JoMMID

and Infectious Diseases ISSN: 2345-5349

[ Downloaded from jommid.pasteur.ac.ir on 2026-06-16 ]

[ DOI: 10.61882/JoMMID.13.2.88 ]

.) Journal of Medical Microbiology

elSSN: 2345-5330

Nanoplatform-Based Delivery Systems for Enhanced Stability and Efficacy of

Nucleic Acid Vaccines

Sohameh Mohebbi'"¥, Maryam Ghanbari?*"*, Kazem Baesi®

!Department of Biology, Faculty of Basic Science, Ale Taha Institute of Higher Education, Tehran, Iran; 2Department
of Microbial Biotechnology, Faculty of Biological Science, Tehran North Branch, Islamic Azad University, Tehran,
Iran; ®Hepatitis and AIDS Department, Pasteur Institute of Iran, Tehran, Iran

ARTICLE INFO

ABSTRACT

Review Article

Keywords: Nucleic acid vaccines, Lipid
nanoparticles (LNPs), Vaccine stability,
Vaccine delivery, Adjuvants, mRNA
vaccines, Nanotechnology

Received: 05 Jan. 2025

Received in revised form: 05 Jun. 2025
Accepted: 06 Jul. 2025

DOI: 10.61186/JoMMID.13.2.88

*Correspondence
Email: Ghanbari.tmu@gmail.com
Tel: +989129633119

© The Author(s)

[SIoEIo)

The rapid development of nucleic acid-based vaccines represents a major
advancement in immunization strategies, characterized by their reliance on
host cellular machinery to produce antigens. These third-generation
platforms, including DNA and mRNA vaccines, offer key advantages such
as rapid scalability, simplified manufacturing, and versatility in targeting a
broad spectrum of diseases caused by infectious pathogens or conditions like
cancer. While they avoid the use of live pathogens and thereby minimize
many infection-related risks associated with pathogen reversion, potential
side effects such as immune overactivation or off-target responses remain
key safety considerations. Nanotechnology, particularly lipid nanoparticle
(LNP) systems, has emerged as a critical enabler in addressing these
limitations. LNPs enhance nucleic acid stability, promote cellular uptake,
and facilitate targeted delivery, thereby improving both immune activation
and overall safety profiles. Innovations in ionizable lipid design,
PEGylation, and size-controlled formulations have been pivotal to the
success of mMRNA vaccines in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. This
review focuses primarily on LNPs as delivery platforms, while also
discussing emerging nanotechnologies under investigation in both
preclinical and clinical settings. By examining advances in nanoparticle
engineering, delivery strategies, and disease-specific applications, this
review aims to provide a comprehensive overview of how nanotechnology
is reshaping the future of nucleic acid vaccine development. This
underscores the transformative potential of nanoscale delivery systems in
overcoming current barriers and accelerating the innovation of next-
generation vaccines.

INTRODUCTION

Since the late 18" century, vaccines have played a
pivotal role in reducing worldwide morbidity and
mortality from infectious diseases [1]. Traditional
vaccines, which include live attenuated, inactivated,
toxoid, and subunit types, have achieved significant
success in the eradication or near-eradication of diseases
such as smallpox and polio, and in the effective control
of others like diphtheria and measles [2]. Despite their
efficacy, conventional vaccination approaches face

require precise conditions, such as controlled storage, to
ensure safety and effectiveness. Inactivated vaccines
often elicit limited immune responses, necessitating the
use of adjuvants to improve efficacy. On the other hand,
the production of these vaccines involves complex
processes due to biosafety requirements and the risk of
contamination [3]. Similarly, subunit and recombinant
protein-based vaccines exhibit low immunogenicity and
rely on delivery systems to achieve effective protection

several inherent challenges. For instance, while oral polio [4].

vaccines (OPV) and other live attenuated vaccines have
been effective, they carry a small but notable risk of
especially in
immunocompromised individuals or under-vaccinated
populations. Additionally, live attenuated vaccines

reversion to a virulent form,

http://jommid.pasteur.ac.ir

The ongoing emergence of new pathogens and the
resurgence of known ones emphasizes the urgent need for
innovative vaccine technologies that are not only highly
effective but also facilitate rapid development [5]. Nucleic
acid-based vaccines—including both DNA and mRNA
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vaccines—have emerged as promising alternatives to
traditional approaches, especially in response to the
COVID-19 pandemic. The success of mRNA vaccines
such as BNT162b2 (Pfizer-BioNTech) and mRNA-1273
(Moderna) has highlighted the potential of this technology
to enable rapid design, scalable production, and effective
immune responses [6]. These vaccines offer unique
advantages, such as rapid adaptability to emerging
pathogens, simplified manufacturing, and the potential for
inducing robust cellular and humoral immunity.
Moreover, they avoid the risks associated with live
pathogen use, making them suitable for a wide population,
including immunocompromised individuals and other
vulnerable groups. However, they are not entirely risk-
free, as rare adverse events (e.g., anaphylaxis or
myocarditis) or excessive immune responses may still
occur. Despite these advantages, nucleic acid vaccines
face critical hurdles—including poor in vivo stability,
inefficient cellular delivery, low immunogenicity without
proper formulation, and potential safety concerns such as
immune overstimulation or rare inflammatory reactions
[7].

This is where nanotechnology, particularly the
application of lipid nanoparticles (LNPs), becomes
essential. LNPs play a crucial role in protecting nucleic
acids from enzymatic degradation, facilitating cellular
uptake via endocytosis, enabling endosomal escape, and
ensuring tissue-specific biodistribution. Without such
delivery systems, the clinical efficacy of MRNA and DNA
vaccines would be severely limited, as evidenced by
challenges in stability and uptake.

