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SUMMARY

Immunological memory to vaccination and viral infection involves coordinated action of B and T-
cells, thus integrated analysis of these two components is critical for understanding their
contributions to protection against breakthrough infections (Bl). We investigated cellular and
humoral immune responses to SARS-CoV-2 infection and/or COVID-19 vaccination in
participants from the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children (ALSPAC). The magnitude
of antibody and T-cell responses following the second vaccine dose was associated with
protection against Bl in participants with a history of SARS-CoV-2 infection (cases), but not in
infection-naive controls. Youden’s index thresholds for protection against Bl were calculated for
all immune measures. Anti-Spike IgG (>666.4 BAU/mL) and anti-Nucleocapsid pan Ig (>0.1332
BAU/mL) thresholds combined were 100% specific and 83.3% sensitive for cases without Bl over
8-months follow-up. Collectively these results point to the superior protective effect of hybrid

immunity and have implications for the design of next-generation COVID-19 vaccines.

KEYWORDS
ALSPAC, SARS-CoV-2, COVID-19, adaptive immunity, T-cells, antibodies, infection,

vaccination, hybrid immunity, breakthrough infection

INTRODUCTION
The COVID-19 pandemic caused substantive medical and socioeconomic burdens that continue

to affect the global population'™. Infection with severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2
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(SARS-CoV-2) presents as a broad spectrum of clinical manifestations from asymptomatic or
mild infections, through to severe illness, and associated mortality>®. The rapid deployment of
COVID-19 vaccines proved instrumental in reducing SARS-CoV-2 infections and subsequent
hospitalisations and deaths, however vaccine effectiveness wanes over time’-°. Breakthrough
infections (Bls) are well documented and are influenced not only by waning immunity, but also

the evolution of novel viral variants'%-13,

A broad repertoire of antibody and cellular responses are elicited by SARS-CoV-2 infection'#-'6
and COVID-19 vaccination'-"®. Evidence for anti-Spike (S) IgG and neutralizing antibody titres
as correlates of protection (COPs) against SARS-CoV-2 infection and severe disease have been
demonstrated in COVID-19 vaccine trials?>?!, and studies of BIs'?'3. Additionally, both systemic
and mucosal IgA have been implicated in protection against infection??-2*, SARS-CoV-2-specific
T-cell responses are more durable than antibodies?®, and may therefore be important for
protection longer-term, and against novel variants which can evade antibody-mediated
immunity?%2?7. Furthermore, cross-reactive T-cells can enhance infection- and vaccine-mediated

responses? and induce abortive infections in highly exposed individuals?®.

Anti-viral immune memory responses are determined by the coordinated action of antibodies and
T-cells targeting the virus, and an integrated analysis of these two components is therefore critical
for understanding their contributions to protection. In this study we investigate the cellular and
humoral responses to SARS-CoV-2 after infection and/or vaccination in participants from the
Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children (ALSPAC). We further address the role of
antibodies and T-cells in providing protection against Bl in participants with hybrid immunity,
induced by a combination of SARS-CoV-2 infection and COVID-19 vaccination, as compared to

those with vaccine-induced immunity alone.
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82 RESULTS
83  Study design and recruitment
84  This study was open to ALSPAC participants of the GO (48-70 years) and G1 (29-30 years)
85 generations. 377 participants enrolled, and attended clinics in December 2020, March 2021, and
86 June 2021 (Figure 1). Study participants were 59.2% female, 97.8% white, and 58.5% G1
87  generation (Table S1). Participants were selected from a cohort of 4819 individuals who had a
88 valid SARS-CoV-2 antibody lateral flow test (LFT) result in October 2020. LFT anti-S IgG
89  positivity rates were 3.1% and 5.8% in the GO and G1 generations respectively (Figure 1). These
90 results were used as an initial screen to identify participants with and without a likely history of
91  SARS-CoV-2 infection for inclusion in this study®°.
92
93  Tovalidate the LFT results, serum samples from clinic 1 were screened for SARS-CoV-2-specific
94  anti-S and anti-Nucleocapsid (N) antibodies using in-house ELISAs. Participants were defined
95 as ‘cases’ if they had a previous PCR-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection and/or were positive on
96 the anti-N or anti-Spike ELISAs (Figure 2A). The remaining seronegative individuals with no
97  history of COVID-19 are herein referred to as ‘controls’. Clinic 1 samples were taken prior to
98 participants being vaccinated as part of the UK COVID-19 vaccination programme. Of those who
99 provided information on their vaccination status, 64.0% had received at least one dose by clinic
100 2, rising to 97.0% by clinic 3 (Figure 1). Data was therefore analysed relative to the number of
101  COVID-19 vaccinations received (Figure S1), rather than chronologically by clinic, as this was
102  deemed to be the dominant variable influencing immune responses.
103
104  Antibody responses to COVID-19 vaccination
105 Atbaseline, anti-S and anti-N pan Ig levels were higher in cases compared to controls (P<0.0001;
106  Figure 2A). A vaccine-induced increase in anti-S pan Ig was observed in both groups. Following
107 the second dose, all participants had anti-S pan Ig levels above the assay positivity threshold.
108 However, the case group retained their baseline advantage with higher median titres. Rates of

109 new SARS-CoV-2 infections between clinics 1-3 were low, with four individuals in the control
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110  group reporting a positive PCR test. Consistent with this observation, a small increase in median
111  anti-N pan Ig was observed after the first dose (P=0.0471), which plateaued after dose 2 (Figure
112  2A). This was predominantly driven by 22-fold increases in anti-N pan Ig levels in a small minority
113 of participants (3/95; Figure S2). Anti-N pan Ig levels in the case group remained stable
114  throughout.

