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Key points

Fractional doseintradermal mMRNA COVID-19 booster vaccination induces robust

immunogenicity in adults aged >65 years.

- For each vaccine, intradermal route induced lower humoral but similar or higher cellular
immune responses than IM route.

- Intraderma mRNA-1273 vaccination induced similar immunogenicity to intramuscul ar
BNT162b2 vaccination.

- Immune responses were marginally lower among participants aged >80 years than among
participants aged 65-79 years.

- Systemic reaction was lower following intradermal mMRNA COVID-19 vaccination

compared with intramuscular vaccination.
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Abstract

Introduction: Intradermal (ID) vaccination may alleviate COVID-19 vaccine shortages and

vaccine hesitancy due to systemic reactogenicity among older adults.

Objectives: To compare the immunogenicity and reactogenicity of fractional 1D and standard

intramuscular (IM) booster vaccination of mMRNA-1273 and BNT162b2 vaccines in older adults.

Methods: Participants aged >65 years who previously vaccinated with 2-dose ChAdOx1 were
randomized to receive one of the four booster vaccinations: 0.1mL ID mRNA-1273, 0.5mL IM
MRNA-1273, 0.1mL ID BNT162b2 and 0.3mL IM BNT162b2. Immunogenicity as measured by
anti-receptor binding domain (anti-RBD) IgG against Wuhan, neutralising antibody (NAD)
against Wuhan and Omicron BA.1, BA.2 and BA.4/5, and IFNy-producing cells. Local and

systemic adverse effects (AESs) were self-reported via an electronic diary card.

Results: Of the 210 participants enrolled, 70.5% were female and median age was 77.5 years
(interquartile range (IQR): 71.0-84.0). Following the booster dose, both 1D vaccination induced
37% lower levels of anti-RBD IgG than IM vaccination of the same vaccine. NAb against
ancestral and Omicron BA.1 strains was highest following IM mRNA-1273 (1,718 and 617),

followed by ID mRNA-1273 (1,212 and 318), IM BNT162b2 (713 and 230), and ID BNT162b2
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(587 and 148), respectively. Spike-specific IFNy responses were similar or higher in the 1D
groups when compared with their respective IM groups. Vaccine ddivery through ID route

tended to have lower systemic AES, although more local AEs reported in ID mRNA-1273 group.

Conclusions: Fractional ID vaccination induced immunogenicity and reactogenicity comparable

to IM and may be an alternative option for older people.
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I ntroduction

COVID-19 booster vaccination has been found to improve protection against the SARS-CoV-2
variants, particularly against the omicron variants [1-4]. The booster vaccination has been
recommended for older adults due to their aging immune system (immunosenecence) as well as
the likelihood of having comorbidities that predisposes them to severe COVID-19. However, the
vaccine coverage among older Tha adults, and in other settings, has been low, which could

partly be attributed to vaccine hesitancy regarding adverse effects [2].
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Intradermal (ID) vaccination of BCG and rabies vaccines have been given routingy in many
settings. The dermis and epidermis layers are rich in antigen-presenting cells, and lower or
fractional dosage of vaccine content are normally administered intradermally. 1D administration
for other vaccines such as inactivated polio, Hepatitis B and Influenza vaccines given at
fractional dose is found to induce equivalent, or higher immunogenicity, and similar safety
profiles compared to intramuscular (IM) or subcutaneous (SC) vaccination [5,6]. Hence,
COVID-19 vaccination via the ID route may be considered as an alternative to IM vaccination.
This would be particularly relevant in the context of limited COVID-19 vaccine supplies.
Moreover, this aternative route using lower amount of vaccine may reduce vaccine hesitancy in

some older people.

There are limited studies on COVID-19 vaccination given via the ID route. Most studies were
conducted in healthy adults and found ID vaccination induce similar or slightly lower immune
responses than IM, but with lower systemic adverse events [7]. Older adults have different
immune composition under the skin and may respond to ID route differently. This study aims to
compare the immunogenicity and reactogenicity of fractional dose mRNA-1273 (by Moderna)
and BNT162b2 (by Pfizer) booster vaccination given via ID route with standard dose given
MRNA-1273 and BNT162b2 via IM route in older adults previously vaccinated with two doses

of ChAdOx1 (by Astra Zeneca).

Methods
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This open label study was conducted at single center, tertiary hospital in Bangkok,
Thailand during the period of January to June 2022. Eligible subjects were individuals aged >65
years who have primarily received two doses of IM ChAdOx1 series 12-24 weeks earlier.
Excluson criteria included any previous infections of SARS-CoV-2, acute illness or
inflammation, history of anaphylaxis to any vaccination or drugs, receipt of any vaccination
within two previous weeks and receipt of any immunosuppressants or in the state of
immuNosuppression.

