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Mofoluwaso Ibiwoye, M.D., Hameed Akilo, PharmD, Bryce D. Lovette, PharmD, Jamie-Crystal Wylie, MHA,
FACHE, Diana M. Smith, BS

Velocity Chula Vista (24 participants enrolled): Michael Waters, MD., Karla Zepeda, NP., Jordan Coslet, PA.,
Rosalynn Landazuri, BS., CRC., Jacob Pineda, CRC., Nicole Uribe, RPh., Jose Ruiz Garcia, CPhT., Cecilia
Barbabosa, RN., Kaitlyn Sandler, BSN.

Velocity San Diego (20 participants enrolled): J. Scott Overcash, MD, Adrienna Marquez, Hanh Chu, MSN, NP-C,
Kia Lee, MSN, ANP-BC, Kimberly Quillin, BSN, RN, Andrea Garcia MSN, RN, Pauline Lew, PharmD

Rhode Island Hospital (23 participants enrolled): Eleftherios Mylonakis MD, PhD, FIDSA, Ralph Rogers, M.D.,
Fadi Shehadeh, MSc, Evangelia K. Mylona, MSc, Matthew Kaczynski, BSc, Quynh-Lam Tran, BSc, Gregorio
Benitez, MPH, Biswajit Mishra, PhD, Lewis Oscar Felix, PhD, Maria Tsikala VVafea, MD, Eleftheria Atalla, MD,
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Robin Davies, BSN, BA, RN, Salma Hedili, CPT

The Miriam Hospital (35 participants enrolled): Eleftherios Mylonakis MD, PhD, FIDSA, Ralph Rogers, M.D., Fadi
Shehadeh, MSc, Evangelia K. Mylona, MSc, Matthew Kaczynski, BSc, Quynh-Lam Tran, BSc, Gregorio Benitez,
MPH, Biswajit Mishra, PhD, Lewis Oscar Felix, PhD, Maria Tsikala VVafea, MD, Eleftheria Atalla, MD, Robin
Davies, BSN, BA, RN, Salma Hedili, CPT

Memorial Healthcare System (2 participants enrolled): Kenneth Poon, M.D., F.A.C.P.; Paula Eckardt, M.D.,
F.A.C.P,F.ILD.S.A,, AAH.LV.S.,; Heysu Rubio-Gomez, M.D., F.A.C.P., F.1.D.S.A.; Nithya Sundararaman, M.A.,
M.S., M.B.A.; Doris Alaby, B.S.N., R.N.; Candice Sareli, M.D.

INSIGHT Washington ICC

Veterans Affairs (VA) Medical Center, Washington DC: Virginia L. Kan, M.D., Adriana Sanchez, M.S., Laura
Popielski, M.P.H., Amy Kambo, M.P.H., Kimberly Viens, Melissa Turner, M.S.W., Michael J. Vjecha, M.D., Amy
Weintrob, M.D.

University of Texas Southwestern Medical Center, Dallas TX (43 participants enrolled): Mamta K. Jain, M.D.,
M.P.H., Barbine Tchamba Agbor Agbor M.D., Alice Osuji,RN, BSN, MSN, Tianna Petersen, M.Sc., Dena Kamel,
B.S., Laura Hansen, M.A., Vijay Kumar Eedunari PhD, Mina Kim, Pharm. D, Natalie DellaValle, Pharm.D.,
B.C.P.S., Sonia Gonzales, Pharm.D, B.C.O.P.

Parkland Health and Hospital Systems (37 participants enrolled): Mamta K. Jain, M.D., M.P.H., Rubria Marines-
Price PhD, DNP,APRN, Barbine Tchamba Agbor Agbor M.D., Tianna Petersen, M.Sc., Alice Osuji, RN, BSN,
MSN, Dena Kamel, B.S., Laura Hansen, M.A., Vijay Kumar Eedunari PhD , Christine Cha, Pharm.D., Azadeh
Mozaffari, Pharm.D., Rosa Hernandez, Pharm.D., M.B.A.

University of South Florida, Tampa General Hospital (35 participants enrolled): Kami Kim, M.D., Charurut
Somboonwit, M.D.; Asa Oxner, M.D.; Lucy Guerra, M.D., Thanh Tran, M.P.H., Avenette Pinto

Washington DC VA Medical Center (7 participants enrolled): Samuel Appiah, Pharm.D., Edward Maduh, Ph.D.,
Bindu Rajendran, Pharm.D.

West Haven VA Medical Center (3 participants enrolled): Shaili Gupta, MD, David Ardito.

SUNY Downstate Medical Center (1 participant enrolled): Michael Augenbraun, MD, Lorraine Thomas.

Lundquist Institute for Biomedical Innovation (9 participants enrolled): Timothy Hatlen, MD, Betty Anderson, Ana
Zepeda-Gutierrez, Dannae Martin, Cindi Temblador, Avon Cuenca, Mario Guerrero, Eric Daar, Ramiro Correa,
Gabe Hartnell

Public Health Institute at Denver Health, Denver, CO (3 participants enrolled): Edward Gardner, M.D., James Scott,
R.N., David Wyles, M.D., Ivor Douglas, M.D., Jason Haukoos, M.D.

Hennepin Healthcare Research Institute, Minneapolis, MN (7 participants enrolled): Jason V. Baker, M.D., Anne
Frosch, M.D., Rachael Goldsmith, B.Sc., Hodan Jibrell, B.Sc., Melanie Lo, M.D., Jonathan Klaphake, B.Sc., Shari
Mackedanz, R.N., Linh Ngo, M.D., Kelly Garcia-Myers, B.Sc.

University of Minnesota (1 participant enrolled): Anne-Marie Leuck, MD, Via Rao, M.S.

Henry Ford Health System, Detroit, MI (2 participants enrolled): Norman Markowitz, M.D., Rowena Corpuz, R.N.,
Mayur Ramesh, M.D., Indira Brar, M.D., Emanuel Rivers, M.D., Jasreen Gill M.B.B.S.

Socios En Salud Sucursal Pert: Leonid Wilbert Lecca Garcia, Bruno Martel Chavez, Jimmy Higinio Galarza
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Castillo, Sandy Teresa Dominguez Parco, Olivia del Carmen Pefia Vasquez, Ricardo Sanchez Sevillano, Jimena
Gabriela Ruiz Cardenas, Maritza Quifiones Pedrozo, Sara Perea Moreno, Cynthia Pinedo Chuquizuta, Jose Branly
Soberén Ramirez, Nadia Nilda Barreda Ponce, , Carlos Alberto Mendoza Silva, Leslie Allison Santos Alvaro, Roger
Ivan Calderon Espinoza, Dalicxa Melody Garcia Pasco.

LaRED- Mexican Emerging Infectious Disease Clinical Research Network. Abelardo Montenegro, Paola Guerra,
Luis Mendoza, Itzel Cruz, Ana Vilardell, Milagros Fernandez, Dario Guzman, Victor Lépez, Eli Becerril, Peter
Quidgley, Laura Macedo.

Instituto de Infectologia Emilio Ribas: Tamara Newman Lobato Souza, MD, Luiz Carlos Pereira Junior, MD,
Sunamita de Carvalho Lima, Anna Karina Mostachio.

INSIGHT U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) ICC: Victoria J. Davey, Ph.D., M.P.H., Kousick Biswas,
Ph.D., Cristin Harrington, B.A., Amanda Garcia, M.P.H., Tammy Bremer, Tara Burke, Brittany Koker, B.S., Anne
Davis-Karim, Pharm.D., David Pittman, B.E., Shikha S. Vasudeva, M.D.

Michael E. DeBakey VA Medical Center, Houston, TX (30 patients enrolled): Barbara Trautner, M.D., Ph.D.,
Lavannya Pandit, M.D., M.S., Casey Hines-Munson, B.S., John Van, B.A., Laura Dillon, M.Sc., Yiqun Wang, M.A.

VA TVHS Nashville Campus (25 participants enrolled): Wonder Drake, M.D.; Beatrice Jones, MSN, RN.; Teresa
Holtman, D.Ph.

Miami Bruce Carter VA Health Care System, Miami, FL (3 patients enrolled): Paola Lichtenberger, M.D., Gio
Baracco, M.D., Carol Ramos, M.D., Lauren Bjork, Pharm.D., Melyssa Sueiro, M.Sc.

San Francisco VA Health Care System, San Francisco, CA (4 patients enrolled): Phyllis Tien, M.D., Heather
Freasier, M.Sc., R.D.

Bay Pines VA Healthcare System, Bay Pines, FL (2 participants enrolled): Theresa Buck, M.D., Hafida Nekach,
M.D.

Salem VA Medical Center, Salem VA (5 patients enrolled): Stephanie Nagy-Agren, M.D., Shikha Vasudeva, M.D.,
Tracy Ochalek, B.S.N., Erin Caldwell, D.O., Edward Humerickhouse, M.D., David Boone, D.O., William McGraw,
Pharm.D.

Southern Arizona VA Healthcare System (4 patients enrolled): Brentin Roller, D.O., Chinh Nguyen, M.D., Amani
Mikail, M.S.C.R.M., Dory Hardy, Pharm.D., BCPS, Marivic F. Hansen, RN, BSN

North Florida/South Georgia Veterans Health System (3 participants enrolled): Gary P. Wang, M.D., Ph.D., Asmita
Gupte, M.D., Alaina S. Ritter, M.D., Amy Y. Vittor, M.D., Ph.D., Alan Mumford, Pharm.D., Kelly M. Parks,
C.Ph.T., Lisa Zumberg, Pharm.D., Joshua Barton, Pharm.D., Ashley Soon, M.S., Renee Shumay, B.A., Cornesia
Davis, M.P.H., Benjamin Beauchamp, B.H.S., Autumn Smith, B.A.

VA Loma Linda Healthcare System (5 participants enrolled): James D. Anholm, MD, Lennard Specht, MD, Aimee
Rodriguez, BS, RRT, Han Ngo, Pharm.D., Lien Duong, Pharm D., Matthew Previte, MLS ASCPM

VA Long Beach Healthcare System (1 participant enrolled): Susanna Yu Tan, M.D., Robert H. Lee, M.D., Aliya
Asghar, M.P.H., Tasadduq Karim, Karyn Isip, B.A., Katherine Le, Pharm.D., Thao Nguyen, Pharm.D., Shinn
Wong, Pharm.D.

VA Providence Healthcare System: Matthew Jankowich, M.D., Anu Menon, M.D., Karen Evans, R.N., Laura Parra,
Nathan Ouellette
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VA Northern California Health Care System: Hien H. Nguyen, M.D., Archana Maniar, M.D., Eric A. Johnson,
M.D., Lam Nguyen, B.A., Michelle T. Tran, B.S.

Ralph H. Johnson VA Medical Center: John T. Huggins, M.D., Tatsiana Y. Beiko, M.D., Heather Y. Hughes, M.D.,
William C. McManigle, M.D., Nichole T. Tanner, M.D., Ronald G. Washburn, M.D., Heather Allen, R.N.,
Magdalena Ardelt A.L.M., Barry Boatman, R.N., O.C.N., Shannon Elam, R.N., Jennifer Mixson, R.Ph., Charles G.
Hinton, Pharm.D., Rudell Ryant, Nicola Thornley, M.P.H., Patricia A. Tuohy, B.S.

VA San Diego Healthcare System: David J. Looney, M.D., Sanjay R. Mehta, M.D., Scott Thompson Johns,
Pharm.D., Melissa St. John, Jacqueline Raceles, CCRC, Emily Sear, BSN, RN, Stephen Funk, Pharm.D., Rosa
Cesarini, Michelle Fang, Pharm.D., Keith Nicalo, RN

INSIGHT Copenhagen ICC

CHIP (Centre of Excellence for Health, Immunity and Infections), Rigshospitalet, University of Copenhagen,
Copenhagen, Denmark: Jens D. Lundgren, M.D., Ph.D. D.M.Sc., Andrew Phillips, Ph.D., Dorthe Raben, M.Sc.,
Daniel D. Murray, Ph.D., Tomas O. Jensen, M.D., Bitten Aagaard, B.Sc.N., Charlotte B. Nielsen, Katharina Krapp,
Ph.D., Bente Rosdahl Nykjer, Christina Olsson, Katja Lisa Kanne, M.Sc. B.Sc.N., Anne Louise Grevsen, M.Sc.
Dent., Zillah Maria Joensen, B.Sc.N., Tina Bruun, B.Sc.N. Ane Bojesen, Frederik Woldbye, Nick E. Normand,
B.Sc,

Copenhagen University Hospital - Amager and Hvidovre, Center of Research & Disruption of Infectious Diseases,
Department of Infectious Diseases (4 participants enrolled): Thomas Benfield, M.D, DMSc; Clara Lundetoft
Clausen, M.D., Nichlas Hovmand, M.D., Simone Bastrup Israelsen, M.D., Katrine Iversen, M.D.; Cecilie Leding,
M.D., Karen Brorup Pedersen, M.D., Louise Thorlacius-Ussing, M.D., Michaela Tinggaard, M.D., Sandra
Tingsgard, M.D.

Herlev-Gentofte Hospital, Respiratory Medicine Section, Department of Internal Medicine (11 participants
enrolled): Jens-Ulrik Staehr Jensen, M.D., Ph.D.,Rikke Overgaard, R.N., Ema Rastoder, M.D., Christian Heerfordlt,
M.D., Caroline Hedsund, M.D., Christian Phillip Renn, M.D., Peter Thobias Kamstrup, M.D., Dorthe Sandbech
Hggsberg, R.N., Christina Bergsge, B. Sc.

Aarhus Universitetshospital, Skejby, Aarhus (3 participants enrolled): Lars @stergaard, M.D., Ph.D. D.M.Sc., Nina
Breinholt Sterke, M.D., Yordanos Yehdego R.N., Ane Sgndergaard R.N.

Odense University Hospital, Department of Infectious Diseases (1 participant enrolled): Isik S. Johansen, M.D.,
DMSc.,
Inge K Holden, M.D., PhD., Susan O Lindvig, M.Sc.

Dept. of Infectious Diseases, Rigshospitalet, Copenhagen University Hospital (7 participants enrolled): Marie
Helleberg, M.D. Ph.D., D.M.Sc., Jan Gerstoft, M.D., D.M.Sc., Ole Kirk M.D. D.M.Sc., Tina Bruun R.N. MSc PH.

North Zealand University Hospital, Department of Pulmonary and Infectious Diseases (6 participants enrolled):
Tomas @stergaard Jensen, M.D., Birgitte Lindegaard Madsen, MD, Thomas Ingemann Pedersen, MD, Zitta Barrella
Harboe MD.

Kolding Hospital, Department of Medicine (2 participants enrolled): Birgit Thorup Rege, M.D., Ph.D., Thomas
Michael Hansen M.D., Matilde Kanstrup Glesner M.D.

Aalborg University Hospital, Department of Infectious Diseases (6 participants enrolled): Henrik Nielsen, M.D.,
D.M.Sci., Rikke Krog Thisted, R.N., Kristine Toft Petersen, R.N., Maria Ruwald Juhl, R.N:

Department of Respiratory Medicine, Bispebjerg Hospital, Copenhagen, Denmark (2 participants enrolled):
Daria Podlekareva, M.D., Ph.D, Stine Johnsen, MD, PhD
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Department of Infectious Diseases, Zealand University Hospital Roskilde and Department of Internal Medicine,
Zealand University Hospital Kgge (6 participants enrolled): Lothar Wiese, M.D., Ph.D., Lene Surland Knudsen,
M.D., Ph.D.

Spain SCC
Hospital Universitari Germans Trias i Pujol, Badalona: Roger Paredes, M.D., Ph.D., Maria Expésito, B.Sc.; José
Badillo, B.Sc.; Ana Martinez, B.Sc.; Elena Abad B.Sc.; Ana Chamorro, B.Sc.

Hospital Universitari Germans Trias i Pujol, Badalona (75 participants enrolled):

Lourdes Mateu, M.D., Ph.D.; Sergio Espafia M.D.; Gemma Lladés, M.D.; Daniel Molina-Morant M.D., Ph.D.;
Maria Constanza Lucero, MD., PhD; Cora Loste, MD, PhD; Cristina Lopez, M.D., Ph.D.; José Ramon Santos,
M.D., Ph.D.; Carmen Bracke, M.D.; Lydia Carabias, M.D.

Hospital General Universitario Gregorio Marafion, Madrid (24 participants enrolled): Eduardo Fernandez-Cruz,
M.D., Ph.D. Marisa Di Natale, MD. Sergiu Padure, Jimena Gomez MD MD. Cristina Ausin MD. Eva Cervilla MD.
Héctor Balastegui MD. Carmen Rodriguez Sainz, PhD. Paco Lopez MD. Mariam Escobar R.N.

Barcelona Institute for Global Health (ISGlobal), Hospital Clinic - Universitat de Barcelona, Barcelona (12
participants enrolled): Leire Balerdi MD, Almudena Legarda, Montserrat Roldan, Laura Letona MD, José Mufioz,
M.D., Ph.D.

Hospital Universitario La Paz, IdiPAZ, Madrid (3 participants enrolled): Jose R Arribas, M.D., Rocio Montejano
Sanchez, M.D., Ph.D., Beatriz Diaz-Pollan, M.D., Ph.D., Stefan Mark Stewart, M.D., Irene Garcia, M.D., Alberto
Borobia, M.D., Ph.D.

Hospital Clinico San Carlos, Madrid (8 participants enrolled): Vicente Estrada, M.D., Ph.D. Noemi Cabello, MD,
Nufiez-Orantos MJ, MD; Sagastagoitia I, MD; Homen JR, MD; Orviz E, MD.

Hospital del Mar. Institut Hospital del Mar d'Investigacions Mediques (IMIM), Universitat Pompeu Fabra,
Barcelona, Spain (7 participants enrolled): Juan P. Horcajada, M.D., Ph.D., Silvia Castafieda M.D., Elena Sendra
M.D., Joan Gomez-Junyent M.D. Ph.D., Inmaculada L6pez-Montesinos M.D.

Hospital Universitary Vall d'Hebron, Barcelona (1 participant enrolled): Adridn Sanchez Montalva , MD, PhD
adsanchez@vhebron.net, Juan Espinosa-Pereiro, MD, Pau Bosch-Nicolau, MD, Fernando Salvador, MD, PhD

Internal Medicine Department. University Hospital Arnau de Vilanova, Lleida (18 participants enrolled): Jose Luis
Morales-Rull M.D., Ph.D., Anna Maria Moreno Pena M.D.; Cristina Acosta M.D.; Cristina Solé-Felip M.D.;

Infectious Diseases Department, Bellvitge University Hospital, IDIBELL, University of Barcelona, CIBERINFEC,
Spain: Carlota Gudiol Gonzélez M.D. Ph.D., Guillermo Cuervo. MD, PhD., Miquel Pujol, MD, PhD., Jordi
Carratala. MD, PhD., Sebastia Videla. MD, PhD.

Switzerland, Department of Infectious Diseases and Hospital Epidemiology, University Hospital Zurich (17
participants enrolled) and Institute of Medical Virology, University of Zurich, Zurich Switzerland: Huldrych F.
Gunthard, M.D., Dominique L. Braun, M.D., Emily West, M.D., Khadija M’Rabeth-Bensalah, M.D., Mareile L.
Eichinger, M.D., Manuela Grittner-Durmaz, R.N., Christina Grube, R.N., Veronika Zink, M.Sc., pharmacist

Sweden SCC
Dept of Infectious Diseases, Karolinska University Hospital and Division of Infectious Diseases, Dept of Medicine,
Solna, Karolinska Institutet: Pontus Naucler, M.D. PhD. Emma Perlhamre, M.Sc., Lotta Mazouch, M.Sc.

Georgia SCC
Infectious Diseases, AIDS and Clinical Immunology Research Center, Thilisi, Georgia: Tengiz Tsertsvadze M.D.,
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Ph.D., Akaki Abutidze, M.D., MP.H., Ph.D., Nikoloz Chkhartishvili, M.D., M.S., Ph.D., Revaz Metchurtchlishvili,
M.D., Marina Endeladze M.D.

Poland SCC
Wojewodzki Szpital Zakazny Warsaw. Agata Skrzat—Klapaczynska, MD PhD., Carlo Bienkowski, MD., Matgorzata
Hackiewicz, MD., Michat Makowiecki, MD., Antoni Platowski, MD.

INSIGHT Sydney ICC

The Kirby Institute, University of New South Wales, Sydney, Australia: Mark Polizzotto, M.D., Ph.D., Gail
Matthews, Ph.D., Anthony Kelleher, Ph.D., Gesalit Cabrera, B.MSc., M.1.P.H, Catherine Carey, B.A., M.Sc.,
Christina C. Chang, M.D., Ph.D., Sally Hough, B.Sc., Sophie Virachit, B.Sc., Ph.D., Amy Zhong, B.Sc., M.P.H.

Tan Tock Seng Hospital, NCID, Singapore (24 participants enrolled) (surname underlined): Barnaby E. Young,
M.D., Ph.D., Chia Po Ying, M.D., Lee Tau Hong, M.D., Ray J. Lin, M.D. , David Lye, M.D., Sean Ong, M.D.,
M.Med., Puah Ser Hon, M.D., Yeo Tsin Wen, M.D., Ph., Diong Shiau Hui B.Bio, M.Sc., M.M.Sc., Juwinda Ongko,
B.Sc.

INSIGHT London ICC

MRC Clinical Trials Unit at UCL, London, UK: Abdel G. Babiker, Ph.D., Sarah L. Pett, M.D., Ph.D., Fleur Hudson,
BA, Mahesh KB Parmar, Ph.D, Anna L Goodman, FRCP DPhil, Jonathan Badrock, BSc., Adam Gregory, M.A.,
Katharine Goodall BA, Nicola Harris, James Wyncoll, B.Sc.

United Kingdom SCC
Royal Free Hospital, London, United Kingdom (19 enrolled): S. Bhagani, MD, A. Rodger, Ph.D, C. Patterson, MD,
J. Morales B.Sc, E.Witele BSc., A-M Preston, BSc, A. Nandani M.Pharm.

Royal Victoria Infirmary, Newcastle, upon Tyne, UK (7 participants enrolled): D.A Price MD., Aiden Hanrath
MBBS., Bijal Patel MSc., Carole Hays ADNS., Geraldine Jones BSc., Jade Davidson BTEC.Pharm

Guy’s & St. Thomas’ NHS Foundation Trust (2 participants enrolled): Anna L Goodman FRCP DPhil, T.Bawa
MBBS, M. Mathews MSc BPharm, A Mazzella MRCP MSc, K Bisnauthsing BSc, L Aguilar-Jimenez BSc, F
Borchini BSc, S Hammett BSc.

Greece SCC
National & Kapodistrian University of Athens Medical School: Giota Touloumi, Ph.D., Nikos Pantazis, Ph.D.,
Vicky Gioukari, B.Sc. Tania.Souliou

4th Department of Internal Medicine, Attikon University General Hospital, Athens, Greece (5 enrolled): A.
Antoniadou MD, K. Protopapas MD, D. Kavatha MD, S. Grigoropoulou MD, R-N. Tziolos MD, C.Oikonomopoulo,
C. Moschopoulos MD

1%t Respiratory Medicine Department, Athens University Medical School (8 participants enrolled): N. G. Koulouris
MD, K. Tzimopoulos MD, A. Koromilias MD, K.Argyraki MD, P.Lourida MD, P Bakakus MD

Department of Critical Care and Pulmonary Medicine, Evangelismos General Hospital (4 participants enrolled):

I. Kalomenidis MD, V, Vlachakos MD, Z. Barmparessou MD, E, Balis MD, PhD , S Kakynthinos MD, I. Sigala
MD, N. Gianniou MD, E.Dima MD, S.Magkouta MD, E. Synolaki MD, S.Konstanta MD, M.Vlachou MSc, PHD ,
P.Stathopoulou MSc

Democritus University of Thrace, Alexandroupolis , Greece (1 participant enrolled): P. Panagopoulos MD, V.
Petrakis MD, D.Papazoglou MD, E.Tomapaidou MSc, E.lsaakidou

3 Department of Medicine, Medical School, NKUA, Athens (25 participants enrolled): G. Poulakou MD, V. Rapti
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MD, K. Leontis MD, T. Nitsotolis MD, K.Athanasiou MD, K.Syrigos MD, K. Argyraki MD, M-D.Myrodia MD,
K.Kyriakoulis MD, I.Trontzas MD, M.Arfara-Melanini MD, V Kolonoa MD

Uganda SCC
JCRC/MRC/UVRI Uganda Research Unit: Joseph Lutaakome, MD., Cissy Kityo, MD., Ph.D., Henry Mugerwa,
MD., Francis Kiweewa, MD. MPH, lvan Kimuli, MD.

MRC/UVRI & LSHTM Uganda Research Unit (13 participants enrolled): Joseph Lukaakome MD, Christoher
Nsereko MD, Gloria Lubega MD, Moses Kibirige MD, William Nakahima, Deus Wangi, Evelyne Aguti MD, Lilian
Generous, Rosemary Massa, Margaret Nalaki, Felix Magala MD, Phiona Kaweesi Nabaggala

Joint Clinical Research Centre/Gulu Regional Referral Hospital (14 participants enrolled): Robert Kidega MD.,
Cissy Kityo MD., Ph.D., Henry Mugerwa MD., Oryem Daizy Faith RN, Apio Florence RN, Ocung Emmanuel
BBLT, Mugoonyi Paul Beacham MD., Amone Geoffrey BSc., Dridah Nakiboneka B.Stat., Paska Apiyo MD.

Makerere University Lung Institute (12 participants enrolled): Francis Kiweewa MD. MPH., Bruce Kirenga
MBChB, MMED, PhD., Ivan Kimuli MBChB, MMED, MPH., Angella Atukunda MBChB, MMED., Winters
Muttamba MBChB MMED., Kyeyume Remmy B.MLT., Ivan Segawa B.Pharm., Nsubuga Pheona B.Pharm, MPH.,
David Kigere DN., Queen Lailah Mbabazi MBChB, Ledra Boersalino MBChB., Grace Nyakoolo BSc.

SICRA - Lira Regional Referral Hospital (20 participants enrolled): Francis Kiweewa MD. MPH., Aniongo Fred
B.MLT., Alice Alupo RN, Doryn Ebong BSN, Edson Monday BSN, Munu Ambrose DMLT, Vanon Kwehayo RN,
Mary Grace Nalubega RN.,Augustine Ongoli MBChB, Stephen Obbo MBChB, MMED, MPH., Nicholus Sebudde
MBChB., Geoffrey Magombe B.Pharm, Harriet Tino B.Pharm., MSc. PHSM., Emmanuel Obonya., EE.

Masaka Regional Referral Hospital (16 participants enrolled): Joseph Lutaakome MD, Jonathan Kitonsa MD,
Martin Onyango MD, Tukamwesiga Naboth MD, Hadijah Naluyinda, Regina Nanyunja, Muttiibwa Irene, Biira
Jane, Kyobejja Wimfred,Ssemazzi Leonard, Tkiinomuhisha Deus, Namasaba Babra, Paul Taire

St. Francis Hospital, Nsambya (14 participants enrolled): Joseph Lutaakone MD, Evelyn Nabankema MD, Joseph
Ogavu MD, Oscar Mugerwa MD, Ivan Okoth MD, Raymond Mwebaze MD, Timothy Mugabi MD, Anthony
Makhoba MD, Phiona Arikiriza, Nabuuma Theresa, Hope Nakayima, Kisuule Frank.

Gilead Sciences, Foster City, CA, USA: Anu Osinusi, M.D., M.P.H., Huyen Cao, M.D.

AstraZeneca: Seth Seegobin, PhD, Michael Gibbs, PhD, Mickel Latchman, BSc, Katarzyna Hasior, MSc, Jerome
Bouquet, PhD, Jianxin Wei, PhD, Katie Streicher, PhD, Albert Schmelzer, PhD, Dennis Brooks, MD, PhD, Jonny
Butcher, BSc, Dimitar Tonev, MD, Douglas Arbetter, MPH, Phil Damstetter, MSc

Leidos Biomedical Research, Inc., Frederick, MD, USA: Beth Baseler, M.S., Marc Teitelbaum, M.D., Adam
Schechner, M.D., H. Preston Holley, M.D., Shirley Jankelevich, M.D., Amy Adams, M.S., Nancy Becker, B.S.N.,
Suzanne Dolney, B.S.N., Debbie Hissey, Shelly Simpson, M.S., Mi Ha Kim, Ph.D., Joy Beeler, M.P.H, Liam
Harmon, B.A., Mabel Asomah, M.S.H.S, Yvonne Jato, M.P.H, April Stottlemyer. A.A., Olivia Tang, B.S., Sharon
Vanderpuye, B.A,, Lindsey Yeon, B.S., Molly Buehn, M.S., Vanessa Eccard-Koons, M.S., Sadie Frary, M.S., Leah
MacDonald, M.S., Jennifer Cash, B.S., Lisa Hoopengardner, M.S., Jessica Linton, M.S., Marylu Schaffhauser, B.A.,
Michaela Nelson, B.S., Mary Spinelli-Nadzam, B.S., Calvin Proffitt, M.A., Christopher Lee, B.S., Theresa Engel,
M.F.S., Laura Fontaine, B.S.N, CK Osborne, B.S., Matt Hohn, M.B.A., Michael Galcik, M.S., DeeDee Thompson,
AA.

Frederick National Laboratory for Cancer Research/Leidos Biomedical Research, Inc., Frederick, MD: Robin L.
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Section 2: Methods
Trial design

Therapeutics for Inpatients with COVID-19 (TICO) is a master protocol for carrying out adaptive, randomized,
double-blind placebo-controlled trials of investigational agents. The protocol allows simultaneous randomization to
multiple agents and sharing of placebo for agents that are concurrently evaluated. Tixagevimab/cilgavimab was the
4th agent studied in TICO. Enrollment to tixagevimab/cilgavimab began approximately 3 weeks before enroliment
to sotrovimab (VIR-7831, GSK/Vir) and BRI11-196/198 (Brll Biosciences) ended on March 1, 2021. Thus, beginning
on February 21, 2021, when the 4™ agent became available at some sites, placebo was shared; the randomization
allocation was 3:1:3:1:3:1 at those sites. After March 1, 2021, randomization was 1:1, to tixagevimab/cilgavimab
and placebo until June 11, 2020 when a 5™ agent (Ensovibep, MP0420, Molecular Partners) entered TICO. Through
September 30, 2021, placebo was shared and the randomization allocation was 2:1:2:1 at sites approved for both
agents.

Randomization was carried out with stratification by site pharmacy (in some cases several clinical sites shared a site
pharmacy). Mass-weighted urn randomization was used to generate the randomization schedules for each site.!
With this approach, a parameter () can be set to closely, but not exactly, mimic permuted block randomization to
achieve the desired allocation ratio.

After confirming eligibility and obtaining informed consent-designated individuals at the clinical sites used a web-
based randomization application to verify eligibility to obtain a study identification (SID) number for blinded
agent/matching placebo. This “prescription” was sent to the site pharmacy. The site pharmacist used a web-based
pharmacy application to determine which agent/placebo the SID corresponds to. The pharmacist was unblinded and
prepared the infusion bag for the patient.

TICO is an adaptive trial and is designed for each agent to undergo an early futility assessment. Only agents that
pass the early futility assessment progress to enroll the full sample size. Prior to the early futility assessment,
patients with moderate and severe COVID-19 are enrolled. The futility assessment is conducted based on the
analysis of two intermediate seven-category ordinal efficacy outcomes assessed at day 5 referred to as the
pulmonary ordinal outcome and the pulmonary-plus ordinal outcome (these ordinal scales are described in detail
below). Early futility assessments include approximately 150 participants in an interventional group (one agent) and
150 participants in the placebo group (contemporaneous pooled common placebo group). Agents with more
favorable scores than placebo on the pulmonary and pulmonary-plus ordinal outcome scales with one-sided p-values
<0.3 continue enrollment for a full efficacy assessment. If an agent passes the early futility assessment, enroliment
was to be expanded to include patients with critical COVID-19 and continue until 843 patients combined in the
active agent arm and concurrent placebo arm have experienced the primary outcome of sustained clinical recovery.
The total sample size of approximately 1000 patients (500 patients in an active agent group and 500 patients in the
placebo group) is anticipated to produce 843 patients with sustained clinical recovery. Patients enrolled both before
and after the early futility assessment are included in the final efficacy assessment. Additional details of the
rationale and design of TICO are available in the trial protocol and statistical analysis plan (both available as
supplementary materials), and in the TICO design manuscript.?

According to the statistical analysis plan, comparison of safety outcomes was to be analyzed by modified intention
to treat (mITT), defined as the population of participants who received a complete or partial infusion. Participants
who did not receive any of the investigational agent/placebo were to be excluded from the mITT population. For the
comparison of efficacy outcomes, the analysis was to be by intention to treat (all randomized participants) with
sensitivity analyses carried out by modified intention to treat. Thirty-eight participants did not receive all or part of
an infusion of one of the study agents and 35 of these 38 participants withdrew consent. No follow-up data was
available following baseline assessments for 34 of the 35 participants. The risk of bias associated with excluding the
38 participants who were not infused from the efficacy analyses was considered low in this double-blind trial, and
this approach allowed potential risks and benefits to be evaluated in the same population.

The complete inclusion and exclusion criteria from the protocol are given below.
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Inclusion Criteria

Age > 18 years;
Informed consent by the patient or the patient’s legally-authorized representative;

SARS-CoV-2 infection, documented by a nucleic acid test (NAT) or equivalent testing within 3 days prior
to randomization OR documented by NAT or equivalent testing more than 3 days prior to randomization
AND progressive disease suggestive of ongoing SARS-CoV-2 infection per the responsible investigator
(For non-NAT tests, only those deemed with equivalent specificity to NAT by the protocol team will be
allowed. A central list of allowed non-NAT tests will be maintained);

Duration of symptoms attributable to COVID-19 < 12 days per the responsible investigator;

Requiring admission for inpatient hospital acute medical care for clinical manifestations of COVID-19, per
the responsible investigator, and NOT for purely public health or quarantine purposes.

Exclusion Criteria

Prior receipt of:
o Any SARS-CoV-2 hlVIG, convalescent plasma from a person who recovered from COVID-19 or
o SARS-CoV-2 nMAD at any time prior to hospitalization;

Not willing to abstain from participation in other COVID-19 treatment trials until after Day 5 (with the
approval of study leadership, enrollment before or on Day 5 is permitted for trials comparing different
approaches for implementing SOC interventions that are recommended in Appendix I;

In the opinion of the responsible investigator, any condition for which, participation would not be in the
best interest of the participant or that could limit protocol-specified assessments;

Expected inability to participate in study procedures;

Women of child-bearing potential who are not already pregnant at study entry and who are unwilling to
acknowledge the strong advice to abstain from sexual intercourse with men or practice appropriate
contraception through 18 months of the study.

Men who are unwilling to acknowledge the strong advice to abstain from sexual intercourse with women of
child-bearing potential or to use barrier contraception through 18 months of the study.

Prior to the initial futility assessment for an investigational agent, the following two additional exclusions
(7 and 8) which define disease severity stratum 2 apply:

Presence at enrolment of any of the following:
a. stroke
b. meningitis
c. encephalitis
d. myelitis
e. myocardial infarction
f.  myocarditis
g. pericarditis
h. symptomatic CHF (NYHA class Il1-1V)

i. arterial or deep venous thrombosis or pulmonary embolism

Current requirement for any of the following:
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j.  invasive mechanical ventilation
k. ECMO

I.  mechanical circulatory support
m. vasopressor therapy

n. commencement of renal replacement therapy at this admission (i.e. not patients on chronic renal
replacement therapy).

In addition, 3 agent-specific exclusion criteria for AZD7442 were stated in Appendix H4 of the master protocol:
1. pregnant women;
2. nursing mothers; and

3. participants on high-flow oxygen or non-invasive ventilation (category 5 of the pulmonary ordinal
outcome). These patients may be eligible for the trial if the initial futility assessment is passed by this
agent.

History of exclusion of participants on high-flow nasal oxygen or non-invasive ventilation

Prior to the implementation of version 2.0 of the ACTIV-3 (TICO) protocol on November 20, 2020 which included
evaluation of VIR-7831 (sotrovimab) and BRII-196 plus BRI1-198, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA)
requested on November 12, 2020 that we exclude participants on high-flow nasal oxygen and non-invasive
ventilation. The FDA indicated that the rationale for requesting this change was based on “emerging data and
unfavorable benefit/risk in patients with more severe disease, including those on high-flow oxygen. Inclusion of
these patients can be revisited if the trial meets criteria to advance to the second phase.” The emerging data that
were the basis for this request from the FDA were not made available to ACTIV-3; the change requested was not
based on ACTIV-3 trial data; and we still are not aware of the data that informed the request.