115

116  Anti-S IgG in serum and saliva showed similar kinetics to serum anti-S pan Ig responses. Post-
117  vaccination anti-S 1gG levels in the two sample types were very strongly correlated after the first
118  (rs=0.858, P=<0.0001) and second (rs=0.809, P<0.0001) doses (Figure 2C). Serum
119  pseudoneutralising antibody titres in the case group increased in response to the first vaccination,
120 then remained stable following the second dose (Figure 2B). A strong positive correlation
121  between anti-S IgG and pseudoneutralising antibody titre was observed following each dose
122 (rs=0.784, P<0.0001 / rs=0.656, P<0.0001; Figure S3).

123

124  Pre-vaccination anti-S IgA in serum and saliva was higher in cases than controls (Figure 2D).
125  Serum anti-S IgA increased in both groups after the first dose, whilst median salivary anti-S IgA
126  levels were not boosted by vaccination. There was therefore only a weak correlation between
127  the two measures post-vaccination (rs=0.355, P<0.0001 / rs=0.246, P=0.0045). Recipients of
128 mRNA vaccines had higher median serum anti-S IgG and IgA levels than recipients of the
129  adenoviral vector based ChAdOx1 (Figure S4).

130

131  T-cell responses to COVID-19 vaccination

132 T-cell responses targeting SARS-CoV-2 S1/S2, N, Membrane (M), Envelope (E), non-structural
133 proteins (NSP3-16) and accessory proteins (ORF3, ORF6, ORF7 and ORF8) were measured by
134  IFN-y ELISpot (Figure S5A/B). Baseline S-specific IFN-y responses were lower in controls
135 compared to cases (P<0.0001; Figure 2E). In both groups, S-specific T-cells increased after the
136  first vaccination and then remained stable. In the case group, T-cell responses to N, M and

137  NSP3B were not boosted by vaccination while those to NSP 1+2 increased after vaccination. In
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138  contrast, increased T-cell responses to M (P<0.0001), N (P=0.0175), and NSP3B (P=0.0091)
139  were observed in control participants after dose 2 compared to baseline (Figure 2E). T-cell
140 responses to NSP3-16, ORF3, ORF7 and ORF8, remained stable following vaccination (Figure
141  S5A/B).

142

143  Magnitude and quality of T-cell responses to SARS-CoV-2 infection

144  The magnitude and functional phenotype of the CD4* and CD8* T-cell response targeting S, N,
145 M and NSP3B proteins were analysed in cases, prior to vaccination. Production of IFN-y, TNF-
146  a, MIP1B, IL-2 and degranulation (CD107a) by SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4* and CD8" T-cells was
147 measured by ICS. A representative gating strategy is shown in Figure S6. Responses were
148  comprised of monofunctional and polyfunctional T-cells producing 1 or >1 effector functions
149  respectively, with monofunctional T-cells dominating both the CD4* and CD8* T-cell response
150  (Figure 3; see Table S2 for statistical comparisons). Monofunctional SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4*
151 T-cells produced mainly TNF-a (S1=59.03%, S2=28.45%, M=25.7%, N=41.35%,
152 NSP3B=27.35%) and IFN-y (S1=23.59%, S2=16.75%, M=35.39%, N=34.55%,
153  NSP3B=48.34%). The frequencies of CD4* T-cells producing each cytokine were comparable
154  across proteins (Figure S7A). In contrast, CD107a was expressed at higher levels by CD4* T-
155  cells targeting M (34.26%), compared to S1 (5.25%), S2 (5.23%), and N proteins (9.42%).
156  Polyfunctional CD4" T-cells were mainly IFN-y*/TNF-a*, IL-2*/TNF-a* and IFN-y*/IL-2*/TNF-a*
157  (Figure 3A).

158

159  Similarly to CD4"* T-cells, cytokine production by CD8" T-cells targeting the different SARS-CoV-
160 2 proteins was comparable while CD107a was expressed by a larger proportion of CD8* T-cells
161  specific for M compared to other proteins (M=31.7%, S1=1.63%, S2=4.91%, N=3.52%,
162 NSP3B=4.27%) (Figure S7B). Polyfunctional CD8" T-cells were mainly double or triple-cytokine
163  producing, including IFN-y*/TNF-a*, CD107a*/TNF-a*, MIP1B8*/TNF-a*, MIP1B3*/IFN-y* and
164  MIP1B*/IFN-y*/TNF-a*. NSP3B-specific CD8" T-cells displayed higher polyfunctionality (14.8%)

165 compared to those targeting S (S1=10.4%, S2=5.29%) or (N=5.33%) (Figure 3B; Figure S8A/B).
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166

167 Association between post-vaccination immune responses and protection against SARS-
168 CoV-2 Bl

169  We next investigated the relationship between the magnitude of antibody and T-cell responses
170  after the second vaccination, and protection against SARS-CoV-2 Bl. The case and control
171  groups were subdivided based on self-reported questionnaire data detailing whether the
172  participant had a PCR/LFT-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection in the 8-months following the
173 sample collection period (July 2021 - March 2022; Figure 1). For this analysis, the case group
174  was updated to include two individuals who had PCR-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infections between
175  clinics 1-3. Bl rates were higher in the control group (42.4%) compared to the cases (30.8%). Of
176  the individuals who reported Bls, the median time since receiving a second vaccination, and the
177  proportion who received a third vaccination prior to infection, were comparable between cases
178 and controls (Table S3). Self-reported Bls were consistent with increased rates of LFT anti-N IgG
179  positivity detected in the wider ALSPAC cohort in the period from May 2021 (G1=14.8%;
180 G0=9.8%) to May 2022 (G1=67.1%; G0=50.3%; Figure 1).

