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Abstract

Background: This study investigated the presence of the healthy vaccinee bias in two COVID-
19 vaccine effectiveness studies, involving primary series and booster vaccinations, as well as its
temporal patterns and variability across different subpopulations, by examining the association

between COVID-19 vaccination and non-COVID-19 mortality in Qatar.

Methods: Two matched, retrospective cohort studies assessed the incidence of non-COVID-19
death in national cohorts of individuals with a primary series vaccination versus no vaccination
(two-dose analysis), and individuals with three-dose (booster) vaccination versus primary series

vaccination (three-dose analysis), from January 5, 2021, to April 9, 2024.

Results: The adjusted hazard ratio (aHR) for non-COVID-19 death was 0.76 (95% CI: 0.64-
0.90) in the two-dose analysis and 0.85 (95% CI: 0.67-1.07) in the three-dose analysis. In the
first six months of follow-up in the two-dose analysis, the aHR was 0.35 (95% ClI: 0.27-0.46);
however, the combined analysis of all subsequent periods showed an aHR of 1.52 (95% CI: 1.19-
1.94). In the first six months of follow-up in the three-dose analysis, the aHR was 0.31 (95% CI:
0.20-0.50); however, the combined analysis of all subsequent periods showed an aHR of 1.37
(95% CI: 1.02-1.85). The overall effectiveness of the primary series and third-dose vaccinations
against severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 was 95.9% (95% CI: 94.0-97.1) and 34.1% (95% CI:
-46.4-76.7), respectively. Subgroup analyses showed that the healthy vaccinee bias is
pronounced among those aged 50 years and older and among those more clinically vulnerable to
severe COVID-19.

Conclusion: A strong healthy vaccinee bias was observed in the first six months following

vaccination. This bias may have stemmed from a lower likelihood of vaccination among
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seriously ill, end-of-life individuals, and less mobile elderly populations. Despite this bias,

vaccination provided strong protection against severe COVID-19.
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Introduction

While randomized controlled trials remain the gold standard for determining vaccine efficacy,
they often have short follow-up durations, primarily involve healthy participants, and may cover
only a limited range of clinical outcomes [1-3]. Real-world observational studies are frequently
utilized to evaluate vaccine effectiveness beyond the controlled trial environment [2, 4, 5]. In
these settings, diverse health statuses, variable health behaviors, and structural determinants can

influence vaccine uptake, potentially biasing estimates of effectiveness [2, 4, 5].

The accuracy of vaccine effectiveness estimates from observational studies can be impacted by
two opposite forms of bias: indication bias and healthy vaccinee bias [2, 6]. Indication bias
occurs when individuals with underlying health conditions are more likely to receive
vaccination, leading to an underestimation of vaccine effectiveness [6]. Conversely, healthy
vaccinee bias occurs when healthier or health-conscious individuals are more likely to receive
vaccination, leading to an overestimation of vaccine effectiveness [6]. Both forms of bias can
skew effectiveness results by conflating health status with the protective effects of the vaccine

[2, 6].

Such biases have been documented in observational studies of influenza vaccine effectiveness [2,
6-8], coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) vaccine effectiveness [9-11], and prescriptive
medication effectiveness [2]. In particular, studies have documented a strong effect of healthy
vaccinee bias in estimations of influenza vaccine effectiveness among the elderly [2, 8]. While it
is common for studies to control for such bias by adjusting for coexisting conditions based on
administrative healthcare utilization databases, this approach may not sufficiently or properly
adjust for bias, as it may not capture the illness severity, recency, duration, or the functional

status of individuals—factors that can confound the association between vaccination and health
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outcomes, particularly in the elderly [2, 6, 8]. Assessing coexisting conditions based on database
variables can also be affected by differential misclassification, as these variables not only reflect

chronic diseases but also inherently measure utilization of health services [2].

A notable feature of the healthy vaccinee bias is its potentially strong time dependence, most
pronounced immediately after vaccination but gradually diminishing [2, 8]. This trend is
observed because seriously ill individuals, those with deteriorating health, and frail, less mobile
elderly persons are less likely to be vaccinated, resulting in a higher short-term mortality risk
among the unvaccinated [2, 8]. Studies show that elderly individuals who are more mobile or
have fewer functional limitations are more likely to be vaccinated [2, 12]. For instance, one study
demonstrated that the inability to bathe independently was associated with a 13-fold increase in
mortality risk and a 52% reduced likelihood of receiving a vaccination [12]. Over time, as the
less functional and seriously ill individuals in the unvaccinated group die, the disparities between
the vaccinated and unvaccinated groups diminish [2, 8]. Additional changes in health status over

time among members of both groups also contribute to this equilibration [2, 8].

In this national retrospective cohort study, the presence of indication or healthy vaccinee bias
was investigated within a conventionally designed and well-controlled COVID-19 vaccine
effectiveness study covering both primary series and booster mMRNA vaccinations. Three aspects
of this bias were explored: its existence, its temporal pattern, and its variability across different
subpopulations. This was accomplished by assessing the association between COVID-19
vaccination and non-COVID-19 mortality, which serves as a suitable control outcome to gauge
the degree of potential residual bias in well-controlled vaccine effectiveness estimates against

SARS-CoV-2 infection or severe forms of COVID-19 [2].

Methods
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Study population, data sources, and vaccination

This study was conducted among the resident population of Qatar from January 5, 2021, which
marks the earliest record of a completed COVID-19 primary series vaccination, to April 9, 2024,
the study's end date. Data on COVID-19 laboratory testing, vaccination, hospitalization, and
death were retrieved from the integrated, nationwide digital health information platform (Section
S1in Supplementary Appendix). Deaths not related to COVID-19 were sourced from the
national federated mortality database, which captures all deaths in the country, occurring in
healthcare facilities and elsewhere, including forensic deaths investigated by Qatar's Ministry of

Interior.

The national digital health information platform includes all SARS-CoV-2-related records,
encompassing COVID-19 vaccinations, hospitalizations, and polymerase chain reaction (PCR)
tests, irrespective of location or facility, and, from January 5, 2022, medically supervised rapid
antigen tests (Section S2). Until October 31, 2022, Qatar maintained an extensive testing
approach, testing 5% of the population weekly, primarily for routine purposes such as screening
or travel-related requirements [13, 14]. From November 1, 2022, onwards, testing was reduced to
below 1% of the population weekly [15]. Most COVID-19 infections in Qatar were identified
through routine testing rather than symptomatic presentation (Section S1) [13, 14]. The national
platform further contains data on coexisting conditions for individuals who have accessed care
through the universal public health care system since the establishment of the digital health

platform in 2013 (Section S3).

COVID-19 vaccination in Qatar was almost exclusively done utilizing mRNA vaccines [15-17]

and was administered throughout the pandemic according to the United States Food and Drug
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Administration approved protocols. Vaccination was provided free of charge to all individuals,
irrespective of citizenship, exclusively through the public healthcare system [18]. The rollout
strategy prioritized frontline healthcare workers, individuals with severe or multiple chronic

conditions, and individuals aged 50 years or older [13].

Demographic information was obtained from the national health registry. Qatar's demographic
composition is distinct, with only 9% of the population aged 50 years or older and 89% being
resident expatriates from over 150 countries [19]. Further details on Qatar's population and

COVID-19 databases have been previously published [13, 14, 19-23].
Study design

Two national, matched, retrospective cohort studies were conducted to investigate the potential
for indication bias or healthy vaccinee bias influencing the estimated effectiveness of COVID-19
primary series (two-dose) and booster (three-dose) vaccinations in Qatar's population. Given the
objective of exploring these biases, the studies were designed as vaccine effectiveness studies,
adhering to cohort designs developed and implemented in Qatar's population since the

pandemic's onset [15, 20, 22, 24-28].

In the first study (two-dose analysis), the incidence of non-COVID-19 death in the national
cohort of individuals who received the primary series vaccination (designated as the two-dose
cohort) was compared with that in the national cohort of unvaccinated individuals (designated as
the unvaccinated cohort). In the second study (three-dose analysis), the incidence of non-
COVID-19 death in the national cohort of individuals who received a third (booster) dose of
vaccination (designated as the three-dose cohort) was compared with that in the two-dose cohort.
For both studies, vaccine effectiveness was also estimated by comparing the incidence of SARS-

CoV-2 infection and of severe forms of COVID-19 between the study cohorts.
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Severe forms of COVID-19 were classified by trained medical personnel independent of the
study investigators. The classifications were based on individual chart reviews, adhering to the
World Health Organization (WHO) guidelines for defining COVID-19 case severity (acute-care
hospitalization) [29], criticality (intensive-care-unit hospitalization) [29], and fatality [30]
(Section S4). These evaluations were implemented throughout the pandemic as part of a national
protocol, under which every individual with a SARS-CoV-2-positive test and a concurrent
COVID-19 hospital admission was assessed for infection severity at regular intervals until
discharge or death, regardless of the hospital length of stay. All deaths in the population not

classified as COVID-19 deaths were deemed non-COVID-19 deaths.

