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Key Points 

Question: How does the burden of health care use ≥56 days after a positive SARS-

CoV-2 polymerase chain reaction (PCR) test compare to matched individuals who tested 

negative? 

Findings: After accounting for multiple factors, the mean burden of post-acute health 

care use was 11% higher among those who tested positive, with higher rates of 

outpatient encounters, days hospitalized, and days in long-term care. Rates of homecare 

use were higher for test-positive women but lower for men.  

For perspective, for every day in January 2022 with 100,000 or more infections, 

this translates to an estimated 72,000 additional post-acute health care encounters per 

year for the 1% of people who experienced the most severe complications of SARS-

CoV-2; among those in the top 50% of health care use, this translates to 245,000 

additional health care encounters per year. This increase will occur in the context of an 

ongoing pandemic and, in many health care systems, a depleted workforce and 

backlogs of care. Unless addressed, this increase is likely to exacerbate existing health 

inequities. 

Meaning: Given the large number of people infected, stakeholders can use these 

findings to plan for health care use associated with long COVID.  
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Abstract 

Importance: The SARS-CoV-2 pandemic portends a significant increase in health care 

use related to post-acute COVID sequelae, but the magnitude is not known. 

Objective: To assess the burden of post-acute health care use after a positive versus 

negative polymerase chain reaction (PCR) test for SARS-CoV-2. 

Design, Setting, and Participants: Retrospective cohort study of community-dwelling 

adults January 1, 2020 to March 31, 2021 in Ontario, Canada, using linked population-

based health data. Follow-up began 56 days after PCR testing.  

Exposures: Individuals with a positive SARS-CoV-2 PCR test were matched 1:1 to 

individuals who tested negative based on hospitalization, test date, public health unit, 

sex, and a propensity score of socio-demographic and clinical characteristics. 

Main Outcomes and Measures: The health care utilization rate was the number of 

outpatient clinical encounters, homecare encounters, emergency department visits, days 

hospitalized, and days in long-term care per person-year. Mean health care utilization for 

test-positive versus negative individuals was compared using negative binomial 

regression, and rates at 95th and 99th percentiles were compared. Outcomes were also 

stratified by sex. 

Results: Among 530,232 unique, matched individuals, mean age was 44 years (sd 17), 

51% were female, and 0.6% had received ≥1 COVID-19 vaccine dose. The mean rate of 

health care utilization was 11% higher in test-positive individuals (RR 1.11, 95% 

confidence interval [CI] 1.10-1.13). At the 95th percentile, test-positive individuals had 2.1 

(95% CI 1.5-2.6) more health care encounters per person-year, and at the 99th percentile 

71.9 (95% CI 57.6-83.2) more health care encounters per person-year. At the 95th 

percentile, test-positive women had 3.8 (95% CI 2.8-4.8) more health care encounters 

per person-year while there was no difference for men. At the 99th percentile, test-
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positive women had 76.7 (95% CI 56.3-89.6) more encounters per person-year, 

compared to 37.6 (95% CI 16.7-64.3) per person-year for men. 

Conclusions and Relevance: Post-acute health care utilization after a positive SARS-

CoV-2 PCR test is significantly higher compared to matched test-negative individuals. 

Given the number of infections worldwide, this translates to a tremendous increase in 

use of health care resources. Stakeholders can use these findings to prepare for health 

care demand associated with long COVID. 
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Introduction/Background  

The public health implications of the coronavirus 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic 

caused by airborne spread of the severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 

(SARS-CoV-2) are difficult to overstate.1 There have been >400 million SARS-CoV-2 

infections and 5.9 million deaths reported worldwide,2 likely gross underestimates as 

only 3-35% of infections are detected.3  

In addition to acute illness, there is accumulating evidence that SARS-CoV-2 can 

cause long-term morbidity.4-9 Of those discharged from the hospital after COVID-19, up 

to 27% die or are re-hospitalized within 60 days, and as many as 70% of non-

hospitalized patients report at least one symptom four months after initial infection.10,11 

Disease severity assessed by mortality and acute hospitalizations alone underestimates 

the burden of disease caused by SARS-CoV-2 infection.12,13 

Health care funders, policy makers, and clinicians need a clear understanding of 

post-acute health care use following SARS-CoV-2 infection, i.e., long COVID, in order to 

equitably allocate resources now and plan for future needs.14 Therefore, we sought to 

quantify, describe, and compare the post-acute burden of health care use associated 

with SARS-CoV-2 to negative controls among community-dwelling adults for the entire 

province of Ontario, Canada.  

