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Summary:

This systematic review and meta-analysis evaluated the clinical outcomes of COVID-
19 disease in the ethnic minorities of the UK in comparison to the White ethnic group.
Medline, Embase, Cochrane, MedRxiv, and Prospero were searched for articles
published between May 2020 to April 2021. PROSPERO ID: CRD42021248117.
Fourteen studies (767177 participants) were included in the review. In the adjusted
analysis, the pooled Odds Ratio (OR) for the mortality outcome was higher for the
Black (1.83, 95% CI: 1.21-2.76), Asian (1.16, 95% CI: 0.85-1.57), and Mixed and
Other (MO) groups (1.12, 95% CI: 1.04-1.20) compared to the White group. The
adjusted and unadjusted ORs of intensive care admission were more than double for
all ethnicities (OR Black 2.32, 95% CI: 1.73-3.11, Asian 2.34, 95% CI: 1.89-2.90, MO
group 2.26, 95% CI: 1.64-3.11). In the adjusted analysis of mechanical ventilation
need the ORs were similarly significantly raised (Black group 2.03, 95% CI: 1.80-
2.29, Asian group 1.84, 95% CI: 1.20-2.80, MO 2.09, 95% CI: 1.35-3.22). This
review confirmed that all ethnic groups in the UK suffered from increased disease
severity and mortality with regards to COVID-19. This has urgent public health and

policy implications to reduce the health disparities.
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1 Introduction

In the UK, there have been 152490 deaths (192 deaths/100000 population), 471045
hospital admissions, and 4717811 confirmed cases (7062 cases per 100000
population) due to COVID-19 pandemic between March 2020 to June 2021 [1].
There have been growing concerns in the UK that the people belonging to the Black,
Asian, and Minority Ethnic (BAME) community have been disproportionately

impacted by COVID-19 [2-4].

A systematic review (SR) analyzed data between December 2019 to 31st August
2020 and found that Asian people had a higher risk of intensive care admissions and
death [5]. However, another review of COVID-19 patients did not find that ethnicity

was associated with the worst outcomes [6].

In order to reduce the impact of COVID-19 on the population, COVID-19 related
research had been prioritized and classified as urgent public health research by the
National Institute for Health Research (NIHR) [7]. Following the government’s call
and support for research in this area, numerous studies were conducted in the UK.
However, there have not been any published SR and meta-analysis on the impact of
COVID-19 on the BAME population in the UK, which has aggregated and
synthesized the results of all the newly undertaken studies. Therefore, an up-to-date
SR of UK-based studies will quantify the health inequalities faced by the BAME
people concerning COVID-19 in the UK. This is necessary to inform policy, promote
risk assessment in workplaces and support culturally sensitive public health
measures; and prevent the excess avoidable disease burden [6]. The aim of this
research is to assess the clinical outcomes of COVID-19 amongst the ethnic

minorities in the UK.
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2 Methods

The review adhered to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) criteria [8]. The protocol was registered with PROSPERO
international  prospective register of systematic reviews with the ID.

CRD42021248117 [9].

2.1 Information Sources

This review was adapted from the systematic review by Sze, Pan [5] and Raharja,
Tamara [6]. The reference list of these two key reviews were searched for relevant
studies published during the period January 2020 to August 2020. The database
searches (Ovid Medline, Ovid Embase, Ovid Cochrane, MedRxiv, and Prospero)

were restricted to a one-year period, defined as May 2020 to April 2021.

2.2 Search strategy

The Population, Exposure, Comparator, and Outcomes (PECO) framework was
used to formulate the criteria for study selection. The population included the adult
population aged 18 years and above, in the UK with a confirmed positive COVID-19
result using Reverse Transcriptase-Polymerase Chain Reaction (RT-PCR) tests. The
ethnic categorization into White, Black, Asian, Mixed and other groups was based on
the UK Census categories 2001 [10]. The Black category included African,
Caribbean, Black British, and any other Black background. The Asian category
included Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, and any other Asian background. The mixed
category included White and Black, White and Asian, or any other mixed background.
The other category included Chinese, Arab, and any other backgrounds. The

Census 2001 categorization was used because the National Health Service (NHS)
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utilizes this categorization, which allocates Chinese in the Other group rather than in
the Asian group. All-cause mortality and Intensive Care Unit (ICU) admission rates
were assessed as the primary outcomes, with Invasive Mechanical Ventilation (IMV)
as a secondary outcome. The measures of effect for the outcomes were Hazard
Ratio (HR), Risk Ratio (RR), Odds Ratio (OR), or Standardised Mortality Ratio
(SMR). Interventional studies, systematic reviews, observational studies including
case-control studies, and cohort studies were included. Non-peer-reviewed studies
were also included, as this was a rapidly evolving field. Conference abstracts,
commentaries, cross-sectional studies, reports, editorials, non-systematic review
articles; case reports, late-breaking abstracts, studies without a comparator group,
and papers whose full text was unavailable, were excluded. Risk of infection only
studies were excluded. Studies were restricted to those in the English language,
conducted in the UK, restricted to the adult BAME community, with confirmed
COVID-19. Studies from the same population, with similar outcomes, were excluded,
as this may have created a duplication of data. Studies that grouped all ethnic
minorities as one were excluded, as this grouping would not lead to a meaningful
analysis of the burden of iliness in the various sub-groups. Specialist librarians were
asked to review the search strategy with the keywords of COVID-19, ethnic minority,
and the UK. The search strategy was based on the search originally conducted by
Sze, Pan [5], and Public Health England (PHE) and was adapted for this review by
the addition of ‘UK’ as a key term during the searches [2]. The detailed search
strategy for each database is provided in the research proposal [9]. The search
terms were tailored for each database and the searches were run separately for

each database to enhance sensitivity. The search period defined was between May

2020 to April 2021 and results were limited to English.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.07.21266027
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.07.21266027; this version posted November 8, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

2.3 Selection process

Two reviewers independently screened the titles and the abstracts of the studies;
and excluded non-relevant studies. Full texts of the remaining studies were retrieved
and reviewed for inclusion in the study against the selection criteria defined earlier.

Any disagreements between the researchers were resolved by discussion.

2.4 Data Collection process

One researcher (SA) extracted data from the eligible studies and assessed the risk
of bias (ROB). Data extraction was checked by a second reviewer (IA). Authors were

also contacted for missing data.

