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Key Points

Question: Among outpatients with mild to moderate COVID-19, is subcutaneously administered
casirivimab and imdevimab associated with improved risk-adjusted 28-day clinical outcomes
compared to non-treatment with monoclonal antibodies, and clinically similar association

compared to intravenously administered casirivimab and imdevimab?

Findings: Among 1,956 propensity-matched adults, outpatients who received casirivimab and
imdevimab subcutaneously had a 28-day rate of hospitalization or death of 3.4% (n=652)
compared to 7.8% (n=1,304) in non-treated controls [risk ratio 0.44 (95% confidence interval:
0.28t0 0.68, p < .001)]. Among 2,185 outpatients who received subcutaneous (n=969) or
intravenous (n=1,216) casirivimab and imdevimab, the 28-day rate of hospitalization/death was
2.8% vs. 1.7%, respectively, which resulted in an adjusted risk difference of 1.5% (95%
confidence interval: -0.5% to 3.5%, p=.14). The 28-day adjusted risk differences comparing
subcutaneous to intravenous route for death, ICU admission, and mechanical ventilation were

0.3% or less, although the 95% confidence intervals were wide.

Meaning: Subcutaneously administered casirivimab and imdevimab is associated with reduced
hospitalization or death amongst outpatients with mild to moderate COVID-19 compared to no

treatment, and has a small, adjusted risk difference compared to patients treated intravenously.
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Abstract

I mportance: Monoclonal antibody (mAb) treatment decreases hospitalization and death in
outpatients with mild to moderate COVID-19; however, only intravenous administration has
been evaluated in randomized clinical trials of treatment. Subcutaneous administration may
expand outpatient treatment capacity and qualified staff available to administer treatment, but
association with patient outcomes is understudied.

Objective: To evaluate whether or not, i.) subcutaneous casirivimab and imdevimab treatment is
associated with reduced 28-day hospitalization/death than non-treatment among mAb-eligible
patients, and ii.) subcutaneous casirivimab and imdevimab treatment is clinically and statistically
similar to intravenous casirivimab and imdevimab treatment.

Design, Setting, and Participants: Prospective cohort study of outpatientsin alearning health
system in the United States with mild to moderate COVID-19 symptoms from July 14 to October
26, 2021 who were eligible for mAb treatment under emergency use authorization. A nontreated
control group of eligible patients was also selected.

I nter vention: Subcutaneous injection or intravenous administration of the combined single dose
of casirivimab 600mg and imdevimab 600mg.

Main Outcomes and M easur es. The primary outcome was the 28-day adjusted risk ratio or
adjusted risk difference for hospitalization or death. Secondary outcomes included 28-day
adjusted risk ratios/differences of hospitalization, death, composite endpoint of ED admission
and hospitalization, and rates of adverse events.

Results: Among 1,956 matched adults with mild to moderate COVID-19, patients who received
casirivimab and imdevimab subcutaneously had a 28-day rate of hospitalization/death of 3.4%

(n=652) compared to 7.8% (n=1,304) in nontreated controls [risk ratio 0.44 (95% confidence
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interval: 0.28 t0 0.68, p < .001)]. Among 2,185 patients treated with subcutaneous (n=969) or
intravenous (n=1,216) casirivimab and imdevimab, the 28-day rate of hospitalization/death was
2.8% vs. 1.7%, respectively which resulted in an adjusted risk difference of 1.5% (95%
confidence interval: -0.5% to 3.5%, p=.14). The 28-day adjusted risk differences (subcutaneous —
intravenous) for death, ICU admission, and mechanical ventilation were 0.3% or less, although
the 95% confidence intervals were wide.

Conclusions and Relevance: Subcutaneously administered casirivimab-imdevimab is associated
with reduced risk-adjusted hospitalization or death amongst outpatients with mild to moderate
COVID-19 compared to no treatment and indicates low adjusted risk difference compared to

patients treated intravenously.
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INTRODUCTION

Discovery and broad-scale implementation of therapies that decrease progression to
severe coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) and improve mortality of patients infected with
severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) are critical for global health.
Casirivimab and imdevimab is a monoclonal antibody (mAb) that decreases hospitalizations and
death in outpatients with mild to moderate COV ID-19 when used as treatment or post-exposure
prophylaxis.™? It is available under emergency use authorization (EUA) for these indicationsin
the United States (US), United Kingdom (UK), and other global communities.®* Only
intravenous administration was evaluated in randomized, clinical trials for treatment and
accordingly, intravenous infusion is strongly recommended per the U.S. Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) for thisindication. However, the EUA states subcutaneous injection isan
alternative route of administration when intravenous infusion is not feasible and would lead to
delay in treatment, though efficacy of subcutaneousinjection for treatment of SARS-CoV-2 is
unknown.

A COVID-19 surge in September 2021, coupled with healthcare worker staffing shortages,
resulted in a capacity crisis for outpatient monoclonal antibody infusions at our learning health
system. Key stakeholders and clinical leaders determined that continuation of intravenous
therapy would delay or prevent treatment for monoclonal antibody referrals, and conversion to
subcutaneous i njections would add treatment capacity, reduce appointment times, and expand
staff available to administer treatment. The purpose of this study was to evaluate whether or not
subcutaneous casirivimab and imdevimab is associated with reduced risk-adjusted 28-day
clinical outcomes compared to non-treatment with monoclonal antibodies. We aso sought to
evaluate the similarity of clinical outcomes comparing subcutaneous with intravenous treatment

to inform future operations within our learning health system.
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METHODS

This was a prospective cohort study of patients within the OPtimizing Treatment and
Impact of Monoclonal antlbodieS Through Evaluation for COVID-19 embedded learning
platform (OPTIMISE-C19, NCT04790786).° This study was approved by the UPMC Quality
Improvement Review Committee (Project ID 3629) and University of Pittsburgh Institutional
Review Board (STUDY 21100151). From platform launch on March 10, 2021 through
September 9, 2021, all patients were assigned intravenous mAb treatment via a central
management system. A small minority of patients received casirivimab and imdevimab
subcutaneoudly if they presented directly to an urgent care facility within the system. From
September 9 through October 26, 2021, most outpatient infusion centers provided only
subcutaneous injections of casirivimab and imdevimab to accommodate surging patient referrals
and staffing shortages. After October 26, centers converted back to intravenous administration
when feasible within workforce capacity. Starting on September 28, 2021, patients aged 65 years
or older with loss of two or more activities of daily living, pregnant patients, and/or patients with

immunocompromised conditions were given priority for mAb treatment appointment scheduling.

