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17 ABSTRACT

18 Background: XAV-19 is a glyco-humanized swine polyclonal antibody targeting
19 SARS-CoV-2. The safety and clinical efficacy of XAV-19 was investigated in patients with a
20 WHO score of 2 to 4 in the WHO 7-point ordina scale. The activity of XAV-19 against
21 Omicron and its subvariants was assessed in vitro.

22 Methods: A phase 11/111, multicentric randomized double-blind placebo-controlled,
23 clinical trial was conducted to evauate the safety and clinical efficacy of XAV-19 in
24  inpatients with COVID-19 requiring or not oxygen therapy and outpatients not requiring
25 oxygen (EUROXAV trial, NCT04928430). Most patients were not vaccinated. The primary
26 endpoint was the proportion of patients with an aggravation of COVID-19 within 8 days after
27  treatment. Binding and neutralization of Omicron or its subvariants by XAV-19 was
28  investigated by ELISA or with awhole virus neutralization assay.

29 Results: Patients received either 150mg of XAV-19 (N=139) or placebo (N=140).
30 Low enrolment forced the premature trial termination. XAV-19 was well tolerated. No
31 difference in the primary endpoint, nor in the proportion with an improvement at day 8
32 (secondary endpoint) was observed between the 2 groups. For patients not requiring oxygen
33 therapy, XAV-19 reduced the time to improvement significantly (7 days vs 14 days
34  p=0.0159). Neutralizing activity against Omicron and BA.2, BA2.12.1, BA.4/5 and BQ1.1
35  subvariants was shown in vitro.

36 Conclusions: XAV-19 did not reduce the aggravation in COVID-19 patients. While it
37  did not bring any benefit to patients requiring oxygen, it reduced the time to improvement for
38 patients not requiring oxygen (WHO score 2 or 3). These preliminary clinical data might
39 indicate a therapeutic potential for patients with mild to moderate COVID-19 requiring
40  supplementation with anti-SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing antibodies.
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42 INTRODUCTION

43 Since the beginning of the Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic, caused
44 by Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus-2 (SARS-CoV-2), mass vaccination
45  campaigns from December 2020, dramatically reduced the impact of SARS-CoV2, limiting
46  the pandemic and reducing the number of deaths. Y et, prophylactic or therapeutic drugs are
47  still needed for immunocompromised patients or people who do not respond to the

48  vaccination (1,2).

49 Numerous neutralizing monoclonal antibodies (mAb) have been developed against
50 SARS-CoV-2. Most of them were raised against the original Wuhan-type virus and see their
51  neutralization potential abrogated or reduced against variants. Moreover, mAb may favor the
52 emergence of SARS-CoV-2 resistant variant in immunocompromised patients (3). Also,
53  approved anti-SARS-CoV-2 mAb are no more recommended since end 2022 since they are
54 unlikely to be effective against emerging strains of SARS-CoV-2 (4-6). Owing to their
55 potential to bind multiple target epitopes and maintain their neutralizing activity despite
56  mutations, polyclonal antibodies (pAbs) from animal origin represent a promising approach
57 against COVID-19 (7,8). Hyperimmunization of qualified and selected animals guarantees
58 large volumes of high-titer and controlled pAb. Moreover, the whole process of production
59 and purification is quick, affordable and compatible with clinical manufacturing. Thereby,

60 pAbsagainst SARS-CoV-2 are being tested in clinical trials (9-11).

