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ABSTRACT 1 

Treatment of patients with COVID-19 using convalescent plasma from recently 2 

recovered patients has been shown to be safe, but the time course of change in 3 

clinical status following plasma transfusion in relation to baseline disease severity 4 

has not yet been described.  We analyzed short, descriptive daily reports of patient 5 

status in 7,180 hospitalized recipients of COVID-19 convalescent plasma in the Mayo 6 

Clinic Expanded Access Program.  We assessed, from the day following transfusion, 7 

whether the patient was categorized by his or her physician as better, worse or 8 

unchanged compared to the day before, and whether, on the reporting day, the 9 

patient received mechanical ventilation, was in the ICU, had died or had been 10 

discharged.  Most patients improved following transfusion, but clinical improvement 11 

was most notable in mild to moderately ill patients. Patients classified as severely ill 12 

upon enrollment improved, but not as rapidly, while patients classified as critically 13 

ill/end-stage and patients on ventilators showed worsening of disease status even 14 

after treatment with convalescent plasma. Patients age 80 and over showed little or 15 

no clinical improvement following transfusion.  Clinical status at enrollment and age 16 

appear to be the primary factors in determining the therapeutic effectiveness of 17 

COVID-19 convalescent plasma among hospitalized patients.  18 
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The number of deaths from COVID-19 in the United States surpassed 350,000 19 

on January 3, 20211, just ten months after the first confirmed case of novel coronavirus 20 

(SARS-CoV-2) in the US, demonstrating the urgent need to find safe and effective 21 

treatment options.   Convalescent plasma, rich in antibodies from recently recovered 22 

patients, was used successfully in the 1918 influenza pandemic2, SARS-13 and Ebola4 23 

epidemics. Recognizing that a vaccine would not be widely available for several months 24 

to a year, and facing a paucity of treatment options, the United States Federal 25 

Government, in collaboration with the Mayo Clinic and the national blood banking 26 

community, developed the Expanded Access Program (EAP) for COVID-19 27 

convalescent plasma as a national registry to examine the safety and as much as 28 

possible the efficacy of convalescent plasma treatment in hospitalized patients. The 29 

inclusion criteria of the EAP required that enrolled patients 1) have a diagnosis of 30 

SARS-CoV-2, 2) be severely ill or at high risk for becoming severely ill from COVID-19, 31 

and 3) be admitted to an acute care facility for COVID-19 complications.  32 

Evidence of  efficacy has emerged from retrospective comparisons of treated and 33 

untreated patients4, and from several small randomized trials5–12. However, only one of 34 

these trials13 and one retrospective treatment-control analysis14 in hospitalized patients  35 

stratified patients based on disease severity at time of treatment to examine efficacy 36 

accordingly.  Analyses of the EAP have shown that COVID-19 convalescent plasma is 37 

safe15,16 and likely to be effective in treating COVID-1917.  Based on the historical 38 

literature, we hypothesized that patients treated with convalescent plasma earlier in the 39 

course of the disease (who were not on mechanical ventilation or in the intensive care 40 

unit (ICU)) or who had less severe disease at the time of transfusion, would show more 41 
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rapid and better improvement than convalescent plasma recipients receiving 42 

mechanical ventilation or in the ICU at the time of treatment.  43 

THE RAPID EVALUATION PROJECT (REP) 44 

The EAP was developed primarily as a registry to investigate the safety of 45 

convalescent plasma as a treatment for COVID-19 during an ongoing pandemic. It was 46 

implemented at a time when health systems were overwhelmed and clinical research 47 

resources were limited because of hospitals restricting patient access to essential 48 

personnel and the frequent reassignment of research staff to clinical duties. We 49 

therefore developed the REP as an optional reporting tool requiring minimal time and 50 

effort on the part of the treating physician, but that would nonetheless provide useful 51 

information as to whether improvement or worsening was noted following treatment with 52 

convalescent plasma, and how this varied by category of patient.  53 

We offered all physicians enrolling patients in the EAP the opportunity to 54 

participate in the Rapid Evaluation Project (REP) by providing brief, daily updates of the 55 

status of their patients until death or discharge from the hospital.  Physicians or their 56 

designees, after providing the baseline status of each participant on the day of 57 

enrollment, described each participant’s status compared to the previous day – better, 58 

the same, or worse - and also noted whether the patient had been discharged from 59 

hospital or died that day, and whether the patient was in an ICU or had required 60 

mechanical ventilation.  61 

This simple system was inspired by the study by Waller and Lawther who asked 62 

London patients with chronic obstructive pulmonary disease to record their daily status 63 
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– ‘better, worse, much worse, or the same as usual’ - and used these scores to 64 

document a clear relationship of worse days to specific components of air pollution18,19. 65 

