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 50 
Abstract: In the coronavirus efficacy (COVE) phase 3 efficacy trial of the mRNA-1273 vaccine, 
IgG binding antibody (bAb) concentration against Spike (BA.1 strain) and neutralizing antibody 
(nAb) titer against Spike (BA.1 strain) pseudovirus were assessed as correlates of risk of 
Omicron COVID-19 and as correlates of relative boost efficacy in per-protocol recipients of a 
third (booster) dose. Markers were measured on the day of the boost (BD1) and 28 days later 55 
(BD29). For SARS-CoV-2 naive individuals, BD29 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs and BD29 
BA.1-strain nAbs inversely correlated with Omicron COVID-19: hazard ratio (HR) per 10-fold 
marker increase [95% confidence interval (CI)] = 0.16 (0.03, 0.79); P=0.024 and 0.31 (0.10, 
0.96); P = 0.042, respectively.  These markers also inversely correlated with Omicron COVID-
19 in non-naive individuals:  HR = 0.15 (0.04, 0.63); P = 0.009 and 0.28 (0.07, 1.08); P = 0.06, 60 
trend. Fold-rise in markers from BD1 to BD29 had similarly strong inverse correlations.  For 
SARS-CoV-2 naive individuals, overall booster relative (three-dose vs two-dose) efficacy was 
46% (95% CI: 20%, 64%) and correlated with BA.1 strain nAb titer at exposure. At 56, 251, and 
891 arbitrary units (AU)/ml (10th, 50th, and 90th percentile), the booster relative efficacies were -
8% (95% CI: -126%, 48%), 50% (25%, 67%), and 74% (49%, 87%), respectively. Similar 65 
relationships were observed for Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs and for the markers measured at 
BD29.  The performance of bAb and nAb markers as correlates of protection against Omicron 
COVID-19 supports their continued use as surrogate endpoints for mRNA vaccination against 
Omicron COVID-19. 

  70 
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Main Text: The COVE trial (1, 2) (NCT04470427) was a randomized, placebo-controlled phase 
3 trial of the mRNA-1273 vaccine, which encodes prefusion-stabilized full-length Ancestral 
SARS-CoV-2 Spike (index strain, MN908947.3). Estimated vaccine efficacy (VE) against 
virologically confirmed COVID-19 (hereafter, "COVID-19") in baseline SARS-CoV-2 negative 
participants was 93.2% [95% confidence interval (CI): 91.0%, 94.8%] over ~5 months of follow-75 
up in those who received injections on Days 1 and 29 (D1, D29) in a per-protocol analysis (2). 
We previously applied multiple statistical frameworks to assess several immune markers 
including serum IgG binding antibodies (bAbs) against Spike and neutralizing antibodies (nAbs), 
measured on D57, as correlates of risk (CoRs) and correlates of protection (CoPs) against 
COVID-19 through ~4 months post dose 2 (3, 4). Using antibody decay models we also 80 
demonstrated that the nAb titer at the time of exposure correlated with COVID-19 (5).  In all 
these analyses, the markers were measured against Ancestral Spike: bAbs against index 
(vaccine-insert) Spike and nAbs against index Spike with the D614G mutation (for simplicity, 
we refer hereafter to both of these as “Ancestral”).  Each marker was shown to be a CoR and 
CoP of COVID-19, with strongest evidence for the nAb markers. During the follow-up time over 85 
which the markers were assessed, predominantly Ancestral SARS-CoV-2 lineages and minor 
genetic drift lineages circulated at the trial sites (6). Based on these and other analyses, nAb titer 
has been used as a surrogate endpoint for regulatory authorization or approval of booster doses 
and variant vaccines, accelerating decisions compared to requiring large phase 3 clinical trials 
(7).   90 

In late 2021, the Omicron variant spread rapidly in southern Africa (8), becoming dominant in 
the United States by December 2021 (9) and with successive waves of Omicron subvariants 
dominating globally by mid-2022 (10, 11). All Omicron subvariants have demonstrated some 
level of immune escape, especially from neutralization by antibodies elicited by natural SARS-
CoV-2 infection and/or COVID-19 vaccination (12-19). This raises the question of whether the 95 
above antibody markers, which were assessed against Ancestral strains, are also CoRs and CoPs 
against Omicron COVID-19. To address this knowledge gap, we measured nAb markers against 
Omicron (BA.1 strain) Spike pseudovirus and bAb markers against Omicron (BA.1 strain) 
Spike. Using follow-up data from the COVE trial extending through April 5, 2022 (past the 
unblinding stage and post-dose three, which was a booster dose), here we studied four 100 
measurements of these markers as CoRs and CoPs against Omicron COVID-19: (i) measured on 
the day of the booster dose (BD1), (ii) measured 28 days later (BD29), (iii) fold-rise from BD1 
to BD29, and (iv) predicted at the time of exposure (COVID-19 illness visit).  The overall 
objective of this work was to see if bAb and nAb markers continue to be supported as CoPs.    

In assessing the antibody markers (i)-(iv) as correlates, four objectives were assessed.  Objective  105 
1 was to compare the four BA.1 strain correlates noted above to corresponding Ancestral strain 
correlates, toward understanding the significance of variant-matching. Objective 2 was to 
compare the BA.1 antibody/Omicron COVID-19 outcome relationship with the Ancestral 
antibody/Ancestral COVID-19 outcome relationship and see if similar antibody levels are 
associated with similar reductions in COVID-19 risk.  This question was previously investigated 110 
by Cromer et al. (20) using a population-based approach, and we investigate the question here 
through a complementary approach consisting of individual-breakthrough analysis of the COVE 
trial. 
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All our previous COVE correlates analyses (3, 4, 21, 22) were conducted in baseline SARS-
CoV-2 negative participants. Given that CoPs may be modified by prior infection, as well as the 115 
need to understand CoPs in previously infected persons given the vast majority of persons are 
seropositive (23, 24), another gap is knowledge of whether and how CoPs differ in non-naive 
compared to SARS-CoV-2 naive individuals. Objective 3 addressed this gap by studying 
immune correlates in COVE in both groups and testing modification of the correlates by prior 
infection. There is some evidence that baseline immune status influences COVID-19 vaccine 120 
protection, for example, Hertz et al. assessed IgG, IgA binding and neutralization titers at 
baseline in healthy individuals who received a fourth dose of BNT162b2 versus those who did 
not and showed that low baseline antibody responses correlated with higher risk of COVID-19 in 
both groups (25).  In a large study, longitudinally measured anti-Spike IgG antibody strongly 
correlated with both Omicron BA.4/5 infection and disease with stronger and more durable 125 
protection seen in those vaccinated with prior infection compared to vaccinated without infection 
(26).  Marking et al. showed that baseline Spike IgG, IgA, and neutralization titers in triple-
vaccinated healthcare workers correlated inversely with omicron infection measured by serial 
PCR tests (27).  BD1 antibody markers were assessed as correlates as noted above.  Objective 4 
considered all of the data together, assessing through multivariable statistical learning how to 130 
best predict Omicron COVID-19 based on the different types of variables among baseline 
factors, time point (BD1, BD29 absolute level, fold-rise), immunoassay (binding, neutralization), 
and immunologic assay strain (BA.1, Ancestral).  

Trial schema and participant demographics 

Figure S1 shows a schematic timeline of the mRNA-1273 vaccine doses, where the time interval 135 
between the second dose and the third (booster) dose differed between the original-vaccine arm 
(median time: 12.9 months) and crossover-vaccine arm (median time: 8.2 months), and the 
sampling days. Figure S2 shows participant flow from enrollment through to the sampling 
population for the correlates analysis, which was a subset of COVE participants in the primary 
series per-protocol cohort (SARS-CoV-2 negative prior to receipt of two doses of mRNA-1273 140 
and with no major protocol deviations) who received a third dose of mRNA-1273 vaccine prior 
to December 31, 2021 (n=15,713). Participants with SARS-CoV-2 infection diagnosis in the 
placebo arm prior to mRNA-1273 vaccination were excluded. Figure S2 continues by showing 
participant flow through to the per-protocol boosted cohort for this study (n=14,251) and, via 
stratified case-control sampling (see Methods), the per-protocol three-dose correlates cohort 145 
(n=218; BD1 and BD29 antibody marker data were measured). Participants who tested SARS-
CoV-2 RT-PCR+ at their BD1 visit were excluded. Definitions of the COVID-19 endpoint for 
the correlates analyses and of SARS-CoV-2 naive vs. non-naive status are given in the 
Supplementary Material. Table S1 shows the numbers of participants in the per-protocol three-
dose correlates cohort across the strata.  150 

Demographic and clinical information for the per-protocol boosted cohort and the three-dose 
correlates cohort subset are provided in Table S2. Of all participants in the per-protocol boosted 
cohort, 31% were ≥65 years old, 24% were considered at-risk for severe COVID-19 (defined as 
having one or more comorbidities associated with elevated risk of severe COVID-19) and 48% 
had been assigned female sex at birth. Compared to the per-protocol correlates analysis cohort 155 
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for the blinded-phase COVE correlates analyses (3, 4), the per-protocol boosted cohort was 
similar in age and sex, but lower in baseline risk (24% vs. 40%). 

