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Abstract

Objective

To test the hypotheses that blood concentrations of neurofilament light chain protein (NfL) and
glial fibrillary acidic protein (GFAp) can serve as biomarkers for disease severity in COVID-

19 patients.

Methods

Forty-seven inpatients with confirmed COVID-19 had blood samples drawn on admission for
assessing serum biomarkers of CNS injury by Single molecule array (Simoa). Concentrations
of NfL and GFAp were analyzed in relation to symptoms, clinical signs, inflammatory
biomarkers and clinical outcomes. We used multivariate linear models to test for differences

in biomarker concentrations in the subgroups, accounting for confounding effects.

Results

In total, 21 % (n=10) of the patients were admitted to an intensive care unit, whereas the
overall mortality rate was 13 % (n=6). Non-survivors had higher serum concentrations of NfLL
than patients who were discharged alive both in adjusted analyses (p=2.6 x 10”) and
unadjusted analyses (p=0.001). Serum concentrations of GFAp were significantly higher in
non-survivors than survivors in adjusted analyses (p=0.02). The NfL concentrations in non-
survivors increased over repeated measurements, whereas the concentrations in survivors
were stable. Significantly higher concentrations of NfL were found in patients reporting
fatigue, while reduced concentrations were found in patients experiencing cough, myalgia and

joint pain.
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Conclusion

Increased concentrations of NfL and GFAp in COVID-19 patients on admission may indicate
increased mortality risk. Measurement of blood biomarkers for nervous system injury can be

useful to detect and monitor CNS injury in COVID-19.
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99  Introduction
100  Emerging evidence suggest that respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) infection
101  may affect the nervous system.! 2 Increasing numbers of patients with COVID-19 are
102  reported to have neurological, neuropsychological and neuropsychiatric symptoms and
103  manifestations.>” Possible mechanisms for nervous system affection in COVID-19 have been
104  suggested, such as direct infection of the nervous system and inflammatory and autoimmune
105  mechanisms.®!* However, the pathobiology is incompletely understood.”> 14 13
106 Early identification of central nervous system (CNS) manifestations may guide
107  treatment algorithms and thereby improve clinical outcome. Meticulous neurological
108  monitoring is important to assess the frequency and degree of nervous system affections in
109  COVID-19 patients. Blood-based biomarkers for CNS injury, like Neurofilament light chain
110  protein (NfL) and Glial fibrillary acidic protein (GFAp) may be valuable tools for detection
111  and monitoring manifestation during the acute phase. GFAp is an intermediate filament
112 highly expressed in astrocytes, and is increasingly used as a serum biomarker of astrocytic
113 activation/injury.!® NfL is a subunit of neurofilaments, which are cylindrical proteins
114  exclusively located in the neuronal axons, that can be measured in blood as a marker of
115  neuronal injury.!”- 18 In a recent study, neurochemical evidence of neuronal injury and glial
116  activation in patients with moderate and severe COVID-19 infection was demonstrated by
117 assessment of NfL and GFAp.!"- 2 However, more studies are required to evaluate the

118  usefulness of these biomarkers in COVID-19 patients.

119 The aim of this study was to explore the association between disease severity in

120  COVID-19 patients and blood concentrations of NfL and GFAp.
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121
122  Methods

123 Study population

124  This study includes 47 adult patients (=18 years old) with COVID-19, as assessed by
125  apositive SARS-CoV-2 PCR test targeting the E-gene on oro- and nasopharyngeal
126 specimens. The patients were consecutively recruited from Oslo University Hospital
127  (n=26) and Drammen Hospital, Vestre Viken Hospital Trust (n=21) between March
128 6 and May 22, 2020 to a clinical cohort study (Norwegian SARS-CoV-2 study;

129  ClinicalTrials.gov, number NCT04381819). Clinical information and routine

130  laboratory samples were for most cases collected within 48 hours after hospitalization.
131 Peripheral blood samples were drawn at inclusion, day 2-5 and day 7-10 during

132 hospitalization and repeated later for patients who were hospitalized longer. Using a
133  modified version of the International Severe Acute Respiratory and emerging

