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Abstract  31 

 32 

Importance: People living with multiple sclerosis (MS) and other disorders treated with 33 

immunomodulatory therapies remain concerned about suboptimal responses to 34 

coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) vaccines. Important questions persist regarding 35 

immunological response to third vaccines, particularly with respect to newer virus 36 

variants.  37 

Objective: Evaluate humoral and cellular immune responses to third COVID-19 vaccine 38 

dose in people on anti-CD20 therapy and sphingosine 1-phosphate receptor (S1PR) 39 

modulators, including Omicron-specific assays. 40 

Design: Observational study evaluating immunological response to third COVID-19 41 

vaccine dose in volunteers treated with anti-CD20 agents, S1PR modulators, and healthy 42 

controls. Neutralizing antibodies against USA-WA1/2020 (WA1) and B.1.1.529 (BA.1) 43 

severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) were measured before 44 

and after third vaccine.  Cellular responses to spike peptide pools generated from WA1 45 

and BA.1 were evaluated.  46 

Setting: Mount Sinai Hospital 47 

Participants: People treated with anti-CD20 therapy or S1PR modulators and healthy 48 

volunteers  49 

Exposure:  Treatment with anti-CD20 therapy, S1PR modulator, or neither 50 

Main outcomes and measures: Serum neutralizing antibodies and ex vivo T cell 51 

responses against SARS-CoV-2 antigens. 52 

Results: This cohort includes 25 participants on anti-CD20 therapy, 12 on S1PR 53 

modulators, and 14 healthy controls. Among those on anti-CD20 therapy, neutralizing 54 

antibodies to WA1 were significantly reduced compared to healthy controls (ID50% GM 55 

post-vaccination of 8.1 ± 2.8 in anti-CD20 therapy group vs 452.6 ± 8.442 healthy 56 

controls, P<0.0001) and neutralizing antibodies to BA.1 were below the threshold of 57 

detection nearly universally. However, cellular responses, including to Omicron-specific 58 

peptides, were not significantly different from controls. Among those on S1PR 59 

modulators, neutralizing antibodies to WA1 were detected in a minority, and only 3/12 60 

had neutralizing antibodies just at the limit of detection to BA.1. Cellular responses to 61 

Spike antigen in those on S1PR modulators were reduced by a factor of 100 compared 62 

to controls (median 0.0008% vs. 0.08%, p<0.001) and were not significantly “boosted” by 63 

a third injection.    64 

Conclusions and Relevance: Participants on immunomodulators had impaired antibody 65 

neutralization capacity, particularly to BA.1, even after a third vaccine. T cell responses 66 

were not affected by anti-CD20 therapies, but were nearly abrogated by S1PR 67 

modulators. These results have clinical implications warranting further study.   68 

 69 
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Manuscript Text  71 

Introduction  72 

Many people receiving treatment with immunomodulatory therapies, including those living 73 

with multiple sclerosis (MS), remain apprehensive about COVID-19 risk.  74 

Among common therapies for MS, there is high concern with anti-CD20 agents and 75 

sphingosine 1-phosphate receptor (S1PR) modulators. Anti-CD20 agents deplete 76 

circulating B cells and, to a lesser extent, subsets of CD4 and CD8 cells expressing low 77 

levels of CD20.1 In addition to widespread use in MS, anti-CD20 agents are utilized to 78 

treat B cell malignancies and a range of immune-mediated neurological and 79 

rheumatologic disorders.2 S1PR modulators functionally block S1PR function, 80 

sequestering lymphocytes in the lymph nodes and thymus.3  In addition to use in MS, the 81 

S1PR modulator ozanimod was recently approved for ulcerative colitis and ponesimod is 82 

currently in late stage clinical trials for psoriasis and graft-vs.-host disease. 83 

 84 

Previous data suggest reduced humoral response to the primary vaccine series related 85 

to these treatments4-6. Limited evidence suggests preserved cellular response to 86 

vaccination with anti-CD20 therapies and reduced response with S1PR modulators.7, 8 87 

