
1 

Safety and immunogenicity of the protein-based PHH-1V compared to BNT162b2 as a 

heterologous SARS-CoV-2 booster vaccine in adults vaccinated against COVID-19: a 

multicentre, randomised, double-blind, non-inferiority phase IIb trial 

Júlia Corominas*, Carme Garriga*, Antoni Prenafeta, Alexandra Moros, Manuel Cañete, Antonio Barreiro, Luis 

González-González, Laia Madrenas, Irina Güell, Bonaventura Clotet, Nuria Izquierdo-Useros, Dàlia Raïch-Regué, 

Marçal Gallemí, Julià Blanco, Edwards Pradenas, Benjamín Trinité, Julia G Prado, Oscar Blanch-Lombarte, Raúl 

Pérez-Caballero, Montserrat Plana, Ignasi Esteban, Carmen Pastor-Quiñones, Xavier Núñez-Costa, Rachel Abu 

Taleb, Paula McSkimming, Alex Soriano, Jocelyn Planol, Jesse Omar Anagua, Rafel Ramos, Ruth Martí Lluch, 

Aida Corpes Comes, Susana Otero Romero, Xavier Martinez Gomez, Carla Sans-Pola, José Moltó, Susana Benet, 

Lucía Bailón, Jose R Arribas, Alberto M Borobia, Javier Queiruga Parada, Jorge Navarro-Pérez, Maria José Forner 

Giner, Rafael Ortí Lucas, María del Mar Vázquez Jiménez, Salvador Oña Compán, Melchor Alvarez-Mon, Daniel 

Troncoso, Eunate Arana-Arri, Susana Meijide, Natale Imaz-Ayo, Patricia Muñoz García, Sofía de la Villa 

Martínez, Sara Rodríguez Fernández, Teresa Prat, Èlia Torroella, Laura Ferrer. 

* Contributed equally and are joint first authors 

IrsiCaixa AIDS Research Institute, Can Ruti Campus, 08916, Badalona, Spain (Bonaventura Clotet MD, N 

Izquierdo-Useros PhD, D Raïch-Regué PhD, M Gallemi PhD, J Blanco PhD, E Pradenas MSc, B Trinité PhD, J 

G Prado PhD, O Blanch-Lombarte PhD, R Pérez-Caballero PhD); AIDS Research Group, Institut 

d’Investigacions Biomèdiques August Pi i Sunyer (IDIBAPS), Barcelona, Spain (M Plana PhD, I Esteban 

PhD, C Pastor-Quiñones, BsC); Hospital Clínic of Barcelona, Institut d'Investigacions Biomèdiques August 

Pi i Sunyer (IDIBAPS), Barcelona, Spain (A Soriano MD, J Planol MD, J Omar Anagua MD); Veristat, LLC. 

Barcelona, Spain, Toronto, Canada, Pickmere, UK (X Núñez-Costa, MSc, R A Taleb, MD, Paula 

McSkimming, BSc); Institut Universitari d’Investigació en Atenció Primària Jordi Gol (IDIAP Jordi Gol), 

Biomedical Research Institute, Girona (IdIBGi), Catalan Institute of Health, Catalonia, Spain (R Ramos 

PhD, R Martí Lluch PhD, A Corpes Comes, MD); Hospital Universitari Vall d'Hebron, Barcelona, Spain (S 

Otero Romero MD, X Martinez Gomez MD, C Sans-Pola MD); Infectious Diseases Department. Hospital 

Universitari Germans Trias i Pujol. Badalona. Spain (J Moltó PhD, S Benet PhD, L Bailón MD); Infectious 

Diseases Unit. Internal Medicine Department. La Paz University Hospital, IdiPAZ, Madrid, Spain (JR 

Arribas MD, A M Borobia MD, PhD, J Queiruga Parada MD); Hospital Clínico Universitario Valencia (J 

Navarro-Pérez MD, MJ Forner Giner, R Ortí Lucas); Hospital Regional Universitario de Málaga, Málaga, 

Spain (M M V Jiménez MD, S O Compán PhD); Hospital Universitario Príncipe de Asturias, Madrid, Spain 

(M Alvarez-Mon MD, D Troncoso MD); Scientific Coordination, Biocruces Bizkaia HRI, Osakidetza, 

Barakaldo, Spain (E Arana-Arri MD, S Meijide PhD, N Imaz-Ayo PhD); Instituto de Investigación Sanitaria 

Hospital Gregorio Marañón, Madrid, Spain (P Muñoz García MD, S de la Villa Martínez MD, S Rodríguez 

Fernández RN); HIPRA, Girona, Spain (J Corominas, C Garriga, A Prenafeta PhD, A Moros PhD, M Cañete 

PhD, A Barreiro PhD, L González-González PhD, L Madrenas, I Güell, T Prat, E Torroella, L Ferrer PhD). 

CIBER Enfermedades Infecciosas (CIBERINFEC), Instituto de Salud Carlos III, Madrid, Spain (N 

Izquierdo-Useros PhD, M Plana PhD, J Blanco PhD, J G Prado PhD, J Moltó PhD, A M Borobia MD, JR Arribas 

MD, B Trinité MD, A Soriano PhD); Department of Medical Sciences, School of Medicine, University of 

Girona, Girona, Spain (R Ramos PhD, R Martí Lluch PhD); Unitat Docent Vall d'Hebron, Universitat 

Autònoma de Barcelona, Bellaterra, Spain (S Otero Romero MD, X Martinez Gomez MD); Infectious Diseases 

and Immunity, Faculty of Medicine, Universitat de Vic-Universitat Central de Catalunya (UVic-UCC), Vic, 

Spain (J Blanco PhD, Bonaventura Clotet MD); Germans Trias i Pujol Research Institute (IGTP), Badalona, 

Spain (J G Prado PhD, J Blanco PhD); Infectious Diseases Unit. Internal Medicine Department. La Paz 

University Hospital, IdiPAZ (J Queiruga Parada, MD, JR Arribas, MD); Spanish Clinical Research Network - 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 6, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.05.22277210doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.05.22277210


2 

SCReN (A M Borobia MD, J Queiruga Parada, MD); CIBER Enfermedades Respiratorias- CIBERES 

(CB06/06/0058), Madrid Spain (P Muñoz García MD); Centro de Esclerosis Múltiple de Catalunya (Cemcat), 

Department of Neurology/Neuroimmunology, Hospital Universitari Vall d’Hebron, Vall d’Hebron 

Barcelona Hospital Campus, Barcelona, Spain (S Otero Romero MD); Department of Pharmacology, 

Therapeutics and Toxicology, Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, Bellaterra, Barcelona, Spain (C Sans-

Pola MD); Clinical Pharmacology Research Group, Vall d'Hebron Institut de Recerca, Barcelona, Spain (C 

Sans-Pola MD). 

Correspondence to: Teresa Prat Department, Regulatory Affairs (HIPRA), Amer 17170, Spain. E-mail 

address: teresa.prat@hipra.com 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 6, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.05.22277210doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.05.22277210


3 

Summary 

Background: A SARS-CoV-2 protein-based heterodimer vaccine, PHH-1V, has been shown to be safe 

and well-tolerated in healthy young adults in a first-in-human, Phase I/IIa study dose-escalation trial. 

Here, we report the interim results of the Phase IIb HH-2, where the immunogenicity and safety of a 

heterologous booster with PHH-1V is assessed versus a homologous booster with BNT162b2 at 14 and 

98 days after vaccine administration. 

