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Abstract

Background

The rapid rise of Sars-Cov2 B.1.1.529 variant (named Omicron) in the late November 2021 prompted the health
authorities to estimate the potential impact on the existing countermeasures, including vaccines. This meta-
analysis aims to assess the effectiveness of the current Sars-Cov2 vaccine regimens against laboratory-
confirmed Omicron infection. A secondary endpoint aims to investigate the waning effectiveness of primary
vaccination against symptomatic Omicron infection and related hospitalization.

Methods

The systematic review started on December 1, 2021 and was concluded on March 1, 2022. Random-effects
(RE) frequentist meta-analyses are performed to estimate the primary vaccination course and the booster
dose effectiveness against Omicron. Multiple meta-regressions are performed under mixed-effects model.
This study is registered with PROSPERO, CRD42021240143.

Findings

In total, 15 out of 502 records are included in the quantitative synthesis. The meta-analysis on B.1.1.529
infection risk produces an OR=0:69 (95%Cl: 0-57 to 0-83; 12=0-225; 12=99-49%) after primary vaccination and
an OR=0-30 (95%Cl: 0-23 to 0-39; 12=0-469; 12=99-33%) after one additional booster dose. According to the
multiple meta-regression models, one booster dose significantly decreases by 69% the risk of symptomatic
Omicron infection (OR=0-31; 95%Cl: 0-23 to 0-40) and by 88% the risk of hospitalization (OR=0-12; 95%Cl: 0-08
to 0-19) with respect to unvaccinated. Six months after primary vaccination, the average risk reduction declines
to 22% (OR=0-78; 95%Cl: 0-69 to 0-88) against symptomatic infection and to 55% against hospitalization
(OR=0-45; 95%Cl: 0-30 to 0-68).

Interpretation

Despite the high heterogeneity, this study confirms that primary vaccination does not provide sufficient
protection against symptomatic Omicron infection. Although the effectiveness of the primary vaccination

against hospitalization due to Omicron remains significantly above 50% after 3 months, it dramatically fades
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42 after 6 months. Therefore, the administration of one additional booster dose is recommended within 6 months
43  and provides a 76% decrease in the odds of symptomatic Omicron after five months.

44  Funding: There was no funding source for this study.

45  KEYWORDS

46 booster dose - Sars-Cov2 vaccine - effectiveness - Omicron VOC Sars-Cov2 vaccine - symptomatic Omicron
47 infection - risk of hospitalization — waning immunity

48  ARTICLE HIGHLIGHTS

49e the primary vaccination decreases the risk of Omicron infection by 31%, while one additional booster dose
50  decreases the risk by 70%

51e the primary vaccination course reduces the risk of symptomatic Omicron infection by 24% and the risk of
52 hospitalization by 50%

53e one additional booster dose decreases by 69% the risk of symptomatic Omicron infection and the risk of
54 hospitalization by 88%

55e the effectiveness of the primary vaccination against hospitalization dramatically wanes after 3 months from
56 vaccination, reaching a minimum of 45% in risk reduction after more than 6 months

57  PANEL: research in context

58  Evidence before this study

59  Omicron variant’s higher transmissibility combined with an increased risk of infection among individuals
60  vaccinated with primary vaccination have prompted health authorities to introduce a booster vaccination. The
61 systematic review including “vaccine effectiveness”, “Covid-19”, “SARS-CoV-2", and “Omicron” search terms,
62 is performed over three web engines and one early stage research platform (i.e.,, WHO COVID-19 DATABASE,
63 PubMed, medRxiv + bioRxiv) Additionally, all relevant web sources reporting living data on vaccine
64  effectiveness (i.e., https://view-hub.org/covid-19/ and https://covid-nma.com/), electronic databases and
65  grey literature are considered. The last search update was on March 1, 2022. No country, language, study
66  design restrictions are applied.

67  Added value of this study
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Primary vaccination provides relatively low protection against the Omicron VOC, while one additional booster
dose decreased substantially the risk of symptomatic Omicron infection and of hospitalization.

Implications of all the available evidence

The booster dose should be recommended after three months and no later than six months after the primary

course vaccination, in order to avoid severe consequences, in particular among the elderly population.
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Introduction

On 26 November 2021, WHO designated the variant B.1.1.529 (named Omicron) as a variant of concern.
(1)[WHO 1] The global epidemiology of SARS-CoV-2 has been characterized by the rapid spreading of the
Omicron variant (B.1.1.529) ever since and Omicron has become the dominant variant circulating globally.
(1)[GISAID] To date, Omicron encompasses several sub lineages, the most common ones are BA.1, BA.1.1 and
BA.2.

The SARS-CoV-2 Omicron variant contains several important mutations on the spike protein, potentially
leading to deleterious consequences. The increased transmissibility of Omicron is determined by a
combination of: i) intrinsic biological properties that make the virus more infectious than previous lineages
(e.g. ACE2 receptor binding efficiency or viral replication efficiency) (2)(3)[Peacock, Abdelnabil; and ii) immune
escape properties resulting in more breakthrough infections among vaccinated or more reinfections among
recovered individuals.(4) (5)[Viana, Yang]

Regarding the clinical severity, a less severe onset, lower hospital admission rates and/or shorter length of
hospital stay, as well as declining case fatality rates have been extensively documented by the scientific
literature.(6) (7)(8)(9)[Ferguson, Bager, Lewnard, Nyberg]

