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Abstract

Background

Tixagevimab and cilgavimab (AZD7442) are two monoclonal antibodies developed by
AstraZeneca for the pre-exposure prophylaxis and treatment of patients infected by SARS-
CoV-2. Its effectiveness and safety in patients hospitalized with COVID-19 was not known at
the outset of this trial.

Methods

DisCoVeRy is a phase 3, adaptive, multicentre, randomized, controlled trial conducted in 63
sites in Europe. Participants were randomly assigned (1:1) to receive placebo or tixagevimab-
cilgavimab in addition to standard of care. The primary outcome was the clinical status at day
15 measured by the WHO seven-point ordinal scale. Several clinical, virological, immunological
and safety endpoints were also assessed.

Findings

Due to slow enrolment, recruitment was stopped on July 1%, 2022. The antigen positive
modified intention-to-treat population (mITT) was composed of 173 participants randomized
to tixagevimab-cilgavimab (N = 91) or placebo (N = 82), 91.9% (159/173) with supplementary
oxygen, and 47.4% (82/173) previously vaccinated at inclusion. There was no significant
difference in the distribution of the WHO ordinal scale at day 15 between the two groups
(odds ratio (OR) 0.93, 95%CI [0.54-1.61]; p = 0.81) nor in any clinical, virological or safety
secondary endpoints. In the global mITT (N = 226), neutralization antibody titers were
significantly higher in the tixagevimab-cilgavimab group/patients compared to placebo at day
3 (Least-squares mean differences (LSMD) 1.44, 95% Confidence interval (Cl) [1.20-1.68]; p <
10%) and day 8 (LSMD 0.91, 95%CI [0.64-1.18]; p < 10®) and it was most important for patients
infected with a pre-omicron variant, both at day 3 (LSMD 1.94, 95% Cl [1.67-2.20], p < 10%°)
and day 8 (LSMD 1.17, 95% Cl [0.87-1.47], p < 107), with a significant interaction (p < 10”7 and
p = 0.01 at days 3 and 8, respectively).

Interpretation

There were no significant differences between tixagevimab-cilgavimab and placebo in clinical
endpoints, however the trial lacked power compared to prespecified calculations.
Tixagevimab-cilgavimab was well tolerated, with low rates of treatment related events.

Funding
Trial registration: ClinicalTrials.gov NCT04315948. Registered on 13 March 2020 updated on
22 April 2021.
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Introduction

Even though COVID-19 is no longer a public health emergency,! SARS-CoV-2 continues to
circulate worldwide, and therefore individuals unable to mount an adequate immune
response (e.g. the elderly and the immunocompromised), or unvaccinated/disease naive
individuals at risk for severe COVID-19, remain vulnerable. Although immunomodulatory
agents (corticosteroids, interleukin-1 and 6 inhibitors, JAK inhibitors) and direct-acting
antiviral remdesivir have been identified as effective treatments to decrease mortality in sub-
groups of patients hospitalized with COVID-19,2® antibody-mediated SARS-CoV-2

neutralization may be another treatment option in vulnerable patient groups.

Indeed, in the ambulatory setting, the administration of monoclonal antibodies (mAbs)
directed against SARS-CoV2 (intravenous sotrovimab or intramuscular tixagevimab-
cilgavimab), significantly reduced the risk of hospitalization and death in patients at risk for
disease progression, compared to placebo.”® In the hospital setting, several trials on mAbs
for COVID-19 were terminated early for futility (bamlavinimab in 314 patients, and sotrovimab
or BRII-196/BRII-198 in 546 patients).”1° Several other trials showed a potential therapeutic
benefit of mAbs in this setting. The open-label RECOVERY platform trial was the first to
demonstrate a 28-day mortality benefit in seronegative patients at baseline for SARS-CoV-2
infection in patients who received casirivimab-imdevimab plus standard of care (SoC)
compared to SoC alone.!! The company-sponsored double-blinded, placebo-controlled trial
also showed that casirivimab-imdevimab treatment was associated with a significant
reduction in 28-day mortality for seronegative patients, but not for seropositive ones.'? The
mAb cocktail with an extended half-life, tixagevimab-cilgavimab (AzZD7442), was also
evaluated as an intravenous formulation in association with SoC (which included remdesivir)
in the double-blinded, placebo-controlled ACTIV-3-TICO trial in 1417 hospitalized patients
with COVID-19.13 Although the primary outcome of time to sustained recovery was not met,

treatment with tixagevimab-cilgavimab was associated with a decreased 90-day mortality.

Since these trials were completed, the virus itself has evolved, resulting in the emergence of

different variants of concern (VOC) and mass vaccination campaigns against SARS-CoV-2 were
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ramped up worldwide.* In this context, of an evolving pandemic, we report here the results
from the DisCoVeRy platform trial that evaluated the efficacy and safety of intravenous
tixagevimab-cilgavimab in SARS-CoV-2 antigenic positive patients (i.e those with a high SARS-
CoV2 viral load) hospitalized with COVID-19, and followed-up to day 90.

Materials and Methods

Study design
DisCoVeRy is a phase 3, adaptive, multicentre, randomized, double-blind, superiority trial for

evaluating the efficacy and safety of drugs for the treatment of adults hospitalized for COVID-
19. The first four interventions evaluated (lopinavir/ritonavir, lopinavir/ritonavir plus IFN-b-
1la, hydroxychloroquine, and remdesivir) have been stopped for futility and the results
reported elsewhere.’>” The present analysis is based on the protocol version 15.0 of
September 20th, 2021, which evaluates the cocktail of two monoclonal antibodies (mAbs),
tixagevimab and cilgavimab developed by AstraZeneca. The study was conducted across 63
sites in 13 European countries (Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, France, Greece, Hungary,
Ireland, Luxembourg, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, and Spain). The trial was approved
by the Ethics Committees in each country and is sponsored by the Institut national de la santé
et de la recherche médicale (Inserm, France); it was conducted in accordance with the

Declaration of Helsinki.

Participants
Eligible participants were adults (> 18 years) hospitalized with SARS-CoV-2 infection confirmed

on a RT-PCR performed on a nasopharyngeal (NP) swab within the 5 days preceding
randomization, and a time between onset of symptoms and randomization of less than 9 days
(extended to 11 days from September 20th, 2021, protocol V15). Participants with prior
receipt of investigational or licensed mAb or vaccine indicated for the prevention of SARS-
CoV-2 infection or COVID-19 were excluded. From September 20th, 2021 (protocol V15),
inclusion of patients with initiated (one dose) or completed (two doses) vaccination was
allowed in a proportion of 20% of enrolled participants, provided they would not receive an

additional dose in the 30 days following hospital discharge. Full inclusion and exclusion criteria
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are detailed in the appendix. Written informed consent was obtained from all participants or

their legal representative.

Randomization and masking
Participants were randomly assigned in a 1:1 ratio to receive tixagevimab-cilgavimab or

placebo in addition to standard of care (SoC). The randomization was stratified by region, by
antigenic status obtained from the result of a rapid antigen test on a NP swab at enrolment,
and with protocol V15, by vaccination status. Randomization was performed via an electronic
Case Report Form and used computer-generated blocks of various sizes. The allocation of

tixagevimab-cilgavimab was double-blinded.

Procedures
The participants received a single intravenous infusion of tixagevimab-cilgavimab (600 mg at

a maximum infusion rate of 50 mg/minute) or placebo (a 0.9% saline solution) within 24 hours
following randomization. Participants could not be treated with other monoclonal or
polyclonal antibodies directly targeting SARS-CoV-2 during the study. The SoC could include
corticosteroids, remdesivir, and other immunomodulatory agents at the discretion of the
physician.

