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1 | THE NEED FORCONTINUED VACCINE
TESTING

Though multiple SARS-CoV-2 vaccines are authorized or approved,
further testing could help to settle many open questions—how much
they block infection and infectiousness by old and new viral strains
long after first administration, which dosing and timing regimens are
ideal, what are the correlates of vaccine protection, how each com-
pared to natural infection, and how well they work in populations
underrepresented among recruits or infection cases in earlier field
trials. There also remains enormous value to testing next-generation
vaccines, ranging from strain-specific vaccines through universal
COVID vaccines to other COVID vaccines that prove even more
efficacious at blocking transmission (against some strains), even
safer, easier to deliver in resource-poor settings, cheaper, monopoly-

breaking, or simply possible to manufacture and distribute to

Early into COVID, human challenge trials were considered, but usually as alternatives
to conventional randomized controlled trials. Instead, assessment of authorized
COVID vaccines, of further COVID vaccines, and of vaccines against future pan-
demics should combine both designs, in five different ways, including a wholly novel

one that we elaborate, Viz., combining data from both designs to answer a single

adaptive clinical trials as topic, coronavirus, ethics, randomized controlled trials as topic,

uncovered global populations without undermining manufacture of
authorized vaccines.

Yet, now that vaccines are increasingly available to more and
more residents of rich countries, it is ethically harder to conduct con-
ventional placebo-controlled trials there.!”® Conventional trials in
countries whose populations lack vaccine access would also be
ethically contentious,>* or practically impossible.” While a few altru-
ists who give truly informed consent to take on risks may be found
around many sites, finding tens of thousands around a single site is
unrealistic.

The UK has completed COVID challenge trials and starting
others,®” though those do not primarily assess vaccine efficacy. In a
standard COVID vaccine challenge trial, a few dozen consenting study
volunteers in an isolated medical facility are randomized to receive
either the vaccine candidate(s) or control, say, a placebo. After the

time period required for development of immunity, all are deliberately
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exposed to SARS-CoV-2. Within weeks, large differences in infection
rates, viremia, nasal titer, and other outcomes between the two arms
would confirm efficacy in blocking infection and infectiousness,
and absence of significant differences would confirm inefficacy. The
correlates and duration of vaccine protection and infection kinetics
are easily discernible. To minimize risk to challenge trial participants,
all current plans suggest recruiting only consenting young adults, free
from major risk factors for severe COVID-19 following SARS-CoV-2
infection.®~1*

In the 2020 public debate over challenge trials, proponents and
opponents alike evaluated them primarily as alternatives to conven-
tional Phase 3 field trials.®1°7*¢ Indeed, some were puzzled that the
United Kingdom is launching challenge trials after conventional
trials have completed successfully.X” This commentary concerns cir-
cumstances when either design would otherwise be permitted as a

d®81? and will

standalone (an assumption that in our views obtaine
continue to obtain® in COVIDY); it argues that in such circumstances,
both now and in some future pandemics, it may be even more advis-
able to combine conventional and challenge testing for surer, faster,
and more comprehensive vaccine assessments and fuller understanding

of the infection and the disease.

2 | APARALLEL APPROACH

We propose a parallel approach, which runs both a conventional trial
and a challenge trial. We call it “Combining Conventional and Challenge
trials”—CCC for short. CCC permits either the challenge or the con-
vetional trial to start (or end) before the other (by “parallel” we do not
mean synchronous). It also permits simultaneous or later observational
and other studies.

Assessing each vaccine with both conventional and challenge
trials would be advisable in five different ways. First, it would
increase the chance that at least one trial works out on its own.
Conventional trials can fail to reach prespecified event numbers
expediently enough, for example, if population incidence around
study sites drops markedly due to more comprehensive mitigation
measures. That can happen even when global incidence is high and
increasing, and it has happened in some COVID vaccine?* and
treatment trials.?> Morbidity and mortality on a pandemic scale is
so vast that expediting development of more effective pandemic
response tends to have extremely high social value, which justifies
erring on the side of modest redundancy. Challenge trials, likewise,
can fail, for example, when a long dose escalation process fails to
identify a virus dose that both infects enough participants and
remains acceptably safe.