To assess the relative efficacy of the booster dose (three-dose vs. two-dose) and to evaluate 
antibody markers as correlates of booster protection, a dynamic unboosted and nonrandomized 
control group was identified consisting of 2753 participants who were in the baseline-negative 160 
per-protocol cohort according to the definition in Gilbert et al. (4), remained in the study through 
Dec 1, 2022 and had not received a booster dose by January 31, 2022 (Figure S3). For the 
relative booster efficacy analysis and the booster CoP analyses, this dynamic unboosted control 
group was compared to the per-protocol boosted cohort.  

Antibody marker response rates and levels  165 

BD1 responses were positive/quantifiable in 100% or nearly 100% (depending on the marker) of 
per-protocol boosted recipients, across SARS-CoV-2 naives and non-naives, as well as across 
Omicron cases and non-cases (assay limits in Table S3; positive/quantifiable response defined in 
Table 1 and Figure 1) for the two Ancestral strain markers. Response rates were generally 
slightly numerically lower for the two BA.1 markers (Table 1) compared to the Ancestral 170 
markers (Table S4), particularly for BA.1 strain nAbs in SARS-CoV-2 naive Omicron cases 
(84.1%; 95% CI: 69.1%, 92.6%) (Table 1). The geometric means (GMs) at BD1 were 
numerically higher for non-naives vs. SARS-CoV-2 naives, e.g. for Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs 
[in arbitrary units (AU)/ml] 4406 (2907, 6678) vs. 3353 (2646, 4248) and for BA.1 strain nAbs 
(in AU/ml) 19.1 (11.7, 31.1) vs. 14.6 (12.1, 17.6) in non-cases (Table 1). Similar results were 175 
seen for the BD1 Ancestral strain markers (Table S4). Figure 1 provides a visualization of 
participant-level (SARS-CoV-2 naives and non-naives) BD1 and BD29 BA.1 strain marker 
levels in non-cases and Omicron cases. Among non-naives, BD1 BA.1 strain marker levels were 
numerically higher in cases vs. non-cases, with GM ratios higher than 1 but with wide 
confidence intervals; GM ratios were closer to 1 in SARS-CoV-2 naives [e.g. for BA.1 strain 180 
nAbs, GM ratio (95% CI) was 1.48 (0.73, 3.00) in non-naives and 0.78 (0.58, 1.05) in SARS-
CoV-2 naives] (Table 1). Similar results were seen for the Ancestral strain markers (Table S4, 
Figure S4).  

At BD29, 100% of SARS-CoV-2 naive and non-naive participants (Omicron cases and non-
cases) had a positive/quantifiable response for each of the four markers (Table 1). For all four 185 
BD29 markers, GMs were lower in Omicron cases vs. non-cases: e.g. in SARS-CoV-2 naives, 
the GM ratios were 0.66 (0.47, 0.93) for Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs and 0.53 (0.33, 0.84) for 
BA.1 strain nAbs (Table 1), with similar results for the two Ancestral strain markers (Table S5). 
Similar results were generally obtained in non-naives (Tables 1, S5), with the potential 
exception that Ancestral strain nAb levels were similar between Omicron cases vs. non-cases 190 
[GM ratio: 0.96 (0.53, 1.73)] (Table S5).   

Fold-rise (BD29/BD1) values are given in Table 1. The lowest GM fold-rise (95% CI) [12.0 
(7.2, 20.0)] was observed for Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs in non-naive Omicron cases, with a 
very similar fold-rise [12.2 (7.6, 19.7)] in BA.1 strain nAbs in non-naive Omicron cases. The 
greatest GM fold-rise [50.9 (42.0, 61.6)] was observed for Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs in 195 
SARS-CoV-2 naive non-cases (Table 1). The same pattern was seen in the fold-rise Ancestral 
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strain markers (Table S5). Antibody response rates and geometric means by randomization arm 
are given in Table S6.  

Correlations among antibody markers 

In SARS-CoV-2 naives, Ancestral strain bAbs and BA.1 strain bAbs were highly correlated at 200 
BD1 (weighted Spearman rank r = 0.90) and at BD29 (r = 0.96); Ancestral strain nAbs and BA.1 
strain nAbs were moderately correlated at BD1 (r = 0.63) and highly correlated at BD29 (r = 
0.89) (Figures S7, S8). Also, in SARS-CoV-2 naives, Ancestral strain bAbs and Ancestral strain 
nAbs were highly correlated at BD1 (r = 0.94) and BD29 (r = 0.87), while BA.1 strain bAbs and 
BA.1 strain nAbs were only moderately correlated at BD1 (r = 0.70) and BD29 (r = 0.78) 205 
(Figures S7, S8). Similar results were seen in non-naives (Figures S9, S10).  

For all 4 markers, BD1 level and BD29 level were weakly correlated among SARS-CoV-2 
naives (r = 0.26 for Spike IgG-Ancestral strain bAbs; r = 0.23 for Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs; r 
= 0.34 for Ancestral strain nAbs; r = 0.38 for BA.1 strain nAbs) and non-naives (r = 0.23 for 
Spike IgG-Ancestral strain bAbs; r = 0.28 for Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs; r = 0.32 for Ancestral 210 
strain nAbs; r = 0.35 for BA.1 strain nAbs) (Figures S11, S12).   

Boost, peak, and fold-rise marker correlates of risk analyses 

Figure S13 shows the estimated Omicron COVID-19 risk (all reported estimates were covariate-
adjusted) across a range of levels of BD1 BA.1 strain nAbs and BD1 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain 
bAbs among SARS-CoV-2 naives and non-naives. Among SARS-CoV-2 naives, BD1 BA.1 215 
strain nAbs had evidence as an inverse correlate of Omicron COVID-19 risk, with estimated risk 
decreasing with increasing BD1 titer (Figure S13A) and a HR per 10-fold increase of 0.31 (95% 
CI: 0.07, 1.37; P=0.12) (Figure S13E). In contrast, there was no evidence of association with 
Omicron COVID-19 for BD1 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs among SARS-CoV-2 naives, nor for 
either BD1 BA.1 marker among non-naives, with hazard ratios (HRs) generally close to 1 220 
(Figure S13). Similarly, no evidence of association with Omicron COVID-19 was seen for the 
Ancestral strain markers at BD1, in both SARS-CoV-2 naives and in non-naives (Figure S14).  

Figure 2 shows the results of the same analysis for the BD29 BA.1 strain markers. Estimated 
risk decreased in both SARS-CoV-2 naives and non-naives with increasing BD29 marker level: 
For SARS-CoV-2 naives, Omicron COVID-19 risk through 121 days post-dose 3 was 15.6% 225 
(95% CI: 11.8%, 55.5%) at BD29 BA.1 strain nAb titer 100 AU/ml compared to 5.1% (1.2%, 
8.3%) at BD29 BA.1 strain nAb titer 1000 AU/ml (Figure 2A). For non-naives, Omicron 
COVID-19 risk was 30.6% (4.9%, 95.5%) at BD29 BA.1 strain nAb titer of 100 AU/ml 
compared to 10.5% (0.5%, 69.8%) at 1000 AU/ml (Figure 2B); the risk estimates for non-naïves 
had much wider confidence intervals compared to those for SARS-CoV-2 naïves because the 230 
sample size of the former was much smaller (n = 204 vs. 14,047). Results were similar in both 
populations for BD29 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs (Figure 2C, 2D). The same analyses repeated 
with BD29 Spike IgG-Ancestral strain bAbs and Ancestral strain nAbs also yielded similar 
results (Figure S15), as expected due to the high correlation between the BD29 bAb and nAb 
readouts. 235 
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Among SARS-CoV-2 naives, BD29 BA.1 strain bAbs and BD29 BA.1 strain nAbs were both 
inversely correlated with Omicron COVID-19 [HR per 10-fold increase (95% CI) = 0.16 (0.03, 
0.79); P=0.024 and 0.31 (0.10, 0.96); P = 0.042, respectively] (Figure 2E). As expected due to 
the high correlation between BD29 bAb and nAb readouts, BD29 Spike IgG-Ancestral strain 
bAbs and BD29 Ancestral strain nAbs exhibited similar HR point estimates and trends toward 240 
correlating with Omicron COVID-19, though P-values were not statistically significant at the 
P<0.05 level [0.23 (0.04, 1.25); P = 0.089 and 0.33 (0.10, 1.13); P = 0.076, respectively)] 
(Figure S15E).  