Neither sotrovimab nor BRI1-196 plus BRI1-198 passed the early futility assessment and continued to the 2" phase.®

Therefore, this exclusion was carried over to versions 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 of the ACTIV-3 (TICO) protocol for trials of
antiviral agents. The following language was included in Appendix H4 of the master protocol for
tixagevimab/cilgavimab (AZD7442):

“... prior to the initial futility assessment which is performed when approximately 150 participants have been
enrolled on AZD7442 and 150 on placebo, patients on high-flow oxygen or non-invasive ventilation (category 5 of
the pulmonary ordinal outcome) will be excluded. These patients may be eligible for the trial if the initial futility
assessment is passed by this agent.”

On June 14, 2021, the independent DSMB stated the following in their reccommendations:

“The study team may expand enrollment as planned in the protocol to include stratum 2 participants as well as
participants in stratum 1 receiving oxygen by high flow nasal cannula or non-invasive ventilation.”

This recommendation by the DSMB was shared with the FDA on June 17, 2021 with a request to expand
enrollment. On June 22, 2021, the FDA requested additional information: “a scientific justification for expanding
the population that takes into account the available clinical data on the benefit versus risk of COVID-19 mAb
product use in general in this population, the benefit versus risk of AZD7442 specifically in this population, as well
as your perspective on the potential impact of the Fc modification on effector function.”

The ACTIV-3 group responded to this request from the FDA on June 29, 2021, and the FDA responded on July 8,
2021 by requesting to “open enrollment in a staggered fashion, such that enrollment is initially opened to subjected
in disease stratum 1 receiving high-flow oxygen or non-invasive ventilation and subjects in disease stratum 2 not
receiving invasive mechanical ventilation, ECMO, mechanical circulatory support, or vasopressor therapy.”

On July 19, 2021 the DSMB carried out an interim review of tixagevimab/cilgavimab data. During the open session
with the DSMB, we informed the DSMB of the FDA recommendation and indicated that we planned to expand
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enrollment to participants receiving high-flow oxygen or non-invasive ventilation at baseline. The DSMB indicated
that they agreed with our plan and enrollment was immediately expanded on July 19" following the DSMB meeting.

Outcomes for early futility assessment

The early futility assessment was based on two ordinal outcome scales measured at day 5 — the seven-category
pulmonary ordinal outcome scale and the seven-category pulmonary-plus ordinal outcome scale. Patients were
classified according to the highest level met during the calendar day of study day 5. These outcome scales are
defined below.

The 7-category pulmonary ordinal outcome scale:

1. Can independently undertake usual activities with minimal or no symptoms

2. Symptomatic and currently unable to independently undertake usual activities but no need of supplemental
oxygen (or not above premorbid requirements) *

3. Supplemental oxygen (<4 liters/min, or <4 liters/min above premorbid requirements) *

4. Supplemental oxygen (>4 liters/min, or >4 liters/min above premorbid requirements, but not high-flow
oxygen) *

5. Non-invasive ventilation or high-flow oxygen (high flow nasal cannula)

6. Invasive ventilation, extracorporeal membrane oxygenation (ECMQO), mechanical circulatory support, or
new receipt of renal replacement therapy

7. Death

The 7-category pulmonary-plus ordinal outcome scale:

1. Can independently undertake usual activities with minimal or no symptoms

2. Symptomatic and currently unable to independently undertake usual activities but no need of supplemental
oxygen (or not above premorbid requirements) *

3. Supplemental oxygen (<4 liters/min, or <4 liters/min above premorbid requirements) *

4. Supplemental oxygen (>4 liters/min, or >4 liters/min above premorbid requirements, but not high-flow
oxygen) * or any of the following: stroke (NIH Stroke Scale [NIHSS] <14), meningitis, encephalitis,
myelitis, myocardial infarction, myocarditis, pericarditis, new onset congestive heart failure New York
Heart Association class Il or IV or worsening to class 111 or 1V, arterial or deep venous thromboembolic
events.

5.  Non-invasive ventilation or high-flow oxygen, or signs and symptoms of an acute stroke (National
Institutes of Health Stroke Scale score >14)

6. Invasive ventilation, ECMO, mechanical circulatory support, vasopressor therapy, or new receipt of renal
replacement therapy

7. Death

* For patients on chronic supplemental oxygen therapy prior to COVID-19, categorization on the pulmonary ordinal

scale was based on oxygen flow rates above the pre-COVID oxygen flow rate. For example, a patient who

chronically used supplemental oxygen at 2 liters/minute prior to COVID-19 would be categorized as category 2 if
using 2 liters/minute at randomization, category 3 if using >2 liters per minute and <6 liters/minute, and category 4

if using >6 liters/minute of supplemental oxygen.
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Primary efficacy outcome

The primary endpoint is time from randomization to sustained recovery, where sustained recovery is defined as
being discharged from the index hospitalization, followed by being alive and home for 14 consecutive days prior to
Day 90.

Home is defined as the level of residence or facility where the participant was residing prior to hospital admission
leading to enrollment in this trial (the index hospitalization).

Residence or facility groupings to define home are:

1. Independent/community dwelling with or without help, including house, apartment, undomiciled/homeless,
shelter, or hotel;

2. Residential care facility (e.g., assisted living facility, group home, other non-medical institutional setting);
3. Other healthcare facility (e.g., skilled nursing facility, acute rehab facility); and

4. Long-term acute care hospital (hospital aimed at providing intensive, longer term acute care services, often
for more than 28 days).

Lower (less intensive) level of residence or facility will also be considered as home. By definition, “home” cannot
be a “short-term acute care” facility. Participants previously affiliated with a “long-term acute care” hospital recover
when they return to the same or lower level of care.

Readmission from “home” may occur and if this occurs within 14 days of the first discharge to “home”, then the
primary endpoint will not be reached until such time as the participant has been at home for 14 consecutive days.

Participants residing in a facility solely for public health or quarantine purposes will be considered as residing in the
lowest level of required residence had these public health measures not been instated.

Safety Outcomes
Adverse events of any grade during the infusion and 2 hours post infusion were collected on a checklist.

Composite safety outcomes were defined through days 5, 28 and 90. The composite safety outcome through days 5
and 28 was defined as a composite of five components: i) death, ii) serious adverse events, iii) grade 3 or 4 adverse
events, iv) incident organ failure, or v) serious co-infection. The composite safety outcome through day 90 included
all of the components except grade 3 or 4 adverse events. Definitions for each component of the primary safety
outcome are detailed below.

Components of the composite safety outcomes:
i) Death from any cause (collected through day 90)
ii) Serious adverse event (collected through day 90)

Definition of serious adverse event (SAE): an untoward or unfavorable medical occurrence in a study participant
that resulted in any of the following:

e Death

e Life-threatening (i.e., an immediate threat to life)

e Hospitalization or prolongation of hospitalization

e Persistent or significant incapacity or substantial disruption of the ability to conduct normal life functions

e Congenital abnormalities/birth defects

20



ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

e Other important medical events that may jeopardize the participant and/or may require intervention to
prevent one of the outcomes listed above

iii) Grade 3 or 4 adverse event (collected through day 28)

Adverse events were graded for severity using a toxicity table of the Division of AIDS, NIAID.* For adverse events
not in the table, a generic grading scheme was used. Adverse events were categorized according to codes in the
Medical Dictionary for Regulatory Activities (MedDRA®), version 23.1

The generic definitions for grade 3 and 4 adverse events are below.

e Grade 3: Events causing inability to perform usual social and functional activities; some assistance usually
required; medical intervention/therapy required.

e Grade 4 Events causing inability to perform basic self-care functions; medical or operative intervention
indicated to prevent permanent impairment, persistent disability, or death

iv) Organ failure (collected through day 90)
Organ failure is defined by development of any of the following clinical events:
1. Respiratory dysfunction:

a. Respiratory failure defined as receipt of high flow nasal oxygen, noninvasive ventilation, invasive
mechanical ventilation or ECMO

2. Cardiac and vascular dysfunction:
a. Myocardial infarction
b. Myocarditis or pericarditis
c. CHF: new onset NYHA class 1l or IV, or worsening to class 11l or IV
d. Hypotension requiring institution of vasopressor therapy
3. Renal dysfunction:
a. New requirement for renal replacement therapy
4. Hepatic dysfunction:
a. Hepatic decompensation
5. Neurological dysfunction
a. Acute delirium
b. Cerebrovascular event (stroke, cerebrovascular accident [CVA])
c. Transient ischemic events (i.e., CVA symptomatology resolving <24 hrs)
d. Encephalitis, meningitis or myelitis
6. Hematological dysfunction:
a. Disseminated intravascular coagulation

b. New arterial or venous thromboembolic events, including pulmonary embolism and deep vein
thrombosis

c. Major bleeding events (>2 units of blood within 24 hours, bleeding at a critical site (intracranial,
intraspinal, intraocular, pericardial, intraarticular, intramuscular with compartment syndrome, or
retroperitoneal), or fatal bleeding).

v) Serious co-infection (collected through day 90)
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Serious co-infection is defined as: intercurrent, at least probable, documented serious disease caused by an infection
other than SARS-CoV2, requiring antimicrobial administration and care within an acute-care hospital.

As indicated in section 10.2.5 of the protocol, end organ dysfunction and serious infections were defined as
“protocol-specified exempt events”. Those events were systematically reported during follow-up but not reported as
a SAE unless they were considered related to study agent. These events are listed below.

e Death

e Stroke

e Meningitis

e Encephalitis

e  Myelitis

e Myocardial infarction

e  Myocarditis

e Pericarditis

e New onset of worsening of CHF (NYHA class 3 or 4)
e Arterial or deep vein thromboembolic events

e Respiratory failure defined as receipt of high flow nasal oxygen, non-invasive ventilation, invasive
mechanical ventilation or ECMO

e Hypotension requiring vasopressor therapy

e Renal dysfunction requiring renal replacement therapy

e Hepatic decompensation

e Neurologic dysfunction, including acute delirium and transient ischemic events
e Disseminated intravascular coagulation

e Major bleeding events

e Serious infections

Laboratory Methods

Laboratory specimens were collected for consenting participants and stored by clinical sites and periodically sent to
a central biorepository, Advanced BioMedical Laboratories (ABML), for use in future research.

A nasal mid-turbinate swab was collected at baseline. Swabs were immediately placed into tubes containing 3 mL
of sterile Universal Transport Medium (UTM). Samples were aliquoted into 3 cryovials, frozen, and shipped on a
regular basis to ABML.

Four 1.0 mL aliquots or serum and four 1 mL aliquots of plasma were collected at baseline, and on follow-up days
1, 3,5,28and 90. Two 9mL tubes, one SST and one EDTA of blood was drawn to obtain the 8 aliquots.

SARS-CoV-2 RNA load.

SARS-CoV-2 RNA load in the nasal swab material was determined using extraction, master mix preparation, and
RT-PCR as described in the CDC 2019-Novel Coronavirus (2019-nCoV) Real-Time RT-PCR Diagnostic Panel.
The lower limit of quantification (LLoQ) for this measurement is 399 copies/mL. Viral RNA measurements were
centrally determined by ABML.

SARS-CoV-2 Variants.
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Beginning in February, 2021, the presence of the Delta variant versus other variants was determined using an RT-
PCR assay specifically designed to amplify nucleocapsid of SARS-CoV-2 and N-terminal domain of the Spike gene
of delta variant. Thus, specimens that were positive for both nucleocapsid and N-terminal domain of the Spike gene
of Delta variant were designated as the Delta. The assessment of Delta with this method was concordant with the
sequencing results for the subset of patients who had results for both.

Antibody Levels

Stored plasma specimens were used to measure total anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibody levels. Antibody levels were
determined using the BioRad Platelia SARS-CoV-2 Total Ab assay (BioRad, Hercules, California) (anti-N
antibodies). Results of this assay are reported as “specimen ratios”. Specimen ratios are defined as the specimen
optical density (OD) divided by the OD of the control R4(ODMR4). Specimen ratios > 1.0 are considered positive,
those between 0.8 and 1.0 equivocal, and those < 0.8 negative. In this report, we refer to those with levels < 1.0
specimen ratios as having “negative” anti-N Abs and those with specimen ratios > 1.0 as having positive anti-N Abs.

Levels of neutralizing antibodies (nAbs) directed against the SARS-CoV-2 receptor binding domain (RBD) were
determined using the GenScript SARS-CoV-2 Surrogate Virus Neutralization Test (SVNT) assay (GenScript,
Piscataway, NJ) (nAbs). nAbs are expressed as percent binding inhibition; levels > 30% are considered positive for
nAbs as recommended by the manufacturer, and those < 30% are considered negative for nAbs.

Both antibody determinations were made centrally at the Frederick National Laboratory, blinded to the treatment
group.

Antigen Levels

SARS-CoV-2 nucleocapsid antigen levels were determined in 90 pL plasma in duplicate using a Quanterix assay
(Quanterix, Billerica, MA). The lower level of quantification was determined to be 3 ng/L. Results below that level
are imputed as 2.9 ng/L. The antigen determinations were made centrally at the Frederick National Laboratory,
blinded to the treatment group.

Statistical Power Following Decision to Use Holm's Method for Testing Primary Hypotheses

On January 26, 2022, prior to unblinding, the analysis plan was modified from a hierarchical testing plan to use of
Holm’s procedure. In the hierarchical testing plan the primary endpoint was to be first evaluated in the overall
cohort of 1,417 participants and if the difference in sustained recovery was significant (<0.05, 2-sided), testing
would proceed to compare the two treatment groups for sustained recovery for the nAb subgroup. With Holm’s
procedure, the family-wise error rate is controlled by considering the two primary comparisons, sustained recovery
in the overall cohort and in the nAb negative subgroup, on an equal footing. The lower of the two p-values is
compared with a 0.025 (0.05/2) 2-sided level of significance and, if that level of significance is achieved, the p-value
for the second comparison is compared with 0.05 (2-sided) level of significance.

With this change and with additional laboratory data indicating that the percentage nAb negative was likely to be
closer to 48% than 56% which was initially estimated in August 2021 based on much less information, power was
re-estimated. This is summarized section E-4 of the Statistical Analysis Plan (SAP) and power is summarized in
Table E-4 and Figure E-1 of the SAP. For example, if one assumes the recovery rate ratios (RRR) are 1.10 for the
nAb positive subgroup and 1.32 for the nAb negative subgroup, and therefore 1.20 overall, with Holm’s method,
power is 0.884 for the nAb negative subgroup and 0.872 for the overall cohort.

Stratification

The same stratification by site pharmacy was used for testing both co-primary hypotheses. In order to avoid loss of
power, any site pharmacy that contained fewer than 20 nAb negative participants was pooled with other site
pharmacies within the same geographical region. Using blinded baseline data available on January 21, 2022, seven
strata were formed using large sites where possible and combining small sites with each other or with a larger site
where that was not possible. In addition, some very small sites that only enrolled participants who were nAb-
positive were combined with one of the resulting seven strata. For the 99 sites that enrolled at least one participant,
the 7 strata were defined as follows: 1) 3 strata for the 3 U.S. sites that enrolled at least 20 nAb negative participants;
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2) 1 stratum for all other U.S. sites; 3) 1 stratum for sites in Denmark, Greece, the United Kingdom, and Singapore;
4) 1 stratum for sites in Spain; and 5) 1 stratum for sites in Uganda.

Risk Score Calculation for Win Ratio Analysis

The outcome of the analysis was being in the worse three categories (5-7) of the Pulmonary Outcome at Day 5, i.e.:
5) non-invasive ventilation or high-flow oxygen; 6) invasive ventilation, ECMO, mechanical circulatory support, or
renal replacement therapy; 7) death. (See Statistical Analysis Plan).

The analysis performed was a logistic regression, with both treatment groups combined. The following baseline
variables were included in a single multivariate model: age (years), pulmonary ordinal category at baseline (score 2-
5); National Early Warning (NEW) score; symptom duration prior to enrollment; asthma or COPD indicator;
diabetes indicator; cardiovascular disease indicator; congestive heart failure indicator; hypertension requiring
medication indicator; Immunocompromised indicator; renal impairment indicator and female gender indicator.

There were 710 participants in the tixagevimab/cilgavimab arm and 707 participants in the placebo arm. To
accommodate the one-one matching on the risk score probability for the win ratio analysis three participants in the
placebo group were randomly removed. Participants were rank ordered on the estimated probability, separately for
each treatment group, from which 707 unique pairs were generated wherein the top ranked tixagevimab/cilgavimab
participant was matched with the top ranked placebo participant, and so forth. Within each pair one of three results
were obtained: 1) Tixagevimab/cilgavimab participant was the winner; 2) Placebo participant was the winner; or 3)
Neither tixagevimab/cilgavimab nor placebo was the winner.

The pair was first assessed for a winner based on mortality and if that did not produce a winner then recovery times
were compared to determine if there was a winner.*

This resulted in a proportion of winners for tixagevimab/cilgavimab and a proportion of winners for placebo. From
this a win ratio, 95% confidence interval, and p-value were calculated.” This process was repeated 10,001 times with
a win ratio computed for each iteration, wherein each iteration differed with respect to the 3 participants randomly
excluded in the tixagevimab/cilgavimab group. The full result (point estimate, 95% CI, and p-value) corresponding
to the iteration with the median win ratio estimate is reported.

In addition, an unmatched analysis was done in which each tixagevimab/cilgavimab participant was compared to
each of the placebo participants with a winner assessed as described above. This resulted in 710 x 707 comparisons.
A win ratio was computed as before with the variability estimated taking into account the correlated comparisons.>®
This analysis was carried out using the WWR package in R version 4.1.1.

A total of 1374 participants contributed a total of 282 events. The multiple regression analysis for both treatment
groups combined showed the following results:

\Variable in Model Estimate SE Chi-Square P-Value
Intercept -9.3020 0.6737 190.6230 <0.001
%ge 0.0302 0.0062 23.3638 <0.001
Pulmonary Ordinal 1.4555 0.1098 175.7364 <0.001
NEW Score 0.1720 0.0415 17.1412 <0.001
Symptom duration 0.0432 0.0334 1.6682 0.20
Asthma/COPD -0.5155 0.2582 3.9865 0.046
Diabetes 0.0418 0.1941 0.0463 0.83
CVD -0.3916 0.6220 0.3963 0.53
CHF -0.0212 0.4229 0.0025 0.96
Hypertension -0.0780 0.1822 0.1832 0.67
Immunocompromised 0.1448 0.2970 0.2379 0.63
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Renal impairment 0.6290 0.2774 5.1425 0.02
Female gender -0.4690 0.1683 7.7649 0.005

For each participant the estimated probability of the 5-day pulmonary outcome was computed from the estimated
logistic function as:

1
= 1 4 e—(FotprX1+B2Xa+)

Probability of event = P

Note: 10 participants were missing the NEW score at baseline and were not used to estimate the regression
coefficients. For these participants the median score of 4 was used to compute their probability from the regression
model; the 10 participants had other baseline variables. All other participants had complete baseline information.
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Section 3: Results

Study Participants

Figure S1. CONSORT diagram showing study participants’ disposition. Out of 1455 participants randomized, 732
were assigned to receive tixagevimab/cilgavimab and 723 to placebo. Twenty-two participants in the
tixagevimab/cilgavimab arm and 16 in the placebo arm were not infused, leaving 710 participants in the
tixagevimab/cilgavimab arm and 707 in the placebo arm who were included in the modified intention to treat
analysis.

Table S1. Analyses were stratified by country and pharmacy. This table shows the study strata as well as the
number of sites and participants in each stratum.

Table S2. This table shows the baseline COVID-19 vaccination status of the study participants using the Centers for
Disease Control definition. Subjects were considered fully vaccinated if they had completed a full vaccination
course at least 14 days before COVID-19 symptoms started. They were considered partially vaccinated if they had
completed a full vaccination course but symptoms started within 14 days after the last dose, or they had only
received one vaccination dose of a 2-dose course. Participants were considered not vaccinated if they received the
first vaccine dose after COVID-19 symptoms started, had never received a single vaccine dose or vaccination status
was unknown. For those fully vaccinated subjects, all participants who completed a 1-dose course received the
Janssen (J&J) vaccine. Information about booster doses was not available in this study.

Tables S3 and S4. These tables show that study treatment groups were well balanced regarding an expanded list of
baseline characteristics. Such features included days since symptom onset and since most recent positive SARS-
CoV-2 test, use of remdesivir prior to randomization, baseline oxygen requirements, National Early Warning Score
(NEWS), medical diagnoses requiring regular follow-up, medication, or hospitalization within the previous 12
months, body mass index and pre-morbid need for continuous supplemental oxygen and replacement therapy.

Table S5. This table gives the targeted concomitant medications reported at baseline by treatment group.

Table S6. This table shows that corticosteroid use was similar between study arms, including when stratified by
baseline pulmonary category. Use of corticosteroids increased with oxygen required.

Table S7. This table shows that, according to the Borg dyspnea scale, both treatment groups were well-balanced
with respect to dyspnea at baseline. The median value in both groups was 3, which corresponds to moderate
dyspnea.

Table S8. This table shows that the distribution of the baseline antibody, plasma antigen and upper respiratory
airway SARS-CaoV-2 viral load values was similar in both study arms.

Table S9. This table shows the immune suppressing medications that patients were receiving on day 5.

Efficacy Outcomes

Figure S2. This figure shows time to sustained recovery by baseline oxygen groups, including all participants
enrolled in the study,

Figure S3. This figure shows time to sustained recovery by baseline oxygen groups, only in participants enrolled on
or after July 19th, 2021, the date when the DSMB authorized us to expand enrollment to participants receiving high-
flow oxygen or non-invasive ventilation at baseline. The pattern of responses are similar in Figures S2 and S3. For
both treatment groups, the percentage who recovered declined with increasing oxygen requirements at entry.
Treatment differences are only evident for the group on HFNC/NIV at baseline.
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Figure S4. This figure shows mortality by baseline oxygen groups, including all participants enrolled in the study,
Figure S5. This figure shows a comparable time to sustained recovery and death in both study arms for subjects
who were not vaccinated or had an unknown vaccination status. Of those classified as not vaccinated, only 8

participants had an unknown vaccination status; 2 in the Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab arm and 6 in the Placebo group.

Figures S6 and S7. These figures show a similar time to sustained recovery in both study arms for unvaccinated
subjects with negative (Figure S6) and positive (Figure S7) GenScript neutralizing antibody tests at baseline.

Figure S8. This figure shows a similar time to discharge from the index hospitalization in both study arms.

Figure S9. This figure is the Kaplan Meier plot for time from index hospital discharge to rehospitalization or death
for tixagevimab/cilgavimab and placebo.

Table S10. This table shows the status of participants in the overall cohort without sustained recovery.
Table S11. This table shows the win ratio analyses overall and by GenScript neutralizing antibody serostatus.
Table S12. This table summarizes the Ordinal Pulmonary-Plus outcome at day 5. Findings are similar to the

Pulmonary Ordinal Outcome at day 5. The adjusted OR is 1.08 (95% CI: 0.89-1.30), indicating no difference
between the treatment groups.

Safety Outcomes

Figure S10. This figure gives Kaplan-Meier estimates of the percentage of participants who experienced the
composite safety outcomes in the tixagevimab/cilgavimab and placebo group through day 90.

Table S13. This table shows that the percentage of participants who developed clinical organ failure and serious
infection events by day 90 were similar for the two treatment arms.

Tables S14 and S15. These tables show, respectively, reactions associated with the infusion of the study treatments,
by grade (Table S14) and for any grade (> 1), > grade 2, > grade 3 (Table S15). As explained in the table footnotes,
infusion reactions were collected via a structured checklist during and within 2 hours following the completion of
administration of blinded study medication. Reactions were limited to signs and symptoms that were new or
increased in grade (as compared to pre-infusion). A participant with multiple other reactions is counted once
according to the highest grade of other reactions recorded. Of note, none of the following reactions were reported:
altered perception of reality, angioedema, anaphylaxis, non-urticarial rash, or urticaria/hives.

Table S16. This table shows the safety summary by study treatment arms through day 5, overall (Table S16A) and
by baseline serostatus (neutralizing antibody negative and positive, Tables S16B and S16C, respectively) as
measured by the GenScript assay. Percentages for the composite outcome at day 5 and the components of the
composite outcome are shown.

Table S17. This table shows the safety summary by study treatment arms through day 5 by baseline BioRad and
Quanterix subgroups. Odds ratios (ORs) for the day 5 safety outcome are given. Interaction tests carried out did not
reveal evidence of heterogeneity across the subgroups considered.

Table S18. This table shows the safety summary through day 28, overall (Table S18A) and by baseline serostatus
(neutralizing antibody negative and positive, Tables S18B and S18C, respectively) as measured by the GenScript
assay. The number and percent of participants with the composite outcome through day 28 and the components of
the composite outcome are shown.
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Table S19. This table shows the safety summary by study treatment arms through day 28 by baseline BioRad and
Quanterix subgroups. Hazard ratios (HRs) for the day 28 composite safety outcome are given. Interaction tests
carried out did not reveal evidence of heterogeneity across the subgroups

Table S20. This table shows that serious adverse events (SAEs) classified by MedDRA system organ class for each
treatment group.

Tables S21, S21 and S21. These tables give the percent of participants reporting an adverse event of any grade
classified by the MedDRA system organ class. Percentages through day 7 (Table S21), present at day 14 (Table
S22) and present at day 28 (Table S23) are given.

Table S24. In this table, incidence grade 3 or 4 events through day 28 are summarized. This includes adverse
events present at baseline that increased in severity grade and new adverse events. Gastrointestinal grade 3/4
adverse events were more frequent in the placebo arm than in the tixagevimab/cilgavimab arm, whereas all other
grade 3/4 adverse events were equally distributed between treatment arms.

Tables S25 and S26. These tables show the subgroup analysis for day 28 (Table S25) and 90 (Table S26) composite
safety outcomes. At day 28, but not day 90, there was some evidence of heterogeneity by age (HRs declined with
age) and immunosuppression status (the HR was greater than 1.0 favoring placebo for those immunocompromised).
Given the number of comparisons, these differences could be due to chance.

Subgroup Analyses

Table S27. This table shows the subgroup analysis for death through day 90. There was a higher risk of death and a
greater absolute risk difference among participants on high-flow nasal cannula / non-invasive ventilation
(HFNC/NIV)

Table S28 and S29. These tables show, respectively, the subgroup analysis for the day 28 and 90 composite safety
outcomes in participants without baseline neutralizing antibodies. There was no evidence that HRs varied for the
subgroups considered.

Table S30. This table shows the subgroup analysis for death through day 90 in participants without baseline
neutralizing antibodies. HRs for death did not vary for the subgroups considered.

Table S31. This table shows the subgroup analysis for sustained recovery in participants without baseline
neutralizing antibodies. There was no evidence of heterogeneity among the hazard ratios (Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab
versus placebo) for sustained recovery for the subgroups considered.

Table S32. This table shows subgroup analyses for sustained recovery by baseline antibody and antigen groups.
RRRs did not vary for the subgroups considered

Table S33. This table shows subgroup analyses for the day 90 composite safety outcome by baseline antibody and
antigen groups. HRs did not vary for the subgroups considered

Table S34. This table shows subgroup analyses for mortality through day 90 by baseline antibody and antigen
groups. HRs for mortality did not vary for the subgroups considered

Table S35. Sustained recovery and all-cause mortality through Day 90 were analyzed by serostatus subgroups with
various strategies for imputing the serostatus of 54 participants who did not contribute a blood sample and thus were
missing serostatus. In one approach, these missing values were singly imputed using a logistic regression model
with the following predictors: diabetes, baseline ordinal pulmonary status, symptom duration, and vaccination status
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(fully, partially, or not vaccinated against Covid-19). A threshold approach was then applied to the predicted
seropositive probability with a 0.50 cutoff. That is, when the predicted probability was above 0.50, the individual
was imputed a positive serostatus. In the other analysis, the missing values were multiply imputed using the logreg
approach in the mice R package conditional on the same variables as in single imputation approach. In these
multiply imputed analyses, 50 complete datasets were imputed, analyzed and pooled via Rubin’s rules. The results
of the analyses are reported in the table.

Table S36. This table shows that, in participants who were unvaccinated or in whom vaccination status was
unknown, the day 90 composite safety outcome and its components occurred less frequently in the
Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab group than in the placebo group (HRs all < 1.0). Analysis by GenScript neutralizing
antibody serostatus showed similar trends in both neutralizing antibody-positive and negative participants.

Tables S37 and S38. These tables consider a subgroup analysis by SARS-CoV-2 variant (delta or not delta) for
sustained recovery (Table S37), and the composite safety outcomes and mortality (Table S38). SARS-CoV-2 delta /
non-delta variant was determined from a mid-turbinate swab at baseline based on RT-PCR detection of the N-
terminal domain of the delta spike. All non-delta samples were obtained before the omicron surge, likely
corresponding to Alpha, Beta or other non-Omicron variants. In both treatment groups, cumulative incidence of
sustained recovery was lower and safety and mortality outcome risk was greater for those infected with delta
compared to non-delta variants. Of note, the time period when delta infections occurred coincided with the HF/NIV
change. In general, the potential benefit (larger RRR and smaller HRs) of tixagevimab/cilgavimab compared to
placebo was more evident for those infected with delta.
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Section 4. Tables

Table S1. Strata definitions, number of sites and subjects per stratum

Strata Country Overall nAb negatives
No. Sites No. Participants No. Sites No. Participants

1 United States 63 759 54 331
2 United States (202-002) 1 42 1 21
3 United States (301-003) 1 83 1 47
4 United States (301-006) 1 157 1 92
5 Denmark 1 37 1 15
5 Greece 2 43 1 14
5 Singapore 1 23 1 9
5 Switzerland 1 17 1 7
5 United Kingdom 3 25 2 8
6 Spain 2 143 2 66
7 Uganda 5 88 5 34
Total 81 1417 70 644
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Table S2. Baseline Covid-19 Vaccination

received

group.

Not vaccinated = first dose received after symptoms start, or no doses received / unknown

* Fully vaccinated = full course completed, symptoms started at least 14 days after the last dose
Partially vaccinated = full course complete and symptoms started within 14 days after last dose, or 2-dose course and only 1 dose

Tixagevimab Placebo
[/Cilgavimab
No. participants 710 707
No. Pct. No. Pct.
Vaccination Status*
Fully vaccinated 103 14.5 101 14.3
Partially vaccinated 82 115 90 12.7
Not vaccinated 525 73.9 516 73.0
Fully vaccinated
2-dose course completed 88 85.4 90 89.1
1-dose course completed 15 14.6 11 10.9
Partially vaccinated
2-dose course completed, symptoms 13 15.9 10 111
within 14 days after last dose
1-dose course completed, 6 7.3 8 8.9
symptoms within 14 days after dose
2-dose course, only 1 dose  received 63 76.8 72 80.0
Not vaccinated
First dose received after symptoms start 8 15 8 1.6
No doses received or unknown** 517 98.5 508 98.4

** Of those classified as not vaccinated, 8 participants were unknown; 2 in the Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab arm and 6 in the Placebo
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Table S3. Baseline Covid-19-Related Characteristics

No. participants

Days since symptom onset - median (IQR)

Days since most recent + SARS-CoV-2 test - median (IQR)
0-3 days
4-6 days
7+ days

Remdesivir use prior to randomization
Started same day
Started 1 day earlier
Started 2 days earlier
Started 3+ days earlier

Not receiving supplemental oxygen
Supplemental oxygen < 4 L/min*

Supplemental oxygen >4 L/min*

Non-invasive ventilation or HFNC oxygen device

Non-invasive ventilation
High-flow nasal cannula

Pre-COVID-19 residence
Long term acute care hospital
Other health care facility
Residential care facility
Independent community dwelling
Community dwelling
Independent with professional medical help

Independent without professional medical help

NEW Score - median (IQR)**
<2
2-3
4-5
>6

* Flow rate is based on < or >4 L/min over premorbid use, if applicable.
** NEW, National Early Warning

Tixagevimab
[/Cilgavimab
710
No. Pct.
8 (6, 10)
2(1,4)
524 73.8
101 14.2
85 12.0
447 63.0
86 121
214 30.1
88 124
59 8.3
174 24.5
241 33.9
216 30.4
79 111
10 14
69 9.7
0 0.0
0.8
0 0.0
704 99.2
7 1.0
10 14
687 96.8
4(2,5)
82 11.6
209 29.6
250 35.5
164 233

Placebo
707

No.

8 (6, 10)
2(1,3)
538
)
79

450
89
228
85
48

155
270
200

82

74

696

10
677

4(2,5)
73
229
228
172

Pct.

76.1
12.7
11.2

63.6
12.6
32.2
12.0
6.8

21.9
38.2
28.3
11.6

11
10.5

0.0
1.0
0.6
98.4
13
1.4
95.8

10.4
32.6
32.5
24.5
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Table S4. Other Baseline Clinical Characteristics

Tixagevimab
/Cilgavimab Placebo
No. participants 710 707
No. Pct. No. Pct.
Medical History*
Asthma 68 9.6 70 9.9
Cerebrovascular event 6 0.8 7 1.0
COPD 44 6.2 42 5.9
Diabetes mellitus requiring medication 183 25.8 187 26.4
Heart failure 22 3.1 29 4.1
Hepatic impairment 12 1.7 15 2.1
HIV or other immune suppression 33 4.6 42 5.9
Hypertension requiring medication 292 411 300 42.4
Malignancy 26 3.7 34 4.8
MI or other acute coronary syndrome 6 0.8 15 2.1
Renal impairment 63 8.9 70 9.9
Any of above 415 58.5 445 62.9
Admission to randomization - median days (IQR) ** 1(1,2) 1(1,2)
Body Mass Index (BMI) kg/m2
<30 324 45.6 328 46.4
30-39.9 281 39.6 268 37.9
>40 102 14.4 106 15.0
Unknown 3 0.4 5 0.7
Pre-morbid need for continuous supplemental oxygen 13 1.8 12 1.7
Pre-morbid need for renal replacement therapy 16 2.3 10 14
* Diagnoses requiring regular follow-up, medication, or hospitalization within the previous 12 months.
** Admission date collected at time of discharge period
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Table S5. Baseline Concomitant Medications

Tixagevimab

/Cilgavimab Placebo

No. randomized 710 707
Concomitant Medication No. Pct. No. Pct.
Antibiotics 215 30.3 227 321
IV antibiotic 178 25.1 172 24.3
Oral antibiotic 70 9.9 90 12.7
Antifungals 10 1.4 8 11
ACE inhibitor 65 9.2 66 9.3
ARB 53 75 45 6.4
Antiplatelets/anticoagulants 564 79.4 583 82.5
Aspirin 88 124 92 13.0
Other antiplatelet 34 4.8 55 7.8
Heparin prophylactic dose 423 59.6 427 60.4
Heparin intermediate dose 44 6.2 43 6.1
Heparin therapeutic dose 34 48 34 48
Warfarin 4 0.6 5 0.7
DOAC 22 31 27 38
Antiviral 5 0.7 8 11
Favipiravir 0 0.0 0 0.0
Lopinavir 1 0.1 0 0.0
Other antiviral 5 0.7 8 11
Antirejection medications 24 34 32 4.5
Immune modulator 64 9.0 50 7.1
IL-1 1 0.1 0 0.0
IL-6 25 35 16 2.3
Interferons 0 0.0 0 0.0
JAK inhibitor 29 41 29 41
TNF inhibitor 0 0.0 1 0.1
Other immune modulator 10 14 4 0.6
NSAID 54 7.6 46 6.5
Corticosteroids 518 73.0 517 73.1
Biologic meds for cancer/autoimmune disease 7 1.0 9 1.3

Note - concomitant medications used within the last 24 hours.
1V, intravenous; ACE, Angiotensin-converting enzyme; ARB, angiotensin receptor blocker; DOAC, Direct oral anticoagulants; IL,
interleukin; JAK, Janus-Kinase; TNF, Tumor necrosis factor; NSAID, Non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs
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Table S6. Baseline Corticosteroid Use by Baseline Pulmonary Category

Baseline Pulmonary Category

Not receiving supplemental oxygen
Supplemental oxygen < 4 L/min

Supplemental oxygen >4 L/min

Non-invasive ventilation or HFNC oxygen device
Total

* Of participants in baseline pulmonary category
HFNC, High-flow nasal cannula

No.

71
189
185
73
518

Tixagevimab
[Cilgavimab (n=
710)

Pct.*

40.8
78.4
85.6
92.4
73.0

Placebo
(n=707)

No.