181

182  In participants without a history of COVID-19, there was no strong evidence of differences
183  between those who went on to experience a Bl, compared to those who didn’t, with respect to
184  the magnitude of immune variables measured (Figure S9A; Figure 4A). Conversely, previously
185 infected participants showed evidence of clustering by subsequent infection status (Figure 4B).
186  Higher levels of anti-S IgG in serum and saliva, pseudoneutralising antibody, and anti-S IgA in
187  serum as well as S1-specific T-cell responses were observed in those with no reported Bl (Figure
188  S9B). Similarly, high anti-N Pan Ig titres were associated with a decreased likelihood of re-
189 infection. The lack of vaccine-induced salivary IgA in this cohort was reflected in the poor
190 performance of this measure as a discriminator of future infection susceptibility.

191

192  To compare the effectiveness of individual markers for discriminating between cases who did or

193 didn’'t go on to be re-infected, ROC curves were plotted, and thresholds calculated using the


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.14.24308948
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.14.24308948; this version posted August 8, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

194  Youden’s Index method to balance sensitivity and specificity (Figure S10). Anti-S IgG =>666.4
195 BAU/mL in serum (SP=87.5%), or 0.547 BAU/mL in saliva (SP=75.0%), provided 94.4%
196  sensitivity for identifying participants who didn’t report Bls (Figure 4). Specificity was improved to
197 100.0% by combining serum or saliva S-specific 1gG, and N-specific pan lg, thresholds
198 (SP=100%, SE=83.3%). Combining S-specific serum IgG with IgA in serum or saliva, or with T-
199 cell responses, did not improve discrimination. Pseudoneutralising antibody 26165 units provided
200  a highly specific threshold (SP=100%) for identification of protected individuals, albeit with lower
201  sensitivity (SE=61.1%) than the S-specific IgG threshold (SE=94.4%).

202

203  The magnitude of T-cell responses to the S1 pool (SP=87.5%, SE=72.2%) provided a more
204  specific and sensitive marker of infection susceptibility than those to the S2 (SP=75.0%,
205 SE=66.67%) or N (SP 87.5%, SE=38.9%). Combining thresholds for T-cell S1 and N did not
206  improve performance compared to S1 alone. Conversely, combining T-cell S1 with N-specific
207 pan Ig offered improved specificity with no loss of sensitivity (SP=100%, SE=72.2%). The
208  performances of all threshold combinations are detailed in Figure S11.

209

210  Association between ICS responses to pre-vaccination SARS-CoV-2 infection and Bl

211  To determine whether specific features of the T-cell response to SARS-CoV-2 infections were
212 also a factor in determining risk of Bl, pre-vaccination ICS responses were compared in cases
213 with and without a reported Bl. Monofunctional CD4* and CD8" T cell responses were included
214  inthese analyses as these were the predominant responses observed in these individuals. There
215  was no meaningful difference between the magnitude of S, N or NS3PB-specific T-cell responses
216  in the two groups (Figure 4C/D, Figure S8C/D). In contrast, participants who didn’t report Bls
217  displayed higher magnitudes of SARS-CoV-2 M-specific CD4* and CD8" T-cells, and these were
218  skewed respectively towards production of IFN-y* and CD107a (IFN-y*: 40.0%; CD107a: 35.7%;
219  Figure 4E), and CD107a and MIP13 (CD107a: 42.4%; MIP1B: 45.0%; Figure 4F), respectively.
220  However, including these ICS measures in the analysis did not improve the predictive ability of

221  thresholds generated using antibody and/or T-cell data alone.
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222

223  DISCUSSION

224 Humoral and cellular immune responses to COVID-19 vaccination were measured in ALSPAC
225  participants with or without a history or serological evidence of SARS-CoV-2 infection. In those
226  with hybrid immunity, we demonstrate a correlation between the magnitude of responses
227  following the second vaccination and protection against Bl. The combination of serum S-specific
228 1gG (»666.4 BAU/mL) and N-specific pan Ig (>0.1332 BAU/mL) thresholds identified those who
229  didn’t report Bls with 100% specificity and 83% sensitivity. Our results suggest that hybrid
230 immunity to SARS-CoV-2 remains effective in protection from reinfection at >15 months post
231 infection and >8 months post second-dose vaccination. The reduced association in control
232 participants alludes to the importance of the greater quality and breath of immune responses
233 elicited by SARS-CoV-2 infection compared to vaccination alone.