61 We developed XAV-19, a swine glyco-humanized polyclona antibody (GH-pAb)
62  directed against the Wuhan-type SARS-CoV-2 RBD (12). XAV-19 is produced in apha 1,3-
63 galactosyltransferase  (GGTA1)/cytidine  monophosphate-N-acetylneuraminic acid
64  hydroxylase (CMAH) double KO pigs, preventing the formation of immune complexes thus

65 avoiding post-infusion serum sickness and alergies (13). Clonal origin of the double KO pigs
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66  limitsthe risk for batch-to-batch variation. XAV-19 broadly neutralizes variants (14) and has
67  been introduced in clinic since 2020 where it displayed no major safety issues in a phase lla
68 clinical tria for patients under oxygen (9). Considering the later publications on the benefits
69  of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies when administered early, we investigated the clinical impact
70 of XAV-19 for patients (in- or out-) suffering from mild to moderate COVID19. The results
71 of the EUROXAV study (NCT04928430, EudraCT: 2020-005979-12), an international,
72 placebo-controlled, double-blind, randomized clinical trial designed to evaluate the efficacy
73 and safety of XAV-19 in patients with moderate COVID-19 requiring or not oxygen therapy
74  are presented. Besides, as SARS-CoV-2 keep evolving, the activity of XAV-19 against

75  Omicron and its current spreading subvariants was tested.

76
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77 METHODS

78 Phasell/Il] Trial

79  Study design. EUROXAV (NCT04928430; EudraCT: 2020-005979-12) was a multicenter,
80 international phase II/1Il, double-blind, placebo-controlled, randomized clinical tria
81 conducted in 14 hospitals from 5 countries (Bulgaria, Greece, Romania, Spain, Turkey)
82  between March 2021 and October 2022. This trial followed the International Council for
83  Harmonization E6 guideline for good clinical practice and the principles of the Declaration of
84  Helsinki. An independent data safety monitoring board (DSMB) examined the data for safety
85 onaregular basisduring thetrial.
86
87  Participants. Adult patients must have SARS-CoV-2-confirmed infection (RT-PCR, RT-
88 gPCR or antigen test in the last 10 days) and present signs of respiratory disease with at least
89 2 clinica symptoms related to COVID-19 started less than 10 days prior to screening visit.
90 Patients should have SpO2 > 90% (at ambient air) and require or not low-flow oxygen
91 therapy (score 2, 3 or 4 on WHO clinical progression 7-point ordinal scale (15)). Exclusion
92  criteria were a positive SARS-CoV-2 test > 10 days, multiorgan failure, immediate |ICU
93  hospitalization, critical respiratory illness, requirement of oxygenation at flow rate > 6L/min,
94  or signs of severe systemic illness (respiratory rate > 30 per min, heart rate > 125 per min,
95 PaO2/Fi0O2 < 300), participation of another trial, pregnancy or breastfeeding. Eligible patients
96 were randomized in a 1:1 ratio to receive either XAV-19 (150mg) diluted in sterile NaCl
97  0.9% or placebo (NaCl 0.9% only) as a 1-hour intravenous perfusion. Randomization was
98  stratified by center and by WHO score (WHO score = 2 or 3 versus WHO score = 4). Patients
99  were monitored during the infusion and the following hour. On the investigator judgement,
100 the patient was either hospitalized or discharged (ambulatory patients). Dexamethasone,

101 antithrombotic prophylaxis, antibiotics and antiviral medication (except anti-SARS-CoV-2
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102 mAb or convalescent plasma) were allowed according to the judgement of the investigator
103  and to the national guidelines or standard of care.

104

105 Sample size calculation. Sample size calculation initially assumed 15% progression of
106  COVID-19 in the placebo arm versus 8% in the XAV-19 arm and a two-sided 5% type | error
107  rate. A sample of 650 patients would provide the trial with 80% power. Considering a drop-
108  out rate of 25%, 870 patients were planned.

109

110  Primary endpoint. The primary endpoint was the proportion of patients with an aggravation
111 of COVID-19 within 8 days. The aggravation was defined as a worsening of the score of at
112 least 1 point on the WHO 7-point ordinal scale compared to the score at randomization.

