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Summary (limit: 250 words)

Background: There are reports of viral RNA and symptom rebound in people with COVID-19
treated with nirmatrelvir/ritonavir. Since the natural course of viral and symptom trajectories of
COVID-19 has not been well described, we evaluated the incidence of viral and symptom rebound
in untreated outpatients with mild-moderate COVID-19.

Methods: The study population included 568 participants enrolled in the ACTIV-2/A5401
platform trial who received placebo. Anterior nasal swabs were collected for SARS-CoV-2 RNA

testing on days 0-14, 21 and 28. Participants recorded the severity of 13 targeted symptoms daily

from day 0 to 28. Viral rebound was defined as 20.5 logio viral RNA copies/mL increase and

symptom rebound was defined as a 4-point total symptom score increase from baseline. Baseline
was defined as study day 4 (primary analysis) or 8 days from symptom onset (secondary analysis).
Findings: In both the primary and secondary analyses, 12% of participants had viral rebound.
Viral rebounders were older than non-rebounders (median 54 vs 47 years, P=0.04). Symptom

rebound occurred in 27% of participants after initial symptom improvement and in 10% of

participants after initial symptom resolution. The combination of high-level viral rebound to 25.0

logio RNA copies/mL and symptom rebound after initial improvement was observed in 1-2% of
participants.

Interpretation: Viral RNA rebound or symptom relapse in the absence of antiviral treatment is
common, but the combination of high-level viral and symptom rebound is rare.

Funding: This study was supported by the National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases;

ACTIV-2/A5401 ClinicalTrials.gov number NCT04518410.
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INTRODUCTION

Nirmatrelvir-ritonavir (Paxlovid) is a recommended treatment of choice for outpatients with mild-
moderate COVID-19 and risk factors for severe disease!. With wide-spread use of nirmatrelvir-
ritonavir, there have been case reports of individuals experiencing worsening symptoms? and/or
virologic rebound®# after treatment completion (known as post-Paxlovid rebound). However,
many questions remain unanswered questions regarding this phenomenon. For example, the
natural recovery from COVID-19 does not always progress in a linear fashion and clinical relapses
can occur in the absence of antiviral treatment™S. Case reports and case series may be subject to
reporting bias and the incidence of viral and symptom rebound is difficult to determine as the
denominator is challenging to estimate. Understanding the frequencies of viral and symptom
rebound in the absence of treatment is required to fully define the possible role that antiviral
therapy may play in these observations. To date, much of the reported literature is observational
and has been limited due to the lack of systematically collected samples and data in a rigorous
clinical trial setting. Even in the analysis of clinical trials like EPIC-HR, the phase 3 study of
nirmatrelvir-ritonavir in outpatients with mild-moderate COVID-19, the frequency of viral
rebound is likely underestimated as viral RNA quantification was only performed at two follow-
up time points after the completion of the nirmatrelvir-ritonavir or placebo course and symptom
rebound was not described.

In this study, we evaluated the incidence of viral and symptom rebound in untreated
outpatients with mild-moderate COVID-19 through an analysis of data from participants who
received a placebo in the ACTIV-2/AIDS Clinical Trials Group A501 (A5401) multicenter phase
2/3 platform randomized trial. A strength of this study was that participants had daily anterior nasal

(AN) sampling for the first two weeks (in the phase 2 studies) for quantitative viral load testing
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and daily symptom diaries for the first 29 days (in the phase 2 and 3 studies). This intensive
sampling in a rigorous randomized, placebo-controlled trial framework allowed an in-depth
assessment of the frequencies of viral and symptom rebound after initial improvement for

untreated individuals.
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METHODS

Overview of study participants

Adults (218 years) were enrolled in the ACTIV-2/A5401 platform trial for outpatients with mild-

moderate COVID-19 (NCT04518410). Viral rebound analysis was restricted to participants who
enrolled in the placebo arms of the following ACTIV-2/A5401 phase 2 studies: bamlanivimab
7000 mg (N=46), bamlanivimab 700mg (N=112), and amubarvimab plus romlusevimab (N=109)
monoclonal antibodies. Daily self-reported symptoms were collected for the first 28 days. For the
symptom rebound analysis, an additional 301 participants were included from the placebo arm of
the phase 3 trial of the amubarvimab plus romlusevimab monoclonal antibodies. The
bamlanivimab studies enrolled participants who were at standard and higher risk for progression
to severe COVID-19 while the amubarvimab plus romlusevimab studies enrolled only high-risk
participants. All participants in the phase 2 studies were enrolled in the US while participants in
the amubarvimab plus romlusevimab phase 3 evaluation were enrolled in the US, Argentina,

Mexico, South Africa and Brazil.