Incidence of infection was defined as any PCR-positive or rapid-antigen-positive test after the
start of follow-up, irrespective of symptomatic presentation. Individuals whose infection
progressed to severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 were classified based on their worst outcome,
starting with COVID-19 death [30], followed by critical disease [29], and then severe disease
[29] (Section S4). Incidence of outcomes of severe forms of COVID-19 was recorded on the date

of the SARS-CoV-2-positive test confirming the infection.
Cohorts' eligibility and matching

Individuals qualified for inclusion in the two-dose cohort if they received two doses of an mMRNA
vaccine, and in the three-dose cohort if they received three doses of an mMRNA vaccine. Those
who were administered the ChAdOx1 nCoV-19 (AZD1222) vaccine, a small proportion of the
population, or the pediatric 10-pug BNT162b2 vaccine were excluded. Individuals qualified for

inclusion in the unvaccinated cohort if they had no vaccination record at the start of follow-up.

Cohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, nationality, exact

coexisting conditions (Section S3), and prior documented SARS-CoV-2 infection status (no prior

9
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infection, prior pre-omicron infection, prior omicron infection, or prior pre-omicron and omicron
infections). Since prior infection may affect the health status of an individual, such as by causing
Long COVID [31] or affecting vaccination uptake [32], the matching by prior infection status
aimed to balance this confounder across cohorts. Prior infections were classified as pre-omicron
if they occurred before December 19, 2021, the onset of the omicron wave in Qatar [14], and as

omicron thereafter.

For the two-dose analysis, individuals who received their second vaccine dose in a specific
calendar week in the two-dose cohort were additionally matched to individuals who had a record
of a SARS-CoV-2-negative test in that same calendar week in the unvaccinated cohort. This
matching was done to ensure that matched pairs had presence in Qatar over the same time
period. Individuals who were tested after death or who had an unascertained or discrepant death

date were excluded.

Similarly, for the three-dose analysis, individuals who received their third vaccine dose in a
specific calendar week in the three-dose cohort were matched to individuals who had a record of
a SARS-CoV-2-negative test in that same calendar week in the two-dose cohort. Additionally,
individuals in the three-dose cohort were matched to individuals in the two-dose cohort by the
calendar week of the second vaccine dose. These matching criteria ensured that the paired
individuals received their primary series vaccinations at the same time and were present in Qatar

during the same period.

Iterative matching was implemented so that, at the start of follow-up, individuals were alive, had
maintained their vaccination status, had the same prior infection status as their match, and had no
documented SARS-CoV-2 infection within the previous 90 days. The 90-day threshold was used

to avoid misclassification of a previous (prolonged) SARS-CoV-2 infection as an incident

10
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infection [14, 33-35]. Consequently, a prior infection was defined as a SARS-CoV-2-positive

test that occurred >90 days before the start of follow-up.

The above-detailed matching approach aimed to balance observed confounders that could
potentially affect the risk of non-COVID-19 death or the risk of infection across the exposure
groups [19, 23, 36-39]. The matching factors were selected based on findings from earlier studies

on Qatar's population [13, 17, 18, 23, 40-42].

The matching algorithm was implemented using ccmatch command in Stata 18.0 supplemented
with conditions to retain only controls that fulfilled the eligibility criteria, and was iterated using
loops with as many replications as needed until exhaustion (i.e., no more matched pairs could be

identified).

According to this study design and matching approach, individuals in the matched unvaccinated
cohort in the two-dose analysis may have contributed follow-up time before receiving the
primary series vaccination and subsequently contributed follow-up time as part of the two-dose
cohort after receiving the primary series vaccination. Similarly, in the three-dose analysis,
individuals in the matched two-dose cohort may have contributed follow-up time before
receiving the third (booster) dose, as part of the two-dose cohort, and subsequently contributed

follow-up time as part of the three-dose cohort after receiving the third dose.
Cohorts' follow-up

Follow-up started from the calendar date of the second dose in the two-dose analysis and from
the calendar date of the third dose in the three-dose analysis. To ensure exchangeability [20, 43],
both members of each matched pair were censored at the earliest occurrence of receiving an

additional vaccine dose.

11
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Accordingly, individuals were followed until the first of any of the following events: a
documented SARS-CoV-2 infection (irrespective of symptoms), first-dose vaccination for
individuals in the unvaccinated cohort (with matched-pair censoring), third-dose vaccination for
individuals in the two-dose cohort (with matched-pair censoring), fourth-dose vaccination for
individuals in the three-dose cohort (with matched-pair censoring), death, or the administrative

end of follow-up at the end of the study.
Oversight

The institutional review boards at Hamad Medical Corporation and Weill Cornell Medicine—
Qatar approved this retrospective study with a waiver of informed consent. The study was
reported according to the Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology

(STROBE; Table S1).
Statistical analysis

Eligible and matched cohorts were described using frequency distributions and measures of
central tendency, and were compared using standardized mean differences (SMDs). An SMD of
<0.1 indicated adequate matching [44]. The cumulative incidence of non-COVID-19 death,
defined as proportion of individuals at risk whose primary endpoint during follow-up was a non-

COVID-19 death, was estimated using the Kaplan-Meier estimator method.

Incidence rate of non-COVID-19 death in each cohort, defined as number of non-COVID-19
deaths divided by number of person-weeks contributed by all individuals in the cohort, was
estimated along with the corresponding 95% confidence interval (Cl), using a Poisson log-

likelihood regression model with the Stata 18.0 stptime command.

12
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Overall adjusted hazard ratio (aHR), comparing incidence of non-COVID-19 death between the
cohorts, and corresponding 95% CI, were calculated using Cox regression models with
adjustment for the matching factors, via the Stata 18.0 stcox command. This adjustment was
implemented to ensure precise and unbiased estimation of the standard variance [45]. Cls were
not adjusted for multiplicity. Schoenfeld residuals and log-log plots for survival curves were
used to examine the proportional hazards assumption. An aHR less than 1 indicated evidence of

a healthy vaccinee bias. An aHR greater than 1 indicated evidence of an indication bias.

The overall aHR provides a weighted average of the time-varying hazard ratio [46]. To explore
differences in the risk of non-COVID-19 death over time, the aHR was also estimated by 6-
month intervals from the start of follow-up, using separate Cox regressions, with "failure”

restricted to specific time intervals.

Subgroup analyses estimating the overall aHR stratified by age group (<50 years versus >50
years), clinical vulnerability status, and prior infection status were also conducted. Individuals
were classified as less clinically vulnerable to severe COVID-19 if they were <50 years of age
and had one or no coexisting conditions, and as more clinically vulnerable to severe COVID-19
if they were either >50 years of age or <50 years of age but with >2 coexisting conditions [21,

22].

The study analyzed non-COVID-19 mortality in the population of Qatar. However, some deaths
may have occurred outside Qatar when expatriates were traveling abroad or had permanently left
the country after the start of follow-up. The matching strategy aimed to mitigate any differential
effects of these out-of-country deaths on the matched groups, for instance, by matching on a
SARS-CoV-2-negative test among controls to ensure their presence in Qatar during the same

period. To assess whether our results could have been affected by bias due to out-of-country

13
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deaths or the matching requirement of a SARS-CoV-2-negative test, two sensitivity analyses
were conducted: first, by restricting the cohorts to only Qataris, where out-of-country deaths are
unlikely, and second, by eliminating the requirement for matching by a SARS-CoV-2-negative

test.

Analogous methods were used to compare incidence of SARS-CoV-2 infection and of severe
forms of COVID-19 between study cohorts. The overall aHR, comparing incidence of SARS-
CoV-2 infection (or severe forms of COVID-19) between study cohorts, was calculated,
including an additional adjustment for the testing rate. VVaccine effectiveness against infection
and against severe forms of COVID-19, along with the associated 95% Cls, were derived from
the aHR as 1-aHR if the aHR was <1, and as 1/aHR-1 if the aHR was >1 [22, 47]. This approach
ensured a symmetric scale for both negative and positive effectiveness, spanning from -100%-
100%, resulting in a meaningful interpretation of effectiveness, regardless of the value being

positive or negative.

Statistical analyses were performed using Stata/SE version 18.0 (Stata Corporation, College

Station, TX, USA).
Results
Two-dose analysis

Fig. S1 illustrates the process of selecting the study cohorts. Table 1 outlines the cohorts'
baseline characteristics. Each matched cohort comprised 812,583 individuals. Median date of the
second vaccine dose was June 21, 2021 for the two-dose cohort. Median duration of follow-up
was 206 days (interquartile range (IQR), 41-925 days) in the two-dose cohort and 199 days

(IQR, 36-933 days) in the unvaccinated cohort (Fig. 1A).

14
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During follow-up, 237 non-COVID-19 deaths occurred in the two-dose cohort compared to 306
in the unvaccinated cohort (Table 2A and Fig. S1). There were 54,427 SARS-CoV-2 infections
recorded in the two-dose cohort, of which 23 progressed to severe, 6 to critical, and none to fatal
COVID-19. Meanwhile, 57,974 SARS-CoV-2 infections were recorded in the unvaccinated

cohort, of which 539 progressed to severe, 66 to critical, and 25 to fatal COVID-19.

The cumulative incidence of non-COVID-19 death was 0.070% (95% CI: 0.061-0.081%) for the
two-dose cohort and 0.071% (95% CI: 0.062-0.080%) for the unvaccinated cohort after 990 days
of follow-up (Fig. 1A). The overall aHR comparing the incidence of non-COVID-19 death in the
two-dose cohort to that in the unvaccinated cohort was 0.76 (95% CI: 0.64-0.90), indicating

evidence of a healthy vaccinee bias (Table 2A).

