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ABSTRACT 50 

Background 51 

ACEi/ARB medications have been hypothesized to have potential benefit in COVID-19. Despite concern 52 

for increased ACE-2 expression in some animal models, preclinical and observational-retrospective and 53 

uncontrolled trials suggested possible benefit. Two RCTs of the ARB losartan from University of 54 

Minnesota showed no benefit yet safety signals for losartan in outpatient and hospitalized COVID-19 55 

patients. COVID MED, started early in the pandemic, also assessed losartan in a RCT in hospitalized 56 

patients with COVID-19. 57 

Methods 58 

COVID MED was quadruple-blinded, placebo-controlled, multicenter randomized clinical trial (RCT). 59 

Hospitalized COVID-19 patients were randomized to receive standard care and hydroxychloroquine, 60 

lopinavir/ritonavir, losartan, or placebo. Hydroxychloroquine and lopinavir/ritonavir arms were 61 

discontinued after RCTs showed no benefit. We report data from the losartan arm compared to combined 62 

(lopinavir-ritonavir and placebo) and prespecified placebo-only controls. The primary endpoint was the 63 

NCOSS slope of change. Slow enrollment prompted early stopping. 64 

 65 

Results 66 

Of 432 screened patients, 14 were enrolled (3.5%), 9 received losartan and 5 combined control 67 

(lopinavir/ritonavir [N=2], placebo [N=3]); 1 hydroxychloroquine arm patient was excluded. Most 68 

baseline parameters were balanced. Treatment with losartan was not associated with a difference in 69 

NCOSS slope of change in comparison with combined control (p=0.4) or placebo-only control (p=0.05) 70 

(trend favoring placebo). 60-day mortality and overall AE and SAE rates were numerically but not 71 

significantly higher with losartan. 72 

Conclusions 73 

In this small blinded RCT in hospitalized COVID-19 patients, losartan did not improve outcome vs. 74 

control comparisons and was associated with adverse safety signals. 75 

 76 

 77 

Keywords 78 

Losartan, angiotensin converting enzyme inhibitor (ACEi), angiotensin II receptor blocker (ARB), 79 

COVID-19, SARS-CoV-2, randomized clinical trial (RCT) 80 
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INTRODUCTION 82 

Angiotensin converting enzyme inhibitors (ACEi) and angiotensin II receptor blockers (ARB) have been 83 

hypothesized to have benefit in COVID-19 secondary to inhibition of pneumocyte ACE-2 receptors 84 

resulting in decreased SARS-CoV-2 entry, as well as local vasodilation/vasoconstriction alteration and 85 

anti-inflammatory effects. Animal studies suggested potential for benefit. Safety concerns have included 86 

observations of increased ACE-2 receptor expression in some animal models and potential for medication 87 

class adverse events (e.g., acute kidney injury [AKI]). Retrospective and observational continuation-88 

discontinuation trials [1-10], open-label interventional trials [11-15], and a meta-analysis [16] showed 89 

trends favoring benefit. Two blinded RCTs, however, showed no benefit yet adverse safety signals [17-90 

18]. We initiated the COVID MED trial at the pandemic onset prior to publication of ACEi/ARB 91 

COVID-19 clinical trials, aiming to assess the ARB losartan (and hydroxychloroquine and 92 

lopinavir/ritonavir) in hospitalized COVID-19 patients. 93 

 94 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 95 

COVID MED (NCT04340557) was approved by the Institutional Review Boards of Bassett Medical 96 

Center (Cooperstown, NY [April 3, 2020] [#1581969]), Goshen Health (Goshen, IN) and Reid Health 97 

(Richmond, IN). Initiated at the pandemic onset, we could not project COVID-19 admission numbers, 98 

thus, an arbitrary N of 4,000 hospitalized patients with laboratory-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 (screening 99 

criteria) was selected with prespecification for sample size/power calculations and updating after interim 100 

analysis. Our primary objective was to assess whether treatment with hydroxychloroquine, 101 

lopinavir/ritonavir, or losartan, would result in more rapid improvement in the 7-point NIAID COVID-19 102 

Ordinal Scale Score (NCOSS) in comparison with placebo. NCOSS is as follows: 1) Death; 2) 103 

Hospitalized, on mechanical ventilation or ECMO; 3) Hospitalized, on NIV/high flow oxygen; 4) 104 

Hospitalized, requiring oxygen; 5) Hospitalized, not requiring oxygen; 6) Not hospitalized, with 105 

limitations; 7) Not hospitalized, without limitations. Enrolled patients were followed for up to 60 days. 106 