2.5 Quality assessment

The Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS) (Supplementary material S1) was employed to
assess the ROB in the included studies. A NOS score of 7-9 is classed as low ROB,
a score of less than 5 as high ROB; and a score of 5-6 as moderate ROB [11]. One
reviewer (SA) carried out the quality assessment which was at the study level and
the outcome level using the Grading of Recommendations Assessment,
Development and Evaluation (GRADE) approach [12]. Publication bias was not

assessed as there were too few studies in the adjusted analysis.

2.6 Data synthesis

The raw counts for the various outcome variables were used to calculate the RR and
95% Confidence Intervals (Cls). A meta-analysis was conducted for the outcomes
which compared risks in Black, Asian, or Mixed and Others (MO) groups; with the
White group in at least two studies. Studies that did not use the White group as a

comparator group were excluded from the meta-analysis. As all the studies were
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observational designs, a Der Simonian-Laird Random-Effects Meta-analysis (REM)
was conducted for all outcomes as per the Cochrane recommendations due to the
heterogeneous nature of these studies [13]. For rare outcomes, OR was assumed to
be equal to RR and RR was assumed to be equal to HR [5, 6]. The studies which
provided Adjusted Odds Ratio (AOR) were pooled together in one group and those
which provided Adjusted Hazard Ratio (AHR) were separately pooled together in
another group (if the outcomes were not rare). In studies where the raw data was
missing, the authors were contacted to obtain this. In order to include studies with
missing data in the meta-analysis, the unadjusted HR/RR were combined using the
inverse variance method. Using this method, the pooled risk estimates were
calculated separately for each ethnic group and a summary statistic was provided.
The results were written in tabulated form and as forest plots. Excel and RevMan
were used to analyze and tabulate the data. Origin 2021b was used to convert
graphical data to tabulated form as advised by Cochrane to avoid mistakes in the
manual conversion of data [14]. The statistical heterogeneity was explored by
calculating the 12 statistic using RevMan and by looking at the overlap of the Cls in
the forest plots. A subgroup analysis was conducted to explore differences in risk
estimates across the subgroups [15]. Studies based on ICU patients only, general
hospital patients only, and the general population were analyzed separately. A

sensitivity analysis was conducted based on only peer-reviewed studies and a

separate analysis was conducted based on studies with low ROB [15].

3 Results
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The search on Medline, Embase, MedRxiv, Cochrane, and Prospero yielded 939
studies on 14-15 April 2021. In the reference lists of the two key SRs, 147 references
were found [5, 6]. After the removal of duplicates, 849 results were left. Seven
hundred and ninety-four results were excluded, and 63 studies were selected for full-
text review. Forty-nine studies were excluded with reasons as shown in Figure 1 and

Supplementary Table S1. Fourteen studies were selected to be included in the

systematic review.

3.1 Study characteristics

The 14 studies included a total of 767177 participants. All the studies were based in
the UK. The study design, population type, setting, sample size, outcomes,
comorbidities, and confounders adjusted for are given in Table 1 [16-29]. The

sample size in this review varied from 140 to 448664.

Two studies were based on community participants and the rest were based on
hospital settings. Two studies were not peer-reviewed [18, 28]. Fourteen studies
were included in the systematic review and 12 in the meta-analysis. Two studies did
not use White as a comparator group and so these were not included in the meta-
analysis [26, 27]. Twelve studies were cohort studies, and two were case-control
studies. Thirteen studies provided data on risks of mortality due to COVID-19 in the

various ethnic groups, six on ICU admission, and four on IMV need.

3.2 Quality of studies

The risk of bias (ROB) was low, average NOS score was 7 (ranged from 4-9). Nine
studies had a low ROB score (green color) on the NOS, four studies had a moderate
ROB (yellow color) score on the NOS and one study had a high ROB (red color) as

shown in Table 2. The low scores were largely due to studies that failed to adjust for
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confounding factors. Perez-Guzman, Daunt [21] provided raw outcome data about
the number of cases admitted to the ICU and who received IMV, but did not perform
any statistical analysis of this data. Similarly, Apea, Wan [17] provided raw data
about ICU admissions, but no risk estimates were provided. One study had a high

ROB and did not use White as a comparator group and so was excluded from the

meta-analysis [26].
3.3 Mortality

The unadjusted OR, RR, AOR, and AHR are shown in Figures 2-5. In the unadjusted
analysis, the risk of death was similar in Blacks and Asians (Black OR: 0.89, 95% CI:
0.71-1.12, 1°=83%, number of studies k=9) (Asian OR: 0.83, 95% CI: 0.68-1.02,
12=85%, k=9), but significantly reduced in Mixed and Others group (OR: 0.64, 95% CI:
0.55-0.74, 1>= 42%, k=9). The adjusted mortality risk was significantly raised for the
Asian group (1.32, 95% ClI: 1.22-1.42, I>= 0%, k=3) but not for the Black and Mixed
and Others groups. The odds of dying were significantly increased for the Blacks,
Mixed and Other ethnicities compared to the White group in the adjusted analysis
(Black AOR: 1.83, 95% ClI: 1.21-2.76, 1>= 87%, k=6, MO AOR: 1.12, 95% ClI: 1.04-
1.20, I1>= 0%, k=5) groups, but not for the Asian ethnic group. All the studies in the
adjusted analysis were low ROB studies. In the sensitivity analysis, with only
published studies, the increased odds of mortality in the Black and Mixed and Others
groups was maintained (Black AOR 1.48, 95% CI: 1.10- 1.99, and MO AOR 1.12,
95% CI: 1.04-1.20) as shown in Table 3. The odds of increased mortality for all
ethnicities was stronger in subgroup analysis with only hospital-based studies (AOR=
1.22, 95%CI 1.07-1.38, 12°=6%, k=4 for Blacks, AOR= 1.28, 95%Cl 1.04-1.57, 1>=40%,
k=4 for Asians, AOR= 1.12, 95%CI 1.04-1.20, 1°=0%, k=4 for MO). This subgroup
had low heterogeneity and showed statistically significant results as shown in Table