COVID-19 vaccines licensed in the EU have proven highly effective in preventing SARS-CoV-2 infections (10)
(11)(12)(213)(14)[Hayawi, Harder, Liu, Kow, Pormohammad], however, several in vitro studies suggest a
reduction in neutralizing titres against Omicron in individuals who have received vaccination with two or three
doses and in those who have had prior SARS-CoV-2 infection.(15) (16)(17)[Cele, Wilhelm, Scmidt] Clinical
studies have suggested that the levels of antibodies after BNT162b2, mRNA-1273 and Ad26.COV2.S vaccines
could last for at least 6 months and decrease over time thereafter. (18)(19)(20)[Barouch, Doria-Rose, Naaber]
Nonetheless, recent findings on cross-neutralizing immunity against Omicron among individuals that received
a third dose of MRNA vaccine suggest that the current vaccine regimens may still overcome evasion of humoral
immunity.(21)[Garcia-Beltran]

Omicron variant’s higher transmissibility combined with an increased risk of infection among vaccinated

individuals, has prompted health authorities to consider the introduction of a booster dose. (22)[Eroglu]
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99  Therefore, estimating whether and how Sars-Cov2 primary vaccination effectiveness fades over time is
100  essential to pinpoint the optimal timing for the booster dose.
101  The objective of this meta-analysis is twofold: first, to assess Sars-Cov2 vaccine effectiveness against infection,
102  symptomatic disease, and hospitalization due to laboratory-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 Omicron variant. Second,

103  toinvestigate the waning effectiveness of the primary course vaccination against Omicron over time.

104 Methods

105  Search strategy and selection criteria

106  This systematic review, with meta-analysis, is based on a web search updated weekly until March 1, 2022
107  (Table S1, Supplementary material). The sources of information essentially consist of three web engines,
108 including early stage research platforms (i.e., WHO COVID-19 DATABASE, PubMed, medRxiv + bioRxiv), all
109 relevant web resources reporting living data on vaccine effectiveness (i.e., https://view-hub.org/covid-19/ and
110 https://covid-nma.com/), electronic databases, and grey literature. Reviews and their references are
111 examined for inclusion. No country, language, study design restrictions are applied.

112 All the relevant records are screened by title and abstract. Potentially relevant publications undergo full-text
113 examination disagreements on eligibility are solved through discussion by all the authors. The full texts suitable
114  for the quantitative synthesis are collected in an excel database for the data extraction. The items for data
115  extraction are predefined and agreed upon by all authors. The systematic review and meta-analyses are
116 performed in accordance with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses
117 (PRISMA) 2020 Statement guidelines. (23) [Page] (PRISMA checklist: Supplement 1) This study is registered
118  with PROSPERO, CRD42021240143. (https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/PROSPERQO/)

119  Data extraction

120 Data extracted by at least three out of five independent investigators are collected in Excel tables. The
121 information drawn up from each full text include:

122 1. General characteristics of the study: design, year of publication, country, mean age of the sample,

123 follow-up, risk of bias;
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124 2. Exposure: data are stratified according to Sars-Cov2 vaccination course, hence, two main groups are
125  acknowledged, corresponding to primary vaccination and one additional booster dose recipients. Within each
126  subgroup, the vaccination course is classified according to the vaccine type (ChAdOx1 nCoV-19, Ad26.COV2.S,
127 BNT162b2, or mRNA-1273 vaccine). Heterologous primary schedules are included. All SARS-CoV-2 vaccine
128 recipients are considered as exposed, while unvaccinated are considered as unexposed.

129 3. Outcome: cases are defined as being due to the Omicron variant, based on S target—negative results
130 on PCR or whole-genome sequencing. Regardless the vaccine course undertaken, cases occurred within 14
131 days after the primary vaccination or within one week from the booster administration are not included.
132 Omicron cases are classified by clinical severity into any Sars-Cov2 infection excluding hospitalization,
133 symptomatic disease and hospitalization due to COVID-19 disease.

134 4. Risk of bias: ROBINS-I (risk of bias in non-randomized studies of interventions) is applied to assess risk
135 of bias. The tool classifies the risk into “low”, “moderate” and “serious”. (24)[Sterne]

136 Endpoints

137  The primary endpoint aims to assess the overall effectiveness of the current Sars-Cov2 vaccination regimens
138  against Omicron. Study results are stratified by clinical severity and reported at the maximum follow-up and.

139  The secondary endpoint attempts to measure the waning effectiveness of the primary vaccination at
140 consecutive time intervals. In particular, VE is assessed in intervals of 3, 6, and more than 6 months after the
141 last dose.

142  The point estimates of the effect size, as measured by Log odds ratios (Log ORs) and 95% confidence interval
143 (95%Cl), are computed through meta-analysis and converted to ORs by exponentiation. VE is quantified as the
144 risk reduction of any infection event, expressed as a percentage, compared to the unvaccinated group.

145  Statistical analysis

146 A random-effects (RE) model employing inverse variance method (V) is fitted to the data. The amount of
147 heterogeneity (i.e., T), is estimated using the restricted maximum-likelihood estimator. (25)[Viechtbauer] In
148  addition to the estimate of t°, the QQ-test for heterogeneity (26)[Cochran] and the I? statistic (27)[Higgins] are

149  reported. Studentized residuals and Cook’s distances are used to examine whether studies may be outliers
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150 and/or influential in the context of the model. The normality assumption is evaluated via QQ normal
151 plot. (28)[Viechtbauer 2]

152  The publication bias is evaluated through a funnel plot and tested via regression test (weighted regression
153  with multiplicative dispersion). The rank correlation test (29,30)[Begg] and the regression test (30)[Sterne 2],
154  usingthe standard error of the observed outcomes as predictor, are used to check for funnel plot asymmetry.
155 Regarding the primary vaccination waning effectiveness, the subgroup meta-analyses include the stratification
156 by time intervals since the last dose uptake for symptomatic Covid-19 risk and hospitalization risk due to Sars-
157 Cov2 infection. Studies providing vaccine effectiveness estimates at discrete time intervals after the primary
158  vaccination course, which met the predefined screening criteria, underwent further meta-analysis and meta-
159 regression. In order to test for subgroup differences, both a mixed effect meta-regression model assuming a
160  common T value within the subgroups and a three level meta-regression model, allowing for different t>values
161  across subgroups, are fitted.

