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Abstract 

Background  

COVID-19 vaccines are well-established as safe. However, continued surveillance of COVID-19 

vaccines is important to ensure the safety of newly formulated vaccines. This study evaluated the 

association between vaccination with 2023-2024 formula COVID-19 vaccines and multiple 

health outcomes among Medicare beneficiaries aged 65 years and older in the United States.  

Methods  

The study used health plan data from the Medicare Fee-for-Service (FFS) claims database and 

extended from September 2023 to April 2024. We monitored the uptake of 2023–2024 COVID-

19 vaccines (Pfizer-BioNTech, Moderna, Novavax), and where case counts were available, we 

used a self-controlled case series design to assess the association between vaccination and 

prespecified health outcomes. We used conditional Poisson regression to estimate incidence rate 

ratios (IRRs), attributable risks (ARs) and corresponding 99% confidence intervals (CIs). 

Analyses were adjusted for outcome seasonality, event-dependent observation time for outcomes 

with high case fatality rates, and outcome misclassification where feasible.  

Results 

Approximately 7.6 million Medicare FFS beneficiaries received a 2023–2024 COVID-19 

vaccination. There was an even distribution of people who received Pfizer-BioNTech 

(3,689,356; 48.80%) or Moderna (3,841,245; 50.80%) vaccinations and very few who received 

Novavax (30,171; 0.40%). There was a statistically significant elevation in anaphylaxis risk 

associated with 2023–2024 Pfizer-BioNTech vaccines in the seasonality-adjusted analysis (IRR: 

4.04 [99% CI: 1.07, 15.30]) that was no longer statistically significant after accounting for 

potential outcome misclassification (IRR: 3.90 [99% CI: 0.49, 30.90]). Anaphylaxis cases 
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attributable to 2023–2024 Pfizer-BioNTech vaccination were rare (AR per 100,000 doses: 0.09 

[99% CI: -0.08, 0.25]). No other statistically significant elevations in risk were observed. 

Conclusion 

There were no new safety signals identified following 2023–2024 COVID-19 vaccinations 

among U.S. Medicare beneficiaries aged 65 years and older. A potential, but rare, elevation in 

anaphylaxis incidence rates following 2023–2024 Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 vaccination was 

observed.   
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HIGHLIGHTS  

• We studied 7,560,772 Medicare enrollees ≥65 years old who received 2023–2024 

COVID-19 vaccines 

• No new safety signals were identified in the Medicare population ≥65 years old 

• A potential–but rare–elevation in anaphylaxis risk was associated with vaccination 

• No increased risk of any other prespecified health outcomes was found  
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1 Introduction 

The first coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) vaccines were introduced in the United 

States (U.S.) in December 2020 to protect individuals from severe COVID-19 and related 

complications such as hospitalization and death [1]. Vaccination continues to be the most 

effective strategy for preventing severe COVID-19 and is particularly important for persons aged 

65 years and older who are at higher risk of severe complications following COVID-19 [2-7]. 

The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has monitored the safety of prior 

formulations of COVID-19 vaccines among persons aged 65 years and older, and no conclusive 

safety concerns have been identified for this age group [8, 9]. Self-controlled case series (SCCS) 

studies evaluating the risk of outcomes following COVID-19 vaccination of persons aged 65 

years and older from December 2020 to May 2022 found no statistically significant increased 

risk of acute myocardial infarction, Bell’s palsy, disseminated intravascular coagulation, immune 

thrombocytopenia, or myocarditis/pericarditis, with inconclusive results for pulmonary embolism 

risk [8]. Consistent findings have been observed in international studies in similar age groups 

[10-12]. In addition, multiple studies conducted among persons aged 65 years and older found no 

clear or consistent evidence of an association between stroke risk and COVID-19 vaccination 

[13-19].  

In September 2023, FDA approved the updated 2023–2024 formula COVID-19 mRNA 

vaccines Comirnaty (Pfizer-BioNTech) and Spikevax (Moderna) for persons 12 years and older 

and authorized the 2023–2024 formula vaccines under emergency use for persons 6 months 

through 11 years [20]. In October 2023, the 2023–2024 formula Novavax COVID-19 adjuvanted 

vaccine was authorized under emergency use for individuals 12 years and older [21]. The 2023–

2024 COVID-19 vaccines were updated to include a monovalent component to protect against 
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the SARS-CoV-2 Omicron XBB.1.5 subvariant, expected to be the most prevalent strain during 

2023–2024 [20, 21]. In September 2023, the Advisory Committee on Immunization Practices 

(ACIP) recommended all persons 6 months and older receive a 2023–2024 COVID-19 vaccine, 

and subsequently in February 2024, ACIP recommended that persons 65 years and older receive 

an additional dose [22, 23]. 

Post-marketing surveillance of COVID-19 vaccines continues to be important to ensure 

the safety of newly formulated vaccines recommended for widespread administration. The 

objective of this study was to assess the safety of the 2023–2024 COVID-19 vaccines 

administered to Medicare Fee-for-Service (FFS) beneficiaries aged 65 years and older. This 

manuscript summarizes observed incidence rates of multiple prespecified health  outcomes 

following the administration of 2023–2024 COVID-19 vaccines and presents results from an 

SCCS study evaluating the association between these vaccinations and health outcomes, 

accounting for time-invariant confounders [24]. 