68
211
167
71
517

Pct.*

43.9
78.1
83.5
86.6
73.1
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Table S7: Borg Dyspnea Scale at Baseline

No. randomized

Score Difficulty Breathing
Nothing at all

Very, very slight
Very slight

Slight

Moderate

Somewhat severe

Severe

Very severe

(8]

Very, very severe

[N
o

Maximal
No. with data

Median [IQR] Score

No.
111
41
69
91
166
57
61
23
25
18

675

Tixagevimab
[Cilgavimab

710

%
16.4
6.1
10.2
135
24.6
8.4
9.0
34
3.7
2.7
0.9
1.0
100.0

3.0[1.0-4.0]

Cum %
16.4
225
32.7
46.2
70.8
79.3
88.3
917
95.4
98.1
99.0
100.0

No.
90
33
57

123

162
72
61
29
24
14

676

Placebo

707

%
13.3
4.9
8.4
18.2
24.0
10.7
9.0
4.3
3.6
2.1
0.9
0.7
100.0

3.0[1.0-4.0]

Cum %
133
18.2
26.6
44.8
68.8
79.4
88.5
92.8
96.3
98.4
99.3
100.0
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Table S8. Baseline Antibody and Plasma Antigenemia

BioRad Antinucleocapsid Ab Tixagevimab Placebo Total
Sample/Cutoff Ratio [Cilgavimab n=677 n=1364
n=687
n (%) positive 417 (61%) 444 (66%) 861 (63%)
n (%) equivocal 7 (1%) 7 (1%) 14 (1%)
GenScript Anti-Spike Neutralizing Ab ® Tixagevimab Placebo Total
Binding Inhibition (%) [Cilgavimab n=676 n=1363
n=687
n (%) positive 380 (55%) 339 (50%) 719 (53%)
Quanterix_ Antigen © Tixagevimab Placebo Total
Concentration (pg/mL) ICilgavimab n=676 n=1363
n=687
n (%) positive 645 (94%) 642 (95%) 1287 (94%)
min*, max 2.9,72281 2.9, 92404 2.9, 92404
median (IQR) 1622 (299, 4891) 1675 (247, 5287) 1635 (280, 5045)
mean £SD 3837 + 6248 4431 + 7867 4132 £ 7101

median (IQR) log10

mean £SD log10
n (%) > 1000

* 2.9 is imputed for an antigen <LOQ (<3)

3.21(2.48, 3.69)
2.93+1.05
408 (59%)

3.22(2.39,3.72)
2.95+1.07
404 (60%)

3.21 (2.45, 3.70)
2.94+1.06
812 (60%)

Quanterix Antibody 9 (ng/mL) Tixagevimab/Ci Placebo Total
lgavimab n=675 n=1356
n=681

n (%) positive 357 (52%) 349 (52%) 706 (52%)

min, max 0, 2.41E6 0, 1.43E7 0, 1.43E7

median (IQR) 905 (149, 7851) 854 (122, 5870) 868 (140, 7048)

mean +SD 45050 + 169085 77989 + 624388 61447 + 456664

a)

BioRad Platelia anti-nucleocapsid assay (total antibody); positive: >1.0 sample/cutoff ratio
) GenScript cPass surrogate SARS-CoV-2 neutralization assay (anti-spike); positive: >30% binding inhibition

o

) Quanterix Simoa nucleocapsid antigen; positive: >3 pg/mL

)
) Quanterix Simoa anti-spike assay (immunoglobulin G); positive: >770 ng/mL
e) Only includes patients with antibody results

o
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Table S9. Day 5 Concomitant Medications

Note - concomitant medications used within the previous 24 hours.
IL, interleukin; JAK, Janus-Kinase

Tixagevimab
/Cilgavimab Placebo
(n=676) (n=669)
No. Pct.* No. Pct.*
Corticosteroids 374 55.3 388 58.0
IL-6 inhibitors 7 1.0 6 0.9
JAK inhibitors 40 5.9 35 5.2
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Table S10. Status of Participants Without Sustained Recovery

Group Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab Group

Placebo
Recovery Status No. % Cum. No. % Cum.
At home for < 14 days - follow-up continuing 5 14.7 14.7 6 19.4 19.4
At home for < 14 days - lost to follow-up 10 29.4 44.1 7 22.6 41.9
Discharged from hospital but not home 7 20.6 64.7 10 32.3 74.2
Hospitalized 12 35.3 100.0 8 25.8 100.0
Total 34 100.0 100.0 31 100.0 100.0
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Table S11: Win Ratio Analyses, Overall and by nAb Serostatus

Death Alone (Risk Matched Pairs)

Death Alone (Unmatched - All Pairs)
Recovery + Censored (Risk Matched Pairs)
Recovery + Censored (Unmatched - All Pairs)
Death + Recovery (Risk Matched Pairs)
Death + Recovery (Unmatched - All Pairs)

Death Alone (Risk Matched Pairs)

Death Alone (Unmatched - All Pairs)
Recovery + Censored (Risk Matched Pairs)
Recovery + Censored (Unmatched - All Pairs)
Death + Recovery (Risk Matched Pairs)
Death + Recovery (Unmatched - All Pairs)

Death Alone (Risk Matched Pairs)

Death Alone (Unmatched - All Pairs)
Recovery + Censored (Risk Matched Pairs)
Recovery + Censored (Unmatched - All Pairs)
Death + Recovery (Risk Matched Pairs)
Death + Recovery (Unmatched - All Pairs)

Overall

nAb Seronegatives

nAb Seropositives

Win Ratio

1.39
1.45
1.00
1.02
1.08
1.10

1.52
1.43
1.08
1.13
1.16
1.19

1.38
1.32
0.88
0.92
0.95
0.98

95% ClI

0.98 - 2.03
1.04-2.01
0.84-1.18
0.89-1.17
0.92-1.27
0.96 - 1.25

0.91-2.69
0.90 - 2.28
0.84 - 1.40
0.92-1.39
092 -1.47
0.99 - 1.45

0.80 - 2.53
0.79-2.19
0.69-1.11
0.75-1.11
0.76 - 1.19
0.81-1.17

Note: The number of deaths before recovery were 59 in the Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab group and 81 in the placebo

group, and the number of deaths after recovery were 2 in the Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab group and 5 in the placebo

group.

Recovery + Censored are participants who did not die during the study.
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Table S12. Day 5 Ordinal Pulmonary+ Outcome

Tixagevimab/

Cilgavimab Placebo
Category
No. % cum. % No. % Cum. %
1 Can independently undertake usual 118 17.0 17.0 117 17.0 17.0
activities with minimal/no symptoms
2 No supplemental oxygen; symptomatic 215 30.9 47.9 197 28.6 45.6
& unable to independently
undertake usual activities
3 Supplemental oxygen < 4 liters/min @ 126 18.1 66.0 126 18.3 63.9
4 Supplemental oxygen > 4 liters/min * 91 13.1 79.1 107 15.5 79.4
or end-organ manifestations °
5 Non-invasive ventilation, 102 14.7 93.8 98 14.2 93.6
high-flow oxygen or vasopressor
or severe stroke (NIHSS > 14)
6 Invasive ventilation, ECMO, 33 4.7 98.6 31 45 98.1
mechanical circulatory support,
renal replacement therapy
or vasopressor
7 Death 10 14 100.0 13 1.9 100.0
TOTAL 695 100.0 689 100.0
Unadjusted Odds ratio (95% ClI) ¢ 1.06 (0.88, 1.28)
Odds ratio (95% ClI) ¢ 1.08 (0.89, 1.30)
p-value (2-sided) 44
p-value (1-sided) .22
Z value 0.77

2Compared to premorbid use, if applicable.

® Stroke, meningitis, myocardial infarction, encephalitis, myelitis, myocarditis, pericarditis, CHF (NYHA 111 or 1V), arterial or deep venous
thromboembolic events.

¢ Summary odds ratio (Group Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab / Group Placebo) of being in a better category, using proportional odds model.

4Summary odds ratio (Group Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab / Group Placebo) of being in a better category, using proportional odds model with adjustment
for patient's baseline ordinal level and site pharmacy site (sites < 20 participants are pooled)
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randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S13. Clinical Organ Failure and Serious Infections Through Day 90

Tixagevimab
ICilgavimab Placebo
(n=710) (n=707)
Diagnoses (through day 90) No. Pct. No. P
Cardiac and vascular dysfunction
MI + 1 0.1 8 11
CHF NYHA class 111 or IV 0 0.0 3 0.4
Hypotension requiring vasopressor 50 7.0 55 7.8
Myocarditis 0 0.0 1 0.1
Pericarditis 0 0.0 1 0.1
Hematological dysfunction
Major bleeding event 8 11 6 0.8
DIC 1 0.1 1 0.1
Thromboembolic events + 20 2.8 23 33
Hepatic dysfunction
Hepatic dysfunction 8 11 9 13
Infection
Intercurrent serious coinfection 54 7.6 56 7.9
Neurologic dysfunction
Acute delirium 24 34 15 21
Cerebrovascular accident/stroke + 3 0.4 4 0.6
Encephalitis 2 0.3 0 0.0
Meningitis 0 0.0 1 0.1
Myelitis 0 0.0 0 0.0
TIA + 1 0.1 0 0.0
Renal dysfunction
Renal replacement therapy 17 24 20 2.8
Respiratory dysfunction
Respiratory failure 104 14.6 110 15.6
Any of above 154 217 175 24.8
Any CVD 21 30 32 45
MI, myocardial infarction; CHF, congestive heart failure; NYHA, New York Heart Association; DIC, disseminated intravascular coagulation; TIA,
transient ischemic attack; CVD, Cardiovascular disease, formed by Thromboembolic events, Cerebrovascular accident/stroke and TIA.
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S14. Infusion Reactions by Type and Grade

Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab (no. infused=710) Placebo (no. infused=707)
Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4
Infusion Reaction* N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)
Bronchospasm 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%)
Chills 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (0%) 3 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Confusion 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Diarrhea 3 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Dizziness 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Fever 3 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 4 (1%) 2 (0%) 0 (0%)
Headache 4 (1%) 2 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 5 (1%) 3 (0%) 1 (0%) 1 (0%)
Hypotension 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0%)
Pruritus 3 (0%) 2 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 (1%) 2 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Mental status changes 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Myalgia 4 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Nausea 2 (0%) 2 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 6 (1%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Shortness of breath 0 (0%) 2 (0%) 1 (0%) 1 (0%) 1 (0%) 3 (0%) 2 (0%) 1 (0%)
Tachycardia 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Throat irritation/tightening 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Vomiting 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Other reaction 14 (2%) 3 (0%) 2 (0%) 1 (0%) 12 (2%) 6 (1%) 2 (0%) 0 (0%)
Any of above 29 (4%) 11 (2%) 4 (1%) 2 (0%) 30 (4%) 18 (3%) 6 (1%) 2 (0%)

* Collected via checklist during and within 2 hours following the completion of administration of blinded study medication. Limited to signs and symptoms
that are new or increased in grade (as compared to pre-infusion). A participant with multiple other reactions is counted once according to the highest grade of
other reaction recorded.

None of the following were reported: Altered perception of reality, Angioedema, Anaphylaxis, Rash - non-urticarial, Urticaria/hives

Other infusion reactions of grade 3 or 4 included bilateral pneumonia (Grade 4), steroid induced hyperglycemia (Grade 3) and hypertension (Grade 3) in the
ITixagevimab/Cilgavimab group and cough (Grade 3) and non-cardiac chest pain (Grade 3) in the placebo group.
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randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S15. Infusion Reactions by Grade Cutoff

Infusion Reaction*

Bronchospasm
Chills
Confusion

Diarrhea
Dizziness
Fever

Headache
Hypotension
Pruritus

Mental status changes
Myalgia

Nausea

Shortness of breath
Tachycardia

Throat irritation/tightening
Vomiting
Other reaction

Any of above

p-value **

Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab (no. infused=710)

Grade

>1

No. (%)

0 (0%)
1 (0%)
1 (0%)

3 (0%)
0 (0%)
3 (0%)

7 (1%)
1 (0%)
5 (1%)

1 (0%)
4 (1%)
4 (1%)
4 (1%)
1 (0%)

0 (0%)
1 (0%)
20 (3%)

41 (6%)

43

Grade
>2

No. (%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
1 (0%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

3 (0%)
1 (0%)
2 (0%)

1 (0%)
0 (0%)
2 (0%)
4 (1%)
1 (0%)

0 (0%)
1 (0%)
6 (1%)

17 (2%)

.33

Grade

>3

No. (%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

1 (0%)
1 (0%)
0 (0%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
2 (0%)
1 (0%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
3 (0%)

6 (1%)

a7

Grade
4
No. (%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

0 (0%)
1 (0%)
0 (0%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
1 (0%)
0 (0%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
1 (0%)

2 (0%)

Placebo (no. infused=707)

Grade Grade Grade
>1 >2 >3
No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

1 (0%) 1 (0%) 1 (0%)
5 (1%) 3 (0%) 0 (0%)
0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
3 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
7 (1%) 6 (1%) 2 (0%)
10 (1%) 5 (1%) 2 (0%)
2 (0%) 2 (0%) 1 (0%)
6 (1%) 2 (0%) 0 (0%)
1 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
7 (1%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%)
7 (1%) 6 (1%) 3 (0%)
1 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%)
1 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
20 (3%) 8 (1%) 2 (0%)
48 (7%) 23 (3%) 7 (1%)

Grade
4
No. (%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

1 (0%)
1 (0%)
0 (0%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
1 (0%)
0 (0%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

2 (0%)

* Collected via checklist during and within 2 hours following the completion of administration of blinded study medication. Limited to signs
and symptoms that are reported as new or increased in grade (as compared to pre-infusion). Other reactions are counted once per patient

according to highest grade.

** Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel p-value for treatment group difference in incidence in any infusion reaction in the indicated grade category
stratified by pharmacy site (sites < 20 participants are pooled) Shown if at least 5 events occurred.

None of the following were reported: Altered perception of reality, Angioedema, Anaphylaxis, Rash - non-urticarial, Urticaria/hives
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A

randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S16: Safety Summary through Day 5, Overall and by Baseline Serostatus

A. Overall
Tixagevimab
[/Cilgavimab Placebo
(n=710) (n=707)
Events through Day 5 Pts Pct. Pts Pct. P-value*
Death 10 14 13 1.8 .55
Death or SAE 18 25 22 31 .54
Death, SAE, or Grade 4 AE 57 8.0 54 7.6 .76
Death, SAE, or Grade 3/4 AE 138 19.4 145 205 .62
Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, or Organ Failure 178 25.1 199 28.1 19
Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, Organ Failure, Serious Infection 180 254 202 28.6 A7
Organ Failure or Serious Infection 105 14.8 118 16.7 .33
* Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test, stratified by country and pharmacy site
B. nAb Negatives
Tixagevimab
/Cilgavimab Placebo
(n=1307) (n=337)
Events through Day 5 Pts Pct. Pts Pct. P-value*
Death 3 1.0 3 0.9 .89
Death or SAE 9 2.9 7 21 A7
Death, SAE, or Grade 4 AE 29 94 24 7.1 27
Death, SAE, or Grade 3/4 AE 66 215 83 24.6 .33
Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, or Organ Failure 88 28.7 117 34.7 .09
Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, Organ Failure, Serious Infection 89 29.0 117 34.7 A1
Organ Failure or Serious Infection 57 18.6 118 21.4 .38
* Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test, stratified by country and pharmacy site
C. nAb Positives
Tixagevimab
/Cilgavimab Placebo
(n=380) (n=339)
Events through Day 5 Pts Pct. Pts Pct. P-value*
Death 6 16 3 2.7 .36
Death or SAE 8 21 13 3.8 .20
Death, SAE, or Grade 4 AE 24 6.3 24 7.1 75
Death, SAE, or Grade 3/4 AE 66 174 53 15.6 .54
Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, or Organ Failure 81 21.3 71 20.9 .92
Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, Organ Failure, Serious Infection 82 21.6 74 21.8 .92
Organ Failure or Serious Infection 39 10.3 39 115 .63

* Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test, stratified by country and pharmacy strata
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S17. Day 5 Composite Safety Outcome by Baseline BioRad and Quanterix Subgroups

Baseline Subgroup

GenScript Antibody (nAb)
Positive

Negative

BioRad (Anti-N Ab)
Positive

Negative

Quanterix Antibody
Positive

Negative

Quanterix Antigen
< 1635 pg/mL

1635+ pg/mL

Antigen x GenScript
Ag 1635+, nAb neg
Ag 1635+, nAb pos
Ag < 1635, nAb neg
Ag < 1635, nAb pos

Antigen x BioRad
Ag 1635+, anti-N Ab neg
Ag 1635+, anti-N Ab pos
Ag < 1635, anti-N Ab neg
Ag < 1635, anti-N Ab pos

Antigen x Quanterix Ab
Ag 1635+, Ab neg
Ag 1635+, Ab pos
Ag < 1635, Ab neg
Ag < 1635, Ab pos

Tixagevimab
/Cilgavimab
Pts
N (%)
380 82 (22%)
307 89 (29%)
417 104 (25%)
270 67 (25%)
357 80 (22%)
324 88 (27%)
347 59 (17%)
340 112 (33%)
208 75 (36%)
132 37 (28%)
99 14 (14%)
248 45 (18%)
173 54 (31%)
167 58 (35%)
97 13 (13%)
250 46 (18%)
218 75 (34%)
120 36 (30%)
106 13 (12%)
237 44 (19%)

Pts

339
337

444
233

349
326

334
342

226

116
111
222

141
201
91
243

226

116
100
232

Placebo

N (%)

74 (22%)
117 (35%)

119 (27%)
72 (31%)

78 (22%)
112 (34%)

54 (16%)
137 (40%)

95 (42%)
42 (36%)
22 (20%)
32 (14%)

58 (41%)
79 (39%)
14 (15%)
40 (16%)

93 (41%)
44 (38%)
19 (19%)
34 (15%)

0Odds Ratio
OR 95% ClI
0.99 0.69, 1.41
077 0.55, 1.07
0.91 0.67,1.23
0.74 0.50, 1.09
1.00 0.70, 1.43
071 0.51, 1.00
1.06 0.71, 1.59
0.74 0.54,1.01
078 0.53,1.15
0.69 0.40, 1.17
0.67 0.32,1.39
132 0.80, 2.16
0.65 0.41,1.03
0.82 0.54,1.26
0.85 0.38,1.92
1.14 0.72,1.82
075 0.51, 1.10
0.70 041,121
0.60 0.28,1.28
133 081, 2.17

Interaction

P-valb

31

41

A7

16

.24

41

18

& Odds ratio (Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab vs Placebo) of death, SAE, grade 3/4 AE, organ failure, or serious infection through Day 5 using a logistic model

b Treatment x subgroup interaction based on categorical model
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A

randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S18. Safety Summary through Day 28, Overall and by Baseline Serostatus

A. Overall
Tixagevimab
[/Cilgavimab Placebo
(n=710) (n=707) Hazard Ratio*

Events though Day 28 Pts Pct. Pts Pct. HR 95% ClI P-value
Death 41 5.8 65 9.2 0.62 0.42,0.92 .02
Death or SAE 59 8.3 85 12.0 0.69 0.49, 0.96 .03
Death, SAE, or Grade 4 AE 102 14.4 113 16.0 0.91 0.70,1.19 49
Death, SAE, or Grade 3/4 AE 188 26.5 202 28.6 0.92 0.75,1.12 41
Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, or Organ 223 314 244 345 0.90 0.75, 1.08 .24

Failure
Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, Organ 225 31.7 248 35.1 0.89 0.74,1.07 .20
Failure, Serious Infection
Organ Failure or Serious Infection 143 20.1 158 22.3 0.89 0.71,1.12 .33
* Hazard ratio by Cox proportional hazards model stratified by pharmacy site (sites < 20 participants are pooled)
B. nAb negative
Tixagevimab
[/Cilgavimab Placebo
(n=307) (n=337) Hazard Ratio*

Events though Day 28 Pts Pct. Pts Pct. HR 95% ClI P-value
Death 15 4.9 30 8.9 0.55 0.30, 1.02 .06
Death or SAE 26 8.5 38 11.3 0.76 0.46, 1.26 .29
Death, SAE, or Grade 4 AE 51 16.6 52 15.4 1.13 0.77,1.66 .54
Death, SAE, or Grade 3/4 AE 93 30.3 111 329 0.91 0.69, 1.20 .51

Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, or Organ 108 35.2 133 39.5 0.87 0.68, 1.13 .30

Failure
Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, Organ 109 355 134 39.8 0.88 0.68, 1.13 .30
Failure, Serious Infection
Organ Failure or Serious Infection 72 235 87 25.8 0.91 0.66,1.24 .53
C. nAb positive
Tixagevimab Placebo Hazard Ratio*
[/Cilgavimab (n=339)
(n=380)
Events though Day 28 Pts Pct. Pts Pct. HR 95% ClI P-value
Death 22 5.8 27 8.0 0.74 0.42,1.30 .29
Death or SAE 29 7.6 35 10.3 0.75 0.46, 1.23 .25
Death, SAE, or Grade 4 AE 45 11.8 47 13.9 0.88 0.58,1.32 .52
Death, SAE, or Grade 3/4 AE 87 229 77 22.7 1.02 0.75,1.38 .92
Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, or Organ 104 27.4 94 271.7 0.99 0.75,1.31 .93
Failure
Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, Organ 105 27.6 97 28.6 0.96 0.73,1.27 .79
Failure, Serious Infection
Organ Failure or Serious Infection 60 15.8 58 17.1 0.92 0.64,1.33 .67
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S19. Day 28 Composite Safety Outcome by Baseline BioRad and Quanterix Subgroups

Baseline Subgroup

GenScript Antibody (nAb)
Positive

Negative

BioRad (Anti-N Ab)
Positive

Negative

Quanterix Antibody
Positive

Negative

Quanterix Antigen
< 1635 pg/mL

1635+ pg/mL

Antigen x GenScript
Ag 1635+, nAb neg
Ag 1635+, nAb pos
Ag < 1635, nAb neg
Ag < 1635, nAb pos

Antigen x BioRad
Ag 1635+, anti-N Ab neg
Ag 1635+, anti-N Ab pos
Ag < 1635, anti-N Ab neg
Ag < 1635, anti-N Ab pos

Antigen x Quanterix Ab
Ag 1635+, Ab neg
Ag 1635+, Ab pos
Ag < 1635, Ab neg
Ag < 1635, Ab pos

model.

Pts

380
307

417
270

357
324

347
340

208
132

99
248

173

167
97
250

218

120
106
237

Tixagevimab
[Cilgavimab
N (%)

105 (28%)
109 (36%)

126 (30%)
88 (33%)

101 (28%)
110 (34%)

75 (22%)
139 (41%)

90 (43%)
49 (37%)
19 (19%)
56 (23%)

70 (40%)
69 (41%)
18 (19%)
57 (23%)

92 (42%)
46 (38%)
18 (17%)
55 (23%)

b Treatment x subgroup interaction based on categorical model

339
337

444
233

349
326

334
342

226
116
111
222

141

201
91
243

226

116
100
232

Placebo

N (%)

97 (29%)
134 (40%)

144 (32%)
87 (37%)

99 (28%)
131 (40%)

69 (21%)
162 (47%)

107 (47%)
55 (47%)
27 (24%)
42 (19%)

67 (48%)
95 (47%)
20 (22%)
49 (20%)

108 (48%)
54 (47%)
23 (23%)
45 (19%)

HR

0.97
0.87

0.92
0.85

1.00
0.82

1.05
0.84

0.90
0.74
0.76
1.22

0.82

0.85
0.82
1.15

0.86

0.79
0.71
1.23

Hazard Ratio 2

95% ClI

0.73,1.27
0.68,1.12

0.73,1.17
0.63, 1.15

0.76, 1.32
0.63, 1.05

0.76, 1.46
0.67, 1.05

0.68, 1.19
0.50, 1.09
0.42,1.37
0.82,1.82

0.59, 1.15

0.62,1.16
0.44, 1.56
0.78, 1.68

0.65, 1.13

0.53,1.17
0.38,1.31
0.83,1.82

8Hazardratio(GpA/GpB)fortimetofirstgrade3/4 AE, SAE, death, organfailureorseriouscoinfectioneventby Day 28,by Cox proportional hazards

Interact

P-valueb

.59

.69

.28

.25

.32

.56

.32
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S20. Severe Adverse Events (SAESs) through Day 90, by MedDRA System Organ Class

Tixagevimab
/Cilgavimab (n=710) Placebo (n=707)
System Organ Pts w/ Pct w/ Pts w/ Pct w/

Class (MedDRA SOC) events events events events p-value*
Blood and Lymphatic System 4 0.6 2 0.3 41
Cardiac 5 0.7 4 0.6 .73
Congenital, Familial, Genetic 0 0.0 0 0.0
Ear and Labyrinth 0 0.0 0 0.0
Endocrine 0 0.0 0 0.0
Eye 0 0.0 0 0.0
Gastrointestinal 2 0.3 2 0.3
General and Administration Site 2 0.3 2 0.3
Hepatobiliary 0 0.0 1 0.1
Immune System 0 0.0 0 0.0
Infections and Infestations 2 0.3 3 0.4 .65
Injury, Poisoning, Procedural 4 0.6 0 0.0
Investigations 0 0.0 2 0.3
Metabolism and Nutrition 1 0.1 2 0.3
Musculoskeletal, Connective Tissue 2 0.3 2 0.3
Neoplasms - Benign and Malignant 1 0.1 3 0.4
Nervous System 2 0.3 3 0.4 .65
Pregnancy, Puerperium, Perinatal 0 0.0 0 0.0
Product Issues 0 0.0 0 0.0
Psychiatric 0 0.0 0 0.0
Renal and Urinary 0 0.0 2 0.3
Reproductive System and Breast 0 0.0 0 0.0
Respiratory, Thoracic, Mediastinal 8 11 8 11 1.00
Skin and Subcutaneous Tissue 2 0.3 1 0.1
Social Circumstances 0 0.0 0 0.0
Surgical and Medical Procedures 0 0.0 0 0.0
Vascular 5 0.7 1 0.1 .10
Any of above 34 4.8 38 5.4 .63

* Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test stratified by country and pharmacy site
End organ disease events were reported as SAEs if they were considered at least possibly related to the intervention.
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A

randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S21: Adverse Events (Any Grade) through Day 7, by MedDRA System Organ Class

Tixagevimab
[/Cilgavimab (n=710) Placebo (n=707)
System Organ Pts w/ Pct w/ Pts w/ Pct w/
Class (MedDRA SOC) events events events events
Blood and Lymphatic System 9 13 8 11
Cardiac 28 3.9 32 45
Congenital, Familial, Genetic 0 0.0 0 0.0
Ear and Labyrinth 3 0.4 5 0.7
Endocrine 0 0.0 1 0.1
Eye 1 0.1 5 0.7
Gastrointestinal 103 145 93 132
General and Administration Site 113 15.9 113 16.0
Hepatobiliary 2 0.3 3 0.4
Immune System 1 0.1 0 0.0
Infections and Infestations 18 25 24 3.4
Injury, Poisoning, Procedural 3 0.4 2 0.3
Investigations 4 0.6 7 1.0
Metabolism and Nutrition 54 7.6 49 6.9
Musculoskeletal, Connective Tissue 44 6.2 40 5.7
Neoplasms - Benign and Malignant 0 0.0 0 0.0
Nervous System 68 9.6 79 11.2
Pregnancy, puerperium, perinatal 0 0.0 0 0.0
Psychiatric 46 6.5 46 6.5
Renal and Urinary 14 2.0 19 2.7
Reproductive System and Breast 1 0.1 3 0.4
Respiratory, Thoracic, Mediastinal 184 259 160 22.6
Skin and Subcutaneous Tissue 24 34 15 2.1
Social Circumstances 0 0.0 0 0.0
Surgical and Medical Procedures 0 0.0 0 0.0
Vascular 44 6.2 44 6.2
Any of above 337 475 335 47.4

* Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test stratified by pharmacy site (sites < 20 participants are pooled), displayed if no. events is >5

p-value*

.81
.58

46

.10
AT
.96
.64

.33
.66
.36
.62
.66

.30
97

37

14
15

1.00

.98
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A

randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S22. Adverse Events (Any Grade) Present at Day 14 Visit, by MedDRA System Organ Class

Tixagevimab
[/Cilgavimab (n=710) Placebo (n=707)
System Organ Pts w/ Pct w/ Pts w/ Pct w/
Class (MedDRA SOC) events events events events
Blood and Lymphatic System 1 0.1 3 0.4
Cardiac 9 1.3 9 13
Congenital, Familial, Genetic 0 0.0 0 0.0
Ear and Labyrinth 2 0.3 2 0.3
Endocrine 0 0.0 0 0.0
Eye 1 0.1 1 0.1
Gastrointestinal 27 3.8 30 42
General and Administration Site 104 14.6 93 13.2
Hepatobiliary 0 0.0 0 0.0
Immune System 0 0.0 0 0.0
Infections and Infestations 11 15 13 1.8
Injury, Poisoning, Procedural 0 0.0 0 0.0
Investigations 3 0.4 0 0.0
Metabolism and Nutrition 26 3.7 30 42
Musculoskeletal, Connective Tissue 20 2.8 21 3.0
Neoplasms - Benign and Malignant 0 0.0 0 0.0
Nervous System 44 6.2 42 5.9
Pregnancy, puerperium, perinatal 0 0.0 0 0.0
Psychiatric 16 2.3 10 1.4
Renal and Urinary 8 11 7 1.0
Reproductive System and Breast 0 0.0 1 0.1
Respiratory, Thoracic, Mediastinal 120 16.9 115 16.3
Skin and Subcutaneous Tissue 9 1.3 4 0.6
Social Circumstances 0 0.0 0 0.0
Surgical and Medical Procedures 0 0.0 0 0.0
Vascular 11 15 8 11
Not yet MedDRA coded 0 0.0 1 0.1
Any of above 201 28.3 203 28.7

** Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test stratified by pharmacy site (sites < 20 participants are pooled), displayed if no. events is >5

p-value*

1.00

.65
41

.67

.53
.86

.85

.24
.80

.73
A7

.50

.85
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A

randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S23. Adverse Events (Any Grade) Present at Day 28 Visit, by MedDRA System Organ Class

System Organ
Class (MedDRA SOC)

Blood and Lymphatic System
Cardiac

Congenital, Familial, Genetic

Ear and Labyrinth

Endocrine

Eye

Gastrointestinal

General and Administration Site
Hepatobiliary

Immune System

Infections and Infestations

Injury, Poisoning, Procedural
Investigations

Metabolism and Nutrition
Musculoskeletal, Connective Tissue
Neoplasms - Benign and Malignant
Nervous System

Pregnancy, puerperium, perinatal
Psychiatric

Renal and Urinary

Reproductive System and Breast
Respiratory, Thoracic, Mediastinal
Skin and Subcutaneous Tissue
Social Circumstances

Surgical and Medical Procedures

Vascular

Any of above

Tixagevimab

[/Cilgavimab (n=710)

Placebo (n=707)

Pts w/
events

A O O O » -

172

Pct w/
events

0.1
06
0.0
0.0
0.0
06
32

11.8
0.1
0.0
14
0.0
0.0
31
35
0.0
55
0.0
14
04
04
13.8
2.0
0.0
0.0
11

24.2

Pts w/
events

, O O O U1 o

N O O ©

157

Pct w/
events

0.0
0.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1
2.3
11.3
0.0
0.0
11
0.0
0.1
2.1
2.5
0.0
4.7
0.0
13
0.6
0.1
13.7
13
0.0
0.0
0.3

22.2

** Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test stratified by pharmacy site (sites < 20 participants are pooled), displayed if no. events is >5

p-value*

.12

19
.26
77

.66

.23
.28

.48

.82
.69

.98
31

.06

.36
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S24. Incidence of Grade 3/4 AEs through Day 28, by MedDRA SOC

Tixagevimab
[/Cilgavimab (n=710) Placebo (n=707)
System Organ Pts w/ Pct w/ Pts w/ Pct w/

Class (MedDRA SOC) events events events events p-value*
Blood and Lymphatic System 10 1.4 10 1.4 1.00
Cardiac 10 14 18 25 13
Congenital, Familial, Genetic 0 0.0 0 0.0
Ear and Labyrinth 0 0.0 0 0.0
Endocrine 2 0.3 0 0.0
Eye 0 0.0 1 0.1
Gastrointestinal 7 1.0 23 33 .003
General and Administration Site 39 55 37 52 .83
Hepatobiliary 2 0.3 3 0.4 .65
Immune System 0 0.0 0 0.0
Infections and Infestations 20 2.8 26 3.7 .35
Injury, Poisoning, Procedural 3 0.4 0 0.0
Investigations 2 0.3 3 0.4 .64
Metabolism and Nutrition 18 25 25 35 .26
Musculoskeletal, Connective Tissue 10 14 4 0.6 11
Neoplasms - Benign and Malignant 0 0.0 0 0.0
Nervous System 9 13 16 2.3 .16
Pregnancy, puerperium, perinatal 0 0.0 0 0.0
Product Issues 0 0.0 0 0.0
Psychiatric 16 2.3 13 1.8 .57
Renal and Urinary 13 1.8 15 21 .70
Reproductive System and Breast 0 0.0 0 0.0
Respiratory, Thoracic, Mediastinal 113 15.9 110 15.6 .82
Skin and Subcutaneous Tissue 3 0.4 4 0.6 71
Social Circumstances 0 0.0 0 0.0
Surgical and Medical Procedures 1 0.1 0 0.0
Vascular 24 34 30 4.2 41
Any of above 176 24.8 184 26.0 .61

* Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test stratified by country and pharmacy site
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S25: Subgroup Analysis for Day 28 Composite Safety Outcome

Tixagevimab
[Cilgavimab Placebo Hazard Fg"ltio* 95% Interaction
Baseline Subgroup Pts. N (%) Pts. N (%) HR P-value
Age* (years)
<50 255 69 (27%) 259 62 (24%) 1.12 0.79, 1.57 .03
50-59 181 62 (34%) 171 55 (32%) 111 0.77,1.59
60-69 141 47 (33%) 159 74 (47%) 0.66 0.46, 0.95
70-79 99 34 (34%) 73 31 (42%) 0.82 0.50, 1.33
80 + 34 13 (38%) 45 26 (58%) 0.61 0.31,1.18
Gender
Male 411 135 (33%) 412 140 (34%) 0.96 0.76,1.21 .33
Female 299 90 (30%) 295 108 (37%) 0.80 0.61, 1.06
Race
Black 177 60 (34%) 175 55 (31%) 1.08 0.75, 1.56 31
Hispanic 119 39 (33%) 135 45 (33%) 1.00 0.65, 1.54
White/other 414 126 (30%) 397 148 (37%) 0.79 0.62, 1.00
Region
Africa 43 13 (30%) 45 13 (29%) 1.03 0.48,2.21 .89
Asia 13 2 (15%) 10 3 (30%) 0.50 0.08, 3.00
Europe 135 28 (21%) 130 29 (22%) 0.92 0.55, 1.55
N. America 519 182 (35%) 522 203 (39%) 0.89 0.73,1.09
Days since symptom onset*
<5 146 43 (29%) 151 59 (39%) 0.74 0.50, 1.09 18
6-8 243 72 (30%) 270 102 (38%) 0.75 0.56, 1.02
9+ 321 110 (34%) 286 87 (30%) 1.15 0.87,1.52
Baseline pulmonary category*
Not on supplemental 02 174 39 (22%) 155 38 (25%) 091 0.58,1.42 .48
Sup 02, flow rate <4 L/min 241 56 (23%) 270 68 (25%) 0.92 0.64,1.31
Sup 02, flow rate >4 L/min 216 91 (42%) 200 92 (46%) 0.90 0.67,1.20
HF or NIV 79 39 (49%) 82 50 (61%) 0.75 0.49,1.14
BMI kg/m?*
<30 327 99 (30%) 333 124 (37%) 0.79 0.60, 1.02 .27
> 30 383 126 (33%) 374 124 (33%) 0.99 0.78,1.27
History of chronic condition**
Yes 404 144 (36%) 426 164 (38%) 0.93 0.74,1.16 .69
No 306 81 (26%) 281 84 (30%) 0.86 0.63, 1.17
Covid-19 vaccination status***
Fully vaccinated 103 33 (32%) 101 38 (38%) 0.85 0.53,1.35 .94
Partially vaccinated 82 26 (32%) 90 34 (38%) 0.84 0.51,1.41
Not vaccinated 525 166 (32%) 516 176 (34%) 0.91 0.74,1.13
Immunocompromised****
Yes 57 31 (54%) 71 29 (41%) 1.45 0.87,2.41 .04
No 653 194 (30%) 636 219 (34%) 0.84 0.70, 1.03

™ Hazard ratio by Cox proportional hazards model. The interaction p-value for asterisked subgroups is for interaction of treatment indicator with the
continuous subgroup variable

** Heart failure, diabetes, asthma, COPD, hypertension, renal impairment, hepatic impairment, or cancer.

*** Fully vaccinated = full course completed, symptoms started at least 14 days after the last dose; Partially vaccinated = full course complete and
symptoms started within 14 days after last dose, or 2-dose course and only 1 dose received; Not vaccinated = first dose received after symptoms start,
or no doses received / unknown

**** Receiving antirejection meds, biologic medicine to treat autoimmune disease or cancer excluding IL-1, IL-6, JAK, TNF inhibitors), or HIV or
other immunosuppressive condition
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A

randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S26: Subgroup Analysis for Day 90 Composite Safety Outcome

Baseline Subgroup

Age* (years)

<50

50-59

60-69

70-79

80 +
Gender

Male

Female
Race

Black

Hispanic

White/other
Region

Africa

Asia

Europe

N. America

Days since symptom onset*
<5
6-8
9+
Baseline pulmonary category*
Not on supplemental 02
Sup 02, flow rate < 4 L/min
Sup 02, flow rate >4 L/min
HF or NIV
BMI kg/m?*
<30
> 30
History of chronic condition**
Yes
No
Covid-19 vaccination status**
Fully vaccinated
Partially vaccinated
Not vaccinated
Immunocompromised**
Yes
No

** Refer to Table S25 for definitions.

Tixagevimab
/Cilgavimab

Pts. N (%)
255 45 (18%)
181 48 (27%)
141 40 (28%)
99 32 (32%)
34 13 (38%)
411 108 (26%)
299 70 (23%)
177 47 (27%)
119 28 (24%)
414 103 (25%)
43 14 (33%)
13 2 (15%)
135 20 (15%)
519 142 (27%)
146 36 (25%)
243 58 (24%)
321 84 (26%)
174 25 (14%)
241 41 (17%)
216 80 (37%)
79 32 (41%)
327 78 (24%)
383 100 (26%)
404 121 (30%)
306 57 (19%)
103 32 (31%)
82 21 (26%)
525 125 (24%)
57 27 (47%)
653 151 (23%)

Pts.