10
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4. In the adjusted analysis, of only population-based studies, the odds of dying for
the Black ethnic group was almost three times that of the White ethnic group
(AOR=2.94, 95% CI: 1.46-5.90), but with a larger CI. This was similar to the Office
for National Statistics (ONS) data [30]. However, the odds were not raised for the
Asian group. Perkin, Heap [27] found that adjusted odds of mortality due to COVID-
19 were increased for all ethnicities (Asian AOR 3.62, 95% CIl=1.84-7.11, Black
AOR 2.91, 95% CI= 1.43-5.91, and Other AOR 3.01, 95% CI=1.61-5.64) compared

with hospital deaths in 2019.
3.4 Intensive care admission

Six studies provided data about ICU admissions for the various ethnic groups. Five
of these studies were suitable for aggregating the raw outcomes and for pooling the
unadjusted risk estimates. These studies included a total of 71791 participants who
were admitted to critical care units in the UK. Eighty per cent of them were White,
5% were Black, 9.5% were Asians and 8% were MO. The unadjusted and adjusted
analyses for ICU admission are shown in Figures 6 and 7. In the adjusted and
unadjusted analysis, the odds of ICU admissions were more than double for patients
of all ethnicities as compared to Caucasians. The unadjusted OR for the Black group
was 2.32 (95% Cl: 1.73-3.11, 12>= 66%, k=5), for the Asian group it was 2.34 (95% CI:
1.89-2.90, 1°= 58%, k=5), and for the MO group it was 2.26 (95% Cl: 1.64-3.11, I>=
45%, k=4). In the pooled AOR, the results were not statistically significant for all
ethnicities as the lower Cl crossed the line of no effect as shown in Figure 7.
However, the results indicated a strong association (OR twice as high) between
ethnicity and ICU admission outcome. The pooled AOR for the Black group was 2.61
(95% CI: 0.89-7.68, I°= 91%, k=2), for the Asian group it was 2.05 (95% CI: 0.85-
4.94, 1>= 89%, k=2), and for the MO group it was 2.12 (95% CI: 0.94-4.78, I°= 80%,

11
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k=2). One study which was not included in the meta-analysis compared patients
admitted to ICU with COVID-19, and patients admitted to ICU with community-
acquired pneumonia (non-COVID controls) [26]. The study found that the cases with

COVID-19 had statistically significantly fewer White (p= 0.012) and more Asian

cases (p= 0.002) [26].
3.5 Mechanical ventilation

Four cohort studies reported ethnicity data about the need for IMV for hospitalized
patients in the UK. Amongst a total of 69707 patients, 80% were White, 5% were
Black, 7% were Asian and 8% were from MO ethnic group. In the unadjusted
analysis, the odds for the Black, Asian, and Mixed and Others were twice more,
compared to Whites (Black OR: 2.44, 95% CI: 1.67-3.57, 1°=67%, k=4, Asian OR:
2.29, 95% CI: 1.69-3.11, 1°=58%, k=4, and the MO groups OR: 2.67, 95% ClI: 1.77-
4.01, 1°=53%, k=4) as shown in Figure 8. After adjusting for confounders, the odds of
needing ventilation were still raised for all ethnicities, indicating that other factors
may be putting them at increased risk. The AOR for the Black group was 2.03 (95%
Cl: 1.80-2.29, I>= 1%, k=3), for the Asian group it was 1.84 (95% CI: 1.20-2.80, I*>=
74%, k=3) and for the MO group it was 2.09 (95% CI: 1.35-3.22, I1°>= 60%, k=3) as

shown in Figure 9.

The studies which were included in the IMV need and ICU admission analysis are all
low ROB studies, published, and hospital-based studies and so further sensitivity

analyses were not conducted. The heterogeneity was high for most of the outcomes.
3.6 Quality of evidence assessment

As best evidence regarding risk factors is usually obtained from observational

studies, so the evidence in this review was started with high ratings as advised by
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Foroutan, Guyatt [31] (for prognostic studies). The overall GRADE assessment
indicated a high level of confidence for all outcomes, except for the mortality

outcomes for the Asian group which was moderate and was downrated due to

inconsistency, as shown in the summary of findings in Table 5.

4 Discussion

There was heterogeneity in the populations, settings, methodology, and statistical
analysis. The UK is varied in the ethnic distribution of its population. A few studies
were conducted in areas of East London, Birmingham, and Wolverhampton, which
are very ethnically diverse areas, are comparatively different to the rest of the UK
and may have contributed to the clinical heterogeneity in the sample. The meta-
analysis was still conducted as this degree of heterogeneity had been reported by

other reviews and conducting a meta-analysis was still beneficial.

The adjusted mortality analysis, adjusted population subset analysis, and adjusted
hospital subset analysis all indicate raised odds of mortality for all ethnicities. The
AOR showed a strong association between the IMV need and ICU admission
outcomes for all ethnicities (in Figures 7 and 9). This indicates greater disease
severity in all the ethnic minorities necessitating ICU admission and IMV provision.
Overall, it can be said that ethnicity is a risk factor for worse prognosis in all the
ethnic groups and they do suffer from increased disease severity. Several studies
and data from Office for National Statistics (ONS) and Intensive Care National Audit
and Research Centre (ICNARC) also validate this finding of worst outcomes of

COVID-19 in the ethnic minorities in the UK [2, 5, 30, 32-35].

4.1 Strengths

13
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This is the first SR and meta-analysis conducted to assess the burden of disease
faced by the BAME community in the UK. The strength of the research was a
comprehensive search on relevant databases for published and pre-print articles. A
systematic process and a meta-analysis strengthened and clarified the results in the
context of the UK. Although the heterogeneity was quite high, this was to be
expected with observational studies that had a very large number of participants [31].
The heterogeneity was explored by conducting a subgroup analysis and a sensitivity
analysis. The statistical analysis was methodical and thorough. Also, several
outcomes of morbidity were considered. This review only included studies with the
correct ethnic categorization, so that the differences amongst the Asian and MO
groups would be clear. The research was limited to strictly confirmed COVID-19
cases which enhanced the validity of the SR. The search strategy was improved
upon by consulting with specialist librarians at PHE and the University of Manchester.
Separate adjusted and unadjusted risk estimates enhanced the understanding of the
situation. The study did not include studies with overlapping participants. This review
was based on UK-only populations, so the results of this review are more
generalizable to the UK. Including unpublished studies in the review helped to

analyze the rapidly evolving COVID-19 pandemic and improved the quality of this

review.