113

114  Secondary endpoints. Secondary endpoints were proportion of patients with an aggravation
115  of COVID-19 within 8 days after treatment (defined as a worsening of the score of at least 2
116  points on the WHO clinical progression 7-point ordinal scale compared to the score at
117  randomization); proportion of patients with an aggravation/improvement of COVID-19
118  between day 8 and day 15 (defined as a worsening/improvement of the score of at least 1
119  point on the WHO 7-point ordinal scale); time to aggravation/improvement measured by the
120  proportion of patients with an aggravation/improvement at each measurement days (3, 5, 8,
121 15) after randomization. Safety outcomes included the cumulative incidence of any Adverse
122 Event (AE). A stratified log rank-test will be used to compare treatment effect between

123 groups, after adjustment on the stratification variables at baseline.

124

125  Statistical analyses. The global alphatype | error with bilateral hypotheses for this study was

126  fixed a 5%. Binary logistic regression model was performed for the primary efficacy

6
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127  analysis. Association between the randomization group and the progression of COVID-19
128  was adjusted on centre, WHO score, country, age, body mass index (BMI), gender and
129  comorbidities (defined as BMI>30, diabetes DNID, diabetes DID, cardiac disorder, vascular
130  disorder, hypercholesterolemia, renal failure, lung disease COPD and/or asthma). For efficacy
131  analyses, the strategy “Missing=Failure” is performed for patients who withdraw before D8 or
132 for patients with missing data. Under this strategy, patients without an available assessment at
133 D8 will be considered as having an aggravation. Replacement of missing data is done in the
134 ITT and TARGET populations. The comparisons between XAV-19 group and placebo group
135  of two or more qualitative variables was made using the x2 test, the continuity-corrected x2
136 test or Fisher exact test, according to the expected values under the assumption of
137  independence. Comparisons of quantitative variables between XAV-19 and placebo groups
138  were made using a Student t-test (parametric test comparing means) or Mann-Whitney-
139  Wilcoxon test (non-parametric test comparing ranks) depending on the distribution of the
140 variable of interest. A log rank test was used to compare time to aggravation/improvement
141 between randomization groups. Kaplan-Meier curves are presented by randomization groups

142 and by WHO score at baseline.

143

144  Spike/ACE-2 neutralization assay. Recombinant SARS-CoV-2 RBD (1pg/ml in
145  carbonate/bicarbonate buffer pH 9.0) were immobilized overnight a 4°C on Maxisorp
146  microtiter plates. After washes and saturation with PBS-Tween 0.05%-BSA2%, successive
147  dilutions of XAV-19 or tixagevimab/cilgavimab were added for 30 min, followed by ACE-2-
148 mkc Tag ligand (Sino Biological; final concentration 125 ng/ml). After 1h incubation and
149  washing, the ACE-2 mFc Tag was revealed using a peroxidase-conjugated anti-mouse
150 secondary antibody. Binding intensity was revealed by addition of TMB. Reaction was

151  stopped with 50 ul of 1M H2S04 and optical density was taken at 450 nm.
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152  Cytopathogenic Effect (CPE). Vero cells (CCL-81) and Vero E6 cells (CRL-1586) were
153  obtained from ATCC. SARS-CoV-2 clinical isolates were isolated from SARS-CoV-2 RT-
154  PCR positive patients and viral stocks were generated by one passage on Vero cells. Titration
155  of viral stock was performed on Vero E6 by limiting dilution assay alowing calculation of
156  tissue culture infective dose 50% (TCID50). Serial dilutions of XAV-19 (50ul) were
157  incubated with 50ul of virus (2 x 10E3 TCID50/ml) in a 96-well plate at 37°C for 60minin 8
158  replicates. Hundred pl of Vero E6 cell (3 x 10E5 cells/ml) were then added to the mixture and
159  incubated at 37°C, 5% CO2 until microscopy examination on day 4 to assess CPE. For viral
160 load (VL) quantification, RNA extraction of the 8 pooled replicates of each XAV-19 dilution
161  was performed with NucliSENS EasyMag (BioMerieux) according to manufacturer’s
162  protocol. The relative VL were assessed from cycle threshold values for ORFlab gene
163  obtained by the TagPath™ COVID-19 RT-PCR (ThermoFisher, Waltham, USA) and by
164  linear regression in loglO copiesml with a standard curve realized from a SARS-CoV-2
165  positive nasopharyngeal sample quantified by Droplet-Digital PCR (Bio-Rad).