Definition of “baseline” time point for both viral and symptom analysis
For both the viral and symptom rebound calculations, we have defined a simulated post-
nirmatrelvir/ritonavir baseline time point in our analyses that is comparable to the baseline time

point in the analysis of viral rebound from the phase 3 trial of nirmatrelvir-ritonavir (EPIC-HR)’.

For the primary analysis, we restricted to participants with <5 days of symptoms at the time of

study enrollment and then designated the 5" day of the study (study day 4) as the baseline time

point (Supplementary Table 1). We also considered an alternative definition of baseline in the
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97  secondary analyses of viral and symptom rebound where baseline was defined as the 8" day of
98 symptoms (days since symptom onset [DSSO] 8) (Supplementary Table 1). In contrast to the
99  primary analysis, the secondary analysis does not restrict to participants enrolled with <5 days of
100  symptom onset but includes all participants with a study visit at DSSO 8. DSSO 8 also simulates
101  the post-treatment timing for participants of the EPIC-HR study, who had a median of 3 days of
102 symptoms before starting their 5 days of nirmatrelvir-ritonavir or placebo (i.e., the EPIC-HR
103 participants had a median of 8 days of symptoms at the time of completion of nirmatrelvir-
104  ritonavir).
105
106  SARS-CoV-2 viral rebound analysis
107  Daily anterior nasal (AN) swabs were obtained from study entry (day 0) through study day 14 and
108  at day 28. For bamlanivimab participants, in addition to the above, an additional sample at day 21
109  were also collected for viral load testing. SARS-CoV-2 RNA levels were quantified from AN swab
110  sample using the Abbott m2000 system and a Laboratory Developed Test (LDT) as previously
111 described®!?. Participants were included in the analysis if SARS-CoV-2 RNA levels were

112 available from at least 3 time points (the median [Q1, Q3] number of viral RNA measurements per

113 participant was 16 [14, 16]). Viral rebound was defined as 20.5 logio increase in AN SARS-CoV-

114 2 RNA at a follow-up time point relative to baseline, with the follow-up RNA level meeting a
115  certain threshold (Supplementary Figure 1). We considered the frequency of viral rebound at a
116  minimum viral RNA rebound level or at least 3.0 and 5.0 logio RNA copies/mL. The 3.0 logio
117  threshold is similar to the one used in the analysis of viral rebound in EPIC-HR while the 5 logio

118  copies/mL threshold was chosen as our previous studies have demonstrated a high rate of SARS-
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119  CoV-2 culture positivity at 25.0 logio SARS-CoV-2 RNA copies/mL'!, which may have

120  transmission implications.

121

122 Symptom score rebound analysis

123 Total symptom scores were calculated on each day as the sum of scores for 13-targeted symptoms,
124 based on a daily self-collected symptom diary from day 0 to 28. The targeted symptoms included
125  feverishness, cough, shortness of breath or difficulty breathing, sore throat, body pain or muscle
126  pain or aches, fatigue, headache, chills, nasal obstruction or congestion, nasal discharge, nausea,
127  vomiting, and diarrhea. Each symptom was self-assessed and scored daily by the participant as
128  absent (assigned 0 points), mild (1), moderate (2), or severe (3). The total symptoms scores for
129  each day were calculated by summing the individual scores for all 13 symptoms. Missing
130  responses for individual symptoms were ignored in calculation of the total symptom score.