Second, if both trials work out, regulators and the public receive
information from more than one trial, which would increase their
confidence,?® as may have been the case for the typhoid conjugate
vaccine.?*

Third, fast challenge trial results could help select which of many
vaccine candidates should advance to a conventional trial, conserving

finite resources.*%2°27

Fourth, these different designs answer different questions about
vaccines, per each design's respective scientific strengths.?® For exam-
ple, discerning the impact of vaccines on infection and shedding
ratios, dosing, timing, and natural history, and on the correlates of vac-
cine protection, is easier to do in challenge trials than in conventional
trials.’®1127-2% However, conventional trials of sufficient size are
superior in providing data on vaccines' effects on disease, severe dis-
ease, and common severe adverse effects from either toxicity30 or
possibly from severity enhancement.®*2

Finally, and perhaps most intriguingly, one may be able to use
data points from both trial types to answer one and the same question
about a vaccine that could not be answered by either trial alone. The
rest of this analysis explains how that might be done.

3 | COMBINING DATA FROM
CONVENTIONAL AND CHALLENGE TRIALS
TO ANSWER A SINGLE QUESTION

Consider a current difficulty. Any new conventional, placebo-
controlled trials are likely to take place in countries with little or no
vaccine access.™? By the time all their participants are recruited, con-
sented, vaccinated, and can develop and demonstrate immunity
(altogether, months after the start of the trial), the exposure inci-
dence rate may wane in the trial sites, even if it was very high at its
start. Indeed, trialists' publicized predictions of high transmission

3 may prompt individuals and

(based on, e.g., pandemic modeling)
governments to intensify mitigation efforts around sites, reducing
spread there. That systematically limits trialists' ability to predict
levels of community spread around sites. In addition, if the trial lasts
long enough, vaccines may become available locally, prompting some
placebo arm participants to drop out of trials and making it ethically
harder to ask others to stay.>™* So in any future COVID conventional
vaccine trials, failure to reach ample case accrual for statistically
valid results within an acceptable timeframe unfortunately remains a
real possibility. All the more so in any noninferiority conventional
trial, given the larger sample size needed and the high efficacy of
authorized vaccines.

Similar problems may affect trials seeking to tease apart vaccine
efficacy against different viral strains. The prevalence of a strain
among infection cases (and, among them, among likely infectiousness
cases) can only be confirmed after data collection. Only then would
exposure to some strains be seen to fall short of statistical signifi-
cance. Under-accrual within an acceptable timeframe could also arise

in a globally waning pandemic,**

and potentially in trials for future
emerging infections with more modest spread than SARS-CoV-2.
Challenge trials could help reach the necessary case numbers—for
example, by complementing conventional trials that assess vaccine
impact on infection and infectiousness rates, with data on that impact
from the challenge trial. That combination should be possible so long
as the strain used in the challenge is relevant (e.g., it is the same strain
as the one against which the trialists would like to assess vaccine effi-

cacy in theconventional trial). On that assessment of the vaccine, a
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Scenario 1: Individually-conclusive RCT A Scenario 2: Near-conclusive RCT h Scenario 3: Highly- Inconclusive RCT h
Conventional trial meets case accrual Cases during the conventional trial study Cases are far from sufficient for statistically-
projections. period are 40-70% of statistically- meaningful results (e.g. <40% of projected
meaningful level but infection rates (by a infections in the control arm), or
particular strain) are too low for any short- insufficient recruitment.
term extension to meet required case
numbers.
J J J
/-If the vaccine fails to demonstrate 4 ) a h

efficacy in the conventional trial, no
authorization.

Standalone || -If the vaccine demonstrates efficacy |
RCT in the conventional trial,
authorization and unrestricted rollout
with standard post-marketing safety
and generalizability programs
\2 8 y prog ) \_

No authorization. —

No authorization.

& J

f-lf the vaccine fails to demonstrate J

efficacy in the conventional trial, no
ccc authorization.

Approach L | ?If the vaccine‘demon‘strates efficacy |
pp in the conventional trial,
authorization and unrestricted rollout
with standard post-marketing safety

end generalizability programs.* ) N

-If the challenge trial fails to prove
vaccine efficacy, no authorization.