Methods 

Study Design 

This retrospective cohort study was performed at ICES, previously the Institute 

for Clinical Evaluative Sciences, which is an independent, non-profit research institute 

funded by the Ontario Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care and has legal status under 

Ontario’s Personal Health Information Protection Act (section 45) allowing collection and 

analysis of health care and demographic data, without consent, for health system 

evaluation and improvement.15 
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Cohort creation 

We constructed a retrospective cohort of all adults who underwent PCR testing 

for SARS-CoV-2 between January 1, 2020 and March 31, 2021 in Ontario, Canada. A 

full list of datasets is in Table E1. All testing was performed within the health care system 

of Ontario, which is administered by the Ontario Health Insurance Plan (OHIP) and 

provides publicly funded physician and hospital services for the 14.8 million residents of 

Ontario.  

The date of the first outpatient PCR test that detected SARS-CoV-2 was used as 

the index date for exposed individuals. For individuals with multiple negative PCR tests, 

the index date was last test date. Adults (≥18 years of age) who were alive eight weeks 

(56 days) after their index date were included. Individuals residing in long-term care 

facilities on their index date were excluded, as were those without a valid date of birth, 

sex, or death information.  

Exposure definition 

Individuals were categorized according to results of SARS-CoV-2 PCR testing as 

test-negative or test-positive. Pending or indeterminate test results (<0.02%) were 

excluded.  

Matching 

Individuals with a positive SARS-CoV-2 PCR test result were matched to those 

with only negative test results by sex, hospitalization within two weeks of the index date, 

test date, public health unit, and a propensity score computed from myriad factors 

including health care utilization in the previous year, age, baseline socio-demographics 

and clinical characteristics, neighborhood level socioeconomic indices, and vaccination 

status (Table E2).16 Subjects were matched on the logit of the propensity score using a 

calliper width equal to 0.05 times the standard deviation of the propensity score.17 A 
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standardized difference <0.1 in baseline characteristics was considered a good 

match.16,18  

Outcome definitions 

Follow-up to assess post-acute health care utilization began ≥8 weeks (≥56 

days) after the index SARS-CoV-2 PCR test date. As the definition of post-acute COVID-

19 syndrome, or long COVID, continues to evolve, this timeframe was chosen based on 

the duration of typical SARS-CoV-2 infectivity and acute symptoms.1,19-21 The primary 

outcome was health care use rate, a composite measure of health care utilization per 

person-year of follow-up time. Healthcare utilization was the sum of the counts of 

outpatient encounters (in-person, phone, and virtual), emergency department visits not 

resulting in hospitalization, days hospitalized, homecare visits (e.g., wound care), and 

days in long-term care. Each component of health care utilization was examined 

separately in pre-planned secondary analyses. Follow-up ended on September 30, 2021 

or death, whichever occurred first. Sensitivity analyses required hospital discharge to 

start follow-up, censored at entry into long-term care, censored at six months, and 

matched by intensive care unit admission. 

Statistical Analyses 

All analyses were conducted in SAS version 9.04 at the patient level. Baseline 

characteristics were reported as means with standard deviations (SD), medians and 

interquartile ranges (IQR), or frequencies, as appropriate. Given the skewed distribution 

of health care utilization, this was reported as means and SDs, as well as median, 95th 

percentile, and 99th percentile. Outcomes were also stratified by sex (male/female).22,23 

The mean rates of composite and component health care utilization were 

compared in the matched sample between test-positive and test-negative individuals 

using univariate negative binomial regression modelling, accounting for matched pairs.24 

The 95th and 99th percentiles of the person-specific rate of health care utilization for 
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matched test-positive versus negative individuals were compared25 with 95% CI’s 

generated by bootstrapping with 1000 replicates.26 Comparisons were also stratified by 

sex.  

Results 

Between January 1, 2020 and March 31, 2021 there were >11 million SARS-

CoV-2 PCR tests completed in 3,777,451 unique adults (Figure E1). Of the 3,631,040 

individuals who met all inclusion criteria 268,521 (7.4%) had a positive SARS-CoV-2 

PCR test. One-to-one matching was successful for 99% of these, thus the matched 

cohort consists of 530,232 individuals. Demographics, clinical characteristics, and 

standardized differences between positive and negative individuals for the matched and 

unmatched cohorts are reported in Table 1 and Table E3, respectively. Compared to the 

unmatched cohort, the matched cohort was slightly younger, had fewer women and 

lower income individuals, was more rural and more ethnically diverse, and a greater 

proportion underwent PCR testing during late 2020 or early 2021. 

In the matched cohort, mean age was 44 (sd 17) years, 51% were female, and 

0.6% had received one or more COVID-19 vaccine doses. Within two weeks after PCR 

testing, 5.3% were hospitalized in both test-positive and test-negative groups, and pre-

existing conditions such as hypertension, diabetes, asthma, prior pneumonia, and prior 

venous thromboembolism were common. The median number of outpatient clinic 

encounters prior to the index date was 4 (IQR 1-8) per person-year, with a median of 0 

(IQR 0-0) per person-year of homecare visits, emergency department visits, and days 

hospitalized (Table E4). There was no difference in mortality between groups, including 

when stratified by sex; mortality was 0.5% for the first six months of follow-up. 