131 We evaluated symptom rebound in two ways: total symptom score increase of >4 points
132 after initial improvement and total symptom rebound increase of >4 points after symptom
133 resolution (defined as symptom score reaching <2 points). To identify participants with symptom
134 rebound after improvement, the following steps were taken: 1) the maximum total symptom score
135  after baseline (“maximum score”) was identified, 2) the minimum total symptom score between
136  baseline and the maximum score (“minimum score”) was identified, 3) symptom improvement
137  was determined by the participant having a symptom score higher than the minimum score
138  between baseline and the minimum score, and 4) the magnitude of symptom rebound was
139  calculated as the difference between minimum and maximum scores (Supplementary Figure 2A,
140  2B). Participants were excluded if hospitalization occurred on or before the baseline time point or

141  there was no evidence of symptom improvement prior to hospitalization.
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142 To identify cases of symptom rebound after resolution, the following steps were taken: 1)
143 the first time point with a total symptom score <2 after the baseline time point (“first symptom
144  resolution time point”) was identified, 2) it was confirmed that prior to the first resolution time
145  point, there was a time point with a higher symptom score, 3) the maximum symptom score after
146  first symptom resolution time point (“maximum score”) was identified, 4) the minimum symptom
147  score between the first symptom resolution time point and the maximum score time point
148  (“minimum score”) was identified, and 5) the magnitude of symptom rebound was calculated as
149  the difference between the minimum and maximum scores (Supplementary Figure 2C, 2D).
150  Hospitalized participants were included if the hospitalization occurred after baseline and there was
151  a pre-hospitalization symptom score <2. Since the onset of high-level SARS-CoV-2 RNA
152  shedding and symptoms are frequently offset during acute COVID-19, the calculation of the
153  frequency both viral and symptom rebound included individuals meeting viral and symptom
154  rebound definitions at any time point after baseline.

155

156  Statistical analysis

157  SARS-CoV-2 RNA level below the limit of detection (LoD) were imputed as 0.7 logio copies/ml,
158  while lower limit of quantification (LLoQ) was imputed as 1.7 logio copies/ml. Continuous
159  variables are presented as medians with inter-quartile range, while categorical variables are
160  expressed as frequencies or percentages. Statistical analysis was performed using Mann Whitney
161 U tests for continuous variables and Fisher’s exact tests for discrete variables. All statistical
162  analyses were performed in GraphPad Prism (Version 9.1.1).

163

164  Role of the funding source
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The study sponsor, the NIH Division of AIDS, participated in the design of the study and reviewed
and approved the protocol prior to study initiation. Oversight and responsibility for data collection
and primary data analyses were delegated by the sponsor to PPD clinical research, a Contract
Research Organization (CRO). Safety laboratories and inflammatory and coagulation biomarkers
were measured at PPD Laboratory Services Global Central Labs and statistical analyses were

performed by the CRO. A sponsor representative (ACJ) reviewed and approved the manuscript.
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171  RESULTS
172 In the primary viral and symptom rebound analysis, we used the 5" day since study
173 enrollment (study day 4) as the baseline time point as it simulates the end of a 5-day treatment

174 course with nirmatrelvir/ritonavir (Supplemental Figure 1). Eleven (12%) participants were found

175  to have viral rebound of 20.5 logio RNA copies/ml rebound at a post-study day 4 time point, with

176  aminimum SARS-CoV-2 RNA rebound of 23.0 logio copies/mL (Figure 1a). The majority of viral

177  rebound 23.0 logio occurred within the first 5 days after baseline (73%) and lasted for 1 day (91%).

178  Although non-significant, individuals with viral RNA rebounders had higher baseline AN viral
179  RNA levels and had detectable median AN SARS-CoV-2 RNA level for longer duration (Figure
180  1B). Viral RNA rebounders were found to be older than non-rebounders (median 54 vs 47 years,
181  P=0.04, Table 1). There were no significant differences in sex, race, days since symptom onset to
182  enrollment, or symptom scores at enrollment between those with and without viral rebound. We
183  also evaluated the frequency of high-level nasal RNA rebound with a minimum rebound threshold
184  of 5.0 logio and we found that 5.3% (n=5) participants met this definition of viral rebound (Figure
185  1la). We also performed a supplementary analysis using the alternative definition of the baseline:
186  DSSO 8 (Supplementary table 1). A total of 204 participants were included in this supplementary

187  analysis. The results were similar to the primary analysis, demonstrating 12% (n=24) and 6.9%
188  (n=14) participants had viral rebound rates based on minimum thresholds of 23.0 and 5.0 logio
189  RNA copies/mL, respectively (Figure 1A).