-If it adds enough cases to prove
efficacy, authorization and
unrestricted rollout with standard
post-marketing safety and
generalizability programs.**

v oo, v

-If the challenge trial fails to prove
vaccine efficacy, no authorization.

-If the challenge trial proves efficacy
(in reducing rates of infection and
shedding), authorization to all adults
would be contingent on additional
safety data.***

J N J

FIGURE 1

The only three possible scenarios on how conclusive the RCT is as a standalone in (upper dark box) a conventional RCT of 30 000

volunteers (randomized 1:1 between a SARS-CoV-2 vaccine and control), compared to [lower dark box] a CCC approach that combines such an
RCT with a challenge trial (the latter also randomized 1:1 between the same vaccine and control). This perspective argues that under all three
possible scenarios, the latter outcome is preferable, as indicated by the “check” sign, and explained in the following three notes. Notes: * Here, the
challenge trial provides additional efficacy and safety data that increase confidence and potentially enable vaccine comparison, as well as other
valuable information on, for example, correlates of protection. ** Here, the challenge trial “tops up” proof of efficacy on infection and shedding
and provides additional valuable information, for example, on correlates of protection. The conventional trial provides safety data on 15 000
vaccinated volunteers. *** Here, the challenge trial provides proof of efficacy on infection and shedding.®'? Because data are insufficient to rule
out widespread severity enhancement (there are too few subjects with exposure to vaccine-virus), additional safety data are required. If found

safe, the vaccine can be authorized

conventional trial of a SARS-CoV-2 vaccine candidate could be: 1)
individually conclusive; 2) nearly individually conclusive, say, because
the hotspot migrated elsewhere during the trial and starting from
scratch in new sites would create unacceptable delay; or 3) far from
individually conclusive, say, because the new availability of vaccines
to the general population around sites thwarts further recruitment.
What follows describes each scenario and explains why a CCC would
work out better than a conventional trial (“RCT”) alone under that

scenario. Figure 1 recaps these suggestions.

4 | SCENARIO 1: ACONCLUSIVE
CONVENTIONAL TRIAL

If the conventional trial shows the vaccine to be safe and efficacious,
the authorization process will proceed as it normally does after a suc-
cessful conventional trial, followed by broad distribution to the popula-
tion and then, standard postmarketing safety requirements.>* In this
happy scenario, though the challenge trial will not contribute any infor-
mation strictly required for proving superiority to placebo, it would
increase confidence and provide additional valuable information—on
infection and shedding ratios for the relevant variant and regimen, and

on the correlates of vaccine protection.

5 | SCENARIO 2: MODEST
CASE UNDER-ACCRUAL IN
THE CONVENTIONAL TRIAL

Suppose instead that the conventional trial recruits as planned. How-
ever, within an acceptable timeframe, it ascertains only 40-70% of
the outcomes needed for statistical proof of efficacy on blocking
infections against a particular strain. It therefore narrowly fails to pro-
duce evidence of a statistically significant benefit of the vaccine
against that strain. That could come about in the ways noted above.
First, with declining spread around the main sites, prolonging a con-
ventional trial in the same site or recruiting in wholly new sites will
sometimes still be unlikely to reach target numbers of outcomes
within an acceptable duration. Second, in a waning COVID pandemic
or in a future emerging infection outbreak with lower spread, there
might not be the possibility of completing the trial by waiting longer
or by moving to another site. Third, unless data collection stops based
on the number of infections from a particular strain, only when data
are analyzed would it become possible to tell whether exposures to a
particular viral strain are sufficient for statistically meaningful proof of
efficacy against that strain, or not.

In such circumstances, the combined data of both the conven-

tional trial and a challenge trial (with the latter focused on a single
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strain of interest) could still be leveraged to rescue the vaccine
while allowing timely authorization and dissemination. In this
scenario, the result of the challenge trial component would provide
the added proof of efficacy in reducing infection and shedding
rates, which the inconclusive conventional trial individually failed
to provide within an acceptable timeframe. Additionally, compared
to a challenge trial only, the conventional trial would more
than double the number of cases in which disease severity

t31

enhancement™" can either take place or not during the trial, clarify-

ing that risk as well.