234

235  COVID-19 vaccination elicited robust serum anti-S IgG and IgA production in all participants, with
236  the case group retaining their baseline immunological advantage as observed in other studies®’.
237  mRNA vaccination resulted in higher S-specific IgG and IgA compared to the viral vector
238  ChAdOx1, as previously reported®2. However, neither vaccine type induced salivary IgA, even in
239  participants with a history of COVID-19 where vaccination has been suggested to boost infection-
240  primed responses??3334 Reducing or eliminating transmission with vaccines capable of eliciting
241  mucosal immunity therefore remains a priority, and a number of candidates are currently in
242  development®,

243

244  Consistent with recent papers, COVID-19 vaccines induced S-specific T-cell responses in all
245  participants®-38. An increase in the median frequency of T-cell responses to M, N, and NSP3B
246 was observed in the control group. This was predominantly driven by large increases to all target
247  antigens in a small number of participants, suggestive of SARS-CoV-2 infections in these
248  individuals during the study period. No parallel increases in serum anti-N pan Ig or saliva anti-S

249  IgA were observed. These participants with may therefore have experienced asymptomatic,
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250 abortive SARS-CoV-2 infections which have been shown to boost T-cell responses in the
251  absence of seroconversion?. Alternatively, these data could potentially suggest bystander T-cell
252  activation as a result of vaccination. Antigen-independent bystander activation of T-cells which
253 is likely driven by cytokines, has been widely reported during viral infection®®4°, however its
254  occurrence in the context of vaccination remains unclear*'=.

255

256  Long-term protection against SARS-CoV-2 BI relies upon the durability of vaccine-induced
257  responses. Antibodies in particular have been shown to wane rapidly in the 6-months following
258 the primary and subsequent vaccine doses**. This declining immunity, particularly in the
259  context of highly transmissible SARS-CoV-2 variants with reduced neutralising sensitivity,
260 increases Bl rates®'94% Anti-S IgG and neutralising antibody levels have been shown to
261  negatively correlate with the risk of SARS-CoV-2 infection and severe disease'?2':5%-52_|n control
262  participants, we observed no evidence of difference in the magnitude of responses between
263  those who did and didn’t experience Bls, and protective thresholds could therefore not be
264  defined. However, anti-S IgG 2666.4 BAU/mL was associated with reduced incidence of Bl in
265  those with a history of SARS-CoV-2 infection. This is consistent with the large Israeli COVID-19
266 family study (ICoFS) which proposed S-specific IgG >500 BAU/mL, and neutralising antibody
267  titres of >1024, as thresholds of protection against SARS-CoV-2 Delta infection %3. 1gG levels
268  above this were associated with an 11% probability of infection, and 1% probability of moderate
269 disease. ICoFS baseline measurements were taken shortly before infection and therefore their
270 lower threshold value is expected relative to our use of post-vaccination dose 2 titres that were
271 recorded months earlier. Serum anti-S IgA also associated with reduced Bls in our cohort, and
272  alongside mucosal IgA has previously been shown to correlate with protection against infection
273 independently of IgG?2. Bls experienced shortly after primary vaccination correlated with lower
274  vaccine-induced IgA?%, and in those who experienced infections serum IgA levels inversely
275  correlated with symptom duration®. Increased S-specific T-cells also correlated with reduced Bl

276 in our cohort, consistent with previous reports for both CD4* and CD8* responses®%6,
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277  Furthermore, the combination of high neutralizing antibodies and S-specific IFN-y responses is
278  associated with protection against BI®"8,

279

280 There is now mounting evidence that hybrid immunity affords more robust and sustained
281  protection against Bl compared to vaccine-induced immunity alone*®%%-62, Consistent with this,
282 Bl rates in our study were lower in cases (30.8%) compared to controls (42.4%). Both humoral
283  and cellular immune responses have been reported to be qualitatively superior in those who
284  experience SARS-CoV-2 infection prior to vaccination®'?, and infection-derived immunity may
285  be particularly important in the context of Bls with novel variants?*%3, |t is only SARS-CoV-2
286 infection that induces a significant and durable systemic IgA response*®, and COVID-19 vaccines
287  perform poorly at eliciting mucosal IgA34. Additionally, the increased magnitude of neutralising
288  responses in hybrid immunity enhances the breadth of neutralising activity against divergent
289  variants of concern®°, Vaccine-induced Fc-receptor binding antibodies are also important for
290 the control and clearance of infection and have also been shown to be more abundant in those
291  with a history of COVID-19, with this difference persisting post-vaccination®’.

292

293  Functional and phenotypic properties of SARS-CoV-2 adaptive immunity appear to differ in
294  response to SARS-CoV-2 infection and COVID-19 vaccination®®’. A skewed T-helper (Th)1
295  SARS-CoV-2-specific T-cell response and higher percentages of IgG-expressing memory B-cells
296  were observed in vaccinated individuals compared to individuals who recovered from COVID-
297  19%, In this study we assessed the functional and phenotypic features of SARS-CoV-2-specific
298 CD4*"and CD8* T-cells in previously infected individuals prior to vaccination, and compared these
299 in individuals who subsequently did or did not experience Bls. We show trends towards higher
300 magnitudes of SARS-CoV2-specific CD8" T-cells targeting S2, N, M and NSP3B in individuals
301 who do not develop BI, with differences being significantly higher only for M, suggesting a
302  protective role for these cells. Similarly, M-specific CD4* T-cells are present at higher magnitudes
303 in individuals who do not develop Bl compared to those that do. In addition, the former group

304 displays M-specific CD4* T-cells mainly producing IFN-y and CD107a, which suggests a
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protective role of cytotoxic Th1-cells in COVID-19. These data highlight how a granular analysis
of CD4*/CD8* T-cell responses may inform T-cell features associated with protection in COVID-
19. This is critical for an integrated definition (incorporating T-cells and antibodies) of
correlates/determinants of protective immunity to SARS-CoV-2 and potentially other viral

infections.

