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Abstract: Specific adult populations known to be at high risk for human papillomavirus (HPV)-related
disease, such as men who have sex with men, are inconsistently included in national immunization
programs. No compilation of the evidence on the real-world impact and effectiveness of HPV
vaccines across these populations exists. This systematic literature review identifies and synthesizes
the evidence of the real-world impact and effectiveness of the quadrivalent and nonavalent HPV
vaccines in high-risk populations: women with prior/current HPV-related anogenital disease, men
who have sex with men, immunocompromised/immunosuppressed individuals, female sex workers,
transgender and non-binary individuals, and patients with recurrent respiratory papillomatosis
(RRP). The outcomes included anogenital precancers/cancers, head and neck cancers, genital warts,
and RRP recurrence. From the 2216 records identified, 30 studies (25 effectiveness and 5 impact
studies) were included in this systematic literature review. The results, quantity, and quality of these
studies were highly variable. The evidence for effectiveness was of high quality only in women with
prior/current cervical disease and in individuals with RRP, the most frequently studied populations.
No studies of transgender/non-binary individuals or female sex workers were identified. The real-
world evidence supports HPV vaccination among women with prior cervical disease and individuals
with RRP. Significant real-world data gaps remain in these high-risk populations.

Keywords: HPV; HPV vaccination; vaccine effectiveness; vaccine impact; real-world evidence;
systematic literature review

1. Introduction

Human papillomavirus (HPV) is the most common sexually transmitted infection
globally and causes a number of serious diseases, such as cervical and anal cancers, genital
warts, and recurrent respiratory papillomatosis (RRP). Globally, HPV is thought to con-
tribute to nearly 600,000 new cancer cases and over 300,000 premature deaths annually [1].
Vaccination to protect against HPV-related disease has been available since 2006 when
Gardasil® (human papillomavirus quadrivalent vaccine [4vHPV], recombinant; Merck &
Co., Inc., Rahway, NJ, USA) which targets HPV types 6, 11, 16, and 18, was approved in
the United States and Europe [2]. Gardasil®9 (human papillomavirus 9-valent vaccine
[9vHPV], recombinant; Merck & Co., Inc., Rahway, NJ, USA) targets five additional HPV
genotypes (31, 33, 45, 52, and 58) and was approved in 2014 in the United States and a
year later in Europe [2]. In addition to 4vHPV and 9vHPV, there is a bivalent (2vHPV)
vaccine which targets HPV types 16 and 18 (Cervarix®; GSK, Rixensart, Belgium) which
was licensed in 2007 in Europe and 2009 in the United States [2]. The results of a global
study of over 18,000 HPV-related cancer specimens suggest that the 9vHPV vaccine can
prevent 90% of cervical, 79% of anal, 61% of vaginal, 25% of penile, 23% of vulvar, 21% of
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oropharynx, 4% of oral cavity, and 3% of larynx cancer cases [3]. As of June 2020, 55% of
WHO member states had fully or partially incorporated HPV vaccines into their national
immunization programs [4].

There is growing evidence of the real-world impact and effectiveness of 4vHPV and
9vHPV in reducing HPV-related disease. More than 125 studies from 22 countries on the
real-world impact and effectiveness of vaccination have been published. Most real-world
impact and effectiveness studies focus on the impact and effectiveness of vaccination in
the general population [5–9]. However, several also focus on populations known to be at
high risk for HPV-related disease, such as women who have received excisional therapy for
cervical intraepithelial neoplasia or men who have sex with men (MSM). Studies focusing
on specific high-risk populations have been summarized in previous systematic literature
reviews (SLRs) [10–18]. To date, there has been no real-world evidence synthesis across
multiple high-risk populations, particularly those high-risk sub-groups that have been
included or are being considered for inclusion in some national immunization programs.
The objective of the present SLR was to address this evidence gap by systematically identi-
fying and synthesizing real-world evidence of the effectiveness and impact of 4vHPV and
9vHPV across a broad range of HPV-related diseases in specific high-risk populations that
generally do not have access to HPV vaccination through national immunization programs.

2. Methods

This SLR included studies of six populations at high risk for HPV-related disease:
(1) women with pre-existing or current HPV-related anogenital diseases; (2) MSM;
(3) immunocompromised or immunosuppressed individuals; (4) female sex workers;
(5) transgender and non-binary individuals; and (6) patients with RRP. Studies of the
following HPV-related disease outcomes were included: anogenital precancers/cancers
(cervical, vulvar, vaginal, penile, and anal precancers/cancers); head and neck cancers;
and genital warts. HPV infection was not included as an outcome. For RRP patients, the
intersurgical interval, number of surgeries per month, and recurrent disease outcomes were
used to assess vaccine effectiveness at reducing the disease burden in this population. The
SLR was conducted according to Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines and guidelines from the Cochrane Group. This study
was registered with PROSPERO (registration number CRD42021245948). Ethics committee
approval was not required for this study.

2.1. Study Inclusion Criteria and Search Strategy

The selection criteria for this SLR were based on the PICOTS (population, interventions,
comparisons, outcomes, timing, and setting) framework (Table 1) [19]. Using prespecified
search terms (Supplementary Materials Table S1), MEDLINE and Embase databases were
queried on 2 February 2021 using the ProQuest platform. The search included articles
published at any time and conference abstracts published in 2018 or later. Exclusion criteria
included non-English publications, duplicate publications, conference abstracts published
prior to 2018, clinical trial study designs, decision analytic and cost-effectiveness modeling
studies, use of 2vHPV in the majority of vaccinated subjects in the study population,
and vaccine impact studies of juvenile onset RRP, as such impact is a consequence of the
childhood vaccination of girls, the primary vaccination cohort, and not of the vaccination
of a high-risk population.
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Table 1. PICOTS (population, interventions, comparisons, outcomes, timing, and setting) criteria for
the systematic literature review.

Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria

Populations

People of any age, from any country, considered at high risk for HPV-related
disease, including:·
• People with recurrent respiratory papillomatosis
• Women with pre-existing HPV-related anogenital disease
• Men who have sex with men
• Immunocompromised or immunosuppressed individuals, including those

positive for HIV or who have received immunosuppressive treatments
(such as those receiving transplants)

• Transgender and non-binary individuals
• Sex workers

People not in one of the identified high-risk populations

Interventions HPV vaccination Use of 2vHPV in >50% of vaccinated subjects

Comparisons No vaccine (effectiveness)
Before vaccination programs implemented (impact)

Outcomes

Incidence or prevalence of genital warts or HPV-related precancer or cancer,
including:·
• Genital warts·
• Precancers or cancer of the cervix (including low- and high-grade cervical

lesions)
• Precancers or cancer of other anogenital regions (including vulva, vagina,

penis, or anus)
• Precancers or cancer of the oral cavity, larynx, or oropharyngeal regions
• Recurrent respiratory papillomatosis

Patient-reported outcomes (e.g., quality of life, satisfaction)
Economic outcomes (e.g., cost-effectiveness, budget impact)
Population level incidence/prevalence of Juvenile onset
RRP (JoRRP vaccine impact studies)

Time Conference abstracts: 1 January 2018 to present
Articles: any time Conference abstracts published before 2018

Study design
Observational studies using real-world data (e.g., longitudinal survey, medical
records, registry)
Systematic reviews (for identification of primary studies only)

Randomized trials, including long-term follow-up studies
of clinical trial cohorts
Decision Analytic and cost-effectiveness
modeling/simulation studies
Non-systematic reviews
Editorials, comments, notes
Case studies
Clinical practice guidelines

Other English language Non-English language

HIV, human immunodeficiency virus; HPV, human papillomavirus; 2vHPV, bivalent HPV vaccine; 4vHPV,
quadrivalent HPV vaccine; 9vHPV, nonavalent HPV vaccine.

2.2. Data Extraction and Data Analysis

The data extracted for each study included study characteristics (citation information,
design, location, inclusion/exclusion criteria, data source and collection dates), subject
characteristics (age, sex, race/ethnicity, body mass index, HPV DNA/disease informa-
tion [before and/or after treatment, including DNA presence, cytology, and histology])
vaccination information (distribution setting, type, doses, timing relative to treatment)
and disease outcomes by vaccination status for vaccine effectiveness studies and by time
period for vaccine impact studies. The risk of bias in each included study was assessed
using the Newcastle-Ottawa scale [20,21]. The quality of the totality of evidence for each
outcome and high-risk population was assessed and reported using the 4-point scale pro-
vided by the Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and Evaluation
(GRADE) working group [22]. Descriptive statistics were reported at the aggregate level.
For RRP studies that presented patient-level but not aggregate data, the mean, median, and
standard deviation (SD) were calculated using patient-level data, but no statistical tests
were performed. Due to heterogeneity in reported outcomes, cervical precancers of grade
cervical intraepithelial neoplasia (CIN) 2 and higher (CIN2, CIN3, carcinoma in situ [CIS],
and high-grade squamous intraepithelial lesion [HSIL]) are labeled ‘CIN2+’ throughout
this report. Herein, vaccine effectiveness estimates are reported for statistically significant
(p < 0.05) results.

3. Results

A total of 2200 records were identified from the literature search in Embase/MEDLINE,
and 16 additional records were included for review (Figure 1). The PICOTS criteria were
applied in a two-step process: 2137 records were excluded in the title/abstract review
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phase, and 49 records were excluded following review of the full text, leaving 30 included
records [17,23–51]. Included studies were conducted in 15 countries: Australia, Brazil,
Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Romania,
Slovenia, South Korea, Spain, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Vaccine effec-
tiveness studies were more common than vaccine impact studies (25 versus 5 studies).
Individuals with RRP were the most studied population (12 vaccine effectiveness studies),
followed by women with pre-existing or current HPV-related anogenital disease (eight
vaccine effectiveness studies), MSM (three vaccine effectiveness and five vaccine impact
studies), and immunosuppressed or immunocompromised individuals (two vaccine effec-
tiveness studies). No studies related exclusively to transgender and non-binary populations
or sex workers were found, although a small number of transgender women were included
in a study of MSM [48].
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Figure 1. Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) diagram.
SLR, systematic literature review.

3.1. Vaccine Use in Included Studies

Vaccine use was reported in all studies. 4vHPV was the sole vaccine provided
in 11 of the 12 RRP studies [17,26,32–34,37–39,41,49,51], all studies of immunocompro-
mised/immunosuppressed individuals [40,45], all vaccine impact studies of anogeni-
tal warts in MSM [23,25,27,29,36], and two of the three vaccine effectiveness studies in
MSM [46,47]. One of the vaccine effectiveness studies in MSM used 4vHPV in conjunction
with 9vHPV [48], as did one of the RRP effectiveness studies [50]. Among the three included
studies that used both 4vHPV and 2vHPV, all were among women with prior anogenital
disease [24,42,43]. 2vHPV usage ranged from 2% [43] to 47% [42]. Del Pino 2020 included
all three vaccines, with 64.1% receiving 9vHPV, 19.6% receiving 2vHPV, 4.6% receiving
4vHPV, and the remainder (11.7%) unknown [28]. Among 21 studies that reported the
number of received vaccine doses [24,28,30–35,37–40,42,45–51], 5% to 100% of the patients
were fully vaccinated, with 15 studies (71.4%) reporting that 100% of the patient sample
received three doses.

3.2. Effectiveness and Impact in High-Risk Groups

The results specific to each of the four risk groups for which studies were iden-
tified are presented below from most studied (RRP) to least studied (immunocompro-
mised/immunosuppressed). Because no studies were identified for transgender/non-
binary individuals or female sex workers, no results are presented for these populations.
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3.3. Patients with RRP

Twelve studies of 13 small cohorts (defined as <50 participants) assessed the effective-
ness of HPV vaccination at preventing recurrence and/or reducing the number of required
treatments among people with RRP (Figure 2) [17,26,32–34,37–39,41,49–51]. All studies
compared outcomes in the same patients before and after vaccination, and two studies also
compared a vaccinated with an unvaccinated patient cohort [38,39]. Mauz 2018 compared
13 vaccinated to 11 unvaccinated RRP patients; 85.6% of the vaccinated achieved complete
remission versus none of the unvaccinated, but no statistical significance testing was re-
ported [38]. Milner 2018 compared 12 vaccinated to 16 unvaccinated RRP patients but did
not demonstrate vaccine effectiveness. Complete remission was 25% in the vaccinated
group compared to 15.8% in the unvaccinated group (p = NS), and the intersurgical interval
was not significantly different between the groups (15.0 months vaccinated versus 16.6
months unvaccinated, p = NS) [39]. For all these RRP studies, non-significant results should
be interpreted cautiously, as the small number of subjects studied lowered the power and
increased the likelihood of a type 2 error.
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Figure 2. 4vHPV vaccine effectiveness in patients with recurrent respiratory papillomatosis. Panel
(A) shows the tumor response within an individual patient defined as: CR, complete response; PR,
partial response; and RD, recurrent disease. Three studies defined PR as a >50% increase in the
interval between surgical procedures [32,49,50]; one study as a >50% increase in the interval between
surgical procedures or persistent papillomas that were not growing and did not require surgical
interventions for >12 months [34]; one study as any increase in the time to recurrence [41]; and
one study as >12 months with no appreciable growth of papillomas [51]. Three studies defined
the ‘PR or RD’ category as any recurrence [37–39]. No definitions were provided in the remaining
two studies [17,26]. These are descriptive, within person responses, so vaccine effectiveness is not
calculated. Panel (B) shows the increase in the mean intersurgical interval. The symbol * indicates
statistical significance at p < 0.05. Panel (C) shows the decrease in the mean number of surgeries
per month. The symbol * indicates statistical significance at p < 0.05. For all panels, data from the
Rosenberg 2019 Danish cohort were collected by the study authors while data from the Romanian
cohort were new, never reported data from a prior published study [52].