Methods: The HH-2 study is an ongoing multicentre, randomised, active-controlled, double-blind, non-

inferiority Phase IIb trial, where participants 18 years or older who had received two doses of   

BNT162b2 were randomly assigned in a 2:1 ratio to receive a booster dose of vaccine   ̶ either 

heterologous (PHH-1V group) or homologous (BNT162b2 group)  ̶  in 10 centres in Spain. Eligible 

subjects were allocated to treatment stratified by age group (18-64 versus ≥65 years) with approximately 

10% of the sample enrolled in the older age group. The endpoints were humoral immunogenicity 

measured by changes in levels of neutralizing antibodies against the ancestral Wuhan-Hu-1 strain and 

different variants of SARS-CoV-2 after the PHH-1V or the BNT162b2 boost, the T-cell responses 

towards the SARS-CoV-2 spike glycoprotein peptides and the safety and tolerability of PHH-1V as a 

boost. This study is ongoing and is registered with ClinicalTrials.gov, NCT05142553. 

Findings: From 15 November 2021, 782 adults were randomly assigned to PHH-1V (n=522) or 

BNT162b2 (n=260) boost vaccine groups. The geometric mean titre (GMT) ratio of neutralizing 

antibodies on days 14 and 98, shown as BNT162b2 active control versus PHH-1V, was, respectively, 

1·68 (p<0·0001) and 0·87 (p=0·43) for the ancestral Wuhan-Hu-1 strain; 0·61 (p<0·0001) and 0·57 

(p=0·0064) for the beta variant; 1·01 (p=0·89) and 0·52 (p=0·0003) for the delta variant; and 0·59 

(p=<0·0001) and 0·56 (p=0·0026) for the omicron variant. Additionally, PHH-1V as a booster dose 

induced a significant increase of CD4+ and CD8+ T-cells expressing IFN-γ on day 14. There were 458 

participants who experienced at least one adverse event (89·3%) in the PHH-1V and 238 (94·4%) in the 

BNT162b2 group. The most frequent adverse events were injection site pain (79·7% and 89·3%), fatigue 

(27·5% and 42·1%) and headache (31·2 and 40·1%) for the PHH-1V and the BNT162b2 groups, 

respectively. A total of 52 COVID-19 cases occurred from day 14 post-vaccination (10·14%) for the 

PHH-1V group and 30 (11·90%) for the BNT162b2 group (p=0·45), and none of the subjects developed 

severe COVID-19.  

Interpretation: Our interim results from the Phase IIb HH-2 trial show that PHH-1V as a heterologous 

booster vaccine, when compared to BNT162b2, elicits a strong and sustained neutralizing antibody 

response against Wuhan-Hu-1 strain, and a superior one concerning the previous circulating beta and 

delta SARS-CoV-2 variants, as well as the currently circulating omicron. Moreover, the PHH-1V boost 

also induces a strong and balanced T-cell response. Concerning the safety profile, subjects in the PHH-

1V group report significantly fewer adverse events than those in the BNT162b2 group, most of mild 

intensity, and both vaccine groups present comparable COVID-19 breakthrough cases, none of them 

severe.   

Funding: HIPRA SCIENTIFIC, S.L.U. 
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Introduction 

The severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) identified in Wuhan, China, in 

December 2019, has brought an urgency to prophylactic measures globally. Consequently, the world 

has witnessed a striking change in the speed of vaccine development targeting the SARS-CoV-2’s 

membrane spike protein1, particularly its receptor binding domain (RBD), which interacts with the 

angiotensin converting enzyme 2 (ACE2) receptor in the host cells and generates a neutralizing antibody 

response 2.  

RBD-specific neutralizing antibodies prevent the interaction between the SARS-CoV-2 spike protein 

and ACE2 receptor, impeding virus entry to lung cells and further transmission of the virus3. Indeed, 

there is a positive correlation between the levels of SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing antibodies induced by 

vaccination and the conferred level of protection4. Antibody levels have been previously used as 

endpoints for many viral vaccines, such as measles, polio virus and hepatitis A vaccines5. Additionally, 

the time-dependent decrease in antibody levels after vaccination called for the need of booster 

administrations during the COVID-19 pandemic6.  

Clinical trials for several approved SARS-CoV-2 vaccines7-9 also revealed the induction of a rapid and 

specific T-cell-mediated response in most participants noted from day 14 post-vaccination, asserting its 

value as a basis for immunological memory and its role in the rapid response to pathogen re-exposure, 

conferring protection from severe disease even with lower levels of antibodies10. 

To date, two main types of vaccines have been developed for SARS-CoV-211; the first type consists of 

those that carry the genetic information required for the biosynthesis of the spike glycoprotein, such as 

mRNA (BNT162b2 [Pfizer/BioNTech] and mRNA-1273 [Moderna]) and adenoviral vector vaccines 

(Ad26.COV2.S [Janssen] and ChAdOx [Oxford-AstraZeneca]), and the second are protein-based 

vaccines that contain the spike protein itself in different forms and combinations with adjuvants. 

Vaccines based on the mRNA technology have inherent limitations: the liability of the mRNA molecule 

requires that mRNA-based vaccines are encapsulated in lipid nanoparticles and kept at very low 

temperatures (between –20 ºC and –80 ºC)12. Regarding protein-based vaccines, only NVX-CoV2373 

(Novavax) has been approved by the WHO and the EMA. This subunit vaccine contains the full-length 

spike protein with the Matrix M1 adjuvant8,13. In contrast to mRNA, protein-based vaccines can be 

stored under refrigerated conditions14. 

Although various SARS-CoV-2 vaccines have been approved, there is still the utmost need for options 

able to meet global demands, since only 65% of the world population, and, more starkly, only 15·2% of 

people in low-income countries, have received at least one dose of a COVID-19 vaccine15. Vaccination 

campaigns protect against severe disease, reduce viral load and therefore lower transmission risk, which 

implies a public health benefit16. Booster vaccination has become necessary because immunity 

diminishes with time and new variants emerge. Here, there is increasing evidence that heterologous 

vaccination is safe, demanding more available vaccine platforms17,18. New vaccine presentations, 

preferentially stable at 2-8°C and ready-to-use, will facilitate global distribution and be valuable options 

in the current pandemic setting.  

Recombinant protein-based vaccines have emerged as competitive vaccine candidates. They possess a 

proper safety profile, no risk of genome integration, no live components, and are suitable for people 
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with compromised immune systems19, showing high productivity yields and good stability profiles 20. 

PHH-1V is a protein-based vaccine intended for the prevention of COVID-19 caused by SARS-CoV-2. 

This vaccine is based on a fusion heterodimer consisting of the spike RBD sequence from the SARS-

CoV-2 beta (B.1.351) and alpha (B.1.1.7) variants21, formulated with an oil-in-water based adjuvant 

produced by HIPRA known as SQBA, and prepared as an emulsion for intramuscular administration. 

PHH-1V comprises three key mutations of high relevance for previously and currently circulating 

SARS-CoV-2 variants: K417N, E484K and N501Y22. Previous studies revealed that the E484K and 

N501Y mutations are present in the RBD of the spike protein of beta, gamma, and mu variants; and both 

the K417N and N501Y mutations present in the PHH-1V antigen are common to the beta and to the 

currently predominant omicron variants23. 

A first-in-human Phase I/IIa study dose-escalation, randomized, double-blinded, active-comparator 

controlled clinical trial in 30 healthy adults demonstrated that the PHH-1V vaccine is safe and well-

tolerated in healthy young adults, with even fewer reported solicited adverse events compared to the 

control (BNT162b2; publication under review).  

The HH-2 study is an ongoing multicentre, randomised, active-controlled, double-blind, non-inferiority 

Phase IIb trial that aims to assess the immunogenicity and safety of PHH-1V as a heterologous boost 

versus a homologous boost in individuals after receiving a primary vaccination series of BNT162b2. 

Here we show interim data up to 98 days after administration of the booster for the Phase IIb HH-2 

study. 