In addition to changing the quality of responses, SARS-CoV-2 infection primes the immune
system with a broader range of antigens than vaccination. Anti-N seropositivity was strongly
associated with protection against reported Bls in our cohort. This corroborates the conclusions
of other studies, with previous estimates suggesting that it afforded participants with
approximately 80% protection against SARS-CoV-2 re-infection for the subsequent 8-months .
In those experiencing Bls, anti-N seropositivity also associated with a shorter duration and
reduced viral load®*. Evidence suggests that COVID-19 vaccination drives differential responses
to subsequent SARS-CoV-2 infection, boosting those primed by the vaccine over new responses
to the broader repertoire of proteins in the virus®*7%-72, Seroconversion to N upon SARS-CoV-2
infection was observed at a higher rate in placebo vaccinated participants (93%) compared to
mRNA-1273 recipients (40%)7°. Additionally, SARS-CoV-2 Bls elicit anti-N IgG at significantly
lower rates in infection-naive individuals compared to those with a history of pre-vaccination
COVID-19%7172 This suggests that the order in which hybrid immunity is achieved may be

important.

SARS-CoV-2 LFT testing of a wider sample of ALSPAC participants highlighted an age-related
difference in anti-N positivity rates. By spring 2022, all UK adults had been offered 3 vaccine
doses, and this was reflected in comparable anti-S positivity rates of 93.0% and 96.0% in the
GO0/G1 cohorts respectively. However, only 50.3% of the older generation had a positive anti-N
response compared to 67.1% of the younger adults. These values may underestimate SARS-
CoV-2 infection rates in the older generation due to the lower N-seroconversion rates in infections

occurring post-vaccination. However, they do accurately reflect a lack of potentially protective
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333 anti-N antibodies in this population. Prioritising older adults for early vaccination, and
334  encouraging shielding behaviours, may therefore have consequences for the breadth and
335  durability of the immunity they obtain by reducing pre-vaccination infection rates, and overall N-
336  seroconversion. Rapid vaccination of this age group proved essential for reducing the rates of
337 severe disease and associated mortality, and on a population level these benefits are unlikely to
338 be outweighed by the benefits of a broader infection-primed response. Instead, this highlights
339 the importance of designing novel vaccines that prime responses to additional antigens to
340 generate more robust and sustained protection.

341

342  Our BI susceptibility analysis should be interpreted in the context of the limitations of our study
343  design. Firstly, the sample size was limited by those with available post-dose 2 vaccination
344  measures and may not be representative of the whole population. Secondly, with respect to the
345 Bl rates in the case and controls groups, differences in exposure risk and test-seeking behaviours
346  which could not be measured or accounted for may have influenced outcomes. Key variables,
347  such as the proportion who received a booster vaccine, were however comparable between
348  groups. Thirdly, N-protein serology does not offer 100% sensitivity for detection of new SARS-
349  CoV-2 cases and therefore undetected infections during the study period could have resulted in
350 participants being mis-classified as controls for the Bl analysis. Fourthly, samples were not
351  collected at the point of Bl and therefore could not be confirmed virologically, nor the SARS-CoV-
352 2 sequences/variant lineages determined. The BI infection monitoring period covered the
353  boundary of Delta and Omicron being the predominant variants in circulation. For the purposes
354  of this analysis, all SARS-CoV-2 infections have been analysed together, but it is possible that
355 variant-specific thresholds for protection may differ. Fifthly, although we report correlations
356  between immune markers and susceptibility to future infection, we cannot exclude the possibility
357 that rather than being directly protective, some may act as proxies for undetermined variables
358 that weren’t measured. Finally, sample size limitations prevented the stratification of the Bl
359 analysis by vaccine type. However, this has previously been shown not to directly influence the

360  susceptibility to Bls. Instead, higher Bl rates in ChAdOx1 recipients can be attributed to the lower
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361 immunogenicity of ChAdOx1 resulting in participant IgG levels waning below protective
362 thresholds faster than in BNT162b2 recipients™s.

363

364 In summary, the data generated here add detail to the evidence of broader immune responses
365 to infection and vaccination beyond the comparatively well-characterised anti-S IgG and
366 neutralising antibody levels as markers of protection against SARS-CoV-2 Bls. Additionally, our
367 findings support the notion that it is not only the magnitude of T-cell responses generated by
368 hybrid immunity that improves protection against Bl, but also their breadth and quality. This
369 reinforces the need for next generation vaccines that elicit hybrid-mimicking immune responses
370  for more robust and sustained protection. Better understanding the immune markers correlated
371  with protection will also be important for the rapid validation of these new vaccines at a point in
372  the pandemic when placebo-controlled vaccine trials are no longer practical.

373
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430

431

432  Figure 1: Study design

433  (A) Participants from the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children (ALSPAC) were
434  screened for SARS-CoV-2-specific anti-Spike IgG in October 2020, prior to the vaccine rollout.
435  Both the GO (48-70 years) and G1 (29-30 years) generations were eligible for screening. Further
436  sampling was conducted in June 2021 and June 2022 for both anti-Spike and anti-N 1gG.
437  Numbers indicate the total valid tests, with the percentages indicating the positivity rates.