Among non-naives, BD29 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs inversely correlated with Omicron 
COVID-19 [HR = 0.15 (0.04, 0.63); P = 0.009] (Figure 2E). BD29 BA.1 strain nAbs trended 245 
toward correlating with Omicron COVID-19 [0.28 (0.07, 1.08); P = 0.06] (Figure 2E).  BD29 
Spike IgG-Ancestral strain bAbs also inversely correlated with Omicron COVID-19 [HR = 0.10 
(0.01, 0.68); P = 0.019] whereas the result for BD29 Ancestral strain nAbs had a wide 
confidence interval without evidence of a correlation [HR = 0.45 (0.07, 2.95); P = 0.41] (Figure 
S15E).  250 

Inverse correlations with Omicron COVID-19 were also seen for the fold-rise markers (Figure 
2E; Figures S16 and S17).  Among SARS-CoV-2 naives, the HR per 10-fold increase in fold-
rise from BD1 to BD29 in Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs was 0.31 (0.12, 0.77); P=0.012, and in 
BA.1 strain nAbs it was 0.45 (0.13, 1.49); P=0.19 (Figure 2E). In non-naives, results were 
similar [HR = 0.45 (0.24, 0.85); P=0.013 for Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAb fold-rise and 0.58 (0.32, 255 
1.05); P=0.072 for BA.1 strain nAb fold-rise] (Figure 2E).  Similar results were seen in both 
populations for the Ancestral fold-rise markers (Figure S17).  

Next, a monotone nonparametric threshold regression method was used to assess cumulative 
incidence of Omicron COVID-19 across subgroups of per-protocol boosted participants defined 
by marker level exceeding a given threshold. In SARS-CoV-2 naives, the estimated cumulative 260 
incidence sharply decreased as the BD29 BA.1 strain nAb titer threshold increased, with 
estimated cumulative incidence = 9.39% (6.19%, 12.6%) above threshold 10 AU/ml; 5.65% 
(2.17%, 9.12%) above threshold 500 AU/ml; and 2.97% (0%, 6.06%) above threshold 1000 
AU/ml (Figure S18A). In non-naives, the decrease in cumulative incidence was less steep with 
increasing BD29 BA.1 strain nAb titer threshold and the confidence intervals were much wider, 265 
due to the smaller sample size (Figure S18B).  For BD29 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs, 
cumulative incidence also decreased with increasing threshold in both SARS-CoV-2 naives and 
non-naives, again with wider confidence intervals in non-naives (Figure S18C, D). Similar 
threshold-response relationships were also observed for the BD29 Ancestral markers (Figure 
S19) and for the BA.1 strain and Ancestral strain fold-rise markers (Figures S20 and S21, 270 
respectively).    

Figure 3 shows Cox-model-based marginalized COVID-19 cumulative incidence curves among 
SARS-CoV-2 naives and non-naives for subgroups of boosted participants defined by tertile of 
BD29 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs and BA.1 strain nAbs. These curves also supported each 
marker as an inverse correlate of Omicron COVID-19 risk. Results for the equivalent analysis of 275 
the BD29 Ancestral markers and for the fold-rise markers are shown in Figures S22-S24, with 
HRs across tertiles reported for the BD1, BD29, and fold-rise markers in Tables S7-S9. HRs 
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(High vs. Low tertile) for the BA.1 strain markers indicating inverse correlations included BD29 
BA.1 strain nAbs in SARS-CoV-2 naives [0.27 (0.09, 0.78); P = 0.016] (Table S8), fold-rise 
Spike IgG-BA.1 Strain bAbs in SARS-CoV-2 naives [0.35 (0.13, 0.90); P = 0.030] (Table S9), 280 
and fold-rise Spike IgG-BA.1 Strain bAbs in non-naives [0.23 (0.07, 0.75); P = 0.015] (Table 
S9).  

Based on analysis of BD1 and BD29 antibody markers in the same model, for SARS-CoV-2 
naive participants Figure S25 shows the estimated Omicron COVID-19 risk across the range of 
BD29 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAb levels when fixing the BD1 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAb level 285 
to the 15th, 50th, and 85th percentile. At each BD1 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAb percentile, 
COVID-19 risk decreased as BD29 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAb level increased, and there was no 
evidence of a different BD29 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAb association with Omicron COVID-19 
by BD1 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAb level (interaction p > 0.20). Analyses repeated with the 
BA.1 strain nAb marker and among non-naives exhibited similar patterns (Figures S26-S28). 290 

Predicted-at-exposure antibody correlates of booster relative efficacy among SARS-CoV-2 
naives  

In SARS-CoV-2 naives, receipt of a third dose was estimated to provide a 46% (95% CI: 20%, 
64%) relative reduction in Omicron COVID-19 throughout follow-up compared to an unboosted 
(two-dose recipient) control group. Using these unboosted participants as a dynamic control 295 
group, we analyzed time-varying predicted antibody levels where the instantaneous risk of 
Omicron COVID-19 on any given day depends on the predicted antibody level on that day using 
a Cox model with calendar time index [see Methods and (5)].  Model-predicted values on the day 
of disease onset correlated well with the actual antibody readouts on the day of disease onset 
(Figures S29, S30). Within the boosted, Omicron COVID-19 risk correlated similarly with 300 
predicted-at-exposure BA.1 strain nAbs and with BD29 BA.1 strain nAbs, with associated HRs 
(95% CIs) per 10-fold increase of 0.31 (0.12, 0.79) and 0.26 (0.09, 0.72), respectively. Results 
were similar for the bAb readout, with analogous HRs (95% CIs) of 0.24 (0.06, 0.88) for 
predicted-at-exposure Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs and 0.21 (0.06, 0.74) for BD29 Spike IgG-
BA.1 strain bAbs. 305 

Figure 4 provides correlates of booster relative efficacy curves for predicted-at-exposure nAb by 
contrasting the antibody association in the boosted participants with the overall hazard of the 
unboosted as a reference group. For boosted recipients with BA.1 strain nAb titers of 56 AU/ml 
(10th quantile), 251 AU/ml (median) and 891 AU/ml (90th quantile) at exposure, the proportion 
reduction in COVID-19 risk for booster relative (three-dose vs. two-dose) efficacy is -8% (95% 310 
CI -126%, 48%), 50% (95% CI 25%, 67%) and 74% (95% CI 49%, 876%) (Figure 4A).    

Booster relative vaccine efficacy results for BD29 BA.1 strain nAb titer were similar to the 
above predicted-at-exposure results (Figure 4C) [booster relative efficacy = -7% (95% CI -
113%, 46%) for 102 AU/ml (10th quantile); 56% (95% CI 33%, 72%) for 479 AU/ml (median); 
80% (95% CI 54%, 91%) for 1,738 AU/ml (90th quantile)]. Analyses repeated with Spike IgG-315 
BA.1 strain bAbs, Ancestral strain nAbs, and Spike IgG-Ancestral strain bAbs yielded similar 
results (Figure 4B, 4D; Figure S31).  Analogous analyses with an unboosted control for the 
non-naives were not possible due to extreme confounding, specifically, different events tended to 
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define a participant as non-naive in the boosted vs in the unboosted group. Among the boosted, 
participants generally became non-naive due to asymptomatic infections in Spring 2021, whereas 320 
among the unboosted, participants generally became non-naive due to COVID-19 in Fall 2021 
(Figure S32).    

