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Abstract

Background: Although CoronaVac was the only Covid-19 vaccine adopted in the first months

of the Brazilian vaccination campaign, randomized clinical trials to evaluate its efficacy in

elderly adults were limited. In this study, we use routinely collected surveillance and

SARS-CoV-2 vaccination and testing data comprising the population of the fifth largest city of

Brazil to evaluate the effectiveness of CoronaVac in adults 60+ years old against severe

outcomes.

Methods: Using large observational databases on vaccination and surveillance data from the city

of Fortaleza, Brazil, we defined a retrospective cohort including 324,302 eligible adults aged ≥

60 years to evaluate the effectiveness of the CoronaVac vaccine. The cohort included individuals

vaccinated between January 21, 2021, and August 31, 2021, who were matched with

unvaccinated persons at the time of rollout following a 1:1 ratio according to baseline covariates

of age, sex, and Human Development Index of the neighborhood of residence. Only

Covid-19-related severe outcomes were included in the analysis: hospitalization, ICU admission,

and death. Vaccine effectiveness for each outcome was calculated by using the risk ratio between

the two groups, with the risk obtained by the Kaplan-Meier estimator.

Results:We obtained 62,643 matched pairs for assessing the effectiveness of the two-dose

regimen of CoronaVac. The demographic profile of the matched population was statistically

representative of the population of Fortaleza. Using the cumulative incidence as the risk

associated with each group, starting at day 14 since the receipt of the second dose, we found an

82.3% (95% CI 66.3 - 93.9) effectiveness against Covid-19-related death, 68.4% (95% CI 42.3 -

86.4) against ICU admission, and 55.8% (95% CI 42.7 - 68.3) against hospital admission.

Conclusions: Our results show that, despite critical delays in vaccine delivery and limited

evidence in efficacy trial estimates, CoronaVac contributed to preventing deaths and severe

morbidity due to Covid-19 in elderly adults.
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INTRODUCTION

The fast development of vaccines against Covid-19 was unprecedented [1]. However, the

emergence and spread of new variants of concern (VOC) [2–6] contributed to new waves of the

Covid-19 pandemic worldwide. In Brazil, the Gamma variant, P.1 lineage [7], was regarded as

the main etiologic agent that contributed to the pandemic wave in late 2020 and the beginning of

2021 [8], as decreased neutralization activity was observed in previously infected populations [5,

9]. At that time, several potentially safe and efficacious vaccine candidates [10–12] were

available. Despite concerns about the possibility of escape from neutralizing antibody responses

and loss of vaccine efficacy, results from trials suggested that such vaccines could offer

protection to the population and enhance pandemic mitigation strategies [13].

As efficacious vaccines became available, global SARS-CoV-2 mitigation required timely and

equitable distribution and uptake worldwide [14, 15]. Nevertheless, despite the rapid

development of Covid-19 vaccines, logistic aspects ranging from procurement arrangements to

distribution of vaccines resulted in unequal access, disproportionally lower in low- and

middle-income countries [16–19]. In Brazil, mRNA-based vaccines were acquired late, and the

first vaccines available to the population had inactivated virus technology, such as CoronaVac

[20].

Initially, about six million doses of the CoronaVac vaccine were available nationally [21]. By

mid to the end of January 2021, Brazilian states’ authorities implemented local mass vaccination

campaigns, with the first dose administered on the 18thof January. The campaigns prioritized

high-risk groups, starting with health professionals and elderly adults (initially recommended to

those aged ≥ 80 years [22]). Despite the legal approval of CoronaVac by national sanitary

authorities, significant hesitancy from the federal government resulted in conflicts between the

federal and state spheres. The presumed lack of confidence in the efficacy of CoronaVac was

somehow reinforced by the limited evidence of clinical trial reports for the Brazilian scenario

[23]. Before the start of the national vaccination campaign, one randomized clinical study was

carried out between July and December 2020 to estimate CoronaVac’s efficacy in Brazil [24].