Participants were assessed daily while hospitalized. The evaluation of the primary endpoint
was at day 15, and participants were contacted by phone to collect the data if they had already
been discharged from the hospital. Follow-up assessments were scheduled at days 29, 90,
180, 365 and 456. For all participants discharged from the hospital, assessments at days 29
and 90 were organized as outpatient consultations. Assessments at days 180 and 365 were
also organized as outpatient consultations, but only for a subset of 25% of patients enrolled
in centers with available resources, selected at day 90, the others were contacted by phone.
For the final assessment at day 456, all patients were contacted by phone.

NP swabs or lower respiratory tract samples were obtained at baseline (day 1 pre-treatment)
and days 3, 8, 15 (while hospitalized) and 29. Blood samples were obtained at baseline, at days
3, 8, 15 (while hospitalized), and at days 29, 90, 180 and 365 (for the subset of patients

evaluated during a medical consultation at these times).
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The blood samples included samples for safety laboratory tests, serum samples for serology,
drug concentration and anti-drug antibodies measurements, and serum and plasma samples

for exploratory objectives.

Outcomes
The primary endpoint was the clinical status at day 15 measured on the 7-point ordinal scale

of the WHO Master Protocol (v3.0, March 3, 2020). The key secondary endpoint was the time
from randomization to sustained recovery, defined as being discharged from the index
hospitalization, followed by being alive and at home for 14 consecutive days prior to day 90
(details in the appendix). Other secondary efficacy endpoints included: clinical status on the
ordinal scale at days 29, 90, 180, and 365; change of the National Early Warning Score 2
(NEWS-2) from baseline to days 3, 8, 15 (if hospitalized), and 29; oxygenation and ventilator-
free days from baseline to day 29; time to new oxygen use, non-invasive ventilation or high
flow oxygen devices during the first 29 days; time to new invasive mechanical ventilation use
during the first 29 days; new need for mechanical ventilation or death by day 15; time to
hospital discharge; in-hospital mortality and/or at days 29, 90, 180, 365, or 456; occurrence of
new hospitalization between discharge from index hospitalization and days 90, 180 and 365;
occurrence of confirmed re-infection with SARS-CoV-2 between discharge and Days 90, 180

and 365.

Safety endpoints included: cumulative incidence of serious adverse events (SAEs), grade 3 and
4 adverse events (AEs), grade 1-2 hypersensitivity-related and infusion-related AEs until day
29, or AE of special interest (AESI); the discontinuation of investigational product for any

reason.

Virological endpoints included the measures at baseline, days 3, 8, 15 (while hospitalized) and
29 of: the proportion of participants with detectable SARS-CoV-2 in NP or LRT samples; the
normalized quantitative viral load in NP or LRT samples; and their respective change from
baseline. They also included the time to first undetectable normalized quantitative viral load

in NP swabs.

The pre-specified exploratory analysis of neutralizing activity of patients' serum samples

against their variant of infection, or against delta for pre-omicron variants of infection, was
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performed. The endpoints related to this analysis included: the neutralizing antibody titers at
day 3 and day 8; the change of titers from baseline to days 3 and 8; and the proportion of
patients with neutralizing antibody titers below the limit of detection (LOD).

Details on the outcomes are in appendix.

Statistical analysis

Sample size

The study was powered to detect an odds ratio (OR) of 1.5 (an OR greater than 1 indicates
superiority of the experimental treatment over the control for each ordinal scale category),
with a 90% power and a two-sided type | error of 0.05, for the primary endpoint. We
determined that 413 evaluable, antigen positive patients were needed in each arm. Since
antigen negative patients can represent as much as 30% of patients, 590 participants (antigen
positive or negative) were needed in each arm. Accounting for 5% of non-evaluable patients,

we needed to include a total of 620 patients per arm (details in appendix).

Populations

The intention-to-treat (ITT) population included all randomized participants analyzed in their
assigned randomization group. The modified intention-to-treat (mITT) population included
participants from the ITT population for whom the infusion of the allocated treatment was
truly initiated. The safety population included all randomized participants, analyzed in their
actual treatment group. Each population set was further categorized according to the
antigenic status, thereby defining « Antigen positive » ITT and mITT. The set of all patients (i.e.
antigenic positive and negative) in ITT, mITT, and safety populations are referred to as the «

Global » ITT, mITT, and safety populations.

The efficacy analyses were conducted on the antigen positive mITT population, as it is
hypothesized that tixagevimab-cilgavimab may be most effective in antigen positive patients.
Efficacy analyses were also conducted on the global mITT population as a sensitivity analysis.
Safety analyses were performed on the global safety population. The analyses were stratified
by vaccination status, but not by region due to the low number of inclusions in some regions.
For global populations, analyses were also stratified by antigenic status. The analyzes of the

neutralizing activity of serum samples were performed on patients from the global mITT

10


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.23.24302586
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.23.24302586; this version posted February 24, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

population with known or imputed variants of infection (details in appendix). Variants of
infections were grouped in three categories: (a) pre-omicron (alpha, beta, gamma, delta,

other), (b) omicron BA.1, (c) omicron BA.2/5 (omicron BA.2 or BA.5).

The analyses reported here were performed on the pre-specified primary database lock with

all endpoints collected until day 90.

Statistical tests

The primary endpoint, clinical status at day 15 measured on the 7-point ordinal scale, was
analyzed with a proportional odds model. For the key secondary endpoint, time to sustained
recovery, cumulative incidence functions were estimated for each group using the Aalen-
Johansen estimator, and the recovery rate ratio (RRR) for sustained recovery were estimated
using the Fine and Gray method. For virological endpoints, the proportion of subjects with
detectable viral loads in NP swabs were compared between groups using a stratified Cochran—
Mantel-Haenszel (CMH) test. Time to first undetectable viral load through day 29 was
analyzed with the same approach as for the time to sustained recovery. The logip normalized
guantitative SARS-CoV-2 viral load in NP swabs were compared between groups using linear
mixed models with repeated measures for each patient, with the treatment arm as the main
exposure variable, and the time of measurement, time by treatment interaction, and
stratification variables as covariates. Patient effect was accounted for as random intercept
(log1o copies/10 000 cells) and slope (logio copies/10 000 cells per day). The differences in the
viral loads, and in the change from baseline of the viral loads between treatment groups were

estimated as differences of slopes using the linear mixed effects model.

Analyzes of neutralizing antibody titers were performed on the global mITT population,
stratified by vaccination status and by variant of infection (pre-omicron; omicron BA.1;
omicron BA.2/5). The logio titers at day 3 and day 8, and the change of titers from baseline to
days 3 and 8 were compared between the two arms using an ANCOVA model and results
reported as least-square mean differences (LSMD). The proportion of subjects with
undetectable neutralizing antibody titers at days 3 and 8 were compared between groups
using a stratified CMH test. Details on the statistical tests and handling of missing data are in

the appendix. All analyses were done using SAS 9.4.
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Subgroup analyses

Prespecified subgroup analyses for the primary outcome, the key secondary outcome, and the
differences of slopes of normalized viral loads were performed across the following
subgroups: vaccination status (yes / no), clinical status at inclusion (ordinal scale 3-4 / ordinal
scale 5), duration of symptoms prior to randomization (less than 5 days / 5 days or more), age
(less than 65 years / 65 years or more), SARS-CoV-2 serology at inclusion (negative / positive),
SARS-CoV-2 variant of infection (pre-omicron / omicron BA.1 / omicron BA.2/5), sex (female /
male), and for analyses on the global mITT population, the antigenic status at inclusion
(positive / negative). Prespecified subgroup analyses for the serum neutralization outcomes
were performed on the following subgroups: vaccination status, SARS-CoV-2 serology at
inclusion, and variant of infection. Interactions between the treatment and the subgroup
variables were tested and the p-values are reported. Post-hoc subgroup analyses for the
cumulative incidence of SAEs, the first safety endpoint, was also performed on the same

subgroups in the safety population.