Comparison to Ancestral strain correlates study 

It is of interest to ascertain whether a different amount of variant-matched antibody is needed for 
high-level three-dose vs. two-dose protection than for high-level two-dose vs. placebo protection.  325 
To answer this question, the Ancestral antibody/Ancestral COVID-19 VE curve estimated 
previously in baseline-negatives (4) can be compared with the BA.1 strain antibody/Omicron 
COVID-19 booster vaccine efficacy curve in SARS-CoV-2 naive participants. We scaled the 
BD29 Ancestral strain nAb marker to predict the BD29 BA.1 strain nAb marker such that the 
units can be absolutely quantitatively interpreted vs. the previous Ancestral antibody units (see 330 
Methods), hence enabling a comparison of the two vaccine efficacy curves in Figure 5.  The 
results show that post dose 2 Ancestral strain nAb titer of 100 IU50/ml and 1000 IU50/ml is 
associated with 92% and 96% vaccine efficacy against Ancestral COVID-19, respectively, 
compared to post dose 3 scaled-Ancestral-strain-nAb-to-predict-BA.1-strain-nAb titer of 100 
IU50/ml and 1000 IU50/ml associated with 21% and 77% booster relative efficacy against 335 
Omicron COVID-19, respectively.  Forthcoming results from a BA.1 strain concordance study 
between the two neutralization assays in the previous and current correlates studies will enable 
greater accuracy for comparing the two protection curves in absolute assay units.   

Using observational cohort data to attempt to infer an unvaccinated group for comparison 
to the boosted (three-dose) cohort 340 

A major difference between the two curves in Figure 5 is their control groups: the Ancestral 
curve uses an unvaccinated group, whereas the Omicron curve uses a vaccinated (two-dose) but 
unboosted group.  These curves all have the advantage of using data from the randomized COVE 
phase 3 efficacy trial. Due to the fact that the vast majority of participants originally assigned 
placebo were offered vaccine after participant unblinding, thus creating the crossover-vaccine 345 
group, no unvaccinated control group is available in the COVE data set for comparison to the 
boosted (three-dose) group. To venture to infer an unvaccinated group for the Omicron curve we 
reasoned as follows.  The two-dose unboosted control group had a median of ~13 months follow-
up between dose 2 and December 2021. Observational data have shown that by 13 months post 
dose 2, VE (compared to an unvaccinated control) against infection and hospitalization waned to 350 
34% and 62%, respectively [eTable 2 in (28)].  At 1000 IU50/ml, the 77% booster relative 
efficacy translates to 1 − (1−0.77)×(1−VE)×100% = 85% to 91% efficacy relative to an 
unvaccinated group, after substituting VE with 0.34 and 0.62.  [The formula VE(3-dose vs 
placebo) = 1 − (1 − VE(3-dose, 2-dose))×(1 − VE(2-dose, placebo)) was used here.]  The 
analogous calculation at 100 IU50/ml translates a 21% booster relative efficacy to between 48% 355 
to 70% efficacy against an unvaccinated group. However, these results come with the caveats 
that accompany observational cohort study data as compared to randomized efficacy trial data.  

Predicting Omicron COVID-19 risk 
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We next applied ensemble machine learning to investigate the predictive power of individual or 
combinations of antibody markers for predicting the occurrence of Omicron COVID-19 in 360 
SARS-CoV-2 naive and non-naive per-protocol boosted participants, with objectives to identify 
best predictive models and to evaluate which component variables (among baseline factors, time 
point, immunoassay, strain) may be most important for prediction.  Classification accuracy of 
each pre-specified variable set was quantified by the cross-validated area under the receiver 
operating characteristic (ROC) curve (CV-AUC) and its 95% CI for the discrete Super Learner 365 
model. All models included baseline risk factors (risk score, at risk status, community of color 
status). Results are shown in Tables S10 and S11. Among SARS-CoV-2 naives, baseline risk 
factors alone had negligible predictive power [CV-AUC = 0.517 (0.404, 0.628)]. Models that 
additionally included subsets of antibody markers (nAb and bAb against the Ancestral and BA.1 
strains at BD1 and BD29, and fold-rise from BD1 to BD29) were benchmarked against this 370 
baseline risk factors reference model in order to quantify their contribution towards improving 
prediction accuracy. Among models that included only antibody markers at BD1, the model that 
included both nAb and Spike IgG bAb against the BA.1 strain performed the best with CV-AUC 
of 0.641 (95% CI 0.552, 0.721).  

Models that included BD29 antibody markers generally outperformed the BD1-only marker 375 
models, where the single-marker model with BD29 BA.1 strain nAb performed best [CV-AUC = 
0.677 (0.591, 0.753)]. The corresponding model with BD29 Ancestral strain nAbs had a lower 
CV-AUC of 0.659 (0.572, 0.737).  Among multivariable marker models, a model with BD29 
IgG Spike bAb and nAb markers against both the Ancestral and BA.1 strains achieved a CV-
AUC of 0.685 (0.599, 0.760). Replacing the BD29 markers in this model with the fold-rise 380 
markers resulted in lower prediction accuracy [CV-AUC = 0.601 (0.512, 0.685)]. Including the 
BD1 IgG Spike bAb and nAb markers against both the Ancestral and BA.1 strains on top of the 
BD29 markers marginally improved performance [CV-AUC = 0.686 (0.600, 0.761)].  

Among non-naives, the reference model including baseline risk factors alone had higher CV-
AUC point estimate [CV-AUC =0.561 (0.389, 0.720)] compared to the equivalent model in 385 
SARS-CoV-2 naives. Among all BD1-only marker models, the best performing model included 
anti-receptor binding domain (RBD) IgG Ancestral strain bAbs, Ancestral strain nAbs, and BA.1 
strain nAbs and showed improved performance over the reference model [CV-AUC = 0.621 
(0.465, 0.756)]. Models that included only one BD29 antibody marker generally performed 
worse compared to their counterparts among SARS-CoV-2 naives, where the best-performing 390 
model included BD29 RBD IgG-Ancestral strain bAbs [CV-AUC = 0.577 (0.411, 0.728)]. 
Models that included one variant-matching BD29 marker had negligible predictive power given 
their CV-AUC was lower than the model with baseline risk factors alone [CV-AUC = 0.559 
(0.389, 0.719) for BA.1 strain nAbs; CV-AUC = 0.560 (0.397, 0.712) for Spike IgG-BA.1 strain 
bAbs]. Replacing the BD29 bAb marker with its corresponding fold-rise marker improved the 395 
prediction performance, e.g., CV-AUC = 0.651 (0.496, 0.780) for fold-rise of RBD IgG-
Ancestral strain bAbs vs. 0.577 (0.411, 0.728) for absolute level. On the other hand, replacing 
the BD29 nAb marker with the fold-rise marker appeared to make a smaller difference [CV-
AUC = 0.575 (0.408, 0.727) vs. 0.559 (0.389, 0.719) for BA.1 strain nAbs; CV-AUC = 0.586 
(0.428, 0.728) vs 0.558 (0.377, 0.727) for Ancestral strain nAbs]. 400 
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For non-naives, multivariable marker models generally performed better than single marker 
models. Models with a combination of BD29 bAb and nAb markers against the Ancestral strain 
were among the best-performing models; for instance, a model including RBD IgG-Ancestral 
strain bAbs and Ancestral strain nAbs achieved the highest predictive power with a CV-AUC = 
0.712 (0.558, 0.829) and a model including Spike IgG-Ancestral strain bAbs and Ancestral strain 405 
nAbs achieved a CV-AUC of 0.656 (0.500, 0.784). Replacing BD29 markers in the multivariable 
models with corresponding fold-rise markers or both the BD1 and fold-rise markers generally 
resulted in slightly inferior performances. Further including the variant-matching markers against 
the BA.1 strain did not increase, and in many circumstances, decreased the prediction 
performance. 410 

In summary, among SARS-CoV-2 naives, the multivariable learning supported prediction 
advantages of variant-matching over Ancestral strain antibody and BD29 absolute level over 
fold-rise, an advantage of nAb assay over bAb assay in parsimonious models with no 
improvement by including both assays, and no augmented predictive value of including BD1 
markers in addition to BD29 markers.  Among non-naives, the multivariable learning supported 415 
prediction advantages using a combination of BD29 bAb and nAb levels against the Ancestral 
strain over using any individual BD29 bAb or nAb levels and no added predictive value of 
further including variant-matching markers.  