166

167

168
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169 RESULTS

170  Phasell/Ill

171  Demographic and patient characteristics. EUROXAV was initiated in 2021 and expected
172 to enrol 870 patients. Yet, due to the very low enrolment rate, the study was unlikely to be
173 completed in a reasonable timeline and was suspended on October 31, 2022. An interim blind
174  analysis was performed in November 2022, and the results were shared with the Independent
175 DSMB who recommended to stop the study. At that time, 293 patients with confirmed
176  COVID-19 were screened. Eligible patients were randomized to receive XAV-19 (N=139) or
177  placebo (N=140) (Figure 1). Final analyses were performed on target population defined as
178 ITT patients having received at least one dose of treatment and fulfilling the main inclusion
179  criteria, i.e. aged 18 or over, weighing between 40 and 120kg at the time of signing the
180  informed consent, requiring or not low-flow oxygen therapy (<6L/min) with WHO score at 2,
181 3 or 4, (129 and 130 patients in the XAV-19 and the placebo arms respectively). The
182  demographic and clinical characteristic at baseline were similar between groups. The median
183  age was 56.4 years and 54.5% were male patients. Percentage of patients with a WHO score
184 of 2, 3and 4 was 25.6, 45.7 and 28.7 in the XAV-19 arm and 25.4, 46.2, 28.5 in the placebo
185 arm (Table 1). While comorbidities were slightly higher in the XAV-19 arm (62% in XAV-19
186  group vs 49 in placebo group), both groups were comparable for age, gender, BMI, and WHO

187 score.

188

189  Primary efficacy endpoint. The primary endpoint was the proportion of patients with an
190 aggravation of COVID-19 within 8 days after treatment. No differences on aggravation
191  according to the treatment group was observed (12 vs 9 patients in the XAV19 and the

192  placebo arm respectively, OR: 1.379, 95% CI 0.560 to 3.394, p=0.4831) (Table 2). Bivariate
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193  analyses showed that age at screening or comorbidities were associated with COVID-19
194  progression, while gender, BMI, or WHO score were not (Table 2). Logistic regression
195  confirmed the association between age (over 70) and aggravation of COVID-19 (p=0.001, OR

196 =6.675[2.158; 20.645]) (not shown).

197

198  Secondary endpoints. There was no difference in the proportion of patients with COVID-19
199  aggravation within 8 days of treatment in the XAV-19 arm vs the placebo arm. Proportion of
200 patients with COVID aggravation at day 15 was similar between groups. Proportion of
201 patients with COVID-19 aggravation/improvement at day 15 vs day 8 was aso similar
202  between XAV-19 and placebo ams (not shown). Although proportions of
203  aggravation/improvement were not different between groups, improvement did occur earlier
204  inthe XAV-19 arm (p=0.0340) (Figure 2A). This benefit was even more significant for non-
205  hospitalized patients (WHO score of 2 at day 1) or patients not requiring supplemental oxygen
206 (WHO score of 2 or 3 a day 1) (p=0.0003 and p=0.0159) while not significant for
207  hospitalized patients (WHO score of 3 or 4) or hospitalized patients requiring supplemental
208 oxygen (WHO score of 4) (p=0.7511 and p=0.8059). Furthermore, median time to
209  improvement was reduced in the XAV-19 arm compared to the placebo one (4 days vs 14
210 days and 7 days vs 14 days for patients with a WHO score at baseline of 2 and 2/3
211 respectively) (Figure 2B). By contrast, time to aggravation was not different between XAV-
212 19 and placebo groups (not shown).

