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Abstract

Background: The first cases of the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) were reported in
Wuhan, China. No antiviral treatment options are currently available with proven clinical
efficacy. However, preliminary findings from phase Il trials suggest that remdesivir is an
effective and safe treatment option for COVID-19 patients with severe disease. Objective:
The aim of the present meta-analysis is to investigate whether remdesivir is effective for
treating COVID-19 including reduced in-hospital adverse events, oxygen support, and
mortality rates. Methods: Using PRISMA reporting guidelines, a review was conducted from
January 1 2020 until 6 August 2020 with MeSH terms including COVID-19, coronavirus,
SARS-CoV-2, COVID, remdesivir, adenosine nucleoside triphosphate analog, Veklury using
Medline, Scopus, and CINAHL Plus. A modified Delphi process was used to include the
studies and ensure that the objectives were addressed (Appendix A). Using dichotomous data
for select values, the unadjusted odds ratios (ORs) were calculated applying Mantel Haenszel
(M-H) random-effects method in Review Manager 5.4. Results: Randomized controlled trials
pooled in 2,429 participants with 41.6% (n=1011) in the remdesivir group and 58.4%
(n=1,418) in the placebo group. The placebo group had a higher risk of mortality as
compared to the intervention group with significant odds ratio (OR=0.61) (95% confidence
interval of 0.45-0.83; P=0.001). There was moderate heterogeneity among the studies.
Conclusions: Our findings suggest that remdesivir extends clinical benefits by reducing
mortality, adverse events and oxygen support in moderate to severely ill COVID-19 patients.
Concerted efforts and further randomized placebo-controlled trials are warranted to examine
the potency of anti-viral drugs and immune-pathological host responses contributing to
severity of COVID-19.
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1. Introduction

Since the first cases of the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) were reported in
Wuhan, Hubei Province, China in December 2019, the large-scale spread internationally led
the World Health Organization (WHO) to declare COVID-19 as a public Health Emergency
of International Concern on January 30, 2020 (1). Antiviral treatment options of proven
clinical efficacy in COVID-19 infections are under investigation (2). Remdesivir is an
investigational nucleotide prodrug which intracellularly metabolizes to the active nucleoside
triphosphate (ATP) and interferes with viral RNA-dependent RNA polymerase activity
thereby disrupting viral exoribonuclease activity (3). However, the pharmacokinetics of
remdesivir within the respiratory tract of critically ill COVID-19 patients are not well known.
Hospitalized COVID-19 patients with oxygen saturation < 94% on room air or requiring
oxygen support are eligible to receive remdesivir under the U.S. Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) emergency use authorization (EUA) (4). While previous studies have
reported a reduction in median time to clinical improvement, insufficient power of sample
sizes limited the deductibility of clinical outcomes of remdesivir (5). Additionally, initiating
remdesivir earlier in COVID-19 treatment protocols may be considered before immune-
mediated epithelial damage due to elevated viral replication occurs and may reduce mortality
and disease severity as observed previously in severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) and

middle eastern respiratory syndrome (MERS) (6).

Based on preliminary reports and findings from in vitro and in vivo activity in animal
models of SARS-CoV-1 and MERS-CoV, remdesivir treatment for 5 or 10 days is being
administered to COVID-19 patients with comparable efficacy and safety (7-9). While most
COVID-19 infections are self-limited, the largest cohort of 44,672 patients reported 14% with
severe disease and 49% case-fatality rates (CFRs) among the 5% with critical disease that
warrants longer hospital stays and ventilator support associated with the high burden placed
on health infrastructures (10). Use of remdesivir has resulted in reduced oxygen support in a
cohort with 53 hospitalized COVID-19 patients (11). Consequently, with revised
recommendations suggesting uncertain efficacy of remdesivir and benefits among patients
already on high-flow oxygen, mechanical ventilation or extracorporeal membrane
oxygenation (ECMO), the initiation and duration of remdesivir treatment among COVID-19
hospitalized patients receiving oxygen support remains unclear (12). Given the uncertainty on

the beneficial outcomes of remdesivir-treated COVID-19 patients, we aimed to examine the
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following differences between remdesivir and placebo groups: 1) oxygen support status at

day 1 and day 14, 2) any adverse events at day 14, and 3) death from any cause at day 14.
2. Methods
2.1. Search strategy