Epidemiologic studies have suggested worse clinical outcomes with these therapies.9  88 

 89 

Here we address the most recent significant questions regarding the production of 90 

neutralizing antibodies and cellular immune responses before and after third COVID-19 91 

vaccinations in people treated with these immunomodulatory therapies, importantly 92 

accounting for the recent Omicron variant.  93 

 94 

Methods 95 

Sample 96 

All participants were recruited between Mount Sinai’s MS Center and Human Immune 97 

Monitoring Center. Eligible participants began treatment with B cell or S1P modulator 98 

therapy at least 60 days prior to third vaccine or were healthy volunteers. For this analysis, 99 

we included all enrollees who had completed baseline sampling prior to a third injection 100 

and a follow-up sample approximately 4 weeks after the third vaccination by early January 101 

2022. 102 

 103 

Assessing Humoral and Cellular Immunity 104 

Microneutralization assays against USA-WA1/2020 (WA1, or wild-type) and B.1.1.529 105 

(BA.1, or Omicron variant) SARS-CoV-2 were performed at the Icahn School of Medicine 106 

as previously described.10 Groups were compared by one-way ANOVA with Tukey 107 

multiple comparisons. T cell responses were assessed by IFN-gamma ELISPOT using 108 

400,000 peripheral blood mononuclear cells pulsed with various antigens (15-mer 109 

overlapping peptide pool covering the entire sequence of Spike antigen (both WT and 110 

Omicron variants, from Miltenyi Biotec), N & Orf antigens (Bhardwaj, GenScript), long 111 

peptides covering the Spike RBD domain (Biosynthesis), recombinant Spike protein (gift 112 

from Drs. Herrera and Garforth, Einstein College of Medicine), and control viral peptide 113 

pools, DMSO, and PMA+ionomycine, as described.11 Responses were considered 114 

positive if >20 spots were detected and at least 2x more than the number of spots to 115 
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DMSO. Pre-post comparisons were made by Wilcoxon paired t-tests, inter-cohort 116 

comparisons by Mann-Whitney t-test. 117 

 118 

Results 119 

Table 1 describes 25 participants on B cell therapy, 12 on S1PR modulators, and 14 120 

controls.   121 

 122 

Figure 1 illustrates neutralizing antibody titers. Few on B-cell therapies mounted 123 

detectable neutralizing antibodies to WA1 (n=4, 2 just above the limit of detection (LoD)), 124 

with some increasing after the third vaccination (n=7, 4 just above the LoD). None had 125 

detectable neutralizing antibodies to BA.1 before the third vaccination, and only one 126 

converted after third vaccination. Among patients on S1PR modulators, three participants 127 

had neutralizing antibodies to BA.1 just at the level of detection post third injection.  This 128 

contrasts with healthy controls, where a third vaccination resulted in detectable 129 

neutralizing antibodies to WA1 (ID50% GM of 59.25 ± 6.536 pre- vs 452.6 ± 8.442 post-130 

vaccination, P<0.01) and BA.1 (ID50% GM of 6.13 ± 1.418 pre- vs 75.71 ± 3.405 post-131 

vaccination, P<0.0001) nearly universally. 132 

 133 

Figure 2 demonstrates the cellular response to spike peptide pools generated from WA1 134 

(A) and BA.1 (B) SARS-CoV-2. Although there was more variability among those on B 135 

cell therapies compared to controls, overall T cell responses were not significantly 136 

different between B cell participants and controls. B cell participants showed significantly 137 

increased responses to WA1 and BA.1 peptides after a third injection (median 0.04% 138 

increase, p=0.008 by Wilcoxon paired test). Responses to WT Spike peptide pool were 139 

significantly greater in controls and B cell participants compared to S1PR participants 140 

(median 300-450 spots vs. 3 spots out of 400,000 PBMC, p<0.0001). Among S1PR 141 

participants, responses were not significantly different before and after third injection 142 

