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Abstract 

Objective To estimate the protection of COVID-19 vaccine boosters against mild/asymptomatic and 

moderate SARS-CoV-2 infection over a 6-month period of XBB.1.5 and JN.1 variant circulation. 

Design Multi-state model applied to cohort study, adjusted for vaccination, prior infection, and 

demographic covariates. 

Setting National Health Services (NHS) hospitals in the UK. 

Participants Healthcare worker cohort including 2,867 eligible people with >6 months since a 

previous booster who tested fortnightly for SARS-CoV-2 between October 2023 and March 2024 and 

completed symptoms questionnaires.  

Main outcome measures Vaccine effectiveness (VE) of vaccine boosters received in October 2023 

(baseline: booster >6 months prior), and durability of protection from a recent (past 6 months) 

previous infection (baseline: last infection >2 years prior) against mild/asymptomatic and moderate 

SARS-CoV-2 infection. Mild symptoms included acute respiratory symptoms for <5 days, moderate 

symptoms included influenza-like illness, acute respiratory symptoms for 5+ days, or sick-leave. VE 

and acquired protection were estimated from the multi-state model as: 1 – adjusted hazard ratio. 

Interventions Receipt of a COVID-19 bivalent original/BA.4-5 or monovalent XBB.1.5 booster during 

October 2023. 

Results Half of eligible participants (1,422) received a booster during October 2023 (280 bivalent, 

1,142 monovalent) and 536 (19%) had at least one PCR-confirmed infection over the study period. 

For the monovalent booster, VE against infection was 44.2% (95% confidence interval 21.7 to 60.3%) 

at 0-2 months, and 24.1% (-0.7 to 42.9%) at 2-4 months post-vaccination, with no evidence of 

protection by 4-6 months. For the bivalent booster, VE against infection was 15.1% (-55.4 to 53.6%) 

at 0-2 months and 4.2% (-46.4 to 37.3%) at 2-4 months. VE (monovalent or bivalent) against 

moderate infection was 39.7% (19.9 to 54.6%), and against mild/asymptomatic infection was 14.0% 

(-12.1 to 34.0%). Controlling for vaccination, compared to those with an infection >2 years prior, 

infection within the past 6 months was associated with 58.6% (30.3 to 75.4%) increased protection 

against moderate infection, and 38.5% (5.8 to 59.8%) increased protection against 

mild/asymptomatic infection. 

Conclusions Monovalent XBB.1.5 boosters provided short-term protection against SARS-CoV-2 

infection, particularly against moderate symptoms. Vaccine formulations which target the circulating 

variant may be suitable for inclusion in seasonal vaccination campaigns among healthcare workers. 

Funding UK Health Security Agency, Medical Research Council, NIHR HPRU Oxford, and others. 
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Main text 

Introduction 

A year on from the COVID-19 public health emergency of international concern being declared at an 

end by the World Health Organisation [1], SARS-CoV-2 infection continues to result in clinically 

relevant illness and hospitalisation [2]. In the UK, most of the population has now attained hybrid 

immunity against SARS-CoV-2 infection from vaccination and prior infection [3]. Healthcare workers 

(HCWs), particularly those of ethnic minority backgrounds, experienced greater risk of infection 

during the pandemic [4,5]. Given the nature of their role, this group remains at potentially greater 

risk of infection and continues to be prioritised for annual autumn COVID-19 vaccine ‘boosters’, 

offered alongside seasonal influenza vaccines in the UK [6,7] (with co-administration of these 

vaccines having no significant impact on long-term immunogenicity [8]). 

Studies among UK healthcare workers have found the additional protection against infection 

provided by previous COVID-19 mRNA boosters to be modest and short-lived compared to 

protection acquired from previous infection [9,10]. Nonetheless, when optimally timed, booster 

vaccines can help to reduce the burden of infection on the healthcare service and may lessen 

symptoms at the individual level [11–13]. 