162 Finally, in order to examine whether one or multiple moderator variables are able to account for the
163 heterogeneity (or part of it), multiple meta-regressions are performed under the mixed-effects model for both
164  continuous and nominal study level covariates.(25)[Viechtbauer 2005] The analysis is carried out using R
165 (version 4.0.5).

166  Role of the funding source

167  There was no funding source for this study.
168  Results

169  The web search provided 502 unduplicated records. (Figure 1) In total, 15 studies and 55 observations are
170  included in the quantitative synthesis concerning the overall Sars-Cov2 vaccine effectiveness against Omicron
171 VOC. All of them have a test-negative case-control design except one cohort study. (31)[Spensley] (Table S2,
172  Supplementary material). The majority of the studies are carried out in US and UK (59%), the sample age is on
173  average 45 years, while the induction period for immunization appears slightly shorter for studies analysing
174  the effectiveness of the booster dose compared to those investigating the primary course vaccination (on

175 average 11 and 16 days since administration, respectively). The 75% of the observations concern the mRNA
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vaccine effectiveness, while the 13% involve heterologous vaccine regimens. The booster dose is administered
on average 6 months after the primary course (Table S1, Supplementary material 2). The majority of the
selected studies involves the general population, while Gray et al. report results on HCWs (32)[Gray] and
Spensley et al. on patients affected by end stage kidney disease receiving in hospital haemodialysis.
(31)[Spensley] All the studies examine the VE of mRNA BNT162b2 vaccine except Tseng et al. and Gray et al.
which investigate mRNA-1273 and aAd26.COV.2 effectiveness, respectively. (33)(32)[Tseng] [Gray]

Five studies report data on the waning effectiveness of the primary vaccination against symptomatic Omicron
infection. (34)(35,36)(36)(37)(38)[Accorsi, Andeweg, Chemaitelly, Powell, Sheikh] A considerable effectiveness
rebound after mRNA booster dose is shown by 4 studies.(34)(35)(36)(38)[Accorsi, Andeweg, Chemaitelli,
Sheikh] VE against hospitalisation caused by Omicron is analysed by seven studies. (32)(33)(36)(39)(40)(41)

(42)[Gray, Tseng, Chemaitelly, Collie, Ferdinands, Gray, Tartof, Thompson]
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221  Figure 1. Prisma flow diagram

222

223 Risk of Omicron infection after primary course vaccination

224  Atotal of 14 studies and k=27 observations are included in this meta-analysis. The median follow-up period is
225 213 days (70-365). The observed log odds ratios range from —-1-275 to 0-467, with the majority of estimates
226 being negative (67%). The estimated average log odds ratio based on the RE model is = -0-3788 (95% ClI:

227  -0-568to0 -0-190). The values are transformed into the odds ratio scale through exponentiation, such that OR=

10
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228  exp(ir)= 0:685 (95%Cl: 0-567 to 0-827). The average outcome differs significantly from zero (z=-3-931,
229 p<0-0001)- Hence, the result suggests that the risk of Sars-Cov2 infection in vaccinated individuals is on average
230  31:5% lower than the infection risk in unvaccinated. The forest plot is exhibited in. According to the Q-test,
231  thetrue outcomes appear to be heterogeneous (Q (26) = 1962-9, p<0-0001; t>=0-225; 1°=99-49%). Neither the
232 rank correlation nor the Egger’s regression test indicate any funnel plot asymmetry (p=0-901 and p=0-409,
233 respectively). The analysis of heterogeneity is displayed in Figures S1-S5 (Supplementary material).

234 The subgroup analysis includes five subgroups, three of them display significant results (p<0-05). Regarding
235 the vaccines used for the primary vaccination, only messenger RNA (mRNA) vaccine exhibits a significant
236  OR=0-62 (95%Cl: 0-51 to 0-76). (Figure S11, Supplementary material). The stratified meta-analysis assessing the
237 primary vaccination effectiveness against Omicron VOC by severity of symptoms includes three subgroups and
238  the test for subgroup differences is significant (Qu(df = 2) = 23-30, p < 0-0001) (Figure 2). According to the
239 three level meta-analysis, the 35-6% of the total variance is distributed within effect sizes (second level), whilst
240  the 64-1% is distributed between groups (third level). The multiple meta-regression embeds four moderators:
241 risk of bias, mean age of the samples (variable centred on the overall mean value of 45 years), vaccine
242  employed in the primary course vaccination (viral vector vaccine or ‘VV’, mRNA and heterologous vaccination
243 with both VV and mRNA or ‘VV/mRNA’). Albeit reduced, the residual heterogeneity remains significant (QE
244  (df=19) =448-6, p<0-0001); t2=0-0701; 1>=97-25%). The (0.2254 -0.0701)/ 0.2254 = 68.9% of the total amount
245  of heterogeneity can be explained by including four moderators in the meta-regression, suggesting further
246 unobserved effect not captured by the model. On average, the risk of symptomatic Covid-19 appears 24%
247 lower for the vaccinated group compared to the unvaccinated (OR=0-76; 95%Cl: 0-58 to 0-99), while the risk
248  of hospitalization is 50% lower for the vaccinated group (OR=0-50; 95%Cl: 0-34 to 0-72). The OR estimate for
249  any positive rt-PCR is not significant. (Figure S13 and Table S4, Supplementary material).