RESULTS 66 

Patient Demographics and Baseline Severity 67 

Sufficient follow-up information was submitted on 8,311 convalescent plasma 68 

recipients. Descriptions of the demographics and disease characteristics are presented 69 

in Table 1.  534 patients were excluded due to receipt of multiple transfusions during 70 

their hospitalization, and another 597 patients who had less than two days of follow-up 71 

data, leaving a total of 7,180 patients for analysis.  Participants in the REP were very 72 

similar to the overall EAP population, at the time of data analysis (August 1, 2020), in 73 

age distribution, sex, race and initial clinical status, but tended to have slightly more 74 

respiratory risk factors such as dyspnea, low oxygen parameters and extensive early 75 

lung infiltrates. Compared to the entire EAP cohort (Table 1, third column), there were 76 

fewer Hispanic/Latino patients and more patients residing the Midwest and the West 77 

regions of the U.S, and fewer in the Northeast.  Patients were severely ill, with 53% in 78 

an ICU and 28% requiring mechanical ventilation prior to transfusion with convalescent 79 

plasma. 80 

 81 

Score Trajectories Following Transfusion 82 

We constructed ordinal scales of clinical outcome from the physicians’ reports 83 

ranging from -2 to +2. Death was scored as -2, clinical worsening as -1, no change as 0, 84 

clinical improvement as +1, and hospital discharge as +2. Figure 1 displays the 85 

trajectories of mean ordinal scale scores for all patients (Figure 1A) and for several 86 
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patient sub-groups (Figures 1B-1G) for the first 21 days following CP transfusion, with 87 

gray bands surrounding score trajectories indicating the 95% confidence intervals. More 88 

detailed methods regarding the daily patient scoring can be found in the data analysis 89 

section.   90 

For all patients in the REP (Figure 1A), the mean daily score increased rapidly 91 

from one day after CP infusion (mean=0.16, 95% CI: 0.14 - 0.19) to day 8 (mean=0.82, 92 

95% CI:0.78 - 0.87). Thereafter, the mean scores stabilized between 0.82 to 0.91.  93 

When stratified  by age group (Figure 1B), only the elderly (80+ years old) did not 94 

improve following transfusion but remained on average in the same status as at the time 95 

of transfusion two weeks following infusion (Day 14, mean= 0.002, 95% CI: -0.15, 0.15).  96 

While patients under 55 years of age improved more rapidly than patients 80 years and 97 

older, no substantial difference in improvement was seen between patients aged 18-34 98 

years and patients aged 35-54.  Overall, women tended to improve slightly more rapidly 99 

than did men, but both sexes exhibited overall improvement following treatment with 100 

convalescent plasma (Figure 1C).   101 

When stratified by baseline category of illness severity (Figure 1D), patients with 102 

mild/moderate illness and severe illness improved most rapidly through day 7 and 9, 103 

respectively, and then leveled off.  Patients described as critical/end-stage worsened 104 

from day 1 (mean= -0.04, 95% CI: -0.15, -0.04) onward following the transfusion to day 105 

9 (mean= -0.26, 95% CI: -0.37, -0.16) and then slightly improved but with scores still 106 

remaining negative from day 9 to day 21 (mean= -0.19, 95% CI: -0.31, -0.08). Among all 107 

patients discharged from the hospital during the period of observation, the median 108 
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length of stay following transfusion was 6 days (IQR= 4-11 days), and among patients 109 

who died, median length of stay following transfusion was 8 days (IQR= 4-13 days).   110 

The leveling off of improvement after day 9 in the overall patient population 111 