Written informed consent was obtained from the study subjects prior to any procedure.
The subjects were randomized to one of the four vaccination groups: ID mRNA-1273 (20 mcg;
0.1 ml, n=35), IM mRNA-1273 (100 mcg; 0.5 ml, n=35), ID BNT162b2 (10 mcg; 0.1 ml, n=35
for each group of 65-<80 and >80 years of age) or IM BNT162b2 (30 mcg; 0.3 ml, n=35 for each
group of 65-<80 and >80 years of age).

Blood samples were collected before and a 2-4 weeks after vaccination for
immunogenicity evaluation of anti-SARS-CoV-2 receptor binding domain IgG (anti-RBD 1gG)
antibodies and pseudovirus neutralizing antibodies against ancestral Wuhan and Omicron
variants (BA.1, BA.2, BA.4/5), as well as cellular immune response (by ELISpot) assessment.
Another blood sample was collected at 12 weeks after vaccination to evaluate anti-RBD 1gG
levels. Baseline blood samples were tested for anti-nucleoprotein antibody (anti-NP) and anti-
RBD IgG using qualitative assay (Abbott, List No. 06R86) on the ARCHITECT | System to
exclude prior SARS-CoV-2 infection. Participants who were enrolled but later found to have
positive anti-NP or anti-RBD at baseline were excluded from the analysis.

Participants were observed for >30 minutes following vaccination for any immediate

adverse events. Participants and their caretakers (or person living together) were instructed to
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submit self-assessment report using an electronic diary (eDiary) in the Google Form for seven
days for any adverse events (AEs). The solicited local AEs include pain, erythema, and
swelling/induration at the injection site, and localized axillary lymphadenopathy or swelling or
tenderness ipsilateral to the injection arm. The solicited systemic AEs included headache,
fatigue, myalgia, arthralgia, diarrhea, dizziness, nausea/lvomiting, rash, fever, and chills. The
severity of solicited AES was graded using a numerical scale from 1 to 4 based on the Common
Terminology Criteria for Adverse Events — Version 5.0 guided by the United States National
Cancer Institute (NCI/NIH) [8].

The study protocol was registered at Tha Clinical Trial Registry (TCTR20220112002)
and was approved by the Sirirg Institutional Review Board (COA no. Si 001/2022).

Measurement of SARS-CoV-2 anti-RBD

The anti-RBD 1gG was measured using a chemiluminescent microparticle assay (SARS-
CoV-2 1gG 11 Quant, Abbott, List No. 06S60). The level of antibodies quantified in arbitrary unit
(AU/mL) and then converted into binding antibody unit per mL (BAU/mL) using the equation

providedby the manufacturer (BAU/mL = 0.142 x AU/mL).

Measurement of neutralising antibodies against SARS-CoV-2 variants

The pseudovirus neutralization test assay was carried out as previously published [9]. The
neutralizing antibody titer (PVNTsp) was defined as the highest test serum dilution that reduced
the virus infectivity by 50% relative to the control wells with no serum. The minimum detection

[imit was 1:40; antibody titer of 1:20 was assigned to samples below the detection limit.

Measurement of cellular immune response
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Cdlular immunity was determined by IFN-y ELISpot (Mabtech, Nacka Strand, Sweden)
to the ancestral strain on a subset of participants for each group (N=20). Peripheral blood
mononuclear cells (PBMCs) were counted and stimulated with S-peptide consisting of 100
peptides from spike protein, and nucleoprotein-membrane protein-open reading frame proteins
(NMO)-peptide pools consisting of 101 peptides from nucleocapsid (N), membrane (M), open
reading frame (ORF) 1, non-structural protein (nsp) 3, ORF-3a, ORF-7a, and ORF8 proteins.
Negative controls contained only cell culture media, while positive controls contained
anti Icluster of differentiation 3 (CD3) at a dilution of 1:1000. ELISpot plates were then
incubated for 20 hours at 37°C and 5% CO,, washed and developed using a conjugated
secondary antibody that bound to membrane-captured IFN-y. The plates were read using IRIS
(Mabtech) and spots were analyzed using Apex software 1.1 (Mabtech) and converted to spot-

forming units (SFU) per million cells.

Satistical Analysis

The anti-SARS-CoV-2 RBD IgG and PVNTy titer were presented as GMC and
geometric mean titers (GMT) with 95% confidence interval and were compared using unpaired t-
test between the groups. The AEs endpoints were presented as frequencies and compared using
Chi-square test between the groups. Using the results from our previous study [10], a sample size
of 35 subjects per group provided 85% power to determine differences in antibody
concentrations between ID and IM vaccination groups. GraphPad Prism 9 version 9.2.0 (283)
(GraphPad Software, CA, USA) was used to perform all the statistical analyses except for the
ANOVA analysis of the anti-RBD IgG among different age groups which was handled using

STATA version 17 (StataCorp, LP, College Station, TX, USA).


