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Abstract

Objective

Evidence-based characterization of the diagnostic and prognostic value of the
hematological and immunological markers related to the epidemic of Coronavirus
Disease 2019 (COVID-19) is critical to understand the clinical course of the
infection and to assess in development and validation of biomarkers.

Methods

Based on systematic search in Web of Science, PubMed, Scopus, and Science
Direct up to April 22, 2020, a total of 52 eligible articles with 6,320 laboratory-
confirmed COVID-19 cohorts were included. Pairwise comparison between severe
versus mild disease, Intensive Care Unit (ICU) versus general ward admission, and
expired versus survivors were performed for 36 laboratory parameters. The pooled
standardized mean difference (SMD) and 95% confidence intervals (Cl) were
caculated using the DerSimonian Laird method/random effects model and
converted to Odds ratio (OR). The decision tree algorithm was employed to
identify the key risk factor(s) attributed to severe COVID-19 disease.

Results

Cohorts with elevated levels of white blood cells (WBCs) (OR=1.75), neutrophil
count (OR=2.62), D-dimer (OR=3.97), prolonged prothrombin time (PT)
(OR=1.82), fibrinogen (OR=3.14), erythrocyte sedimentation rate (OR=1.60),
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procalcitonin (OR=4.76), IL-6 (OR=2.10), and IL-10 (OR=4.93) had higher odds
of progression to severe phenotype. Decision tree model (sensitivity=100%,
specificity=81%) showed the high performance of neutrophil count at a cut-off
value of more than 3.74 1x10%L for identifying patients at high risk of severe
COVIDL 19. Likewise, ICU admission was associated with higher levels of WBCs
(OR=5.21), neutrophils (OR=6.25), D-dimer (OR=4.19), and prolonged PT
(OR=2.18). Patients with high IL-6 (OR=13.87), CRP (OR=7.09), D-dimer
(OR=6.36), and neutrophils (OR=6.25) had the highest likelihood of mortality.
Conclusions

Several hematological and immunological markers, in particular neutrophilic
count, could be helpful to be included within the routine panel for COVID-19

Infection evaluation to ensure risk stratification and effective management.

Keywords: COVID-19; laboratory markers; mortality; prognosis, SARS-CoV-2
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| ntroduction

Coronavirus disease — 2019 (COVID-19) is a disease that was detected in
December 2019 in Wuhan, China, and led to the risk of mortality of about 2% [1].
This disease is caused due to infection with arecently arising zoonotic virus known
as the Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) [2].
Previoudly, infection with coronaviruses appeared in 2002 within China in the
form of SARS-CoV, and it appeared later also in 2012 within Saudi Arabia that
was known as Middle East Respiratory Syndrome (MERS-CoV) [3, 4]. All these
coronaviruses are enveloped positive-strand RNA viruses that are isolated from
bats that can be transferred from animals to humans, human to human, and animals
to animals [5]. They share a smilarity in the clinical symptoms in addition to
specific differences that have been recently observed [5-7]. The symptoms of this
disease appear with different degrees that start in the first seven days with mild
symptoms such as fever, cough, shortness of breath, and fatigue [8]. Afterward,
critical symptoms may develop in some patients involving dyspnea and pneumonia
that require patient’s management in intensive care units to avoid the serious
respiratory complications that may lead to death [9]. However, there are no
specific symptoms to diagnose coronavirus infection, and accurate testing depends
on the detection of the viral genome using the reverse transcription-polymerase

chain reaction (RT-PCR) analysis[10].
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88  Unfortunately, COVID-19 is not limited to its country of origin, but it has spread
89 all over the world. Therefore, there is no wonder emerging research has been
90 directed to provide information and clinical data of patients infected with this virus
91 that may help to not only to the early detection in different patient categories, but it
92 will also help in the characterization of the vira complications with other chronic
93 diseases [1, 2, 6, 9]. However, there is no sufficient data that characterize the
94 changes in the hematological and immunological parameters in COVID-19
95 patients. In the current comprehensive meta-analysis study, we aimed to analyze
96 different hematological, inflammatory, and immunological markers in COVID-19
97 patients at different clinical stages in different countries that may help in the early
98  detection of COVID-19 infection and to discriminate between severity status of the

99 disease to decrease the death risk.

100 Materialsand Methods

101 Search strategy

102 This current meta-analysis was carried out according to the Preferred Reporting
103  Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-analysis (PRISMA) statement [11] (Table
104 S1). Relevant literature was retrieved from Web of Science, PubMed, Scopus, and
105  Science Direct search engines up to April 22, 2020. Our search strategy included

106 the following terms. “Novel coronavirus 2019”, “2019 nCoV”, “COVID-19",
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107 “Wuhan coronavirus,” “Wuhan pneumonia,” or “SARS-CoV-2'. Besides, we
108 manually screened out the relevant potential article in the references selected. The

109  above process was performed independently by three participants.

110 Study selection

111 No time or language restriction was applied. Inclusion criteria were as follows: (1)
112 Types of Studies. retrospective, prospective, observational, descriptive or case
113 control studies reporting laboratory features of COVID-19 patients; (2) Subjects:
114 diagnosed patients with COVID-19 (3) Exposure intervention: COVID-19 patients
115 diagnosed with Real Time-Polymerase Chain Reaction, radiological imaging, or
116  both; with hematological testing included: complete blood picture (white blood
117  cells, neutrophil count, lymphocyte count, monocyte count, eosinophils count,
118  basophils, red blood cells, hemoglobin, hematocrit, and platelet count), coagulation
119 profile (prothrombin time, international normalized ratio, activated partial
120 thromboplastin time, thrombin time, fibrinogen, and D-dimer) or immunological
121 parameters including inflammatory markers (ferritin, erythrocyte sedimentation
122 rate, procalcitonin, and C-reactive protein), immunoglobulins (IgA, 1gG, and IgM),
123 complement tests (C3 and C4), interleukins (IL-4, IL-6, IL-8, IL-10, IL-2R, and
124 TNF-a), and immune cells (B lymphocytes, T lymphocytes, CD4" T cells, and
125 CD8" T cells); and (4) Outcome indicator: the mean and standard deviation or

126 median and interquartile range for each laboratory test. The following exclusion
6
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127  criteria were considered: (1) Case reports, reviews, editorial materials, conference
128  abstracts, summaries of discussions, (2) Insufficient reported data information; or

129 (3) Invitro or in vivo studies.

130 Data abstraction

131 Four investigators separately conducted literature screening, data extraction, and
132 literature quality evaluation, and any differences were resolved through another
133 two reviewers. Information extracted from eligible articles in a predesigned form
134 in excdl, including the last name of the first author, date and year of publication,
135 journa name, study design, country of the population, sample size, and quality

136  assessment.

137 Quality assessment

138 A modified version of the Newcastle-Ottawa scale (NOS) was adopted to evaluate
139  the process in terms of queue selection, comparability of queues, and evaluation of
140 results[12, 13]. The quality of the included studies was assessed independently by
141 three reviewers, and disagreements were resolved by the process described above.
142 Higher NOS scores showed a higher literature quality. NOS scores of at least six

143 were considered high-quality literature.