Conclusions 

In this paper we provide an extensive analysis of the correlation between antibody response to a 420 
third dose of mRNA-1273 and Omicron COVID-19 risk during the initial Omicron wave in the 
COVE trial.  Strengths include use of a randomized clinical trial cohort with rigorous follow-up, 
careful virologic and symptom sampling, use of validated assays, and standardized analyses that 
facilitate comparison with the Gilbert et al. correlates analysis (4) following second dose during 
the Ancestral strain era of the same cohort. We find that antibody measured 28 days post third 425 
dose consistently correlates with Omicron COVID-19 risk, supporting its continued use as a 
surrogate endpoint for regulatory decision making. For the BA.1 strain nAb assay, BD29 titer 
was estimated to have a hazard ratio of 0.31 and 0.28 for SARS-CoV-2 naives and non-naives, 
which corresponds to a 69% and 72% lower Omicron COVID-19 risk in participants with a 10-
fold higher BD29 titer.  This association is similar to what was estimated in Gilbert et al. (4) for 430 
SARS-CoV-2 naives, with a hazard ratio of 0.42 (95% CI: 0.27, 0.65) for an Ancestral strain 
nAb assay during the Ancestral era.  Consistent associations were seen with the bAb assays and 
with alternate statistical methods of analysis.   

In addition to ‘peak’ BD29 antibody, we evaluated BD1 and BD29/BD1 fold rise as correlates of 
Omicron COVID-19. BD1 antibody, measured at a median of 11 months post 2nd dose, was 435 
poorly correlated with BD29 antibody and generally did not correlate with Omicron COVID-19 
except BA.1 strain nAbs inversely correlated with COVID-19 and multivariable models of non-
naives suggested inverse correlations.  In comparison, Hertz et al. measured baseline IgG a 
median of 6 months from 3rd to 4th Pfizer mRNA vaccine dose and showed individuals with low 
baseline IgG to index-strain receptor binding domain or index-strain S2 had significantly higher 440 
risk of COVID-19 during the Omicron wave of early/mid 2022 (25). BD1 antibodies might have 
been more predictive had boosting occurred closer to the 2nd dose. For Spike IgG-BA.1 strain 
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bAbs and BA.1 strain nAbs, the HR p-values for BD29 and BD29/BD1 fold-rise were mostly 
similar in our analysis (in SARS-CoV-2 naives: P = 0.024 and 0.012, respectively, for Spike 
IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs and P = 0.042 and 0.19, respectively for BA.1 strain nAbs; in non-naives 445 
P=0.009 and 0.013, respectively, for Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs and P=0.064 and 0.072 for 
BA.1 strain nAbs), indicating similar levels of evidence.   

In our analysis we focused on the BA.1 strain assays as the BA.1 strain Spike antigen and BA.1 
strain Spike pseudovirus used in the bAb and nAb assays, respectively, were well-matched to the 
BA.1 Spike from the SARS-CoV-2 BA.1 strain that caused the Omicron COVID-19 cases 450 
accrued during follow-up.  In contrast, the Ancestral strain Spike antigen and Ancestral strain 
Spike pseudovirus used in the Ancestral strain bAb and nAb assays were highly similar to most 
SARS-CoV-2 variants (i.e., only minor genetic drift from Ancestral) (6) that were circulating at 
the COVE trial sites during the blinded follow-up period. Unsurprisingly, the BD29 Spike IgG-
Ancestral strain bAb and BD29 Ancestral strain nAb levels were much higher than the BD29 455 
BA.1 levels for both assays. In SARS-CoV-2 naive Omicron COVID-19 cases, for example, the 
geometric mean BD29 Ancestral strain nAb titer was 12-fold higher than the geometric mean 
BD29 BA.1 strain nAb titer (3234 AU/ml vs. 259 AU/ml, numbers from Table S5 and Table 1, 
respectively). In SARS-CoV-2 naive non-cases, the geometric mean BD29 Ancestral strain nAb 
titer was 11-fold higher than the geometric mean BD29 BA.1 strain nAb titer (5492 AU/ml vs. 460 
491 AU/ml, numbers from Table S5 and Table 1, respectively).  However, regardless of this 
overall difference in the Ancestral strain vs. BA.1 strain assay levels, in SARS-CoV-2 naives the 
BA.1 strain and Ancestral strain assay readouts are highly correlated and the hazard ratios of 
Omicron COVID-19 per 10-fold increase for BD29 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAbs and BD29 BA.1 
strain nAbs were similar to those for BD29 Spike IgG-Ancestral strain bAbs and BD29 Ancestral 465 
strain nAbs (0.16 and 0.31; 0.23 and 0.33, respectively; Figures 2E and S15E). Moreover, the 
correlate of booster relative efficacy curves were quite similar for BA.1 strain and Ancestral 
strain nAbs, though shifted to the right. Thus, for SARS-CoV-2 naives, variant-antibody 
matching to variant COVID-19 may not give a meaningfully better prediction of booster relative 
efficacy. For non-naives, correlation point estimates suggested variant-antibody matching 470 
improved the correlate, albeit with insufficient precision to draw a conclusion. 

Our study allowed a comparison of bAbs and nAbs as correlates. nAb assays appealingly 
measure in vitro function while bAb assays have the advantage of less technical measurement 
error. Measurements from both assays consistently correlated with Ancestral COVID-19 in 
SARS-CoV-2 naive participants after primary immunization in multiple studies (7).  We 475 
demonstrated that BA.1 strain bAbs significantly correlated with Omicron COVID-19 with very 
similar hazard ratios and p-values for SARS-CoV-2 naives and non-naives. For BA.1 nAbs, the 
relationships for naives and non-naives were again very similar with slightly larger p-values than 
for bAbs (Figure 2E, Figure S15E). Our results do not demonstrate that one assay readout is a 
better Omicron COVID-19 correlate than the other.  480 

Multivariable statistical learning analyses that analyzed the baseline risk factors and antibody 
markers together as joint predictors of COVID-19 yielded apparently distinct results for SARS-
CoV-2 naives and non-naives.  For SARS-CoV-2 naives, variant-matching the strain of the assay 
to the COVID-19 variant improved the correlate, and the absolute level of antibodies at BD29 
yielded a better correlate than fold-rise of antibodies to BD29.  In contrast, for non-naives there 485 
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was no evidence that variant-matching improved the correlate, with the best predictive models 
based on Ancestral strain antibodies and including both RBD IgG bAbs and nAbs.  Additionally, 
for non-naives the data supported better prediction with fold-rise than absolute level BD29 
antibodies.  One interpretation of these results is that antibody levels perform better as a 
mechanistic CoP for SARS-CoV-2 naives and more as a non-mechanistic CoP for non-naives. A 490 
potential explanation is that SARS-CoV-2 naive mRNA-1273 vaccine recipients have an 
immune response only to Spike antigen whereas non-naives have an immune response to many 
viral antigens that spans also additional arms of the immune system, hence lowering the 
predictive value of markers of vaccine response. 

Our study has scope limitations, including:  i) our analysis is for BA.1 Omicron COVID-19 and 495 
not current variants; ii) while we preferentially sampled those with severe COVID-19, it was too 
rare to study as a separate endpoint; iii) vaccination was with the Ancestral strain and non-naives 
predominantly acquired Ancestral strain infection;  iv) non-naives were largely defined by 
asymptomatic infection a median of ~8 months prior to boost rather than symptomatic COVID; 
v) the sample size for non-naives was relatively small such that the multivariable learning 500 
analyses in particular had limited precision such that these results are interpreted as hypothesis 
generation in need of additional analysis; and vi) T-cell and B-cell responses were not studied, 
such that the contribution of other immune markers as potential correlates of protection could not 
be assessed.    

We identified about a 50% reduction in Omicron COVID-19 for the boosted group compared to 505 
a non-randomized dynamic unboosted control which provides an opportunity to evaluate the 
association of antibody with boost relative efficacy. For the predicted-at-exposure model in 
SARS-CoV-2 naives we found that the relative efficacy ranged from approximately −8% to 74% 
for BA.1 nAbs of 56 AU/ml to 891 AU/ml (the 10th and 90th percentiles of the antibody 
distribution throughout follow-up), though with substantial uncertainty. At BD1, the mean BA.1 510 
strain nAb titer was about 15 AU/ml, somewhat close to 56 AU/ml, thus roughly approximating 
the idea that as antibody wanes to approach that of unboosted individuals, relative efficacy 
wanes. 