In the first six months of follow-up, the aHR was 0.35 (95% CI: 0.27-0.46), indicating strong
evidence of a healthy vaccinee bias (Fig. 2A). However, the combined analysis of all periods
after the first six months showed an aHR of 1.52 (95% CI: 1.19-1.94), pointing to an indication

bias.

The subgroup analyses estimated the aHR at 0.89 (95% CI: 0.72-1.11) among individuals under
50 years of age and at 0.56 (95% CI: 0.42-0.75) among those 50 years of age and older (Table
2A). The aHR was 0.98 (95% CI: 0.79-1.22) for those less clinically vulnerable to severe
COVID-19 and 0.51 (95% CI: 0.39-0.68) for the more clinically vulnerable group. The aHR by
prior infection status was 0.74 (95% ClI: 0.63-0.89) for no prior infection and 1.00 (95% CI:

0.45-2.20) for prior pre-omicron infection.

In the two sensitivity analyses—one including only Qataris and the other also including only
Qataris but without matching on a SARS-CoV-2-negative test among controls—the aHRs for

non-COVID-19 death were 0.29 (95% CI: 0.19-0.43) and 0.38 (95% CI: 0.30-0.50), respectively
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(Table 4A). Both analyses are consistent with each other and with the main analysis results.
However, the healthy vaccinee bias effect is more pronounced among Qataris, as the proportion
of individuals above 50 years of age or those with serious coexisting conditions is substantially
higher among Qataris compared to the rest of the population, which primarily comprises

working-age male craft and manual workers.[19, 23, 39]

The overall effectiveness of primary series vaccination compared to no vaccination was 10.7%
(95% CI: 9.6-11.7) against infection and 95.9% (95% CI: 94.0-97.1) against severe, critical, or
fatal COVID-19 (Table 2A).

Three-dose analysis

Fig. S2 illustrates the process of selecting the study cohorts. Table 1 outlines the cohorts'
baseline characteristics. Each matched cohort comprised 330,568 individuals. The median date
of the second vaccine dose was May 15, 2021, for both the two-dose and three-dose cohorts. The
median date of the third vaccine dose in the three-dose cohort was January 24, 2022. The median
duration of follow-up was 695 days (IQR, 66-802 days) in the three-dose cohort and 685 days

(IQR, 49-798 days) in the two-dose cohort (Fig. 1B).

During follow-up, 132 non-COVID-19 deaths occurred in the three-dose cohort compared to 147
in the two-dose cohort (Table 2B and Fig. S2). There were 26,842 SARS-CoV-2 infections
recorded in the three-dose cohort, of which 3 progressed to severe, 2 to critical, and 1 to fatal
COVID-19. Meanwhile, 35,411 SARS-CoV-2 infections were recorded in the two-dose cohort,

of which 8 progressed to severe, 1 to critical, and none to fatal COVID-19.

The cumulative incidence of non-COVID-19 death was 0.064% (95% CI: 0.054-0.076%) for the
three-dose cohort and 0.070% (95% CI: 0.059-0.083%) for the two-dose cohort, after 840 days

of follow-up (Fig. 1B). The overall aHR comparing the incidence of non-COVID-19 death in the
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three-dose cohort to that in the two-dose cohort was 0.85 (95% CI: 0.67-1.07), indicating no

overall evidence of a healthy vaccinee bias (Table 2B).

In the first six months of follow-up, the aHR was 0.31 (95% CI: 0.20-0.50), indicating strong
evidence of a healthy vaccinee bias (Fig. 2B). However, the combined analysis of all subsequent

periods showed an aHR of 1.37 (95% CI: 1.02-1.85), pointing to an indication bias.

The subgroup analyses estimated the aHR at 0.90 (95% CI: 0.67-1.20) among individuals under
50 years of age and at 0.76 (95% ClI: 0.51-1.13) among those 50 years of age and older (Table
2A). The aHR was 0.91 (95% CI: 0.67-1.22) for those less clinically vulnerable to severe
COVID-19 and 0.76 (95% CI: 0.52-1.12) for the more clinically vulnerable group. The aHR by
prior infection status was 0.79 (95% CI: 0.61-1.01) for no prior infection, 1.63 (95% CI: 0.71-

3.72) for prior pre-omicron infection, and 1.32 (95% ClI: 0.30-5.91) for prior omicron infection.

In the two sensitivity analyses—one including only Qataris and the other also including only
Qataris but without matching on a SARS-CoV-2-negative test among controls—the aHRs for
non-COVID-19 death were 0.76 (95% CI: 0.43-1.32) and 0.77 (95% CI: 0.53-1.13), respectively

(Table 4B). Both analyses are consistent with each other and with the main analysis results.

The overall effectiveness of the third-dose (booster) vaccination compared to primary series
vaccination was 26.3% (95% CI: 25.2-27.5) against infection and 34.1% (95% CI: -46.4-76.7)
against severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 (Table 2B).

Discussion

The results affirm the presence of a healthy vaccinee bias, evident during the first six months
after vaccination. Notably, the same bias, with a similar magnitude, was observed in both

primary series and booster vaccinations, suggesting a consistent underlying phenomenon. This
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bias, similar to that found in influenza vaccine effectiveness studies [2, 8], may stem from
seriously ill and end-of-life individuals, such as terminal cancer patients, as well as frail and less
mobile elderly persons, being less likely to be vaccinated [2, 8]. This leads to a higher short-term
mortality risk among the unvaccinated [2, 8]. This is supported by this bias being only evident in
the first six months, and specifically among those aged 50 years and older and those more
clinically vulnerable to severe COVID-19. Given the strength of this bias, it seems unlikely that
it can be attributed to an effect of vaccination-induced nonspecific immune activation or
trained/bystander immunity that protects against a range of infectious and non-infectious

outcomes [11, 48-50].

While we observed a healthy vaccinee bias, it is possible that both a healthy vaccinee bias and an
indication bias were present, albeit at different strengths and times. The healthy vaccinee bias
was evident in the first six months after vaccination. Subsequently, there was supporting
evidence for an indication bias, potentially reflecting the depletion of seriously ill individuals
during those six months among those who were not vaccinated, leaving this group enriched with
relatively healthier individuals. Meanwhile, the vaccinated group continued to include those with

less serious health conditions who received the vaccination to improve their health status.

These findings raise a concern, as vaccine effectiveness is typically estimated for the first few
months after vaccination for seasonal infections, or for infections with repeated waves, such as
influenza and SARS-CoV-2 [2, 6, 8, 51]. These findings support a rationale for excluding
seriously ill, immunosuppressed, or functionally impaired individuals in studies of vaccine

effectiveness in the general population [2, 8].

Although a healthy vaccinee bias was observed in this study, the extent to which this bias may

have skewed the estimated vaccine effectiveness remains uncertain. This bias is presumably
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more likely to affect vaccine effectiveness against severe forms of COVID-19 than against
infection alone [10]. The impact of this bias might also have been mitigated somewhat by using
specific infection outcomes—such as severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19—and by confirming
infections through laboratory methods, rather than relying on broad non-specific outcomes like
all-cause mortality, commonly used in influenza vaccine effectiveness studies [2, 6, 8].
Ironically, the overall healthy vaccinee bias over the entire duration of follow-up may have been

partially mitigated by the indication bias observed after the first six months of vaccination.

Despite the presence of a healthy vaccinee bias, the results still confirm strong protection from
vaccination against severe forms of COVID-19, as the observed effectiveness for the primary
series was extremely high, at 96%. However, vaccine effectiveness against infection was modest,
which is expected given that this type of protection rapidly diminishes within the first few
months after vaccination [13, 40, 51, 52], and effectiveness was estimated over three years of

follow-up.

This study has limitations. The specific causes of non-COVID-19 deaths were not available to
the investigators, which limited the scope of additional analyses. A number of non-COVID-19
deaths had unascertained or discrepant death date; therefore, these individuals were excluded
from the study from the onset. However, this exclusion is not likely to materially affect the
analyses, as there were only 23 deaths with unascertained or discrepant death dates in the entire

population of Qatar over the three years of this study.

Documented COVID-19 deaths may not include all deaths that occurred because of COVID-19
[53, 54], and thus there could be some misclassification bias affecting the distinction between
COVID-19 and non-COVID-19 deaths. However, the number of COVID-19 deaths was small

(Fig. S1 and Fig. S2), and the COVID-19 death rate in the young and working-age population of
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Qatar has been one of the lowest worldwide, with less than 0.1% of documented infections
resulting in death [21, 23, 55, 56]. Earlier studies suggest that the number of undocumented
COVID-19 deaths in Qatar is too small to appreciably affect the analyses of this study [21, 23,

56].

The study analyzed all deaths occurring within Qatar; however, some deaths might have
occurred outside the country. Data on deaths outside the country were not available for our
analysis. Nevertheless, the matching process was designed to ensure that participants were
present in Qatar during the same period and to balance the risk of out-of-country deaths across
cohorts. Consequently, these out-of-country deaths are not likely to have influenced the
comparative outcomes of the matched cohorts. Further supporting our results, the sensitivity
analysis, which was restricted to only Qataris—a group very unlikely to experience out-of-Qatar

deaths—corroborated the main study results.