250  Risk of Omicron infection after one booster dose

251 A total of k=28 observations and 13 studies are included in this meta-analysis. The median follow-up is 62 days
252 (14-150). All the studies investigate the effectiveness of mMRNA booster dose except ‘Gray’, which

253  demonstrates the efficacy of a two-dose regimen of Ad26.COV.2 vaccine.(32) [Gray] The observed log odds

11
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254  ratios range from -2:5194 to —0-0550, with the 100% of estimates being negative. The average log odds ratio
255 based on the RE model is f=-1:2157 (95%Cl: -1:4854 to -0-9460). Therefore, the outcome differs significantly
256  from zero (z=—8:8351, p<0-0001). The exponentiation yields an average OR=0-296 (95%Cl: 0-226 to 0-388),
257 hence, vaccinated with one booster dose have a 70-4% risk reduction of Omicron infection compared to
258 unvaccinated. According to the Q-test, the true outcomes appear to be heterogeneous (Q (27) =4624-51,
259 p<0-0001; t=0-4686; 1’=99-33%). The influential analysis does not detect overly influential outliers. (Figure S6-
260  S10, Supplementary material). There is no indication of publication bias because neither the rank correlation
261 nor the regression test indicates any funnel plot asymmetry (p=0-7992 and p=0-0735, respectively). The
262 subgroup analysis includes six subgroups, four of them display significant results (p<0-05). Notably, the risk
263 reduction for the booster group seems 69% lower in studies reporting results at 3 months of follow-up (OR=
264  0-31; 95%Cl: 0-23 to 0-42) and 76% in studies reporting 5 months follow-up (OR= 0-24; 95%Cl: 0-12 to 0-428)
265  at most. However, the test for interaction is not significant (Figure S12, Supplementary material).

266  The stratified meta-analysis on one booster effectiveness against Omicron VOC by clinical severity includes
267  three subgroups (Figure 2b). The test for subgroup differences is significant (QM (df=2) = 10-88, p=0-004).
268  According to the multilevel meta-analysis approach, the 57-:3% of the total variance is distributed within effect
269  sizes at second level, whilst the 42:2% is distributed between groups (level 3).

270  The multiple meta-regression model includes four moderators: risk of bias, mean age of the samples (centred
271 on the overall mean value of 44-43 years), regimen of the primary course vaccination (‘VV’, mRNA,
272 ‘VV/mRNA'). As expected, the residual heterogeneity slightly decreases but remains significant (QE (df = 20)
273 =3069, p<0-0001; t>=0-1037; 1>=94-54%) suggesting further unobserved effect not captured by the predictors
274  in the model. Overall, the multiple meta-regression can explain the 77-9% of the total amount of
275 heterogeneity. On average, the risk of symptomatic Covid-19 appears, 69% lower for the booster group
276 compared to the unvaccinated (OR=0-31; 95%Cl: 0-23 to 0-40), whilst the risk of hospitalization is on average
277  88% lower (OR=0-12; 95%Cl: 0-08 to 0-19) (Figure $14 and Table S4, Supplementary material).

278

279
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a) Stratified forest plot:

Author(s)

Covid-19 risk by severity of infection after primary vaccination

Vaccinated
COVID19 + COVID19 -

Unvaccinated
COVID19 + COVID19 -

Odds Ratio [95% CI]

Symptomatic inféstion
Ferdinands_A
Accorsi_E
Accorsi_A
Andeweg_A
Powell_A
Chemaitelly_G

Chemaitelly_A
Thompson_A
Sheikh_A
Andrews_M
Andrews_G
Andrews_A

RE MODEL: SYMPTOMATIC COVID-19 (Q = 1142.38, df = 11, p <.0M

Hospitalization due to Covid-19

Ferdinands_D 979
Chemaitelly_Q 26
Chemaitelly M 81
Thompson_E 100
Tartof A 589
Tseng_H 2

Coliie_B 121

RE MODEL: HOSPITALIZATION DUE TO COVID-19 (Q = 23.91, df =6, p <.01; I° = 71.1%, <~ = 0.0

Any positive rt-PCR

Willett_C 97 1988 83

Willett_B 372 8113 83

Willett_A 292 5071 83

Spensley_B 30.7 109 15

Spensley_A 233 130 15

Tseng_A 1855 8326 1473

Coliie_A 6169 26035 7669

Buchan_A 3102 389573 176 35264

8351 11471

13991 10808
3412 8721

RE MODEL: ANY POSITIVE RT-PCR (Q = 51145, df =7, p <.01; I” = 96.6%, t_ = 0.12)

Test for Subgroup Differences: Qy, = 23.30, df = 2, p =0.00

056 [0.54, 0.58]
.93

0.07[0.20, 0.34]

Odds Ratio (log scale)

b) Stratified forest plot: Covid-19 risk by severity of infection after one booster

Vaccinated Unvaccinated
Author(s) COVID19 +COVIDI9 - COVID19 +COVIDI9 - Odds Ratio [95% CI]
Symptomatic infection
Ferdinands_C 1938 8993 13991 10808 017 [0.16,0.18]