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.16.22283601
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.16.22283601; this version posted December 18, 2022. 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 4.0 International license .

Results

Participant’s baseline characteristics

A total of 231 participants were screened, and 211 were enrolled and randomized to one of the
four vaccination groups; in BNT162b2 groups, participants were recruited into two age groups
(Supplementary Figure S1). Among 210 participants included in the analysis, majority (70.5%)
were female, median age was 77.5 years (interquartile range (IQR): 71.0-84.0) and median body
mass index was 24.5 kg/m? (IQR: 21.6-26.7 kg/m?). Majority (81.9%) of the participants have at
least one health condition, and the median Charlson’s comorbidity index was 4.0 (IQR: 3.0-5.0),

asshownin Table 1.

Anti-SARS-CoV-2 RBD IgG responses

There were no statistical differences in anti-RBD 1gG at baseline between the vaccine groups
(Figure 1 and supplementary Table S1). At 2-4 weeks after booster vaccination, the GMC
increased 29.2, 81.1, 35.3, and 53.3 times from baseline for ID mRNA-1273, IM mMRNA-1273,
ID BNT162b2, and IM BNT162b2 groups, respectively (p<0.001) (Figure 1 and Supplementary
Table S1). Overal, the anti-RBD 1gG GMC following mRNA-1273 vaccinations were higher
than BNT162b2, regardless of administration routes. Participants who received IM mRNA-1273
had significantly higher anti-RBD IgG than IM BNT162b2 (GMC of IM mRNA-1273: 3,837.12
BAU/mL, GMC of IM BNT162b2: 2,530.58 BAU/mL, p=0.021). ID vaccination of either
MRNA-1273 or BNT162b2 had 37% lower anti-RBD IgG responses than IM vaccination of the
respective vaccine (p=0.028 for mRNA-1273 and p=0.005 for BNT162b2) (Figure 1A and

Supplementary Table S1). Interestingly, when compared with healthy subjects younger than 60
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years of age who received BNT162b2 IM booster vaccination from our previous study [10]
(GMC 2364, 95% CI 2006-2786 BAU/mL), both mMRNA-1273 and BNT162b2 IM vaccination as
well as MRNA-1273 ID vaccination generated similar or higher anti-RBD 1gG concentrations,

but lower concentrations by BNT162b2 ID vaccination.

Among participants in BNT162b2 groups, there were no significant differencesin anti-RBD 1gG
responses between those who aged 65-79 years and those >80 years who received the similar
route. When compared with reference group of younger adults aged <60 years, similar anti-RBD
IgG responses were found for IM vaccination regardless of a those who aged 65-79 years or >80
years, whereas significantly lower responses were found for ID vaccination (Figure 1B and
Supplementary Table S2).

At 12 weeks following the booster vaccination, the overall anti-RBD I1gG GMC declined by 4- to
7-fold of the levels at 2-4 weeks; but were still between 4- to 14-fold higher than at baseline. The
rate of decline as measured by GMRs between 12 weeks and 2-4 weeks post-boost were similar

between the ID and IM groups, as well asin the different age range in the BNT162b2 groups.

Neutr alizing antibody responses against the SARS-CoV-2 variants

At basdline, only 95/210 (45.2%) and 11/210 (5.2%) participants had neutralizing antibodies
(PVNTs) against Wuhan and Omicron BA.1. There was a significant increase in PVNTs
against ancestral Wuhan and Omicron variants following ID or IM booster vaccination; all
participants became seropositive for Wuhan and around 89%, 95%, 88% of the study cohort
were seropositive for Omicron BA.1, BA.2, and BA.4/5, respectively. Unlike what was seen for

anti-RBD IgG, there was no statistical differences in PVNTsp against Wuhan strain between 1D
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or IM of either vaccine [for mMRNA-1273: ID 1,212 (95% CI 835,1759) vs IM 1,718 (95% CI
1130, 2612), p=0.210; for BNT162b2: ID 587 (95% CI 432, 798) vs IM: 712 (95% CI 502,
1009) p=0.407)]. However, both mRNA-1273 and BNT162b2 1D groups induced significantly
lower PVNTs for Omicron variants than IM of the same vaccine. In general, both mRNA-1273
ID or IM vaccination generated higher PVNTs, against Wuhan than ID or IM vaccination of
BNT162b2 (p<0.01 for the comparisons of the same route), and ID mRNA1273 had similar
GMT to IM BNT162b2 (p=0.577). When compared with the reference range for PV NTs against
Omicron BA.1 in younger adults (aged <60 years) who received BNT162b2 IM booster from our
previous study, there was no significant differences for older people who received mRNA-1273
either by ID or IM, while significantly lower PVNTsp was observed for BNT162b2 groups (ID:
GMT 147.8 or IM: 230.1 vs 521.2, p<0.001 and p=0.005, respectively) (Figure 2A and 2B and
Supplementary Table S3).

