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40 word summary of key points: We compared antigen specific humoral and T cell 22 

responses following vaccination with BNT162b2, mRNA-1273, or Ad26.COV2.S. Both 23 
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mRNA based vaccines elicited higher magnitude humoral responses than 24 

Ad26.COV2.S and mRNA1273 elicited the highest magnitude of T cell response.  25 

 26 

Word count: 2610 (3000 max) 27 

 28 

Abstract: (words 207, 250 max) 29 

Background: Three SARS-CoV-2 vaccines, two based on mRNA, BNT162b2 and 30 

mRNA-1273, and one based on an adenovirus platform, Ad26.COV2.S, received 31 

emergency use authorization by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration in 2020/2021. 32 

These vaccines displayed clinical efficacy in initial studies against confirmed COVID-19 33 

of 95.0%, 94.1%, and 66.9%, respectively.  34 

Methods: Individuals receiving one of these vaccines were invited to participate in a 35 

prospective longitudinal comparative study of immune responses elicited by the three 36 

vaccines. In this observational cohort study, humoral responses were evaluated using a 37 

SARS-CoV-2 receptor-binding domain (RBD) ELISA and a SARS-CoV-2 virus 38 

neutralization assay at mean of 21-31 days and 45-63 days following each initial 39 

vaccination. IFN- γ ELISPOT assays were conducted with peripheral blood mononuclear 40 

cells obtained at a median of 45-63 days after each initial vaccination. 41 

Results: The two mRNA-based platforms elicited similar RBD ELISA responses and 42 

neutralizing antibody responses. The adenovirus-based vaccine elicited significantly 43 

lower RBD ELISA and SARS-CoV-2 virus neutralization activity. The mRNA-1273 44 

vaccine elicited significantly higher spike glycoprotein-specific T cell responses than 45 

either the BNT162b2 or the Ad26.COV2.S vaccines.  46 
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Conclusions: Both mRNA based vaccines elicited higher magnitude humoral responses 47 

than Ad26.COV2.S and mRNA1273 elicited the highest magnitude of T cell response. 48 

Neutralizing antibody titers correlated with reported estimates of vaccine efficacy. 49 
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Introduction:  50 

Two mRNA-based vaccines (BNT162b2 and mRNA-1273) and one adenovirus-based 51 

vaccine (Ad26.COV2.S) have been used in the US since EUA was granted for each 52 

(December 2020 for the mRNA vaccines and February 2021 for the adenovirus 53 

vaccine). While data have been published for each of these vaccines confirming safety, 54 

immunogenicity, and efficacy [1-7], only limited data are available that compare vaccine-55 

induced immune responses amongst the three vaccines using identical immunological 56 

assays [8]. In this study, we assessed a cohort of SARS-CoV-2 naive individuals who 57 

received BNT162b2, mRNA-1273, or Ad26.COV2.S vaccines for antigen-specific 58 

humoral and T cell immunity using identical immunologic assays to allow direct 59 

comparisons of the elicited responses. To date, an immune correlate of protection has 60 

not been established, however, neutralizing antibody titers may be a possible correlate 61 

[9]. Mathematical modelling combined with analysis of published immunogenicity data 62 

has been used to demonstrate that the ratio of neutralization titer following vaccination 63 

to that during convalescence following naturally-acquired disease correlates with the 64 

reported clinical efficacy for each vaccine [10]. Our study demonstrates a correlation 65 

between neutralizing antibody titer and reported vaccine efficacy, but we did not 66 

observe this correlation with IFN-γ ELISPOT responses, supporting the use of 67 

neutralizing antibody titer as a correlate of protection.  68 

Methods: 69 

Human subjects research: 70 

A convenience sample of participants 18 years of age and older were prospectively 71 

enrolled if they were planning to receive two doses of mRNA-1273 or BNT162b2, or a 72 
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single dose of Ad26.COV2.S under FDA EUA between December 2020 and March 73 