Accorsi_ H 99 571 3412 8721 0.4410.36, 0.55]
Accorsi_G 731 6674 3412 8721 - 0.280.26, 0.31]
Accorsi_D 114 813 3412 8721 -y 0.36 [0.29, 0.44]
Accorsi_C 1494 10518 3412 8721 - 0.36 [0.34, 0.39]
Andeweg_B 4186 42932 15230 147839 0.95[0.91, 0.98]
Chemaitelly_L 497 508 12761 7709 0.59 [0.52, 0.67]
Chemaitelly_F 4195 4059 12866 7781 0.630.59, 0.66]
Thompson_D 520 3356 3398 3298 0.15[0.14, 0.17]
Sheikh_F 33499 1051 9967 0.61[0.56, 0.66]
Andrews_L 16048 115 10002 —— 0.10 [0.06, 0.16]
Andrews_F 11492 115 10002 —— 0.10[0.06, 0.17]
RE MODEL: SYMPTOMATIC COVID-19 (Q = 3707.11, df = 11\ <.01; \Z =99.7%, !2 =0.53) — -1.14 [-1.56, -0.73]
Hospitalization due to Covid-19

Ferdinands_F 276 2021 0.12[0.10, 0.13]
Chemaitelly_T 1 280 -——— 0.11[0.02, 0.85]
Chemaitelly_P 19 280 —— 0.15 [0.09, 0.25]
Thompson_H 24 286 —— 0.08 [0.05, 0.13]
Tartof_F 173 3205 - 0.21[0.17, 0.24]
Gray_B 11 29038 — 0.21[0.11, 0.38]
Tseng_| 05 4 -———m— 1 017[0.01,4.74]

RE MODEL: HOSPITALIZATION DUE TO COVID-19 (Q = 34.00, df = 6, p <.01; I = 80.8%)

Any positive rt-PCR

-1.96 (-2.29, -1.62]

Willett_E 31 2953 83 0.25[0.17, 0.39]
Willett_D 104 10148 83 0.25[0.19, 0.33]
Spensley_D 433 306 15 0.52 [0.27, 1.00]
Spensley_C 327 365 15 0.33[0.17, 0.64]
Gray_A 1176 2150 17581 0.90 [0.84, 0.97]
Tseng_G 60 359 26 0.46[0.27, 0.77]
Tseng_F 279 2555 1447 0.46 [0.40, 0.53]
Buchan_E 8 6231 176 0.26 [0.13, 0.52]
Buchan_D 106 30269 176 0.70 [0.55, 0.89]

RE MODEL: ANY POSITIVE RT-PCR (Q = 169.94, df = 8, p <.0L; I” = 93.7%, * = 0.21)

Test for Subgroup Differences: Qy = 10.88, df =2, p =0.00

0.84[-1.17, -0.51]

Odds Ratio (log scale)

Figure 2. Stratified forest plots and subgroup meta-analyses. Random effect model, IV method. (a) Effectiveness of primary course vaccination, by
severity of symptoms. The risk of symptomatic Covid-19 is assessed by 12 observations, the risk of hospitalization by seven and the risk of any positive
rt-PCR by eight. The test for subgroup difference is significant (QM (df =2) =23-3, p<0-0001). According to the subgroup analysis, the risk of any positive
rt-PCR appears 7% higher among the vaccinated group with respect to the unvaccinated, however, the result is not significant (OR= 1-07; 95%Cl: 0-82
to 1-40). The risk reduction for symptomatic Covid-19 is 32% lower among the vaccinated group compared to the unvaccinated (OR=0-68; 95%Cl: 0-54
to 0-85). Regarding hospitalization due to Omicron infection, the risk appears 58% lower for the vaccinated group compared to unvaccinated (OR=

0-42; 95%Cl: 0-35 to 0-49). (b) Effectiveness of one booster dose against Omicron VOC, by severity of symptoms. The effectiveness of one booster
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288 dose is estimated by 12 observations for the symptomatic Covid-19, by seven for hospitalization risk and by nine for any positive rt-PCR. The test for
289 subgroup difference is significant (QM (df =2) =10-88, p<0:0001). The risk of positive rt-PCR appears 57% lower among the booster group with respect
290 to the unvaccinated group (OR=0-43; 95%Cl: 0-31 to 0-60). The risk reduction in favour of the booster group is 68% for symptomatic Covid-19 (OR=0-32;

291 95%Cl: 0-21 to 0-48) and 86% for hospitalization (OR=0-14; 95%Cl: 0-10 to 0-20).

292
293
a) Risk of Covid-19, by severity (OR [95%CI]) b) Risk of Covid-19, by severity. Multiple moderators (OR [95%CIl])
15-
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Any positive rt-PCR Symptomatic Hospitalization . Any positive rt-PCR Symptomatic Hospitalization
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294
295 Figure 3. Meta-regression model estimates, risk of Omicron infection by severity of symptoms: OR [95%Cl] estimates from meta-regression with one
296 moderator (a) and multiple moderator (b). In the restricted meta-regression (one moderator), the risk of any positive rt-PCR appears 7% higher among

297 the primary vaccination group with respect to unvaccinated (OR= 1-07; 95%Cl: 0-83 to 1-39); whilst in the multiple meta-regression, the risk of any

298 positive rt-PCR appears nearly 30% higher for primary vaccination. However, the results are not significant (OR= 1-302; 95%Cl: 0-894 to 1-898).