Healthcare utilization 

Person-specific health care utilization rates and follow-up, overall and stratified 

by sex, are shown in Table 2. Median follow-up was 221 days (IQR 187-267) for PCR 
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test-positive and 221 (IQR 188-267) for test-negative individuals. The absolute increase 

in mean person-specific rate of health care utilization was 1.4 additional encounters 

(95% CI 1.2-1.6) per person-year for matched test-positive versus test-negative 

individuals. Using a negative binomial model (Table 3 and Panel A in Figure 1), this was 

equivalent to a relative increase of 11% for test-positive versus test-negative individuals 

(RR 1.11, 95% CI 1.09-1.13). Relative increases in types of health care ranged from 3% 

for emergency department visits and 5% for outpatient clinic encounters, up to 49% for 

mean days hospitalized (RR 1.49, 95% CI, 1.41-1.57) and 255% for days in long-term 

care (RR 2.55, 95% CI, 2.28-2.86). In the overall matched cohort, there was no 

detectible difference in mean homecare encounters by test positivity. 

At the 95th percentile of health care utilization (Table 2, Panel A in Figure E2), 

test-positive individuals had 2.1 (95% CI 1.5-2.6) additional health care encounters per 

person-year compared to test-negative individuals. The association of SARS-CoV-2 

positivity on the 95th percentile of use was strongest for outpatient encounters, with an 

absolute increase of 0.6 (95% CI, 0.4-0.8) encounters per person-year compared to 

matched individuals who tested negative, followed by days hospitalized, with 0.1 (95% 

CI 0.1-0.2) additional days hospitalized per person-year.  

At the 99th percentile of health care utilization (Table 2, Panel A in Figure 2), test-

positive individuals had 71.9 (95% CI 57.6-83.2) additional encounters per person-year 

compared to matched test-negative individuals. The association of SARS-CoV-2 

positivity on the 99th percentile of use was strongest for days hospitalized, with an 

absolute increase of 7.0 (95% CI, 5.5-8.1) days hospitalized per person-year but no 

differences for outpatient clinic encounters, homecare encounters, emergency 

department visits, or days in long-term care.  

Stratified Analyses 
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Among women (Table 2 and Panel B in Figure 1), on average test-positive 

women had an absolute increase of 2.1 (95% CI 1.8-2.5) additional encounters per 

person-year compared to test-negative women, or a RR of 1.15 (95% CI 1.13-1.18; 

Table 3). At the 95th percentile of health care utilization (Figure E2, Panel B), test-

positive women had 3.8 (95% CI 2.8-4.9) additional encounters per person-year, with 0.9 

(95% CI, 0.5-1.2) additional outpatient encounters per person-year, 0.5 (95% CI 0.4-0.6) 

additional days hospitalized per person-year, and no difference in homecare encounters, 

emergency department visits, or days in long-term care. At the 99th percentile of health 

care utilization (Figure 2, Panel B), test-positive women had 76.7 (95% CI 56.3-89.6) 

additional health care encounters per person-year compared to test-negative women, 

with 35.7 (95% CI 16.5-57.9) additional homecare encounters per person-year, 6.2 (95% 

CI, 4.7-7.8) additional days hospitalized per person-year, and no detectible difference in 

outpatient clinic encounters, emergency department visits, or days in long-term care.  

In contrast, among men (Table 2 and Panel C in Figure 1), mean health care 

utilization increased by 0.6 (9% CI 0.3-0.9) encounters per person-year for test-positive 

versus test-negative men, or a RR of 1.06 (95% CI 1.03-1.08; Table 3). At the 95th 

percentile of health care utilization (Figure E2, Panel C) there was no detectable 

difference in composite or components of health care utilization for men. At the 99th 

percentile of health care utilization (Figure 2, Panel C), test-positive men had 37.6 (95% 

CI 16.7-64.3) additional health care encounters per person-year, with 7.3 (95% CI 5.3-

9.9) additional days hospitalized person-year. Homecare encounters for men decreased 

by 33.0 (95% CI 19.1-45.0) per person-year, with no difference in outpatient clinic visits, 

emergency department visits, or days in long-term care. 

Sensitivity Analyses  

Overall, findings were robust in sensitivity analyses. Requiring hospital discharge 

to initiate follow-up (Table E5, Panel A) decreased days hospitalized among individuals 
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at the 99th percentile from 7.0 to 2.2 additional days per person-year. Censoring on 

entrance to long-term care produced smaller magnitude additional total health care 

utilization rates and days hospitalized at the mean and 95th percentile, and 10.5 

additional homecare encounters per person-year at the 99th percentile health care 

utilization. Censoring follow-up at six months (Table E5, Panel B) increased magnitude 

of additional mean health care use (4.4 additional encounters per person-year for test-

positive individuals, including mean 6.4 additional days hospitalized per person-year and 

4.7 additional days in long-term care per person-year, compared to 1.3, 0.7, and 4.7, per 

person-year, respectively in main analyses). Results at the 95th percentile were similar to 

main findings, while the 99th percentile was notable only for fewer homecare encounters. 

