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Summary

Background Surrogates of antiviral efficacy are needed for COVID-19. We investigated the
relationship between the virological effect of treatment and clinical efficacy as measured by

progression to severe disease in unvaccinated outpatients treated for mild to moderate COVID-19.

Methods We searched PubMed, Scopus and medRxiv from inception to 27" September 2022, for
randomised controlled trials (RCTs) which tested potential treatments for COVID-19 in non-
hospitalized patients. We included studies that reported both clinical and virological outcomes.
Clinical outcomes were the rate of disease progression (generally hospitalization or death within 28
days of commencing treatment) and virological outcomes were viral load (viral RNA copies in upper
respiratory tract swabs) within the first 7 days of treatment. Studies were excluded if they did not
report on the outcome of a primary randomised controlled trial, or if results were reported in a
more complete form in another publication. Risk of Bias assessment was performed using the RoB
2.0 tool. We used generalised linear models with random effects to assess the association between

outcomes and account for study heterogeneity.

Findings We identified 1372 unique studies of which 14 (with a total of 9257 participants) met
inclusion criteria. Larger virological treatment effects at both day 3 and day 5 were associated with
decreased odds of progression to hospitalisation or death in unvaccinated ambulatory subjects. The
odds ratio (OR) for each extra two-fold reduction in viral load in treated compared to control
subjects was 0.54 on both days 3 and 5 post treatment (day 3 95% Cl 0.38 to 0.74, day 5 95%CI 0.41
to 0.72). There was no relationship between the odds of hospitalisation or death and virological

treatment effect at day 7 (OR 0.91, 95%CI 0.74 to 1.13).

Interpretation This review provides evidence that treatment-induced acceleration of viral clearance
within the first 5 days after treatment is a surrogate of clinical efficacy to prevent hospitalisation
with COVID-19. Limitations included the aggregation of studies with differing designs, and evidence
of risk of bias in some virological outcomes. These findings support the use of viral clearance as an

early phase clinical trial endpoint of therapeutic efficacy.

Funding The authors were supported by the Australian Government Department of Health, Medical
Research Future Fund, National Health and Medical Research Council and the University of New
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Introduction

Several effective therapies have been developed for COVID-19, including both monoclonal
antibodies and small molecule antivirals. These have been shown to be most effective when
administered early in infection, with the aim of preventing progression to severe infection.’?
However, the emergence of SARS-CoV-2 immune escape variants has led to a major loss of
effectiveness of monoclonal antibody products, leading to reliance on a small number of antivirals.?
Accelerated development of new antivirals is urgently needed. While placebo-controlled trials based
on clinical outcomes remain the gold standard, validated surrogate measures of treatment efficacy
could accelerate efforts to develop and deploy effective COVID-19 therapies. Speeding up the
process of finding and validating the effectiveness of novel COVID-19 therapies could reduce

mortality especially among those most at risk.

Surrogate measures of treatment effect have been a mainstay of clinical drug development.* In
particular, during preclinical or early clinical development of a candidate antimicrobial treatment or
monitoring of ongoing effectiveness against a potentially resistant pathogen it is common to employ
a surrogate measure that is thought to predict therapeutic efficacy, such as pathogen clearance
time.>® In the case of antiviral agents for COVID-19, many Phase Il trials have compared the
reduction in viral load between treated and control groups at different times after therapy, as a
surrogate marker of therapeutic effect. For example, subjects treated with nirmatrelvir-ritonavir
have been shown to have greater reduction in viral loads than controls at days 3 and 5 after
treatment (0.55 and 0.80 logio copies/mL lower respectively).® Although the virological effect of
treatment (the extent to which it reduces viral load compared to that seen in controls) has been
widely used in studies of COVID-19 therapeutics, whether this is predictive of its clinical efficacy in
preventing progression to severe outcomes has not been assessed. Here we address this question by
aggregating the available studies that report the virological effects of treatment and the clinical
efficacy of treatment in the same trial. We focus on analysis of treatments administered early in
infection in outpatients as these have shown higher efficacy than therapies used later in hospitalised

patients.'?
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Results
Characteristics of RCTs identified in literature search