An important question is the transportability of CoP relationships across new variants.  The HR 
of Omicron COVID-19 in SARS-CoV-2 naive boosted participants per 10-fold increase in 515 
“peak” post-boost (BD29) BA.1 strain nAb titer (Figure 2E of this work) was relatively similar 
to the HR of Ancestral COVID-19 in SARS-CoV-2 negative two-dose recipients per 10-fold 
increase in “peak” post-dose 2 (D57) Ancestral strain nAb titer [Figure 3A in (4)]: 0.31 (95% CI: 
0.10, 0.96; P=0.042) and 0.42 (0.27, 0.65; P<0.001), respectively. A question is whether a given 
titer from a nAb assay matched to the circulating variant gives the same level of protection 520 
across variants — a variant-invariant absolute CoP.  In Figure 5 we showed that Ancestral strain 
nAb titer of 1000 IU50/ml was associated with a 96% reduction (two-dose vs. placebo) in 
Ancestral COVID-19, while a BA.1-strain-predicted-nAb titer of 1000 IU50/ml (BA.1) was 
associated with a 77% reduction (three-dose vs. two-dose) in Omicron COVID-19.  However, 
these reductions are not directly comparable due to the different control groups.  Using 525 
observational data, we crudely inferred that the booster relative efficacy (3 dose vs 2 dose) of 
77% translated to a vaccine efficacy (3 dose vs unvaccinated) of between 85% to 91%, lower 
than the 96% vaccine efficacy of the Ancestral era.  These estimates suggest that higher antibody 
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levels are required to attain high boost protection against Omicron COVID-19 compared to 
levels required for original two-dose protection against Ancestral COVID-19. These data also 530 
suggest levels of neutralization that can be used in early phase studies to guide / be a potential 
target for high-level efficacy for vaccine strain selection. As noted in Figure 5, few persons 
achieved this level of neutralizing activity to BA.1 after the third dose of mRNA-1273. However, 
a limitation of this analysis is that the estimates are extrapolated and have statistical uncertainty, 
given that the vaccine effectiveness estimates used were from an observational study with 535 
potential bias in risk behavior, occurrence/timing of a third dose, and antibody response subject 
to residual confounding from inadequate statistical adjustment.  Thus, this work could not 
definitively answer this important question.  
 

References 540 

1. L. R. Baden et al., Efficacy and Safety of the mRNA-1273 SARS-CoV-2 Vaccine. N 
Engl J Med 384, 403-416 (2021). 

2. H. M. El Sahly et al., Efficacy of the mRNA-1273 SARS-CoV-2 Vaccine at Completion 
of Blinded Phase. N Engl J Med 385, 1774-1785 (2021). 

3. D. Benkeser et al., Comparing antibody assays as correlates of protection against 545 
COVID-19 in the COVE mRNA-1273 vaccine efficacy trial Science Translational 
Medicine 15, eade9078 (2023). 

4. P. B. Gilbert et al., Immune correlates analysis of the mRNA-1273 COVID-19 vaccine 
efficacy clinical trial. Science 375, 43-50 (2022). 

5. D. Follmann et al., Examining protective effects of SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing antibodies 550 
after vaccination or monoclonal antibody administration. Nat Commun 14, 3605 (2023). 

6. R. Pajon et al., Initial analysis of viral dynamics and circulating viral variants during the 
mRNA-1273 Phase 3 COVE trial. Nat Med,  (2022). 

7. P. B. Gilbert et al., A Covid-19 Milestone Attained — A Correlate of Protection for 
Vaccines. New England Journal of Medicine 387, 2203-2206 (2022). 555 

8. R. Viana et al., Rapid epidemic expansion of the SARS-CoV-2 Omicron variant in 
southern Africa. Nature 603, 679-686 (2022). 

9. J. Franklin, Omicron is now the dominant COVID strain in the U.S., making up 73% of 
new infections. 20 Dec, 2021. Acessed 18 Jul, 2023. 
https://www.npr.org/sections/coronavirus-live-updates/2021/12/20/1066083896/omicron-560 
is-now-the-dominant-covid-strain-in-the-u-s-making-up-73-of-cases. National Public 
Radio, . 

10. World Health Organization, Weekly epidemiological update on COVID-19 - 20 July 
2022. [accessed on 18 Jul 2023]. Available at: 
https://www.who.int/publications/m/item/weekly-epidemiological-update-on-covid-19---565 
20-July-2022 . 

11. S. Pather et al., SARS-CoV-2 Omicron variants: burden of disease, impact on vaccine 
effectiveness and need for variant-adapted vaccines. Front Immunol 14, 1130539 (2023). 

12. A. Rossler, L. Riepler, D. Bante, D. von Laer, J. Kimpel, SARS-CoV-2 Omicron Variant 
Neutralization in Serum from Vaccinated and Convalescent Persons. N Engl J Med 386, 570 
698-700 (2022). 

13. A. Rossler, L. Knabl, D. von Laer, J. Kimpel, Neutralization Profile after Recovery from 
SARS-CoV-2 Omicron Infection. N Engl J Med 386, 1764-1766 (2022). 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 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 October 15, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.15.23295628doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.15.23295628
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 

15 
 

14. J. M. Carreno et al., Activity of convalescent and vaccine serum against SARS-CoV-2 
Omicron. Nature 602, 682-688 (2022). 575 

15. S. Cele et al., Omicron extensively but incompletely escapes Pfizer BNT162b2 
neutralization. Nature 602, 654-656 (2022). 

16. Y. Cao et al., BA.2.12.1, BA.4 and BA.5 escape antibodies elicited by Omicron 
infection. Nature 608, 593-602 (2022). 

17. N. P. Hachmann, J. Miller, A. Y. Collier, D. H. Barouch, Neutralization Escape by 580 
SARS-CoV-2 Omicron Subvariant BA.4.6. N Engl J Med 387, 1904-1906 (2022). 

18. D. H. Barouch, Covid-19 Vaccines - Immunity, Variants, Boosters. N Engl J Med 387, 
1011-1020 (2022). 

19. K. Khan et al., Omicron BA.4/BA.5 escape neutralizing immunity elicited by BA.1 
infection. Nat Commun 13, 4686 (2022). 585 

20. D. Cromer et al., Neutralising antibody titres as predictors of protection against SARS-
CoV-2 variants and the impact of boosting: a meta-analysis. Lancet Microbe 3, e52-e61 
(2022). 

21. Y. Huang et al., Stochastic Interventional Vaccine Efficacy and Principal Surrogate 
Analyses of Antibody Markers as Correlates of Protection against Symptomatic COVID-590 
19 in the COVE mRNA-1273 Trial. Viruses 15, 2029 (2023). 

22. N. S. Hejazi et al., Stochastic Interventional Approach to Assessing Immune Correlates 
of Protection: Application to the COVE mRNA-1273 Vaccine Trial. International 
Journal of Infectious Diseases (In Press),  (2023). 

23. I. Bergeri et al., Global SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence from January 2020 to April 2022: 595 
A systematic review and meta-analysis of standardized population-based studies. PLoS 
Med 19, e1004107 (2022). 

24. J. M. Jones, I. M. Manrique, M. S. Stone, et al., Estimates of SARS-CoV-2 
Seroprevalence and Incidence of Primary SARS-CoV-2 Infections Among Blood Donors, 
by COVID-19 Vaccination Status — United States, April 2021–September 2022. MMWR 600 
Morb Mortal Wkly Rep 72, 601-605 (2023). 

25. T. Hertz et al., Correlates of protection for booster doses of the SARS-CoV-2 vaccine 
BNT162b2. Nat Commun 14, 4575 (2023). 

26. J. Wei et al., Protection against SARS-CoV-2 Omicron BA.4/5 variant following booster 
vaccination or breakthrough infection in the UK. Nat Commun 14, 2799 (2023). 605 

27. U. Marking et al., Correlates of protection and viral load trajectories in omicron 
breakthrough infections in triple vaccinated healthcare workers. Nat Commun 14, 1577 
(2023). 

28. D. Y. Lin et al., Association of Primary and Booster Vaccination and Prior Infection 
With SARS-CoV-2 Infection and Severe COVID-19 Outcomes. JAMA 328, 1415-1426 610 
(2022). 