Target recruitment was maximized by daily assessment of positive SARS-CoV-2 swab tests from 107 

Bassett’s laboratory in hospitalized patients with review of inclusion/exclusion criteria for all such 108 

patients by the study’s enrollment nurse and offering enrollment to all interested in participating after a 109 

comprehensive informed consent process (see Supplementary material for Informed Consent Form 110 

[ICF]). Post-consent, patients were randomly assigned by an unblinded enrollment research nurse in a 111 

2:2:2:1 ratio in blocks to one of four groups using a computer-generated randomization schedule provided 112 

by the study’s statistician (without stratification): hydroxychloroquine, lopinavir/ritonavir, losartan, or 113 
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placebo; this ratio was selected because early in the pandemic patients declined participation in trials with 114 

low likelihood of receiving ‘active’ drug. Allocation concealment was ensured by having only the 115 

enrollment research nurse be unblinded and with maintaining confidentiality of the allocation. 116 

All groups received standard care, which transformed over time. Hydroxychloroquine and 117 

lopinavir/ritonavir enrollment were halted after other RCTs showed no benefit [19-20]; a 2:1 ratio 118 

computer-generated randomization schedule for losartan and placebo was used thereafter. Herein, we 119 

focus on the trial design and results for losartan vs. combined control groups (we included 2 120 

lopinavir/ritonavir patients as other RCTs showed no benefit or safety concerns [20]. We also report ITT 121 

data for the comparison of the losartan and placebo-only group, per our prespecified statistical analysis 122 

plan (SAP). Low enrollment led to study termination (July 2021). 123 

Inclusion criteria were (1) hospitalized; (2) >18 years-old; (3) laboratory-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 124 

infection; (4) randomization within 72 hours of admission; and (5) able to provide consent. General 125 

exclusion criteria applicable to all groups included (1) ESRD; (2) severe hepatic insufficiency; (3) 126 

nausea/vomiting/aspiration risk precluding oral medications unless can be given by nasogastric tube; (4) 127 

use of another SARS-CoV-2 medication; (5) pregnancy/breast feeding; (6) no contraception; and (7) 128 

inability to obtain consent. Each treatment  group had specific exclusions based on the medication’s 129 

safety profile. Specific losartan group exclusion criteria included (1) ARB allergy/intolerance; (2) taking 130 

ACEi/ARB; (3) hypotension; (4) hyperkalemia; (4) severe renal dysfunction; (5) severe volume 131 

depletion/AKI; (6) ascites; (7) aortic/mitral stenosis; (8) renal artery stenosis; and (9) co-administration of 132 

CYP3A interacting drugs. Minor modifications were made during the study. There were no placebo group 133 

specific exclusion criteria. After hydroxychloroquine and lopinavir-ritonavir enrollment was stopped, 134 

inclusion/exclusion criteria were the same for the losartan and placebo groups. 135 

Study drug (losartan or TicTacs placebo [lopinavir-ritonavir in 2 patients]) was prepared by a pharmacist 136 

who inserted the ‘pills’ into blank capsules – enabling cost-effective quadruple-blinding (patient, clinical 137 

nurse/physician, study nurse, investigators); only the enrollment study nurse was unblinded but he/she 138 

had no other responsibilities after enrollment. Unblinding was not done. If crushed drug or drug in 139 

solution had to be administered (nasogastric/gastric tube), eye shields were used to maintain blinding. 140 

Dosing was initially twice daily in all groups to mask varying regimens (losartan group: losartan and 141 

placebo; placebo group: placebo and placebo; lopinavir/ritonavir group: lopinavir/ritonavir twice daily). 142 

The losartan dose was 25 mg; the lopinavir/ritonavir dose was 400/100 mg. After hydroxychloroquine 143 

and lopinavir/ritonavir groups enrollment ceased, losartan and placebo dosing were daily. Dosing duration 144 

target was 14 days (minimum 5 days) if tolerated (no clinically relevant related AEs/SAEs such as 145 

hypotension, hyperkalemia, or worsening renal function). Adherence to study dosing was monitored and 146 
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noted by the study’s research nurse. Patients discharged early were administered a shorter 5-day course 147 

with a minimum of 1.5 days as an in-patient (3 doses) and 3.5 days as an out-patient (7 doses). 148 

With the initial study plan to recruit up to 4,000 subjects, the 2:2:2:1 assignment was predicted to result in 149 

