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Abstract

Purpose: Little is known on the mortality rate in COVID-19 related acute metabolic emergencies, namely
diabetic ketoacidosis (DKA), hyperglycaemic hyperosmolar state (HHS), combined DKA/HHS, and
euglycaemic diabetic ketoacidosis (EDKA).

Methods: A systematic literature review was conducted using EMBASE, PubMed/Medline, and Google Scholar
from January 1, 2020 to January 9, 2021 to identify all case report series, cross-sectional studies, and meta-
analyses of case reports describing mortality rate in DKA, HHS, and EDKA, in COVID-19 patients. The Joanna
Briggs Institute critical appraisal checklist for case reports was used for quality assessment.

Results: From 313 identified publications, 4 fulfilled the inclusion criteria and analyzed qualitatively and
quantitatively. A systematic review and meta-analysis with subgroup analyses examined mortality rate in a total
of 152 COVID-19 patients who had developed DKA, HHS, combined DKA/HHS, or EDKA. Combined
mortality rate and confidence intervals (CI) were estimated using random effects model. The study was
registered to PROSPERO database (ID: 230737).

Results: Combined mortality rate was found to be 27.1% [95% CI: 11.2-46.9%]. Heterogeneity was
considerable (I’=83%; 95% CI: 56-93%), corrected to 67% according to Von Hippel adjustment for small meta-
analyses. Funnel plot presented no apparent asymmetry; Egger’s and Begg’s test yielded in P=0.44 and P=0.50,
respectively. Sensitivity analysis failed to explain heterogeneity.

Conclusion: COVID-19 related acute metabolic emergencies (DKA, HHS, and EDKA) are characterized by
considerable mortality; thus, clinicians should be aware of timely detection and immediate treatment

commencing.

Key words:
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analysis
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Text

Introduction:

Diabetes mellitus (DM) has been recognized as a major risk factor for unfavorable outcomes in patients with
COVID-19 caused by severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) [1]. The underlying
pathophysiology of COVID-19 and DM intertwining has not been totally explained; however, diabetes patients
have an increased risk of infection and acute respiratory distress syndrome compared with the general
population [2] [3] [4] [5] [6], while direct cytopathic effects of SARS-CoV-2 on pancreatic b-cell populations
have been proposed [7].

COVID-19 is associated with hyperglycaemic emergencies as diabetic ketoacidosis (DKA), hyperglycaemic
hyperosmolar State (HHS), euglycaemic diabetic ketoacidosis (EDKA), and combined DKA/HHS [8] [9]. The
over-activity of immune system might further explain COVID-19-related severe and resistant to conventional
therapy DKA episodes [10]. High mortality in COVID-19 and diabetic ketoacidosis has been reported in a
single letter [11]. In contrast, two small case series exhibited significantly lower mortality rates that range from
7.7% [8] to 12.9% [12]. Additionally, a few dozen of case reports concerning acute emergencies related to
glucose metabolism in COVID-19 patients have been reported, all reviewed in a very recent meta-analysis [13].
The present study aimed to provide further evidence regarding the mortality rate in COVID-19-related acute
metabolic emergencies (DKA, HHS, combined DKA/HHS, and EDKA) by identifying all relevant studies and

summarize their results.
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Materials and Methods:

Literature search

A systematic literature review was conducted using PubMed/MEDLINE and EMBASE databases from January
01, 2020 until January 09, 2021 to identify all case report series, cross-sectional studies and meta-analyses of
case reports written in English and describing mortality rate in DKA, HHS, combined DKA/HHS, and EDKA in
COVID-19 patients. The Google Scholar and ResearchGate databases were used as an additional pool of
published data, dissertations and other unpublished work; an iterative search was performed until no additional
publication could be traced. Personal communication was followed where needed. The relevant protocol was

registered in PROSPERO database on January 10, 2021 (ID: 230737).

Study selection

The review was conducted using a search strategy that included the PubMed search terms [diabetes] AND
[ketoacidosis] AND [covid] OR [diabetic] AND [ketoacidosis] AND [covid] OR [euglycemic] AND [diabetic]
AND [ketoacidosis] AND [covid] OR [hyperglycaemic] AND [hyperosmolar] AND [state] AND [covid].
Eligible studies were all that (1) are written in English; (2) are either report series or cross-sectional-studies or
meta-analyses of case reports; (3) report mortality rate in COVID-19 patients who had developed either DKA,
or HHS, or EDKA, or combined DKA/HHS or enough data to compute it; (4) report a relevant measure of
statistical significance; (5) are not duplicates.