Tumor response was reported in all RRP studies except Hermann 2016 [33] (Figure 2,
Panel A). The studies differed in the timing of vaccine administration with respect to the
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most recent surgery and in the definition of partial tumor response. Papaioannou 2018 [41]
used a more inclusive definition than other studies that described their criteria and two
studies did not provide their definition of partial response [17,26]. Yiu 2019 described
‘remission’, but some participants in this category were listed as having post-vaccination
surgical interventions, and vice versa [50]. Due to these discrepancies, two of the SLR
authors determined the response category for members of this cohort with a partial response
defined as a >50% increase in the intersurgical interval and a complete response defined as
having no surgeries following the vaccination. Finally, pre-vaccination observation periods
of up to 30 years that may have encompassed multiple changes in clinical practice were
described in Tjon Pian Gi 2016 [49]. Mauz 2018 and Milner 2018 also compared the tumor
response between vaccinated and unvaccinated patients, with the numbers suggestive of
the protective effect of 4vHPV [38,39]. The intersurgical interval before and after HPV
vaccination was reported for 10 cohorts [17,26,32–34,39,49–51], with the mean interval
being numerically greater post-vaccination in all cohort except Hermann 2016 [33] (Figure 2,
Panel B). These increases were statistically significant in six studies [17,26,34,39,50,51], while
p-values were not reported for three studies [17,32,49].

The pre- and post-vaccination numbers of surgeries per month are shown in
Figure 2, Panel C [17,26,32–34,41,49,50]. In eight of the nine cohorts, the number of surg-
eries per month was numerically lower following vaccination. This change was statistically
significant in three cohorts [26,34,50]. For both the number of surgeries per month and inter-
surgical interval, the cohort with the shortest pre- and post-vaccination periods (12 months)
was the only cohort for which the number of surgeries per month did not numerically
decrease. In addition, Milner 2018 reported a decrease in the number of procedures that
required pre- and post-vaccination during the 2–3 year observation period, but this decrease
was not statistically significant (7.6 pre- versus 2.6 post-vaccination; p = 0.07) [39].

3.4. Women with Pre-Existing or Current Anogenital Disease

Eight studies assessed the effectiveness of HPV vaccination in women with various
pre-existing HPV-related anogenital diseases; six among women with pre-existing cervi-
cal disease undergoing treatment [24,28,31,35,43,44], one on women with vulvar disease
undergoing treatment [30], and one on women with genital warts [42]. All studies were
based on reviews of records from clinics (single- or multi-center studies) except for Sand
2020 [44], which was a registry study.

Although the definitions and descriptions of persistent and recurrent disease differed
across the six studies of women undergoing excisional treatment for cervical disease,
five demonstrated vaccine effectiveness (Table 2, Figure 3). Four studies demonstrated
effectiveness while adjusting for residual disease [24,28,31,35]. Petrillo 2020 did not adjust
for residual disease but did show vaccine effectiveness [43]. Sand 2020 did not demonstrate
vaccine effectiveness, but this study did not adjust for positive margins, a key factor in
separating disease persistence from recurrence [44]. Three of these six studies stratified
outcomes by HPV 16/18 type lesions versus non-vaccine covered HPV type lesions [28,31,35].
Kang 2013 found that among nine out of the 360 patients in the vaccinated group with
recurrent CIN2+, five were recurrent HPV 16/18 and four of whom had cone margin
involvement [35]. In subgroup analyses of women with HPV 16/18 lesions prior to LEEP,
the vaccine effectiveness increased to 70% against recurrence (2.5% vaccinated versus
8.5% unvaccinated, p < 0.05). For patients with non-HPV 16/18 prior to LEEP, 2.6% of
vaccinated and 5.7% of unvaccinated patients had recurrent disease, but this difference was
not statistically significant. Ghelardi 2018 looked at the distribution of HPV genotypes in
women with recurrent CIN2+ lesions (N = 2/174 vaccinated and 11/176 unvaccinated) [31].
In the 4vHPV vaccinated group, the two recurrent lesions were positive for HPV 33 and 82,
respectively, for a vaccine effectiveness of 100% in this sub-population. In the unvaccinated
group, 81.8% of recurrent disease was HPV16/18(+). Del Pino 2020 found that for patients
with HPV 16/18 prior to conization, the incidence of persistent or recurrent HSIL was 2.1%
for vaccinated and 8.9% for unvaccinated patients, while for patients with non-HPV16/18
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prior to conization, the incidence of persistent or recurrent HSIL was 5.1% for vaccinated
and 12.5% for unvaccinated patients [28]. Statistical significance testing was not performed.
The results from Sand 2020 were not significant.

Table 2. Vaccine effectiveness studies in women with prior anogenital disease.

Author Year Country Patient Description Demonstrated Effect a

Cervical Disease

Bogani 2020 [24] Italy
Women undergoing conization for

cervical HSIL, 60 months minimum
follow-up

69% in those HPV-free at 6 months to adjust for
residual disease.

NS in total population.

Del Pino 2020 [28] Spain
Women undergoing conization

between January 2013 and July 2018.
Mean 22.4 months follow-up

80% in total population.
For those disease-free at 6 months (negative

HPV test, negative Pap test, and, if available, a
negative biopsy), 100% for HSIL.

Ghelardi 2018 [31] Italy
Women undergoing conization for
cervical HSIL/CIN2-3, 36 month

median follow-up

81.2% in analyses adjusting for residual disease.
NS without adjustment for residual disease.