571 subjects in the placebo group and 1,143 subjects in each treatment group. An independent, conflict-150 

free, and multidisciplinary Data Monitoring Committee (DMC) was convened at the study’s outset and 151 

agreed to its processes and goals; unexpected SAE reports were shared with the DMC. Interim analysis 152 

was planned for each treatment group at an information fraction of 0.1, which would occur when a 153 

treatment group had slopes for 114 subjects, and the control group has slopes for 57. After 154 

hydroxychloroquine and lopinavir/ritonavir were dropped, we planned interim analysis and sample size 155 

optimization upon enrollment of 114 losartan and 57 placebo subjects. However, the study was stopped 156 

due to slow enrollment prior to the first planned DMC interim analysis.  157 

Protocol CRFs were used to collect standardized efficacy/safety data; telephone follow-up was used as 158 

much as possible after discharge to obtain planned efficacy/safety data but inability to meet participants 159 

due to COVID-19 safety restrictions precluded complete data collection. Additional blood tests for more 160 

extensive safety monitoring were completed for patients who consented. AEs were classified in 161 

accordance with NCICTC for Adverse Events, version 4.0 (standard grading procedures). COVID MED 162 

was carried out in accordance with principles of the Code of Ethics of the World Medical 163 

Association (Declaration of Helsinki) and GCP guidelines of the International Conference on 164 

Harmonization, with general principles of protection of humans participating in research. Data from CRFs 165 

and AE/SAE reports were entered into REDCap using secure login/password entry; data were 166 

deidentified in working documents which were available only to study investigators; all study identifying 167 

data will be destroyed/deleted upon publication to allow wider sharing if requested. 168 

 169 

Statistical Analysis 170 

As per our prespecified SAP, subjects had NCOSS values recorded for up to 11 timepoints (days 0, 1-7, 171 

14, 30, and 60). These 11 X (time) Y (NCOSS) pairs were be used to calculate the slope of the change in 172 

NCOSS values over time for each subject. Only X-Y pairs up to and including the first attainment of 173 

NCOSS level 7 were included. These slopes of the change in NCOSS levels over time served as the 174 

primary endpoint for each subject. 175 

The study design was such that it constituted three unique trials, all of which utilized the same control 176 

(placebo) group. Means of the slopes for each of the three different treatments were compared separately 177 

to mean slope in the control group using Student’s t-test. We report methods/results for comparison of the 178 
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losartan vs. placebo-only arms per the prespecified SAP, but also, because of our small N, post-hoc 179 

comparison with combined controls (lopinavir/ritonavir and placebo). 180 

Continuous and categorical secondary endpoints were compared using Student’s t-test and Fisher’s exact 181 

test, respectively. Secondary analyses included but were not limited to hospital LOS, mechanical 182 

ventilation duration, and 60-day mortality. Time to resolution of nasopharyngeal viral shedding (PCR) 183 

was compared. For safety, the primary outcome was the intention-to-treat (ITT) 60-day overall SAE rate; 184 

secondary measurements included overall AE rates, and AKI, hypotension, and hyperkalemia AE/SAE 185 

rates. Adjusted and subgroups analyses were not done due to small sample size. For the primary outcome, 186 

missing values were addressed with conventional last-observation-carried-forward (LOCF). 187 

 188 

RESULTS 189 

Screening/enrollment 190 

Of 432 screened patients, 14 were enrolled (3.5%), 9 receiving losartan and 5 receiving control 191 

(placebo=3, lopinavir/ritonavir=2); 1 hydroxychloroquine arm patient was not included herein. Reasons 192 

for non-inclusion at Bassett: patient declined (12.0%), taking ACEi/ARB (26.9%), outside enrollment 193 

window (20.1%), hypotension (1.6%), hyperkalemia (2.1%), renal disease (4.2%), altered mental status 194 

precluding consent (11.6%), hospitalized for non-COVID-19 reasons (asymptomatic) (10.4%), and other 195 

(11.1%). 196 

 197 

Baseline parameters/demographics 198 

Comparisons of losartan and combined control baseline data revealed balanced parameters other than 199 

comorbidities. Specifically, mean age was 63.7 vs. 61.8 years, and males accounted for 66.7% vs. 60%, 200 

respectively. 100% were Caucasian and 100% were ward patients in both groups. Mean NCOSS was 3.6 201 

vs. 4.0, (p=0.5), qSOFA 0.33 and 0.6 (p=0.4), and creatinine 0.7 vs. 0.9 (p=0.4), respectively. Chest x-ray 202 

opacities consistent with pneumonia were seen in 88.9 vs. 100% (p=0.9). PSI scores were similar – 54.9 203 

and 59.3 (p=0.5). Mean BMI was 31.0 and 31.8 (p=0.4). The mean targeted comorbidities rate (per 204 

subject) was lower with losartan than combined control (1 vs. 2.6, p=0.02); a similar trend was seen for 205 

the Charlson Score (2.5 vs. 4.5, p=0.08). Treatment occurred at a median of 9.3 vs. 7.4 days after 206 

symptoms onset (p=0.3). Treatment duration mean was 9.6 vs. 13.3 days, respectively (p=0.3). 88.9 vs. 207 

