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Abstract

Background: Hospitalized patients with COVID-19 are at increased risk for thrombosis, 

acute respiratory distress syndrome and death. The optimal dosage of 

thromboprophylaxis is unknown.

Objective: To evaluate the efficacy and safety of tinzaparin in prophylactic, intermediate, 

and therapeutic doses in non-critical patients admitted for COVID-19 pneumonia.

Design, setting, and participants: Randomized controlled, multicenter trial 

(PROTHROMCOVID) enrolling non-critical, hospitalized adult patients with COVID-

19 pneumonia.

Interventions: Patients were randomized to prophylactic (4500 IU), intermediate (100 

IU/kg), or therapeutic (175 IU/kg) doses of tinzaparin during hospitalization, followed by 

7 days of prophylactic tinzaparin at discharge. 

Measurements: The primary efficacy outcome was a composite endpoint of 

symptomatic systemic thrombotic events, need for invasive or non-invasive mechanical 

ventilation, or death within 30 days. The main safety outcome was major bleeding at 30 

days. 

Results: Of the 311 subjects randomized, 300 were included in the analysis (mean [SD] 

age, 56.7 [14.6] years; males, 182 [60.7%]. The composite endpoint at 30 days from 

randomization occurred in 58 patients (19.3%) of the total population; 19 (17.1 %) in the 

prophylactic group, 20 (22.1%) in the intermediate group, and 19 (18.5%) in the 

therapeutic dose group (P= 0.72). No major bleeding event was reported; non-major 

bleeding was observed in 3.7% of patients, with no intergroup differences.  
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Conclusions: In non-critically ill COVID-19 patients, intermediate or full-dose 

tinzaparin compared to standard prophylactic doses did not appear to increase benefit 

regarding the likelihood of thrombotic event, non-invasive ventilation or high-flow 

oxygen, or death.

Trial Registration ClinicalTrials.gov Identifier (NCT04730856).

Funding: This independent research initiative was supported by Leo-Pharma; Tinzaparin 

was provided by Leo Pharma.
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Introduction 

Severe, acute, respiratory syndrome-coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) infection can cause 

different clinical manifestations, ranging from mild to very severe symptomatology, with 

significant morbidity and mortality, principally associated with bilateral pneumonia that 

can cause acute respiratory distress syndrome (ARSD). More than 6 million people have 

died since the first reports in late 2019 in Wuhan, China and it is estimated that more than 

450 million people have been infected with COVID-19 to date. Recent research estimates 

more than that 18 million people died worldwide because of the COVID-19 pandemic (as 

measured by excess mortality) over that period(1). Since the first wave of the SARS-

CoV-2 pandemic,  the increase in systemic thrombosis in hospitalized patients was 

evident (2), particularly in critical care units worldwide (3)(4). The phenomenon known 

as ‘pulmonary immunothrombosis’ correlated with the severity of respiratory failure and 

need for ventilation in individuals with COVID-19(5). The association of viral infection 

with thrombosis is mediated by two interrelated processes: a state of hypercoagulability 

that causes large vessel thrombosis and direct endothelial damage that provokes in situ 

thrombosis. Subsequently, more and more evidence has been published of the so-called 

‘COVID-19-associated coagulopathy’. It was then hypothesized that anticoagulation 

could improve the life expectancy of patients with SARS-CoV-2 infection who, given the 

severity of their disease, required hospitalization. At the beginning of the pandemic, while 

awaiting the results of clinical trials, different protocols of prophylactic anticoagulation 

have been developed in hospitals. These included the use of standard, intermediate and 

even full doses of low-molecular weight heparin (LMWH) (6). This was the underlying 

premise for conducting numerous clinical studies to evaluate the efficacy and safety of 

therapeutic or intermediate doses (with either LMWH or different oral anticoagulants) 

versus prophylactic doses of anticoagulation. The results of several clinical trials have 
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been published to date, focusing on anticoagulation intensity in patients admitted for 

COVID-19 (7). While the results have been more robust against higher than usual 

prophylactic doses (8) in the critically ill patients(9), uncertainty persists as to optimal 

LMWH doses in non-critical cases. Most trials have evaluated standard prophylactic 

LMWH dose strategies versus therapeutic doses or other oral anticoagulants, with 

contradictory results (10)(11). 

The PROTHROMCOVID multicenter clinical trial was carried out to evaluate the 

efficacy of tinzaparin treatment at different doses (prophylactic, intermediate, and 

therapeutic) in patients with COVID-19 pneumonia to probe the endpoints of death, need 

for mechanical ventilation and venous or arterial thrombosis within 30 days following 

randomization. This trial also examined the safety of tinzaparin at different doses in 

relation to developing complications of both major and minor bleeding.