190 The median [Q1, Q3] symptom score at study enrollment was 10 points [6, 15]. Using both

191  definitions of baseline, we assessed the frequency of symptom rebound (24 point increase in total
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192  symptom score) after initial improvement (Supplementary figure 2A, 2B). In the primary analysis
193 population, which includes 247 participants receiving placebo, we found symptom rebound after
194  initial improvement occurred in 27% (n=66) of participants (Figure 2A). Individuals with
195  symptom rebound were more likely to be female, had higher baseline AN viral RNA levels and
196  higher symptom scores at both study enrollment and baseline time points (Table 1). There were no
197  significant differences in race/ethnicity or days from symptom onset to enrollment. Evaluating the
198  frequency of symptom rebound after initial symptom resolution, we found that 10% (n=22)
199  participants in the primary analysis met the definition of symptom rebound after resolution. The
200  results were consistent with supplementary analysis using the alternative definition of baseline
201  (DSSO 8). This analysis included 428 participants, of whom 25% (n=106) had symptom rebound
202  after improvement and 16% (n=58) had symptom rebound after initial resolution (Figure 2B).

203 Finally, we assessed the frequency of individuals meeting both the viral and symptom
204  rebound criteria. This analysis was restricted to participants with both daily nasal SARS-CoV-2
205 RNA and symptom score measurements (n=93 and n=173 for primary secondary analysis

206  populations, respectively). While symptom rebound was commonly seen, the combination of both
207  viral and symptom rebound was rare (Table 2). For example, high-level viral rebound 25.0 logio
208  RNA copies/mL along with symptom rebound after improvement was detected in 2.2% (n=2) and
209  1.2% (n=2) of participants using either the primary or supplementary baseline definitions,

210  respectively. No participants had both viral rebound 25.0 logio RNA copies/mL and symptom

211  rebound after initial symptom resolution.

212
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213 DISCUSSION

214 In this study of ACTIV-2/A5401 randomized controlled trial participants who received placebo
215  and had daily nasal sampling for SARS-CoV-2 RNA and symptom assessment, we found that viral
216  or symptom rebound after initial improvement was relatively common, with 1 in 8 individuals
217  experiencing a viral rebound and 1 in 4 participants experiencing symptom relapse. However, the

218  duration of viral rebound was short, lasting 1 day for the vast majority of individuals, and the

219  frequency of individuals meeting both high-level viral (25.0 logio RNA copies/mL) and symptom

220  rebound criteria was uncommon, occurring in <2% of study participants receiving placebo in the
221  trial.

222 With the anecdotal reports of clinical relapse after nirmatrelvir-ritonavir treatment, it is
223 important to understand the natural history of COVID-19 and underlying rates of viral and
224 symptom rebound. In the analysis of the EPIC-HR phase 3 outpatient study of nirmatrelvir-
225  ritonavir for mild-moderate COVID-19, a 0.5 logio or greater increase in nasal SARS-CoV-2 RNA
226  levels from post-treatment levels was detected in approximately 4% of participants receiving
227  placebo and 7% of participants receiving nirmatrelvir-ritonavir’. However, viral RNA levels were
228  only quantified at two follow-up time points (5 and 9 days after the end of nirmatrelvir-
229  ritonavir/placebo) and this may explain why we found a much higher rate of viral rebound with
230 intensive daily sampling. With daily nasal viral quantification at up to 16 follow-up time points,
231  we showed that a 0.5 logio or greater increase in SARS-CoV-2 RNA occurred in 12% of untreated
232  participants using two different definitions of baseline that were chosen to be analogous to baseline
233 in the EPIC-HR study.

234 Published cases of clinical relapse after nirmatrelvir-ritonavir have described both

235  symptom rebound and the recurrence of culture positive virus**. However, the EPIC-HR study did
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236  not evaluate rates of high-level viral rebound that might be associated with culture positive virus
237  and did not report rates of symptom rebound. In this study of untreated individuals, we found that
238  symptom rebound after initial improvement was common, occurring in approximately 25% of
239  participants and that symptom rebound after resolution was experienced by 10-16%. We also
240  identified characteristics associated with the occurrence of symptom rebound, including female
241  sex and higher levels of nasal SARS-CoV-2 RNA shedding and higher symptom scores at study
242 enrollment.