50% of patients received corticosteroids (p=0.5). Most patients were enrolled between the spring of 2020 208 

and the winter of 2021 (88.9 vs. 80%). Baseline comparisons for losartan vs. placebo-only control were 209 

similar (see Table 1). 210 
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 211 

Efficacy 212 

NCOSS data were recorded for 97% of losartan group timepoints (3% missingness), 94.5% of combined 213 

control (lopinavir/ritonavir and placebo) group timepoints, and 100% of placebo-only control group 214 

timepoints. The slopes of the change for NCOSS were 0.00365 for losartan (p=0.5), 0.02091 for 215 

combined control (p=0.07), and 0.05268 for placebo-only control (p=0.002). Comparisons of the slopes 216 

of the change for NCOSS, our primary outcome measurement, revealed: losartan vs. combined control 217 

(p=0.4), losartan vs. placebo-only control (p=0.05) (trend favoring placebo), combined control vs. 218 

placebo-only control (p=0.267) (see Figure 1). 219 

 220 

Mean NCOSS change at 60 days was numerically but not significantly lower with losartan (0.7) than 221 

combined control (1.8) (p=0.6). Mortality at 60 days (44.4 vs. 20%, p=0.9), mean LOS (16.4 vs. 7.0 days, 222 

p=0.2), and mean mechanical ventilation duration (8.5 vs. 0 days) were worse with losartan but also not 223 

significantly (see Table 2).  224 

 225 

Safety 226 

The primary safety outcome measurement, the overall SAE rate (per subject), was numerically higher 227 

with losartan vs. combined control (2.0 vs. 0.6%) and vs. the placebo-only control (2.0 vs. 0%). The 228 

overall AE rate (per subject) trend was similar, being higher with losartan than combined control (3.9 vs. 229 

1.0%) and vs. placebo-only control (3.9 vs. 0%). AKI AE and SAE rates were similar, but hypotension 230 

and hyperkalemia, as well as respiratory failure AE and SAE rates, were numerically higher with losartan 231 

than combined control and placebo-only control. No safety comparison was statistically significantly 232 

different (see Table 3). 233 

 234 

Planned subgroups analysis and adjustment for baseline parameters was not done due to the small N of 235 

the enrolled population. 236 

 237 

DISCUSSION 238 

COVID MED, to our knowledge, the third blinded, placebo-controlled RCT assessing an ARB in 239 

COVID-19, did not find significant group differences in the NCOSS score for hospitalized patients 240 

treated with losartan vs. control. A statistically insignificant trend favoring control was found for our 241 

prespecified primary efficacy outcome measurement, the ITT comparison of the NCOSS slope of the 242 

change vs. placebo-only control (p=0.05). Our primary safety outcome measurement, overall SAE rate, 243 

was numerically but not statistically significantly higher with losartan. Secondary outcomes also 244 
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numerically favored placebo but no group comparisons were statistically significantly different – 245 

including mortality. 246 

Although COVID MED was small and pilot-like in scope, its results are value-added in that they add 247 

randomized, blinded, and placebo-controlled data to the limited ACEi/ARB literature in COVID-19. Our 248 

results are similar to those found in two larger blinded RCTs [17-18]; these three RCTs do not support 249 

empiric starting of ACEi/ARB, at least ARB, in COVID-19 outside of RCTs. Given the negative results 250 

of these blinded studies, it is worth reviewing the evidence for ACEi/ARB in COVID-19. 251 

Preclinical data 252 

SARS-CoV and SARS-CoV-2 viruses enter cells by binding to cellular ACE2 receptors which are 253 

expressed on lung type II pneumocytes, enterocytes, kidney, and vascular cells [21-26]. Animal viral 254 

pneumonia models provided indirect support showing improved outcome with losartan, including 255 

amelioration of lung injury, edema, and lung failure in a SARS-CoV infection model [26], and of lung 256 

injury, edema, and leukocyte infiltration in an influenza A H5N1 mouse model [27]. 257 