Trial safety and monitoring

There was no pre-planned interim analysis for efficacy nor futility, and none were performed.
An independent data safety and monitoring board (DSMB) externally reviewed the trial data
on two scheduled occasions, as pre-specified in the protocol. The trial was registered on
ClinicalTrials.gov (NCT04315948) on 13 March 2020, updated on 22 April 2021. The full

protocol and statistical analysis plans are available as supplementary material.

Role of the funding sources
The funders of the study had no role in study design, data collection, data analysis, data

interpretation, or writing of the report.
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Results

Due to slow enrolments and in-vitro data showing decreased activity of tixagevimab-
cilgavimab against the omicron circulating variants,*®1° the study steering committee decided
to stop the inclusions on July 1%t 2022, in all participating sites, before having reached the
targeted sample size. Between April 28™ 2021, and June 23" 2022, 237 participants were
randomized across 34 sites in 6 European countries (France, n=206 ; Belgium, n=15 ; Norway,
n=6 ; Luxembourg, n=5 ; Greece, n=4 ; Portugal, n=1). Five participants were excluded from
the ITT population (no valid informed consent form, n=3; withdrawal of consent, n=2) and six
excluded from the mITT population (withdrawal of consent, n=2; investigator decision, n=3;
transfer to non-participating study site, n=1). Fifty-three participants had a negative antigenic

status at inclusion; they were excluded from the antigenic-positive mITT population (figure 1).

Participants’ baseline characteristics are presented in table 1, without notable imbalance
between arms. Among the 226 participants in the global mITT population set, 173 (76.5%) had
a positive antigen test at baseline and vaccination was initiated or completed for 45.1%
(102/226) of participants. In the global mITT population, the median age was 66 years (IQR 53
— 76) and 68.6% (155/226) were male. The median time from symptom onset to
randomization was 7 days (IQR 6 —9). Overall, 77% (174/226) of participants had at least one
comorbid condition. Most participants were infected with one of the variants circulating
before omicron (58.8%, 133/226); others were infected with omicron BA.1 (23.5%, 53/226),
or omicron BA.2 or BA.5 (9.7%, 22/226). Data on the variant of infection was missing for 8.0%

(18/226) of participants (no sequencing available and not imputed).

Table 2 shows the clinical status of patients in the tixagevimab-cilgavimab and placebo groups
according to the WHO ordinal scale, at day 15, day 29, and day 90, for the antigen positive and
global mITT populations. There was no significant difference in the distribution of the seven-
point ordinal scale at day 15 between the tixagevimab-cilgavimab and control groups (figure
2; table 2). At day 15, 64.7% (112/173) of antigen positive participants were no longer
hospitalized (65.9%, 60/91 for tixagevimab-cilgavimab vs. 63.4%, 52/82 for placebo), and 9.8%
(17/173) had died (8.8%, 8/91 for tixagevimab-cilgavimab vs. 11.0%, 9/82 for placebo). There
was no significant difference in all subgroup analyses according to vaccination status, clinical

status at inclusion, variant of infection, duration of symptoms prior to randomization,
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antigenic status (for the global population), age, sex, or serology (figure S1, appendix).
Likewise, there was no significant difference in the distribution of the seven-point ordinal scale
at day 29 and at day 90 (figure 2; table 2). The median time to sustained recovery through day
90 was not significantly different between the tixagevimab-cilgavimab and placebo groups, in
both the antigen positive and global populations, as well as for any of the subgroup analyses
(table 2; figures S2 and S4, appendix). There was no significant interaction between the
treatment and the subgroup variables exept for sex, with a greater effect of tixagevimab-
cilgavimab for males in both the antigen positive and the global populations (p=0.02 and
p=0.04). No significant difference was observed for any other clinical secondary endpoints
(table 2; table S2; figure S3, appendix). Analysis of change from baseline in the NEWS-2 score

was limited to day 3, due to an important amount of missing data at days 8, 15, and 29.

Normalized SARS-CoV-2 viral load, measured in NP swabs, were available for 205 (91%)
patients at baseline, for 191 (85%) patients at day 3, for 114 (50%) patients at day 8, for 49
(22%) patients at day 15, and for 128 (57%) patients at day 29. There was no significant
difference in viral kinetics from baseline to day 29 between the tixagevimab-cilgavimab and
control groups, in both the antigen positive and global mITT populations. Accordingly, there
was no significant difference between the two groups in the proportion of participants with
detectable viral load at each time point, or in the time to first undetectable quantitative viral

load through day 29 (figure 3; figure S5; tables S2 and S3, appendix).

Neutralizing antibody titers were available for 198/226 (87.6%) patients at baseline, 179/226
(79.2%) at day 3, and 112/226 (49.5%) at day 8 (table S4, appendix). The proportion of subjects
with undetectable neutralizing antibodies in the tixagevimab-cilgavimab arm dropped from
51.9% (56/108) at baseline, to 1% (1/97) at day 3, and 0% (0/60) at day 8, whereas in the
placebo arm it dropped from 54.4% (49/90) to 30.5% (25/82) at day 3, and 13.5% (7/52) at
day 8 (p < 10° at day 3 and p = 0.006 at day 8). Figure 4 shows the evolution of the logio
neutralizing antibody titers from baseline to day 8. There was a significantly greater increase
in neutralizing antibodies in the tixagevimab-cilgavimab group compared to the placebo group
both at day 3 (LSMD: 1.44, 95% CI [1.20 - 1.68], p < 10°2%) and day 8 (LSMD: 0.91, 95% CI [0.64
-1.18], p< 109).
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Subgroup analyses showed that the difference in the increase of neutralizing antibodies was
most important for patients infected with a pre-omicron variant, both at day 3 (LSMD: 1.94,
95% CI [1.67 - 2.20], p < 10-%) and day 8 (LSMD: 1.17, 95% CI [0.87 - 1.47], p < 10°), whereas
it was not significant for patients infected with omicron BA.1, and reduced for patients
infected with BA.2/5. The interactions between the effects of the treatment and the variant
at inclusion were significant at days 3 and 8 (p < 10”7 and p=0.01, respectively). The interactions
with the vaccination status or the serology were also both significant at day 3 (p = 0.006 and
p = 0.004), but not at day 8 (figure 5; figure S7, appendix). All prespecified subgroup analyses,
and post-hoc analyses of clinical and virological endpoints in the subgroup of patients infected

with pre-omicron are presented in the appendix.

Safety outcomes are shown in table 3. A total of 178 adverse events (AEs), including 90 serious
AEs (SAEs) were reported, of which 28 (31.1%) were considered related to the investigational
medicinal product. No grade 1-2 hypersensitivity-related and infusion-related AE until day 29
was reported, and one adverse event of special interest (AESI) was observed in the
tixagevimab-cilgavimab group (anaphylactic shock), but considered not linked to the
investigational product. In the tixagevimab-cilgavimab group, 51/123 (41.5%) patients had at
least one AE, against 45/103 (43.7%) in the control group (p = 0.70); 30 (24.4%) patients in the
tixagevimab-cilgavimab group had at least one grade 3 or 4 AE, against 33 (32.0%) in the
control group (p = 0.18); 28 (22.8%) patients in the tixagevimab-cilgavimab group had at least
one SAE, against 32 (31.1%) in the control group, although the difference was not statistically
significant (p = 0.13). Among 19 fatal SAEs overall, none were of cardiac origin. The post-hoc
subgroup analyses of SAEs suggested that tixagevimab-cilgavimab was safe regardless of
serostatus or vaccination. It also showed, for patients infected with a pre-omicron variant, a
statistically significant lower number of patients with at least one SAE in the tixagevimab-
cilgavimab group, 10/70 (14.3%) against 22/63 (34.92%) in the control group (p = 0.01; figure

S11, appendix).

