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Abstract 

 

Most plasma used for manufacturing plasma-derived medicinal products (PDMPs) such as albumin, 

immunoglobulin (Ig), and clotting factors is obtained from source plasma collected via plasmapheresis, 

the majority of which is contributed by the United States (US). While the demand for PDMPs continues 

to rise, it remains unclear whether high-frequency plasmapheresis, such as the twice-weekly plasma 

donation allowed in the US, may have any (long-term) adverse health effects on the donor. 

To investigate the frequency at which plasma can be donated without harm to the donor, the current 

systematic review explores the impact of plasma donation frequency on cardiovascular health, protein 

depletion, and adverse events in healthy plasma donors. We asked the following research question: 

What is the impact of plasmapheresis frequency (Intervention) on the safety or health (Outcome) of 

healthy donors (Population)?  

Six databases (PubMed, Embase, Web of Science, CINAHL, the Cochrane Library, and Transfusion 

Evidence Library), two clinical trial registries (ICTRP and clinicaltrials.gov), and the PROSPERO database 

were searched. Four observational and two experimental studies were included, and one ongoing 

randomized controlled trial was identified. The results showed that very high-frequency donation 

(twice per week) may result in a clinically relevant decrease in ferritin and bring IgG levels below the 

EDQM-defined lower threshold of 6 g/l. However, the evidence is of low to very low certainty, and 

solid conclusions are hindered by the healthy donor effect and methodological limitations of the 

included studies. In order to determine a safe threshold donation frequency that minimizes any 

possible harmful effect on the donor, more high-quality prospective cohort studies and experimental 

studies are thus needed. In the meantime, we argue for a precautionary approach and suggest that a 

sustainable and stable plasma supply may better rely on a large number of voluntary donors donating 

at a lower frequency (up to two donations per month), rather than on a small number of donors 

donating at a high frequency. 
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Introduction 

 

Plasma-derived medicinal products (PDMPs) such as albumin, immunoglobulin (Ig), and clotting 

factors have become essential in treating several disorders. The vast majority of plasma used for 

manufacturing PDMPs is obtained from source plasma that is collected through plasmapheresis, a 

procedure whereby plasma is removed while blood cells are returned to the donor. The United States 

(US) contributes around 70% of the global source plasma supply, which may be partly explained by its 

specific regulatory conditions, allowing for very high-frequency plasma donations, and its ability to 

remunerate plasma donors [1]. The recent COVID-19 crisis and concurrent decrease in donors 

highlighted the risks of Europe's dependency on the US for plasma supplies, particularly as the 

demand for PDMPs such as IgG continues to rise [2, 3]. To address this issue, the European Blood 

Alliance (EBA) initiated the "Strengthening voluntary non-remunerated plasma collection capacity in 

Europe" (SUPPLY) project [4]. The main objective of this project is to develop recommendations and 

guidance for blood establishments, competent authorities, medical societies, and other professional 

stakeholders to support them in increasing plasma collection in the European Union (EU) while 

guaranteeing the safety of patients as well as donors. 

Gaining European independence in the supply of PDMPs and upscaling plasma donation in Europe can 

logically be achieved by recruiting additional donors and/or by increasing donation frequency among 

existing donors. However, ensuring the safety of plasma donors in this process is of fundamental 

importance. Therefore, one of the work packages of the SUPPLY project focuses on the development 

of evidence-based recommendations for plasma donor protection practices. To this end, we have 

previously published a scoping review and evidence gap map 

(https://cebap.org/storage/cebap/schroyens-2023-egm.html), providing an overview of the available 

evidence and evidence gaps concerning plasma donor safety, plasma donation-related adverse or 

health effects, and plasma donor protection practices [5]. 

Although plasmapheresis is generally well-tolerated, potential long-term health consequences such as 

lasting effects on donor plasma protein levels and bone mineral density require further investigation 

[6]. Specifically, it remains unclear whether high-frequency plasmapheresis may pose any harm to 

donors. While plasma donors in the US can donate up to twice a week, allowing for a maximum of 104 

donations each year, many European countries such as France, the Czech Republic, Italy, and the 

Netherlands limit plasmapheresis to once every two weeks, although Germany allows up to 60 

donations per year [7, 8]. Claims that donating plasma twice a week, as allowed by the Food and Drug 

Administration (FDA), is proven to be safe [9] have often been based on insufficient evidence, mostly 

involving methodologically flawed observational studies that do not, in fact, support such conclusions 

[10]. 

To investigate the frequency at which plasma can be donated without causing harm to the donor, the 

current systematic literature review analyses, synthesizes, and critically appraises the best available 

evidence regarding the effect of plasmapheresis frequency on donor safety. Secondary outcomes of 

interest include cardiovascular health and protein levels.  
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Methods 

 

This review was registered prospectively in the International Prospective Register of Systematic 

Reviews (PROSPERO; https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/) with ID 405419 (CRD42023405419). Any 

amendments to the protocol are described and explained under the heading ‘deviations from the 

initial protocol’. In addition, the review was conducted in accordance with the methodological charter 

of the Centre for Evidence-Based Practice (CEBaP) [11]. The Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic 

Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) checklist was used to guide reporting. 

Our research question, structured according to the PICO framework (Patient-Intervention-Comparator-

Outcome), is: What is the impact of plasmapheresis frequency (I) on the safety or health (O) of healthy 

donors (P)? 

 

Eligibility criteria 

Publication type and study design 

Articles published in peer-reviewed journals and clinical trial registrations were considered eligible for 

inclusion. On the other hand, conference abstracts or papers, dissertations not accompanied by a 

peer-reviewed publication, editorials, and letters to the editor were excluded. Peer-reviewed 

publications or clinical trial registrations reporting on study protocols for which no results were 

available (yet) were not included but labelled as ‘awaiting classification’. These may be reconsidered in 

any future updates of this review. 

The following study designs were eligible for inclusion: controlled experimental studies (i.e. 

randomized or non-randomized controlled trials) and controlled observational studies (i.e. controlled 

before-after studies, controlled interrupted time series, case-control studies, and cohort studies). 

Narrative reviews were not included as such, but their reference lists were screened for relevant 

studies. Uncontrolled/descriptive studies (e.g. uncontrolled before-after studies, uncontrolled 

interrupted time series, case reports, case series), animal studies, and ex vivo or in vitro studies were 

excluded. 

 

Population 

Studies involving healthy (i.e. eligible to donate plasma) adults, both remunerated and non-

remunerated, who donated plasma via plasmapheresis (consisting of the withdrawal of blood, 

separation of plasma from blood cells, and return of blood cells to the body) were eligible for 

inclusion. Studies with multicomponent apheresis (plasma, platelets, and red blood cells, or any 

combinations of these), a mixed donor population (whole blood, plasma, and/or platelets) with no 

separate data for plasma donors, and patient populations who underwent autologous plasmapheresis 

or therapeutic plasma exchange and/or received PDMPs were excluded. 

 

Intervention-comparator 

We included studies comparing donors undergoing plasmapheresis at a higher frequency (shorter 

intervals between sessions) to donors undergoing less frequent or no plasmapheresis. A clear 

quantitative description of the frequency (i.e. number of donations per time unit) of plasma donation in 

the intervention and comparator groups had to be available (e.g. weekly donation versus donation every 

two weeks). 

