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Abstract 

Objective: To compare the effectiveness of Paxlovid vs. sotrovimab and molnupiravir in 

preventing severe COVID-19 outcomes in non-hospitalised high-risk COVID-19 adult patients. 

Design: With the approval of NHS England, we conducted a real-world cohort study using the 

OpenSAFELY-TPP platform.  

Setting: Patient-level electronic health record data were obtained from 24 million people 

registered with a general practice in England that uses TPP software. The primary care data 

were securely linked with data on COVID-19 infection and therapeutics, hospital admission, and 

death within the OpenSAFELY-TPP platform, covering a period where both Paxlovid and 

sotrovimab were first-line treatment options in community settings. 

Participants: Non-hospitalised adult COVID-19 patients at high risk of severe outcomes treated 

with Paxlovid, sotrovimab or molnupiravir between February 11, 2022 and October 1, 2022. 

Interventions: Paxlovid, sotrovimab or molnupiravir administered in the community by COVID-

19 Medicine Delivery Units. 

Main outcome measure: COVID-19 related hospitalisation or COVID-19 related death within 

28 days after treatment initiation. 

Results: A total of 7683 eligible patients treated with Paxlovid (n=4836) and sotrovimab 

(n=2847) were included in the main analysis. The mean age was 54.3 (SD=14.9) years; 64% 

were female, 93% White and 93% had three or more COVID-19 vaccinations. Within 28 days 

after treatment initiation, 52 (0.68%) COVID-19 related hospitalisations/deaths were observed 

(33 (0.68%) treated with Paxlovid and 19 (0.67%) with sotrovimab). Cox proportional hazards 

model stratified by region showed that after adjusting for demographics, high-risk cohort 

categories, vaccination status, calendar time, body mass index and other comorbidities, 

treatment with Paxlovid was associated with a similar risk of outcome event as treatment with 

sotrovimab (HR=1.14, 95% CI: 0.62 to 2.08; P=0.673). Results from propensity score weighted 

Cox model also showed comparable risks in these two treatment groups (HR=0.88, 95% CI: 

0.45 to 1.71; P=0.700). An exploratory analysis comparing Paxlovid users with 802 molnupiravir 

users (11 (1.37%) COVID-19 related hospitalisations/deaths) showed some evidence in favour 

of Paxlovid but with variation in the effect estimates between models (HR ranging from 0.26 to 

0.61).  
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Conclusion: In routine care of non-hospitalised high-risk adult patients with COVID-19 in 

England, no substantial difference in the risk of severe COVID-19 outcomes was observed 

between those who received Paxlovid and sotrovimab between February and October 2022, 

when different subvariants of Omicron were dominant.  
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Background 

On December 16, 2021, COVID-19 Medicine Delivery Units (CMDUs) were launched across 

England to provide antiviral medicines and neutralising monoclonal antibodies (nMAbs) to treat 

symptomatic COVID-19 patients in community settings who were at high risk of severe 

outcomes. The clinical guideline from NHS England [1,2] has been revised over time based on 

emerging evidence and the approval of new medications by the UK Medicines and Healthcare 

products Regulatory Agency (MHRA). After February 10, 2022, nirmatrelvir plus ritonavir 

(Paxlovid, an oral antiviral) and sotrovimab (an intravenous nMAb) were both recommended as 

first-line treatments for non-hospitalised high-risk COVID-19 patients to prevent disease 

progression [2]. 

The approval and early routine clinical use of these two medications were mainly supported by 

evidence from two RCTs in unvaccinated population before the Omicron wave [3,4], with certain 

vulnerable clinical subgroups being underrepresented (such as immunosuppressed individuals). 

Several real-world observational studies in non-hospitalised COVID-19 patients during the 

Omicron era have shown effectiveness of Paxlovid compared with non-users [5,6], but those 

studies were likely to suffer from confounding by indication, given the large differences in the 

characteristics and clinical conditions between treated and untreated patients (e.g., untreated 

patients could have been either of low-risk of severe outcomes, or high-risk but with 

contraindications to Paxlovid). Comparative effectiveness analysis for treatments prescribed 

under similar clinical indications, with careful consideration of the contraindications and drug 

interactions for the use of Paxlovid [2], would tend to ensure comparability of participants, 

leading to more robust findings. Comparative evidence is also more informative for a clinical 

setting where the decision is over which treatment to use rather than whether to treat or not. 