Kang 2013 [35] South Korea

Women aged 20–45 years undergoing
LEEP for histologically confirmed

CIN2-3, 42 month median follow-up,
2 year minimum

65% in those disease-free at 3 months, b 70%
among those with vaccine type lesions before

LEEP who were disease-free at 3 months.

Petrillo 2020 [43] Italy Women undergoing LEEP for CIN1
or greater 76% for CIN2+.

Sand 2020 [44] Denmark Women undergoing conization for
CIN3 or greater NS

Vulvar Precancer

Ghelardi 2021 [30] Italy Women undergoing surgical
treatment for vulvar HSIL

NS overall: 78.5% for disease from
incident/reactivated infection.

Genital Warts

Petráš 2015 [42] Czech Republic Women aged 16–40 years with prior
history of genital warts c

For 4vHPV: 89.0% for certain cases, 74.0% for
possible and certain cases.

HPV, human papillomavirus; NS, not significant. a Reported for multivariable analyses when available.
b Women with positive histology of colposcopy-directed biopsy or endocervical curettage 3 months after LEEP
are considered to have residual CIN 2-3. c Patients with no prior genital warts were not within the scope of this
SLR. Reporting is restricted to women with a prior history of genital warts (N = 175).

Two studies assessed non-cervical outcomes (Table 2) [30,42]. In the study of women
with pre-existing vulvar precancer, no significant difference was found between vaccinated
and unvaccinated women for HSIL recurrence [30]. When the analysis was restricted to
patients with incident or reactivated cases (defined as a negative followed by a positive HPV
test), recurrence was observed in 5% of the vaccinated and 22% of the unvaccinated patients
(p = 0.01, vaccine effectiveness 78.5%). As with prior cervical disease, the adjustment for
residual disease influenced the vaccine effectiveness. Among women with a pre-existing
diagnosis of genital warts, the vaccine effectiveness (95% CI) among women who had
received at least one dose of 4vHPV was shown to be 89.0% (38.6–98.0) for genital warts
recorded ≥1 year after immunization (“certain”) and 74.0% (16.8–91.9) when also including
cases of genital warts recorded in the same year as immunization (“probable”) [42].
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3.5. MSM

The effectiveness of HPV vaccination in MSM was assessed in three studies: two in
HIV(–) MSM [46,47] and one in HIV(+) MSM (Table 3) [48]. Among HIV(–) MSM with
prior biopsied and treated high-grade anal intraepithelial neoplasia (HGAIN), Swedish
2012 reported a vaccine effectiveness for subsequent HGAIN of 58% at 1 year (p = 0.01) and
50% at two years (p = 0.05) [46]. Among patients with a positive oncogenic HPV test, vaccine
effectiveness was 60% for HGAIN over one year (p = 0.01) and 53% at 2 years (p = 0.05). Swedish
2014 described 4vHPV vaccine effectiveness in HIV(–) MSM with no history of anal warts
or history of treated warts, now recurrence-free [47]. An estimated vaccine effectiveness of
55% was reported for recurrent anal warts. There was no association between vaccination
and new anal warts among patients with a history of warts within the previous 5 years.

Thompson 2018 also looked at anal precancer endpoints, but in HIV(+) MSM. The
overall study population (N = 314) included seven (2%) transwomen although it is unclear
if any of these transwomen were included in the analyzed sample (N = 267/314, 85%) [48].
As vaccine and cytology data were only available for 249 of the 314 participants and no
subgroup analyses were performed, it is unclear whether any transwomen were included
in the outcome data reported, which did not demonstrate effectiveness. Of note, this study
did not report exact follow-up values and did not include the timing of vaccination or the
number of vaccine doses in the outcome analyses.

Five retrospective studies assessed the 4vHPV impact in MSM, all with anogenital
warts as the sole reported disease outcome (Table 3) [23,25,27,29,36]. All studies included
women and four of the five studies also included heterosexual men; therefore, MSM were
only a sub-population of those studied. Only Lukac 2020 described sample size and patient
age specifically for MSM subjects [36]. Reported declines in anogenital warts among the
MSM population in these studies were highly varied and depended on the age as well as
the sexual orientation of the men and the time period that was studied. Three studies were
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conducted in Australia, where MSM were not included in the HPV National Immunization
Program until 2018 [23,27,29]. Similarly, boys and MSM in the United Kingdom were not
eligible for HPV vaccination until 2018, after the time period studied by Checchi 2019 [25].
Lukac 2020 compared birth cohorts born 1988–1999 and 1985–1987; MSM born in 1989 or
later were offered free catch-up vaccinations in British Columbia, Canada in 2015 [36,53].

Table 3. Summary of vaccine effectiveness and impact studies in MSM.

Author Year Country Patient Description Demonstrated Effect a

Effectiveness
Studies

Swedish 2012 [46] United States HIV(−) MSM with prior biopsied
and treated HGAIN

58% for recurrent HGAIN at 1 year and 50% at 2 years.
Among patients HPV DNA(+) for high-risk genotypes, 60%

at 1 year and 53% at 2 years.
NS at 3 years for all comparisons.

Swedish 2014 [47] United States
HIV(−) MSM ≥26 y with no anal
condyloma history or previously

treated, recurrence-free condyloma

55% in total population.
NS for recurrent AGW among patients with history of AGW

within the past 5 years.

Thompson 2018 [48] United States HIV(+) MSM (98%) and transwomen
(2%) b

NS against anal precancers among 85% of the population
with anal cytology data.

Impact Studies of 4vHPV against Anogenital Warts

Ali 2017 [23] Australia
Indigenous and non-indigenous
MSM attending 39 sexual health

clinics c

36% decline in rate for non-Indigenous.
NS for Indigenous between 2004 and 2007 and between 2008

and 2014.

Chow 2015 [27] Australia
MSM aged 16–40 years attending 1

sexual health clinic d

33% decline overall between 2004 and 2005 and between 2013
and 2014. Variation by age, sexual orientation, and wart

location was noted.

Donovan 2011 [29] Australia
MSM attending 8 sexual health

clinics d
28% decline between January and June 2004 and between

January and June 2007.

Checchi 2019 [25] United Kingdom
MSM aged 15–24 years attending

sexual health clinics participating in
national surveillance system d

79% decline for 15 year olds between 2014 and 2017.
NS for other age groups (15–17, 18–20, and 21–24).

Lukac 2020 [36] Canada
MSM aged 14–46 years attending 16

sexual health clinics d

41% decline between 1991 and 1993 and between 1994 and
1996.