6 | SCENARIO 3: SUBSTANTIAL CASE
UNDER-ACCRUAL IN THE CONVENTIONAL
TRIAL, ORINCOMPLETE RECRUITMENT

If in the conventional trial, a waning pandemic makes cases fall far
short of sufficiency (e.g., <40% of projected cases in the control
arm) and sufficiency cannot be reached within an acceptable time-
frame; or trialists cannot recruit enough participants once autho-
rized vaccines become widely available around the site, the
challenge trial would still provide proof of efficacy in reducing
infection and shedding ratios, as under Scenario 2. However, the
combined data alone would probably remain insufficient to support
immediate authorization for all adults, due to insufficient data from
the conventional trial to rule out severity enhancement in high-risk
adult populations excluded from the challenge trial. Before authori-
zation for all adults can proceed, additional safety data would
remain necessary. Gathering those data could take different
forms.2'? As before, the challenge trial would generate additional
useful data, for example, on correlates of protection.

7 | ISCCCETHICAL?

Some of us have elsewhere defended at length the ethics of vac-
cine efficacy testing in emerging infection outbreaks, through
either conventional field trials®>3® or human challenge tri-
als.81>1819% We showed that either can be sufficiently consensual,
tolerably safe, and so forth. But does an ethical problem arise from
the combination of these two individually permissible designs, in
the parallel approach? Opponents of such a combination might
argue, first, that while each individual trial design has enough social
value to justify its risks to individual participants when the alterna-
tive is no testing, the marginal social value of shifting from one trial
(-design) to two is too small to justify risks to the second trial's indi-
vidual participants.

We believe the marginal social value of CCC against something
like COVID will almost always remain sufficient. The added
social value of surer, earlier, and more informative completion of test-
ing of the central weapon against a pandemic which threatens an

exceptional number of patients globally tends to be exceptionally

h.%” That should typically keep the balance between that (excep-

hig|
tional) humanitarian value and the risks to individual participants
(already accepted as tolerable in a single trial) highly favorable.

Another potential response by ethicist opponents of CCC might
be that, by augmenting the combined number of participants (because
two designs means at least two trials), CCC augments the overall
chance of severe adverse events. Does that represent an ethical prob-
lem in CCC? We believe it does not, either.

It is true that more participants means greater chance of a
severe adverse event in the combined set of participants. But
research ethics is not primarily about protecting such combined
social sets. It is mainly about protecting each individual participant,
and that risk is not made worse by the existence of additional
participants.®® For example, scholarship on when a medical trial's
(net-) risks are excessive (either compared to the trial's social

39,40 )#1-44 tends to focus on the risks

benefits or in absolute terms
to individuals participating, and not to the entire participant cohort.
That is also in line with research ethics' classical individualist tenor,
which pit collective utility against individual rights.*>*¢ Indeed, if
risk to social sets mattered more than protecting individuals
in medical research, then surely the prevention of thousands or
millions of deaths from stunted pandemic response would matter
enough to justify CCC.

It may seem ethically preferable to prepare the challenge trial but
to launch it only depending on whether the conventional trial yields
inadequate results, instead of committing to holding a challenge trial.
But this would either leave us with substantially less information on
a pandemic risk or take months longer than launching the challenge
earlier. In a pandemic, the value of obtaining information as early as
possible is so vast that CCC is ethically preferable to any single trial,
and preparations for a future pandemic should include all logistical

and regulatory/oversight groundwork for a CCC.

8 | CONCLUSION

So long as combining the two designs introduces no substantial delay,
CCC improves vaccine development. CCC is the best choice for testing
both authorized and next-generation SARS-CoV-2 vaccines for new out-
comes of interest and would make sense for some future outbreaks and
pandemics. If at all affordable, funders and investigators should usually
plan to perform both trial types, and lay the groundwork for both.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors wish to thank Tom Darton and Josh Morrison for their
advice, as well as the National Science Foundation and Open Philan-
thropy for generous support of NE's research. The funders had no role
in the planning of the study; in the collection, analysis, and interpreta-
tion of data; in the writing of the report; and in the decision to submit
the paper for publication. All authors confirm that they had full access
to all the data in the study and accept responsibility to submit for

publication.