We searched PubMed, Scopus and medRxiv for randomised controlled trials testing candidate
COVID-19 therapies in outpatients, and which reported efficacy to prevent progression to severe
COVID-19 as well as the effect of treatment on viral clearance (search terms are included in full in
the supplementary methods). We identified a total of 1372 unique records of which we identified 14
eligible studies (Table S1, Figure 1).>°! During screening we found only one study that assessed
treatment in predominately vaccinated symptomatic outpatients and so we excluded this study and
focused only on studies in primarily unvaccinated individuals (Figure 1). The eligible studies included
six RCTs assessing small molecule antiviral therapies and eight assessing monoclonal antibodies. All
14 studies enrolled adult populations, with four of the studies also enrolling adolescents (12+ years)
with risk factors for severe disease. Of the 14 studies, six excluded individuals with any prior
confirmed infection, two excluded individuals who had been previously hospitalised for COVID-19,
and six had no exclusion criteria based on prior infection. Most studies had criteria for inclusion of
study participants that was based on risk-factors for severe COVID-19 (8/14). However, three studies
selected only individuals with at least one existing risk factor for severe disease, two studies required
either moderate disease or at least one risk factor if mild disease was recorded at enrolment, and
one study only enrolled individuals with no risk factors. A risk of bias assessment was performed on
all studies, for both clinical and virological outcomes separately, and these revealed mostly a low risk
of bias (Figure S1). The only area of concern highlighted by the assessments was missing data for
virological outcomes, with most studies having at least one timepoint with more than 5% of data

missing, and varying levels of information about the causes of missing data.
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Figure 1 PRISMA flow diagram for study inclusion

115 Clinical outcomes

The clinical endpoint reported across all studies was the relative risk of hospitalisation or death
within 28 days following treatment, in the treated compared to the control group. The proportion of
patients who experienced progression to hospitalisation or death in the control group ranged from
1.6% to 9.7% across all 14 studies, with a tendency for lower rates of progression in those studies

120  with lower risk participants. Most studies were assessed as having a low risk of bias (11/14), with
three studies being assessed to have some risk of bias (Figure S1A). The overall efficacy of all
therapies was 58% (95% Cl 48% to 65%). There was significant evidence of study heterogeneity, with
the study random effect having a standard deviation (i.e., T) of 0.49. Stratifying by treatment type
(monoclonal antibodies vs small molecule therapies) gave similar results. The overall efficacy of

125 monoclonal antibodies (n = 8) was 60% (95%Cl 46% to 70%), similar to that of small molecule
therapies (n = 6) which was 55% (95%Cl 41% to 66%) (Figure 2).
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Figure 2 Absolute risk of progression to hospitalization or death within 28 days for treated and untreated
groups for each included study, by treatment type (monoclonal antibody vs. small molecule). The absolute risk
for treated and untreated groups across all included studies, stratified by treatment type is also shown (black
line).

Virological outcomes

Viral load samples were obtained from nasopharyngeal swabs in 12/14 studies, nasopharyngeal or
nasal swabs in one study, and mid turbinate nasal swabs in the remaining study. Across all included
studies, mean viral load decreased over time in both the treated and untreated groups (Figure 3).
Relative to the day of treatment (day 1), viral load was available at a variety of different timepoints,
with day 3 being the most common (n = 12/14 studies), followed by day 5 (n = 8/14) and day 7 (n =
8/14) (Figure S2). The risk of bias in virological outcomes was assessed as high in half of the studies
(7/14), primarily due to missing data and reporting of the reasons for missing data (Figure S1B). All
but one of the remaining studies were assessed as having some risk of bias. In studies reporting a
virological outcome on day 5 the mean drop in viral load was always greater in the treated versus
the control arm (n=8). In most studies reporting a virological outcome at day 3, the mean drop in
viral load was greater in treated individuals compared with those in the control arm (n = 10/12
studies). We found a significant correlation between the virological treatment effect (ratio of fold-
drop in viral load from baseline, in treated vs controls, see Methods Eqns. 2 and 3) measured at day
3 and day 5 (rho = 0.67,p = 0.046, Pearson) and day 3 and day 7 (rho = 0.92,p = 0.0002).
However, we did not observe a significant correlation between the virological treatment effect on
day 5 and day 7 (rho = 0.38,p = 0.46), perhaps due to limited power to detect a correlation
(Figure S3). Further, the virological treatment effect tended to approach the maximum observed
effect size within the first 7 days (Figure 3). That is, for studies where a virological treatment effect