The latest WHO guideline makes a strong recommendation against sotrovimab for the treatment 

of non-severe COVID-19 patients due to its reduced activity against Omicron variants in in vitro 

studies [7]. In the updated version of NHS England guideline for non-hospitalised COVID-19 

patients published on November 28, 2022, sotrovimab was de-prioritised and is only to be 

considered by exception where the available antivirals are contraindicated or unsuitable [8]. In 

contrast, Paxlovid remains as the first-line option in both guidelines [7,8]. Validation research 

directly comparing the effectiveness of sotrovimab and Paxlovid in preventing severe outcomes 

in routine usage is thus urgently needed for the development of an evidence-based clinical 

management pathway. 
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Therefore, following the national CMDU rollout of these two first-line medications since February 

10, 2022, this real-world observational study aimed to compare the effectiveness of Paxlovid 

and sotrovimab on preventing severe outcomes in non-hospitalised high-risk COVID-19 patients 

across England, utilising the near real-time electronic health record (EHR) data in the 

OpenSAFELY-TPP platform [9]. As an exploratory analysis, we also compared the risks of 

severe outcomes between Paxlovid users and those treated with molnupiravir [10] (a third-line 

antiviral in NHS England guideline) during the study period, with the assumption that this group 

is more comparable to Paxlovid users than untreated controls. 

 

 

Methods  

Data Source 

Primary care records managed by the GP software provider, TPP were linked to the Office for 

National Statistics (ONS) death data through OpenSAFELY, a data analytics platform created 

by our team on behalf of NHS England to address urgent COVID-19 research questions 

(https://opensafely.org). OpenSAFELY provides a secure software interface allowing the 

analysis of pseudonymised primary care patient records from England in near real-time within 

the EHR vendor’s highly secure data centre, avoiding the need for large volumes of potentially 

disclosive pseudonymised patient data to be transferred off-site. This, in addition to other 

technical and organisational controls, minimises any risk of re-identification. Similarly 

pseudonymised datasets from other data providers are securely provided to the EHR vendor 

and linked to the primary care data. Further details on our information governance can be found 

on information governance and ethics.    

The dataset analysed within OpenSAFELY is based on 24 million people currently registered 

with GP surgeries using TPP SystmOne software. It includes pseudonymised data such as 

coded diagnoses, medications and physiological parameters. Patient-level vaccination status is 

available in the GP records directly via the National Immunisation Management System (NIMS). 

No free text data are included. The following linked data were also used for this study: accident 

and emergency (A&E) attendance and in-patient hospital spell records via Secondary Uses 

Service (SUS); national coronavirus testing records via the Second Generation Surveillance 

System (SGSS); and the “COVID-19 therapeutics dataset”, a patient-level dataset on antiviral 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted January 22, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.01.20.23284849doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://opensafely.org/
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ZdaeKj8DXnwWoxK5HuQhkBEHahdrcx3boq4sobwAVsA/edit#heading=h.dyd1pe1wp9sk
https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.01.20.23284849
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


6 
 

and nMAbs treatments, newly sourced from NHS England, derived from Blueteq software that 

CMDUs use to notify NHS England of COVID-19 treatments [9].  

Study Design and Population  

We conducted a population-based cohort study with all adults (≥18 years old) within 

OpenSAFELY-TPP who had treatment records of either Paxlovid, sotrovimab or molnupiravir 

from CMDUs between February 11, 2022 and October 1, 2022. During this treatment period, 

there was relative clinical equipoise between Paxlovid and sotrovimab (both as first-line options 

in NHS England guideline) [2]. In addition, eligible patients in this study were required to be non-

hospitalised for COVID-19 at treatment initiation (as recorded in COVID-19 therapeutics dataset 

[9]), and be registered in GP surgeries before treatment. Patients were excluded if they had 

treatment records of any other antivirals or nMAbs for COVID-19 before receiving the treatment 

under investigation (n=76). Patients with treatment records of other antivirals or nMAbs after 

receiving the treatment under investigation were censored at the start date of the second 

treatment (n=31).  

According to the eligibility criteria from NHS England [2], to have received an nMAb or antiviral 

treatment for COVID-19 in the community during this period, patients needed to have SARS-

CoV-2 infection confirmed by polymerase chain reaction (PCR) testing or lateral flow test, onset 

of COVID-19 symptoms within the last five days, have no signs of recovery and not require 

hospitalisation for COVID-19 or supplemental oxygen specifically for the management of 

COVID-19 symptoms before treatment, and be a member of at least one of the following ten 

high-risk cohorts: patients with Down syndrome, a solid cancer, a haematological disease or 

stem cell transplant, renal disease, liver disease, immune-mediated inflammatory disorders, 

primary immune deficiencies, HIV/AIDS, solid organ transplant, or rare neurological conditions. 