438

439  (B) Of those tested in October 2020, 377 were recruited to this study and attended one or more
440  clinics from December 2020 to June 2021, providing biological samples, and completing health
441  questionnaires. During this period, participants became eligible to receive COVID-19 vaccines

442  via the UK national vaccination programme (blue text indicates % vaccinated at each clinic).
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443  Following the sampling period, participants continued to complete online questionnaires detailing
444  their LFT and PCR-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infections.

445

446

447  Figure 2: Antibody and T-cell responses to COVID-19 vaccination in SARS-CoV-2 naive
448  and previously infected individuals.

449  (A) Participants were classified as cases based on a previous PCR-confirmed SARS-CoV-2
450 infection and/or positivity on serum anti-Spike and/or anti-Nucleocapsid pan Ig ELISAs. (B)
451  Serum pseudoneutralising antibody titres. (C/D) Anti-Spike IgG and IgA in serum and saliva,
452 measured by ELISA. Correlation coefficients calculated using Spearman’s rank (rs). (E)
453  Magnitude of SARS-CoV-2-specific T-cell responses against Spike-1, Spike-2, N, M and NSP3B
454  peptide pools measured by ELISpot assay.

455

456  Red bars indicate median responses. Unpaired comparisons were performed using Kruskal-
457  Wallis test with Dunn’s correction for multiple comparisons. Within each of the case and control
458  groups, responses were compared between 0 and 1, and 1 and 2 vaccine doses. Responses
459  between groups were compared after each dose. Statistics are only displayed for comparisons
460  where P <0.05 (*), 0.01 (**), =0.001 (***), <0.0001 (****).

461

462

463  Figure 3: SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4" and CD8 * T-cell responses in previously infected
464  individuals.

465  Graphs show the percentage of CD4* (A) and CD8" (B) T-cells producing the indicated cytokine
466  or combination of cytokines after a brief stimulation with Spike-1, Spike-2, M, N or NSP3B peptide
467  pools, assessed by intracellular cytokine staining and flow cytometry. Pie charts indicate the
468  proportion of T-cells, within total cytokine® T-cells, that producing each cytokine (colour-coded)
469  and that display one or more functions (black/grey). Statistics from monofunctional SARS-CoV-

470  2-specific CD4" and CD8" T-cells in previously infected individuals were calculated using a
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Kruskal-Wallis test with  FDR method of Benjamini and Hochberg correction

for multiple comparisons. P-values are reported in Table S2.

Figure 4: Association between immune responses to prior SARS-CoV-2 infection and
COVID-19 vaccination and susceptibility to SARS-CoV-2 breakthrough infection

(A/B) Correlation of post-second vaccination antibody and T-cell responses in participants who
self-reported a SARS-CoV-2 infection in the subsequent 8-months (breakthrough infection; BI)
and those who didn’t (no Bl). (A) SARS-CoV-2-naive individuals (with Bl n=14; no BI n=19). (B)
Previously SARS-CoV-2-infected individuals (Bl n=8, no Bl n=18). See Figure S10 for derivation

of thresholds.

(C-F) Correlation of pre-vaccination SARS-CoV-2-specific T-cell intracellular cytokine responses
in cases with subsequent BIl. (C/D) Magnitude of baseline (pre-vaccination) single
cytokine/CD107a-producing (monofunctional) SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4* (C; n=47) and CD8"
(D; n=51) T-cells specific for the indicated SARS-CoV-2 proteins among cases. Red bars
represent median responses. Statistics calculated by t-test (Mann-Whitney). (E/F) Proportions of
single cytokine/CD107a-producing CD4* (n=40) and CD8* (n=43) T-cells within the respective

M-specific T-cell population.

METHODS

ALSPAC

The Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children (ALSPAC) is a birth cohort study >-'°.
Pregnant women resident in Avon, UK with expected dates of delivery between 1st April 1991
and 31st December 1992 were invited to take part. A total of 14,541 pregnancies were initially

enrolled, with 13,988 children who were alive at 1 year of age. ALSPAC now comprises three
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499  generations: the original pregnant women with the biological fathers and other carers/partners
500 (GO0), the cohort of index children (G1), and the offspring of the index children (G2). This has
501 generated a wealth of biological, genetic and phenotypic data spanning the lifetime of these
502 individuals. Including additional participants recruited in the interim period, the total sample size
503 for analyses using any data collected after the age of seven is 15,447 pregnancies, resulting in
504 15,658 foetuses. Of these 14,901 children were alive at 1 year of age. 12,113 GO partners have
505 been in contact with the study, of which 3,807 are currently enrolled. Please note that the study
506  website contains details of all the data that are available through a fully searchable data dictionary
507 and variable search tool 7’. From the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, ALSPAC sought to
508 utilise their unique expertise and infrastructure to contribute to SARS-CoV-2 research efforts
509 through collection of biological samples and questionnaire data from their cohort of well
510 characterised participants.