2021 either in an occupational (BNT162b2) or a community (mRNA-1273 and 74 

Ad26.COV2.S) setting. After obtaining written informed consent, whole blood was 75 

obtained in cell preparation tubes (BD) on the day of enrollment/first vaccination, and 76 

during follow up visits. Plasma and peripheral blood mononuclear cells (PBMCs) were 77 

isolated and cryopreserved using standard methods. Institutional Review Board 78 

approval was provided by the University of Pittsburgh Human Research Protection 79 

Office.  80 

Enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA) and focus reduction neutralization 81 

assays (FRNT) 82 

ELISA and FRNT assays were conducted as previously described [11]. Samples with 83 

FRNT50 titers below the limit of detection (LOD=10) were assigned a value of 5 for 84 

graphical depiction and statistical analysis on the figures.  85 

ELISPOT assays 86 

PMBCs were incubated for 24 hours with 2 μg/mL of a SARS-CoV-2 complete spike 87 

glycoprotein mega pool consisting of 15-mer peptides overlapping by 11 residues based 88 

upon the original Wuhan-Hu-1 strain (GenBank MN908947.3) (Miltenyi) with 1 x Cell 89 

Activation Cocktail (without Brefeldin A, BioLegend) or media alone. Human IFN-γ 90 

ELISPOT assays were conducted according to the manufacturer’s instructions 91 

(Mabtech).  92 

Data analysis 93 

Graphpad Prism was used for statistical analysis and to prepare figures. Four samples 94 

were missing from visit 2 for the mRNA-1273 participants. Samples were available for 95 
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all other participants at all time points. To analyze ELISA data a mixed-effects model 96 

with the Geisser-Greenhouse correction and Tukey’s multiple comparison test was 97 

used. To analyze FRNT data, a mixed-effects model and Sidak’s multiple comparison 98 

test was used. A Kruskal-Wallis test with Dunn’s multiple comparisons test was used to 99 

compare ELISPOT data between vaccine groups. Sex, age, and racial/ethnic 100 

distributions of participants were compared with those of the catchment area using one-101 

way chi-squared goodness-of-fit tests. 102 

 103 

Results: 104 

Participant age, sex, and race were provided at the time of enrollment (Table 1). 105 

Information about co-morbidities was collected from the medical record or directly from 106 

study participants.  107 

An RBD ELISA was conducted using plasma samples from all participants at all three 108 

time points (enrollment/date of first vaccination and at subsequent visits, Table 2). 109 

Participants with higher-than-average baseline RBD titers were tested by SARS-CoV-2 110 

nucleoprotein (N) ELISA, and 5 individuals were found to have N-specific ELISA titers 111 

greater than or equal to 900 [11]. As this finding is consistent with prior SARS-CoV-2 112 

infection, data from these participants were excluded from further analysis. One mRNA-113 

1273 vaccine recipient relocated after enrollment precluding collection of additional 114 

data. After these exclusions, 25 BNT162b2 recipients, 24 mRNA-1273 recipients, and 115 

24 Ad26.COV2.S recipients were included in the study. On the date of first vaccination 116 

(pre-bleed), 6 individuals had detectable RBD ELISA titers relative to a pre-pandemic 117 

normal human control group. There were no statistically significant differences in 118 
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baseline titers between the vaccine groups (Figure 1). At visit 2 (median 21-31 days 119 

post initial vaccination), most study participants had notable antibody titers with the 120 

exception of two BNT162b2 recipients, one of whom was immunocompromised 121 

secondary to ongoing therapy for breast cancer with capecitabine. At visit 2, RBD 122 

ELISA titers were significantly higher in mRNA-1273 recipients compared with 123 

Ad26.COV2.S recipients (p=0.0008) At visit 3 (median 45-63 days post initial 124 

vaccination), following booster doses for both of the mRNA-based vaccines, the 125 

BNT162b2 titers were equivalent to the mRNA-1273 titers, and both were significantly 126 

higher than those achieved by the Ad26.COV2.S (single-dose regimen) (p=0.0059 for 127 

BNT162b2 vs. Ad26.COV2.S and p=0.0315 for mRNA-1273 vs. Ad26.COV2.S). RBD 128 

ELISA titers observed in these cohorts correlated with those previously reported in 129 

immunogenicity studies of the various vaccines with Ad26.COV2.S having 2-3 log GMT 130 