Outcomes

For thisanalysis, the two research questions were (1) whether or not subcutaneous
casirivimab and imdevimab treatment is associated with better 28-day clinical outcomes than
non-treatment among mAb-eligible patients; and (2) whether or not subcutaneous casirivimab
and imdevimab treatment is clinically and statistically similar to intravenous casirivimab and
imdevimab treatment. The primary outcome was the 28-day adjusted risk ratio of
hospitalization/death for question 1, and the 28-day adjusted risk difference of

hospitalization/death for question 2. Secondary outcomes included 28-day adjusted risk
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ratios/differences of hospitalization, death, composite endpoint of ED admission and

hospitalization, and rates of adverse events.

Selection of Patient Analysis Cohorts

For the first research question, nontreated control subjects were selected from non-
hospitalized patients > 12 years of age who had a positive SARS-CoV-2 polymerase chain
reaction or antigen test within our health system from July 14 to October 26, 2021. These
patients, whose symptom status was unknown, had an EUA-€ligible risk factor for progression to
severe disease and no admission to the emergency department or hospital on the date of their
positive SARS-CoV-2 test result (i.e., presumed not to be at imminent risk of hospitalization).
July 14™ 2021 was chosen as the start date for this analysis as this was the first confirmed date,
per national tracking data, that 100% of patientsinfected with COVID-19 in our system had the
Delta variant; Delta remained the only regional variant until the end of the study period.®’
Corresponding treated subjects were patients > 12 years of age treated subcutaneously with
casirivimab and imdevimab in an outpatient infusion center or urgent care facility during the
same period as nontreated control subjects. Patients receiving mAb in the emergency department
were excluded since subcutaneous route of administration was not used in that setting. Both
groups required a 28-day follow-up period. For nontreated control subjects, the 28-day outcome
ascertainment period started on the day after the SARS-CoV -2 test positive result. For treated
subjects, the 28-day outcome ascertainment period started on the day of mADb treatment.

For the second research question, patients treated subcutaneously or intravenously at an
outpatient infusion center or urgent care facility on or after July 14, 2021 and with available

follow-up period of 28 days were compared. For both groups, the 28-day outcome ascertainment
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period started on the day of treatment. Since not all clinical sites provided subcutaneous mAb
treatment, separate study populations were compiled including all mAb treated patients, as well
as the subset of mAD treated patients at clinical sitesin which both routes of administration were
used (i.e., to remove a potential site effect from the larger analysis). For this cohort to simply
examine a scheduled change in practice, intravenous route patients were treated from July 15 to
September 8, 2021 and subcutaneous route patients were treated from September 9 to September

29, 2021 (i.e., non-overlapping treatment periods).

Data Sour ces

We used health-related data captured in the electronic health record and ancillary clinical
systems, all of which are aggregated and harmonized in a Clinical Data Warehouse (CDW).2°
For infusion sites with complete EMR datain the CDW, we accessed sociodemographic data,
medical history, and billing charges for all outpatient and in-hospital encounters with diagnoses
and procedures coded based on the International Classification of Diseases, Ninth and Tenth
revisions (ICD-9 and ICD-10, respectively).'** We assessed 28-day mortality by the hospital
discharge disposition of “Ceased to Breathe” sourced from the inpatient Medical Record System,
as well as deaths after discharge identified with the Death Master File from the Social Security

Administration, 2021 National Technical Information Service as an external data source. '

Statistical M ethods
Sociodemographic and clinical characteristics were compared between subjects treated
subcutaneously and nontreated control subjects by use of student t-tests or Wilcoxon tests for

continuous variables (depending on distributional properties) and chi-square tests for categorical
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variables. To control for imbalances in patient profiles between the two groups, we selected
nontreated control subjects matched to treated subjects by propensity score methodology.***
Specifically, propensity scores were derived from alogistic regression model fit from a multitude
of variables with subcutaneous mAb treatment as the response variable and forward stepwise
selection of measured pre-treatment explanatory variables at p <0.15. We included the variables
age, gender, and race into the model prior to stepwise selection. We used 1:2 propensity score
matching with a maximum propensity score probability difference of 0.01 to construct the
matched treated and nontreated groups. We performed non-matched parallel analysesin which
outcomes of treated subjects were compared to nontreated subjects using (adjusting for) the
propensity score as a covariate, and with inverse probability weighting. Both the matched and
non-matched adjusted analyses were conducted using generalized linear models with mAb
receipt asthe predictor of interest, specifying the binomial distribution and log link. We did not
impute missing values for variables used in deriving the propensity scores.