(Figure 1A) appears to be attributable to patients still being hospitalized after that time 112 

may remain critically ill but medically stable.  Very long lengths of stay have been 113 

observed in some patients surviving with COVID-1920.  Patients not in the ICU at the 114 

time of convalescent plasma treatment (Figure 1E) improved more steadily than 115 

patients in the ICU. Patients who did not require mechanical ventilation at the time of 116 

convalescent plasma treatment (Figure 1F) had better improvement than patients 117 

requiring mechanical ventilation.   Patients on ventilators declined steadily for two 118 

weeks, after convalescent plasma treatment (mean= -0.59, 95% CI: -0.69, -0.50).  119 

Our analysis revealed that the trajectories of improvement or worsening change 120 

over time, and our statistical program was able to detect the break points indicating 121 

where the curve changed, which in all cases was a levelling off of the initial trajectory.  122 

Table 2 shows the day of the segment breakpoint for several sub-groups of the study 123 

population.   The largest factor determining both direction of the trajectory and the 124 

rapidity of stabilization was ventilator status, with unventilated patients stabilizing, after 125 

improvement, after 7-8 days, while ventilated patients did not begin to stabilize from 126 

their downhill course until 12-13 days. 127 

Multivariate Analysis of Factors Associated with Trajectories 128 

To assess the individual and combined contributions of the factors described 129 

above (age, gender, ICU status, ventilator status at the time of transfusion, and a 130 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted January 20, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21249678doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21249678


qualitative measure of baseline illness severity), we undertook a multivariate approach 131 

(Table 2), using a generalized estimating equations (GEE) model. The cumulative odds 132 

ratios from the GEE model indicate the odds for being in a higher category of the ordinal 133 

scale (net improvement or +1 on ordinal scale compared to day of infusion). Advanced 134 

age (≥80 years old) (OR = 0.26, 95% CI, 0.22-0.31, P <0.0001), and critical illness upon 135 

enrollment were the strongest predictors of non-improvement following convalescent 136 

plasma treatment. ICU (OR = 0.46, 95% CI, 0.42-0.51, P <0.0001) and ventilator status 137 

(OR = 0.42, 95% CI, 0.37-0.47, P <0.0001) were next in importance, and gender (OR = 138 

0.93, 95% CI, 0.86-1.01, P =0.07) showed little discrimination once other factors were 139 

taken into account.  140 

By day 7, patients who were critical/end stage  were 80% less likely to show 141 

improvement compared to mild/moderate cases (OR= 0.21, 95% CI, 0.17-0.25, P 142 

<0.001), but by day 21, critical/end stage patients were just 40% less likely to have 143 

improved than the most favorable group (OR= 0.60, 95% CI, 0.39-0.92, P =0.019). The 144 

severe illness group showed substantially less improvement than the mild/moderate 145 

group at both day 7 (OR= 0.45, 95% CI, 0.39-0.52, P <0.0001) and day 21 (OR= 0.65, 146 

95% CI, 0.44-0.98, P =0.039), although as with critically ill patients, the odds ratio of the 147 

severely ill did show some signs of improvement over time.  148 

DISCUSSION 149 

The aim of the Rapid Evaluation Project was to answer whether, how quickly, 150 

and to what extent COVID-19 patients improved following the transfusion of 151 

convalescent plasma. Our data describes what happens after convalescent plasma is 152 

given in different sub-groups of patients, and may provide guidance for physicians about 153 
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the best candidates to receive convalescent plasma to treat COVID-19. We cannot, of 154 

course, conclude that these trajectories are solely the result of convalescent plasma 155 

infusion. 156 

We found that most patients who received COVID-19 convalescent plasma 157 

improved within the first 7-10 days following the transfusion. The trajectory of change in 158 

patients infused with convalescent plasma varied greatly depending on their disease 159 

state at the onset of treatment, and we found that some categories of patients did not 160 

appear to show any clinical benefit from convalescent plasma treatment during the first 161 