(median 0.004% increase). These results were confirmed with the Omicron peptide pool, 143 

RBD peptide pool, and Spike full-length protein, though these were generally less reactive 144 

in controls as well. Responses to the peptide pool generated from nucleocapsid (N) and 145 

open reading frame (ORF) proteins, which reflect naturally occurring immunity rather than 146 

vaccine-induced immunity, were not significantly different in MS participants compared to 147 

controls. Interestingly, responses to CEFT (cytomegalovirus, Epstein-Barr virus, influenza 148 

A virus, Clostridium tetani) peptide pools were significantly lower in B cell participants’ 149 

responses compared to controls.  150 

 151 

Discussion 152 

Participants on both therapies demonstrated significantly reduced production of 153 

neutralizing antibodies, particularly to BA.1, as compared to controls. Cellular immune 154 

responses to vaccination were similar among those on B cell therapies to controls and 155 

increased after a third vaccination. However, S1P participants demonstrated less robust 156 

cellular responses.  Driving the lack of significant increase among S1P participants is that 157 

there were very few “converts” after the third vaccination.  The cellular response 158 

increased with a third vaccination among those who had a measurable response to their 159 

first two injections, but did not increase for patients who never responded to the first two 160 
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injections. This observation has significant consequences for expected responses to 161 

additional vaccines among those on S1PR modulators.  162 

 163 

Timing of therapy initiation may play a role in vaccine response. The lone B cell participant 164 

with a high level of neutralizing antibodies to BA.1 after the third vaccination received the 165 

first vaccinations prior to starting therapy, though notably two others who started therapy 166 

after the first vaccinations did not develop neutralizing antibodies to BA.1 after the third 167 

vaccine. Of three S1P participants with neutralizing antibodies to BA.1 just at LOD, two 168 

received their first injections prior to starting therapy. These are important preliminary 169 

observations that will be relevant to those with new diagnoses or needing to change 170 

therapy going forward.    171 

 172 

Strengths of our study include the presence of a control group and the study of S1PR 173 

modulators in addition to B cell therapy. We have assessed the levels of neutralizing 174 

antibodies, which reflect the effectiveness of the humoral immune response and 175 

represent a mechanistic correlate of protection against SARS-CoV-2,12, 13 and measured 176 

cellular immunity. We have also studied Omicron-specific assays, which more accurately 177 

reflect the current circulating strains. 178 

 179 

Our study is limited by its small size. The cohort includes only one participant over age 180 

65 because of the timing of enrollment (many of those over 65 had already received a 181 

third vaccine when enrollment began). We did not quantify the relative contribution of CD8 182 

vs. CD4 T cell responses, though target antigen formulations used in our assays suggest 183 

that the third dose is better at increasing CD8 than CD4 T cells.14 Study design did not 184 

permit correlation to clinical outcomes.  185 

 186 

Future directions include assessing durability of vaccine responses over time, studying 187 

the impact of natural infection with new variants, and most importantly, correlation with 188 

clinical outcomes. For those on S1PR modulators, future studies could consider brief 189 

cessation of therapy to aim for an improved response to additional injection, weighing 190 

potential benefits and risks of such a strategy.    191 

    192 

 193 
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 267 

Table 1 - Clinical Characteristics (n=51)

Control (n=14) S1P (n=12) Bcell (n=25)

Age (years),  median (range) 31 (24-61) 42 (31-69) 49 (26-65) 

Sex 

Male, n (% total) 9 (64%) 7 (58%) 12 (48%)

Female, n (% total) 5 (36%) 5 (42%) 13 (52%) 

Race

White, n (% total) 12 (85%) 11(92%) 22 (88%) 

Black, n (% total) 0(0%) 1 (8%) 0 (0%) 

Asian, n (% total) 1 (7%) 0 (0%) 2 (8%)

Biracial, n (% total) 1 (7%) 0 (0%) 1 (4%)

Ethnicity

Hispanic, n (% total) 2 (14%) 1 (8%) 2 (8%)