Sociodemographic and clinical characteristics were also compared between subjects
treated subcutaneously and intravenously by use of student t-tests or Wilcoxon tests for
continuous variables and chi-sguare tests for categorical variables. Given few between-group
patient differences, we used stepwise logistic regression to examine potential confounders, with
age, gender, and vaccination statusincluded as covariates in all models. The primary parameter
of interest was the adjusted risk difference (subcutaneous — intravenous) in the 28-day rate of
hospitalization/death with a boundary of 3% used to define similar clinical outcome. A 3%

boundary was decided as a consensus threshold amongst authors as clinically meaningful for the

health system population and for capacity management.
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All analyses were performed using the SAS System (Cary, NC), version 9.4. Methods
and results are reported in accordance with The REporting of studies Conducted using

Observational Routinely-Collected health Data (RECORD) statement (eTable 1).'°

RESULTS
Study Populations

For thefirst analysis, there were 969 patients treated subcutaneously with casirivimab
and imdevimab and 4,353 non-treated, EUA-€ligible controls in the unmatched cohort. The
propensity score-matched analysis, which required complete covariate data and matching (as
defined in methods), compared 652 patients treated subcutaneously with casirivimab and
imdevimab to 1,304 non-treated, EUA-€ligible controls (Figure 1). For the second analysis, 969
patients treated subcutaneously with casirivimab and imdevimab were compared to 1,216
patients treated with the same mAb intravenously, of whom, 721 versus 441 patients were treated
at clinical sitesin which both routes of administration were used during the study period (Figure

1).

Matched Analysisof Treated and Nontreated Patients

Prior to matching on propensity score (based on covariate data), subcutaneously treated
patients (who were selected using a priority system favoring older age and being
immunocompromised starting on September 28, 2021) were significantly older and less likely of
Black race than nontreated patients (Table 1). In addition, treated patients had a significantly
higher prevalence of rheumatoid arthritis, obstructive sleep apnea, hypertension, and smoking

history than nontreated patients. This overall higher risk profile of treated patients was also
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reflected in a higher prevalence of statin and beta blocker use than nontreated patients.
Importantly, after propensity score matching, treated and nontreated patients were generally
similar on variables included in the propensity score model (Table 1, upper portion), the
distribution of propensity scores (eFigure 1), and variables not included in the model (Table 1,
lower portion).

The matched 28-day rate of hospitalization/death was 3.4% in treated patients compared
to 7.8% in nontreated controls (T able 2). The corresponding risk ratio for 28-day
hospitalization/death was 0.44 (95% confidence interval: 0.28 to 0.68, p < .001). The lower risk
of hospitalization/death in treated patients was most evident in the first 15 days of follow-up
(eFigure 2). The 28-day death rate was 0.2% in the treated group vs. 2.2% in the nontreated

group (p=.009 from the log-binomial regression moddl).

Unmatched Analysis of Treated and Nontreated Patients

In unmatched patients with a propensity score (i.e., covariate data), the crude 28-day rate
of hospitalization/death was 3.5% in treated patients compared to 6.6% in nontreated controls
(eTable 2). The corresponding risk ratio for hospitalization or death adjusted for the propensity
score was 0.44 (95% confidence interval: 0.29 to 0.66, p < .001). Results were relatively
consistent with the use of inverse probability weighting. As in the matched analysis, deaths were
infrequent with the 28-day death rate being lower in the treated group (0.2%) compared to the
nontreated group (2.1%) (adjusted risk ratio = 0.06, 95% confidenceinterval: 0.01 to 0.41,

p=.004).

Evaluation of Subcutaneous and | ntr avenous Treatment
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Patients treated subcutaneously or intravenously had a mean age of 54 years and a mean
Charlson Comorbidity Index score of 0.8; the two groups were also generally similar on
demographic and presenting clinical characteristics (Table 3). This overall similarity in patient
profiles was evident among all treated patients as well as the subset of patientstreated at clinical
sites in which both routes of mAb administration were used. A notable exception was a higher
rate of full COVID-19 vaccination in patients treated subcutaneously (55.5%) compared to those
treated intravenously (44.1%) in patients from all sites; however, this rate was similar in patients
treated within same sites. The median time (IQR) from symptom onset to infusion was 6 (5, 8) in
both groups.

For all infused patients, the adjusted risk difference of hospitalization/death comparing
subcutaneous and intravenous treated patients was 1.5% (95% confidence interval: -0.5% to
3.5%, p=.14) which was within the clinically predefined similarity boundary of 3%, yet the upper
limit of the 95% confidenceinterval marginally exceeded this boundary (Table4). The
corresponding adjusted risk ratio was 1.71 (95% confidence interval: 0.97 to 3.00, p=.06).
Adjusted risk differences of death and ED admission/hospitalization were small (similar) by
route of administration. In terms of initial safety, rates of severe adverse reactions comparing
subcutaneous to intravenous patients were 0.0% and 0.2%, respectively.

Among patients treated at clinical sitesin which both routes of administration were used,
the 28-day risk difference (subcutaneous — intravenous) of hospitalization/death was 1.6% (95%
confidence interval: -0.4% to 3.7%, p=.12) (Table 4). The corresponding adjusted risk ratio was
2.62 (95% confidence interval: 0.88 to 7.73, p=.08). Adjusted risk differences and risk ratios for
death and ED admission/hospitalization were non-significantly lower in the direction favoring

subcutaneous treated patients.
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In supplemental analysis to investigate the clinically small (higher) 28-day risk difference
of hospitalization/death in patients treated subcutaneously, the 28-day risk differences of ICU
admission and mechanical ventilation (i.e., indicators of severity of hospitalization) were very
low and similar in patients treated subcutaneously or intravenously (eT able 3). In addition,

length of stay was similar by route of administration among hospitalized patients.

Discussion

Among a matched analysis of 1,956 patients, subcutaneously administered casirivimab
and imdevimab was associated with an estimated 56% lower risk of 28-day hospitalization/death
compared to no mAb treatment amongst EUA-eligible outpatients. Among 2,185 patients with
mild to moderate COVID-19 treated at an outpatient infusion center, the adjusted risk difference
of 28-day hospitalization/death comparing subcutaneous and intravenous mAb treatment was
1.5%, below our pre-defined similarity boundary of 3%. However, the upper limit of the 95%
confidence interval (3.5%) exceeded the clinical boundary indicating a possible increased risk of
hospitalization with subcutaneous mAb administration. On the other hand, there was little to no
evidence that subcutaneous administration was associated with a higher risk of death or severe
hospitalization (i.e., ICU admission or mechanical ventilation). Collectively, these data suggest
that subcutaneous administration of mAb may be a reasonable alternative to intravenous
administration for prevention of death and severe hospitalization.