Accordingly, this review focuses on both DNA and
mRNA vaccines by exploring their immunological
principles, current challenges, and clinical progress across
a broad range of applications, including infectious
diseases, cancer, and other non-infectious conditions in
diverse global contexts, as well as preclinical
developments [6, 7]. We place additional emphasis on
lipid nanoparticle-based delivery systems, which have
been key to recent vaccine success during the COVID-19
era in global health contexts, as well as emerging
nanotechnologies such as solid lipid nanoparticles (SLNs)
and nanostructured lipid carriers (NLCs) that are under
development to address remaining ongoing delivery and
stability issues, such as enzymatic degradation, thereby
illustrating their advantages over conventional platforms,
with an eye toward future innovations.

In summary, by reviewing the recent evolution of
vaccine platforms, the distinct key benefits of nucleic acid
vaccines over conventional approaches, and the central
role of nanotechnology in advancing these platforms, this
review provides a detailed overview of the field and its
future directions, with implications for global health.

Ultimately, the authors aim to highlight both the
ongoing limitations and future prospects of nucleic acid
vaccines, and illustrate through examples how continued
innovation in nanotechnology can advance vaccine
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development for infectious and non-infectious diseases
equally, including safety enhancements.

Vaccine generations: A background

Researchers have advanced vaccine development
through three generations. The first generation includes
live-attenuated and inactivated vaccines, such as the live-
attenuated smallpox vaccine, live-attenuated measles
vaccine, and inactivated polio vaccine. The second
generation includes protein subunit, toxoid, and conjugate
vaccines—for example, the recombinant hepatitis B,
diphtheria, and Haemophilus influenzae type B (Hib)
vaccines [4]. These platforms significantly reduce the risk
of adverse effects associated with live or inactivated
vaccines. The third generation encompasses advanced
platforms such as nucleic acids (DNA or mRNA), and
virus-like particles (VLPs). These vaccines offer distinct
advantages—such as  rapid  development and
adaptability—but they also present critical challenges,
including the need for efficient delivery and stability,
which must be addressed to ensure optimal clinical
outcomes [8, 9]. Nucleic acid-based vaccines consist of
circular plasmid DNA or mRNA that encodes the desired
antigen(s). Unlike conventional vaccines that use whole
pathogens or subunit forms, nucleic acid-based vaccines
rely on host cellular machinery to express the antigen [7].
They provide benefits like rapid development but require
solutions for delivery and stability challenges to optimize
clinical outcomes.

Advantages of nucleic acid-based vaccines

Simplified manufacturing and stability

DNA vaccines and mRNA vaccines both present
innovative approaches to vaccine development, but they
differ significantly in terms of manufacturing complexity
and stability. DNA vaccines are relatively straightforward
to construct compared to protein-based ones using
molecular technigues such as polymerase chain reaction
(PCR) or synthetic methods (e.g., gene synthesis). In
DNA vaccine construction, researchers insert the antigen-
encoding gene into bacterial plasmids, which they
subsequently amplified within bacterial hosts such as
Escherichia coli (E. coli). The standardized plasmid-
based manufacturing processes allow cost-effective large-
scale production in bacterial bioreactors [10, 11]. Unlike
protein-based vaccines, which require complex storage
systems, DNA vaccines are relatively more stable (e.g.,
tolerating room temperature for limited periods), making
them easier to store and transport (e.g., without strict cold
chain) in various climates. This offers a practical
advantage for global distribution [10]. DNA vaccine
stability offers a practical advantage for global
distribution, especially in low-resource settings,
facilitating equitable access. In contrast, MRNA vaccines'
production involves in vitro transcription processes that
can be scaled efficiently using cell-free systems through
enzymatic methods. Improvements in codon optimization
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and mRNA design algorithms, e.g., LinearDesign and
RNAstructure, enhance translational efficiency by
aligning codon usage with host tRNA availability. They
also minimize mRNA by optimizing secondary structure,
thereby increasing production yield and stability. These
codon and structure optimizations can improve protein
expression in host cells up to 10-fold [12-14].

Virtually any protein antigen can be encoded, allowing
vaccines to be personalized and tailored for infectious
diseases and cancer immunotherapy [15]. Furthermore,
the mRNA platform enables rapid updates against
emerging pathogens by encoding antigens targeting
various viral strains, such as those used in SARS-CoV-2
vaccines [16] and beyond (e.g., variant-specific ones).

Safety and non-pathogenicity

Compared to live attenuated vaccines, which carry the
risk of reversion to virulent forms in under-vaccinated
populations (see Table 1), DNA vaccines are non-

Table 1. Comparison of vaccine generations

Nanoplatform-enhanced nucleic acid vaccine performance

replicating and non-transmissible, thereby greatly
reducing the potential for secondary infections [17] (see
Figure 1) in diverse populations, including pregnant
individuals. Similar to DNA vaccines, mMRNA vaccines
also avoid the risk of reversion to virulent pathogenic
forms, ensuring a generally strong safety profile despite
rare events particularly advantageous for
immunocompromised individuals and the elderly [18], as
confirmed by post-approval studies. Preclinical and
clinical studies confirm the positive overall favorable
safety profile of DNA vaccines, demonstrating minimal
toxicity and no induction of anti-DNA antibodies, thereby
enabling repeated administrations as needed for booster
doses without major immunogenicity concerns [19, 20] in
animal models and humans. In contrast to DNA vaccines,
mRNA vaccines, which do not integrate into the genome,
induce transient immune responses and degrade quickly
in vivo (within hours to days), reinforcing their safety and
versatility in various therapeutic applications [21].