The national testing database served as a sampling frame for unvaccinated individuals in Qatar.
However, this database does not capture individuals who have never had a SARS-CoV-2 test
since the onset of the pandemic. Nevertheless, testing has been extensive in Qatar, with the vast
majority conducted for routine reasons [13, 14]. Given the widespread testing mandates and the
large volume of tests conducted, it is not likely that any citizen or resident in Qatar has not had at

least one SARS-CoV-2 test since the onset of the pandemic [13, 14].

Matched unvaccinated individuals were required to have tested negative for SARS-CoV-2 in the
week their matched vaccinated counterparts received their vaccine, ensuring that both groups
were present in Qatar during the same time period. Different eligibility criteria between the two
arms could bias the study if there was a correlation between testing and non-COVID-19 death.

However, the sensitivity analysis for Qataris, which eliminated the requirement for matching by
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a SARS-CoV-2-negative test, confirmed similar results, suggesting that this matching

requirement may not have biased the results.

The study was conducted in a specific national population consisting mainly of healthy working-
age adults, thus the generalizability of the findings to other populations remains uncertain. As an
observational study, the investigated cohorts were neither blinded nor randomized, so
unmeasured or uncontrolled confounding factors cannot be excluded. Although matching
accounted for key factors affecting risks of death and infection [19, 36-39], it was not possible
for other factors such as geography or occupation, for which data were unavailable. However,
Qatar is essentially a city-state where infection incidence was broadly distributed across
neighborhoods. Nearly 90% of Qatar's population are expatriates from over 150 countries,
primarily coming for employment [19]. In this context, nationality, age, and sex serve as
powerful proxies for socioeconomic status [19, 36-39]. Nationality is also strongly associated

with occupation [19, 37-39].

The matching procedure used in this study has been evaluated in previous studies with different
epidemiologic designs and using control groups to test for null effects [13, 17, 18, 40, 57]. These
prior studies demonstrated that this procedure balances differences in infection exposure to
estimate vaccine effectiveness [13, 17, 18, 40, 57], suggesting that the matching strategy may
also have mitigated differences in mortality risk. Lastly, the aHRs were estimated both overall
and by 6-month intervals from the start of follow-up. However, the interval-based analysis can

be susceptible to changes in the composition of the study population over time.

The study has strengths. It was implemented on Qatar's entire population and sizable cohorts,
representing a diverse range of national backgrounds. Extensive, validated databases from

numerous prior COVID-19 studies were utilized in this study. The availability of an integrated
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digital health information platform provided data on various confounding factors, facilitating
rigorous matching based on specific coexisting conditions and prior infection statuses. The
ascertainment of COVID-19 deaths was meticulously conducted by trained personnel, adhering

to a national protocol and WHO guidelines for classifying COVID-19 case fatalities [30].

In conclusion, a healthy vaccinee bias was observed, but only in the first six months following
COVID-19 vaccination and specifically among those aged 50 years and older and those more
clinically vulnerable to severe COVID-19. The same bias, with similar magnitude, was observed
for both primary series and booster vaccinations, suggesting a consistent underlying
phenomenon, perhaps a lower likelihood of vaccination among seriously ill, end-of-life
individuals, and less mobile elderly populations. COVID-19 booster vaccine policies should
account for this bias when interpreting effectiveness estimates and formulating vaccine
guidelines. Despite this bias, the results confirm strong protection from vaccination against

severe forms of COVID-19.
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Table 1: Baseline characteristics of the full and matched cohorts for investigating indication bias or healthy vaccinee bias
among recipients of primary series or booster (third dose) vaccination in Qatar.

Two-dose analysis | Three-dose analysis
Full eligible cohorts Matched cohorts® Full eligible cohorts Matched cohorts®
Characteristics Two-dose Unvaccinated SMD® Two-dose Unvaccinated SMD® Three-dose Two-dose SMD® Three-dose Two-dose SMD®
N=2,168,050 N=3,811,694 N=812,583 N=812,583 N=714,893 N=2,231,443 N=330,568 N=330,568
)’;’;?s'a“ age (IQR) — 38 (31-45) 32 (24-41) 0.50¢ 34 (28-41) 33 (27-40) 0.07¢ 40 (33-49) 38 (31-45) 0.21¢ 38 (32-45) 39 (34-47) 0.01¢
Age group — no. (%)
0-19 years 106,156 (4.9) 622,215 (16.3) 69,673 (8.6) 69,673 (8.6) 33,216 (4.6) 107,885 (4.8) 9,221 (2.8) 9,221 (2.8)
20-29 years 326,484 (15.1) 909,809 (23.9) 191,420 (23.6) | 191,420 (23.6) 72,966 (10.2) 334,458 (15.0) 40,015 (12.1) 40,015 (12.1)
30-39 years 809,250 (37.3) 1,228,030 (32.2) 326,985 (40.2) | 326,985 (40.2) 239,713 (33.5) 834,373 (37.4) 139,067 (42.1) | 139,067 (42.1)
40-49 years 576,564 (26.6) 660,453 (17.3) 0.58 158,847 (19.5) | 158,847 (19.5) 0.00 204,224 (28.6) 595,300 (26.7) 0.23 98,080 (29.7) 98,080 (29.7) 0.00
50-59 years 244,963 (11.3) 268,839 (7.1) 51,661 (6.4) 51,661 (6.4) 107,990 (15.1) 252,382 (11.3) 36,284 (11.0) 36,284 (11.0) ’
60-69 years 80,555 (3.7) 92,395 (2.4) 12,014 (1.5) 12,014 (1.5) 43,815 (6.1) 82,558 (3.7) 7,355 (2.2) 7,355 (2.2)
70+ years 24,078 (1.1) 29,953 (0.8) 1,983 (0.2) 1,983 (0.2) 12,969 (1.8) 24,487 (1.1) 546 (0.2) 546 (0.2)
Sex
Male 1,599,920 (73.8) | 2,682,394 (70.4) 0.08 593,856 (73.1) | 593,856 (73.1) 0.00 467,443 (65.4) | 1,645,973 (73.8) 018 245,116 (74.1) | 245,116 (74.1) 0.00
Female 568,130 (26.2) 1,129,300 (29.6) ' 218,727 (26.9) | 218,727 (26.9) ’ 247,450 (34.6) 585,470 (26.2) ' 85,452 (25.9) 85,452 (25.9) ’
Nationality®
Bangladeshi 306,251 (14.1) 269,021 (7.1) 68,102 (8.4) 68,102 (8.4) 66,000 (9.2) 312,475 (14.0) 37,670 (11.4) 37,670 (11.4)
Egyptian 106,392 (4.9) 184,152 (4.8) 40,791 (5.0) 40,791 (5.0) 59,691 (8.3) 109,910 (4.9) 18,103 (5.5) 18,103 (5.5)
Filipino 201,002 (9.3) 277,459 (7.3) 76,146 (9.4) 76,146 (9.4) 99,405 (13.9) 209,620 (9.4) 40,680 (12.3) 40,680 (12.3)
Indian 531,366 (24.5) 1,074,425 (28.2) 268,830 (33.1) | 268,830 (33.1) 222,135 (31.1) 549,694 (24.6) 121,774 (36.8) | 121,774 (36.8)
Nepalese 233,558 (10.8) 347,108 (9.1) 0.30 68,279 (8.4) 68,279 (8.4) 0.00 28,584 (4.0) 239,262 (10.7) 0.39 20,694 (6.3) 20,694 (6.3) 0.00
Pakistani 103,600 (4.8) 223,498 (5.9) : 46,416 (5.7) 46,416 (5.7) ’ 34,161 (4.8) 106,177 (4.8) : 14,548 (4.4) 14,548 (4.4) ’
Qatari 195,030 (9.0) 319,209 (8.4) 64,135 (7.9) 64,135 (7.9) 40,519 (5.7) 199,550 (8.9) 23,062 (7.0) 23,062 (7.0)
Sri Lankan 75,586 (3.5) 127,750 (3.4) 21,827 (2.7) 21,827 (2.7) 20,759 (2.9) 77,913 (3.5) 10,988 (3.3) 10,988 (3.3)
Sudanese 45,213 (2.1) 78,528 (2.1) 17,594 (2.2) 17,594 (2.2) 12,920 (1.8) 46,586 (2.1) 4,140 (1.3) 4,140 (1.3)
Other nationalities’ 370,052 (17.1) 910,544 (23.9) 140,463 (17.3) | 140,463 (17.3) 130,719 (18.3) | 380,256 (17.0) 38,909 (11.8) 38,909 (11.8)
Coexisting conditions
0 1,809,569 (83.5) | 3,352,859 (88.0) 746,840 (91.9) | 746,840 (91.9) 540,392 (75.6) | 1,860,263 (83.4) 311,376 (94.2) | 311,376 (94.2)
1 183,168 (8.4) 261,898 (6.9) 45,414 (5.6) 45,414 (5.6) 78,872 (11.0) 189,770 (8.5) 12,288 (3.7) 12,288 (3.7)
2 86,673 (4.0) 102,968 (2.7) 13,988 (1.7) 13,988 (1.7) 44,676 (6.2) 89,926 (4.0) 5,049 (1.5) 5,049 (1.5)
3 39,989 (1.8) 42,960 (1.1) 0.14 3,842 (0.5) 3,842 (0.5) 0.00 22,684 (3.2) 41,422 (1.9) 0.20 1,149 (0.3) 1,149 (0.3) 0.00
4 22,810 (1.1) 23,715 (0.6) 1,602 (0.2) 1,602 (0.2) 13,504 (1.9) 23,539 (1.1) 558 (0.2) 558 (0.2)
5 13,035 (0.6) 13,575 (0.4) 657 (0.1) 657 (0.1) 7,590 (1.1) 13,415 (0.6) 122 (<0.01) 122 (<0.01)
>6 12,806 (0.6) 13,719 (0.4) 240 (<0.01) 240 (<0.01) 7,175 (1.0) 13,108 (0.6) 26 (<0.01) 26 (<0.01)
Prior infection status?
No prior infection 1,957,313 (90.3) - 764,366 (94.1) | 764,366 (94.1) 591,083 (82.7) - 287,773 (87.1) | 287,773 (87.1)
Prior pre-omicron 208,058 (9.6) _ 46,631 (5.7) 46,631 (5.7) 96,567 (13.5) _ 33,864 (10.2) 33,864 (10.2)
infection
Prior omicron 2,463 (0.1) ~ - 1,548 (0.2) 1,548 (0.2) 0.00 24,690 (3.5) N - 8,624 (2.6) 8,624 (2.6) 0.00
infection
Prior pre-omicron & 216 (<0.01) _ 38 (<0.01) 38 (<0.01) 2,553 (0.4) N 307 (0.1) 307 (0.1)
omicron infections