To our knowledge, this report isthe largest analysis of outpatients with mild to moderate
COVID-19 treated with subcutaneously administered mAb compared to nontreated and
intravenously administered mAb. These non-causal data indicate a consistent, significant benefit

of mADb therapy in decreasing hospitalizations and deaths for patients with mild to moderate
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COVID-19, regardless of route of administration in a 100% Delta variant landscape. The
adjusted risk difference between subcutaneous and intravenous administration for rate of 28-day
hospitalization or death was small and not statistically significant, and there was no differencein
risk of severity of illness once hospitalized. This evidence is promising as administering
intravenous monoclonal antibodies islogistically challenging, and health systems across the
globe continue to face critical staffing shortages amidst high SARS-CoV-2 positive patient
volumes. Subcutaneous administration of monoclonal antibodies allows for reduced
appointment times (due to elimination of need to place a venous access line and need to infuse
the medication over a certain number of minutes), which increases treatment capacity. Indeed,
our health system was able to increase the number of patient appointments for mAb treatment
from 400 to 1,000 patients per week with the same number of staff by changing the route of
administration from intravenous to subcutaneous. Additionally, under the Public Readiness and
Emergency Preparedness (PREP) Act in the US, pharmacists are allowed to administer
subcutaneous i njections, expanding the available staffing pool to much greater capacity.!’ These
important gainsin practical resources for stressed health systems must be weighed against the
absolute risk difference in hospitalizations with subcutaneous administration and intravenous
administration, particularly when assessed in relation to lower risk of hospitalization and death
for subcutaneous administration in patients compared to nontreated patients.

Access to safe and effective outpatient treatments for COVID-19 is of critical importance
to the global community, and subcutaneous mAb administration has useful implications for
scaling resources. By avoiding limitations associated with intravenous administration,

subcutaneous mADb treatment and post-exposure prophylaxis outpatient treatment location sites
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can potentially reach disadvantaged neighborhoods and low middle-income countries more
readily.

Our study has limitations. First, nontreated controls were matched by EUA-€eligible risk
factors only and we were unable to determine symptom severity (whether symptomatic or
asymptomatic) in these patients. Thus, many nontreated patients may have been asymptomatic
and thereby at low risk of hospitalization, which would tend to bias results against mAb
treatment. Second, although adjusted for statistically, more patients in the subcutaneous group
were fully vaccinated compared to the intravenous group at all sites, which may also lower risk
of hospitalization and death. However, “fully vaccinated” on the referral form meant receipt of
two doses of an mMRNA vaccine or one dose of an adenovirus vaccine—further details on time
from last dose to mAb referral, type of vaccine, or whether or not athird primary series dose had
been administered to immunocompromised patients was unknown and therefore fully vaccinated
cannot be interpreted asfully protected. This difference was also mitigated when the analysis
was restricted to patients treated at same sites. Finally, the mean time from symptom onset to
mMAD treatment in our study was 6 days. While these therapies work best earliest in disease
course, administering treatment faster in real-world settingsislogistically challenging and the
observed time to treatment in this study represents best practices for mAb treatment across an
extensive geographical region. Time to treatment windows will be important to consider as
novel, oral antiviral medications become available with reduced treatment windows compared to

mADb treatment.'8°

Conclusions
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Subcutaneously administered casirivimab and imdevimab was associated with an
estimated 56% lower risk of hospitalization or death as compared to no monoclonal antibody
treatment in at-risk outpatients with mild to moderate COVID-19. The adjusted risk difference of
hospitalization or death comparing subcutaneous and intravenous treated patients was 1.5%
(95% confidence interval: -0.5% to 3.5%). Moreover, there was no difference in 28-day risk of
death, ICU admission, or mechanical ventilation between subcutaneously or intravenously
treated patients. Collectively, these results provide preliminary evidence for potential expanded
use of subcutaneous mAb treatment, particularly in areas facing treatment capacity and/or

staffing shortages.
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FIGURE LEGEND

Figure 1. CONSORT diagram of the selection criteria and patient populations used in the
superiority analysis of subcutaneous treatment with C + | versus nontreated control subjects (left
side of diagram), and the non-equivalence analysis of subcutaneous and intravenous treatment

(right side of the diagram). Shaded boxes depict subjects excluded from analysis.
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TABLES