134  Infection Consortium (ISARIC)/World Health Organization (WHO) Clinical

135  Characterization Protocol (CCP), clinical and routine data were abstracted from

136  electronic medical records and deposited into an ISARIC (isaric.tghn.org) REDCap
137  database (Research Electronic Data Capture, Vanderbilt University, TN, hosted by

138  University of Oxford, UK).

139

140  Sample processing and analyses of biomarkers

141 Blood samples were collected with 4 mL Vacuette ® (Greiner bio-one International)
142 and processed within one hour by centrifugation at 2000g for 10 minutes at room

143 temperature. Serum aliquots were immediately stored at -80°C until analysis. Samples
144  were thawed only once during the processing. Measurement of GFAp and NfL in

145  serum samples were performed in the Clinical Neurochemistry Laboratory at the
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146  Sahlgrenska University Hospital, Sweden, by board-certified laboratory technicians
147  blind to clinical data. Commercially available single molecule array (Simoa) assays
148  were run on an HD-X Analyzer (Human Neurology 4-Plex A assay (N4PA advantage
149  kit, 102153), as described by the manufacturer (Quanterix, Billerica, MA). A single
150  batch of reagents was used; intra-assay coefficients of variation were below 10% for
151  all analyses. The results of blood NfL and GFAp concentrations were compared with
152  age-related reference limits established in house from 2.000 healthy control

153  individuals at the Clinical Neurochemistry Laboratory, Sahlgrenska University

154  Hospital, Sweden (unpublished data).

155

156  Statistical analysis

157  For statistical analyses, the R software with a common set of packages for the purpose
158  was used.?! Unique multivariate linear models were used to test for changes in the
159  levels of all biomarkers on admission to address group differences in symptomes,

160  clinical signs and outcomes. Age, gender and creatinine were adjusted for in all linear
161  models separately and unique models of confounding effects according to the

162  resulting performance of the respective linear model were acquired. To correlate

163  between NfL and GFAp concentrations with levels of the other biomarkers, Pearson’s
164  correlations were conducted. The biomarker data were logarithmic transformed to

165  account for the lack of normal distribution. For the biomarkers with low resulting

166  levels (between 0 and 1), a constant of 1 was added to avoid resulting negative log
167  transformed values. All tests were two-sided and P-values < .05 were considered

168  significant.

169
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170  Ethical considerations

171  Informed consents were obtained from all patients or next-of-kin if patients were
172 incapacitated of giving consent. The study was approved by the South-Eastern

173 Norway Regional Health Authority (reference number: 106624).

174

175  Sources of support

176  This study received funding from Oslo University Hospital and the Research Council
177  of Norway grant no 312780 and has received private donation from Vivaldi Invest

178  A/S owned by Jon Stephenson von Tetzchner.

179

180 Results

181  Baseline characteristics

182  The mean age of the included 47 patients was 60.3 (SD 16.3, range 27-93) years and
183  the male proportion was 72 % (n=34) (Table 1). On average, the patients had

184  symptoms of COVID-19 infection for nine days (range 0-45) before hospitalization
185  due to COVID-19 disease. The most common neurological symptoms among all
186  patients were headache, ageusia, anosmia and confusion, while none of the patients
187  suffered from stroke (Table 1). Moreover, 26 patients had myalgia (68 % of all

188  reported cases) and 10 patients reported joint pain (26 % of all reported cases). In
189  total, 21 % (n=10) of the patients were admitted to an intensive care unit (ICU). Six

190  patients (13 %) died from COVID-19 infection during the hospital stay.

