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ABSTRACT 33	
SARS-CoV-2 vaccines have proven effective in eliciting an immune response capable of providing 34	
protective immunity in healthy individuals. However, whether SARS-CoV-2 vaccination induces a 35	
long-lived immune response in immunocompromised individuals is poorly understood. Primary 36	
antibody deficiency (PAD) syndromes are among the most common immunodeficiency disorders 37	
in adults and are characterized by an impaired ability to mount robust antibody responses 38	
following infection or vaccination. Here, we present data from a prospective study in which we 39	
analyzed the B and T cell response in PAD patients following SARS-COV-2 vaccination. 40	
Unexpectedly, individuals with PAD syndromes mounted a SARS-CoV-2 specific B and CD4+ T 41	
cell response that was comparable in magnitude to healthy individuals. Many individuals with PAD 42	
syndromes displayed reduced IgG1+ and CD11c+ memory B cell responses following the primary 43	
vaccination series. However, the IgG1 class-switching defect was largely rescued following 44	
mRNA booster vaccination. Boosting also elicited an increase in the SARS-CoV-2-specific B and 45	
T cell response and the development of Omicron-specific memory B cells in COVID-19-naïve 46	
PAD patients. Together, these data indicate that SARS-CoV-2 vaccines elicit memory B and T 47	
cells in PAD patients that may contribute to long-term protective immunity.  48	
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INTRODUCTION 49	
Severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) is the causative agent of 50	
COVID-19 and has infected more than 500 million individuals resulting in over 6 million deaths as 51	
of June 2022. The mRNA-based Pfizer-BioNTech (BNT162b2) and Moderna (mRNA-1273) and 52	
the vector-based Johnson & Johnson (Ad26.COV2.S) SARS-CoV-2 vaccines are approved for 53	
use in the United States and have demonstrated efficacy in preventing  symptomatic and 54	
asymptomatic infection (1–7). Although SARS-CoV-2-specific antibody titers wane over time, a 55	
durable cellular immune response is detectable for at least 6 months following completion of the 56	
primary vaccination series (8). The administration of an mRNA booster vaccine dose leads to a 57	
rapid increase in antibody titers and enables robust neutralization of viral variants, including 58	
Omicron (B.1.1.529), which can evade immunity elicited by the primary vaccination (9–12). 59	
 60	
Individuals with medical conditions that compromise their ability to mount immune responses, 61	
such as primary and secondary immunodeficiencies, are at increased risk for severe illness and 62	
death following SARS-CoV-2 infection (13, 14). Patients with primary and secondary 63	
immunodeficiencies also have an impaired SARS-CoV-2-specific antibody response following a 64	
primary vaccination series (15–24). Moderately or severely immunosuppressed patients are 65	
recommended by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) to receive a third dose 66	
as part of their primary series against SARS-CoV-2 and a fourth dose at least 3 months following 67	
the completion of the primary vaccination series. Administration of booster doses leads to an 68	
increased SARS-CoV-2-specific antibody response in immunocompromised individuals (17, 24).  69	
 70	
Primary antibody deficiency (PAD) syndromes are the most common symptomatic primary 71	
immunodeficiency in adults and are characterized by an impaired ability to mount an antibody 72	
response following infection or vaccination (25). The etiology of PAD syndromes is unknown in 73	
most patients, with only 25-35% of cases explained by inborn errors of immunity (26–30). 74	
Individuals with PAD syndromes are at increased risk of recurrent and severe infections, 75	
autoimmunity, allergic disease, and cancer (25). Most individuals with PAD syndromes receive 76	
intravenous or subcutaneous immunoglobulin replacement therapy every 1 to 4 weeks to reduce 77	
the frequency and severity of infections (31). However, immunoglobulin replacement therapy 78	
consists of immunoglobulin donated up to one year earlier and is unlikely to contain high titers of 79	
neutralizing antibodies specific for the strain of SARS-CoV-2 that is dominant at the time of 80	
administration (24, 32, 33).   81	
 82	
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We previously found that COVID-19-naïve individuals with PAD syndromes had a reduced SARS-83	
CoV-2-specific antibody response following vaccination relative to healthy donors (24). The 84	
administration of a booster vaccine dose increased the antibody response and led to the 85	
development of antibodies with an enhanced ability to neutralize the Delta (B.1.617.2) and 86	
Omicron variants (24). However, the total and neutralizing antibody titers markedly declined by 87	
day 90 post-boost suggesting that the endogenous antibody response may be insufficient to 88	
mediate long-term protective immunity in individuals with PAD syndromes (24). In this study, we 89	
performed a prospective analysis of the SARS-CoV-2-specific B and T cell response following 90	
SARS-CoV-2 primary and booster vaccination in PAD patients. Unexpectedly, we found that most 91	
individuals with PAD syndromes generated a memory B and T cell response that was comparable 92	
in magnitude to the response in healthy donors following the primary vaccination series. 93	
Administration of a booster dose led to a further enhancement in B and T cell responses, including 94	
the development of Omicron-specific B cells. This work provides important insight into the 95	
capacity of memory B and T cells to contribute to protective immunity in PAD patients. 96	
 97	
RESULTS 98	
Individuals with PAD syndromes display a similar memory B cell response to healthy 99	
controls following primary vaccination series. We assessed the SARS-CoV-2-specific B and 100	
CD4+ T cell response following vaccination in peripheral blood mononuclear cells (PBMCs) from 101	
a cohort of 30 individuals with PAD syndrome (n=20 common variable immunodeficiency (CVID), 102	
n=4 hypogammaglobulinemia, n=6 specific antibody deficiency) (Fig. 1a, Table S1). This cohort 103	
completed their primary vaccination series (n=19 Pfizer-BioNTech BNT162b2, n=8 Moderna 104	
mRNA-1273, n=3 J&J Ad26.COV2.S) with 9 of these individuals having a real time-polymerase 105	
chain reaction (RT-PCR)-confirmed history of prior COVID-19 infection that occurred 36 to 276 106	
days prior to vaccination. 19 of these individuals subsequently received a booster vaccine dose 107	
(n=16 BTN162b2, n=3 mRNA-1273). PBMCs were obtained from these individuals at multiple 108	
time points following completion of the primary vaccine series or the booster vaccine dose. 109	
PBMCs also were obtained from a separate cohort of 11 COVID-19-naïve healthy donors 110	
following completion of the primary vaccination series (n=11 BNT162b2) (Table S1). We then 111	
used flow cytometry to assess the immune cell response in PBMCs following SARS-CoV-2 112	
vaccination (Fig. 1b, S1a, Table S2). PAD patients had a reduced percentage of B and T cells 113	
relative to healthy donors (Fig. S1b, c, Table S2). However, there was no difference in the 114	
percentage of B cells that were IgDlo or IgDloCD27+ or in the ratio of CD4+ to CD8+ cells among 115	
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the T cell population (Fig. S1b, c, Table S2). 29 out of 30 PAD patients had an absolute 116	
lymphocyte count within the normal range on their most recent complete blood count (Table S3). 117	
 118	
We then used His-tagged spike and RBD-binding probes to identify SARS-CoV-2-specific B cells 119	
(34, 35). We found that 25 of 29 (86%) PAD patients with available samples had a detectable 120	
spike and receptor binding domain (RBD)-specific IgDlo B cell response following vaccination (Fig. 121	
1c, S2a). Unexpectedly, we found that most COVID-19-naïve PAD patients displayed a 122	
comparable SARS-CoV-2-specific B cell response to COVID-19-healthy donors at all time points 123	
(Fig. 1c, S2a). The four PAD patients that did not respond to vaccination had a reduced 124	
percentage of B cells that were IgDlo and IgDlo CD27+ and had a reduced neutralizing antibody 125	
titer against the WA1/2020 and B.1.617.2 viruses following vaccination compared to responding 126	
PAD patients (Fig. S1b, d, Table S2). COVID-19-experienced individuals with PAD syndrome 127	
displayed a greater SARS-CoV-2 specific B cell response at day 7 to 28 following vaccination 128	