15


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.23.24302586
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.23.24302586; this version posted February 24, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Discussion

Here we report the results of the DisCoVeRy multicentric, platform trial comparing
intravenous tixagevimab-cilgavimab plus SoC to placebo plus SoC in hospitalized patients with
COVID-19, mostly infected with pre-omicron SARS-CoV-2 variants. The trial was terminated
early, after only 237 of the 1240 intended inclusions, due to novel in-vitro evidence showing
loss of significant neutralization activity against omicron circulating variants.'®*° Tixagevimab-
cilgavimab administration was well tolerated but was neither associated with a better clinical
outcome at day 15, nor with improved sustained recovery up to day 90, nor with faster viral
clearance, despite a significant increase in neutralizing antibodies against the SARS-CoV-2
variants infecting individuals at days 3 and 8 in patients who received tixagevimab-cilgavimab

compared to placebo.

Our results differ from those of the ACTIV-3-TICO trial, the only other randomized controlled
trial that has evaluated tixagevimab-cilgavimab in hospitalized patients with COVID-19.13 The
trial found a 30% relative risk 90-day reduction in mortality (9% vs. 12%; hazard ratio [HR] 0.70
[95%CI 0.50-0.97]; p=0.032). Differences in outcome results may be due to the underpowered
nature of the DisCoVeRy trial, but also due to differences in patient populations, their
management, and the infecting SARS-CoV-2 variants. Patients, in the DisCoVery trial, were
older (median age of 66 vs. 55), and more often male (69% vs. 58%), immunocompromised
(20% vs. 9%), with at least one comorbidity (78% vs. 61%), more often vaccinated against
COVID-19 (47% vs. 26%), and with a higher seroprevalence for SARS-CoV-2 at baseline (60%
vs. 53%) than in the ACTIV-3-TICO trial. Patients in the DisCoVery trial were more severely ill
at baseline, with only 4% of patients not requiring supplemental oxygen compared to 23% in
the ACTIV-3-TICO trial, with an observed overall greater mortality up until day 90 of 15%
compared to 10%, respectively. When considering SoC, 61% of patients in the ACTIV-3-TICO
trial received concomitant remdesivir compared to none in the DisCoVeRy trial as remdesivir
was not yet considered SoC in Europe at the time of enrolment. Results of the individual
patient data meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials on remdesivir later offered more
conclusive evidence of remdesivir efficacy in hospitalized patients with COVID-19 not needing
mechanical ventilation.® Although the delta variant was the predominant one in both trials,
the DisCoVeRy trial enrolled 40% of patients infected with the omicron variant compared to

none in the ACTIV-3-TICO trial.13 The SARS-CoV-2 omicron variant has been associated with
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the spread of multiple sub-lineages. They harbor different spike mutations that make them
more evasive to vaccine or infection-induced antibodies including therapeutic mAbs.
Nevertheless, although infections due to the omicron variant have overall proven to be less
virulent than prior variants including delta,?® many patients who did require hospitalization
were still at risk of dying, as illustrated by the mortality rate of 15% at day 90. A significant
neutralizing activity against SARS-CoV-2 was measured in serum taken on days 3 and 8 from
patients infected with pre-omicron variants that received tixagevimab-cilgavimab, but was not
the case for those infected by omicron variants. This is consistent with in-vitro live-virus
neutralization assays showing enhanced neutralization escape to tixagevimab-cilgavimab by
SARS-CoV-2 serial omicron sub-lineages in comparison to the ancestral strain or delta

variant.1819

Results of this trial concerning safety of tixagevimab-cilgavimab should also be considered in-
light of other randomized trials and reports of real-life experience. A warning was issued
following the post-hoc analyses of the PROVENT pre-exposure prevention trial for SARS-CoV-
2; a higher proportion of cardiovascular SAEs (myocardial infarction, cardiac arrhythmia or
cardiac failure) were observed in individuals with cardiac risk factors who had received
tixagevimab-cilgavimab compared to placebo.?'"??> Nevertheless, no significant differences in
any SAEs, nor in cardiac SAEs between patients who received tixagevimab-cilgavimab
(32/123; 26% and 5/123 ; 4%, respectively) and those who received placebo (35/103 ; 34%
and 4 /123 ; 4%, respectively) were observed in the DisCoVeRy trial. Furthermore, in the post-
hoc subgroup analyses of cumulative incidence of SAEs, two times fewer SAEs were observed
in the tixagevimab-cilgavimab group compared to the placebo group in patients infected with
a pre-omicron variant. These observations are in line with safety results from the ACTIV-3-
TICO trial'®* as well as a population-based propensity-matched cohort study including

aggregated healthcare records from 78 million patients in the USA.%3

The randomized placebo-controlled design, the inclusion of patients vaccinated against SARS-
CoV-2, and those infected by other than pre-omicron SARS-CoV-2 variants, the collection of
data on normalized viral loads, and on neutralizing antibody titers are strengths of our study.
Nevertheless, the final trial size was underpowered to compare safety, clinical efficacy, and
virological effects of tixagevimab-cilgavimab to placebo. The early termination of this trial,

with only 19% of the planned enrolment, reflects the difficulties to evaluate mAbs in the ever-
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changing landscape of a pandemic due to a virus with evolving genomics.?*?° Already by mid-
2022, mAbs previously approved by the US Food and Drug Administration and the European
Medicines Agency for clinical use were no longer recommended. Thus, clinical investigators
were wary of including patients in our trial when new in-vitro evidence showed decreased
neutralizing effects against emerging variants.'® Further reflections are needed on how best
to evaluate mAbs in the clinical setting during a pandemic to rapidly bring new therapeutic
options to patients, while preserving patients’ safety. Novel approaches for evaluating mAbs
could be considered, such as immuno-bridging trials where correlates of protection such as
humoral/ and or cellular immune parameters are evaluated in a controlled trial to establish
whether an intervention is effective,?® and the adoption of a global surveillance system with
criteria for in-vitro evaluation of antiviral susceptibility correlated to clinical data.?” Modeling
antiviral effects while taking into account vaccination status, SARS-CoV2 antibody levels,
infecting viral strains, and other parameters, may also provide better insight into viral efficacy
of mAbs, as we have previously shown with remdesivir.?8 It remains to better determine which
patients would best benefit clinically from an active antiviral therapy in the hospital setting: is
it the NP viral load, the time to symptoms onset, the SARS-CoV2 serological status of the

patient, the presence of an immunodeficiency, or other factors that should guide clinicians??°
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Table 1: Baseline characteristics of participants in the antigen positive and global modified intention-to-treat populations, overall and
according to the treatment group.