191
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Age, mean (SD, range), years
Days from symptom onset until hospitalization (SD,

range)

Weight, mean (SD, range), kg
Height, mean (SD, range), cm

BMI, mean (SD, range)

Present and previous smoking % (n)
Intensive care unit % (n)

(b) Symptoms and signs on admission

History of fever % (n)

Temperature, mean, (SD, range), degrees Celsius
Cough % (n)

Fatigue % (n)

Anorexia % (n)

(c) Neurological symptoms

Headache % (n)

Ageusia % (n)

Anosmia % (n)

Confusion % (n)

Seizures % (n)

Meningitis / encephalitis % (n)
Neurological disorders % (n)
Stroke % (n)

(d) Musculoskeletal symptoms

Myalgia % (n)
Joint pain % (n)

(e) Biomarkers on admission

Serum GFAp concentrations, mean (SD, range), pg/mL
Above cut-off, % (n)

Serum NfL concentrations, mean (SD, range), pg/mL
Above cut-off, %

CRP, mean (SD, range), mg/L

Ferritin, mean (SD, range), pg/L

White blood cell count, mean (SD, range), x 10°/L

Procalcitonin, mean (SD, range), pg/L

CK, mean (SD, range), U/L

Creatinine, mean (SD, range), pmol/L

Neutrophil granulocyte count, mean (SD, range), x 10°/L

Aamodt 10
Table 1. Characteristics of the COVID-19 cohort included in the study.
Baseline
(a) Characteristics n=47
Female % (n) 28% (13)

60.3 (16.3, 27-93)
9.0 (7.7, 0-45)

80.1 (16.7, 54-110)
173.8 (11.0, 160-195)
26.0 (4.6, 18.3-33.8)
26 (12)
21 (10)

89 (40)

37.9 (1.0, 35.9-39.8)
85 (34)
19 (8)
42 (8)

37 (14)
21 (4)
16 (3)
13 (6)
2(1)
5(1)
4(2)
0 (0)

68 (26)
26 (10)

286.4 (221, 74-1212)
48 (22)

33.7 (36.0, 5.8-174.4)
30 (14)

97.4 (92.4, 0-400)
952 (747, 21-3465)
6.5 (3.1,2.6-18.0)
0.7 (0.1, 0-16.3)
331.9 (733.4, 19-3572)
95.8 (51.4, 55-281)
4.8(27,1.3-11.3)
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194

195  Serum concentrations of NfL. and GFAp in COVID-19 patients

196  On admission, NfL and GFAp concentrations above reference limits were measured
197  in 30 % (n=14) and 48 % (n=22) of the COVID-19 patients, respectively (Table 1).
198  Strong correlations between NfL concentrations and GFAp (p=2.2 x 107),

199  procalcitonin- (p=0.001) and creatinine (p<0.001) concentrations and neutrophil
200  granulocyte count (p=0.01) were found. No correlation between NfL concentrations
201 and CRP, creatine kinase, ferritin or white blood cell count was detected (Figure 1).
202  GFAp concentrations were not associated with any other biomarkers than NfLL

203  concentrations (Figure 2). When comparing differences in NfL and GFAp

204  concentrations to symptoms, we found that NfL was significantly higher among

205  patients with fatigue (p=0.02) and reduced in patients with myalgia (p=8.7 x 10%),
206  cough (p=3.1 x 107) and with joint pain (p=6.6 x 10%) (Table 2). However, no

207  associations between GFAp concentrations and clinical signs were found.
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209  Figure 1. An overview of Pearson's correlation between NfL concentrations and

210  other biomarkers.

211 Depicted are the correlations between NfL and GFAp concentrations (A), CRP (B),

212 white blood cell count (C), procalcitonin (D), creatinine (E), creatine kinase (F),
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neutrophil granulocyte count (G) and ferritin (H). Depicted are the logarithmic

transformed values.

A Correlation GFAp and NfL: R2=0.45, p=2.2 10*-7 B Correlation GFAp and CRP: R2=0.02, p=0.64
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Figure 2. An overview of Pearson's correlation between GFAp concentrations

and other biomarkers.
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Depicted are the correlations between GFAp concentrations and NfL concentrations
(A), CRP (B), white blood cell count (C), procalcitonin (D), creatinine (E), creatine
kinase (F), neutrophil granulocyte count (G) and ferritin (H). Depicted are the

logarithmic transformed values.