Vaccine generation Vaccine type
First generation Live attenuated/inactivated
vaccines

Second generation Protein subunit vaccines,
vaccines

Third generation DNA vaccinessmRNA

Advantages
Strong immunogenicity

High safety, no risk of
toxoid vaccines, conjugate infection

Rapid production,
vaccines induction of cell-mediated
and humoral immunity

Disadvantages
Risk of reversion to virulent form (live
attenuated)/weaker immunogenicity and requirement
for multiple doses (inactivated vaccines)
Requires adjuvants for enhanced efficacy

Lower immunogenicity and inefficient delivery (DNA
vaccines)/challenges with stability, storage, and
immune overstimulation (MRNA vaccines)

Table 2. Composition of LNPs

Component Role Example
lonizable lipids RNA encapsulation and endosomal escape DLin-MC3-DMA, ALC-0315
Phospholipids Structural integrity DSPC
Cholesterol Stability and transfection efficiency Cholesterol

PEG-lipids Prolonged circulation and reduced aggregation

DMG-PEG or ALC-0159

Abbreviations: LNPs: lipid nanoparticles, RNA: ribonucleic acid, DSPC: 1,2-distearoyl-sn-glycero-3-phosphocholine, PEG:
polyethylene glycol, PEG-lipids: polyethylene glycol-conjugated lipids, DMG-PEG (also written PEG2000-DMG): 1,2-
dimyristoyl-rac-glycerol—polyethylene glycol 2000, DLin-MC3-DMA: ionizable lipid commonly referred to as “MC3”, ALC-
0315: proprietary ionizable lipid (code name), ALC-0159: proprietary PEG-lipid (code name)

Induction of both humoral and cellular immune
responses

A key advantage of DNA vaccines lies in their ability
to induce both humoral (antibody-mediated) and cellular
(T-cell-mediated) immune responses in diverse
populations. Antigen expression occurs intracellularly in
host cells following transcription and translation, which
are presented through both major histocompatibility
complex (MHC) Class | and Il pathways. This process
activates CD4* helper T cells, CD8" effector cytotoxic T
cells, and B cells, collectively generating humoral and
cellular immunity via cross-presentation [17] (Figure 1).
This dual immune activation is particularly important for
diseases requiring strong cellular immunity (e.g., via
CD8" responses), such as cancer, autoimmune conditions,
and chronic viral infections, including emerging
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infections [8, 22]. Similarly to DNA vaccines, mRNA
vaccines also trigger both humoral and cellular immunity
effectively, with modifications to the mRNA sequence,
e.g., 5' cap base methylation, as well as the inclusion of
stabilizing agents further enhancing these responses [23].
DNA vaccines, however, are uniquely versatile, capable
of incorporating multiple genes within a single plasmid to
encode various antigens or immune-modulatory
molecules, such as cytokines (e.g., granulocyte-
macrophage colony-stimulating factor (GM-CSF), tumor
necrosis factor (TNF)) and co-stimulatory proteins (e.g.,
CD40L, lgG-Fc), to potentiate immune responses [24].
Additionally, codon optimization improves antigen
expression levels, while synthetic unmethylated CpG
motifs on the plasmid backbone stimulate Toll-like
receptor 9 (TLR9) pathways, activating innate immunity
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and counteracting general tumor immune suppression
mediated by regulatory T (Treg) cells [22].
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Fig. 1. A schematic illustration of the humoral and cell-mediated immune responses induced by nucleic acid vaccines: a) LNPs
encapsulating nucleic acids (DNA or RNA) directly transfect dendritic cells (DCs), leading to the translation of nucleic acids into
antigens, which are then presented to T cells through T cell receptors (TCRs) via both MHC-I and MHC-I1 molecules. b) MHC-I

pathway: Cell-mediated immune responses, including the activation and proliferation of CD8* T cells and macrophages. ¢) MHC-I1I
pathway: Humoral immune responses, involving the activation of CD4* helper T cells, which subsequently stimulate B cell
activation, proliferation, and antibody secretion.

Challenges of nucleic acid-based vaccines
Low immunogenicity

Nucleic acid-based vaccines, particularly DNA
vaccines, reportedly display reduced immunogenicity in
humans across diverse populations compared to
traditional vaccines. The reason is that only a very small
fraction (e.g., <1%) of the injected DNA or mRNA
reaches target cells, consequently reducing antigen
production and subsequent immune responses [25, 26].
Efficient antigen expression requires nuclear delivery for
DNA vaccines, which poses significant technical
challenges, such as overcoming cellular membranes and
other biological barriers (e.g., endosomal escape) [17].
While DNA vaccines demonstrate robust immunogenicity
in animal models, similar outcomes are not consistently
observed in humans due to differences in immune system
components and DNA uptake efficiency across species.
These limitations significantly reduce the clinical efficacy
of DNA vaccines, particularly in larger mammals and
humans [26, 27].

In contrast, mRNA vaccines are generally highly
immunogenic, but they too face challenges, such as RNA
degradation, stability issues, or waning immunity, which
can diminish their effectiveness. However, ongoing
advancements in vaccine formulation and the
development of booster regimens are helping to address
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these issues, offering promising solutions to enhance their
clinical utility [28].

Delivery efficiency to target cells

Ensuring the effective intracellular delivery of nucleic
acid molecules to target cells continues to be a significant
challenge. Nucleic acids like DNA, due to their large size
and negative charge, are unable to efficiently cross the cell
membrane without external assistance. Similarly, mRNA
is inherently unstable and highly susceptible to
degradation by nucleases, necessitating chemical
modifications or protective delivery systems, such as lipid
nanoparticles, to enhance its stability and delivery
efficiency [17].

For optimal therapeutic outcomes, delivery systems
must be capable of targeting specific tissues or cells, such
as dendritic cells, to maximize immune responses while
minimizing potential side effects. Non-viral delivery
systems, including lipid nanoparticles and polymer
formulations, show great promise but still require
additional advancements to improve their stability and
precision in targeted delivery [25]. This targeting can be
achieved through several strategies, including ligand-
receptor interactions that guide nanoparticles to specific
cell types, tissue-specific promoters that drive gene
expression only in selected cells, and surface
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modifications of delivery vehicles to improve cell-type
recognition and uptake.