When stratified by participants aged 65-79 years and >80 years among the BNT162b2 groups
following either route, the younger group generally had higher PVNTs, and proportion of
seropositive against all strains, although this was only statistically significant for the PVNTsg
against Wuhan following the IM route (GMT 1025.3 vs 495.2, p=0.036) (Figure 2C and 2D, and

Supplementary Table $4).

Cellular immune responses against ancestral Wuhan strain

Following the booster dose, al ID or IM vaccination groups generated significant increase in
|FNy-producing cell responses against the spike protein from baseline (Figure 3A and
Supplementary Table S5). Participants who received ID vaccination had higher IFNy responses

than the respective IM route but was gatistically significant only in mRNA-1273 vaccine


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.16.22283601
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.16.22283601; this version posted December 18, 2022. 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 4.0 International license .

(p=0.026). Interestingly, ID mRNA-1273 group had a significantly higher spike-specific IFNy
responses than IDBNT162b2 groups (p=0.047). There were no statistical differencesin IFNy
response against NM O proteins between baseline and post booster for both mRNA-1273 and
BNT162b2, aswell as between ID and IM of ether vaccine (Figure 3B and Supplementary Table

S5).

When stratified by participants aged 65-79 years and >80 years among the BNT162b2 groups,
similar IFNy responses against spike protein was found between ID and IM vaccination within
each age group. Between participants aged 65-79 years and participants aged >80 years, higher
but not statistically significant IFNy responses againgt the spike protein was observed. (Figure
3C and Supplementary Table S6). There were no statistical differencesin IFNy response against
NMO proteins between 1D and IM vaccination within each age group, and vaccination route

between each age group (Figure 3D and Supplementary Table S6).

Adver se events (AES)

All AEs reported were mild (grade 1) to moderate (grade 2) and all participants recovered within
2-3 days. No serious AEs were found in this study (Figure 4 and Supplementary Table S7,S8).
The systemic AEs were not statistically different between the groups although IM groups tended
to have a higher rate of AEsthan ID (51% vs 40% for mRNA-1273, and 59% vs 50% for
BNT162b2). Myalgia was more common with IM vaccination for both mRNA-1273 and
BNT162b2 compared with ID vaccination. In contrast, ID route tend to have more frequent local
AEsthan IM for mMRNA-1273 (80% vs 71%), whereas this was the opposite for BNT162b2 (54%

VS 64%). mRNA-1273 in general induced more local reaction than BNT162b2 (p = 0.009).
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Discussion

To our knowledge, thisis the first study that compare the immunogenicity and reactogenicity of
fractional dose ID administration of MRNA vaccines as the booster vaccination in older adults
with the standard-dose mRNA vaccines given IM route. We found that fractional dose (0.1 ml)
of mMRNA-1273 or BNT162b2 induced robust immunes responses, with mRNA-1273 mounting
higher responses than BNT162b2. While lower antibody responses were observed between 1D
and IM vaccination of either mRNA-1273 and BNT162b2, fractional dose mRNA-1273 ID
vaccination generally induced similar or higher antibody and cellular responses as those induced
by standard dose BNT162b2 IM vaccination. In addition, the antibody responses induced by 1D
and IM vaccinations appear to wane at a similar rate. Local adverse events were reportedly more
common following ID vaccination than IM vaccination, but the systemic adverse events were
less frequent following ID vaccination. Overall, fractional 1D vaccination of mRNA vaccine may
be considered as an alternative to standard IM vaccination for older adults, particularly in
settings where there are vaccine shortages (e.g. new COVID-19 vaccines) and/or vaccine

hesitancy due to high reactogenicity.

Older adults are the primary target for COVID-19 vaccination as they have increased risk of
severe COVID-19 due to immunosenecence and likely have comorbidities. Previous studies of
COVID-19 booster vaccination in older adults given via IM route were found to be highly
effective against COVID-19, with more than 80% against any COVID-19-related symptoms and

more than 90% againgt hospitalization and death, prior to the emergence of SARS-CoV-2
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omicron variants [11-13]. Neutralizing antibodies are thought to be the primary mechanism of
protection againg SARS-CoV-2 infection [14], while cellular immune responses are thought to
be more important against severe COVID-19 [15]. In our study, despite the lower antibody
response and similar or higher cellular immune responses found following ID administration
when compared with respective IM administration of the same vaccine, the clinical relevanceis
unknown. It is possible that ID administration may offer similar protection as with IM
administration. The higher immunogenicity following mRNA-1273 IM vaccination than
BNT162b2 IM vaccination is consistent with previous studies. A higher antigen amount in
MRNA-1273 than in BNT162b2 is likely to account for this finding. However, it is important to
note that the amount of vaccine content used in the ID administration of fractional MRNA-1273
doseis less than half of the current recommended IM administration dose (50ug). Whether the
immune responses induced by fractional dose given via ID route induced a smilar immune

memory cell responses as standard dose IM delivery remains to be determined.