 

  
Acknowledgments:  

Funding:  615 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 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 October 15, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.15.23295628doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.15.23295628
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 

16 
 

Administration for Strategic Preparedness and Response, Biomedical Advanced Research 
and Development Authority Contracts No. 75A50120C00034 (P3001 study) and No. 
75A50122C00013 (Immune Assays).  

National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases of the National Institutes of Health 
grant R37AI054165 (PBG).  620 

National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases of the National Institutes of Health 
grant UM1AI068635 (PBG).  

National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases of the National Institutes of Health 
grant AI068614 (LC). 

National Cancer Institute, National Institutes of Health, Contract No. 75N91019D00024.  625 

National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases of the National Institutes of Health 
grant 3UM1AI148575 (Baylor College of Medicine VTEU).  

The findings and conclusions herein are those of the authors and do not necessarily 
represent the views of the Department of Health and Human Services or its components. 
The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not necessarily represent 630 
the official views of the National Institutes of Health. The content of this publication does 
not necessarily reflect the views or policies of the Department of Health and Human 
Services, nor does mention of trade names, commercial products, or organizations imply 
endorsement by the U.S. Government.  

 635 

Author contributions:   

B.Z., Y.F., P.B.G., and D.F. conceptualized the study. F.P., R.D., X.W. also contributed 
to study concept and design. B.Z., Y.F., J.F., A.K., M.C., P.B.G, and D.F. developed 
methodology used in the study. B.Z., Y.F., H.E.J., J.F., A.K., M.C., D.B., W.D., H.Z., 
X.W., Y.L., C.Y., P.B.G., and D.F. curated the data. B.G., F.P., R.D., and X.W. were 640 
involved in data collection. B.Z., Y.F., H.E.J., J.F., E.C. A.K., M.C., W.D., H.Z., X.W., 
Y.L., C.Y., B.B., R.D., P.B.G., and D.F. conducted the analyses. B.Z., Y.F., H.E.J., J.F., 
A.K., M.C., D.B., W.D., H.Z., X.W., Y.L., C.Y., K.M., L.J., J.M., C.J.F., S.K., C.L.G., 
M.P.A., J.G.K., L.C., K.M.N., R.P., H.M.E.S., L.R.B., R.O.D., R.A.K., and P.B.G. 
contributed resources to the project. B.Z., Y.F., J.F., A.K., M.C., D.B., P.B.G, and D.F. 645 
developed software used in the analyses. C.R.H., C.H., R.O.D., R.A.K., and P.B.G. 
performed project administration. B.Z., Y.F., P.B.G., and D.F. validated the analysis 
results. B.Z., L.N.C., P.B.G., and D.F. wrote the original draft. All coauthors reviewed 
and edited the draft. ICMJE guidelines for authorship have been adhered to. 

Competing interests: All authors have completed the ICMJE uniform disclosure form at 650 
www.icmje.org/coi_disclosure.pdf and declare: W.D, H.Z., X.W., F.P., R.D., and B.G. are 
employed by Moderna Inc. and have stock or stock options in Moderna Inc. H.E.J. 
serves/served as an unpaid member within the past 36 months as a DSMB member for a 
Phase II monkeypox vaccine study (DMID) and for a Phase I oral cholera vaccine study 
(DMID). M.C. reports an honorarium for service within the past 36 months on a grant review 655 
panel for the National Comprehensive Cancer Network and Pfizer. C.J.F. reports grants to his 
institution within the past 36 months from Gilead Sciences, ViiV Healthcare, and Merck, as 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 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 October 15, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.15.23295628doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.15.23295628
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 

17 
 

well as payment for advisory board participation within the past 36 months from ViiV 
Healthcare and Theratechnologies, Inc.  K.M.N. reports grants to her institution within the 
past 36 months from Pfizer to conduct clinical trials of COVID-19 vaccines, but K.M.N. 660 
receives no salary support from these grants. K.M.N. reports a grant from Vaxco within the 
past 36 months for phase 1 testing of a broadly reactive COVID-19 vaccine. F.P. was a 
member of the CEPI Scientific Advisory Board within the past 36 months and reports 
support from Moderna, Inc. for attending meetings and/or travel within the past 36 months. 
Within the past 36 months, L.R.B. was involved in HIV and SARS-CoV-2 vaccine clinical 665 
trials conducted in collaboration with the NIH, HIV Vaccine Trials Network (HVTN), Covid 
Vaccine Prevention Network (CoVPN), International AIDS Vaccine Initiative (IAVI), 
Crucell/Janssen, Moderna, Military HIV Research Program (MHRP), the Gates Foundation, 
and Harvard Medical School; as well as participated on a DSMB for the NIH and an 
AMDAC Committee for the FDA. P.B.G. served as an unpaid member of the Moderna Zika 670 
Vaccine Scientific Advisory Board within the past 36 months. All authors declare no other 
support from any commercial entity for the submitted work; no other financial relationships 
with any commercial entities that might have an interest in the submitted work in the past 36 
months, and no other relationships or activities within the past 36 months that could appear to 
have influenced the submitted work.  675 

 

Ethics: The mRNA-1273-P301 study was conducted in accordance with the International 
Council for Harmonisation of Technical Requirements for Pharmaceuticals for Human Use, 
Good Clinical Practice guidelines, and applicable government regulations. The Central 
Institutional Review Board approved the mRNA-1273-P301 protocol and the consent forms. 680 
All participants provided written informed consent before enrollment. Central IRB services 
for the mRNA-1273-P301 study were provided by Advarra, Inc., 6100 Merriweather Dr., 
Suite 600, Columbia, MD 21044. 

All necessary patient/participant consent has been obtained and the appropriate institutional 
forms have been archived. 685 

Data and materials availability: Access to participant-level data and supporting clinical 
documents with qualified external researchers may be available upon request and is subject 
to review once the trial is complete.  

 

Supplementary Materials 690 

Materials and Methods 

Figs. S1 to S34 

Tables S1 to S11 

Supplementary Text 
  695 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 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 October 15, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.15.23295628doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.15.23295628
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 

18 
 

 

 

Fig. 1. Distributions of BD1 and BD29 (A-D) neutralizing antibody (nAb) titer against 
Spike (BA.1 strain) pseudovirus and (E-H) IgG binding antibody (bAb) concentration 
against Spike (BA.1 strain), stratified by Omicron COVID-19 case vs. non-case status and 700 
by SARS-CoV-2 naive vs. non-naive status. Data points are from per-protocol boosted 
participants in the original-vaccine (filled triangles) or crossover-vaccine (open circles) arm, with 
lines (yellow: original-vaccine arm; green: crossover-vaccine arm) connecting the BD1 and 
BD29 data points for an individual participant. The violin plots contain interior box plots with 
upper and lower horizontal edges representing the 25th and 75th percentiles of antibody level and 705 
middle line representing the 50th percentile. The vertical bars represent the distance from the 25th 
(or 75th) percentile of antibody level and the minimum (or maximum) antibody level within the 
25th (or 75th) percentile of antibody level minus (or plus) 1.5 times the interquartile range. Each 
side shows a rotated probability density (estimated by a kernel density estimator with a default 
Gaussian kernel) of the data. Positive response rates were computed with inverse probability of 710 
sampling weighting. LLOQ, lower limit of quantification. AU/ml, arbitrary units/ml.  LLOQ = 8 
AU/ml for nAb BA.1 and 102 AU/ml for Spike IgG BA.1. Positive (quantifiable) response for 
BA.1 strain nAb at a given timepoint was defined by value ≥ LLOQ at that timepoint. Positive 
response for Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAb at a given timepoint was defined by value ≥ LLOQ at 
that timepoint. Omicron Case = COVID-19 endpoint in the interval [≥ 7 days post BD29 AND ≥ 715 
December 1, 2021 to April 5, 2022 (data cutoff date)]. Non-case = Did not acquire COVID-19 
(of any strain) in the interval [BD1 to April 5, 2022]. SARS-CoV-2 naive (N) = No evidence of 
SARS-CoV-2 infection from enrollment through to BD1; Non-naive (NN) = Any evidence of 
SARS-CoV-2 infection in the interval [≥ 14 days after the first two doses of mRNA-1273, BD1].  
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 720 