was seen, and where data was available for any timepoint after day 7 (n=11/14), the maximum
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observed virological treatment effect occurred on or before day 7 in all except one study (i.e.,
n=10/11). Together this indicates that the largest observed virological treatment effect tends to

occur on or before day 7.
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Figure 3 Change in viral load over time for each study in treatment (dashed line) and control (solid line) groups.
Gottlieb et al (2021a) has two treatment groups, one received Bamlinivimab alone, the other received
Bamlinivimab and Etesevimab, Dougan et al. (2022a) has two treatment groups, one received Bebtelovimab
alone, the other received Bebtelovimab together with Bamlinivimab and Etesevimab.

Relationship between virological treatment effect and clinical efficacy

To investigate the relationship between clinical and virological outcomes, we used a generalised
linear mixed model (GLMM). We compared this relationship using virological treatment effect
assessed at days 3, 5 and 7, separately. The models using data at day 3 (which included 12 studies)
and at day 5 (which included 8 studies) produced broadly consistent results, with both showing a
significant relationship (Table S2). Each two-fold increase in viral clearance (i.e., one Ct value by PCR)
in treated individuals compared with control individuals was associated with reduced odds of

disease progression (day 3: OR 0.54, 95%Cl 0.38 to 0.74, p = 0.0002; day 5: OR 0.54, 95%Cl 0.41 to


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.18.23291566
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.18.23291566; this version posted June 19, 2023. 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 .

0.72, p < 0.0001). However, we did not find evidence that increased virological treatment effect at
day 7 was associated with improved clinical outcomes (OR 0.91, 95%Cl 0.74 to 1.13, p = 0.39). For
170 each model, we converted the model estimates to an efficacy (see Methods, Eqns. 5 and 6) and

visualised the relationship between virological treatment effect and clinical efficacy (Figure 4).
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175 Figure 4 Correlation between virological effect at (A) day 3, (B) day 5, and (C) day 7 and clinical efficacy to
prevent hospitalization in unvaccinated COVID-19 outpatients treated with a small molecule antiviral or
monoclonal antibody. Error bars of each data point indicate 95% confidence intervals. The solid and dashed
lines indicate the fitted model regression models with 95% confidence regions indicated by shading. A dashed
line was used where the relationship was not found to be significant (C).

180  We assessed the robustness of these associations to other potential confounders such as treatment

type (mAb or small molecule) and variant. These models showed no evidence of an effect from these
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co-variates and produced very similar results to the unadjusted model (Table S2). Further, we
undertook sensitivity analysis to compare results obtained from those studies with a low to medium
risk of bias, and those with a high risk of bias, and found no difference in the conclusions reached

(Table S3).

To assess whether the virological treatment effect measured on day 3 or day 5 was a better
predictor of clinical effect, we compared the model fits obtained using data from each of these days.
To ensure consistent study inclusion in this comparison, we refitted these models using only those
studies that reported data on both day 3 and 5 (n = 8). We found that the virological treatment
effect at day 3 and day 5 were similarly predictive of efficacy, but with the day 5 timepoint providing
a slightly better model fit (AIC 108.0 for day 5 vs. 111.8 for day 3). Finally, we also considered various
composite measures of virological treatment effect, namely the maximum virological effect
observed within 7 days, the average of observed virological effects up to day 6 (inclusive), and the
difference in viral clearance rate to day 6 between treated and controls, to incorporate data from all
clinical trials regardless of sampling days. We found that all these composite measures also showed
a significant correlation between virological effect and clinical effect (Table S2, Figure S4), providing
evidence that the exclusion of studies with different sampling times was not biasing our results.
Together this shows that virological treatment effect over short timeframes, within five days of

commencing treatment, is a useful predictor of clinical outcomes.
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Discussion