In autumn 2023, during a period of XBB.1.5 variant circulation, mRNA boosters were offered to all 

UK healthcare workers; these were the third annual boosters offered to this group following 

previous boosters in autumn 2022 and 2023. The boosters administered were initially the bivalent 

original/BA.4-5 formulation, offered from September to mid-October 2023. These were superseded 

by the monovalent XBB.1.5 formulation during October 2023, providing an opportunity to 

investigate the relative effectiveness of updated vaccine formulations against infection and 

symptom severity.  

The aims of this study were to estimate the overall and differences in protection of the bivalent and 

monovalent boosters administered during October 2023 against mild/asymptomatic and moderate 

infection over a 6-month period. 

 

Methods 

Study design and data sources 

The SIREN study, run by the UK Health Security Agency (UKHSA), is a prospective cohort study of 

National Health Service (NHS) HCWs who have been followed continuously since June 2020. At 

enrolment participants completed a baseline questionnaire and provided nasal swabs for SARS-CoV-

2 polymerase-chain reaction (PCR) testing, and serum samples for anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibody testing 
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[14]. During the autumn/winter 2023/24 season (September 2023 to March 2024), enrolled 

participants provided fortnightly swabs and underwent regular antibody testing for SARS-CoV-2, and 

completed fortnightly symptom questionnaires. 

Participants 

Inclusion criteria for this study were: >6 months having elapsed since receipt of a previous COVID-19 

booster, and at least two SARS-CoV-2 PCR tests contributed during the follow-up period (1st October 

2023 to 31st March 2024). Participants who had received more than five vaccine doses before 

October 2023 were excluded. Questionnaire responses, PCR and antibody test results (including 

from outside the study), and information on vaccination were collected centrally by UKHSA [14]. 

Covariates  

Demographic covariates included: age, gender, ethnicity, region of residence, occupational setting, 

staff type, medical conditions, and household status (Table 1). Linked testing and booster 

vaccination data included: PCR and antibody dates and results, vaccination date, and formulation 

(vaccine type). 

Participant follow-up was categorised by time since previous infection (i.e. a time-varying covariate), 

using either the most recent date of a PCR positive test or anti-N positive result (Roche Elecsys anti-

SARS-CoV-2 nucleocapsid (anti-N)). To be assigned the status of “infection naïve”, participants were 

required to have had no history of positive results (PCR or antibody) prior to the start of the analysis 

period, and to be confirmed as anti-N negative on a serum sample provided between September 

2023 to March 2024. Participants for whom infection status at the start or during the analysis period 

could not be assigned were excluded from analyses (n = 703; Figure 1). A sensitivity analysis 

including these participants was conducted, with VE estimates very similar to the main analysis 

(Figure S6). 

Questionnaires completed within a 14-day window of a positive PCR test were used to distinguish 

between illness with moderate (clinically relevant) symptoms and mild/asymptomatic COVID-19. 

Moderate symptoms were defined as influenza-like illness (ILI), or acute respiratory illness (ARI) 

lasting 5 or more days, or any sick leave. Episodes without symptoms, or with acute respiratory 

symptoms lasting <5 days, or with non-acute respiratory symptoms were defined as 

mild/asymptomatic illness. A full definition is included in the supplementary materials. 

Representativeness 

All NHS hospitals and health boards in the UK were invited to join SIREN [14]. Study participants 

enrolled for autumn/winter 2023/24 broadly reflect the demography of UK HCWs, although with 
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reduced representation of younger HCWs (aged <35) compared to previous studies of this cohort 

[15]. 

Bias 

The fortnightly testing regime minimised bias in detection of SARS-CoV-2 infection, and the 

statistical methodology further controlled for gaps in testing. To minimise recall bias, only symptoms 

reported within a 14-day window of a positive PCR test were considered. 