The study focused on healthcare professionals and suggested an efficacy estimation of 50.7%

(95% CI 36.0- 62.0), slightly higher than the minimum required for vaccine approval. As of

September 2022, the study has not been peer-reviewed.
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Despite limited studies for CoronaVac in Brazil, randomized trials performed in Asian countries

reported optimistic results. A phase 3 trial performed in Turkey reported efficacy against

confirmed symptomatic disease as 83.5% (95% CI 65.4–92.1) considering a population of adults

aged 18-59 years [12]. A similar trial performed in Indonesia revealed an efficacy of 65.3%

against symptomatic confirmed infection by SARS-CoV-2, also in the 18-59 years group [25].

Due to the limitations of those studies [26], results from trials carried out in Asian countries

might not directly translate to the Brazilian setting. For example, in many Brazilian cities,

CoronaVac was the only vaccine available for full immunization among elderly adults in the first

three months of the Gamma epidemic wave. In such circumstances, efficacy estimated for young

adults offered little valuable information on the protection of adults aged 60 years or more.

Vaccine effectiveness studies from observational data offer the opportunity to evaluate the effects

of vaccines as they are implemented in noncontrolled settings while accounting for potential

sources of bias [27–36]. These analyses have been frequently performed by using traditional

study designs, either through test-negative or population-based methods [27, 37–39].

For Brazil, a population-based analysis obtained significant estimates for the effectiveness of

CoronaVac against Covid-19 hospitalization, 71.4% (95% CI 70.0-72.4), and Covid-19-related

death, 73.7% (95% CI 72.1-75.2) [39]. Using the test-negative case-control design, Ranzani et al.

[28] have shown that a two-dose regimen of CoronaVac was directly associated with a reduction

in symptomatic infection in Brazilian adults aged 70+ years while reporting effectiveness

estimates of 55% (95% CI 46.5-62.9) against hospital admission, and 61.2% (95% CI 48.9-70.5)

against death, both 14 days after the receipt of the second dose. Other studies were performed

using similar standards considering different settings but exhibiting consistent conclusions on the

effectiveness of CoronaVac [31, 32].

Here we use a target trial emulation method [30, 40] to estimate the effectiveness of CoronaVac

against severe Covid-19 related outcomes in Fortaleza, the fifth largest city of Brazil, during the

Gamma wave. The target trial emulation method is rather suitable for observational studies on

comparative effectiveness where randomized clinical trials are either missing or provide limited

evidence, and when large observational databases are available [40]. To the best of our

knowledge, this is the first time that the target trial emulation method is applied to data from

vaccination with CoronaVac. We obtained estimates of vaccine effectiveness against

hospitalization due to a Covid-19 infection, ICU admission, and Covid-19-related death from the
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start of the local vaccination campaign in January 2021 until the end of August 2021, when other

vaccines were also included.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Study setting

Fortaleza is the fifth largest city in Brazil, the capital of the state of Ceará. Fortaleza had

approximately 2.7 million inhabitants (about 360,000 individuals aged 60 years old or more) and

a population density of 7,786 inhabitants per km2 in 2021 [41]. By August 2022, Fortaleza had

already experienced four major Covid-19 epidemic waves, during which 326,065 cases and

11,496 deaths were confirmed, leading to the implementation of two major lockdowns and

several physical distancing measures (Fig. 1a).

Following the national vaccination strategy, the state and municipal health departments of Ceará

and Fortaleza, respectively, implemented a mass vaccination campaign, with the first doses

administered on January 21, 2021. Following an age prioritization approach, eligibility in the city

started with those aged ≥ 75 years and later expanded to those in the age group of 60-75 years

[42]. Fortaleza used a two-dose regimen of CoronaVac with an interval of two to four weeks

between doses (other vaccines introduced in February used a 12-week interval). At the start of

the vaccination campaign, an increasing incidence of confirmed Covid-19 cases was observed,

establishing the second major wave in the city, with many cases and deaths occurring during

March and April 2021. During the first months of that wave, complete immunization with two

doses was possible only for adults receiving CoronaVac, while individuals vaccinated with a

different vaccine only started to complete the two-dose regimen on April 6th (Fig. 1b-c).

Data sources

We obtained individual information on dates of SARS-CoV-2 testing and vaccination from the

state registry INTEGRASUS and the municipal registry VACINE JÁ, respectively.