We observed marginally lower neutralizing antibodies and cellular immune responses among
adults aged >80 years compared with adults aged 65-79 years. This is consistent with previous
studies of BNT162b2 that found lower neutralizing antibody responses in older adults compared
with younger adults [16,17]. This underscores the importance of choice of vaccine in older
adults. Nevertheless, our findings suggest that older adults can mount robust immunity following

a booster dose, even with ID administration of fractional dosage.

Consistent with our findings from previous studies on ID administration, we found lower

systemic adverse effects but higher local adverse effects with 1D route when compared with IM
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delivery. This could lead to lower vaccine hesitancy in older people. Of note, we found the
proportions of AEs reported following ID route in this study were lower than that report in adults
younger <60 years (54-80% vs 91% for local AEs, and 40-50% vs 69%) [7]. This is consistent

with other studies that found lower reactogenicity in older people [18].

There are some limitations in this study. Firstly, the sample size is small and made up of largely
females, which may have influenced our ability to detect potential differences between study
groups. Secondly, this was an open label study since the administration route cannot be
concealed, which may introduce bias on reporting of adverse events, although thisis unlikely to
affect our immunogenicity findings. Thirdly, data from younger adults were based on another
study cohort which may not be directly comparable. However, the study was conducted under
similar settings and the data were generated using the same testing methods by the same
laboratory, minimizing variability. Lastly, our data may not be generalizable to other COVID-19

vaccines and other populations such as those with other comorbidities

In conclusion, we demonstrated that fractional ID MRNA-1273 or BNT162b2 booster
vaccination generate robust immune responses and lower systemic AEs in older adults, ID
despite inducing lower antibody responses when compared with standard dose IM vaccination.
ID route could be considered an aternative option for older people. Further investigation of

vaccine efficacy of ID vaccination is warranted.
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics of the subjects by routes of administration and types of COVID-19 vaccines in booster dose

Type and route of booster vaccine administration

: o MRNA- MRNA-
Baseline char acteristics Total 1573 1573 BNT162b2 (D) BNT162b2 (IM) p-value
(ID) (IM) 65-79 yo. >80 yo. 65-79 yo. >80 yo.
Number of n 210 35 35 35 35 35 35
participants % 100.0 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7
Male n 62 7 9 15 11 8 12 0.311
% 29.5 20.0 25.7 42.9 314 22.9 34.3
Age (years) Median 775 75.0 73.0 71.0 86.0 72.0 85.0 <0.004
(IQR) (71.0,84.0) (69.0,81.0) (67.0,82.0) (67.0,76.00 (82.0,88.00 (67.0,73.0)0 (82.0,89.0) s
65-79 yearsold Median 71.0 71.0 69.0 71.0 ) 72.0 ) 0.622
(IQR)  (67.0,74.0) (68.0,75.00 (67.0,73.00 (67.0,76.0) (67.0, 73.0) 5
> 80 yearsold Median 85.0 82.0 83.0 - 86.0 - 85.0 0.34E
(IQR)  (82.0,88.0) (81.0,87.0) (82.0,84.5) (82.0, 88.0) (82.0, 89.0) s
Number of n 116 23 23 35 0 35 0 <0.00%
participants % 55.2 65.7 65.7 100.0 0.00 100.0 0.00 ©
65-79 yearsold z
>80 yearsold n 94 12 12 0 35 0 35 n
% 44.8 34.3 34.3 0.00 100.0 0.00 100.0 g
Body gnass index Median 24.1 24.1 25.5 22.7 23.9 24.6 23.7 0.13¢G
(kg/m) (IQR) (21.60,26.70) (20.4,25.9) (22.7,28.0) (20.9,25.2) (215,265) (22.7,28.7) (22.1,25.7) 5
Number of n 10 3 0 3 0.21G
participants % 4.8 8.6 0.00 8.6 3 0 1 2
<18.5 kg/m? 8.6 0.00 2.9 :
n 200 32 35 32 32 35 34
> 18.5 kg/m? % 95.2 914 100.0 914 914 100.0 97.1
Underlying diseases
Hypertension (HT) n 143 25 21 25 22 23 27 0.698
% 68.4 714 60.0 714 64.7 65.7 77.1
Dysdlipidemia (DL P) n 141 27 18 25 20 21 30 0.222
% 67.5 77.1 514 714 58.8 60.0 85.7
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Diabetes mellitus n 48 5 9 12 8 9 5 0.324
(DM) % 23.0 14.3 25.7 34.3 23.5 25.7 14.3
Charlson’s Median 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 0.159
comor bidity index (IQR) (3.0,5.0) (3.0,4.0) (3.0, 4.0) (2.0, 4.0) (4.0, 6.0) (2.0, 4.0 (4.0, 6.0)
I nterval between Median 18.1 15.6 15.6 18.9 20.0 19.3 19.7 <0.001
second dose and (IQR)  (156,20.3) (143,174) (143,167) (17.3,204) (18.1,214) (17.7,20.9) (18.0,214)
booster dose (weeks) p=0.656 p=0.865