144  Statistical analysis
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145  All data anayss was performed using OpenMetalAnalyst] [14] and
146 comprehensive meta-analysis software version 3.0 [15]. First, a single-arm
147 metaJanalysis for laboratory tests was performed. The standardized mean
148  difference (SMD) and 95%confidence intervals (Cl) were used to estimate pooled
149  results from studies. Medians and interquartile range were converted to mean and
150 standard deviation (SD) using the following formulas: [Mean=(Q1+median+Q3)/3]
151 and [SD=IQR/1.35], whereas, values reported in the articles as mean and 95%ClI
152 were estimated using the following formula[SD= VN * (Upper limit of Cl — Lower
153 limit of Cl)/3.92]. A continuous random-effect model was applied using the
154 DerSimonian-Laird (inverse variance) method [16, 17].

155  Next, in the presence of individual patient data, single-armed observed values were
156 converted to two-armed data to act as each other’s control group based on
157 covariate information. Only studies investigating different outcomes were
158  considered as potential matched pairs, and two-arm meta-analysis was applied to
159  compare between mild versus severe COVID-19 infection (based on the results of
160  the chest radiography, clinical examination, and symptoms), ICU admission versus
161 general ward admission, and expired versus survivors. Meta-analysis for each
162  outcome was processed using a random-effects model since heterogeneity among
163 studies was expected. For severity pairwise comparison, estimates of SMD served

164  as quantitative measures of the strength of evidence against the null hypothesis of
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165 no difference in the population between mild and severe COVID-19
166 manifestations. SMD of <0.2, 0.2-0.8, and >0.8 indicated mild, moderate, and
167 severe strength. For ICU admission and survival analysis, overall effect size
168 estimates in SMD were then converted to the odds ratio (OR) with 95%CI for

169  better interpretation by clinical domains.

170 Decision treeto identify predictorsfor poor outcomes

171 Using laboratory features for clinical prediction, the decision tree algorithm was
172 employed to identify the key risk factors attributed to severe COVID-19 infection.
173 The accuracy of the model was measured by the Area Under the Recelver
174  Operating Characteristic (ROC) Curve (AUC), which depicts the true positive rate
175  versus the false positive rate at various discrimination thresholds. The markers that
176 have the highest AUC were identified, and the sensitivity and specificity of the cut-
177 off threshold level were determined. R Studio was employed using the following

178  packages: tidyverse, magrittr, rpart, caret, and pROC.

179 Trial sequential analysis (TSA)

180 The dtatistical trustworthiness of this meta-analysis assessment was conducted
181 using TSA through combining the cumulative sample sizes of all appropriate
182 records with the threshold of statistical impact to diminish the accidental errors and

183  enhance the intensity of expectations [18]. Two side trials with “type | error (a)”
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184 aong with power set at 5% and 80% were employed. In the case of the “Z-curve”
185 traverses the TSA monitoring boundaries, a reasonable degree of impact was
186 accomplished, and no supplementary trials are crucia. Nevertheless, in case of the
187  “Z-curve’ failed to achieve the boundary limits, the estimated information size has
188 not accomplished the required threshold to attract appropriate decisions and
189  advancetrials are mandatory. TSA platform (version 0.9.5.10 beta) was operated in

190 the experiment.

191 Assessment of heter ogeneity and publication bias

192 After that, the heterogeneity was evaluated using Cochran's Q statistic and
193 quantified by using 1? statistics, which represents an estimation of the total
194 variation across studies beyond chance. Articles were considered to have
195  significant heterogeneity between studies when the p-value less than 0.1 or I
196 greater than 50%. Subgroup analysis was performed based on the study sample
197  Size (<50 patients compared to >50 patients) and the origin of patients (Wuhan city
198  versus others). In addition, sengtivity analyses and meta-regression with the
199 random-effects model using restricted maximum likelihood algorithm were
200 conducted to explore potential sources of heterogeneity.

201 Finally, publication bias was assessed using a funnel plot and quantified using
202 Begg's and Mazumdar rank correlation with continuity correction and Egger’s

203 linear regression tests. Asymmetry of the collected studies distribution by visual
10
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204  ingpection or P-value < 0.1 indicated obvious publication bias [19]. The Duval and
205  Tweedie’ s trim and fill method’ s assumption were considered to reduce the biasin

206 pooled estimates [20].

207  Results

208 Literature search

209 A flowchart outlining the systematic review search results is described in Fig 1A.
210 A total of 4752 records were identified through four major electronic databases till
211 April 22, 2020 including Web of Science (n = 557), PubMed (n = 1688), Scopus (n
212 = 1105) and Science Direct (n = 1402). Upon reviewing the retrieved articles, a
213 total of 1230 records were excluded for duplication, and 3522 unique records were
214 initialy identified. Following screening of titles and abstracts, several studies were
215 excluded for being case records (n = 44), review articles (n = 262), irrelevant
216  publications (n = 1355), or editorial materias (n = 1809). The resulted 424 full-text
217 publications were further assessed for digibility, during which 372 records were
218 removed for lacking sufficient laboratory data. Ultimately, a total of 52 eligible
219  articles were included for the gquantitative synthesis of this meta-analysis study,
220 with 52 records represented single-arm analysis, 16 records represented two-arms
221 severity analysis;, meanwhile, 7 and 4 records were utilized for survival and ICU

222 admission analyses, respectively.

11
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223 Fig 1. Literature search process.

224 (A) Workflow for screening and selecting relevant articles. (B) Map showing the
225 location of the studies. Studies conducted in China (red), Tawan (green),
226 Singapore (blue), and USA (light blue) are shown with the number of studies
227 between brackets. Data source Tableau 2020.1 Desktop Professional Edition
228  (https.//www.tableau.com/).

229 Characteristics of theincluded studies

230 Our review included 52 studies that were published from January 24 through April
231 22, 2020, including 48 articles from China [Wuhan (30), Chongqing (4), Zhejiang
232 (4), Shangha (2), Ningbo (1), Hong Kong (1), Shenzhen (1), Anhui (1), Macau
233 (1), Hainan (1), Jangsu (1), and Beijing (1)], two articles from Singapore
234 [Singapore and Sengkang], one article from Taiwan [Taichung], and one article
235 from USA [Washington] (Fig 1B). The main characteristics of eligible studies are
236 shown in Table 1. A total of 6320 patients with SARS[ICoV []2 infection were
237 enrolled across the articles. Most records (n = 47) were retrospective case studies,
238 while other study design included two prospective cohort studies, one
239 observational cohort study, one descriptive case series, and one case-control study.
240 Our team dtratified 36 different laboratory parameters into seven subclasses,
241 including complete blood picture, coagulation profile, immunological markers,
242 immunoglobulins, complement tests, interleukins, and immune cells, as previously
243 described in the methodology. Regarding quality score assessment, 39 studies

244  achieved a score higher than six out of a maximum of nine (high quality), while the

12
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245 remaining 13 studies earned a score equal or lower than six (low quality), as shown

246 inTablel.