Material and methods

Study Design

The PROTHROMCOVID study (NCT04730856) is a randomized, open-label, 

multicenter, controlled study in hospitalized patients with COVID-19 pneumonia, 

conducted in conventional hospital wards in 18 academic hospitals in Spain. This 

investigator-initiated clinical trial enrolled individuals with COVID-19 pneumonia who 

were hospitalized from February 1st, 2021 to September 30th, 2021.

Patients

Adults with a body weight of 50-100 kg who required admission to a conventional (non-

critical) hospital ward due to COVID-19 pneumonia were included if they also met any 

of the following criteria: a) baseline oxygen saturation ≤94%, b) D-dimer > 1000 µg/L, 

c) C Reactive Protein (CRP) > 150 mg/L, or d) interleukin-6 (IL6) > 40 pg/mL). The main 
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exclusion criteria were: a) need for full-dose anticoagulant therapy, b) active bleeding or 

situations prone to bleeding, c) glomerular filtration rate < 30 ml/min/1.73 m2, d) platelet 

count<80 x 109/L, e) previous heparin-induced thrombocytopenia, and f) 

hypersensitivity/intolerance to heparins. The study design and full list of eligibility and 

exclusion criteria are provided in the supplementary material (Supplementary file Table 

S1 and Table S2)

Randomization 

Patients were screened at hospitalization and randomized at a ratio of 1:1:1 by means of    

a central, electronic, automated system with permuted blocks of 6. Neither participants 

nor investigators were blinded as to group assignment. Subjects were stratified by age, 

sex, and presence of high blood pressure. Those who were assigned to the control group 

received standard prophylaxis with subcutaneous (sc) tinzaparin 4500 IU once daily. The 

experimental group received tinzaparin 100 IU/kg once daily (intermediate dose group) 

or 175 IU/kg once daily (therapeutic dose group). The assigned treatments remained the 

same throughout hospitalization. After discharge, all patients received tinzaparin 4500 

IU/day subcutaneously for seven days, after which thromboprophylaxis was maintained 

at the discretion of the investigator. If intensive care unit (ICU) admission was required, 

the patients could remain with the study drug or not, according to local practices. Except 

for the assigned anticoagulation therapy, all other clinical care was provided as per local 

protocols.

Outcomes

Demographic characteristics, comorbidities, medications, and laboratory evaluations 

were recorded at randomization. The primary efficacy outcome was a composite endpoint 

of death, need for invasive mechanical ventilation (IMV), non-invasive ventilatation 

(NIV) or high flow oxygen with nasal cannula (HFNC), and venous or arterial thrombosis 
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within 30 days after randomization. Secondary efficacy variables were the same 

endpoints at 30 and 90 days, progression to ARDS, and length of hospital stay. Safety 

outcomes were major bleeding and clinically relevant non-major bleeding, as defined by 

the International Society on Thrombosis and Hemostasis (ISTH) (12). Outcomes were 

adjudicated locally by the investigators based on objectively confirmed diagnostic tests, 

laboratory results, and other objective data from the clinical record. 

Statistical analysis 

 Considering the main objective, the incidence in the control group was expected to be 

24% and 12% in groups 2 and 3. The sample size was calculated from a proportion of a 

13% reduction in thrombosis in the control group and a difference of 5% compared to 

treatment groups. 

Accepting an alpha risk of 0.025 and a beta risk of <0.2 in a bilateral contrast, statistically 

significant differences could be detected with 200 patients per group. The study protocol 

included an interim analysis when 50% of the target population had been included. An 

interim analysis was scheduled to be performed after 300 patients were included. The trial 

could be stopped for: (1) superiority; (2) futility with regard to the primary endpoint; or 

(3) safety reasons. Following the results of this interim analysis presented in this article, 

the Scientific Committee decided to prematurely halt the clinical trial, based on the futility 

analysis and the drop in recruitment at the end of fifth wave. 

Categorical variables were expressed as frequencies and percentages, and quantitative 

variables as mean ± standard deviation (SD) or median and interquartile range (IQR), 

relative to distribution. The Saphiro-Wilk test was used to examine the normality of the 

distributions of samples of <30 and the Kolmogorov-Smirnoff test was applied in the 

other cases. For intergroup statistical analysis, chi-square or Fisher's exact test were used 

for categorical variables and unpaired Student's t test or Mann-Whitney test for 
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continuous variables. Survival analysis was carried out using Kaplan-Meier curves.  

Efficacy and safety were assessed in the intention-to-treat population, including all 

randomized patients who received at least one dose of the assigned treatment. Statistical 

analyses were performed using the statistical package SAS, 9.4 (Copyright © 2016 by 

SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA). 

Ethical Issues: The Foundation for Biomedical Research and Innovation of the Infanta 

Leonor University Hospital and the Southeast University Hospital sponsored the study. 