Some researchers raised concern early in the pandemic that ACEi/ARB might worsen COVID-19 258 

outcome [28-29] because in some (not all) animal models, ACE2 expression may be upregulated by these 259 

drugs potentially increasing virus cell injury [30-37]. Human studies do not show increased plasma ACE2 260 

levels with ACEi/ARB [38-40]. ARB have been hypothesized to stabilize with the ATR-1-ACE2 261 

complex causing AT-1,7 generation leading to vasodilation and diminished inflammation [41]. These 262 

effects may be more important than ACE-2 inhibition/viral entry inhibition. 263 

In sum, animal studies have shown potential for benefit with ACEi/ARB in viral pneumonias and 264 

inconsistent data suggesting potentially adverse increased ACE-2 expression. 265 

Retrospective/observational clinical trials 266 

A Chinese retrospective study compared mortality in hypertensive hospitalized COVID-19 patients who 267 

were taking ACEi/ARB or were not [1]. Unadjusted and adjusted mortality was lower with ACEi/ARB. 268 

In another Chinese retrospective study in hypertensive hospitalized COVID-19 patients, progression to 269 

severe disease/mortality was similar in those taking vs. not taking ACEi/ARB [2]. An observational 270 

database of international hospitalized COVID-19 patients showed similar in-hospital mortality for 271 

ACEi/ARB use [3]. A NYU database review found no association for ACEi/ARB use and COVID-19 or 272 

severe COVID-19 [4]. An Italian case-control study found no association for ACEi/ARB use and 273 

COVID-19 [5].  274 
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In another hospitalized COVID-19 patient cohort, adjusted death/ICU transfer occurred less frequently 275 

with ACEi vs. non-ACEi use [6]. Danish national registry retrospective cohort and case-control studies 276 

found no significant associations for mortality and composite mortality/severe COVID-19 in patients 277 

taking vs. not taking ACEi/ARB [7]. An observational trial evaluating hydroxychloroquine/chloroquine 278 

found baseline ACEi (but not ARB) use to be associated with decreased mortality [3]. A Cleveland Clinic 279 

Health System retrospective cohort study reported no association for ACEi/ARB use and COVID-19 [8]. 280 

In a retrospective Stanford study of COVID-19 inpatients/outpatients, ACEi/ARB use was not associated 281 

with higher hospitalization, ICU risk, or death; hospitalization was lower [9]. 282 

In sum, these retrospective studies showed no safety signals for ACEi or ARB in COVID-19 [10] and 283 

possible benefit in some, supporting RCTs. 284 

Retrospective/observational clinical trials in influenza 285 

A query of UK’s Clinical Practice Research Datalink showed lower influenza rates with ACEi/ARB use 286 

vs. non-use [42]. Influenza A relies on the ACE2 receptor for lung entry, like SARS-CoV-2. 287 

Prospective clinical trials 288 

The BRACE CORONA trial compared discontinuation vs. continuation of ACEi/ARB already taken by 289 

659 mild-moderate hospitalized COVID-19 patients in Brazil [11]. Median time from symptoms onset 290 

was 6 days. The trial found no differences in the primary outcome of days alive outside the hospital at day 291 

30 (mean, 21.9 vs. 22.9 days). No significant differences in mortality and AEs were seen. 292 

A second similar discontinuation vs. continuation trial of ARB already taken by 152 hospitalized COVID-293 

19 patients was also published (REPLACE COVID) [12]. Median time from symptoms onset was 6.5-6.8 294 

days. There was no difference in the study’s primary outcome, a global rank score including time-to-295 

death, mechanical ventilation time, renal replacement, vasopressor time, and MOF. Mortality (13 vs. 296 

15%), ICU admission/mechanical ventilation (18 vs. 21%), and AEs (36 vs. 39%) did not differ. 297 

We are aware of five published ACEi/ACE in COVID-19 intervention trials (four inpatient, one 298 

outpatient).  299 

The first, from University of Kansas, was a single-arm open-label trial assessing the ARB losartan in 300 

hospitalized COVID-19 patients requiring oxygen [13]. Thirty active treatment patients vs. 30 post-hoc 301 

external controls using propensity scores were compared, with the primary outcome being AE incidence. 302 

AE incidence (80 vs. 97%) and AE rates were lower with losartan (2.2 vs. 3.3); Poisson regression 303 

adjusted AE incidence ratio remained lower with losartan (0.69; 95% CI: 0.49-0.97); elevated creatinine 304 

AEs occurred in 30 vs. 23%, and elevated AST in 33 vs. 63%. No significant differences were found for 305 
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death (1/30 vs. 3/30) or mechanical ventilation (2/17 vs. 5/17) (trends favored losartan); hospital and ICU 306 

LOS and days requiring oxygen or mechanical ventilation were similar. Study limitations included single-307 

arm, nonrandomized, open-label design with external historical controls, and between-group imbalance. 308 