NS for earlier birth cohort comparisons.

AGW, anogenital warts; HIV, human immunodeficiency virus; HPV, human papillomavirus; MSM, men who
have sex with men; NS, not significant. a Reported for multivariable analyses when available. b There were N = 7
transwomen included in overall cohort of N = 314 subjects, but only N = 267 had anal screening, and since no
subgroup analyses were performed, it is unclear if any data in this report were from transwomen. c The study
also included Indigenous women, who are not within the scope of this SLR. d The study also included women
and heterosexual men, who are not within the scope of this SLR.

3.6. Immunocompromised or Immunosuppressed Individuals

The effectiveness of HPV vaccination on abnormal cytology and cervical precancer in
immunosuppressed/immunocompromised individuals was described in two studies from
the United States, one in perinatal HIV-infected youth [40] and one in immunosuppressed
women [45]. Neither study demonstrated vaccine effectiveness [40,45]. In addition, neither
study reported follow-up times for study outcomes and Silverberg 2020 also did not specify
vaccine doses or vaccination timing with respect to outcome assessment, nor did they
stratify based on the underlying mechanism of immunosuppression, which in the study
population included prior HIV infection, solid organ transplant, or a recent prescription of
immunosuppressive medication [45].

3.7. Evidence Strength across the High-Risk Populations

This SLR found that HPV vaccination effectiveness varied across high-risk populations.
Notably, study design issues and limited data contributed to this variance and the evidence
strength was graded as high only for RRP patients and women with prior cervical disease
(Table 4). In HIV(+) MSM and in other immunosuppressed/immunocompromised patients,
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issues were identified regarding study design and other aspects of reporting, including a
lack of HPV genotype information in HPV-related outcomes, cytological but not histological
findings reported, a lack of clarity on the timings of vaccination versus outcome observance,
a lack of reporting on follow-up time, and, for impact studies in MSM, assessments prior to
inclusion in a national immunization program.

Table 4. Strength of evidence ratings and rationale a.

Design and Population Strength of Evidence b Study Limitations c Directness d Consistency e Precision f Publication Bias g

VACCINE EFFECTIVENESS STUDIES

RRP patients h High Medium Direct Consistent Imprecise Low

Women with pre-existing anogenital disease

Cervical disease High Medium Direct Consistent Precise Low

Vulvar precancer Medium Low Direct NA i NA i Low

Genital warts j Medium Medium Direct NA i NA i Low

MSM

HIV(–) k Medium Medium Indirect NA i NA i Low

HIV(+) l Low High Direct NA i NA i Low

Immunosuppressed/
Immunocompromised
individuals m

Low High Indirect NA i NA i Low

VACCINE IMPACT STUDIES

MSM n Low High Direct Consistent Precise Low

HIV, human immunodeficiency virus; MSM, men who have sex with men; NA, not applicable; RRP, recurrent
respiratory papillomatosis. a Adapted from Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and
Evaluation (GRADE) Working Group [22]. b Based on the answers in the study limitations, directness, consistency,
precision, and reporting bias domains. c Refers to whether studies have a high likelihood of protection against bias.
Limitations for observational studies include (1) failure to develop and apply eligibility criteria, (2) flawed outcome
measurement, (3) failure to control confounding factors, and (4) incomplete/inadequate follow-up. d Refers to
(1) differences across populations, (2) differences in interventions, (3) differences in outcome measures/surrogate
outcomes, and (4) indirect comparisons (not applicable in this instance). e Refers to whether the included studies
find the same direction or magnitude of effect. f Refers to the degree of certainty based on the studies’ size and
event number. g Refers to selective publication of findings based on direction or magnitude of effect favorability.
There was no evidence to suggest publication bias for any results. h Limitations rated as high due to differences
in how partial response was determined; imprecise rating due to relatively small sample sizes in all studies.
i Not applicable due to the results for the respective population and outcome being drawn from a single study.
j Limitations rated as medium due to the survey-based nature of the single study. k Limitations rated as medium
due to the cost for patients to receive the vaccine; indirect rating due to the different outcomes assessed among
these two studies; inconsistent/imprecise ratings due to the different outcomes assessed in the two studies.
l Limitations rated as high due to confounding factors such as under-vaccinated participants, lack of reporting of
follow-up time or timing of vaccination versus outcomes; imprecise ratings due to single study. m Limitations rated
as high due to all studies having limitations (lack of follow-up time, cytological instead of histological outcomes,
and/or other confounding factors); indirect rating due to the different populations included; inconsistent rating
due to different outcomes measured by the two studies; and imprecise rating due to small sample sizes and low
proportions of events. n Limitations rated as high due to the ineligibility of MSM for National Immunization
Program in four of the five studies.

4. Discussion

Vaccine efficacy data from clinical trials have demonstrated that 4vHPV and 9vHPV
vaccines protect against HPV-related disease and that the protection is long-lasting [54–56].
However, clinical trials are highly controlled and often do not translate into the real-world,
thus the need for real-world evidence to support the clinical trial data. Real-world evidence
assessing the effectiveness and impact of these vaccines on the primary vaccinated and
catch-up cohorts has demonstrated sustained and strong protective effects [5,6]. Missing
from these previously published studies were several high-risk populations, some of which
are either covered under national immunization programs or under consideration for such
funding. The present systematic literature review sought to gather and synthesize the data
on the real-world impact and effectiveness of 4vHPV/9vHPV in six high-risk populations.
We found evidence that the effectiveness of 4vHPV/9vHPV vaccines is strongest for those
receiving the vaccine for the prevention of subsequent disease, specifically women with
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prior cervical disease and RRP patients. This is in line with the findings of previous reviews
that assessed HPV vaccine effectiveness against recurrence of cervical disease and/or
RRP [9,10,12,14,15]. Most studies assessed 4vHPV, which was expected as 4vHPV has
been available for 8 years more than 9vHPV, and real-world impact and effectiveness
studies require time for outcomes to manifest. In addition to a dearth of 9vHPV real-world
impact and effectiveness studies, significant data gaps remain regarding both populations
at increased risk for HPV-related disease and specific disease outcomes. No studies assessed
vaccine effectiveness or impact related to head and neck cancers, penile cancers, or vaginal
cancer. The strength of the evidence on vaccine effectiveness and impact among MSM,
HIV(+) populations and other immunocompromised or immunosuppressed individuals
is weak. No real-world evidence was found for vaccine effectiveness and impact among
transgender and non-binary individuals or female sex workers, highlighting the need for
information on these vulnerable populations.