21 days after treatment, including a) patients who were critical or end stage at the time 162 

of enrollment, b) patients over the age of 80, and c) those on a ventilator at the time of 163 

treatment. The lattermost group actually showed clinical deterioration following 164 

transfusion.  Our results also suggest that the rate of clinical improvement in the overall 165 

cohort starts to slow down from day 7, and more noticeably after day 9 from treatment 166 

with convalescent plasma. Despite the slowing of clinical improvement after day 9, in 167 

patients not critically ill, some modest improvement continued at least until 21 days. 168 

Stability of status after the first week of treatment could also mean that convalescent 169 

plasma offers a buffer in time to allow the immune system to mount its own response to 170 

the infection and might mitigate the need for later ICU admission or mechanical 171 

ventilation.   At the same time, the slowing of the rate of improvement might suggest 172 

that a second dose of passive antibody could improve outcomes if given 7-10 days after 173 

the first dose in patients whose improvement was sub-optimal14. 174 

Our analysis provides an estimate of effect size in risk categories while 175 

controlling for other risk factors. We found that several factors ascertained at the time of 176 
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transfusion were associated with condition change following convalescent plasma 177 

treatment including patients’ level of severity; ventilator use, ICU presence, and 178 

advanced age. We also observed that baseline severity is also related to the slope of 179 

the change in trajectory, suggesting that critically ill patients do improve following 180 

treatment with convalescent plasma, albeit at a much slower rate.  181 

Overall, the data from our analysis provide a framework for best case use when 182 

considering administering convalescent plasma to treat COVID-19. These data offer a 183 

qualitative supplement to more quantitative  analyses from our group17 supporting the 184 

conclusion that convalescent plasma is a valuable treatment option for many patients 185 

hospitalized due to complications from COVID-19 infection, but most especially if 186 

provided early in the course of disease before patients require ventilation or are 187 

admitted to the ICU. 188 

  189 
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METHODS 190 

Study Design  191 

The Mayo Clinic Expanded Access Program (EAP) was a national, multicenter, 192 

open-label registry of hospitalized adults with severe/life-threatening or at high risk for 193 

becoming severe COVID-19 disease, whose physicians treated, or planned to treat 194 

them with convalescent plasma.   The initiation and approval of the program have been 195 

described in detail.5,6  Briefly, hospital and physician registration occurred through the 196 

EAP central website, www.uscovidplasma.org. The web-based registration, compliance, 197 

and data entry system for the EAP went live on April 3, 2020, and the first transfusion 198 

was given on April 7, 2020. Written informed consent was obtained from the patient or 199 

legally-authorized representative prior to enrollment, except for those patients who used 200 

an emergency consent process defined in collaboration with the United States Food and 201 

Drug Administration (21 CFR 50.23). The study was approved and overseen by the 202 

Mayo Clinic Institutional Review Board (IRB #20-003312).  203 

The Rapid Evaluation Project (REP) was an optional sub-study of the EAP. The 204 

REP survey was implemented on May 5, 2020.  Physicians who opted to participate 205 

were asked to answer three simple questions each day regarding the patient’s status 206 

compared to the day before. The survey asked 1) has the patient been in the ICU in the 207 

past 24 hours? 2) has the patient required mechanical ventilation in the past 24 hours?, 208 

and 3) how has the patient’s status changed in the last 24 hours?. Possible answers to 209 

question 3 were: a) patient was discharged from hospital, b) patient improved c) patient 210 

stayed the same, d) patient worsened, or e) patient died. Physicians and/or their 211 

designee received an automatic daily notification by email requesting the status update.   212 
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Participant enrollment in the REP was open to any patient (patient 213 

inclusion/exclusion criteria for EAP described previously15,16) in the EAP whose 214 

physician or designee were willing to provide daily updates.   215 

Data Analysis.  216 

To define each patient’s overall level of improvement or worsening on each day 217 

of observation, we calculated the total number of “condition worsened” and “condition 218 

improved” responses for each patient for the days preceding the day of observation. If a 219 

participant had more "condition worsened" than “condition improved” responses, but 220 

were still alive and still hospitalized, we defined the overall clinical outcome as clinical 221 

worsening (-1) for that day. If the participant had a greater number of "condition 222 

improved" responses, while still hospitalized, we defined the overall clinical outcome as 223 

clinical improvement (+1) for that day. If the participant had the same total number of 224 