relative to both healthy donor and COVID-19 naïve PAD patients, before declining to a 129	
comparable level to the other 2 groups by day 60 (Fig. 1c, S2a). The SARS-CoV-2-specific 130	
response amongst the activated B cell (IgDlo CD20+ CD38int-lo) population was divided between 131	
conventional (CD27+) and double negative (CD27-) memory B cells, with both populations 132	
displaying similar kinetics in COViD-19-naïve PAD patients and healthy donors (Fig. 1d, e, S2b, 133	
c). Double negative B cells accumulate in individuals with chronic infection or autoimmunity, but 134	
also are induced following vaccination in healthy individuals (36, 37). There was also a small 135	
population of SARS-CoV-2-specific B cells detected amongst the non-class-switched memory 136	
(IgD+ CD27+) B cell population following vaccination, with this population declining to baseline 137	
levels by day 150 in all groups (Fig. 1f, S2d). Together, these data indicate that most individuals 138	
with PAD syndromes can induce a comparable B cell response following SARS-CoV-2 139	
vaccination to healthy donors, and that prior exposure to COVID-19 leads to a greater response 140	
upon vaccination in PAD patients. 141	
 142	
COVID-19-naïve individuals with PAD syndrome have a robust B cell response following 143	
booster vaccination. We next evaluated the B cell response following booster vaccination in 144	
individuals with PAD syndromes. Most COVID-19-naïve individuals with PAD syndromes 145	
mounted a SARS-CoV-2-specific B cell response at day 7-28 following booster vaccination, with 146	
an elevated percentage of cells present at day 150 following boosting compared to pre-boost 147	
levels (Fig. 2a, S3a). However, there was minimal increase in the SARS-CoV-2-specific B cell 148	
response in COVID-experienced PAD patients following boosting (Fig. 2a-d, S3a-d). The SARS-149	
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CoV-2-specific B cell response following boosting was largely composed of conventional memory 150	
and double negative B cells (Fig. 2b-d, S3b-d). While the percentage of SARS-CoV-2-specific 151	
memory B cells prior to booster vaccination did not correlate with the titer of neutralizing antibodies 152	
against the WA1/2020 and B.1.617.2 viruses, there was a correlation between the RBD-specific 153	
memory B cell response and the neutralizing antibody titer against B.1.1.529 (Fig. 2e-g). This 154	
suggests that SARS-CoV-2-specific memory B cells present in PAD individuals prior to booster 155	
vaccination can give rise to antibody-secreting cells capable of neutralizing viral variants.  156	
 157	
Defect in IgG1 class-switching in memory B cells from COVID-19-naïve individuals with 158	
PAD syndrome rescued following booster vaccination. We next evaluated the isotype 159	
specificity of the conventional memory B cell response following SARS-CoV-2 vaccination in 25 160	
PAD patients that responded to vaccination (Fig. 3a). COVID-19-naïve individuals with PAD 161	
syndromes had a reduced percentage of IgG1+ memory B cells relative to healthy donors at day 162	
7 to 28 post vaccination, with these individuals also displaying an elevated percentage of IgM+ 163	
SARS-CoV-2-specific memory B cells (Fig. 3b, c, S4a, b). However, booster vaccination led to 164	
an increase in the percentage of IgG1+ memory B cells in COVID-19-naïve PAD patients to levels 165	
comparable to the healthy donors post vaccination (Fig. 3b, S4a). Booster vaccination also led to 166	
a concomitant decrease in the percentage of IgM+ memory B cells (Fig. 3c, S4b). There was no 167	
significant difference in the percentage of IgA+, IgG2+ or IgG3+ memory B cells between healthy 168	
donors and COVID-19-naïve individuals (Fig. 3d-f, S4c-e). COVID-19-experienced individuals 169	
with PAD syndromes displayed a similar memory B cell isotype composition to the healthy donor 170	
cohort following the primary vaccination series (Fig. 3, S4). Together, these data indicate that the 171	
repeated exposure to SARS-CoV-2 through vaccination and/or infection can rescue the defect in 172	
IgG1-class switching seen in some individuals with PAD syndrome.  173	
 174	
Memory B cells from individuals with PAD syndrome display impaired CD11c expression 175	
following vaccination. We next assessed the phenotype of the SARS-CoV-2 specific 176	
conventional memory B cell response post vaccination (Fig. 4a, b). We observed a marked 177	
increase in the expression of CD11c on SARS-CoV-2-specific memory B cells at day 7 to 28 178	
following vaccination in all groups, (Fig. 4c, S5a). CD11c expression is induced on B cells 179	
following antigen encounter and therefore distinguishes recently activated cells. (38). There was 180	
also an increase in the percentage of CD11c+ cells following boosting in the COVID-19-naïve PAD 181	
syndrome group (Fig. 4c, S5a). However, even following an mRNA booster dose, CD11c 182	
expression in COVID-19-naïve and experienced PAD patients was reduced relative to healthy 183	
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donors at day 7 to 28 post vaccination, suggesting that there is impaired B cell activation in some 184	
individuals with PAD syndromes (39) (Fig. 4c, S5a). There was a significant correlation between 185	
the percentage of CD11c+ and IgG1+ Spike+ memory B cells at day 7 to 28 post vaccination in 186	
COVID-19-naive PAD patients (Fig. 4d, S5b). CD11c expression can be induced on B cells by B 187	
cell receptor (BCR) signaling (38). This suggests that the defect in IgG1 class switching seen in 188	
some PAD patients may be related to impaired BCR signaling. However, there was no correlation 189	
between the percentage of CD11c+ and IgG1+ CD27+ Spike+ memory B cells following boosting 190	
indicating that repeated antigen exposure can rescue the defect in IgG1 class-switching despite 191	
the reduction in B cell activation in many PAD patients (Fig. 4d, S5b). The percentage of CD11c+ 192	
memory B cells decreased by day 90 post vaccination or boosting, with this decrease 193	
accompanied by a concomitant increase in the percentage of CXCR5+ memory B cells in al groups 194	
(Fig. 4c, e, S5a, b).  195	
 196	
We also determined the phenotype of the SARS-CoV-2 specific double negative B cell response 197	
following vaccination (40). Double negative B cells can be divided into subsets based on 198	
expression of CD11c and CXCR5 (40). There was an increased percentage of CD11c+ CXCR5- 199	
(DN2) cells at day 7 to 28 post vaccination in all groups, with a higher increase in COVID-19 200	
experienced PAD patients compared to COVID-19 naïve patients (Fig. 4f, S5d). A similar 201	
increase was observed in both groups of individuals with PAD syndromes following boosting (Fig. 202	
4f, S5d). Conversely, there was a decrease in the percentage of CD11c- CXCR5+ (DN1) cells at 203	
day 7 to 28 post vaccination in all groups, with this population returning to baseline at day 60 post 204	
vaccination (Fig. 4g, S5e). A similar decrease in the percentage of DN1 cells also was apparent 205	
following boosting in the PAD syndromes cohort (Fig. 4f, S5d). There was no clear difference in 206	
the phenotype of the SARS-CoV-2-specific double negative memory B cells between the COVID-207	
19-naïve PAD individuals and the healthy donor group (Fig. 4f, g, S5d, e).  208	
 209	
 210	
Individuals with PAD syndrome display a robust SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cell 211	
response following vaccination.  We next evaluated the T cell response following SARS-CoV-212	
2 vaccination (Fig. 5a). SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cells were identified using a S167-180 213	
tetramer, which binds an immunodominant SARS-CoV-2 spike epitope restricted by the HLA-214	
DPB1*04:01 allele that is found at >40% frequency in many populations around the world (41). 215	
We also developed a S816-830 tetramer that is specific for an immunodominant region of the S-II 216	
portion of spike protein (42, 43). This region is highly conserved among coronaviruses and is also 217	
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restricted to the HLA-DPB1*4:01 allele (42). 16 out of 30 individuals with PAD syndromes and 4 218	
out of 11 healthy donor samples had detectable SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cell responses. 219	
COVID-naïve PAD patients displayed a similar percentage of SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cell 220	
response as healthy donors at day 7 to 28 post vaccination before contracting by day 150 (Fig. 221	