259
171
159
73
45

412
295

175
135
397

45
10
130
522

151
270
286

155

270

200
82

333
374

426
281

101
90
516

71
636

Placebo

N (%)

52 (20%)
43 (25%)
65 (41%)
29 (40%)
23 (51%)

129 (31%)
83 (28%)

46 (26%)
42 (31%)
124 (31%)

11 (24%)
3 (30%)
27 (21%)

171 (33%)

47 (31%)
92 (34%)
73 (26%)

29 (19%)
53 (20%)
86 (43%)
44 (54%)

112 (34%)
100 (27%)

144 (34%)
68 (24%)

33 (33%)
25 (28%)
154 (30%)

31 (44%)
181 (28%)

HR

0.86
1.08
0.64
0.83
0.72

0.82
0.82

1.02
0.74
0.77

1.34
0.50
0.69
0.82

0.78
0.67
1.03

0.75
0.86
0.85
0.67

0.67
0.98

0.89
0.74

0.93
0.95
0.78

1.16
0.79

Hazard Ratio*
95% ClI

0.58, 1.27
0.72,1.61
0.44,0.95
0.51,1.36
0.37,1.41

0.64, 1.06
0.60, 1.12

0.69, 1.53
0.47,1.19
0.59, 1.00

0.62,2.91
0.09, 2.72
0.39,1.22
0.66, 1.03

0.51,1.20
0.48,0.92
0.76,1.40

0.44,1.28
0.57,1.29
0.63,1.14
0.43,1.05

0.51, 0.90
0.75,1.29

0.70,1.12
0.53,1.05

0.57,1.49
0.53,1.68
0.62,0.98

0.70, 1.93
0.64, 0.98

Interaction

P-value

.33

1.00

46

51

46

.65

A2

.39

.68

A7

* Hazard ratio by Cox proportional hazards model. The interaction p-value for asterisked subgroups is for trend (across measured value).

Composite safety outcome includes: death from any cause, serious adverse event, grade 3 or 4 adverse event, organ failure, or serious co-
infection (see definitions in supplementary methods section)
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A

randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S27: Subgroup Analysis for Death through Day 28

Tixagevimab
[Cilgavimab Placebo

Subgroup Pts N (%) Pts N (%)
Age* (years)

<50 255 5 (2%) 259 11 (4%)

50-59 181 7 (4%) 171 6 (4%)

60-69 141 7 (5%) 159 22 (14%)

70-79 99 14 (14%) 73 11 (15%)

80 + 34 8 (24%) 45 15 (33%)
Gender

Male 411 23 (6%) 412 40 (10%)

Female 299 18 (6%) 295 25 (8%)
Race

Black 177 17 (10%) 175 17 (10%)

Hispanic 119 7 (6%) 135 11 (8%)

White/other 414 17 (4%) 397 37 (9%)
Region

Africa 43 10 (23%) 45 10 (22%)

Asia 13 1 (8%) 10 0 (0%)

Europe 135 2 (1%) 130 5 (4%)

N. America 519 28 (5%) 522 50 (10%)
Days since symptom onset*

<5 146 10 (7%) 151 17 (11%)

6-8 243 11 (5%) 270 28 (10%)

9+ 321 20 (6%) 286 20 (7%)
Baseline pulmonary category*

Not on supplemental 02 174 1 (1%) 155 2 (1%)

Sup 02, flow rate < 4 L/min 241 8 (3%) 270 11 (4%)

Sup O2, flow rate >4 L/min 216 22 (10%) 200 26 (13%)

HF or NIV 79 10 (13%) 82 26 (32%)
BMI kg/m?*

<30 327 21 (6%) 333 39 (12%)

> 30 383 20 (5%) 374 26 (7%)
History of chronic condition**

Yes 404 28 (7%) 426 44 (10%)

No 306 13 (4%) 281 21 (7%)
Covid-19 vaccination status**

Fully vaccinated 103 13 (13%) 101 13 (13%)

Partially vaccinated 82 4 (5%) 90 8 (9%)

Not vaccinated 525 24 (5%) 516 44 (9%)
Immunosuppressed**

Yes 57 10 (18%) 71 12 (17%)

No 653 31 (5%) 636 53 (8%)

for trend (across measured value).
** Refer to Table S25 for definitions.

Hazard Ratio*

HR

0.46
112
0.35
0.92
0.65

0.57
0.70

0.98
0.72
0.43

1.03
6.35E7
0.38
0.56

0.60
0.43
0.89

0.45
0.81
0.77
0.36

0.53
0.76

0.66
0.56

0.93
0.57
0.53

1.02
0.56

95% ClI

0.16,1.31
0.38,3.33
0.15, 0.82
0.42,2.03
0.28,1.53

0.34,0.95
0.38,1.29

0.50, 1.92
0.28, 1.86
0.24,0.76

0.43,2.47
0.00, .

0.07,1.94

0.35,0.88

0.28,1.31
0.21,0.85
0.48, 1.65

0.04,4.92
0.33, 2.02
0.44,1.36
0.17,0.74

0.31,0.90
0.42,1.35

0.41,1.06
0.28,1.12

0.43,2.01
0.17,1.89
0.32,0.87

0.44,2.35
0.36,0.88

Baseline
P-value

.15
.84
.02
.84
.32

.03
.25

.96
.50
.004

.95
1.00
.24
.01

.20
.02
.70

.51
.66
.37
.006

.02
.35

.09
.10

.86
.36
.01

97
.01

Interaction

P-value

.94

.60

.18

.61

.67

.23

.05

.68

45

22

*Hazard rate (Group Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab / Group Placebo), from a Cox proportional hazards model. The interaction p-value for asterisked subgroups is
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A

randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S28: Subgroup Analysis for Death through Day 90

Hazard Ratio*

HR

0.60
141
0.53
0.77
0.47

0.68
0.72

113
0.77
0.49

1.03
0.80
0.27
0.69

0.55
0.51
1.01

0.45
0.63
0.80
0.57

0.64
0.77

0.68
0.75

0.71
0.57
0.70

1.04
0.65

0.65
0.87

95% CI

0.26, 1.36
0.66, 3.04
0.26, 1.05
0.38, 1.56
0.21,1.08

0.44,1.04
0.43,1.20

0.63, 2.04
0.36, 1.67
0.31,0.79

0.45, 2.38
0.05,12.81
0.06, 1.29
0.48,1.01

0.27,1.12
0.29, 0.90
0.61, 1.68

0.11,1.81
0.28,1.42
0.49,1.31
0.32,1.01

0.41,0.99
0.47,1.25

0.46, 1.01
0.42,1.35

0.35,1.46
0.19, 1.66
0.47,1.04

0.46, 2.32
0.46, 0.94

0.44,0.97
0.46, 1.67

Interaction

P-value

.22

.88

.09

.52

.32

.98

.04

.79

.92

.30

41

Tixagevimab
[Cilgavimab Placebo
Baseline Subgroup Pts N (%) Pts N (%)
Age* (years)
<50 255 9 (4%) 259 15 (6%)
50-59 181 16 (9%) 171 11 (6%)
60-69 141 12 (9%) 159 25 (16%)
70-79 99 16 (16%) 73 15 (21%)
80 + 34 8 (24%) 45 20 (44%)
Gender
Male 411 36 (9%) 412 52 (13%)
Female 299 25 (8%) 295 34 (12%)
Race
Black 177 24 (14%) 175 21 (12%)
Hispanic 119 11 (9%) 135 16 (12%)
White/other 414 26 (6%) 397 49 (12%)
Region
Africa 43 11 (26%) 45 11 (24%)
Asia 13 1 (8%) 10 1 (10%)
Europe 135 2 (1%) 130 7 (5%)
N. America 519 47 (9%) 522 67 (13%)
Days since symptom onset*
<s 146 12 (8%) 151 22 (15%)
6-8 243 17 (7%) 270 36 (13%)
9+ 321 32 (10%) 286 28 (10%)
Baseline pulmonary category*
Not on supplemental 02 174 3 (2%) 155 6 (4%)
Sup 02, flow rate < 4 L/min 241 9 (4%) 270 16 (6%)
Sup O2, flow rate >4 L/min 216 30 (14%) 200 34 (17%)
HF or NIV 79 19 (24%) 82 30 (37%)
BMI kg/m?*
<30 327 32 (10%) 333 49 (15%)
>30 383 29 (8%) 374 37 (10%)
History of chronic condition**
Yes 404 40 (10%) 426 61 (14%)
No 306 21 (7%) 281 25 (9%)
Covid-19 vaccination status**
Fully vaccinated 103 13 (13%) 101 17 (17%)
Partially vaccinated 82 5 (6%) 90 10 (11%)
Not vaccinated 525 43 (8%) 516 59 (11%)
Immunocompromised**
Yes 57 11 (19%) 71 13 (18%)
No 653 50 (8%) 636 73 (11%)
SARS-CoV-2 Variant
Delta 344 41 (11.9%) 343 62 (18.1%)
Non-Delta 341 18 (5.3%) 319 19 (6.0%)
* Hazard ratio (Group Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab / Group Placebo), from a Cox proportional hazards model. The interaction p-value for
asterisked subgroups is for trend (across measured value).
** Refer to Table S25 for definitions.
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A

randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S29. Subgroup Analysis for Day 28 Composite Safety Outcome, nAb Negative

** Refer to Table S20 for definitions

Tixagevimab
Baseline Subgroup [Cilgavimab
Pts. N (%)

Age* (years)

<50 117 35 (30%)

50-59 81 30 (37%)

60-69 56 23 (41%)

70-79 37 14 (38%)

80 + 16 7 (44%)
Gender

Male 175 62 (35%)

Female 132 47 (36%)
Race

Black 86 31 (36%)

Hispanic 42 17 (40%)

White/other 179 61 (34%)
Region

Africa 16 4 (25%)

Asia 3 1 (33%)

Europe 55 15 (27%)

N. America 233 89 (38%)
Days since symptom onset*

<5 73 24 (33%)

6-8 126 46 (37%)

9+ 108 39 (36%)
Baseline pulmonary category*

Not on supplemental 02 88 23 (26%)

Sup 02, flow rate < 4 L/min 111 31 (28%)

Sup 02, flow rate > 4 L/min 84 42 (50%)

HF or NIV 24 13 (54%)
BMI kg/m?*

<30 145 51 (35%)

> 30 162 58 (36%)
History of chronic condition**

Yes 166 70 (42%)

No 141 39 (28%)
Covid-19 vaccination status**

Fully vaccinated 24 7 (29%)

Partially vaccinated 23 11 (48%)

Not vaccinated 260 91 (35%)
Immunocompromised**

Yes 33 17 (52%)

No 274 92 (34%)

Placebo

Pts. N (%)
129 36 (28%)
81 35 (43%)
71 40 (56%)
35 13 (37%)
21 10 (48%)
187 69 (37%)
150 65 (43%)
88 30 (34%)
58 25 (43%)
191 79 (41%)
18 5 (28%)
6 3 (50%)
55 16 (29%)
258 110 (43%)
82 33 (40%)
136 58 (43%)
119 43 (36%)
89 24 (27%)
126 42 (33%)
94 48 (51%)
28 20 (71%)
154 60 (39%)
183 74 (40%)
199 88 (44%)
138 46 (33%)
29 10 (34%)
27 14 (52%)
281 110 (39%)
48 19 (40%)
289 115 (40%)

HR

1.06
0.85
0.67
1.06
0.94

0.95
0.79

1.04
0.95
0.80

0.88
0.54
0.91
0.88

0.80
0.82
1.01

0.95
0.81
0.97
0.77

0.89
0.86

0.95
0.80

0.84
0.89
0.87

1.40
0.82

Hazard Ratio*
95% ClI

0.67, 1.69
0.52,1.38
0.40,1.11
0.50, 2.25
0.36, 2.48

0.67,1.33
0.55,1.16

0.63,1.72
0.52, 1.77
057,111

0.24,3.28
0.06, 5.22
0.45,1.83
0.67,1.17

0.47,1.35
0.55,1.20
0.66, 1.56

0.53,1.68
0.51,1.29
0.64, 1.47
0.38,1.55

0.62, 1.30
0.61,1.21

0.69, 1.30
0.52,1.22

0.32,2.22
0.40, 1.96
0.66, 1.15

0.73, 2.69
0.62, 1.08

Interaction

P-value

.67

.50

.65

.98

.87

.83

.88

.49

1.00

12

* Hazard ratio by Cox proportional hazards model. The interaction p-value for asterisked subgroups is for trend (across measured value).
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A

randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S30. Subgroup Analysis for Day 90 Composite Safety Outcome, nAb Negative

Tixagevimab
/Cilgavimab
Baseline Subgroup Pts. N (%)

Age* (years)

<50 117 26 (22%)

50-59 81 25 (31%)

60-69 56 16 (29%)

70-79 37 13 (35%)

80 + 16 7 (44%)
Gender

Male 175 53 (30%)

Female 132 34 (26%)
Race

Black 86 26 (30%)

Hispanic 42 12 (29%)

White/other 179 49 (27%)
Region

Africa 16 5 (31%)

Asia 3 1 (33%)

Europe 55 9 (16%)

N. America 233 72 (31%)
Days since symptom onset*

<5 73 20 (27%)

6-8 126 36 (29%)

9+ 108 31 (29%)
Baseline pulmonary category*

Not on supplemental 02 88 16 (18%)

Sup 02, flow rate < 4 L/min 111 20 (18%)

Sup O2, flow rate > 4 L/min 84 41 (49%)

HF or NIV 24 10 (42%)
BMI kg/m?*

<30 145 42 (29%)

>30 162 45 (28%)
History of chronic condition**

Yes 166 59 (36%)

No 141 28 (20%)
Covid-19 vaccination status**

Fully vaccinated 24 7 (29%)

Partially vaccinated 23 8 (35%)

Not vaccinated 260 72 (28%)
Immunocompromised**

Yes 33 16 (48%)

No 274 71 (26%)

** Refer to Table S20 for definitions

Pts.

129
81
71
35
21

187
150

88
58
191

18

55
258

82
136
119

89
126
94
28

154
183

199
138

29
27
281

48
289

Placebo

N (%)

28 (22%)
28 (35%)
35 (49%)
15 (43%)
10 (48%)

69 (37%)
47 (31%)

25 (28%)
22 (38%)
69 (36%)

4 (22%)
3 (50%)
16 (29%)
93 (36%)

26 (32%)
52 (38%)
38 (32%)

19 (21%)
30 (24%)
49 (52%)
18 (64%)

55 (36%)
61 (33%)

81 (41%)
35 (25%)

10 (34%)
12 (44%)
94 (33%)

21 (44%)
95 (33%)

HR

1.03
0.89
0.53
0.88
1.07

0.81
0.81

1.09
0.73
0.74

1.44
0.54
0.52
0.87

0.87
0.71
0.92

0.85
0.74
0.95
0.63

0.80
0.83

0.88
0.77

0.79
0.73
0.83

1.17
0.78

Hazard Ratio*
95% ClI

0.61,1.74
0.52, 1.50
0.29, 0.94
0.42,1.81
041,281

0.57,1.15
0.53,1.26

0.64, 1.87
0.37,1.45
0.52,1.07

0.40,5.12
0.09, 3.34
0.23,1.16
0.64,1.17

0.49, 1.56
0.47,1.08
0.58, 1.46

0.44, 1.64
042,131
0.64,1.41
0.29,1.35

0.54,1.19
0.57,1.21

0.63,1.23
0.47,1.25

0.31, 2.02
0.31,1.73
0.61,1.12

0.62,2.20
0.58, 1.05

Interaction

P-value

.54

1.00

.50

.52

.92

.83

71

.63

97

.26

* Hazard ratio by Cox proportional hazards model. The interaction p-value for asterisked subgroups is for trend (across measured value).
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Table S31: Subgroup Analysis for Death through Day 90, nAb Negative

Tixagevimab
[Cilgavimab Placebo HR* Interaction
Baseline Subgroup Pts N (%) Pts N (%) HR 95% ClI P-value
Age* (years)
<50 117 5 (4%) 129 8 (6%) 0.69 0.23,2.11 .62
50-59 81 9 (11%) 81 7 (9%) 1.38 0.51, 3.70
60-69 56 3 (5%) 71 15 (21%) 0.24 0.07,0.82
70-79 37 8 (22%) 35 7 (20%) 1.08 0.39, 2.97
80 + 16 4 (25%) 21 8 (38%) 0.65 0.20, 2.16
Gender
Male 175 18 (10%) 187 24 (13%) 0.80 0.43,1.48 .52
Female 132 11 (8%) 150 21 (14%) 0.58 0.28,1.21
Race
Black 86 10 (12%) 88 12 (14%) 0.83 0.36, 1.92 .61
Hispanic 42 5 (12%) 58 7 (12%) 1.05 0.33,3.30
White/other 179 14 (8%) 191 26 (14%) 0.57 0.30, 1.09
Region
Africa 16 3 (19%) 18 4 (22%) 081  0.18,3.63 87
Asia 3 1 (33%) 6 1(17%) 245 0.15,39.71
Europe 55 0 (0%) 55 3 (5%) 0.00 0.00, .
N. America 233 25 (11%) 258 37 (14%) 0.75 0.45,1.24
Days since symptom onset*
<5 73 7 (10%) 82 14 (17%) 0.54 0.22,1.35 31
6-8 126 8 (6%) 136 18 (13%) 0.47 0.20, 1.08
9+ 108 14 (13%) 119 13 (11%) 1.22 0.57, 2.60
Baseline pulmonary category*
Not on supplemental O2 88 3 (3%) 89 4 (4%) 0.78 0.18, 3.50 91
Sup 02, flow rate < 4 L/min 111 5 (5%) 126 10 (8%) 057  0.19,1.67
Sup 02, flow rate >4 L/min 84 14 (17%) 94 19 (20%) 0.81 0.41,1.61
HF or NIV 24 7 (29%) 28 12 (43%) 0.60 0.24,1.52
BMI kg/m?*
<30 145 18 (12%) 154 24 (16%) 0.76 0.41,1.39 41
> 30 162 11 (7%) 183 21 (11%) 0.61 0.29, 1.26
History of chronic condition**
Yes 166 19 (11%) 199 33 (17%) 0.69 0.39,1.21 a7
No 141 10 (7%) 138 12 (9%) 0.80 0.35,1.86
Covid-19 vaccination status**
Fully vaccinated 24 3 (13%) 29 6 (21%) 054  0.14,217 66
Partially vaccinated 23 2 (9%) 27 6 (22%) 0.39 0.08, 1.94
Not vaccinated 260 24 (9%) 281 33(12%) 079  0.46,1.33
Immunocompromised**
Yes 33 6 (18%) 48 9 (19%) 0.94 0.33, 2.64 .55
No 274 23 (8%) 289 36 (12%) 067  0.40,1.13
* Hazard rate (Group Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab / Group Placebo), from a Cox proportional hazards model. The interaction p-value for
asterisked subgroups is for trend (across measured value).
** Refer to Table S25 for definitions.
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Table S32. Sustained Recovery by Subgroups, nAb Negative

Baseline Subgroup
Age* (years)
<50
50-59
60-69
70-79
80 +
Gender
Male
Female
Race
Black
Hispanic
White/other
Region
Africa
Asia
Europe
N. America
Days since symptom onset*
<5
6-8
9+
Baseline pulmonary category*
Not on supplemental O2
Supp 02, flow rate < 4 L/min
Supp 02, flow rate >4 L/min
HF or NIV
BMI kg/m?*
<30
>30
History of chronic condition**
Yes
No
Covid-19 vaccination status**
Fully vaccinated
Partially vaccinated
Not vaccinated
Immunocompromised**
Yes
No
Date of Enrollment
Before 19Jul21
On or after 19Jul21

subgroups is for trend (across measured value).
** Refer to Table S25 for definitions.

Tixagevimab
/Cilgavimab
Pts N (%)
117 106 (91%)
81 65 (80%)
56 49 (88%)
37 28 (76%)
16 12 (75%)
175 146 (83%)
132 114 (86%)
86 77 (90%)
42 32 (76%)
179 151 (84%)
16 14 (88%)
3 2 (67%)
55 51 (93%)
233 193 (83%)
73 61 (84%)
126 109 (87%)
108 90 (83%)
88 82 (93%)
111 99 (89%)
84 64 (76%)
24 15 (63%)
145 121 (83%)
162 139 (86%)
166 135 (81%)
141 125 (89%)
24 20 (83%)
23 19 (83%)
260 221 (85%)
33 25 (76%)
274 235 (86%)
174 155 (89%)
133 105 (79%)

129
81
71
35
21

187
150

88
58
191

18

55
258

82
136
119

89
126
94
28

154
183

199
138

29
27
281

48
289

184
153

Placebo

N (%)

116 (90%)
71 (88%)
51 (72%)
26 (74%)
13 (62%)

153 (82%)
124 (83%)

73 (83%)
47 (81%)
157 (82%)

15 (83%)
5 (83%)

49 (89%)
208 (81%)

64 (78%)
112 (82%)
101 (85%)

80 (90%)
113 (90%)
72 (77%)
12 (43%)

123 (80%)
154 (84%)

159 (80%)
118 (86%)

21 (72%)
19 (70%)
237 (84%)

36 (75%)
241 (83%)

157 (85%)
120 (78%)

RR

1.03
0.84
1.79
1.10
1.30

1.10
1.17

1.10
0.97
117

1.19
0.86
1.06
1.14

1.29
1.19
0.97

114
1.15
0.95
1.98

1.03
1.25

112
1.10

1.20
1.35
1.10

0.90
1.16

1.08
1.17

RRR*

95% ClI

0.81,1.32
0.61,1.15
1.23,2.61
0.66, 1.83
0.61,2.75

0.89, 1.37
0.92,1.48

0.82,1.49
0.64,1.48
0.94,1.45

0.61, 2.29
0.18, 4.22
0.73,1.53
0.94,1.37

0.93,1.79
0.93,1.53
0.74,1.27

0.86, 1.51
0.89, 1.48
0.69, 1.32
0.95,4.14

0.81,1.31
1.00, 1.55

0.90, 1.40
0.87,1.39

0.68, 2.12
0.75, 2.43
0.92,1.30

0.56, 1.46
0.98,1.38

0.88,1.34
0.91,1.50

Interaction

P-value

10

.70

73

91

49

.88

.88

.88

71

.32

.67

* Recovery rate ratio (Group Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab / Group Placebo), from a Fine-Gray model. The interaction p-value for asterisked
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Table S33. Sustained Recovery by Baseline Antibody/Antigen Subgroups.

& Recovery rate ratio (active/placebo) from a Fine-Gray model

b Treatment x subgroup interaction based on categorical model

Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab Placebo RRR &
Baseline Subgroup Pts N (%) Pts N (%) RR 95% CI. Int. P.\/a|b
GenScript Antibody (nAb)
Positive 380 340 (89%) 339 297 (88%) 1.00 0.86, 1.15
Negative 307 260 (85%) 337 277 (82%) 113 0.96, 1.33
BioRad (Anti-N Ab)
Positive 417 367 (88%) 444 381 (86%) 1.02 0.89, 1.17
Negative 270 233(86%) 233 194 (83%) 1.16 0.97, 1.39
Quanterix Antibody
Positive 357 314 (88%) 349 303 (87%) 0.98 0.85, 1.14
Negative 324 280 (86%) 326 270 (83%) 1.14 0.98, 1.34
Quanterix Antigen
< 1635 pg/mL 347 323 (93%) 334 300 (90%) 1.04 0.90, 1.21
1635+ pg/mL 340 277 (81%) 342 274 (80%) 1.07 0.92, 1.26
Antigen x GenScript
Ag 1635+, nAb neg 208 164 (79%) 226 178 (79%) 1.07 087,131
Ag 1635+, nAb pos 132 113 (86%) 116 96 (83%) 1.06 0.82, 1.37
Ag <1635, nAb neg 99 96 (97%) 111 99 (89%) 1.28 1.00, 1.63
Ag <1635, nAb pos 248 227 (92%) 222 200 (90%) 0.96 081,115
Antigen x BioRad
Ag 1635+, anti-N Ab neg 173 141 (82%) 141 113 (80%) 113 0.89, 1.44
Ag 1635+, anti-N Ab pos 167 136 (81%) 201 161 (80%) 1.03 0.83,1.29
Ag <1635, anti-N Ab neg 97 92 (95%) 91 80 (88%) 1.28 0.98, 1.68
Ag < 1635, anti-N Ab pos 250 231 (92%) 243 220 (91%) 0.96 081,114
Antigen x Quanterix Ab
Ag 1635+, Ab neg 218 177 (81%) 226 178 (79%) 1.12 0.92, 1.37
Ag 1635+, Ab pos 120 98 (82%) 116 96 (83%) 0.96 0.74, 1.26
Ag < 1635, Ab neg 106 103 (97%) 100 92 (92%) 1.12 0.87, 1.44
Ag < 1635, Ab pos 237 216 (91%) 232 206 (89%) 0.99 0.83,1.18

.26

.26

A7

.81

.28

.32

.65
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Table S34. Day 90 Composite Safety Outcome by Baseline Antibody/Antigen Subgroups

Baseline Subgroup

GenScript Antibody (nAb)
Positive

Negative

BioRad (Anti-N Ab)
Positive

Negative

Quanterix Antibody
Positive

Negative

Quanterix Antigen
< 1635 pg/mL

1635+ pg/mL

Antigen x GenScript
Ag 1635+, nAb neg

Ag 1635+, nAb pos
Ag < 1635, nAb neg
Ag < 1635, nAb pos

Antigen x BioRad
Ag 1635+, anti-N Ab neg
Ag 1635+, anti-N Ab pos
Ag < 1635, anti-N Ab neg
Ag < 1635, anti-N Ab pos

Antigen x Quanterix Ab
Ag 1635+, Ab neg
Ag 1635+, Ab pos
Ag < 1635, Ab neg
Ag < 1635, Ab pos

b Treatment x subgroup interaction based on categorical model

Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab Placebo Hazard Ratio &

Pts N (%) Pts N (%) HR 95% CI.
380 80 (21%) 339 80 (24%) 0.87 0.64,1.19
307 87 (28%) 337 116 (34%) 0.81 0.62, 1.08
417 90 (22%) 444 115 (26%) 0.82 0.62, 1.08
270 77 (29%) 233 81 (35%) 0.80 0.59, 1.09
357 81 (23%) 349 80 (23%) 0.99 0.73,1.35
324 86 (27%) 326 116 (36%) 0.72 0.54,0.95
347 52 (15%) 334 60 (18%) 0.83 0.57,1.20
340 115 (34%) 342 136 (40%) 0.83 0.64, 1.06
208 78 (38%) 226 89 (39%) 0.96 0.71,1.30
132 37 (28%) 116 47 (41%) 0.63 0.41,0.97
99 9 (9%) 111 27 (24%) 0.35 0.16,0.74
248 43 (17%) 222 33 (15%) 1.18 0.75,1.86
173 65 (38%) 141 60 (43%) 0.86 0.61, 1.22
167 50 (30%) 201 76 (38%) 0.77 0.54,1.10
97 12 (12%) 91 21 (23%) 0.51 0.25, 1.03
250 40 (16%) 243 39 (16%) 1.00 0.65, 1.56
218 77 (35%) 226 94 (42%) 0.83 0.62,1.13
120 38 (32%) 116 42 (36%) 0.84 0.54,1.30
106 9 (8%) 100 22 (22%) 0.36 0.16,0.78
237 43 (18%) 232 38 (16%) 1.13 0.73,1.74

& Hazard ratio (GpA/GpB) of death, SAE, organ failure, or serious infection through Day 90 by Cox proportional hazards model

Int. P-valb

.73

91

A3

.98

.02

43

.10
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
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Table S35. Mortality through Day 90 by Baseline Antibody/Antigen Subgroups

Baseline Subgroup

GenScript Antibody (nAb)
Positive

Negative

BioRad (Anti-N Ab)
Positive

Negative

Quanterix Antibody
Positive

Negative

Quanterix Antigen
< 1635 pg/mL

1635+ pg/mL

Antigen x GenScript
Ag 1635+, nAb neg
Ag 1635+, nAb pos
Ag < 1635, nAb neg
Ag < 1635, nAb pos

Antigen x BioRad
Ag 1635+, anti-N Ab neg
Ag 1635+, anti-N Ab pos
Ag < 1635, anti-N Ab neg
Ag < 1635, anti-N Ab pos

Antigen x Quanterix Ab
Ag 1635+, Ab neg
Ag 1635+, Ab pos
Ag < 1635, Ab neg
Ag < 1635, Ab pos

& Hazard ratio (active/placebo) by Cox proportional hazards model

b Treatment x subgroup interaction based on categorical model

Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab Placebo Hazard Ratio &

Pts N (%) Pts N (%) HR 95% Cl. Int. P-val®
380 28 (71%) 339 32 (9%) 0.76 0.46, 1.27 .81
307 29 (9%) 337 45 (13%) 0.70 0.44,1.12

417 35 (8%) 444 44 (10%) 0.83 0.54,1.30 .28
270 22 (8%) 233 33 (14%) 0.56 0.33,0.97

357 32 (9%) 349 33 (9%) 0.94 0.58, 1.53 14
324 25 (8%) 326 44 (13%) 0.56 0.34,0.91

347 14 (4%) 334 26 (8%) 0.51 0.27,0.97 .20
340 43 (13%) 342 51 (15%) 0.84 0.56, 1.26

208 28 (13%) 226 34 (15%) 0.90 0.55, 1.49 .23
132 15 (11%) 116 17 (15%) 0.74 0.37,1.49

99 1 (1%) 111 11 (10%) 0.10 0.01,0.75

248 13 (5%) 222 15 (7%) 0.77 0.37,1.61

173 20 (12%) 141 24 (17%) 0.67 0.37,1.20 .24
167 23 (14%) 201 27 (13%) 1.02 0.59, 1.78

97 2 (2%) 91 9 (10%) 0.20 0.04,0.94

250 12 (5%) 243 17 (7%) 0.67 0.32,1.41

218 24 (11%) 226 36 (16%) 0.68 0.40, 1.14 .15
120 19 (16%) 116 15 (13%) 1.23 0.62,2.42

106 1 (1%) 100 8 (8%) 0.11 0.01,0.91

237 13 (5%) 232 18 (8%) 0.70 0.34,1.42
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Table S36. Time to sustained recovery and all-cause mortality through day 90 after imputation of serostatus
for subjects with missing blood samples

Serostatus
Singly Imputed: Seronegative
Singly Imputed: Seropositive
Multiply Imputed: Seronegative

Multiply Imputed: Seropositive

Serostatus
Singly Imputed: Seronegative
Singly Imputed: Seropositive
Multiply Imputed: Seronegative
Multiply Imputed: Seropositive

Time to Sustained Recovery through Day 90

Relative Risk Ratio
1.15
1.01
1.13
1.02

All-Cause Mortality through Day 90

Hazard Ratio
0.68
0.72
0.69
0.71

95% CI
0.98-1.35
0.87-1.16
0.96-1.32
0.88-1.18

95% ClI
0.43-1.08
0.45-1.15
043-111
0.43-1.16
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Table S37. Day 90 Composite Safety Outcome for Participants who were Unvaccinated or in whom

Vaccination Status was Unknown, Overall and by Baseline Serostatus

A. Overall
Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab Placebo
(n=525) (n=516) Hazard Ratio*
Events though Day 90 Pts Pct. Pts Pct. HR 95% ClI P-value
Death 43 8.2 59 11.4 0.71 0.48, 1.05 .09
Death or SAE 55 10.5 74 14.3 0.73 0.51,1.03 .07
Death, SAE, or Organ Failure 116 221 146 28.3 0.76 0.60, 0.97 .03
Death, SAE, Organ Failure, 125 23.8 154 29.8 0.78 0.62, 0.99 .04
or Serious Infection
Organ Failure or Serious Infection 110 21.0 129 25.0 0.82 0.64,1.06 13
* Hazard ratio by Cox proportional hazards model stratified by country and pharmacy strata
B. nAb negative
Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab Placebo
(n=260) (n=281) Hazard Ratio*
Events though Day 90 Pts Pct. Pts Pct. HR 95% ClI P-value
Death 24 9.2 33 11.7 0.79 0.46, 1.33 .37
Death or SAE 32 12.3 40 14.2 0.88 0.55, 1.40 .60
Death, SAE, or Organ Failure 66 254 87 31.0 0.83 0.60,1.14 .24
Death, SAE, Organ Failure, 72 271.7 94 335 0.83 0.61,1.13 .23
or Serious Infection
Organ Failure or Serious Infection 63 24.2 78 27.8 0.88 0.63,1.22 44
* Hazard ratio by Cox proportional hazards model stratified by country and pharmacy strata
C. nAb positive
Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab Placebo
(n=249) (n=218) Hazard Ratio*
Events though Day 90 Pts Pct. Pts Pct. HR 95% ClI P-value
Death 18 7.2 22 10.1 0.76 0.41,1.41 .38
Death or SAE 22 8.8 29 13.3 0.68 0.39,1.19 .18
Death, SAE, or Organ Failure 45 18.1 51 234 0.77 0.52,1.16 21
Death, SAE, Organ Failure, 48 19.3 52 239 0.81 0.54,1.19 .28
or Serious Infection
Organ Failure or Serious Infection 42 16.9 44 20.2 0.84 0.55,1.28 42

* Hazard ratio by Cox proportional hazards model stratified by country and pharmacy strata
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Table S38. Sustained Recovery Outcome by Delta Variant

Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab Placebo
Baseline Subgroup Pts N (%) Pts N (%) RR
Delta PCR Result?
Delta variant 344 288 (84%) 343 271 (79%) 1.17
Not Delta variant 341 308 (90%) 319 284 (89%) 1.01

a) RRR, Recovery rate ratio (Group Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab / Group Placebo), from a Fine-Gray model.

RRR?

95% ClI

1.00, 1.37
0.87,1.17

Interaction

P-value

21

b)  SARS-CoV-2 delta variant was determined from a mid-turbinate swab at baseline based on RT-PCR detection of the N-terminal domain of

the delta spike

Table S39. Composite Safety Outcomes by Delta Variant

Delta PCR Result

Safety Day 28
Delta variant

Not Delta variant

Safety Day 90
Delta variant

Not Delta variant

Mortality Day 28
Delta variant

Not Delta variant

Mortality Day 90
Delta variant

Not Delta variant

Pts

344
341

344
341

344
341

344
341

Tixagevimab Placebo Cox Regression Interaction
[/Cilgavimab Summary
N (%) Pts N (%) HR 95% ClI P-Val el
111 (32.3) 343 147 (42.9) 0.72 0.56, 0.92 .009 .02
104 (30.5) 319 91 (28.5) 1.07 0.81,1.42 .62
91 (26.5) 343 128 (37.3) 0.68 0.52,0.89 .006 .05
78 (22.9) 319 73(22.9) 1.00 0.72,1.37 .99
31(9.0) 343 48 (14.0) 0.64 0.44,1.01 .05 .97
9(2.6) 319 13 (4.1) 0.65 0.28, 1.53 .32
41 (11.9) 343 62 (18.1) 0.65 0.44,0.97 .32 41
18 (5.3) 319 19 (6.0) 0.87 0.46, 1.67 .68

Safety day 28 - Death, SAE, Grade 3/4 AE, organ failure, or serious infection
Safety day 90 - Death, SAE, organ failure, or serious infection

ISARS-CoV-2 delta variant was determined from a mid-turbinate swab at baseline based on RT-PCR detection of the N-terminal domain of the

delta spike
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Section 5. Figures

Figure S1. CONSORT Diagram

1455 participants enrolled

732 assigned AZ-D7442

723 assigned Placebo

— 22 notinfused

710 in mITT analysis

695 with Day 5 ordinal outcome

693 with recovery status known at
day 90

688 with vital status known at day 90

— 16 not infused

707 in mITT analysis

689 with Day 5 ordinal outcome

691 with recovery status known at
day 90

686 with vital status known at day 90
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Figure S2. Time to Sustained Recovery by Baseline Oxygen Groups - All Participants
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Figure S3. Time to Sustained Recovery by Baseline Oxygen Groups - Only Participants Enrolled on or After

July 19, 2021
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Figure S4. Mortality by Baseline Oxygen Groups - All Participants
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Figure S5: Time to Sustained Recovery, Unvaccinated

Status

Sustained recovery
Censored
Died before recovery

Days to recovery
median (IQR)

Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab Placebo
(n =525) (n=516)
No. Pct. No. Pct. RRR
460 87.6 439 85.1 1.06
24 4.6 23 45
41 7.8 54 10.5
20 (17, 26) 20 (17, 26)

95% CI

0.94,1.20

P-value

31

Note: RRR = recovery rate ratio using Fine-Gray method with death as competing risk; stratified by country and pharmacy strata
Recovery = discharged to home and remained home 14+ days.
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Figure S6: Time to Sustained Recovery, Unvaccinated and nAb Negative

Status

Sustained recovery
Censored

Died before recovery

Days to recovery
median (IQR)

remained home 14+ days.

Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab Placebo
(n =260) (n=281)
No. Pct. No. Pct. RRR 95% ClI
221 85.0 237 84.3 1.10 0.92,1.30
17 6.5 16 5.7
22 8.5 28 10.0
20 (17, 27) 21 (18, 28)

P-value

.29

Note: RRR = recovery rate ratio using Fine-Gray method with death as competing risk; stratified by strata Recovery = discharged to home and
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Figure S7: Time to Sustained Recovery, Unvaccinated and nAb Positive

Status

Sustained recovery
Censored

Died before recovery

Days to recovery
median (IQR)

Tixagevimab/Cilgavimab Placebo
(n =249) (n=218)
No. Pct. No. Pct. RRR 95% ClI
226 90.8 189 86.7 0.98 0.82,1.17
5 2.0 7 32
18 7.2 22 10.1
19 (17, 25) 19 (17, 24)

Note: RRR = recovery rate ratio using Fine-Gray method with death as competing risk; stratified by strata
Recovery = discharged to home and remained home 14+ days.

P-value

.83
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Figure S8. Time to Discharge, from Index Hospitalization
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Figure S9. Kaplan Meier Plot for Time from Index Hospital Discharge to Re-hospitalization or Death.
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ACTIV-3/TICO Study Group - Tixagevimab / cilgavimab for treatment of hospitalised COVID-19 patients: A
randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial

Figure S10. Kaplan Meier Estimates for Composite Safety Outcome through Day 90
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randomised, double-blind, phase 3 trial
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1 Introduction

1.1 Objective of the Statistical Analysis Plan

The objective of this statistical analysis plan (SAP) is to provide a description of the general
analytic strategy and the statistical methods that will be used to analyze the data for the TICO
(Therapeutics for Inpatients with COVID-19) Phase Il randomized, blinded, controlled, platform
trial. This SAP applies to versions 3-5.1 of the TICO protocol. In version 2, two investigational
agents are being studied, a SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing monoclonal antibody (nMAb) (Vir-7831)
which is being developed by Vir Biotechnology (Vir) (San Francisco, CA) and GlaxoSmithKline
(GSK) (Brentford, U.K.), and two nMADbs given sequentially (BRII-196 and BRII-198) which are
being developed by Brii Biosciences (Durham, NC and Beijing). In protocol version 3, a third
investigational agent is added, AZD7442, which is a combination of two nMAbs by AstraZeneca
(Cambridge, U.K.); in version 4.0, MP0420, a DARPIn® molecules was added; in version 5.0
(5.1), PFO7304814, an antiviral protease inhibitor was added.

Participants are followed for death or re-hospitalization up to month 12 in version 2, and up to
month 18 in versions 3, 4, and 5. The nMAbs and MP0420 are given by single infusion, or two
sequential infusions for BRII-196 and BRII-198. PF07304814 requires a continuous infusion
for 5 days.

The primary objective of the platform trial is to determine whether investigational agents, that
are aimed at enhancing the host immune response to SARS-CoV-2 infection, or directly
enhancing viral control in order to limit disease progression, are safe and superior to control
(e.g., placebo) when given with standard of care (SOC) for the primary endpoint of time to
sustained recovery evaluated up to 90 days of follow-up.

In the platform trial, several agents may be investigated in parallel, or staggered with
overlapping times; investigational agents may be added or dropped. When more than one
agent is being tested concurrently, where possible, participants will be randomly allocated
across agents (as well as between the agent and its matched placebo), and the control group
is pooled across the concurrently randomized, agent-specific matched placebo groups. Thus,
each investigational agent and the corresponding pooled control group form their own
randomized trial, and several agents may (at least partially) share their pooled control groups.

This SAP:

e Provides a short description of the study design (sections 1.2-1.4)

e Describes goals of the interim reviews by the independent DSMB and the planned format
of the review meetings (section 2)

e Describes the planned data analyses presented in the reports to the DSMB (sections 3-
13). General analysis principles are summarized in section 3, safety analyses are
described in section 7, efficacy analyses in section 8, and interim monitoring guidelines
in section 10.

e Describes data summaries to be provided regularly to study leadership to aid in
monitoring trial conduct and data quality; these data summaries will be pooled across
treatment groups, and will be restricted to enrolment, baseline data, and summaries of
data completeness and study conduct.



The SAP for TICO will be updated by blinded study statisticians and clinical investigators
following protocol amendments and prior to the unblinding the results for each investigational
agent. For the latter, the blinded statisticians and clinical investigators will review data (pooled
across treatment groups) on baseline characteristics, the number of participants who received
a complete or partial infusion, and missing data due to withdrawal or loss to follow-up. A small
group of the team will be unblinded to the pooled primary event rate to re-estimate sample size.

1.2 Description of the Study Design
This section is adapted from Section 1 of the TICO protocol versions 2.0 and 3.0.

Design

TICO is a master protocol to evaluate the safety and efficacy of multiple investigational
agents aimed at modifying the host immune response to severe acute respiratory syndrome
coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) infection, or directly enhancing viral control in order to limit
disease progression.

Trials within this protocol will be adaptive, randomized, blinded and initially placebo-
controlled. Participants will receive standard of care (SOC) treatment as part of this protocol.
If an investigational agent shows superiority over placebo, SOC for the study of future
investigational agents may be modified accordingly.

The protocol is for a phase Il randomized, blinded, controlled platform trial that allows
investigational agents to be added and dropped during the course of the study for efficient
testing of new agents against control (i.e., placebo + SOC) within the same trial infrastructure.
When more than one agent is being tested concurrently, participants will be randomly
allocated across agents (as well as between the agent and its placebo). For analysis, placebo
groups of concurrently randomized agents will be pooled; therefore, control groups may
overlap for different agents.

Randomization will be stratified by study site pharmacy and disease severity. There are 2
disease severity strata, defined as below:

e Disease severity stratum 1: Absence of all of the following: stroke, meningitis
encephalitis, myelitis, myocardial infarction, myocarditis, pericarditis, symptomatic
congestive heart failure (NYHA class Il or IV), arterial or deep venous thrombosis or
pulmonary embolism, requirement for invasive mechanical ventilation, ECMO,
mechanical circulatory support, vasopressor therapy, or new renal replacement
therapy.

e Disease severity stratum 2: Presence of at least one of the excluded conditions or
treatments in disease severity stratum 1.

The primary endpoint is the time from randomization to sustained recovery, defined as
being discharged from the index hospitalization, followed by being alive and home for 14
consecutive days prior to Day 90. The definition of home will be operationalized as the level
of residence or facility where the participant was residing prior to hospital admission leading
to enrollment in this protocol.

An independent Data and Safety Monitoring Board (DSMB) will regularly review interim
analyses that summarize safety and efficacy outcomes. For any agent, at the outset of the
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trial, only participants in disease severity stratum 1 will be enrolled. This more restricted
enrollment will continue until approximately 150 participants per study arm are enrolled and
followed for 5 days. At this point, the DSMB will carry out a pre-specified assessment of
futility, based on two 7-category ordinal outcomes (pulmonary and pulmonary+), assessed at
Day 5. The pulmonary and pulmonary+ outcomes are described in Appendix A. Safety of the
investigational agents will also be assessed.

For investigational agents passing this initial futility assessment, enrolment of patients in
disease severity stratum 1 will continue, and it is planned to also expand enrollment,
seamlessly and without any data unblinding, to include participants in disease severity
stratum 2. The expansion to include more severely ill participants will be subject to
recommendations by the FDA and the DSMB based on safety considerations.

After the initial futility assessment is passed, future interim analyses will be based on the
primary endpoint of sustained recovery and will use pre-specified guidelines to determine
early evidence of benefit, harm or futility for the investigational agent.

Primary Objective

The primary objective of this protocol is to determine whether investigational agents, aimed at
enhancing the host immune response to SARS-CoV-2 infection, or directly enhancing viral
control in order to limit disease progression, are safe and superior to control (e.g., placebo)
when given with SOC for the primary endpoint of time to sustained recovery evaluated up to 90
days after randomization.

For all agents studied in TICO, the investigational agents/placebo have been given with study-
supplied remdesivir unless contraindicated.

Duration

Participants will be followed for 18 months following randomization in versions 3-5 of the
protocol. Primary and most secondary outcomes will be collected during the first 90 days of
follow-up only. Follow-up beyond 90 days is planned because the half-lives of some agents
indicate that potentially meaningful amounts may remain in the body after 90 days of follow-
up. After 90 days through the end of follow-up, hospitalizations and deaths will be
ascertained.

Sample size

This phase Il trial is planned to provide 90% power to detect a 25% increase in the rate of
sustained recovery for an investigational agent compared to placebo at the 0.025, 1-sided level
of significance. This requires 843 primary events (i.e., participants who achieve sustained
recovery). Randomization of 1,000 participants, equally allocated to each investigational agent
and placebo, followed for 90 days is estimated to result in the required number of primary
events. The event target may be achieved earlier if more than 1,000 participants are enrolled.
Sample size will be evaluated periodically by study team members who are blinded to interim
results on treatment difference and may be increased to maintain power for the hypothesized
difference in sustained recovery between the investigational agent and placebo.

Population

The study population consists of inpatient adults (=18 years) who have had COVID-19
symptoms < 12 days. |Initially, enrollment is restricted to disease severity stratum 1. After a
pre-specified review by the DSMB for safety and futility, when approximately 150 participants
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are enrolled per study arm, eligibility for randomization will be expanded to also include patients
in disease severity stratum 2, subject to recommendations by the FDA and DSMB.

Stratification

Randomization is stratified by study site pharmacy; once enrolment is expanded to also
include disease severity stratum 2, randomization will also be stratified by disease severity
stratum.

Monitoring

An independent DSMB will review interim data on a regular basis for safety and efficacy. An
initial futility assessment will be performed after the first 300 participants (150 in the active and
150 in the placebo arms) are enrolled and have Day 5 data; this initial assessment is based on
two ordinal outcomes (pulmonary and pulmonary+ outcomes at Day 5). Afterwards, the DSMB
will use pre-specified guidelines to identify agents with clear evidence of efficacy for the primary
outcome and, if so, recommend unblinding of the trial results for that agent. Conversely, the
DSMB may recommend discontinuation of an investigational agent if the risks are judged to
outweigh the benefits or if futility assessments indicate that there is low probability that an
investigational agent will achieve statistical significance for the primary endpoint of sustained
recovery.

For an investigational agent, if the trial is stopped early or if the trial continues until the pre-
specified number of primary endpoints is reached, further enroliment of the investigational
agent will be terminated if applicable, and the trial data for the investigational agent will be
unblinded and reported with data through 90 days of follow-up. Follow-up of all participants will
continue through 18 months (12 months in version 2.0 of the protocol) using the data collection
plan described in the master protocol.

Agent-specific Considerations

For individual investigational agents, the trial design may be modified, for example, the planned
sample size for AZD7442 was increased from 1000 to 1500. Sample size was increased
because data from the RECOVERY trial and the TICO trial of bamlanivimab indicated that the
beneficial effect of antibody treatment could be based on the presence of neutralizing
antibodies (nAbs) at entry, with nAb negative participants benefiting from antibody treatment
and nAb positive participants showing no benefit or possible harm. In addition to increasing the
sample size, the primary analysis for AZD7442 was modified, to test two hypotheses
simultaneously while controlling the familywise type 1 error rate: treatment groups will be
compared for time to sustained recovery in the full analysis population as well as in the
subgroup of participants who were SARS-CoV-2 nAb seronegative at baseline using Holm’s
method for simultaneous tests. Such modifications are described in agent-specific appendices.

1.3 Randomization
The randomization is described in section 6.1 of the protocol.

Patients will be equally allocated to each investigational agent + SOC or to placebo + SOC. For
example, for a study of a single investigational agent, participants will be randomized in a 1:1
ratio to the investigational agent or placebo. If a patient is eligible for two investigational agents
and the placebo can be shared, the allocation will be 1:1:1 to investigational agent A, agent B,
or placebo. Because the two investigational agents (A and B) may require different placebos
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(for example, when infusion volumes differ), the 1:1:1 allocation ratio will be achieved through
a two-step randomization procedure: in step 1, the participant is randomized 2:1 to “active”
versus “placebo”; in step 2, the participant is randomized 1:1 to A versus B. With k agents, this
can be viewed as an initial k:1 allocation to “active” versus “placebo”, followed by a second,
even allocation to one of the available agents (for example, if a participant was allocated to
“‘placebo” in step 1, then the step 2 allocation will be 1:1 to “matched placebo for A” versus
“‘matched placebo for B”). For the analysis, the concurrent agent-specific placebo groups will
be pooled, resulting in a 1:1 allocation ratio for comparing each investigational agent versus
the (pooled placebo) control group. If investigational agents are added or dropped, the
allocation ratio to active versus placebo will be appropriately modified, and sample size will be
recalculated as appropriate.

Randomization will be stratified by study site pharmacy (several clinical sites may share one
pharmacy) and severity of disease at entry; the two disease severity strata are defined in
section 1.2 of this SAP.

If more than one investigational agent is being compared with placebo and they have different
contraindications, it is possible that a participant is eligible only for a subset of agents.

Comparisons will be of each investigational treatment against its control arm. The control arm
consists of all participants who were “at risk” of being randomized to the investigational agent
but were randomized to a control group instead. This concept is relevant when the
randomization includes investigational agents with different eligibility criteria, when agents are
introduced into the platform trial at different time points, or randomization to one of the agents
is halted temporarily. Formal randomization includes agent-specific matched placebo groups,
and the placebo groups will be pooled across agents, but only participants who 1) were eligible
for the investigational agent under consideration, and 2) were randomized contemporaneously
and at participating sites will be included in the control group for a given agent. At the time of
randomization, for each participant, indicator variables will be set that record whether an agent
was included in the randomization for that participant (e.g., indicator A=1, indicator B=1,
indicator C=0 if the participant was eligible to be randomized to agents A and B, but not C).
The pooled control group for agent A then consists of all participants who were randomized to
(any) placebo, and for whom indicator A=1.

1.4 Sample Size Estimates

The planned sample size for each pairwise comparison is 1,000 participants (500 participants
in each group). The sample size is sufficient to detect a recovery rate ratio (RRR) of 1.25 for
time to sustained recovery with 90% power, using a one-sided test with a significance level of
0.025. The treatment groups are compared using Gray’s test with p=0, the competing risks
analogue of the log-rank test.

Sample size calculations are described in detail in Section 6.3 of the protocol.

Blinded sample size re-estimation will be carried out before enrollment is complete to determine
whether the planned sample size of 1,000 participants followed for 90 days will yield the
planned number of 843 primary events. The blinded sample size re-estimation does not involve
unblinding of the treatment difference. It will be based on the pooled outcome data. Sample
size may be increased to achieve the event target in the planned follow-up of 90 days. A
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sample size increase may also be considered in order to achieve the event target before all
participants are followed for 90 days.

When 300 participants (150 per study arm) are enrolled and have Day 5 outcome data, an early
futility assessment is planned. This assessment will be based on two ordinal outcomes,
denoted as “pulmonary” and the “pulmonary+”; both are ordered categorical outcomes with 7
categories, assessed on Day 5 (the two outcomes are described in Appendix A). Treatment
groups will be compared using proportional odds models. With 300 participants, the early futility
assessment is powered to detect a summary OR=1.60 with power of 95%, using a one-sided
test with significance level of 0.30.1 Given the two-outcome decision rules, an investigational
agent with a summary OR=1.60 at Day 5 for both outcomes, would pass the futility assessment
with a power between 93% and 98%, and a type | error between 0.21 and 0.39.

2 Interim DSMB Reviews: Goals and Format

Each investigational agent versus control will be reviewed as a separate clinical trial;
separate data reports will be prepared for each investigational agent and the corresponding
randomized (pooled) placebo group.

Goals of the interim reviews:

- Protect the safety of study participants.

- Advise on stopping or modifying the trial for efficacy, for patient safety in case of
emerging data on harm, or for futility.

- After the first 300 participants are enrolled (150 participants per arm; all in disease
severity stratum 1), advise on continuing the trial, and on expanding the study population
to include more severely ill patients (disease severity stratum 2).

- Review the conduct of the trial

- If an investigational agent is stopped (due to efficacy, safety, or futility), the DSMB may
be asked to advise on the timing of unblinding the data, in case the unblinding of the
shared pooled placebo group may impact the integrity of the ongoing trial for another
agent (section 14).

The DSMB will conduct frequent safety reviews. For an investigational agent with minimal pre-
existing data, the first safety review will be conducted after 20-30 participants have been
enrolled (10-15 per study arm) and Day 5 data are available, before increasing the pace of
enrollment. Subsequent reviews will be timed according to the recommendations of the DSMB
and study leadership. After the early futility review when 300 participants are enrolled (150 per
study arm), further futility reviews would be expected to occur at approximately 50% and 75%
information time (the number of observed sustained recoveries as a proportion of the targeted
number of 843 events).

The DSMB may request interim reports that are focused on safety at any time.
Review meetings for each agent will typically consist of an Executive session (optional,

closed), open session, closed session, and a second open session to give feedback to study
leadership (optional). If several agents are reviewed at the same meeting, agents will be



reviewed consecutively, either with a sequence of open and closed sessions, or with one open
session and one closed session (provided there are no unblinding conflicts).

Masking of treatment group labels in interim reports: In the open reports, any data reports
will be pooled across the two treatment groups (the specific investigational agent and its pooled
control group as described above). In the closed reports, treatment group labels will masked;
for example as “Group A” versus “Group B”. The treatment group labels will be consistent
across all analyses and over subsequent reports. The DSMB will be unmasked to the treatment
group labels.

Open report to the DSMB

The open reports for each investigational agent versus placebo comparison will contain:

A synopsis of the trial design and current status of the platform trial

Responses of the study team to DSMB requests

A summary prepared by the study leadership

Data summaries for enrolment, eligibility violations and protocol deviations, baseline

characteristics

e Summary reports for data completeness and study conduct, pooled across treatment
groups.

e Emerging external data, e.g., results of phase | or Il trials on the investigational agent,
will also be provided to the DSMB by the study leadership. This is usually included with
the open report, but may be shared confidentially if needed.

All data summaries in the open report will be pooled across the investigational agent and
placebo control. The open reports will be prepared by the blinded statisticians in cooperation
with the unblinded statisticians. In addition to the DSMB, open reports will be provided to the
study team, and posted on the website for access by study investigators.

While the study is ongoing, summaries by treatment group, and comparisons of the
investigational agent versus placebo are restricted to the confidential closed report to the
DSMB. Additionally, all summaries of follow-up data other than the data completeness and
study conduct reports (pooled across the two treatment groups) will be restricted to the
confidential closed report. For the planned sample size re-estimations prior to completion,
the pooled number of primary events and the pooled event rate will be provided to the blinded
study statisticians and study leadership. On a case-by-case basis, other pooled follow-up data
may be provided if explicitly approved by the DSMB.

Closed report to the DSMB
All data summaries in the closed report will be by (masked) treatment group. The closed reports
for a full review will contain:
e Specific data summaries requested by the DSMB or study leadership
e Data summaries in the open report, by treatment group (enrollment, baseline
characteristics, eligibility violations)
e Data summaries to assess safety of the investigational treatment, described in sections
6 and 7. Data summaries for the primary “efficacy outcomes” and selected secondary
outcomes will also be included in each report, because these data contain information
about the risk/benefit profile of the investigational agent. Efficacy analyses are described
in section 8.
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e Subgroup analyses for sustained recovery and important safety outcomes will be
conducted when the sample size is sufficiently large. Analyses are described in section
9.

Data summaries on data completeness and study conduct, described in section 11
Interim monitoring boundaries for efficacy or harm (section 10)

Futility analyses (sections 10.2 and 10.4)

Listings of grade 3 and 4 adverse events, serious adverse events (SAE), clinical organ
failure and serious infections (PSEE), unanticipated problems (UP), suspected
unexpected serious adverse reactions (SUSAR), and deaths.

Data reports will follow a similar format for all investigational agents. Each agent will
have a small assigned team of unblinded statisticians, with 2-3 alternating teams when 2 or
more agents are investigated in parallel. The unblinded statistician teams will cooperate in
designing the master layout for the data reports and will serve as each other’s backup when
needed. The unblinded statisticians will be unblinded to several investigational agents in the
platform trial; those for which they serve as primary statisticians, and those for which they serve
as backup or advisory statisticians.

3 Analysis Principles

Each investigational agent versus control will be treated as a separate clinical trial; data
reports will be for one “target” investigational agent and its corresponding randomized (pooled)
control group. Investigational agents will not be directly compared against each other, unless
explicitly stated in the agent-specific data analysis plan and agreed upon by all stakeholders.
Therefore, in the event that several investigational agents are included in the platform trial in
parallel, the pairwise comparisons of each agent versus control will not be adjusted for potential
inflation of Type | error “due to multiple comparisons”.

Comparisons will be of each investigational treatment against its (pooled) control arm.

Analysis populations:

e Comparisons for safety outcomes will be by modified intention-to-treat (mITT). The mITT
analysis is restricted to participants who received a complete or partial infusion of the
investigational agent/placebo; participants who did not receive any of the investigational
agent/placebo are excluded.

e Comparisons for efficacy endpoints will be by intention-to-treat (ITT), unless otherwise
stated. If analyses are by ITT, sensitivity analyses by mITT will be carried out for primary
outcomes and key secondary outcomes.

e The analysis populations will be reconsidered prior to unblinding with consideration of
the number of participants who were not infused, whether reasons for not infusing are
independent of the treatment assignment, and the number of participants who have no
follow-up data due to withdrawal of consent prior to infusion.

Pooled control group: As stated in section 1.3 above, the control arm for any investigational

agent will be pooled across the agent-specific control groups for all agents that concurrently

participated in the randomization. Specifically, the pooled control group for investigational agent

A consists of all participants who might have been randomized to agent A but were randomized
11



to a placebo group instead. This concept is relevant when a participant is eligible to be
randomized to more than one investigational agent, and agents were introduced into the
platform trial at different time points or have different eligibility criteria.

In order to identify the pooled control group for each investigational agent correctly, the
randomization application is setting indicator variables at the time of randomization for each
participant that record whether an agent was included in the randomization (e.g., indicator A=1,
indicator B=1, indicator C=0 if the participant was eligible to be randomized to agents A and B,
but not C). The pooled control group for agent A then consists of all participants who were
randomized to (any) placebo, and for whom indicator A=1.

Therefore, only participants who 1) were eligible for the investigational agent under
consideration, 2) were randomized contemporaneously and at participating sites, and 3) were
randomized to placebo will be included in the control group for a given agent.

Descriptive statistics will be reported overall and by randomized group. For categorical
outcomes, the number and percent in each category will be reported; percentages will be of
non-missing values, if data are not complete. Continuous variables will be summarized by
median (interquartile range [IQR]) and/or mean (SD). Continuous variables may be categorized
(e.g., age may be broken into categories to investigate the distribution across age groups).

Stratification: Tests comparing the investigational agent versus control for primary outcomes
and key secondary outcomes will be stratified according to the planned randomization strata
(disease severity and site pharmacy), provided participant numbers are sufficiently large. In
this analysis plan, “stratification by disease severity” refers to the two disease severity
randomization strata described in section 1.2. Initially, participants are enrolled only in disease
severity stratum 1, until the investigational agent has passed the initial futility assessment (when
300 participants are enrolled for the pairwise comparison; 150 per study arm) and has been
approved to expand enrolment to include participants from both strata 1 and 2. In this SAP, we
use the notation “stratification by disease severity and site pharmacy” to denote the following:

e For analyses that include only participants in disease severity stratum 1, analyses will
be stratified by site pharmacy.

e For analyses that include participants in both disease severity strata, analyses will be
stratified by site pharmacy within each disease severity stratum; this means, the maximal
possible number of strata is twice the number of site pharmacies. For analyses where
stratification is implemented through addition of indicator variables for strata to the
model, the strata would be defined through main effects for disease severity, for site
pharmacy, and the interaction between disease severity and site pharmacy.

Because there are many site pharmacies, some strata may be small, particularly early in the
trial. In order to avoid loss of power, any stratum that contains too few participants (less than
10-20 participants or events) should be pooled with other strata (of the same disease severity,
and preferably within the same country or geographical region). Thus, several small strata may
be pooled together, or pooled with a larger stratum.

For time-to-event analyses, if strata are too small for fitting separate baseline hazard functions,
strata may be added as a categorical covariate to models instead. Whenever possible,
however, analyses should be stratified by disease severity (with separate baseline hazard
functions).
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For binary outcomes, probabilities will be compared between the investigational agent and its
control group using Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel tests (CMH) or logistic regression. If the
numbers are sufficiently large, CMH tests will be stratified according to the planned
randomization strata (disease severity and site pharmacy), as described above under
“stratification”. Odds ratios (OR) with 2-sided 95% confidence intervals (CI) will be estimated
using logistic regression models.

For longitudinally measured binary outcomes, the treatment effect through follow-up will be
estimated with 95% confidence intervals using generalized estimating equations (GEE) with a
logit link function; the treatment effect is estimated via the interaction between the indicator for
treatment group and the indicator for follow-up (versus baseline) visits. When there is more
than one follow-up visit, “visit number” (day) may be included as categorical variable in the
model, for variance reduction; alternatively, “time” may be included as a continuous variable.

Ordered categorical outcomes (pulmonary and pulmonary+) will be compared between
treatment groups using proportional odds models, and the summary OR will be estimated with
a 2-sided 95% CI.2 Additionally, to aid the interpretation, the ordinal outcome will be
dichotomized according to cumulative probabilities of the ordered categories, comparing
treatment groups for proportions of participants in category 1, in the “best 2 categories”, “best
3 categories”, etc.; these comparisons will be performed using logistic regression (or stratified
CMH tests).

For interim analyses of the ordinal outcomes, if one or more recently enrolled participants have
died (i.e., their outcome status is known) but their current administrative follow-up has not yet
reached the time point at which the treatment groups are to be compared (e.g., day 5), analyses
will be restricted to participants with administrative follow-up greater or equal to the target time
point.

Models will be adjusted for the baseline categories of the pulmonary+ outcome and for study
pharmacy, by including the corresponding indicator variables in the model.

e |If the number of observations is too small to adjust for both categorical covariates,
preference will be given to the adjustment for the pulmonary+ category at baseline. Site
pharmacy categories may be collapsed as described above under “stratification”.

e For the initial futility analysis (after 150 participants per arm have Day 5 data), the
adjustment for the pulmonary+ categories and pharmacy will be additive.

e For key analyses, unadjusted OR estimates will also be provided as sensitivity analyses.

The validity of the proportional odds assumption will be assessed by testing for heterogeneity
in the log ORs (for the treatment effect) across the dichotomized cumulative ordered categories
in the corresponding logistic regression model (partial proportional odds model, test for
‘unequal slopes”).

e The primary sensitivity analysis testing the proportional odds assumption will compare
the unadjusted proportional odds model for the treatment comparison (null model)
versus a partial proportional odds model that allows for “unequal slopes” across the
dichotomized cumulative categories (i.e., when testing the proportional odds assumption
for the treatment comparison with respect to the pulmonary outcome on Day 5, the model
will allow for heterogeneous ORs across the Day 5 pulmonary categories) as well as
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across the stratification covariates (i.e., the baseline pulmonary+ categories and site
pharmacy strata) (full partial proportional odds model).

Continuous outcomes will be compared between treatment groups using ANCOVA models
for comparing means, if the ANCOVA model assumptions hold. If the distributions of the
continuous outcomes are skewed, outcomes may be transformed, or compared between
treatment groups using rank-based methods, such as the Wilcoxon test, or quantile (median)
regression.

Comparisons between treatment groups for a continuous outcome will be adjusted for baseline
values of the outcome, for the purpose of variance reduction, unless there are concerns over
model stability with such an adjustment. For this purpose, the baseline value will be included
as covariate in the model (e.g., ANCOVA, linear mixed models).

To estimate the treatment effect for longitudinally measured continuous outcomes, the outcome
will usually be defined as “change from baseline” (difference at follow-up visit minus baseline
value). The treatment effect through follow-up will then be estimated with 95% confidence
intervals using generalized estimating equations (GEE) with an indicator for treatment group,
or, in the case of Gaussian responses, the corresponding mixed effects models with random
effects for participants. When there is more than one follow-up visit, “visit number” (day) may
be included as categorical variable in the model, for variance reduction; alternatively, “time”
may be included as continuous variable. Models will also be adjusted for the baseline values
of the outcome variable.

Time-to-event outcomes will be summarized with Kaplan-Meier estimates for cumulative
probabilities over time, and compared between treatment groups using log-rank tests or Cox
proportional hazards models, or the corresponding competing risk analogues when death is a
competing risk for the outcome. In particular, the primary endpoint of “time to sustained
recovery” will be analyzed taking into account the competing risk of death. The following
competing risk methods will be used:
e Aalen-Johansen estimator for the cumulative incidence function (analogue to the
Kaplan-Meier estimate)3
e Gray'’s test with p=0 (analogue to the log-rank test)*
e Fine-Gray estimates and tests for the sub-distribution hazard ratio (analogue to the Cox
proportional hazards model).>®

The proportional hazards assumption will be tested by adding an interaction term for time by
treatment group to the model. The cumulative proportions of participants who experienced the
event will also be compared at given time points (specified in secondary objectives, e.g., at 28
days); in this case, the cumulative proportions will be estimated using Kaplan-Meier estimates
or the competing risks analogue, and/or as proportion of participants who reached the time
point (e.g., time since randomization > 28 days).

The administrative follow-up time is defined as the minimum of (cut date minus
randomization date) or the analysis time period. For example, the analysis time period for the
primary endpoint of sustained recovery is 90 days, and the analysis time period for the
important safety endpoint, the composite of grade 3 and 4 events, SAEs, organ failure, serious
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infection or death, is 5 days or 28 days. The administrative censoring date is the earlier of
the cut-date of the dataset, or randomization date plus analysis time period.
Comment: The notion of “administrative censoring” is important in time-to-event analyses in the
presence of competing risks. For example, the Fine-Gray method for estimating the sub-hazard
ratio for sustained recovery can be approximated by using a Cox proportional hazards model
where follow-up time for participants who died prior to achieving sustained recovery is not
censored at death, but at the administrative censoring date.

Censoring for time-to-event analyses
For interim analyses, the type of censoring used will depend on the data collection schedule.

e If the reporting of the endpoint is data-driven (e.g., SAEs and deaths are reported as
they occur), then follow-up is censored at the administrative censoring date, at the date
of withdrawal, or loss to follow-up, whichever occurs earliest.

e If the date of the event is elicited retrospectively at fixed study visits spaced more than
one week apart (e.g., “sustained recovery”), follow-up will be censored at the last day
the endpoint status was ascertained.

e Sensitivity analyses will be provided for key analyses when the outcome status is
uncertain.

For final analyses, follow-up will be censored on the last day the outcome status was
ascertained.

Adverse events (AEs) will be classified by system organ class according to MedDRA®?
(currently version 24.1 [September 2021] is used; when new versions are implemented, items
are recoded). AEs will be graded according to the DAIDS Table for Grading the Severity of
Adult and Pediatric Adverse Events, Corrected Version 2.1 (July 2017) (also referred to as the
DAIDS AE Grading Table).” Cause of death will also be coded according to MedDRA®.

The number and percent of participants with grade 1-4 AEs will be summarized by day and
grade, and by MedDRA® System Organ Class and grade. The percentage of participants with
AEs will be compared between treatment groups according to grade cut-offs, e.g., “percent of
participants with any AE”, “percent of participants with grade 2 or higher AEs”, etc., using CMH
tests. The total number of events and median (IQR) of events per participant will also be

summarized.

Additionally, the incidence of grade 3 and higher AEs will be summarized (number and percent
of participants), and compared between treatment groups using time-to-event methods.

Significance level, two-sided tests: Unless noted otherwise, statistical tests and confidence
intervals will be 2-sided, confidence intervals will have approximate 95% coverage probability,
and test results with P-values < 0.05 will be considered “significant”. Percentages will be
reported to at least one decimal place. P-values will be given to 2 significant figures.

Cut-date for interim reviews: Analysis data sets will be frozen (locked) several days (or
weeks) prior to the review date, to allow the unblinded statisticians time to prepare a consistent

! The Medical Dictionary for Regulatory Activities terminology is the international medical terminology developed
under the auspices of the International Conference on Harmonization of Technical Requirements for Registration
of Pharmaceuticals for Human Use (ICH). MedDRA® is a registered trademark of the International Federation of
Pharmaceutical Manufacturers and Associations (IFPMA)
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report. The cut-date may be earlier than the date of the data freeze, to allow for lag time in the
reporting of events. Early in the trial, the cut date and freeze date will be very close to the
review date, to ensure timely safety reviews.

4 Enrolment and Eligibility

For the open report, the following enrolment and eligibility summaries will be provided:

e Enrolment over calendar time: plot by day or week, cumulative and increments.
e Enrolment by site pharmacy and by country: number (%)
e Eligibility: number (%) and reasons for eligibility violations

These summaries will be provided overall, and by disease severity randomization stratum.

For the closed report, enrolment and eligibility violations will be summarized by treatment group.

5 Baseline Characteristics

Baseline characteristics will be based on information collected on baseline and screening
forms. For the open report, baseline characteristics will be summarized pooled across the two
treatment groups (investigational agent and the “pooled” control group as described in section
2 above).

For the closed report, baseline characteristics will be summarized by treatment group.

The following baseline characteristics will be reported; unless noted otherwise, categorical
variables will be summarized with numbers (%) in each category, and continuous variables will
be summarized with median (IQR); in the open report, in addition, the mean (SD) and range
may be provided. When enrolment has been completed, frequency distributions of these
characteristics, including cut points for discretizing continuous measures, will be considered for
defining subgroups in the final report.

e Demographics
o Age: distribution in categories 18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60-69, 70-79, =80 years;
and summary as continuous variable
Sex at birth: number (%) male, female
Ethnic group: number (%) Asian, Black, Latino/Hispanic, White, other
Type of residence (“home”)
Country of enrolment
e COVID-19 related characteristics
Duration of symptoms prior to enrolment
Use of remdesivir prior to enrolment
Pulmonary and pulmonary+ ordinal outcomes, number (%) in each category
NEWS: summary as continuous variable
Respiratory function scale (modified Borg dyspnea scale; continuous outcome)

o O O O

o O O O O
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o Disease severity randomization stratum (for investigational agents that enrol in both

strata), number (%) in each category

o Receipt of SARS-CoV-2 vaccination, and type of vaccine (and if received as part of a

blinded clinical trial, in which case the vaccine may be active or control)
e Other clinical characteristics
o Concomitant treatments
o Corticosteroid use will be summarized overall, and separately by oxygen requirement
at baseline (no supplemental oxygen, < 4 L/min, conventional supplemental oxygen >
4 L/min, high-flow oxygen or mechanical ventilation/ECMOQO)

o History of chronic conditions (cardiovascular disease, diabetes, asthma, chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease, hypertension, chronic kidney disease, hepatic
impairment, cancer, or immunosuppressive disorder [HIV, and other than HIV])

Prior cerebrovascular event

Prior myocardial infarction (MI)

Requirement of continuous chronic supplemental oxygen
BMI (<30, 30-39.9, 40+)

o Pregnancy (not applicable to protocol versions 2 and 3)

e Laboratory values: as continuous outcomes, and number (%) of grade 3 or 4 abnormalities
according to the DAIDS AE Grading Table.

O O O O

Some biomarkers will be measured centrally from stored samples, for example, hsCRP, IL-6,
D-dimer, SARS-CoV-2 antibody, antigen, and viral RNA levels, and SARS-CoV-2 genome
sequencing and variant identification. If these measures are available, they will be included in
interim reports.