INTEGRASUS is a general surveillance tool created by the State Health Department to integrate

epidemiological, hospital, finance, and public management information [43]. Results of all

SARS-CoV-2 tests performed in the public and private healthcare networks of the state are stored

in the INTEGRASUS registry. VACINE JÁ is a platform to register citizens willing to receive a
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Covid-19 vaccine and to schedule vaccination dates for registered individuals based on

prioritization guidelines. Information on each applied dose, together with personal information

on the person receiving the vaccine, is stored in the registry. By January 20 of 2022, almost 2.3

million individuals were registered in VACINE JÁ, representing about 85% of the projected

population for Fortaleza in 2021. Also, more than 4.6 million doses were administered, with

coverage of >90% among the eligible population. Information regarding Covid-19-related

outcomes, such as hospitalization, admission to ICU, and death is stored in the national

surveillance database for severe acute respiratory illness, SIVEP-Gripe. Through the Brazilian

universal health system (SUS) all individuals have access to the public health system, and

notification of suspected and confirmed cases and outcomes of Covid-19 is compulsory.

This study was approved by the Ethical Review Board of the Health Department of Fortaleza,

process number (CAAE) 63580522.0.0000.0203.

Study design

In this study, we aimed to emulate a target clinical trial [30, 35, 40] using observational data to

evaluate the comparative effectiveness of the two-dose regimen of the CoronaVac vaccine in a

population of elderly adults aged ≥ 60 years. Eligible individuals should not have a previous

SARS-CoV-2 infection record before the beginning of the study, or should not work as a health

professional. For each individual, the eligibility criterion on previous SARS-CoV-2 infection was

verified by checking the existence of any positive SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR or rapid antigen test, or

notification of first symptoms or Covid-19-related outcome dated before the start of the study.

Health professionals, including frontline health workers, clinicians, and administrative staff,

were excluded from the cohort because of their high variability in exposure. Finally, we also

excluded any individual missing essential demographic information, without documented

residency in Fortaleza, and anyone with irregular dates either on vaccination or severe outcomes.

We defined a rolling retrospective cohort starting on the first day of the vaccination campaign,

January 21, 2021, and ending on August 31, 2021. Individuals vaccinated with CoronaVac and

their respective controls were selected during this period, while satisfying the eligibility criteria

on the day of dose receipt of the vaccinated person. Individuals were matched with controls

dynamically as the cohort proceeded to mimic the vaccine rollout as occurred in the real-world

setting. In the analysis for the two-dose regimen, each individual is recruited on the day of the
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receipt of the second dose. To control for potential confounding, each person receiving the

vaccine is immediately matched with a control based on baseline covariates associated with the

chance of being vaccinated and socioeconomic status given by residence location. Variables

chosen for matching were age, sex, and the Human Development Index (HDI) of the

neighborhood of residence [44]. Matching by age considered the age of the unvaccinated control

to be within the interval [x−δ, x+δ], where x represents the age of the vaccinated person and δ =

1 year. Matching by the HDI was done considering five categories commonly used in the city to

distinguish the socioeconomic status of neighborhoods: very low (0.000 to 0.499), low (0.500 to

0.599), medium (0.600 to 0.699), high (0.700 to 0.799) and very high (0.800 to 1.000). Matching

was performed using a 1:1 ratio, and matched pairs were followed throughout the cohort for each

outcome of interest (Fig. 2).

The outcomes here considered were hospital admission related to Covid-19 confirmed infection,

critical Covid-19 represented by cases admitted to ICU, and Covid-19-related deaths. These

outcomes have the most relevance for public health since they are directly related to potential

healthcare disruption and mortality. Also, such endpoints are less sensitive to bias related to

underreporting. For each outcome, matched pairs were followed from the day of receipt of the

second dose of the vaccinated individual until either the outcome of interest or a censoring event

is observed. Censuring events include the end of the cohort study, a death not related to

Covid-19, and vaccination of the matched control. To avoid bias due to outcomes observed

during the first days after the application of the second dose, we only considered outcomes that

occurred from the 14th day after that dose until the end of the follow-up. Therefore, the first 13

days of the matched pair are considered to be the period where there is no detectable effect from

the vaccine.