2 Methods 

2.1 Study Overview 

We monitored the uptake of the 2023–2024 COVID-19 vaccines among Medicare 

beneficiaries aged 65 years and older. Following vaccination, we assessed the incidence rates of 

14 prespecified health outcomes that included serious health outcomes following other 

vaccinations or outcomes potentially related to novel platforms, adjuvants, or COVID-19 

severity. These outcomes included acute myocardial infarction; anaphylaxis; appendicitis; deep 

vein thrombosis; disseminated intravascular coagulation, encephalitis or encephalomyelitis 

(including acute disseminated encephalomyelitis); Guillain-Barré syndrome (GBS); hemorrhagic 

stroke; a composite outcome of myocarditis, pericarditis, or co-occurring myocarditis and 
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pericarditis (referred to as myocarditis/pericarditis); non-hemorrhagic stroke; non-hemorrhagic 

stroke or transient ischemic attack (TIA); pulmonary embolism; transverse myelitis; and 

thrombosis with thrombocytopenia syndrome.  

We conducted power analyses to determine if there was sufficient power to conduct 

SCCS analyses, comparing the incidence rate of each outcome in risk intervals (which were 

defined as periods of hypothesized excess outcome risk following vaccination) and control 

intervals, which included all other time in the post-vaccination observation period not in the risk 

interval or washout period (Figure 1). We also examined the effect of concomitant vaccination in 

SCCS analyses for outcomes with an elevation in incidence following vaccination, meeting a 

prespecified p-value threshold.  

2.2 Data Sources, Study Population, and Study Period 

The study captured vaccination and longitudinal health information for Medicare FFS 

(Medicare Parts A and B, but not Part C) beneficiaries aged 65 years and older using claims data 

from the CMS Medicare Shared Systems Data. The Medicare Enrollment Database and Common 

Medicare Environment were used to capture individuals’ demographic characteristics and 

information on death. Information on nursing home residency status was captured using the 

Minimum Data Set 3.0.  

Study participants were required to receive a 2023–2024 formula COVID-19 vaccine 

after the brand-specific approval or authorization date. They were also required to be enrolled in 

a Medicare FFS plan and be age 65 years or older at the time of vaccination. We excluded 

persons with an unspecified COVID-19 vaccine code on the date of their first observed 

vaccination, persons with codes for multiple COVID-19 vaccine brands on the same day or 

within 3 days of their first observed vaccination, and persons with missing age or sex 
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information. For estimation of outcome incidence rates and SCCS analyses, persons were also 

required to have continuous medical enrollment in a Medicare FFS plan in the 365 days prior to 

their first observed COVID-19 vaccination; for SCCS analyses, persons were also required to 

have an incident outcome during the outcome-specific observation period (Figure 1).  

The study period started on September 11, 2023, the earliest date of 

approval/authorization of any 2023–2024 COVID-19 vaccine, and extended to April 6, 2024. 

2.3 Exposure 

The exposure of interest was receipt of any of the approved or authorized 2023–2024 

COVID-19 vaccines which were identified using Current Procedural Terminology 

(CPT)/Healthcare Common Procedure Coding System (HCPCS) codes, or National Drug Codes 

(NDCs) [25]. We restricted the analysis to persons with single doses of a known vaccine brand 

(2023–2024 Pfizer-BioNTech, Moderna, or Novavax) or multiple doses of the same vaccine 

brand (homologous doses) [26]. To ensure we were not capturing duplicate doses for the same 

COVID-19 vaccine administration, we deduplicated vaccination codes observed within 3 days of 

each other into a single administration, with the administration date set to the date of the first 

observed vaccination code. For the estimation of outcome incidence rates and SCCS analyses, 

we included COVID-19 doses up until a vaccine cutoff date that varied by outcome (range 

December 3, 2023 to March 21, 2024) to allow sufficient time to observe 90% outcome 

completeness in risk and control intervals following vaccination in claims data.  

2.4 Outcomes and Follow-Up 

Our study monitored 14 incident outcomes following COVID-19 vaccination. Outcomes 

were identified using International Classification of Disease, Tenth Revision, Clinical 

Modification (ICD-10-CM) codes [25]. To ensure we identified incident outcomes that were 
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unrelated to previous disease manifestations, a corresponding outcome could not have occurred 

during a prespecified period (e.g., 365 days) prior to the observed outcome (i.e., clean window, 

Figure 1). The claims settings, risk and control intervals, and clean windows for each outcome 

are defined in Table 1. 

Persons were followed for the length of the outcome-specific observation period, which 

was 90 days following each COVID-19 vaccine dose for all outcomes with the exception of 

anaphylaxis, which was 16 days. Follow-up was censored at the first occurrence of 

disenrollment, death, receipt of a heterologous COVID-19 vaccine dose, receipt of a homologous 

COVID-19 vaccine dose after the vaccine cutoff date, or study period end.  