Studies with whole blood or platelet donation as the only comparator, studies that provide no 

quantitative information on the frequency of plasma donation (e.g. studies comparing first-time versus 
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repeat donors), and studies that compare different (cumulative) numbers of donations (i.e. without 

specifying the exact donation frequency, even if an average donation frequency can be estimated based 

on the cumulative number of donations over a certain period), were excluded. 

 

Outcomes 

The primary outcome of interest was the occurrence of adverse events, including all events classified in 

the 2014 Standard for Surveillance of Complications Related to Blood Donation developed by 

hemovigilance experts from the American Association of Blood Banks (AABB), the International Society 

of Blood Transfusion (ISBT), and the International Hemovigilance Network (IHN) [12, 13]. In addition, 

other (long-term) adverse events such as lowered bone density/osteoporosis, vein fibrosis (inability for 

venepuncture) or skin fibrosis were included. For more details, we refer to the protocol registered in 

PROSPERO (CRD42023405419) [14]. 

Secondary outcomes included cardiovascular health (encompassing both biochemical risk markers and 

physiological or clinical risk factors) and protein levels (including any protein measured in blood, 

serum or plasma). 

Quantitative data on the outcomes had to be present in the paper in order for it to be included in the 

current systematic review. 

 

Other criteria 

There were no restrictions regarding the date of publication. Language was limited to publications in 

English, Dutch, French or German, i.e. languages that could be unequivocally interpreted by the 

reviewers. 

 

Search strategy 

A scoping review [5] preceded the current systematic review. For this scoping review, an initial search 

for eligible studies was performed on 10 October 2022. For the current systematic review, these search 

strategies were re-run on 4 December 2023 with a publication date filter starting from 10 August 2022 

to ensure an overlap of two months with the search conducted for the scoping review. The following 

resources were searched from the time of inception up to 4 December 2023: MEDLINE, PMC, and NCBI 

bookshelf (via the PubMed interface), Embase (via the Embase.com interface), Web of Science Core 

Collection (Science Citation Index Expanded (SCI-EXPANDED) and Conference Proceedings Citation 

Index- Science (CPCI-S)), CINAHL (via the EBSCO interface), Cochrane Library (systematic reviews and 

controlled trials), Transfusion Evidence Library, International Clinical Trials Registry Platform (ICTRP), 

Clinicaltrials.gov, and PROSPERO. 

Search strings, consisting of combinations of indexing terms (MeSH terms for Medline, Cochrane 

CENTRAL and CINAHL, Emtree terms for Embase) and free text words, related to the population and 

outcomes of the research question, were developed per database and are shown in Appendix A. It should 

be noted that, as mentioned, these search strings were developed for the initial scoping review, and as 

such covered a broader research question than the topic addressed in this systematic review. 

For all studies included in this systematic review, we screened the reference lists and the 20 first ‘similar 

articles’ in PubMed for additional relevant records.  

 

Study selection 

Records retrieved from the database/trial registry searches were uploaded to EndNote [15]. Duplicate 

records were removed using the automatic deduplication function of EndNote, followed by a manual 
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check for accuracy and additional duplicates. All records were independently screened for eligibility by 

two reviewers (HVR, TD, NS, and/or PS) at the level of the title and abstract, followed by full-text 

screening. Disagreements were resolved by discussion, and where necessary by consulting a third 

reviewer (TD or HVR) or our panel with subject matter expertise (KVDH, CE, VC, PT, PO). 

 

Data extraction 

Data from included studies were extracted independently by two reviewers (HVR and TD), using an a 

priori-developed data extraction form (Appendix B). Disagreements in extracted data were resolved by 

discussion, where necessary by consulting a third reviewer (NS), to eventually result in a completed 

consensus data extraction form. The following information was extracted from the selected studies:  

• Study characteristics: author, year, country, study sponsor, financial disclosures of the co-

authors, study design, and descriptions of the population, intervention and comparator 

• Study findings: outcomes, comparison (intervention versus comparator), effect sizes, and the 

number of participants 

Continuous outcome data were expressed as means ± standard deviations (unless otherwise reported). 

Dichotomous outcome data were expressed as risk ratios (RRs) with 95% confidence intervals (CIs) 

(unless otherwise reported). Results were considered statistically significant if p<0.05. Effects were 

considered clinically relevant if values fell outside the normal range or were determined to be 

significant by our expert panel. If results were available for different time points, data from all time 

points were extracted. 

For extraction of the data from the study by Mortier et al. [16], NS replaced HVR since HVR was one of 

the co-authors of the study. TD and NS were not involved in this study. 

Where possible, the authors of the included studies were contacted via e-mail to obtain missing 

information or data. 

 

Risk of bias and Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, 

Development and Evaluation (GRADE) assessment 

For each study, the risk of bias was assessed by two reviewers independently (HVR and TD, or, for the 

study by Mortier et al. [16], NS and TD) using the Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, 

Development and Evaluation (GRADE) key criteria (Appendix C) [17]. Limitations that may result in bias 

according to the GRADE approach include ‘inappropriate eligibility criteria’, ‘inappropriate methods for 

exposure variables’, ‘not controlling for confounding’, ‘incomplete or inadequate follow-up’, and ‘other 

limitations’ in case of observational studies. For experimental studies, these include 'lack of 

randomization' and ‘lack of allocation concealment’, ‘lack of blinding’, ‘incomplete accounting of 

outcome events’, ‘selective outcome reporting’, and ‘other limitations’ [18]. Discrepancies between 

reviewers were resolved through discussion. 

Next, the GRADE approach was used to assess the overall certainty of the body of evidence as ‘high’, 

‘moderate’, ‘low’ or ‘very low’. Experimental studies receive an initial grade of ‘high’ and can be 

downgraded based on the risk of bias, imprecision, inconsistency, indirectness, and publication (i.e. 

non-reporting) bias. Observational studies receive an initial grade of ‘low’ and can be downgraded 

based on the risk of bias, imprecision, inconsistency, indirectness, and publication (i.e. non-reporting) 

bias, or upgraded based on large effect, dose–response gradient, and plausible confounding [19]. 

 

Data synthesis 

Meta-analyses could not be conducted since no studies were sufficiently comparable in intervention 

and outcomes. Statistical synthesis of these results was deemed inappropriate, and no statements 
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about the consistency of effects across studies or outcomes were made to avoid unintentional vote 

counting [20]. Summarizing conclusions were formulated according to the certainty of the evidence, 

which is reflected in the wording of the statements [21, 22]. 

 

 

Deviations from the initial protocol 

The PICO question specified in the protocol has been adapted from "Does frequent plasmapheresis (I) 

affect the safety or health (O) of plasma donors (P)?" to "What is the impact of plasmapheresis 

frequency (I) on the safety or health (O) of healthy donors (P)?" to clarify the fact that only studies 

comparing different, specified donation frequencies or comparing a specified donation frequency to a 

no-donation control group were eligible for inclusion. The intention of the review and inclusion criteria 

have remained unchanged. 

Contrary to what was written in the protocol, we did not include studies comparing first-time 

plasmapheresis donors with repeat donors since we decided that this comparison would not allow us 

to investigate the effect of donation frequency.