To be noted, there was caution about treatment with Paxlovid if patients had a history of 

advanced decompensated liver cirrhosis, stage 3-5 chronic kidney disease (or stage 4-5 in the 

updated guideline), solid organ transplant, or were taking any of the medications with potential 

drug-drug interactions listed in the NHS England guideline [2]. Therefore, we detected and 

excluded all patients with these restrictions based on medication records (prescription of any 

contraindicated medications in “Drugs do not use” and “Drugs consider risks and benefits” 

codelists [11] within 180 days before treatment), diagnosis codes and clinical tests (eGFR or 

creatinine) in OpenSAFELY-TPP to ensure comparability between participants treated with 

Paxlovid and sotrovimab or molnupiravir (Figure 1). 
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Study Measures 

Exposure 

The exposure of interest was treatment with Paxlovid versus sotrovimab administered by 

CMDUs in the main study, and treatment with Paxlovid versus molnupiravir in the exploratory 

analysis. Exposure status and date of treatment of each patient were ascertained from the 

COVID-19 therapeutics dataset. 

Outcome 

The primary outcome was COVID-19 related hospitalisation (based on primary diagnosis 

ascertained from SUS) or COVID-19 related death (based on underlying/contributing causes of 

death from ONS) within 28 days after treatment initiation. Secondary outcomes were 28-day all-

cause hospital admission or death, and 60-day COVID-19 related hospitalisation/death. To 

exclude events where patients were admitted in order to receive sotrovimab or other 

planned/regular treatment, we did not count admissions coded as “elective day case admission” 

or “regular admission” in SUS or day cases detected by the same admission and discharge 

dates as hospitalisation events.  

Covariates  

The following potential confounding factors were extracted at baseline: age, sex, NHS region, 

ethnicity, Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD, as quintiles derived from the patient’s postcode at 

lower super output area level), rural-urban classification (derived from patient’s postcode),  

calendar time (to account for secular trend of prescription and COVID-19 outcomes), COVID-19 

vaccination status (unvaccinated, one vaccination, two vaccinations, three vaccinations, or four 

or more), positive test date for SARS-CoV-2 infection (PCR or lateral flow test), BMI (most 

recent record within 10 years), high-risk cohort categories as mentioned above (allowing 

multiple categories per patient), other comorbidities (diabetes, hypertension, chronic heart 

diseases, chronic respiratory diseases, learning disabilities, severe mental illness), and care 

home residency and housebound status. Individuals with missing ethnicity, IMD, BMI or positive 

SARS-CoV-2 test information were included as “Unknown” category.  

Statistical Analysis  

For the comparative effectiveness analysis of Paxlovid vs. sotrovimab, distributions of baseline 

characteristics were compared between patients in these two treatment groups. Follow-up time 
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of individual patients was calculated from the date of the treatment initiation record, until the 

date of outcome event, 28 days after treatment initiation, initiation of a second nMAb/antiviral 

treatment, death, patient de-registration date, or the study end date (December 22, 2022), 

whichever occurred first. 

Risks of 28-day COVID-19 related hospitalisation/death were compared between the two drug 

groups using Cox proportional hazards models, with time since treatment as the time scale. The 

Cox models were stratified by region to account for geographic heterogeneity in baseline 

hazards, with sequential adjustment for other baseline covariates. Model 1 was adjusted for age 

and sex; Model 2 additionally adjusted for high-risk cohort categories (Down syndrome, solid 

cancer, haematological disease, immune-mediated inflammatory disorders, 

immunosuppression, rare neurological conditions); Model 3 further adjusted for ethnicity (White 

or non-White), IMD quintiles, vaccination status, calendar date (with restricted cubic splines to 

account for non-linear effect); and Model 4 additionally adjusted for BMI category (<25 kg/m2, 25 

- <30 kg/m2, ≥30 kg/m2), diabetes, hypertension, chronic cardiac and respiratory diseases. 

Missing values of covariates were treated as separate categories. The proportional hazards 

assumption was assessed by testing for a zero slope in the scaled Schoenfeld residuals for 

each Cox model.  

As an alternative approach to account for confounding bias, we used the propensity score 

weighting (PSW) method to balance the distributions of relevant covariates between groups. 

The propensity score (PS) for each patient is defined as the conditional probability of being 

treated with Paxlovid, estimated with a binary logistic regression of the actual treatment on 

relevant baseline covariates. The average treatment effect (ATE) weighting scheme based on 

propensity scores (with and without trimming: approaches discussed further in results) [12,13]) 

was then applied to the Cox model. Balance check of baseline covariates after weighting was 

conducted using standardised mean difference (SMD) between groups. Robust variance 

estimators were used in the weighted Cox model. Similar analyses were conducted for 

secondary outcomes. 