2.5 Covariates 

Covariates, including demographic information, medical conditions, and concomitant 

vaccination status, were defined using claims data and used to describe the populations of 

interest. Demographic variables were defined at the time of COVID-19 vaccination using 

enrollment data. Medical conditions were defined using ICD-10-CM codes in any care setting in 

the 183 days prior to the first COVID-19 vaccine dose. Concomitant vaccination was defined as 

receipt of influenza, respiratory syncytial virus (RSV), pneumococcal conjugate, or zoster 

vaccines, defined using HCPCS/CPT and NDCs, on the same date as the COVID-19 vaccination. 

Additional details on the definition of these and other covariates can be found in the study 

protocol [25]. 

2.6 Statistical Analyses 

We summarized patterns of vaccine uptake and described the characteristics of the 

Medicare FFS population who received a 2023–2024 COVID-19 vaccination. For each vaccine 
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brand and outcome, we also summarized outcome counts and estimated the crude incidence rates 

of outcomes during the post-vaccination risk and control intervals.  

To ensure timely safety monitoring, we conducted an early phase of SCCS analyses in 

the Medicare FFS database; additional details on the analysis can be found in the study protocol 

[25]. For the early phase analyses, SCCS analyses were conducted for adequately powered 

analyses for each brand and outcome, defined as those analyses with outcomes with a sufficient 

number of cases to detect a minimum incidence rate ratio (IRR) of at least 10 at 80% power with 

a two-sided alpha of 0.01. For the end-of-season analyses, we conducted SCCS analyses for any 

brand and outcome analyses that were powered in the early phase analysis. We also included any 

brand and outcome analyses that had gained a sufficient number of cases to detect a minimum 

IRR of at least 3 at 80% power with a two-sided alpha of 0.01. For these end-of-season brand 

and outcome analyses, we produced additional case-specific descriptive summaries, and 

conducted inferential primary, secondary, and sensitivity SCCS analyses. We present only the 

results of the end-of-season analyses because these results included additional data resulting in 

more precise estimates.  

In the primary SCCS analyses, for each vaccine brand and outcome, we used conditional 

Poisson regression to estimate IRRs and 99% confidence intervals (CIs) which compared 

outcome rates in risk and control intervals. Attributable risk (AR) estimates and 99% CIs were 

also estimated for each outcome per 100,000 vaccine doses by estimating the number of excess 

cases predicted from the regression model divided by the number of eligible vaccine doses [27]. 

We used two-tailed hypothesis tests, with results considered statistically significant at p-value < 

0.01.  
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Secondary analyses were performed for each vaccine brand and outcome with an 

elevation in incidence rates in primary analyses and a p-value < 0.1, to assess the potential effect 

of same-day concomitant vaccination with COVID-19 vaccination. A higher p-value threshold 

than the statistical significance threshold was used to determine brand and outcomes for 

secondary analyses because we expected subgroup analyses to have limited statistical power and 

intended to explore potential influences of concomitant vaccination despite this limitation. We 

estimated IRRs and ARs of outcomes separately among persons who received and who did not 

receive any of the prespecified concomitant vaccines of interest, including influenza, RSV, 

pneumococcal conjugate, and zoster vaccines, on the same day as their COVID-19 vaccination 

[28]. 

Both primary and secondary analyses were conducted with adjustments for event-

dependent observation time (for outcomes with high case fatality rates) [29] and seasonality (all 

outcomes); analyses also accounted for uncertainty from outcome misclassification (where 

feasible). The adjustment for event-dependent observation time developed by Farrington et al. 

2011 was used to adjust for curtailed observation time across analyses for outcomes with 

historical case fatality rates of 10 percent or higher [29]. To determine outcomes meeting this 

criterion, we estimated the 30-day case fatality rate of incident outcomes in the Medicare FFS 

population in 2021–2022 by calculating the percent of deaths in the 30 days following each 

outcome among all observed outcomes. We adjusted for potential bias from seasonal outcome 

patterns using incidence rates of outcomes estimated from the Medicare FFS population 65 years 

and older from corresponding calendar months in 2022–2023, which were used as the baseline 

incidence of outcomes in risk and control intervals. To account for uncertainty due to outcome 

misclassification from our claims-based outcome definitions, we performed multiple imputation 
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analyses based on the positive predictive value (PPV) for outcomes with PPVs available (eTable 

1). The PPV was defined as the proportion of true cases among cases adjudicated through 

medical record review and was determined from prior vaccine safety surveillance studies. The 

PPV-based multiple imputation method created simulated datasets where cases were sampled 

with probabilities equal to the PPVs. Conditional Poisson regression was repeated on the 

simulated datasets and IRR and AR estimates were pooled across the simulated datasets [30]. 

Analyses were conducted with and without adjustments for seasonality and outcome 

misclassification, and we included both adjustments where feasible. 

 We conducted two sensitivity analyses including: (i) incorporating a 14-day washout 

period between risk and control intervals (all outcomes except anaphylaxis) to examine potential 

bias from carryover effects from vaccination contributing to control interval risk; and (ii) 

including individuals’ full observation period length for persons that died or disenrolled (for 

outcomes with a historical case fatality rate of 10 percent or higher) to evaluate potential bias 

from a violation of the SCCS assumption that observation length is independent of events [29]. 

For each outcome, sensitivity analyses were conducted including all adjustments applicable to 

the outcome (i.e., event-dependent observation time, seasonality) and PPV-based imputation 

(where feasible). 