Abbreviations: IQR, interquartile range; SMD, standardized mean difference.

2Cohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, nationality, type of coexisting conditions, and prior infection status. Persons who received their second vaccine dose in a specific calendar week in the two-dose
cohort were additionally matched to persons who had a record for a SARS-CoV-2-negative test in that same calendar week in the unvaccinated cohort, to ensure that matched pairs had presence in Qatar over the same time period.
bCohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, nationality, type of coexisting conditions, prior infection status, and calendar week of the second vaccine dose. Persons who received their third vaccine dose in
a specific calendar week in the three-dose cohort were additionally matched to persons who had a record for a SARS-CoV-2-negative test in that same calendar week in the two-dose cohort, to ensure that matched pairs had
presence in Qatar over the same time period.

°SMD is the difference in the mean of a covariate between groups divided by the pooled standard deviation. An SMD <0.1 indicates adequate matching.

4SMD is for the mean difference between groups divided by the pooled standard deviation.
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®Nationalities were chosen to represent the most populous groups in Qatar.

fThese comprise up to 183 other nationalities in the unmatched and 148 other nationalities in the matched two-dose analyses, and up to 169 other nationalities in the unmatched and 111 other nationalities in the matched three-dose
analyses.

9Ascertained at the start of follow-up. Accordingly, distribution is not available for the unmatched unvaccinated cohort in the two-dose analysis and unmatched two-dose cohort in the three-dose analysis, as the start of follow-up for
each person in these reference/control cohorts is determined by that of their match after the matching process is completed.
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Fig. 1: Cumulative incidence of non-COVID-19 death in the matched A) two-dose cohort
compared to the unvaccinated cohort and B) three-dose cohort compared to the two-dose
cohort.
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Table 2: Hazard ratios for incidence of non-COVID-19 death, SARS-CoV-2 infection, and
severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 in the A) two-dose analysis and B) three-dose analysis.

A) Two-dose analysis

Two-dose cohort?

Unvaccinated cohort?

Sample size 812,583 812,583
Number of non-COVID-19 death 237 306
Number of incident infections 54,427 57,974
Number of severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 disease 29 630
Total follow-up time (person-weeks) 46,028,318 46,275,391

Non-COVID-19 death

Incidence rate of non-COVID-19 death (per 10,000 person-weeks; 95% CI)

0.05 (0.05-0.06)

0.07 (0.06-0.07)

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

0.77 (0.65 to 0.91)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)°

0.76 (0.64 t0 0.90)

SARS-CoV-2 infection

Unadjusted hazard ratio for SARS-CoV-2 infection (95% CI)

0.93 (0.92 t0 0.94)

Adjusted hazard ratio for SARS-CoV-2 infection (95% CI)°

0.89 (0.88 t0 0.90)

Effectiveness against SARS-CoV-2 infection (95% CI)°

10.7 (9.6 0 11.7)

Severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 disease

Unadjusted hazard ratio for severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 disease (95% CI)

0.05 (0.03 t0 0.07)

Adjusted hazard ratio for severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 disease (95% CI)®

0.04 (0.03 to 0.06)

Effectiveness against severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 disease (95% CI)°

95.9 (94.0t097.1)

B) Three-dose analysis

Three-dose cohort?

Two-dose cohort?

Sample size 330,568 330,568
Number of non-COVID-19 death 132 147
Number of incident infections 26,842 35,411
Number of severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 disease 6 9
Total follow-up time (person-weeks) 24,015,307 23,088,912

Non-COVID-19 death

Incidence rate of non-COVID-19 death (per 10,000 person-weeks; 95% CI)

0.05 (0.05-0.07)

0.06 (0.05-0.07)

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)®

0.87 (0.68 to 1.10)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)®

0.85 (0.67 to 1.07)

SARS-CoV-2 infection

Unadjusted hazard ratio for SARS-CoV-2 infection (95% CI)

0.74 (0.72 10 0.75)

Adjusted hazard ratio for SARS-CoV-2 infection (95% CI)f

0.74 (0.72 10 0.75)

Effectiveness against SARS-CoV-2 infection (95% CI)f

26.3 (25.2 t0 27.5)

Severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 disease

Unadjusted hazard ratio for severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 disease (95% CI)

0.64 (0.23t0 1.81)

Adjusted hazard ratio for severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 disease (95% CI)f

0.66 (0.23 to 1.86)

Effectiveness against severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 disease (95% CI)f

34.1(-46.41076.7)

Abbreviations: Cl, confidence interval; COVID-19, coronavirus disease 2019; SARS-CoV-2, severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2.

2Cohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, nationality, type of coexisting conditions, and prior infection status. Persons who received their
second vaccine dose in a specific calendar week in the two-dose cohort were additionally matched to persons who had a record for a SARS-CoV-2-negative test in
that same calendar week in the unvaccinated cohort, to ensure that matched pairs had presence in Qatar over the same time period.
PAdjusted for sex, 10-year age group, nationality, number of coexisting conditions, prior infection status, and calendar week of the second vaccine dose for the two-

dose cohort or SARS-CoV-2-negative test for the unvaccinated cohort.

°Adjusted for sex, 10-year age group, nationality, number of coexisting conditions, prior infection status, calendar week of the second vaccine dose for the two-dose

cohort or SARS-CoV-2-negative test for the unvaccinated cohort, and testing rate.

dCohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, nationality, type of coexisting conditions, prior infection status, and calendar week of the second
vaccine dose. Persons who received their third vaccine dose in a specific calendar week in the three-dose cohort were additionally matched to persons who had a
record for a SARS-CoV-2-negative test in that same calendar week in the two-dose cohort, to ensure that matched pairs had presence in Qatar over the same time

period.

eAdjusted for sex, 10-year age group, nationality, number of coexisting conditions, prior infection status, and calendar week of the second vaccine dose.
fAdjusted for sex, 10-year age group, nationality, number of coexisting conditions, prior infection status, calendar week of the second vaccine dose, and testing rate.
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Fig. 2: Adjusted hazard ratios for incidence of non-COVID-19 death in the A) two-dose
analysis and B) three-dose analysis, by 6-month interval of follow-up.
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Table 3: Subgroup analyses. Hazard ratios for incidence of non-COVID-19 death stratified

by age group, clinical vulnerability status, and prior infection status in the A) two-dose

analysis and B) three-dose analysis.

A) Two-dose analysis . Two-dose cohort?

Unvaccinated cohort?

Age

<50 years of age

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

0.91 (0.73 t0 1.12)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)° 0.89 (0.72t0 1.11)

>5(0 years of age

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI) 0.59 (0.44 to 0.78)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)° 0.56 (0.42 t0 0.75)
Clinical vulnerability status

Less clinically vulnerable to severe COVID-19

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI) 0.99 (0.80 to 1.23)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)°

0.98 (0.79 t0 1.22)

More clinically vulnerable to severe COVID-19

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

0.53 (0.41 to 0.70)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)°

0.51 (0.39 10 0.68)

Prior infection status

No prior infection

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% ClI)

0.76 (0.64 t0 0.90)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)°

0.74 (0.63 t0 0.89)

Prior pre-omicron infection

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

1.05 (0.48 to 2.30)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)°

1.00 (0.45 to 2.20)

Prior omicron infection

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)°

Prior pre-omicron & omicron infections

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% ClI)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)°

B) Three-dose analysis Three-dose cohort?

Two-dose cohort?