Finally, matching by intensive care unit admission within two weeks after the index date 

reduced sample size due to fewer successful matches and smaller magnitude additional 

health care use compared to main analyses. 

Discussion 

Our study is unique in its use of population-wide PCR results, outcomes, and 

socio-demographic data among nearly all adults in the highly diverse Ontario population, 

where PCR testing was publicly funded, as well as relatively long follow-up time. We 

found that among 530,232 community-dwelling adults who underwent PCR testing for 

SARS-CoV-2 between January 2020 and March 2021, individuals with a positive test 

had 11% higher mean post-acute health care utilization, after accounting for a multitude 

of factors including acute hospitalization as a measure of acute disease severity, socio-

demographic factors, comorbidities, and pandemic wave. This increase was largely 

driven by a subset of individuals who experienced large increases in health care 

utilization: test-positive individuals in the 95th percentile of health care use had ~2 

additional encounters per person-year compared to matched controls, while those in the 

99th percentile had ~72 additional health care encounters per person-year. Together with 
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sensitivity analyses, these findings indicate that eight weeks or more after a positive 

SARS-CoV-2 PCR test, a subset of individuals are not able to live alone at home without 

support and they utilize substantial health care resources.  

These findings portend a tremendous increase in need for health care related to 

long COVID.27 Conservative estimates indicate that 4 million people in Ontario, or 25% 

of the population, have been recently infected with SARS-CoV-2.28 Overall, our findings 

suggest these will lead to 5.6 million additional health care encounters per year, 

including 2.9 million additional encounters including 280,000 additional days hospitalized 

per year for individuals in the highest 1% of health care use. In the United States, where 

an estimated 140 million people have been recently infected with SARS-CoV-2,29 this 

translates to an additional 196 million additional health care encounters per year, 

including 10 million health care encounters per year for individuals in the highest 1% of 

health care use. Increases of this magnitude will require significant restructuring, 

innovation, and investment of resources, particularly in the context of existing prolonged 

wait times to access care, insufficient supply of acute and long-term care beds, and 

projected loss of health care workers.30-37  

Patterns of health care use differed by sex, adding to known differences by sex 

related to COVID-19.38-45 Among women with a positive SARS-CoV-2 PCR test, increase 

in total health care utilization was larger than for men (at the 95% percentile, 4 additional 

health care encounters per person-year versus no difference for men; at the 99th 

percentile, 76 additional health care encounters per person-year for women, compared 

to 37 encounters per person-year for men), and women used more of all types of health 

care. For men, additional health care use occurred at the high end of utilization, where 

homecare use also decreased and there was no difference in emergency department 

use. A full understanding of why health care utilization differs by sex will be necessary to 

anticipate future long COVID health care resources.  
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Results of the sensitivity analysis requiring hospital discharge to start follow-up 

differed only by an expected decrease in the magnitude of additional days hospitalized 

per person-year among at the 99th percentile of health care use. Although less than 1% 

of individuals entered long-term care, the relative impact of SARS-CoV-2 infection on 

mean days per person-year in long-term care was large, with a RR of 2.55 (95% CI 2.28-

2.86; Table 3). While censoring follow-up at the date of entry to long-term care (Table 

E5) attenuated the magnitude of additional health care use for test-positive individuals, 

results were otherwise similar to main analyses with the exception of homecare among 

those at the 99th percentile of utilization, which increased by 10.5 encounters per person-

year. Due to barriers to entering to long-term care, which were exacerbated by the 

pandemic,31 our findings may underestimate the true need for long-term care associated 

with long COVID. Finally, findings were robust to also matching on intensive care unit 

admission within two weeks after the index date, with smaller magnitude differences but 

similar patterns in composite and component health care use.   

Previous work indicates that 10-40% of individuals report symptoms months after 

acute COVID-19, including those who were not hospitalized initially, although these 

estimates vary by population and definitions of cases and outcomes.46,47 A subset of 

PCR test-positive individuals in Denmark who were contacted found that 53% reported 

symptoms 6-12 months after infection,48 and 5% of respondents in a study conducted in 

South Korea reported they were receiving treatment for symptoms a median of 454 days 

after their COVID-19 diagnosis.49 Several large studies conducted in the United States 

Veterans Health Administration health care system, ~90% of whom were men and more 

than 70% were White, found increased outpatient clinic visits after hospitalization for 

COVID-19 or a positive SARS-CoV-2 PCR test, as well as increased risk of myocardial 

infarction and stroke in the months after infection; these findings may not be 

generalizable to other populations.50,51  
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Limitations 

Use of PCR results may misclassify infected individuals,52,53 although its relatively 

low sensitivity would be expected to bias results towards the null. Similarly, because 

cycle-time values for PCR tests were not available and viral cultures were not feasible, 

test-positive individuals may have been recently infected but no longer infectious at the 

time of their testing. Follow-up beginning eight weeks after testing was chosen to 

balance these considerations. 