5b-d). Boosting led to an increase in the SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cell response (Fig. 5b-d). 222	
COVID-experienced PAD patients had an increased percentage of SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T 223	
cell prior to vaccination relative to the other groups, consistent with a pre-existing memory 224	
response (Fig. 5b-d). There was no correlation between the magnitude of the SARS-COV-2 225	
specific CD4+ T cell response and the conventional memory B cell response following vaccination 226	
in PAD patients (Fig. 5e). However, there was a strong correlation following boosting suggesting 227	
that the pre-existing memory response in PAD patients can give rise to an enhanced B and T cell 228	
response following antigen re-encounter (Fig. 5f). 229	
 230	
SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cells from PAD patients display a similar phenotype to cells 231	
from healthy donors.  The phenotype of the SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cell response was 232	
next assessed (Fig. 6a, b). SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cells adopted an activated phenotype 233	
following vaccination and boosting in PAD patients, with this response characterized by increased 234	
cell surface expression of PD1, ICOS, and CD38 (Fig. 6c-e). Expression of these markers was 235	
similar between COVID-19-naïve individuals with PAD syndromes and heathy donors at day 7 to 236	
28 following vaccination suggesting that there is no defect in CD4+ T cell activation in most 237	
individuals with PAD syndromes (Fig. 6c-e). We also did not detect a difference in HLA-DR 238	
expression between any of the groups (Fig. 6f). The phenotype of the CD4+ T cell response was 239	
further assessed by determining the percentage of SARS-CoV-2-specific central 240	
(CD45RO+CD27+CCR7+) and effector (CD45RO+CD27+CCR7+) memory CD4+ T cells (Fig. 6g, 241	
h). We found there was no difference in the composition of the memory T cell response at T4 242	
between the groups, suggesting that there also not a defect in the development of memory CD4+ 243	
T cells in PAD patients (Fig. 6g, h). Together, these data indicate that patients with PAD 244	
syndromes exhibit a SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cell response that is similar in magnitude and 245	
quality to the T cell response in healthy donors following vaccination. 246	
 247	
Booster vaccination induces Omicron-specific memory B cells in individuals with PAD 248	
syndrome. We assessed the Omicron-specific B cell response in individuals with PAD 249	
syndromes using a His-tagged protein specific for the spike protein of B.1.1.529 (BA.1) (Fig. 7a). 250	
We found that administration of a booster vaccine led to an increase in the percentage of Omicron 251	
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specific memory B cells in COVID-19-naïve individuals (Fig. 7b). This increase was evident in 252	
both the conventional and double negative B cell populations (Fig. 7c, d). There was no increase 253	
in the percentage of Omicron-specific non-class switched B cells (Fig. 7e). The percentage of 254	
Omicron-specific B cell returned to pre-boost baseline level in most COVID-19-naïve individuals 255	
by day 90 post boost (Fig. 7b-d). However, patient 110 displayed a robust increase in their 256	
percentage of Omicron-specific B cell between B2 and B3, along with an increase in their SARS-257	
CoV-2-specific T cell response and neutralizing antibody titers. The B2 and B3 time points 258	
correspond to the period between November 2021 and January 2022, when COVID-19 cases in 259	
the United States surged due to the emergence of the Omicron variant. Patient 102 was confirmed 260	
to have been re-infected between B2 and B3 and also displayed increased SARS-CoV-2-specific 261	
T cell, B cell, and neutralizing antibody responses. Of note, patient 102 and 110 reported no or 262	
very mild symptoms during this period. 263	
 264	
DISCUSSION 265	
 266	
In this study, we demonstrated that SARS-CoV-2 vaccination can induce a long-lived memory B 267	
and CD4+ T cell response in individuals with PAD syndromes that is comparable to the response 268	
seen in healthy donors. Furthermore, we found that the SARS-CoV-2-specific memory B cell 269	
response correlated with neutralizing antibody titers against the Omicron variant following 270	
boosting. Only 4 out of 29 patients did not develop a spike-specific memory B cell response 271	
following vaccination with these individuals also having lower levels of memory B cells and 272	
activated B cells compared to the other patients in the cohort. These results suggest that memory 273	
B and T cells can promote long-term protective immunity in individuals with PAD syndromes 274	
despite their impaired ability to mount optimal and sustained antibody responses following 275	
infection and vaccination.  276	
 277	
Despite the normal total memory B cell response in PAD patients in our cohort, SARS-CoV-2-278	
specific memory B cells from COVID-19-naïve PAD patients displayed reduced IgG1 class-279	
switching following the primary vaccination series. These cells also displayed impaired CD11c 280	
expression, with a positive correlation seen between the percentage of spike-specific CD11c+ and 281	
IgG1+ cells following vaccination. CD11c expression is regulated by BCR stimulation, with CD11c+ 282	
B cells displaying increased expression of genes involved in B cell activation and antigen 283	
presentation (38). This suggests that the defect in IgG1 class-switching in some PAD patients 284	
may be due to impaired BCR signaling and/or reduced T cell help. IgG1 class switching is rescued 285	
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in PAD patients following booster vaccination. mRNA booster vaccination also led to an increase 286	
in Omicron-specific B cells. Together, these data indicate that administration of mRNA booster 287	
vaccination doses may have durable benefits in addition to the short-term increase in total SARS-288	
CoV-2-specific B cells and antibody titers. Many PAD patients in this cohort who historically had 289	
poor immune responses to bacterial and other protein antigens (e.g., Streptococcus 290	
pneumoniae polysaccharides, tetanus toxoid, and diphtheria toxin) as part of their initial immune 291	
workup responded to mRNA vaccines (Table S4). The basis of this difference remains unclear, 292	
although it could be due to the unique adjuvant properties of the lipid nanoparticles or in vitro-293	
synthesized mRNA (44). 294	
 295	
Our data also suggest that administration of additional booster vaccines may not lead to an 296	
additional short-term increase in SARS-CoV-2-specific B cells. COVID-19 experienced individuals 297	
with PAD syndrome had a robust response to the primary vaccination series but displayed no 298	
further increase in SARS-CoV-2-specific B cells after administration of a booster vaccine. These 299	
individuals also did not display any further increase in their percentage of IgG1+ memory B cells 300	
or in the antibody avidity (24). This finding is consistent with other studies showing that COVID-301	
19-experienced healthy donors do not display a further increase in their SARS-CoV-2-specific 302	
memory B cell response following boosting (45). This does not indicate that additional booster 303	
vaccines may not promote additional evolution of the memory B cell repertoire in individuals with 304	
PAD syndromes that is independent of cell number (46). 305	
 306	
While the B cell response after completion of the primary vaccination series was assessed in 307	
other work, these studies did not detect a SARS-CoV-2-specfic memory B cell response above 308	
baseline and concluded that vaccination of individuals with PAD syndromes primarily results in a 309	
double negative memory B cell response (47, 48). We find that SARS-CoV-2 vaccination induces 310	
both a conventional and double negative memory B cell response in most PAD patients that is 311	
comparable to healthy donors, and that this response is maintained for at least 150 days after 312	
completion of the primary vaccination series. The disparity in results between these studies may 313	
be due to a difference in sensitivity in the probes used, as the previous study detected very few 314	
cells that bound to spike probes even in healthy donors. Heterogeneity existing within individuals 315	
classified as having PAD syndromes may also contribute to difference seen between these 316	
studies.  317	
 318	
T cells also have an important role in mediating protective immunity against SARS-CoV-2 (44). 319	