Non-Hispanic, n (% total) 12 (86%) 11(92%) 23 (92%)

Disease Category 

none, n (% total) 13(93%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

RRMS, n (% total) 1 (7%) 11 (92%) 21 (84%) 

SPMS, n (% total) 0 (0%) 1 (8%) 1 (4%) 

PPMS, n (% total) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (8%) 

MOG, n (% total) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (4%) 

Disease Modifying Therapy (DMT)

none, n (% total) 13(93%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

teriflunomide,n (% total) 1 (7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

S1P Class

fingolimod, n (% total) 0 (0%) 8 (67%) 0 (0%) 

siponimod, n (% total) 0 (0%) 2 (17%) 0 (0%) 

ozanimod, n (% total) 0 (0%) 2 (17%) 0 (0%) 

Anti-CD20 Class

rituximab, n (% total) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (8%) 

ocrelizumab, n (% total) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 22 (88%) 

ofatumumab, n (% total) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (4%) 

DMT duration (days), median (range) n/a* 1471 (69-3888) 1185 (112-2629)

Vaccine Type

Pfizer, n (% total) 11(79%) 5 (42%) 13 (52%) 

Moderna, n (% total) 3 (21%) 5 (42%) 12 (48%) 

J&J, n (% total) 0 (0%) 2 (16%) 0 (0%) 

Vaccine Interval**

days(median, range) 279 (242-317) 183 (147-257) 207 (48-287) 

Immunological Testing

T0 (pre-booster), days- (median,range) 0 (0-7) 5 (0-21) 3 (0-21) 

T4 (4 weeks post boooster)- days (median,range) 28 (26-45) 28 (23-37) 29 (22-39)

Covid-19 Infection History***

None, n (% total) 11 (79%) 12 (100%) 19 (76%)

Suspected, n (% total) 2 (14%) 0 (0%) 3 (12%)

Confirmed, n (% total) 1 (7%) 0% 3 (12%)

*DMT duration defined as time from DMT start to 

booster date for all patients. Of note, 1 control 

patient was on Aubagio (active comparator) and time 

from dmt start for that patient was 2694 days. 

** Vaccine interval is defined by the time between 

the 2nd vaccination and 3rd vaccination for patients 

receiving Pfizer or Moderna vaccines, and is defined 

by time between 1st vaccination and 2nd vaccination 

for patients receiving J&J. 

***Covid-19 Infection was defined as suspected or 

confirmed covid-19 prior to 3rd vaccination (or 2nd 

vaccination for patients with J&J). Controls (n=3), S1P 

(n=0), Anti-CD20 (n=6). 
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Figure 1. Neutralizing antibodies. Neutralization expressed as the inhibitory dilution 268 

50% (ID50) of sera against USA-WA1/2020 (WT, shown in A) and B.1.1.529 (Omicron, 269 

shown in B) SARS-CoV-2 live viruses in the three groups: B cell, S1P, and healthy 270 

controls. Group comparisons performed using a One-way ANOVA with Tukey multiple 271 

comparisons; ns: not significant, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001, **** p<0.0001  272 

 273 

 274 
 275 

 276 

 277 

 278 

 279 

 280 

Figure 2. Cellular response. Number of positive interferon (IFN)- γ spots (log scale) out 281 

of 400,000 PBMC for the three groups: B cell, S1P, and healthy controls against the 282 

indicated antigens: Spike WT peptide pool WA1 (A); Spike omicron variant peptide pool 283 

(B); Spike full-length protein (C); long peptide pool covering Spike RBD domain (D); 284 

positive control viral peptide pool CEFT [from CMV, EBV, influenza, and tetanus] (E); 285 

SARS-CoV-2 N & Orf peptide pool (F); and assay control PMA/Ionomycin, out of 40,000 286 

PBMCs (G). Intergroup comparisons by Mann-Whitney t-test in bold, pre-post 287 

comparisons by Wilcoxon paired test; ns: not significant, *: p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001, 288 

**** p<0.0001. 289 
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