Using PRISMA reporting guidelines, a review was conducted from January 1 2020
until 6 August 2020 with MeSH terms including “COVID-19”, “coronavirus’, “ SARS-CoV-
2", “COVID”, “remdesivir’, “adenosine nucleoside triphosphate analog”, “Veklury” using
Medline, Scopus, and CINAHL Plus. Quantitative primary research articles were added to the
systematic review and meta-analysis. The inclusion criteria of included studies was COVID-
19 infected patients aged 18 or older being treated with remdesivir or placebo. Duplicates
were removed using endnote X9. We manually cross-checked the searches for authors, title,

and abstract to remove duplicates.

Two investigators (AS and ZS) independently screened the titles and abstracts before
reaching to a consensus to determine included studies. The third investigator (MSG) was
present for any disagreements. Exclusion criteria were applied to full-texts during the final
selection. A modified Delphi process was used to include studies and ensure that our
objective was identified in selected studies (13). The a priori methods for conducting the
Delphi process for meta-analyzing the clinical effectiveness are described in supplementary
figure 1 (Appendix 1). We included studies if they were randomized control trials, had an
intervention arm as compared to placebo, and the endpoint of interest was clinical outcomes
and mortality. Two investigators (AS and ZS) re-confirmed all data entries and checked
imported data from all studies at least thrice for accuracy.

2.2. Quality assessment

We evaluated the risk of bias for all included studies using Grading of
Recommendations, Assessment, Development, and evaluation (GRADE) criteria (14). We
aimed to evaluate the risk of bias associated with the selection of participants, confounding,
and health outcome assessment. We found the risk of bias of the three individual RCTs
included for quantitative analysis. Because less than 10 studies were included, the publication

bias was not determined.
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2.3. Outcomes

The primary outcomes included death from any cause at day 14. The secondary
outcomes were to identify any adverse events at day 14 of the treatment and the requirement
for supplemental oxygen, high-flow nasal cannula, non-invasive ventilation, invasive
ventilation or ECMO at day 1 and 14. The time to recovery in days, total patients recovered,

and findings of serious adverse effects among remdesivir and placebo groups were identified.
2.4. Data analysis

Two independent reviewers (AS and ZS) assessed the eligibility of all full-text
articles; the third (MSG) arbitrated for cases to reach a consensus. The first reviewer (AS)
extracted the data, and the second reviewer (ZS) validated the data extraction for all studies.
The quantitative data was entered into a spreadsheet. If more than one study reported data on
post-treatment outcomes, data was extracted separately for each study. We independently
extracted data from the published randomized placebo-controlled trials.

By using dichotomous data for select values, summary measures namely the
unadjusted odds ratios (ORs) were calculated using the Mantel Haenszel (M-H) random-
effects methods. We calculated the ORs and 95% Cls for each measure evaluated in two or
more studies. A meta-analysis was conducted using Review Manager V.5.4. Findings were
presented using 95% Cls along with a test for heterogeneity between studies. The 1% index
describes the inconsistency of findings across the studies in the meta-analysis reflecting the

extent to which the confidence intervals of the different studies overlap.
3. Results

The search process is shown in Figure 1. The initial screening yielded 1241 results.
After the exclusion of duplicates, 945 results were withheld for the screening of title and
abstract. Consequently, 704 records were excluded due to ineligibility (reviews, editorials,
non-RCTSs, ongoing trials, and abstracts). Finally, after screening 241 full-text articles, only 3
studies reporting 2429 patients (remdesivir n=1011; placebo n=1418) were included in the
qualitative and quantitative synthesis. The major characteristics and quality assessment
findings of the 3 included studies are presented in Table 1.
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Figure 1. PRISMA flowchart.
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Author Groups Age Male Hyperte Diabetes | Supplement Supplement Invasive Invasive High-flow High-flow
(Mean | (n, %) nsion type 2 al oxygen al oxygen ventilatio ventilatio nasal cannula nasal cannula
+ SD) (n, %) (n, %) (day 1) (day 14) nor nor or non- or non-
(n, %) (n, %) ECMO ECMO invasive invasive
(day 1) (n, | (day 14) mechanical mechanical
%) (n, %) ventilation ventilation
(day 1) (n, %) (day 14) (n, %)