34 of 347 screened patients were enrolled (10%). 309 

The second, an open-label RCT compared the ARB telmisartan and SOC vs. SOC alone in two 310 

hospitalized COVID-19 patients in Argentina up to 4 days post symptoms onset (earlier than our trial) 311 

[14].  The primary outcome was CRP at days 5 and 8. In an interim analysis, 40 telmisartan/SOC vs. 38 312 

SOC were compared. Mean CRP was significantly lower in telmisartan/SOC vs. SOC groups at days 5 313 

(24.2 vs. 51.1 mg/L [p<0.05]) and 8 (9.0 vs. 41.6 mg/L [p<0.05]). Median time to discharge was shorter 314 

with telmisartan, 9 vs. 15 days (p=0.01) and 30-day mortality trend favored telmisartan (5.26 vs. 11.76%, 315 

p=0.41); there were no differences for ICU admission, mechanical ventilation, and a composite of ICU 316 

admission, mechanical ventilation, and death; fewer patients receiving telmisartan needed oxygen at day 317 

15 (2/4 vs. 13/14, p<0.05). No telmisartan related AEs occurred and BP was similar. 82 of 185 screened 318 

patients were enrolled (56% [higher than our trial]). 319 

The third, an open-label RCT compared the ARB losartan and SOC vs. SOC alone in 31 SHARP (San 320 

Diego) hospitalized patients with COVID-19 with mild hypoxia (requiring </= 3 L oxygen) [15]. The 321 

primary measurement was a composite of mechanical ventilation/death. No significant primary or 322 

secondary differences were found: the composite endpoint occurred in 1/16 vs. 1/15 losartan/SOC vs. 323 

SOC patients; mortality occurred in 1/16 vs. 1/15 patients; mean LOS was 9 vs. 10 days; hypotension 324 

occurred in 3/16 vs. 4/15. O2 requirements were similar. 325 

The fourth, the first blinded placebo-controlled RCT, compared losartan to placebo in outpatients with 326 

mild COVID-19 conducted by University of Minnesota [17]. Of 117 enrolled patients, hospitalization 327 

(primary outcome) occurred in 3/58 (5.2%) vs. 1/59 (1.7%) of losartan vs. placebo patients – an 328 

insignificant absolute difference of -3.5% favoring placebo (95% CI -13.2, 4.8%; p=0.320). ICU 329 

admissions and viral loads were similar; there were no deaths. The rate of NCOSS <5 at day 15 was 7/55 330 

(12.7%) with losartan and 2/54 (3.6%) with placebo, with an adjusted OR (age and gender) of -1.4 (95% 331 

CI -3.4, 0.2; p = 0.096), favoring placebo. AE rates were similar, 0.33 vs. 0.37, respectively; SAE rates 332 

were similar. No significant AKI, hypotension, or hyperkalemia occurred. This RCT was terminated early 333 

due to futility due low rates of events. 117 of 14,371 screened patients were enrolled (0.81%); 89.8% did 334 

not meet inclusion/exclusion criteria. 335 

The fifth, also by University of Minnesota, was the second randomized placebo-controlled RCT, 336 

comparing losartan (N=101) and placebo (N=104) in hospitalized COVID-19 patients [18]. Losartan 337 
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dosing was 50 mg twice daily for 10 days (higher than in our study). The primary outcome, the 338 

PaO2/FiO2 ratio at 7 days was similar [difference -24.8 (95% CI, -55.6 to 6.1; p=0.12)]. There were no 339 

differences in secondary outcomes including 90-day mortality (10.9 vs. 10.6%, respectively), LOS, 340 

oxygen and mechanical ventilation requirement at 10 days, or NCOSS. More losartan vs. placebo patients 341 

needed vasopressors (20 vs. 11%, p=0.08) and vasopressor-free days were lower with losartan (8.7 vs. 342 

9.4, p=0.04); our study found numerically higher hypotension AE/SAE rates analogously. Overall AE and 343 

SAE rates were numerically higher with losartan (not significant); AKIs were more common with losartan 344 

(19.4 vs. 8.8%, p=0.04). This trial’s design and applicability was most like ours, including low 345 

enrollment:screening (5%). Notable differences include larger N, higher dosing, and lower mortality; 346 

similarities include lack of efficacy findings accompanied by numerically higher safety signals with 347 

losartan. 348 

In sum, the ACEi/ARB continuation:discontinuation trials and small unblinded treatment trials in 349 

hospitalized COVID-19 patients showed equivalent or improved outcome. In contrast, both blinded RCTs 350 

showed lack of efficacy and adverse safety signals [17-18].  351 

Meta-analyses 352 

A recent ACEi/ARB COVID-19 continuation:discontinuation meta-analysis (52 studies – 101,949 353 

patients, 26,545 ACEi/ARB) found lower adjusted mortality and SAE rates with ACEi/ARB use [16]. 354 