213

214  Safety. A total of 83 adverse event (AE) (45 in the XAV-19 arm and 38 in the placebo arm)
215  were observed from 29 patients in each group (Table 3). The percentage of mild/moderate AE
216  in the XAV-19 arm was 91% (vs 76.3% in the placebo arm). Twenty-two severe AE (SAE)

217  were reported in the XAV-19 group compared to 13 in the placebo group. None of them were

10
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218  considered as related by the investigators. Interestingly, SAE >3 account for 86% of SAE in
219  the XAV-19 arm vs 92% in the placebo arms. Number of fatal SAE was equivalent between
220 the two groups with 5 deaths in each group, from respiratory failure, multi-organ failure or
221  disease progression. No anaphylaxis or hypersensitivity reactions and no infusion-related
222 eventswere reported in any patients receiving XAV-19.

223

224 To further explore XAV-19 clinical potential, the neutralizing activity of XAV-19 against
225  Omicron and its subvariants was determined.

226

227  Invitro antiviral activity

228  XAV-19 antiviral efficacy against Omicron and its subvariants. Binding of XAV-19 to
229  Omicron, BA.2, BA2.12.1, BA.4/5 and BQ1.1 RBD appeared slightly lower than binding to
230 theorigina strain RBD. Yet, similar plateau was reached whatever the variant tested (Figure
231 3A, top). In comparison, binding of the association tixagevimab/cilgavimab (Evusheld®) to
232 Omicron or BA.4/5 RBD was dramatically reduced, and binding to BQ1.1 RBD was
233 completely abolished. Although binding of BA2 and BA2.12.1 subvariants was less affected,
234  alower plateau was obtained (Figure 3A, bottom).

235 XAV-19 neutralization potential was then tested in an RBD/ACE-2 binding
236 competition assay. Comparable dose response profiles with full neutralization by XAV-19
237  were obtained with all the variants tested (Figure 3B, left); IC50 was moderately increased
238 (5.9 0.2 and 9.1 =- 0.6pg/mL for Wuhan and Omicron RBD respectively). By contrast,
239  neutralization efficacy of tixagevimab/cilgavimab was limited to 60% for Omicron versus
240  100% for Wuhan RBD (Figure 3B, right). XAV-19 neutralization of viral infectivity was
241 confirmed by CPE assay using SARS-CoV-2 clinical isolates. XAV-19 neutralized 100% of

242 CPE for al the variants tested and reached 100% viral load reduction (Figure 3C) with

11
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243  dlightly varying NT50 concentrations. Interestingly, NT50 against Omicron was in the low
244  rangein CPE and lower than for al other variantsin VL assessment.

245 XAV-19 targets epitopes outside the Omicron mutations. Four main target epitopes
246  of XAV-19 (347-fasvyawnr-417, 409-qiapgqtgn-417, 445-vsgnynylyrlfrksnlkpferdisteiy-473
247  and 530-stnlvk-535) were identified on Omicron RBD by proteolytic epitope mapping (Figure
248 4, bold), including 6 amino acids out of the 17 (in blue) directly involved in ACE-2 receptor
249  binding. Among the 15 Omicron mutations in RBD (in yellow), only 2 lie inside the major
250 XAV-19 target epitopes (N417 and $S446) compared to 5 for the association

251  tixagevimabl/cilgavimab (underlined; K440, $446, N477, K478, A484)(16).

252

253

12


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.09.23296726
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.09.23296726; this version posted October 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-ND 4.0 International license .

254  DISCUSSION

255 Although vaccination is now the primary option against SARS-CoV-2, therapeutic
256 drugs are still needed for immunocompromised or at-risk individuals. The potential of anti-
257 SARS-COV-2 mAD is today largely dampened by the continual emergence of resistant
258  variants (4,5,17) and as SARS-CoV-2 will probably continue to mutate, robust and variant
259  resistant trestments are still necessary.