Further exploratory analyses were conducted by different subgroups, including time period with 

different dominant variants (February 11-May 31 for BA.2, June 1-October 1 for BA.5 [14]), each 

high-risk cohort, presence of obesity (≥30 vs. <30 kg/m2), diabetes, hypertension, chronic 

cardiac diseases or chronic respiratory diseases, days between test positive and treatment 

initiation (<3 vs. 3-5 days), age group (<60 vs. ≥60 years), sex and ethnicity (White vs. non-
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White). Effect modification by each covariate was tested by adding the corresponding 

interaction term in the stratified Cox model, with Bonferroni correction for multiple testing. 

Several sensitivity analyses based on the stratified Cox model were conducted to assess the 

robustness of main findings, including (1) using complete-case analysis or Multiple Imputation 

by Chained Equations to deal with missing values in covariates; (2) additionally adjusting for 

time between test positive and treatment initiation, and time between last vaccination date and 

treatment initiation; (3) additionally adjusting for rural-urban classification, and other 

comorbidities and factors that might have influenced clinician’s choice of therapy through the 

patient’s ability to travel to hospital for an infusion (learning disabilities, severe mental illness, 

care home residency or housebound status);  (4) using restricted cubic splines for age to further 

control for potential non-linear age effect; (5) excluding patients with treatment records of both 

sotrovimab and Paxlovid, or any other treatments (i.e., casirivimab, molnupiravir, or remdesivir); 

(6) excluding patients who did not have a positive SARS-CoV-2 test record before treatment or 

initiated treatment after 5 days since positive SARS-CoV-2 test; (7) creating a 1-day or 2-day 

lag in the follow-up start date to account for potential delays in drug administration; (8) excluding 

those with prescription record of any contraindicative medication for Paxlovid within 1 year 

before treatment of Paxlovid of sotrovimab, or within 90 days before treatment of Paxlovid of 

sotrovimab; (9) not excluding those with contraindications or contraindicative medications for 

Paxlovid, adjusting for these conditions as covariates instead. 

Finally, we adopted similar analytical approaches for the exploratory analysis comparing 

Paxlovid users with molnupiravir users. 

Software and Reproducibility 

Data management was performed using Python, with analysis carried out using Stata 16.1. 

Code for data management and analysis, as well as codelists, are archived online 

(https://github.com/opensafely/Paxlovid-and-sotrovimab). All iterations of the pre-specified study 

protocol are archived with version control (https://github.com/opensafely/Paxlovid-and-

sotrovimab/tree/main/docs). 
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Results 

Patient characteristics 

Between February 11 and October 1, 2022, a total of 7683 non-hospitalised COVID-19 patients 

treated with Paxlovid (n=4836) or sotrovimab (n=2847) were included in the main analysis. The 

mean age of these patients was 54.3 (SD=14.9) years; 64% were female, 93% White and 93% 

had three or more COVID-19 vaccinations. Compared with the sotrovimab group, those 

receiving Paxlovid were slightly younger (53.5 vs. 55.7 years), had a higher proportion of Down 

syndrome, immune-mediated inflammatory disorders and rare neurological conditions, and 

lower proportion of solid cancer, haematological disease, diabetes, hypertension, chronic heart 

diseases and chronic respiratory diseases (Table 1). There were also some geographic 

variations in the prescription of these two drugs and greater use of sotrovimab earlier during the 

study period. Other baseline characteristics were similar between the two groups (Table 1). 

Comparative effectiveness of Paxlovid vs. sotrovimab for the outcome events 

During the 28 days of follow-up after treatment initiation, 52 cases (0.68%) of COVID-19 related 

hospitalisations/deaths were observed, with 33 (0.68%) in the Paxlovid group and 19 (0.67%) in 

the sotrovimab group. The number of COVID-19 related deaths were 8 in the Paxlovid group 

and ≤5 in the sotrovimab group. 

Results of stratified Cox regression showed that, after adjusting for demographic variables, 

high-risk cohort categories, vaccination status, calendar date, BMI category and other 

comorbidities, treatment with Paxlovid was associated with a similar risk of 28-day COVID-19 

related hospitalisation/death as treatment with sotrovimab (hazard ratio, HR=1.14, 95% CI: 0.62 

to 2.08; P=0.673, with sotrovimab as baseline). Results from propensity score weighted Cox 

model also showed comparable risks in these two treatment groups (HR=0.88, 95% CI: 0.45 to 

1.71; P=0.700), following confirmation of successful balance of baseline covariates between 

groups in the weighted sample (SMDs<0.10). The HRs remained close to 1 during the 

sequential covariate adjustment process (ranging from 0.86-1.18 across different models; 

Figure 2). No violation of the proportional hazards assumption were detected in any model 

(P>0.10). 