The trial was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki and local 

regulatory requirements. The protocol was approved by the Ethical Committees for Drug 

Research at the Gregorio Marañón General University Hospital and, subsequently, by the 

local Drug Research Ethics Committees (18) and the Spanish Agency for Medicines and 

Health Products. All patients included signed written informed consent forms.
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Results: 

From February 1st, 2021 to September 30th, 2021, 311 patients were enrolled coinciding 

with the third to the fifth pandemic wave in Spain. Eleven patients withdrew informed 

consent prior to initiating treatment, resulting in a total of 300 patients in the analysis. 

Among these patients, the intention-to-treat, per-protocol and safety populations were 

equally constituted, with no major protocol deviations detected and all treatment doses 

received. The study protocol included an interim analysis with 50% of the estimated 

sample size, at which point the Scientific Committee decided to discontinue the study in 

light of the results presented below. 

Of the 300 patients, 106 (35.33%) were assigned to the prophylaxis group (A group); 91 

patients (30.33%) were allocated to the intermediate dose group (B group), and 103 

patients (34.33%) were randomized to the therapeutic dose group (C group) (Flowchart 

in Supplementary file   figure S1). 

Baseline characteristics were similar in the 3 groups, including D-dimer, IL6, CRP, and 

ferritin values (Table 1). The distribution of individuals with D-dimer <1,000 µg/L was 

as follows: 83% in the prophylaxis group, 72% in the intermediate dose group, and 79% 

in the therapeutic dose group. Treatment for COVID-19 with corticosteroids (89.3%), 

remdesivir (18.0%), or tocilizumab (14.3%) was comparable in all 3 groups. The 

percentage of COVID-19-vaccinated subjects was was 16%, 29% and 26% in the 

prophylaxis, intermediate and therapeutic dose groups of tinzaparin, respectively (P = 

0.06).

Table 1. Basal characteristics of patients included in PROTHROMCOVID trial.
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N= 300 Prophylaxis

(4500 UI 

tinzaparin)

Group A

(N= 106)

Intermediate

(100 UI/ kg 

tinzaparin)

Group B

(N =91)

Therapeutic

(175 UI/ kg

tinzaparin)

Group C

(N= 103)

P value

Age, Media (SD) (years)

Weight, Median (Q1-Q3) (Kg)

BMI Median (Q1-Q3)

54.1 (15)

79.6 (73-87)

28.5 (25-31)

56.5 (14)

78.5 (70-88)

28.6 (26-31)

58.5 (14)

78.9 (70-88)

28.7 (25-32)

0.16

0.83

0.85

Men, N (%)

Women, N (%)

63 (59.4%)

43 (40.5%)

57 (62.6%)

34 (37.3%)

62 (60.2%)

41 (39.8%)

0.89

Cardiovascular risk factors

Hypertension, N (%) 29(27.4%) 34(37.4%) 36(34.9%) 0.28

Diabetes mellitus, N (%) 13 (12.3%) 17 (18.7%) 20 (19.4%) 0.32

Dyslipidemia, N (%) 26 (24.5%) 30 (33.0%) 36 (34.9%) 0.22

Smoking, N (%) 5 (4.7%) 6 (6.6%) 5 (4.8%) 0.82

Comorbidities
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Coronary heart disease, N (%) 4 (3.8%) 3 (3.3%) 3 (2.9%) 1.00

Chronic obstructive pulmonary 

disease, N (%)

3 (2.8%) 4 (4.4%) 5 (4.8%) 0.76

Chronic renal dysfunction, N (%) 1 (0.9%) 2 (2.2%) 3 (2.9%) 0.6

Prior stroke, N (%) 3 (2.8%) 1 (1.1%) ---% 0.22

Prior thromboembolic events, N 

(%)

1 (0.9%) 1 (1.1%) 2 (1.9%) 0.84

Respiratory severity

Sat02/ Fi02, Median (Q1-Q3) 353 (217-452) 346 (199-450) 342 (215-477) 0.55

Laboratory test

Peak D-dimer, Median (Q1-Q3) 

(µg/dl)

618 (375-1100) 686 (404-1340) 620 (363-1200) 0.63

Platelets, Median (Q1-Q3) (x 103) 344 (269-436) 369 (299-439) 320 (246-401) 0.07

IL6* (Q1-Q3),  Median (Q1-Q3) 
(mg/dl)

23.8 (7.8-50.1) 29.4 (5.7-63.8) 21.43 (7.4-43.9) 0.72
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Creatinine, Median (Q1-Q3) 
(mg/dl)