13
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247 Tablel. General characteristics of theincluded studies
First Y ear Publication Journal name Continent | Country | Study design Sample | Quality Reference no
Author date (dd-mm) size score
Zhuz 2020 22-April International J of Infectious Diseases Ningbo China Retrospective case study 127 9 [35]
LiuX 2020 20-April ActaPharm Sn B Wuhan China Retrospective case study 124 8 [36]
Chen X 2020 18-April Clin Infect Dis Wuhan China Retrospective case study 48 9 [37]
Chen G 2020 13-April JClinica Invest Wuhan China Retrospective case study 21 8 [38]
HeR 2020 12-April JClinica Virology Wuhan China Retrospective case study 204 9 [27]
Zhang G | 2020 09-April JClinical Virology Wuhan China Retrospective case study 221 9 [39]
Lei S 2020 04-April EClinicalMedicine Wuhan China Retrospective case study 34 9 [40]
WangL | 2020 30-March Journal of Infection Wuhan China Retrospective case study 339 8 [41] =
GuoT 2020 27-March JAMA Cardiology Wuhan China Retrospective case study 187 8 [42] g
ZhengC | 2020 27-March Int JInfect Dis Wuhan China Retrospective case study 55 7 [43] ;
ChenT 2020 26-March BMJ Wuhan China Retrospective case study 274 9 [9] ?
Tang X 2020 26-March Chest Wuhan China Retrospective case study 73 6 [44] ol
Shi S 2020 25-March JAMA Cardiology Wuhan China Retrospective case study 416 9 [45] P
TOK 2020 23-March Lancet Infectious Diseases Hong Kong | China Observational cohort study | 23 9 [46] 3
Zhou Z 2020 24-March Eur Radiol Chongging | China Retrospective case study 62 9 [47] 9
Chen z 2020 24-March European Journal of Radiology Zhgjiang China Retrospective case study 98 6 [48] 5
Wan S 2020 21-March JMed Virol Chongqing | China Retrospective case study 135 9 [49] 3
ChengY | 2020 20-March Kidney International Wuhan China Prospective cohort study 701 9 [50] s
LuoS 2020 20-March Clin Gastroenterol Hepatol Wuhan China Retrospective case study 183 5 [51] 3
DengY | 2020 20-March Chin Med J (Engl) Wuhan China Retrospective case study 225 8 [52] o
ArentzM | 2020 19-March JAMA Washington | USA Retrospective case study 21 5 [53] 3
ChenJ 2020 19-March Journal of Infection Shanghai China Retrospective case study 249 5 [54] é
Ca Q 2020 18-March Engineering Shenzhen China Retrospective case study 80 9 [55] 2
GaoY 2020 17-March JMed Virol Anhui China Retrospective case study 43 9 [56]
Qian G 2020 17-March QM Zhejiang China Retrospective case study 91 5 [57]
Mo P 2020 16-March Clin Infect Dis Wuhan China Retrospective case study 155 8 [58]
WangZ | 2020 16-March Clin Infect Dis Wuhan China Retrospective case study 69 7 [59]
Lol 2020 15-March Int JBiol Sci Macau China Retrospective case study 10 8 [60]
ChengZ | 2020 14-March AJR Am J Roentgenol Shanghai China Retrospective case study 11 5 [61]
Hsih W 2020 13-March JMicrobiol Immunol Infect Taichung Taiwan Retrospective case study 2 5 [62]
WuC 2020 13-March JAMA Internal Medicine Wuhan China Retrospective case study 201 8 [63]
QinC 2020 12-March Clin Infect Dis Wuhan China Retrospective case study 452 9 [64]
Zhao D 2020 12-March Clin Infect Dis Wuhan China Case-control study 19 7 [65]
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LiuK 2020 11-March Journal of Infection Hainan China Retrospective case study 18 7 [66]
Zhou F 2020 09-March The Lancet Wuhan China Retrospective case study 191 9 [67]
XiongyY | 2020 07-March Invest Radiol Wuhan China Retrospective case study 42 5 [68]
FanB 2020 04-March American journal of hematology Singapore Singapore | Retrospective case study 67 9 [69]
Young B | 2020 03-March JAMA Sengkang Singapore | Descriptive case series 18 7 [70]
WuJ 2020 29-February Clin Infect Dis Jiangsu China Retrospective case study 80 7 [71]
Li K 2020 29-February Invest Radiol Chongging | China Retrospective case study 83 9 [72]
Liuw 2020 28-February Chin Med J (Engl) Wuhan China Retrospective case study 78 9 [73]
YangW | 2020 26-February Journal of Infection Zhgjiang China Retrospective case study 149 6 [74]
WuJ 2020 25-February Invest Radiol Chongqging | China Retrospective case study 80 6 [75]
Shi H 2020 24-February Lancet Infectious Diseases Wuhan China Retrospective case study 81 7 [76]
Yang X 2020 24-February The Lancet Respiratory Medicine Wuhan China Retrospective case study 52 9 [77]
ZhangJ | 2020 23-February Allergy Wuhan China Retrospective case study 138 9 [78]
ZhouW | 2020 21-February Signal Transduction and Targeted Therapy | Wuhan China Retrospective case study 15 8 [79]
Xu X 2020 19-February BMJ Zhgjiang China Retrospective case study 62 7 [80]
Pan F 2020 13-February Radiology Wuhan China Retrospective case study 21 6 [81]
ChangD | 2020 07-February JAMA Beljing China Retrospective case study 13 6 [82]
WangD | 2020 07-February JAMA Wuhan China Retrospective case study 138 9 [83]
Huang C | 2020 24-January The Lancet Wuhan China Prospective cohort study 41 9 [1]

15

‘uoissiwiad JNoYIM pamojie_asnal op| ‘paAlasal SIybL ||y
‘Aimadiad ul udalid ay) Aejdsip 01 asuadl| e Alxgpaw pajuelb sey oym ‘lapuny/ioyine ayl si (Malnal Jaad AQ paliad Jou Sem Yydiym)

wuudald siyi Joy Japjoy ybuAdos ay] ‘020z ‘6 AInc paisod uoisian SIYl ‘:8TZTH#T0Z '80°20°0202/TOTT 0T/610°10p//:sdny :10p wudaid Aixypaw


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.08.20141218

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.08.20141218; this version posted July 9, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

248 Pooled estimates of laboratory parameters. Singlearm Meta-

249 analysis

250 The fina pooled estimates of single-arm meta-analysis included 52 e€ligible
251 articles. The pooled mean of laboratory parameters and 95%Cl among SARS-
252  CoV-2 infected patients, including hematological, immunological, and
253 inflammatory variables, is illustrated in Table 2. Our results depicted a wide
254 variability between studies for each laboratory marker. Apart from
255 immunoglobulins, IL-2R, and IL-8, significant heterogeneity was observed.
256  Subgroup analysis by sample size and city of origin and sensitivity analysis failed
257 to reveal the source of variation for each parameter. Additionally, meta-regression
258  also rendered insgnificant results.

