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To the Editor:

SARS-CoV-2 is a novel beta coronavirus of zoonotic origin first identified in Wuhan, China at the
end of 2019, which led to a Public Health Emergency of International Concern between
February 2020 and May 2023. SARS-CoV-2 differs from previous viral threats in showing marked
transmissibility during the asymptomatic/very early symptomatic stage(1) and person-to-
person transmission by both airborne and fomite routes(2). At the beginning of the pandemic,
there was no previous immunity, no known effective antiviral treatment, and no vaccine,

resulting in a global death toll of >6.9 million (https://covid19.who.int/).

Due to the overwhelming number of cases and the significant morbidity and mortality
associated with SARS-CoV-2, reliable prognostic scores are critically important to maximize
survivorship. We noticed that some prognostic scores do not do well when applied away from
their derivation region/population. For example, EI-Solh(3) tested 4 peer-reviewed prognostic
models constructed to predict in-hospital mortality for SARS-CoV-2 patients; proposed by
Chen(4), Shang(5), Yu(6), and Wang(7). All the models examined had significantly worse
validation area under curves (AUCs) than the area under curves of their derivation cohorts. For
example, the AUC of the validation cohort using the model proposed by Chen(4) was at best
0.69 (95% confidence interval [CI] 0.66-0.72) compared to the derivation AUC, which was 0.91
(95% Cl 0.85-0.97). We ran these meta-analyses to identify patterns in biomarker efficacy and

to determine the effect of vaccination and virus variants on biomarker efficacy.
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We searched the PubMed database for the keywords ‘SARS-CoV-2’ in combination with
‘biomarker name’ and ‘mortality’. The period for the first data tranche was set from 01
December 2019 to 30" June 2021. The second search covered 01% December 2019 to 31%

October 2023 and used the following keywords:

a) ‘SARS-CoV-2’ with ‘vaccination’ and ‘biomarker name’

b) ‘SARS-CoV-2’' with ‘variant’” and ‘biomarker name’

¢) ‘Covid19’ with ‘vaccination’ and ‘biomarker name’

d) ‘Covid19’ with ‘variant’ and ‘biomarker name’
All papers reporting mortality data for hospitalized patients swab-positive for SARS-CoV-2 with
a biomarker level within 48h of admission were examined. Ethical approval was obtained from
the Integrated Research Application System (reference 281880) for analysis of the Cambridge
(UK) data. We excluded reports of patients already admitted to intensive care or restricted to
specific groups (e.g. hemodialysis). Mortality (30-day or in-hospital) was used as the endpoint.
This study is registered with PROSPERO (CRD42022366893); and the PRISMA flow diagram is

shown in Fig.1(A). Further information is available at https://covid19.cimr.cam.ac.uk/.

To aggregate the data on age and biomarkers from individual studies, the meta library in R was
used to report overall mean values and 95% confidence intervals and the statistical significance
of differences between mean values in the joint European and North American cohort and the

Asian cohort. This analysis was based on estimates of standard errors for each study, obtained
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by assuming values for individual subjects were normally distributed in each study with a study-
specific mean. In this way, measures of spread (IQR, SD and range) were converted into
estimates of within-study standard deviations. Since the estimates of the study-specific means

exhibited high levels of heterogeneity, a random effects model was fitted(8).

We examined 1,930 articles that were published from the beginning of the SARS-CoV-2
pandemic on 01* December 2019 to 30" June 2021 for the baseline study and 2,758 papers
from 01® December 2019 to 31° October 2023 to obtain vaccination and variant data. The first
phase meta-analyses revealed different patterns in the effectiveness of biomarkers in different
regions of the world (Fig.1B). For example, admission CRP levels were a good prognostic marker
for mortality in Asian countries, with a pooled AUC (area under curve) of 0.83 (95% ClI 0.80-
0.85) from 34 studies, but only an average predictor of mortality in Europe and North America,
with a pooled AUC of 0.67 (95% C1 0.63-0.71, P<0.0001). This also held true for admission D-
dimer and IL-6 levels. This could explain why the prognostic scores proposed for SARS-CoV-2
performed differently in different countries, as the ‘building blocks” underpinning these
prognostic scores have intrinsically different effectiveness in different populations.
Interestingly, troponin and urea levels had universally ‘good’ pooled AUCs. This implies that
end-organ damage at the time of presentation was a key prognostic indicator of severity for