[6], and mRNA-1273 and BNT162b2 having 4-5 log GMT after completion of the two 131 

dose series [3, 12].  132 

Plasma samples from visit 2 and visit 3 were tested in a neutralization assay using 133 

SARS-CoV-2. FRNT50 titers were at or below the limit of detection (LOD=10) for a small 134 

subset of participants after a single immunization and did not differ significantly between 135 

vaccines (Figure 2A). Following a second dose of either of the mRNA vaccines, FRNT50 136 

titers were significantly higher than those achieved with single dose Ad26.COV2.S 137 

vaccination (p<0.0001 for both BNT162b2 and mRNA-1273 vs. Ad26.COV2.S). A trend 138 

towards higher mean FRNT50 titer was observed following the vaccination series with 139 

mRNA-1273 than with BNT162b2, but this was not significant. Given the relatively low 140 

neutralization titers observed in some subjects, several observations did not meet the 141 
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50% focus-reduction threshold. Therefore, the data were analyzed as a function of 142 

percent neutralization of input virus at a constant 1:20 dilution of plasma (Figure 2B). 143 

This strategy allowed a more nuanced assessment of the capacity of individual plasma 144 

specimens to neutralize virus. Participants who received a single dose of mRNA-1273 145 

achieved higher percent neutralization at 1:20 dilution than those receiving 146 

Ad26.COV2.S (p<.0001). Following the booster dose, BNT162b2 and mRNA-1273 147 

vaccination elicited similar neutralizing capacity, and percent neutralization at 1:20 148 

dilution elicited by both mRNA vaccines was higher in magnitude than that elicited by 149 

the single dose Ad26.COV2.S at visit 3 (p<0.0001 for both BNT162b2 and mRNA-1273 150 

versus Ad26.COV2.S). Interpretation of these data in the context of previous 151 

independently published reports of each vaccine should take into consideration the 152 

differences in methods used in these studies. In some studies, pseudovirion assays are 153 

used, in others live virus is used but the readouts vary based upon the assay- luciferase 154 

reporters in some, foci in others. Additionally, if the inoculum (virus combined with 155 

serum) is left in place following adsorption, this could alter the assay to assess not only 156 

antibodies that block binding but also those that block cell to cell spread or post-binding 157 

steps in fusion as has been shown for antibodies that target the spike N-terminal 158 

domain [13, 14]. Slightly lower FRNT50 titers noted in our study could be because we 159 

remove the inoculum after a 1-hour incubation period, hence our FRNT assay is specific 160 

for antibodies that block binding to the cellular ACE2 receptor. For this reason it is 161 

important to have a comparator control group that can be used in all studies to permit 162 

normalizing between assays as has been proposed by WHO [15]. 163 
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SARS-CoV-2 spike glycoprotein-specific T cell responses were assessed using an IFN-164 

γ ELISPOT assay with PMBCs from study participants at visit 3 (Figure 3). mRNA-1273 165 

recipients had a significantly higher magnitude of IFN-γ producing T cells following ex 166 

vivo stimulation of PBMCs with a total spike peptide mega pool when compared with 167 

BNT162b2 and Ad26.COV2.S recipients (p<0.0001 for BNT162b2 vs. mRNA-1273 and 168 

p=0.0001 for Ad26.COV2.S vs. mRNA-1273). No significant differences in T cell 169 

responses were apparent between the BNT162b2 and Ad26.COV2.S recipients.  170 

Discussion: 171 

Comparative humoral immune responses correlated with published efficacy data. The 172 

mRNA-1273 vaccine trended towards the greatest magnitude of spike-specific humoral 173 

immunity. This was also recently reported in another study of humoral immunity 174 

following vaccination [16]. The mRNA-1273 vaccine contains 100 μg of mRNA encoding 175 

the full-length, stabilized spike glycoprotein[2]. In our small cohort, BNT162b2 achieved 176 

a similar magnitude of antibody response after the second dose. The BNT162b2 177 

vaccine contains 30 μg of mRNA encoding the full-length, stabilized spike glycoprotein 178 