260 The therapeutic potential of XAV-19 was investigated in the phase 11/111l EUROXAV
261  study. Treatment with XAV-19 was safe and well tolerated. The fact that no patient who
262  received XAV-19 had anaphylaxis or hypersensitivity reactions, confirms the validity of our
263 glyco-humanization strategy. Yet, our trial suffered from alow inclusion rate and was stopped
264  after inclusion of 293 patients. In addition, the proportion of worsening cases within the
265 placebo arm was far lower than initially expected (8% observed vs 15% expected). This
266  reduction in disease severity, although most patients were not vaccinated, might be due to the
267  improvement in the management of COVID-19 patient (18,19) and/or to the infection of
268  patients with the Omicron strain, known to be less pathogenic than the original one (20).
269  Therefore, the low frequency of events, and the reduced recruitment rate, lowered
270  dramatically the power of the study and the primary endpoint was not met. Nevertheless, we
271 showed that XAV-19 efficiently modulated the kinetic of COVID-19 disease as it accelerated
272 the clinical improvement of patients not requiring high-flow oxygen therapy (WHO score <
273 4). More precisely, XAV-19 benefits to patients not requiring oxygen, while it does not bring
274  any benefit to oxygen-dependent patients (WHO score 4). In that respect, our data match
275  recent studies showing the suitability of therapeutics antibodies in patients with mild to
276  moderate COVID-19 (21-23).

277
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278 We have previously shown the neutralization efficiency of XAV-19, against the
279  origina Wuhan and the Alpha, Beta, Gamma and Delta variants (8). Here the neutralization
280  activity of XAV-19 against Omicron and its subvariants was confirmed, while the association
281 tixagevimabl/cilgavimab (Evusheld®) lost its activity, as aready published (17). Interestingly,
282  XAV-19 even neutralized BQ1.1 subvariant, against which most mAb or cocktails of mAb are
283  devoid of activity (17,24). Neutralization potency of XAV-19 was also confirmed on live
284  Omicron by CPE assay. As the correlation between neutralization ELISA and CPE assay had
285  been previously shown, (8), our data strongly suggest the ability of XAV-19 to neutralize live
286 Omicron subvariants.

287 Due to its high number of mutations (30 mutations in the spike protein, 15 in the
288 RBD), Omicron showed resistance to more than 80% of the therapeutic antibody candidate
289  (25). Yet these mutations represent only 3% of the main target epitopes of XAV-19. The
290 transmissibility of SARS-CoV-2 results from a fine balance between affinity to ACE-2 and
291  capacity to escape immune response. The need to maintain sufficient affinity to ACE-2
292  probably limits SARS-CoV-2 RBD mutability as shown by the R493Q reversion mutation
293  observed on the Omicron variants (26). Whereas antibody avidity allows to overcome SARS-
294  CoV-2 variability (25), our data confirm that targeting multiple alternative epitopes, grants
295  pAb to keep their binding and neutralization capacity (8). Thereby, the neutralizing activity of
296  XAV-19, was confirmed so far on the 5 main SARS-CoV-2 variants that have emerged since

297  the beginning of the pandemic.

298 Limitations of the study are the following. The 7-point ordinal scale WHO score as
299 main endpoint, may suffer from discrepancies among practices in the different countries /
300 hospitals; and standardized criteria for use of oxygen or hospitalization have not been

301  implemented in this trial. Another limitation is the absence of information about vaccination

14


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.09.23296726
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.09.23296726; this version posted October 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-ND 4.0 International license .

302 though most patients were not vaccinated due to the main enrolment period from Jan to Sept
303 2021 (268 patients included) in locations where the vaccines were not available yet.

304

305 Altogether our data support XAV19 as a potent and affordable therapeutic option in
306 patients with mild to moderate COVID-19, that could complement mAb antibody strategies.
307 Today, absence of robust, variant resistant anti-SARS-COV-2 mAb therapy for
308  immunocompromised individuals remains a public health concern (27). XAV-19 could be

309  specially proposed for those high-risk patients.

310
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467 FIGURE LEGENDS

468  Figurel. Clinical Trial Design.

469

470  Table 1. Demographic and baseline char acteristics by treatment groups.

471

472  Table 2. Bivariate analysis between categorical variables and aggravation of COVID-19.
473

474  Figure 2. Time to clinical improvement. Kaplan-Meier curves by randomization group on
475  whole TARGET population (A) or on TARGET population with ascore of 2, 2t0 3, 3to 4 or
476 4 a baseline (B). Improvement was defined as a diminution of at least 1 point on the WHO
477  score compared to the WHO score at day 1. Dotted lines represent the median time to

478  improvement.