299 Waning effectiveness of Sars-Cov2 primary vaccination against Omicron VOC

300 Overall, eight studies assess the effectiveness of the primary vaccination against Sars-Cov2 at consecutive time
301 intervals. The time intervals correspond to three months, three to six months, six months and longer than six
302 months since the last dose administration. Therefore, the stratified meta-analyses on Sars-Cov2 vaccine
303  waning effectiveness against Omicron include four subgroups. (Figure 4) The risk of developing a symptomatic
304  Covid-19 is investigated by seven studies and the risk of hospitalization is investigated by four studies (Table
305 S5, Supplementary material) Only in 33% of cases, Omicron rt-PCR positivity is tested routinely, therefore, it is
306 not possible to consistently estimate the vaccine effectiveness in preventing Sars-Cov2 infection, as well as the

307  vaccine’s capability of limiting the virus spreading.
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308 Concerning the risk of symptomatic Omicron infection after vaccination with primary course, a total of k=29
309 observations are included in the meta-analysis; all estimates are based on the RE model. The overall Log odds
310 ratio based on the RE model is f=—0-4792 (95% Cl: -0-6418 to -0:3165), equivalent to OR=0-62 (95%CI|=0-53-
311  0-73) after exponentiation. The outcomes appear heterogeneous (Q (28) =1394-37, p<0-0001; t>=0-1773;
312 12=99-01%) and the regression test indicates funnel plot asymmetry (p<0-0001), however, the rank correlation
313  test is not significant (p=0-3051) (Figure S17a, Supplementary material). The test for subgroup differences is
314 not statistically significant (Qu (df =3) =4-169, p=0-2438) (Figure 4a). According to the multilevel meta-analysis,
315  the 93:1% of the total variance is distributed at second level (62=0-168) while the 5:9% is distributed at third
316 level (between groups).

317  The multiple meta-regression model includes four moderators: time-lapse since the last dose, risk of bias, age
318  of the study (variable centred on the mean value of 41.4), vaccine technology (VV, mRNA, heterologous
319  vaccination or VV/mRNA). The residual heterogeneity notably decreases but remains significant (QE (df=20) =
320 536, p<0-0001; t>=0-0042; 1°=65-10%). The average risk reduction is 46% for vaccinated with respect to
321 unvaccinated (OR=0-54; 95%Cl: 0-48 to 0-61) within 3 months, 22% within 6 months (OR=0-78; 95%Cl: 0-69 to
322 0-88) and 16% between 3 and 6 months (OR=0-84; 95%Cl: 0-74 to 0-96). Moreover, the OR decreases on
323  average by 2% in studies where the mean age is one more unit away from the overall mean of 41-4 years
324  (OR=0-98; 95%Cl: 0-98 to 0-99). The heterologous vaccination (VV/mRNA) provides a positive coefficient and
325  an 18% higher risk of symptomatic Omicron infection with respect to mRNA vaccine regimens (OR=1-18;
326 95%Cl: 1-08 to 1-29) (Figure S20 and Table S6, Supplementary material).

327 The meta-analysis on Sars-Cov2 primary vaccination effectiveness against hospitalization embeds a total of 4
328  studies and 11 observations (Figure 4b). The average log odds ratio based on the RE model is 7=-0-8634
329 (95%Cl: -1:0348 to -0:6920), which corresponds to OR=0:42 (95%Cl: 0-36 to 0-50) by exponentiation.
330 According to the Q-test, the true outcomes appear heterogeneous (Q (10)=36-38, p<0-0001; t?=0-051;
331 12=73-3%). The regression test indicates funnel plot asymmetry (p=0-0272); however it is not confirmed by the
332 rank correlation test (p=0-542) (Figure S17, Supplementary material). The test for subgroup differences

333  suggests that there is not a statistically significant subgroup effect (Qm (df =3) =3-9437, p=0-268). The three
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334  level meta-analysis approach shows that the 73:3% of the total variance is distributed at second level
335  (0%=0-051) while 0?=0-00 at third level.

336 In the multiple meta-regression model, only three predictors are designated as moderators because ‘vaccine
337 regimen’ contains only observations on mRNA vaccines. The estimated amount of residual heterogeneity is
338  1’=0-00 and the test for residual heterogeneity is no longer significant (QE (df =4) =1-83, p=0-766). All
339 moderators exhibit significant coefficients except ‘risk of bias’. The adjusted average effect corresponds to an
340 OR=0-28 (95%Cl= 0-21 to 0-38) within 3 months and average risk reduction of 72% for vaccinated in
341 comparison to unvaccinated. The average OR raises to 0-:38 (95%Cl: 0-25 to 0-59) within 6 months and to 0:45
342 (95%Cl: 0-30 to 0-68) after more than 6 months. The variable ‘age’ (centered on the mean of 48-3 years)
343 generates a significant coefficient indicating that the risk of hospitalization increases on average by 2:6% by
344  increasing of one unit the study mean age (OR=1-026; 95%Cl: 1-003 to 1-049) (Figure S21 and Table S6,

345  Supplementary material). The predicted ORs for symptomatic infection and hospitalization risks are plotted in

346  Figure5.
a) Stratified forest plot:effectiveness os primary vaccination against symptomatic Covid-19, by time intervals
Vaccinated Unvaccinated

Author(s) COVID19+ COVID19- COVID19+ COVID19- Odds Ratio [95% CI]

Longer than & months

Thompson_C 2037 2372 3398 2288 -

Chemaitelly_K 6243 3477 12761 7709 ]

Thompson_B 591 1155 3398 3298 ol

Chemaitelly_J 1968 1408 12761 7703 L

Andrews_F 14 4358 115 10002 ——

Andrews_H 43 11928 115 10002 ——

Chemaitelly_| 1924 1363 12781 7709 -

Andrews_E 58 19052 115 10002 .