[4]. The Ad26.COV2.S vaccine is administered at a dose of 5 x 1010 virus particles [5]. 179 

The adenovirus vector is replication-incompetent, thus, similar to the mRNA vaccines, 180 

only cells that take up the vaccine following inoculation will produce the SARS-CoV-2 181 

spike glycoprotein. There is no amplification of these three vaccines in vivo. Data on 182 

humoral immune responses suggest a correlation between the dose of antigen and the 183 

kinetics and magnitude of the response, at least for the mRNA vaccines. Accordingly, a 184 

dose-response was reported in early Phase I/II clinical trials of all three of the vaccine 185 

platforms [3, 6, 7, 12]. However, as with all vaccines, the goal is to achieve a balance 186 
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between reactogenicity and immunogenicity. Significant reactogenicity was reported in 187 

mRNA-1273 clinical trials and greater than 50% of study subjects reported a systemic 188 

adverse reaction of any grade after the first dose and over 75% after the second dose 189 

[2]. The BNT162b2 vaccine also had significant reactogenicity [4] but with lower 190 

frequency than mRNA-1273. Following single dose Ad26.COV2.S vaccination, over 191 

60% of participants reported a systemic adverse reaction of any grade [5]. Significant 192 

reactogenicity in the setting of lower immunogenicity with the adenovirus vaccine might 193 

be attributable to pre-existing immunity to adenovirus or activation of innate immune 194 

pathways that differ from the mRNA vaccines.  195 

A ratio of vaccine/convalescent neutralization titer may represent an immunologic 196 

surrogate of protection [10]. In our previous work evaluating neutralization titers of 197 

individuals with serologically-identified prior infection (n=30), we found a FRNT50 GMT 198 

of 130 [11]. Similarly, we measured a FRNT50 GMT of 129.6 and in a cohort of 199 

virologically confirmed outpatients (n=56) (unpublished data). The FRNT50 GMT for 200 

each vaccine at visit 3 for samples with a positive value was 223.2 for BNT162b2, 348.9 201 

for mRNA-1273, and 20.7 for Ad26.COV2.S. These values would result in a ratio of 202 

vaccine/convalescent titer of approximately 1.7 for BNT162b2, 2.7 for mRNA-1273, and 203 

0.2 for Ad26.COV2.S, which would equate to a predicted protective efficacy of >90% for 204 

the two mRNA vaccines and approximately 50% for the adenovirus-based vaccine as 205 

extrapolated from Khoury et al [10]. These predicted efficacy estimates are similar to the 206 

observed estimates of 94.1-95.0% vaccine effectiveness for the two mRNA vaccines [2, 207 

4], providing support for the use of vaccine/convalescent titer as a correlate of 208 

protection. However, our calculated value of predicted efficacy for the Ad26.COV2.S 209 
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vaccine group (approximately 50%) was slightly lower than that observed in the Phase 210 

III clinical trial for Ad26.COV2.S (66.9%) [5], which may be attributable to the fact that 211 

our Ad26.COV2.S cohort is mostly older men or it could be attributable to the difficulty of 212 

comparing data using different immunological assays and the lack of a clear definition of 213 

“convalescent” in the calculation of GMT from convalescent patients. Further studies are 214 

necessary to confirm a precise serum neutralizing titer that correlates with protection 215 

and to identify and standardize assays for this determination. 216 

Antigen-specific T cells do not necessarily correlate with vaccine efficacy. When our T 217 

cell data are compared with published data from initial immunogenicity studies for 218 

Ad26.COV2.S, the data are concordant with Ad26.COV2.S Phase 1-2a data showing 219 

IFN-γ ELISPOT mean of approximately 180 spot forming units (SFU) per 1x106 PMBC 220 

[6] and our data showing a mean of 14 spot forming units per 1x 105 PBMC. The initial 221 

immunogenicity trials for mRNA-1273 and BNT162b2 did not report on T cell studies. 222 