[umo( ‘9 “2T0T LSS16601

:sdpy woiy pap

:sdpy) suonipuoy) pue suid [, Ayl 23S [€207/10/81] uo A1eiqry aurjuQ L[1p ‘SaueIqr ANSIdATUN s1951my Aq 67H$ SPA/Z001°01/10p/Wwod K3[1M”,

L19)/W09" K31

P

ASULIIT suowwo)) aAnear) a[qedrdde ay) Aq pauIaA0F ale s[oNIER Y SN JO SANI 10] AIRIqIT UIUQ AJ[IA\ UO (SUOIIpUS



4 | WILEY

COMMENTARY

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The authors have no financial conflict of interests to declare. NE

serves on the Advisory Board of challenge trial volunteer organization

1DaySooner, an unpaid position.

ORCID

Tobias Gerhard
Nir Eyal

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8598-5771
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1056-6609

REFERENCES

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Wendler D, Ochoa J, Millum J, Grady C, Taylor HA. COVID-19 vac-
cine trial ethics once we have efficacious vaccines. Science. 2020;
370(6522):1277-1279. doi:10.1126/science.abf5084

Eyal N, Lipsitch M. How to test severe acute respiratory syndrome
coronavirus 2 vaccines ethically even after one is available. Clin Infect
Dis. 2021;73(12):2332-2334. doi:10.1093/cid/ciab182

Dal-Re R, Caplan AL. Current COVID-19 vaccine trials in high-
income countries: are placebo-controlled trials ethical? Clin
Microbiol Infect. Aug 7 2021;27(11):1565-1567. doi:10.1016/j.cmi.
2021.08.005

Brazilian Society of Bioethics (SBB). Clinical trials with vaccine candi-
dates against Covid-19—ethical use of placebo: use, justification and
limits, Sociedade Brasileira de Bioética. January 2021.

Branswell H. CEPI warns of major hurdle to developing new Covid-19
vaccines and studying best booster approaches. STAT News. September
7,2021.

University of Oxford staff. Volunteers needed for human challenge trial
to study immune response to Covid-19. January 27, 2022. Accessed
February 23, 2022. https://www.ox.ac.uk/news/2022-01-27-volunteers-
needed-human-challenge-trial-study-immune-response-covid-19

Ben K, Alex M, Mariya K, et al. Safety, tolerability and viral kinetics
during SARS-CoV-2 human challenge, 01 February 2022, PREPRINT
(Version 1) available at Research Square. doi:10.21203/rs.3.rs-
1121993/v1

Eyal N, Lipsitch M, Smith PG. Human challenge studies to accelerate
coronavirus vaccine licensure. J Infect Dis. 2020;221(11):1752-1756.
doi:10.1093/infdis/jiaal52

Plotkin SA, Caplan A. Extraordinary diseases require extraordinary solu-
tions. Vaccine. 2020;38:3987-3988. doi:10.1016/j.vaccine.2020.04.039
WHO Working Group for Guidance on human challenge studies in
COVID-19. Key Criteria for the Ethical Acceptability of COVID-19
Human Challenge Studies 2020:20. https://www.who.int/publications/
i/item/WHO-2019-nCoV-Ethics_criteria-2020.1

Shah SK, Miller FG, Darton TC, et al. Ethics of controlled human
infection to study COVID-19. Science. 2020;368(6493):832-834. doi:
10.1126/science.abc1076

Dawson L, Earl J, Livezey J. SARS-CoV-2 human challenge trials: too risky,
too soon. J Infect Dis. 2020;222(3):514-516. doi:10.1093/infdis/jiaa314
AIDS. Vaccine advocacy coalition (AVAC). Treatment Action Group
(TAG). AVAC and TAG Statement on Ethical Conduct of SARS-CoV-2
Vaccine Challenge Studies. May 7, 2020. Accessed May 16, 2020.
https://www.avac.org/blog/avac-and-tag-statement-ethical-conduct-
sars-cov-2-vaccine-challenge-studies

Menikoff J. The regulation of COVID-19 "challenge" studies.
Am J Bioeth. 2020;20(7):80-82. doi:10.1080/15265161.2020.
1779393

Steel R, Buchak L, Eyal N. Why continuing uncertainties are no reason
to postpone challenge trials for coronavirus vaccines. J Med Ethics.
2020;46(12):808-812. doi:10.1136/medethics-2020-106501

Kahn JP, Henry LM, Mastroianni AC, Chen WH, Macklin R. Opinion:
for now, it's unethical to use human challenge studies for SARS-

18.