511

512  Study design

513  In October 2020, ALSPAC undertook 5200 serological SARS-CoV-2 spike-specific lateral flow
514 tests (Fortress Diagnostics, Antrim Northern Ireland) on GO and G1 cohort participants 8.
515  Participants with evidence of a previous SARS-CoV-2 infection based on a positive IgG result on
516  this LFT, and/or a positive SARS-CoV-2 PCR result from linked UK Health Security Agency
517 (UKHSA) data, were invited to take part in the study (n=124). Two control groups with negative
518 serological results, and no documented positive PCR test, were recruited alongside these
519 participants. The first control group (n=93) were also age, sex, and symptom (anosmia) matched
520 tothose with a history of SARS-CoV-2 infection. Participants in the second control group (n=103)
521 were selected on the basis of not having reported anosmia. Full details of the recruitment
522  methodology, alongside a detailed characterisation of the cohort at clinic 1 (pre-vaccination), are
523  described in Mitchell et al *°. In brief, participants attended up to 3 clinics in December 2020
524  (clinic 1), March 2021 (clinic 2) and June 2021 (clinic 3) where they provided venous blood and
525 saliva samples. Additional participants were recruited at clinics 2 and 3 to maintain numbers and

526  account for those who withdrew from the study. Health and lifestyle information was gathered
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527  through online questionnaires. For the purposes of the analyses presented in this study, the two
528  control groups have been combined as no significant differences in baseline antibody or T-cell
529  measures were detected between the two original groups *.

530

531  Ethics

532  Ethical approval for the study was obtained from the ALSPAC Ethics and Law Committee and
533 the Local Research Ethics Committees (NHS REC 20/HRA/4854). Consent for biological
534  samples was collected in accordance with the Human Tissue Act (2004). Informed consent for
535 the use of data collected via questionnaires and clinics was obtained from participants following
536  the recommendations of the ALSPAC Ethics and Law Committee at the time.

537

538 Atage 18, study children were sent 'fair processing' materials describing ALSPAC’s intended use
539  of their health and administrative records and were given clear means to consent or object via a
540  written form. Data were not extracted for participants who objected, or who were not sent fair
541  processing materials. Ethical approval was obtained from the ALSPAC Law and Ethics
542  committee and local research ethics committees (NHS Haydock REC 10/H1010/70).

543

544  Sample collection and processing

545  Peripheral blood mononuclear cells (PBMCs) were obtained from up to 3 x 10 ml EDTA tubes
546  per participant using standard density gradient separation techniques. Briefly, samples were kept
547  at room temperature for up to 3 hours after drawing blood. Blood was diluted 1:1 with Phosphate
548  Buffered Saline (PBS) containing 1% Fetal calf serum (FCS). Diluted blood was separated using
549  a Ficoll gradient, centrifuging at 1000g for 10 mins at room temperature. PBMCs were washed
550 in PBS/1% FCS, centrifuging at 700g for 10 mins at room temperature, and washed again with
551 PBS/1% FCS, centrifuging at 400g for 10 mins at room temperature. Cell pellets were
552  resuspended in freezing mix (90% FCS/10% DMSO) at a concentration of 13-15x10° cells per
553 mL. Cells were frozen overnight in an alcohol bath to control freezing rate. PBMCs were then

554  transferred to liquid nitrogen cryotanks for long-term storage. Serum tubes were left to clot,
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555  centrifuged at 1,500g for 10 mins at 18-25°C, then serum was removed, aliquoted, and stored at
556 -80 °C.

557

558 Participants provided neat saliva directly into a sterile collection tube. Particulate matter was
559  removed by centrifugation at 13,0009 for 10 minutes. Samples were heat-inactivated at 56°C for
560 30 minutes prior to ELISA analysis.

561

562 ELISAs

563  SARS-CoV-2-specific anti-Spike (S) IgA and IgG in serum and saliva were measured by ELISA.
564  Samples were run in duplicate at a single optimised dilution and reported in BAU/mL following
565 calibration of an internal standard to the WHO/NIBSC reference control. Serum anti-nucleocapsid
566  (N) and anti-S pan Ig were utilised as screening ELISAs to report a positive/negative result for
567  previous SARS-CoV-2 infection with data presented as normalised optical density (OD)
568 measurement relative to an internal control. Thresholds for positivity were calculated on a large
569 sample of PCR-confirmed and pre-pandemic samples. Full details of these methods are
570 published for serum 7°, and saliva &, respectively.

571

572  Synthetic peptides

573  Peptides used for PBMC stimulations in the ELISpot assays are listed in Supplementary Table
574  S1. 15-mer peptides overlapping by 10 amino acids and spanning the sequences of the SARS-
575 CoV-2 S, N, Membrane (M) and Envelope (E) protein were purchased from Mimotopes
576  (Australia). The purity of the peptides was >80%. 15-18mer peptides overlapping by 10 amino
577  acids and spanning sequences of SARS-CoV-2 NSP1-16, ORF3, ORF6, ORF7 and ORF8 were
578  also purchased). The purity of the peptides was ~70%. The combination of peptides and identity
579  ofthe peptide pools are described in Methods Table 1. For PBMC stimulation in ELISpot assays,
580 pools of a maximum of 127 peptides were added per well as follows: Spike was divided into 2
581 pools (S1; 126 peptides and S2; 127 peptides); for smaller peptide regions, peptides were

582  combined in the same peptide pools as follows: NSP1 and NSP2 (NSP1+2), NSP5 and NSP6
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583  (NSP5+6), NSP15 and NSP16 (NSP15+16). All other peptides were pooled into one mixture and
584  tested in individual ELISpot wells.