Safety concerns

Although DNA vaccines are generally considered safe,
theoretical concerns remain regarding their potential
integration into the host genome, which could lead to
insertional mutagenesis or disruption of critical genes,
such as tumor suppressor genes [27]. Circular plasmids
pose a lower integration risk compared to linear DNA,
however, ongoing safety monitoring is essential to
mitigate any potential long-term risks. Additionally, the
prolonged expression of foreign antigens or the presence
of unmethylated CpG motifs in DNA could inadvertently
activate autoimmune pathways. Despite these concerns,
existing evidence indicates that the risks are minimal
when DNA vaccines are appropriately designed and
administered [26].

Conversely, mRNA vaccines may cause excessive
immune stimulation, which can lead to inflammation or
cytokine storms, underscoring the importance of careful
dose optimization and monitoring [29]. Delivery vehicles,
such as lipid nanoparticles, may also induce local or
systemic reactions, including rare cases of inflammation
or anaphylaxis. Innovations in delivery systems, codon
optimization, and immunostimulatory components are
critical to addressing these challenges and maximizing the
clinical potential of nucleic acid vaccines [25].

Impact of nanotechnology in addressing nucleic acid
vaccine challenges

Nanotechnology = has  transformed medicine,
particularly in drug delivery and vaccine development.
The unique characteristics of nanoparticles, such as their
small size and high surface area-to-volume ratio, have
enhanced drug solubility, improved bioavailability, and
reduced toxicity. These advancements enable selective
drug delivery, prolonged therapeutic effects, and reduced
off-target effects, driving innovation in fields like genetic
medicine, oncology, and infectious diseases [30]. In
nucleic acid vaccine delivery, emerging nanocarrier
systems offer significant benefits. They protect DNA and
mRNA from nuclease degradation, enhance cellular
uptake, and maintain stability during circulation.
Moreover, these carriers often function as self-adjuvants,
stimulating cytokine production and ensuring targeted
antigen delivery to specific immune cells or tissues,
thereby improving vaccine specificity and effectiveness.
Such nanomaterials are particularly promising for co-
delivering DNA vaccines with immunostimulatory
molecules, amplifying immune activation and overall
vaccine efficacy [8, 31].

Lipid-based nanoparticles in vaccine development
Lipid nanoparticles (LNPs) are highly efficient carriers

for nucleic acid therapeutics, including siRNA, saRNA,

and mRNA. By encapsulating nucleic acids, LNPs protect
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these molecules from enzymatic degradation, enhance
their stability, and enable precise delivery to target tissues,
such as the liver (hepatocytes) and immune cells like
dendritic cells and macrophages [32]. The clinical
approval of Onpattro® in 2018 was a groundbreaking
achievement for LNP-based therapies, showcasing their
effectiveness in delivering siRNA to treat hereditary
transthyretin-mediated amyloidosis [33-35].

In addition to their roles in protecting nucleic acids and
enhancing cellular uptake, LNPs can also act as adjuvants,
contributing to immune activation. During the COVID-19
pandemic, LNPs played a crucial role in the success of
mRNA vaccines (Pfizer/BioNTech and Moderna),
offering high efficacy rates, scalability, and the
facilitation of rapid development timelines [36].

Historical development of LNPs
Liposomes: the first generation of lipid-based
nanoparticles

Liposomes, the pioneering generation of lipid
nanoparticles, were discovered in 1961 by Alec Bangham.
These bilayer lipid vesicles were the first nanoparticles to
achieve clinical application, receiving FDA approval in
the 1990s for Doxil®, a doxorubicin formulation used to
treat ovarian and breast cancer [37]. Additionally,
liposomes have been successfully utilized in anticancer,
anti-inflammatory, and antifungal treatments, in gene
therapy, and in vaccines such as Inflexal® V for influenza
and Epaxal® for hepatitis A [38].

Liposome-based delivery systems offer controlled drug
and vaccine release while minimizing off-target effects.
However, challenges remain, particularly in complex
manufacturing processes and scalability, which require
ongoing innovation and optimization [39].

SLNs and NLCs: the second generation of lipid-based
nanoparticles

Solid lipid nanoparticles (SLNs), composed of solid
lipids, exhibit superior physical stability compared to
liposomes. In contrast, nanostructured lipid carriers
(NLCs), which combine solid and liquid lipids, enhance
drug-loading efficiency and bioavailability. Both SLNs
and NLCs offer scalability, improved stability, and
sustained drug release, effectively addressing the major
limitations of earlier liposomal systems [40].

Niosomes: nonionic surfactant-based alternatives

Niosomes, nonionic surfactant-based vesicles, have
been developed as cost-effective and stable alternatives to
liposomes. They have demonstrated potential in
delivering plasmid DNA and viral antigens, making them
promising candidates for vaccine applications against
diseases such as influenza and hepatitis B. While
niosomes are effective for oral, transdermal, and
parenteral drug delivery, their use in mucosal routes, such
as intranasal and pulmonary delivery, remains
underexplored and warrants further investigation [41].
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Composition and functionality of LNPs

LNPs are composed of four key lipid components, each
contributing uniquely to their functionality (see Table 2):
lonizable lipids play a critical role in RNA delivery by
facilitating RNA encapsulation at acidic pH (~4.0)
through electrostatic interactions, while neutralizing at
physiological pH (7.4) to reduce toxicity and enhance
biocompatibility. Notable examples include DLin-MC3-
DMA, utilized in Onpattro®, and proprietary lipids such
as ALC-0315 (Pfizer) and SM-102 (Moderna). They
enable delivery of an estimated approximately 50-100
MRNA molecules per LNP [42, 43]. These lipids also
exhibit charge changes in acidic environments, such as
endosomes, enabling endosomal escape and efficient
release of RNA into the cytosol.