479

480 Table 3. Adverse and serious adver se events.
481

482  Figure 3: XAV-19 antiviral activity against Omicron and its subvariants. Binding of
483  XAV-19 or Evusheld to Wuhan or Omicron and its subvariant RBD (A). XAV-19 or
484  Evusheld were added to RBD coated plates at the indicated concentration and revealed with
485  an HRP-conjugated secondary anti-pig or anti-human antibody. Neutralizing activity of XAV -
486 19 or Evusheld to Wuhan or Omicron and its subvariant RBD (B). Recombinant His-Tag-
487 RBD pre-incubated with XAV-19 or Evusheld were added to human ACE2 coated plates.
488 Bound RBD were then detected with HRP-conjugated anti-His-Tag antibody. Neutralizing

489  activity of XAV-19 on whole replicating viruses (C). Vero E6 cells were infected with Wuhan
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490 or Omicron SARS-CoV-2 strains. CPE was assessed by microscopy examination and viral
491 load percentage was determined by quantitative RT-PCR.
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493  Figure 4: XAV-19 target epitopes lie outside the Omicron mutation sites. Amino acid
494  sequence of the SARS-CoV-2 spike RBD variant Omicron and XAV-19 target epitopes
495 (amino acid sequence numbered according to DBSOURCE sequence reference
496 NC _045512.2). Bold: XAV-19 target epitopes confirmed by proteolytic epitope mapping;
497  blue: amino acids in contact with ACE-2; yellow: mutations found in Omicron, differentiating
498  from the original Wuhan RBD, underlined: Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab target epitopes.
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870 expected patients in 2021

|

293 screened patients

l -

Ramdomly assigned (N=279)

l l

Failed screening (N=14)

Allocated to XAV-19 Allocated to Placebo

ITT N=279 (ITT N=139) (ITT N=140)
_—
XAV-19 Placebo

Target N=259

129 patients 130 patients

Figure 1: Flow chart of the clinical trial

Excluded from data analysis (N=20)
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Characteristic

Age at screening, mean (SD)
Nb of male patients, n (%0)
BMI, mean (SD)
Current smoker, n (%)

WHO score at day 1, n (%)
WHO 2
WHO 3
WHO 4

Comorbiditiess, n (%)
Immunocompromised patients, n (%6)
Time between first COVID-19 symptoms and treatment in days, mean (SD)

Vital signs
Systolic blood pressure, mmHg, mean (SD)
Diastolic blood pressure, mmHg, mean (SD)
Body temperature, mean (SD)

Respiratory examination
Signs of pneumonia¥, n (%)
Onset of the oldest COVID-19 symptom in days, mean (SD)
SpO2 at ambient air (%), mean (SD)
Patients under O2 supplementation, n (%)

Table 1: Demographics and baseline characteristics by treatment group.

XAV-19
(N=129)

57.5 (15.0)
74 (57.4)
28.3 (4.7)
14 (11.0)

33 (25.6)
59 (45.7)
37 (28.7)

80 (62.0)
11 (8.5)
2.3(2.3)

125.1 (14.6)
76.5 (9.4)
37.3(0.7)

122 (94.6)
5.5 (2.4)
94.9 (1.8)
37 (28.7)

PLACEBO
(N=130)

55.2 (15.4)
67 (51.5)
28.2 (4.6)
16 (12.5)

33 (25.4)
60 (46.2)
37 (28.5)

64 (49.2)
11 (8.5)
2.6 (2.5)

124.8 (16.3)
75.9 (9.8)
37.2(0.8)

120 (93.0)
5.6 (2.6)

94.7 (2.1)
37 (28.5)

Total
(N=259)

56.4 (15.2)
141 (54.4)
28.2 (4.7)
30 (11.8)