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 15, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.14.22276948doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.14.22276948
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


	

Assessment of the SARS-CoV-2-specific T cell response typically involves stimulation of PBMCs 320	
with peptides spanning the SARS-CoV-2 spike protein and assaying for activation induced 321	
markers (AIM) or intracellular cytokines. Previous studies reported a reduced percentage of 322	
interferon gamma-producing T cells following ex vivo stimulation in some vaccinated individuals 323	
with PAD syndromes (15, 23, 48). We stained PBMCs with tetramers against both S167-180 and 324	
S816-830 tetramers, which bind to immunodominant peptides restricted by the HLA-DPB1*04:01 325	
allele. This allowed us to directly detect SARS-CoV-2 specific CD4+ T cells without requiring 326	
additional stimulation. The SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cell response was comparable in 327	
magnitude and phenotype to between COVID-naïve PAD patients and healthy donors that 328	
generated a detectable response. Booster vaccination led to a marked increase in the SARS-329	
CoV-2-specfic CD4+ T cell response. These results suggest that the SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ 330	
T cells may contribute to the immune response upon re-infection. However, they do not exclude 331	
the possibility that SARS-CoV-2-specfiic CD4+ T cells in some individuals with PAD syndromes 332	
may exhibit impaired cytokine production. Further work is needed to assess the magnitude and 333	
phenotype of the SARS-CoV-2-specific CD8+ T cell response in PAD patients.  334	
 335	
Individuals that are moderately to severely immunocompromised have an elevated risk of severe 336	
COVID-19 illness and death and are recommended to receive a third dose of mRNA-based 337	
vaccine as part of their primary series. This recommendation is supported by findings from our 338	
group and others that immunocompromised individuals have a reduced SARS-CoV-2-specific 339	
antibody titer following the initial two-dose vaccination series relative to healthy controls (15, 23, 340	
24, 47, 48). Booster vaccination increased the SARS-CoV-2 specific antibody titer and led to the 341	
development of Omicron-specific neutralizing antibodies (24). However, the increase in 342	
neutralizing antibodies titers displayed following booster vaccination was short-lived and returned 343	
to the pre-boost baseline within 90 days (24). Our finding show that a booster dose increases the 344	
level and enriches the repertoire of spike-specific memory B cells in PAD patients and might have 345	
a long-term benefit beyond the short-lived increase in anti-spike and anti-RBD antibody titers. 346	
 347	
Most individuals with PAD syndromes receive immunoglobulin replacement therapy. 348	
Immunoglobulin replacement products administered between May 2021- January 2022 had low 349	
levels of SARS-CoV-2-specific antibody titers with low neutralization activity against ancestral 350	
strains (24). While the titer of anti-spike and anti-RBD in immunoglobulin replacement products 351	
increased over time, the long lag of 9-12 months between collection and production of IVIG and 352	
SCIG commercial products may make most available commercial immunoglobulin replacement 353	
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products less effective against current circulating Omicron variants (33). Although many 354	
individuals with PAD might be eligible for long-acting combination monoclonal antibody 355	
prophylaxis (e.g., Evusheld [AZD7442]) against COVID-19, recent studies showed substantial 356	
(∼176-fold) losses in potency against some lineages of Omicron virus (e.g., BA.1.1) (49). 357	
Therefore, immunization of individuals with PAD syndromes with mRNA vaccines that include a 358	
booster may be the most effective way to induce a protective immune response against SARS-359	
CoV-2 and its variants. 360	