Rapid virological clearance is often thought to be a positive prognostic indicator. In COVID-19, higher
viral load and poor virological control tends to correlate with more severe infection outcomes 3.
However, despite the frequent use of virological outcomes as phase I/1l clinical trial endpoints for
therapies, these have rarely been rigorously shown to be correlated with clinical outcomes of
relevance, such as reduced risk of hospitalisation. Here we show that for treatments administered to
unvaccinated COVID-19 outpatients, the treatment effect to reduce SARS-CoV-2 RNA levels in upper
respiratory tract swabs is correlated with clinical efficacy to prevent hospitalisation and death. We
found a robust association between virological treatment effect observed at day 3 and 5 and clinical
outcomes. Thus, virological clearance represents an important surrogate of clinical efficacy,

especially in early-stage clinical trials.

Our study included a variety of potential treatments, with differing mechanisms of action. Although
we show an association between virological and clinical effects, it is also plausible that some novel
treatments may affect clinical outcomes without impacting virological outcomes in upper respiratory
tract samples. This suggests that a lack of observed virological efficacy may not necessarily indicate a
lack of clinical efficacy, and this will be especially true in host targeting therapies aimed, for example,
at reducing pathogenic immune responses, which are not included in this analysis. However, our
results also indicate that the relationship between virological outcomes and clinical outcomes may
constitute a tool for predicting a minimum expected efficacy for a given observed virological effect
(Figure S5). For example, if a novel agent were shown to induce at least an extra 2.3-fold drop in viral
load by day 3 (i.e., a 1.2 increase in Ct value), this is expected to be associated with a 50% clinical
protection from hospitalisation (on the lower bound of 95% confidence interval of predicted
efficacy). Since virological outcomes can be assessed in low-risk populations, conceivably even in a
placebo-controlled trial, this may represent a means of predicting efficacy for at risk individuals

without needing to run a placebo-controlled trial in the most vulnerable populations.

We observed that virological outcomes at day 5 were slightly better predictors of clinical outcomes
than those at day 3. However, this could only be examined in 8/14 studies, and the differences were
not dramatic. Since virological treatment effect measured at day 3 and 5 were correlated, it is likely
that the most robust metric of virological effect will be some composite measure that uses
information across multiple days. However, constructing and validating such a composite measure is
difficult from the available data, since only a subset of studies has detailed data on viral loads over
time. Thus, we suggest that in future phase | and Il clinical trials aiming to provide an indication of
eventual clinical effect of a treatment, virological outcomes should be measured on at least days 1

(i.e., on the day of first treatment), 3 and 5 to determine whether a virological treatment effect is

10
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observed at both time points. We did not find evidence of a relationship between virological
outcomes at day 7 and clinical outcomes. This is likely due to a combination of fewer studies having
data available at this timepoint, and viral loads being lower and starting to converge between

treated and controls by this point in some studies (Figure 3).

An important limitation of this study is that our analysis has only considered studies of COVID-19
therapeutics in unvaccinated, naive and (largely) immunocompetent populations, whereas these
drugs are currently most commonly being used in vaccinated and / or immunosuppressed people.
While this is a significant issue for our study and the use of a virological surrogate, it is also a broader
issue for the field since we are at present using agents in populations for which efficacy has not been
directly demonstrated. Conflicting evidence exists as to treatment efficacy in vaccinated populations.
The PANORAMIC trial % studied the effects of molnupiravir in a largely (97%) vaccinated population
and found no significant protection from hospitalisation or death, in contrast to the original studies
that reported 30% 7 and 42% '° efficacy in unvaccinated individuals. However, a recent
observational study showed no effect of vaccination status on the efficacy of nirmatrelvir-ritonavir
(although lower overall efficacy was observed than in the RCT analysed here).?* More studies of
therapies in vaccinated/non-naive populations are needed to test the extent to which the observed

relationship between virological and clinical outcomes may be altered by vaccination.