4.2 Limitations

A broad ethnic classification was used in this review. The Asian group included very
diverse subgroups, each of which has now been shown to have different risk profiles.
This approach was used to include a wide study base, as there were very few
studies that had data on sub-categories, which resulted in an incomplete
assessment of the risk faced by these subgroups [5]. The search had to be limited to

14
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the UK using search terms like ‘UK’, ‘England’, and so some studies might have
been missed due to this strategy. As the research was carried out during the
pandemic, there was a large amount of missing data reported which hindered the
analysis. This review was limited to adults and so the results could not be
generalized to children. The PCR test for COVID-19 has a high false-negative rate,
which led to some cases being wrongly classified as non-COVID [23]. However, this
was a limitation of the UK testing strategy, rather than of this review. As this review
concentrated on UK based studies, the results were less generalizable to other
countries as there might be differences in hospitalization policies, testing, ICU
facilities, and other factors. It has been noted that many participants' ethnicities have
been put down as ‘Other’, and this may have created erroneous results for the MO

group [21]. Again, this is an error of data collection by the original study researchers,

rather than of this review.

4.3 Policy implications

These results have urgent implications for formulating the COVID-19 response
strategy including vaccination provision, protecting the BAME community which is at
most risk from the worst outcomes related to COVID-19, and addressing the long-

standing health inequalities.

4.4 Implications for research

This review needs to be upgraded to a living SR, so that the changing pandemic
risks can be identified in the various ethnicities as the pandemic progresses. There is
a need for more epidemiological population-based studies to assess the true risk

experienced by the various ethnic groups with regards to the worst clinical outcomes.
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The dataset needs to be large enough to appreciate the risk in the various

subgroups.

4.5 Conclusion

It can be concluded that the Black, Asian, and MO groups faced the worst outcomes
with regards to COVID-19 in the UK. These findings are of immense public health
importance and should be used to help formulate policy concerning COVID-19 and
reducing socioeconomic disparities. Racism and pre-existing disparities with regards
to the wider social determinants of health are the root cause of these inequalities and

need to be tackled urgently.
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Table 1: Study characteristics of included studies

Study ID

Alaa[16] cohort
Apea [17] cohort
Batty [18] cohort
Ferrando-Vivas [19] cohort
Field [28] cohort
Gopal Rao [20] cohort

Mahida [26] case-control

Perez-Guzman [21] cohort

Perkin [27] case control
Russell [29] cohort
Sapey [22] cohort
Singh [23] cohort
Thomson [25] cohort
Yates [24] cohort

Study design Population

Data from 'COVID-19
Hospitalisation in
England

Surveillance System’
(CHESS)" database,
which included COVID-
19 cases admitted to
hospitals

COVID-19 positive cases
admitted to East London
hospitals

Participants of the UK
Biobank cohort study
COVID-19 cases from
the Intensive Care
National Audit &
Research Centre
{ICNARC) database, of
ICU admitted cases
COVID-19 positive cases
admitted to a London
hospital

COVID-19 cases tested
in London hospitals
Patients admitted to an
ICU of a Birmingham
hospital

COVID-19 positive cases
admitted to a London
hospital

COVID-19 and non-
COVID-19 cases
admitted to a London
hospital

COVID-19 positive
cancer patients from a
London hospital
COVID-19 cases
admitted to
Birmingham hospital
Trust

Living population of
Wolverhamptom

COVID-19 cases
admitted to an ICU in
London

COVID-19 cases
admitted to hospitals in
the UK, International
Severe Acute
Respiratory and
emerging Infections
Consortium {ISARIC)
dataset

Setting

Hospital

Hospital

Community

ICU

Hospital

Hospital

ICU

Hospital

Hospital

Hospital

Hospital

Community

and hospital

ICU

hospital

Sample size Qutcomes

6068 Mortality

1737 Mortality, IMV

448664 Mortality

9990 Mortality

500 Mortality
Mortality, ICU
admission,

1901 IMV

140 ICU admission

Mortality, ICU
admission,
559 IMV

573 Mortality

156 Mortality

Mortality, ICU
2169 admission

228632 Mortality

156 Mortality

Mortality, ICU
admission,
65932 IMV

Confounders adjusted for

None

age, sex, deprivation, Body
Mass Index (BMI), DM, HTN,
chronic kidney disease (CKD)
age, sex, socioeconomic status,
lifestyle factors, co-morbidities

age, sex, deprivation, BMI, prior
dependency,
immunocompromised state,
sedated for first 24 hours,
various clinical variables

none

age, sex, deprivation, area of
residence

none

age, sex, comorbidity,
deprivation, admission NEWS-2
score

age

none

age, sex, deprivation, co-
morbidities

sex, age, deprivation, smoking,
BMI, co-morbidities, previous
hospital admissions

age, BMI, lowest PaO,/FiO,
ratio {P/F) on first day of ICU,
pH and PaCO, at time of lowest
P/F ratio

age, sex, obesity, DM, chronic
heart disease, CKD, chronic
pulmonary disease, cancer

Co-morbidities

asthma, diabetes mellitus {DM),Hypertension
(HTN), kidney and liver diseases,
cardiovascular disease (CVD), respiratory
illness, immnosuppressive states

DM, CKD, HTN, Ischemic Heart Disease(IHD),
CVD,Cerebrovascular Accident (CVA),Chronic
Obstructive Lung Disease (COPD), liver
disease, cancer, Acquired Immunodeficiency
Syndrome (AIDS), Charlson Comorbidity index
CVD, DM, chronic bronchitis, HTN, mental
illnesses

Immunocompromised state

none

none

HTN, obesity ,IHD, DM, asthma, COPD, CVA,
CKD, cancer

HTN, DM, IHD, heart failure, stroke, CKD,
dementia, previous deep venous thrombosis/
pulmonary emboloism, atrial fibrillation (AF),
COPD, liver disease, cancer, AIDS

DM, HTN, IHD

cancer, HTN, chronic steroid use, DM, lung
disease, liver disease, CVD, fraility

Count of morbidities used; HTN, CVA, AF, IHD,
DM, asthma, COPD, interstitial lung disease,
CKD, malignancy, dementia, obesity

DM, HTN, chronic heart, lung, kidney, joint
diseases, cancer, dementia, mental ilinesses,
learning difficulties, immnosuppressive states,
palliative care

HTN, DM, hyperlipidemias, IHD, chronic
respiratory illnesses, CKD

chronic heart, kidney and lung diseases, DM,
cancer

"This is a surveillance system set up by PHE to obtain data regarding COVID-19

cases [16].
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Table 2: Quality assessment of studies using a modified NOS for assessing studies

Study ID Selection Selection Selection Selection  Comparability Outcome Outcome Total (*9)
Selection Follow-
of non- Outcome Assessment up long Adequacy
Representativeness exposed Ascertainment not present of outcome enough of follow-

of exposed cohort (*) cohort (*) of exposure (*) atstart (*) (**) *) (*) up (*)