Statistical Analysis

We estimated the effectiveness of CoronaVac against Covid-19-related outcomes after 13 days

from the application of the second dose. We also estimated effectiveness during the periods 0-13

and ≥ 14 days for a single dose for further sensitivity analysis. After matching individuals, we

performed survival analysis for both vaccinated and unvaccinated groups considering the defined

cohort period. Survival curves and cumulative incidence curves for both groups were obtained

with the nonparametric Kaplan-Meier estimator [45]. For each outcome, we estimated the risk
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ratio using only the matched pairs in which both individuals were still at risk 13 days after the

receipt of the vaccine (date for the vaccinated group). For the hospitalization outcome, we also

provided stratified estimates considering specific age groups and sex.

Considering the observational nature of the study, bias due to unmeasured confounding is

possible. Although the matching procedure represents a robust adjustment, complete control for

confounding is not certain in observational studies. Here, confounding may exist if vaccinated

and unvaccinated groups differ in characteristics not observed. To improve the statistical quality

of the matched pairs, we repeated the matching process with different random seeds to obtain

several different configurations of controls for the same vaccinated group. For each realization of

the matching process, we obtained estimates of vaccine effectiveness, and the 95% CIs were

calculated using the nonparametric percentile bootstrap method with 1,000 repetitions.

Therefore, we evaluated different estimations of the effectiveness and their fluctuations within

different realizations. Vaccine effectiveness was estimated as one minus the risk ratio. We have

excluded estimates for analyses where less than 10 observations of an outcome were observed

across the two groups.

To verify potential unmeasured differences between vaccinated and unvaccinated groups, we

considered the period immediately after the application of the first dose until day 13 to compare

the cumulative incidence curves between groups. This period was excluded from the estimation

of effectiveness because it is expected that the risks of both groups are equivalent (no effect from

the vaccine was observed in that period). Therefore, the risk ratio between groups should be

close to one during this interval. We also obtained the risk ratio for this period as an average

from different configurations of controls to reduce the influence of fluctuations for scenarios

where there is a small number of outcomes. In addition, a sensitivity analysis was conducted to

evaluate the potential for selection bias due to informative censoring. In this analysis, controls

who were subsequently vaccinated were censored only after 6 and 13 days, where the effects of

vaccination are expected to be relevant. Analyses were performed in Python, version ≥3.9.

RESULTS

Study population
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Among the 2,275,309 individuals included in the VACINE JÁ database, 1,693,174 were

vaccinated during the duration of the cohort study. Four types of vaccines were administered

during the period of the cohort, and CoronaVac was the most used among elderly adults in the

first three months of the campaign. For individuals aged ≥ 60 years, 186,939 were vaccinated

with CoronaVac before the end of the study and 324,302 were eligible to participate in the

cohort. From the eligible population, 62,482 were matched to unvaccinated controls for the

two-dose regimen cohort. For the analysis regarding a single dose of CoronaVac, 124,609 were

matched to unvaccinated controls. The total follow-up time was 1,908,853 person-days, with a

median follow-up time of 36 days (IQR 24-54) after the first 13 days in the two-dose regimen in

both groups, with a maximum follow-up time of 90 days. During the cohort, a total of 149,694

confirmed tests for Covid-19 were performed, consisting of both RT-PCR and rapid antigen tests.

Most of the controls received a first dose of a vaccine during the study (Table 1); 30% of the

controls received CoronaVac, and then were included in the vaccinated group and matched with

a new unvaccinated control, while 35.9% of the controls received a different vaccine: 30.9%

ChAdOx1 nCoV-19 (AstraZeneca), 4.5% BNT162b2 (Pfizer-BioNtech), and 0.6%

Ad26.COV2.S (Janssen). A total of 41,157 matched pairs in which controls were eventually

vaccinated during the follow-up were censored, and about 10% of the eligible persons were

dropped from the analysis due to irregular information regarding either vaccine or outcome dates

or due to missing essential data for matching (Fig. 3).