For the secondary outcomes, the analysis of 60-day COVID-19 related hospitalisations/deaths 

also showed no evidence of difference between the treatment groups (HRs ranging from 1.01-
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1.33 across models; P>0.05; Table 2). For all-cause hospitalisations/deaths, 220 cases (2.87%) 

were observed during the 28 days of follow-up after treatment initiation (123 (2.55%) in the 

Paxlovid group and 97 (3.41%) in the sotrovimab group); results of Cox regression showed no 

substantial difference between the two treatment groups (HRs ranging from 0.75-0.91 across 

models; Table 2). 

Sensitivity analyses and tests for effect modification 

Results of sensitivity analyses were generally consistent with the main findings 

(Supplementary Table 1). No substantial effect modification was observed for the tested 

covariates, except for a suggestive signal for sex and presence of diabetes. However, the 

number of outcome events in these subgroup analyses were small and results should be treated 

with caution (Supplementary Figure 1). 

Exploratory analysis comparing Paxlovid with molnupiravir 

During the study period, 802 eligible non-hospitalised COVID-19 patients were treated with 

molnupiravir, with 11 cases (1.37%) of COVID-19 related hospitalisations/deaths observed 

within the 28 days follow-up (≤5 deaths). Compared to the Paxlovid group, the molnupiravir 

group was older (57.6 vs. 53.5 years), had a higher proportion of Down syndrome, diabetes, 

hypertension, chronic heart diseases and chronic respiratory diseases, and a lower proportion 

of rare neurological conditions (Supplementary Table 2). There were also some geographic 

variations in the prescription of these two drugs and greater use of molnupiravir earlier during 

the study period. 

Cox regression for 28-day COVID-19 related hospitalisation/death showed varied results, with 

strong evidence favouring Paxlovid in the propensity score weighted Cox model (HR=0.26, 95% 

CI: 0.10 to 0.65; P=0.004) but not in the stratified Cox model with conventional adjustment for 

covariates (HR=0.61, 95% CI: 0.29 to 1.29; P=0.198; Table 3). To explore the cause of these 

discrepancies we inspected the propensity scores and found that, unlike the situation in the 

Paxlovid vs. sotrovimab analysis, the propensity score distributions differed between Paxlovid 

and molnupiravir group, with a much smaller range of overlap (Supplementary Figure 2). 

Further analysis with trimming [13] showed that, after excluding both Paxlovid and molnupiravir 

users below the first percentile of PS in Paxlovid group and above the 99th percentile of PS in 

molnupiravir group, the association became weaker (N=4788, HR=0.39, 95% CI: 0.15 to 1.00). 
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A more strict trimming threshold (using 5th and 95th percentiles respectively) yielded an 

estimate close to that in the stratified Cox model (N=3551, HR=0.53, 95% CI: 0.22 to 1.27). 

Among the molnupiravir users, 33 cases (4.11%) of all-cause hospitalisations/deaths were 

observed within 28 days of follow-up (≤5 deaths). There was some, but weaker, evidence of 

difference between those treated with Paxlovid and molnupiravir in the risk of 28-day all-cause 

hospitalisation/death (HR=0.61, 95% CI: 0.34 to 1.12 in propensity score weighted Cox model 

and 0.72, 95% CI: 0.48 to 1.09 in stratified Cox model although confidence intervals were below 

1 in earlier adjustment; Table 3). Similarly to COVID-19 related outcomes, we observed 

attenuated association in the propensity score weighted Cox model after trimming [13] (1/99th 

percentile: HR=0.70, 95% CI: 0.40 to 1.23; 5/95th percentile: HR=0.70, 95% CI: 0.42 to 1.16). 

 

Discussion 

Summary 

This is one of the largest observational studies to date on the comparative effectiveness of 

Paxlovid versus alternative antiviral medications between February and October 2022, covering 

the Omicron BA.2- and BA.5-dominant periods in the UK [14,15]. Our analysis with near real-

time data shows that treatment with Paxlovid is associated with a similar risk of severe 

outcomes from COVID-19 infection as with sotrovimab. The findings remained robust in 

propensity score weighting analysis and other sensitivity analysis. The exploratory analyses 

using molnupiravir users as the comparison group showed some evidence in favour of Paxlovid 

regarding the COVID-19 related outcomes, although the strength of evidence is limited and 

more uncertain than the main analyses due to low numbers of Paxlovid-eligible molnupiravir 

users, and larger differences in comparability between users of different drugs at baseline. 