Mahida [26] * * * = 7

Colour coding: green for high, yellow for medium, and red for low NOS
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Table 3: Sensitivity analysis for the mortality outcome

Pooled unadjusted Pooled unadjusted
Studies OR (95% Cl) I Studies RR (95% Cl) I

*  Studies Pooled AOR (95% Cl) I

All studies with raw

mortality data

Black 90.89, (0.71- 1.12) 83% 110.98 (0.86-1.12) 88% 61.83, (1.21-2.76) 87%
Asian 9 0.83, (0.68-1.02) 85% 11 0.97 (0.84-1.12) 91% 6 1.16, (0.85-1.57) 71%
Mixed and Other 9 0.64, (0.55-0.74) 42% 100.74 (0.64- 0.85) 74% 5 1.12, (1.04-1.200) 0%

Only published, peer-
reviewed studies

Black 90.89 (0.71- 1.12) 83% 100.98 (0.83-1.15) 84% 51.48 (1.10-1.99) 69%
Asian 9 0.83 (0.68-1.02) 85% 10096 (0.82-1.140 90% 51.14 (0.80-1.60) 77%
Mixed and Other 9 0.64 (0.55-0.74) 80% 100.74 (0.64-0.85) 45% 41.12 (1.04-1.20) 0%
Only studies with low ROB

Black 80.92 (0.73- 1.15) 34% 80.94 (0.80-1.11) 85% 61.83 (1.21-2.76) 87%
Asian 80.81 (0.66-0.99) 36% 8 0.86 (0.74-1.00) 88% 61.16 (0.85-1.57) 71%
Mixed and Other 80.63 (0.54-0.74) 48% 80.72 (0.64-0.82) 58% 61.12 (1.04-1.20) 0%

24


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.07.21266027
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.07.21266027; this version posted November 8, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

Table 4: Subset analysis for the mortality outcome

Pooled unadjusted Pooled unadjusted

Studies OR (95%CI) P Studies RR (95%CI) I’  Studies Pooled AOR (95%CI) I
All studies with raw
mortality data
Black 90.89 (071-1.12)  83% 110.98 (0.86-1.12) 88% 61.83, (1.21-2.76)  87%
Asian 90.83 (0.68-1.02) 85% 11 0.97 (0.84-1.12) 91% 6 1.16, (0.85-1.57) 71%
Mixed and Other 90.64 (0.55-0.74) 42% 100.74 (0.64-0.85)  74% 51.12, (1.04-1.20) 0%
Hospital based
Black 8 0.82 (0.67-1.00) 75% 80.87 (0.75-1.01)  79% 4122 (1.07to1.38) 6%
Asian 80.87 (0.70-1.09) = 86% 80.94 (0.80-1.11) 89% 4128 (1.04to1.57) 40%
Mixed and Others 80.68 (0.60-0.76) 23% 80.76, (0.69-0.84) 33% 4112 (1.04to1.20) 0%
Population based
Black 2294, [1.465.90) 83%
Asian 2 0.80, (0.30-2.15) 81%
Mixed and Others
Intensive care based
Black 21.00, (0.87-1.15) 0% 21.00 (0.92-1.09) 0%
Asian 2 1.36, (0.65-2.80) 67% 21.24 (0.74-2.08) 69%
Mixed and Others 20.74 (0.51-1.08) 5% 20.82 (0.57-1.17) 6%
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Table 5: GRADE, a summary of findings table

MORTALITY

Number of

participants Publication Strong
AOR (studies) ROB Inconsistency Imprecision Indirectness bias association GRADE
1.83(1.21-2.76
P=0.00001,

BLACK 1°=87% 745844 (6)

1.16 (0.85-1.57)

ASIAN  P=0.004, ’=71% 745844 (6)

1.12 (1.04-1.20)
MO  P=0.88,’=0% 745844 (6)

ICU ADMISSION
Number of
participants Publication Strong
AOR (studies) ROB Inconsistency Imprecision Indirectness bias association GRADE

2.61(0.89-7.68)
BLACK P=0.001, I’=91% 67833 (2)

2.05 (0.85-4.94)

ASIAN P=0.003, I’=89% 67833 (2)
2.12(0.94-4.78)

MO  P=0.03, I’=80% 67833 (2)

Mv
Number of
participants Publication Strong
AOR (studies) ROB Inconsistency Imprecision Indirectness bias association GRADE

2.03 (1.8-2.29)

BLACK P=0.36, ’=1% 69570 (3)
1.84 (1.2-2.8)
ASIAN  P=0.02, I’=74% 69570 (3)

2.09 (1.35-3.22)
‘MO P=0.08, ’=60% 69570 (3)

Colour coding: green for high, yellow for medium, and red for low
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Figure Legends:
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Figure 1: PRISMA flow diagram [8]
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BAME White Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
10.7.1 Black
Apea 2021 a7 340 210 703 4.9% 0.94 [0.70,1.25] -
Ferrando-Vivas 2020 373 940 2530 6384 6.6% 1.00[0.87,1.15] G B
Gopal Rao 2021 61 237 166 514 4.2% 0.73[0.51,1.03] s
Perez Guzman 2020 41 133 67 235 31% 1.12[0.70,1.78] T—
Russell 2020 0 35 21 78 0.9% 0.45[0.16,1.32] S T
Sapey 2020 40 134 582 1540  3.8% 0.70[0.48,1.03] i
Singh 2021 39 17858 190 142781 4.2% 1.64 [1.16, 2.32) i
Thomson 2020 7 32 16 73 1.0% 1.00[0.37,2.72] Sa) —
Yates 2021 591 2523 17018 54254 7.0% 0.67 [0.61,0.74] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 22232 206562 35.6% 0.89 [0.71,1.12] L 1
Total events 1254 20800

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi*= 4582, df=8 (P = 0.00001); F=83%
Test for overall effect 2= 098 (P=0.33)

10.7.2 Asian

Apea 2021 138 538 210 703 53% 0.81 [0.63, 1.04] =y
Ferrando-Vivas 2020 591 1458 2530 6384 6.8% 1.04 [0.82,1.186] s
Gopal Rao 2021 174 679 166 514  53% 0.72[0.56, 0.93] S
Perez Guzman 2020 30 94 67 235 2.7% 1.18 [0.70, 1.97] ]
Russell 2020 4 B 21 78 0.3% 5.43[0.93, 31.86] T
Sapey 2020 120 410 582 1540 55% 0.68 [0.54, 0.96] T
Singh 2021 32 44229 190 142781 3.9% 0.54 [0.37,0.79] T
Thomson 2020 14 36 16 73 1.3% 2.27[0.95,5.41) 1
Yates 2021 883 3728 17018 54254  72% 0.68[0.63,0.73] 2
Subtotal (95% CI) 51179 206562 38.1% 0.83[0.68, 1.02] &
Total events 1986 20800