Methods 

Study design and participants 

This multicentre, randomised, active-controlled, double-blind, non-inferiority Phase IIb trial where 

immunogenicity and safety of the PHH-1V vaccine were assessed, was carried out in 10 centres in Spain 

(Supplementary Information). 

Eligibility criteria were individuals aged 18 years or older, who had received two doses of the 

BNT162b2 vaccine at least 182 days and less than 365 days after their second dose; Body Mass Index 

(BMI) between 18 and 40 kg/m2; negative SARS-CoV-2 PCR test at the time of enrolment; willingness 

to avoid all other vaccines within 4 weeks before and after vaccination in this study (seasonal influenza 

vaccination was allowed if it was received at least 14 days before or after the study booster). Key 

exclusion criteria included pregnancy or breastfeeding; an ongoing serious psychiatric condition; history 

of respiratory disease requiring daily medications; history of significant cardiovascular disease; history 

of neurological or neurodevelopmental conditions; ongoing malignancy or recent diagnosis of 

malignancy in the last five years excluding basal cell and squamous cell carcinoma of the skin; any 

confirmed or suspected autoimmune, immunosuppressive or immunodeficiency disease/condition 

(iatrogenic or congenital) including human immunodeficiency virus infection; use of 

immunosuppressants; coagulation or bleeding disorder; chronic liver disease; history of SARS-CoV-2 

infection; close contact with anyone positive for SARS-CoV-2 infection within 15 days before screening 

and life expectancy of less than 12 months.  
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The trial was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki, the Good Clinical Practice 

guidelines, and national regulations. The study protocol was reviewed and approved by the Spanish 

Agency of Medicines and Medical Devices (AEMPS) as well as Independent Ethics Committee from 

the Hospital Clínic de Barcelona. Written informed consent was obtained from all participants before 

enrolment. The biologic biosafety committee of the Research Institute Germans Trias i Pujol approved 

the execution of SARS-CoV-2 experiments at the BSL3 laboratory of the Centre for Bioimaging and 

Comparative Medicine (CSB-20-015-M8). 

Randomisation and masking 

Subjects were randomly assigned in a 2:1 ratio to receive a booster dose of vaccine (third immunization) 

either with the HIPRA PHH-1V vaccine (PHH-1V group) or with the Pfizer/BioNTech BNT162b2 

vaccine (BNT162b2 group). Subjects were allocated to treatment using an Interactive Response 

Technology (IRT). The allocation sequence was stratified by age group: approximately 90% of the total 

recruited participants were in the 18 to 64 years group, and 10% in the group 65 years or older. 

Participants, site staff, including clinical staff involved in study drug preparation and administration, the 

sponsor, and the Clinical Research Organisation (CRO) were blinded to treatment 

assignment/allocation. Unblinded hospital pharmacists or other qualified personnel prepared the booster 

dose, and unblinded site staff members, who were not otherwise involved with study procedures (except 

for blood extraction), administered treatment to subjects. This article refers to the data obtained on days 

14 and 98 and the analysis could be carried out after the unblinding. 

Procedures 

The study visits were scheduled on day 0, day 14, day 28 and at 3, 6 and 12 months. This article reports 

data up to day 98. Participants who, at that moment, met eligibility criteria were vaccinated in the visit 

on day 0. The BNT162b2 vaccine was given as a 0·3 mL (30 g) and the PHH-1V as a 0·5 mL (40 g) 

by intramuscular injection into the deltoid muscle. The first 30 participants were observed for 60 minutes 

and monitored during the following 72 hours by phone. Other participants were observed for 30 minutes 

and contacted again on day 7. During the day-0 visit, participants were given a hard copy diary to record 

local and systemic solicited reactions within the 7 days after vaccination.  

The neutralization titres of antibodies were determined by the inhibitory concentration 50 (IC50, reported 

as reciprocal dilution) using a pseudovirion-based neutralisation assay (PBNA) as described 

previously24.  The immunogenicity against the SARS-CoV-2 spike glycoprotein was assessed by the 

percentage of subjects having a ≥4-fold increase in the binding antibodies titre 14 and 98 days after 

boosting using the Elecsys Anti-SARS-CoV-2 S immunoassay (Roche Diagnostics). The titre of 

neutralizing antibodies was also analysed in a subset of subjects by infectious SARS-CoV-2 

neutralisation test (VNA) and measured as inhibitory dilution 50 (ID50), also reported as reciprocal 

dilution. The geometric mean titre (GMT) and the geometrical mean fold rise (GMFR) was calculated 

for each parameter. 

The T-cell mediated immune response against the SARS-CoV-2 spike glycoprotein was assessed after 

the in vitro peptide stimulation of peripheral blood mononuclear cells (PBMC) followed by IFN-γ 

enzyme-linked immune absorbent spot (IFN-γ ELISpot) and intracellular cytokine staining (ICS). Six 
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peptide pools of overlapping SARS-CoV-2 peptides, each encompassing the SARS-CoV-2 regions S 

(two pools) and RBD (four peptides’ pools covering Wuhan-Hu-1, alpha, beta, and delta variants) were 

used (details of procedures are described in the Supplementary methods). 

The safety assessment included the incidence and description of solicited local and systemic reactions, 

unsolicited local and systemic adverse events, serious adverse events, and adverse events of special 

interest. This is an ongoing study, and both solicited and unsolicited local and systemic adverse events 

were assessed through days 7 and 28, respectively, and safety laboratory parameters together with 

medically attended adverse events through the end of the study. Additionally, the incidence of SARS-

CoV-2 infections, including severe infections, the requirement of hospital and intensive care unit (ICU) 

admissions, and deaths associated with COVID-19, if any, through the end of the study will be assessed. 

In the safety analysis, adverse events were coded using the MedDRA Version 24.1 coding system. 

Outcomes 

The endpoints were humoral immunogenicity measured by changes in levels of neutralizing antibodies 

by PBNA and VNA, binding antibodies by ELISA, T-cell responses by ELISpot, and the Th-1/Th-2 T-

cell mediated response towards the SARS-CoV-2 spike glycoprotein peptides, all of them assessed at 

least in the sample of 14 days after the boost with PHH-1V or BNT162b2. Exploratory endpoints 

included the incidence of COVID-19 and the number and percentage of severe COVID-19 cases, both 

happening from day 14 after administration of the booster and through the end of the study. 

Statistical analysis 

The sample size calculation is detailed in Supplementary methods. The following analyses of 

populations were included in this study: Intention-to-treat (ITT) population, including all subjects who 

were randomly assigned to treatment, regardless of the subject’s treatment status in the study; modified 

intention-to-treat (mITT) population, consisting of all subjects in the ITT who met the screening criteria 

and received one vaccine dose; Immunogenicity (IGP) population, including all subjects in the mITT 

who had a valid immunogenicity test result before receiving study drug and at least one valid result after 

dosing; per-protocol (PP), all subjects in the mITT who received one vaccine dose and had no major 

protocol deviations; safety (SP), comprised of all randomised subjects who received one vaccine dose, 

and were analysed according to the treatment received. The efficacy analysis was done in the mITT 

population and the T-cell response in the IGP population. The safety analysis was conducted in the 

safety population and the assessment of COVID-19 cases in the PP population. 

The efficacy analyses tested the following hypotheses to show non-inferiority of PHH-1V when 

compared to the BNT162b2 booster vaccine: i) Null hypothesis, H0: the ratio of the GMTs (BNT162b2: 

PHH-1V) exceeds the non-inferiority margin (NIm); equivalently, the difference in log (GMT) exceeds 

log (NIm); ii) Alternative hypothesis, H1: the ratio of GMTs is below NIm; equivalently the difference in 

log (GMT) is less than log (NIm). The NIm established for this study was 1·4, whereby the upper bound 

of the 95% confidence interval (95% CI) had to be lower than this value to accept the null hypothesis 

and was defined for each endpoint separately. 