Wang Remdesiv | 653+ | 89/78 72/158 40/158 129/158 61/153 (40%) | 0 (0%) 4/153 28/158 (18%) 13/149 (8.7%)
5) ir 12 (56%) (46%) (25%) (82%) (3%)

(N=158)

Placebo 622+ | 51/78 30/158 16/78 65/78 (83%) 28/78 (36%) 178 (1%) | 7/78(9%) | 9/78 (12%) 8/76 (10.5%)

(N=78) 12.8 (65%) (38%) (21%)
Beigel Remdesiv | 586+ | 352/541 | 231/469 144/470 222/541 34/434 98/541 60/434 125/541 16/538 (3.7%)
(15) ir 146 (65.1%) | (49.3%) | (30.6%) | (41%) (7.8%) (18.1%) (13.8%) (23.1%)

(N=541)

Placebo 592+ | 332/541 | 229/459 131457 199/522 40/410 99/522 72/410 147/522 14/521 (3.4%)

(N=522) | 154 (636% | (49.9%) | (287%) | (38.) (9.8%) (19%) (17.6%) (28.29%)

)

Olender Remdesiv | NA 184/312 | 147/312 94/312 197/312 NA 25/312 NA 34/312 (11%) NA
(16) ir (59%) (47%) (30%) (63%) (8%)

(N=312)

Placebo NA 483/818 | 401/818 81/818 499/818 NA 49/818 NA 115/818 (14%) | NA

(N=818) (59%) (49%) (26%) (61%) (6%)

Table 1. Study characteristics
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Author Groups Timeto recovery Recovered Serious Mortality (day GRADE
(days, median) (overall) (n, %) adverseeffects | 14) (n, %)
(overall)
(n, %)
Wang (26) Remdesivir (N=158) 21(13-28) 103/158 (65%) 102/155 (66%) | 15/153 (10%) High
Placebo 23 (15-28) 45/78 (58%) 50/78 (64%) 7178 (9%)
(N=78)
Beigel (4) Remdesivir (N=541) 11 (9-12) 334/538 (62.1%) 114/541 32/538 (6%) High
(21.1%)
Placebo (N=522) 15(13-19) 273/521 (52.4%) 141/522 (27%) | 54/521 (10.4%)
Olender (16) Remdesivir (N=312) 14 232/312 (74.4%) NA 241312 (7.6%) Moderate
Placebo (N=818) 14 483/818 (59%) NA 102/818 (12.5%)

Table 1. Study characteristics (continued)
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3.1. Mortality at day 14 of treatment

All 3 studies reported data on mortality at day 14, and thus were €ligible to be
included in the meta-analysis. Compared with the remdesivir-treated group, the placebo
group had higher risks of mortality (OR: 0.61; 95% CI: 0.45-0.83; P=0.001) (Figure 2a).
From the sensitivity analysis, we found that Olender et al. contributed to the highest to the
homogeneity (1°=0%). After excluding this study, the results suggested that risk of mortality
was still higher in the placebo group (OR: 0.68; 95% CI: 0.36-1.30; P=0.25), but with
heterogeneous findings (12=42%).

Remdesivir Placebo Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI

Beigel 2020 32 538 54 521 457% 0.55 [0.35, 0.86] ——

Olender 2020 24 M2 102 B18  437% 0.58[0.37,0.93] ——

Wang 2020 15 183 7 78 10.7% 1.10[0.43,2.83] —_— T

Total (95% CI) 1003 1417 100.0% 0.61 [0.45, 0.83] -

Total events 71 163

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00;, Chi*=1.77, df=2 (P = 0.413;, F= 0% 12 o 1 1

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.18 (P =0.001) Favours Remdesivir Favours Placebo

2a. Forrest plot for mortality at day 14 of treatment.
3.2. Supplemental oxygen at day 1 and 14 of treatment

All 3 studies presented data of supplemental oxygen requirement at day 1 of treatment
among the remdesivir and placebo groups. Using a random-effects model, we determined that
the remdesivir group had higher odds as compared to the placebo group in requiring
supplemental oxygen at the first day of treatment (OR: 1.10; CI: 0.92-1.31; P=0.29), with no
heterogeneity among all studies (1°=0%) (Figure 2b).