All analyses were conducted using R 4.0.3 (R Foundation for Statistical Computing, 

Vienna, Austria) and SAS v. 9.4 (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, United States). 

This study was part of public health surveillance, and therefore, it was exempted from 

institutional review board approval and informed consent under the Common Rule.  
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3 Results 

3.1 Descriptive results 

There were 7,560,772 Medicare FFS beneficiaries aged 65 years and older who received 

8,090,781 COVID-19 vaccine doses (Table 2). The majority of vaccine recipients (7,033,481; 

93.03%) received only a single dose of a COVID-19 vaccine with a relatively even distribution 

of people who received Pfizer-BioNTech (3,689,356, 48.80%) or Moderna (3,841,245, 50.80%) 

COVID-19 vaccines. Very few beneficiaries received a Novavax COVID-19 vaccine (30,171, 

0.40%). For Pfizer-BioNTech and Moderna, the number of vaccine doses received peaked in 

September and October (Figure 2). There was a small increase in the number of doses received 

in March 2024 after CDC recommended people 65 years and older receive an additional dose of 

a COVID-19 vaccine.  

COVID-19 vaccine recipients tended to be white (86.69%), female (56.74%), of urban 

residency (84.15%), and non-dual-eligible for Medicare and Medicaid (93.61%) (Table 2). The 

majority of vaccine recipients did not reside in a nursing home (97.85%) at the time of 

vaccination. There was a high prevalence of people receiving concomitant vaccination across 

vaccine brands, and concomitant vaccination was higher among Pfizer-BioNTech (44.65%) and 

Moderna (41.69%) compared to Novavax (26.88%) vaccine recipients. Across brands, influenza 

vaccines were most frequently administered concomitantly with COVID-19 vaccines (Pfizer-

BioNTech: 38.26%; Moderna: 35.06%; Novavax: 20.87%).   

Outcome counts, person-time, and incidence rates for prespecified health outcomes by 

risk and control intervals can be found in eTable 2. The people who experienced at least one of 

the study outcomes during their risk or control periods tended to be slightly older (aged ≥75 

years among Pfizer-BioNTech (41.51–100.00%) and Moderna (25.00–73.63%)) compared to the 
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overall vaccinated population (Table 2, eTables 3–4). There was also a high prevalence of 

persons who were immunocompromised (Pfizer-BioNTech: 18.75–61.03%; Moderna: 16.67–

58.51%) and had multiple health conditions (≥2 Charlson Comorbidity Index) (Pfizer-BioNTech: 

25.00–77.50%; Moderna: 31.25–77.28%). Few cases were observed across outcomes for 

Novavax vaccine brands because of low vaccine uptake (eTable 5).  

3.2 Inferential results 

For Pfizer-BioNTech and Moderna COVID-19 vaccine brands, the power requirements 

for implementing primary SCCS analyses (refer to Section 2.6) were met for all outcomes except 

transverse myelitis. For Novavax COVID-19 vaccines, these criteria were met for only acute 

myocardial infarction, deep vein thrombosis, non-hemorrhagic stroke, non-hemorrhagic stroke or 

TIA, pulmonary embolism and thrombosis with thrombocytopenia. However, because of the 

limited case count, we were unable to generate reliable estimates for non-hemorrhagic stroke and 

pulmonary embolism. Across the brands and outcomes analyzed, we only observed a statistically 

significant elevation in risk for anaphylaxis associated with Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 

vaccines; however, this result was no longer statistically significant in analyses that included 

adjustment for seasonality and outcome misclassification. No conclusive evidence of an 

increased risk was found across vaccine brands for any other study outcomes. 

We presented SCCS results from the seasonality-adjusted and the combined seasonality-

adjusted and PPV-based imputation analysis for anaphylaxis. For all other outcomes, we only 

included results with all adjustments, but additional estimates are presented in the supplementary 

materials (eTables 6–19).  
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3.2.1 Anaphylaxis 

For Pfizer-BioNTech vaccine recipients, we observed an elevation in anaphylaxis risk 

that was statistically significant in the seasonality-adjusted primary analysis (IRR: 4.04 [99% 

confidence interval (CI): 1.07, 15.30]); however, it was no longer statistically significant when 

additionally adjusted for outcome misclassification (IRR: 3.90 [99% CI: 0.49, 30.90]) (Figure 3, 

eTable 6). In analyses adjusted for seasonality and PPV-based imputation, anaphylaxis cases 

attributable to vaccination were rare and non-statistically significant (AR per 100,000 doses: 0.09 

[99% CI: -0.08, 0.25]). 