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

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted March 6, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.05.24303709doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.05.24303709
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Results 

 

Search results 

For the initial scoping review [5], 17810 records were identified from databases and registers. After 

removal of duplicates, 7209 records were screened, resulting in the inclusion of 97 papers and 

registrations. An additional five records were identified through reference lists of narrative reviews. 

Among the 102 records included in the scoping review (94 research articles, one study protocol and 

seven registrations), five articles and one ongoing experimental study were eligible for inclusion in the 

current systematic review. The updated search identified an additional 2124 hits (1351 after the 

removal of duplicates), leading to the inclusion of one additional study. Published studies that met the 

inclusion criteria described above, were withheld for data extraction. A total of six studies were thus 

included in the review and one ongoing experimental study was labelled as 'awaiting classification'. 

Figure 1 shows the detailed flow diagrams with the number of records at each step of the study 

selection process for both the initial scoping review and the current systematic review. 

 

Characteristics of included studies 

Of the six included studies, two studies were conducted in Croatia [23, 24], two in the US [25, 26], one 

in Canada [27], and one in Belgium [16]. The studies comprised four observational [23-26], and two 

experimental studies [16, 27]. In addition, we found one registration of a randomized controlled trial 

(RCT) that will be conducted in Norway [28] (Table 1). The included studies were mostly older, with one 

study conducted in the early 1970s [26], two in the early 1980s [23, 24], one in the early 1990s [27], one 

in the early 2010s [25] and only one very recent paper [16]. For an overview of the study 

characteristics, see Table 1. 

For the two experimental studies, the donor population consisted of currently active plasma donors 

(except for one first-time donor in the study by Mortier et al.) [16, 27]. One of the observational studies 

involved either new donors or donors who had not donated for at least six months [25], one included 

students with unspecified donation histories [24], one involved prisoners that had been donating for 

less than one your, for one to two years, or for more than two years [26], and one study involved both 

first-time and repeat donors [23]. Four of the six studies exclusively included male donors, one study 

included 61% males [25], and the sixth study had a population that was 77-81% male [27]. 

Among the four included observational studies, there were two studies originating from the same 

research group that compared donors undergoing plasmapheresis at a frequency of three times per 

two weeks with weekly (or less frequent) plasmapheresis [23, 24]. One study compared three different 

intervals between subsequent plasma donations over a period of 16 weeks: two to four days, five to 

nine days, and ten days or more [25]. One study compared the effects of two plasma donations a week 

for one year or less, for one to two years, or for more than two years with no plasmapheresis [26]. The 

two experimental studies comprised one study comparing weekly plasmapheresis with plasmapheresis 

every 14 days for six months [27], and one study comparing four different conditions: a monthly sham 

plasmapheresis procedure, monthly plasmapheresis, plasmapheresis three times a month and 

plasmapheresis twice a week for 12 weeks [16]. 

The Norwegian RCT registration is set to assess the effects of plasmapheresis three times per two 

weeks versus every two weeks (versus whole blood donation every three months) during 16 weeks in 

male donors [28]. 

Only one study reported on the occurrence of adverse events, our primary outcome, in groups of 

plasma donors donating at different frequencies. The authors distinguished haematoma, vasovagal 

reactions, anaemia (defined as a haemoglobin level below 135 g/l), and 'other' adverse events [16].  
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The following outcomes relating to cardiovascular health were assessed in the included studies: 

change in low-density lipoprotein (LDL), high-density lipoprotein (HDL) or total cholesterol [25], 

glycemia [16], insulinemia [16], glycated haemoglobin (HbA1C) [16], total cholesterol [16], systolic 

blood pressure [16], diastolic blood pressure [16], body mass [16], body mass index (BMI) [16], bone 

mineral content [16], fat mass [16], fat-free mass [16], fat-free mass + bone mineral content [16], fat 

percentage [16], lactate during cycling at 190 W [16], lactate after cycling [16], maximum heart rate 

[16], maximal ventilation [16], peak oxygen consumption [16], and oxygen pulse [16]. 

Levels of the following proteins were measured: total serum protein [24, 27], IgG [16, 24, 26, 27], IgA 

[16, 24, 26, 27], IgM [16, 24, 26, 27], albumin [16, 24, 26], (alpha 1 or 2, beta and gamma) globulins [23, 

24, 26], alpha-1-antitrypsin [23, 24], alpha-2-macroglobulin [23, 24], anti-thrombin III [23, 24], 

plasminogen [23, 24], fibrinogen [23, 24], factor V [23], transferrin [26], ceruloplasmin [26], haptoglobin 

[26], factor VIII [23], alkaline phosphatase [24], glutamic oxaloacetic transaminase (GOT) [24], glutamic-

pyruvic transaminase (GPT) [24], haemoglobin [16], ferritin [16], C-reactive protein (CRP) [16], and 

creatine kinase [16]. 

The Norwegian RCT registration is set to investigate total protein, IgG, other plasma proteins, and 

inflammation markers [28]. 

 

Risk of bias of included studies and GRADE assessment 

Experimental studies 

The two experimental studies both had very small sample sizes. The study by Mortier et al. [16] 

performed a sample size calculation for the outcome total serum protein only and used a sample size 

that corresponded to this calculated optimal information size.  

Both studies suffered from several limitations in study design (Figure 2 & Appendix C). The study by 

Ciszewski et al. [27] did not randomly allocate donors to the intervention groups. Although 

participants in the study by Mortier et al. [16] did not know whether they were in the intervention or 

sham group, they did of course know the frequency at which they came to the centre. Neither study 

mentioned blinding of personnel and outcome assessors. Both experimental studies suffered from 

limited compliance with the plasma donor regimen. Dropout rates differed across groups for both 

studies and neither study included the data of dropouts in their statistical analyses. The study by 

Ciszewski et al. [27] failed to provide detailed information on differences in adverse events and 

albumin levels between groups. Another limitation in both studies is that all (but one) donors were 

known donors, which may result in the selection of a population better able to cope with potential side 

effects of plasmapheresis. 

Overall, the body of evidence for the experimental studies was downgraded by one for limitations in 

study design. In addition, evidence was downgraded by one for imprecision, given the limited sample 

sizes. Results were not downgraded for indirectness, even if the generalizability of the studies, 

comprising active, relatively young and (predominantly) male donors, is unsure. This resulted in the 

classification of the certainty of evidence as "low" for the experimental studies (Appendix C). 

 

Observational studies 

All included observational studies had small sample sizes and none performed a sample size 

calculation. The observational studies lacked controlling for confounding (except for one [25]), suffered 

from high dropout rates (except one study [26], but this might have been a retrospective study), failed 

to mention clear inclusion criteria [23, 24, 26], neglected donors with low protein levels [24], did not 
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mention the donation history of donors [23, 24], or did not specify when outcomes were assessed 

exactly [24, 26]. 

The observational evidence was thus downgraded by one for study limitations (Figure 3) and by one 

for imprecision due to limited sample sizes. The evidence was not downgraded for indirectness, even if 

external validity may have been limited because the papers were mostly old, and predominantly used 

young male students or prisoners. This resulted in the classification of the certainty of evidence as 

"very low" for the observational studies (Appendix C). 