ID: Intradermal; IM: Intramuscular; Yo: yearsold; |QR: interquartilerange; n: number
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Figure Legends

Figure 1. Anti-RBD IgG at basdline and following intramuscular or intradermal booster
vaccination using mRNA-1273 or BNT162b2 vaccine (A) and in the BNT162b2 vaccine groups
stratified by age (B). Data presented as geometric mean concentration (GMC) with 95%
confidence interval and compared using unpaired student t-test. Grey color bar presents the
reference GMC at 2 weeks after booster in previous study among healthy adults age <60 years

who received intramuscular BNT162b2 booster following 2-dose ChAdOx1 primary series [10].

Figure 2. Neutralizing antibody titers (PVNTsp) against SARS-CoV-2 ancestral Wuhan (A) and
Omicron variants (B) at baseline and following intramuscular or intradermal booster vaccination
using mMRNA-1273 or BNT162b2 vaccine and in the BNT162b2 vaccine groups stratified by age
(C-D). Data presented as geometric mean neutralizing antibody titers (GMT) with 95%
confidence interval (95%CI) and compared using unpaired student t-test. Grey color bar presents
thereference PVNTso GMT against Omicron BA.1 at 2 weeks after booster in previous study
among healthy adults age <60 years who received intramuscular BNT162b2 booster following 2-

dose ChAdOx1 primary series. The p-value displayed only if <0.05.

Figure 3. SARS-CoV-2 spike-specific IFNy-producing cell responses (A) and NM O-specific
IFNy producing cell responses (B) at baseline and following intramuscular or intradermal booster
vaccination using mRNA-1273 or BNT162b2 vaccine and in the BNT162b2 vaccine groups
stratified by age (C-D). Data presented as geometric mean of spot-forming unit/10° cells and

compared using student unpaired t-test.
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Figure 4. Adverse events reported in the 7 days following vaccination in the four study groups

of intramuscular or intradermal route using mMRNA-1273 or BNT162b2 vaccine. * = p <0.05.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.16.22283601
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

Figure 1

A. B.

/BJo"1op//:sdny :1op wndaid Axypaw

TOUTITe SUl S (MDTAS] 15 é IKg| paiyniao 1ou sem yoiym) uudaid

ns *
p=0.924 * ‘ p <0.001 ns
[ <0.001 * ‘ . T =
Anti-RBD IgG P . ‘ Anti-RBD IgG _p=0372 *
* p=0.017 ns (BAU/mL) ns p=0.028 —
(BAU/mL) — | ———rrEr — —
p=0.042 % p =0.654 p=0.852 ns F=0®¢
100,000 . | 100,000 . | poa e - 3 3%
E p=0.028 I p=0.002 p=0.102 g e
N
] o o
10,000- 10,000 S N
E =t
: e T & 8N
1 I f 'I‘| ey (LI
1,000 c
1,000 ’ =] .
5 2 Sl
4 100 -
100 I T z T T 52 gz
] © e ©
] < S
10- £ 10 el <
3 £ =y S
o :&:’r o o
) (%) [s] ©
14 o 1 {91 S
E I 23 5
e 5 2
i &? floly} 4
0.1 0.1 2
mRNA-1273 mRNA-1273 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 g@
20 ug ID 100 ug IM 10 ug ID 30 ug IM 30 ug IM 10 pg ID 30 pg IM 10 g ID 30 pg IM >;<U 30 ug IM
Age < 60 Age = 65-79 Age >= 80 m' =3 g <60
(n=35)(n=35)(n=30) (n=35(n=35)(n=29) (n=70)(n=68)(n=59) (n=70)(n=68)(n=51) (n =49) (n=35)(n = 34)(n = 31) (n=35)(n = 34)(n = 25) (n=35)(n=34)(n=28) (n=35)(n=34)(n= %) “__’_ @ (n=49)
[l
GMC 82.3 2,407.5 329.1 47.3 3,837.1 676.1 43.9 1,602.1 396.4 49.9 2,530.6 557.6 2,363.8 GMC 65.9 1,638.7 400.0  69.52,728.4 729.5 29.31,566.3 392.4 31.7 2,347.1 430.7 % N ,363.8
95% ClI (54, 124)(1739, 3332)(214, 506) (33, 67)(2929, 5025)(428, 1068) (32, 59)(1260, 2035)(279, 563) (34, 64)(2043, 3133)(397, 784) (2006, 2786) 95% Cl (46, 95)(1176, 2283)(270, 592)(47, 103)(2065, 3605)(450, 1184)(18, 47)(1089, 2253)(209, 737)(20, 51)(1675, 3289)(264027@(2006, 2786)
!
1 pre-boost [ 2-4 weeks post-boost Bl 12 weeks post-boost Hl Reference 2 weeks post-boost ‘ ’ [ pre-boost I 2-4 weeks post-boost Hl 12 weeks post-boost Hl Reference 2 weeﬁségost-boost ’
23
33
cTQ
o=
T =
22
=]
B
B
g'. 7]
<