Strengths and weaknesses 

The key strengths of the OpenSAFELY platform are the scale, level of detail and completeness 

of the underlying primary care EHR data and the linkage to multiple COVID-19 relevant national 

databases with near real-time data update [9,16]. We used a range of analytic methods to 

examine robustness of results, and were able to carry out extensive adjustments for 

confounding and exclusions for contraindications given the availability of granular multisource 

real-world data. As well as availability of treatment to the population regardless of ability to pay, 
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the uniqueness of the UK data is that the administration of COVID-19 medications in the 

community, is operated by CMDUs that were launched specifically for COVID-19 treatment, 

following the national prescription guidelines and clear eligibility criteria for treatment [2]. 

Therefore, our study population are well-characterised with high quality exposure data based on 

treatment records in the central system. 

Several limitations of this study need to be considered. Despite the granular data on underlying 

health status, the possibility of residual confounding cannot be ruled out, in particular related to 

severity of COVID-19 symptoms or other unmeasured features (such as level of 

immunosuppression) that may have influenced clinician’s choice of therapy at assessment. This 

is more evident for the exploratory analysis of Paxlovid vs. molnupiravir, where the two drugs 

had no clinical equipoise (first-line vs. third-line) [2]. In addition, there is limited power especially 

for the analysis of Paxlovid vs. molnupiravir (with only 802 patients and 11 events). We used the 

primary care data to detect drugs which contraindicate use of Paxlovid [11], and thus could have 

missed prescriptions outside of the GP record (secondary care/’hospital at home’) leading to 

misclassification of eligibility to receive Paxlovid among sotrovimab and molnupiravir users. 

Finally, the patients included in this study are assumed to be only those who met the eligibility 

criteria made by NHS England and had no contraindications for Paxlovid [2], thus limiting further 

generalisation of our findings to other patient groups. 

Findings in Context 

The randomised clinical trials of nMAbs and antivirals were conducted during periods where 

different variants of SARS-CoV-2 were circulating, and in often non-vaccinated populations, 

making their relevance to contemporary situations limited. Comparative trials between different 

treatments have not been conducted, making clinical decisions about treatment for patients 

eligible to receive any therapy difficult. Both the EPIC-HR trial [3] for Paxlovid and the COMET-

ICE trial [4] for sotrovimab showed evidence of benefit compared to placebo (relative risk=0.12 

and 0.21, respectively). However, a large-scale pragmatic study of molnupiravir, the UK 

PANORAMIC trial [17], showed that molnupiravir did not reduce risk of hospitalisations/deaths 

among high-risk vaccinated adults with COVID-19 in the community (25,000 participants, 

adjusted odds ratio=1.06, 95% Bayesian credible interval: 0.80 to 1.40). The PANORAMIC trial 

for Paxlovid versus usual care is still ongoing.  
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A recent literature review shows that a growing body of real-world evidence supports the 

efficacy of Paxlovid among vaccinated adult patients in the Omicron era [18], though most of 

those observational studies were conducted during the BA.1/BA.2 wave. A large-scale cohort 

study in Israel showed that among high-risk outpatients with COVID-19 aged ≥65 years, 

Paxlovid users had substantially lower risks of hospitalisation due to COVID-19 (adjusted 

hazard ratio=0.27, 95% CI: 0.15 to 0.49) and death due to COVID-19 (adjusted hazard 

ratio=0.21, 95% CI: 0.05 to 0.82) than untreated patients; whereas no association was observed 

in patients aged <65 years [5]. A large-scale observational study of non-hospitalised COVID-19 

patients in Hong Kong SAR showed that Paxlovid use was associated with lower risks of all-

cause mortality (HR=0.34, 95% CI: 0.22 to 0.52) and hospital admission due to COVID-19 

(HR=0.76, 95% CI: 0.67 to 0.86) than non-use, with no effect modification by age [6]. In 

contrast, molnupiravir use was associated with lower risk of death (HR=0.76, 95% CI: 0.61 to 

0.95) but not risk of hospitalisation (0.98, 95% CI: 0.89 to 1.06) than non-use [6]. Another cohort 

study in the US population showed that non-hospitalised adult patients who were prescribed 

Paxlovid had a lower risk of all-cause hospitalisation or death than non-users (adjusted risk 

ratio=0.56, 95% CI: 0.42 to 0.75) [19]. The evidence for the safety of Paxovid in routine clinical 

use, however, is still limited, and the concerns of viral rebound and recurrence of COVID-19 

symptoms following Paxlovid treatment need further investigation [18]. 