Two out of 3 studies evaluated the supplemental oxygen use at day 14 of treatment
among the remdesivir group and the placebo group. However, there was a higher likelihood
of the placebo group to require supplemental oxygen at the end of the second week of
treatment (OR: 0.94; CI: 0.63-1.40; P=0.75), with mild heterogeneity among the studies
(1=15%) (Figure 2b).
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Remdesivir Placebo Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Evenis Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Beigel 2020 222 a1 199 522 51.3% 1.13[0.88,1.44]
Olender 2020 197 M2 499 818 427% 1.101[0.84,1.43]
Wang 2020 129 158 G4 78 B6.0% 0.89[0.43,1.83] I E—
Total {95% CI) 1011 1418 100.0% 1.10 [0.92, 1.31] »
Total events 548 TH3
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 038, df= 2 (P=083), F=0% D'.1 012 015 1 é 1'0

Testforoverall effect Z=1.05 (P = 0.28) Favours Remdesivir Favours Placebo

Remdesivir Placebo Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Beigel 2020 34 434 40 410 57.0% 0.78[0.48,1.27] ——
Wang 2020 61 153 23 78 43.0% 1.18 [0.67, 2.08] —i—
Total (95% CI) 587 488 100.0% 0.94 [0.63, 1.40] -
Total events 95 68

. 2_ g = _ _ 2o . . : , ,
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi*=1.18,df=1 (P = 0.28); F=15% o 0= s 1 0

}
5
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.32{P=0.75) Favours Remdesivir Favours Placebo

2b. Forrest plot for supplemental oxygen at day 1 (above) and day 14 (below) of treatment.

3.3 High-flow nasal cannula or non-invasive mechanical ventilation at day 1 and 14 of

treatment

All 3 studies presented data of high-flow nasal cannula or non-invasive mechanical
ventilation required at day 1 of treatment. Patients in the placebo group as compared to the
remdesivir group had high odds of requiring high-flow nasal cannula or non-invasive
mechanical ventilation (OR: 0.84; CI: 0.61-1.16; P=0.29; 1°=39%) (Figure 2c).

Two of the 3 studies presented the requirements of high-flow nasal cannula or non-
invasive mechanical ventilation at day 14 of treatment. The likelihood in both remdesivir and
placebo groups are equal with no difference between odds of both groups (OR: 0.99; CI:
0.56-1.75; P=0.96), with no heterogeneity among the studies (1°=0%) (Figure 2c).

Remdesivir Placebo Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Beigel 2020 125 a4 147 822 81.3% 0.77[0.58,1.01] —
Olender 2020 34 M2 118 818 355% 0.78100.50,1.12] — &
Wiang 2020 28 1488 g TE 13.3% 1.65[0.74, 3.70] -1
Total (95% CI) 1011 1418 100.0% 0.84 [0.61, 1.16] g 3
Total events 187 271
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.03; Chi*= 330, df=2 (P=0.18); F=39% o o o t }

Testfor overall effect: £=1.06 (P =0.29) 3 10

?
Favours Remdesivir Faveurs Placeb

Remdesivir Placebo Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Beigel 2020 16 538 14 521 B1.9% 1.11 [0.54, 2.30]
YWWang 2020 13 149 g TE 381% 0.81 [0.32, 2.09]
Total (95% Cl) 687 597 100.0% 0.99 [0.56, 1.75]
Total events 29 22

0.m 0.1 1 10 100
Favours Remdesivir Favours Placebo

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 027, df=1(F=060); F= 0%
Testfar overall effect: = 0.05 (F = 0.96)

2c. Forrest plot for supplemental oxygen at day 1 (above) and day 14 (below) of treatment.
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3.4 Invasive ventilation or ECM O at day 1 and 14 of the treatment

All 3 studies presented data of invasive ventilation or ECMO at the first day of
treatment. While the difference was negligible, there was a very slight preponderance of the
remdesivir group to require invasive ventilation or ECMO at day 1 of treatment (OR: 1.06;
Cl: 0.73- 1.54; P=0.77; 1>=28%) (Figure 2d).