Vaccine Effectiveness

During the duration of the cohort, a total of 4,461 hospitalizations, 1,025 ICU admissions, and

916 deaths were recorded in the eligible population. Considering the population of matched pairs

and a mean follow-up of 40.5 days (IQR 24-55), we observed 1,951 documented infections, of

which 402 required hospitalizations, 92 were admitted to the ICU and 112 resulted in death. The

cumulative incidence curves generated by the Kaplan-Meier estimator are shown in Fig. 4 for

each outcome considered. To estimate the vaccine effectiveness for individuals still at risk after

13 days of the second dose, we calculated the risk ratio at day 90 of follow-up. The effectiveness

of the two-dose regimen against hospitalization due to Covid-19, compared with the

unvaccinated group, was estimated at 55.8% (95% CI 42.7-68.3) with 135 events for the

unvaccinated versus 60 events for the vaccinated group with two doses. For critical disease
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manifestation, represented by the admission to ICU due to Covid-19, the effectiveness was

estimated at 68.4% (95% CI 42.3-86.4) with 32 events for the unvaccinated group against 10

events for the vaccinated group with two doses. For Covid-19-related deaths, we estimated that

the two-dose regimen of CoronaVac had an 82.3% (95% CI 66.3-93.9) effectiveness, with 46

events for the unvaccinated group against 8 events for the vaccinated group. These estimates,

together with the risk in each group, are presented in Table 2. No significant effect was found for

a single dose (Fig. S3).

The time for the vaccine to produce a detectable effect is identified by the number of follow-up

days at which the risk curves between the vaccinated and unvaccinated groups start to diverge.

Among the available outcomes in our study, we used the outcome of hospitalization to estimate

such divergence. Fig. S4 shows the distribution of the risk ratios obtained for different

configurations of unvaccinated controls on day 14 after the first dose. As observed, the

distribution is concentrated close to one, reinforcing the assumption of exchangeability of the

matched pairs and the robustness of the matching procedure.

We also performed an effectiveness estimation for hospitalization in subpopulation groups. For

more severe outcomes, such as admission to ICU and death, the number of outcomes captured

during the follow-up was not large enough to provide robust estimates for any specific strata. For

hospitalization, we observed larger vaccine effectiveness in women, 68.5% (95% CI 54.1-80.6),

compared to men, 35.2% (95% CI 3.4-60.3). The same analysis was performed by age groups:

effectiveness of 69.4% (95% CI 47.1-87.1) for the 60-69 group, 47.9% (95% CI 19.5-70.0) for

individuals in the 70-79 group, and finally 54.2% (95% CI 30.0-74.0) for individuals aged 80+

years. In Table 3 we present the vaccine effectiveness and risk values obtained from the

subgroups' analysis on hospitalization.

To evaluate the consistency of our estimates, we conducted a series of sensitivity analyses

regarding the matching procedure and follow-up rules. First, we create different samples of

unvaccinated controls to evaluate the robustness of the matching procedure. The different

estimates of vaccine effectiveness obtained for each random seed (Fig. S5) display a consistent

behavior compared with the estimations from the original cohort. Given each different

configuration, we can directly assess the variability of effectiveness within the target population

between different samples. Second, we delay the timing of censorship for matched pairs where
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the control individual receives the vaccine. In such cases, no effect from the vaccine is

considered in the first days after receipt of the first dose, and thus we allowed outcomes to be

recorded if they occurred during this period for the matched pair. We considered both a delay of

6 and 13 days after the receipt of the first dose for the control individual. Results indicate the

consistency between estimates of vaccine effectiveness since a very small variation is observed

within the same control configuration (Table S1).

DISCUSSION

We estimated the effectiveness of the two-dose regimen of the inactivated SARS-CoV-2 vaccine

CoronaVac and found it to be effective against severe Covid-19-related outcomes in elderly

adults. The study was performed in the fifth largest city of Brazil considering individuals aged

60+ years old during an epidemic wave associated with the Gamma variant. Different from other

studies implemented in Brazil, our study followed the framework of a target trial emulation by

using a large retrospective cohort from a populous city. The effectiveness of the two-dose

regimen of CoronaVac, compared with unvaccinated individuals, was estimated to be 55.8%

against a hospital admission, 68.4% against an ICU admission, and 82.3% in preventing a

Covid-19-related death.