Policy Implications and Interpretation 

While randomised clinical trials are rightly considered a gold standard for studying drug 

effectiveness, rapidly evolving SARS-CoV-2 variants can mean results of COVID-19 

therapeutics trials may be quickly outdated. Additionally, there can remain areas of uncertainty 

where clinical trials have not been conducted such as comparative effectiveness between 

different therapeutic agents or for populations underrepresented in clinical trials. In vitro data 

can provide conclusive evidence of loss of drug effect but where different variants are 

circulating, or where in vitro data shows intermediate effects, the benefits of treatment in a 

whole population may be uncertain [20]. We believe that careful analysis of routinely-collected 

healthcare data can provide rapid analysis of drug effectiveness and safety, within the whole 

population and can provide critical information which can be used alongside in vitro data to support 

future decision-making [16,21].  
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Summary 

In routine care of non-hospitalised high-risk adult patients with COVID-19 in England, we 

observed no substantial difference in the risk of severe COVID-19 outcomes between those 

who received Paxlovid and sotrovimab during a period of Omicron BA.2 and BA.5 dominance.  
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Tables and Figures 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Flowchart for study participants. 
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics of patients receiving Paxlovid or sotrovimab. 

Characteristics Paxlovid group Sotrovimab group Total 

N 4836 2847 7683 

Age (year), mean (SD) 53.5 (14.8) 55.7 (15.2) 54.3 (14.9) 

Female, n (%) 3092 (63.9) 1822 (64.0) 4914 (64.0) 

White, n (%) 4422 (93.0) 2623 (93.3) 7045 (93.1) 

IMD quintile, n (%)    

1 (most deprived) 467 (10.0) 276 (10.0) 743 (10.0) 

2 723 (15.4) 465 (16.8) 1188 (15.9) 

3 1048 (22.3) 684 (24.7) 1732 (23.2) 

4 1195 (25.5) 682 (24.7) 1877 (25.2) 

5 (least deprived) 1262 (26.9) 658 (23.8) 1920 (25.7) 

Region (NHS), n (%)    

East 1180 (24.4) 860 (30.2) 2040 (26.6) 

London 219 (4.5) 198 (7.0) 417 (5.4) 

East Midlands 1129 (23.4) 643 (22.6) 1772 (23.1) 

West Midlands 61 (1.3) 143 (5.0) 204 (2.7) 

North East 125 (2.6) 121 (4.3) 246 (3.2) 

North West 487 (10.1) 213 (7.5) 700 (9.1) 

South East 474 (9.8) 114 (4.0) 588 (7.7) 

South West 535 (11.1) 413 (14.5) 948 (12.3) 

Yorkshire 626 (12.9) 142 (5.0) 768 (10.0) 

High risk cohorts, n (%)    

Down syndrome 204 (4.2) 71 (2.5) 275 (3.6) 

Solid cancer 658 (13.6) 508 (17.8) 1166 (15.2) 

Haematological disease 729 (15.1) 639 (22.4) 1368 (17.8) 

Immune-mediated 
inflammatory diseases 

1846 (38.2) 973 (34.2) 2819 (36.7) 

Immunosuppression 525 (10.9) 290 (10.2) 815 (10.6) 
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Characteristics Paxlovid group Sotrovimab group Total 

HIV/AIDS 14 (0.3) 7 (0.3) 21 (0.3) 

Rare neurological disease 1290 (26.7) 628 (22.1) 1918 (25.0) 

BMI (kg/m2), mean (SD) 28.1 (6.5) 28.1 (6.3) 28.1 (6.4) 

Comorbidities, n (%)    

Diabetes 603 (12.5) 425 (14.9) 1028 (13.4) 

Chronic cardiac disease 271 (5.6) 231 (8.1) 502 (6.5) 

Hypertension 1121 (23.2) 884 (31.1) 2005 (26.1) 

Chronic respiratory disease 729 (15.1) 498 (17.5) 1227 (16.0) 

Vaccination status, n (%)    

None 74 (1.5) 37 (1.3) 111 (1.4) 

One vaccination 74 (1.5) 26 (0.9) 100 (1.3) 

Two vaccinations 192 (4.0) 115 (4.0) 307 (4.0) 

Three vaccinations 2449 (50.6) 1411 (49.6) 3860 (50.2) 

Four or more 2047 (42.3) 1258 (44.2) 3305 (43.0) 

Days between test positive and 
treatment, median (IQR) 

1 (1-2) 2 (1-3) 2 (1-2) 

Weeks between campaign start and 
treatment, median (IQR) 

23 (16-30) 17 (14-28) 20 (15-30) 

Note: IMD, BMI, ethnicity and positive test date had 223, 830, 119 and 968 missing values, respectively. 
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Figure 2. Comparing risk of 28-day COVID-19 related hospitalisation/death between 

Paxlovid vs. sotrovimab. 