6 Administration of Study Treatment

These data are an important part of the safety review, with particular emphasis on infusion-
related reactions and symptoms occurring during or within up to 2 hours after the infusion.
These reactions and symptoms will be graded according to the DAIDS AE Grading Table.

The administration of study treatment is also an essential element of study conduct. Several
summaries, pooled across treatment groups, will be included in the open report or provided to
study leadership. Any summaries of adverse events or infusion-related reactions are
restricted to the closed report.

For investigational agents administered as a one-time infusion, the following statistics
will be used to summarize the infusion in each treatment group (active and control):

e Number and percentage of participants receiving complete infusion, partial infusion, infusion
paused but resumed for complete infusion, or not infused (comparison by intention-to-treat).

e Number and percentage of participants with infusion-related reactions and symptoms
(reported during the infusion or within 2 hours after the infusion), by grade. (Closed report
only)

¢ Number and percentage of participants with an incident AE, SAE, UP or SUSAR on Day O
during or after the infusion, overall and by oxygen requirement category at time of infusion
(oxygen requirement at baseline, unless updated information is available; categories: no
supplemental oxygen, < 4 L/min, conventional supplemental oxygen > 4 L/min, high-flow
oxygen or mechanical ventilation/ECMO). Types of AEs will be summarized by system
organ class and by grade. (Closed report only)
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e Number and percentage of participants who received:
o Prior to infusion, medication to prevent infusion reactions, and type of medication
o During or within 2 hours after infusion, medication to treat infusion reactions, and
type of medication (Closed report only)

e Among participants infused, the day of infusion (same day as randomization, next day, > 1
day after randomization), and time between randomization and beginning of infusion
(median hours, IQR).

e Among participants receiving full infusion, duration of infusion (median minutes, IQR).

e Time from vial puncture (beginning of preparation of the study agent by the pharmacist) to
the end of the infusion, and number and percent of participants for whom the agent-specific
time window was exceeded.

e Remdesivir:

o Number and percent of participants who received (any) remdesivir, and number of days
remdesivir was administered: median, IQR, distribution. (Closed report only)

o Number and percent of participants who received remdesivir prior to the day of
randomization, overall and by number of days prior

o On the day of randomization: Number and percent of participants who received
remdesivir prior to the investigational agent; after the investigational agent; no
remdesivir.

Treatment groups will be compared by mITT (excluding participants who did not receive any
investigational agent/placebo), unless specified otherwise. The treatment comparisons will be
performed using the methods described in section 3 for binary and continuous outcomes
(stratiied CMH test for comparing percentages, and Wilcoxon rank-sum test [or quantile
regression for comparing medians], respectively).

Selected summaries will also be provided separately for the two disease severity strata.

7 Safety Analyses

The planned timing of safety reviews is described in section 2. An overview of the safety data
collection is provided in Appendix C.

Analysis cohort: Safety analyses will be carried out on participants who received a complete
or partial infusion of the investigational agent (modified intention-to-treat [mITT]), unless
otherwise stated.

A comprehensive safety review includes:

e Comparison of the treatment groups for the primary safety endpoint, its components, and
analyses of secondary safety outcomes (described in this section)

e Analyses of infusion-related reactions and symptoms, described in section 6

e Evaluation of the “efficacy outcomes” (the pulmonary and pulmonary+ ordinal outcomes
early in follow-up, and time to sustained recovery), which contain important safety
information.

In addition to the full DSMB reviews, more frequent, shorter safety reports may be provided to
the DSMB, for example, weekly safety reports early in the trial.
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This section describes the primary safety outcome, and the analyses of AEs, SAEs, UPs,
SUSARs, and deaths. Comparisons between treatment groups will be stratified by study
pharmacy and by disease severity at study entry (as described in section 3 under
“stratification”).

In order to streamline the reporting of events, it was decided that certain protocol-specified
exempt events (PSEE) are not reported as SAESs, unless they are considered related to the
study treatment by the investigator. The events are listed in Appendix B; their composite is
referred to as clinical organ failure or serious infections. While the clinical organ failure or
serious infection events are serious events like SAEs, these events are reported not on the
SAE eCRF unless they are considered related to the study treatment, but are reported as study
endpoints on various other eCRFs.

The following safety and tolerability outcomes will be analyzed. If sample size permits, models
will be stratified by disease severity and study site pharmacy, as described in section 3 under
“stratification”, unless noted otherwise.

e The primary safety endpoint is a composite of incident grade 3 or 4 clinical adverse
events, SAEs, clinical organ failure or serious infections, or death through Day 5. The
number and proportion of participants experiencing one of these events up through Day 5
will be tabulated, and treatment groups will be compared using a CMH test stratified by
study site pharmacy and by disease severity at study entry.

o Mortality will be analyzed as a key secondary outcome, see below.

o The individual components of the composite outcome will be summarized.

o Sensitivity analyses: For interim analyses, while the trial is still enrolling, treatment
groups will also be compared for time to event through Day 5 using a log-rank test,
stratified by site pharmacy and disease severity at study entry; the HR will be
estimated with a 95% CI using a Cox proportional hazards model, and the cumulative
proportion of participants with events over the first 5 days in each treatment group
will be estimated using Kaplan-Meier curves.

Comment: For investigational agents that are administered as a one-time infusion, such as nMAbs,
the composite outcome at Day 5 is the primary measure to assess safety while the trial is still
enrolling, as described in the protocol. This safety outcome and other safety outcomes through Day
28 will be considered along with the ordinal outcomes at Day 5 at interim data reviews by the DSMB
to assess futility. When a trial is unblinded after the Day 90 follow-up is completed, however,
treatment comparisons through Day 90 provide a more comprehensive evaluation of the
investigational agent. For the publication of the main results for a specific agent, “time to death” and
the composite of “death, SAE, clinical organ failure, or serious infections” through Day 90 would
usually be presented as the main safety analyses, along with other safety outcomes. This decision
will be agent-specific, and will be specified prior to the unblinding of the data for the agent.

e All-cause mortality through follow-up will be analyzed using time-to-event methods.
Cumulative proportions of participants who died in each treatment group will be estimated
using Kaplan-Meier estimates, and summarized in tables (proportion of participants who
died by Days 5, 7, 14, 28, 60, 90, month 6, 12, and 18) and figures (Kaplan-Meier curves
with pointwise 95% CIs). Treatment groups will be compared for time to death using log-
rank tests, stratified by study site pharmacy and disease severity, and an overall HR will be

19



estimated with 95% ClIs using stratified Cox proportional hazards models. Two other
analyses will also be carried out to investigate the pattern of mortality differences, if any,
between the treatment groups: 1) the proportional hazards assumption will be investigated;
and 2) hazard ratios during the first 28 days of follow-up versus after 28 days will be
estimated and compared.

Cause of death will be MedDRA® coded and summarized by treatment group.

The following composite endpoints will be analyzed using time-to-event methods
(cumulative proportions of participants with events will be estimated using Kaplan-Meier
curves with pointwise 95% Cls; treatment groups will be compared using log-rank tests;
numbers and percent of participants with events will be summarized by treatment group,
and overall HRs with 95% CI will be estimated using Cox proportional hazards models):
o Composite of incident grade 3 or 4 clinical adverse events, SAES, clinical organ
failure or serious infection, or death through Day 28
= Components of the composite endpoint will be also be summarized, overall
and by system organ class. Proportions of participants who experienced any
of these events by Day 28 will be compared using stratified CMH tests or
logistic regression.
o Composite of SAEs, clinical organ failure, serious infection, or death through Day
28 and Day 90
o Composite of hospital re-admission or death through 18 months

Treatment groups will be compared for the incidence of non-pulmonary events in the
pulmonary+ ordinal outcome that are not part of the pulmonary outcome, through Day 5 and
Day 7 (using time-to-event methods, with death as competing risk). These events are shown

in red in Appendix A.

AEs, SAEs, and UPs will be classified by MedDRA® system organ class. AEs will be
graded for severity according to the DAIDS AE Grading Table. Grade 1-4 clinical AEs will
be reported at baseline (Day 0 prior to infusion of the investigational agent), Day O after the
infusion, Days 1-7, and on Days 14 and 28.

The number and percent of participants with AEs will be summarized by day (Day O
separately prior and after the infusion) and grade, and by system organ class and grade.
Comparisons between treatment groups will be for the proportion of participants with AEs
of a given grade or higher (i.e., any grade, grade 2+, grade 3+, grade 4). The treatment
comparisons will be performed using stratified CMH tests or logistic regression.

o For comparisons by day, the proportion of participants with any grade AEs will be
compared for Days 0 (after infusion) through 7, and on Days 14 and 28.

o For comparisons by grade, the proportion of participants who experienced any grade
AEs (grade 2+ AEs, etc.) between Day 0 (after the infusion) through Day 7 will be
compared.

o For the comparison by system organ class, CMH tests will be performed if the
number of participants with AEs is sufficiently large. System organ classes may be
split up into MedDRA® preferred terms (PT) for system organ classes where the
treatment difference is significant.
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Other clinically meaningful AE groupings (beyond system organ class) may be developed
by the study team, who are blinded to the treatment effect.

In addition to any grade AEs through Day 7, grade 3 and 4 clinical AEs are being reported
through Day 28. The number and percent of participants with incident grade 3 or 4 AEs
through Day 28 will be summarized, overall and by system organ class, and compared
between treatment groups using stratified CMH tests. (A grade 3 or 4 AE is considered
“incident” if the event was not present at baseline or increased to grade 3 or 4 from grades
lor2)

To illustrate the time course, the incidence of grade 3 or 4 AEs or death through Day 28 will
be summarized by treatment group using Kaplan-Meier estimates of the cumulative
incidence functions (CIF).

Infusion-related reactions and symptoms during infusion or within 2 hours after infusion of
the investigational agent or placebo, and infusion cessation prior to completion will be
tabulated and compared between treatment groups; analyses are described in section 6.

Treatment groups will be compared for the proportion of participants who developed organ
failure or serious infections through Day 28 and through Day 90, overall and by individual
components, using stratified CMH tests. Individual components of this composite
outcome will be tabulated.

Treatment groups will be compared for incidence of organ failure, serious infections, or
death through Day 28 and through Day 90, using Cox proportional hazards models;
cumulative incidence functions will be estimated using Kaplan-Meier estimates.

Treatment groups will be compared for incidence of a composite of fatal and non-fatal
cardiovascular and thromboembolic events, a subset of the organ failure outcome (items
6b1, 6e2, 6e3, and 6f2 in Appendix B). Treatment groups will be compared using Cox
proportional hazards models; cumulative proportions of participants with such events will
be estimated using Kaplan-Meier estimates.
Comment: Death for causes other than cardiovascular or thromboembolic events is a
competing risk. As sensitivity analysis, the treatment groups will be compared using Aalen-
Johansen estimates for the cumulative incidence functions and Fine-Gray models to estimate
the sub-hazard ratio (investigational agent versus placebo) for the composite outcome. If
results differ substantially from the Cox regression and Kaplan-Meier estimates, mortality for
reasons other than CVD and thromboembolic events will be investigated in detail.

Treatment groups will be compared for new requirements of dialysis, overall and in
subgroups by eGFR level (<30 mL/min versus >30 mL/min at study entry), and subgroups
by nAb status at study entry (nAb negative or positive).

Motivation: In a joint analysis of data from the first three agents studied in TICO
(bamlanivimab, sotrovimab, and BRIl 196/198), the incidence of dialysis was elevated in
the active treatment group compared with placebo (18 versus 2 events, HR=5.7 [95% CI.
1.2-24.6]). This safety signal was seen only among those who were nAb seronegative at
study entry (16 events in the active arms versus 2 placebo, HR=5.0 [95% CI: 1.1 to 22.0]),
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while only 2 events occurred among those who were nAb seropositive at study entry, both

in the active arms. The mean time from enrollment to needing dialysis was 21 days.
Comment: Of the 20 participants with “incident dialysis”, 2 had required dialysis prior to their
COVID-19, and thus may be mis-classified for treatment-emergent dialysis. Both had eGFR <
10 mL/min at study entry and thus were at high risk for dialysis, and both had been allocated to
active treatment.

Hypothesis: The incidence of dialysis is elevated with nMAD treatment compared with
placebo, in particular among those with eGFR < 30 mL/min, and among those who are
nAb seronegative at study entry.

e Treatment groups will be compared for mean changes in laboratory test values from
baseline to Day 5, and for incidence of grade 3 and 4 laboratory abnormalities at Day 5 (new
abnormality or increase in grade). Laboratory tests are conducted locally, and include serum
creatinine, AST/SGOT or ALT/SGPT, WBC, hemoglobin, platelet counts, lymphocyte
counts, and C-reactive protein. Statistical methods are described in section 3.

e Participants who are pregnant are not eligible for enrolment. For participants who become
pregnant, pregnancy outcomes will be summarized.

e In addition to the safety outcomes specified in the platform protocol, other targeted safety
outcomes for specific investigational agents may be specified in appendices to the protocol.
Analyses will be specified in the corresponding agent-specific appendix to this SAP.

Listings of SAESs, clinical organ failure and serious infections, incident grade 3 and 4 AEs, UPs,
SUSARSs, and deaths (with cause of death) by treatment group will be provided at each DSMB
meeting, with new events highlighted. The listings will include important baseline
characteristics, such as age, sex, and disease severity (pulmonary outcome category) at study
entry.

Further safety assessments may be considered.

Corticosteroid use will be monitored; concomitant medication use is collected at baseline and
at Day 5.

e Corticosteroid use (any use at baseline or Day 5) will be summarized by treatment group
and by oxygen requirement (worst category through Day 5: no supplemental oxygen,
< 4 L/min, conventional supplemental oxygen > 4 L/min, high-flow oxygen or mechanical
ventilation/ECMO).

e Corticosteroid use on Day 5 will be summarized by treatment group and by oxygen
requirement (worst category on Day 5, as above).

The impact of study arm on composite safety outcomes and their components at day 5, 28 and
90 will be assessed for subgroups defined by baseline characteristics, including SARS-CoV-2
antibody serostatus, antigen levels, demographics, duration of symptoms at enrollment,
baseline classification of “home”, clinical history and presentation (including disease severity
stratum and pulmonary+ ordinal outcome at baseline). Tests for homogeneity of the treatment
effect across subgroups will be carried out.

Outcomes and methods for subgroup analyses are described in detail in section 9.
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8 Efficacy Analyses

Analysis cohort: Comparisons between each investigational agent and its concurrently
randomized (pooled) controls will be by intention-to-treat (ITT) unless otherwise stated.

8.1 Primary Efficacy Endpoint and Primary Analysis
The primary efficacy outcome of the trial is “time from randomization to sustained recovery
through Day 90”. Sustained recovery is defined as being discharged from the index
hospitalization, followed by being alive and home for 14 consecutive days.
Comment: The shortest possible time to sustained recovery is 14 days (this would require the
patient to be discharged from the hospital on the day of randomization), and a patient would
have to be discharged from the index hospitalization no later than Day 76 to achieve sustained
recovery by Day 90.

Definition of Home for the primary endpoint:

According to the protocol, section 4.2, Home is defined as the level of residence or facility
where the participant was residing prior to hospital admission leading to enrollment in this
protocol.

Residence or facility groupings to define home are:

1) Independent/community dwelling with or without help, including house, apartment,
undomiciled/homeless, shelter, or hotel

2) Residential care facility (e.g., assisted living facility, group home, other non-medical
institutional setting)

3) Other healthcare facility (e.g., skilled nursing facility, acute rehab facility)

4) Long-term acute care hospital (hospital aimed at providing intensive, longer term acute
care services, often for more than 28 days).

Lower (less intensive) level of residence or facility will also be considered as home. By
definition, “home” cannot be a “short-term acute care” facility. Participants previously affiliated
with a “long-term acute care” hospital recover when they return to the same or lower level of
care.

Readmission from “home” (to a higher level of care) may occur and if this occurs within 14
days of the first discharge to “home”, then the primary endpoint will not be reached until such
time as the participant has been at home for 14 consecutive days.

Participants residing in a facility solely for public health or quarantine purposes will be
considered as residing in the lowest level of required residence had these public health
measures not been instated.

Primary analysis
The investigational agent will be compared to the (pooled) control group for time to sustained
recovery through Day 90 by intention-to-treat, using Gray’s test with p=0.# The test will be
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stratified by disease severity at entry and by site pharmacy (as described in section 3 under
“stratification”). Gray’s test compares the cumulative incidence functions for sustained recovery
between the treatment groups, taking into account the “competing risk” of death in analyzing
sustained recovery. Gray’s test with p=0 is the competing-risks analogue of the log-rank test.

Comments:

1.

2.

Comparisons will be presented such that recovery rate ratios (RRR) >1 denote superiority of the
investigational agent.

For AZD7442, the primary analysis is hierarchical: the overall comparison between treatment groups
is followed by a comparison within the subgroup of participants who are nAb seronegative at study

entry (described in Appendix E).

Analyses for the sustained recovery endpoint require methods that take into account the
competing risk of death, as participants may die before ever achieving sustained recovery. The
sustained recovery outcome requires knowledge of a participant’s residence status for at least
14 days after arriving “home” (as defined above).

The cumulative incidence functions for sustained recovery will be estimated by treatment
group, using Aalen-Johansen estimators.® The estimates will be plotted over time, and
tabulated at selected time points (days 15, 21, 28, 42, 60, 75, 90). The Aalen-Johansen
estimator for a cumulative incidence function is the analogue of the Kaplan-Meier estimator
in the presence of competing risks.

The recovery rate ratio (RRR) for time to sustained recovery of the investigational agent
versus control will be estimated, as a point estimate with a 95% CI, using the Fine-Gray
model, stratified by disease severity at study entry and study site pharmacy.>® The
corresponding p-value for RRR=1 versus the two-sided alternative will be calculated. The
Fine-Gray method is the competing risks equivalent of Cox proportional hazards models;
the RRR compares the cumulative incidence rates of sustained recovery between the study
arms and is a sub-distribution hazards ratio (sHR).

To aid in the interpretation of the estimated treatment difference, the median days to
sustained recovery (through Day 90) will be estimated for the investigational agent and the
control group. Medians will be compared using the Wilcoxon rank sum test or quantile
(median) regression. Participants who die at any time up to Day 90 will be assigned 91
days.

Censoring:

Participants who are alive but have not experienced sustained recovery will be censored at
the last date the endpoint status was ascertained (for interim analyses as well as the final
analysis).

For interim monitoring, two sensitivity analyses will be performed:

1. Follow-up for time to sustained recovery will be censored administratively at the cut-date
for the current report or Day 90, whichever comes first, with last known endpoint status
carried forward. For participants who died, this type of censoring is integrated into Gray’s
test; using a log-rank test would require carrying forward the “not recovered” status for
participants who died, up to the administrative censoring date.
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2. Administrative censoring as described above will be applied, with the modification that
participants who have been discharged from the hospital, were “home” at the latest date
when residence was ascertained (but for < 14 days), and, if they have remained there,
would have been at home for 14+ days by the cut-date, will be imputed as having
experienced sustained recovery (achieved on day 14 at home).

Participants who withdrew consent or were lost to follow-up will be censored at the date of
withdrawal or the last date the endpoint status was known, respectively.

In the first sensitivity analysis, the “not recovered” status is carried forward to the
administrative censoring date; in the second analysis, “sustained recovery” is assumed at
the earliest possible date. The first analysis potentially underestimates the rate of recovery,
whereas the second analysis overestimates the recovery rate. In all analyses for time to
sustained recovery, death is treated as competing risk.

Ascertainment of sustained recovery

The date of discharge from the index hospital will be recorded. Irrespective of the timing of the
hospital discharge, there will be patient contact approximately every two weeks, on Days 14,
28,42, 60, 75, and 90, either at a scheduled clinic visit or through phone contact. At these time
points, a) vital status, and b) the location of the participant over time will be recorded, to assess
whether the participant had been “at home” for 14 days. Therefore, the outcome status of
sustained recovery will usually be ascertained within 3 weeks or less of the date the outcome
was achieved.

To illustrate the status of the primary endpoint, the recovery status of participants will be
described over time with the following categories (at interim reviews):

1. At home for 14+ days (reached the primary endpoint of sustained recovery)

Did not reach sustained recovery, and:

2. At home, < 14 days

3. Discharged from the hospital, but not at home

4. Hospitalized

5. Dead

6. Primary endpoint status unknown.

The proportions of participants in each of the 6 categories will be summarized over time, by
treatment group (stacked bar graphs and tables). In this analysis, both “sustained recovery”
and “death” are absorbing states.

Assessment of model assumptions

The trial was powered to detect an RRR of 1.25 with 90% power; this requires 843 sustained
recoveries among the 1000 participants by Day 90. The rate of recoveries will be monitored,
overall and within the two disease severity strata. Deviations of the observed distribution
from the hypothesized distribution in the control arm will be monitored, and the impact on
the power of the trial will be assessed. Prior to the completion of the trial for the
investigational agent, sample size will be re-estimated by the blinded statisticians on the
study team, based on the pooled rate of sustained recovery.
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e The Fine-Gray model assumes that the sub-distribution rate ratio for sustained recovery is
constant over time, similar to Cox proportional hazards models. The assumption of constant
RRR will be tested by including an interaction effect between time and treatment indicator.

Sensitivity Analyses

e As sensitivity analyses, the primary comparison will be repeated after excluding
participants who did not receive any of the investigational agent/placebo (modified
intention-to-treat).

e Sensitivity analyses for the primary endpoint comparisons will include consideration of
home oxygen above pre-morbid oxygen use (described in section 4.2.2 item 12 of the
protocol). For these sensitivity analyses, sustained recovery will be re-defined as:

a. “Discharged to home, alive at home without use of continuous supplemental
oxygen for an uninterrupted 14 day period”

b. “Discharged to home, alive at home for an uninterrupted 14 day period, and no
supplemental oxygen use a the end of the 14 day period”

e If the RRR is not constant (test described under “assessment of model assumptions”
above), as a sensitivity analysis, the RRR will be estimated within time periods, for
example, Day 14-28, Day 29-60, Day 61-90.

e Additional sensitivity analyses are described under “censoring” above.

8.2 Key Secondary Outcomes
e Mortality is a key secondary outcome; analyses are described in section 7.

e To supplement the separate analyses of time to sustained recovery and time to death, the
two endpoints will be analyzed jointly using the “win ratio” method for the composite
outcome of time to recovery or death.® The win ratio will be calculated using the matched
pairs method described in Pocock (2012).8 Pairs will be formed by ranking the participants
in each treatment group according to a risk score, described in section 13.2, and pairing the
participants in groups A (here referring to the investigational drug) and B (referring to
control) with equal ranks. Details are given below.

o If both treatment groups have the same number of observations, the win ratio is
calculated as follows:
Step 1: Calculate the risk score for all participants, and order participants by the risk
score in each treatment group. If needed, break ties at random. Each participant forms
a “matched pair” with the participant of equal rank order in the other treatment group.
Step 2: For each pair, determine whether the participant in group A wins, loses, or
neither:
a. Compare pairs for time to death, for all pairs where one or both participants died. If
the participant in group A died, wins and losses are computed as follows:
- If the matched participant in group B has longer follow-up, then A loses and
B wins.
- If the matched participant in group B has shorter follow-up and is alive at the
censoring date, then neither group wins.
Repeat for pairs where the participant in group B died.
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b. Compare remaining pairs for time to sustained recovery.
- If A achieved sustained recovery, and time to sustained recovery is longer for
B, then A wins and B loses; vice versa for B.
- If A achieved sustained recovery, and B was censored without reaching
sustained recovery before A reached sustained recovery, then neither group
wins; vice versa for B.
- Otherwise, neither group wins.
Step 3: Calculate the win ratio as the number of wins in group A divided by the total
number of pairs with a win or a loss in group A. Calculate the 95% CI for the win ratio
and p-value as described in Pocock (2012).8
If one treatment group has more participants than the other, select | n, —n; | participants

at random from the larger group and delete. Calculate the win ratio, 95% CI and p-value
for the resulting matched pairs. Repeat the random selection of observations to delete
501 times; identify the matched pairs data set that corresponds to the median win ratio;
the final values of the win ratio, 95% CI and p-value are those calculated from this data
set.

If both treatment groups have the same number of observations, but some ranked risk
scores are tied within a treatment group, a similar process may be used to repeat the
random breaking of ties, with the final win ratio chosen as the median over repeated
random tie breaks.

With this approach, time to death is first used to determine the winning group (i.e., longer
time to death), then time to sustained recovery is used to determine the winning group (i.e.,
shorter time to recovery): in this manner, the win ratio combines these conflicting outcomes
into a composite while recognizing the importance of mortality.

8.3

Other Secondary Outcomes

The protocol defines a number of secondary endpoints in addition to the two key endpoints
described in section 8.2 above. These analyses will be carried out for the final report. Selected
secondary endpoints may also be analyzed for interim monitoring reports, to help evaluate the
safety and efficacy of the investigational agent.

Below, the secondary outcomes from section 4.2.2 of the protocol are cited, with a short
description of the analysis methods. For each outcome, the treatment group comparisons will
be stratified by disease severity at study entry and by site pharmacy, as described in section 3
under “stratification”.

Time to discharge for the initial hospitalization. Treatment groups will be compared using
time-to-event methods that take into account the competing risk of death, similar to the
analyses for time to sustained recovery described in section 8.1.

o Hospital readmissions will be summarized using methods for recurrent events (i.e.
those who are readmitted will re-enter the risk set).®

Days alive outside of a short-term acute care hospital up to day 90. For this analysis, the
“last-off” method will be used, i.e., days from the latest hospital discharge to day 90 will
be counted. A person who dies within 90 days will be assigned a value of 0, consistent
with the approach taken in trials of intensive care-based interventions. We will present
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the median days by group and test the hypothesis of no difference between arms with a
Wilcoxon rank sum test.

o For interim analyses, only participants who have reached Day 90 (administrative
follow-up for those who died) will be included, to avoid bias. Alternatively, a
shorter time period may be used.

Pulmonary+ and pulmonary ordinal outcomes on Days 1-7, and the pulmonary ordinal
outcome on Days 14 and 28. The proportion of participants in each category of the
pulmonary and pulmonary+ outcomes will be summarized over time (both outcomes at
days 1-7, the pulmonary outcome also at Days 14 and 28); at each of those days,
treatment groups will be compared using proportional odds models as described in
section 3; the proportional odds models will be adjusted for the categories of the
pulmonary+ outcome at baseline and for study site pharmacy. If participants in both
disease severity strata are enrolled, the models will also be adjusted for the interaction
between disease severity stratum and pharmacy.

Additionally, the ordinal outcomes will be dichotomized (“category 17, “best 2 categories”
through “best 5 categories”), and proportions will be compared between treatment
groups at selected time points using logistic regression. For these analyses, the key
dichotomized outcome considers the “best 2 categories”, which is similar to the
“recovery” outcome in the ACTT-1 trial.

Clinical organ failure or serious infections, defined by development of any one or more
of the clinical events listed in Appendix B, through Days 28 and 90. The development of
organ failure or serious infections will be analyzed as a binary outcome, and the
proportions of participants who developed organ failure, serious infections or death will
be compared across arms using stratified CMH tests, overall and for individual
components.

A composite of death, clinical organ failure, or serious infection through Days 28 and 90
(see Appendix B). Treatment groups will be compared using standard time-to-event
methods, since death is part of the outcome and not a competing risk. (Also described
in section 7 as safety analysis).

Outcomes assessed in other treatment trials of COVID-19 for hospitalized participants
in order to facilitate cross-trial comparisons and overviews (e.g. 6-, 7-, and 8-category
ordinal scales assessed at Days 1-7, 14 and 28; time to improvement in 1 or 2 categories
of ordinal scale; time to best 3 categories of ordinal scale, and binary outcomes defined
by improvement or worsening based on other ordinal outcomes). We will try to match
the analyses in the other trials, to get results that can be compared. These analyses will
not be performed for interim reports to the DSMB, unless requested.

A composite of cardiovascular events (outcomes listed in items bl, e2 and e3 in
Appendix B) and thromboembolic events (item f2). Time to event methods will be used
that take into account the competing risk of death, e.g., Gray’s test to compare treatment
groups.
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9 Subgroup Analyses

As stated in the protocol (section 11.2 in version 5.1), subgroup analyses for the primary
efficacy outcome (time to sustained recovery) and for important safety outcomes will be
performed. The goal is to determine whether and how the treatment effect (active versus
control) differs qualitatively across various subgroups defined at baseline, and whether there
are safety concerns in specific subgroups. Tests for heterogeneity of the treatment effect
across subgroups will be carried out.

9.1 Outcomes, Subgroups, and Methods

The following outcomes will be considered for subgroup analyses:

e Time to sustained recovery (primary efficacy outcome)

e Time to the composite of death, SAE, organ failure, or serious infections through Day 90

e Time to death through Day 28, Day 90, and 18 months

e The composite of grade 3 and 4 events, SAEs, clinical organ failure, serious infections,
or death through Day 5 and Day 28

e The Pulmonary and Pulmonary+ ordinal outcomes on Day 5

e Time to discharge from the index hospitalization, an outcome used in other COVID-19
trials.

To support the interpretation of the subgroup analyses for composite outcomes, components
of the composites will also be analyzed.

Subgroup analyses will be performed by the following baseline factors:

e Disease severity (categories of the pulmonary+ outcome at study entry, randomization
stratum). This subgroup analysis will be used at interim analyses after expansion of
enrollment to assess if the treatment effect varies across the severity strata.

Duration of symptoms prior to enrollment

Age (18-49, 50-59, 60-69, 70-79, 80+)

Biological sex

Race/ethnicity

Geographic location

Level of residence (home) at the time COVID-19 symptoms developed

Baseline pulmonary status (mutually exclusive subgroups: not on supplemental oxygen,
supplemental oxygen < 4 L/min, supplemental oxygen > 4 L/min, HFNC or NIV; invasive
mechanical ventilation or ECMO)

e Body mass index (BMI)

e History of chronic conditions (cardiovascular disease, diabetes, asthma, chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease, hypertension, chronic kidney disease, hepatic impairment,
or cancer), and number of chronic conditions (none, 1, 2, 3 or more).

Plasma antibody status. See section 9.2 below.

Plasma antigen level. See section 9.2 below.

SARS-CoV-2 viral RNA level based on midturbinate swab. See section 9.2 below.
Biomarkers of inflammation and coagulation (including IL-6, hsCRP, and D-dimer)
Concomitant medications, including subgroups formed by:
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o Use of remdesivir prior to study entry (unless contraindicated, participants in both
treatment groups were to receive remdesivir up to 10 days as background therapy)

o Use of corticosteroids (4 subgroup categories, formed by the combinations of
supplemental oxygen use [yes/no] and corticosteroid use at study entry)

For the AZD7442 investigational agent, additional subgroup analyses will be carried out for

the following subgroups defined at baseline; subgroups, hypotheses and analyses are

described in Appendix E:

e SARS-CoV-2 vaccination status. Subgroups will be formed by vaccination status and by
type of vaccine.

e Immunosuppressive state

e SARS-CoV-2 viral genome sequence and variant lineage.

As a general rule, subgroup analyses will be carried out using statistical models that are
stratified by disease severity; for time-to-event analyses, stratified Fine-Gray or Cox
proportional hazards models will be used, while for other outcomes, models will include the
disease severity indicator as covariate. Global tests for heterogeneity of the treatment effect
across subgroups will be carried out, by adding the interaction between the subgroup
indicator and the treatment group indicator to a model that contains the treatment group
indicator and subgroup variable as “main effects”. In case the subgroup was formed by
categorizing a continuous variable, the models used for the subgroup analyses will contain
the (continuous) subgroup variable as covariate, and the interaction term in the expanded
model will be formed between the subgroup indicator and the continuous variable.

Subgroup analyses for the primary endpoint of time to sustained recovery will use the Fine-
Gray model (with death as competing risk), stratified by disease severity at study entry. Within
each subgroup, the number and percent of recovered participants and median time to recovery
will be calculated by treatment group, and sHRs with 95% CIs comparing the investigational
agent versus control will be estimated. Global tests for heterogeneity of the treatment effect
across subgroups will be carried out, by adding the interaction between the subgroup indicator
and the treatment group indicator to the model that contains data across all subgroups. Median
time to recovery will be estimated using Aalen-Johansen estimators.

Subgroup analyses for the composite safety endpoint at Day 5 will use logistic regression,
stratified by disease severity at study entry. Within each subgroup, the number and percent of
participants with events will be calculated by treatment group, and ORs with 95% Cls comparing
the investigational agent versus control will be estimated. Global tests for heterogeneity of the
treatment effect across subgroups will be carried out, by testing for interactions between the
treatment group and the subgroup variable in an expanded model, as described above.
Additionally, subgroup analyses for the composite safety endpoint through Day 5 will be
conducted using Cox proportional hazards models, stratified by disease severity.

Subgroup analyses for all-cause mortality and safety endpoints that are analyzed using
time-to-event methods (through Day 5, Day 28 and through Day 90) will use stratified Cox
proportional hazards models, since death is part of the composite endpoints and not a
competing risk. HRs will be estimated with 95% Cls for each subgroup, and global tests of
heterogeneity of the treatment effect will be carried out, as described above. The proportional
hazards models will be stratified by disease severity.
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Subgroup analyses for the pulmonary and pulmonary+ ordinal outcomes on Day 5 will use
proportional odds models, adjusted for the pulmonary or pulmonary+ category at study entry.
In order to summarize the distributions across the categories of the ordinal outcome, the mean
score (using 1-7 for best to worst) will be calculated by treatment group within each subgroup.
For each subgroup, summary ORs with 95% Cls will be calculated. Global tests for
heterogeneity of the treatment effect across subgroups will be carried out, as described above.

Subgroup analyses for time to discharge from the index hospitalization will use the Fine-
Gray model (with death as competing risk), stratified by disease severity at study entry. Similar
analyses as described above for time to sustained recovery will be carried out.

Additionally, subgroup analyses will be conducted for subgroups formed by a disease
progression risk score at baseline. The construction of this risk score has been published and
will be revisited as data on the sustained recovery endpoint accumulate for new investigational
agents.10

Unless specified otherwise (e.g., the subgroups by nAb status at study entry for AZD7442
described in Appendix E), subgroup analyses will not be adjusted for multiple comparisons.
Subgroup analyses will be interpreted with caution due to limited power and uncontrolled type
| error.

9.2 Subgroups by Antibody Serostatus, Plasma Antigen, and Viral RNA
Levels

An addendum to the SAP for version 1 of TICO, dated 14 April 2021, described analysis
plans for antibody, antigen, viral RNA levels and biomarkers of inflammation and coagulation
for monoclonal antibodies studied in TICO. This analysis plan was developed before the
corresponding biomarker data were available. Results for the first three investigational
agents, bamlanivimab, sotrovimab, and BRII-196/198, were published.!! These analyses
informed the current analysis plan for antibody, antigen, and viral RNA data.

This section motivates and describes subgroup analyses by baseline antibody serostatus,
plasma antigen levels, and viral RNA levels. Assays are described in Appendix F. Briefly,
plasma samples collected at study entry and at days 1, 3 and 5 were used to measure anti-
spike receptor binding domain (RBD) neutralizing antibodies (nAbs) in a surrogate viral
neutralization test, anti-nucleocapsid (anti-N) binding antibody levels, and semi-quantitative
anti-Spike IgG levels. Qualitative and quantitative plasma SARS-CoV-2 N antigen was
measured using a microbead-based immunoassay by Quanterix (Billerica, MA, USA). SARS-
CoV-2 viral RNA levels were measured from a mid-turbinate nasal swab. SARS-CoV-2
genome sequencing and variant identification were also determined using Illlumina whole
genome sequencing of the mid-turbinate nasal swab at baseline.

Statistical models for the subgroup analyses depend on the investigated endpoint, and were
described in section 9.1.

The two key subgroup hypotheses concern a differential treatment effect (active versus
placebo) across subgroups by nAb serostatus for nMAb and antiviral treatments:
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Hypothesis 1: Patients who are nAb seronegative (GenScript ELISA) at study entry will
benefit more from the investigational agent (compared to placebo) than patients with
higher endogenous antibody levels. Furthermore, those who are nAb seronegative AND
have high antigen levels will benefit more from the investigational agent compared to
placebo than other subgroups categorized by both antibody and antigen levels.

Hypothesis 2: Patients who are nAb seronegative (Genscript) AND have high levels of RNA
from nasal turbinate swab will benefit more from the investigational agent compared to
placebo than other subgroups categorized by both antibody and RNA levels.

To address these hypotheses, the following subgroups will be considered:

Participants who are nAb negative at study entry, versus nAb positive. SARS-CoV-2
anti-spike neutralizing antibody levels by GenScript are expressed as percent binding
inhibition. Specimens with levels < 30% are considered nAb negative (30% is the
manufacturer’s cutoff for positivity), specimens with levels >30% are considered nAb
positive. In the TICO bamlanivimab trial, 50% of participants had endogenous nAbs
(i.e., were nAb positive).