Limitations to the study. One limitation is that not all patients elected to receive a booster 361	
vaccination resulting in lower number of samples in the post-booster time points. This lack of 362	
samples is particularly apparent in the COVID-experienced group, which included only three 363	
individuals that received a booster vaccination, limiting the conclusions that can be drawn from 364	
this data. Another limitation is that the design of this study precluded the collection of a pre-365	
vaccination blood draw from all individuals. Finally, it is important to note that PAD syndromes are 366	
a heterogeneous group of diseases with our cohort including individuals with CVID, 367	
hypogammaglobulinemia, and specific antibody deficiency. While we did not observe a clear 368	
difference in the immune response between these subgroups, there could be heterogeneity 369	
between different PAD subgroups that necessitate different vaccination and boosting approaches. 370	
 371	
MATERIALS AND METHODS 372	
Primary antibody deficiency syndromes cohort. The study was approved by the Institutional 373	
Review Board of Washington University School of Medicine (Approval # 202104138). Patients 374	
were identified by a medical record search for PAD syndromes, and their records were reviewed 375	
to confirm their diagnosis and verify they met the inclusion criteria. COVID-19 vaccination status 376	
was reviewed, and subjects were contacted if they were within the vaccination window or not yet 377	
immunized. Inclusion criteria included males and females over 18 years of age, health care 378	
provider-documented PAD syndromes including common variable immunodeficiency (CVID), 379	
specific-antibody deficiency, or hypogammaglobulinemia, and the ability to give informed 380	
consent. Entry criteria also included receipt of a SARS-CoV-2 vaccine within 14 days of 381	
enrollment, receipt of the second dose of mRNA vaccine (Moderna mRNA-1273 or Pfizer 382	
BioNTech BNT162b2) within 28 days of the first visit, or receipt of one dose of adenoviral-vector 383	
vaccine (J&J Ad26.COV2.S) within 35 days of initial visit. Exclusion criteria included 384	
participation in an investigational study of SARS-CoV-2 vaccines within the past year, history of 385	
HIV infection, an active cancer diagnosis, treatment with immunosuppressive medications, 386	

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 15, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.14.22276948doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.14.22276948
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


	

history of hematologic malignancy, history of anti-CD20 monoclonal antibody therapy, receipt of 387	
live-attenuated vaccine within 30 days or any inactivated vaccine within 14 days of SARS-CoV-2 388	
vaccination, blood or blood product donation within 30 days prior to study vaccination, and 389	
planned blood donation at any time during or 30 days after the duration of subject study 390	
participation.  391	
 392	
In total, 469 charts were reviewed, and 160 subjects were contacted. A total of 30 adults (27 393	
females, 3 males) with PAD syndromes met eligibility requirements and agreed to enroll in the 394	
study (see Table S1); we note a sex-bias in the enrollees from our PAD cohort, which is not 395	
typical for the disease itself. Ages ranged from 20 to 82, with an average age of 48.4 years old. 396	
Twenty PAD patients had CVID, six had specific antibody deficiency, and four had 397	
hypogammaglobulinemia. Twenty-seven of these subjects had received immunoglobulin 398	
replacement therapy before and during the study period from nine different products. Nineteen 399	
subjects received the BNT162b2, eight received mRNA-1273, and three received Ad26.COV2.S 400	
vaccines. Of the 30 subjects, nine were diagnosed with a prior SARS-CoV-2 infection with a 401	
positive nasal swab RT-PCR test, and one received treatment with an anti-SARS-CoV-2 402	
monoclonal antibody (bamlanivimab) 90 days prior to study enrollment (Table S1).  403	
 404	
All subjects had one mandatory post-vaccine blood sample collection with optional pre-vaccine 405	
and follow-up visits at days 60, 90, and 150 (±14 days) after vaccination. The optional pre-406	
vaccination blood sample was collected up to 14 days before receiving vaccine. For subjects 407	
who received a two-dose series of mRNA vaccines, the first post-vaccination blood collection 408	
occurred 7 to 28 days after the second dose. For subjects receiving the Ad26.COV2.S single-409	
dose vaccine, the first post-vaccination blood sample was collected 21 to 35 days after 410	
immunization. Since the study was non-interventional, patients were informed if they mounted 411	
an immune response to the vaccine, but the decision to receive a booster was made between 412	
the patient and their physician. Subjects who opted for boosting provided a blood sample up to 413	
14 days prior to receiving the booster dose, unless the subject previously provided a sample 414	
within 2 weeks as part of the optional post-vaccine assessments. Subjects returned for an 415	
additional sample 7 to 28 days after receiving the booster (range 7-27 days, median 17 days, 416	
mean 17 days. One patient had her post-booster sample drawn at day 35), with a second and 417	
third post-booster visit and sample collection occurring at 90 ±14 days and 150 ±14 days.  418	
 419	