To analyse the antibody neutralisation titre against SARS-CoV-2 (Wuhan-Hu-1, beta, delta, and 

omicron) as measured by IC50 with PBNA or ID50 with VNA, a mixed effects model for repeated 
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measures (MMRM) was carried out on log transformed data. Summary statistics for the log10 

transformations for each individual sample were calculated based on the log10-transformed titres at 

baseline, on day 14 and day 98, and are presented for the mITT population.  

The GMFR analysis was performed for participants who, after a booster dose, had a ≥4-fold change in 

binding antibodies titre from baseline to day 14 and day 98 (responders), summarised by the number 

and proportion of responders along with an exact 95% Clopper-Pearson CI for the proportion.  

For the cellular immunogenicity analysis, a MMRM of T-cell data (interferon gamma [IFN-] Spot-

Forming Units [SFU]/106 PBMCs) was employed, using the angular-transformed proportions as the 

response variable. 

For the incidence of COVID-19 data are shown as the number of events and percentage of participants 

affected in the PP population. An exact 95% Clopper-Pearson CI for the proportion of each endpoint 

was also presented.  

All statistical tests were performed using a two-tailed 5% overall significance level, unless otherwise 

stated, using SAS (Version 9.4) or R (Version 4.0.5).  

This trial is registered at ClinicalTrials.gov, NCT05142553.  

Role of the funding source 

This study was sponsored by HIPRA SCIENTIFIC, S.L.U (HIPRA). HIPRA was involved in the study 

design; in the collection, analysis, and interpretation of data; in writing of the report; and in the decision 

to submit the paper for publication.  

Results 

Baseline characteristics 

From 15 November 2021, 862 participants were screened, of whom, 782 adults were randomly assigned 

to PHH-1V (n=522) or BNT162b2 (n=260) booster vaccine groups (Figure 1). A total of 504 participants 

in the PHH-1V group and 248 participants in the BNT162b2 group were included in the mITT 

population. For the SP population, 513 and 252 participants were included in the PHH-1V and 

BNT162b2 groups, respectively. Five hundred and three subjects were included in the PHH-1V group 

and 246 participants in the BNT162b2 group (IGP population). Since this trial is ongoing, the PP 

population has not yet been defined as protocol deviations are still being assessed. Baseline 

characteristics were well balanced between the two groups, where the median age of participants was 

42 years (range 19–76 years; p=0·65), 484 (63·3%) were female (p=1·00) and 755 (98·7%) identified 

as White (p=1·00; Table 1). 

Neutralizing antibodies response 

The GMT and GMFR of neutralizing antibodies determined by PBNA on day 14 and 98 post-booster 

are shown in Table 2 and Figure 2A for the mITT population. GMT on day 14 for SARS-CoV-2 Wuhan-

Hu-1 was 1998·95 (95% CI: [1760·56, 2269·61]) for the PHH-1V group and 3357·50 (95% CI 

[2882·12, 3911·28]) for the BNT162b2 group, with a GMT ratio of 1·68 (95% CI [1·44, 1·96]; 

p<0·0001), which could not demonstrate non-inferiority of the PHH-1V vaccine to the BNT162b2 
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vaccine in immune response. However, on day 98, the GMT ratio was 0·87 (95% CI [0·60, 1·24]; 

p=0·43), which shows non-inferiority of the PHH-1V vaccine to the BNT162b2 vaccine immune 

response. The GMT for the beta variant on day 14 was 4328·93 (95% CI [3747·80, 5000·16]) in the 

PHH-1V group and 2658·04 (95% CI [2234·60, 3161·73]) in the BNT162b2 group, with a GMT ratio 

of 0·61 (95% CI [0·51, 0·73]; p<0·0001), indicating a superiority of the PHH-1V vaccine. The GMT 

ratio of 0·57 (95% CI [0·38, 0·85]; p=0·0064) on day 98 confirms the superiority of the PHH-1V for 

the beta variant. Regarding the delta variant, the GMT on day 14 was 1471·60 (95% CI [1281·71, 

1689·62]) and 1487·13 (95% CI [1269·58, 1748·85]) for the PHH-1V and BNT162b2 groups, 

respectively, with a GMT ratio of 1·01 (95% CI [0·87, 1·18]; p=0·89), demonstrating non-inferiority of 

the PHH-1V vaccine to BNT162b2. On day 98, the GMT ratio of 0·52 (95% CI [0·36, 0·74]; p=0·0003) 

indicates a superiority of the PHH-1V vaccine for the delta variant. For the omicron variant, the PHH-

1V and the BNT162b2 boosted groups presented a GMT of 2053·73 (95% CI [1770·39, 2382·41]) and 

1219·08 (95% CI [1025·61, 1449·03]), respectively, and a GMT ratio of 0·59 (95% CI [0·50, 0·70]; 

p<0·0001), thus demonstrating superiority of the PHH-1V vaccine to the BNT162b2 vaccine against the 

omicron SARS-CoV-2 variant. This result is further confirmed on day 98, with a GMT ratio of 0·56 

(95% CI [0·38, 0·82]; p=0·0026). 

The response of neutralizing antibodies assessed by PBNA is also shown as GMFR in Table 2, 

confirming the results observed for GMT on day 14. A booster vaccination with PHH-1V could not 

demonstrate non-inferiority for Wuhan-Hu-1 (ratio 1·76, 95% CI [1·46, 2·13]; p<0·0001) on day 14, 

but provided non-inferiority for the delta variant (ratio 1·12, 95% CI [0·93, 1·34]; p=0·24), and elicited 

statistically significant higher levels of neutralizing antibodies for the beta (ratio 0·69, 95% CI [0·56, 

0·84]; p=0·0003) and omicron (ratio 0·68, 95% CI [0·56-0·83]; p=0·0001) variants, thus, demonstrating 

superiority of the PHH-1V booster against beta and omicron variants. On day 98 post-boost, the GMFR 

ratio for Wuhan-Hu-1 indicates that PHH-1V administration reaches non-inferiority to BNT162b2 (ratio 

0·85, 95% CI [0·60, 1·19]; p=0·33), and superiority for the beta (ratio 0·66, 95% CI [0·44, 1·00]; 

p=0·05), delta (ratio 0·59, 95% CI [0·41, 0·87]; p=0·0069), and omicron variants (ratio 0·61, 95% CI 

[0·43, 0·89]; p=0·0091). 

The percentage of participants with a ≥4-fold change in binding antibodies in the PHH-1V and 

BNT162b2 vaccine groups were similar, 98·4% (n=490) and 98·8% (n=238) respectively, on day 14 

post-boost (Table 2). Accordingly, there were non-significant differences between the odds of the two 

groups, with an odds ratio of 1·29 (95% CI [0·34, 4·91]; p=0·71). The data concerning day 98 after 

booster administration reinforce this result, with non-significant differences in the odds between 

treatment groups (odds ratio 1·12, 95% CI [0·21, 5·97]; p= 0·90). Nevertheless, the quantitative 

comparison of the total binding antibody titres between treatments reflects that vaccination with PHH-

1V induced higher antibody titres on days 14 and 98 compared with the BNT162b2 booster dose 

(p<0·0001; Figure 2B). These results indicate that a similar percentage of subjects respond to both 

vaccines with a ≥4-fold change in binding antibodies, although the subjects vaccinated with PHH-1V 

reach higher titres compared with those immunized with BNT162b2. Interestingly, quantitative results 

on day 98 show that the decrease in the titre in the PHH-1V arm is not as pronounced as in the BNT162b2 

arm, with geometric mean fold reduction ratio from day 14 to day 98 of 1·87 (95% CI [1·35, 2·60]; 

p<0·0001), suggesting a greater maintenance of the long-term antibody titre (Figure 2B). 
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The results for the SARS-CoV-2 neutralisation test (VNA) for the omicron variant on day 14 show a 

GMT for treatment ratio for BNT162b2 active control vs PHH-1V of 0·44 (95% CI [0·30, 0·65]) 

followed by p value for ratio=1 (p=0·0001; Figure 2C and Table 2).  