Antigen positive (N = 173) Global (N = 226)
Overall Tixagevimab-cilgavimab Placebo Overall Tixagevimab-cilgavimab Placebo
(N=173) (N=091) (N=82) (N =226) (N=123) (N =103)
Median age, years 66.0 [55.0-79.0] 65.0 [56.0-80.0] 66.5 [55.0-78.0] 66.0 [53.0-76.0] 64.0 [53.0-76.0] 68.0 [52.0-76.0]
Sex male, 117 (67.6%) 56 (61.5%) 61 (74.4%) 155 (68.6%) 78 (63.4%) 77 (74.8%)
Geographical origin*
Caucasian 131 (78.9%) 68 (76.4%) 63 (81.8%) 161 (74.9%) 87 (73.7%) 74 (76.3%)
North African 17 (10.2%) 10 (11.2%) 7(9.1%) 32 (14.9%) 19 (16.1%) 13 (13.4%)
Sub saharian African 4 (2.4%) 3 (3.4%) 1(1.3%) 6 (2.8%) 4 (3.4%) 2 (2.1%)
Latin American 1 (0.6%) 1(1.1%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (0.9%) 1(0.8%) 1 (1.0%)
West indian 1 (0.6%) 1(1.1%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (0.9%) 1(0.8%) 1 (1.0%)
Asian 2 (1.2%) 1(1.1%) 1(1.3%) 2 (0.9%) 1(0.8%) 1 (1.0%)
Other 10 (6.0%) 5 (5.6%) 5 (6.5%) 10 (4.7%) 5 (4.2%) 5 (5.2%)
Number of comorbidities*
0 38 (22.0%) 17 (18.7%) 21 (25.6%) 52 (23.0%) 28 (22.8%) 24 (23.3%)
1 49 (28.3%) 26 (28.6%) 23 (28.0%) 71 (31.4%) 38 (30.9%) 33 (32.0%)
2 43 (24.9%) 23 (25.3%) 20 (24.4%) 50 (22.1%) 27 (22.0%) 23 (22.3%)
3 25 (14.5%) 14 (15.4%) 11 (13.4%) 32 (14.2%) 18 (14.6%) 14 (13.6%)
>3 18 (10.4%) 11 (12.1%) 7 (8.5%) 21 (9.3%) 12 (9.8%) 9 (8.7%)
Coexisting condition*
Chronic cardiac disease 62 (35.8%) 39 (42.9%) 23 (28.0%) 72 (31.9%) 43 (35.0%) 29 (28.2%)
Obesity (BMI >= 30) 46 (26.6%) 27 (29.7%) 19 (23.2%) 63 (27.9%) 38 (30.9%) 25 (24.3%)
Diabetes 46 (26.6%) 30 (33.0%) 16 (19.5%) 58 (25.7%) 37 (30.1%) 21 (20.4%)
Current smoker 13 (48.1%) 6 (42.9%) 7 (53.8%) 15 (48.4%) 7 (46.7%) 8 (50.0%)
Chronic pulmonary disease (not asthma) 27 (15.6%) 13 (14.3%) 14 (17.1%) 29 (12.8%) 14 (11.4%) 15 (14.6%)
Active cancer (including hematological malignancy) 23 (13.3%) 9 (9.9%) 14 (17.1%) 30 (13.3%) 12 (9.8%) 18 (17.5%)
Asthma 16 (9.2%) 9 (9.9%) 7 (8.5%) 24 (10.6%) 13 (10.6%) 11 (10.7%)
Chronic kidney disease (stage 1 to 4) 13 (7.5%) 5 (5.5%) 8 (9.8%) 17 (7.5%) 7 (5.7%) 10 (9.7%)
Chronic neurological disorder (including dementia) 11 (6.4%) 8 (8.8%) 3 (3.7%) 12 (5.3%) 8 (6.5%) 4 (3.9%)
Liver disease 7 (4.0%) 5 (5.5%) 2 (2.4%) 8 (3.5%) 6 (4.9%) 2 (1.9%)
Auto-inflammatory disease 7 (4.0%) 1(1.1%) 6 (7.3%) 8 (3.5%) 2 (1.6%) 6 (5.8%)
Hematopoietic stem cell or solid organ transplantation 3(1.7%) 0 (0.0%) 3(3.7%) 4 (1.8%) 0 (0.0%) 4 (3.9%)
HIV infection 1 (0.6%) 1 (1.1%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (0.9%) 2 (1.6%) 0 (0.0%)
Median days from symptoms onset and random assignment* 7.0 [5.0-9.0] 7.0 [6.0-9.0] 7.0 [5.0-9.0] 7.0 [6.0-9.0] 8.0[6.0-9.0] 7.0 [5.0-9.0]
Ventilation mode
Room air 14 (8.1%) 9 (9.9%) 5 (6.1%) 16 (7.1%) 10 (8.1%) 6 (5.8%)
Oxygen support (standard oxygen therapy, high flow oxygen device, NIV) 159 (91.9%) 82 (90.1%) 77 (93.9%) 210 (92.9%) 113 (91.9%) 97 (94.2%)
NEWS2 Score* 7.0 [5.0-9.0] 7.0 [5.0-8.0] 7.0 [5.0-9.0] 7.0 [5.0-9.0] 7.0 [5.0-8.0] 6.0 [5.0-9.0]
Clinical status
3. Hospitalized, not requiring supplemental oxygen 7 (4.0%) 5 (5.5%) 2 (2.4%) 9 (4.0%) 6 (4.9%) 3(2.9%)
4. Hospitalized, requiring supplemental oxygen 141 (81.5%) 71 (78.0%) 70 (85.4%) 179 (79.2%) 93 (75.6%) 86 (83.5%)
5. Hospitalized, on non-invasive ventilation or high flow oxygen devices 25 (14.5%) 15 (16.5%) 10 (12.2%) 38 (16.8%) 24 (19.5%) 14 (13.6%)
Randomisation site
Intensive care unit 21 (12.1%) 15 (16.5%) 6 (7.3%) 32 (14.2%) 21 (17.1%) 11 (10.7%)
Conventional unit 152 (87.9%) 76 (83.5%) 76 (92.7%) 194 (85.8%) 102 (82.9%) 92 (89.3%)
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Antigen positive (N = 173)

Global (N = 226)

Overall
(N=173)

Tixagevimab-cilgavimab
(N=91)

Placebo
(N=82)

Overall
(N = 226)

Tixagevimab-cilgavimab
(N =123)

Placebo
(N =103)

Vaccination initiation (partly or fully)
Result of rapid antigen test
Positive
Negative
Serology*
Negative (Anti-N antibodies - and Anti-S RBD antibodies -)
Positive (Anti-N antibodies + or Anti-S RBD antibodies +)
Variant Omicron on Day 1 (imputed)*
Pre-Omicron
Omicron BA1
Omicron BA2/5
Unknown
Median normalized viral load in nasopharyngeal swabs at baseline, logio
copies per 10000 cells®
Biological data at baseline*
Minimal absolute lymphocyte count, 10° cells per L
Maximal absolute neutrophil count, 10° cells per L
Minimal platelet count, 10° cells per L
Minimal hemoglobin count, g/dL
Maximal creatininemia, pmol/L
Minimal estimated glomerular filtration rate, mL/min
Maximal aspartate aminotransferase, IU/L
Maximal alanine aminotransferase, IU/L
Maximal lactate dehydrogenase, IU/L
Minimal prothrombin time, %
Maximal fibrinogen, g/L
Maximal C-reactive protein, mg/L
Maximal D-Dimeres, pg/L
Maximal ferritin, pg/L
Serum total immunoglobulins, g/L

82 (47.4%)

173 (100.0%)

69 (40.4%)
102 (59.6%)

99 (57.2%)
44 (25.4%)
20 (11.6%)
10 (5.8%)

4.4[3.3-5.4]

0.8[0.5-1.1]
5.5[3.6-7.5]

202.0 [157.0-271.0]
13.4 [12.0-14.6]

74.0 [63.0-89.0]

85.0 [66.0-98.0]
42.0[31.0-59.0]

35.0 [22.0-49.0]
348.0 [267.0-435.0]
90.0 [81.0-100.0]

5.7 [4.9-6.6]

62.0 [35.0-128.0]
827.0 [493.5-1290.5]
786.0 [384.0-1386.0]
10.2 [8.0-13.0]