Six reviewers (V.P., M.-V.K., N.T., S.-A.B., P.A., D.-G.-Z.) screened the total number of initially identified
studies, applied eligibility criteria and selected studies for inclusion in the systematic review working
simultaneously as three independent couples of investigators (one for screening and the other for checking
decisions). These three couples were blinded to each other's decisions. D.F. was responsible to dissolve any
disagreement. No specific software was used for recording decisions; all data were transformed to a suitable

Word table. Sources of financial support were traced where possible.

Outcome measures

The present study was conducted in accordance to the MOOSE reporting guidelines for observational studies
[14]. Mortality rates were compared between different types of acute metabolic emergencies in diabetes (DKA,
HHS, EDKA, and DKA/HHS) was performed. AMSTAR 2 checklist was used to confirm the high quality of the

present meta-analysis [15].

Data extraction

A structured data collection was used to extract the following data from each eligible study: title of the study,
name of the first author, year of publication, study design, country where the study was conducted, total number
of patients per type of acute metabolic emergency, total number of survivors, and total number of non-survivors.
The data extraction process was carried out by six reviewers (V.P., M.-V.K., N.T., S.-A.B., P.A., D.-G.-Z.) who
performed data extraction working simultaneously as three independent couples of investigators (consisting of

one for extracting data and another for checking the extracted data); the process performed manually and the
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three couples were blinded to each other's decisions. D.F. closely observed the process and was responsible for

any discordance.

Quality assessment of the studies

The Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) critical appraisal checklist for case reports, which includes 8 questions
addressing the internal validity and risk of bias of case reports designs, particularly confounding and
information bias, in addition to the importance of clear reporting, was used for quality assessment of case series
[16] [17]. All studies that failed to fulfill requirements of first six questions were considered as of “suboptimal
quality”; controversially, an “optimal quality” remark was given.

Moreover, the JBI critical appraisal list for case control studies, which includes 12 questions addressing the
internal validity and risk of bias of case control studies, was used for quality assessment of case series [16] [17].
All studies that were characterized as of “fair” or “poor” quality were considered as of “suboptimal quality”;
controversially, an “optimal quality” remark was given.

Furthermore, quality of evidence was approached using GRADE (Grading of Recommendations, Assessment,
Development and Evaluations), transparent framework for developing and presenting summaries of evidence
[18-20]. GRADE level of evidence was rated down for risk of bias, imprecision, inconsistency, indirectness, and
publication bias, whereas was rated up for large magnitude of effect.

The process was carried out by six reviewers (V.P., M.-V.K., N.T., S.-A.B., P.A., D.-G.-Z.) who performed
quality assessment as three independent couples of investigators; the process performed manually and the three
couples were blinded to each other's decisions. In case of disagreement within a couple, D.F, who closely

observed the process, was responsible to dissolve any discordance.

Data synthesis

Data synthesis was performed using MedCalc® Statistical Software version 19.6 (MedCalc Software Ltd,
Ostend, Belgium; https://www.medcalc.org; 2020). As effect estimates, mortality rates were extracted from each
study and combined together using the random effects, generic inverse variance method of DerSimonian and
Laird, which assigned the weight of each study in the pooled analysis inversely to its variance [21]. Random-
effects model allows generalizing common effect size beyond the (narrowly defined) population included in the
analysis [22]. However, as I* has a substantial bias when the number of studies is small (positive when the true
fraction of heterogeneity is small and negative when the true fraction of heterogeneity is large), the point
estimate I should be interpreted cautiously when a meta-analysis has few studies; in fact, in small meta-

analyses, confidence intervals should supplement or replace the biased point estimate I [23].

Statistical analysis

Analysis of publication bias (small size effect) was performed by funnel plot visualization for asymmetry and
use of Egger’s and Begg’s tests. Heterogeneity was based on Q test and I*; Q test P value <0.10 and/or I* >50%
was indicative of significant heterogeneity and was further analyzed. Analysis of heterogeneity was performed
through sensitivity analysis focusing on types of studies, types of acute metabolic emergencies, quality
assessment, and GRADE level of evidence to seek whether qualitative or quantitative interaction exists.