Additional components critical for RNA delivery
include:

Phospholipids: Provide structural integrity and support
the lipid bilayer (e.g., DSPC) [44]. Cholesterol: Stabilizes
the lipid structure and enhances transfection efficiency
[45].

PEG-lipids: Prevent particle aggregation, prolong
systemic circulation, and minimize immune system
recognition [46].

Optimal LNP performance requires precise tuning of
particle size (~80-100 nm) and molar ratios of these
components to maximize delivery efficiency, optimize
biodistribution, and minimize immunogenicity. Fine-
tuning the lipid composition is essential for balancing
RNA release efficiency while minimizing toxicity [47].

Influence of lipid nanoparticle size on delivery
efficiency and immunogenicity

The size of LNPs is a critical factor in modulating the
immune response. Particle size significantly impacts
cellular uptake, interactions with immune cells, and the
efficiency of payload delivery (e.g., nucleic acids). The
influence of particle size on immune responses is outlined
below:

Uptake by immune cells

LNPs are primarily designed to deliver their payload to
antigen-presenting cells (APCs), such as dendritic cells
(DCs), which are key in initiating immune responses. The
size of LNPs affects their uptake efficiency and the type
of immune response they trigger:

e Smaller LNPs (~20-100 nm): These nanoparticles are
more readily taken up by lymphatic tissues and can
efficiently enter dendritic cells and macrophages through
endocytosis. This size range optimizes LNP drainage to
lymph nodes to support immune activation. Small LNPs
(around 60 nm) tend to show better accumulation in these
nodes, enhancing the activation of T cells and promoting
the development of adaptive immunity [48, 49].

o Larger LNPs (~150-200 nm): Larger particles may be
less efficient at entering cells through endocytosis, but
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they are more likely to be phagocytosed by macrophages,
which can help initiate an immune response through
different mechanisms. Larger LNPs may also trigger a
more robust innate immune response due to increased
interactions with pattern recognition receptors (PRRs) on
immune cells. However, their size can limit their ability
to reach the lymph nodes as quickly as smaller particles
[50, 51].

Immune activation

Particle size also impacts the nature of immune
activation:

e Smaller particles (under 100 nm) often induce a more
potent adaptive immunity because they are more
efficiently delivered to the appropriate cells in lymph
nodes, where they can activate T and B cells. This size is
ideal for mRNA vaccines, as the mRNA is efficiently
delivered into the cytoplasm of cells, leading to antigen
expression and the activation of both CD4* helper T cells
and CD8* cytotoxic T cells. This results in long-lasting
immunity [36].

e Larger particles may elicit more innate immune
responses, as they are more likely to interact with Toll-
like receptors (TLRs) or complement receptors on
macrophages and dendritic cells. This could potentially
enhance the inflammatory response or induce cytokine
production, which might be beneficial for stimulating
certain types of immunity, like the activation of helper T
cells and antibody production. However, a robust innate
response might also cause unwanted side effects like
excessive inflammation [52].

Humoral versus cell-mediated immunity

The immune response can be classified into humoral
immunity (antibody production by B cells) and cell-
mediated immunity (T cell activation):

e Smaller LNPs: Their ability to efficiently target
dendritic cells and other APCs in lymph nodes leads to
stronger humoral immunity, enhancing antibody
production. This is particularly important for vaccines,
where the goal is often to produce neutralizing antibodies
that can protect against future infections [50].

e Larger LNPs: Larger LNPs are more likely to trigger
a stronger innate immune response, which can enhance
cell-mediated immunity, including the activation of
cytotoxic T cells. While this may be useful for targeting
specific intracellular pathogens or tumors, it may not be
as effective for vaccines aimed at inducing antibody
responses alone [53].

Complement activation

Larger LNPs are more likely to activate the
complement system, a component of the innate immune
response that helps to clear pathogens. This can lead to the
deposition of complement proteins on the LNPs, which
can facilitate their recognition by phagocytic cells,
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thereby enhancing the immune response. However,
excessive complement activation could lead to
inflammation or unwanted tissue damage [54].

Particle size and antigen presentation

The particle size can also influence how well the LNPs
present antigens to immune cells:

e Smaller LNPS tend to induce more efficient antigen
presentation. Their smaller size allows them to be more
readily internalized by dendritic cells, where the
encapsulated MRNA (or other antigens) can be processed
and presented on MHC class | or class Il molecules. This
leads to a more robust adaptive immune response [55].

e Larger LNPs might have a slower or less efficient
antigen presentation, but they can stimulate a stronger
immune response through different pathways, like
increasing antigen uptake by macrophages or stimulating
different types of T cells [54].

Safety considerations

While smaller LNPs may exhibit greater immune
response efficiency, they can also carry the risk of
increased immunogenicity and potential side effects, such
as allergic reactions or inflammation. Larger LNPs, on the
other hand, may have a greater risk of triggering unwanted
innate immune activation and inflammation, which could
lead to tissue damage or more severe side effects [56].

Biodistribution, clearance, and safety of LNPs
Biodistribution

The distribution of LNPs depends on the route of
administration. In intravenous administration, LNPs tend
to accumulate in the liver, as seen with the siRNA drug
Patisiran, where 97% of the dose was found in the liver
within hours [57-59]. For intramuscular administration,
LNPs, such as those used in the Pfizer-BioNTech
COVID-19 vaccine, localize primarily at the injection site
and then drain to nearby lymph nodes, initiating immune
responses [59]. Subcutaneous administration, especially
of smaller LNPs (<100 nm), results primarily in
accumulation within draining lymph nodes, with minimal
systemic distribution to organs such as the liver and spleen
[36, 60].