 

Synthesis of results 

Results were split according to the plasma donation frequencies under study into five different 

comparisons: (1) plasmapheresis twice per week versus three times per month versus once per month 

versus placebo [16], (2) weekly plasmapheresis versus plasmapheresis every two weeks [27], (3) three 

plasma donations per two weeks versus (less than) one per week [24, 29], (4) plasmapheresis twice per 

week versus no plasmapheresis for more than two years, one to two years, or one year or less [26], and 

(5) plasmapheresis intervals of 2-4 days versus 5-9 days versus 10 days or more [25]. Detailed 

summaries of the results for the five individual comparisons can be found in Appendix D. 

 

Plasmapheresis twice per week (n=16) versus three times per month  

(n=16) versus once per month (n=16) versus placebo (n=15): one 

study, 63 participants (Mortier, 2023) 

Primary outcomes 

Adverse events 

The RCT by Mortier et al. [16] was the only included study to investigate the effect of plasmapheresis 

frequency on adverse event occurrence. No adverse events were recorded in donors undergoing sham 

or monthly plasmapheresis. Five haematomas in total were present in donors who donated three times 

a month (three events in three donors, adverse event rate: 1.08/50 donations) or two times a week 

(two events in one donor, adverse event rate: 0.28/50 donations). A total of five vasovagal reactions 

were reported: one in a donor who donated three times a month (adverse event rate: 0.36/50 

donations) and four in three donors who donated two times a week (adverse event rate: 0.57/50 

donations). Five anaemia events, defined as a haemoglobin level below 135 g/l, were detected in four 

of the donors who donated twice a week (adverse event rate: 0.71/50 donations). No other (major) 

events were reported. 

 

Secondary outcomes 

Cardiovascular health 

No statistically significant interaction effect between the donation frequency group and the timepoint 

at which the outcomes were measured (one week before the first donation, 42 days after the first 

donation, or 84 days after the first donation) was found for the following outcomes related to 

cardiovascular health: total cholesterol (p=0.39), insulinemia (p=0.40), systolic (p=0.15) and diastolic 

(p=0.90) blood pressure, body mass (p=0.37), BMI (p=0.33), bone mineral content (p=0.08), fat mass 

(p=0.70), fat-free mass (p=0.76), fat-free mass + bone mineral content (p=0.79), fat percentage 

(p=0.75), lactate at 190W (p=0.92), lactate post-exercise (p=0.88), maximal heart rate (p=0.94), 
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maximal ventilation (p=0.86), peak oxygen consumption (p=0.79), and oxygen pulse (p=0.54) [16]. 

Differences that were not statistically significant, were also not clinically relevant. 

On the other hand, a statistically significant group*time interaction effect was found for glycemia 

(p=0.036) and glycated haemoglobin (HbA1C; p=0.0007). For glycemia, significant differences were 

found for three plasma donations per month (78.6±14.8 mg/dl) compared to one donation per month 

(92.4±22.4 mg/dl; p=0.02) or to placebo (91.4±17.82 mg/dl; p=0.03), and for two plasma donations 

per week (79.9±14.4 mg/dl) compared to one donation per month (92.4±22.4 mg/dl; p=0.03) or to 

placebo (91.4±17.82 mg/dl; p=0.04). For HbA1C, a significant effect was found only between donors 

who made two donations per week (5.1±0.4%) and those who made one donation per month 

(5.3±0.4%; p=0.03). While statistically significant, these effects on HbA1C and on glycemia were not 

considered to be clinically relevant [16]. 

 

Protein levels 

No significant group*time interaction effect was found for C-reactive protein (p=0.95) and creatine 

kinase (p=0.45). A statistically significant group*time interaction effect was found for albumin 

(p<0.0001), haemoglobin (p<0.0001), ferritin (p=0.0014), IgA (p<0.0001), IgG (p<0.0001), and IgM 

(p<0.0001). For IgA and IgM, despite a significant group*time interaction effect, there was no statistical 

significance for any of the pairwise comparisons between the different frequency groups [16]. 

For albumin, a significant reduction was found with two plasma donations per week (40.6±2.4 g/l) in 

comparison with either three donations per month (44.7±3.2 g/l; p<0.0001), one donation per month 

(43.7±2.8 g/l; p=0.001) or with placebo (45.9±2.7 g/l; p<0.0001). In addition, albumin levels were 

significantly lower in participants donating once a month (43.7±2.8 g/l) than in participants who 

underwent a sham donation (45.9±2.7 g/l; p=0.03). However, none of the effects on albumin levels 

were considered to be clinically relevant. 

Donating twice a week significantly reduced haemoglobin levels (13.9±0.8 g/dl) compared to donating 

three times a month (15.0±0.8 g/dl; p=0.001), once a month (14.5±0.8 g/dl; p=0.046), or via a sham 

procedure (15.1±0.77 g/dl; p=0.0001). Again, the effects on haemoglobin levels were not considered 

to be of clinical significance.  

Donating three times a month (31.0±14.8 µg/l ) or twice a week (20.1±10 µg/l) both resulted in a large 

decrease in ferritin levels compared to donating once a month (74.6±66 µg/l; respective p-values: 

p=0.01 and p=0.001) or to a sham procedure (82.7±55.77 µg/l; respective p-values: p=0.003 and 

p=0.0003). Of note, a rinse back with 0.9% NaCl was given after each cycle and at the end of the 

donation procedure, and six samples of 30 ml of whole blood were taken at each donation. 

Donating plasma twice a week (5.73±1.4 g/l) resulted in a large reduction in IgG levels compared to 

donating plasma three times a month (8.43±1.52 g/l; p<0.0001), once a month (8.7±2.2 g/l; p<0.0001) 

or compared to a sham procedure (10.59±1.86 g/l; p<0.0001), bringing IgG levels beneath the lower 

limit of normal of 6 g/l [30]. In addition, IgG was significantly reduced in participants who donated 

plasma three times (8.43±1.52 g/l) or once (8.7±2.2 g/l) per month compared to those who underwent 

a sham procedure (10.59±1.86 g/l; respective p-values: p=0.001 and p=0.005). There was no significant 

difference in IgG levels between participants donating three times a month and those donating on a 

monthly basis (p=0.68) [16]. 

 

Summarized evidence conclusions 

Very high-frequency plasmapheresis (up to twice a week) may result in little to no difference (either no 

effect or a small, unimportant effect) in the levels of albumin, haemoglobin, IgA, IgM, C-reactive 

protein, and creatine kinase compared to less frequent or sham apheresis. While effects on albumin 

and haemoglobin levels may be statistically significant, these were not considered to be clinically 

relevant [16]. 
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Plasmapheresis three times a month or two times a week may result in a large reduction in ferritin 

levels compared to less frequent or sham plasmapheresis. Donating twice a week may even bring 

ferritin levels below the threshold for iron deficiency, which (in women) may lie at 15 µg/l or 25 µg/l 

depending on the source [31]. 

Plasmapheresis twice a week may result in a large reduction of IgG to levels below the lower limit of 6 

g/l [30], compared to less frequent or sham plasmapheresis [16]. 

For factors related to cardiovascular health, it was found that highly frequent plasmapheresis (up to 

twice a week) may result in little to no difference (either no effect or a small, unimportant effect) in 

insulinemia, HbA1C, glycemia, total cholesterol, systolic blood pressure, diastolic blood pressure fat 

percentage, lactate at 190W, lactate post-exercise, maximal heart rate, maximal ventilation, peak 

oxygen consumption, and oxygen pulse, body mass, BMI, bone mineral content, fat mass, fat-free 

mass, and fat-free mass + bone mineral content [16]. 