Univariate comparisons were performed with the use of Pearson’s Chi-square test for discrete variables. All
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statistical tests were carried out using IBM SPSS Statistics software, version 26.0.0.0, for Windows (IBM Corp
©).
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Results:

Study characteristics

During the final pre-run search prior to the final analysis carried out on January 7, 2021, 313 potentially relevant
publications were identified through a thorough search of literature; 174 in EMBASE, 138 in PubMed/Medline,
while two more publications of interest were indentified through Google Scholar. A single source of
unpublished data of interest was detected. No personal contact with any author that considered necessary
contributed any additional information.

After the exclusion of 141 duplicates, all the remaining 173 publications were initially reviewed based only on
title and abstract; 110 excluded as being ineligible. Thus, 63 full-text publications were further assessed for
eligibility; from these, 39 failed to fulfill the eligibility criteria. The remaining 4 publications included in
qualitative synthesis and quantitative synthesis/statistical analysis. These publications included 152 patients
(Figure 1).

All characteristics regarding title of the study, name of the first author, country where the study was conducted,
type of diabetes-related acute metabolic emergency, total number of survivors, total number of non-survivors,

and mortality rate were analytically presented in Table 1.

Quality assessment and Risk of bias
Quality remarks are provided in Table 1; all details concerning quality assessment items as well as GRADE

level of evidence are depicted analytically in Table 2 and Table 3, respectively.

Primary outcome

Combined mortality rate was found to be 27.1% [95% CI: 11.2-46.9%] (Figure 2). Heterogeneity was
considerable (I’=83%; 95% CI: 56-93%), corrected to 67% according to Von Hippel adjustment for small meta-
analyses; this value was based on an approximation for I’=80% yielding a real value 64%, and consequently, an

bias leading to 16% overestimation (Supplementary Figure 1).

Publication bias (small size effect)
No significant publication bias (small size effect) was detected as funnel plot presented no apparent asymmetry.

Moreover, both Egger’s and Begg’s tests yielded an insignificant result (P=0.44 and P=0.50, respectively).

Analysis of heterogeneity

Sensitivity analysis was carried out according to: i) study type (meta-analyses included vs excluded), ii)
emergency type (DKA patients included vs excluded, EDKA patients included vs excluded, HHS patients
included vs excluded, DKA/HHS patients included vs excluded), iii) quality assessment (studies of
“suboptimal” quality included vs excluded), iv) GRADE level of evidence (studies of “very low” level of
evidence excluded vs included); furthermore, sensitivity analysis was performed at single study level. There was
no difference as deduced by the inspection of the relevant confidence intervals and thus, sensitivity analysis

failed to explain the observed heterogeneity.
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Discussion:

In the present study we have demonstrated that diabetes-associated acute metabolic emergencies in COVID-19
patients (DKA, HHS, EDKA, and DKA/HHS) are characterized by considerable mortality, which has been
estimated to be 27.1% [95% CI: 11.2-46.9%].

Our findings are in keeping with a recent meta-analysis of 41 case reports carried out by our team, which
yielded a mortality rate of 32.4% among 68 patients with known outcome [13]. We are totally aware that
including a self-report in a meta-analysis can import a severe bias. However, there are at least four reasons
which alleviate this danger: first, the meta-analysis of Papadopoulos et al. exhibits the least deviation from the
vertical line of the funnel plot, representing the mean; second, sensitivity analysis did not reveal any profound
difference regarding combined mortality rate and I%; third, it is of “optimal” quality and has a GRADE “low”
level of evidence, namely the best that a study of such a kind can achieve at first; fourth, it is the most
representative as it is the only that includes patients presenting all four different kind of emergencies (DKA,
HHS, EDKA, and combined DKA/HHS) as well as patients from 41 different sources.

Armeni et al. had a substantial contribution to the topic by analytically describing 35 patients with COVID-19,
26 of which had either DKA (n=11), or HHS (n=2), or mixed DKA/HHS (n=13). This study, although being a
case series, is multicenter and of well established quality [8].