0.76 (0.6-0.9) 0.73 (0.6-0.8) 0.71 (0.6-0.9) 0.57

Ferritin, Median (Q1-Q3) (ng/ dl) 619 (274-1275) 775 (386-1347) 554 (271-1177) 0.20

CRP†, Median (mg/dl) 57.6 (25-107) 60.9 (14-142) 57.1 (27-131) 0.80

LDH, Median (Q1-Q3) (ng/ dl) 336 (254-439) 333 (250-478) 301 (243-383) 0.049

ISTH-DIC score‡, Mean SD) 2.42 (0.9) 2.56 (0.91) 2.33 (0.76) 0.19

COVID-19 Treatment

Steroids, N (%)      94 (88.6%) 83 (91.2%) 91 (88.3%) 0.78

Remdesivir, N (%) 20 (18.8%) 16 (17.5%) 18 (17.4%) 0.95

Tocilizumab, N (%) 16 (15.09%) 18 (17.4%) 11 (10.6%) 0.35

Primary endpoint: The composite endpoint, ensued in 58 participants (19.3%) of the total 

study population; 19 patients (17.1 %) in group A, 20 (22.0%) in group B, and 19 

(18.45%) in group C (p= 0.72). (Table 2). 

Table 2. Primary and secondary outcomes among treatment groups in 
PROTHROMCOVID trial.
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Primary 
Outcome

Standard 
prophylaxis
Tinzaparin 
4500 IU/kg

Intermediate 
dose
Tinzaparin
100 IU/kg/day

Therapeutic 
dose
Tinzaparin 
175UI/kg

 P value

Primary 
endpoint (day 
+ 30),
N (%)

19 (17.9) 20 (22.0) 19 (18.4) 0.769

Secondary 
outcomes
Death
N (%)

2 (1.89) 3 (3.30) 3 (1.94) 0.798

Thrombotic 
event,
N (%)

4 (3.77) 2 (2.20) 2 (1.94) 0.742

ICU 
admission,
N (%)

7 (6.60) 6 (6.59) 10 (9.71) 0.630

High flow 
nasal cannula,
N (%)

13 (12.26) 14 (15.38) 13 (12.62) 0.786

Noninvasive 
mechanical 
ventilation,
N (%)

4 (3.77) 4 (4.40) 2 (1.94) 0.668

Invasive 
ventilation,
N (%)

1 (0.95) 2 (2.20) 3 (2.91) 0.602

Progression  
WHO* scale, 
Mean (Q1; Q3)

-0.43 (-1; 0) 0.13 (-0.5; 1) 0.06 (0; 1) 0.689

Progression to 
adult 
respiratory 
distress 
syndrome, N 
(%)

4 (3.77) 2 (2.20) 1 (0.97) 0.403

Length of 
hospital stay,
Mean (Q1; Q3)

16.4 (6.0; 
17.0)

15.0 (6.0; 
24.0)

13.9 (6.0; 
14.0)

0.962

Major bleeding - - - -

Clinically 
relevant non-
major 
bleeding, N 
(%)

4 (3.77) 3 (3.30) 3 (2.91) 1.000
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The survival analysis revealed no statistically significant intergroup differences at 30 

days. In all three groups, most survived to medical discharge without the appearance of 

the primary endpoint. (group A, 95% CI: 0.82 (0.73-0.88); group B, 95% CI: 0.78 (0.68-

0.85); group C: 95% CI: 0.81 (0.73-0.88); Log-rank test P-value=0.75) (Figure 1). No 

differences were observed in survival when the groups were stratified according to D-

dimer values (p=0.40)(Supplementary file Figure S2).

In terms of safety, the rate of bleeding was very low in all 3 groups. No major bleeding 

was reported and 7 patients (6.6%) in group A, 3 participants (3.2%) in group B, and 3 

patients (2.9%) in group C suffered non-major bleeding, with no significant differences 

across groups (P=0.38). (Supplementary file  Table S3)

Secondary endpoints: Secondary efficacy outcomes are displayed in Figure 2. A 

thrombotic event occurred in 4 patients in the prophylaxis group (3.8%); in 2 patients 

(2.2%) in the intermediate dose group, and in 2 subjects (1.9%) in the therapeutic dose 

group. NIV was provided for 10.5% of the participants in group A, 11.8 % in group B, 

and 4.9 % in group C. Seven (2.3%) of the included participants died during the first 30 

days; 2 in the prophylactic dose group, 3 in the intermediate dose group, and 2 in the 

therapeutic dose group (P=0.48). 

The World Health Organization (WHO) progression scale indicated no intergroup 

differences in progression between the date of admission and day 4, day 7, and at 

discharge. As for respiratory interventions, at day 4, 10% of the patients did not require 

oxygen therapy; 87% required oxygen therapy with nasal goggles or non-rebreather 

facemask; 0.74% required HFNC or NIV; 0.4 % needed NIV, and 0.4 % required IMV. 