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 15, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.14.22276948doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.14.22276948
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


	

Healthy donor cohort. Immunocompetent healthy donor volunteer blood samples were 420	
obtained as previously described (50). The healthy donor study was approved by the 421	
Institutional Review Board of Washington University School of Medicine (Approval # 422	
202012081). 423	
 424	
Quantification and statistical analysis. Statistical significance was determined using Prism 425	
Version 9 (GraphPad).  Statistical analysis was determined by one-way ANOVA, unpaired t-test, 426	
mixed model analysis, or two-way ANOVA with Fisher’s least significant difference testing. 427	
Associations were calculated using Pearson rank correlation and are shown with Pearson trend 428	
lines for visualization.  429	
 430	
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Figure 1. COVID-19-experienced PAD patients display elevated spike-specific B cell 487	
response following primary vaccination series. (a) Schematic of study design including time 488	
points in which PBMCs were obtained and number of samples per time point for each group. (b) 489	
Representative FACS plots of the gating strategy used to identify activated (IgDlo) Spike+ B 490	
cells. (c) Percentage of activated Spike+ cells amongst the B (Live CD19+ CD3-) cell population 491	
in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle left, red), and COVID-19-492	
experienced PAD (middle right, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of B cells that 493	
are Spike+ activated cells in all groups is shown on right. (d) Percentage of memory (IgDlo 494	
CD20+ CD38int-lo CD27+) Spike+ cells amongst the B cell population in the healthy donor (left, 495	
white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle, green) 496	
cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of B cells that are Spike+ memory cells in all groups is 497	
shown on right. (e) Percentage of double negative (IgDlo CD20+ CD38int-lo CD27-) Spike+ cells 498	
amongst the B cell population in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, 499	
red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage 500	
of B cells that are double negative Spike+ cells in all groups is shown on right. (f) Percentage of 501	
non-class-switched (IgD+ CD20+ CD38int-lo CD27+) Spike+ cells amongst the B cell population in 502	
the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-experienced 503	
PAD (middle, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of B cells that are Spike+ non-504	
class-switched cells in all groups is shown on right. Statistical analyses in c-f were performed 505	
using a mixed-effects model (for trends found between time points) or two-way ANOVA (for 506	
trends found between groups in the aggregate graphs) with Fisher’s least significant difference 507	
testing. Significance testing between time points was limited to comparisons relative to T1. On 508	
the aggregate graphs, error bars were displayed based on the standard error of the mean. 509	
Above the aggregate graphs, an orange asterisk indicates a comparison between the COVID-510	
19-naïve and COVID-19-experienced groups, and a purple asterisk indicates a comparison 511	
between the COVID-19-experienced and healthy donor groups (*, p < 0.05; **, p < 0.01; ***, 512	
p<0.001; ****, p<0.001). See also Figure S2.  513	
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Figure 2
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Figure 2. COVID-19-naive PAD patients display elevated spike-specific B cell response 514	
following booster vaccination. (a) Percentage of activated Spike+ cells amongst the B (Live 515	
CD19+ CD3-) cell population in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle left, 516	
red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle right, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean 517	
percentage of B cells that are Spike+ activated cells in all groups is shown on right. (b) 518	
Percentage of memory (IgDlo CD20+ CD38int-lo CD27+) Spike+ cells amongst the B cell population 519	
in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-520	
experienced PAD (middle, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of B cells that are 521	
Spike+ memory cells in all groups is shown on right. (c) Percentage of double negative (IgDlo 522	
CD20+ CD38int-lo CD27-) Spike+ cells amongst the B cell population in the healthy donor (left, 523	
white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle, green) 524	
cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of B cells that are double negative Spike+ cells in all 525	
groups is shown on right. (d) Percentage of non-class-switched (IgD+ CD20+ CD38int-lo CD27+) 526	
Spike+ cells amongst the B cell population in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve 527	
PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle, green) cohorts. Aggregate of 528	
mean percentage of B cells that are Spike+ non-class-switched cells in all groups is shown on 529	
right. (e) Correlation between percentage of B cells that are Spike+ (left) or RBD+ (right) memory 530	
cells prior to administration of booster vaccination and the serum neutralizing activity against 531	
WA1/2020 at B1. (f) Correlation between percentage of B cells that are Spike+ (left) or RBD+ 532	
(right) memory cells prior to administration of booster vaccination and the serum neutralizing 533	
activity against B.1.617.2 at B1. (g) Correlation between percentage of B cells that are Spike+ 534	
(left) or RBD+ (right) memory cells prior to administration of booster vaccination and the serum 535	
neutralizing activity against B.1.1.529 at B1.  The pre-boost group consists of the last sample 536	
obtained from each patient prior to booster vaccination. Statistical analyses were performed 537	
using a mixed effects model (for trends found between time points) with Fisher’s least significant 538	
difference testing in a-d, or a Pearson rank correlation (with Pearson trend lines for 539	
visualization) in e-g. (*, p < 0.05; **, p < 0.01). Significance testing between time points was 540	
limited to comparisons relative to pre-boost. On the aggregate graphs, error bars were 541	
calculated based on the standard error of the mean.  See also Figure S3.  542	
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Figure 3. Spike-specific memory B cells from COVID-19-naive PAD patients display 543	
reduced IgG1 class switching following primary vaccination series. (a) Representative 544	
FACS plots of the gating strategy used to identify the isotype of Spike+ memory (IgDlo CD20+ 545	
CD38int-lo CD27+) B cells. (b) Percentage of Spike+ memory B cells that are IgG1+ in the healthy 546	
donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle left, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD 547	
(middle right, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of IgG1+ cells in all groups is 548	
shown on right. (c) Percentage of Spike+ memory B cells that are IgM+ in the healthy donor (left, 549	
white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle left, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle right, 550	
green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of IgM+ cells in all groups is shown on right. (d) 551	
Percentage of Spike+ memory B cells that are IgA+ in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-552	
naïve PAD (middle left, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle right, green) cohorts. 553	
Aggregate of mean percentage of IgA+ cells in all groups is shown on right. (e) Percentage of 554	
Spike+ memory B cells that are IgG2+ in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD 555	
(middle left, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle right, green) cohorts. Aggregate of 556	
mean percentage of IgG2+ cells in all groups is shown on right. (f) Percentage of Spike+ memory 557	
B cells that are IgG3+ in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle left, red), 558	
and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle right, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage 559	
of IgG3+ cells in all groups is shown on right. Statistical analyses in b-d were performed using a 560	
mixed effects model (for trends found between time points) or two-way ANOVA (for trends found 561	
between groups in the aggregate graphs) with Fisher’s least significant difference testing. 562	
Significance testing between time points was limited to comparisons relative to T1. On the 563	
aggregate graphs, error bars were calculated based on the standard error of the mean. Above 564	
the aggregate graphs, a green asterisk indicates a comparison between the COVID-19-naïve 565	
and healthy donor groups, an orange asterisk indicates a comparison between the COVID-19-566	
naïve and COVID-19-experienced groups, and a purple asterisk indicates a comparison 567	
between the COVID-19-experienced and healthy donor groups (*, p < 0.05; **, p < 0.01; ***, p < 568	
0.001). See also Figure S4. 569	
  570	
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Figure 4. Spike-specific memory B cells from PAD patients display reduced CD11c 571	
expression class. (a) Representative FACS plots of the expression of CD11c and CXCR5 on 572	
Spike+ memory (IgDlo CD20+ CD38int-lo CD27+) B cells. (b) Representative FACS plots of the 573	
expression of CD11c and CXCR5 on Spike+ double negative (IgDlo CD20+ CD38int-lo CD27-) B 574	
cells.  (c) Percentage of Spike+ memory B cells that are CD11c+ in the healthy donor (left, 575	
white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle left, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle right, 576	
green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of CD11c+ cells in all groups is shown on right. 577	
(d) Correlation between percentage of Spike+ memory B cells that are IgG1+ and CD11c+ at T1 578	
(left) or B1 (right). Associations for d are calculated using Pearson rank correlation and are 579	
shown with Pearson trend lines for visualization. (e) Percentage Spike+ memory B cells that are 580	
CXCR5+ in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle left, red), and COVID-581	
19-experienced PAD (middle right, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of CXCR5+ 582	
cells in all groups is shown on right.  (f) Percentage of Spike+ double negative B cells that are 583	
CD11c+ CXCR5- in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle left, red), and 584	
COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle right, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of 585	
are CD11c+ CXCR5- cells in all groups is shown on right. (g) Percentage of Spike+ double 586	
negative B cells that are CD11c- CXCR5+ in the healthy donor (left, white, COVID-19-naïve PAD 587	
(middle left, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle right, green) cohorts. Aggregate of 588	
mean percentage of are CD11c- CXCR5+ cells in all groups is shown on right. Statistical 589	
analyses in c, e-g were performed using a mixed effects model (for trends found between time 590	
points) or two-way ANOVA (for trends found between groups in the aggregate graphs) with 591	
Fisher’s least significant difference testing. Significance testing between time points was limited 592	
to comparisons relative to T1. On the aggregate graphs, error bars were calculated based on 593	
the standard error of the mean. Above the aggregate graphs, a green asterisk indicates a 594	
comparison between the COVID-19-naïve and healthy donor groups, an orange asterisk 595	
indicates a comparison between the COVID-19-naïve and COVID-19-experienced groups, and 596	
a purple asterisk indicates a comparison between the COVID-19-experienced and healthy donor 597	
groups (*, p < 0.05; **, p < 0.01; ***, p < 0.001; ****, p < 0.0001). See also Figure S5.  598	
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Figure 5
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Figure 5. PAD patients display unimpaired SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cell response 599	
following vaccination. (a) Representative FACS plots of the gating strategy used to identify 600	
S167-180