Censoring and late entry 

Participants with a waned booster (>6 months since receipt of a previous booster) joined the study 

analysis at the date of their first PCR test after 1st October 2023. Participants with fewer than 24 

weeks (6 months) since receiving a previous booster only entered the study once 24 weeks had 

elapsed. Participants were right-censored at their last recorded PCR test. As with previous analyses 

of this cohort, we allowed for deferred study entry and re-entry, with participants entering or re-

entering the cohort 90 days after the date of a positive PCR test. Testing dates were pre-determined 

upon study enrolment with infection status only assumed to be known at the time of testing, and 

infection times assumed unknown. In principle, infections may have been undetected, especially if 

participants missed a testing appointment, so an appropriate statistical methodology was chosen to 

account for this. 

To account for dependence between the month of vaccination and vaccine type, only boosters 

received during October 2023 (when both the bivalent and monovalent vaccine formulations were 

available) were considered. Participants who received their booster after October 2023 were right-

censored at the date of vaccination and only contributed un-boosted follow-up time. 

Statistical analyses 

Crude PCR positivity rates were calculated as the number of detected PCR positive results per 10,000 

person-days of follow-up, with study re-entry. An exact Poisson method was used to calculate 95% 

confidence intervals [16].  

Hazards associated with infection and mean time spent in the PCR positive state were estimated 

using multi-state models with covariate adjustment on month of study, vaccination status, time 

since previous infection, age group, gender, region, household status, ethnicity, staff type, 

occupation/setting, medical risk group, and COVID-19 patient contact. Eight multi-state models were 

used in total (M1 to M8), with each model assessing different aspects of VE, adjusted for all other 

covariates (M1: binary vaccination status; M2: time since vaccination; M3: vaccine type; M4: time 

since vaccination, by vaccine type; M5-M8: as for M1-M4, by symptom status). We compared the 

multi-state model estimates to those from a corresponding Cox proportional hazards model. The key 
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difference between these two models is that multi-state models account for the incomplete 

information about infection times and potential for missed infections, but make stronger 

assumptions about the baseline infection rate, while the Cox proportional hazards models assume 

infection times are exact and complete, but do not make assumptions about the baseline rate. 

We assessed model fit by comparing expected and observed numbers in each state over time, and 

undertook variable selection using Akaike information criterion values, and likelihood-ratio tests. 

Stratification was used to account for non-proportionality in the Cox models, and piecewise-constant 

baseline hazards by calendar month were used to account for dependence of the transition rates on 

time in the multi-state models. Vaccine effectiveness (VE) and acquired protection were estimated 

from the multi-state model as: 1 – adjusted hazard ratio [15]. We used 2+ years as the baseline for 

the time since previous infection due to the small size of the immunological baseline group (no prior 

SARS-CoV-2 infection). Full details of these models are included in the supplementary materials. 

Model implementation 

Statistical models were implemented using R v.4.4.1 (R Foundation, Vienna, Austria) and the R 

package msm was used to fit the multi-state models [17]. 

Patient and public involvement 

The SIREN study has an active Participant Involvement Panel (PIP), co-delivered with the British 

Society for Immunology. The SIREN PIP meets regularly to consult participants on proposed study 

developments, recent outputs, and to obtain feedback on study delivery. The multimethod cohort 

retention programme is informed by the PIP and wider participant feedback is collected 

continuously through cross-sectional surveys. 

 

Results 

Population characteristics 

A total of 2,867 participants were included in the analysis. The majority (81%) were female, aged 

between 35 and 64 (91%), and of White ethnicity (86%). A quarter (26%) reported a medical 

condition, including 2.4% with immunosuppression. Participants included HCWs from all disciplines, 

with the largest groups being nurses (33%), administrative/executive staff (16%), and doctors (13%) 

(Table 1). SIREN recruited HCWs from every UK region, but this analysis excluded Wales and 

Northern Ireland (n = 237 participants) where information on vaccine type was unavailable (Figure 

1). 

At study entry in October 2023, two-thirds (67%) of participants had a PCR-confirmed infection 

within the past 2 years, and a further 27% had their previous PCR-confirmed infection >2 years prior. 
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The remaining 166 individuals (6%) had no PCR-confirmed evidence of infection and were confirmed 

as naïve based on their antibody results. During October 2023, 50% of participants (1,422) received a 

booster vaccination, of whom 280 (20%) received the bivalent original/BA.4-5, and 1,142 (80%) 

received the monovalent XBB.1.5 formulation (Table 1).  