wild-type SARS-CoV-2 infection.
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We expected that multiple rounds of vaccinations and ongoing mutations into different strains
would significantly impact biomarker efficacy. The ‘inflammatory’ biomarkers (CRP, D-dimer
and IL-6) have generally declined in effectiveness in the vaccinated and variant cohorts (Fig.1C-
D). This is particularly illustrated by the Azarfar cohort(8) (Delta variant), who were
unvaccinated, with AUCs of 0.576 (0.434-0.713) for CRP and 0.620 (0.481-0.760) for D-dimer.
This is consistent with reports that the pathogenicity of SARS-CoV-2 has decreased in the order
wild-type>Delta>Omicron and that the Omicron variant results in lower levels of IL-6
production(9, 10). Itis also likely that the targeting of inflammation in general (e.g.
dexamethasone) and IL-6 pathways in particular (e.g. tocilizumab) has had an effect on

biomarker efficacy.

To examine this in greater detail we interrogated data collected from the ISARIC(11),
GenOMICC(12) and COG-UK(13) consortiums. Fig.1(E) shows increasing loss of efficacy for CRP
from the original meta-analyses to all unvaccinated in the cohort to all vaccinated to intensive
care admissions. The AUCs for urea varied less between vaccinated and unvaccinated and had
greater prognostic capability in every patient category examined, as did age. We think this
shows that co-morbidity is now the leading factor in predicting susceptibility to fatal SARS-CoV-

2 in the UK.

We hypothesize that biomarker efficacy in any population at this given time now hinges on

many factors including:
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A) Population factors — the numbers vaccinated and/or previously infected, the age and co-
morbidities present,

B) Variant factors such as pathogenicity and transmissibility,

C) Socio-economic factors such as access to healthcare and nutritional status,
and that each country likely has its personalised ‘ingredient list’. From this it follows that
prognostic biomarkers/scores should be individualized to particular populations. The simplest
and most practical way to achieve this would be to set up information frameworks ahead of
time, ideally online. To maximise efficiency, these processes should be automated as much as
possible, e.g. by using programmes to harvest pre-specified data from medical software
systems. Dunning et al(14) have proposed a multiple-tier system for this. We propose an even
simpler set-up, with basic requirements being age, sex, biomarker levels, date of admission,
date of outcome and outcome (death, survival, ITU admission and length of stay). Secondary
outcomes (such as imaging data and complications) could be ‘bolt-on’ options. Furthermore,
centres could be designated to collect data from specific groups, e.g. pregnant and
immunocompromised people. In this way, data collection can be standardized rather than
growing organically as was the case with the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic. The availability of such
standardized data would facilitate rapid collation and meta-analyses. We note it took over a
year for data collection for our initial tranche to be completed, by which time SARS-CoV-2 had
evolved sufficiently for the original analyses to be outdated. This system would also allow the
rapid organization of clinical trials by pinpointing ‘at-risk” groups who could be targeted early

for vaccination or intervention programmes. There are also significant geographical ‘black

10
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boxes’ where no published data is available. We would urge large organisations such as the

World Health Organisation to identify this as an area requiring further funding.
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Figure Legends

Figure 1: Panel (A) shows a modified PRISMA flow diagram for paper review, selection, and
inclusion in these meta-analyses for both the original/wild-type virus (in purple) and for variant
and vaccination-related data (in orange). Panel (B) shows a summary forest plot from the meta-
analyses of the first tranche of data (original/wild-type virus) with comparison of pooled area
under curves for the five biomarkers being meta-analysed (CRP, D-dimer, troponin, urea, and IL-
6) and age. Panel (C) shows results from variant cohorts, with the relevant pooled AUC from (A)
as a reference. *indicate that the AUCs shown were for severe/critical illness rather than
mortality. Panel (D) shows results from vaccinated cohorts, with the relevant pooled AUC from
(B) as a reference. Panel (E) shows results from the ISARIC, GenOMICC and COG-UK
consortiums; who have data relating to intensive care admissions and vaccination status.
Throughout the panels, for ease of comparison, pooled values for Asian countries are shown in