+ and S816-830
+ CD4+ T cells. (b) Percentage of CD4+ (Live CD3+ CD19- CD4+ CD8-) T 601	

cells that are S167-180
+ in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle left, red), 602	

and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle right, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage 603	
of S167-180

+ cells in all groups is shown on right. (c) Percentage of CD4+ T cells that are S816-830
+ 604	

in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle left, red), and COVID-19-605	
experienced PAD (middle right, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of S816-830

+ cells 606	
in all groups is shown on right. (d) Combined percentage of CD4+ T cells that are tetramer+ 607	
(S167-180

+ or S816-830
+) in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle left, red), 608	

and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle right, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage 609	
of tetramer+ cells in all groups is shown on right. (e) Correlation between percentage of B cells 610	
that are Spike+ (left) or RBD+ (right) memory (IgDlo CD20+ CD38int-lo CD27+) cells and the 611	
percentage of CD4+ T cells that are Tetramer+ at T1. (f) Correlation between percentage of B 612	
cells that are Spike+ (left) or RBD+ (right) memory cells and the percentage of CD4+ T cells that 613	
are Tetramer+ at B1. Associations for e and f are calculated using Pearson rank correlation and 614	
are shown with Pearson trend lines for visualization.  Statistical analyses in b-d were performed 615	
using a mixed effects model (for trends found between time points) or two-way ANOVA (for 616	
trends found between groups in the aggregate graphs) with Fisher’s least significant difference 617	
testing. Significance testing between time points was limited to comparisons relative to T1. On 618	
the aggregate graphs, error bars were calculated based on the standard error of the mean. 619	
Above the aggregate graphs, an orange asterisk indicates a comparison between the COVID-620	
19-naïve and COVID-19-experienced groups, and a purple asterisk indicates a comparison 621	
between the COVID-19-experienced and healthy donor groups (*, p < 0.05; **, p < 0.01).    622	
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Figure 6