An additional limitation is that, despite our systematic search of the literature, a risk of publication
bias remains. This is because there is a higher likelihood of publication of trial results that show a
significant treatment effect. Further, there were methodological differences between the trials, such
as timing of commencement of treatment (days post-symptom onset), as well as timing and site of
swab collection for viral load measurement (Table S1), and other potential study design differences

may have been present that could not be adequately measured or controlled for in our analysis.

Importantly, we have not proven that the correlation between a virological treatment effect and
improved clinical outcomes described here is the causal mechanism of protection of these therapies.
However, this seems highly plausible given links between higher viral load and disease severity 3. In
fact, our analysis combines data from multiple agents with different mechanisms of action, e.g.,
monoclonal antibodies (8/14 studies) and a range of small molecules (6/14). It is possible that
different mechanisms of action may show different relationships, and although we did not see an
impact of treatment type on these relationships (Table S2), our study had limited power to detect

these different relationships across different agents if they were present.

Together, this work provides an evidence base for the use of virological outcomes as surrogates of

clinical outcomes, such as hospitalisation, for COVID-19. Viral outcomes represent an important

11
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potential predictor of clinical outcomes during early-stage clinical trials of novel therapeutics for viral
infections of both COVID-19, and potentially other viruses of the upper respiratory tract, and may

270  accelerate discovery and approval of antiviral treatments.
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Methods
Search strategy and selection criteria

Our systematic search of the literature followed the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
reviews and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) statement for study design (see supplementary file, PRISMA
checklist).?**> We searched PubMed, Scopus and medRxiv for randomized placebo-controlled trials
of various treatments for COVID-19 in non-hospitalised patients from inception until September 27,
2022 (see Supplementary Methods for full search strategy). Articles were screened to determine
eligibility for final inclusion (SRK), using inclusion and exclusion criteria outlined in the
supplementary material. Publications that were reviews or protocols, animal, or in-vitro studies,
observational or case studies, studies on vaccines, host-directed therapies or antibiotics were
excluded. We included all identified RCTs testing virus directed COVID-19 therapies in non-
hospitalized and unvaccinated individuals, and which reported both viral load data for at least one
timepoint less than day 7, and rates of progression to either hospitalisation or death (Table S1). We
identified 14 studies for inclusion with a total of 9257 participants. From these studies we extracted
all data on viral load at baseline and after treatment at all available timepoints up to 14 days, for
treatment and control arms of the studies, as well as number of individuals in each arm and the
number of outcomes (i.e., progression of disease as defined by the study and summarised in Table
S1). Other study data that was collected included, inclusions/exclusion criteria for participants in
each of the RCTs, treatment administered (including dosing and timing information) and viral load
quantification method (Table S1). Data extraction from the selected studies was performed
independently by two researchers (KME and SRK). Where data was not provided in tables or text, it
was extracted from figures using WebPlotDigitizer (Version 4.6), discrepancies were resolved
through discussion and consensus amongst data extractors. The revised tool for risk of bias in
randomised trials (RoB 2.0) was used to assess the studies.?®*’ The risk of bias assessment of the
included studies was carried out by KME and SRK independently and any disagreements were

resolved through discussion. A systematic review protocol was not pre-registered for this review.
Clinical effect of treatment

Disease progression was generally classified as hospitalisation due to COVID-19 or death from any
cause for a period of 28 days after the commencement of treatment, with some differences
between studies i.e., using 28 or 29 days of follow-up and one study counting as progression
Emergency Department (ED) presentation in addition to hospitalisation in their clinical efficacy
(Table S1). Clinical outcome data was available as count data showing the number of subjects who