Clearance and biodegradability

The design of LNPs incorporates biodegradable
ionizable lipids, which facilitate rapid clearance after
fulfilling their role. For example, ionizable lipids like SM-
102 and ALC-0315 used in vaccines undergo hydrolysis
in vivo, ensuring rapid elimination and reduced
accumulation [61]. Biodegradable LNPs are generally
better tolerated, with fewer adverse reactions at the
injection site and a lower risk of long-term toxicity [62].
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Cytotoxicity and safety

While LNPs are largely safe, certain components, such
as cationic lipids and PEGylated lipids, can trigger
adverse effects like cytotoxicity and immune responses.
PEGylation, for instance, can lead to antibody formation
against PEG, limiting repeated dosing [61]. Strategies to
mitigate these effects include optimizing lipid
composition and minimizing toxic components [59].

CONCLUSIONS

Nucleic acid-based vaccines, encompassing DNA and
mRNA platforms, represent a transformative leap in
vaccine technology, offering simplified manufacturing
processes, rapid scalability, and the ability to induce
robust humoral and cell-mediated immune responses. The
integration of advanced delivery systems, particularly
LNPs, has enhanced their clinical success, as evidenced
during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Despite these advancements, several challenges
remain. DNA vaccines face hurdles related to low
immunogenicity and inefficient nuclear delivery, while
MRNA vaccines require improvements in stability and
mitigation of excessive immune activation. Additionally,
safety concerns, including potential risks of DNA
integration and inflammation from delivery systems,
necessitate rigorous monitoring and optimization.
Emerging nanotechnologies, such as LNPs, SLNs, and
NLCs, are addressing these issues by improving delivery
efficiency, protecting nucleic acids from degradation, and
fine-tuning immune activation.

The convergence of nanotechnology and nucleic acid
vaccine platforms underscores the potential to overcome
existing limitations and unlock new therapeutic
possibilities. Future research focusing on enhancing
delivery systems, refining vaccine formulations, and
addressing immunogenicity gaps will be pivotal for
broadening their applicability and ensuring their long-
term safety. As this field continues to evolve, nucleic acid-
based vaccines are poised to redefine the landscape of
preventive and therapeutic medicine, offering hope for
combating a wide array of diseases with unprecedented
precision and efficacy.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

The authors declare that there are no conflicts of interest
associated with this manuscript.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The authors would like to acknowledge colleagues at
Ale Taha Institute of Higher Education, Tehran North
Branch, Islamic Azad University, and Pasteur Institute of
Iran.

DATA AVAILABILITY

This is a review article; all referenced data are available
in the cited sources.

2025 Vol. 13 No. 2


http://dx.doi.org/10.61882/JoMMID.13.2.88
https://jommid.pasteur.ac.ir/article-1-764-en.html

[ Downloaded from jommid.pasteur.ac.ir on 2026-06-16 ]

[ DOI: 10.61882/JoMMID.13.2.88 ]

Mohebbi et al.
AUTHORS’ CONTRIBUTIONS

All authors contributed to the writing of the manuscript.
MG conceptualized the review. SM and KB reviewed the
literature, and prepared the initial draft of the manuscript.

FUNDING
This study received no funding.

REFERENCES

1. Rappuoli R, Black S, Lambert PH. Vaccine discovery and
translation of new vaccine technology. Lancet. 2011; 378
(9788): 360-8.

2. Koff WC, Burton DR, Johnson PR, Walker BD, King CR,
Nabel GJ, et al. Accelerating next-generation vaccine
development for global disease prevention. Science. 2013; 340
(6136): 1232910.

3. Wadhwa A, Aljabbari A, Lokras A, Foged C, Thakur A.
Opportunities and challenges in the delivery of mRNA-based
vaccines. Pharmaceutics. 2020; 12 (2): 102.

4. Cid R, Bolivar J. Platforms for production of protein-based
vaccines: from classical to next-generation strategies.
Biomolecules. 2021; 11 (8): 1072.

5. Excler JL, Saville M, Berkley S, Kim JH. Vaccine
development for emerging infectious diseases. Nat Med. 2021;
27 (4): 591-600.

6. Fang E, Liu X, Li M, Zhang Z, Song L, Zhu B, et al. Advances
in COVID-19 mRNA vaccine development. Signal Transduct
Target Ther. 2022; 7 (1): 94.

7.QinF, Xia F, Chen H, Cui B, Feng Y, Zhang P, et al. A guide
to nucleic acid vaccines in the prevention and treatment of
infectious diseases and cancers: from basic principles to current
applications. Front Cell Dev Biol. 2021; 9: 633776.

8. Lu B, Lim JM, Yu B, Song S, Neeli P, Sobhani N, et al. The
next-generation DNA vaccine platforms and delivery systems:
advances, challenges and prospects. Front Immunol. 2024; 15:
1332939.

9. Brisse M, Vrba SM, Kirk N, Liang Y, Ly H. Emerging
concepts and technologies in vaccine development. Front
Immunol. 2020; 11: 583077.

10. Wang S, Lu S. DNA immunization. Curr Protoc Microbiol.
2013; 31 (1): 18.3.1-18.3.24.

11. Williams JA. Vector design for improved DNA vaccine
efficacy, safety and production. Vaccines. 2013; 1 (3): 225-49.

12. Rosa SS, Prazeres DMF, Azevedo AM, Marques MPC.
MRNA vaccines manufacturing: challenges and bottlenecks.
Vaccine. 2021; 39 (16): 2190-200.

13. Leppek K, Byeon GW, Kladwang W, Wayment-Steele HK,
Kerr CH, Xu AF, et al. Combinatorial optimization of mMRNA
structure, stability, and translation for RNA-based therapeutics.
Nat Commun. 2022; 13 (1): 1536.