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.06; Chi*= 53.39, df= 8 (P < 0.00001); F= 85%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.79 (P = 0.07)

10.7.3 Mixed and Other

Apea 2021 33 156 210 703 3.5% 0.63[0.42, 0.98]

Ferrando-Vivas 2020 278 830 2530 6384 6.5% 0.77 [0.66, 0.89] -
Gopal Rao 2021 3 129 166 814 3.3% 0.66 [0.43,1.03] — ]
Perez Guzman 2020 3 17 67 235 0.6% 0.54 [0.15,1.93] ———
Russell 2020 2 7 2 78 0.4% 1.09 [0.20, 6.03] —
Sapey 2020 15 85 582 1540 2.4% 0.35[0.20, 0.62] Tt
Singh 2021 11 23764 190 142781 2.2% 0.35[0.19, 0.64] ==
Thomson 2020 1 15 16 73 0.2% 0.25[0.03, 2.08]

Yates 2021 1274 5427 17018 54254 7.2% 067 [0.63,0.72) -
Subtotal (95% CI) 30430 206562 26.3% 0.64 [0.55, 0.74] [ 2

Total events 1648 20800

Heterogeneity. Tau*= 001, Chi*=13.73,df=8 (P=0.09), F= 42%

Test for overall effect Z= 5.78 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 103841 619686 100.0% 0.78 [0.70, 0.87] (]
Total events 4388 62400

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.04; Chi*= 128.76, df= 26 (P < 0.00001); F= 80% fﬂ 0 051 1{0 100=

Test for overall effect. 2= 4.57 (P < 0.00001)

Favours [experi tal] F ontrol
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*= 7.46, df= 2 (P=0.02). F=73.2% SN B E S

Figure 2: Forest plot of unadjusted OR for the mortality outcome
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Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Risk Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
10.8.1 Black
Alaa 2020 0.3853 01526 3.1% 1.47 [1.09, 1.98] [
Apea 2021 -0.0408 01059 4.0% 0.96[0.78,1.18] = B
Ferrando-Vivas 2020 0 0D.0425 51% 1.00[0.92,1.09] 9
Field 2020 0.0392 00238 53% 1.04 [0.99, 1.09]
Gopal Rao 2021 -0.2231 013 35% 0.80[0.62,1.03] -1
Perez Guzman 2020 0.077 0166 2.9% 1.08 [0.78,1.50) s
Russell 2020 -0.6349 04486 0.7% 0.53[0.22,1.28] ——=
Sapey 2020 -0.2357 01404 33% 0.79 [0.60, 1.04] =1
Singh 2021 0.4947 01767 27% 1.64[1.186,2.32] ——
Thomson 2020 -0.002 0.4005 0.9% 1.00[0.48, 2.19] o |
Yates 2021 -0.2877 00352 52% 0.75[0.70, 0.80] %
Subtotal (95% Cl) 36.9% 0.98 [0.86,1.12] [
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi*= 84.45, df=10 (P = 0.00001); F= 88%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.28 (P=0.78)
10.8.2 Asian
Alaa 2020 0.4187 00857 4.2% 1.52[1.26,1.83] 5
Apea 2021 -0.1508 0.0907 43% 0.86[0.72,1.03] =
Ferrando-Vivas 2020 0.0198 0.0363 5.2% 1.02[0.85,1.10] 1
Field 2020 0.0488 00367 52% 1.05[0.98,1.13] r
Gopal Rao 2021 -0.2357 0.0917 43% 0.79 [0.66, 0.95) =]
Perez Guzman 2020 01133 01846 26% 112[0.78,1.61) s pane]
Russell 2020 0.9083 03455 1.1% 2.48[1.26, 4.538] ——it
Sapey 2020 -0.2614 00786 45% 0.77 [0.66, 0.90] e
Singh 2021 -0.6162 01929 2.5% 0.54 [0.37,0.79] _—
Thomson 2020 0.5734 03041 1.4% 1.77[0.98,3.22] e
Yates 2021 -0.2744 00347 52% 0.76 [0.71,0.81] *
Subtotal (95% Cl) 40.5% 0.97 [0.84,1.12] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.04; Chi*=108.79, df= 10 (P = 0.00001); F= 91%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.43 (P = 0.67)
10.8.3 Mixed and Other
Alaa 2020 -0.0726 0145  33% 0.93[0.70,1.24] =
Apea 2021 -0.3425 0.1689 2.9% 0.71[0.51, 0.99] ==
Ferrando-Vivas 2020 -0.1625 0.0571 4.9% 0.85 [0.76, 0.95] *
Gopal Rao 2021 -0.3011 01703 2.8% 0.74[0.53,1.03] =]
Perez Guzman 2020 -0.478 05286 0.6% 0.62[0.22,1.75) —
Russell 2020 0.0583 06273 0.4% 1.06 [0.31, 3.62] —
Sapey 2020 -0.755 0.2464 1.9% 0.47[0.29, 0.76] —
Singh 2021 -1.0498 0.3117 1.3% 0.35([0.19, 0.64) s
Thomson 2020 -1.1902 0991 0.2% 0.30[0.04,212) —
Yates 2021 -0.2877 00809 4.5% 0.75 [0.64, 0.88] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 22.7% 0.74 [0.64, 0.85] 4
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*= 16.48, df= 9 (P = 0.06); F= 45%
Testfor overall effect Z= 4.14 (P < 0.0001)
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 0.91 [0.84, 0.99] ¢
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi*= 228,89, df= 31 (P = 0.00001); F= 86% 0502 0"1 150 SEU
Test for overall effect Z= 232 (P=0.02) i Less than White More than White

Test for subaroup differences: Chi*= 9,89, df=2 (P=0.007), F=79.8%

Figure 3: Forest plot of unadjusted RR for the mortality outcome (REM, Inverse variance method)
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Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE_Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Ci
7.1.1 Black
Batty 2021 1.454 0.2408 5.6% 4,28 [2.67, 6.86]
Gopal Rao 2021 01222 01891 7.3% 1.13[0.78, 1.64] 1=
Perez Guzman 2020 06152 0.2841 4.5% 1.85[1.086, 3.23] B T
Singh 2021 07419 0AT77 8.0% 210[1.50, 2.94] .
Thomson 2020 0.7467 0.6502 1.1% 211 [0.59, 7.55] =1
Yates 2021 0174 00495 13.7% 1.19[1.08,1.31] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 40.3% 1.83 [1.21, 2.76] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.20; Chi*= 3811, df=5 (P = 0.00001); F= 87%
Testfor overall effect Z= 2,87 (P = 0.004)