243 We had previously demonstrated that culture positive virus is commonly detected when

244 SARS-CoV-2RNA levels are 5.0 logio copies/mL!!. In an analysis of participants with both high-

245  level SARS-CoV-2 RNA rebound (25.0 logio copies/mL) and symptom rebound, only 1-2% had

246  evidence of symptom rebound after initial symptom improvement; no participants had both high
247  level viral rebound and symptom rebound after resolution. Together, these results show that while
248  waxing and waning symptom course may be commonly reported, symptom relapse with high-level
249  viral load rebound is rare.

250 There are several potential etiologies for the relapsing symptoms described here during
251  acute SARS-CoV-2 acute infection. One possibility is viral dissemination into different anatomic
252 compartments over time that could cause an evolving series of symptoms!>!4. In the setting of
253 high-levels of community COVID-19 infection, infection with two separate SARS-CoV-2 variants
254 has been described, although this is still thought to be a relatively rare occurrence'. In addition,
255  co-infection with another respiratory virus is a possibility, along with symptom rebound from a
256  non-infectious etiology. Given its high frequency, symptom rebound during acute COVID-19 is

257  likely to be multifactorial.
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258 This study has some limitations. The results could be affected by the underlying study
259  population as the ACTIV-2/A5401 study enrolled a largely unvaccinated population infected with
260  pre-Omicron variants, including a subset of individuals without risk factors for severe COVID-19.
261  Of note, recently published studies have reported that neither vaccination nor Omicron variant
262  substantially alters viral decay kinetics'"!6. As the ACTIV-2/A5401 study did not enroll
263  participants receiving nirmatrelvir-ritonavir, we are unable to define rates of post-treatment viral
264  or symptom rebound. For individuals experiencing symptom relapse after completion of
265  nirmatrelvir-ritonavir, a maturing immune response reacting to the sudden re-appearance of viral
266  antigen could be an important contributory factor®!2. Our results highlight, though, the importance
267  of accounting for underlying rates of symptom relapse in the absence of antiviral therapy when
268  evaluating the effects of treatment with nirmatrelvir-ritonavir or other antiviral agents.

269 In summary, we observed that viral RNA rebound and symptom score rebound is relatively
270  common in participants who are not treated with any antiviral agents. Viral rebounders were older,
271  while symptom rebounders were more likely to be female and have higher AN viral RNA levels
272  and symptom scores at study enrollment. However, co-occurrence of both high-level viral and
273  symptom rebound was rare. These results provide insight into the natural trajectory of viral
274  rebound and symptom relapses during COVID-19, which is critical in the interpretation of studies

275  reporting biphasic disease courses after nirmatrelvir/ritonavir and other antiviral treatments.

276
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Nasal viral rebound analysis (N=95)

Symptom rebound analysis (N=247)

Characteristic Rebounders Non-rebounders P-Value Rebounders Non-rebounders P-Value
(N=11) (N = 84) (N = 66) (N =181)
Age, median years 54 [50, 64] 47 36, 55] 0.04 52 [42, 61] 48 [38, 57] 0.08
[(Q1,Q3]
Female sex, % 73 51 0.21 62 46 0.03
Race/Ethnicity, % 0.59 0.9
White 100 90 82 81
Black 0 5 8 13
Asian 0 4 5 3
Other 0 1 5 3
Baseline AN VL, median
logi0 SARS-CoV-2 6.3 [4.8, 8.0] 5.3[3.2, 6.9] 0.10 6.5[4.6, 7.7] 4.7 [2.6, 6.2] 0.0006
copies/mL [Q1, Q3]
Days from symptom
onset to enrollment, 31[2,4] 43, 4] 0.27 43, 4] 4[3, 4] 0.72
median [Q1, Q3]
Symptom Score at 9 [6, 13] 97, 12] 0.78 13 [10, 19] 9 (6, 13] <0.0001
enrollment (Study Day 0) ’ ’ ' ’ ’ )
Symptom Score at 41(2,7] 5 (3, 8] 0.26 7.5[4, 13] 41(2,7] <0.0001

baseline (Study Day 4)
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Table 1: Demographic characteristics of participants categorized as rebounders and non-rebounders using viral load and total
symptom score criteria. Viral rebounders were defined as individuals with >0.5 logio SARS-CoV-2 RNA copies/mL increase from
study day 4. Symptom rebound was defined as an increase of >4 points on the total symptom score from study day 4. Statistical
analysis was performed using Mann Whitney U tests for continuous variables and Fisher’s exact tests for discrete variables. p-values
which are significant are shown as bold. AN: anterior nasal.