Crude PCR positivity rates 

Over the 6-month follow-up period, 536 (19%) participants had at least one PCR-confirmed positive 

result. Including re-infections, we observed 551 PCR-positive infections over 407,226 person-days of 

follow-up, corresponding to a crude (unadjusted) PCR positivity rate of 13.5 (95% confidence interval 

12.4 to 14.7) per 10,000 days follow-up. Crude PCR positivity rates were higher for those with a 

waned booster vs. those who received a booster in October 2023 (15.3 (13.7 to 17.0) per 10,000 

days follow-up vs. 11.5 (10.0 to 13.1)), and lower among those with a recent prior infection within 6 

months vs. an infection 2+ years prior (6.7 (5.1 to 8.6) per 10,000 days follow-up vs. 14.2 (12.1 to 

16.6)). 

Vaccine effectiveness 

Relative to a waned booster, VE against infection for an October 2023 booster was estimated as 

27.2% (95% confidence interval 10.6 to 40.7%) over the 6-month study period. VE was 40.5% (18.6 

to 56.5%) at 0-2 months post-vaccination, 19.9% (-3.9 to 38.2%) at 2-4 months, and 13.8% (-41.5 to 

47.5%) at 4-6 months (Table 2, Figure 2 panels A-B). 

VE was 34.3% (-30.8 to 67.0%) among those confirmed as naïve, 37.1% (8.7 to 56.6%) for those with 

a previous infection more than 2 years ago, and 33.1% (9.4 to 50.6%) for those with an infection in 

the past 1-2 years (Table 3, Figure 3 panel A). Corresponding VE estimates by time since previous 

infection and booster vaccine type are shown in Figure 3 panel B. 

VE differed according to booster vaccine type; VE for the bivalent Original/BA.4-5 booster was 2.2% 

(-35.7 to 29.5%) overall, 15.1% (-55.4 to 53.6%) at 0-2 months, 4.2% (-46.4 to 37.3%) at 2-4 months, 

and -31.2% (-167.4 to 35.6%) at 4-6 months; VE for the Monovalent XBB.1.5 booster was 32.7% (16.1 

to 46.0%) overall, 44.2% (21.7 to 60.3%) at 0-2 months, 24.1% (-0.7 to 42.9%) at 2-4 months, and 

26.7% (-27.5 to 57.9%) at 4-6 months) (Table 2, Figure 2 panels C-D). 

Protection from previous infection 

Based on estimates adjusted for month of study, vaccine status, and demographic covariates, 

compared to individuals with a COVID-19 infection more than 2 years ago, an infection within the 

past 6 months was associated with a 49.3% (29.2 to 63.6%) increase in protection, whereas those 

with no prior infection had -68.0% (-147.9 to -13.8%) reduced protection. An infection within the 

past 6-12 months, or an infection 1 to 2 years ago was not associated with significantly more or less 
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protection compared to an infection more than 2 years ago; 0.3% (-39.3 to 28.7%) and -22.4% (-55.6 

to 3.7%), respectively (Table 2, Figure 2 panel E). 

Moderate vs. mild/asymptomatic infection 

Among the 551 positive PCR results, 543 had symptom information reported. Of these, 263 (48%) 

had moderate COVID-19 symptoms (ILI, sick leave, or ARI for 5+ days), whilst 280 (52%) had mild 

COVID-19 symptoms or were asymptomatic. 

The proportion reporting moderate symptoms was lower among recipients of a booster dose (41%, 

88/215), compared to those with no booster (52%, 175/336). Among those with an infection in the 

past 6 months, 33% (21/63) reported moderate symptoms compared to 50% (112/225) for those 

with an infection 1-2 years ago and 62% (28/45) for those with no previous infection (Table 2, Figure 

4). 