Secondary analyses stratifying by same-day concomitant vaccination status were only 

conducted for anaphylaxis following Pfizer-BioNTech vaccination. In seasonality-adjusted 

secondary analyses, we observed a non-statistically significant elevation in anaphylaxis risk for 

those with any concomitant vaccination (IRR: 2.17 [99% CI: 0.26, 17.79]), and a statistically 

significant elevation in risk for those without any concomitant vaccination (IRR: 6.98 [99% CI: 

1.13, 43.12]) (eTable 6). When accounting for seasonality and outcome misclassification, the 

non-statistically significant elevation in anaphylaxis risk among those with any concomitant 

vaccination persisted (IRR: 2.46 [99% CI: 0.13, 45.10]). However, the increase in anaphylaxis 

risk among those without any concomitant vaccination was no longer statistically significant 

(IRR: 7.19 [99% CI: 0.43, 121.08]). In secondary analyses adjusted for seasonality and PPV-

based imputation, anaphylaxis cases attributable to vaccination were rare and non-statistically 

significant for subgroups with any concomitant vaccination (AR per 100,000 doses: 0.06 [99% 

CI: -0.15, 0.27]) and without any concomitant vaccination (AR per 100,000 doses: 0.13 [99% CI: 

-0.09, 0.34]).  
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For Moderna vaccine recipients, the seasonality-adjusted primary analysis results showed 

a non-statistically significant elevation in anaphylaxis risk (IRR: 1.53 [99% CI: 0.29, 7.97]), 

which persisted in the analysis that additionally accounted for outcome misclassification (IRR: 

1.50 [99% CI: 0.13, 17.53]) (Figure 3, eTable 6). Anaphylaxis cases attributable to vaccination 

were rare and non-statistically significant in the analysis adjusted for seasonality and PPV-based 

imputation (AR per 100,000 doses: 0.02 [99% CI: -0.10, 0.14]).  

3.2.2 Cardiovascular and Vascular Outcomes  

For Pfizer-BioNTech vaccine recipients, there was no statistically significant increased 

risk of any cardiovascular outcomes following vaccination, including for acute myocardial 

infarction (IRR: 0.94 [99% CI: 0.87, 1.02]) or myocarditis/pericarditis cases in either the 

inpatient or outpatient emergency department (OP-ED), or in any care setting (respectively, IRR: 

1.30 [99% CI: 0.36, 4.70]; IRR: 1.08 [99% CI: 0.76, 1.55]) (Figure 3; eTables 7-9). This was 

consistent for stroke outcomes, which included hemorrhagic stroke in the 1–21 or 22–42 day risk 

intervals (respectively, IRR: 0.91 [99% CI: 0.71, 1.18]; IRR: 0.78 [99% CI: 0.60, 1.01]), non-

hemorrhagic stroke in the 1–21 or 22–42 day risk intervals (respectively, IRR: 0.97 [99% CI: 

0.82, 1.15]; IRR: 0.95 [99% CI: 0.81, 1.12]), and non-hemorrhagic stroke or TIA in the 1–21 or 

22–42 day risk intervals (respectively, IRR: 1.03 [99% CI: 0.91, 1.17]; IRR: 0.99 [99% CI: 0.88, 

1.13]) (Figure 3, eTables 10–12). There was also no increased risk of vascular outcomes, which 

included deep vein thrombosis (IRR: 0.80 [99% CI: 0.75, 0.85]) and pulmonary embolism (IRR: 

0.89 [99% CI: 0.77, 1.03]) (Figure 3, eTables 13–14).  

Moderna vaccine recipients similarly showed no statistically significant elevation in risk 

of any cardiovascular outcomes following vaccination, including for acute myocardial infarction 

(IRR: 0.97 [99% CI: 0.90, 1.05]) or myocarditis/pericarditis in either the inpatient or OP-ED, or 
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in any care setting (respectively, IRR: 1.06 [99% CI: 0.25, 4.47]; IRR: 0.97 [99% CI: 0.66, 

1.41]). This was also consistent for stroke outcomes, including hemorrhagic stroke in the 1–21 or 

22–42 day risk intervals (respectively, IRR: 0.83 [99% CI: 0.64, 1.08]; IRR: 0.95 [99% CI: 0.75, 

1.20]), non-hemorrhagic stroke in the 1–21 or 22–42 day risk intervals (respectively, IRR: 0.95 

[99% CI: 0.81, 1.13]; IRR: 1.02 [99% CI: 0.87, 1.20]), and non-hemorrhagic stroke or TIA in the 

1–21 or 22–42 day risk intervals (respectively, IRR: 0.96 [99% CI: 0.85, 1.10]; IRR: 1.03 [99% 

CI: 0.91, 1.16]) (Figure 3, eTables 7–12). There was also no increased risk of vascular outcomes 

following Moderna COVID-19 vaccination, which included deep vein thrombosis (IRR: 0.83 

[99% CI: 0.78, 0.88]) and pulmonary embolism (IRR: 0.82 [99% CI: 0.71, 0.95]) (Figure 3, 

eTables 13–14). 

For Novavax vaccine recipients, there was also no increased risk of any cardiovascular 

outcomes following vaccination, which included acute myocardial infarction (IRR: 0.86 [99% 

CI: 0.32, 2.35]) and non-hemorrhagic stroke or TIA in the 1–21 or 22–42 day risk intervals 

(respectively, IRR: 0.98 [99% CI: 0.19, 5.13]; IRR: 0.79 [99% CI: 0.13, 4.75]) (Figure 3, 

eTables 7 and 12). Similarly, there was no elevated risk of deep vein thrombosis (IRR: 0.86 

[99% CI: 0.42, 1.75]), which was the only vascular outcome studied (Figure 3, eTable 13). We 

were unable to evaluate the risk of non-hemorrhagic stroke or pulmonary embolism among 

Novavax recipients due to the limited number of cases (eTable 5). 