Primary population (N=93) Secondary population (N=173)

Category Symptom Symptom Symptom Symptom
rebound after rebound after rebound after rebound after
improvement resolution improvement resolution

Standard viral (3.0 RNA logio copies/mL) and 4.3% (4) 0% (0) 1.7% (3) 1.2% (2)
symptom score (24 points) rebound, % (N)
High-level viral (5.0 RNA logio copies/mL) and 2.2% (2) 0% (0) 1.2% (2) 0% (0)

symptom score (24 points) rebound, % (N)

Table 2: Frequency of participants meeting both viral and symptom rebound criteria using either the primary (study day 4 as baseline)
or secondary (8 days since symptom onset as baseline) analysis definitions. Symptom rebound was assessed following either symptom
resolution or improvement.
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Analysis Study Population Baseline time point
Primary Participants with <5 days of symptoms Study day 4
at study entry and data available at study
day 4
Secondary Data available at day 8 of symptom Day 8 after symptom onset
onset

Supplementary Table 1: Table showing definition of study population and baseline time point
used using primary and secondary analysis.
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Figure 1: Description of anterior nasal (AN) SARS-CoV-2 RNA rebound. (A) Bar graph shows percentage of participants having
>0.5 logio AN SARS-CoV-2 RNA rebound at a follow-up time point relative to baseline using the primary (study day 4) and secondary
analysis (8 days from symptom onset). The frequencies of viral rebound were assessed with a minimum rebound viral load of either
>3.0 or >5.0 logio RNA copies/mL. (B) The left and right graphs show logio AN SARS-CoV-2 RNA in copies/ml by study day in
rebounders and non-rebounders respectively using primary definition of baseline i.e, study day 4 and rebound viral load value >3 log
AN SARS-CoV-2 RNA copies/ml. Median AN SARS-CoV-2 RNA copies/ml for each day is shown with thick black line. Y-axis shows
logio AN SARS-CoV-2 RNA in copies/ml while x-axis denotes study day.
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Figure 2: Heat map of symptom score rebound. The heat map shows participants with
hospitalization or symptom rebound (>4-point increase from baseline in symptom score) after
demonstrating initial symptom improvement using (A) study day 4 as baseline, (B) day 8 after
symptom onset as baseline. Baseline time point is shown as dotted black line. Individual
participants are shown in rows while study day is shown in columns. Red squares represent days
meeting symptom rebound criteria and orange squares represent days of hospitalization. Blue
squares denote days that did not meet symptom rebound criteria.
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Supplementary Figure 1: Example of assessments of viral rebound. An example of viral load
rebound case (A) using study day 4 as baseline or (B) using days since symptom onset 8 as
baseline. Left y-axis denotes AN SARS-CoV-2 RNA copies/ml (green line graph) and right y-axis
denotes total symptom score (red line graph) while bottom x-axis shows study day and top x-axis
shows days since symptom onset. Encircled values in (A) and (B) shows baseline viral load value
and highest viral load at follow-up time-point. Baseline time point in figure A and B are
represented by red square box.
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Supplementary Figure 2: Example of symptom rebounders by primary and secondary definition of baseline. The upper panels
(A, B) show an example of symptom rebound after initial symptom improvement by the two different definitions of baseline, (A)
baseline defined as study day 4 (primary definition) and (B) baseline defined as days since symptom onset 8 (secondary definition),
while the lower panels C and D show an example of symptom rebound after initial symptom resolution with study day 4 and days since
symptom onset 8 as baseline, respectively. Y-axis denotes total symptom score while lower x-axis shows study day and upper x-axis
shows days since symptom onset. Baseline is shown by thick dashed vertical line while encircled points are the symptom score values
chosen to calculate symptom rebound after baseline.
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