Interestingly, Chamorro-Pareja et al. reported an unusually high mortality rate among 50 COVID-19 patients
who presented DKA (50%) [11]. In fact, comparing relevant data from all included studies over a 2x4
contingency table (df=3), a statistically significant result is obtained (Chi-square P=0.014); this variability is
partly explained by the meta-analysis of Papadopoulos et al. who reported that, apart from the presence of mixed
DKA/HHS, two other parameters, namely the presence of acute kidney injury as well as the necessity for
mechanical ventilation of COVID-19 patients (critical illness or disease status 4 illness) are key determinants of
outcome [13].

Alkundi et al. report the very intriguing - if not controversial - finding that COVID-19 patients presented with
DKA, when compared with COVID-19 patients who had not developed DKA, were more likely to survive
(P=0.046). Their analysis was carried out with the use of Kaplan-Meier survival curves. However, the authors
did not adjust their finding for potent confounders, using Cox-regression, most probably due to the small
number of sample size. As a matter of fact, their result needs at least to be considered cautiously and has to be
further evaluated in larger studies [12].

The major limitation of the present study might be dual: first, the combination of data from different kind of
studies, namely two case report series, one case-control study, and one meta-analysis of 41 case reports; second,
the very small number of studies included. However, as the topic is totally novel, any study that respects
adherence to protocol followed, investigates causes of heterogeneity, and assesses the impact of risk of bias on
the evidence synthesis might be valuable [24].

A serious query could focus on the decision to proceed to the meta-analysis despite the considerable amount of
heterogeneity. However, several reasons might support our approach: 1) there was little evidence of publication
bias (as funnel plot did not decline from asymmetry), there was no evidence of small size studies effect (as

Egger’s and Begg’s tests were not statistically significant), 3) there was no considerable qualitative interaction.
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In conclusion, the present meta-analysis illustrated that COVID-19 related acute metabolic emergencies (DKA,
HHS, and EDKA) are characterized by considerable mortality; thus, clinicians should be aware of timely
detection and immediate treatment commencing. Future, cumulative evidence are welcome to further enlighten

this field.
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Table 1. Eligible studies along with study characteristics and quality / risk of bias assessment based on NOS

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

Study Design Region | Type of N Survivors | Non- Mortality | QA | GRADE
emergency survivors | rate level of
evidence
Papadopoulos, 2021 Meta- Greece | Overall 68 46 22 0.324 (@) 1100
analysis
DKA 44 32 12
HHS 1 1 0
DKA/HHS 18 8 10
EDKA 5 5 0
Armeni, 2020 Case series UK Overall 26 24 2 0.077 (0) lee
DKA 11 10 1
HHS 2 2 0
DKA/HHS 13 12 1
Alkundi, 2020 Cross- UK Overall 7 6 1 0.129 S e000
sectional
study
DKA 7 6 1
Chamorro-Pareja, Case series USA Overall 50 25 25 0.500 S @000
2020
DKA 50 25 25

QA: quality assessment; L: low, VL: very low
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Table 2. Quality assessment items of JBI critical appraisal list for case reports concerning included studies

(n=2).

Study Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Optimal quality
Armeni, 2020 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Chamorro-Pareja, 2020 | yeg Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes No

Q1: Were patient’s demographic characteristics clearly described?

Q2: Was the patient’s history clearly described and presented as a timeline?

Q3: Was the current clinical condition of the patient on presentation clearly described?
Q4: Were diagnostic tests or assessment methods and the results clearly described?
Q5: Was the intervention(s) or treatment procedure(s) clearly described?

Q6: Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly described?

Q7: Were adverse events (harms) or unanticipated events identified and described?

Q8: Does the case report provide takeaway lessons?
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Table 3. Quality assessment items of JBI critical appraisal list for case control studies concerning included

studies (n=1); N/A: not applicable; N/R: not reported.

Study Q1 Q2 | Q3 | Q4 | Q5 | Q6 | Q7 | Q8 | Q9 | Q10 | Q11 | Q12 | Optimal quality

Alkundi, 2020 | Yes | Yes | No | Yes | Yes | Yes | NJA | N/R | Yes | Yes | N/R | No Fair

Q1: Was the research question or objective in this paper clearly stated and appropriate?

Q2: Was the study population clearly specified and defined?

Q3: Did the authors include a sample size justification?

Q4: Were controls selected or recruited from the same or similar population that gave rise to the cases (including the same timeframe)?