T-cell-mediated response 

Participants in the PHH-1V group showed a significant increase of IFN- producing lymphocytes upon 

in vitro re-stimulation with SARS-CoV-2 spike peptide pools SA (Figure 3E, p=0·0016) and RBD 

(Figure 3A-3D, Wuhan-Hu-1, alpha, beta, and delta variants; all p<0·0001) at 2 weeks post-boost in 

comparison with the levels observed at baseline. Similarly, the administration of the booster dose of 

BNT162b2 increased the proportion of IFN- producing cells in response to the stimulation with spike 

peptide pool SA (Figure 3E, p<0·0001), pool SB (Figure 3F, p=0·0105) and RBD (Figure 3A-3D, 

Wuhan-Hu-1, and variants; all p< 0·0001) at 2 weeks post-boost compared to baseline (pre-boost). After 

the booster dose, the two groups showed similar increase rates in the IFN- response when PBMC were 

stimulated in vitro with RBD antigens. Nevertheless, the BNT162b2 group showed a significantly higher 

increase in the number of IFN- producing cells after in vitro stimulation with the Spike SA (p=0·0043) 

and Spike SB (p=0·0173) antigens at 2 weeks post-boost compared with the PHH-1V group (Figure 3E 

and 3F).  

A significant activation of CD4+ T-cells expressing IFN-γ was observed for the PHH-1V group at 2 

weeks compared with baseline upon the stimulation with the RBD (Wuhan-Hu-1, alpha, and beta 

variants) and Spike SA peptide pool (Figure 4A; p<0·0001). For these variants, the increase rate in the 

percentage of CD4+ IFN-γ+ T-cells from baseline to 2 weeks was higher in the PHH-1V group compared 

to the BNT162b2 group (Wuhan-Hu-1, p=0·0097; alpha, p=0·0030; beta, p=0·0069). Regarding the 

CD8+ T-cells, the boost with the PHH-1V vaccine significantly increased the percentage of IFN--
expressing cells upon re-stimulation with RBD from SARS-CoV-2 beta variant at week 2 compared to 

baseline (Figure 4B; p=0·0372). The BNT162b2 vaccine boost increased the percentage of CD8+ IFN-

+ T-cells after re-stimulation with a spike peptide pool SA (p=0·0089) and SB (p=0·0018) at week 2 

compared with baseline, showing higher values in the increase rate than the PHH-1V boost (p=0·0147 

and p=0·0248, respectively). Moreover, the BNT162b2 group increased the percentage of CD8+ IL-4+ 

T-cells after re-stimulation with the SB spike peptide pool at week 2 compared with baseline (p=0·0123). 

Safety 

The most frequent solicited local reactions on day 1 were pain (51·1% and 69·8% for the PHH-1V and 

the BNT162b2 group, respectively) and tenderness (48·5% for the PHH-1V and 63·5% for the 

BNT162b2 group) (Table 3). These local reactions remained the most frequent up to day 7. The most 

frequent post-vaccination solicited systemic adverse events, for the PHH-1V and the BNT162b2 groups 

on day 1, respectively, were fatigue (16·0% and 35·3%), headache (14·2% and 27·8%), muscle pain 

(11·7% and 29·4%), and fever (0·6% and 7·1%), and these were the main adverse events observed up 

to day 7 post-boost. In this period, 257 subjects reported headache, where 157 (30·6%) were in the PHH-

1V group reporting a mean (SD) duration of 2·0 (1·63) days, and 100 (39·7%) in the BNT162b2 group, 

reporting a duration of 1·8 (1·19) days. Additionally, in the same period 32 subjects reported fever, with 

9 of them (1·75%) belonging to the PHH-1V group and reporting a mean (SD) duration of 1·7 (1·00) 

days, and 23 (9·12%) belonging to the BNT162b2 group, reporting 1·5 (0·90) days of fever. The 
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complete data for the vaccination diary from day 0 (12 hours) until day 7 are shown in the Supplementary 

Table 1. 

Overall, 458 (89·3%) subjects in the PHH-1V group and 238 (94·4%) subjects in the BNT162b2 group 

experienced at least one adverse event, of which 66·7% and 57·9% were of mild intensity in the PHH-

1V and BNT162b2 groups, respectively. The most frequent adverse events were injection site pain 

(79.7% and 89·3%), fatigue (27·5% and 42·1%) and headache (31·2 and 40·1%) for the PHH-1V and 

the BNT162b2 groups, respectively (Table 4). Treatment-related adverse events were reported in 434 

(84·6%) in the PHH-1V group and 231 (91·7%) in the BNT162b2 group. At the data cut-off date of the 

report, the percentage of patients who reported experiencing COVID-19 (n=82) ≥14 days post-booster 

administration remained similar in the PHH-1V (10·14%) and BNT162b2 (11·90%) groups (OR 0·83, 

95% CI [0·51, 1·36]; p= 0·46). None of the subjects developed severe COVID-19 and, consequently, 

no hospital or intensive care unit (ICU) admission were required.  

Discussion 

Our interim results from the Phase IIb HH-2 trial show that PHH-1V as a heterologous boost elicits a 

non-inferior neutralizing antibody response to SARS-CoV-2 delta variant, a superior neutralizing 

antibody response against beta variant and, most importantly, a superior neutralizing antibody response 

against the omicron variant of concern (sublineage BA.1, predominant during the development of the 

trial) at 14 days post-vaccination when compared to the BNT162b2 boost. Although the PHH-1V as a 

booster could not demonstrate non-inferiority to BNT162b2 against the initial Wuhan-Hu-1 SARS-

CoV-2 strain on day 14, it provided non-inferiority 98 days after booster administration. Moreover, on 

day 98, PHH-1V vaccine showed superiority for the delta variant. These results suggest a lower decrease 

in the neutralizing antibody titres after the PHH-1V boost compared to the BNT162b2 boost. 

Accordingly, given the very high levels of community transmission observed for the currently 

circulating delta and omicron variants, neutralisation antibody response against these variants is of 

paramount importance in contrast to ancestral strains. No significant differences were observed between 

the groups for those participants with ≥4-fold change in binding antibodies up to 98 days after boost 

administration, although the PHH-1V induced higher titres compared with the BNT162b2 boost. Our 

results have also shown that PHH-1V as a booster dose induces a significant increase of CD4+ and CD8+ 

T-cells expressing IFN-γ on day 14. Concerning the safety profile, PHH-1V group had less percentage 

of adverse events compared with BNT162b2 group, with most of mild intensity, and similar non-severe 

COVID-19 cases. 

SARS-CoV-2 delta, and mostly omicron (BA.1), were the most concerning variants circulating at the 

time this trial was started. PHH-1V has consistently showed good response against each new variant in 

many animal models 21, a result which has been confirmed in the data presented here. These data indicate 

that PHH-1V is superior to BNT162b2 in terms of neutralizing antibodies against SARS-CoV-2 for the 

beta and omicron variants, and non-inferior against delta variant (or even superior on day 98) and 

Wuhan-Hu-1 (on day 98). Remarkably, PHH-1V was able to sustain a good neutralising ability against 

the omicron SARS-CoV-2 variant despite the heavily mutated spike protein of this variant, many of 

them located in the RBD25. This fact strongly supports the high efficacy of the PHH-1V RBD-based 
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candidate against a wide range of potential new mutations since the PHH-1V antigen comprises key 

mutations that are also present in the omicron variant, as well as in many other SARS-CoV-2 variants. 