The Wilkoxon paired signs test showed no differences in progression between groups. 
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Futility analysis showed that there were no evidences of significant differences between 

Groups A and B (Z=-0.71, P=0.48) and between Groups A and C (Z=-0.09, P=0.92); 

boundary values: α=-2.72; β=-0.70 (Supplementary file).

Discussion: 

The results of the PROTHROMCOVID trial did not show differences during treatment 

with tinzaparin in relation to prophylactic, intermediate, or therapeutic doses in relation 

to the probability of death, thrombotic event, or non-invasive ventilation or invasive 

mechanical ventilation  in patients with COVID-19 pneumonia. In this regard, the results 

of our trial provide evidence about the use of LMWH in non-critical patients with 

pneumonia due to COVID-19. This study tested these three strategies of different LMWH 

doses that coexisted de facto in different hospitals in the absence of solid evidence of the 

most suitable dose and the high rate of thrombosis and respiratory failure recorded in the 

first wave of the pandemic. 

The results of PROTHROMCOVID trial are in line with a previous study published by 

Lópes et al. The ACTION trial, carried out an the end of first and second waves of the 

pandemic, included 615 patients and used a hierarchical statistical analysis structure 

based on time to death and detected no benefit in survival or in duration of hospitalization 

in individuals treated with full-dose enoxaparin or rivaroxaban compared to those who 

received standard prophylactic LMWH doses (11). 

Similarly to our results, the RAPID trial determined that there was no significant 

difference between therapeutic or prophylactic strategies in non-critically ill patients 

admitted for COVID-19 in the combined endpoint of death, mechanical ventilation, or 

ICU admission (13). Moreover, the BEMICOP clinical trial, a small study conducted with 

bemiparin, did not find any differences in the primary endpoint between cases randomized 
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to therapeutic doses in comparison with prophylactic doses (14). In contrast, the results 

of REMAP-CAP, ACTIV-4a, and ATTAC multi-platform collaborative trials support an 

early strategy of full-dose anticoagulant doses of heparin in non-critically ill subjects by 

demonstrating an increased in organ-free support days (98.6% vs 95.0%, respectively) in 

comparison to standard doses of LMWH thromboprophylaxis (10). Despite being the 

clinical trial that has included the largest number of  patients, statistical significance was 

barely reached and there were no statistically differences in other outcomes among 

groups, including thrombosis, survival to hospital discharge and bleeding. Besides, the 

percentage of patients who received intermediate doses in the prophylaxis group was high 

(26%), which may have biased the results (15). The HEPCOVID trial, with a dose design 

similar to PROTHROMCOVID trial, showed a decrease in events, thromboembolism and 

death in the therapeutic-dose LMWH in hospitalized but not in ICU patients, with no 

differences at the intermediate-dose (16). It should be noted that the HEPCOVID trial 

was carried out in May 2020, during the first wave, with a higher percentage of events 

than the one observed in our trial and in those conducted in later stages of the pandemic. 

It is worth mentioning that PROTHROMCOVID recruitment began in February 2021, in 

the middle of the third wave of the pandemic in Spain and up to and including the fifth 

wave. Consequently, patients were at lower risk for mortality, given the widespread use 

of corticosteroids and the beginning of vaccination against SARS-CoV-2 (unlike other 

studies), with the first dose of tinzaparin administered within the first 24 hours and with 

concomitant treatment, mainly corticosteroids, most of which were homogeneous across 

the patients included. This profile is more similar to current clinical presentations than 

those of the first wave of the pandemic.

In line with our results, two clinical trials have analyzed standard prophylactic versus 

intermediate-dose LMWH. The INSPIRATION trial (17) tested the effect of intermediate 
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versus standard dose prophylactic anticoagulation on thrombotic events, extracorporeal 

membrane oxygenation treatment, or mortality among patients with COVID-19 admitted 

to ICU. Likewise, Perepu et al (18) published the results of their trial that examined 

standard prophylactic versus intermediate dose enoxaparin in adults with severe COVID-

19; both trials did not find significant intergroup differences. The lack of efficacy of the 

intermediate or full doses compared to standard doses could be due to differences in the 

clinical situation of the subjects included after the first wave, in which patients displayed 

more inflammation and received fewer doses of corticosteroids, monoclonal antibodies, 

immunomodulators and antivirals that have demonstrated benefit in the evolution of the 

disease. In contrast, the severity of individuals affected by SARS-CoV-2 variants with 

lower mortality rates in the last months of recruitment may account for these data. 

Similarly, the incidence of thrombosis recorded during the first wave (19) in our own 

setting was higher than data collected during the second wave.