Q5: Were the definitions, inclusion and exclusion criteria, algorithms or processes used to identify or select cases and controls valid,
reliable, and implemented consistently across all study participants?

Q6: Were the cases clearly defined and differentiated from controls?

Q7: If less than 100 percent of eligible cases and/or controls were selected for the study, were the cases and/or controls randomly selected
from those eligible?

Q8: Was there use of concurrent controls?

Q9: Were the investigators able to confirm that the exposure/risk occurred prior to the development of the condition or event that defined a
participant as a case?

Q10: Were the measures of exposure/risk clearly defined, valid, reliable, and implemented consistently (including the same time period)
across all study participants?

Q11: Were the assessors of exposure/risk blinded to the case or control status of participants?

Q12: Were key potential confounding variables measured and adjusted statistically in the analyses? If matching was used, did the

investigators account for matching during study analysis?
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Table 4. GRADE level of evidence concerning included studies (n=4).

) o Large GRADE
Risk of o ) ) Publication )
Study ) Imprecision | Inconsistency | Indirectness ) magnitude level of
bias bias )
of effect evidence
No serious No serious No serious No serious No serious
Papadopoulos, 2021 ) ) ) o ) ) o o No Low
risk of bias imprecision inconsistency indirectness publication bias
No serious No serious No serious
Armeni, 2020 N/A N/A No Low
risk of bias imprecision indirectness
No serious No serious
Alkundi, 2020 Serious ) o N/A o N/A No Very Low
imprecision indirectness
. . No serious No serious
Chamorro-Pareja, 2020 Serious ) o N/A o N/A No Very Low
imprecision indirectness

N/A: Not applicable.
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Table 5. Sensitivity analysis.

Mortality rate I

Combined mean 95% CI Mean 95% CI P
Overall result
All studies included 0.271 0.112-0.469 82.8 56.1-93.3 0.0006
Sensitivity analysis according to study type
Meta-analyses excluded 0.241 0.027-0.574 88.6 68.4-95.9 0.0002
Sensitivity analysis according to emergency type
Only DKA patients included 0.289 0.134-0.475 71.8 20.0-90.1 0.0138
Only HHS patients included 0.112 0.009-0.495 0.0 0.0-0.0 0.8523
Only EDKA patients included 0.000 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Only DKA/HHS patients included 0.315 0.012-0.780 86.8 48.2-96.7 0.0058
Sensitivity analysis according to quality assessment
Studies of “suboptimal” quality excluded 0.203 0.030-0.475 85.7 42.5-:96.4 0.0082
Sensitivity analysis according to GRADE level of evidence
Studies of GRADE “very low” level of evidence excluded 0.203 0.030-0.475 85.7 42.5-96.4 0.0082
Sensitivity analysis at study level
Papadopoulos, 2021 excluded 0.241 0.027-0.574 88.6 68.4-95.9 0.0002
Armeni, 2020 excluded 0.360 0.207-0.529 67.2 0.0-90.5 0.0472
Alkundi, 2020 excluded 0.296 0.110-0.528 87.6 65.1-95.6 0.0003
Chamorro-Pareja, 2020 excluded 0.196 0.057-0.391 72.9 8.7-91.9 0.0251

N/A: Not applicable.
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Figure legends

Figure 1. Flow chart

312 records identified 3 additional records
through database identified through
searching (174 in Google Scholar and
EMBASE, 138 in unpublished material
FubmMed/Medlineg)

141 of records after duplicates
removed

¥

174 of records screened ‘4,{ 110 of records excluded

¥

B4 af full-text articles 60 of full-text articles excluded (44
assessed far eligibility case reports, 16 uninfarmative)

¥

4 of studies included in
qualitative synthesis

¥

4 of studies included in
quantitative synthesis
(meta-analysis)
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Figure 2. Forest plot depicting combined mortality rate from diabetes-associated acute metabolic emergencies in

COVID-19 patients.
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Figure 3. Funnel plot showing no apparent asymmetry.
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Supplementary Figure 1. Von Hippel adjustment for small meta-analyses corrected observed heterogeneity (I%)
corrects 80% to ~64% in case that the number of included studies is n = 4; consequently, I’=83 is estimated to

be corrected to ~67%.
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