Age

<50 years of age

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

0.90 (0.67 t0 1.21)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)®

0.90 (0.67 t0 1.20)

>50 years of age

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

0.80 (0.54 t0 1.18)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)®

0.76 (051 to 1.13)

Clinical vulnerability status

Less clinically vulnerable to severe COVID-19

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

0.91 (0.68 to 1.23)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)®

0.91 (0.67 t0 1.22)

More clinically vulnerable to severe COVID-19

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

0.78 (0.54 to 1.15)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)®

0.76 (0.52 10 1.12)

Prior infection status

No prior infection

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

0.80 (0.63 to 1.03)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)®

0.79'(0.61 to 1.01)

Prior pre-omicron infection

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

1.63 (0.71 t0 3.73)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)®

1.63(0.71t0 3.72)

Prior omicron infection

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

1.32(0.30 to 5.90)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)®

1.32(0.30 to 5.91)

Prior pre-omicron & omicron infections

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)®

c

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; COVID-19, coronavirus disease 2019; SARS-CoV-2, severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2.
2Cohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, nationality, type of coexisting conditions, and prior infection status. Persons who received their

second vaccine dose in a specific calendar week in the two-dose cohort were additionally matched to persons who had a record for a SARS-CoV-2-negative test in

that same calendar week in the unvaccinated cohort, to ensure that matched pairs had presence in Qatar over the same time period.
Adjusted for sex, 10-year age group, nationality, number of coexisting conditions, prior infection status (where applicable), and calendar week of the second vaccine

dose for the two-dose cohort or SARS-CoV-2-negative test for the unvaccinated cohort.
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Could not be estimated because of no or small number of events.

dCohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, nationality, type of coexisting conditions, prior infection status, and calendar week of the second
vaccine dose. Persons who received their third vaccine dose in a specific calendar week in the three-dose cohort were additionally matched to persons who had a
record for a SARS-CoV-2-negative test in that same calendar week in the two-dose cohort, to ensure that matched pairs had presence in Qatar over the same time
period.

¢Adjusted for sex, 10-year age group, nationality, number of coexisting conditions, prior infection status (where applicable), and calendar week of the second vaccine
dose.
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Table 4: Sensitivity analyses. Hazard ratios for incidence of non-COVID-19 death among
Qataris with and without matching on a SARS-CoV-2-negative test among controls in the
A) two-dose analysis and B) three-dose analysis.

A) Two-dose analysis . Two-dose cohort | Unvaccinated cohort
Sensitivity analysis I-Restricting analysis to Qataris®

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI) 0.29 (0.19 to 0.43)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)° 0.29 (0.19 to0 0.43)
Sensitivity analysis I1-Restricting analysis to Qataris and not matching by a SARS-CoV-2-negative test among controls®

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI) 0.40 (0.31 to 0.51)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)¢ 0.38 (0.30 to 0.50)
B) Three-dose analysis Three-dose cohort Two-dose cohort
Sensitivity analysis I-Restricting analysis to Qataris®

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI) 0.77 (0.44 to 1.33)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)f 0.76 (0.4310 1.32)
Sensitivity analysis I1-Restricting analysis to Qataris and not matching by a SARS-CoV-2-negative test among controls®

Unadjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI) 0.77 (0.52 t0 1.12)

Adjusted hazard ratio for non-COVID-19 death (95% CI)f 0.77 (0.5310 1.13)

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; COVID-19, coronavirus disease 2019; SARS-CoV-2, severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2.

2Cohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, type of coexisting conditions, and prior infection status. Persons who received their second
vaccine dose in a specific calendar week in the two-dose cohort were additionally matched to persons who had a record for a SARS-CoV-2-negative test in that same
calendar week in the unvaccinated cohort, to ensure that matched pairs had presence in Qatar over the same time period.

bAdjusted for sex, 10-year age group, number of coexisting conditions, prior infection status, and calendar week of the second vaccine dose for the two-dose cohort or
SARS-CoV-2-negative test for the unvaccinated cohort.

°Cohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, type of coexisting conditions, and prior infection status.

dAdjusted for sex, 10-year age group, number of coexisting conditions, and prior infection status.

¢Cohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, type of coexisting conditions, prior infection status, and calendar week of the second vaccine
dose. Persons who received their third vaccine dose in a specific calendar week in the three-dose cohort were additionally matched to persons who had a record for a
SARS-CoV-2-negative test in that same calendar week in the two-dose cohort, to ensure that matched pairs had presence in Qatar over the same time period.
fAdjusted for sex, 10-year age group, number of coexisting conditions, prior infection status, and calendar week of the second vaccine dose.

9Cohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, type of coexisting conditions, prior infection status, and calendar week of the second vaccine
dose.
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Section S1: Study population and data sources

Qatar's national and universal public healthcare system uses the Cerner-system advanced digital
health platform to track all electronic health record encounters of each individual in the country,
including all citizens and residents registered in the national and universal public healthcare

system. Registration in the public healthcare system is mandatory for citizens and residents.

The databases analyzed in this study are data-extract downloads from the Cerner-system that
have been implemented on a regular weekly schedule since the onset of pandemic by the
Business Intelligence Unit at Hamad Medical Corporation (HMC). HMC is the national public
healthcare provider in Qatar. At every download all severe acute respiratory syndrome
coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) tests, coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) vaccinations,
hospitalizations related to COVID-19, and all death records regardless of cause are provided to
the authors through .csv files. These databases have been analyzed throughout the pandemic not
only for study-related purposes, but also to provide policymakers with summary data and

analytics to inform the national response.

Every health encounter in the Cerner-system is linked to an individual through the HMC
Number, which serves as a unique identifier that links all records for this individual at the
national level. Databases were merged and analyzed using the HMC Number to link all records
pertaining to testing, vaccinations, hospitalizations, and deaths. All deaths in Qatar are recorded
by the public healthcare system. COVID-19-related healthcare was provided exclusively in the
public healthcare system. COVID-19 vaccination was also provided only through the public
healthcare system. These health records were tracked throughout the COVID-19 pandemic using
the Cerner system. This system has been implemented in 2013, before the onset of the pandemic.

This pre-established system ensured that we had access to comprehensive health records related
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to this study for both citizens and residents throughout the entire pandemic, allowing us to follow

each person over time.

Demographic details for every HMC Number (individual) such as sex, age, and nationality are
collected upon issuing of the universal health card, based on the Qatar Identity Card, which is a
mandatory requirement by the Ministry of Interior to every citizen and resident in the country.
Data extraction from the Qatar Identity Card to the digital health platform is performed

electronically through scanning techniques.

All SARS-CoV-2 testing in any facility in Qatar is tracked nationally in one database, the
national testing database. This database covers all testing throughout the country, whether in
public or private facilities. Every polymerase chain reaction (PCR) test and a proportion of the
facility-based rapid antigen tests conducted in Qatar, regardless of location or setting, are
classified on the basis of symptoms and the reason for testing, such as the presence of clinical
symptoms, contact tracing, participation in surveys or random testing campaigns, individual
requests for testing, routine healthcare testing, pre-travel requirements, at the point of entry into

the country, or any other relevant reasons for testing.

Before November 1, 2022, SARS-CoV-2 testing in Qatar was performed extensively with about
5% of the population were tested every week [1]. Based on the distribution of the reason for
testing up to November 1, 2022, most of the tests in Qatar were conducted for routine reasons,
such as travel-related purposes, and about 75% of infections were diagnosed not because of
presence of symptoms [1, 2]. Starting from November 1, 2022, testing for SARS-CoV-2 was
substantially reduced, but still close to 1% of the population are being tested every week [2].
This study factored all SARS-CoV-2-related testing included in the national testing database

over the duration of follow-up.
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The first omicron wave that reached its peak in January of 2022 was massive and strained the
testing capacity in the country [1, 3-5]. To alleviate the burden on PCR testing, rapid antigen
testing was rapidly introduced. The swift change in testing policy precluded incorporating reason
for testing for a number of rapid antigen tests. While the reason for testing is documented for all

PCR tests, it is not uniformly available for all rapid antigen tests.

Rapid antigen test kits are accessible for purchase at pharmacies in Qatar, but results of home-
based testing are neither reported nor documented in the national databases. Since SARS-CoV-2-
test outcomes were linked to specific public health measures, restrictions, and privileges, testing
policy and guidelines stress facility-based testing as the core testing mechanism in the
population. While facility-based testing is provided free of charge or at low subsidized costs,
depending on the reason for testing, home-based rapid antigen testing is de-emphasized and not

supported as part of national policy.

Qatar launched its COVID-19 vaccination program in December 2020, employing mRNA
vaccines and prioritizing individuals based on coexisting conditions and age criteria [2, 6].
COVID-19 vaccination was provided free of charge, regardless of citizenship or residency status,

and was nationally tracked [2, 6].