Results of the T-cell-mediated response determined by ELISpot in the present study indicate that the 

PHH-1V boost, after a primary vaccination with BNT162b2, increases the cellular immune response 

after the in vitro re-stimulation. The ICS data for T-cell response characterization demonstrates that the 

booster immunization with the PHH-1V vaccine induces the activation of CD4+ T-cells expressing IFN-

γ upon re-stimulation with pools of RBD peptides from different variants. Interestingly, this response is 

stronger compared to those subjects boosted with BNT162b2 vaccine, indicating that the PHH-1V 

heterologous boost is more efficient than the homologous boost in the activation of the CD4+ T-cell 

memory previously induced by the primary vaccination protocol. As no IL-4 expression was detected 

in the activated CD4+ T-cells after the in vitro re-stimulation, the ICS results suggest that the PHH-1V 

booster induces a Th1-biased T-cell response. The detection of the IFN-γ expression by the ELISpot 

assay confirms the Th1-biassed T-cell response upon boost immunization with the PHH-1V vaccine. 

Avoiding a Th2-biased immune response is important as it has been related with ineffective vaccines 

that induce vaccine-associated enhanced respiratory disease (VAERD) after subsequent infection26. 

Moreover, the heterologous boost with the PHH-1V vaccine has proven to induce the activation of CD8+ 

T-cells expressing IFN-γ. The T-cell response is crucial to confer protection from COVID-19 severe 

disease10, and these results show the potential ability of PHH-1V not only to fight against the virus with 

neutralizing antibodies but also with cellular immunity specifically to destroy infected cells.  

The percentage of subjects with local reactions (injection site pain, induration, erythema), systemic 

reactions (fatigue, headache, muscle pain and fever), total adverse effects and treatment-related adverse 

events were lower in the PHH-1V group compared to the BNT162b2 group. No deaths were reported in 

the study in either of the PHH-1V or BNT162b2 group and one SAE was reported, which was resolved 

and found to be nonrelated to the vaccination. A total of 82 SARS-CoV-2 cases, all of them mild or 

asymptomatic, occurred between day 14 and the data cut-off date post-booster administration with no 

statistically significant differences between both groups, suggesting that both vaccine boosters provide 

protection to moderate and severe forms of SARS-CoV-2 infections and that PHHV-1V efficacy is 

comparable to that of BNT162b2. Noteworthy, this study temporarily took place during a high COVID-

19 incidence period, namely the currently circulating delta and omicron (BA.1 variant) waves in Spain.  

Moreover, most of participants in the study were healthcare workers, thus with a higher infection 

exposition compared to the general population27. 

The main limitations of this study are related to the changing epidemiological and social situation during 

the pandemics. Although it was initially proposed that neutralising antibodies by means of PBNA would 

have to be determined for Wuhan-Hu-1, alpha, beta and delta SARS-CoV-2 variants, the situation of the 

pandemics during the study made us change the proposal and so alpha was substituted for omicron which 

was the relevant circulating variant at that time, adding a very important value to the study that has 

demonstrated the effective potential of the PHH-1V vaccine as a heterologous booster. 

In conclusion, the HH-2 study demonstrates that the PHH-1V vaccine is safe and well tolerated, eliciting 

a strong neutralizing antibody response against all tested SARS-CoV-2 variants and Wuhan-Hu-1 strain. 

The study specifically shows superiority against the beta and omicron SARS-CoV-2 variants when 

compared to BNT162b2 homologous vaccine boost and non-inferiority against delta on Day 14. 
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Importantly, the PHH-1V vaccine also allows for better sustained levels of antibodies over time (Day 

98). This demonstrates that PHH-1V can elicit protection against current circulating variants of concern 

and, most importantly, can anticipate protection against potentially new emerging variants. The PHH-

1V vaccine also induces a strong and balanced T-cell response against SARS-CoV-2. At present, a phase 

III trial is ongoing where the inclusion criteria have been opened further and studies on the vaccine are 

continued. The interim results presented here provide data on the balance observed between safety and 

efficacy elicited by the PHH-1V boost. These data support PHH-1V vaccine as a valuable tool to the 

current authorized COVID-19 vaccines and as a booster dose in the vaccination campaigns.   
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Figure 1 – Trial profile 

 

PHH-1V=PHH-1V vaccine, HIPRA. BNT162b2= BNT162b2 vaccine, Pfizer–BioNTech. 

862 patients assessed 
for eligibility

782 enrolled

80 ineligible

782 randomised

522 assigned to 
PHH-1V booster

260 assigned to
BNT162b2 booster

248 included in modified 
intention-to-treat and per-
protocol population

246 included in the 
immunogenicity population

252 included in safety analysis

0 untreated
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12 protocol deviation

504 included in modified 
intention-to-treat and per-
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503 included in the 
immunogenicity population

513 included in safety analysis

0 untreated
1 premature discontinuation
18 protocol deviation
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Figure 2 

 

Figure 2: Analysis of the antibody response to PHH-1V vaccination. (A) Neutralizing antibody 
responses against multiple SARS-CoV-2 variants by PBNA in the mITT population. Comparison of 
neutralizing antibody titres at baseline, day 14 and day 98, between the PHH-1V and BNT162b2-
vaccinated groups. (B) SARS-CoV-2 binding antibodies titre. Comparison of total binding antibody 
titres at baseline, day 14 and day 98, between the PHH-1V and BNT162b2-vaccinated groups. The 
analysis has been performed considering only responder subjects (≥4 fold-change in binding antibodies 
titre from baseline to Day 14 or Day 98). (C) SARS-CoV-2 neutralisation assay (VNA) for the omicron 
variant (B.1.1.529). VNA assay was performed with serial dilutions of heat-inactivated serum samples 
from individuals receiving a PHH-1V or BNT162b2 boosting vaccine on day 14. VNA titres are plotted 
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as ID
50

 (the reciprocal dilution inhibiting 50% of the cytopathic effect). *p-value for ratio=1, BNT162b2 

active control vs PHH-1V; p=0·0001. Adjusted treatment mean is shown for VNA analysis for 
BNT162b2 active control (n=24) vs PHH-1V (n=34) as LS mean (95% CI). GMT is shown for adjusted 
treatment mean (95% CI). GMT ratio is the GMT for treatment ratio for BNT162b2 active control vs 
PHH-1V (95% CI) followed by p-value for ratio=1. 

Boxplots with grey dots and blue dots refer to PHH-1V and BNT162b2, respectively. Statistically 
significant differences are shown as * for p  0·05; ** for p  0·01; *** for p  0·001. Non-significant 
comparisons have been indicated with “ns”. 
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Figure 3 

  

Figure 3: Cellular SARS-CoV-2 specific immune response. PBMCs from participants receiving either 
PHH-1V (in grey) or BNT162b2 (in blue) were isolated before (Baseline) and two weeks after the boost 
immunization (Day 14). Results of IFN- ELISpot assay stimulating PBMCs with RBD and variants 
peptide pools [RBD (A); RBD B.1.1.7 (B); RBD B.1.351 (C) and RBD B.1.1617.2 (D)] and Spike [SA 
(E) and SB (F)] peptide pools are shown. Boxes depict the median (solid line) and the interquartile range 
(IQR), and whiskers expand each box edge 1.5 times the IQR. Interaction contrasts have been displayed 
in the plots, comparing the increase rates over time between the two vaccination groups. Non-significant 
differences in the increase rates between groups have been reported with “ns”, while p-values lower 
than 0·05 indicate that the BNT162b2-vaccinated group has experienced a stronger boost compared to 
the PHH-1V arm. 