A meta-analysis including 49 studies concluded that prophylactic anticoagulation was 

recommended against intermediate-to-therapeutic anticoagulation, considering 

insignificant survival benefits but higher risk of bleeding when higher doses were used. 

(20). The PROTHROMCOVID study confirms the non-superiority of intermediate doses 

with respect to standard prophylactic LMWH doses; consequently, the accumulated 

evidence suggests that this strategy should be abandoned. 

However, the recommendations of the different guidelines have not been unanimous 

either. The American Society of Hematology favored prophylactic intensity over 

intermediate or therapeutic intensity anticoagulation for patients with critical illness 

related to COVID-19 or acute illness without confirmed or suspected thromboembolic 

disease (21), while the National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) 

guidelines put forth the conditional recommendation to consider a therapeutic dose of 
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LMWH for young people and adults with COVID-19 who need low-flow oxygen and 

who do not have an increased bleeding risk (22). 

In terms of safety, the risk of bleeding tends to be higher in most of the studies in which 

the anticoagulation strategy is more intense (23). In multiplatform trials, the risk of major 

bleeding was 1.8% in controls receiving standard prophylaxis versus 3.7% in those 

receiving therapeutic doses (10). The PROTHROMCOVID study participants had no 

major bleeding events, perhaps because of the smaller sample size than in the 

collaborative trials, the characteristics of the included population or the type of heparin 

used.(6)  

We believe our safety data to be of the utmost importance because it does not appear from 

our results that the option of anticoagulation or intermediate doses generates an increased 

risk of unsafe major bleeding in the patient profile suggested by the NICE 

recommendation.

Our study has certain limitations; for instance, neither investigators nor patients were 

blinded. The main weakness of our results, however, is not having reached the estimated 

sample size of 600 patients, given that the researchers chose to interrupt the study on 

September 2021 because the results of the interim analysis. It  revealed a very low 

absolute number of events in each arm and  the futility analysis showed that it was 

unlikely that significant differences could have been reached with the complete sample. 

These results should not be extrapolated to other more severe hospitalized patients with 

COVID-19. 

The strengths of our study include the low number of withdrawals of informed consent 

by patients, the very early use of tinzaparin in all three arms of the study, which may have 

influenced the favorable efficacy and safety outcomes and the fact that the three strategies 

of anticoagulation have been tested with the same LMWH. Similarly, this was a 
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multicenter study conducted in academic and general care centers. Furthermore, the study 

was carried out during a phase of the pandemic were the incidence of thrombosis and 

mortality were lower than before; thus, the findings of our study might be more applicable 

to future waves of the pandemic, which are expected to be milder due to generalized 

immunization and better treatment options. (24).

In conclusion, in non-critically ill COVID-19 patients, intermediate or full-dose 

tinzaparin does not appear to offer any benefit over standard, prophylactic doses in the 

likelihood of thrombotic event, invasive or non-invasive ventilation, high flow oxygen 

with nasal cannula or death. However, administration of full or intermediate heparin doses 

in these patients is safe. 

PROTHROMCOVID trial (NCT04730856).

Article Information 

Author Contributions: Dr. Muñoz-Rivas, Dr. Hernández-Rivas, and Dr. Torres-Macho 

had full access to all the study data and take responsibility for the integrity of said data 

and the accuracy of the data analyses. Both Dr. Muñoz-Rivas and Dr. Hernández-Rivas 

are corresponding authors.

Concept and design: Muñoz-Rivas, Hernández-Rivas, and Torres-Macho.

Drafting of the manuscript: Muñoz-Rivas, Hernández-Rivas, Méndez-Bailón, and 

Torres-Macho. The manuscript was critically reviewed by all the authors, who approved 

the final version.

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 5, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


22

Statistical analysis: Carlos Goetz and Juan Francisco Dorado, SAS Consultant from 

Pertica, SL. 

Conflict of Interest: NMR reports consultant fees from Boehringer Ingelheim, Aspen 

and Bayer, lecture fees from Leo Pharma, Rovi ,Sanofi, Bayer,  Boehringer Ingelheim 

outside of the submitted work. JAHR reports consultancy fees from Janssen, Roche, 

Abbvie, Gilead, BMS/Celgene, Amgen, Takeda, Rovi, AstraZeneca, EusaPharm, 

Sanofi, Lilly; member of Speaker’s Bureau from Janssen, Roche, Abbvie, Gilead, 

BMS/Celgene, Amgen, Takeda, AstraZeneca, Beigene, Lilly and he has received 

Research Support from BMS/Celgene, Janssen, Sanofi, all of them outside of this study.  