Since their publication, several studies have assessed T cells in older adults, 223 

immunocompromised hosts or in mixed cohorts of mRNA vaccine recipients and T cell 224 

responses; one study largely composed of BNT126b recipients had SFU ranging from 225 

the LOD to 1000 per 1x106 PBMC [17] which is consistent with our data showing SFU 226 

ranging from 0 to 100 per 1x 105 PBMC. This assay is another area in which 227 

standardization is needed for cross study comparison.    228 

The finding of significantly higher levels of spike-specific T cells following vaccination 229 

with mRNA-1273 than with either BNT162b2 or Ad26.COV2.S could be attributable to 230 

higher levels of antigen or to the dosing regimen. A notable feature of all three vaccines 231 

is the intracellular expression of viral antigen, which allows intracellular processing and 232 
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presentation of spike glycoprotein-derived peptides in the context of MHC I and 233 

stimulation of virus-specific T cell responses. Intracellular antigen expression is an 234 

advantage of viral-vectored vaccine platforms such as adenovirus-based vaccines. 235 

However, as our data demonstrate, mRNA vaccines elicit equivalent (BNT162b2) or 236 

higher-magnitude (mRNA-1273) antigen-specific T cell responses compared to 237 

Ad26.COV2.S. These data have an additional important implication. Clinical trials 238 

indicated that BNT162b2 has an efficacy of 95% after the two-dose series, while 239 

Ad26.COV2.S efficacy was 66.9%. Since these two vaccines elicit similar T cell 240 

responses in IFN-γ ELISPOT assays, these data suggest that the T cell component of 241 

the immune response is probably not responsible for the enhanced protection afforded 242 

by BNT162b2 versus Ad26.COV2.S. However, the IFN-γ ELISPOT assay did not 243 

discriminate between CD4+ and CD8+ T cells, and thus, we cannot exclude the 244 

possibility that a specific T cell subset or function plays a role in protection, or that T cell 245 

mediated protection plays a role in the context of reduced humoral immunity.  246 

Could antigen-specific T cells provide a protective advantage against variants of 247 

concern? One of the most pressing problems in the pandemic is the emergence of viral 248 

variants of concern (VOC). Serum from vaccine recipients appears to neutralize the 249 

variants reported thus far, despite a reduction in viral neutralizing capacity in some 250 

cases [18-21]. Additionally, vaccinated individuals appear to be protected from severe 251 

disease and hospitalization following infection with VOC [22]. Studies of influenza 252 

vaccination suggest that heterologous protection is provided by virus-specific T cell 253 

immunity [23]. Most SARS-CoV-2 T cell epitopes are largely conserved between the 254 

variants [24], and even unexposed individuals have some virus-specific T cells due to 255 
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cross-reactivity with epitopes conserved among common human coronaviruses [25]. 256 

Given the existence of virus-specific, cross-reacting T cells, we hypothesize that 257 

increased protection from disease caused by the variants could be provided by vaccines 258 

that also stimulate strong T cell responses in addition to strong humoral responses. If 259 

this were the case, mRNA-1273 could potentially provide better protection from variants 260 

than either BNT162b2 or Ad26.COV2.S. Further research will be required to test this 261 

hypothesis. 262 

Limitations of our study include that it was an observational cohort study without 263 

randomization, and participants receiving the various vaccines were not matched for 264 

demographics. As a result, there were sex and age differences and different racial 265 

distributions between the groups. The cohorts were of insufficient size to permit sub-266 

group comparisons. The different dosing regimens between the vaccines resulted in 267 

slightly different intervals post vaccination for sampling and could have influenced the 268 

observed immunogenicity of the various vaccines. Despite these limitations, our findings 269 

are consistent with published efficacy data for these three vaccines and provide a direct 270 

side-by-side assessment of the elicited immune responses. 271 

Vaccination can provide protection from infection, disease, and/or death. All of these are 272 

achievable aims depending on the level and type of immunity induced by the vaccine. 273 

Moreover, protection from infection and potentially from disease also is likely to 274 

decrease transmission. As all these vaccine effects contribute to the control of the 275 

COVID-19 pandemic, a given vaccine can be effective in advancing public health goals 276 

without necessarily inducing the highest magnitude of immune response. 277 

 278 
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Table 1: Demographics of the study population 385 

Characteristic No. (%)             

BNT162b

2 (N = 25) 

p valuec mRNA-

1273 (N = 

24) 

p 

value

c 

Ad26.COV2.