IQR=interquartile range; RDB; receptor binding domain for the SARS-CoV-2 spike protein (ancestor 
Wuhan-Hu-1 strain); RDB B.1.1.7 (alpha variant); RDB B.1.351 (beta variant); RDB B.1.1617.2 (delta 
variant); Spike SA corresponds to 194 spike protein peptide pools overlapping the S1-2016 to S1-2196 
region of the Spike protein; Spike SB corresponds to 168 spike protein peptide pools overlapping the 
S1-2197 to S2-2377 region of the Spike protein. Statistically significant differences are shown as * for 
p ≤ 0·05; ** for p  0·01. Non-significant comparisons have been indicated with “ns. 
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Figure 4 

 

Figure 4: Characterization of T-cell responses in PBMCs from groups receiving a heterologous boosting 
vaccination with PHH-1V (in grey) or BNT162b2 (in blue). CD4+ T (A) and CD8+ T (B) cells were 
characterized by intracellular cytokine staining (ICS) of interleukin-2 (IL-2+; left panel), interferon 
gamma (IFN-+; middle panel) and interleukin-4 (IL-4+, right panel). Boxes depict the median (solid 
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line) and the interquartile range (IQR), and whiskers expand each box edge 1·5 times the IQR. 
Interaction contrasts have been displayed in the plots, comparing the increase rates over time between 
the two vaccination groups. Statistically significant differences are shown as * for p  0·05; ** for p  
0·01; *** for p  0·001. Non-significant comparisons have been indicated with “ns”. P-values lower 
than 0·05 indicate that one of the vaccinated groups has experienced a stronger boost compared to the 
other. 
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Table 1 

Table 1: Baseline characteristics of participants included in the analysis. 

 PHH-1V BNT162b2 Total Confidence Interval p value 
Number enrolled 513 (100·0) 252 (100·0) 765 (100·0)   
Age, years 

All age groups, median (range) 
18-65  
≥ 65 

 
42·0 (19·0-76·0) 
475 (92·6) 
38 (7·4) 

 
40·0 (20·0-74·0) 
234 (92·9) 
18 (7·1) 

 
42·0 (19·0-76·0) 
706 (92·7) 
56 (7·3) 

 
0·50 [-1·72,2·72] † 

 

0·96 [0·53,1·73] ‡ 

 
0·65 
 
1·00 

Sex 
Female 
Male 

 
325 (63·4) 
188 (36·6) 

 
159 (63·1) 
93 (36·9) 

 
484 (63·3) 
281 (36·7) 

 
 
0·99 [0·72,1·37] ‡ 

 
 
1·00 

Race  
White 
Asian 
American Indian or Alaska native 
Other 

 
505 (98·4) 
4 (0·8) 
2 (0·4) 
2 (0·4) 

 
250 (99·2) 
1 (0·4) 
0 (0·0) 
1 (0·4) 

 
755 (98·7) 
5 (0·6) 
2 (0·3) 
3 (0·4) 

 

1·00 

Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino 
Not Hispanic or Latino 

 
170 (33·1)  
343 (66·9)  

 
77 (30·6) 
175 (69·4) 

 
247 (32·3) 
518 (67·7) 

1·13 [0·8,1·56] ‡ 0·51 

BMI, median (range)  24·03 (16·98-39·78) 23·73 (17·90-39·86) 23·92 (16·98-39·86) 0·16 [-0·47,0·79] † 0·61 
Data are n (%) unless otherwise specified. Confidence intervals are shown as † mean difference, 95% CI for the comparison of basal continuous variables or ‡ Odds Ratio, 
95% CI for the comparison of dichotomous variables between groups. BMI=body-mass index. 
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Table 2 

Table 2: Analysis of neutralizing and binding antibodies against SARS-CoV-2 variants on days 14 and 98 post-vaccination boost. 

Variant PHH-1V (n=504) BNT162b2 (n=248) 

Day 14 Day 98 Day 14 Day 98 

Neutralizing antibodies     

Wuhan-Hu-1     

n (%) 500 (99·2) 78 (15·5) 241 (97·2) 42 (16·9) 

GMT  1998·95 [1760·56, 2269·61] 1131·34 [896·30, 1428·02] 3357·50 [2882·13, 3911·28] 978·82 [721·66, 1327·62] 

GMT ratio    1·68 [1·44, 1·96]; p<0·0001 0·87 [0·60, 1·24]; p=0·43 

GMFR 22·20 [18·11, 27·21] 12·96 [10·03, 16·74] 39·09 [31·21, 48·96] 10·97 [8·01, 15·01] 

GMFR ratio   1·76 [1·46, 2·13]; p<0·0001 0·85 [0·60, 1·19]; p=0·33 

Beta     

n (%) 500 (99·2) 78 (15·5) 241 (97·2) 42 (16·9) 

GMT  4328·93 [3747·81, 5000·16] 1950·85 [1503·93, 2530·58] 2658·04 [2234·60,  3161·73] 1111·86 [790·37, 1564·11] 

GMT ratio    0·61 [0·51, 0·73]; p<0·0001 0·57 [0·38, 0·85]; p=0·0064 

GMFR 63·06 [45·74, 86·93] 25·25 [17·38, 36·69] 43·51 [31·13, 60·81] 16·77 [10·91, 25·80] 

GMFR ratio   0·69 [0·56, 0·84]; p=0·0003 0·66 [0·44, 1·00]; p=0·05 

Delta     

n (%) 500 (99.2)  78 (15·5) 241 (97·2) 42 (16·9) 

GMT  1471·60 [1281·71, 1689·62] 1794·82 [1416·93, 2273·80] 1487·13 [1264·58, 1748·85] 926·87 [681·95, 1259·76] 

GMT ratio   1·01 [0·87, 1·18]; p=0·89 0·52 [0·36, 0·74]; p=0·0003 

GMFR 32·45 [26·46, 39·80] 38·44 [29·11, 50·75] 36·19 [28·93, 45·28] 22·84 [16·18, 32·24] 

GMFR ratio   1·12 [0·93, 1·34]; p=0·24 0·59 [0·41, 0·87]; p=0·0069 

Omicron     

n (%) 500 (99.2) 78 (15·5) 241 (97·2) 42 (16·9) 

GMT  2053·73 [1770·39, 2382·41] 646·81 [502·03, 833·34] 1219·08 [1025·61, 1449·04] 360·95 [206·10, 500·88] 

GMT ratio   0·59 [0·50, 0·70]; p<0·0001 0·56 [0·38, 0·82]; p=0·0026 
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Variant PHH-1V (n=504) BNT162b2 (n=248) 

Day 14 Day 98 Day 14 Day 98 

GMFR 61·36 [46·99, 80·12] 16·50 [12·03, 22·64] 41·76 [31·44, 55·46] 10·13 [6·99, 14·69] 

GMFR ratio   0·68 [0·56, 0·83]; p=0·0001 0·61 [0·43, 0·89]; p=0·0091 

Binding antibodies     

GMFR Fold Change (≥4-fold)     

n (%) 490 (98·4) 78 (15·5) 238 (98·8) 42 (16·9) 

Odds 62.46 [30.73 ,  126.95] 23.82 [9.58 ,  59.23] 80.50 [25.31 ,  256.02] 26.62 [6.70 ,  105.74] 

Odds ratio    1·29 [0·34, 4·91]; p=0·71 1·12 [0·21, 5·97]; p=0·90 

 PHH-1V (n=34) BNT162b2 (n=24) 

Day 14 Day 14 

SARS-CoV-2 neutralisation 
test (VNA) - omicron 

    

Adjusted treatment mean 3·38 [3·04, 3·71] 3·02 [2·72, 3·33] 

GMT 2379·71 [1109·68, 5103·31] 1055·61 [526·33, 2117·11] 