3.2.3 Hematological Outcomes  

There was no increased risk of thrombosis with thrombocytopenia syndrome following 

Pfizer-BioNTech (IRR: 0.94 [99% CI: 0.86, 1.03]), Moderna (IRR: 0.84 [99% CI: 0.77, 0.93]), 

or Novavax (IRR: 0.85 [99% CI: 0.22, 3.25]) vaccination (Figure 3, eTable 15). Similarly, there 

was no elevation in risk of disseminated intravascular coagulation following Pfizer-BioNTech 
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(IRR: 0.68 [99% CI: 0.34, 1.35]) or Moderna (IRR: 0.88 [99% CI: 0.50, 1.55]) vaccination 

(Figure 3, eTable 16).  

3.2.4 Neurologic Outcomes 

There was no association between Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 vaccination and GBS 

(IRR: 1.38 [99% CI: 0.52, 3.70]) or encephalitis/encephalomyelitis (IRR: 1.17 [99% CI: 0.61, 

2.24]) (Figure 3, eTables 17–18). Similarly, there was no association between Moderna COVID-

19 vaccination and GBS (IRR: 1.15 [99% CI: 0.45, 2.91)) or encephalitis/encephalomyelitis 

(IRR: 0.58 [99% CI: 0.28, 1.21]).  

3.2.5 Other Outcomes  

There was no association between appendicitis and Pfizer-BioNTech (IRR: 0.91 [99% 

CI: 0.74, 1.12]) or Moderna (IRR: 0.98 [99% CI: 0.80, 1.21]) COVID-19 vaccination (Figure 3, 

eTable 19). 

3.3 Sensitivity analyses  

Results of the sensitivity analyses incorporating a 14-day washout period between risk 

and control intervals were similar to the primary analyses (eTables 6–19). Results were also 

consistent when we included an individuals’ full observation period length for persons that died 

or disenrolled for outcomes with a historical case fatality rate of 10 percent or higher. 

4 Discussion 

Our study evaluated the association between COVID-19 vaccination and multiple health 

outcomes among persons 65 years and older in one of the largest medical health plan databases 

in the United States. A rare but potential elevation in anaphylaxis risk was observed following 

Pfizer-BioNTech vaccination that was no longer statistically significant in analyses accounting 

for seasonality and outcome misclassification. No statistically significant elevations in risk were 
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observed for other outcomes studied following Pfizer-BioNTech, Moderna or Novavax COVID-

19 vaccination.  

This study’s potential, but rare, elevation in risk for anaphylaxis observed following 

COVID-19 vaccination among persons 65 years and older is consistent with findings from 

existing safety assessments performed in the U.S. and internationally across various COVID-19 

vaccine formulations and seasons [31-33]. A study of U.S and European passive surveillance 

systems that included data from December 2020 through mid-August 2021 estimated the mean 

anaphylaxis rate following COVID-19 vaccination was 10.67 cases per million doses, which was 

comparable to the herpes zoster vaccine [33]. However, various reports have demonstrated that 

post-vaccination incidence rates of anaphylaxis have decreased since the authorization of 

COVID-19 vaccines [31, 32]. In our study, the estimated excess rate of anaphylaxis cases 

following 2023–2024 Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 vaccination based on the self-controlled 

model was less than 1 case per million doses. Estimates from subgroup analyses for those with 

and without a same-day concomitant vaccination were very imprecise and overlapped. Based on 

the data, there was insufficient evidence to conclude risk increased with same-day concomitant 

vaccination.  

Our study did not find evidence for a statistically significant elevation in hemorrhagic or 

non-hemorrhagic stroke risk associated with COVID-19 vaccination among Medicare 

beneficiaries aged 65 years and older. This is largely consistent with the available literature from 

safety assessments of bivalent COVID-19 mRNA vaccines [14-16, 18, 19, 34]. Several studies 

evaluating the safety of bivalent COVID-19 mRNA vaccines have found no elevation in 

hemorrhagic stroke risk following vaccine administration [14, 16, 34]. Multiple studies have also 

shown no conclusive elevation in the risk of non-hemorrhagic stroke associated with these 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted January 5, 2025. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2025.01.03.25319975doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2025.01.03.25319975


 

vaccines administered alone [14-16, 18, 19, 34]. However, a few studies have suggested a small 

but potential increase in the risk of non-hemorrhagic stroke associated with concomitant bivalent 

COVID-19 mRNA and high-dose or adjuvanted influenza vaccination [14, 35]. Similarly, the 

Vaccine Safety Datalink (VSD) also detected a statistical signal for ischemic stroke (i.e., non-

hemorrhagic stroke) in the 1–42 days following 2023–2024 Moderna COVID-19 vaccination in 

the population 65 years and older [36]. However, results were inconsistent across age groups and 

risk intervals, and the available data did not support clear and consistent evidence of any 

increased risk of ischemic stroke. This conclusion is consistent with our study results; we did not 

find evidence for an elevation in non-hemorrhagic stroke risk following vaccination with any of 

the vaccine brands, with no elevations in risk observed for several analyses. Where elevations in 

risk were observed, these were small and non-statistically significant.  