7.1.2 Asian

Batty 2021 0.3148 0.3574 3.2% 1.37 [0.68, 2.76] e
Gopal Rao 2021 0.0488 0.1452 9.2% 1.05 [0.79, 1.40] -1
Perez Guzrnan 2020 0.5766 0.3097 4.0% 1.78(0.97,3.27] |
Singh 2021 -0.6931 0.2608 5.1% 0.50 [0.30, 0.83] ———=
Thornson 2020 1.0784 05818 1.4% 2.94 [(0.94, 9.20] 1

Yates 2021 0.239 0.0418 13.9% 1.27[1.17,1.38] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 36.8% 1.16 [0.85, 1.57] -»

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.08, Ch*=17.43,dl=5 (P=0.004); F=71%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.94 (P = 0.35)

7.1.3 Mixed and Other

Batty 2021 -0.1165 0.5062 1.8% 0.89 [0.33, 2.40] —
Gopal Rao 2021 0.0953 0238 5.7% 1.10[0.69,1.75] e |
Perez Guzrman 2020 -00513 0.702 1.0% 0.95 [0.24, 3.76] —_—
Singh 2021 o o Mot estimable

Thomson 2020 -0.8916 1.0452 0.5% 0.41 [0.05,3.18]

Yates 2021 01133 00378 14.0% 1.12[1.04,1.21] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 23.0% 1.12 [1.04, 1.20] *

Heterogeneity: Tau®*= 0.00; Chi*=1.18,df= 4 (P=088), F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z= 2.96 (P = 0.003)

Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.32[1.14,1.52] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.04; Chi*= 64.73, df= 16 (P < 0.00001); F= 75%
Test for overall effect: £= 3.80 (P = 0.0001)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 536, df= 2 (P = 0.07). F=62.7%

0.05 0.2 5 20
Less than White More than White

Figure 4: Forest plot of AOR, REM, for the mortality outcome
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Hazard Ratio Hazard Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Hazard Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Rand 95% Cl
7.2.1 Black
Apea 2021 02776 01625 8.0% 1.32[0.95,1.82] T
Ferrando-Vivas 2020 00516 00617 182% 1.05[0.93,1.19] ™
Sapey 2020 0.0953 0.1625 8.0% 1.10[0.80,1.51] wEa
Subtotal (95% Cl) 34.2% 1.09 [0.98, 1.21] »
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Ch#F=1.70, df= 2 (P=0.43); F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=1.50 (P=0.13)
7.2.2 Asian
Apea 2021 0.392 01561 8.4% 1.48(1.09, 2.01) T
Ferrando-Vivas 2020 0.239 0.0489 197% 1.27[1.15,1.40) -
Sapey 2020 0.3365 00786 16.0% 1.40(1.20,1.63] Fi
Subtotal (95% CI) 44.2% 1.32[1.22,1.42) L]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; ChfF=1.72,df= 2 (FP=042); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 6.84 (P < 0.00001)
7.2.3 Mixed and Other
Apea 2021 -0.1054 03102 29% 0.90 [0.49, 1.65] —
Ferrando-Vivas 2020 -0.008 00653 17.7% 0.99(0.87,1.13] -
Sapey 2020 0.0583 0.5802 0.9% 1.06 [0.34, 3.31] —_———————
Subtotal (95% Cl) 21.6% 0.99 [0.87,1.12] L 3
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00, Chi*= 011, df= 2 (P =0.95), F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z=0.19 (P = 0.85)
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.18 [1.06, 1.32] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*= 21.09, df= 8 (P = 0.007), F=62% 051 052 055 1 é é 1=IJ

Test for overall effect 2= 2.98 (P = 0.003)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=17.57. df= 2 (P = 0.0002), P= 88.6%

Less than ;.'Vhite More than white

Figure 5: Adjusted HR (Inverse variance method) mortality forest plot
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BAME White Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 85% ClI M-H, Random, 95% CI
9.2.1 Black
Apea 2021 63 340 7T 703 5.8% 1.85[1.29, 2.65] -
Gopal Rao 2021 40 237 i8 514 26% 5.60[3.13, 10.00]
Perez Guzman 2020 20 133 23 235 2.2% 1.63 [0.86, 3.10] -1
Sapey 2020 21 134 133 15640 34% 1.97[1.19, 3.24] ———
Yates 2021 570 2523 6132 54254 191% 2.29 [2.08, 2.52] o
Subtotal (95% CI) 3367 57246 33.2% 2.32[1.73,3.11] >
Total events 714 6383

Heterageneity. Tau® = 0.07; Chi*= 11.88, df= 4 (P = 0.02); F= 66%
Testfor overall effect: Z = 5.61 (F < 0.00001)

9.2.2 Asian

Apea 2021 108 538 77 703 7.0% 2.04 [1.49, 2.80] —_—
Gopal Rao 2021 a4 679 18 514 3.2% 3.89 [2.31, 6.56] E————
Perez Guzrman 2020 15 a4 23 235 1.9% 1.75[0.87, 3.52) i |

Sapey 2020 a6 410 133 15640 7.6% 281 [2.09, 3.78] _—
Yates 2021 773 3728 6132 54254 201% 2.05([1.89, 2.23] g
Subtotal (95% CI) 5449 57246 39.7% 2.34 [1.89, 2.90] L J

Total events 1066 6383

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.03; Chi*=8.57, df= 4 (P = 0.05); F= 58%
Test for overall effect: Z=7.82 (P = 0.00001)

9.2.3 Mixed and Other

Apea 2021 28 156 7T 703 3.8% 1.78[1.11, 2.85] —
Gopal Rao 2021 18 129 18 514 2.0% 4.47 [2.25, 8.86)

Perez Guzrman 2020 2 17 23 235 0.4% 1.23[0.26, 5.71]

Sapey 2020 o o 1] 1] Mot estimable

YWates 2021 1173 5427 6132 54254 209% 216 [2.02, 2.327] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 5729 55706 27.1% 2.26 [1.64, 3.11] -
Total events 1221 6250