FE METAAMALYSIS: > 6 MONTHE (0= 30754, =7, p< 01,7 = 994%, T =0.19) ===

From 0 to 6 months

Sheig_E 2234 18956 1051 9967 - 1.12[1.03, 1.21]

Chemaitelly_H 44 48 12761 7708 —— 0.58 [0.28, 0.87]

Andrews_C 7 2714 115 10002 —— 0.22[0.10, 0.48]

Andrews_D 54 18514 115 10002 —=— 0.44 [0.34, 0.58)

Sheic_D 6700 60566 1051 5967 - 1.05 [0.98, 1.12]

Chemaitelly_E 18245 10402 12868 7781 ol 1.08[1.02, 1.10]

Andrews_N 7 1644 115 10002 —— 0.37 [0.17, 0.80]

Andren 53 18176 115 10002 —-— 0.25 [034, 0.59]

FE METAAMNALYSIS: < € MONTHS 0= 31821, &0 = 7,p< 01, | = 989%, T =0.16] === 0.59 044, 0.78]

Between 3 and 6 months

Chemaitelly_D 3293 2445 12866 7781 - 0.81[0.77, 0.86]

Andrews_K 25 E813 115 10002 —a— 0.32 [0:21, 0.48]

Andrews_B 1 238 115 10002 0.26 [0.04, 1.85]

Sheikh_C 5609 44582 1051 9987 L 1.18 [1.11, 1.28]

Chemaitelly_C 2658 1800 12866 7781 -, 0.89 [0.84, 0.95]

Andrews_J g3 24107 118 10002 —.— 0.28 [0.21, 0.50]

FIE METAANALYEIS. 38 MONTHS (0= 15024, & = 5, p < 01, ' = 390, © =029 === 062 40, 057

Within 3 months

Accorsi_| 2520 385 2412 8721 L] 0.87[0.82, 0.93]

Sheikh_B 1091 15994 1051 s8a7 - 0.65 [0.59. 0.71]

Chemaitelly_B 637 845 12866 7781 HH 0.60 [0.53, 0.67]

Andrews_| 110 22179 115 10002 —— 0.4310.23, 0

Accorsi_E 4714 12063 2412 8721 . 1.00 [0.85

Powell_B 4525 9859 8592 10150 L] 0.53 [0

Ferdinands_B 542 1595 13291 10808 - 0.45 [0 ]

FIE METAAMALYSIS: = 3 MONTHE (0= 4516, df = 6,0 < 01 = 898%, T =005 == 0.50 [0.40, 062
- 0.62 [0.53, 0.73]

l l

Odds Ratio {log scale)
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349
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b) stratified forest plot: effectiveness of primary vaccination against hospitalization risk, by time intervals

Vaccinated Unvaceinated
Author(s) COVID-19+  COVID-13- COVID-19+  COVID-13- Odds Ratio [95% CI]

Longer than 6 months

Thompson_G 86 402 174 286 —a— 0.35[0.26, 0.47]
Tartof_C 120 825 781 3205 -— 0.60[0.49,0.73]
Thompson_F 14 101 174 286 - 0.2310.13, 0.41]
Tartof_B 49 557 781 3205 - 0.36[0.27, 0.49]
RE META-ANALYSIS: * & months (Q =990, df =3, p=002 ' =64 7%, = = 0.04) < 0.45 [0.35, 0.58]

Within 6 months

Chemaitelly_R 4 35 103 280 e 0.47[0.19, 1.14]
Chemaitelly_O 7 445 105 280 = 0.430.30, 0.60]
Chemaitelly_N 10 99 108 280 —— 0.27[0.14, 0.54]
Tartof_E 420 3039 781 3205 - 0.57 [0.50, 0.64]
RE META-ANALYSIS: < @ months (Q = 8.88, d4f =3, p=0.03; =81 5%, <= 0.11) ==l 0.35 [0.23, 0.56]

Between 3 and 6 months
Ferdinands_E a1 291 1890 2021 e 0.33[0.26, 0.43]

RE META-ANALYSIS: 348 months (Q = 0.00, 4f =0, p= 1.00; I = 0.0%, = = 0.00) I 0.60 [0.49, 0.73]

Within 3 months

Tartof_D 169 1382 781 3205 - 0.50[0.42, 0.50]
Chemaitelly_S 23 139 103 280 —a— 0.45[0.27, 0.74]
RE META-ANALYSIS: <3 months {@=0.15, df =1, p=0.70; I = 0.0%, < = 0.00) ey 0.24 [0.29, 0.42)
RE Model: Hospitalization risk over time (Q = 36.38, df = 10, p =.01; I2 =73.3%, rz =0.08) - 0.42[0.36, 0.50]
Test for Subgroup Differences: Q.. = 3.94, df = 2, p=0.27
[ I 1
0.05 0.25 1 ]

Odds Ratio (log scale)

350

351 Figure 4. Stratified Forest Plots.

352  The forest plots include four subgroups representing four discrete time intervals. The results of the individual
353  studies are grouped together according to the corresponding subgroup. Below each subgroup, a summary
354 polygon shows the results of a RE meta-analysis. The pooled effect sizes are expressed as Log Odds Ratios. The
355  summary polygon at the bottom of the plot shows the results from the overall RE model (IV method). (a)
356  Stratified forest plot, symptomatic Omicron infection risk, by time intervals. According to the subgroup
357  analysis, the risk reduction appears to be 50% among vaccinated compared to unvaccinated until 3 months
358  (OR=0-50;95%Cl: 0-40to 0-62). The risk reduction decreases to nearly 41% with respect to unvaccinated within
359 6 months (OR=0-59; 95%Cl: 0-44-0-78), and to 24% thereafter (OR=0-76; 95%Cl: 0-56 to 1-:03). (b) Stratified
360 forest plot, hospitalization due to Omicron infection risk, by time intervals. The risk reduction appears 65%
361 lower among vaccinated compared to unvaccinated within 3 months (OR=0-35; 95%Cl: 0-:29 to 0-42); whereas
362 the overall risk reduction is on average 64% compared to unvaccinated within 6 months (OR=0-36; 95%Cl: 0-23
363  to0:56) and 54% thereafter (OR=0-46; 95%Cl=0-36 to 0-58). Only one study assesses the risk of hospitalization
364  between 3 and 6 months (OR=0-60; 95%CI=0-49 to 0-73) (41)[Tartof]