In our study, we did not find any associations between COVID-19 vaccine brands and 

GBS. This differed from VSD where there was a statistical signal for GBS in the 1–42 days 

following 2023–2024 Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 vaccination in the population 65 years and 

older [36]. However, VSD and FDA have not detected any associations between any COVID-19 

vaccine brand and GBS in any prior studies [9, 36, 37]. Based on our data, there is insufficient 

evidence to conclude that there is any increased risk of GBS following 2023–2024 Pfizer-

BioNTech COVID-19 vaccination. 

Other study findings remained consistent with safety assessments from prior COVID-19 

vaccine formulations conducted in the same database and age group. No elevation in risk was 

observed for acute myocardial infarction [38]. We similarly found no statistically significant 

elevation in the risk of myocarditis/pericarditis following COVID-19 vaccination [38]. Prior 

studies conducted found inconsistent evidence related to pulmonary embolism risk following 
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COVID-19 vaccine administration; primary series vaccines were associated with a statistically 

significant increase in risk, whereas monovalent booster vaccines were associated with a 

reduction in risk [38]. This study observed no elevation in pulmonary embolism risk following 

COVID-19 vaccines, consistent with findings following the booster vaccine [38].  

The study has several strengths. It leveraged health data from one of the largest medical 

insurance claims databases for individuals 65 years and older in the United States. This improved 

the generalizability of the results and allowed for the evaluation of elevations in risk for 

particularly rare outcomes. The SCCS study design which compares risk within individuals also 

allowed for the control of time invariant person-level risk factors that could bias the estimation 

of risk for outcomes (i.e., sex, the presence of chronic conditions, etc.). To assess the robustness 

of study results, our study adjusted for seasonality in estimating the post-vaccination risk of 

outcomes. Where feasible, we also accounted for uncertainty in the accuracy of claims-based 

outcome definitions using PPV-based imputation that simulated the analysis using cases sampled 

based on the proportion of chart-confirmed cases estimated from prior safety assessments in the 

same database and age group. 

There were several limitations to the study. Our study used claims-based outcome 

definitions that are subject to outcome misclassification. While PPV-based imputation helps to 

account for uncertainty related to outcome misclassification, PPV-based imputation does not 

fully control for outcome misclassification as accurately as restricting the analysis to within-

study chart-confirmed cases. Outcome misclassification could therefore still be present and bias 

risk estimates in either direction. Additionally, the SCCS design requires clearly defined risk 

intervals to estimate risk attributed to vaccination. For outcomes such as stroke with varied 

evidence on their respective periods of vaccine-attributable risk following vaccination, we used 
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multiple risk interval definitions. Where feasible, we also conducted sensitivity analyses 

including a 14-day washout period. Despite these measures, and our use of risk intervals 

determined based on literature and clinician input, the possibility for misspecification of risk 

intervals still exists for these and other study outcomes and could result in misattributed risk to 

vaccines. Lastly, the study may be subject to time-varying confounders that are not adjusted for 

in the model. These factors could bias risk estimates in either direction. 

This study found a small but potential elevation in anaphylaxis risk associated with the 

2023–2024 Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 vaccines, and no evidence for an increased risk of other 

outcomes following vaccination with 2023–2024 COVID-19 vaccines. Our study contributes to 

growing evidence on the safety of COVID-19 vaccines. FDA continues to believe that the 

benefits of COVID-19 vaccination outweigh the risks.
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Table 1: Administrative claims-based outcome definitions for Medicare Fee-For-Service beneficiaries aged 

≥65 years 

Outcomea Claims Settingb  
Clean Window 

(days) 
Risk Interval (days) 

Control 

Interval (days) 

Acute myocardial infarction IP 365 1–28[39] 29–90 

Anaphylaxis IP, OP–ED 30 0–1[40] 3–16 

Appendicitis IP, OP–ED 365 1–42[41] 43–90 

Deep vein thrombosis IP, OP/PB 365 1–28[42, 43] 29–90 

Disseminated intravascular 

coagulation 
IP, OP–ED 365 1–28[44] 29–90 

Encephalitis/encephalomyelitis  IP 183 1–42[45] 43–90 

Guillain–Barré syndrome 
IP-primary 

position only 
365 1–42[46] 43–90 

Hemorrhagic strokec IP 365 1–21[47] & 22–42[47] 43–90 

Myocarditis/Pericarditisd 
IP, OP–ED &  

IP, OP/PB 
365 1–7[48] 8–90 

Non–hemorrhagic stroke (NHS)c IP 365 1–21[47] & 22–42[47] 43–90 

NHS or Transient ischemic attack 

(TIA)c 

IP (NHS & TIA), 

OP–ED (TIA) 
365 1–21[47] & 22–42[47] 43–90 

Pulmonary embolism IP 365 1–28[42, 43] 29–90 

Transverse myelitis IP, OP–ED 365 1–42[49] 43–90 

Thrombosis with thrombocytopenia 

syndrome (TTS) 
TTS episodee  365 1–28[50] 29–90 

Acronyms: IP: inpatient, OP: outpatient, OP–ED: outpatient emergency department, PB: provider or professional 

services, NHS: non–hemorrhagic stroke, TIA: transient ischemic attack, TTS: thrombosis with thrombocytopenia 

syndrome 
a The algorithms and code lists used to identify incident outcomes can be referenced in the study protocol.[25]  
b IP was defined as inpatient facility claims. OP/PB was defined as outpatient facility claims or professional/provider 

claims that contain at least one non–laboratory place of service (independent laboratory place of service code = 81). 