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 005, Chi"= 548, df=3(P=014), F= 45%
Testfor averall effect: Z= 4.99 (F < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 14545 170198 100.0% 2.26 [2.04, 2.49] +

Total events 3001 19016

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*= 28 432, df=13 (P = 0.008);, F= 54% 0 E,s 0"2 5 2:0
Testfor overall effect: Z=15.92 (P = 0.00001) Favours [exbenmemal] Favours [control]

Testfor subaroup differences; Chi*= 0,04, df= 2 (P =098), F= 0%

Figure 6: Forest plot of the ICU admission outcome, pooled unadjusted OR, REM
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Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% Ci IV, Random, 95% Cl
3.4.1 Black
Gopal Rao 2021 15623 03358 5.2% 477 [2.47,9.21]
Yates 2021 0.4574 00508 274% 1.58[1.43,1.79) =
Subtotal (95% CI) 32.6%  2.61[0.89,7.68] oS

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.55; Chi*=10.58, df=1 (P =0.001); F=91%
Test for overall effect Z=1.74 (F = 0.08)

3.4.2 Asian

Gopal Rao 2021 12179 02993 62%  3.38[1.88,6.08] —_—
Yates 2021 03148 00427 283%  1.37[1.26,1.49 =

Subtotal (95% Cl) 345%  2.05[0.85,4.94] ol

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.36, Chi*= 892, df=1 (P = 0.003); = 89%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.60 (P=0.11)

3.4.3 Mixed and Other

Gopal Rao 2021 1.2585 0.3804  4.2% 3.52[1.67,7.42]
Yates 2021 04121 00386 287% 1.51 [1.40, 1.63] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 32.9% 2.12[0.94,4.78] o

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.29; Chi*= 4,90, df=1 (P=0.03); F= 80%
Test for overall effect Z=1.81 (P=0.07)

Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.72[1.46, 2.03] E-3
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*= 29.84, df=5 (P < 0.0001); F=83%
Test for averall effect Z=6.47 (P < 0.00001)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi*= 013, df= 2 (P = 0.94), F= 0%

0.05 0.2 5 20
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Figure 7: Forest plot of ICU admission outcome, pooled AOR, REM
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BAME WHITE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
3.1.1 Black
Apea 2021 s0 340 59 703 8.4% 1.88[1.26, 2.81) I
Gopal Rao 2021 16 237 8 514 26% 4.58[1.93,10.86]
Perez Guzman 2020 18 133 22 235 41% 1.52[0.78, 2.94] =
Yates 2021 404 2523 3278 54254 193% 296 [2.65, 332 sish
Subtotal (95% CI) 3233 55706 34.4% 2.44 [1.67, 3.57] -
Total events 488 3367
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi*= 9.23, df=3 (P=0.03), F=67%
Testfor overall effect Z= 4.62 (P = 0.00001)
3.1.2 Asian
Apea 2021 78 538 58 703 9.6% 1.85[1.29, 2.65] foaoic
Gopal Rao 2021 54 679 8 514 3.3% 5.46 [2.58, 11.59]
Perez Guzman 2020 14 94 22 235 3.6% 1.69[0.83, 3.47] =
Yates 2021 474 3728 3278 54254 197% 2.27 [2.04, 2.51) -.
Subtotal (95% CI) 5039 55706 36.1% 2.29 [1.69, 3.11] L 2
Total events 620 3367
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*=7.11, df=3 (P = 0.07), F= 58%
Testfor overall effect: Z=5.31 (P = 0.00001)
3.1.3 Mixed and Other
Apea 2021 23 156 59 703 6.0% 1.891.13,3.16] .
Gopal Rao 2021 12 129 8 514 2.3% 6.49[2.59,16.23]
Perez Guzman 2020 2 17 22 235 0.9% 1.29[0.28,6.02]
Yates 2021 816 5427 3278 54254 204% 2.75[2.53,2499) -
Subtotal (95% CI) 5729 55706 29.6% 2.67 [1.77,4.01] i
Total events 853 3367
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08, Chi*=6.32,df=3 (P=0.10), F=53%
Testfor overall effect Z= 4.72 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 14001 167118 100.0% 2.47 [2.13, 2.86) L
Total events 1961 10101
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi®= 35.37, df=11 (P = 0.0002), F= 69% o I:JS 0:2 1 2:0

Testfor overall effect: Z=11.97 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=0.34, df=2 (P=0.84), F=0%

Less th-an Whites More than Whites

Figure 8: Forest plot of IMV outcome, pooled unadjusted OR, REM
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Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  log[Odds Ratio] SE_Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
3.3.1 Black
Apea 2021 05878 0.2069 9.6% 1.80[1.20,2.70]
Gopal Rao 2021 1.3788 05174 2.3% 3.97 [1.44,10.95)
Yates 2021 0.708 00614 21.3% 2.03[1.80, 2.29] o
Subtotal (95% Cl) 33.2% 2.03 [1.80, 2.29] +

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2.02, df= 2 (P = 0.36); F=1%
Test for overall effect: Z=11.59 (P < 0.00001)

3.3.2 Asian

Apea 2021 04318 01906 105% 1.54 [1.06,2.24) —
Gopal Rao 2021 16351 04461 30%  513[214,12.30]

Yates 2021 03988 0058 21.6% 1.49[1.33,1.67) *
Subtotal (95% CI) 35.1% 1.84 [1.20, 2.80] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.09; Chi*= 7.56, df= 2 (P = 0.02); F= 74%
Test for overall effect Z= 2.82 (P = 0.005)

3.3.3 Mixed and Other

Apea 2021 0.4383 0.2717 6.6% 1.55 [0.91, 2.64] 1
Gopal Rao 2021 1.6956 05014 2.4% 5.45[2.04, 14.56]

Yates 2021 0.6471 0.0446 226% 1.91 [1.75, 2.08) -
Subtotal (95% CI) 31.7% 2.09 [1.35, 3.22] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.09; Chi*= 4,96, df= 2 (P = 0.08); "= 60%
Test for overall effect, Z= 3.32 (P = 0.0009)

Total (95% CI) 100.0%  1.89 [1.61,2.22] >
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.03; Chi*= 29.80, df = 8 (P = 0.0002); F= 73% T t =
Tastioroversilenect I=7.23(F = 0.00001] "7 Lessthan White More than White

Test for subgroup differences: Chi#= 022, df= 2 (P = 0.90), F= 0%

Figure 9: Forest plot of the IMV outcome, pooled adjusted OR, REM
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