19.

20.

21

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

CoV-2 vaccine development. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA. 2020;117(46):
28538-28542. doi:10.1073/pnas.2021189117

Park A. It's not clear that we actually need human challenge trials for
COVID-19, but the U.K. is moving ahead with them anyway. Time.
February 18, 2021.

Eyal N, Gerhard T. Do coronavirus vaccine challenge trials have a dis-
tinctive generalizability problem? J Med Ethics. 2021; medethics. -
2020. doi:10.1136/medethics-2020-107109

Eyal N, Gerhard T, Strom BL. Strengthening and accelerating SARS-
CoV-2 vaccine safety surveillance through registered pre-approval
rollout after challenge tests. Vaccine. 2021;39:3455-3458. doi:10.
1016/j.vaccine.2021.04.056

Rohrig A, Eyal N. The ethics of human challenge trials using emerging
SARS-CoV-2 variants. J Infect Dis. 2021;225:934-937. doi:10.1093/
infdis/jiab488

Blakely R & Philp C Oxford vaccine team chases coronavirus to Brazil.
The Times. June 5. https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/oxford-
vaccine-team-chases-virus-to-brazil-89zwtqtp2

Li L, Zhang W, Hu Y, et al. Effect of convalescent plasma therapy on
time to clinical improvement in patients with severe and life-
threatening COVID-19A randomized clinical trial. JAMA. 2020;324:
460-470. doi:10.1001/jama.2020.10044

Douglas AD, Hill AVS. Immunological considerations for SARS-CoV-2
human challenge studies. Nat Rev Immunol. 2020;20:715-716. doi:10.
1038/s41577-020-00472-0

WHO. Typhoid vaccines: WHO position paper - March 2018. WHO
Weekly Epidemiological Record. March 2018; 93:153-172.

Jamrozik E, Selgelid MJ. COVID-19 human challenge studies: ethical
issues. Lancet Infect Dis. 2020;20:e198-e203. doi:10.1016/51473-
3099(20)30438-2

Steuwer B, Jamrozik E, Eyal N. Prioritizing between second-generation
SARS-CoV-2 vaccines through low-dosage challenge studies. Int J
Infect Dis. 2021;105:307-311. doi:10.1016/i.ijid.2021.02.038
Rapeport G, Smith E, Gilbert A, Catchpole A, McShane H, Chiu C.
SARS-CoV-2 human challenge studies - establishing the model during
an evolving pandemic. N Engl J Med. 2021;385(11):961-964. doi:10.
1056/NEJMp2106970

Deming ME, Michael NL, Robb M, Cohen MS, Neuzil KM. Accelerat-
ing development of SARS-CoV-2 vaccines — the role for controlled
human infection models. N Engl J Med. 2020;383:e63. doi:10.1056/
NEJMp2020076

Eyal N, Caplan A, Plotkin SA. Human challenge trials of covid-19 vac-
cines still have much to teach us. BMJ Opin. 2021. https://jme.bmj.
com/content/early/2021/06/07/medethics-2020-107109

Spinola SM, Zimet GD, Ott MA, Katz BP. Human challenge studies
are unlikely to accelerate coronavirus vaccine licensure due to ethical
and practical issues. J Infect Dis. 2020;222:1572-1574.

Peeples L. Avoiding pitfalls in the pursuit of a COVID-19 vaccine. Proc
Natl Acad Sci USA. 2020;117(15):8218-8221.