259
260 Table 2. Pooled estimates of singlearm meta-analysis for laboratory
261 parametersin COVID-19 patients

Laboratory testing | Number | Sample | Estimate | 95% ClI P- Q P-value | I? T?
studies | size value

CBC
White blood cells 47 5967 5.82 5.24, 6.40 <0.001 | 7136.1 <0.001 | 99.35 | 3.83
Neutrophil count 31 3814 3.70 3.48,3.92 <0.001 | 525.8 <0.001 | 939 |031
Lymphocyte count | 45 6017 0.99 0.91, 1.08 <0.001 | 7645.2 <0.001 | 99.3 | 0.07
M onocyte count 18 2586 0.42 0.39, 0.44 <0.001 | 263.7 <0.001 | 935 0.003
Eosinophilscount | 4 546 0.02 0.01, 0.024 <0.001 | 10.6 0.014 716 | 0.0
Red blood cells 2 507 4.42 3.81, 4.67 <0.001 | 50.8 <0.001 | 98.03 | 0.095
Hemoglobin 26 3114 129.1 125.0, 133.3 <0.001 | 1504.3 <0.001 | 98.3 1034
Platelet count 34 4347 178.4 171.9,184.9 <0.001 | 390.2 <0.001 | 915 273.5

Coagulation profile
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Prothrombin time 22 3287 12.38 11.8,12.9 <0.001 | 3415.7 <0.001 | 99.3 1.905
APTT 19 3023 318 30.2, 334 <0.001 | 13121 | <0001 |98.6 | 11.96
Thrombin time 2 754 219 8.29, 35.57 0.002 | 1908.1 | <0.001 | 99.94 | 96.86
D-dimer 27 3857 125 0.67,1.82 <0.001 | 409475 | <0.001 | 99.9 2.22
Fibrinogen 2 781 245 0.61, 4.29 0.009 | 46.19 <0.001 | 97.83 | 1.729
Inflammatory
markers
Ferritin 8 528 889.5 773.2,1005.7 | <0.001 | 16.61 0.020 57.8 14138.9
ESR 13 1013 37.85 29.07, 46.6 <0.001 | 6924 <0.001 | 98.26 | 239.7
Procalcitonin 25 3010 0.10 0.07,0.12 <0.001 | 3913.6 <0.001 | 99.3 0.003
C-reactive protein | 36 4409 28.11 247,314 <0.001 | 3432.1 <0.001 | 98.9 79.35
Immunoglobulins
IgA 2 101 221 2.15,2.27 <0.001 | 0.089 0.76 0.0 0.0
1gG 2 101 11.54 11.2,11.8 <0.001 | 1.88 0.17 46.9 0.023
IgM 2 101 1.00 0.96, 1.04 <0.001 | 1.11 0.29 10.32 | 0.0
Complement test
C3 2 101 0.95 0.80, 1.10 <0.001 | 28.02 <0.001 | 96.43 | 0.011
C4 2 101 0.24 0.21, 0.27 <0.001 | 28.08 <0.001 | 96.44 | 0.0
Interleukins
IL-2R 2 101 762.3 732.4,792.2 | <0.001 | 0.33 0.56 0.0 0.0
IL-4 2 276 2.98 1.09, 4.87 0.002 | 958.765 | <0.001 | 99.9 | 1.85
IL-6 12 926 11.56 9.82, 13.3 <0.001 | 144.7 <0.001 | 924 6.19
IL-8 2 101 184 17.08,19.84 | <0.001 | 1.54 0.21 353 | 0.39
IL-10 3 292 6.33 4.39,8.27 <0.001 | 133.1 <0.001 | 984 |2.89
TNF-a 3 292 6.72 1.33,12.12 0.015 2933.6 <0.001 | 99.9 22.7
Immunecells
CD4" T cells 6 296 361.1 254.0,468.2 | <0.001 | 88.7 <0.001 | 943 | 15973.1
CDS8' T cells 5 285 219.6 157.1, 282.0 <0.001 | 46.17 <0.001 | 913 4437.2
T lymphocytes 2 167 704.3 254.5,1154.0 | 0.002 | 27.6 <0.001 | 96.3 | 101500

Test of association: standardized mean difference, Random model. 95% CI: 95% confidence interval, Q statistic: a measure of
weighted squared deviations that denotes the ratio of the observed variation to the within-study error, 1% the ratio of true
heterogeneity to total observed variation, T Tau squared, and it is referred to the extent of variation among the effects
observed in different studies. Laboratory markers (INR and B lymphocytes) were reported in only one study thus were not
shown. CBC: Complete blood picture, APTT: Activated partial thromboplastin time, ESR: Erythrocyte sedimentation rate. 1g:
immunoglobulin, IL-2R: Interleukin-2 receptor, TNF- a: tumor necrosis factor-al pha
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270

271 Pooled estimates of laboratory parameters according to disease
272 severity: Pairwise Meta-analysis

273 Two-arms meta-analyses were then conducted for three pairwise comparisons; (1)
274 Severe versus mild COVID, (2) ICU admitted patients versus the general ward,
275 and (3) Expired versus survivors (Table 3).

276  Laboratory parameters of 16 eligible records were utilized to compare between
277  severe and non-severe patients. Severe cohorts were more likely to have high blood
278 levels of white blood cells (OR = 1.75, 95%CI = 1.21 - 2.54, p = 0.002), neutrophil
279 count (OR = 2.62, 95%CI = 1.72 - 3.97, p <0.001), prothrombin time (OR = 1.82,
280 95%CI = 1.00 - 3.33, p = 0.047), D-dimer (OR = 3.97, 95%Cl = 2.62 - 6.02, p
281 <0.001), fibrinogen (OR = 3.14, 95%Cl = 1.64 - 6.00, p <0.001), erythrocyte
282 sedimentation rate (OR = 1.60, 95%CI = 1.16 - 2.22, p <0.001), procalcitonin (OR
283  =4.76, 95%Cl = 2.48 - 9.14, p<0.001), IL-6 (OR = 2.10, 95%CI = 1.02-4.32,p =
284 0.043), and IL-10 (OR = 4.93, 95%Cl = 2.18 - 11.1, p <0.001). In contrast, patients
285 with normal lymphocyte count (OR = 0.30, 95%Cl = 0.19 - 0.47, p <0.001),
286  platelet count (OR = 0.56, 95%Cl = 0.42 - 0.74, p <0.001), CD4" T cells (OR =
287 0.04, 95%Cl = 0.02 - 0.07, p <0.001), and CD8" T cells (OR = 0.03, 95%CI = 0.01

288 - 0.09, p <0.001) were less likely to develop severe form of COVID-19 disease
18
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289 (Table3A).

290 Significant heterogeneity was observed in eight of these parameters, namely WBC

291 (I? = 62.9%, p <0.001), neutrophil count (1* = 67.6%, p <0.001), lymphocyte count

292 (I1? = 77.4%, p <0.001), prothrombin time (1> = 72%, p = 0.003), D-dimers (I* =

293 55.6%, p = 0.021), procalcitonin (1> = 86.1%, p <0.001), IL-6 (I* = 84.4%, p

294 <0.001), and IL-10 (I* = 82.8%, p = 0.003).

295

296 Table 3. Pooled estimates of two-arms meta-analysis for laboratory

297 parametersin COVID-19 patients.