From the available evidence, a difference in the occurrence of adverse events between different 

frequencies of plasmapheresis could not be demonstrated. 

The evidence is of low certainty and cannot be considered precise due to limited sample sizes. 

 

Weekly plasmapheresis (n=31) versus plasmapheresis every two 

weeks (n=30): one study, 61 participants (Ciszewski, 1993) 

Secondary outcomes 

Protein levels 

Donating weekly did not affect levels of IgG (p=0.12-0.17), IgA (p=0.13-0.70) or IgM (p=0.05-0.53) in 

comparison with donating every two weeks. A small decrease in total serum protein was observed in 

participants donating weekly compared to participants donating once every two weeks at three 

(64.6±2.6 g/l vs 67.9±3.7 g/l; p=0.004) and at six months (66.2±3.0 g/l vs 69.5±3.0 g/l; p=0.002) only, 

but reduces values were within the normal ranges and were therefore not considered to be clinically 

relevant. No significant differences were observed in total serum protein levels after one (p=0.84), two 

(p=0.69), four (p=0.11) or five (p=0.27) months of plasma donation [27]. 
 

Summarized evidence conclusions 

Donating plasma once a week may result in little to no difference in total serum protein, IgG, IgA, or 

IgM levels compared to donating once every two weeks [27]. The evidence is of low certainty and 

cannot be considered precise due to limited sample sizes. 

 

Plasmapheresis three times every two weeks versus (less than) once 

per week: two studies, total number of participants unclear 

(Grgicevic, 1980&1983) 

Secondary outcomes 

Protein levels 

No significant differences were observed for total serum protein (p=0.82), IgG (p=0.45), IgA (p=0.90), 

IgM (p=0.65), albumin (p=0.88-0.94), alpha-1&2, beta(-1), or gamma globulins (p=0.20-0.93), alpha-1-
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antitrypsin (p=0.16-0.97), alpha-2-macroglobulin (p=0.09-0.98), anti-thrombin III (p=0.07-0.98), 

fibrinogen (p=0.26-1.00), factor VIII (p=0.13-0.96), alkaline phosphatase (p=0.19), GOT (p=0.92), or 

GPT (p=0.96) between participants donating three times per two weeks in comparison with 

participants who donated once per week (or less) [23, 24]. For plasminogen, a significant difference 

was observed between both groups after seven donations (79.10±22.62% vs 96.56±12.60%; p=0.01), 

but not after one (p=0.97), 15 (p=0.63), 35 (p=0.73), 75 (p=0.22) or more than 100 donations (p=0.47) 

[23]. For factor V, significant differences were observed after 7 (0.87±0.07 vs 0.93±0.07 u/l x 103; 

p=0.04), 15 (0.80±0.01 vs 0.88±0.11 u/l x 103; p=0.03) and 75 donations (0.91±0.11 vs 0.84±0.11 u/l x 

103; p=0.03). After seven and 15 sessions, levels were lower for donors donating three times every two 

weeks compared with donors donating (less than) once a week, but after 75 donations the opposite 

was observed [23]. These differences were not considered to be clinically meaningful. 

 

Summarized evidence conclusions 

The evidence is very uncertain about the effect of plasmapheresis three times every two weeks 

compared to weekly plasmapheresis on the levels of total protein, IgG, IgA, IgM, albumin, globulins 

(alpha-1&2, beta(-1), gamma), alpha-1-antitrypsin, alpha-2-macroglobulin, anti-thrombin III, 

plasminogen, fibrinogen, factor V, factor VIII, alkaline phosphatase, GOT, and GPT [23, 24].  

The evidence is of very low certainty and results cannot be considered precise due to limited sample 

sizes. 

 

Plasmapheresis twice per week versus no plasmapheresis (n=27) for 

more than two years (n=23), one to two years (n=24), or one year or 

less (n=23): one study, 97 participants (Salvaggio, 1971) 

Secondary outcomes 

Protein levels 

No effects were observed on the levels of ceruloplasmin (p=0.35-1.00) and haptoglobin (p=0.13-0.54). 

Levels of IgG, IgA, IgM, albumin and B1-globulin were significantly lower in plasma donors donating 

twice a week for either less than one year, between one and two years, or for more than two years 

than in non-donors.  

For IgG, average levels were 8.60±1.83 g/l for donors donating for more than two years (p<0.00001), 

7.32±1.87 g/l for donors donating for one to two years (p<0.00001), and 7.67±1.55 for donors 

donating for less than one year (p<0.00001), compared to 11.80±2.92 g/l in non-donors. In addition, 

donors who had been donating for over two years had slightly lower IgG levels than donors who had 

been donating for one to two years (p=0.02), but this difference was not considered to be clinically 

meaningful [26]. Furthermore, the number of participants with IgG levels below the lower limits of the 

normal range (determined in comparison with groups without plasmapheresis (normal Louisiana 

prisoners) and Behring values (healthy European civilians)) was significantly higher in donors donating 

for more than two years (11/23; p=0.01), for one to two years (16/24; p=0.002), or for less than one 

year (15/23; p=0.003) than in non-donors (2/25). 

For IgA, average levels were 1.32±0.27 g/l for donors donating for more than two years (p=0.01), 

1.20±0.32 g/l for donors donating for one to two years (p=0.002), and 1.28±0.43 g/l for donors 

donating for less than one year (p=0.01), compared to 1.78±0.89 g/l in non-donors. In addition, the 

number of participants with IgA levels below the lower limits of the normal range was significantly 

higher in donors donating for one to two years (14/24; p=0.01), or for less than one year (13/23; 

p=0.02), than in non-donors (5/25). There was no statistically significant difference in the number of 

participants with low IgA levels between donors donating for more than two years (10/23) and non-
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donors (5/25; p=0.10). 

For IgM, average levels were 0.75±0.33 g/l for donors donating for more than two years (p=0.0007), 

0.88±0.46 g/l for donors donating for one to two years (p=0.03), and 0.71±0.18 g/l for donors 

donating for less than one year (p<0.0001), compared to 1.20±0.59 g/l in non-donors. In addition, the 

number of participants with IgM levels below the lower limits of the normal range was significantly 

higher in donors donating for more than two years (17/23; p=0.003), for one to two years (14/24; 

p=0.02), or for less than one year (17/23; p=0.003), than in non-donors (6/25). 

For albumin, average levels were 26.17±2.32 g/l for donors donating for more than two years 

(p<0.00001), 25.74±3.80 g/l for donors donating for one to two years (p<0.00001), and 27.73±3.23 for 

donors donating for less than one year (p=0.0001), compared to 31.99±4.57g/l in non-donors.  

For B1-globulin, average levels were 0.65±0.16 mg% for donors donating for more than two years 

(p<0.0001), 0.64±0.13 mg% for donors donating for one to two years (p<0.00001), and 0.70±0.14 

mg% for donors donating for less than one year (p=0.002), compared to 0.83±0.16 mg% in non-

donors. 

For transferrin, levels were significantly decreased only in donors donating for less than one year 

(170±21 mg/dl) compared to non-donors (193±46 mg/dl; p=0.02), but not in donors donating for one 

to two (p=0.13) or more than two years (p=0.09) [26]. 