14.Jin L, Zhou Y, Zhang S, Chen SJ. mRNA vaccine sequence
and structure design and optimization: advances and challenges.
J Biol Chem. 2025; 301 (1): 108015.

15. Pardi N, Parkhouse K, Kirkpatrick E, McMahon M, Zost SJ,
Mui BL, et al. Nucleoside-modified mRNA immunization elicits

J Med Microbiol Infect Dis 95

influenza virus hemagglutinin stalk-specific antibodies. Nat
Commun. 2018; 9 (1): 3361.

16. Maruggi G, Zhang C, Li J, Ulmer JB, Yu D. mRNA as a
transformative technology for vaccine development to control
infectious diseases. Mol Ther. 2019; 27 (4): 757-72.

17. Kutzler MA, Weiner DB. DNA vaccines: ready for prime
time? Nat Rev Genet. 2008; 9 (10): 776-88.

18. Liang Y, Huang L, Liu T. Development and delivery systems
of mRNA vaccines. Front Bioeng Biotechnol. 2021; 9: 718753.

19. Yang B, Jeang J, Yang A, Wu TC, Hung CF. DNA vaccine
for cancer immunotherapy. Hum Vaccin Immunother. 2014; 10
(11): 3153-64.

20. Liu MA. DNA vaccines: an historical perspective and view
to the future. Immunol Rev. 2011; 239 (1): 62-84.

21. Schlake T, Thess A, Fotin-Mleczek M, Kallen KJ.
Developing mRNA-vaccine technologies. RNA Biol. 2012; 9
(11): 1319-30.

22. Li L, Petrovsky N. Molecular mechanisms for enhanced
DNA vaccine immunogenicity. Expert Rev Vaccines. 2016; 15
(3): 313-29.

23. Rauch S, Lutz J, Kowalczyk A, Schlake T, Heidenreich R.
RNActive technology: generation and testing of stable and
immunogenic mRNA vaccines. In: Rabinovich PM, editor.
Synthetic messenger RNA and cell metabolism modulation:
methods and protocols. New York: Humana Press; 2017. p. 89-
107.

24. Pandya A, Shah Y, Kothari N, Postwala H, Shah A, Parekh
P, et al. The future of cancer immunotherapy: DNA vaccines
leading the way. Med Oncol. 2023; 40 (7): 200.

25. Ulmer JB, Mason PW, Geall A, Mandl CW. RNA-based
vaccines. Vaccine. 2012; 30 (30): 4414-8.

26. Dobrovolskaia MA, McNeil SE. Immunological and
hematological toxicities challenging clinical translation of
nucleic acid-based therapeutics. Expert Opin Biol Ther. 2015;
15 (7): 1023-48.

27. Wirtele H, Little KCE, Chartrand P. lllegitimate DNA
integration in mammalian cells. Gene Ther. 2003; 10 (21): 1791-
9.

28. Gote V, Bolla PK, Kommineni N, Butreddy A, Nukala PK,
Palakurthi SS, et al. A comprehensive review of mRNA
vaccines. Int J Mol Sci. 2023; 24 (3): 2700.

29. Jiang Y, Rubin L, Peng T, Liu L, Xing X, Lazarovici P, et
al. Cytokine storm in COVID-19: from viral infection to
immune responses, diagnosis and therapy. Int J Biol Sci. 2022;
18 (2): 459.

30. Rizvi SA, Saleh AM. Applications of nanoparticle systems
in drug delivery technology. Saudi Pharm J. 2018; 26 (1): 64-70.

31. Pati R, Shevtsov M, Sonawane A. Nanoparticle vaccines
against infectious diseases. Front Immunol. 2018; 9: 2224,

32. Maier MA, Jayaraman M, Matsuda S, Liu J, Barros S,
Querbes W, et al. Biodegradable lipids enabling rapidly
eliminated lipid nanoparticles for systemic delivery of RNAI
therapeutics. Mol Ther. 2013; 21 (8): 1570-8.

33. Khare P, Dave KM, Kamte YS, Manoharan MA, O’Donnell
LA, Manickam DS. Development of lipidoid nanoparticles for
siRNA delivery to neural cells. AAPS J. 2021; 24 (1): 8.

2025 Vol. 13 No. 2


http://dx.doi.org/10.61882/JoMMID.13.2.88
https://jommid.pasteur.ac.ir/article-1-764-en.html

[ Downloaded from jommid.pasteur.ac.ir on 2026-06-16 ]

[ DOI: 10.61882/JoMMID.13.2.88 ]

34. Kulkarni JA, Witzigmann D, Leung J, Tam YYC, Cullis PR.
On the role of helper lipids in lipid nanoparticle formulations of
siRNA. Nanoscale. 2019; 11 (45): 21733-9.

35. Adams D, Gonzalez-Duarte A, O'Riordan WD, Yang CC,
Ueda M, Kristen AV, et al. Patisiran, an RNAI therapeutic, for
hereditary transthyretin amyloidosis. N Engl J Med. 2018; 379
(2): 11-21.

36. Hou X, Zaks T, Langer R, Dong Y. Lipid nanoparticles for
mMRNA delivery. Nat Rev Mater. 2021; 6 (12): 1078-94.

37. Barenholz Y. Doxil®—The first FDA-approved nano-drug:
Lessons learned. J Control Release. 2012; 160 (2): 117-34.

38. Kim EM, Jeong HJ. Liposomes: biomedical applications.
Chonnam Med J. 2021; 57 (1): 27-35.

39. Gu W, Andrews GP, Tian Y. Recent clinical successes in
liposomal nanomedicines. Int J Drug Discov Pharmacol. 2023;
2 (1): 52-9.

40. Viegas C, Patricio AB, Prata JM, Nadhman A, Chintamaneni
PK, Fonte P. Solid lipid nanoparticles vs. nanostructured lipid
carriers: a comparative review. Pharmaceutics. 2023; 15 (6):
1593.