Table 1. Comparison of Characteristicsin Subcutaneous mAb Treated Group and

Nontreated Control Group

Unmatched M atched

Treated Nontreated Treated Nontreated
Characteristic (N=969) (N=4353) p-value | (N=652) (N=1304) p-value
Age, mean (SD) 53.8(16.7) | 49.7 (21.5) <.001 53.7 (16.9) 53.0 (19.9) 44
Female gender, No. (%) 547 (56.4) | 2542 (58.4) | .27 388 (59.5) 785 (60.2) 77
Black race, No. (%) 49 (5.2) 407 (9.5) <.001 35(5.4) 50 (3.8) 12
Corticosteroids as ahome 240 (35.9) 1190(30.9) | .01 231 (35.4) 448 (34.4) .64
medication, No. (%)
History of rheumatoid 24 (3.6) 62 (1.6) <.001 20 (3.1) 30 (2.3) 31
arthritis, No. (%)
History of asthma, No. (%) 220(32.9) | 1395(36.2) | .10 213 (32.7) 387 (29.7) .18
History of obstructive sleep 128 (19.2) | 507 (13.2) <.001 123 (18.9) 212 (16.3) 15
apnea, No. (%)
History of hypertension, 314 (47.0) 1422 (36.9) | <.001 303 (46.5) 591 (45.3) .63
No. (%)
History of COPD, No. (%) 115(17.2) | 566 (14.7) .09 108 (16.6) 202 (15.5) 54
History of diabetes, No. (%) 112 (16.8) | 559 (14.5) 13 107 (16.4) 203 (15.6) .63
History of solid organ or cell 10 (1.5) 6 (0.2 <.001 1(0.2) 2(0.2 1.0
transplant, No. (%)
Variables Not Included in _ _ _ _ _ _
Propensity Score
History of smoking, No. (%) 227 (34.0) | 777 (28.7) .008 221 (33.9) 305 (33.5) .88
Body mass index, mean (SD) 31.8(7.5) 31.6(7.7) A7 32.0(7.6) 32.1(7.7) .92
History of dyspnea, No. (%) 40 (6.0) 200 (5.2) 40 40 (6.1) 75 (5.7) 52
History of pulmonary 13(1.9) 56 (1.4) 34 11 (1.7) 21 (1.6) .90
hypertension, No. (%)
History of atrial fibrillation, 33(4.9) 167 (4.3) 48 32(4.9 62 (4.7) .88
No. (%)
History of valvular heart 31(4.6) 178 (4.6) .98 30 (4.6) 71 (5.4) 43
disease, No. (%)
History of coronary artery 73 (10.9) 320 (8.3) .03 71 (10.9) 142 (10.9) 1.0
disease, No. (%)
History of stroke, No. (%) 35(5.2) 185 (4.8) .63 33(5.1) 84 (6.4) 22
History of congestive heart 36 (5.4) 221 (5.7) 72 32 (4.9) 85 (6.5) 16
failure, No. (%)
History of chronic kidney 34(5.1) 185 (4.8) 75 27 (4.1) 80 (6.1) .07
disease, No. (%)
History of fatty liver disease, | 28 (4.2) 106 (2.8) .04 28 (4.3) 42 (3.2 .23
No. (%)
History of cancer, No. (%) 70 (10.5) 310 (8.0) .04 69 (10.6) 133(10.2) .79
History of chemotherapy, 31 (4.6) 113 (2.9) .02 28 (4.3) 37 (2.8) .09
No. (%)
History of allergic rhinitis, 78 (11.7) 517 (13.4) 22 77 (11.8) 172 (13.2) 39
No. (%)
History of viral hepatitis, No. 12 (1.8) 44 (1) .16 11(1.7) 19 (1.5) .70
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Abbreviations. SD, standard deviation; COPD, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; ACE, angiotensin -

converting enzyme.

(%)

ACE Inhibitors, No. (%) 118 (17.7) | 525(13.6) .006 118 (18.1) 201 (15.4) A3
Angiotensin |l receptor 69 (10.3) 316 (8.2) .07 67 (10.3) 152 (11.7) .36
blocker, No. (%)

Alpha blocker, No. (%) 9(1.3) 44 (1) .65 9(1.4) 16 (1.2) .78
Beta blockers, No. (%) 166 (24.8) | 708 (18.4) <.001 158 (24.2) 272 (20.9) .09
Statins, No. (%) 223(33.4) | 1018(26.4) | <.001 216 (33.2) 425 (32.6) 81
Antidepressants, No. (%) 200(29.90 | 1115(28.9) | .60 194 (29.7) 414 (31.7) 37
Charlson Comorbidity Index | 0.8 (1.4) 0.7 (1.3 .03 0.8(1.4) 0.8(1.4) .96
Score, mean (SD)
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Table 2. Propensity Matched 28-Day Event Free Rates and Risk Ratios of Study Outcomes

Number of Events 28-Day Event Rate (%) Risk Ratio Estimates
28-Day Event Treated | Nontreated
Free Outcomes | (n=652) | (n=1304) Treated | Nontreated | Risk Ratio | (95% CI) p-value
Hospitalization/ 22 101 34 7.8 0.44 (0.28-0.68) | <.001
death
Hospitalization 22 85 34 6.5 0.52 (0.33-0.82) | .005
Death 1 29 0.2 22 0.07 (0.01-0.51) | .009
ED admission or | 40 133 6.1 10.2 0.60 (0.43-0.85) | .003
hospitalization

Abbreviations. Cl, confidence interval; ED, emergency department.
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Table 3. Comparison of Characteristics of Subcutaneous and I ntravenous Monaoclonal
Antibody Treated Patients