365
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ning effectiveness of primary course vaccination: OR[95%CI] trend (one moderator) b) Waning effectiveness of primary vaccination: OR[95%CI] trend (multiple moderators)
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366

367  Figure 5. Plots displaying the trend of symptomatic Omicron infection and related hospitalization risk. Y-axes:
368 ORs [95%Cl] estimates from meta-regression with one moderator (a) and meta-regression with multiple
369 moderators (b). The risk of symptomatic Covid-19 infections is depicted in blue while the risk of hospitalization
370 in purple. X-axes: time intervals at 3 months, 6 months and over 6 months from last dose administration. Time
371 interval running from 3 to 6 months is suppressed because only one study estimate is available for

372 hospitalization risk.

373 Discussion

374  The evidence achieved through the quantitative synthesis suggests that a primary vaccination course is not
375  sufficiently protective against Omicron. In fact, the probabilities of symptomatic infection and related
376 hospitalization are nearly 50% for vaccinated with respect to unvaccinated, basing on a maximum follow up of
377  oneyear. One additional booster dose decreases by 69% the risk of symptomatic Omicron infection (OR=0-31;
378  95%Cl: 0-23 to 0-40) and by 88% the risk of hospitalization (OR=0-12; 95%Cl: 0-08 to 0-19) with respect to
379 unvaccinated at a maximum follow-up of five months. Albeit not significant, the subgroup analysis does not
380  suggest a waning effectiveness of the booster dose after five months, however, the evidence on long term

381 effectiveness is still limited.
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382  The risk of any positive rt-PCR appears higher among the primary vaccination group with respect to the
383 unvaccinated (OR= 1:302; 95%Cl: 0-89 to 1:90); however, the results are not significant.

384  Age does not appear as a significant predictor, notwithstanding the negative association with the overall risk
385  of infection after the primary vaccination and after the booster. Conversely, age is negatively associated with
386  the risk of symptomatic infection and positively associated with the risk of hospitalization after primary
387  vaccination. Some unobserved effect of uncontrolled confounding must be acknowledged in interpreting this
388 association. For instance, the different extent to which the joint effect of the mitigation measures uplift has
389 affected the younger and the elderly population. However, despite the generalizability, these results do not
390 allow to infer any clear conclusion.

391 There is no clear advantage between homologous and heterologous vaccination, particularly on boosting,
392 probably because the majority of the appraisals have been conducted on mRNA vaccination and data on
393 heterologous vaccination are quite sparse.

394 As the administration of booster doses, whether homologous or heterologous, should take into consideration
395 the waning protection of the primary course and the optimal interval for an efficient immune response, the
396  implications of our findings extend to health care and public health policy.

397  Our results on the waning trends align with the estimates provided by the clinical trials. (43)(44)(45)[Polack,
398 Baden, Sadoff] According to our estimates, the effectiveness of primary vaccination against Omicron reaches
399  a peak within three months determining a risk reduction of roughly 72% with respect to unvaccinated. The
400 protection is maintained at six months, with risk reduction of nearly 62%, and dramatically decline thereafter
401 (55% less probabilities for vaccinated compared to unvaccinated). Overall, the effectiveness against
402 hospitalization diminishes by approximately 10-15% every three months, and the point estimates show wide
403 confidence intervals. (46)[Lin]

404  The ramping-up trend for symptomatic Omicron infection risk appears steeper than the trend for
405 hospitalization risk; in other words, the protection against the symptomatic Covid-19 declines faster. The risk

406 reduction of symptomatic Omicron infection after a primary vaccination declines sharply to 22% in six months.
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407  Our study provides the best available data synthesis on vaccine effectiveness against Omicron; however,
408  several limitations must be acknowledged. First, only in 33% of cases, Omicron rt-PCR positivity is tested
409 routinely, therefore, it is not possible to draw conclusion on vaccine effectiveness in preventing Omicron
410 infection. Second, by examining periods during which Omicron and Delta coexistence was very likely, early
411  studies generate a distortion of the VE effectiveness estimate.

412 In part, the high heterogeneity surrounding the meta-analysis estimates stems from the observational design
413 of the included studies. Unless a randomization process, the meta-regression cannot capture the unobserved
414  effect of confounders such as the level of community transmission, the implementation of public health
415 prevention measures, and the surge of new variants. For instance, regarding the Omicron variant definition,
416  the studies on BA.1 do not distinguish between the different sub-lineages, although the majority of them are
417  conducted during the BA.1 surge. Differences between BA.2 and BA.1 in evading immunity remain undefined.
418 In conclusion, despite the high heterogeneity, only in part explained by the meta-regressions, this study
419  confirms that primary vaccination does not provide sufficient protection against symptomatic Omicron
420 infection, because the overall effectiveness estimate never reaches a minimum requirement of 50% in risk
421 reduction. One additional booster dose decreases substantially the risk of symptomatic Omicron infection and
422  of hospitalization. The booster dose administration should be recommended after three months and no later
423 than six months following the primary vaccination course.
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Data supporting the reported results are available on request to the Authors.
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