The two-dose regimen of CoronaVac displayed large protection against hospitalization in the

female population (68.5%). Although effectiveness for the male population was lower (35.2%)

we note the wide confidence interval and smaller sample size for this subgroup, which does not

allow us to contrast effectiveness between both groups. Considering different groups of age,

CoronaVac exhibited higher protection against hospital admission among individuals aged 60 to

69 years old (69.4%) while it displayed reduced, albeit significant, effectiveness for older

individuals: 47.9% for the 70-79 years group and 54.2% for individuals aged 80+ years. Wide

confidence intervals in the estimates for the 70-79 years group and the 80+ years group reveal

uncertainties that do not allow a proper comparison between the effectiveness of the two groups.

Nevertheless, we observe in Table 3 that both unvaccinated and vaccinated individuals aged 80+

years have a significantly higher risk of hospital admission compared to younger individuals in

the study. This pattern of high-risk groups is consistent with the prioritization by age for the

vaccination schedule implemented in Fortaleza and across other Brazilian cities. The sample size
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of our study did not allow for the same subgroup analysis considering the outcomes of ICU

admission and death.

Due to the shorter interval between CoronaVac doses (two to four weeks), compared to other

vaccines implemented during the recruitment period (7 months), we focused our analysis on

individuals with a complete vaccination regimen (two doses of CoronaVac). Although a

considerable percentage of eligible individuals followed the official vaccination schedule, a

comparable percentage did not (Fig. S1). This irregularity is not only due to imperfect adherence

by the population, but also with issues of vaccine supply during the cohort period. Therefore, we

also estimated the risk for individuals under a single dose regimen of CoronaVac considering the

same severe outcomes mentioned before. There were no significant differences between

individuals with a single dose and unvaccinated individuals during the first weeks of vaccine

receipt (Fig. 3), a result consistent with analysis provided in other studies and reports from

clinical trials [12, 28].

Compared with other observational studies on the effectiveness of CoronaVac in Brazil, our

analysis provides comparable results and new insights into the national vaccination campaign. A

study that investigated adults aged 70+ years during a gamma variant [28] found similar results

regarding the effectiveness of CoronaVac against hospital admission due to Covid-19, but lower

effectiveness against a Covid-19-related death. The disagreement, however, was most likely due

to the presence of a younger population (60 to 69 years) in our study given the age mortality

pattern of Covid-19 [46]. Therefore, divergences in effectiveness estimates may be associated

with two crucial characteristics of our study. First, we considered the particular setting of a

highly populous city and included individuals aged 60 years or older. Second, we have adopted

the target trial framework, which largely differs from the methodologies employed in other

observational studies done for CoronaVac. In this sense, our study more closely approximates the

set of studies that evaluated the effectiveness of the BNT162b2 mRNA vaccine in high-income

countries [30,35].

The direct emulation of a target trial through a retrospective cohort provides a range of

advantages over other study designs [40], but demands a set of stricter requirements for its

successful implementation. To include essential eligibility criteria and to enforce exchangeability

between vaccinated individuals and unvaccinated controls at the baseline of the cohort, the
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availability of detailed information on individuals, ranging from demographic data to clinical

records, is indispensable. Although Brazil has a universal health system, with information

systems gathering standardized information collected nationwide, detailed individual data also

exist in different information systems across states. Fortaleza has local registries comprising

nearly the entire population of elderly adults in Fortaleza, which allowed us to select a

homogeneous eligible population and to set up a robust matching procedure despite the lack of

clinical variables for each individual. To enforce exchangeability between compared groups, we

matched vaccinated and unvaccinated individuals based on age, sex, and HDI of the

neighborhood of the residence. The use of the HDI was essential to uniformize the matched

population without drastically reducing the final sample because Fortaleza is a highly unequal

city [47].

As the registration on the platform VACINE JÁ is done by individuals willing to receive a

vaccine, there is a valid concern that the population associated with the registry might not

represent well the population of Fortaleza. However, while it is expected that specific groups

should be excluded from the database, such as individuals who are avowedly against vaccines,

the uptake in Fortaleza was very high, reinforced by the obligation of “vaccination passports”

[48]. Indeed, the main characteristics of the 60+ years population registered in VACINE JÁ and

the estimated population for Fortaleza in 2021 are quite similar (Fig. S2). Therefore, we were

able to build a representative cohort including a large portion of the eligible population.