43 (47.3%)

91 (100.0%)

40 (44.4%)
50 (55.6%)

52 (57.1%)
25 (27.5%)
10 (11.0%)
4.(4.4%)

4.4[3.4-5.3]

0.8[0.5-1.0]
5.5[3.1-7.7]

204.0 [153.0-264.0]
13.2 [12.0-14.5]
74.0 [61.0-88.0]

85.5 [71.5-103.0]
40.0 [28.0-58.0]

35.0 [19.5-46.0]
315.0 [260.0-412.0]
89.0 [82.0-100.0]
5.7[4.8-6.7]

58.5 [35.0-114.0]
833.0 [487.0-1170.0]
772.0 [383.0-1350.0]
9.8[7.8-13.2]

39 (47.6%)

82 (100.0%)

29 (35.8%)
52 (64.2%)

47 (57.3%)
19 (23.2%)
10 (12.2%)
6 (7.3%)

4.4[3.3-5.6]

0.8[0.6-1.2]
5.5 [4.0-7.1]

201.0 [163.0-275.0]
13.6 [12.1-14.6]

77.0 [65.0-103.0]
85.0 [58.0-97.0]
46.5 [34.0-61.5]
34.5 [24.0-55.5]
361.0 [284.0-462.0]
91.0 [80.5-100.0]
5.8 [5.0-6.5]

66.0 [35.0-146.0]
821.0 [536.0-1402.0]
818.0 [414.0-1422.0]
10.3 [8.2-12.9]

102 (45.1%)

173 (76.5%)
53 (23.5%)

76 (34.4%)
145 (65.6%)

133 (58.8%)
53 (23.5%)
22 (9.7%)
18 (8.0%)

4.0[2.5-5.2)

0.8[0.6-1.2]
5.6 [3.7-7.7]

215.0 [165.0-281.0]
13.4 [12.1-14.5]

74.0 [62.0-89.0]
88.5 [70.0-101.0]
42,5 [31.0-59.0]
36.5 [22.0-50.0]
353.5 [271.0-458.0]
90.0 [81.0-100.0]
5.8[4.9-6.7]

55.0 [28.0-128.0]
822.5 [471.0-1360.0]
790.0 [404.0-1390.0]
10.2 [8.1-13.0]

56 (45.5%)

91 (74.0%)
32 (26.0%)

44 (36.4%)
77 (63.6%)

70 (56.9%)
32 (26.0%)
11 (8.9%)
10 (8.1%)

3.9 [2.4-5.1]

0.8[0.6-1.2]
5.6 [3.6-7.9]

216.0 [175.0-281.0]
13.2[12.1-14.4]

71.0 [60.0-87.0]

90.0 [75.0-103.0]
41.0[29.0-58.0]

37.0 [21.0-48.0]
335.0 [262.5-448.5]
89.0 [82.0-100.0]
5.8[4.9-6.8]

60.0 [30.0-125.0]
816.5 [439.0-1407.5]
795.0 [384.0-1386.0]
10.6 [8.0-13.2]

46 (44.7%)

82 (79.6%)
21 (20.4%)

32 (32.0%)
68 (68.0%)

63 (61.2%)
21 (20.4%)
11 (10.7%)
8 (7.8%)

4.1[2.7-5.3]

0.8[0.5-1.3]
5.6 [3.9-7.5]

207.0 [158.0-275.0]
13.5 [12.1-14.6]
76.0 [64.0-97.0]
85.5 [59.0-99.0]
45.0 [34.0-61.0]
35.0 [24.0-59.0]
375.0 [294.0-464.0]
90.5 [80.5-100.0]
5.8[4.8-6.5]

51.0 [26.5-137.5]
822.5 [536.0-1316.0]
767.0 [409.0-1433.0]
10.0 [8.3-12.8]

Data are median [IQR] or n(%).

HIV: human immunodeficiency virus; BMI: body mass index; ECMO: extracorporeal membrane oxygenation.

* denotes variables with missing data. The number of missing data is presented for the antigen positive / the global mITT for each variable, respectively. Data on geographical origin were missing in 7/11 participants;
data on smoking status (current) were missing in 3/3 participants; data on delay between first laboratory-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection and admission date at facility were missing in 1/1 participant; data on delay
between first laboratory-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection and randomization were missing in 1/1 participant; data on serology test were missing on 2/5 participants; data on variant sequencing were missing in 35/71
participants; data on body weight were missing on 10/11 participants; data on NEWS2 Score were missing on 16/20 participants; data on haemoglogin count were missing in 6/6 participants; data on absolute lymphocyte
count were missing in 18/26 participants; data on absolute neutrophil count were missing in 18/25 participants; data on platelet count were missing in 7/8 participants; data on creatinine max were missing in 2/2
participants; data on eGFR min were missing in 4/6 participants; data on AST / SGOT max were missing in 10/14 participants; data on ALT / SGPT max were missing in 9/12 participants; data on LDH max were missing
in 44/60 participants; data on prothrombin time were missing in 28/35 participants; data on fibrinogen max were missing in 38/45 participants; data on C-reactive protein were missing in 14/17 participants; data on
D-Dimers were missing in 33/44 participants; data on ferritin were missing in 43/57 participants; data on serum total immunoglobulins were missing in 80/107 participants.

t Undetectable viral load values (i.e. values < 1 log10 copies/10 000 cells) were imputed to 0.7 log10 copies/10 000 cells.
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Table 2. Primary and secondary clinical outcomes in the antigen positive and global modified intention-to-treat populations, overall and
according to the treatment group.

Antigen positive (N = 173) Global (N = 226)
Overall Tl)fage\{lmab- Placebo Effect measure Overall T|>§age\{|mab- Placebo Effect measure
cilgavimab cilgavimab
(N=173) (N=91) (N=82) (95%Cl) (N =226) (N =123) (N =103) (95%Cl)

7-point ordinal scale at day 15

1. Not hospitalized, no limitations on activities 35 (20.2%) 15 (16.5%) 20 (24.4%) 48 (21.2%) 20 (16.3%) 28 (27.2%)

2. Not hospitalized, limitation on activities 77 (44.5%) 45 (49.5%) 32 (39.0%) 104 (46.0%) 63 (51.2%) 41 (39.8%)

3. Hospitalized, not requiring supplemental oxygen 18 (10.4%) 9 (9.9%) 9 (11.0%) 24 (10.6%) 14 (11.4%) 10 (9.7%)

4. Hospitalized, requiring supplemental oxygen 9 (5.2%) 7(7.7%) 2 (2.4%) R EICY D 10 (8.1%) 3 (2.9%) R osg GezreLsn

gé\}l—iiggsltallzed, on non-invasive ventilation or high flow oxygen 6 (3.5%) 2 (2.2%) 4 (4.9%) 7 (3.1%) 2 (1.6%) 5 (4.9%)

6. Hospitalized, on invasive mechanical ventilation or ECMO 11 (6.4%) 5 (5.5%) 6 (7.3%) 12 (5.3%) 6 (4.9%) 6 (5.8%)

7. Death 17 (9.8%) 8 (8.8%) 9 (11.0%) 18 (8.0%) 8 (6.5%) 10 (9.7%)
7-point ordinal scale at day 29

1. Not hospitalized, no limitations on activities 54 (31.2%) 26 (28.6%) 28 (34.1%) 73 (32.3%) 35 (28.5%) 38 (36.9%)

2. Not hospitalized, limitation on activities 70 (40.5%) 37 (40.7%) 33 (40.2%) 94 (41.6%) 54 (43.9%) 40 (38.8%)

3. Hospitalized, not requiring supplemental oxygen 11 (6.4%) 9 (9.9%) 2 (2.4%) 15 (6.6%) 12 (9.8%) 3 (2.9%)

4. Hospitalized, requiring supplemental oxygen 7 (4.0%) 5 (5.5%) 2 (2.4%) [?)R::o%gf‘ (0.48 to 1.45) 10 (4.4%) 7 (5.7%) 3 (2.9%) gi%ag]l (050 to 1.32)

gé\}l—iigzsltallzed, on non-invasive ventilation or high flow oxygen 3 (L.7%) 2 (2.2%) 1(1.2%) 3 (1.3%) 2 (1.6%) 1(1.0%)