Although they are more complicated to design and execute, vaccine effectiveness
studies, which directly compare vaccinated to unvaccinated groups, were five times more
common than vaccine impact studies, which assess outcomes at the population level.
Among vaccine effectiveness studies, RRP was the most highly studied outcome. RRP
is a rare disease, with an estimated incidence of 4/100,000 in children and 2/100,000 in
adults [18]. The recurrent nature of the disease was central to the unique design of the RRP
effectiveness studies, in which individuals served as their own comparators pre- versus
post-vaccination. There was evidence for an increase in the intersurgical interval and
a decrease in surgeries per month following vaccination, although there was a lack of
consistency in reporting statistical significance testing across the studies and low power
due to small sample sizes. The number of studies devoted to this rare disease underscore
its lifelong impact on patients and families and the dedication of the clinicians caring for
them to alleviate their suffering.

In contrast to RRP, cervical cancer is not a rare disease. Cervical cancer is the fourth
most common cancer among women worldwide with an estimated age-standardized inci-
dence of 13.1 per 100,000 women [57]. Geographic disparities are highly pronounced with
incidence rates as high as 40–80 per 100,000 women in some African nations, particularly
those in sub-Saharan Africa where HIV is also prevalent [57]. In fact, women living with
HIV have a six-fold higher risk of invasive cervical cancer and 5% of all cases of invasive
cervical cancer in 2018 were attributed to HIV [58]. Despite this well-known increase in
risk, we found no vaccine effectiveness or impact studies in women living with HIV. One
study only assessed 4vHPV effectiveness in perinatally exposed and infected youth from
the United States and did not demonstrate effectiveness against disease outcomes in this
small population [40]. There is an urgent need to understand vaccine effectiveness and
impact in women living with HIV and a high need for research in low-income countries,
such as African nations, where HIV and HPV are both highly prevalent.

The most frequently studied female population was women who had undergone
excisional therapy for cervical dysplasia. High-grade evidence supported vaccine effec-
tiveness against subsequent cervical disease in this population. The vaccination of women
undergoing excisional therapy, which was found to be effective in five of the six studies
included in the risk population, is on label as it aims to prevent new infection among these
women. Of note, the evidence here also highlights the complexity of doing real-world
impact and effectiveness research. While registry databases are often considered the highest
quality data sources for real-world impact and effectiveness studies, there are limitations to
using registry databases [59]. For example, Sand 2020 performed a registry study using the
Danish Pathology Databank with vaccination status extracted from the Danish National
Prescription Registry [44]. Sand 2020 could not adjust for positive margins because it
extracted data from a registry, and therefore the authors could not account for residual
disease, a key confounder in studies attempting to assess effectiveness at preventing new
infection.
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The challenges of studying the real-world impact and effectiveness of HPV vaccines
might contribute to the striking data gaps uncovered herein. In addition to the lack of
studies noted above for people living with HIV, no studies of transgender and non-binary
individuals were found. Transgender men with a cervix, who make up a sizable proportion
of transgender men, face tremendous barriers to HPV screening and care and are absent
from HPV vaccine research [60]. Likewise, female sex workers are a high-risk population
about whom little is known. As with populations, there were data gaps in outcomes
assessed. Cervical cancer was the most well studied HPV-related cancer, which is notable
in that the non-cervical cancer burden surpassed the cervical cancer burden in the United
States in 2013 [61]. The one non-cervical cancer study in women assessed vulvar precancer,
a gender-specific cancer. The most common non-cervical cancer, anal cancer, which is more
common in women than men, was only studied in MSM. The lack of organized screening
programs for non-cervical cancers may contribute to this evidence gap.

There are several limitations with the present SLR. The review was limited by the
heterogeneity of definitions, study designs, and outcome reporting. The studies we re-
viewed of vaccine effectiveness among HIV(+) MSM and immunocompromised individuals
were weakened by study design and reporting issues noted above relating to the lack of
HPV genotyping, the lack of reporting of vaccination timing or follow-up time, and the
insufficient characterization of outcomes. Previous SLRs have reported similar issues
with the quantity and/or quality of evidence for HPV vaccine effectiveness in these pop-
ulations [11,16]. Further, there was inconsistent reporting of potential confounders and
few studies provided statistical analyses of comparisons between groups. The vaccine
effectiveness and impact estimates provided are therefore based on a limited number
of comparisons, do not include error values in many cases, and are not derived from a
quantitative synthesis across studies (meta-analysis). Furthermore, in some vaccine effec-
tiveness studies of women with pre-existing cervical or vulvar disease and in both studies
in HIV(-) MSM, individuals were charged for HPV vaccines, which may have introduced
bias [28,31,46,47]. All vaccine impact studies included some time periods when males were
not included in the national immunization programs, requiring patients to pay for vaccines
in those years which, likewise, may have introduced bias [23,25,27,29,36]. Studies that
included the use of 2vHPV in the majority of vaccinated subjects were excluded. While
2vHPV is effective against cervical disease, it does not provide direct protection against
the HPV6- and HPV11-related diseases assessed herein (anogenital warts, RRP). Other
published reviews that address cervical precancers/cancer as the sole outcome include
data on 2vHPV’s efficacy against cervical disease [62].

Balancing these limitations are the strengths of this SLR, including its focus on real-
world evidence and clinical outcomes rather than HPV test positivity alone, as test positivity
does not necessarily correlate with disease outcomes of interest to patients and public
health decision makers. We also included a more diverse set of disease outcomes than
most previous SLRs. A third strength is the compilation of data on different high-risk
populations, which have heterogeneous characteristics, needs, and prevalence of various
HPV-related diseases, which are currently included in or under consideration for inclusion
in national or regional immunization programs.

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, the findings of this SLR support the effectiveness of 4vHPV/9vHPV
vaccination, primarily 4vHPV, in preventing subsequent cervical precancer in women with
pre-existing cervical disease, and in improving clinical outcomes in patients with RRP. In
HIV(–)MSM, there was also evidence of moderate effectiveness of 4vHPV in preventing
subsequent HGAIN and new or subsequent anal warts in those with and without pre-
existing disease. Conspicuous data gaps in populations and in HPV-related outcomes were
uncovered. The evidence for the effectiveness and impact of HPV vaccination in several
vulnerable high-risk populations was either absent or unclear, although a number of these
populations (MSM, transgender) are either covered under some immunization programs or



Vaccines 2022, 10, 1543 13 of 16

under consideration for such funding. Further investigation is warranted to understand the
public health implications of HPV vaccination for these groups and to bolster public health
decision making for populations at an elevated risk of preventable HPV-related disease.
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(via ProQuest).