Using health care encounters as a measure of post-acute COVID-19 health care 

needs likely underestimates the true burden of long COVID, particularly as health care 

decreased during initial phases of the pandemic among some populations and in 

Ontario, in particular.30,54-56 There is no generally accepted method for weighing severity 

of different types of health care encounters57,58; our composite measure gives 

hospitalization and long-term care more weight due to their severity, although findings 

were robust in sensitivity analyses. 

Because inclusion was conditioned on PCR testing, results may not generalize to 

populations with significant barriers to testing. Indication for testing and occupation (e.g., 

health care worker) were not available, so we are unable to determine whether these 

factors may modify associations between SARS-CoV-2 infection and type of post-acute 

health care use. To address potential changes in testing indications and capacity over 

time, test date was included in the propensity score and used for hard matching. 

Matching included multiple socio-demographic and clinical factors, although occupation, 

body mass index, or symptoms and their duration were not available. However, during 

the study period, testing was widely available for both symptomatic and asymptomatic 

individuals at no cost, reducing the risk of selection bias.  

Results may not generalize to other variants of SARS-CoV-2 or populations with 

high prevalence of vaccination or re-infection,59,60 although they may be more applicable 
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as new variants evade current vaccine coverage, previous vaccine immunity wanes, and 

public health protections are removed.61  

Conclusions 

Post-acute health care utilization among patients with a positive SARS-CoV-2 

PCR test is significantly higher compared to matched test-negative individuals, with 

higher rates of outpatient encounters, days hospitalized, and days in long-term care. 

Women had higher rates of health care use than men, particularly homecare. Given the 

number of infections worldwide, this translates to a tremendous increase in use of health 

care resources. Stakeholders can use these findings to prepare for long COVID health 

care demand.   
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Figure Legends 

 

Figure 1: Rate ratios (RR) and 95% confidence intervals comparing mean total and type 

of health care utilization, comparing individuals with a positive SARS-CoV-2 PCR test to 

matched individuals with negative PCR: (A) overall (n=530,232), (B) women 

(n=271,346), and (C) men (n=258,886). 

 

Figure 2: Among individuals at the 99th percentile of health care utilization, additional 

health care encounters (95% CI) per person-year total and by type of health care 

encounter, comparing individuals with a positive SARS-CoV-2 PCR test to matched 

individuals with negative PCR: (A) overall (n=530,232), (B) women (n=271,346), and (C) 

men (n=258,886). 
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Table 1: Baseline demographics and clinical characteristics of the matched cohort 

 

Table 2: Healthcare utilization rates, beginning ≥56 days after SARS-CoV-2 PCR, 

overall and stratified by sex (N=530,892) 

 

Table 3: Results of negative binomial regression models comparing composite and 

component health care utilization rates between test-positive and test-negative 

individuals, overall and stratified by sex
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Table 1: Baseline demographics and clinical characteristics of the matched cohort 

  

Negative SARS-
CoV-2 PCR 

Positive SARS-
CoV-2 PCR Total 

Standardized 
Difference 

VARIABLE 
 

N=265,116 N=265,116 N=530,232 
 Age (years) Mean ± SD 44.06 ± 17.09 44.11 ± 17.13 44.08 ± 17.11 0 

Women n (%) 135,673 (51.2%) 135,673 (51.2%) 271,346 (51.2%) 0 
Hospitalized within 2 
weeks of PCR test, n 
(%) 14,003 (5.3%) 14,003 (5.3%) 28,006 (5.3%) 0 

Pandemic Quarter 2020-Q1 3,355 (1.3%) 3,171 (1.2%) 6,526 (1.2%) 0.01 

2020-Q2 20,411 (7.7%) 20,599 (7.8%) 41,010 (7.7%) 0 

2020-Q3 14,689 (5.5%) 14,647 (5.5%) 29,336 (5.5%) 0 

2020-Q4 102,834 (38.8%) 103,485 (39.0%) 206,319 (38.9%) 0.01 

2021-Q1 123,827 (46.7%) 123,214 (46.5%) 247,041 (46.6%) 0 

Income Quintile, n (%) 1 65,992 (24.9%) 65,368 (24.7%) 131,360 (24.8%) 0.01 

2 57,180 (21.6%) 57,713 (21.8%) 114,893 (21.7%) 0 

3 56,456 (21.3%) 56,871 (21.5%) 113,327 (21.4%) 0 

4 47,048 (17.7%) 47,136 (17.8%) 94,184 (17.8%) 0 

5 38,440 (14.5%) 38,028 (14.3%) 76,468 (14.4%) 0 
Instability Quintile, n 
(%) 1 71,672 (27.0%) 71,953 (27.1%) 143,625 (27.1%) 0 