 

Summarized evidence conclusions 

The evidence is very uncertain about the effect of donating plasma twice a week compared to not 

donating plasma on the levels of transferrin, ceruloplasmin, and haptoglobin. Donating plasma twice a 

week may reduce levels of IgG, IgA, IgM, albumin, and B1-globulin compared to not donating plasma, 

but the effects may not be clinically meaningful and the evidence is very uncertain. Donating plasma 

twice a week may increase the number of donors with IgG, IgA, and IgM levels below the lower limit of 

normal, but the evidence is very uncertain [26]. Results cannot be considered precise due to limited 

sample sizes. 

 

Interval between plasma donations of 2-4 days versus 5-9 days 

versus 10 days or more: one study, 663 participants (Rosa-Bray, 

2013) 

Primary outcomes 

Adverse events 

The study by Rosa-Bray only reported on the total number of adverse events (14, including eight mild 

and six moderate) across all participants across the three different frequency groups, but did not 

provide separate data for different frequency groups [25]. These data were therefore not extracted. 

 

Secondary outcomes 

Cardiovascular health 

Total cholesterol was lower (larger decrease or smaller increase) for participants donating at a 

frequency of 2-4 days between donations (between -46.6±5.2 and -5±1.1) compared to those 

donating every 5-9 days (between -32±5 and +6.9±1.5; p≤0.00001-0.0002) or ≥ 10 days (between -

20.8±5.1 and +7.8±1; p<0.00001 for all subgroups), and for 5-9 days compared to ≥ 10 days 

(p≤0.00001-0.0004) between donations, for both males and females with high (≥240), higher than 
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desired (200-239), or acceptable (<200) baseline cholesterol levels. Significance was only not reached 

for the comparison between 5-9 days and ≥10 days in males with high baseline cholesterol levels 

(p=0.12).  

LDL cholesterol was lower for participants donating at a frequency of 2-4 days between donations 

(between -35.3±5 and -1.9±0.6) compared to those donating every 5-9 days (between -20.8±4.8 and 

+5.4±1; p≤0.00001-0.0001) or ≥ 10 days (between -25.6±5  and +6.8±1.2; p≤0.00001-0.004), and for 

5-9 days compared to ≥ 10 days between donations (p≤0.00001-0.0006), for both males and females 

with high (≥160), higher than desired (130-159), or acceptable (<130) baseline LDL cholesterol levels. 

Significance was only not reached for the comparison between 5-9 days and ≥10 days in males 

(p=0.53) and females (p=0.11) with high baseline LDL cholesterol levels.  

HDL cholesterol was lower for participants donating at a frequency of 2-4 days between donations 

(between -10.8±1.5 and 0±0.7) compared to those donating every 5-9 days (between -6.7±1.5 and 

+4.7±0.8; p≤0.00001-0.01) or ≥ 10 days (between -4±1.5 and +4.9±0.5; p<0.00001 for all 

comparisons), and for 5-9 days compared to ≥ 10 days between donations (p≤0.00001-0.0008), for 

both males and females with low (<40), average (4-60 for males, 5-60 for females), or optimal (>60) 

HDL baseline cholesterol levels. Significance was only not reached for the comparison between 5-9 

days and ≥10 days in males with low (p=0.25) or average (p=1.00) baseline HDL cholesterol levels [25]. 

 

Summarized evidence conclusions 

Donating every 2-4 days, compared to donating every 5-9 days or every 10 days or less, or donating 

every 5-9 days compared to donating every 10 days or less, may reduce levels of total, LDL and HDL 

cholesterol [25]. The evidence is of very low certainty and cannot be considered precise due to limited 

sample sizes. 
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Discussion 

 

This paper is the first systematic review to study the effect of plasmapheresis frequency on donor 

health and safety, including appraisal of the certainty of all available evidence using the internationally 

recognized GRADE approach. We retrieved six eligible studies, including two experimental and four 

observational studies. We found limited evidence indicating that three plasmapheresis procedures per 

month or more may result in a clinically relevant reduction in ferritin. Twice-weekly plasmapheresis 

may even bring ferritin levels below the threshold for iron deficiency, which (in women) may lie at 15 

µg/l or 25 µg/l depending on the source [31]. In addition, plasmapheresis twice a week may result in a 

clinically relevant reduction of IgG to levels below the lower threshold of normal of 6 g/l [30]. No 

(clinically relevant) effects could be demonstrated for any of the other outcomes. Although the primary 

outcome of interest of this review was the occurrence of adverse events, only one study with very small 

sample sizes provided information on adverse event rates in different donation frequency groups [16]. 

Since all evidence was of low to very low certainty, further research is very likely to have an important 

impact on the effect estimates. 

The observation that twice-weekly plasmapheresis may bring IgG levels below 6 g/l stands out among 

the results. Previous cohort studies [32, 33] have also indicated a potentially significant depletion of 

IgG with high-frequency plasmapheresis. The authors of the Study on Intensive Plasmapheresis (SIPLA) 

conducted in Germany concluded that long-term intensive donor plasmapheresis is safe, although 

12.4% of experienced donors were excluded due to low (<5.8 g/l) IgG levels [33]. A follow-up study, 

including both first-time and experienced donors, showed that IgG levels fell below the 6 g/l limit in 

27.1% of donors who made an average of 29.8 (±24.8) donations (over an unclear period of time), 

again not preventing the authors from concluding that the investigated plasmapheresis frequency was 

safe [34]. Similarly, although not necessarily related to IgG levels, the authors of a recent study 

concluded that high-frequency plasmapheresis is safe, despite the observation that 45.5% of ceased 

donors reported health issues or concerns potentially related to plasmapheresis, arguing that it was 

not the most often reported reason to cease donating [35]. The health consequences of hypo-IgG in 

plasma donors remain to be elucidated (e.g. [36, 37]) and is unclear whether (acute) hypo-IgG leads to 

an increased infection risk in this population [6]. Future prospective cohort studies and randomized 

controlled trials should be initiated to examine the health consequences of hypo-IgG levels. In the 

meantime, we argue for a precautionary principle, prioritizing donor safety until more scientific 

evidence is available [38]. 

A limitation of the evidence body is that four of the six included studies were observational studies of 

very low certainty, which are subject to the so-called healthy donor effect, i.e. the observation that 

donors are healthier than the average population since they have to meet strict eligibility criteria [39]. 

Subsequently, through multiple donations, there is a selection of donors who can withstand frequent 

donations. The higher the donation frequency, the stronger the healthy donor effect may be. This 

phenomenon may conceal deleterious effects, especially if donors who cease donating are not 

followed up. To mitigate this bias, RCTs and studies taking donors' pre-existing health status into 

account are recommended [39]. 

In addition, generalization of the results is further limited by the lack of results in women. Four of the 

six included studies, in addition to the ongoing RCT, had an entirely male donor population, and 

another included study had a population that was 77-81% male [27]. The only study that included 39% 

females [25], exclusively investigated cholesterol levels. 