Laboratory test No of Samplesize Effect size Heterogeneity
studies SMD (95%Cl) OR (95% CI) P- |2 P-value
value

(A) Severity Mild | Severe
White blood cells 14 1007 | 634 0.31(0.11, 0.52) 1.75(1.21,2.54) | 0.002 62.9 <0.001
Neutrophil count | 14 959 | 599 | 053(0.3,0.76) 2.62(1.72,397) | <0.001 | 6761 | <0.001
Lymphocyte count | 16 680 1128 -0.66 (-0.9,-0.41) | 0.30(0.19,0.47) | <0.001 | 77.36 <0.001
Monocyte count 5 390 500 -0.08 (-0.23,0.05) | 0.86(0.67,1.12) | 0.23 0.0 0.49
Hemoglobin 4 70 | 200 |-0.22(-051,0.06) | 0.67(0.40,112) | 0.12 | 0.0 0.91
Platelet count 7 219 588 -0.32 (-0.47,-0.16) | 0.56(0.42,0.74) | <0.001 | 0.0 0.76
Prothrombin time 6 215 521 0.33(0.004, 0.67) 1.82(1.00, 3.33) | 0.047 72.0 0.003
APTT 5 146 |38 | -0.23(-0.79,0.33) | 0.66(0.24,1.82) | 042 | 855 <0.001
D-dimer 9 301 | 719 [ 076(0.53,0.99) |397(262 602 |<0.00l | 5565 | 0.021
Ferritin 2 297 176 1.003(-0.08,2.09) | 6.17(0.87,43.9) | 0.07 79.21 0.028
Fibrinogen 3 45 144 [ 063(0.27,099 | 3.14(1.64,6.00) | <0.001 | 0.0 0.81
ESR 2 302 | 277 | 026(0.08,044) | 160(1.16,222) | 0.004 |00 0.43
Procalcitonin 10 565 | 716 | 0.86(0.5, 1.22) 476 (2.48,9.14) | <0.001 | 86.1 <0.001
C-reactive protein 13 605 928 1.02 (0.65, 1.4) 6.36 (3.22,12.5) | <0.001 | 88.2 <0.001
IgA 2 355 301 0.13(-0.03, 0.29) 1.27(0.95,1.69) | 0.11 3.398 0.30
19G 2 355 | 301 | 021(-0.301,072) |146(0.58,369) | 041 | 883 0.003
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IgM 2 355 301 -2.37 (-6.64,1.89) | 0.01(0.00, 30.6) | 0.27 99.56 <0.001
Complement 3 2 355 301 0.18 (-0.1, 0.47) 1.39(0.83,2.32) | 0.20 64.70 0.09
Complement 4 2 355 301 0.13 (-0.16, 0.43) 1.27(0.74,2.16) | 0.38 66.83 0.08
IL-4 2 355 301 1.01 (-0.85, 2.87) 6.25(0.2,181.1) | 0.28 97.17 <0.001
IL-6 7 85 246 0.41 (0.014, 0.82) 2.10(1.02,4.32) | 0.043 84.38 <0.001
IL-10 3 371 412 0.88 (0.43, 1.33) 4,93(2.18,11.1) | <0.001 | 82.81 0.003
TNF-a 3 371 412 0.6 (-0.17,1.37) 297(0.74,11.9) | 0.12 94.28 <0.001
CD4" T cells 2 80 145 -1.87(-2.39,-1.36) | 0.03(0.01,0.09) | <0.001 | 29.8 0.23
CD8" T cells 2 80 145 -1.8(-2.12,-1.48) | 0.04(0.02,0.07) | <0.001 | 0.0 0.71
(B) Admission Floor | ICU

White blood cells 3 64 149 0.85(0.54, 1.15) 4.67 (2.70,8.10) | <0.001 | 0.0 0.56
Neutrophil count 4 73 207 1.86 (0.59, 3.14) 29.1(2.9,291.8) | 0.004 93.14 <0.001
Lymphocyte count | 4 73 207 -0.81 (-1.36,-0.27) | 0.23(0.09,0.62) | 0.003 | 68.59 0.023
Monocyte count 3 60 179 -0.308 (-1.15, 0.53) | 0.57(0.13,2.59) | 0.47 83.77 0.002
Hemoglobin 2 22 86 -1.1(-1.97,-0.24) 0.14(0.03,0.64) | 0.012 66.31 0.08
Platelet count 4 73 207 -0.06 (-0.33,0.2) 0.90 (0.56, 1.45) | 0.64 0.0 0.54
Prothrombin time 3 64 149 0.43 (0.09, 0.76) 2.18(1.19,3.99) | 0.012 | 14.28 0.31
APTT 3 64 149 -0.22 (-0.51,0.07) | 0.67(0.40,1.13) | 0.14 0.0 0.78
D-dimer 3 64 149 0.79 (0.35, 1.24) 4.19(1.88,9.35) | <0.001 | 44.94 0.16
(C) Mortality Alive | Died

White blood cells 6 736 392 0.91 (0.61, 1.22) 5.21(3.00,9.05) | <0.001 | 78.05 <0.001
Neutrophil count 3 475 222 1.01 (0.4, 1.63) 6.25(2.05,19.0) | 0.001 | 90.9 <0.001
Lymphocyte count | 7 756 424 -0.85(-1.28,-0.41) | 0.21(0.10,0.47) | <0.001 | 89.33 <0.001
Monocyte count 4 483 229 -0.18 (-0.47,0.1) 0.72(043,1.21) | 0.21 57.48 0.070
Hemoglobin 5 600 271 0(-0.15, 0.15) 1.00 (0.76,1.31) | 0.99 4.988 0.378
Platelet count 6 640 315 -0.46 (-0.71,-0.21) | 0.43(0.28,0.68) | <0.001 | 59.52 0.030
Prothrombin time 6 640 315 0.64 (0.25, 1.03) 3.19(1.58,6.47) | 0.001 | 830 <0.001
APTT 4 483 229 -0.096 (-0.51, 0.31) | 0.83(0.40,1.75) | 0.646 | 78.23 0.003
D-dimer 5 620 283 1.02 (0.85, 1.18) 6.36 (4.72,8.58) | <0.001 | 10.63 0.34
Ferritin 3 338 211 0.94 (0.26, 1.62) 5.50(1.6,18.83) | 0.006 | 91.63 <0.001
ESR 2 201 157 0.33(0.08, 0.58) 1.82(1.16,2.86) | 0.008 | 20.03 0.263
Procalcitonin 3 580 239 0.96 (0.43, 1.49) 5.70(2.18,14.9) | <0.001 | 81.48 0.005
C-reactive protein | 4 591 331 1.08 (0.65, 1.52) 7.09 (3.23,15.5) | <0.001 | 87.31 <0.001
IL-6 4 612 276 1.45(1.11,1.78) 13.87(7.6,25.4) | <0.001 | 75.44 0.007
CD4" T cells 2 314 109 -0.67 (-1.01, -0.33) | 0.30(0.16,0.55) | <0.001 | 44.57 0.17
CD8' T cells 2 314 109 -0.832 (-1.1,-0.59) | 0.22(0.15,0.34) | <0.001 | 0.0 0.423
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298  Continuous Random-Effects model, SMD: Standardized mean difference, OR 95% CI: Odds ratio 95%
299  confidenceinterval, I% theratio of true heterogeneity to total observed variation. APTT: Activated
300 partia thromboplastin time, ESR: Erythrocyte sedimentation rate. 1g: immunoglobulin, IL: Interleukin,