2 44,836 (16.9%) 44,378 (16.7%) 89,214 (16.8%) 0 

3 40,777 (15.4%) 40,572 (15.3%) 81,349 (15.3%) 0 

4 43,415 (16.4%) 43,462 (16.4%) 86,877 (16.4%) 0 

5 64,416 (24.3%) 64,751 (24.4%) 129,167 (24.4%) 0 
Deprivation Quintile, n 
(%) 1 44,860 (16.9%) 44,938 (17.0%) 89,798 (16.9%) 0 

2 47,367 (17.9%) 47,442 (17.9%) 94,809 (17.9%) 0 

3 52,072 (19.6%) 52,280 (19.7%) 104,352 (19.7%) 0 

4 55,225 (20.8%) 55,346 (20.9%) 110,571 (20.9%) 0 

5 65,592 (24.7%) 65,110 (24.6%) 130,702 (24.6%) 0 
Dependency Quintile, 
n (%) 1 91,565 (34.5%) 91,522 (34.5%) 183,087 (34.5%) 0 

2 59,387 (22.4%) 59,680 (22.5%) 119,067 (22.5%) 0 

3 44,031 (16.6%) 44,002 (16.6%) 88,033 (16.6%) 0 

4 37,279 (14.1%) 37,327 (14.1%) 74,606 (14.1%) 0 

5 32,854 (12.4%) 32,585 (12.3%) 65,439 (12.3%) 0 
Ethnic Concentration 
Quintile, n (%) 1 17,399 (6.6%) 17,096 (6.4%) 34,495 (6.5%) 0 

2 25,276 (9.5%) 24,752 (9.3%) 50,028 (9.4%) 0.01 

3 34,510 (13.0%) 34,982 (13.2%) 69,492 (13.1%) 0.01 

4 55,499 (20.9%) 56,853 (21.4%) 112,352 (21.2%) 0.01 

5 132,432 (50.0%) 131,433 (49.6%) 263,865 (49.8%) 0.01 

Rural, n (%) 9,700 (3.7%) 9,498 (3.6%) 19,198 (3.6%) 0 
Received 2 vaccine 
doses, n (%) 293 (0.1%) 293 (0.1%) 586 (0.1%) 0 
Received 1 vaccine 
dose, n (%) 1,290 (0.5%) 1,290 (0.5%) 2,580 (0.5%) 0 
Received 0 vaccine 
doses, n (%) 263,533 (99.4%) 263,533 (99.4%) 527,066 (99.4%) 0 

Aggregated diagnosis Mean ± SD 5.59 ± 3.69 5.58 ± 3.68 5.58 ± 3.68 0 
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group 

Median 
(IQR) 5 (3-8) 5 (3-8) 5 (3-8) 0 

Hospital Frailty Risk 
Score Mean ± SD 2.29 ± 4.75 2.33 ± 4.95 2.31 ± 4.85 0.01 

Median 
(IQR) 0 (0-2) 0 (0-2) 0 (0-2) 0.02 

Hospitalizations in 
prior year Mean ± SD 0.08 ± 0.39 0.07 ± 0.38 0.07 ± 0.38 0.02 

Median 
(IQR) 0 (0-0) 0 (0-0) 0 (0-0) 0.02 

Clinic visits in prior 
year Mean ± SD 6.28 ± 7.91 6.26 ± 7.84 6.27 ± 7.87 0 

Median 
(IQR) 4 (1-8) 4 (1-8) 4 (1-8) 0 

Homecare visits in 
prior year Mean ± SD 2.74 ± 24.94 2.81 ± 25.68 2.77 ± 25.31 0 

Median 
(IQR) 0 (0-0) 0 (0-0) 0 (0-0) 0.01 

ED visits in prior year Mean ± SD 0.40 ± 1.15 0.40 ± 1.36 0.40 ± 1.26 0 
Median 
(IQR) 0 (0-0) 0 (0-0) 0 (0-0) 0.01 

Days hospitalized in 
prior year Mean ± SD 0.81 ± 6.90 0.78 ± 7.29 0.79 ± 7.10 0 

Median 
(IQR) 0 (0-0) 0 (0-0) 0 (0-0) 0.05 

Johns Hopkins Frailty 
Index, n (%) 7,518 (2.8%) 7,486 (2.8%) 15,004 (2.8%) 0 
Flu vaccine within prior 
year, n (%) 65,588 (24.7%) 65,698 (24.8%) 131,286 (24.8%) 0 
Pregnant at index 
date, n (%)  1,977 (0.7%) 1,835 (0.7%) 3,812 (0.7%) 0.01 