Author Contributions: E.G.—Conceptualized the study and contributed to the study planning,
reviewed interpretation of study results, and drafted, critically reviewed, and revised the manuscript.
S.R. and A.K.—Contributed to the study planning, conducted the data analysis, contributed to
review and interpretation of the study results, critical review, and revising of the manuscript. M.R.—
Contributed to the review and interpretation of the study results as well as the critical review and
revising of the manuscript the manuscript. All authors have materially participated in the research
and approve the final article submission. All authors have read and agreed to the published version
of the manuscript.

Funding: Funding was provided by Merck Sharp & Dohme LLC, a subsidiary of Merck & Co., Inc.,
Rahway, NJ, USA.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank ScribCo for support with manuscript development.

Conflicts of Interest: E.G. and M.R. are employees of Merck Sharp & Dohme LLC., a subsidiary
of Merck & Co., Inc., Rahway, NJ, USA and Merck Sharp and Dohme GmbH, Munich Germany,
respectively, and may hold stock in Merck & Co., Inc., Rahway, NJ, USA.

References
1. Ferlay, J.; Soerjomataram, I.; Dikshit, R.; Eser, S.; Mathers, C.; Rebelo, M.; Parkin, D.M.; Forman, D.; Bray, F. Cancer incidence and

mortality worldwide: Sources, methods and major patterns in GLOBOCAN 2012. Int. J. Cancer 2015, 136, E359–E386. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

2. Meites, E.; Gee, J.; Unger, E.; Markowitz, L. Human Papillomavirus. In Epidemiology and Prevention of Vaccine-Preventable Diseases;
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Public Health Foundation: Washington, DC, USA, 2021.

3. de Sanjosé, S.; Serrano, B.; Tous, S.; Alejo, M.; Lloveras, B.; Quirós, B.; Clavero, O.; Vidal, A.; Ferrándiz-Pulido, C.; Pavón, M.Á.;
et al. Burden of human papillomavirus (HPV)-related cancers attributable to HPVs 6/11/16/18/31/33/45/52 and 58. JNCI
Cancer Spectr. 2018, 2, pky045. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Bruni, L.; Saura-Lázaro, A.; Montoliu, A.; Brotons, M.; Alemany, L.; Diallo, M.S.; Afsar, O.Z.; LaMontagne, D.S.; Mosina, L.;
Contreras, M.; et al. HPV vaccination introduction worldwide and WHO and UNICEF estimates of national HPV immunization
coverage 2010–2019. Prev. Med. 2021, 144, 106399. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Drolet, M.; Bénard, É.; Pérez, N.; Brisson, M.; HPV Vaccination Impact Study Group. Population-level impact and herd effects
following the introduction of human papillomavirus vaccination programmes: Updated systematic review and meta-analysis.
Lancet 2019, 394, 497–509. [CrossRef]

6. Garland, S.M.; Kjaer, S.K.; Muñoz, N.; Block, S.L.; Brown, D.R.; DiNubile, M.J.; Lindsay, B.R.; Kuter, B.J.; Perez, G.; Dominiak-
Felden, G.; et al. Impact and Effectiveness of the Quadrivalent Human Papillomavirus Vaccine: A Systematic Review of 10 Years
of Real-world Experience. Clin. Infect. Dis. 2016, 63, 519–527. [CrossRef]

7. Tyros, G.; Mastraftsi, S.; Gregoriou, S.; Nicolaidou, E. Incidence of anogenital warts: Epidemiological risk factors and real-life
impact of human papillomavirus vaccination. Int. J. STD AIDS 2020, 32, 4–13. [CrossRef]

8. Yakely, A.E.; Avni-Singer, L.; Oliveira, C.R.; Niccolai, L.M. Human Papillomavirus Vaccination and Anogenital Warts: A
Systematic Review of Impact and Effectiveness in the United States. Sex. Transm. Dis. 2019, 46, 213–220. [CrossRef]

9. Pham, C.T.; Juhasz, M.; Sung, C.T.; Mesinkovska, N.A. The human papillomavirus vaccine as a treatment for human
papillomavirus–related dysplastic and neoplastic conditions: A literature review. J. Am. Acad. Dermatol. 2020, 82, 202–212.
[CrossRef]

10. Bartels, H.C.; Postle, J.; Rogers, A.C.; Brennan, D. Prophylactic human papillomavirus vaccination to prevent recurrence of
cervical intraepithelial neoplasia: A meta-analysis. Int. J. Gynecol. Cancer 2020, 30, 777–782. [CrossRef]

11. Brogden, D.R.L.; Walsh, U.; Pellino, G.; Kontovounisios, C.; Tekkis, P.; Mills, S.C. Evaluating the efficacy of treatment options for
anal intraepithelial neoplasia: A systematic review. Int. J. Color. Dis. 2020, 36, 213–226. [CrossRef]

12. Dion, G.R.; Teng, S.; Boyd, L.R.; Northam, A.; Mason-Apps, C.; Vieira, D.; Amin, M.R.; Branski, R.C. Adjuvant human
papillomavirus vaccination for secondary prevention: A systematic review. JAMA Otolaryngol. Head Neck Surg. 2017, 143, 614–622.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/vaccines10091543/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/vaccines10091543/s1
http://doi.org/10.1002/ijc.29210
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25220842
http://doi.org/10.1093/jncics/pky045
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31360870
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2020.106399
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33388322
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(19)30298-3
http://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciw354
http://doi.org/10.1177/0956462420958577
http://doi.org/10.1097/OLQ.0000000000000948
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaad.2019.04.067
http://doi.org/10.1136/ijgc-2020-001197
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00384-020-03740-6
http://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoto.2016.4736
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28334393


Vaccines 2022, 10, 1543 14 of 16

13. Hoffman, S.R.; Le, T.; Lockhart, A.; Sanusi, A.; Dal Santo, L.; Davis, M.; McKinney, D.A.; Brown, M.; Poole, C.; Willame, C.; et al.
Patterns of persistent HPV infection after treatment for cervical intraepithelial neoplasia (CIN): A systematic review. Int. J. Cancer
2017, 141, 8–23. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Jentschke, M.; Kampers, J.; Becker, J.; Sibbertsen, P.; Hillemanns, P. Prophylactic HPV vaccination after conization: A systematic
review and meta-analysis. Vaccine 2020, 38, 6402–6409. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Lichter, K.; Krause, D.; Xu, J.; Tsai, S.H.L.; Hage, C.; Weston, E.; Eke, A.; Levinson, K. Adjuvant Human Papillomavirus Vaccine to
Reduce Recurrent Cervical Dysplasia in Unvaccinated Women: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. Obstet. Gynecol. Surv.
2020, 75, 475–476. [CrossRef]