"condition worsened" and "condition improved" responses, but still hospitalized, we 225 

defined the overall clinical outcome as no change (0). Finally, death and discharge were 226 

also considered clinical outcomes giving us five potential clinical outcomes to include in 227 

our scale. We used a 5-point ordinal scale to quantify these clinical outcomes as 228 

follows: -2 points, death; -1 point, clinical worsening; 0 points, no change; 1 point, 229 

clinical improvement; 2 points, discharge. To plot group trajectories, we averaged the 230 

ordinal scales of the patient group for each day of observation.  To account for the 231 

status of all patients, including those discharged or died, patients were scored as either 232 

+2 or -2 on each day from their discharge or death until day 21.   233 

To more fully assess the trajectories, we performed a linear segmented analysis to 234 

identify the changes of scores overtime in each patient group21–23. This method allowed us to 235 

test for significantly increasing or decreasing linear trends in clinical outcomes after transfusion. 236 
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The program examined the data to identify  one breakpoint for each segmented regression 237 

model in which the trajectory changed The R package “segmented” was used for the data 238 

analysis[citation 19 20] and P < 0.001 was considered statistically significant. 239 

Multivariate Analysis. A generalized estimating equations (GEE) approach with a 240 

logit link and independence “working” correlation structure was used to study the effect 241 

of age, sex, level of severity, baseline ventilator use, and baseline ICU admission when 242 

the transfusion was administered. The model included the clinical status 243 

(worsening/improvement) defined above on days 7, 14 and 21 as repeated outcome 244 

measures. Patients who died or were discharged on days other than day 7, 14, or 21 245 

were considered deceased or discharged on the next interval.  For example, a patient 246 

who died on day 8 would be categorized as deceased on day 14. To model the effect of 247 

baseline level of severity on different time points, the regression model included a time-248 

varying term for baseline level of severity.  All statistical analyses were completed using 249 

R version 4.0.2. R package “multgee” was used for GEE analysis of ordinal multinomial 250 

responses24,25 and P < 0.05 was considered statistically significant. 251 

  252 
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Table 1. Demographic factors and disease severity in patients in the Rapid Evaluation Program and the overall 
Expanded Access Program† patients. 
 Rapid Evaluation  

Project Sample† 
Total EAP  

Enrollment† 
Patient Characteristics   

 Total patients enrolled 9,752 50,385 
 Enrolled patient received a transfusion 8,311  -- 
Patients excluded due to insufficient follow-upa 381 -- 

 Received >1 transfusionb 534 2,522 (5.0%) 
 Patients included in the analysis 7,180 (100%)* 50,385 (100%)* 

Patient Outcomes   
 Discharge reportedc 4,435 (60.0%) 26,710 (53.0%) 
 Death reported 1,659 (22.4%) 10,947 (21.7%) 

Geographic Region   
 Midwest 1,521 (20.6%) 8,046 (16.0%) 
 Northeast 949 (12.8%) 10,650 (21.1%) 
 Puerto Rico 13 (0.2%) 47 (0.1%) 
 Southeast 2,319 (31.4%) 14,737 (29.3%) 
 Southwest 1,107 (15.0%) 9,919 (19.7%) 
 West 1,487 (20.1%) 6,983 (13.9%) 

Categorical Age (yr)   
 18 to 34  418 (5.7%) 2,813 (5.6%) 
 35 to 54  2,043 (27.6%) 13,348 (26.5%) 
 55 to 79  4,085 (55.2%) 28,479 (56.5%) 
 80 or older 850 (11.5%) 5,745 (11.4%) 

Gender   
 Female 2,974 (40.3%) 20,280 (40.4%) 
 Male 4,395 (59.6%) 29,931 (59.6%) 
 Undisclosed 8 (0.1%) 43 (0.1%) 

Race   
 Asian 261 (3.5%) 1,820 (3.6%) 
 Black or African American 1,464 (19.8%) 9,517 (18.9%) 
 Other or Unknown 1,903 (25.7%) 12,706 (25.2%) 
 White 3,768 (50.9%) 26,342 (52.3%) 

Ethnicity   
 Hispanic/Latino 2,585 (35.0%) 19,200 (38.1%) 
 Not Hispanic/Latino 4,811 (65.0%) 31,185 (61.9%) 