Hypertension, n (%) 60,024 (22.6%) 60,472 (22.8%) 120,496 (22.7%) 0 

Diabetes, n (%) 36,457 (13.8%) 36,816 (13.9%) 73,273 (13.8%) 0 

Emphysema, n (%) 4,097 (1.5%) 3,988 (1.5%) 8,085 (1.5%) 0 

Heart failure, n (%) 4,858 (1.8%) 4,787 (1.8%) 9,645 (1.8%) 0 

Dementia, n (%) 3,102 (1.2%) 3,097 (1.2%) 6,199 (1.2%) 0 

Asthma, n (%) 27,936 (10.5%) 27,889 (10.5%) 55,825 (10.5%) 0 

Cancer, n (%) 4,839 (1.8%) 4,677 (1.8%) 9,516 (1.8%) 0 
Surgery in prior 6 
weeks, n (%) 2,235 (0.8%) 2,139 (0.8%) 4,374 (0.8%) 0 

Ischemic stroke, n (%) 2,573 (1.0%) 2,465 (0.9%) 5,038 (1.0%) 0 
Hemorrhagic stroke, n 
(%) 224 (0.1%) 215 (0.1%) 439 (0.1%) 0 

Valvular disease, n (%) 243 (0.1%) 229 (0.1%) 472 (0.1%) 0 

Atrial fibrillation, n (%) 4,790 (1.8%) 4,738 (1.8%) 9,528 (1.8%) 0 
Myocardial infarction, n 
(%) 1,823 (0.7%) 1,727 (0.7%) 3,550 (0.7%) 0 
Percutaneous 
coronary intervention, 
n (%)  2,269 (0.9%) 2,162 (0.8%) 4,431 (0.8%) 0 
Coronary artery 
bypass, n (%) 680 (0.3%) 632 (0.2%) 1,312 (0.2%) 0 
Ischemic heart 
disease, n (%) 9,781 (3.7%) 9,597 (3.6%) 19,378 (3.7%) 0 

Major bleeding, n (%) 2,075 (0.8%) 2,057 (0.8%) 4,132 (0.8%) 0 

Renal disease, n (%) 2,758 (1.0%) 2,648 (1.0%) 5,406 (1.0%) 0 
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Pneumonia, n (%) 19,353 (7.3%) 19,474 (7.3%) 38,827 (7.3%) 0 
Alcohol use disorder, n 
(%) 1,640 (0.6%) 1,521 (0.6%) 3,161 (0.6%) 0.01 
Venous 
thromboembolism, n 
(%) 23,706 (8.9%) 23,545 (8.9%) 47,251 (8.9%) 0 
Mental health 
hospitalization, n (%)  4,430 (1.7%) 4,245 (1.6%) 8,675 (1.6%) 0.01 
Mental health 
emergency visit, n (%)  11,247 (4.2%) 11,045 (4.2%) 22,292 (4.2%) 0 
Mental health clinic 
visit, n (%) 48,335 (18.2%) 47,881 (18.1%) 96,216 (18.1%) 0 
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Table 2: Total and component health care utilization ≥56 days after SARS-CoV-2 PCR, test-positive versus test-negative individuals, and distribution of follow-up 
time. Healthcare utilization rates reported per person-year, overall and stratified by sex. The difference in overall health care utilization rates between test-positive 
and negative individuals are reported at the 95th and 99th percentiles, with their corresponding 95% CI. 

 

Rate of health care 
utilization, per 
person-years 

SARS-CoV-2 
Positive PCR 
Test Result Mean sd ∆ 95% CI Q1 Median Q3 p95 ∆ 95% CI p99 ∆ 95% CI 

Overall (n=530,232) 

Total Negative 12.9 40.5 1.2 4.5 10.7 34.6 265.2 

Positive 14.3 45.1 1.4 1.2 1.6 1.4 4.9 11.3 36.7 2.1 1.5 2.7 337.1 71.9 57.6 83.2 

Outpatient clinic 
encounters Negative 7.1 10.4 0.0 4.0 9.5 24.7 45.1 

Positive 7.4 10.6 0.3 0.2 0.4 1.0 4.4 10.1 25.3 0.6 0.4 0.8 45.0 -0.1 -0.8 0.6 
Homecare 
encounters Negative 4.1 32.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 166.2 

Positive 4.1 32.3 0.0 -0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 166.5 0.2 -13.4 14.6 

Emergency 
department visits Negative 0.4 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 5.4 

Positive 0.4 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.5 0.1 0.0 0.1 

Days hospitalized Negative 0.8 8.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 14.5 

Positive 1.2 13.0 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.1 0.1 0.2 21.5 7.0 5.5 8.1 
Days in long-term 
care Negative 0.4 11.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Positive 1.1 18.3 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 
Follow-up (days) Negative 240 87 187 221 267 457 495 