Haynes BF, Corey L, Fernandes P, et al. Prospects for a safe COVID-
19 vaccine. Sci Transl Med. 2020;12(568):eabe0948. doi:10.1126/
scitransimed.abe0948

Hopkins JS & Loftus P Coronavirus researchers compete to enroll
subjects for vaccine tests. Wall Street Journal. July 5, 2020

Pan GJD, Raine J, Uzu S. The role of pharmacoepidemiology in regula-
tory agencies. In: Strom BL, Kimmel SE, Hennessy S, Strom BL,
Kimmel SE, Hennessy S (Eds.), Pharmacoepidemiology. Sixth 6. Wiley-
Blackwell; Wiley-Blackwell; 2019:126-139.

Eyal N, Lipsitch M. Vaccine testing for emerging infections: the case
for individual randomisation. J Med Ethics. 2017;43:625-631. doi:10.
1136/medethics-2015-103220

Lipsitch M, Eyal N. Improving vaccine trials in infectious disease
emergencies. Science. 2017;357(6347):153-156. doi:10.1126/scien
ce.aam8334

od ‘9 “TTOT “LSST16601

:sdpy woiy papeoy

:sdiy) suonipuo) pue sw [ 3y} 23S “[€707/10/81] uo Areqr autuQ A3qip ‘satreiqr Ansiaatup) s13imy £q 6715 spd/z001°01/10p/wod" Kajim-

L19)/W09" K31

P

AsURDIT suowwo)) danear)) a[qeardde ayy £q pauraA0F are sa[o1IE () asn JO Sa[nI 10§ AIeIqI] aurjuQ A3[1A\ UO (SUOnIpU


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8598-5771
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8598-5771
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1056-6609
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1056-6609
info:doi/10.1126/science.abf5084
info:doi/10.1093/cid/ciab182
info:doi/10.1016/j.cmi.2021.08.005
info:doi/10.1016/j.cmi.2021.08.005
https://www.ox.ac.uk/news/2022-01-27-volunteers-needed-human-challenge-trial-study-immune-response-covid-19
https://www.ox.ac.uk/news/2022-01-27-volunteers-needed-human-challenge-trial-study-immune-response-covid-19
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-1121993/v1
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-1121993/v1
info:doi/10.1093/infdis/jiaa152
info:doi/10.1016/j.vaccine.2020.04.039
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/WHO-2019-nCoV-Ethics_criteria-2020.1
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/WHO-2019-nCoV-Ethics_criteria-2020.1
info:doi/10.1126/science.abc1076
info:doi/10.1093/infdis/jiaa314
https://www.avac.org/blog/avac-and-tag-statement-ethical-conduct-sars-cov-2-vaccine-challenge-studies
https://www.avac.org/blog/avac-and-tag-statement-ethical-conduct-sars-cov-2-vaccine-challenge-studies
info:doi/10.1080/15265161.2020.1779393
info:doi/10.1080/15265161.2020.1779393
info:doi/10.1136/medethics-2020-106501
info:doi/10.1073/pnas.2021189117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/medethics-2020-107109
info:doi/10.1016/j.vaccine.2021.04.056
info:doi/10.1016/j.vaccine.2021.04.056
info:doi/10.1093/infdis/jiab488
info:doi/10.1093/infdis/jiab488
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/oxford-vaccine-team-chases-virus-to-brazil-89zwtqtp2
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/oxford-vaccine-team-chases-virus-to-brazil-89zwtqtp2
info:doi/10.1001/jama.2020.10044
info:doi/10.1038/s41577-020-00472-0
info:doi/10.1038/s41577-020-00472-0
info:doi/10.1016/S1473-3099(20)30438-2
info:doi/10.1016/S1473-3099(20)30438-2
info:doi/10.1016/j.ijid.2021.02.038
info:doi/10.1056/NEJMp2106970
info:doi/10.1056/NEJMp2106970
info:doi/10.1056/NEJMp2020076
info:doi/10.1056/NEJMp2020076
https://jme.bmj.com/content/early/2021/06/07/medethics-2020-107109
https://jme.bmj.com/content/early/2021/06/07/medethics-2020-107109
info:doi/10.1126/scitranslmed.abe0948
info:doi/10.1126/scitranslmed.abe0948
info:doi/10.1136/medethics-2015-103220
info:doi/10.1136/medethics-2015-103220
info:doi/10.1126/science.aam8334
info:doi/10.1126/science.aam8334