Fig. 2. Analyses of BD29 and of Fold-Rise (BD29/BD1) BA.1 strain neutralizing antibody 
(nAb) titer and Spike IgG-BA.1 strain binding antibody (bAb) concentration as a correlate 
of risk of Omicron COVID-19. Curves show cumulative incidence of Omicron COVID-19, 
estimated using a Cox model (purple) or a nonparametric method (blue), in per-protocol boosted 
(A, C) SARS-CoV-2 naives and (B, D) non-naives by 92 days post BD29 by BD29 antibody 725 
marker level. The dotted lines indicate bootstrap pointwise 95% CIs. The horizontal gray line is 
the overall cumulative incidence of Omicron COVID-19 from 7 to 92 days post BD29 in the per-
protocol boosted SARS-CoV-2 naive or non-naive population, as designated. The distribution of 
the marker in the respective analysis population, calculated by kernel density estimation, is 
plotted in orange. E) Hazard ratios of Omicron COVID-19 per 10-fold increase in each BD29 730 
and fold-rise (BD29/BD1) BA.1 marker in per-protocol boosted SARS-CoV-2 naives or non-
naives. Baseline covariates adjusted for: baseline risk score, at risk status, community of color 
status, BD1 marker level (paired to the BD29 marker studied). 
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 735 

Fig. 3. Cox-model-based marginalized Omicron COVID-19 cumulative incidence curves for 
subgroups of per-protocol boosted (A, C) SARS-CoV-2 naive or (B, D) non-naive 
participants defined by BD29 BA.1 strain antibody tertile. A, B: BD29 BA.1 strain 
neutralizing antibody (nAb); C, D: BD29 Spike IgG-BA.1 strain binding antibody (bAb). 
No. at risk = estimated number in the population for analysis, i.e. per-protocol (A, C) SARS-740 
CoV-2 naive or (B, D) non-naive boosted participants not experiencing the Omicron COVID-19 
endpoint or SARS-CoV-2 infected through 6 days post BD29 visit. Analyses were adjusted for 
baseline risk score, at-risk status, and community of color status.  
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 745 

Fig. 4. Correlate of booster relative efficacy curves against Omicron COVID-19 among 
SARS-CoV-2 naives as a function of predicted antibody level at exposure and measured 
antibody level at BD29. A) Predicted-at-exposure neutralizing antibody (nAb) titer against 
Spike (BA.1 strain) pseudovirus, B) Predicted-at-exposure IgG binding antibody (bAb) 
concentration against Spike (BA.1 strain), C) BD29 BA.1 strain nAb, D) Spike IgG-BA.1 strain 750 
bAb. The curves show the relative efficacy of three-dose mRNA-1273 vs. two-dose mRNA-
1273.  The dashed black lines are 95% confidence intervals. The green histograms are an 
estimate of the density of (A, B) predicted-at-exposure and (C, D) BD29 antibody marker level 
in per-protocol boosted SARS-CoV-2 naives.  

 755 
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Fig. 5.  Matched neutralizing antibody, COVID-19 vaccine efficacy curves for Ancestral 
and Omicron eras among SARS-CoV-2 naive participants.  (A) The solid curve graphs two-760 
dose vs. placebo vaccine efficacy against Ancestral COVID-19 versus Day 57 (28 days post dose 
2) Ancestral strain neutralizing antibody (nAb) titer in International Units (IU50/ml). (B) The 
solid curve graphs three-dose vs. two-dose booster relative efficacy against Omicron COVID-19 
versus BD29 (28 days post dose 3) Scaled-Ancestral-strain-nAb-to-predict-BA.1-strain-nAb 
titer, with absolute scale comparable to the vaccine efficacy curve shown in panel (A) (see 765 
Methods).  Solid lines are point estimates, dashed lines 95% confidence intervals. The blue 
histogram shows the distribution of post dose 2 Ancestral strain nAb titer and the green 
histogram the distribution of post dose 3 Scaled-Ancestral-strain-nAb-to-predict-BA.1-strain-
nAb titer.  

 770 
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Table 1. BD1, BD29, and Fold-Rise BA.1 strain neutralizing antibody (nAb) and Spike 
IgG-BA.1 strain binding antibody (bAb) response rates and geometric means by Omicron 
COVID-19 case vs. non-case status and by SARS-CoV-2 naive vs. non-naive status in the 
per-protocol boosted cohort, pooled across the original-vaccine and crossover-vaccine 
arms. 

    Omicron Cases1 Non-Cases2 

Status3 Marker Measurement N4 
Response Rate5 
(95% CI) 

GMC or GMT 
(AU/ml) (95% CI) N4 

Response Rate 
(95% CI)5 

GMC or GMT 
(AU/ml) (95% CI) 

SARS-
CoV-2 
Naive 

BA.1 Strain 
nAbs 

BD1 79 
84.1% 
(69.1%, 92.6%) 

11.4 
(9.1, 14.3) 84 

93.0% 
(84.6%, 96.9%) 

14.6 
(12.1, 17.6) 

SARS-
CoV-2 
Naive 

Spike IgG-
BA.1 Strain 
bAbs 

BD1 79 
98.3% 
(88.3%, 99.8%) 

3621 
(2621, 5004) 84 

100% 
(100%, 100%) 

3353 
(2646, 4248) 

SARS-
CoV-2 
Naive 

BA.1 Strain 
nAbs 

BD29 79 100% (100%, 
100%) 

259 
(194, 347) 

84 100% (100%, 
100%) 

491 
(341, 706) 

SARS-
CoV-2 
Naive 

Spike IgG-
BA.1 Strain 
bAbs 

BD29 79 100% (100%, 
100%) 

113,143 (87,402, 
146,464) 

84 100% (100%, 
0.0%) 

170,731 (137,772, 
211,574) 

SARS-
CoV-2 
Naive 

BA.1 Strain 
nAbs 

Fold-Rise 
(BD29/BD1) 

79 - 23 
(17.5, 29.4) 

84 - 34 
(24.6, 46.1) 

SARS-
CoV-2 
Naive 

Spike IgG-
BA.1 Strain 
bAbs 

Fold-Rise 
(BD29/BD1) 

79 - 31.2 
(24.8, 39.3) 

84 - 50.9 
(42.0, 61.6) 

Non-
Naive 

BA.1 Strain 
nAbs 

BD1 32 91.4% 
(74.9%, 97.4%) 

28.3 
(17.0, 47.1) 

23 96.2% 
(74.0%, 99.6%) 

19.1 
(11.7, 31.1) 

Non-
Naive 

Spike IgG-
BA.1 Strain 
bAbs 

BD1 32 100% 
(100%, 100%) 

7513 
(4658, 12117) 

23 100% 
(100%, 100%) 

4406 
(2907, 6678) 

Non-
Naive 

BA.1 Strain 
nAbs 

BD29 32 100% (100%, 
100%) 

346 
(231, 517) 

23 100% (100%, 
100%) 

572 
(345, 949) 

Non-
Naive 

Spike IgG-
BA.1 Strain 
bAbs 

BD29 32 100% (100%, 
100%) 

90,534 
(63,315, 129,453) 

23 100% (100%, 
100%) 

148,330 
(96,969, 226,897) 

Non-
Naive 

BA.1 Strain 
nAbs 

Fold-Rise 
(BD29/BD1) 

32 - 12.2 
(7.6, 19.7) 

23 - 30.0 
(18.3, 49.1) 

Non-
Naive 

Spike IgG-
BA.1 Strain 
bAbs 

Fold-Rise 
(BD29/BD1) 

32 - 12.0 
(7.2, 20.0) 

23 - 33.7 
(22.6, 50.2) 

1Omicron case = COVID-19 Omicron BA.1 endpoint that occurred in the interval [≥ 7 days post BD29 AND ≥ 
December 1, 2021 to April 5, 2022 data cutoff].  
2Non-case = No acquirement of COVID-19 (of any strain) in the interval [BD1, April 5, 2022 data cutoff].  
3SARS-CoV-2 Naive = No evidence of SARS-CoV-2 infection from enrollment through to BD1; Non-naive = Any 
evidence of SARS-CoV-2 infection in the interval [≥ 14 days after the original two-dose series, BD1] 
4N is the number of cases sampled into the subcohort within baseline covariate strata.  
5Definition of “responder” for a marker measured on a given time-point: positive (quantifiable) response defined as 
BA.1 strain nAb titer on that time-point ≥ 8 AU/ml; positive response defined as Spike IgG-BA.1 strain bAb 
concentration on that time-point ≥ 102 AU/ml.  
AU/ml, arbitrary units/ml; CI: confidence interval; GMC: geometric mean concentration; GMT: geometric mean 
titer 
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