Subgroups by plasma antigen level will be formed by using the median antigen level
at study entry as a cut-point (< median versus > median). In the TICO bamlanivimab
trial, the median antigen level was approximately 1000 ng/L.

Four subgroups formed by the bivariate combinations of nAb status (negative versus
positive) and plasma antigen levels (< median versus = median).

Subgroups by Viral RNA levels by qualitative RT-PCR analysis on mid-turbinate nasal
swabs will be formed using the median RNA levels (< median vs > median). In the
TICO bamlanivimab trial, the median was approximately 10,000 cp/mL.

Four subgroups formed by the bivariate combinations of nAb status (negative versus
positive) and viral RNA levels (< median versus >median).

Subgroup analyses will be performed for the efficacy and safety outcomes listed in section
9.1. The key efficacy outcome for the subgroup analyses will be time to sustained recovery
through day 90, and key safety outcomes will be the composite of death, SAEs, organ failure
and serious infections through day 90, mortality through day 90, and the composite of death,
SAEs, organ failure, serious infections, and grade 3 or 4 AEs through day 28. Methods are
described in section 9.1 above.

Comment: In TICO, the neutralizing antibody status is determined at a central lab; while the
baseline antibody status is being determined on an ongoing basis while the trial is enrolling,
there is some delay due to batch shipping and processing time. Subgroup analyses by baseline
nAb status will be included in interim reports to the DSMB when sufficient data are available for
meaningful analyses.

Similar hypotheses as for the nAb subgroups will be assessed for subgroups formed by the
additional two antibody assays; these analyses will be considered exploratory:

Subgroups formed by anti-N antibody status (positive versus negative at study entry),
and bivariate subgroups formed by the combinations of anti-N Ab status and plasma
antigen or viral RNA levels. Anti-N antibody levels are measured using a SARS-CoV-2
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antibody assay by BioRad (Hercules, CA, USA) measuring total (IgA, IgG, and IgM)
anti-nucleoprotein. For the subgroup analyses, participants with anti-N levels <1 will be
considered “anti-N Ab negative”, those with levels >1 will be considered “anti-N Ab
positive”.

Comment: Results of the BioRad anti-N antibody measurement are defined in terms of
“specimen ratios”. According to the manufacturer, specimen ratios less than 0.8 are
considered negative, those with a specimen ratio between 0.8 and 1.0 are considered
equivocal, and those > 1.0 are considered positive for the presence of anti-SARS-CoV-2
antibodies. For the subgroup analyses, participants with negative and equivocal anti-N Ab
results will be combined and referred to as “anti-N negative”.

e Subgroups formed by quantitative anti-Spike 1gG (Quanterix) antibody status
(positive versus negative), and bivariate subgroups formed by the combinations of anti-
Spike IgG status and plasma antigen or viral RNA levels. Specimens with antibody
levels < 770 ng/mL will be considered “anti-Spike IgG antibody negative”, those with
levels > 770 ng/mL will be considered “anti-Spike 1gG positive”.

Motivation for the hypotheses:

In the TICO bamlanivimab trial, there was no difference in time to sustained recovery by day
90, RRR=0.99 (95% CI: 0.79 to 1.22), p=0.89. However, the treatment effect varied by nAb
status at baseline; among patients who were nAbs negative and positive at entry, the RRRs
were 1.24 (95% CI: 0.90-1.70) and 0.74 (95% CI: 0.54-1.00), respectively (p=0.02 for
differential treatment effect). This means, there was a trend towards benefit with
bamlanivimab among those who did not have endogenous nAbs at study entry, while time to
sustained recovery was longer with bamlanivimab compared to placebo among those who
already had endogenous nAbs. Moreover, among those who were nAb negative, the
difference between bamlanivimab and placebo was more evident if plasma antigen or nasal-
swab viral RNA were above the median levels at study entry. Results for subgroups by anti-N
Ab status had a similar pattern, but less pronounced.

Motivation for safety analyses by nAb status:

In an analysis of the combined data for first three nMAbs investigated in TICO (bamlanivimab,
sotrovimab, and BRII-196/198), the risk of the composite safety outcome of death, SAE, organ
failure, or serious infections through Day 90 was similar in the “active” versus placebo arms,
but a safety signal was identified among participants with pre-existing endogenous neutralizing
antibodies (nAbs). Specifically, the risk of the composite outcome at day 90 was 25.3% in the
(pooled) active arms compared with 27.2% in the (pooled) placebo groups, HR=0.95 (95% CI:
0.72 to 1.25). The treatment effect on the composite safety outcome at day 90 differed by nAb
serostatus at baseline, however; in participants who were nAb negative at baseline, HR=0.72
(95% CI: 0.50 to 1.02) (HR<1 favors the “active” group), and HR=1.42 (95% CI: 0.91 to 2.22)
(favoring the placebo group) among those who were nAb positive at baseline, nominal p-value
for interaction p=0.02. In the placebo group, the rate for the composite safety endpoint was
higher among those who were nAb negative at baseline compared with those who were nAb
positive (33% versus 20%, respectively); those who were nAb negative at baseline were sicker
from COVID-19 at study entry and also had a lower chance of sustained recovery. Mortality
followed a similar pattern as the composite outcome; there was no evidence for a difference
between the active versus placebo groups in the overall analyses (pooled across the three
nMAbs), HR=1.13 (95% CI:0.67 to 1.88), while the treatment effect on mortality differed
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according to baseline nAb status, with HR=0.72 (95% CI: 0.39-1.33) (HR<1 favoring the active
arm) among those who were nAb negative, compared to HR=3.64 (95% CI. 1.05 to 12.65)
among those who were nAb positive.

10 Interim Monitoring Guidelines for the DSMB

Each investigational agent versus placebo comparison will be treated as a separate clinical
trial; stopping boundaries will be derived to allow for multiple interim looks, but will not be
additionally inflated to adjust for simultaneous analysis of multiple investigational agents,
except when explicitly stated in the agent-specific protocol appendix and statistical analysis
plan.

The DSMB will be asked to recommend early termination or modification only when there is
clear and substantial evidence of a treatment difference (unless a trial is stopped for futility).

10.1 Early Assessment of Safety

For investigational agents with minimal pre-existing data, the pace of enrollment will be initially
restricted and the DSMB will be asked to review safety data for the first 20 to 30 participants
before increasing the pace of enrollment.

Subsequently, the DSMB will carry out regular reviews of safety data reports. These reports
will include summaries of infusion—related events, grade 1-4 AEs, SAEs, organ failure, serious
infections, and deaths, including the primary safety outcome at Day 5, and Day 28. Event
listings for incident grade 3 and 4 AEs, SAEs, organ failure and serious infections, SUSARS,
UPs and deaths will be provided (events that were reported since the previous review will be
marked). Narratives will be provided for selected SAEs, SUSARs or UPs, particularly those
judged related to study treatment. Analyses are described in section 7.

Monitoring boundary for harm:

e Until the first 300 participants are enrolled (150 per study arm) and the early futility
analysis is conducted, the treatment groups will also be compared for the “pulmonary”
and “pulmonary+” ordinal outcomes at Day 5, using a proportional odds model stratified
by study pharmacy and pulmonary+ outcome category at baseline. A Haybittle-Peto
boundary with 2.5 standard deviation (SD) for the first 50 participants enrolled and 2.0
SD afterwards will be used as a guideline for harm.

e After the study population is expanded to include disease severity stratum 2, these
analyses are performed by disease severity stratum.

At the discretion of the DSMB, these safety reports will be prepared at a frequency they specify,
for example, weekly. The DSMB may also request additional data summaries.
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10.2 Early Assessment of Futility

10.2.1 Interim Monitoring Guidelines for Early Assessment of Futility

Early in the trial, enrolment is restricted to participants in disease severity stratum 1. When
Day 5 data for the first (approximately) 300 participants (150 per study arm) are available, the
DSMB will review interim data and use pre-specified guidelines for early evidence of sufficient
activity of the investigational agent that justifies continuing enrolment for the agent and
expanding eligibility criteria to include participants in disease severity stratum 2 as well as
stratum 1. Because the risk-benefit trade-off may be more complex than can be captured in
pre-specified guidelines, decisions to terminate an agent for futility will include a broad
assessment of the available data, and may be postponed until more data is available.

The early futility monitoring uses two co-primary outcomes, denoted by “pulmonary” and
‘pulmonary+”, assessed on Day 5. Both are ordered categorical outcomes with 7 categories,
described in section 4.1 of the protocol and in Appendix A to this SAP. The pulmonary outcome
considers largely respiratory-related disease, similar to the ordinal outcome in the ACTT-1
trial.?> The pulmonary+ outcome has the same categories for pulmonary complications (e.g.,
requirements for oxygen), and additionally includes extra-pulmonary outcomes such as
thrombotic, myocardial, and cerebral complications of COVID-19.

Guidelines for the early futility assessment are as follows:

a. If the investigational agent is superior to placebo (i.e., p < 0.3 for a one-sided test) in
both the pulmonary+ and pulmonary intermediate ordinal outcomes, then enrolment for
the agent will expand to complete the trial.

b. If there is insufficient evidence for superiority versus control (i.e., one-sided p>0.3) in
each of the two outcomes, then stop randomization.

c. If there is evidence (1-sided p < 0.3) for an association for one endpoint and not the
other, then the agent may or may not advance depending on the risk/benefit profile
emerging from the data at this early stage. If the effect estimate for both outcomes is on
the side of benefit, the preference would be towards advancing the agent and expanding
enroliment to include disease severity stratum 2.

The DSMB will be asked to review whether the discordance is attributable to a positive
or negative effect on extra-pulmonary organ dysfunction (the difference in the two ordinal
scale categories, the conditions included in pulmonary+ but not in the pulmonary
endpoint), and whether the same ordinal outcomes assessed on other days yield similar
results, and weigh the risk/benefit profile. For example, if there is a significant positive
effect on the pulmonary score and the lack of significant effect on the pulmonary+ score
is driven by a lack of difference in the milder thrombotic symptoms in category 4 of the
pulmonary+ scale (e.g. deep venous thrombosis) and there is no evidence of any raised
risk of thrombosis overall, the agent will advance. Conversely, if the agent is superior to
the control group with respect to the pulmonary outcome, but clearly inferior to the control
group with respect to the pulmonary+ outcome or has a concerning safety profile, it will
not advance.

Analyses of the primary efficacy endpoint, time to sustained recovery, will also be provided to
the DSMB, as supporting information. These analyses are described in section 8.1.
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If available, subgroup analyses by nAb status at study entry (nAb negative or positive) will also
be provided.

10.2.2 Analyses of the Pulmonary and Pulmonary+ outcomes on Day 5

Treatment groups will be compared by intention to treat.

For each of the two ordinal outcomes, the number and percentage of participants in each
of the categories on Day 5 will be tabulated, and the OR of the active versus control
group will be estimated using a proportional odds model with indicators for the
investigational agent group (active versus control) and for the categories of the ordinal
pulmonary+ outcome at baseline (to adjust for baseline severity of illness).? The model
will be stratified by site pharmacy.

The summary tables will show the adjusted summary OR with 95% CI, estimated as
described above, as primary analysis. In addition, the unadjusted summary OR with
95% CI will be shown as sensitivity analysis (estimated using a proportional odds model
without adjustment for the pulmonary+ baseline category or site pharmacy). Inthe case
that the adjusted OR differs substantially from the unadjusted OR, the reason for the
deviation will be explored.

Comments:
o Results will be presented such that OR>1 favors the investigational agent, denoting
higher odds of more favorable disease categories in the group randomized to
investigational agent compared with control.

o In order to avoid overestimating the proportion of participants who died, participants who
died prior to Day 5 will only be included in the Day 5 summaries of the pulmonary and
pulmonary+ outcomes if their time from randomization to cut-date is at least 5 days, and
similarly for analyses on other days. Mortality is a key secondary endpoint and will be
summarized cumulatively as an additional analysis.

For the initial futility analysis, the tests comparing the investigational agent versus
placebo will be performed using a (1-sided) type 1 error rate of 30%. This means, the
investigational agent will be considered “superior” to the control with respect to the
pulmonary (or pulmonary+) outcome, if the estimated summary OR is greater than 1,
and the p-value < 0.30.

The summary reports will show the estimated summary OR with 95% CI, the signed Z-
value for the test statistic comparing the treatment groups, and the one-sided p-value for
superiority, calculated in the primary analysis (i.e., using the proportional odds model
that is adjusted for the pulmonary+ category at baseline and stratified by site pharmacy,
as described above). As sensitivity analysis, these values will also be calculated using
the unadjusted proportional odds model and included in the summary report.

Comment: At the recommendation of the FDA, for monoclonal antibodies studied, patients

requiring high-flow oxygen or mechanical ventilation (invasive or non-invasive) are not eligible

for enrolment unless the investigational agent passes the initial futility assessment. At that time,

the FDA will be consulted. This was done for AZD7442 after it passed the initial futility
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assessment and the FDA allowed expansion of enrollment. This initial enroliment restriction
does not apply to investigational agents other than monoclonal antibodies.

If eligibility is restricted to disease severity stratum 1, adjusting the treatment comparison for the
pulmonary+ outcome at baseline is identical to adjusting for the following categories defined by
oxygen requirement:
o No supplemental oxygen (pulmonary+ category 2)
o Supplemental oxygen < 4 L/min (or < 4 L/min above premorbid requirements)
(pulmonary+ category 3)
o Supplemental oxygen > 4 L/min (or > 4 L/min above premorbid requirements, but not
high-flow oxygen) (pulmonary+ category 4)

e To supplement the overall summary odds ratios for the 7-category outcomes, each
dichotomized definition of improvement that can be formulated from the components of
the ordinal outcomes will be considered separately; for example, treatment groups will
be compared for the proportions of participants in category 1 on Day 5, proportions in
categories 1 or 2 (“best two categories”), in categories 1-3, etc. Proportions will be
tabulated, and odds ratios for active versus control groups will be estimated with 2-sided
95% Cls using logistic regression models. These analyses need to be interpreted with
caution, because they are not adjusted for inflation of type | error due to multiple
comparisons.

e Subgroup analyses will be carried out for the Pulmonary and Pulmonary+ outcomes on
Day 5, to supplement the early futility analyses. The goal is to determine whether the
treatment effect differs across subgroups, and to aid the DSMB in considerations on
whether there are safety concerns in specific subgroups. Principles for subgroup
analyses are described in section 9.1; here, subgroup analyses are based on the
proportional odds models. In particular, heterogeneity of the treatment effect across the
baseline pulmonary+ categories will be assessed.

e After an investigational agent has passed initial futility assessment and enrollment has
been expanded to include participants in disease severity stratum 2, treatment
comparisons for the pulmonary and pulmonary+ outcomes on Day 5 continue, and will
be performed separately for each of the two disease severity strata, to assess safety for
the more severely ill participants in stratum 2.

Missing data: Unknown outcome status for the pulmonary or pulmonary+ outcomes on
Day 5:
The following items describe how missing data will be treated for the primary analyses of the
pulmonary or pulmonary+ outcomes on Day 5. As needed, these methods may be also applied
to analyses at other time points (e.g., Day 7).
e Interim analyses:
o Only participants with Day 5 data for the pulmonary outcome will be included for the
Day 5 comparisons. The number and proportion of participants with unknown
outcome status will be summarized.
Comment: If the cut date is less than 10 days before the data freeze date, Day 5 data for
the ordinal outcomes are considered “missing” only for participants with at least 10 days of
administrative follow-up.
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Final analyses after completion of the trial:

o If Day 5 data are missing for a substantial proportion of participants (e.g., more
than 5% of the mITT cohort), multiple imputation will be used to impute missing Day
5 data for the pulmonary and pulmonary+ outcomes. For the imputation, the
following baseline covariates will be considered in addition to the indicator for
treatment group: age, sex, country, duration of symptoms prior to enroliment, status
of the ordinal pulmonary (or pulmonary+) outcome, and presence of comorbidities.
Ten rounds of imputation will be used to estimate the summary odds ratio.

o The number and proportion of participants with missing data will be reported.

Sensitivity analyses

As sensitivity analyses, the treatment groups will be compared by modified intention-
to-treat (mITT) after excluding participants who did not receive any of the assigned
investigational agent (active or control). This mITT analysis will be provided at important
decision points, e.g., when the test statistic approaches the monitoring boundary, and
for the final analyses after completion of the trial.

Treatment groups will be compared for the pulmonary and pulmonary+ outcomes on
Days 1-7, to monitor the consistency of the treatment effect over time.

Assessment of model assumptions

For the pulmonary and pulmonary+ outcomes at Day 5, the proportionality assumption
of the odds ratio will be assessed (by including the interaction between the treatment
group indicator and indicators for the Day 5 cumulative ordinal categories in the model,
as well as the interactions between the treatment group indicator and the indicators for
the strata by baseline pulmonary+ categories and site pharmacy; this corresponds to
testing for separate slopes using a partial proportional odds model, see section 3 under
“ordered categories”). If there is evidence for non-proportionality, the summary odds
ratio in the proportional odds model will still be used to quantify the treatment effect, and
the analyses of the dichotomized ordinal outcome categories will be used to help
interpret the treatment effect.

The sample size of 300 (150 per study arm) is sufficient to detect a summary OR of 1.60
for the comparison of the investigational agent versus control for each of the two ordinal
outcomes with 95% power. The power of the tests depends on the hypothesized OR and
the hypothesized distribution in the control group used for the sample size calculations.
At the time of the early futility review, the deviation of the observed distribution from the
hypothesized distribution in the control arm will be assessed, and the impact on the
power of the trial will be estimated.

10.3 Interim Monitoring Guidelines for the Primary Endpoint

This section describes the interim monitoring guidelines that apply after the investigational
agent has passed the initial futility assessment (after approximately 150 participants per study
arm are enrolled).

As a guideline, asymmetric boundaries will be provided to monitor the primary endpoint (time
to sustained recovery) for overwhelming benefit or for harm. The trial of an investigational
agent should be stopped for efficacy only if there is clear and convincing evidence of superiority
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of the agent versus the pooled control group with respect to the primary outcome, time to
sustained recovery. For monitoring superiority, the Lan-DeMets spending function analogue of
the O’Brien-Fleming boundaries will be used, with a 1-sided 0.025 level of significance over
multiple looks. For computing the Lan-DeMets boundary, the information fraction at each
interim analysis will be the observed total number of sustained recoveries divided by the
planned number of sustained recoveries (N=843).

The monitoring boundary for harm is asymmetric, requiring less evidence to stop for harm than
for superiority; a Haybittle-Peto boundary with 2.5 SD for the first 50 participants enrolled and
2.0 SD afterwards will used as a guideline for harm. With this approach, less evidence will be
required for crossing a boundary for harm than for benefit.

At each full interim review after the first 169 participants have achieved sustained recovery
(20% information time), the following will be provided:

e Signed square root of the value of the test statistic for Gray’s test with p=0, (“Z-value”)
comparing the investigational agent versus the control group for the primary endpoint
through Day 90, plotted over information time, and the asymmetric monitoring
boundaries: the O’Brien-Fleming boundary with Lan-DeMets a-spending function for
superiority (one-sided test with a=0.025), and the asymmetric, Haybittle-Peto boundary
for harm described above.

o Comment: Test statistics for the primary treatment comparison will be coded such that
the value of the test statistic > O favors the investigational agent. Thus, in case of harm,
the Haybittle-Peto boundary with 2 SD of the normalized test statistic, is crossed if the Z-
value for the test statistic is below -2, irrespective of information time.

In addition to the current value of the test statistic, the corresponding values of the test
statistic at the previous reviews will be plotted over information time, (1) as presented at
the previous DSMB meetings, and (2) re-calculated with current data (using the cut-
dates of the previous reports).

e History of the estimated rate ratios for time to sustained recovery with 95% Cls and p-
values (by Fine-Gray’s method), and normalized test statistic values and p-values for
Gray’s test at previous DSMB reviews, as presented, and recalculated with the current
data (using the cut-date of the previous reports). The latter provides information on the
influence of a possible time lag in the ascertainment of sustained recovery.

10.4 Interim Monitoring for Futility

After investigational agents have passed the initial futility assessment (based on the pulmonary
and pulmonary+ outcomes at Day 5, assessed for the first 300 participants), further futility
analyses will be based on the primary outcome of time to sustained recovery.. The aim of these
analyses will be to consider whether an investigational agent should be discontinued due to a
low probability of achieving statistical significance for the primary endpoint of sustained
recovery at the completion of the 90 day follow-up.

Conditional power calculations for time to sustained recovery will be presented under a range
of scenarios. In the primary futility analysis, it will be assumed that the treatment effect for the
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future, as yet unobserved follow-up will be as hypothesized in the study design (RRR=1.25).
As secondary analysis, the treatment effect for future follow-up will be assumed to be similar to
the observed effect. Additional scenarios may be provided. Typical futility guidelines
recommend stopping a trial when conditional power (assuming the originally hypothesized
treatment effect for the future follow-up) is below 10%-15%.'3

As a guideline, futility will first be assessed when 50% of the planned number of sustained
recoveries have occurred, and a value of 15% will be suggested as a threshold for the
conditional power. An additional assessment will take place at 75% of the events. Conditional
power will be computed using Gray’s test with p=0, the competing risk analogue of the log-rank
test.14

Decisions to terminate an agent for futility will include a broad assessment of the risk/benefit
trade-off in addition to these guidelines.

11 Data Completeness and Study Conduct

According to the protocol, the pulmonary and pulmonary+ outcomes will be assessed on days
0-7; the decision rules for at the initial futility assessment are based on these outcomes on
Day 5. The pulmonary outcome will also be assessed on Days 14 and 28. The primary
outcome, “time to sustained recovery”, will be assessed through Day 90. Clinical data will be
collected on Days 0-7, 14, 28, 60 and 90; mortality and re-hospitalizations will be assessed
through 18 months. After hospital discharge, in-person visits are scheduled on Days 1, 3, 5,
28, and 90, when blood is collected (plasma and serum); other visits may be conducted by
phone (Days 7, 14, 42, 60, and 75). The data collection schedule is included in Appendix D
of this SAP.

Data completeness and study conduct reports will be provided by treatment group (for the
closed report) and pooled across treatment groups (for the open report). Data summaries for
the infusion of the investigational agent on Day 0 are described in Section 6; several of those
reports are also relevant for monitoring study conduct and will be included in the open report
or provided to study leadership, pooled across treatment groups.

The following data summaries will be provided to assess data completeness and study
conduct:

e Number and percent of participants with protocol deviations, and type of protocol deviation

e Expected and observed number (% of expected) of participants who completed visits on
Days 1-7, 14, 28, 42, 60, 75, and 90.

e Expected and observed number (% of expected) of participants with known outcome status
for the pulmonary and the pulmonary+ outcomes on Day 5.

e Ascertainment of the primary outcome: Expected and observed number (% of expected) of
participants with known status of “time to sustained recovery” at days 28, 60, and 90. To
ascertain “sustained recovery”, several elements are required: vital status; the status of
hospitalization; if discharged, the status of the residence (“home” versus other).

e Expected and observed number (% of expected) of participants with known vital status at
days 5, 14, 28, 60 and 90, and at months 6, 12, and 18.
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¢ Number and percent of participants who withdrew consent or were lost to follow-up (no
contact and unknown vital status for 45+ days).

e |If substantial numbers of participants are lost to follow-up (e.g., more than 10% of
participants), Kaplan-Meier estimates for the cumulative proportion of participants who are
lost to follow-up over time, by treatment group, will be provided (closed report only).

e Listing of participants who withdrew consent, including dates of randomization, pulmonary+
category at baseline, receipt of study treatment, date of withdrawal, and reason of
withdrawal.

e Length of follow-up: Median, IQR, range

e Collection of specimens: Expected and observed number (% of expected) of participants
with specimens collected as specified by the protocol, by visit.

e Expected and observed numbers of participants with local laboratory data at baseline and
on Day 5.

A visit counts as “expected” if the visit window has closed or the data have been received.

12 SARS-CoV-2 Antibody, Antigen, and Viral RNA Levels

SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing antibody (nAb) levels, anti-N antibody levels, and plasma antigen
levels are measured in stored plasma specimens collected at baseline (Day 0), Day 1, Day 3,
and Day 5. SARS-CoV-2 RNA levels are determined from mid-turbinate nasal swabs, collected
at baseline. Assays are described in Appendix F.

The statistical analyses described in this section are based on the analysis plan for antibody
and antigen data for bamlanivimab (LY-CoV555), the Addendum to Statistical Analysis Plan
(Version 1.0) Therapeutics for Inpatients with COVID-19 (TICO) ACTIV-3 INSIGHT 014, dated
14 April 2021. The current update to the SAP is further informed by the completed analyses of
antibody, antigen, and viral RNA data for bamlanivimab, sotrovimab, and BRIl 196/198, the first
three investigational agents in TICO.!

Antibody, antigen, and viral RNA levels are determined centrally, and may not be available at
interim analyses. If data are available, key analyses will be included in interim reports.

12.1 Associations of Baseline Levels with Clinical Outcomes

For each treatment group, associations of baseline antibody status (negative versus positive),
levels of plasma antigen, and levels of viral RNA at study entry, with time to sustained recovery
through day 90 (primary efficacy outcome) and with important safety outcomes will be
assessed.

12.2 Plasma Antigen Levels Through Day 5

Plasma antigen levels over time (Baseline, Days 1, 3, and 5) will be described using the
following summary statistics, by treatment group, for all participants with follow-up data, and
separately for participants who were nAb negative versus nAb positive at study entry:

e Number and percent of participants with antigen levels < 3 ng/L (“antigen negative”),
and number and percent of participants with antigen levels < median antigen levels at
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study entry (the cut-point used for subgroup analyses).
e Side-by-side box plots of antigen levels. Antigen levels < 3 ng/L (the lower limit of
guantification) will be imputed as 2.9, and antigen levels will plotted on the logio-scale.
e Geometric mean concentrations (GMC) of the antigen levels

Hypothesis 1: Over the first 5 days, antigen levels will decline faster in those receiving the
investigational agent compared to those receiving placebo.

Hypothesis 2: The treatment effect (investigational agent versus placebo) on the antigen
levels is stronger among participants who are nAb negative at study entry compared with
those who are nAb positive at study entry.

To address these hypotheses, treatment groups will be compared for the percentage of
participants who are antigen negative (i.e., antigen levels < 3 ng/L) at Days 1, 3, and 5, overall
(Hypothesis 1) and within subgroups (Hypothesis 2).

e At each time point, the treatment difference will be estimated using a logistic regression
model with the logio-transformed baseline antigen level and disease severity indicator
as covariates, and ORs with 95% ClIs and p-values will be cited.

e In addition to the treatment comparisons at each time point (Days 1, 3, and 5),
longitudinal GEE models will be fitted for the proportion of participants who are antigen
negative over time, and slopes over time will be compared between treatment groups.
The GEE models will be adjusted for baseline levels and disease severity.

e In addition to estimating the treatment differences within each subgroup, heterogeneity
of the treatment effect across subgroups by baseline nAb status (Hypothesis 2) will be
assessed by testing for an interaction between the treatment group indicator and the
subgroup indicator for baseline nAb status in an expanded GEE model.

e Unadjusted analysis will also be performed, as sensitivity analysis.

Comment: Within the full study population, treatment comparison will be adjusted for nAb status at
study entry by including the nAb status and disease severity indicators as covariates. Within nAb
subgroups, comparisons will be adjusted for disease severity.

As secondary analyses, treatment groups will also be compared for the percentage of
participants with antigen levels < median antigen level at study entry, as well as for the
geometric mean concentration (GMC) of antigen levels.

In order to compare treatment groups for geometric mean concentration (GMC) of antigen
levels, antigen levels < 3 ng/L will be imputed as 2.9 ng/L, and the treatment difference will be
estimated as the GMC ratio for the investigational agent versus placebo. For this analysis,
plasma antigen levels will be logio-transformed, mean differences will be estimated with 95%
Cls in ANCOVA models that include the treatment indicator as fixed effect and the baseline
logio antigen level and disease severity indicator as covariates, and the treatment difference
will be back-transformed to the original scale to estimate the GMC ratio. These analyses will
be performed in the full study population, as well as within subgroups by nAb status.
Heterogeneity of the treatment effect across subgroups will be assessed by testing for an
interaction between treatment group and subgroup indicator in expanded ANCOVA models for
the logio-transformed antigen levels.

42



12.3 Antibody Levels Through Day 5

Levels of nAb and anti-N antibodies at baseline, Days 1, 3, and 5 will be described using the
following summary statistics, by treatment group, for all participants with follow-up data, and
separately within subgroups by antibody status (positive versus negative) at study entry. To
investigate nAb levels over time, subgroups will be formed by nAb status. To investigate anti-
N antibody levels over time, subgroups will be formed by anti-N antibody status. Similar
analyses will be performed for anti-Spike IgG antibody levels.

Number and percent of participants with nAb percent binding ratio > 30% (“nAb
positive”)

Number and percent of participants with anti-N Ab specimen ratio > 1 (“anti-N antibody
positive”)

Number and percent of participants with anti-Spike IgG antibody level > 770 ng/mL
(“anti-Spike 1gG positive”)

Side-by-side box plots of nAb, anti-N, and anti-Spike 1gG antibody levels over time
Median concentrations of the nAb, anti-N, and anti-Spike IgG antibody levels

Comment: The manufacturer of the anti-N antibody assay (BioRad) considers samples with
specimen ratios < 0.8 as “antibody negative”, and samples with values between 0.8 and 1 as
“equivocal”’. For our analyses, we refer to all samples with specimen ratio < 1 as “anti-N negative”.

Treatment groups will be compared for the following outcomes, overall and within subgroups
by antibody status at study entry:

The percentage of participants who are nAb positive (i.e., percent binding ratio > 30%)
at Days 1, 3, and 5, overall and within subgroups by nAb status at study entry.

The percentage of participants who are anti-N antibody positive (i.e., specimen ratio >
1) at Days 1, 3, and 5, overall and within subgroups by anti-N antibody status at study
entry.

The percentage of participants who are anti-Spike 1gG antibody positive (i.e., antibody
level > 770 ng/mL) at study entry at Days 1, 3, and 5, overall and within subgroups by
anti-spike 1gG antibody levels at study entry.

Statistical methods are similar to those described for comparing antigen levels over time.

In addition, at Days 1, 3, and 5, treatment groups will be compared for mean antibody levels
(nAb, anti-N, and anti-Spike IgG levels), and the mean difference (investigational agent minus
placebo) will be estimated with 95% Cls, overall and in subgroups by antibody status, using
ANCOVA models that include the treatment indicator as fixed effect, and the baseline antibody
level (continuous covariate) and disease severity indicator as covariates. Treatment groups
will also be compared for mean change over time using longitudinal mixed effects models,
comparing slopes of mean antibody levels over time between treatment groups. Heterogeneity
of the treatment effect across subgroups will be assessed by testing for an interaction between

treatment group and subgroup indicator in expanded longitudinal mixed effects models.

Comment: The analyses of mean levels of nAb and anti-N antibody levels are exploratory, as the
assays are qualitative. In contrast, the anti-Spike IgG antibody assay is semi-quantitative, and for
that assay percentiles will be considered in subgroup analyses as well as classification of results

as antibody negative/positive.
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13 Exploratory Analyses

13.1 Associations Between the Pulmonary and Pulmonary+ Outcomes and
Time to Sustained Recovery

At the early futility assessment when 300 participants (150 per study arm) are enrolled and
have Day 5 data, estimated treatment differences in the pulmonary and pulmonary+ ordinal
outcomes on Day 5 are used to identify promising investigational agents to continue to be
studied with the clinical outcome of “time to sustained recovery”. In exploratory analyses, we
will investigate whether the early pulmonary and pulmonary+ outcomes on Day 5 are an
adequate predictor for time to sustained recovery, to re-evaluate our initial futility decision rule.

e Associations between the pulmonary and pulmonary+ ordinal outcomes at Day 5 with
time to sustained recovery will be estimated using Cox proportional hazards models,
pooled across treatment groups. To illustrate these associations, median time to
sustained recovery will be estimated by category of the ordinal outcomes on Day 5, using
Aalen-Johansen estimates of the cumulative incidence function.

Ideally, the goal would be to evaluate the extent to which treatment differences in the pulmonary
outcomes on Day 5 predict treatment differences in time to sustained recovery through Day 90.
A detailed analysis plan will be developed at a later time.

13.2 Disease Progression Risk Score

A disease progression risk score, calculated at baseline, will be used to form subgroups of
participants with low or high predicted risk for subgroup analyses for safety and efficacy
outcomes, and to pair participants for the win ratio analyses described in section 8.2.

The risk score for a participant is defined as the estimated probability that the Pulmonary
outcome on Day 5 is in one of the categories 5, 6 or 7 (5=non-invasive ventilation or high-flow
oxygen, 6=invasive ventilation, 7=death). The probability is estimated using a logistic
regression model for the corresponding binary outcome (Pulmonary categories >5 vs <5 on
Day 5) with the following baseline predictors: age, sex, Pulmonary category at baseline, days
since symptom onset, NEW score, and indicator variables for the following risk factors:
asthma/COPD, diabetes, CVD, heart failure, hypertension, HIV or other immune deficiency,
and renal impairment. The risk score will be derived from the pooled data for the investigational
agent/placebo groups. Thus, the risk score will be specific to each investigational agent.

14 Unblinding of Treatment Comparisons

For any investigational agent, trial results will be unblinded when the pre-specified number of
primary endpoints is reached; results may be unblinded earlier upon the recommendation of
the DSMB if the sponsor and study leadership concur. In this case, trial results for the
investigational agent will be unblinded and reported with available data through 90 days of
follow-up. After that, data collection will continue as outlined in the data collection plan; under
protocol version 3.0, death and re-hospitalizations will be recorded through 18 months.
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While the trial is ongoing, access to any data summaries by treatment group (investigational
agent or control groups) will be restricted to the members of the DSMB, the DSMB’s Executive
Secretary, and the unblinded statisticians.

When the trial for an investigational agent is concluded, data for the investigational agent and
the corresponding pooled control group will be unblinded and provided to the study team.

The timing of the unblinding of data for one agent may require consideration, if:
e the control group is substantially shared with another agent for which the trial is still
ongoing, and
e pooled data on treatment outcomes for the ongoing trial are available to investigators.

In this case, the need for a speedy unblinding has to be balanced with maintaining trial integrity
for other agents in the platform trial, and the DSMB will be consulted as to the timing of the
unblinding.

15 Distribution of Reports

e Open report: ACTIV-3 leadership team; DAIDS Medical Officer; selected NIAID staff;
representatives of the companies; and all recipients of the unblinded closed report. After
the DSMB meeting, the open report and the DSMB summary statement will be posted
to the trial’'s web site, open to all investigators.

e Closed report: DSMB members, Executive Secretary of the DSMB, unblinded
statisticians.

e Web reports (accessible by all investigators and study staff):

o Enrollment summaries by site and over time (updated daily)

o Baseline characteristics

o Selected summary measures on data quality and study conduct (pooled across
treatment groups).

e Additionally, selected summary measures on study conduct will be provided to study
leadership upon request (pooled across treatment groups).
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Appendix A. Definition of the Pulmonary and Pulmonary+
ordered categorical outcomes

The Pulmonary categorical outcome is primarily defined based on oxygen requirements. The
categories of the Pulmonary+ outcome are similar, except that categories 4 and 5 also capture

selected extra-pulmonary complications, highlighted in red below.