Note: PSW=propensity score weighting; HR=hazard ratio; CI=confidence interval. Model 1 adjusted for 

age and sex; Model 2 additional adjusted for high risk cohort categories; Model 3 further adjusted for 

ethnicity, IMD quintiles, vaccination status, calendar date; and Model 4 additionally adjusted for BMI 

category, diabetes, hypertension, chronic cardiac and respiratory diseases. 
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Table 2. Comparing risks of secondary outcomes between Paxlovid vs. sotrovimab. 

Outcomes N/Events 

Stratified Cox model PSW analysis 

HR (95% CI) for 
Paxlovid 

P 
HR (95% CI) for 

Paxlovid 
P 

28-day All-cause hospitalisation/death 7675/220     

  Model 1  0.80 (0.60-1.05) 0.102 0.75 (0.57-0.99) 0.045 

  Model 2  0.91 (0.69-1.20) 0.521 0.87 (0.66-1.15) 0.341 

  Model 3  0.88 (0.66-1.17) 0.372 0.81 (0.60-1.09) 0.163 

  Model 4  0.89 (0.67-1.18) 0.412 0.84 (0.63-1.13) 0.248 

60-day COVID-19 related 
hospitalisation/death* 

7176/62 
  

  

  Model 1  1.22 (0.70-2.11) 0.479 1.15 (0.66-2.00) 0.619 

  Model 2  1.33 (0.77-2.30) 0.308 1.25 (0.71-2.20) 0.433 

  Model 3  1.31 (0.75-2.30) 0.338 1.01 (0.54-1.91) 0.974 

  Model 4  1.33 (0.75-2.34) 0.325 1.04 (0.56-1.93) 0.910 

Note: PSW=propensity score weighting; HR=hazard ratio; CI=confidence interval. Model 1 adjusted for 

age and sex; Model 2 additional adjusted for high risk cohort categories; Model 3 further adjusted for 

ethnicity, IMD quintiles, vaccination status, calendar date; and Model 4 additionally adjusted for BMI 

category, diabetes, hypertension, chronic cardiac and respiratory diseases. * For the analysis of 60-day 

outcome, patients treated after September 1, 2022 were excluded to avoid missing outcome events, as 

the latest hospitalisation and death events recorded in our data extraction were on October 31, 2022.  
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Table 3. Comparing risks of outcome events between Paxlovid vs. molnupiravir. 

Outcomes N/Events 

Stratified Cox model PSW analysis 

HR (95% CI) for 
Paxlovid 

P 
HR (95% CI) for 

Paxlovid 
P 

28-day COVID-19 related 
hospitalisation/death 

5638/44 
  

  

  Model 1  0.63 (0.31-1.31) 0.216 0.25 (0.10-0.62) 0.002 

  Model 2  0.61 (0.29-1.25) 0.177 0.24 (0.10-0.59) 0.002 

  Model 3  0.62 (0.30-1.30) 0.203 0.25 (0.10-0.63) 0.003 

  Model 4  0.61 (0.29-1.29) 0.198 0.26 (0.10-0.65) 0.004 

28-day All-cause hospitalisation/death 5634/156     

  Model 1  0.72 (0.48-1.08) 0.112 0.55 (0.31-0.97) 0.038 

  Model 2  0.70 (0.47-1.05) 0.084 0.53 (0.30-0.95) 0.032 

  Model 3  0.71 (0.47-1.06) 0.097 0.57 (0.32-1.01) 0.056 

  Model 4  0.72 (0.48-1.09) 0.118 0.61 (0.34-1.12) 0.110 

Note: PSW=propensity score weighting; HR=hazard ratio; CI=confidence interval. Model 1 adjusted for 

age and sex; Model 2 additional adjusted for high risk cohort categories; Model 3 further adjusted for 

ethnicity, IMD quintiles, vaccination status, calendar date; and Model 4 additionally adjusted for BMI 

category, diabetes, hypertension, chronic cardiac and respiratory diseases. 
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