Table 2. Differences in NfLL concentrations related to symptoms, treatment and
outcome.
Linear regression, adjusting for age and
Symptom creatinine (R?=0.26)
t R p

Fever -0.37 0.24 0.72
Cough 3.16 0.38 3.1x103
Fatigue 2.50 0.34 0.02
Anorexia -1.24 0.46 0.23
Headache 1.73 0.29 0.09
Ageusia -1.54 0.48 0.14
Anosmia 0.06 0.41 0.95
Confusion -0.95 0.26 0.35
Myalgia 3.59 0.42 8.7x10*
Joint pain 2.86 0.37 6.6 x 103
Present and/or previous smoking -0.34 0.49 0.73
Intensive care unit -1.93 0.30 0.06
Ventilatory support 1.40 0.28 0.17
Outcome - Died -6.13 0.60 2.6 x 107
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226 Serum concentrations of NfL and GFAp in relation to outcomes

227  Concentrations of NfL were significantly higher in non-survivors (n=6) compared to
228  survivors (p=2.6 x 107) when adjusting for age and creatinine levels on admission
229  and in unadjusted analyses (p=0.001) (Figure 3). Additionally, concentrations of
230  GFAp were significantly higher in non-survivors than survivors when adjusting for
231 age (p=0.02) (Table 3).

232

233 Table 3. Differences in GFAp concentrations related to symptoms, treatment and

234 outcome.

Linear regression, adjusting for

Symptom age (R?=0.40)
t R p

Fever 0.37 0.39 0.72
Cough 0.57 0.37 0.58
Fatigue 1.81 0.43 0.08
Anorexia -0.22 0.52 0.83
Headache -0.26 0.39 0.80
Ageusia 0.00 0.52 1.00
Anosmia 0.70 0.53 0.49
Confusion -1.44 0.42 0.16
Myalgia 1.86 0.44 0.07
Joint pain 1.78 0.43 0.08
Present and/or previous smoking -0.33 0.39 0.75
Intensive care unit 0.44 0.39 0.66

Ventilatory support -0.95 0.40 0.35
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Outcome - Died -2.40 0.46 0.02
235
236 Significant differences among non-survivors compared to survivors were also

237  observed in the adjusted linear models for the level of CRP (p=0.02), creatine kinase
238  (p=0.02) and procalcitonin (p=0.003) on admission, but was not observed for the
239 other biomarkers (white cell blood count, creatinine concentration or neutrophil

240  granulocyte count) (Figure 2 and 3). The longitudinal measurements of NfL

241  concentrations in patients available for repeated measurements, showed increased
242 serum concentrations of NfL at hospital admittance and a tendency of further

243  increased concentrations during hospitalization in patients who died of COVID-19
244  (Figure 4).

245
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Figure 3. Levels of biomarkers among patients who died and who survived

COVID-19 in this study.

Statistical analyses performed with unique linear models adjusting for confounding

effects. A: NfL concentrations, B: GFAp concentrations, C: CRP, D: White cell blood
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count, E: creatinine, F: creatine kinase, G: neutrophil granulocyte count and H:

procalcitonin.

A Longitudinal changes in NfL levels - Outcome: Died B Longitudinal changes in NfL levels - Outcome: Discharged alive

Neurofilament light chain (pg/mL)

Neurofilament light chain (pg/mL)

———————

Days since ;/i}sl symptom b : Days since first symptom ©
Figure 4. Longitudinal assessment of NfL concentrations among patients who

died and who survived COVID-19 in this study.

A: Four subjects with longitudinal data who died. B: An overview of the subjects who
were discharged alive after hospitalization. Only subjects with longitudinal data are

depicted.

The patients with the highest concentrations of NfL (> 120, max 464 pg/mL)
were admitted 4 to 7 days after symptom onset and died during their hospital stay
(median 14, range 11-42 days after admission). They had respiratory symptoms and
malaise as initial symptoms. In addition, they all reported neurological symptoms
(headache, dizziness) and a very severe disease course resulting in death during
hospitalization. The concentrations of NfLL generally increased during the disease

course in these subjects.