41. Riccardi D, Baldino L, Reverchon E. Liposomes,
transfersomes and niosomes: production methods and their
applications in the vaccinal field. J Transl Med. 2024; 22 (1):
339.

42. Ferraresso F, Strilchuk AW, Juang LJ, Poole LG, Luyendyk
JP, Kastrup CJ. Comparison of DLin-MC3-DMA and ALC-
0315 for siRNA delivery to hepatocytes and hepatic stellate
cells. Mol Pharm. 2022; 19 (7): 2175-82.

43. Schlich M, Palomba R, Costabile G, Mizrahy S, Pannuzzo
M, Peer D, et al. Cytosolic delivery of nucleic acids: The case of
ionizable lipid nanoparticles. Bioeng Transl Med. 2021; 6 (2):
€10213.

44. Semple SC, Akinc A, Chen J, Sandhu AP, Mui BL, Cho CK,
et al. Rational design of cationic lipids for SIRNA delivery. Nat
Biotechnol. 2010; 28 (2): 172-6.

45. Guimaraes LC, Costa PAC, Scalzo Jinior SRA, Ferreira
HAS, Braga ACS, de Oliveira LC, et al. Nanoparticle-based
DNA vaccine protects against SARS-CoV-2 variants in female
preclinical models. Nat Commun. 2024; 15 (1): 590.

46. Tenchov R, Sasso JM, Zhou QA. PEGylated lipid
nanoparticle formulations: immunological safety and efficiency
perspective. Bioconjug Chem. 2023; 34 (6): 941-60.

47. Ly HH, Daniel S, Soriano SK, Kis Z, Blakney AK.
Optimization of lipid nanoparticles for saRNA expression and
cellular activation using a design-of-experiment approach. Mol
Pharm. 2022; 19 (6): 1892-905.

48. Farooq MA, Johnston AP, Trevaskis NL. Impact of
nanoparticle properties on immune cell interactions in the

lymph node. Acta Biomater. 2025: 193: 65-82.

Cite this article:

Nanoplatform-enhanced nucleic acid vaccine performance

49. Catenacci L, Rossi R, Sechi F, Buonocore D, Sorrenti M,
Perteghella S, et al. Effect of lipid nanoparticle physico-
chemical properties and composition on their interaction with
the immune system. Pharmaceutics. 2024; 16 (12): 1521.

50. Sahin U, Kariko K, Tiireci O. mRNA-based therapeutics—
developing a new class of drugs. Nat Rev Drug Discov. 2014;
13 (10): 759-80.

51. Tang Y, Liu B, Zhang Y, Liu Y, Huang Y, Fan W.
Interactions between nanoparticles and lymphatic systems:
Mechanisms and applications in drug delivery. Adv Drug Deliv
Rev. 2024; 209: 115304.

52. Baranov MV, Kumar M, Sacanna S, Thutupalli S, van den
Bogaart G. Modulation of immune responses by particle size and
shape. Front Immunol. 2021; 11: 607945.

53. Sasaki K, Sato Y, Okuda K, Iwakawa K, Harashima H.
mRNA-loaded lipid nanoparticles targeting dendritic cells for
cancer immunotherapy. Pharmaceutics. 2022; 14 (8): 1572.

54. Cullis PR, Hope MJ. Lipid nanoparticle systems for enabling
gene therapies. Mol Ther. 2017; 25 (7): 1467-75.

55. Love KT, Mahon KP, Levins CG, Whitehead KA, Querbes
W, Dorkin JR, et al. Lipid-like materials for low-dose, in vivo
gene silencing. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2010; 107 (5): 1864-
9.

56. Yuan Z, Yan R, Fu Z, Wu T, Ren C. Impact of
physicochemical properties on biological effects of lipid
nanoparticles: Are they completely safe. Sci Total Environ.
2024; 927: 172240.

57. Lorenzer C, Dirin M, Winkler AM, Baumann V, Winkler J.
Going beyond the liver: progress and challenges of targeted
delivery of siRNA therapeutics. J Control Release. 2015; 203: 1-
15.

58.DiJ, DuZ, Wu K, Jin S, Wang X, Li T, et al. Biodistribution
and non-linear gene expression of MRNA LNPs affected by
delivery route and particle size. Pharm Res. 2022; 39 (1): 105-
14.

59. Witzigmann D, Kulkarni JA, Leung J, Chen S, Cullis PR,
van der Meel R. Lipid nanoparticle technology for therapeutic
gene regulation in the liver. Adv Drug Deliv Rev. 2020; 159:
344-63.

60. Pardi N, Hogan MJ, Porter FW, Weissman D. mRNA
vaccines - a new era in vaccinology. Nat Rev Drug Discov.
2018; 17 (4): 261-79.

61. Samaridou E, Heyes J, Lutwyche P. Lipid nanoparticles for
nucleic acid delivery: Current perspectives. Adv Drug Deliv
Rev. 2020; 154-155: 37-63.

62. Suzuki Y, Ishihara H. Difference in the lipid nanoparticle
technology employed in three approved siRNA (Patisiran) and
mRNA  (COVID-19 vaccine) drugs. Drug Metab
Pharmacokinet. 2021; 41: 100424.

Mohebbi S, Ghanbari M, Baesi K. Nanoplatform-Based Delivery Systems for Enhanced Stability and Efficacy of Nucleic
Acid Vaccines. J Med Microbiol Infect Dis, 2025; 13 (2): 88-96. DOI: 10.61186/JoMMID.13.2.88.

J Med Microbiol Infect Dis 96

2025 Vol. 13 No. 2


http://dx.doi.org/10.61882/JoMMID.13.2.88
https://jommid.pasteur.ac.ir/article-1-764-en.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