Two pooled analyses of ACEi/ARB in COVID-19 are currently being completed and results should be 355 

forthcoming: (1) an IPD-based analysis of North American trials in hospitalized COVID-19 patients; (2) a 356 

larger aggregate data-based international meta-analysis by the International Society of Hypertension of 357 

outpatient and hospitalized COVID-19 patients [43]. COVID MED data are included in both. 358 

Guidelines, professional societies, and reviews 359 

NIH guidelines, professional societies, and reviews recommend that ACEi/ARB, if already taken, should 360 

be continued but not started anew outside RCTs [10, 29-30, 44-49]. 361 

Study strengths and limitations 362 

The strengths of our study include its design (randomized, controlled, blinded), minimal primary outcome 363 

measurements missingness, and baseline balance. Limitations include small N, early termination, 364 

inclusion of lopinavir/ritonavir in post-hoc combined control comparisons, and low enrollment rate 365 

making conclusions relevant to a small proportion of hospitalized COVID-19 patients. 366 

Conclusions 367 
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Our blinded and controlled RCT comparing losartan and control in hospitalized COVID-19 patients found 368 

no significant efficacy effect (NCOSS or mortality) which is not surprising given its small size, yet it 369 

found potential safety signals. We speculate that class adverse effects of ACEi/ARB may overcome 370 

theorized SARS-CoV-2-ACE-2 binding inhibition and other potential benefits making the overall benefit 371 

to risk ratio for these medications in COVID-19 null or negative. Given that results from our blinded RCT 372 

simulate those of the other two larger blinded RCTs to date, in effect a small third ‘negative’ RCT, unless 373 

forthcoming pooled analyses find conflicting results, ARBs should not be started de novo to treat 374 

COVID-19 outside of clinical trials. 375 
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 525 

Figure legends 526 

Figure 1. NCOSS over time +/- SEM. Figure on left compares losartan and combined control 527 

(lopinavir/ritonavir and placebo). Figure on right compares losartan and placebo only control. 528 

Comparisons of the slopes of the change for NCOSS, our primary outcome, revealed: losartan vs. 529 

combined control (p=0.4), losartan vs. placebo only control (p=0.05) (trend favoring placebo), combined 530 

control vs. placebo only control (p=0.267). 531 

 532 

Table legends 533 

Table 1. Baseline parameters/demographics. Losartan is compared with combined control 534 

(lopinavir/ritonavir and placebo) and placebo only control. Statistically significant and ‘trend’ 535 

comparisons are in bold. 536 

Table 2. Efficacy. Losartan is compared with combined control (lopinavir/ritonavir and placebo) and 537 

placebo only control. Statistically significant and ‘trend’ comparisons are in bold. Comparison of NCOSS 538 

slope of the change was the study’s primary efficacy outcome measurement. 539 

Table 3. Safety. AE and SAE rates including relatedness. Losartan is compared with combined control 540 

(lopinavir/ritonavir and placebo) and placebo only control. Statistically significant and ‘trend’ 541 

comparisons are in bold. Comparison of SAE rate was the study’s primary safety outcome measurement. 542 

  543 
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 544 

Table 1. 545 

  546 

Treatment Combined control p 95% CI Placebo only control p 95% CI

Losartan Lopinavir/ritonavir and placebo Placebo

N 9 5 NA NA 3 NA NA

Age (mean) 63.7 61.8 0.8 -17.0153 to 13.2153 56.3 0.4 -27.4633 to 12.6633

Male (%) 66.7 60.0 0.9 -0.80986 to 0.94319 66.7 NA NA

Enrollment spring 2020 11.1 60 0.1 -1.0732 to 0.0955 33.3 0.4 -0.7557 to 0.3112

Enrollment fall 2020 - winter 2021 77.8 20 0.2 -0.2486 to 1.4042 33.3 0.4 -0.6224 to 1.5113

Enrollment spring 2021 11.1 20 0.7 -0.50209 to 0.32431 33.3 0.4 -0.7557 to 0.3112

Caucasian ethnicity (%) 100 100 NA NA 100 NA NA

NCOSS (mean) 3.6 4.0 0.5 -0.7192 to 1.5192 3.7 0.9 -1.2961 to 1.4961

Symptoms duration, days (mean) 9.3 7.4 0.3 -6.0157 to 2.315 6.7 0.3 -7.9688 to 2.8688