red and values for European/North American countries are shown in blue.
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Wang  |AUCCRP 0.67 0.6 0.55 0.61 (0.77-0.80)  0.790-0.982  0.806-0.947  0.642-0.856
Australia [all-cause mortality  (0.63-0.71)*  (0.49,0.70)  (0.46,0.64)  (0.51,0.70) Jalali AUC CRP* 0.83 N/A 0.576 N/A
AUC CRP N/A N/A 0.58 061 Iran (0.80-0.85) 0.434-0.713
non-vaccinated (049,0.68)  (0.45,0.78) AUCD-dimer* 078 N/A 0.620 N/A
AUC CRP N/A N/A N/A 057 (0.76:0.82) 0481-0.760
fully vaccinated (0.44, 0.69) Liu AUC CRP* 0.83 N/A N/A 0.737
AUC D-dimer 0.69 0.69 069 063 China {0.80-0.85) 0.671-0.804
*
all-cause mortality  (0.66-0.72)*  (0.56,0.82)  (0.58,0.78)  (0.52,0.73) AUC urea 079 N/A N/A 0.574
AUC D-dimer N/A N/A 0.69 0.66 (0.70-085) 0482:0.665
non-vaccinated (0.58, 0.79) (0.47,0.85) :
AUC D-dimer N/A N/A 0.58 0.57 E ITU vax (ISARIC) : HOH 0.71 (0.68-0.74), n=1,529
fully vaccinated (0.14, 1.00) (0.43,0.72) ITU unvax (ISARIC) - : ([ ] 0.72 (0.71-0.73), n=20,689
Wild-type Delta Age  Allvax(ISARIC) ; ] 0.71 (0.69-0.72), n=12,380
Rymski  [AUC CRP 067 0675 All unvax (ISARIC) . ( 0.74 (0.736-0.743), n=115,437
. I : Europe/N.America - 1 i 0.78 (0.77-0.80), n=18,127
Poland  [fully vaccinated (0.63-0.71) (0.640 - 0.709) o ; 0.73 (0.65-0.79), n=2,652
AUC D-dimer 0.69 0.649 i '
fully vaccinated (0.66-0.72) (0613 -0.685) ITU vax (ISARIC) < i 2 gl 0.69 (0.66-0.72), n=1,514
AUCIL-6 . 0.7 0.738 ITU unvax (SARIC) ; » 0.68 (0.67-0.69), n=23,421
fU”y vaccinated (064'075) (0695 - 0778) Urea All vax (ISARIC) E m 0.73 (0.715-0.74), n=13,082
Wild-type Omicron All unvax (ISARIC) : * 0.74 (0.736-0.74), n=135,717
Patel  [AUCCRP 0.83 0.627 Europe/NAmerica - : - 0.78 (0.74-0.81), n=2,880
|India non-vaccinated (0.80-0.85) (0.389-0.865) Asia - : —e— 0.79 (0.70-0.85), n=3,021
AUC CRP 0.771 i i
fuIIy vaccinated N/A (0.653-0.889) ITU vax (ISARIC) - |-‘-| 0.48 (0.45-0.51), n=1,529
ITU unvax (ISARIC) - ] 0.55 (0.54-0.56), n=20,689
AUC D-dimer 0.78 0.868 CRP All vax (ISARIC) E [ 0.59 (0.58-0.61), n=12,380
non-vaccinated (0.76-0.82) (0.715-1.02) All unvax (ISARIC) - : [ | 0.61 (0.606-0.61), n=115,437
AUC D-dimer 0.667 Europe/N.America - i HiH 0.67 (0.63-0.71), n=28,693
fully vaccinated N/A (0.471-0.868) Asia : 0.83 (0.80-0.85), n=10,407
Wild-type Original/Alpha 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10
Altintop |AUC CRP 0.83 0.668 N:
. [o]
Turkey  |non-vaccinated (0.80-0.85) (0.592-0.739) discrimination
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