66 (25.5)
119 (45.9)
74 (28.6)

144 (55.6)
22 (8.5)
2.5 (2.4)

124.9 (15.5)
76.2 (9.6)
37.3(0.7)

242 (93.8)
5.5 (2.5)
94.8 (1.9)
74 (28.6)

¥: determined by chest X ray, CT scan or auscultation
§: BMI>30, diabetes DNID, diabetes DID, cardiac disorder, vascular disorder,
hypercholesterolemia, renal failure, lung disease COPD and/or asthma
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Parameters

Treatment, n (%)
XAV19
PLACEBO

Age at screening, n (%)
<50 years
> 50 years

< 60 years
> 60 years

<70 years
> 70 years

< 80 years
> 80 years

Gender, n (%)
Male
Female

BMI, mean (SD)

Weight range n (%)
Malnutrition : < 18.5
Normal weight: [18.5;25]
Overweight: [25;30[
Moderate obesity: [30;35]
Severe obesity: [35;40[
Morbid or massive obesity: > 40

WHO score at day 1, n (%)
WHO 2/3
WHO 4

Comorbidities, n (%)
NO
YES

Table 2: Bivariate analysis between categorical variables and aggravation of COVID-19.

No Worsening
N=238

117 (90.7)
121 (93.1)

87 (97.8)
151 (88.8)

144 (96)
94 (86.2)

196 (95.6)
42 (77.8)

230 (92.7)
8 (72.7)

130 (92.2)
108 (91.5)

28.2 (4.8)

0
65 (97)
92 (88.5)
61 (92.4)
15 (6.3)
5(2.1)

170 (91.9)
68 (91.9)

111 (96.5)
127 (88.2)

Worsening
N=21

12 (9.3)
9 (6.9)

2(2.2)
19 (11.2)

6 (4)
15 (13.8)

9 (4.4)
12 (22.2)

18 (7.3)
3(27.3)

11(7.8)
10 (8.5)

27.8 (2.6)

0
2(3)
12 (11.5)
5(7.6)
0(0)
1(5.0)

15 (8.1)
6 (8.1)

4 (3.5)
17 (11.8)

Total
N=259

129
130

89
170

150
109

205
54

248
11

141
118

28.2

67
104
66
15

185
74

115
144

P-values

0.4831

0.0124

0.0045

0.0001

0.0498

0.8433

0.1561

0.0147

OR
[95/% IC]

1.379 [0.560; 3.394]

5.473 [1.245; 24.061]

3.829[1.435; 10.221]

6.222 [2.464; 15.712]

4.792 [1.169; 19.645]

0.914 [0.374; 2.233]

NA

1.000 [0.372; 2.685]

3.715[1.214; 11.368]
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Any adverse event, N (%)
Mild/moderate AE, N (%/number of AE)
Related to XAV-19 or placebo, N (%/number of AE)

Any SAE, N (%)
SAE>3 N (%/number of SAE)
SAE related

Infusion-related events
Death

Cause of death
Respiratory failure
Disease progression
Multiorgan failure

Cytokine storm

Table 3 : Adverse events and serious adverse events

XAV-19 (N=139)

Number of patients

29

10

P P, O W

Number (%) of
AE/SAE
45 (54.2)
41 (91.1)
9 (20.0)

22 (62.9)
19 (86.3)
0

Placebo (N=140)

Number of patients

29

O O b

Number (%) of
AE/SAE
38 (45.8)
29 (76.3)
5(13.2)

13 (37.2)
12 (92.3)
0
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Figure 3: XAV-19 antiviral activity against Omicron and its subvariants
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319—-rvgptesivrfpnitnlcpfdevinatrfasvyawnrkrisncva
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521-patvcgpkkstnlvknkcvnf-541

: XAV-19 epitopes
: AAinvolved in ACE2 binding

: Omicron mutations
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: Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab epitopes

Figure 4: XAV-19 target epitopes lying outside the Omicron mutation sites
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