301  TNF-a: tumor necrosis factor-alpha.

302 Pooled estimates of laboratory parameters according to ICU

303 admission: Pairwise Meta-analysis

304 A total of 4 eligible articles were recognized to include laboratory features of ICU
305 and floor patients. Our data revealed having elevated levels of WBCs (OR =5.21,
306 95%CI = 3.0 —9.05, p <0.001), neutrophils (OR = 6.25, 95%CI = 2.05-19.0, p =
307 0.001), D-dimer (OR = 4.19, 95%Cl = 1.88 - 9.35, p <0.001), and prolonged
308 prothrombin time (OR = 2.18, 95%CI = 1.19 - 3.99, p =0.012) were associated
309 with increased odds of ICU admission, while normal lymphocyte count (OR =
310 0.23, 95%CI = 0.09 - 0.62, p = 0.003) and hemoglobin (OR = 0.14, 95%CI = 0.03 -
311 0.64, p=0.012) conferred lower risk of ICU admission (Table 3B).

312 Remarkable heterogeneity was obvious in studies of neutrophil count (1° = 93.1%,
313 p <0.001), lymphocyte count (1 = 68.5%, p = 0.023), and hemoglobin (1 = 66.3%,
314 p = 0.08). These parameters were enclosed in two to four studies; therefore, further

315 tracing for the source of heterogeneity was not applicable.

316 Pooled estimates of laboratory parameters according to mortality:
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317  Pairwise Meta-analysis

318 Of the included articles, 7 studies contained separate results for |aboratory testing
319 in survival versus expired patients. As depicted in Table 3C, our data revealed
320 increased odds of having elevated levels of WBC (OR = 5.21, 95%CI = 3.0 — 9.05,
321 p <0.001), neutrophils (OR = 6.25, 95%CI = 2.05 — 19.0, p = 0.001), prothrombin
322 time (OR = 3.19, 95%CI = 1.58 — 6.47, p = 0.001), D-dimer (OR = 6.36, 95%CI =
323 4.72 - 858, p <0.001), ferritin (OR = 5.50, 95%CI = 1.6 - 18.8, p = 0.006), ESR
324 (OR = 1.82, 95%CI = 1.16 - 2.86, p = 0.008), procalcitonin (OR = 5.70, 95%Cl =
325 2.18 - 14.9, p <0.001), CRP (OR = 7.09, 95%Cl = 3.23 - 15.5, p <0.001), and IL-6
326 (OR =13.87, 95%CI = 7.6 - 25.4, p <0.001) in expired cases. However, patients
327 with normal lymphocyte count (0.21 (0.10, 0.47, p <0.001), platelet count (0.43
328 (0.28, 0.68, p <0.001), CD4" T cells (OR = 0.30 (0.16, 0.55, p <0.001), and CD8"
329 T cells (OR = 0.22 (0.15, 0.34, p <0.001) had higher chance of survival (Table
330 3C).

331 Considerable heterogeneity was also noted in some of these parameters, namely
332 WBC (1> = 78.0%, p <0.001), neutrophilic count (I> = 90.9%, p <0.001),
333 lymphocyte count (12 = 89.3%, p <0.001), platelet count (1* = 59.5%, p = 0.030),
334 ferritin (17 = 91.6%, p <0.001), procalcitonin (1> = 81.5%, p = 0.005), CRP (I* =
335 87.3%, p <0.001), and IL-6 (I = 75.4%, p = 0.007). Given the small number of

336 enrolled studies with discriminated data on patients who survived or died, we
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337 failed to identify the source of heterogeneity.

338 Subgroup and sensitivity analysis

339 For the studies which included a comparison between mild and severe patients,
340 subgroup and sensitivity analyses were performed for five laboratory markers
341 (WBC, neutrophil count, lymphocyte count, procalcitonin, and CRP). First, to
342 identify how each study affects the overall estimate of the rest of the studies, we
343 performed leave-one-out sensitivity analyses. Results did not contribute to give
344  explanations to heterogeneity. In contrast, subgroup analysis revealed homogeneity
345  with certain categorizations. For WBCs lab results, heterogeneity was resolved on
346 stratification by the origin of study population [Wuhan population: 12 = 73.4%, p =
347 0.002, other cities: 12 = 0%, p = 0.53] and month of publication [April: I? = 74.5%,
348 p = 0.001, February/March: I° = 47.5%, p = 0.06]. Regarding neutrophilic count,
349  the variance in the results resolved in articles with large sample size >50 patients
350 (1= 46.2%, p = 0.06). Moreover, the degree of dissimilarities of procalcitonin
351 results found in different studies was ameliorated in April publications (1% = 41.5%,
352 p = 0.16) and in those with low sample size (1> = 0%, p = 0.80). Similarly,
353 homogeneity was generated in CRP results in articles with low sample size (1 =

354 0%, p = 0.58) (Table4).

355  Meta-regression analysis
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356  Considering the number of the included studies with severity, ICU admission, and
357 mortality data was rather small, we performed meta-regression anayses for only
358  five parameters (mentioned above) in studies comparing mild and severe disease

359 (Table4).
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Table 4. Tracing the sour ce of heter ogeneity of laboratory markersin studies comparing mild and severe

COVID-19 patients

Lab test Feature Categories | Count of | Pooled estimates Heterogeneity Meta-regression
studies SMD |LL UL P-value | I P-value | Coefficient | LL UL P-value

Whiteblood | Overall 14 0.317 | 0.113 | 052 | 0.002 62.90% | 0.001
cells Origin of Others 8 0.113 | -0.083 | 0.308 | 0.26 0% 0.53 Reference

patients Wuhan 6 0.490 | 0.198 | 0.783 | 0.00 73.40% 0.002 0.31 0.03 | 0.58 | 0.029

Sample <50 5 0.164 | -0.553 | 0.881 | 0.65 71.30% | 0.007 Reference

size >50 9 0.387 | 0.208 | 0.566 | <0.001 | 52.60% | 0.031 0.30 -0.10 | 0.72 | 0.14

Publication | Feb/Mar 8 0.251 | 0.039 | 0464 | 0.021 47.50% 0.06 Reference

month April 6 0.445 | 0.005 | 0.884 | 0.047 7450% | 0.001 0.11 -0.16 | 0.38 | 043
Neutrophils | Overall 14 0.534 | 0.306 | 0.762 | <0.001 | 67.62% | <0.001

Origin of Others 8 0.439 | 0.139 | 0.740 | 0.004 50.88% | 0.047 Reference

patients Wuhan 6 0.632 | 0.280 | 0.985 | <0.001 | 78.29% | <0.001 | 0.045 -0.21 | 0.30 | 0.20