16. Martínez-Gómez, X.; Curran, A.; Campins, M.; Alemany, L.; Pendás, J.R.; Borruel, N.; Castellsagué, X.; de Heredia, C.D.;
Moraga-Llop, F.A.; Del Pino, M.; et al. Multidisciplinary, evidence-based consensus guidelines for human papillomavirus (HPV)
vaccination in high-risk populations, Spain, 2016. Eurosurveillance 2019, 24, 1700857. [CrossRef]

17. Rosenberg, T.; Philipsen, B.B.; Mehlum, C.S.; Dyrvig, A.-K.; Wehberg, S.; Chirilǎ, M.; Godballe, C. Therapeutic Use of the Human
Papillomavirus Vaccine on Recurrent Respiratory Papillomatosis: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis. J. Infect. Dis. 2019,
219, 1016–1025. [CrossRef]

18. Fortes, H.R.; von Ranke, F.M.; Escuissato, D.L.; Neto, C.A.A.; Zanetti, G.; Hochhegger, B.; Souza, C.A.; Marchiori, E. Recurrent
respiratory papillomatosis: A state-of-the-art review. Respir. Med. 2017, 126, 116–121. [CrossRef]

19. Riva, J.J.; Malik, K.M.P.; Burnie, S.J.; Endicott, A.R.; Busse, J.W. What is your research question? An introduction to the PICOT
format for clinicians. J. Can. Chiropr. Assoc. 2012, 56, 167–171.

20. Sanderson, S.; Tatt, I.D.; Higgins, J.P.T. Tools for assessing quality and susceptibility to bias in observational studies in epidemiol-
ogy: A systematic review and annotated bibliography. Int. J. Epidemiol. 2007, 36, 666–676. [CrossRef]

21. Wells, G.A.; Shea, B.; O’Connell, D.; Peterson, J.; Welch, V.; Losos, M.; Tugwell, P. The Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS) for Assessing
the Quality of Nonrandomised Studies in Meta-Analyses. 2000. Available online: http://www.ohri.ca/programs/clinical_
epidemiology/oxford.asp (accessed on 30 June 2021).

22. GRADE Handbook. Quality of Evidence 2013. Available online: https://gdt.gradepro.org/app/handbook/handbook.html#h.
9rdbelsnu4iy (accessed on 10 November 2020).

23. Ali, H.; McManus, H.; O’Connor, C.C.; Callander, D.; Kong, M.; Graham, S.; Saulo, D.; Fairley, C.K.; Regan, D.G.; Grulich, A.; et al.
Human papillomavirus vaccination and genital warts in young Indigenous Australians: National sentinel surveillance data. Med.
J. Aust. 2017, 206, 204–209. [CrossRef]

24. Bogani, G.; Raspagliesi, F.; Sopracordevole, F.; Ciavattini, A.; Ghelardi, A.; Simoncini, T.; Petrillo, M.; Plotti, F.; Lopez, S.; Casarin,
J.; et al. Assessing the Long-Term Role of Vaccination against HPV after Loop Electrosurgical Excision Procedure (LEEP): A
Propensity-Score Matched Comparison. Vaccines 2020, 8, 717. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Checchi, M.; Mesher, D.; Mohammed, H.; Soldan, K. Declines in anogenital warts diagnoses since the change in 2012 to use the
quadrivalent HPV vaccine in England: Data to end 2017. Sex. Transm. Infect. 2019, 95, 368–373. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Chirilă, M.; Bolboacă, S. Clinical efficiency of quadrivalent HPV (types 6/11/16/18) vaccine in patients with recurrent respiratory
papillomatosis. Eur. Arch. Otorhinolaryngol. 2014, 271, 1135–1142. [CrossRef]

27. Chow, E.P.F.; Read, T.R.H.; Wigan, R.; Donovan, B.; Chen, M.Y.; Bradshaw, C.S.; Fairley, C.K. Ongoing decline in genital warts
among young heterosexuals 7 years after the Australian human papillomavirus (HPV) vaccination programme. Sex. Transm.
Infect. 2015, 91, 214–219. [CrossRef]

28. Del Pino, M.; Martí, C.; Torras, I.; Henere, C.; Munmany, M.; Marimon, L.; Saco, A.; Torné, A.; Ordi, J. HPV vaccination as
adjuvant to conization in women with cervical intraepithelial neoplasia: A study under real-life conditions. Vaccines 2020, 8, 245.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Donovan, B.; Franklin, N.; Guy, R.; Grulich, A.E.; Regan, D.G.; Ali, H.; Wand, H.; Fairley, C.K. Quadrivalent human papillomavirus
vaccination and trends in genital warts in Australia: Analysis of national sentinel surveillance data. Lancet Infect. Dis. 2011, 11,
39–44. [CrossRef]

30. Ghelardi, A.; Marrai, R.; Bogani, G.; Sopracordevole, F.; Bay, P.; Tonetti, A.; Lombardi, S.; Bertacca, G.; Joura, E.A. Surgical
Treatment of Vulvar HSIL: Adjuvant HPV Vaccine Reduces Recurrent Disease. Vaccines 2021, 9, 83. [CrossRef]

31. Ghelardi, A.; Parazzini, F.; Martella, F.; Pieralli, A.; Bay, P.; Tonetti, A.; Svelato, A.; Bertacca, G.; Lombardi, S.; Joura, E.A.
SPERANZA project: HPV vaccination after treatment for CIN2+. Gynecol. Oncol. 2018, 151, 229–234. [CrossRef]

32. Goon, P.; Scholtz, L.U.; Sudhoff, H. Recurrent respiratory papillomatosis (RRP)—Time for a reckoning? Laryngoscope Investig.
Otolaryngol. 2017, 2, 184–186. [CrossRef]

33. Hermann, J.S.; Weckx, L.; Nürmberger, J.M.; Junior, G.F.D.S.; Pignatari, A.C.C.; Pignatari, S.S.N. Effectiveness of the human
papillomavirus (types 6, 11, 16, and 18) vaccine in the treatment of children with recurrent respiratory papillomatosis. Int. J.
Pediatr. Otorhinolaryngol. 2016, 83, 94–98. [CrossRef]
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