6. Hospitalized, on invasive mechanical ventilation or ECMO 5(2.9%) 2 (2.2%) 3(3.7%) 6 (2.7%) 3(2.4%) 3(2.9%)

7. Death 23 (13.3%) 10 (11.0%) 13 (15.9%) 25 (11.1%) 10 (8.1%) 15 (14.6%)
7-point ordinal scale at day 90

1. Not hospitalized, no limitations on activities 88 (50.9%) 45 (49.5%) 43 (52.4%) 117 (51.8%) 61 (49.6%) 56 (54.4%)

2. Not hospitalized, limitation on activities 49 (28.3%) 29 (31.9%) 20 (24.4%) 67 (29.6%) 42 (34.1%) 25 (24.3%)

3. Hospitalized, not requiring supplemental oxygen 8 (4.6%) 4 (4.4%) 4 (4.9%) 11 (4.9%) 6 (4.9%) 5 (4.9%)

4. Hospitalized, requiring supplemental oxygen 1 (0.6%) 0 (0.0%) 1(1.2%) OR =1.01(0.57 to 1.78) 1 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.0%) OR =0.99 (0.60 to 1.64)

o o o b =0.98] [p=097]

gé\ll-i!gzgltallzed, on non-invasive ventilation or high flow oxygen 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1(0.4%) 1(0.8%) 0 (0.0%)

6. Hospitalized, on invasive mechanical ventilation or ECMO 1 (0.6%) 1(1.1%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.8%) 0 (0.0%)

7. Death 26 (15.0%) 12 (13.2%) 14 (17.1%) 28 (12.4%) 12 (9.8%) 16 (15.5%)
Time to sustained recovery through Day 90 (days) 220[19.0-27.0] 220 [19.0-27.5]  21.0 [18.0-27.0] ;R:g.gg](o.n t01.36) 21.0[180-27.0]  22.0[19.0-27.5] 21.0 [18.0-27.0] ;"'JR:é'gé](o'W t01.34)
Change of NEWS-2 score from baseline to day 3 * 0.0 [-1.0-1.0] 0.0 [-1.0-1.0] 0.0 [-1.0-1.0] LSMD=0.04 (-0.75 t0 0.84) (14 0.1 ] 0.0 [-1.0-1.0] 0.0 [-2.0-1.0] LSMD=-0.19 (-0.91 10 0.53)

[p = 0.92] [p = 0.60]
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Antigen positive (N = 173)

Global (N = 226)

Overall

(N=173)

Tixagevimab-
cilgavimab

(N=91)

Placebo

(N =82)

Effect measure

(95%Cl)

Overall

(N =226)

Tixagevimab-

cilgavimab
(N=123)

Placebo

(N =103)

Effect measure

(95%Cl)

Oxygenation-free days in the first 29 days

Days to new oxygen use, non-invasive ventilation or high flow
oxygen devices during the first 29 days®

Mechanical ventilation-free days in the first 29 days

Days to new invasive mechanical ventilation use during the first
29 days.

Mechanical ventilation or death between baseline and Day 15
Days to hospital discharge before Day 90

In hospital mortality rate

Mortality rate at Day 29

Mortality rate at Day 90

Occurrence of new hospitalization between discharge from
index hospital and Day 90

Confirmed re-infection with SARS-CoV-2 between discharge
from index hospital and Day 90

23.0 [20.0-25.0]

4.5[3.0-8.0]

29.0 [29.0-29.0]

7.0 [4.0-10.5]

29 (17.1%)

8.0 [6.0-13.0]

21 (12.1%)

23 (13.3%)

26 (15.0%)

30 (17.3%)

4(2.9%)

23.0 [20.0-25.0]

4.0[2.0-11.0]

29.0 [29.0-29.0]

7.0 [4.0-10.0]

14 (15.7%)

8.0 [6.0-11.0]

9 (9.9%)

10 (11.0%)

12 (13.2%)

18 (19.8%)

2 (2.7%)

23.0 [20.0-26.0]

5.0 [5.0-5.0]

29.0 [29.0-29.0]

8.0 [4.0-11.0]

15 (18.5%)

9.0 [5.0-13.0]

12 (14.6%)

13 (15.9%)

14 (17.1%)

12 (14.6%)

2 (3.1%)

LSMD=-0.36 (-2.12 to 1.40)
[p = 0.69]

HR=1.67 (0.17 to 16.68)
[p =0.66]

LSMD=0.61 (-0.94 to 2.16)
[p =0.44]

HR=0.78 (0.39 to 1.57)
[p = 0.49]

OR =0.82 (0.37 to 1.83)
[p = 0.63]

HR=1.06 (0.78 to 1.45)
[p = 0.70]

OR =0.64 (0.25 to 1.61)
[p = 0.34]

OR = 0.65 (0.26 to 1.59)
[p = 0.35]

OR =0.73 (0.31 t0 1.72)
[p=0.47]

OR = 1.44 (0.65 t0 3.21)
[p=037]

OR = 0.86 (0.12 to 6.24)
[p=0.88]

23.0 [20.0-26.0]

4.5(3.0-8.0]

29.0 [29.0-29.0]

7.0 [4.0-10.5]

32 (14.3%)

8.0 [5.0-13.0]

23 (10.2%)

25 (11.1%)

28 (12.4%)

45 (19.9%)

5 (2.6%)

23.0 [20.0-26.0]

4.0[2.0-11.0]

29.0 [29.0-29.0]

7.0 [4.0-9.0]

15 (12.4%)

8.0 [5.0-12.0]

9 (7.3%)

10 (8.1%)

12 (9.8%)

29 (23.6%)

3 (2.8%)

24.0 [20.0-26.0]

5.0 [5.0-5.0]

29.0 [29.0-29.0]

7.5[4.0-11.0]

17 (16.7%)

8.0 [5.0-13.0]

14 (13.6%)

15 (14.6%)

16 (15.5%)

16 (15.5%)

2 (2.4%)

LSMD=-0.53 (-2.10 to 1.05)
[p = 0.51]

HR=1.96 (0.20 to 19.15) [p
=0.56]

LSMD=0.43 (-0.88 to 1.73)
[p = 0.52]

HR=0.65 (0.34 to 1.25)
[p =0.19]

OR =0.70 (0.33 to 1.49)
[p = 0.35]

HR=1.10 (0.84 to 1.43)
[p = 0.49]

OR =0.49 (0.20 to 1.19)
[p=0.11]

OR = 0.50 (0.21 to 1.19)
[p=0.11]

OR = 0.56 (0.25 to 1.28)
[p=0.17]

OR = 1.68 (0.85 to0 3.31)
[p=0.13]

OR =1.11 (0.18 to 6.84)
[p=0.91]

Data are median [IQR] or n(%).

Cl: confidence interval; OR: odds ratio; HR: hazard ratio; ECMO: extracorporeal membrane oxygenation; LSMD: least squares mean difference.