MPP reports participation in educational activities sponsored by Bayer, Sanofi, Rovi, 

Daiichi-- Sankyo. PDR: Consulting or Advisory Role: Boehringer, LEO Pharma, 

Ingelheim, Techdow; Speakers’ Bureau: Rovi, Menarini, Sanofi, Gilead, Bayer, 

Boehringer, LEO Pharma, Aspen and Pfizer. ARG: reports lectures fees from ROVI, 

Leo Pharma y SANOFI. OMC: reports lecture fees from  Sanofi, Rovi, Leo pharma JA. 

reports speaking fees from Daiichi Sankyo, Leo Pharma and Sanofi-Aventis. MMB 

reports lectures fees from ROVI, Bayer, Boehringer Ingelheim , Pfizer and Daiichi- 

Sankyo. All other authors declare no competing interests.

Funding/Support: This independent research initiative was supported by Leo-Pharma; 

Tinzaparin was provided by Leo Pharma.

Other Information: The PROTHROMCOVID Investigators are listed in Suplementary 

material.

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 5, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


23

Acknowledgments: We are indebted to the physicians, nurses, study coordinators, and 

data managers who contributed to PROTHROMCOVID clinical trial. We would also like 

to thank the patients and their families who participated in this study during the difficult 

times of the COVID-19 pandemic. The authors thank Leo Pharma for funding and 

support. The authors would also like to express a special thanks to Angélica Martin and 

Almudena Sánchez from S&H Medical. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 5, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


24

References

1. Wang H, Paulson KR, Pease SA, Watson S, Comfort H, Zheng P, et al. Estimating 
excess mortality due to the COVID-19 pandemic: a systematic analysis of 
COVID-19-related mortality, 2020–21. The Lancet. 2022 
Mar;S0140673621027963. 

2. Poor HD. Pulmonary Thrombosis and Thromboembolism in COVID-19. Chest. 
2021 Oct;160(4):1471–80. 

3. Nahum J, Morichau-Beauchant T, Daviaud F, Echegut P, Fichet J, Maillet J-M, et 
al. Venous Thrombosis Among Critically Ill Patients With Coronavirus Disease 
2019 (COVID-19). JAMA Netw Open. 2020 May 29;3(5):e2010478. 

4. Voicu S, Bonnin P, Stépanian A, Chousterman BG, Le Gall A, Malissin I, et al. 
High Prevalence of Deep Vein Thrombosis in Mechanically Ventilated COVID-19 
Patients. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2020 Jul 28;76(4):480–2. 

5. Martín-Rojas RM, Pérez-Rus G, Delgado-Pinos VE, Domingo-González A, 
Regalado-Artamendi I, Alba-Urdiales N, et al. COVID-19 coagulopathy: An in-
depth analysis of the coagulation system. Eur J Haematol. 2020 Dec;105(6):741–
50. 

6. Nadkarni GN, Lala A, Bagiella E, Chang HL, Moreno PR, Pujadas E, et al. 
Anticoagulation, Bleeding, Mortality, and Pathology in Hospitalized Patients With 
COVID-19. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2020 Oct 20;76(16):1815–26. 

7. The REMAP-CAP, ACTIV-4a, and ATTACC Investigators. Therapeutic 
Anticoagulation with Heparin in Critically Ill Patients with Covid-19. N Engl J 
Med. 2021 Aug 26;385(9):777–89. 

8. Cuker A, Tseng EK, Nieuwlaat R, Angchaisuksiri P, Blair C, Dane K, et al. 
American Society of Hematology living guidelines on the use of anticoagulation 
for thromboprophylaxis in patients with COVID-19: May 2021 update on the use 
of intermediate-intensity anticoagulation in critically ill patients. Blood Adv. 2021 
Oct 26;5(20):3951–9. 

9. Al-Samkari H, Gupta S, Leaf RK, Wang W, Rosovsky RP, Brenner SK, et al. 
Thrombosis, Bleeding, and the Observational Effect of Early Therapeutic 
Anticoagulation on Survival in Critically Ill Patients With COVID-19. Ann Intern 
Med. 2021 May;174(5):622–32. 

10. The ATTACC, ACTIV-4a, and REMAP-CAP Investigators. Therapeutic 
Anticoagulation with Heparin in Noncritically Ill Patients with Covid-19. N Engl J 
Med. 2021 Aug 26;385(9):790–802. 

11. Lopes RD, de Barros E Silva PGM, Furtado RHM, Macedo AVS, Bronhara B, 
Damiani LP, et al. Therapeutic versus prophylactic anticoagulation for patients 
admitted to hospital with COVID-19 and elevated D-dimer concentration 
(ACTION): an open-label, multicentre, randomised, controlled trial. Lancet Lond 
Engl. 2021 Jun 12;397(10291):2253–63. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 5, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


25

12. Kaatz S, Ahmad D, Spyropoulos AC, Schulman S, Subcommittee on Control of 
Anticoagulation. Definition of clinically relevant non-major bleeding in studies of 
anticoagulants in atrial fibrillation and venous thromboembolic disease in non-
surgical patients: communication from the SSC of the ISTH. J Thromb Haemost 
JTH. 2015 Nov;13(11):2119–26. 