All Infused Patients*

Same Site | nfused Patients**

Subcutaneous | Intravenous Subcutaneous | Intravenous
Characterigtic (N=969) (N=1216) p-value | (N=721) (N=441) p-value
Age, mean (SD) 53.8 (16.7) 54.3 (16.6) 45 54.5(16.5) 53.9 (17.4) 57
Female gender, No. (%) 547 (56.4) 672 (54.4) .35 401 (55.6) 227 (51.5) A7
Race, No. (%) - ” .08 ” - 55
White 852 (89.8) 1071 (89.4) - 640 (89.1) 392 (89.3) -
Black 49 (5.2) 83 (6.9) - 32(45) 24 (5.5) -
Other 48 (5.1) 44 (3.7) - 46 (6.4) 23 (5.25) -
History of smoking, No. | 227 (34.0) 135(31.2) .35 171 (33.9) 113 (31.0) 46
(%)
Body mass index, 31.8(7.5) 32.8 (8.4) .03 32.0(7.8) 32.3(8.4) .62
mean (SD)
History of diabetes, 112 (16.8) 161 (17.1) .86 93 (18.4) 58 (16.2) .39
No. (%)
History of obstructive 128 (19.2) 174 (18.5) 73 106 (21.0) 76 (21.2) .95
deep apnea, No. (%)
History of dyspnes, 40 (6.0) 69 (7.3) 29 33 (6.5) 17 (4.7) .26
No. (%)
History of asthma, 220 (32.9) 283 (30.0) 22 164 (32.5) 114 (31.7) .82
No. (%)
History of pulmonary 13 (1.9 9(1.0) .09 11 (2.2) 1(0.3) .02
hypertension, No. (%)
History of COPD, 115 (17.2) 151 (16.0) 53 84 (16.6) 54 (15.0) .53
No. (%)
History of hypertension, | 314 (47.0) 408 (43.3) A4 253 (50.1) 158 (44.0) .08
No. (%)
History of atria 33(4.9) 55 (5.8) 43 27 (5.4) 20 (5.6) 87
fibrillation, No. (%)
History of valvular heart | 31 (4.6) 68 (7.2) .03 26 (5.2) 29 (8.) .08
disease, No. (%)
History of coronary 73(10.9) 105 (11.1) .89 61 (12.1) 45 (12.5) .84
artery disease, No. (%)
History of stroke, 35(5.2) 37 (3.9) 21 28 (5.5) 16 (4.5) A7
No. (%)
History of congestive 36 (5.4) 50 (5.3) 94 26 (5.1) 13(3.6) .29
heart failure, No. (%)
History of chronic 34(5.1) 63 (6.7) .18 24 (4.7) 24 (6.7) 22
kidney disease, No. (%)
History of fatty liver 28 (4.2) 23(2.9) .05 23 (4.5) 11 (3.1) 27
disease, No. (%)
History of cancer, 70 (10.5) 127 (13.5) .07 53 (10.5) 57 (15.9) .02
No. (%)
History of 31 (4.6) 35(3.7) .36 26 (5.1) 26 (7.2) .20
chemotherapy, No. (%)
History of alergic 78 (11.7) 140 (14.9) .07 56 (11.1) 47 (13.1) 37
rhinitis, No. (%)
History of rheumatoid 24 (3.6) 26 (2.8) 34 17 (34) 15(4.2) .53

arthritis, (No.), %
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History of vira 12 (1.8) 10 (1.2) 21 5(1.0) 2(0.6) 48
hepatitis, No. (%)
History of solid organ or | 10 (1.5) 10(1.2) 44 4(0.8) 7(1.9 22
cell transplant,
No. (%)
ACE Inhibitors, 118 (17.7) 138 (14.7) .10 105 (20.8) 52 (14.5) .02
No. (%)
Angiotensin Il receptor | 69 (10.3) 102 (10.8) 75 53 (10.5) 45 (12.5) .35
blocker, No. (%)
Alphablocker, No. (%) 9(1.3) 7(0.7) .23 6 (1.2 1(0.3) 14
Beta blockers, No. (%) 166 (24.8) 198 (21.0) .07 126 (24.9) 89 (24.8) .96
Statins, No. (%) 223 (33.4) 333(35.4) 41 181 (35.8) 134 (37.3) .66
Antidepressants, 200 (29.9) 314 (33.3) 15 153 (30.3) 132 (36.8) .05
No. (%)
Corticosteroids asa 240 (35.9) 340 (36.1) .95 181 (35.8) 114 (31.8) 21
home medication,
No. (%)
Charlson Comorbidity 0.8 (1.4) 0.8 (1.3) .95 0.8 (1.4 0.8(1.2) 75
Index Score, mean (SD)
Days from symptomsto | 6.1 (1.9) 6.1 (2.0 .95 6.1 (1.9 6.1 (1.9 .83
infusion, mean (SD)
Days from symptoms to -- - A1 - -- 73
infusion, No. (%)
1t04 170 (21.2) 257 (23.4) - 144 (21.0) 85 (20.9) -
5106 293 (36.5) 352 (32.0) - 248 (36.3) 139 (34.1) -
7 or more 339 (42.3) 491 (44.6) - 292 (42.7) 183 (45.0) -
Vaccination status, - -- <.001 -- - 75
No. (%)
Unvaccinated 267 (33.2) 455 (41.4) - 232 (33.8) 141 (34.6) -
Partially vaccinated 22 (2.7) 26 (2.4) - 18 (2.6) 14 (3.4) -
Fully vaccinated 447 (55.5) 485 (44.1) - 372 (54.2) 210 (51.6) -
Unknown/ 69 (8.6) 134 (12.2) - 64 (9.3) 42 (10.3) -
not determined

Abbreviations: SD, standard deviation; COPD, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; ACE, angiotensin -

converting enzyme.

*Patients treated at all health system facilities; subcutaneous patients were treated from July 20 — September 29,
2021; intravenous patients were treated from July 15- September 29, 2021.
** Patients treated at the same health system facilities; subcutaneous patients were treated from September 9-29,

2021; intravenous patients were treated from July 15- September 8, 2021.
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Table 4. 28-Day Risk Differences and Risk Ratios of Hospitalization or Death by Route of
Monoclonal Antibody Administration

SQ v Absolute Risk
Outcome No. (%) | No. (%) Difference (%) Adjusted Risk Ratio
All Infused ) ) )
Patients: (n=969) | (n=1216) | Unadj | Adj. 95% ClI Adj. 95% ClI P
Hospitalization/ 27(28) | 21(17) 11 15 -05t035 1.71 | 0.97t03.00 .06
death
Hospitalization 27(28) |20(16) |11 15 -0.3t034 1.79 [ 1.01t0317 | .05
Death 1(0.2) 3(0.2) 0.1 0.3 -6.1t05.4 047 | 0.05t0450 | 51
ED/hospitalization 47(48) | 71(58) |-10 -1.2 -3.0t00.6 0.85 | 0.59t01.21 .36
Same Site | nfused . ] ]
Pationtst* (n=721) | (n=441) | Unadj. | Ad]. 95% ClI Adj. 95% ClI P
Hospitalization/ 17 (24) | 4(0.9) 15 1.6 041037 262 | 0.88t07.73 | .08
death
Hospitalization 17(24) | 4(0.9 15 15 -04t03.7 2.62 | 0.88t07.73 .08
Death 1(0.1) 1(0.2) -0.1 -0.2 -9.0t0 85 0.75 | 0.05t01243 | .84
ED/hospitalization 38(53) |26(59 |-06 -1.4 -40to 1.2 0.90 | 0.55t0 1.45 .65
Abbreviations: SQ, subcutaneous; 1V, intravenous; Unadj, unadjusted; Adj, adjusted; CI, confidence
interval.