Two of the 3 studies reported data on invasive ventilation or ECMO at day 14 of the
treatment. Patients in the placebo group had a higher likelihood of requiring invasive
ventilation or ECMO at the second week of the treatment as compared to the patients in the
remdesivir group (OR: 0.55; Cl: 0.22-1.38; P=0.20) (Figure 2d). There was moderately high
heterogeneity among the studiesincluded for the analysis (1°=57%).

Remdesivir Placebo Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Beigel 2020 a3 a41 99 522 HB1.E8% 0.95 [0.69,1.29]
Olender 2020 2\ 32 49 818 36.9% 1.37[0.83, 2.29] T
Wang 2020 0 158 1 e 1A% DAB[0.01,4.08] 4
Total {95% Cl) 1011 1418 100.0% 1.06 [0.73, 1.54] .
Total events 123 1449
_ll—_ieh?;ngenem;:IT?ru tz-zufgizcghlpz—zd??g?' df=2 (P =0.25); F= 28% 02 o' 3 t e
estfor overall effect: Z=0.29 (P = 0.77) Favours Remdesivir Favours Placebo
Remdesivir Placebo Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Eeigel 2020 B0 434 73410 BBI% 075052, 1.04]
Wiang 2020 4 153 ¥ 78 31.8% 0.27[0.08, 0.96] . —
Total (95% CI) 587 488 100.0% 0.55[0.22,1.38] . 2
Total events 64 79
ity: == SChif= = = = } } } |
_ll-_iet?;ngeneltyl.lT?ru ;Zufillfghlp_—zﬁazud di=1{F=013)F=57% 001 01 10 100
estfor overall effect 2=1.28 (P = 0.20) Favours Remdesivir Favours Placebo

2d. Forrest plot for invasive ventilation or ECMO at day 1 (above) and day (below) 14 of the

treatment.
3.5 Adverse eventsuntil day 14 after initiation of treatment

2 of the 3 studies reported data on the serious adverse effects at day 14 after initiation
of treatment, and thus they were included in the meta-analyses. The placebo group had a
higher risk or likelihood of presenting with adverse outcomes as compared to the remdesivir
group, but with less statistical significance (OR: 0.81; ClI: 0.57-1.17; P=0.27) (Figure 2e).
There was mild heterogeneity between the studies (1°=35).
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Remdesivir Placebo Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Beigel 2020 114 a4 141 822 BA.7% 0.72[0.54, 0.96] E B
Wang 2020 102 145 a0 e 303% 1.08[0.61,1.90]
Total (95% CI) 606 600 100.0% 0.81 [0.57,1.17]
Total events 216 191

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi®=1.53,df=1 (FP= 022, F=35% t 1 } 1

1 1
S _ 0.4 0.z 0.5 1 2 L} 10
Testforoverall effect Z=1.11 (= 0.27) Favours Remdesivir Favours Placebo

2e. Forrest plot of adverse events during the entire course of the treatment.
4. Discussion

The purpose of the study was to comprehensively review the efficacy of remdesivir
compared to placebo among hospitalized COVID-19 patients. Our inclusion criteria,
determined by input of all panel members, were specific for adult hospitalized COVID-19
patients treated with either remdesivir or placebo, which distinguishes the findings from other
meta-analyses. Based on the analysis of three randomized placebo-controlled trias, the
overal findings support the use of remdesivir to reduce oxygen support, adverse events and
all-cause mortality after 5 or 10 days of remdesivir treatment (5,15,16). Overall, the mortality
rate for remdesivir-treated patients with COVID-19 of the three included studies ranged from
6% to 10% compared to the 9% to 12.5% mortality rates of the placebo-treated patients. This
findings were consistent with previous clinical data reporting positive outcomes for the

compassi onate use of remdesivir in severe COVID-19 patients (11,17).