13. Sholzberg M, Tang GH, Negri E, Rahhal H, Kreuziger LB, Pompilio CE, et al. 
Coagulopathy of hospitalised COVID-19: A Pragmatic Randomised Controlled 
Trial of Therapeutic Anticoagulation versus Standard Care as a Rapid Response to 
the COVID-19 Pandemic (RAPID COVID COAG - RAPID Trial): A structured 
summary of a study protocol for a randomised controlled trial. Trials. 2021 Mar 
10;22(1):202. 

14. Marcos-Jubilar M, Carmona-Torre F, Vidal R, Ruiz-Artacho P, Filella D, 
Carbonell C, et al. Therapeutic versus Prophylactic Bemiparin in Hospitalized 
Patients with Nonsevere COVID-19 Pneumonia (BEMICOP Study): An Open-
Label, Multicenter, Randomized, Controlled Trial. Thromb Haemost. 2022 
Feb;122(2):295–9. 

15. Dodd LE, Freidlin B, Korn EL. Platform Trials - Beware the Noncomparable 
Control Group. N Engl J Med. 2021 Apr 22;384(16):1572–3. 

16. Spyropoulos AC, Goldin M, Giannis D, Diab W, Wang J, Khanijo S, et al. 
Efficacy and Safety of Therapeutic-Dose Heparin vs Standard Prophylactic or 
Intermediate-Dose Heparins for Thromboprophylaxis in High-risk Hospitalized 
Patients With COVID-19: The HEP-COVID Randomized Clinical Trial. JAMA 
Intern Med. 2021 Dec 1;181(12):1612–20. 

17. INSPIRATION Investigators, Mazloomzadeh S, Khaleghparast S, Ghadrdoost B, 
Mousavizadeh M, Baay MR, et al. Effect of Intermediate-Dose vs Standard-Dose 
Prophylactic Anticoagulation on Thrombotic Events, Extracorporeal Membrane 
Oxygenation Treatment, or Mortality Among Patients With COVID-19 Admitted 
to the Intensive Care Unit: The INSPIRATION Randomized Clinical Trial. JAMA. 
2021 Apr 27;325(16):1620. 

18. Perepu US, Chambers I, Wahab A, Ten Eyck P, Wu C, Dayal S, et al. Standard 
prophylactic versus intermediate dose enoxaparin in adults with severe COVID-
19: A multi-center, open-label, randomized controlled trial. J Thromb Haemost 
JTH. 2021 Sep;19(9):2225–34. 

19. Muñoz-Rivas N, Abad-Motos A, Mestre-Gómez B, Sierra-Hidalgo F, Cortina-
Camarero C, Lorente-Ramos RM, et al. Systemic thrombosis in a large cohort of 
COVID-19 patients despite thromboprophylaxis: A retrospective study. Thromb 
Res. 2021 Mar;199:132–42. 

20. Zhang S, Li Y, Liu G, Su B. Intermediate-to-therapeutic versus prophylactic 
anticoagulation for coagulopathy in hospitalized COVID-19 patients: a systemic 
review and meta-analysis. Thromb J. 2021 Nov 24;19(1):91. 

21. Cuker A, Tseng EK, Nieuwlaat R, Angchaisuksiri P, Blair C, Dane K, et al. 
American Society of Hematology 2021 guidelines on the use of anticoagulation for 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 5, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


26

thromboprophylaxis in patients with COVID-19. Blood Adv. 2021 Feb 
9;5(3):872–88. 

22. COVID-19 rapid guideline: managing COVID-19 [Internet]. London: National 
Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE); 2021 [cited 2022 Feb 23]. 
(National Institute for Health and Care Excellence: Clinical Guidelines). Available 
from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK571450/

23. Jiménez D, García-Sanchez A, Rali P, Muriel A, Bikdeli B, Ruiz-Artacho P, et al. 
Incidence of VTE and Bleeding Among Hospitalized Patients With Coronavirus 
Disease 2019: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. Chest. 2021 
Mar;159(3):1182–96. 

24. Casas-Rojo JM, Antón-Santos JM, Millán-Núñez-Cortés J, Lumbreras-Bermejo C, 
Ramos-Rincón JM, Roy-Vallejo E, et al. Clinical characteristics of patients 
hospitalized with COVID-19 in Spain: Results from the SEMI-COVID-19 
Registry. Rev Clin Esp. 2020 Nov;220(8):480–94. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 5, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 5, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 5, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274594
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