Initial Clinical Status   
 Mild or Moderate 2,387 (34.2%) -- 
 Severe 3,004 (43.1%) -- 
 Critical or End Stage 1,565 (22.5%) -- 

† All enrollment information as of August 3, 2020 
* Following subsections are based on this value  

a Insufficient follow-up include, no daily reporting for a patient, no dates of  submitted reports 
b  Defined as >4 h between transfusions. Multiple units given within 4 h would be considered a single transfusion 
c Number of patients reported discharged or expired within 21 days of convalescent plasma treatment 
d These data include a subset of the sample (n = 32,928) - only those patients that currently have severe or life-
threatening COVID-19. 

 

 
 
 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted January 20, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21249678doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21249678


  

TABLE 2 : Segment breakpoints in first segment coefficient by patient 
characteristics 

Subgroup Category 
Segment  

Breakpoint 
First Segment 

Coefficient 

Overall Cohort 7.4   0.102* 

Age 
       18-34 years old 7.6   0.171* 
       35-54 years old 6.5   0.183* 
       55-79 years old 7.5   0.081* 
       80+ years old 7.8 -0.007 
Sex 
       Males 7.5   0.092* 
       Females 7.3   0.115* 
Disease Severity 
       Mild or moderate 6.4  0.186* 
       Severe 8.3  0.096* 
       Critical or end stage 8.4 -0.034* 
ICU Status   
       Not in ICU 6.4   0.185* 
       In ICU 10.4   0.021* 
Ventilator Status 
       Not on ventilator  7.4  0.143* 
       On ventilator 12.3 -0.043* 
All regression models were analyzed with 2 segments to assess 
changes and trends of the clinical outcome of each day. 
* indicates P  < 0.001 for that segment of the trajectory. 
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Table 3: Multivariate analysis of improvement trajectory based on demographics and disease 
severity prior to treatment with COVID-19 convalescent plasma 
Variables OR (95% CI) P value 
Intensive Care Status   
      ICU admission prior to transfusion 0.46 (0.42-0.51) <0.0001 
Mechanical Ventilation Status   
      On ventilator prior to transfusion  0.42 (0.37-0.47) <0.0001 
Sex   
      Females 1.00 (Ref) -- 

      Males 0.93 (0.86-1.01) 0.070 
Age   

      18-34 years 1.00 (Ref) -- 

      35-54 years 0.85 (0.73-0.99) 0.044 
      55-79 years 0.50 (0.43-0.58) <0.0001 
      80+ years 0.26 (0.22-0.31) <0.0001 
Odds ratio of Net Improvement by Day 7 Stratified by Disease Severity 
      Mild or moderate 1.00 (Ref) -- 

      Severe 0.45 (0.39-0.52) <0.0001 
      Critical or end stage 0.21 (0.17-0.25) <0.0001 
Odds ratio of Net Improvement by Day 14 Stratified by Disease Severity 
      Mild or moderate 1.00 (Ref) -- 

      Severe 0.57 (0.45-0.73) <0.0001 
      Critical or end stage 0.31 (0.23-0.41) <0.0001 
Odds ratio of Net Improvement by Day 21 Stratified by Disease Severity 
      Mild or moderate 1.00 (Ref) -- 

      Severe 0.65 (0.44-0.98) 0.039 
      Critical or end stage 0.60 (0.39-0.92) 0.019 
Adjusted GEE model was used to estimate the odds of being in a higher category (net 
improvement) of the ordinal clinical outcomes. 
*Initial status of severity and time interaction term were added in the model as time-varying 
covariate. 
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Figure Legend: 
 
 
Figure 1. Trajectories of Daily Status Improvement/Worsening. Subgroup analyses 
include A) all patients, B) by age, C) by sex, D) by initial clinical status, E) by ICU status 
prior to transfusion, and F) by ventilator status prior to transfusion. Net patient scores of 
0= no net change, +1= net improvement but still hospitalized, -1= net worsened and still 
hospitalized, +2= discharged from hospital, and -2= patient expiration. Points are the 
mean score for each day, and gray bands indicate the 95% confidence interval for each 
data set.  
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