*Patients treated at al health system facilities; subcutaneous patients were treated from July 20 —
September 20, 2021; intravenous patients were treated from July 15- September 29, 2021. ** Patients
treated at the same health system facilities; subcutaneous patients were treated from September 9-29,
2021; intravenous patients were treated from July 15- September 29, 2021. Adj: Model adjusted for age,
gender, and vaccination status.
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Treated and Nontreated Analysis Subcutaneous and Intravenous Analysis

SARS-CoV-2 Test Positive Casirivimab + Imdevimab mADb Treated Patients
(N=16654) Treated Patients (N=5781) (N=7848)
Not mAb Screened as Treated as Treated in ED or Casirivimab + Bamlanivimab +
. - . - . Etesevimab (N=656)
eligible mAD eligible Outpatient Hospital Imdevimab Sotrovimab (N=1392)
N=5706 N=10948 = N=2120 N=5781 A
( ) ( ) (N=3661) ( ) ( ) Undetermined (N=19)
v A 4 \ 4 >
Treated in ED or
FTD or NO. E[.) or Treated as Outpatient :
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o ", Subcutaneous Intravenous (N=3661) _
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Date Date -
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J Subcutaneous Intravenous
(N=2110) (N=1551)
28-Day Follow-up »| 28-Day Follow-up ,
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y y (N=969) X g (N=1216)
Matched Analysis |, .| Matched Analysis
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eTable 1. RECORD Statement Checklist

Give the digibility
criteria, and the
sources and methods
of selection of
participants. Describe
methods of follow-up
Case-control study -
Give the eligibility

of study population selection
(such as codes or algorithms
used to identify subjects)
should be listed in detail. If
thisis not possible, an
explanation should be
provided.

Item | STROBE items Location in RECORD items Locationin
No. manuscript manuscript
whereitems whereitems
arereported arereported
Title and abstract
1 (a) Indicate the Pages 1, 3-4 RECORD 1.1: The type of Page 1, 3-4
study’ s design with a data used should be specified
commonly used term in thetitle or abstract. When
in thetitle or the possible, the name of the
abstract (b) Providein databases used should be
the abstract an included.
informative and
balanced summary of RECORD 1.2: If applicable,
what was done and the geographic region and
what was found timeframe within which the
study took place should be
reported in thetitle or
abstract.
RECORD 1.3: If linkage
between databases was
conducted for the study, this
should be clearly stated in the
title or abstract.
I ntroduction
Background 2 Explain the scientific | Page 5
rationale background and
rationale for the
investigation being
reported
Objectives 3 State specific Page 5
objectives, including
any prespecified
hypotheses
Methods
Study Design 4 Present key elements | Page 6
of study design early
in the paper
Setting 5 Describe the setting, Page 6
locations, and relevant
dates, including
periods of
recruitment, exposure,
follow-up, and data
collection
Participants 6 (a) Cohort study - Page 6-7 RECORD 6.1: The methods | Page 6-7
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criteria, and the
sources and methods
of case ascertainment
and control selection.
Givetherationaefor
the choice of cases
and controls
Cross-sectional study
- Give the dligibility
criteria, and the
sources and methods
of selection of
participants

(b) Cohort study - For
matched studies, give
matching criteriaand
number of exposed
and unexposed
Case-control study -
For matched studies,
give matching criteria
and the number of
controls per case

RECORD 6.2: Any validation
studies of the codes or
algorithms used to select the
population should be
referenced. If validation was
conducted for this study and
not published elsawhere,
detailed methods and results
should be provided.

RECORD 6.3: If the study
involved linkage of

databases, consider use of a
flow diagram or other
graphical display to
demonsdtrate the data linkage
process, including the number
of individuals with linked
dataat each stage.

Variables

Clearly define all
Outcomes, exposures,
predictors, potential
confounders, and
effect modifiers. Give
diagnostic criteria, if
applicable.

Page 8-10

RECORD 7.1: A complete
list of codes and algorithms
used to classify exposures,
outcomes, confounders, and
effect modifiers should be
provided. If these cannot be
reported, an explanation
should be provided.

Page 8-10

Data sources/
measurement

For each variable of
interest, give sources
of data and details of
methods of
assessment
(measurement).
Describe
comparability of
assessment methods if
there is more than one

group

Page 8

Bias

Describe any efforts
to address potential
sources of bias

Page 8-10

Study size

10

Explain how the study
sizewas arrived at

Page 8-10

Quantitative
variables

11

Explain how
quantitative variables
were handled in the
analyses. If
applicable, describe
which groupings were
chosen, and why

Page 8-10

Statistical
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Page 8-10
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methods statistical methods,

including those used
to control for
confounding

(b) Describe any
methods used to
examine subgroups
and interactions

(c) Explain how
missing data were
addressed

(d) Cohort study - If
applicable, explain
how loss to follow-up
was addressed
Case-control study -
If applicable, explain
how matching of
cases and controls
was addressed
Cross-sectional study
- If applicable,
describe analytical
methods taking
account of sampling
strategy

(e) Describe any
sensitivity analyses

Data access and RECORD 12.1: Authors Page 8-10

cleaning should describe the extent to

methods which the investigators had
access to the database
population used to create the
study population.
RECORD 12.2: Authors
should provide information
on the data cleaning methods
used in the study.

Linkage RECORD 12.3: State whether | Page 8-10
the study included person-
level, institutional-level, or
other data linkage across two
or more databases. The
methods of linkage and
methods of linkage quality
evaluation should be
provided.