 
Positive 240 87 188 221 267 457 494 

Women (n=271,346) 

 
Total Negative 14.3 41.7 1.7 5.6 12.4 37.0 

  
285.8 

   

 
Positive 16.4 47.9 2.1 1.8 2.5 2.1 6.2 13.4 40.8 3.8 2.8 4.9 362.6 76.7 56.3 89.6 

Outpatient clinic 
encounters Negative 8.2 10.6 1.7 5.2 11.1 26.6 46.6 

Positive 8.7 10.9 0.5 0.4 0.6 1.8 5.6 11.8 27.5 0.9 0.5 1.2 47.1 0.5 -0.6 1.4 
Homecare 
encounters Negative 4.5 34.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 197.4 

Positive 5.0 35.9 0.5 0.2 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 233.1 35.7 16.5 57.9 

Emergency 
department visits Negative 0.4 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 5.4 

Positive 0.4 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 -0.1 0.1 5.4 0.0 -0.1 0.1 

Days hospitalized Negative 0.7 8.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 12.9 

Positive 1.1 11.3 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.5 0.4 0.6 19.1 6.2 4.7 7.8 
Days in long-term 
care Negative 0.5 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Positive 1.3 19.7 0.8 0.7 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Follow-up (days) Negative 242 88 189 221 269 463 496 

Positive 242 89 190 221 269 464 494 
Men (n=258,886) 

Total Negative 11.4 39.2 0.0 3.2 8.8 31.3 243.5 

Positive 12.0 41.8 0.6 0.3 0.9 0.0 3.4 9.0 31.6 0.3 -0.5 1.2 281.1 37.6 16.7 64.3 

Outpatient clinic 
encounters Negative 6.0 10.0 0.0 2.8 7.9 22.1 42.9 

Positive 6.1 10.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 3.0 8.1 22.3 0.2 -0.2 0.4 42.1 -0.8 -2.0 0.3 
Homecare 
encounters Negative 3.8 30.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 148.6 

Positive 3.3 28.0 -0.5 -0.7 -0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 115.6 -33.0 -45.0 -19.1 

Emergency 
department visits Negative 0.4 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 5.4 

Positive 0.4 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 
-

0.1 -0.1 0.0 5.5 0.1 0.0 0.2 

Days hospitalized Negative 0.8 9.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 16.8 

Positive 1.3 14.5 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.1 24.1 7.3 5.3 9.9 
Days in long-term 
care Negative 0.4 11.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Positive 0.9 16.6 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Follow-up (days) Negative 238 85 0 0 0 0 494 

Positive 238 85 186 220 266 448 494 
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Table 3: Rate ratios* of composite and component health care utilization, overall and 
stratified by sex, for SARS-CoV-2 PCR test-positive versus negative individuals.  

Healthcare Utilization RR 95% CI  p-value 
Overall 

    Total Healthcare Utilization 1.11 1.09 1.13 <.0001 
Outpatient clinic encounters 1.05 1.04 1.05 <.0001 
Homecare encounters 1.00 0.96 1.05 0.82 

Emergency department visits 1.03 1.02 1.05 0.0004 

Days hospitalized 1.49 1.41 1.57 <.0001 
Days in long-term care 2.55 2.28 2.86 <.0001 

Women 
Total Healthcare Utilization 1.15 1.13 1.18 <.0001 
Outpatient clinic encounters 1.06 1.05 1.07 <.0001 
Homecare encounters 1.11 1.05 1.17 0.0003 
Emergency department visits 1.04 1.02 1.07 0.0015 
Days hospitalized 1.42 1.32 1.52 <.0001 

Days in long-term care 2.88 2.47 3.36 <.0001 

Men 
Total Healthcare Utilization 1.06 1.03 1.08 <.0001 
Outpatient clinic encounters 1.02 1.01 1.03 0.0003 
Homecare encounters 0.88 0.82 0.93 <.0001 

Emergency department visits 1.03 1.00 1.06 0.06 
Days hospitalized 1.56 1.44 1.69 <.0001 
Days in long-term care 2.18 1.84 2.59 <.0001 

* point estimate and confidence intervals computed using negative binomial regression models 
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Figure 1: Rate ratios (RR) and 95% confidence intervals for total health care utilization 

and type of health care encounter, comparing individuals with a positive SARS-CoV-2 

PCR test to matched individuals with negative PCR: (A) overall (n=530,232), (B) women 

(n=271,346), and (C) men (n=258,886).  
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Figure 2: Among individuals at the 99th percentile of health care utilization, additional 

health care encounters (95% CI) per person-year total and by type of health care 

encounter, comparing individuals with a positive SARS-CoV-2 PCR test to matched 

individuals with negative PCR: (A) overall (n=530,232), (B) women (n=271,346), and (C) 

men (n=258,886). 
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