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.16.22283601
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

A.

PVNT5, titer *
against p=0.005 *
wuhan strain ‘ |
ns p=0.003 ns
10,000+ p=0.210 ! p = 0.407
® 0990
& 8% 88@80
o°® ©
g
() [ )
10004 ° % e’ .
* e oo e
o ° : 8
@ @ [©Y @
s © 0" :
@ )
@
1004 i e
z .
®
& 3
e &’b ® @ aafto @
10
mRNA-1273 mRNA-1273 BNT162b2 BNT162b2
20 ug ID 100 ug IM 10 ug ID 30 pg IM
(n=35)(n=35) (n=35)(n=35) (n=70) (n=68) (n=70) (n=68)
GMT 67.98 1,211.9 419 1,717.9 47.6  587.1 46.7 712.6
95% CI (43, 107) (835, 1759) (31, 56) (1130, 2612) (38, 60) (432, 798) (36, 60) (503, 1009)

C.

PVNT; titer
against o ‘
wuhan strain ’]’ =0.337 * ‘
ns p= 0.036 ns
10,000+ S ; . —
p=0.150 : p=0.954
i o
: ®
88088 . °_9 : 80888 08%0
1,000 o o126 : 088
) : °sia0 o
R | o8
@ : ' 8 8
@ % : [} ' . @
o < z e ° o
100{ =P : 8 8 %
' ®
A
Qe :
angme 00 Stz @ ; Gl ooo @D 00000
10 ’
BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2
10 ug ID 30 pg IM 10 pg ID 30 ug IM
Age = 65-79 Age >= 80
(n=35)(n=34) (n=235)(n=34) (n=35)(n=34) (n=35)(n=34)
GMT 60.8 681.4 56.8 1,025.3 37.2 505.7 38.5 495.2
95% Cl (43, 86) (455, 1021) (39, 82) (685, 1535) (27,51) (313,817) (27, 55) (282, 869)

pre-boost

@

2-4 weeks post-boost

B.

PVNT50 titer
against
omicron strain

*

Figure 2

p <0.001 x

p=0.005 !

*

T p=0018 |
10,0007 p=0.018 :
* * il
p=0.017 p =0.036 :
1,000+ :
b r
| 1 I by | B
3 | ?
. =
1004 =
N 2
N <
o o
(=] = =N Iy o= ) g E
| | | [ 1] | NES SEE -
L mRNA-1273 mRNA-1273 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2
20 ug ID 100 pg IM 10 ug ID 30 pg IM 30 ug IM
Age < 60
(n=35) (n=35) (n=35) (n=35) (n=68) (n=68) (n=70) (n=68) (n=20)
GMT 23.3 317.7 268.0 189.9 21.7 616.8 520.0 331.0 22.8 147.8 261.2 1654  23.7 230.1 400.1 269.5 521.2

95% Cl (21, 26)(207, 488)(178, 403)(119, 304)(20, 24)(430, 885)(361, 749)(215, 511)(21, 24)(110, 200)(199, 344)(125, 219)(21, 27)(171, 310)(298, 537)(201, 362)(397, 684)

D.

PVNTS, titer

*

against
omicron strain

p <0.001

*

p=0.043 *

1

* 3SUBOI| [RUOIRUIBIU| 0% DN-AG-DD B Japun ajge|ieAe apeuw si 1|

f p <0.001 * ‘
. " p <0.001
10,000 p=0.038 E p=0.013 E
1,000 i E
i bl B
100+ : , . S
H \ . <
] 1 c
: \ o
R V_I_‘ \ gl X ‘ ' §
H v
ol | BENE" CEEEEC SR
BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2
10 ug ID 30 ug IM 10 ug ID 30 pug IM 30 pug IM
Age = 65-79 Age >= 80 Age <60
(n=35) (n=34) (n=35) (n=34) (n=35) (n=34) (n=35) (n=34) (n=20)
GMT 22.0 171.8 291.2 187.6  24.8 294.8 494.6 236.4 23.7 127.2 233.5 1459 22.5 179.6 323.8 307.3 521.2