Qatar has unusually young, diverse demographics, in that only 9% of its residents are >50 years
of age, and 89% are expatriates from over 150 countries [7, 8]. Further descriptions of the study

population and these national databases were reported previously [1, 2, 5, 8-12].
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Section S2: Laboratory methods and variant ascertainment.
Real-time reverse-transcription polymerase chain reaction testing

Nasopharyngeal and/or oropharyngeal swabs were collected for PCR testing and placed in
Universal Transport Medium (UTM). Aliquots of UTM were: 1) extracted on KingFisher Flex
(Thermo Fisher Scientific, USA), MGISP-960 (MGlI, China), or ExiPrep 96 Lite (Bioneer, South
Korea) followed by testing with real-time reverse-transcription PCR (RT-gPCR) using TagPath
COVID-19 Combo Kits (Thermo Fisher Scientific, USA) on an ABI 7500 FAST (Thermo Fisher
Scientific, USA); 2) tested directly on the Cepheid GeneXpert system using the Xpert Xpress
SARS-CoV-2 (Cepheid, USA); or 3) loaded directly into a Roche cobas 6800 system and
assayed with the cobas SARS-CoV-2 Test (Roche, Switzerland). The first assay targets the viral
S, N, and ORF1ab gene regions. The second targets the viral N and E-gene regions, and the third

targets the ORFl1ab and E-gene regions.

All PCR testing was conducted at the Hamad Medical Corporation Central Laboratory or Sidra

Medicine Laboratory, following standardized protocols.
Rapid antigen testing

SARS-CoV-2 antigen tests were performed on nasopharyngeal swabs using one of the following
lateral flow antigen tests: Panbio COVID-19 Ag Rapid Test Device (Abbott, USA); SARS-CoV-
2 Rapid Antigen Test (Roche, Switzerland); Standard Q COVID-19 Antigen Test (SD Biosensor,
Korea); or CareStart COVID-19 Antigen Test (Access Bio, USA). All antigen tests were
performed point-of-care according to each manufacturer's instructions at public or private
hospitals and clinics throughout Qatar with prior authorization and training by the Ministry of

Public Health (MOPH). Antigen test results were electronically reported to the MOPH in real
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time using the Antigen Test Management System which is integrated with the national

Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) database.
Classification of infections by variant type

Surveillance for SARS-CoV-2 variants in Qatar is based on viral genome sequencing and
multiplex RT-gPCR variant screening [13] of weekly collected random positive clinical samples
[2, 14-18], complemented by deep sequencing of wastewater samples [16, 19, 20]. Further
details on the viral genome sequencing and multiplex RT-gPCR variant screening throughout the

SARS-CoV-2 waves in Qatar can be found in previous publications [1, 2, 4, 10, 14-18, 21-26].
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Section S3: Classification of coexisting conditions

Coexisting conditions were ascertained and classified based on the ICD-10 codes for the
conditions as recorded in the electronic health record encounters of each individual in the
Cerner-system national database that includes all citizens and residents registered in the national
and universal public healthcare system. The public healthcare system provides healthcare to the
entire resident population of Qatar free of charge or at heavily subsidized costs, including
prescription drugs. With the mass expansion of this sector in recent years, facilities have been
built to cater to specific needs of subpopulations. For example, tens of facilities have been built,

including clinics and hospitals, in localities with high density of craft and manual workers [27].

All encounters for each individual were analyzed to determine the coexisting-condition
classification for that individual. The Cerner-system national database includes encounters
starting from 2013, after this system was launched in Qatar. As long as each individual had at
least one encounter with a specific coexisting-condition diagnosis since 2013, this person was
classified with this coexisting condition. Individuals who may have coexisting conditions but
never sought care in the public healthcare system were classified as individuals with no

coexisting condition due to absence of recorded encounters for them.

The classification of coexisting conditions spanned the following conditions: 1) Behchet's
disease, 2) cancer, 3) cardiovascular diseases, 4) infectious and parasitic diseases, 5) Chron's
disease, 6) chronic kidney disease (CKD), 7) chronic liver disease (CLD), 8) chronic lung
disease, 9) congenital malformations, deformations and chromosomal abnormalities, 10) diseases
of the blood and blood-forming organs and certain disorders involving the immune mechanism,
11) diseases of the ear and mastoid process, 12) deep vein thrombosis (DVT), 13) dermatitis, 14)

diabetes mellitus, 15) diseases of the circulatory system, 16) diseases of the digestive system, 17)
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diseases of the eye and adnex, 18) diseases of the genitourinary system, 19) diseases of the
musculoskeletal system and connective tissue, 20) diseases of the nervous system, 21) diseases
of the respiratory system, 22) diseases of the skin and subcutaneous tissue, 23) endocrine,
nutritional and metabolic diseases, 24) gingivitis, 25) hypertension, 26) injury, poisoning and
certain other consequences of external causes, 27) mental and behavioral disorders, 28)
neoplasms, 29 periodontitis, 30) pregnancy, childbirth and the puerperium, 31) pulmonary
tuberculosis, 32) rheumatoid arthritis, 33) Sjogren's syndrome, 34) stroke or neural conditions,
35) symptoms, signs and abnormal clinical and laboratory findings, not elsewhere classified, 36)
systemic lupus erythematosus, 37) systemic sclerosis, 38) organ transplant, and 39) other

unspecified factors influencing health status and contact with health services.
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Section S4: COVID-19 severity, criticality, and fatality classification.

Classification of COVID-19 case severity (acute-care hospitalizations) [28], criticality
(intensive-care-unit hospitalizations) [28], and fatality [29] followed World Health Organization
(WHO) guidelines. Assessments were made by trained medical personnel independent of study
investigators and using individual chart reviews, as part of a national protocol applied to every
hospitalized COVID-19 patient. Each hospitalized COVID-19 patient underwent an infection
severity assessment every three days until discharge or death. We classified individuals who
progressed to severe, critical, or fatal COVID-19 between the time of the documented infection
and the end of the study based on their worst outcome, starting with death [29], followed by

critical disease [28], and then severe disease [28].
Severe COVID-19

Severe COVID-19 disease was defined per WHO classification as a SARS-CoV-2 infected
person with “oxygen saturation of <90% on room air, and/or respiratory rate of >30
breaths/minute in adults and children >5 years old (or >60 breaths/minute in children <2 months
old or >50 breaths/minute in children 2-11 months old or >40 breaths/minute in children 1-5
years old), and/or signs of severe respiratory distress (accessory muscle use and inability to
complete full sentences, and, in children, very severe chest wall indrawing, grunting, central
cyanosis, or presence of any other general danger signs)” [28]. Detailed WHO criteria for
classifying Severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) infection severity

can be found in the WHO technical report [28].

Critical COVID-19
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Critical COVID-19 disease was defined per WHO classification as a SARS-CoV-2 infected
person with “acute respiratory distress syndrome, sepsis, septic shock, or other conditions that
would normally require the provision of life sustaining therapies such as mechanical ventilation
(invasive or non-invasive) or vasopressor therapy” [28]. Detailed WHO criteria for classifying

SARS-CoV-2 infection criticality can be found in the WHO technical report [28].
Fatal COVID-19

COVID-19 death was defined per WHO classification as “a death resulting from a clinically
compatible illness, in a probable or confirmed COVID-19 case, unless there is a clear alternative
cause of death that cannot be related to COVID-19 disease (e.g. trauma). There should be no
period of complete recovery from COVID-19 between illness and death. A death due to COVID-
19 may not be attributed to another disease (e.g. cancer) and should be counted independently of
preexisting conditions that are suspected of triggering a severe course of COVID-19”. Detailed

WHO criteria for classifying COVID-19 death can be found in the WHO technical report [29].
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Table S1: Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology
(STROBE) checklist for cohort studies.

Iﬁ;n Recommendation Main Text page
Title and abstract 1 (a) Indicate the study’s design with a commonly used term in the Abstract
title or the abstract
(b) Provide in the abstract an informative and balanced summary of | Abstract
what was done and what was found
Introduction
Background/rationale 2 Explain the scientific background and rationale for the Introduction
investigation being reported
Obijectives 3 State specific objectives, including any prespecified hypotheses Introduction
Methods
Study design 4 Present key elements of study design early in the paper Methods (“Study population, data
sources, and vaccination” & ‘Study
design’)
Setting 5 Describe the setting, locations, and relevant dates, including Methods (“Study population, data
periods of recruitment, exposure, follow-up, and data collection sources, and vaccination’ & ‘Study
design’) & Figs. S1 & S2in
Supplementary Appendix
Participants 6 (a) Give the eligibility criteria, and the sources and methods of Methods (‘Cohorts’ eligibility and
selection of participants. Describe methods of follow-up matching’ & ‘Cohorts’ follow-up’),
(b) For matched studies, give matching criteria and number of & Figs. S1 & S2 in Supplementary
exposed and unexposed Appendix
Variables 7 Clearly define all outcomes, exposures, predictors, potential Methods (‘Study design’, ‘Cohorts’
confounders, and effect modifiers. Give diagnostic criteria, if eligibility and matching’, ‘Cohorts’
applicable follow-up’, & “Statistical
analysis’), Table 1, & Sections S1-
S4 in Supplementary Appendix
Data sources/ 8* For each variable of interest, give sources of data and details of Methods (‘Study population, data
measurement methods of assessment (measurement). Describe comparability of sources, and vaccination’, ‘Study
assessment methods if there is more than one group design’, & ‘Statistical analysis’),
Table 1, & Sections S1-S4 in
Supplementary Appendix
Bias 9 Describe any efforts to address potential sources of bias Methods (‘Cohorts’ eligibility and
matching’, ‘Cohorts’ follow-up’, &
‘Statistical analysis”)
Study size 10 Explain how the study size was arrived at Figs. S1 & S2 in Supplementary
Appendix
Quantitative 11 Explain how quantitative variables were handled in the analyses. If | Methods (‘Cohorts’ eligibility and
variables applicable, describe which groupings were chosen and why matching’ & ‘Statistical analysis”)
& Table 1
Statistical methods 12 (a) Describe all statistical methods, including those used to control | Methods (‘Statistical analysis”)
for confounding
(b) Describe any methods used to examine subgroups and Methods (‘Statistical analysis”)
interactions
(c) Explain how missing data were addressed Not applicable, see Methods
(‘Study population, data sources,
and vaccination’) & Section S1 in
Supplementary Appendix
(d) If applicable, explain how loss to follow-up was addressed Not applicable, see Methods
(“Study population, data sources,
and vaccination’) & Section S1 in
Supplementary Appendix
(e) Describe any sensitivity analyses Methods (‘Statistical analysis’)
Results
Participants 13* (a) Report numbers of individuals at each stage of study—eg Results (‘Two-dose analysis’,
numbers potentially eligible, examined for eligibility, confirmed paragraph 1 & ‘Three-dose
eligible, included in the study, completing follow-up, and analysed | analysis’, paragraph 1), Table 1, &
(b) Give reasons for non-participation at each stage Figs. S1-S2 in Supplementary
(c) Consider use of a flow diagram Appendix
Descriptive data 14 (a) Give characteristics of study participants (eg demographic, Table 1