Thetime to clinical recovery was significantly lower among patients who received remdesivir
compared to placebo (21 days vs. 23 days and 11 days vs. 15 days). There were observed
differences in requirements of supplemental oxygen with the remdesivir group requiring less
supplemental oxygen at day 14 than the placebo group with day 1 data demonstrating
significant use of supplemental oxygen in the remdesivir group. While no significant
differences were noted in the use of high-flow nasal cannula or non-invasive mechanical
ventilation at day 14, the remdesivir group had reduced likelihood of being on invasive
ventilation or ECMO at day 14. Along with reduced overall oxygen support required in the
remdesivir group, the al-cause mortdity and any adverse events were significantly reduced
in the remdesivir group in comparison to the placebo group. An analysis of 138 healthy
volunteers were treated with remdesivir and it appears to have a safe clinical profile and is
well-tolerated with transaminase elevation identified as the only adverse event (18). Special
attention should be given to rena events, pregnancy, hypersensitivity reactions, and

concomitant vasopressor use before remdesivir initiation (18).
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To our best understanding, this is the first review that determines oxygen support
status at day 1 and 14, any adverse events at day 14, and all-cause mortality at day 14. We
synthesize various clinical outcomes of interest using statistical analysis methods that are
widely applicable and relevant to key stakeholders in healthcare. Based on our results,
implications for clinical use of remdesivir are affirmative among adult patients with COVID-
19 disease demonstrated by the benefitting trends of in-hospital mortality, oxygen support
status and adverse events within two weeks of treatment. Our findings synthesize results of
primary and secondary outcomes of ongoing or completed clinical trials (19-21). However,
our findings ought to be interpreted cautiously. We found over 35 trials registered on
clinicaltrials.gov classified as remdesivir group versus placebo group using 200 mg loading
dose on the first day, followed by 100 mg intravenous once-daily doses for around 9 days.
The outcomes of the ongoing trials are to determine the time to clinical improvement, clinical
status, time to hospital discharge, all-cause mortality, duration of mechanical ventilation,
ECMO, supplemental oxygen, length of hospital stay, change in viral load assessed by area

under viral load curve, and the frequency of adverse events.

The baseline health and disease severity were not matched in the remdesivir and
placebo groups in our included studies. Additionally, the use of remdesivir in high-risk
populations, e.g. elderly age, multiple comorbidity, Black, sociodemographic disparity, may
be considered before severe COVID-19 manifestations occur (22). The most adequate time of
administering anti-viral treatment is soon after the onset of disease to promote benefits, with
previous reports recommending initiation within 10 days after the onset of symptoms (23,24).
Early results based on interim data may lack generalizability, but the use of remdesivir may
be considered beyond emergency-use authorization. Patients who have been intubated for a
short period may also benefit from remdesivir dosage every 24-28 hours. Additionally, the
next steps in finding a consensus towards remdesivir use follow the evaluation of potential
short-term and long-term side effects of remdesivir taking into consideration the concomitant
use of other medication. For instance, off-label use of medications such as lopinavir-ritonavir,
hydroxychloroquine and immunomodulatory drugs including glucocorticoids and tocilizumab

may confound reports of potentially beneficial outcomes of remdesivir use.
5. Recommendations

Reporting biases of currently published trial results may be taken into consideration.
The clinical benefits ought to be predicted within all severity subgroups to confer support for
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clinical guidance towards remdesivir. As the world strives to overcome structural and social
health care disparities, we must accentuate the underrepresentation or lack of available data
interpreting the incidence, and clinical outcomes of minority groups in remdesivir COVID-19
trials (25). In a preliminary cohort study published by Grein et al., data of ethnicity was
omitted for 53 patients (11). While the vetting for preliminary results was obtained from
limited datasets the proportion of Black, Latinx, and Native Americans was around 20%,
23%, and 0.7% respectively in trials published by Beigel et al. and Goldman et al. (7,15). The
modest benefits in time to clinical improvement may not be generalizable to minority groups
due to the differences in severity, outcomes, and treatment efficacy (26). The lack of diversity
is along-standing problem that must be mandated at the administrative level by the inclusion
and reporting of minority group data at government-funded research. A prioritization of
populations reflecting the demographics of high-risk groups impacted by the ongoing

pandemic is crucial, by expanding clinical trial sites and employing random sampling.
6. Limitations