Relative to a waned booster, VE for an October 2023 booster was 39.7% (95% confidence interval 

19.9 to 54.6%) against infection with moderate symptoms and 14.0% (-12.1 to 34.0%) against 

mild/asymptomatic infection (Table 2, Figure 5 panels A-B). A monovalent booster provided greater 

protection against infection with moderate symptoms compared to a bivalent booster (47.4% (27.9 

to 61.6%) vs. 2.2% (-35.7 to 29.5%)). Protection declined over time but was more durable against 

moderate infection than against mild/asymptomatic infection: monovalent booster VE at 2-4 months 

was 36.8% (6.3 to 57.4%) against moderate infection compared to 12.0% (-26.4 to 38.8%) against 

mild infection (Table 2, Figure 5 panels C-D). 

Relative to an infection 2+ years previously, an infection in the past 6 months was associated with 

58.6% (30.3 to 75.4%) increased protection against moderate infection, and 38.5% (5.8 to 59.8%) 

increased protection against mild/asymptomatic infection (Table 2, Figure 5 panels E-F). 

Duration of PCR positivity 

For a typical study participant (female, aged 45-54) receipt of a booster in October 2023 was 

associated with a reduced mean duration of PCR positivity; 7.7 days (5.3 to 11.2 days) vs. 11.1 days 

(95% confidence interval 7.9 to 15.5 days) among those with a waned booster (Table 4, Figure 6 

panel A). Infections reported with moderate symptoms had a shorter duration of PCR positivity 

compared to mild infections; 9.9 days (6.8 to 14.5 days) vs. 12.3 days (8.4 to 18.0 days) for those 

with a waned booster, and 6.1 days (3.8 to 9.8 days) vs. 9.7 days (6.4 to 14.7 days) for those who 

received an October 2023 booster (Table 4, Figure 6 panel B). The estimated duration of PCR 

positivity was shorter for an individual with a recent prior infection; 5.5 days (3.6 to 8.4 days) for 

those with a prior infection within 6 months but 10.9 days (6.9 to 17.2 days) for prior infection 

within 6-12 months and 16.2 days (9.4 to 27.9 days) for those with a confirmed naïve infection status 
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(Table 4, Figure 6 panel C). The differences in mean duration of PCR positivity by vaccination and 

prior infection were estimated for all participant groups (examples of other groups shown in Figures 

S9-S10). 

 

Discussion 

We have estimated COVID-19 booster vaccine effectiveness and protection following prior SARS-

CoV-2 infection in a highly vaccinated and infection-experienced cohort of healthcare workers during 

autumn/winter 2023/24, a period of Omicron XBB.1.5 and JN.1 sub-variant circulation. We found 

that COVID-19 boosters provided moderate short-term protection against infection, compared to a 

waned booster (>6 months prior), with greater protection against moderate symptoms. Comparing 

recipients of the bivalent original/BA.4-5 and monovalent XBB.1.5 mRNA vaccine formulations, we 

estimated greater and longer-lasting protection from the monovalent booster, particularly against 

infection with moderate symptoms. As in previous analyses of this cohort [9,10], a recent prior 

infection was found to provide more sustained protection against infection compared with booster 

vaccination, with waning of this protection after 6 months. Controlling for vaccination, participants 

with a recent prior infection were less likely to experience moderate symptoms compared to those 

whose prior infection was more historic. 

Our results are the most up-to-date evidence on the real-world effectiveness of two different 

COVID-19 booster formulations and have been interpreted in the context of high population 

immunity from previous infection and the ongoing evolution of SARS-CoV-2 Omicron sub-variants. 

An earlier study of symptomatic infection in the Netherlands estimated monovalent XBB.1.5 booster 

VE among working-age adults as 41% (23 to 55%), in line with our estimates for moderate infection 

[19]. Meanwhile, the improved real-world VE of the monovalent XBB.1.5 vaccine compared to the 

bivalent original/BA.4-5 vaccine supports findings from a comparable population-based cohort study 

in Singapore which estimated VE against symptomatic infection of 41% (34 to 48%) for the 

monovalent booster, compared to 8% (5 to 12%) for the bivalent booster, during a period of JN.1 

transmission [18]. For previously uninfected individuals, markedly higher increases in mean 

neutralising antibody titres were seen following administration of a monovalent compared to a 

bivalent booster, with less severe immunological imprinting [20]. 