clinical, social) and information on exposures and potential
confounders

(b) Indicate number of participants with missing data for each
variable of interest

Not applicable, see Methods
(‘Study population, data sources,
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and vaccination’) & Section S1 in
Supplementary Appendix

(c) Summarise follow-up time (eg, average and total amount)

Results (‘Two-dose analysis’,
paragraph 1 & ‘Three-dose
analysis, paragraph 1°), Fig. 1, &
Table 2

Outcome data 15 Report numbers of outcome events or summary measures over Results (‘Two-dose analysis’,
time paragraph 2 & ‘Three-dose
analysis, paragraph 2), Table 2, &
Figs. S1-S2 in Supplementary
Appendix
Main results 16 (a) Give unadjusted estimates and, if applicable, confounder- Results (‘Two-dose analysis’,
adjusted estimates and their precision (eg, 95% confidence paragraph 3 & ‘Three-dose
interval). Make clear which confounders were adjusted for and analysis, paragraph 2”) & Table 2
why they were included
(b) Report category boundaries when continuous variables were Table 1
categorized
(c) If relevant, consider translating estimates of relative risk into Not applicable
absolute risk for a meaningful time period
Other analyses 17 Report other analyses done—eg analyses of subgroups and Results (‘Two-dose analysis’,
interactions, and sensitivity analyses paragraphs 4-7 & ‘Three-dose
analysis, paragraphs 4-7°), Fig. 2,
& Tables 3-4.
Discussion
Key results 18 Summarise key results with reference to study objectives Discussion, paragraphs 1-4
Limitations 19 Discuss limitations of the study, taking into account sources of Discussion, paragraphs 5-10
potential bias or imprecision. Discuss both direction and magnitude
of any potential bias
Interpretation 20 Give a cautious overall interpretation of results considering Discussion, paragraph 12
objectives, limitations, multiplicity of analyses, results from similar
studies, and other relevant evidence
Generalisability 21 Discuss the generalisability (external validity) of the study results Discussion, paragraphs 6 & 9
Other information
Funding 22 Give the source of funding and the role of the funders for the Acknowledgments

present study and, if applicable, for the original study on which the
present article is based

48


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.28.24311115

Fig. S1: Flowchart describing the study population selection process for investigating indication bias or healthy vaccinee bias
among recipients of primary series vaccination compared to those with no vaccination in Qatar.

2,314,110 Persons with at least 2 doses of COVID-19 vaccine between
January 5, 2021 and April 9, 2024 (end of study)

146,060 Excluded

e 49371 Received one or two doses of the ChAdOx1
nCoV-19 (AZID1222) vaccine

33,276 Received the pediatric 10-ug BNT162b2 vaccine

—]
¢ 20 Died from a non-COVID-19 related cause with
unascertained or discrepant death date
* 63,393 Had a documented infection in the 90 days
preceding Dose 2
¥

3,862,303 Persons with SARS-CoV-2-negative tests between
January 5, 2021 and April 9, 2024 (end of study)

Two-dose cohort
2,168,050 Persons who received at least two mRNA vaccine doses

1,355,467 Not matched |gq—

4
812,583 Matched?®

Y

50,609 Excluded

19-related deaths

s 50,523 Had a documented infection in the 90
days preceding the SARS-CoV-2-negative test

* 16 Died from a non-COVID-19 related cause
with unascertained or discrepant death date

e 70 Tested after death of whom 4 were COVID-

A 4

Unvaccinated cohort
3,811,694 Persons with SARS-CoV-2-negative tests

| 2,999,111 Not matched

\ 4
812,583 Matched*

o 54,427 Infected with SARS-CoV-2, of whom 23 progressed to
severe, 6 to critical, but none to fatal COVID-19

* 111,471 Censored because they received Dose 3

e 374,803 Censored because their match received Dose 1

® 237 Non-COVID-19-related deaths during follow-up

* 271,645 Followed until end of study (April 9, 2024)

Abbreviations: COVID-19, coronavirus disease 2019; SARS-CoV-2, severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2.

*Cohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, nationality, type of coexisting conditions, and prior infection status, Persons who received their second vaccine dose in a specific calendar week
in the two-dose cohort were additionally matched to persons who had a record for a SARS-CoV-2-negative test in that same calendar week in the unvaccinated cohort, to ensure that matched pairs had presence in
Qatar over the same time period. Persons in the unvaceinated cohort had 1o be alive, with no documented infection in the 90 days preceding the start of the follow-up, and with no vaccination record at the start of the
follow-up. Ilach matched pair was followed from the date of the second vaccine dose for the individual in the two-dose cohort,

to severe, 66 to critical, and 25 to fatal COVID-19
* 364,750 Censored because they received Dose 1
111,364 Censored because their match received Dose 3
306 Non-COVID-19-related deaths during follow-up
278,189 Followed until end of study (April 9, 2024)

57,974 Infected with SARS-CoV-2, of whom 539 progressed
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Fig. S2: Flowchart describing the study population selection process for investigating indication bias or healthy vaccinee bias
among recipients of booster (third dose) vaccination compared to recipients of primary series vaccination in Qatar.

2,314,110 Persons with at least 2 doses of COVID-19 vaccine between January 5, 2021 and April 9, 2024 (end of study)

82,667 Excluded

| ¢ 49,371 Received one or two doses of the ChAdOx 1 nCoV-19 (AZD1222) vaccine

e 33,276 Received the pediatric 10-ug BNT162b2 vaccine

¢ 20 Died from a non-COVID-19 related cause with unascertained or discrepant death date

Two-dose cohort”
2,231,443 Persons who received at least two mRNA vaccine doses

1,516,550 Excluded

dose status throughout the study duration

¢ 1,493,689 Did not receive Dose 3 by end of study, and thus maintained a two-

e 21 Received the third dose with the ChAdOx1 nCoV-19 (AZD1222) vaccine
o 22840 Had a documented infection in the 90 days preceding Dose 3

Three-dose cohort
714,893 Persons who received three mRNA vaccine doses

384,325 Not matched |[4—

Y

| 330,568

Matched®

v

Two-dose cohort?
2,231,443 Persons who received two mRNA vaccine doses

2 to critical, and 1 fatal COVID-1

26,842 Infected with SARS-CoV-2, of whom 3 progressed to severe,

9

2,427 Censored because they received Dose 4

94,280 Censored because their match received Dose 3
132 Non-COVID-19-related deaths during follow-up
206,887 Followed until end of study (April 9, 2024)

—Pl 1,900,875 Not matched

v
‘ 330,568 Matched® |

!

35,411 Infected with SARS-CoV-2, of whom 8 progressed to severe, 1
to critical, but none to fatal COVID-19

92,421¢ Censored because they received Dose 3

2,370 Censored because their match received Dose 4

147 Non-COVID-19-related deaths during follow-up

200,219 Followed until end of study (April 9, 2024)

Abbreviations: COVID-19, coronavirus disease 2019, SARS-CoV-2, severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2.
“This cohort includes everyone with at least 2 mRNA vaccine doses, therefore it also includes those who eventually received a third dose sometime after the second dose.
"Cohorts were matched exactly one-to-one by sex, 10-year age group, nationality, type of coexisting conditions, prior infection status, and calendar week of the second vaccine dose. Persons who received their third

¥ b

vaccine dose in a specific calendar week in the three-dose cohort were additionally matched to persons who had a record for a SARS-CoV-2-negative test in that same calendar week in the two-dose cohort, to ensure that
matched pairs had presence in Qatar over the same time period. Persons in the two-dose cohort had to be alive, with no documented infection in the 90 days preceding the start of the follow-up, and with no record for
vaccination with Dose 3 before the start of the follow-up. Each matched pair was followed from the date of the third vaccine dose for the individual in the three-dose cohort.

“These persons became part of the three-dose cohort (n=92,421)

after receiving dose 3.
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