Nevertheless, residual and unmeasured confounding remain a limitation in our study considering

its observational nature, and it arises mainly from unmeasured differences between the

vaccinated individuals and unvaccinated controls. Although the procedure of matching

vaccinated and unvaccinated individuals was adopted to mitigate such confounding, the lack of

clinical variables, such as the existence of comorbidities, could affect our results with residual

confounding. We verified the consistency of the matched pairs by first creating equivalent

cohorts with different samples of unvaccinated controls, drawn from the eligible population, and

then matching them with the set of vaccinated individuals. For each sample, we estimated the

risk ratio of hospital admission between the vaccinated and controls after 14 days of the receipt

of the first dose to obtain their distribution (Fig. S4). The risk ratio distribution of the different

cohorts is centered around one, suggesting robust exchangeability of both groups at baseline.

Here, we used the outcome of hospital admission as a close proxy to the symptomatic disease
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outcome, but with less sensitivity to bias due to health-seeking behavior. To avoid additional

residual confounding expected to arise from specific groups with high variability in their

exposure, such as health professionals (e.g., health workers, clinicians, and administrative staff),

the eligibility criteria used to build the cohort did not include them.

The use of several cohorts with different configurations of unvaccinated controls enabled a more

structured evaluation of the uncertainties in the analysis. While estimates of vaccine

effectiveness were similar for the outcomes of hospital admission and a Covid-19-related death,

much larger variability was observed in the estimates for the outcome of admission to the ICU

(Fig. S5). This sensitivity analysis shed light on the effectiveness obtained for the subpopulation

results provided in Table 3, where we observed wider confidence intervals (Fig. S6-S7). Despite

those uncertainties, the distribution of effectiveness for both stratifications is concentrated

around their respective average values. Therefore, this sensitivity analysis not only corroborates

the patterns discerned in Table 2-3 but also provides further insights into their uncertainties.

Finally, we addressed the potential selection bias that might arise from informative censoring.

We considered the scenario where controls might be infected but do not present significant

symptoms on the day of vaccine receipt (if the control receives a dose of any Covid-19 vaccine),

and therefore we delayed by 6 and 13 days the censoring of the respective matched pair. Results

show similar estimates (Table S1) compared to those shown in Table 2, suggesting small

interference of selection bias in the estimates.

At the time of writing, the efficacy of CoronaVac for elderly adults remained unresolved with

limited clinical evidence. In Brazil, a clinical trial performed on the population of young health

professionals [24] in 2020 has not yet been peer-reviewed and published. Fueled by

misinformation from the federal government, a negative reputation for CoronaVac during the

Brazilian mass vaccination was developed, causing the interruption of its production due to a

lack of demand in 2022. Nevertheless, CoronaVac was the only available vaccine providing

complete immunization through a two-dose regimen for elderly adults for 3 months, in the worst

moment of the pandemic in Brazil due to the Gamma variant. Our study, grounded in a novel

methodology, estimated the high effectiveness of CoronaVac against severe outcomes, especially

against the critical outcomes of ICU admission and death related to Covid-19. Our analysis

suggests that despite the critical delay in the delivery of immunization, CoronaVac played a
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crucial role in preventing an even more dramatic scenario in terms of lives lost to Covid-19 [49].
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Figure 1: Epidemiology pattern of Covid-19 in Fortaleza, 2020-22. (a) Epidemiological curves

of Covid-19 cases and deaths in Fortaleza, and major interventions implemented in the city, Jan

2020-July 2022. (b) Cases (gray) and (c) deaths (red) of Covid-19 and cumulative distribution of

individuals vaccinated with 2 doses (we consider a single dose of the Janssen vaccine as

equivalent to a two-dose regimen).