95% Cl

(21, 24)(117, 252)(203, 422)(124, 283)(20, 31)(198, 439)(350, 700)(157, 356)(21, 26)(78, 207)(153, 356)(98, 217)(20, 25)(114, 282)(200, 524)(197, 479)(397, 684)

siyp Joy 1apjoy BLAdoD BY1 “2z0z ‘8T 1aquadaq paisod UoISIaA S} (T09€822Z 9T 2T 2202/TOTT 0T/B10°10p//:sdny :1op Jundaid Aixgpaw

nimadiad ul Julidaid ayy Aejdsip 01 asuadl| e AIXxHpaw pajuelb sey oym ‘lsapuny/ioyine ayl si (mainal Jaad Ag paljilied 1ou sem yoiym) uudaid

—

pre-boost

2-4 weeks

(omicron BA.1) == post-boost

(omicron BA.1)

2-4 weeks
=== post-boost
(omicron BA.2)

2-4 weeks
== post-boost
(omicron BA.4/5)

Reference 2 weeks
=== post-boost
(omicron BA.1)



https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.16.22283601
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

ELISpot-S " ELISpot-NMO -
6 6
(SFU/10° cells) TR ) (SFUI10” cells) p=0817 =
10,0007 | | 10,0007 [ ;
* p =0.989 ns 3 ns p =0.538 ns
p=0.026 ! ‘ p=0.989 ! ] p=0.801 ‘ ‘ p=0.371 ‘
E
 ® 23
1,000 ) @ € ) 1,000+ 33
& ( © e ] —~d
=X
Z<
0T ¢
53
=3
100+ 100+ 3
] S Q
88 «
oz
o o=
=0
=4y
104 104 N - S
] ) (O 9 [
14 14 @) ) ( N (@) CLORCCXL
mRNA-1273 mRNA-1273 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 mRNA-1273 mRNA-1273 BNT162b2
20 ug ID 100 ug IM 10 pug ID 30 pg IM 20 ug ID 100 pg IM 10 ug ID g
(n=17) (n=18) (n=35) (n=395) (n=17) (n=18) (n=35) 5
GM 33.8 224.9 13.4 108.2 29.48 113.7 25.8 107.5 GM 2.0 2.1 1.8 2.3 23 23 %302 5 3.1
95% Cl (15, 74)(136,373)  (7,24)(70,167) (19, 46)(75,172) (15, 43)(57, 202) 95%Cl  (1,4) (2,1) (1,3) (1,4) (2,3) (2, 3) 2, %B 2, 6)
0] =N
= = 00
® W
C i D o 33
- |g ure - O ar
ELISpot-S ELISpot-NMO 3 =32
(SFUM0® cells) . (SFU/10° cells) ns 8§ =38
2
10,000+ p=0.119 ns 10,000+ p = 0.848 ns | s 25
] ns : p=0.208 ns ' ns : p = 0.559 ns 837
g 20
p =0.999 ' ’ p=0.766 p=0688 p= o.ggzgg
= o
® @ o g Qo
1,000 @ o , 1,000 5 22
: ‘ : ‘ 5 £3
S o7
n ==
D o
. D -m
100+ 100+ 2
] ® o
5K
a
38 : s g3
16 w0f 5]
] P _ T ; 3%
BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT162b2 BNT: 2b2
10 pg ID 30 pg IM 10 pg ID 30 pg IM 10 pg ID 30 pg IM 10 ug ID 30 pg M
Age = 65-79 Age >= 80 Age = 65-79 Age >= 80 % %
(n = 23) (n = 23) (n=12) (n=12) (n=23) (n=23) (n=12) (ng12)
GM 38.4 1429 32.8 142.8 178 733 16.3 62.3 GM 2.6 2.3 2.7 2.7 1.7 2.2 3.6 4.0

95% Cl (23, 64) (86, 239) (17, 63) (61, 333) (8,41) (36, 151) (7, 39) (24, 161) 95%Cl  (2,4) (2,4) (2,5 (1,5) (1,4) (1,4) (2,8) (1,16)


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.16.22283601
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

Figure 4

»

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.16.22283601; this version(pp|
reprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has gran

r 18, 2022. The copyright holder for this
license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

dtea

Dir

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 Interna@®dn

Headache

ID
ID
M

Fatigue
vaccination groups

mRNA-1273 20 pg
mRNA-1273 100 pg 1M

BNT162b2 10 ug
BNT162b2 30 pg

00010

moderate

Myalgia

mild

Any systemic
reaction

Any injection
site reaction

(%) yuaaiad


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.16.22283601
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