C
D

4-
A

F7
00

CD38-BB700

C
D

4-
A

F7
00

CD45RO-BV570
C

D
4-

A
F7

00
ICOS-BV421

C
D

4-
A

F7
00

PD1-PE Cy7

105

104

-104

0

105

104

-104

0

105

104

-104

0

105

104

-104

0

104 1050104 1050 104 1050-104 104 1050 106 107

a

104 1050 106

105

104

-104

0

HLA-DR-BV605

C
D

4-
A

F7
00

C
C

R
7-

FI
TC

CD27-PE Fire 810

105

104

-103

0

104 1050

103

CD4+ Tetramer+ T cells Tetramer+ CD45RO+

g h
Healthy donors PAD patients

Central memory CD4+ T cells

 %
 o

f T
et

ra
m

er
+  c

el
ls

Time point

Healthy donors
Effector memory CD4+ T cells

Aggregate

 %
 o

f T
et

ra
m

er
+  c

el
ls

Time point

Healthy donors PAD patients
CD38+ of Tetramer+ CD4+ T cells

Aggregate

 %
 o

f T
et

ra
m

er
+  c

el
ls

e f
Healthy donors PAD patients

HLA-DR+ of Tetramer+ CD4+ T cells
Aggregate

 %
 o

f T
et

ra
m

er
+  c

el
ls

Time point Time point

Healthy donors PAD patients
ICOS+ of Tetramer+ CD4+ T cells

Aggregate
c d

Time point

Healthy donors PAD patients
PD1+ of Tetramer+ CD4+ T cells

 %
 o

f T
et

ra
m

er
+  c

el
ls

Time point

b

COVID-19-naïve PADHealthy Donor COVID-19-experienced PAD

T0 T1 T2 T3 T4 B0 B1 B2 B3 
0

20

40

60

T0 T1 T2 T3 T4 B0 B1 B2 B3 
0

20

40

60

80

100

T0 T1 T2 T3 T4 B0 B1 B2 B3 
0

20

40

60

T0 T1 T2 T3 T4 B0 B1 B2 B3 
0

10

20

30

40

 %
 o

f T
et

ra
m

er
+  c

el
ls

T0 T1 T2 T3 T4 B0 B1 B2 B3 T0 T1 T2 T3 T4 B0 B1 B2 B3

Aggregate

T0 T1 T2 T3 T4 B0 B1 B2 B3
0

20

40

60

80

T0 T1 T2 T3 T4 B0 B1 B2 B3
0

10

20

30

40

50

T0 T1 T2 T3 T4 B0 B1 B2 B3
0

10

20

30

T0 T1 T2 T3 T4 B0 B1 B2 B3
0

10

20

30

PAD patientsAggregate

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 15, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.14.22276948doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.14.22276948
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


	

 Figure 6. Phenotype of SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cell response following vaccination 623	
in PAD patients. (a) Representative FACS plots of the expression of PD1, ICOS, CD38, HLA-624	
DR, and CD45RO on Tetramer+ CD4+ (Live CD3+ CD19- CD4+ CD8- S167-180

+ or S816-830
+) T cells. 625	

(b) Representative FACS plots of the expression of CD27 and CCR7 on CD45RO+ Tetramer+ 626	
CD4+ T cells. (c) Percentage of Tetramer+ CD4+ T cells that are PD1+ in the healthy donor (left, 627	
white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle, green) 628	
cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of Tetramer+ T cells that are PD1+ in all groups is 629	
shown on right. (d) Percentage of Tetramer+ CD4+ T cells that are ICOS+ in the healthy donor 630	
(left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle, 631	
green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of Tetramer+ T cells that are ICOS+ in all groups 632	
is shown on right. (e) Percentage of Tetramer+ CD4+ T cells that are CD38+ in the healthy donor 633	
(left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle, 634	
green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of Tetramer+ T cells that are CD38+ in all groups 635	
is shown on right. (f) Percentage of Tetramer+ CD4+ T cells that are HLA-DR+ in the healthy 636	
donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD 637	
(middle, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of Tetramer+ T cells that are HLA-DR+ 638	
in all groups is shown on right. (g) Percentage of Tetramer+ T cells that are central memory 639	
(CD45RO+ CD27+ CCR7+) cells in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, 640	
red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage 641	
of Tetramer+ T cells that are central memory cells in all groups is shown on right. (h) Percentage 642	
of Tetramer+ T cells that are effector memory (CD45RO+ CD27+ CCR7-) cells in the healthy 643	
donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD 644	
(middle, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of Tetramer+ T cells that are effector 645	
memory in all groups is shown on right. On the aggregate graphs, error bars were calculated 646	
based on the standard error of the mean.  647	
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Figure 7. PAD patients display elevated Omicron-specific B cell response following 648	
booster vaccination. (a) Representative FACS plots of the percentage of Omicron-specific B 649	
cells among the memory (IgDlo CD20+ CD38int-lo CD27+) B cell population prior to and post 650	
booster vaccination in COVID-19-naïve (left) and COVID-19-experienced (right) individuals with 651	
PAD syndromes. (b) Percentage of activated Omicron+ cells amongst the B (Live CD19+ CD3-) 652	
cell population in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle left, red), and 653	
COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle right, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of B 654	
cells that are Omicron+ activated cells in all groups is shown on right. (c) Percentage of memory 655	
Omicron+ cells amongst the B cell population in the healthy donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve 656	
PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle, green) cohorts. Aggregate of 657	
mean percentage of B cells that are Omicron+ memory cells in all groups is shown on right. (d) 658	
Percentage of double negative Omicron+ cells amongst the B cell population in the healthy 659	
donor (left, white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD 660	
(middle, green) cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of B cells that are double negative 661	
Omicron+ cells in all groups is shown on right. (e) Percentage of non-class-switched (IgD+ 662	
CD20+ CD38int-lo CD27+) Omicron+ cells amongst the B cell population in the healthy donor (left, 663	
white), COVID-19-naïve PAD (middle, red), and COVID-19-experienced PAD (middle, green) 664	
cohorts. Aggregate of mean percentage of B cells that are Omicron+ non-class-switched cells in 665	
all groups is shown on right. Statistical analyses in b-e were performed using a mixed effects 666	
model (for trends found between time points) or two-way ANOVA (for trends found between 667	
groups in the aggregate graphs) with Fisher’s least significant difference testing. Significance 668	
testing between time points was limited to comparisons relative to pre-boost. On the aggregate 669	
graphs, error bars were calculated based on the standard error of the mean. Above the 670	
aggregate graphs, an orange asterisk indicates a comparison between the COVID-19-naïve and 671	
COVID-19-experienced groups (*, p < 0.05; **, p < 0.01).  672	
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