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 7, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.06.23291015doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.06.23291015
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Figure 2:Matching procedure. Each eligible individual vaccinated is matched on the day of

vaccine receipt with a current unvaccinated person. Unvaccinated controls are matched to the

vaccinated person if they have the same sex, age within at most one year of difference (δ− = δ+ =

1 year), and the same HDI of their neighborhood of residence. The baseline covariates for each

individual are considered on the day of vaccine receipt of the vaccinated person at the time of

matching. For each outcome, matched pairs are followed until either the outcome or a censoring

event is observed. The follow-up of a matched pair is censored if either the unvaccinated control

receives a vaccine (for which the person is matched with a new unvaccinated in case the vaccine

is CoronaVac), death unrelated to Covid-19 of any of the paired individuals or the end of the

follow-up, defined here as 90 days after the first day of follow-up.
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Figure 3: Flow chart of cohort recruitment.
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￼￼

Figure 4: Cumulative incidence curves comparing the risk between individuals vaccinated with

two doses of CoronaVac and unvaccinated individuals. Curves were estimated with the

Kaplan-Meier estimator for (a) hospital admission, (b) ICU admission, and (c) Covid-19-related

death. An early divergence is observed for the outcome of hospitalization. This divergence

might be due to the presence of unreported infected individuals before the day of matching.

Therefore, to estimate vaccine effectiveness, outcomes were considered only from day 14 of

receipt of the second dose for the vaccinated person (dotted line in the incidence curves).
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Table 1: Demographic characteristics and vaccination information of the matched pairs at

baseline.

Characteristics Vaccinated
(N=62,643)

Unvaccinated
(N=62,643)

Demographic characteristics

Median age (IQR) 70 (65 - 76) 69 (64 - 75)

Age group (%)

60 to 69 years old 30,434 (48.6%) 33,644 (53.7%)

70 to 79 years old 22,812 (36.4%) 20,771 (33.2%)

80 to 89 years old 7,932 (12.7%) 6,928 (11.1%)

90+ years old 1,466 (2.3%) 1,300 (2.1%)

Sex (%)

Female 36,998 (59.1%) 36,998 (59.1%)

Male 25,646 (40.9%) 25,646 (40.9%)

HDI categories (%)

Very low (0.000 to 0.499) 47,779 (76.3%) 47,779 (76.3%)

Low (0.500 to 0.599) 6,358 (10.1%) 6,358 (10.1%)

Medium (0.600 to 0.699) 2,670 (4.3%) 2,670 (4.3%)

High (0.700 to 0.799) 1,760 (2.8%) 1,760 (2.8%)

Very high (0.800 to 1.000) 4,076 (6.5%) 4,076 (6.5%)

Vaccination information

CoronaVac (%)

Received at least one dose
during the cohort

62,722 (100.0%) 18,789 (30.0%)

Received two doses
during the cohort

62,722 (100.0%) 17,579 (28.0%)
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Other than CoronaVac (%)

Received at least one dose
during the cohort

0 (0.0%) 22,177 (35.4%)

Received two doses
during the cohort

0 (0.0%) 14,305 (22.8%)
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Table 2: Effectiveness of the two-dose regimen of CoronaVac against severe outcomes. Number

of outcomes and risks are shown for both two-dose regimen individuals and unvaccinated

individuals. 95% confidence intervals of the estimates were obtained by using the percentile

bootstrap method with 1000 repetitions.

Outcome

Unvaccinated
Individuals

Two-dose regimen
Individuals

1 - RR
(95% CI)

Events Risk per
100,000

individuals

Events Risk per
100,000

individuals

Hospitalization 135 570.0 60 251.9 55.8% (42.7 -
68.3)

Admission to
ICU

32 134.6 10 41.9 68.4% (42.3 -
86.4)

Death 46 193.7 8 33.5 82.3% (66.3 -
93.9)
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Table 3: Subpopulation analysis of the effectiveness of two-dose regimen of CoronaVac for the

outcome of hospital admission. 95% confidence intervals of the estimates were obtained by using

the percentile bootstrap method with 1000 repetitions.

Subgroup

Unvaccinated
Individuals

Two-dose regimen
Individuals

1 - RR (95% CI)
Hospital

Admissions

Risk per
100,000

individuals

Hospital
Admissions

Risk per
100,000

individuals

Sex

Male 52 491.4 33 310.6 35.2% (3.4 - 60.3)

Female 83 630.7 27 204.4 68.5% (54.1 - 80.6)

Age (years)

60 to 69 38 309.8 11 89.4 69.4% (47.1-87.1)

70 to 79 49 592.9 26 312.8 47.9% (19.5-70.0)

80+ 47 1452.4 23 704.4 54.2% (30.0 - 74.0)
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