GMT ratio   0·44 [0·30, 0·65]; p=0·0001 
CI = confidence interval; GMT = Geometric Mean Titre; GMFR = Geometric Mean Fold Rise; LS mean = least square mean; SE= Standard Error. 
n (%), refers to subjects with data; Neutralizing antibodies is shown as the median (IQR), with the median describing the middle 50% of values when ordered from lowest to 
highest and the IQR defined as the difference between the 75th and 25th percentiles of the data; GMT is shown as adjusted treatment mean [95% CI]; GMT ratio is shown as 
BNT162b2 active control vs PHH-1V [95% CI] followed by p-value for ratio=1. GMFR is shown as fold rise of adjusted treatment means between timepoints [95% CI]; GMFR 
ratio is shown as BNT162b2 active control vs PHH-1V [95% CI] followed by p-value for ratio=1; GMFR fold change is shown for subjects with ≥4-fold change in binding 
antibodies; odds are shown as back-transformed adjusted treatment LS means [95% CI] ; Treatment effect is shown for “BNT162b2 vs PHH-1V” as the odds ratio [95% CI] 
followed by p-value for odds ratio=1. For SARS-CoV-2 neutralisation test (VNA), Adjusted treatment mean is shown for BNT162b2 active control vs PHH-1V as LS mean [95% 
CI]. GMT is shown for adjusted treatment mean [95% CI]. GMT ratio is the GMT for treatment ratio for BNT162b2 active control vs PHH-1V [95% CI] followed by p-value 
for ratio=1. 
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Table 3 

Table 3: Solicited local reactions and systemic adverse events. 

 PHH-1V 
(N=513) 

BNT162b2 
(N=252) 

OR (95% CI) p value 

Solicited local reactions     

Day 1     

Pain 262 (51·1) 176 (69·8) 0·45 [0·32, 0·62] 0·00 

Tenderness 249 (48·5) 160 (63·5) 0·54 [0·39, 0·75] 0·0001 

Induration/swelling 30 (5·8) 44 (17·5) 0·29 [0·18, 0·48] 0·00 

Erythema redness 21 (4·1) 25 (9·9) 0·39 [0·21, 0·72] 0·002 

Day 3     

Pain 42 (8·2) 48 (19·0) 0·38 [0·24, 0·60] 0·00 

Tenderness 42 (8·2) 51 (20·2) 0·35 [0·23, 0·55] 0·00 

Induration/swelling 10 (1·9) 18 (7·1) 0·26 [0·11, 0·60] 0·0007 

Erythema redness 10 (1·9) 12 (4·8) 0·4 [0·17, 0·96] 0·04 

Day 7     

Pain 5 (1·0) 4 (1·6) 0·61 [0·16, 2·43] 0·49 

Tenderness 6 (1·2) 5 (2·0) 0·59 [0·17, 1·97] 0·52 

Induration/swelling 1 (0·2) 2 (0·8) 0·24 [0·01,  3·14] 0·25 

Erythema redness 2 (0·4) 2 (0·8) 0·49 [0·05, 4·55] 0·60 

Solicited Systemic Adverse 
Events 

  
  

Day 1     

Fatigue 82 (16·0) 89 (35·3) 0·35 [0·24, 0·50] 0·00 

Headache 73 (14·2) 70 (27·8) 0·43 [0·30, 0·63] 0·00 

Muscle pain 60 (11·7) 74 (29·4) 0·32 [0·22, 0·47] 0·00 

Fever 3 (0·6) 18 (7·1) 0·08 [0·02, 0·26] 0·00 

Diarrhoea 12 (2·3) 4 (1·6) 1·48 [0·48, 5·03] 0·60 

Nausea 8 (1·6) 6 (2·4) 0·65 [0·22, 1·90] 0·41 

Day 3     

Fatigue 30 (5·8) 12 (4·8) 1·24 [0·61, 2·64] 0·61 

Headache 24 (4·7) 13 (5·2) 0·9 [0·45, 1·86] 0·86 

Muscle pain 15 (2·9) 13 (5·2) 0·55 [0·26, 1·26] 0·15 

Fever 2 (0·4) 1 (0·4) 0·98 [0·08, 28·59] 1·00 

Diarrhoea 5 (1·0) 0 (0)  [0·49, ] 0·18 

Nausea 4 (0·8) 1 (0·4) 1·97 [0·26, 48·01] 1.00 

Day 7     

Fatigue 10 (1·9) 2 (0·8) 2·48 [0·58, 15·91] 0·35 

Headache 19 (3·7) 7 (2·8) 1·35 [0·56, 3·44] 0·67 

Muscle pain 7 (1·4) 1 (0·4) 3·47 [0·49, 77·42] 0·28 

Fever 1 (0·2) 0 (0)  [0.03, ] 1·00 

Diarrhoea 2 (0·4) 0 (0)  [0.14, ] 1.00 
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 PHH-1V 
(N=513) 

BNT162b2 
(N=252) 

OR (95% CI) p value 

Nausea 1 (0·2) 0 (0)  [0.03, ] 1·00 

Data are shown for Day 1, 3 and 7 post booster vaccination, as “number of subjects (percentage)” in relation to 
the safety population. For comparison of dichotomous variables between groups, the OR of the corresponding 
proportions were estimated and tested against the null hypothesis H0: OR = 1 using Fisher's Exact test. 
CI=Confidence Interval; OR=Odds ratio. 
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Table 4 

Table 4: Summary of Adverse Events by Treatment Group (Safety Population). 

 PHH-1V 

(N=513) 

BNT162b2 

(N=252) 
OR (95% CI)  p value 

Total Adverse Events 1581 [458 (89·3)] 1061 [238 (94·4)] 0·49 [0·26, 0·91] 0·0219 

Injection site pain 748 [409 (79·7)] 466 [225 (89·3)] 0·47 [0·30, 0·75] 0·0010 

Fatigue 166 [141 (27·5)] 115 [106 (42·1)] 0·52 [0·38, 0·72] 0·0001 

Headache 193 [160 (31·2)] 122 [101 (40·1)] 0·68 [0·49, 0·94] 0·0190 

Myalgia 107 [100 (19·5)] 93 [86 (34·1)] 0·47 [0·33, 0·66] 0 

Injection site induration 45 [44 (8·6)] 44 [43 (17·1)] 0·46 [0·29, 0·72] 0·001 

Injection site erythema 33 [33 (6·4)] 37 [36 (14·3)] 0·41 [0·25, 0·70] 0·0007 

     

Intensity     

Mild 1382 [342 (66·7)] 885 [146 (57·9)] 1·45 [1·06, 1.98] 0·02 

Moderate 187 [108 (21·1)] 165 [85 (33·7)] 0·52 [0·37, 0·74] 0·0002 

Severe 12 [8 (1·6) 11 [7 (2·8)] 0·55 [0·20, 1·74] 0·27 

     

Treatment-related 
Adverse Events 

1384 [434 (84·6)] 975 [231 (91·7)] 0·5 [0·29, 0·83] 0·0061 

     

Serious Adverse Events 
(SAEs) 

0 [0] 0 [0] - - 

     

COVID-19 cases     

≥ 14 days post-booster 52 [52 (10·14)] 31 [30 (11·9)] 0·83 [0·51, 1·36] 0·45 

Data are shown as the “total number of events [subjects (percentage)]” in relation to the safety population. For 
the total adverse events, is shown those events with a frequency ≥ 10% of treated patients, and as the system organ 
class preferred term. For comparison of dichotomous variables between groups, the OR of the corresponding 
proportions were estimated and tested against the null hypothesis H0: OR = 1 using Fisher's Exact test. 
CI=Confidence Interval; OR=Odds ratio. 
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