Notably, this review identified only two published experimental studies, including just one RCT, as well 

as one ongoing Norwegian RCT assessing the effects of different plasmapheresis frequencies [28]. To 

assess long-term effects, well-conducted prospective cohort studies providing real-world data should 

ideally be combined with long RCTs. Studies such as that performed by Di Angelantonio et al. (2007) 

on whole blood donors [40] show that large RCTs are feasible, although keeping donors committed to 
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donating plasma twice a week for a prolonged period of time may be highly challenging. To facilitate 

the set-up of these studies and ensure comparable big data sets across different countries, we also 

recommend obliging the implementation of a register for standardized haemovigilance data within 

Europe [38]. 

Strict monitoring and deferral of donors with, for example, low IgG levels may play an important role in 

preventing harmful effects for the donor. On the other hand, existing deferral practices may also result 

in the underestimation of the side effects of plasmapheresis. The European Directorate for the Quality 

of Medicines & HealthCare (EDQM) recommends measuring IgG every 26 donations and at least yearly 

[30], but this may not be frequent enough to pick up on fast-occurring drops in IgG levels. 

Furthermore, the EDQM suggests using tests to assess iron status, such as ferritin, to prevent iron 

depletion in donors [30]. In addition to screening active donors, it is important to follow up on donors 

after they are deferred for low protein levels, to study recovery and the likelihood of their return as 

donors. Examining dropout rates and reasons and following up on lost donors will help to better 

understand the impact of frequent plasmapheresis. The follow-up period in the study by Mortier [16] 

was limited to three months, so it is unclear how protein levels evolved afterward. A lot of value may 

lie in long-term monitoring of donor health through databases and health registers (cf. [41]). Future 

research should generate evidence to inform optimal IgG algorithms and test intervals, which is 

currently lacking [38]. In addition, in frequent donors, it may be important to limit the loss of red blood 

cells, and consequently of iron and ferritin, by rinsing back at the end of the procedure and limiting 

whole blood sampling for test purposes to a minimum [16, 30]. 

We did not include studies that compared the health of first-time or new donors to that of repeat 

donors [42, 43] or investigated health effects in donors with different cumulative numbers of plasma 

donations [44, 45]. We did, however, identify these studies systematically in the framework of our 

scoping review [5]. Several retrospective studies found no effect of the number of donations made in 

the previous 12 months on iron levels, protein levels, immunity markers, red cell and iron metabolism, 

cardiovascular risk, or risk of (osteoporotic) fractures [41, 46, 47]. One of these studies did find that 

donors who made an average of 16 to 55 donations (depending on the group) in the previous 12 

months had significantly lower total serum protein, albumin, and IgG levels than non-donors [47]. Such 

retrospective studies are subject to several limitations, including the healthy donor effect and missing 

data. Even if the number of donations over a certain period reported in some of these studies may 

allow calculating an average donation frequency, it is impossible to differentiate, for example, donors 

who donated at a very high frequency for only a short period of time from donors who donated at a 

low frequency for the whole study period based on this information. Although these studies may also 

contain relevant information for refining the regulatory framework surrounding plasmapheresis, they 

did not directly address the current research question and were thus not included in this review. The 

studies that were included explicitly aimed to compare different donation frequencies, despite 

potential imperfect adherence to the donation regimens. 

In conclusion, although the precise effects of high-frequency plasmapheresis on donor health remain 

to be elucidated, the current evidence shows that it may significantly affect donor IgG and ferritin 

levels. In addition, it is important to underscore the lack of robust evidence supporting the safety of 

such frequent plasma donation. Pending additional high-quality prospective and experimental studies, 

a sustainable increase in plasma donation may better rely on a large number of voluntary donors 

donating at a lower frequency than on a low number of donors donating at a high frequency. Based 

on the limited scientific evidence available today, we recommend a maximum of two plasma donations 

per month, pending sufficient evidence confirming the safety of higher donation frequencies. This 

recommendation stems from the precautionary principle, prioritizing donor safety until more 

information is available [38]. 
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Figure 1: PRISMA study selection flow diagrams for the scoping review (a) and update for the systematic 

review (b). 
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Figure 2: Review authors' judgments on the risk of bias for the two included experimental studies, based 

on the GRADE criteria. Risk of bias is presented per item, either as percentages across all included studies 

(a) or separately for each included study (b). 
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Figure 3: Review authors' judgments on the risk of bias for the four included observational studies, based 

on the GRADE criteria. Risk of bias is presented per item, either as percentages across all included studies 

(a) or separately for each included study (b). 
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Table 1: Characteristics of included studies 

Study information Population Intervention  Comparator 

Author, 

Year, 

Country 

Study 

sponsor 

Financial 

disclosures 

of the co-

authors 

Study design 

Ciszewski, 

1993, 

Canada 

No 

information 

No 

information 

Experimental: 

Non-

randomized 

controlled 

trial 

61 currently active, voluntary plasmapheresis 

donors were divided into two groups: 

- Weekly plasmapheresis (n=31, 25 males 

(81%), 41.5±7.7 years, 86.5±16.8 kg) 

- Plasmapheresis every two weeks (n=30, 23 

males (77%), 40.1±9.5 years, 81.6±14.1 kg) 

Donors with protein levels close to the lower 

border of accepted limits (not specified) were 

excluded. 

Data from the whole blood donor group was 

excluded (cf. eligibility criteria) 

Weekly plasma 

programme 

- Frequency: 

weekly 

- Volume (per 

donation): 500mL 

(<80kg) or 

600mL (>80kg) 

- Duration: 6 

months 

Plasma collections 

were carried out 

using Haemonetic’s 

Plasma Collection 

System machines 

according to the 

manufacturer’s 

manual and The 

Canadian Red Cross 

Society Standard 

Operating 

Procedures 

Bi-weekly plasma 

programme 

- Frequency: 14-

day intervals (or 

longer) 

- Volume (per 

donation): 500mL 

(<80kg) or 

600mL (>80kg) 

- Duration: 6 

months 

Plasma collections 

were carried out 

using Haemonetic’s 

Plasma Collection 

System machines 

according to the 

manufacturer’s 

manual and The 

Canadian Red Cross 

Society Standard 

Operating 

Procedures 
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Grgicevic, 

1980, 

Croatia 

No 

information 

No 

information 

Observational: 

Cohort study 

67 male students from the University of Zagreb, 

who met the national criteria for blood donors, 

were divided into two groups: 

- Plasma donation three times in two weeks 

(n=34, 100% males, no information on 

age/weight) 

- Plasma donation once per week (n=33, 100% 

males, no information on age/weight)  

Donors were excluded if the interval between 2 

sessions was >2 weeks 

Donors with repeated low values of total proteins 

or change in the electrophoresis of proteins were 

rejected  

Donors in each of these two groups were further 

divided into subgroups according to the number 

of plasmapheresis sessions they had undergone: 

7, 15, 35, 75, >100 

The whole blood donor group was not included in 

our analysis (cf. eligibility criteria) 

Plasma donation 

three times in two 

weeks (mean weekly 

volume of plasma: 

673.3±118.2 mL, 

duration: 124 weeks) 

No information was 

given on the plasma 

collection procedure 

Plasma donation 

once per week (mean 

weekly volume of 

plasma: 411.2±66.8 

mL, duration: 177 

weeks)  

No information was 

given on the plasma 

collection procedure 

Grgicevic, 

1983, 

Croatia 

No 

information 

No 

information 

Observational: 