Sample <50 5 0.286 | -0.503 | 1.076 | 0.47 75.94% | 0.002 Reference

size >50 9 0.65 0.472 | 0.828 | <0.001 | 46.2% 0.06 0.606 0.20 | 1.01 | 0.003

Publication | Feb/Mar 8 0.428 | 0.181 | 0.675 | <0.001 | 54.4% 0.032 Reference

month April 6 0.709 | 0.273 | 1.44 | 0.001 73.19% | 0.002 0.312 0.06 | 055 | 0.014
Lymphocytes | Overall 16 -0.663 | -0.909 | -0.417 | <0.001 | 77.36% | <0.001

Origin of Others 9 -0.626 | -0.962 | -0.291 | <0.001 | 66.51% | 0.002 Reference

patients Wuhan 7 -0.710 | 1.097 | -0.323 | <0.001 | 85.72% <0.001 | 0.092 -0.31 | 049 | 0.64

Sample <50 5 -0.506 | -1.169 | 0.156 | 0.13 66.1% 0.019 Reference

size >50 1 -0.714 | -0.983 | -0.444 | <0.001 | 80.98% | <0.001 | -0.342 -0.85 | 0.169 | 0.18

Publication | Feb/Mar 9 -0.452 | -0.712 | -0.192 | <0.001 | 66.65% 0.002 Reference

month April 7 -0.979 | -1.354 | -0.604 | <0.001 | 70.53% | 0.002 -0.572 -0.97 | -0.17 | 0.006
Procalcitonin | Overall 10 0.868 | 0508 | 1.228 | <0.001 | 88.16% | <0.001
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Origin of Others 5 1.038 | 0370 | 1.706 | <0.001 | 86.16% | <0.001 | Reference
patients Wuhan 5 0.686 | 0.331 | 1.041 | <0.001 | 75.38% | 0.003 -0.318 -097 | 033 | 0.4
Sample <50 3 0.768 | 0.334 | 1.203 | <0.001 | 0% 0.80 Reference
size >50 7 0.903 | 0459 | 1.348 | <0.001 | 88.62% <0.001 | 0.04 -0.72 | 0.83 | 0.89
Publication | Feb/Mar 6 0956 | 0404 | 1509 | <0.001 | 91.51% | <0.001 | Reference
month April 4 0.757 | 0409 | 1.105 | <0.001 | 41.54% | 0.16 -0.096 -0.80 | 0.61 | 0.78
C-reactive Overall 13 1.027 | 0.65 1.40 <0.001 | 88.2% <0.001
protein Origin of Others 8 124 0.65 1.83 <0.001 | 87.8% <0.001 | Reference
patients Wuhan 5 0.389 | 0.30 107 | <0.001 | 80.7% <0.001 | -0.58 -1.27 | 0.10 | 0.09
Sample <50 3 0.831 | 0341 | 1.322 | <0.001 | 0% 0.58 Reference
size >50 10 1.08 0.651 | 1.512 | <0.001 | 82.3% <0.001 | 0.37 -055 | 1.29 | 042
Publication | Feb/Mar 8 1.014 | 0502 | 1.525 | <0.001 | 88.23% <0.001 | Reference
month April 5 1.07 0.548 | 1.600 | <0.001 | 75.1% 0.003 0.13 -059 | 0.86 | 0.71

SMD: Standardized mean difference, LL: lower limit, UL: upper limit, 1% the ratio of true heterogeneity to total observed variation.

Significant

values

indicate

significance
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364 For WBCs, higher difference between mild and severe cohorts was noted in
365 Wuhan studies than other population (coefficient = 0.31, 95%CI = 0.03, 0.58, p =
366 0.029). Moreover, articles with larger sample size exhibited a wider variation of
367  neutrophilic count between severe and non-severe cases (coefficient = 0.60, 95%Cl
368 = 0.20, 1.01, p = 0.003). For the same marker, later studies published in April also
369 showed higher difference compared to those published in February and March
370 (coefficient = 0.31, 95%CI = 0.06, 0.55, p = 0.014). In contrast, more reduction of
371 lymphocytes was observed in April articles than earlier ones (coefficient = -0.57,

372 95%CI = -0.97, -0.17, p = 0.006).

373 Publication bias

374 Publication bias was performed to the same five parameters with study count >10
375  (Fig. S1). Visua inspection of the funnel plots suggested symmetrical distribution
376  for all laboratory parameters tested. The Egger test (p > 0.1) confirmed that there
377 was no substantia evidence of publication bias, Egger’s regression p values were
378 0.44, 0.50, 0.68, 0.56, and 0.22 for WBC, neutrophil count, lymphocyte count,

379 procalcitonin, and CRP, respectively.

330 Decision tree and Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curve

381 To identify predictors for severity, decision tree anaysis was applied using

382  multiple laboratory results. High performance of classification was found with the
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383 usage of a single parameter; neutrophilic count identified severe patients with
384 100% sengitivity and 81% specificity at a cut-off value of >3.74 identified by the
385  gpecified decision tree model. Further analysis of the area under the curve of input

386 dataisshownin Tableb.

387 Tableb. Receiver Operating Characteristicsresults

Lab test AUC Threshold Sensitivity Specificity P-value
WBC 0.801+0.09 | 547 85.7 85.7 0.007
Neutrophil 0.831+0.09 |3.74 78.5 100 0.003
Lymphocyte | 0.867 £ 0.06 | 0.98 81.2 87.5 <0.001
Patelets 0.836+0.11 |177.6 71.4 71.4 0.035
PT 0.583+0.17 | 129 50.0 83.3 0.63
Procalcitonin | 0.845+ 0.09 | 0.06 80.0 90.0 0.007
D-dimer 0.876 +0.08 | 0.48 88.9 77.8 0.007
CRP 0.875+0.08 | 38.2 84.6 92.3 0.001

IL-6 0.632+ 16 22.9 71.4 71.4 0.40

388  AUC: area under the curve, WBC: white blood cells, PT: prothrombin time, CRP: C-reactive
389  protein, IL-6: interleukin 6. Bold values indicate significance at P < 0.05.

390

391 Trial sequential analysis

392 As elaborated by the decision tree algorithm for the role of neutrophilic count on
393  decison-making to discriminate between COVID-19 patients with a mild and

394  severe presentation, TSA was employed on that particular laboratory parameter to
28
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395 test for the presence of sufficient studies from which results were drawn. The
396 sample size of studies containing neutrophilic count information and classifying
397 cohorts into mild and severe COVID-19 infection accounted for a total of 1,558
398  subjects. TSA illustrated crossing of the monitoring boundary by the cumulative Z-
399 curve before reaching the required sample size, suggesting that the cumulative
400 proof was acceptable, and no additiona future studies are needed to authenticate
401 thesignificances (Fig 2).