S (N = 24) 

p 

value

c 

Catchme

nt areaa 

(N = 

1216045) 

Sex   0.0003   0.142   0.027   

Female 22 (88)   16 (67)   7 (29)   588306 

(51.7) 

Male 3 (12)   8 (33)   17 (71)   627739 

(48.3) 

Age group (yrs)b   0.267  0.449  0.689   

20-29 8 (32)   5 (21)   4 (17)   166861 

(17.4) 

30-39 7 (28)   6 (25)   4 (17)   175986 

(18.4) 

40-49 3 (12)   2 (8)   4 (17)   135028 

(14.1) 

50-59 3 (12)   2 (8)   6 (25)   154808 

(16.1) 

60-69 3 (12)   7 (29)   5 (21)   166603 

(17.4) 

70-79 1 (4)   2 (8)   1 (4)   94691 

(9.9) 

80+ 0 (0)   0 (0)   0 (0)   64625 

(6.7) 

Race/Ethnicity   0.444  0.003  0.000   
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3 

White, non-

Hispanic 

23 (92)   19 (79)   17 (71)   948157 

(78.0) 

Black, non-

Hispanic 

1 (4)   0 (0)   1 (4)   155798 

(12.8) 

Hispanic 0 (0)   3 (13)   1 (4)   27552 

(2.3) 

Asian/Pacific 

Islander, non-

Hispanic 

0 (0)   2 (8)   5 (21)   46643 

(3.8) 

Multiple race 

/Other/Unknown 

1 (4)   0 (0)   0 (0)   37895 

(3.1) 

Source: United States Census Bureau, 2019 American Community Survey 1-year 386 

estimates  387 

a Allegheny County, Pennsylvania 388 

b Age groups for catchment area based on estimates for population aged >19y (N = 389 

958602) 390 

c One-way chi-squared goodness-of-fit tests comparing sample with catchment area 391 

demographics 392 

 393 

Table 2: Intervals between vaccination and follow up visits for each vaccine 394 
group 395 
 396 
Median # Days (Interquartile Range) mRNA-1273 BNT162b2 Ad26-COV2.S 
Interval between vaccine 1 and visit 2 28 (27-29) 21 (17-22) 31 (28-35) 

Interval between vaccine 1 and visit 3 63 (60-68) 45 (43-46) 60 (56-66) 

     
Interval between vaccine 2 and visit 3 36 (32-41) 24 (22-25) N/A 
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Figure 1: RBD ELISA titers amongst vaccine recipients. Plasma from each timepoint 400 

was tested by an RBD ELISA. Each data point is shown, the geometric mean and 401 

geometric standard deviation are plotted. The dotted line is the limit of detection of the 402 

assay. Statistically significant differences are noted by the respective p value. 403 

 404 

Figure 2: SARS-CoV-2 virus neutralization amongst vaccine recipients. Plasma from 405 

each timepoint was tested by a SARS-CoV-2 neutralization assay. Data are shown as 406 

FRNT50 (A) and as the percent of neutralization of input virus achieved at a 1:20 dilution of 407 

plasma (B). Each data point is shown, the geometric mean and geometric standard 408 

deviation (A) or mean and standard deviation (B) are plotted. Statistically significant 409 

differences are noted by the respective p value. The limit of detection for the FRNT50 assay 410 

is a titer of 10, indicated by a dotted line. The geometric mean titer (GMT) of a series of 411 

convalescent patients is indicated by a dashed line. 412 

 413 

Figure 3: SARS-CoV-2 spike protein-specific T cell responses amongst vaccine 414 

recipients. PBMCs from the visit 3 timepoint were tested by an IFN gamma ELISPOT 415 

assay. Data are shown as spot forming units (SFU) per 100,000 PBMCs. Each data point is 416 

shown, the mean and standard deviation are plotted. Statistically significant differences are 417 

noted by the respective p value. 418 
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