Our findings were limited by the lack of comparability between a 5-day and a 10-day
course of intravenous remdesivir treatment among severe COVID-19 patients. However, no
randomized placebo-trails have reported such findings thus far. Another limitation was the
lack of corroboration of clinical efficacy with the viral loads of the patients in either groups.
While the biological mechanisms of remdesivir are required to interpret the clinical efficacy,

not all studies reported the viral loads in our meta-analysis.
7. Conclusion

Our findings provide strong evidence of clinical improvement in randomized,
placebo-controlled trials of remdesivir therapy. Implications of our results are strong with a
moderately large sample size, and randomized placebo group in our meta-analysis. Ongoing
placebo-controlled trails employing larger sample sizes will remain our informative source of
the outcomes and adverse events of remdesivir administered to COVID-19 patients.
Strategies must be used to enhance the potency of remdesivir while reducing the immune-
pathological host responses that contribute to the infection severity. Additionally, the efficacy
of 5 versus 10 days dosing of remdesivir is yet to be established and warrants further
exploration. Nevertheless, our findings suggest that remdesivir may have clinica efficacy
among COVID-19 patients and may be used beyond emergency authorization in patients at
high-risk for severe COVID-19.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20179200
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20179200; this version posted August 24, 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.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

8. References

1

10.

WHO. Events as they happen. Rolling updates on coronavirus disease (COVID-19).
Who. 2020.

National Institute of Health. What’s New in the Guidelines [Internet]. Available from:

https://www.covid19treatmentguidelines.nih.gov/whats-new/

Eastman RT, Roth JS, Brimacombe KR, Simeonov A, Shen M, Patnalk S, et al.
Remdesivir: A Review of Its Discovery and Development Leading to Emergency Use
Authorization for Treatment of COVID-19. ACS Cent Sci. 2020;6(5):672-83.

U.S Food & Drug Administration. Coronavirus (COVID-19) Update: FDA Issues
Emergency Use Authorization for Potential COVID-19 Treatment [Internet]. Available
from: https://www.fda.gov/news-events/press-announcements/coronavirus-covid-19-

update-fda-i ssues-emergency-use-authori zati on-potential-covi d-19-treatment

Wang Y, Zhang D, Du G, DuR, Zhao J, Jin Y, et a. Remdesivir in adults with severe
COVID-19: arandomised, double-blind, placebo-controlled, multicentre trial. Lancet.
2020;395(10236):1569-78.

Sheahan TP, Sims AC, Graham RL, Menachery VD, Gralinski LE, Case JB, et al.
Broad-spectrum antiviral GS-5734 inhibits both epidemic and zoonotic coronaviruses.
Sci Transl Med. 2017;9(396).

Goldman JD, Lye DCB, Hui DS, Marks KM, Bruno R, Montgjano R, et al. Remdesivir
for 5 or 10 Days in Patients with Severe Covid-19. N Engl JMed. 2020;

Sheahan TP, Sms AC, Leist SR, Schéfer A, Won J, Brown AJ, et a. Comparative
therapeutic efficacy of remdesivir and combination lopinavir, ritonavir, and interferon
beta against MERS-CoV. Nat Commun. 2020;11(1).

YethindraV. Role of GS-5734 (Remdesivir) in inhibiting SARS-CoV and MERS-
CoV: The expected role of GS-5734 (remdesivir) in COVID-19 (2019-nCoV)-VYTR
hypothesis. Int J Res Pharm Sci. 2020;11(Special Issue 1):1-6.

Hua W, Xiaofeng L, Zhengiang B, Jun R, Ban W, Liming L. Consideration on the
strategies during epidemic stage changing from emergency response to continuous
prevention and control. Chinese J Endem. 2020;41(2):297-300.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20179200
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20179200; this version posted August 24, 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.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

Grein J, Ohmagari N, Shin D, Diaz G, Asperges E, Castagna A, et al. Compassionate
use of remdesivir for patients with severe Covid-19. N Engl JMed.
2020;382(24):2327-36.

National Institute of Health. Remdesivir [Internet]. Available from:

https.//www.covid19treatmentguidelines.nih.gov/antiviral-therapy/remdesivir/

Eubank BH, Mohtadi NG, Lafave MR, Wiley JP, Bois AJ, Boorman RS, et al. Using
the modified Delphi method to establish clinical consensus for the diagnosis and
treatment of patients with rotator cuff pathology. BMC Med Res Methodal.
2016;16(1).

Schiinemann H, Hill S, Guyatt G, Akl EA, Ahmed F. The GRADE approach and
Bradford Hill’s criteria for causation. J Epidemiol Community Health.
2011;65(5):392-5.