402

403  Fig 2 Trial sequential analysis. Trial sequential analysis (TSA) for the neutrophil
404 count. The obtained sample size of the neutrophil count was 1558 subjects and the
405  cumulative Z-curve crossed the monitoring boundary before reaching the required
406 sample size, suggesting that the cumulative proof was reliable, and no additional

407 tridsarerequired to achieve the significances.

a08  Discussion

409  During the last few months, the prevalence of COVID-19 infection was increased
410 daily among different countries overall in the world. Thus, the need to assess the
411 disease severity and mortality are required to limit the pervasiveness of this
412  pandemic [21]. A diverse of abnorma laboratory parameters including

413 hematological, inflammatory as well as immunological markers thought to be
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414 raised throughout COVID-19 outbreak [2, 22]. In this comprehensve meta-
415 anaysis, our team attempted to interpret the distinct questions raised about the
416 various spectrum of laboratory parameters associated with the severity and
417 mortality of COVID-19. At the beginning of this workflow, our team investigated
418 different hematological, inflammatory, and immunological variables of 6320
419  patients diagnosed with COVID-19. Our findings using random-effect models
420 revealed increased levels of WBCs and neutrophil counts that were significantly
421 associated with higher odds ratio among severe, ICU admission and Expired
422  patients with COVID-19. On the contrary, the levels of lymphocyte and platel et
423 counts were lowered among severe and expired patients with COVID-19. Also, we
424  observed depletion in quantities of CD4™ T cells and CD8" T cells among severe
425  and mortality patients.

426  Nevertheless, in patients with the COVID-19 outbreak, the WBC count can vary
427 [23]. Other reports indicated that leukopenia, leukocytosis, and lymphopenia have
428 been reported, although lymphopenia appears most common [24, 25]. Another
429  study supported that lymphopenia is an effective and reliable indicator of the
430 severity and hospitalization in COVID-19 patients [26]. The additional report
431 suggested that COVID-19 illness might be implicated with CD4" and CD8" T cells
432 depletion through acting on lymphocytes, especially T lymphocytes [27]. A recent

433  meta-analysis study discovered that the severity among COVID-19 patients might
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434 correlate with higher levels of WBCs count and lower levels of lymphocyte, CD4"
435 T cells, and CD8" T cells counts [22]. In this respect, we could speculate that the
436  depletion in the number of lymphocytes count is directly proportional with the
437 severity of COVID-19 infection and the high survival rate of the disease is
438 associated with the ability to renovate lymphocyte cells, particularly T
439 lymphocytes which are crucial for destroying the infected viral particles [28].
440 During disease severity, remarkable thrombocytopenia was observed and
441 confirmed by Lippi and his colleagues that revealed a reduction of platelet count
442  among severe and died patients with COVID-19 supporting that thrombocytopenia
443  could consider as an exacerbating indicator during the progression of the disease
s44  [29]. Therefore, our findings could support Shi et al. conclusion that high WBC
445 count with lymphopenia could be considered as a differential diagnostic criterion
446  for COVID-19 [30].

447 Considering coagulation profile, our team observed a prolonged in most
448  coagulation markers among severe, ICU and expired patients, especialy
449  prothrombin time, fibrinogen, D-dimer, but with normal proportions of activated
450 partia thromboplastin time (APTT) that could focus the light on the pathogenesis
451 of COVID-19 infection through interfering with extrinsic coagulation pathway. A
452 recently published report concluded similar findings in the form of observation of

453 higher levels prothrombin time, D-dimer along fibrin degradation products among
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454 non-survival compared with survival patients[31].

455  Numerous studies illustrated the pathogenesis action of COVID-19 with the
456  induction of cytokine storm throughout the progressive phase of the infection [22,
457 32, 33]. The generation of cytokine storm within COVID-19 patients required
458 increased levels of IFN-y and IL-1p that could stimulate the cellular response of T
459  helper type 1 (Thl) which has a crucial function in the acceleration of specific
460  immunity against COVID-19 outbreak [32]. Due to the elevated levels of IL-2R
461 and IL-6 accompanied by the advancement of COVID-19, severa cytokines
462 secreted by T helper type 2 (Th2) cells that could neutralize the inflammatory
463  responses including IL-4 and IL-10 [22, 32]. Our findings revealed a significantly
464  associated with elevated levels of anti-inflammatory cytokines involving IL-6 and
465 |1L-10 among severe and expired patients with COVID-19. A recent study indicated
466 asimilar assumption with these findings and identified elevated levels of I1L-6 and
467 IL-10 among non-survived compared with survived patients [9]. Another
468 confirmation of this conclusion is confirmed by a newly published meta-analysis
469  report that indicated an exaggerated elevation of IL-6 and IL-10 throughout the
470  severelevel of COVID-19 infection [22].

471 Concerning the inflammatory markers associated with the COVID-19 pandemic,
472 this comprehensive meta-analysis study observed higher concentrations of C-

473 reactive protein (CRP) and procalcitonin besides elevated erythrocyte
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474  sedimentation rate (ESR) levels among severe and expired patients with COVID-
475 19. Recently, Henry et al. established a meta-analysis survey and corroborated this
476  finding with a higher significance of CRP and procalcitonin levels [22]. Other
477 recent reports identified higher levels of CRP among severe patients with COVID-
478 19 infection [26]. An additional meta-analysis survey established based on four
479  recent articles indicated prolonged levels of procalcitonin among severe patients
480  with COVID-19 [34]. In this respect, we might speculate the potential role of
481  procalcitonin as a prognostic biomarker during the severe status of COVID-19.
482 Finaly, our team revealed increased levels of serum ferritin among non-survived
483  patients compared with survived patients, and this significant outcome was
484  observed in another meta-analysis study among severe and non-survival patients
485  with COVID-19 infection [22].

486 This comprehensive meta-analysis confronted several limitations that raised
487  throughout the processing of the outcomes. First, the insufficient |aboratory data
488  concerning the interest of design causing the increasing bias among different
489  covariates. Second, the variation in the characteristics among different articles
490  concerning the severity and survival of COVID-19. Third, the small sample sizes
491 of some studies besides most of the concerned articles were established within
492 China, especially Wuhan. Findly, there was an observed publication bias and

493 heterogeneity in this comprehensive meta-analysis.
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a9 Conclusion

495 In conclusion, several laboratory parameters could associate with the severity and
296 mortality of COVID-19 infection and should be screened and measured
497  continuously during the progression of this pandemic. These parameters included
498  WBCs count, lymphocytes, platelet count, prothrombin time, D-dimer, and
499  fibrinogen. Also, various interleukins could serve as anti-inflammatory markers
500 such as IL-6, and IL-10 and should be evaluated. The estimation of other
501 inflammatory biomarkers like CRP and procacitonin could be helpful in the

502  monitor the severity of the disease.
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Supporting Materials:

- Table S1 PRISM A Checklist.
766 - Fig S1 Publication bias

767  Funnel plot of standard error by the standardized difference in means for (A) White
768  blood cells, (B) Neutrophil count, (C) Lymphocyte count, (D) Procalcitonin, and
769  (E) C-reactive protein. The standard error provides a measure of the precision of
770  the effect Size as an estimate of the population parameter. It starts with zero at the
771 top. Studies with smaller sample sizes produce less precise estimated effects with a
772 broader base. The pooled estimated effects would be expected to scatter
773 symmetrically around the total overall estimate of the meta-analysis (represented
774 by the vertical line). Each circle represents a study (black circle). In the case of
775 asymmetry, Duval and Tweedi€' s trim and fill method predict the missing studies
776  (red circle). Begg's and Egger’s tests were performed. P values <0.1 were set to

777 have asignificant bias.
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