Results

Participants 13 (a) Report the Page 10-11 RECORD 13.1: Describein Page 10-11

numbers of detail the selection of the
individuals at each persons included in the study
stage of the study (i.e., study population

(e.g., numbers selection) including filtering
potentially eligible, based on data quality, data
examined for availability and linkage. The
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eligibility, confirmed selection of included persons
eligible, included in can be described in the text
the study, completing and/or by means of the study
follow-up, and flow diagram.

analysed)

(b) Give reasons for
non-participation at
each stage.

(c) Consider use of a
flow diagram
Descriptive data | 14 (a) Give Page 10
characteristics of
study participants
(e.g., demographic,
clinical, social) and
information on
exposures and
potential confounders
(b) Indicate the
number of
participants with
missing data for each
variable of interest

(c) Cohort study -
summarise follow-up
time (e.g., average
and total amount)
Outcome data 15 Cohort study - Report | Page 10-11
numbers of outcome
events or summary
measures over time
Case-control study -
Report numbersin
each exposure
category, or summary
measures of exposure
Cross-sectional study
- Report numbers of
outcome events or
summary measures
Main results 16 (a) Give unadjusted Page 11-13
estimates and, if
applicable,
confounder-adjusted
estimates and their
precision (e.g., 95%
confidence interval).
Make clear which
confounders were
adjusted for and why
they were included
(b) Report category
boundaries when
continuous variables
were categorized

(c) If relevant,
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consider translating
estimates of relative
risk into absolute risk
for ameaningful time
period

Other analyses

17

Report other analyses
done—e.g., analyses
of subgroups and
interactions, and
sensitivity analyses

Pages8-10in
Supplemental
Materias

Discussion

Key results

18

Summarise key
results with reference
to study objectives

Page 13-15

Limitations

19

Discuss limitations of
the study, taking into
account sources of
potential bias or
imprecision. Discuss
both direction and
magnitude of any
potential bias

Page 15

RECORD 19.1: Discussthe
implications of using data
that were not created or
collected to answer the

specific research question(s).

Include discussion of
misclassification bias,
unmeasured confounding,
missing data, and changing
eligibility over time, asthey
pertain to the study being
reported.

Page 13-16

Interpretation

20

Give a cautious
overal interpretation
of results considering
objectives,
limitations,
multiplicity of
analyses, resultsfrom
similar studies, and
other relevant
evidence

Page 16

Generalisability

21

Discussthe
generalisability
(external validity) of
the study results

Page 13-15
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eTable 2. Primary and secondary outcomes in an unmatched cohort of patients receiving
subcutaneous monoclonal antibody treatment and an at-risk population of patients not receiving
monoclonal antibody treatment.

(No. Events),

Event Rate (%) Risk Ratio (RR) Estimates
28-Day Event
Rate Adjusted by Propensity
Outcomes Treated | Nontreated | Unadj. Score Adjusted by IPW
Casirivimab +
Imdevimab
and p- p-

Nontr eated (n=665) | (n=3821) | RR | RR | (95% Cl) |value| RR | (95% Cl) | value
Hospitalization | (23)35 | (251)6.6 | 053 | 0.44 | (0.29-0.66) | <.001 | 0.47 | (0.39-057) | <.001

or death

Hospitalization | (23) 3.5 | (208) 5.4 0.64 054 | (0.35-0.82) |.004 | 0.57 | (0.47-0.70) | <.001
Death (0.2 (80) 2.1 0.07 0.06 | (0.01-0.41) |.004 | 0.05]| (0.02-0.12) | <.001
ED admission | (40) 6.0 | (376) 9.8 0.61 0.56 | (0.41-0.77) | <.001 | 057 | (0.49-0.66) | <.001
or

hospitalization
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eTable 3. 28-Day Hospitalization Outcomes by Route of mAb Administration

Outcome Subcutaneous I ntravenous Absolute Risk
(No.), % (No.), % Difference (%)
All Infused Patients* (n=969) (n=1216) Unadj Adj. 95% Cl

Hospitalization (27), 2.8% (20), 1.6% 1.1% 1.5% -0.3% to 3.4%
ICU admission (3), 0.3% (3),0.2% 0.1% 0.7% -3.5% t0 5.0%
Ventilation (3), 0.3% (2),0.2% 0.1% 0.2% -5.8% t0 5.5%

(n=27) (n=20) Wilcoxon p-value

LOS of hospitalizations, 4(2,8) 3(4,6.5) 0.70

med, (IQR)

Same Site I nfused (n=721) (n=441) Unadj. Adj. 95% ClI

Patients**

Hospitalization (17), 2.4% (4),0.9% 1.5% 1.5% -0.4% t0 3.7%
ICU admission (3), 0.4% (1), 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% -5.9% 10 6.3%
Ventilation (2), 0.3% (1), 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -8.7% to 8.6%

(n=17) (n=4) Wilcoxon p-value

LOS of hospitalizations, 6 (3,10) 45(2, 6) 0.42

med, (IQR)

*Patients treated at all health system facilities, SQ patients were treated from July 20 — September 20, 2021; 1V
patients were treated from July 15- September 29, 2021. **Petients treated at the same UPMC facilities; SQ patients
were treated from September 9-29, 2021; 1V patients were treated from July 15- September 29, 2021. Adj: Model
adjusted for age, gender, and vaccination status.
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eFigure 1. Distribution of propensity scores (x 100) before and after matching of treated and
non-treated patients. The shaded rectangles depict the interquartile range; the lower and upper
ends of the vertical lines depict the 5™ and 95" percentiles. P-values are from Wilcoxon tests.
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eFigure 2. Plot of cumulative event rates of hospitalization/death by day of follow-up (x-axis)
for matched treated (solid line) and non-treated (dashed line) patients.
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