Comorbidites (targeted) rate (mean) 1.0 2.6 0.02 0.3255 to 2.8745 2.7 0.046 0.0392 to 3.3608

    Immunocompromised (%) 22.2 60 0.3 -1.0311 to 0.2755 66.7 0.2 -1.1988 to 0.3099

    Chronic heart disease (%) 22.2 80 0.1 -1.2935 to 0.1379 66.7 0.2 -1.1988 to 0.3099

    Chronic lung disease (%) 33.3 60 0.5 -0.9823 to 0.449 66.7 0.5 -1.1768 to 0.5101

    Chronic kidney disease (%) 0 0 NA NA 0 NA NA

    Chronic liver disease (%) 0 0 NA NA 0 NA NA

    Diabetes (%) 22.2 25 0.9 -0.48384 to 0.52828 33.3 0.7 -0.7644 to 0.5422

    Extreme obesity (%) 0 50 0.03 -0.962 to -0.038 50 0.03 -0.962 to -0.038

Charlson Score (mean) 2.5 4.5 0.08 -0.3196 to 4.3196 3.7 0.3 -1.1366 to 3.5366

qSOFA (mean) 0.33 0.6 0.4 -0.3585 to 0.8985 0.3 1 -0.7680 to 0.7680

BMI (mean) 31.0 31.8 0.4 -4.2764 to 9.2764 35.1 0.2 -2.3076 to 10.5076

Creatinine (mean) 0.7 0.9 0.4 -0.2508 to 0.5708 0.7 0.9 -0.2127 to 0.2327

Chest x-ray opacities (%) 88.9 100 0.9 -1.1646 to 0.9423 100 0.9 -1.3621 to 1.1399

Pneumonia severity index (PSI) (mean) 54.9 59.3 0.5 -41.3071 to 50.1071 60 0.8 -40.4537 to 21.2537

Treatment days (mean) 9.6 13.3 0.3 -3.5545 to 10.8545 13 0.4 -5.1086 to 11.9086

Treatment with corticosteroids (%) 88.9 40 0.3 -0.7949 to 0.2172 60 0.7 -0.9706 to 1.415
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Table 2. 548 

  549 

Treatment Combined control p 95% CI Placebo only control p 95% CI

Losartan Lopinavir/ritonavir and placebo Placebo

NCOSS slope of the change 0.0037 0.0209 0.4 0.0527 0.05

NCOSS change day 60 0.7 1.8 0.6 -2.8175 to 5.0175 3.3 0.2 -1.6690 to 6.8690

Mortality, 60 days (%) 44.4 20.0 0.9 -0.67123 to 0.76012 0 0.2 -0.3099 to 1.1988

First negative PCR, days (mean) 6.5 10.5 0.7 -12.3243 to 16.3243 3 NA NA

Hospital LOS, days (mean) 16.4 7.0 0.2 -25.2922 to 6.4922 6.3 0.3 -28.8728 to 8.6728

Mechanical ventilation, days (mean) 8.5 0 NA NA 0 NA NA
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Table 3. 551 

 552 

p 95% CI

Total Definitely Probably Possibly Not Total Definitely Probably Possibly Not Total Definitely Probably Possibly Not p 95% CI

AEs/subject (mean) 3.9 0 0 1.0 2.9 1.0 0 0 1.0 0 0.3 -8.3414 to 2.5414 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

SAEs/subject (mean) 2.0 0 0 0.4 1.6 0.60 0 0 0.6 0 0.3 -4.3144 to 1.5144 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

AKI AEs/subject (mean) 0.22 0 0 0.11 0.11 0.20 0 0 0.2 0 0.95 -0.7560 to 0.7160 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

AKI SAEe/subject (mean) 0.11 0 0 0.00 0.11 0.20 0 0 0.2 0 0.5 -0.5160 to 0.9560 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Hypotension AEs/subject (mean) 0.33 0 0 0.22 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Hypotension SAEs/subject (mean) 0.22 0 0 0.11 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Hyperkalemia AEs/subject (mean) 0.11 0 0 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Hyperkalemia SAEs/subject (mean) 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Respiratory failure/COVID-19 PNA AEs rate (mean) 0.67 0 0 0.33 0.33 0.20 0 0 0.2 0 0.2 -1.2420 to 0.3020 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Respiratory failure/COVID-19 PNA SAEs rate (mean) 0.67 0 0 0.33 0.33 0.20 0 0 0.2 0 0.2 -1.2420 to 0.3020 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Losartan Control (placebo or lopinavir/ritonavir) Control (placebo)
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