Analyses were stratified on the vaccination status at randomization and adjusted effect measures are reported in the table. For the ordinal scale results, an odds ratio above 1 is in the direction of tixagevimab-cilgavimab

being better than placebo. For time to new invasive mechanical ventilation use during the first 29 days, a hazard ratio below 1 is in the direction of tixagevimab-cilgavimab being better than placebo. For other time to
event analyses, a hazard ratio above 1 is in the direction of tixagevimab-cilgavimab being better than placebo ECMO, extracorporeal membrane oxygenation; OR, Odds ratio; HR, Hazard ratio; LSMD, least-square mean

difference. Estimates are reported with their 95% confidence interval.

* Data for NEWS-2 score was missing for 132/226 participants at day 8, 195/226 at day 15, and 215/226 at day 29.

+ This outcome was evaluated only in participants not under oxygen support, non-invasive ventilation or high flow oxygen devices at randomization.
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Table 3. Summary of the number of patients with at least one adverse event, serious adverse
event, disease-related event, through day 90 in the global modified intention to treat
population, overall and according to the treatment group.

Some patients had more than one adverse event (AE) or serious adverse event (SAE).

As per protocol, AEs and SAEs do not include disease-related events (DRE).

Tixagevimab-

Overall cilgavimab Placebo Effect measure
(N = 226) (N=123) (N =103) (95%Cl)
Number of patients with at least one adverse event
Any adverse events 96 (42.5%) 51 (41.5%) 45 (43.7%) OR =0.90 (0.53 to 1.54) [p = 0.70]
Any grade 1 adverse events 20 (8.8%) 12 (9.8%) 8 (7.8%)
Any grade 2 adverse events 29 (12.8%) 18 (14.6%) 11 (10.7%)
Any grade 3 adverse events 34 (15.0%) 18 (14.6%) 16 (15.5%)
Any grade 4 adverse events 35 (15.5%) 14 (11.4%) 21 (20.4%)
Any grade 1 and 2 adverse events 43 (19.0%) 25 (20.3%) 18 (17.5%)
Any grade 3 and 4 adverse events 63 (27.9%) 30 (24.4%) 33 (32.0%) OR =0.67 (0.37 t0 1.20) [p = 0.18]
Number of patients with at least one serious adverse event (SAE)
Any serious adverse events 60 (26.5%) 28 (22.8%) 32 (31.1%) OR =0.63 (0.35t0 1.15) [p = 0.13]
Any SAEs leading to outcome of death 19 (8.4%) 9 (7.3%) 10 (9.7%)
Respiratory failure 9 (4.0%) 4 (3.3%) 5 (4.9%)
Septic shock 4 (1.8%) 3 (2.4%) 1 (1.0%)
Other 4 (1.8%) 1 (0.8%) 3 (2.9%)
Acute respiratory distress syndrome 1 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.0%)
Metastatic neoplasm 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.8%) 0 (0.0%)
Any SAEs in “Cardiac disorders” SOC 5 (2.2%) 3 (2.4%) 2 (1.9%)
Cardiac failure 3 (1.3%) 3 (2.4%) 0 (0.0%)
Angina pectoris 1 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.0%)
Cardiogenic shock 1 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.0%)
Any SAEs in “Neoplasms benign,
malignant and unspecified (incl cysts and 7 (3.1%) 5 (4.0%) 2 (1.9%)
polyps)” SOC
Malignant neoplasm progression 4 (1.8%) 2 (1.6%) 2 (1.9%)
Other 2 (0.9%) 2 (1.6%) 0 (0.0%)
Benign lung neoplasm 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.8%) 0 (0.0%)
Number of patients with at least one disease-related event (DRE)
Any DREs 47 (20.8%) 22 (17.9%) 25 (24.3%)
Any DREs leading to outcome of death 9 (4.0%) 3 (2.4%) 6 (5.8%)
Acute respiratory distress syndrome 5 (2.2%) 2 (1.6%) 3 (2.9%)
Respiratory failure 1 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.0%)
Ischaemic stroke 1 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.0%)
Myocardial infarction 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.8%) 0 (0.0%)
Superinfection bacterial 1 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.0%)

OR: odds ratio; Cl: confidence interval; SOC: System Organ Class
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Figure 1. Trial profile.
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Figure 2. Clinical status on the WHO 7-point ordinal scale at baseline, day 15, day 29, day 90,
in the antigenic positive and global modified intention-to-treat populations, according to

the treatment group.
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Figure 3. Normalised SARS-CoV-2 viral loads (A) and change from baseline of normalised
SARS-CoV-2 viral loads (B) in nasopharyngeal swabs in the antigenic positive and global
modified intention-to-treat populations, at each timepoint, according to the treatment

group.

(A)

Antigen positive (N = 173) Global (N = 226)
Tixagevimab-cigavimab vs. Placebo Tixagevimab-cilgavimab vs. Placebo
Slope difference (logpcp/10 000 cells) Slape difference (logocp/10 000 cells)
LSMD : 0.002 (95%C, -0.03 ; 0.03), P-0.89 LSMD : 0.011 (95%Cl, 0.02 ; 0.04), P=0.42
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Figure 4: Evolution of logio neutralizing antibody titers against variant of infection, from
baseline to day 8 in patients from the global modified intention-to-treat population with
known variant of infection at baseline.
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Figure 5. Forest plots of subgroup analyses according to the variant of infection, for the (A)
clinical status (7-points ordinal scale) at day 15, (B) time to sustained recovery through day
90, (C) slope difference of viral loads through day 29, (D) logio neutralizing antibody titers
against variant of infection at day 3, in patients from the global modified intention-to-treat

population.

(A) Clinical status (7-points ordinal scale) at day 15

Subgroups by Number of patients OR (95%Cl) p-value p-value
variant of infection interaction
Pre-omicron 133 —_— 1.28 (0.69 to 2.38) 0.44 0.30
Omicron BA1 53 0.55 (0.20 to 1.54) 0.26
Omicron BA2/5 22 0.25 (0.04 to 1.58) 0.14
All* 226 | *‘ ‘ 0.85 (0.52 to 1.37) 0.50
0.37 1.0 272
(B) Time to sustained recovery through day 90
Subgroups by Number of patients HR (95%Cl) p-value p-value
variant of infecti interaction
Pre-omicron 133 —_— 1.26 (0.88 to 1.79) 0.20 0.60
Omicron BA1 53 0.80 (0.42to 1.52) 0.50
Omicron BA2/5 22 0.53 (0.25t0 1.15) 0.11
All* 226 ‘ — , 1.01 (0.77 to 1.34) 0.93
0.37 1.0 272
(C) Slope difference of viral loads through day 29
Subgroups by Number of patients Slope difference LSMD (95%Cl) p-value p-value
variant of infection interaction
Pre-omicron 109 _— 0.011 (-0.02 to 0.05) 0.54 0.48
Omicron BA1 50 -0.00015 (-0.05 to 0.05) 0.99
Omicron BA2/5 20 -0.079 (-0.22 t0 0.06) 0.26
All* 187 e ——— 0.011 (-0.02 to 0.04) 0.42
T T 1
-0.05 0 0.05
(D) Logneutralizing antibodies titers (IC5;) against variant of infection at day 3
Subgroups by Number of patients LSMD (95%Cl) p-value p-value
variant of infecti interaction
Pre-Omicron 113 —_— 1.94 (1.67 to0 2.20) <10® <1077
Omicron BA1 47 _ 0.36 (-0.03 t0 0.76) 0.08
Omicron BA2/5 19 0.97 (0.27 to 1.67) 0.015
All 179 — 1.44 (1.20 to 1.68) <1073
T T T 1
-05 0 1 2

Placebo better Tixagevimab-cilgavimab better

* including patients infected by unknow n variant

OR: odds ratio; HR: hazard ratio; LSMD: least squares mean difference; Cl: confidence interval
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