Beigel JH, Tomashek KM, Dodd LE, Mehta AK, Zingman BS, Kalil AC, et al.
Remdesivir for the Treatment of Covid-19 — Preliminary Report. N Engl J Med.
2020;

Olender SA, Perez KK, Go AS, Balani B, Price-Haywood EG, Shah NS, et al.
Remdesivir for Severe COVID-19 versus a Cohort Receiving Standard of Care. Clin
Infect Dis. 2020;

Holshue ML, DeBolt C, Lindquist S, Lofy KH, Wiesman J, Bruce H, et al. First case
of 2019 novel coronavirusin the United States. N Engl J Med. 2020;382(10):929-36.

Agency EM. Summary on compassionate use [Internet]. EMA/178637/2020 — Rev.2.
2020 [cited 2020 Aug 21]. Available from:
https://www.ema.europa.eu/en/documents/other/summary-compassi onate-use-

remdesivir-gilead_en.pdf

Wang Y, Zhou F, Zhang D, Zhao J, DUR, Hu Y, et a. Evaluation of the efficacy and
safety of intravenous remdesivir in adult patients with severe COVID-19: Study
protocol for a phase 3 randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled, multicentre trial.
Trials. 2020;21(1).

Ferner RE, Aronson JK. Remdesivir in covid-19. Vol. 369, The BMJ. 2020.

Davies M, Osborne V, Lane S, Roy D, Dhanda S, Evans A, et al. Remdesivir in


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20179200
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20179200; this version posted August 24, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

Treatment of COVID-19: A Systematic Benefit—Risk Assessment. Drug Sef.
2020;43(7):645-56.

22.  Golestaneh L, Neugarten J, Fisher M, Billett HH, Gil MR, Johns T, et a. The
association of race and COVID-19 mortality. EClinicalMedicine. 2020;

23.  Treanor JJ, Hayden FG, Vrooman PS, Barbarash R, BettisR, Riff D, et al. Efficacy
and safety of the oral neuraminidase inhibitor oseltamivir in treating acute influenza: A
randomized controlled trial. JAm Med Assoc. 2000;283(8):1016-24.

24.  Mertz GJ, Critchlow CW, Benedetti J, Reichman RC, Dolin R, Connor J, et al.
Double-blind Placebo-Controlled Tria of Oral Acyclovir in First-Episode Genital
Herpes Simplex Virus Infection. JAMA J Am Med Assoc. 1984;252(9):1147-51.

25. Chastain DB, Osae SP, Henao-Martinez AF, Franco-Paredes C, Chastain JS, Y oung
HN. Racial Disproportionality in Covid Clinical Trials. N Engl JMed [Internet]. 2020;
Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32780573

26. Rochwerg B, Agarwal A, Zeng L, Leo YS, Appiah JA, Agoritsas T, et al. Remdesivir
for severe covid-19: aclinical practice guideline. BMJ. 2020;370:m2924.

9. Conflict of Interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or

financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.
10. Author Contributions

The authors contributed equally to al aspects of the article.

11. Funding

No funding was received for this study.

12. Acknowledgments

We thank Ahmad Uzair Qureshi (FCPS, MRCS, PGDME, MCPS, and Fellowship in robotic
and minimal invasive colorectal surgery) in providing us critical insight during the early

phase of drafting.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20179200
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20179200; this version posted August 24, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

Appendix A

Round 1

Draft a list of objectives sent to experts in a pre-determined panel, who score the questions in a Likert

scale (1-5) and suggest possible objectives or additional questions.

Researcher collates scores, identifies the median and IQR and uses the top 10 questions.

/ Round 2 \

The top 10 questions and up to two new questions sent to the panel on an individual scoring sheet with
results of the median score of the panel members from the first round for each question.

All participants rescore the questions with an option to change the original score based on the panel’s
response.

Researcher collates scores, identifies the median and IQR and uses the results to identify the top 10
questions for round 3.

\ J

A 4

N
Round 3
The top 10 questions sent to all panel members on an individual scoring sheet. All members rescore
questions with a final option to change their original scores keeping in view the panel’s response.
Researcher collates scores, identifies the median, IQR, and ranks the top 10 questions. y
A/

Panel feedback round

The prioritized research questions finalized with the final list and scores sent to the panel for information
sharing.

J

M odified Delphi protocol: A priori.
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