Pulmonary outcome

Pulmonary+ outcome

1. Can independently undertake usual
activities with minimal or no symptoms

1. Can independently undertake usual
activities with minimal or no symptoms

2. Symptomatic and currently unable to
independently undertake usual activities
but no need of supplemental oxygen (or
not above premorbid requirements)

2. Symptomatic and currently unable to
independently undertake usual activities
but no need of supplemental oxygen (or
not above premorbid requirements)

3. Supplemental oxygen (<4 liters/min, or
<4 liters/min above premorbid
requirements)

3. Supplemental oxygen (<4 liters/min, or
<4 liters/min above premorbid
requirements)

4. Supplemental oxygen (=4 liters/min, or
24 liters/min above premorbid
requirements, but not high-flow oxygen)

4. Supplemental oxygen (=4 liters/min, or
24 liters/min above premorbid
requirements, but not high-flow oxygen)
or any of the following: stroke (NIH
Stroke Scale [NIHSS] <14), meningitis,
encephalitis, myelitis, myocardial
infarction, myocarditis, pericarditis, new
onset CHF NYHA class Il or IV or
worsening to class Il or IV, arterial or
deep venous thromboembolic events

5. Non-invasive ventilation or high-flow
oxygen

5. Non-invasive ventilation or high-flow
oxygen, or signs and symptoms of an
acute stroke (NIHSS >14)

6. Invasive ventilation, extracorporeal
membrane oxygenation (ECMO),
mechanical circulatory support, or new
receipt of renal replacement therapy

6. Invasive ventilation, ECMO, mechanical
circulatory support, new receipt of renal
replacement therapy, or vasopressor
therapy

7. Death

7. Death

The term “usual activities”, in categories 1 and 2 for both outcomes, refers to activities of daily

living that the participant was able to undertake prior to the current illness.
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Appendix B. Definition of Clinical Organ Failure and Serious
Infection

According to the protocol, section 4.2.2., clinical organ failure is defined by development of any
one or more of the following clinical events (see PIM for criteria for what constitutes each of
these conditions):

a. Respiratory dysfunction:
1. Respiratory failure defined as receipt of high flow nasal oxygen, non-invasive
ventilation, invasive mechanical ventilation, or ECMO

b. Cardiac and vascular dysfunction:
1. Myocardial infarction (MI)
2. Myocarditis or pericarditis
3. Congestive heart failure (CHF): new onset NYHA class Il or IV, or worsening to
class lll or IV
4. Hypotension requiring institution of vasopressor therapy

c. Renal dysfunction:
1. New requirement for renal replacement therapy

d. Hepatic dysfunction:
1. Hepatic decompensation

e. Neurological dysfunction
1. Acute delirium
2. Cerebrovascular event (stroke, cerebrovascular accident [CVA])
3. Transient ischemic events (i.e., CVA symptomatology resolving <24 hrs)
4. Encephalitis, meningitis or myelitis

f. Haematological dysfunction:
1. Disseminated intravascular coagulation
2. New arterial or venous thromboembolic events, including pulmonary embolism
and deep vein thrombosis
3. Major bleeding events (>2 units of blood within 24 hours, bleeding at a critical site
[intracranial, intraspinal, intraocular, pericardial, intraarticular, intramuscular with
compartment syndrome, or retroperitoneal], or fatal bleeding).

Serious infection is defined as:
g. Serious infection:
1. Intercurrent, at least probable, documented serious disease caused by an infection
other than SARS-CoV-2, requiring antimicrobial administration and care within an
acute-care hospital.
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Appendix C. Safety Data Collection

Table C-1. Overview of Safety Data Collection (protocol version 3, section 10).*

Infusion Days 0-7 | Day 14 Day 28 Day 90 Months
+2 hrs 6, 12,
and 18

Infusion-related reactions X
and symptoms

Clinical AEs of any grade X X X
severity

Grade 3 and 4 clinical AEs X X
from Day 7 through Day 281

Targeted laboratory X
abnormalities of any grade
(Day 5)

Hospital admissions and Collected through Month 18
deaths

Targeted clinical events Collected through Day 90
collected as study
endpoints?

SAEs not exempt from Collected through Day 90
reporting (i.e., not
considered a protocol
specified exempt event)?

Any SAE related to study Collected through Day 90
intervention

Unanticipated problems Collected through Day 90

1 Grade 3 and 4 clinical AEs on Days 1-7 are reported each day; those occurring between Days 8 and
14 are reported at the Day 14 visit, and those occurring between Days 15 and 28 are reported at the
Day 28 visit.

2 Protocol-specified exempt serious events (PSEE); these events are listed below. See section 10.2.5
of the TICO study protocol and the PIM for information on PSEE.

* In protocol version 2.0, the data collection is identical, except that hospital re-admissions
and deaths are collected through Month 12 only.
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Protocol-specified exempt events (protocol section 10.2.5)

The following events are protocol-specified exempt events. They are not reported as AEs or
SAEs, unless the investigator considered that there was a reasonable possibility that the
study intervention (blinded investigational agent/ placebo or study-supplied SOC treatment)
caused the event.

Death

Stroke

Meningitis

Encephalitis

Myelitis

Myocardial infarction

Myocarditis

Pericarditis

New onset of worsening of CHF (NYHA class 3 or 4)

Arterial or deep vein thromboembolic events

Respiratory failure defined as receipt of high flow nasal oxygen, non-invasive
ventilation, invasive mechanical ventilation or ECMO

Hypotension requiring vasopressor therapy

Renal dysfunction requiring renal replacement therapy

Hepatic decompensation

Neurologic dysfunction, including acute delirium and transient ischemic events
Disseminated intravascular coagulation

Major bleeding events

Serious infections
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Appendix D. Schedule of Assessments

Table D-1. Schedule of Assessments (protocol version 5.1, Appendix B).*

Screen | Day Follow-up Study Day; shaded columns denote in-person visits
orDay 0| O

Day -1/0* 0 1123 |4 |5|6|7 |14 |28 |42 |60 |75| 90 | 6M

Acceptable deviation 0 0 0O[0|O0|O0|0)| O |+1|+2 | +3 | +3 | 45 [+5|+10 |+14
from day

ELIGIBILITY & BASELINE
DATA

Informed consent X

Baseline medical (incl. X
duration of COVID-19) and
social history

Baseline medications X

Symptom-directed X
physical exam by the
clinical team

Review SARS-CoV-2 test X
results

Local laboratory testing X X

Urine pregnancy test or X
other documentation of
pregnancy status

STUDY INTERVENTION

Randomization X

Study Drug/Placebo X
Administration

Assess infusion completion X
and adverse reactions

STUDY PROCEDURES

Clinical assessment for X X | X[ X[ X | X|X]|X]|X]| X X
pulmonary ordinal outcome

Clinical assessment for X X X| X | X | X | X|X]|X
pulmonary+ ordinal
outcome

Vital signs for NEW score X
assessment

Respiratory function scale X
assessment

Hospitalization status X X X | X X X X X

Changes in X X X X | X| X
residencel/facility

Interim medical history X | X X X X

x
x

Interim medications

Clinical AEs of any grade X XX | X | X[ X]|X]|X]| X X
on days indicated

Clinical AEs reaching grade X X
3 or 4 severity through Day
28

Research sample storage X | X X X X X
(plasma and serum)?

Midturbinate swab for X
central SARS-CoV-2 viral
load testing?

SAEs and unanticipated Report as they occur
problems

Deaths Report as they occur

Hospitalization Summary Report upon hospital discharge | |

Hospital Readmissions Report upon hospital discharge
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1 Screening must be performed within 24 hours of randomization.
2Blood draw and swab collection in some cases can be obtained after randomization but before the infusion. If it

is not possible to do an in-person on Day 3 or Day 5, the blood draws may be done one day earlier or one day
later (but the participant should be telephoned to record the clinical data on the indicated study day).

* In addition, in protocol versions 3.0 and higher, pregnancy outcomes will be collected for
female participants who become pregnant during the study.
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Appendix E. Modifications to the Statistical Analysis Plan for
AZD7442

Investigational Agent

Appendix H4 (version 2 dated 09 April 2021) of the TICO protocol describes agent-specific
protocol elements for AZD7442 by AstraZeneca. AZD7442 is comprised of two immunoglobulin
G (IgG)-1 kappa monoclonal antibodies (AZD8895 and AZD1061) which neutralize SARS-CoV-
2 by binding to unique, non-overlapping epitopes on the RBD of the viral spike protein.

E-1 Analysis population

Treatment comparisons for efficacy and safety outcomes will be by modified intention-to-treat
(mITT). The mITT analysis is restricted to participants who received a complete or partial
infusion of the investigational agent/placebo; participants who did not receive any of the
investigational agent/placebo are excluded. The TICO platform protocol specifies ITT for the
efficacy analyses “unless otherwise stated”, and mITT for safety analyses.

Justification for changing the study population to mITT for efficacy analyses: In the TICO trial
of AZD7442, 1455 patients were randomized (ITT population). In preliminary, near final data,
of the 1455 randomized participants, 1417 were infused the blinded AZD7442 or placebo. Of
the remaining 38 patrticipants, 35 had withdrawn consent prior to infusion (no follow-up data
after Day 0 were collected for 34 of the 35), and information was pending on 3 participants as
of December 28, 2021. Because the treatment assignment was blinded, the reasons for not
receiving an infusion are independent from the treatment assignment. Therefore, the risk of
bias due to restricting analyses to the mITT cohort is low. Moreover, follow-up data are not
available for most of the participants who did not receive an infusion. With this approach, the
risk and benefits of AZD7442 will be evaluated in the same population.

Comment: Investigators were unblinded to summaries of the infusion status of participants,

pooled across treatment groups. These analyses were included in the open DSMB reports.

E-2 Increasein Target Number of Primary Events and Sample Size Beyond
That Specified in the Master Protocol

The event target and sample size for AZD7442 was increased on August 19, 2021 with a letter
of amendment. This increase was based on the results of other trials (the RECOVERY trial
and the ACTIV-3/TICO trials of bamlanivimab, VIR-7831 and BRII-196/198) and utilized pooled
outcome data for AZD7442 to estimate the revised sample size. The new event target for the
AZD7442 trial was 1,228. It was estimated that extending enrolment to September 30, 2021
would achieve a sample size of 1,500 participants, which was estimated to be required to
achieve the event target of 1,228. With this event target a RRR of 1.20 could be detected with
90% power at the 0.05 (2-sided) level of significance. It also provided 90% power to detect a
RRR of 1.28 for the subgroup of participants who are seronegative for neutralizing SARS-CoV-
2 antibodies (nAb) at study entry (see Letter of Amendment of 19 August 2021).
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E-3 Power Estimation Prior to Unblinding

On December 28, 2021, prior to unblinding any treatment comparisons for the trial of AZD7442,
power was re-assessed based on updated pooled (AZD7442 and placebo groups combined)
primary endpoint results. Pooled primary outcome data on December 28, 2021 are given in
the table below.

Table E-1. Recovery status of participants in the AZD7442 trial as of December 28, 2021

1455 Participants Randomized
1417 Infused and 38 not infused (35 withdrew consent)
nAb nAb Specimen Specimen
negative ositive not yet not available

9 P analyzed TOTAL
ggco"ery status through Day | \_g16 | N=657 N=107 N=37 N=1417
Withdrew prior to recovery 2 4 0 0 6
Day 90 window closed and 17 5 0 1 23
recovery status unknown
Day 90 window not yet closed*

0 1 3 0 4

and recovery status unknown
Achieved sustained recovery 508 586 76 25 1195
Home < 14 days 7 5 0 0 12
Discharged from hospital, but 9 3 2 14
not home
Hospitalized 12 10 1 25
Died before recovery 61 43 26 8 138

* The Day 90 window extends to Day 100.

The mITT study population included 1417 participants. At this time, most of the 90-day follow-
up was completed. The last patient was randomized on September 30, 2021 and the visit
window for the Day 90 visit extends to 100 days (January 8, 2022).

Overall, the number of primary events was 1,195, 33 events less than the target of 1,228. As
the table below indicates, this does not have a material effect on power.

Table E-2. Power estimates in the full study population: Recovery rate ratios (RRR) that can be detected
with 80-90% power and 0.05 (2-sided) significance level, assuming 1195 sustained recovery events
ooled across treatment groups

Power RRR
0.90 1.206
0.85 1.189
0.80 1.176

Table E-3 below summarizes power estimates for the subgroup of participants who were nAb-
negative at study entry. This subgroup is currently 48% of those for whom the baseline nAb
status was determined. We anticipate results for 107 additional patients in January 2022. The
effect sizes (recovery rate ratio [RRR]) that can be detected with 90%, 85%, and 80% power
for different estimates of the final number of primary events for the nAb-negative subgroup are
summarized below; as of December 28, 2021, 508 participants in this subgroup had achieved
sustained recovery, and 76 participants among those for whom the nAb status is not yet known.
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Table E-3. Power estimates in the nAb negative subgroup: RRRs that can be detected with 80-90%
ower and 0.05 (2-sided) significance level, assuming 542-562 sustained recovery events

Power RRR (542 events) | RRR (552 events) RRR (562 events)
0.90 1.321 1.318 1.315
0.85 1.294 1.291 1.288
0.80 1.272 1.269 1.267

In preliminary data in August 2021, 56% of participants were nAb-negative. With the more
complete baseline data on December 28, 2021, this percentage is estimated as 48%.

The power estimates given in Tables E-2 and E-3, the decline in the estimated percentage of
participants who were nAb-negative, and further consideration of the relative importance of the
treatment comparisons in the full study cohort as well as the in the nAb-negative subgroup led
to the plan to test both hypotheses (benefit of AZD7442 in the full study population, and benefit
of AZD7442 in the subgroup of nAb-negative participants) simultaneously while controlling the
family-wise type 1 error rate. This is described in section E-4 below.

E-4 Primary Analysis: Simultaneous Tests in the Overall Cohort and in the
nAb-Negative Subgroup, Method and Power Considerations

Primary analysis: Two hypotheses will be tested using mITT analyses. The family-wise type 1
error rate will be controlled at the 0.05 (2-sided) level of significance. The two primary
comparisons are:

e AZD7442 versus placebo for time to sustained recovery in the overall mITT cohort; and
e AZD7442 versus placebo for time to sustained recovery in the subgroup of participants
in the mITT cohort who were nAb-negative at study entry.

The Holm method will be used to control the family-wise error rate.'®> With this approach, the
two primary comparisons are considered on an equal footing (i.e., co-primary hypotheses).
With the Holm method, p-values for the 2 hypotheses will be ordered from lowest to highest.
The lower of the two p-values will be compared with a 0.025 (0.05/2) 2-sided level of
significance. If that test result is significant (i.e., p<0.025), the second p-value will be
compared with a 0.05 (2-sided) level of significance. This method controls the family-wise
type 1 error rate for both comparisons at 0.05 (2-sided).

Power was estimated considering the estimated number of participants with a primary
endpoint of sustained recovery for the nAb negative and positive subgroups. Based on the
results of recently reported trials mentioned in section E-2, we expect the recovery rate ratio
(RRR) for AZD7442 versus placebo to be greater (more favorable for AZD7442 than placebo)
for the nAb-negative subgroup than for the nAb-positive subgroup.

The following assumptions were made for the power estimates given in the figure and table
below; projections for event numbers are based on Table E-1:
e Sustained recovery by Day 90 will be experienced by an estimated 545 participants in
the nAb-negative subgroup. This projection includes the 508 participants who have had
experienced the endpoint by December 28, 2021, and 37 additional participants who
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experienced a sustained recovery endpoint (either nAb negative participants with
unknown recovery status or participants for whom nAb status at baseline had not yet
been determined on December 28, 2021).

e In the overall cohort, 1202 participants will achieve sustained recovery; this projection
includes the 1195 participants who had achieved sustained recovery as of December
28, 2021, plus a small proportion of participants with as yet unknown outcome status.

e 48% of the study participants would be nAb-negative at study entry

With 545 primary events in the nAb-negative subgroup, power is 0.90 to detect a RRR=1.32
at the 0.05 (2-sided) level of significance. With the above assumptions, and assuming
RRR=1.32 for the nAb-negative subgroup, power for the comparison of AZD7442 and
placebo in the overall cohort and within the nAb-negative subgroup was estimated for a range
of values of the RRR for the nAb-positive subgroup. In Table E-4 below, the first column
shows the assumed RRR among the nAb-positive subgroup, the second column shows the
corresponding overall RRR (assuming RRR=1.32 among the nAb-negative subgroup), and
columns 3 and 4 show the estimated power to detect RRR=1.32 among the nAb-negative
subgroup and the computed RRR (column 2) in the overall study cohort, respectively, using
Holm’s method to control the simultaneous Type 1 error to 0.05. For example, assuming
RRR=1.0 among the nAb-positive subgroup and RRR=1.32 among the nAb-negative
subgroup, the overall RRR would be 1.14, and the treatment difference between AZD7442
and placebo would be detected with power of 0.858 in the nAb-negative subgroup, and with
power of 0.63 in the overall study population.
Comment: In a single test with 5% significance level, power was estimated at 90% to detect
RRR=1.32 in the nAb-negative subgroup; assuming RRR=1.14 in the full study cohort, the power
in the nAb-negative subgroup is decreased to 86% with Holm’s procedure because the p-value for
the nAb-negative subgroup would more likely be the smaller of the two p-values, and thus would
be compared to 0.025 instead of 0.05.

Table E-4. Power to detect a treatment difference in sustained recovery between AZD7442 and
placebo within the nAb-negative subgroup and overall, assuming an RRR of 1.32 among the nAb-
negative subgroup and a range of RRRs between 1.30 and 0.95 for the nAb-positive subgroup, and
using Holm’s method to control the familywise Type 1 error.

Assumed RRR Power using Holm’s method
Among the nAb- Overall* To detect RRR=1.32 To detect the
positive subgroup among the nAb-negative overall RRR
subgroup (column 2)
1.30 1.31 0.900 0.994
1.25 1.28 0.899 0.985
1.20 1.26 0.897 0.967
1.15 1.23 0.892 0.933
1.10 1.20 0.884 0.873
1.05 1.17 0.871 0.774
1.00 1.14 0.858 0.630
0.95 1.11 0.848 0.453

* RRR for sustained recovery in the overall study population, assuming RRR=1.32 among the nAb-negative
subgroup and the RRR in column 1 among the nAb-positive subgroup

Figure E-1 below shows the data from Table E-4 in a graph. The power of Holm’s testing
procedure to detect a treatment effect is plotted versus a range of assumed RRRs among the
nAb-positive participants (horizontal axis, column 1 of Table E-4); the dashed line shows the
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power to detect RRR=1.32 for the nAb-negative subgroup (column 3 in Table E-4), and the
solid line shows the power to detect the corresponding treatment effect in the overall cohort
(column 4 in Table E-4).

Figure E-1. Estimated power to detect a treatment difference in sustained recovery between AZD7442
and placebo in the overall study population (solid line) and within the subgroup of nAb-negative
participants (dashed line), for a range of RRRs among nAb-positive participants and assuming
RRR=1.32 for nAb-negative participants.
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E-5 Data Analysis Considerations for the Two Co-Primary Hypotheses

The analysis of the primary endpoint will follow the methods described in sections 3
(stratification) and 8.1 (Gray’s test for the primary comparisons and Fine-Gray models to
estimate RRRs and 95% Cls, stratified by study site pharmacy). The following additional
considerations apply to the AZD7442 study:

e The same stratification will be used for testing both co-primary hypotheses. Using
blinded baseline data available on January 21, 2022, the strata were determined as
follows. To avoid sparse strata, study pharmacies were pooled following the principles
described in section 3. Seven strata, each including at least 20 participants in the nAb-
negative subgroup, were formed using large sites where possible and combining small
sites with each other or with a larger site where that was not. In addition, some very
small sites that only enrolled participants who were nAb-positive were combined with
one of the 7 strata. For the 99 sites that enrolled at least one participant, the 7 strata
will be defined as follows: 1) 3 strata for the 3 U.S. sites that enrolled at least 20 nAb
negative participants; 2) 1 stratum for all other U.S. sites; 3) 1 stratum for sites in
Denmark, Greece, the United Kingdom, and Singapore; 4) 1 stratum for sites in Spain;
and 5) 1 stratum for sites in Uganda.
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e No participants were randomized in disease severity stratum 2 (defined in section 1.2;
in particular, stratum 2 included participants requiring invasive mechanical ventilation
or ECMO). Therefore, the originally planned stratification of analyses by disease
severity stratum can’t be carried out. Early in the trial, participants requiring non-
invasive ventilation (NIV) or oxygen from a high-flow nasal cannula (HFNC) also were
excluded. Beginning July 19, 2021, eligibility was expanded to include participants
requiring NIV or HENC. Considering this expansion of eligibility criteria, a sensitivity
analysis will be carried out using a Fine-Gray model that only stratifies by oxygen
requirements at baseline. A sensitivity analysis without any stratification will also be
carried out.

e A subgroup analysis by calendar date of enrollment will also be carried out (2
subgroups: participants enrolled before July 19, 2021 and at or after July 19, 2021).
The cut-point was chosen because on July 19, 2021, the first patient who required
HENC or NIV was enrolled after eligibility was expanded to include such patients.

If the primary comparison of AZD7442 versus placebo for time to sustained recovery shows a
significant treatment effect in nAb-negative participants, then major safety, efficacy, and
subgroup analyses will be conducted for the nAb-negative participants as well as for the full
study cohort.

E-6 Interim Monitoring Guidelines

There are 2 changes to the interim monitoring guidelines described in Section 10.3 of this
SAP:

e The information fraction for the Lan-DeMets spending function will be based on the
target of 1,228 sustained recoveries, not 843.

e As part of the broad assessment of risk/benefit, the DSMB should consider the findings
in nAb negative and nAb positive subgroups. For participants who are nAb negative,
greater benefit with the investigational agent is hypothesized.

Comment: The antibody status at baseline was unknown for a large proportion of

participants until late in the trial. Therefore, separate interim monitoring boundaries were
not planned for this subgroup.

E-7 Subgroup Analyses by Vaccine and Immunosuppression Status

The hypotheses in this subsection were developed for the comparison of AZD7442 (a long-
acting antibody combination) versus placebo, but apply more generally to monoclonal
antibodies and antiviral agents. The outcomes, and the specific statistical models used for the
subgroup analyses for each of the outcomes were described in Section 9.1.

The subgroup analyses by vaccination status and immunosuppression status address the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: AZD7442 will have greater efficacy in non-vaccinated, compared to fully or
partially vaccinated, study participants.
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Hypothesis 2: AZD7442 will have greater efficacy in immunosuppressed, compared to not
immunosuppressed, study participants.

For vaccination status, three mutually exclusive subgroups will be formed according to the
current CDC definition of vaccination status:

a. Fully-vaccinated: Subjects who have onset of acute symptoms of SARS-CoV-2
infection at least 14 days after receiving:
i. the second dose of a two-dose SARS-CoV-2 vaccine series, OR
ii. asingle dose of the Janssen (J&J) SARS-CoV-2 vaccine

b. Partially-vaccinated: Subjects who have:
i. received only one dose of two-dose SARS-CoV-2 vaccine series, OR
ii. onset of acute symptoms of SARS-CoV-2 infection prior to 14 day following the
administration of the second dose of a two-dose SARS-CoV-2 vaccine series or
a single dose of the Janssen (J&J) SARS-CoV-2 vaccine

c. Non-vaccinated: Never received any dose of a SARS-CoV-2 vaccine.
Comment: Information about booster doses is not available.

Subgroup analyses by immunosuppressive status will consider three mutually exclusive
subgroups, as defined below:

e Immunosuppressed, defined as any of the following:
o Receiving antirejection medication (after solid or stem cell transplant)
o Receiving biologic medicine to treat autoimmune disease or cancer, excluding IL-1
inhibitors, IL-6 inhibitors, Janus kinase inhibitors, and TNF inhibitors
o HIV or other immunosuppressive condition
e Receiving any of the following immunomodulators: IL-1 inhibitors, IL-6 inhibitors, Janus
kinase inhibitors, or TNF inhibitors, but not “immunosuppressed” as defined above

e None of the above

Data from TICO and other studies have shown that baseline vaccination status and
immunosuppressive status are correlated; in particular, in our study population of patients
who are hospitalized with COVID-19 pneumonia, the proportion of immunosuppressed
patients is higher among those who are fully vaccinated compared with those who are
unvaccinated. In addition, studies have found that the decline over time in immunity varies
between vaccines. In order to address potential confounding between vaccination status,
immunosuppressive status, and type of vaccine, models for subgroup analyses by vaccination
status will include immunosuppressive status and type of vaccine (MRNA versus other) as
covariates. Similarly, models for subgroup analyses by immunosuppressive status will
include vaccination status and type of vaccine as covariates.

The following exploratory analyses will be conducted if the sample size is large enough for
meaningful analyses:
e Subgroups will also be formed by combinations of vaccination status and vaccine type
(4 categories: not vaccinated; partially vaccinated; fully vaccinated with non-mRNA
vaccine; fully vaccinated including at least one mRNA vaccine in the sequence).
Models for this subgroup analysis will be adjusted for immunosuppressive status.
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e Subgroups will be formed by the bivariate combinations of vaccination status and
immunosuppressive status.

In order to facilitate the interpretation of the results of the subgroup analyses, baseline levels
of antibodies, antigen, and SARS-CoV-2 RNA will be summarized by vaccination status and by
immunosuppressive status. These biomarkers include the following:
e SARS-CoV-2 antibody levels (nAb by GenScript, anti-N by BioRad, and anti-Spike IgG
antibody levels by Quanterix assays)

e SARS-CoV-2 antigen levels in plasma
e Viral RNA by midturbinate swabs
See Appendix F for details on assays and outcome measures.

E-8 Subgroup Analyses by Viral Strain

Between March 1 and September 30, 2021, 1455 participants were randomized to AZD7442
or placebo. The enrollment period included time periods both prior to and after the
emergence of the Delta variant. Higher levels of plasma nucleocapsid antigen at baseline
were observed during enrollments in July-September compared to enroliments in March-
June, which coincided with the emergence and global replacement of the Alpha/other viral
variants with the Delta variant. Observational studies suggest worse clinical outcome from
being infected with the Delta than the Alpha viral variant.

Research Question 1: Does the treatment effect of AZD7442 versus placebo differ based
on the viral strain that the participant is infected with?

Hypothesis: The benefit of AZD7442 differs between participants who were infected with the
Delta variant versus those who were infected with other viral variants.

Justification: The AZD7442 nMAb combination binds to non-overlapping epitopes on the
SARS-CoV-2 Spike protein, presumably decreasing viral replication and dissemination by
blocking the ability of the Spike protein to bind to host cells expressing ACE2. As such,
participants who were infected with the Delta variant versus those who were infected with
other viral variants may benefit more from treatment with ADZ7442. This may be particularly
pronounced in the subset of participants who have not yet mounted their own endogenous
neutralizing antibody response.

An alternate hypothesis is that the dose of AZD7442 is better able to contain viral replication
among persons infected with a less virulent viral strain, and hence the relative benefit from
using AZD7442 could be more pronounced among participants infected with non-Delta than
Delta viral variants.

Statistical analyses:

To address the hypothesis of a differential treatment effect, the investigational agent will be
compared versus placebo in subgroups by SARS-CoV-2 variant (Delta versus other), and
tests for differential treatment effects across the subgroups will be performed by testing for
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interactions between the treatment and subgroup indicators. Subgroup analyses will be
performed for time to sustained recovery (primary efficacy outcome) and key safety
outcomes, including the composite outcomes of grade 3 or 4 AEs, SAEs, organ failure,
serious infections, or death through Day 28; SAES, organ failure, serious infections, or death
through Day 90; and death through Day 90. Statistical methods for the subgroup analyses
are described in Section 9.1.

Because the composition of the study population may have changed over time, including an
increase in the proportion of participants infected with the Delta variant, an increase in the
proportion of vaccinated persons in the general population, and changes in the population
with respect to supplementary oxygen requirements, models for these subgroup analyses will
also consider adjustment for vaccination status, and for supplementary oxygen requirements
at study entry (categories of the ordinal pulmonary outcome).

Research Question 2: What is the effect of specific mutations?

AZD7442 is a combination therapy targeting non-overlapping epitopes in the RBD. While
mutations found in variants can impact the binding of either one of the nMAbs (including at
positions R346, K444, V445, G446, N450, L452 G476, E484, Q493K) the combination is
hypothesized to retain activity. Nevertheless, high quality sequencing of the Spike gene will
provide information on any relevant RBD mutations that could impact binding of one or both
NMADs.

Hypothesis: The relative benefit of AZD7442 (vs placebo) is larger for those infected with
virus without mutations at binding-relevant positions compared with those with such virus
mutations.

Statistical Analyses:

It is expected that the rate of viral variants than contains mutations at the binding-relevant
positions is low, with correspondingly low power for statistical tests. For individual mutations
that occur at sufficiently high rates, and pooled across mutations, subgroup analyses will be
performed comparing AZD7442 versus placebo within subgroups by the presence versus
absence of the mutations. The treatment effect will be compared across subgroups by testing
for an interaction between the treatment and subgroup indicators. Subgroup analyses will be
performed for time to sustained recovery and key safety outcomes, as described above;
statistical methods are described in section 8.4 of this SAP. Models will include vaccination
status and supplementary oxygen requirements (categories of the ordinal pulmonary
outcome) at baseline as covariates.

These are exploratory analyses. In addition, if mutations on other sites occur with sufficient

frequency, similar analyses will be performed to identify mutations that are associated with
the outcome of the treatment.
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E-9 Missing Outcomes and Missing Baseline nAb Status

Missing primary outcome results and 90-day survival status due to withdrawal of consent or
loss to follow-up will be summarized by treatment group, and tests will be performed whether
the proportion of missing data is independent of the treatment assignment. Baseline factors
related to these missing outcome data, overall and for each treatment group, will be
determined using logistic regression. Candidate baseline factors for this investigation include,
but are not limited to, categories of oxygen requirement (pulmonary outcome), antigen levels,
and the disease progression risk score (section 13.2). Summaries of missing outcome data
will also include when patients with missing data were last seen and their last known clinical
status (e.g., discharged, hospitalized, alive at home).

As sensitivity analyses, multiple imputation may be used to estimate missing outcomes.
Other sensitivity analyses may also be considered following unblinding when the final extent
of missing data is known and the pattern of missing data is investigated. As of December 28,
2021, 6 participants had withdrawn consent and 23 additional patients had unknown
sustained recovery status at 90 days. Follow-up is ongoing, including attempts to reach
patients who are lost to follow-up. Thus, these numbers are likely to change.

We anticipate that 30-60 participants will not have a baseline specimen that can be used to
determine nAb status. The primary analysis in the nAb-negative subgroup will be restricted to
participants with known (nAb-negative) status, while the total cohort will include both,
participants with known and unknown antibody status. As a sensitivity analysis, we will
impute nAb status for these participants using baseline characteristics that include age,
oxygen requirements, duration of time between symptom onset and randomization, and
SARS-CoV-2 vaccination status. Using a logistic regression model, baseline predictors of nAb
status will be determined. The coefficients from the regression model will be used to classify
the participants with missing nAb status as negative or positive. For the imputation of the
missing nAb status, a range of cut-points will be used: participants will be imputed as nAb-
negative if the predicted probability of having been nAb-negative at baseline is 50% or
greater, 60% or greater, and 70% or greater. The primary comparison for the sustained
recovery endpoint in the nAb-negative subgroup will be repeated including both those with
known nAb-negative status as well as those who were imputed as nAb-negative, in separate
analyses for each of the three imputation cut-points.
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Appendix F. Antibody, Antigen, and viral RNA Assays and
Outcomes

SARS-CoV-2 antibody and antigen levels were measured in plasma specimens collected at
baseline (Day 0), Day 1, Day 3, and Day 5. Antibody and antigen levels were determined
centrally, by the Frederick National Laboratory, blinded to treatment group.

Antibody Levels
SARS-CoV-2 plasma antibody levels were measured using two assays:

e Levels of neutralizing antibodies (nAbs) directed against the SARS-CoV-2 receptor
binding domain (RBD) were determined using the GenScript SARS-CoV-2 Surrogate
Virus Neutralization Test (SVNT) assay (GenScript, Piscataway, NJ, USA).

o Levels of nAbs reported as “percent binding inhibition”. Specimens with levels
<30% are considered nAb negative, levels > 30% are considered positive for
nAbs (30% is the manufacturer’s cutoff for positivity).

e BioRad Platelia SARS-CoV-2 Total Ab assay (BioRad, Hercules, CA, USA),
measuring total (IgA, IgG, and IgM) anti-nucleoprotein (Anti-N) antibodies.

o Results of this antibody measurement are reported as “specimen ratios”.
Specimen ratios are defined as the specimen optical density (OD) divided by the
optical density of the cut-off control R4 (ODmR4). According to the
manufacturer, specimen ratios less than 0.8 are considered negative, those with
a specimen ratio between 0.8 and 1.0 are considered equivocal, and those >
1.0 are considered positive for the presence of antibodies.

o Equivocal BioRad antibody levels will be combined with negative levels for all
analyses unless otherwise stated.

e Quanterix anti-Spike IgG semi-quantitative antibody assay (Simoa® Semi-Quantitative
SARS-CoV-2 IgG Antibody Test, Quanterix, Bellerica, MA, USA).

o Automated paramagnetic microbead-based immunoassay intended for
gualitative and semi-quantitative detection of IgG antibodies to SARS-CoV-2 in
human dipotassium EDTA plasma using the Quanterix HD-X immunoassay
system.

o Functional LLoQ of 82 ng/mL

o Antibody-positive defined as > 770 ng/mL per manufacturer's recommendation
(“clinical cut-off”)

o The performance of the assay has not been established in individuals that have
received a COVID-19 vaccine

Comment: For the purpose of comparing natural immunity and whether nMAbs have potential
benefit in those with such, the GenScript assay will be used. This attempts to quantify neutralizing
antibody titers, whereas the BioRad assay captures any type of anti-N antibody (against a section
of virus not causing neutralization).

Plasma Antigen Levels
SARS-CoV-2 nucleocapsid antigen levels were determined in 90 pL plasma in duplicate using
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a Quanterix assay (Simoa® SARS-CoV-2 N Protein Advantage, Quanterix, Bellerica, MA,
USA). The lower limit of quantification for the assay is 3 ng/L.
o Antigen levels < 3 ng/L are considered “antigen negative”.

Comments:
o When analyzed as continuous variable, Quanterix antigen levels <3 will be set to
2.9 ng/L.
o When analyzed as continuous variable, antigen levels will be logio-transformed.

SARS-CoV-2 Viral RNA was assessed at baseline from mid-turbinate nasal swabs.
Qualitative and quantitative assessments of the SARS-CoV-2 RNA in viral transport media
(proxy for viral load) by RT-PCR were made centrally by ABML.

e Qualitative RT-PCR analysis: Extraction, master mix preparation, and RT-PCR were
performed as described in the CDC 2019-Novel Coronavirus Real-Time RT-PCR
Diagnostic Panel. RT-PCR was performed on an Applied Biosystems QuantStudio 7
Flex. Ct scores <40 for both nCoV N1 and nCoV N2 probe sets are scored as positive
for the presence of SARS-CoV-2 RNA.

e Quantitative RT-PCR analysis: Quantitative RT-PCR analysis of the samples used the
same RNA extracts prepared for the qualitative assay. Assay conditions were the
same as outlined in the CDC protocol except the RNaseP probe was not used.

Comments:

o For subgroup analyses, RNA levels in viral transport media will be categorized as
(<10,000 cp/mL [low] versus >10,000 cp/mL [high]); the cut-point is close to the
median viral RNA level in the TICO bamlanivimab trial. Indeterminate levels will
usually be combined with negative levels for analyses.

o When analyzed as continuous variable, RNA levels will be logio-transformed.
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Appendix G. List of Acronyms

ACTIV
ACTT
ADE
AE
Anti-N
ARDS
CHF
Cl

CIF
CMH
COVvID-19
CVA
DSMB
ECMO
EU
FDA
GCP
GDPR
GEE
GMT
HR
ICC
ICH

ICU
IgG
IL-1
IL-6
INSIGHT
IQR
IRB
ITT

\Y
mAb
MedDRA
Ml
mITT
mL
nAb
NEW
NIAID
NIH
NIHSS
NYHA
nMAb
OR
PCR

Accelerating COVID-19 Therapeutic Interventions and Vaccines

Adaptive COVID-19 Treatment Trial

Antibody-dependent enhancement

Adverse event

Anti-nucleoprotein

Acute respiratory distress syndrome

Congestive heart failure

Confidence interval

Cumulative incidence curve

Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel [test]

Coronavirus-Induced Disease 2019

Cerebrovascular accident

Data and Safety Monitoring Board

Extracorporeal membrane oxygenation

European Union

Food and Drug Administration (US)

Good Clinical Practice

General Data Protection Regulation

Generalized estimating equations

Geometric mean titer

Hazard ratio

International Coordinating Center

International Council for Harmonisation of Technical Requirements for
Pharmaceuticals for Human Use

Intensive care unit

Immunoglobulin G

Interleukin 1

Interleukin 6

International Network for Strategic Initiatives in Global HIV Trials

Interquartile range

Institutional Review Board

Intention-to-treat

Intravenous

Monoclonal antibody

Medical Dictionary for Regulatory Activities

Myocardial infarction

modified intention-to-treat

Milliliter

Neutralizing antibody, here measured by a GenScript assay

National Early Warning [score]

National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases, NIH (US)

National Institutes of Health (US)

National Institutes of Health Stroke Scale/Score

New York Heart Association

Neutralizing Monoclonal Antibodies

Odds ratio

Polymerase chain reaction

65


https://www.niaid.nih.gov/news-events/nih-clinical-trial-remdesivir-treat-covid-19-begins

PIM
PT

PSEE

RNA

RR

RRR

SAE
SARS-CoV-1
SARS-CoV-2
SAP

SHR

socC

SUSAR
TOC

UMN

UP

u.s.

WHO

Protocol Instruction Manual

Preferred term

Protocol-specified exempt (serious) events
Ribonucleic acid

Rate ratio

Recovery rate ratio

Serious adverse event

Severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 1
Severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2
Statistical analysis plan

Sub-distribution hazard ratio; subhazard ratio
Standard of care

Suspected unexpected serious adverse reaction
Trial oversight committee

University of Minnesota

Unanticipated problem

United States of America

World Health Organization
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