progressed to hospitalization or death for each trial arm. This count data was used to calculate the
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clinical effect of treatment for each study as an Odds Ratio (OR). OR were converted to a relative risk
(RR) and efficacy (100 X (1 — RR)) for visualisation of the data and analysis. If a trial contained
treatment with more than one monoclonal antibody combination, we considered different
combinations separately (e.g., Bamlanivimab vs. Bamlinivimab and Etesevimab). However, if a trial
contained multiple doses of the same treatment (i.e., same drug, or same monoclonal combination),
then results of the same treatment at different doses were pooled. Clinical outcome data was
aggregated using a mixed effects logistic regression model (using the glmer function from the Ime4
package in R version 4.2.1) to model disease progression as a binary outcome and grouped by small
molecules and monoclonal antibodies. Random effects were used to account for study
heterogeneity and quantified by the standard deviation of these effects (7). The model used is given

by:

log [%] =a.+a.G+aq; (Egn. 1)

where p is the proportion of events in the group (i.e. n;/N; for treated group and n./N, for control
group where n is the number of events, and N is the number at risk), a. is the log odds of disease
progression in the controls across all studies, a; is the log(OR) of disease progression in the treated
compared to controls across all studies, G is an index variable taking the value 0 for control groups
and 1 for treatment groups, and a; are the random effects for each study, i (assumed normally

distributed around mean 0 with standard deviation, T).

The vertical error bars in Figures 4 and S4 show 95% confidence intervals for the clinical efficacy

which were calculated using the Katz-log method.?®
Virological effect of treatment
For any study group (G) at day d, the fold-drop from baseline (day 1) was calculated as:

FDgq =VL/VLg (Eqn. 2)

where VL, is the viral load at day d. The virological treatment effect (associated with day d) for all

treatment groups was defined as, the

_ FDyeg (Eqn. 3)

Vg =
ED ctrl,d

where FD¢,¢ 4 and F Dy 4 are the fold drop in the treated and control groups from day 1 to day d,

respectively. This was calculated at each day (d) where viral load data was provided in each study. In

14


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.18.23291566
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.18.23291566; this version posted June 19, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint

335

340

345

350

(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 .

Figure 4, the horizontal error bars are 95% confidence intervals derived from published data on the
spread of the virological treatment effect (where possible). Points from studies where this was not
possible are depicted without horizontal error bars. The methods used to standardise these

horizontal error bars are summarized in Table S3.
Relationship between virological treatment effect and clinical efficacy

To assess whether there was a significant relationship between virological and clinical effect of
treatments in the available data, we fit three separate models. These models incorporated
virological treatment effects as measured either at day 3, day 5, or day 7 as the predictor. We used a
mixed effects logistic regression model (using the glmer function from the Ime4 package in R version
4.2.1) to model disease progression as a binary outcome. The model included a random effect on the
intercept for each study. Specifically, we fit the regression model:

p = .
log [1 — p] =a.,+a,G+a;+blog,(Vy)G (Eqn. 4)

where V,; is the mean virological treatment effect for each treatment group at day d, and b is the
log(OR) of each 2-fold increase in the virological effect, and other terms in Eqn. 4 are as defined in

Egn. 1.

We used the model to estimate the log(OR) for treated groups relative to the baseline log odds of
progression in the untreated groups, which were then converted to (absolute) risk for control and

treated groups, as well as relative risk (RR) using:

exp(a, + a;)

= Egn. 5a
¢ 1+exp(a. +a;) (Eq )

exp(a, +a; +a; + bV
Rt — p( (4 t i ) (Eqn. 5b)

1+ exp(a. + a; + a; + bV)
RR = Xt (Eqn. 5
= R, gn. 5¢)
Efficacy was then calculated as:

E=1-RR (Eqn. 6)

For visualisation in Figure 4, we plotted the marginal mean to show the average effect over all

potential studies (i.e., assumed a; = 0).

Determining Confidence Intervals
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To obtain confidence intervals for the estimated clinical efficacy for a given level of virological effect
355  we performed parametric bootstrapping. We used the parameter estimates and covariance matrix
obtained from maximum likelihood model fitting to describe a multivariate normal distribution
(using the function rmvnorm from package mvtnorm), which was then sampled 10,000 times. We
then calculated the efficacy from these sampled values at each level of virological effect and used

percentiles of the results to estimate the lower and upper bound 95% confidence intervals.

360
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