OP–ED was defined as outpatient facility claims in emergency departments and is a subset of the OP/PB care 

setting.  
c Outcome definitions includes two different risk intervals to assess the post–vaccination risk of outcomes. 
d There are two myocarditis/pericarditis outcome definitions. One definition identifies outcomes in any setting (IP, 

OP/PB); the second identifies outcomes in the IP or OP–ED settings only. 
e TTS was a combined outcome consisting of a thrombotic outcome (e.g., acute myocardial infarction, deep vein 

thrombosis, etc.) and a thrombocytopenia outcome (defined in the IP, OP/PB setting). The overall setting definition 

for each thrombotic outcome depends on individual setting definitions for each of the respective components.   
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Table 2: Characteristics of Medicare Fee–For–Service beneficiaries aged ≥65 years who received at least one 

dose of a 2023–2024 COVID–19 vaccine 

Characteristic 

2023–2024 COVID–19 Vaccine Brand 

Any Pfizer–BioNTech Moderna Novavax 

N % N % N % N % 

Total 7,560,772 100.00 3,689,356 100.00 3,841,245 100.00 30,171 100.00 

Age (Years)                 

65–74 3,814,087 50.45 1,873,408 50.78 1,923,511 50.08 17,168 56.90 

75–84 2,768,900 36.62 1,345,171 36.46 1,413,889 36.81 9,840 32.61 

≥85 977,785 12.93 470,777 12.76 503,845 13.12 3,163 10.48 

Sex                 

Female 4,290,037 56.74 2,101,168 56.95 2,171,605 56.53 17,264 57.22 

Male 3,270,735 43.26 1,588,188 43.05 1,669,640 43.47 12,907 42.78 

Race/Ethnicity                 

Asian 150,638 1.99 77,386 2.10 72,547 1.89 705 2.34 

Black 353,315 4.67 180,146 4.88 172,279 4.48 890 2.95 

Hispanic 48,576 0.64 24,731 0.67 23,700 0.62 145 0.48 

Alaskan Native/ 

American Indian 
17,334 0.23 7,264 0.20 10,035 0.26 35 0.12 

White 6,554,473 86.69 3,184,629 86.32 3,343,467 87.04 26,377 87.43 

Other 165,435 2.19 81,220 2.20 83,501 2.17 714 2.37 

Missing/Unknown 271,001 3.58 133,980 3.63 135,716 3.53 1,305 4.33 

Urban/Rural                 

Urban 6,362,709 84.15 3,232,708 87.62 3,104,647 80.82 25,354 84.03 

Rural 1,196,312 15.82 455,711 12.35 735,797 19.16 4,804 15.92 

Missing/Unknown 1,751 0.02 937 0.03 801 0.02 13 0.04 

Nursing Home Residency 

Status 
                

Nursing Home  162,443 2.15 64,264 1.74 97,195 2.53 984 3.26 

Non–Nursing Home 7,398,329 97.85 3,625,092 98.26 3,744,050 97.47 29,187 96.74 

Medicare–Medicaid Dual–

Eligibility 
                

Dual–Eligible 482,787 6.39 219,961 5.96 260,789 6.79 2,037 6.75 

Non–Dual–Eligible 7,077,985 93.61 3,469,395 94.04 3,580,456 93.21 28,134 93.25 

Same–Day Concomitant 

Vaccination 
                

Any Vaccine 3,256,914 43.08 1,647,196 44.65 1,601,607 41.69 8,111 26.88 

Influenza Vaccine 2,764,505 36.56 1,411,565 38.26 1,346,644 35.06 6,296 20.87 

Pneumococcal Vaccine 142,937 1.89 70,940 1.92 71,439 1.86 558 1.85 

Zoster Vaccine 688,085 9.10 337,356 9.14 348,760 9.08 1,969 6.53 

RSV Vaccine  95,689 1.27 47,009 1.28 48,283 1.26 307 1.02 

2023–2024 COVID–19 

Vaccine Dose Number 
                

Dose 1 7,033,481 93.03 3,423,806 92.80 3,580,642 93.22 29,033 96.23 

Dose 2 524,964 6.94 264,228 7.16 259,622 6.76 1,114 3.69 

Dose 3 2,026 0.03 1,050 0.03 952 0.02 24 0.08 

Dose 4+ 301 0.00 272 0.01 29 0.00 –– –– 

Acronyms: RSV: Respiratory syncytial virus
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Figure 1. Example of study follow–up for the outcome of GBS following 2023–2024 Pfizer–BioNTech 

vaccination 
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Figure 2. Weekly 2023–2024 COVID–19 vaccine doses by brand among Medicare Fee–for–Service 

beneficiaries aged ≥65 years 
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Figure 3: Forest plot of primary analysis outcome incidence rate ratios (IRRs) and 99% confidence intervals (CIs) by outcome and brand, for analyses 

including all adjustments, among Medicare Fee–for–Service beneficiaries aged ≥65 yearsa 

 

 a Novavax incidence rate ratio estimates are not presented for outcomes with insufficient case counts for the SCCS analysis. 
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