COMMENTARY

WILEY_L 7%

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Dias PR, Darzi A & Eyal N COVID-19 challenge trials would save lives
and avert years in poverty by significant margins. Health Affairs Blog.
December 11, 2020. https://www.healthaffairs.org/do/10.1377/
hblog20201208.921141/full/

Steuwer B, Jamrozik E, Eyal N. Prioritizing second-generation SARS-
CoV-2 vaccines through low-dosage challenge studies. Int J Infect Dis.
2021;105:307-311. doi:10.1016/}.ijid.2021.02.038

Rid A, Emanuel EJ, Wendler D. Evaluating the risks of clinical research.
JAMA. 2010;304(13):1472-1479. doi:10.1001/jama.2010.1414

HHS  2018. https://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/regulations-and-policy/
regulations/45-cfr-46/index.html.

Resnik DB. Limits on risks for healthy volunteers in biomedical
research. Theor Med Bioeth. 2012;33(2):137-149.

London AJ. Social value, clinical equipoise, and research in a public health
emergency. Bioethics. 2018;33(3):326-334. doi:10.1111/bioe.12467

Rid A. Setting risk thresholds in biomedical research: lessons from the
debate about minimal risk. Monash Bioeth Rev. 2014;32(1-2):63-85.
doi:10.1007/s40592-014-0007-6

44,

45.

46.

Miller FG, Joffe S. Limits to research risks. J Med Ethics. 2009;35(7):
445-449. doi:10.1136/jme.2008.026062

International Military Tribunal. The Nuremberg code. Trials of War
Criminals before the Nuernberg Military Tribunals under Control Council
Law no 10 Nuernberg, October 1946-April, 1949. Washington,
U.S. Govt. Print. Off. [1949-1953]; 1947.

Jonas H. Philosophical reflections on experimenting with human sub-
jects. Daedalus. 1969;98(2):219-247.

How to cite this article: Gerhard T, Strom BL, Eyal N.
Pandemic vaccine testing: Combining conventional and
challenge studies. Pharmacoepidemiol Drug Saf. 2022;31(6):
710-715. doi:10.1002/pds.5429

1umoq ‘9 ‘770T “LSST16601

:sdny woxy pap

:sdiy) suonipuo) pue sw [ 3y} 23S “[€707/10/81] uo Areqr autuQ A3qip ‘satreiqr Ansiaatup) s13imy £q 6715 spd/z001°01/10p/wod" Kajim-

L19)/W09" K31

P

AsURDIT suowwo)) danear)) a[qeardde ayy £q pauraA0F are sa[o1IE () asn JO Sa[nI 10§ AIeIqI] aurjuQ A3[1A\ UO (SUOnIpU


https://www.healthaffairs.org/do/10.1377/hblog20201208.921141/full/
https://www.healthaffairs.org/do/10.1377/hblog20201208.921141/full/
info:doi/10.1016/j.ijid.2021.02.038
info:doi/10.1001/jama.2010.1414
https://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/regulations-and-policy/regulations/45-cfr-46/index.html.
https://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/regulations-and-policy/regulations/45-cfr-46/index.html.
info:doi/10.1111/bioe.12467
info:doi/10.1007/s40592-014-0007-6
info:doi/10.1136/jme.2008.026062
info:doi/10.1002/pds.5429

	Pandemic vaccine testing: Combining conventional and challenge studies
	1  THE NEED FOR CONTINUED VACCINE TESTING
	2  A PARALLEL APPROACH
	3  COMBINING DATA FROM CONVENTIONAL AND CHALLENGE TRIALS TO ANSWER A SINGLE QUESTION
	4  SCENARIO 1: A CONCLUSIVE CONVENTIONAL TRIAL
	5  SCENARIO 2: MODEST CASE UNDER-ACCRUAL IN THE CONVENTIONAL TRIAL
	6  SCENARIO 3: SUBSTANTIAL CASE UNDER-ACCRUAL IN THE CONVENTIONAL TRIAL, OR INCOMPLETE RECRUITMENT
	7  IS CCC ETHICAL?
	8  CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	REFERENCES