Discussion
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270  This pilot study confirms the frequent observations of neurological symptoms in

271  COVID-19 disease. The biomarker results indicate that increased concentrations of
272 serum NfL in patients with COVID-19 may be a predictor of a severe disease course
273  and increased mortality. Concentrations of serum GFAp were also significantly

274  associated with mortality, although not with any CNS symptoms or clinical signs.
275  Increased NfL and GFAp concentration in patients with COVID-19 can be presumed
276  to reflect affection of the nervous system. Although both the peripheral and central
277  nervous system contain NfL, the correlation between cerebrospinal fluid and blood is
278  so high that the majority of the blood NfL must come from the CNS.?% 23

279  Furthermore, GFAp is considered to be fairly specific to CNS.?* NfL concentrations
280 in serum at admittance were also associated with reported symptoms of fatigue, which

281 s a general and unspecific symptom.

282 Of other biomarkers available in this study, increased levels of procalcitonin
283  were apparently associated with increased concentrations of NfL. However, this result
284 s influenced by a few patients with very high measurements. Thus, the implications
285  of'these findings are not clear. Moreover, increased levels of creatinine and neutrophil
286  granulocyte counts were associated with higher concentrations of NfL, but the

287  increased concentrations of NfLL were not influenced by the creatinine levels in our
288  analyses. Interestingly, NfL concentrations were not correlated with CRP or ferritin,
289  often found to be associated with hyperinflammation in COVID-19 patients,

290  suggesting that the raised NfL concentrations merely reflect enhanced inflammation.

291 The identification of biomarkers in blood to assess nervous system
292  manifestation will be important in order to monitor the severity of the disease and
293  optimize treatment in COVID-19 patients. Measurements of NfL. and GFAp in blood

294  can be clinically useful to assess neurological affection in COVID-19, since this can
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295  easily be managed despite medical isolation procedures. Although NfL has been
296  shown to be useful as diagnostic, prognostic and monitoring biomarker in a wide
297  range of other neurological conditions,?*2>2” more studies are needed to assess the

298  applicability of NfL in COVID-19.

299 One could claim that the high concentrations of NfL reflect medications used
300 in ICU. However, a recent study of NfL and other blood biomarkers in patients

301  undergoing inhalation general anesthesia showed a decrease in NfL concentrations
302  after five hours compared to baseline. This may indicate that increase in NfLL

303  concentration in COVID-19 patients treated in ICU might be even larger in

304 magnitude, but are masked by anesthesia-induced decreases.?®

305 NfL was not increased in anosmia in this study, although the anosmia in

306 COVID-19 is considered to be related to injury of the olfactory nerve.!"-?° Likewise,
307 headache was not associated with increased concentrations of NfLL or GFAp in our
308  study. Headache occurring in temporal association with systemic viral infections such
309 as COVID-19, in the absence of meningitis or encephalitis, is well-known

310  clinically.!>:3° However, the patients with highest NfL values did all present with

311  headache. They were all intubated shortly after admission, therefore further

312 neurological examination and evaluation was limited. In contrast to other COVID-19
313  studies, none of the included patients in this study underwent a stroke during

314  hospitalization.*>

315 In this pilot study there are several limitations. First, the number of patients
316  with full data sets available was modest. Secondly, detailed and systematic
317  neurological, neurophysiological and neuroradiological investigations were not

318  possible to perform, since our patients were treated under medical isolation
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319  procedures at different units and several patients needed ventilatory support in ICUs.
320  Thus, possible association between GFAp and NfL and specific CNS manifestations
321  may have been undetected in this study. In order to study further the questions raised
322 by our observations, we plan a follow-up study of COVID-19 patients up to a year

323 after diagnosis including a systematic neurological assessment.

324 In conclusion, elevated concentrations of NfL and GFAp in COVID-19

325  patients seem to be potential prognostic markers in COVID-19. Further studies will be
326  essential in order to elucidate the pathogenesis and the clinical importance of the

327  COVID-19 disease affecting the nervous system and how this can be measured and
328 treated. Prospective neurological and cognitive assessment of individuals with

329 COVID-19 will also be crucial to understand the natural history of COVID-19 in the

330 CNS and monitor for any long-term neurological sequelae.’!
331
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