart of 90 severely ill COVID-19 patients and outcome after

convalescent plasma infusion
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