The multi-state models we fitted provide an estimate of the duration of PCR positivity. The estimates 

were in-line with other studies of Omicron BA.4/5 and JN.1 PCR positivity and viral shedding (around 

8-10 days) [21], with differences between subgroups. Participants with asymptomatic/mild infection 

were estimated to have longer durations of PCR positivity than those with moderate illness. A study 

in China similarly estimated longer mean viral shedding periods for those with asymptomatic 
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Omicron BA.5.2 COVID-19 infection compared to symptomatic [22]. Booster recipients had a shorter 

point estimate for duration of PCR positivity than those with a waned booster. We did not collect 

information on infectiousness, but a recent evidence review reported that COVID-19 cases were 

most infectious for 5 days after symptom onset, with most transmission events occurring during this 

time [21]. 

Strengths and limitations 

Two key strengths of our study are the ability to discern moderate and mild/asymptomatic infection 

based on high-quality symptoms reporting, and participants’ adherence to a regular testing regime. 

Half of detected infections were reported with moderate symptoms, including influenza-like illness, 

persistent acute respiratory symptoms, or requiring participants to take sick leave. Both a recent 

prior infection and receipt of a monovalent booster provided protection against moderate 

symptoms, as well as reducing the duration of PCR positivity. The continued follow-up of study 

participants for 3-years prior to the current analysis period (with regular PCR and antibody testing 

and access to complete COVID-19 vaccination history) adds confidence to these estimates, 

minimising the impact of reporting and recall bias [23]. 

The SIREN cohort is a cohort of working-age healthcare staff, with participants being predominantly 

female, of white ethnicity, healthy, and middle-aged. Whilst we control for these important factors 

in our analyses, differences in vaccination history, and the low proportion of males, older 

participants, and those with high multimorbidity limits generalisability of these findings to a wider 

UK population. 

Another limitation is that booster vaccination was not randomly assigned, and despite limited 

differences in vaccine uptake by measured demographics, we could not control for several other 

prognostic factors which may be associated with vaccination, for example, an individual’s perceived 

exposure risk, which may alter their decision to receive a booster. 

We did not investigate severe disease requiring hospitalisation, which was rare in this cohort (<5 

participants self-reported hospitalisation for COVID-19 symptoms). For those aged 65 and older, a 

test-negative case-control study in England during September 2023 to January 2024 (a period of 

XBB.1.5 and JN.1 sub-variant circulation) estimated good protection of both the monovalent and 

bivalent boosters against hospitalisation, with VE point estimates being generally higher for the 

monovalent compared to the bivalent booster [24]. 

Given the very small number of unvaccinated individuals in SIREN and recognising they may have 

different risk profiles to vaccinated individuals, we were unable to consider them as a reference 

group to estimate absolute VE. 
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Finally, whilst the SIREN cohort is one of the most frequently tested COVID-19 cohorts still active, 

due to gaps in PCR testing and serum collection, including a pause in study testing between April and 

September 2023, we may have missed prior infections in the cohort. This resulted in the exclusion of 

703 individuals whose infection status could not be ascertained due to gaps in their testing records. 

Implications of the study and future research 

In this highly vaccinated, infection-experienced, working-age cohort there was a moderate but short-

lived increase in protection against SARS-CoV-2 infection associated with receipt of a monovalent 

XBB.1.5 booster during the Omicron XBB.1.5 and JN.1 sub-variant circulating period. As new variants 

continue to emerge, ongoing monitoring of COVID-19 vaccine effectiveness is required to ensure the 

appropriateness and cost-effectiveness of vaccine programmes. Updated formulations which target 

the circulating variant are likely to be most effective in seasonal vaccination campaigns, however the 

lower coverage of COVID-19 boosters among healthcare workers, in comparison to seasonal 

influenza vaccination, limits their effectiveness at a population level. 
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