Cohort study 

Male donors (either first-time (22.1±3.2 years, 

72.2±6.5 kg) or repeat donors (23.1±4.4 years, 

73.9±7.8 kg)) participating in the 

hyperimmunization program were immunized 

with tetanus vaccine, were subjected to serial, 

double plasmapheresis and were divided into two 

groups: 

- Plasma donation three times in two weeks 

(n=38, age and weight unclear, 100% males) 

- Plasma donation once per week (n=38, age and 

weight unclear, 100% males)  

Plasma donation 

three times in two 

weeks (mean volume 

per plasmapheresis 

session: 514 +/- 14.7 

ml, mean weekly 

volume of plasma: 

653 mL, duration: 

unclear) 

No further 

information was 

Plasma donation less 

than once per week 

(mean volume per 

plasmapheresis 

session: 514 +/- 14.7 

ml, mean weekly 

volume of plasma: 

375 mL, duration: 

unclear)  
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Donors in each of these two groups were further 

divided into subgroups according to the number 

of plasmapheresis sessions they had undergone: 

7, 15, 35, 75, >100  

The whole blood donor group was not included in 

our analysis (cf. eligibility criteria) 

given on the plasma 

collection procedure 

No further 

information was 

given on the plasma 

collection procedure 

Mortier, 

2023, 

Belgium 

The study 

was funded 

by the 

Science 

Foundation 

of the 

Belgian 

Red Cross. 

None 

reported 

Experimental: 

Randomized 

controlled 

trial 

63 male volunteer plasmapheresis donors at 2 

different Red Cross Centers were divided into four 

groups: 

- Placebo (n=15) 

- Low-frequency group (n=16) 

- High-frequency group (n=16) 

- Very high-frequency group (n=16) 

Potential study participants were either new 

plasmapheresis donors (n=1 (LF group)) or 

previous donors who had not donated for at least 

2 weeks 

Inclusion criteria: male, age 18-50 y, BMI 20-28, no 

contraindication to perform maximal intensity 

exercise assessed by the physical activity readiness 

questionnaire (PAR-Q)  

Subjects were asked to maintain their habitual 

lifestyle, i.e., physical activity and diet 

- Placebo group (P): underwent a placebo 

donation at the same frequency as LF 

(1x/month) 

- Low-frequency group (LF): 1 plasma 

donation per month 

- High-frequency group (HF): 3 plasma 

donations per month 

- Very high-frequency group (VHF): 2 plasma 

donations per week 

One week after blood sampling and exercise 

pre-testing (D0 or Visit 1), participants 

reported to the Red Cross Center in Leuven 

or Mechelen (Belgium). They underwent a 

plasma donation of maximum 650 mL 

(exclusive of anticoagulant) according to the 

Belgian Law of 01/02/2005, without 

exceeding 20% of total body volume during 

or 16% of total body volume at the end of 

the plasma donation (donation group), or 

had a similar sensation of undergoing a 

plasma donation (P group), by infusing NaCl 

0.9% using a NexSys PCS device 

(Haemonetics). During each donation or 

simulation of donation, the punctured arm 

was shielded, and subjects were listening to 
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music through a headset. According to our 

standard operating procedures, a rinse back 

with NaCl 0.9% (34 or 50 mL) was given after 

each cycle and at the end of the 

plasmapheresis procedure. In total, a volume 

of 30 mL of whole blood (six samples) was 

collected at each donation. 

Rosa-

Bray, 

2013, 

USA 

Grant from 

the Jose 

Antonio 

Grifols-

Lucas 

Foundation 

No 

information 

Observational: 

Cohort study 

663 plasma donors from 9 plasma donation 

centres throughout the US (either new 

plasmapheresis donors or previous donors who 

had not donated for at least 6 months) were 

asked to donate at least once weekly for 16 

weeks. The plasma donation frequency permitted 

by the FDA (twice in 7 days) was allowed, for a 

possible maximum of 32 study donations. Plasma 

donors were divided into three groups based on 

plasma donation frequency: 2-4 days, 5-9 days or 

≥10 days between donations 

Females (n=256): 

- Age (between 18-69 years): 38.7% 18-24; 31.6% 

25-34; 17.2% 35-44; 12.5% ≥45 

- Weight (kga): 68% <91; 23.4% 91-113; 5.5% 113-

136; 3.1% ≥136 

Males (n=407; 61%): 

- Age (between 18-69 years): 40.3% 18-24; 33.7% 

25-34; 14.5% 35-44; 11.5% ≥45 

- Weight (kga): 62.2% <91; 25.5% 91-113; 8.6% 

113-136; 3.7% ≥136 

Total number of donations: 

- Females: 53.1% 2-10; 25.8% 11-20; 21.1% 21-32 

- Males: 39.3% 2-10; 25.1% 11-20; 35.6% 21-32 

Time (in days) between donations: 2-4 days 

versus 5-9 days versus ≥10 days 

Plasmapheresis procedures were identical to 

standard donor centre procedures with the 

exception that a 5-ml nonfasting blood 

sample was obtained just prior to the 

initiation of plasmapheresis. Following US 

guidelines, the volume of plasma collected 

(690, 825 or 880 ml after citrate) was 

determined by the donor’s weight. 
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Inclusion criteria: Donors met all routine plasma 

industry standards for weight (‡110 pounds), 

blood pressure, pulse, temperature, haematocrit 

and total protein, passed a physical examination 

and provided a detailed medical history. 

Participants were required to have negative 

serological and nucleic acid testing (NAT) for HIV, 

hepatitis B and hepatitis C, negative hepatitis A 

(NAT), parvovirus B19 (NAT) and rapid plasma 

reagin, and normal baseline serum protein 

electrophoresis, alanine amino transferase (ALT), 

urine glucose and urine protein; no cholesterol-

lowering medication 

Salvaggio, 

1971, 

USA 

Supported 

by 

Louisiana 

State 

Contract 

Number 

450-99-

7769 and 

NIH 

Research 

Grant No. 

AI-00297 

No 

information 

Observational: 

Cohort study 

95 male prisoner volunteers (39% Caucasian, 61% 

African-American) confined to the Louisiana State 

Penitentiary at Angola, and the Louisiana 

Correctional and Industrial School were divided 

into four groups: 

- Normal prisoners with no evidence of overt 

disease or recent infection that did not undergo 

plasmapheresis (n=25-27, 23 years (range 17-29)) 

- Prisoners subjected to plasmapheresis twice a 

week for 1 year or less (n=23, 29 years (range 21-

42))  

- Prisoners subjected to plasmapheresis twice a 

week for 1-2 years (n=24, 28 years (range 18-49)) 

- Prisoners subjected to plasmapheresis twice a 

week for >2 years (n=23, 30 years (range 19-46)) 

Plasmapheresis twice 

a week (800 mL per 

donation, 1600 mL 

per week) for >2 

years 

Plasmapheresis twice 

a week (800 mL per 

donation, 1600 mL 

per week) for 1-2 

years 

Plasmapheresis twice 

a week (800 mL per 

donation, 1600 mL 

per week) for ≤1 year 

No plasmapheresis 

aBody weight was provided in lbs in the paper by Rosa-Bray et al. (2013). To facilitate comparison between studies, this was converted to kg (rounded to the 

nearest integer). 
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