585

586 Enzyme-linked immune absorbent spot assay (ELISpot)

587 Human IFN-y ELISpot assays were performed using a Human IFN-y ELISpot BASIC kit
588  (Mabtech). MSIP4W10 PVDF plates (Millipore) were coated with capture antibody (mAb-1-D1K;
589 15 ug/mL) and incubated overnight at 4 °C in carbonate bicarbonate buffer (Sigma Aldrich).
590 Cryopreserved PBMC were thawed then rested at 37 °C/5% CO. for 5-6 hours. Coated plates
591  were washed 5 times in sterile PBS and blocked for 1-2 hours using R10 medium (0.2 um filtered
592  RPMI 1640 medium supplemented with 10 % FBS, 2 mM glutamine, penicillin ((100 units/ml) and
593  streptomycin (100 ug/ml)). 4 x 10° PBMCs were added to each well in the plate, with or without
594  peptide pools (as indicated) in a total assay volume of 100 ul in R10. PBMC incubated with R10
595 medium alone were used as negative (unstimulated) controls and were performed in duplicate.
596 Peptide pools spanning S1, S2, M, N, E, ORF1 (NSP1+2, NSP3A, NSP3B, NSP3C, NSP4,
597 NSP5+6, NSP7-11, NSP12A, NSP12B, NSP13, NSP14, NSP15+16), ORF3, ORF6, ORF7 and
598 ORF8 were used at a final concentration of 2 ug/ml. PBMCs from cases were tested against all
599 the above peptide pools, while PBMCs from controls were tested against the following peptide
600 poolsonly: S1, S2, M, N, NSP3B, NSP12A, NSP12B, NSP7-11, NSP13 and NSP15+16. PBMC
601  stimulated with anti-CD3 antibody (Mabtech, Mab CD3-2; final concentration 0.1% v/v) were used
602 as a positive control for each participant, with 1-4 x 10° PBMCs used per well. Positive control
603  and peptide stimulated wells were performed in singlet. Plates were incubated for 16-18 hours at
604 37°C/5% CO. then developed as per manufacturer's instructions. Developed plates were
605  protected from light and air-dried for 48 hours before image acquisition using a CTL ImmunoSpot
606  S6 Ultra-V Analyzer. Spot forming units (SFU) were calculated using the ImmunoSpot S6 Ultra-
607 V Analyzer Basic Count function after image acquisition using optimised counting parameters
608 that were applied across all participants. Spot counts were enumerated for each peptide pool by
609  subtraction of average background (calculated from duplicate unstimulated wells). Counts were

610 expressed as SFU per million (10°) PBMC after multiplication by 2.5 following background
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611  subtraction. Negative values after background subtraction were adjusted to zero ?°. Participants
612  were excluded if the spot count in unstimulated wells exceeded 95 SFU per million PBMC or if
613  no spots were observed in the positive control wells. Where spot formation was too dense to
614  accurately enumerate using standardised counting parameters (TNTC; too humerous to count),
615  affected wells were excluded unless contemporaneous assessment of IFN-y production by flow
616  cytometry confirmed antigen specific response. In these cases, TNTC values were given the raw
617  value equivalent to the largest spot count accurately counted for a peptide pool (320 SFU per
618  well).

619

620 Intracellular Cytokine Staining (ICS)

621 PBMCs were thawed and rested overnight in AIMV 2% FCS then incubated with or without
622  peptide pools from SARS-CoV-2 S1/S2, M, N, NSP3B (all 1 pg/ml), or with PMA/ionomycin (PMA
623 10 ng/ml, ionomycin 100 ng/ml, Sigma-Aldrich) for 5 hr at 37°C in the presence of brefeldin A
624  (BD, 5 pg/ml). To assess degranulation, anti CD107a-FITC antibody was added to the cells at
625 the beginning of the stimulation. Cells were stained with a viability dye Zombie Aqua (BioLegend)
626  for 10 min at room temperature and then with antibodies targeting surface markers (20 min 4°C,
627 diluted in PBS 1% BSA; Sigma-Aldrich). Cells were fixed overnight in eBioscience
628  Foxp3/Transcription factor fixation/permeabilization buffer (Invitrogen), and intracellular staining
629  was performed for detection intracellular cytokines, including IFN-y, TNF-q, IL-2 and MIP18 (30
630 min 4°C). Four samples were excluded from further CD4* T-cell analysis due technical issues.
631 Data were acquired on a BD LSR Fortessa X20 and analysed using FlowJo software v10.8.1.
632  Results were obtained after subtraction of the values in the corresponding unstimulated well. A
633  complete list of antibodies is included in Methods Table 2. ICS was performed on samples from
634 69 individuals in the case group, selected based on having a detectable T-cell response by IFN-
635 y ELISpot at baseline (i.e. clinic one) for at least one of the SARS-CoV-2 peptide pools tested
636 and for whom we had additional cryopreserved PBMC vials available at baseline.

637
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638 Pseudoneutralisation

639  Serum neutralisation was expected to positively correlate with levels of anti-Spike antibody
640  binding results. Accordingly, all samples from participants in the case group corresponding to
641  anti-Spike pan-lg ELISA results above a normalised threshold of 0.5 were included. For
642  pseudovirus assays, Wuhan-Spike-harbouring pseudovirus (luciferase-expressing vesicular
643  stomatitis virus, VSV-S-FLuc) was generated and used to assess serum antibody neutralisation
644  of VSV-S-FLuc entry into Vero ACE2 TMPRSS2 (VAT) cells as described previously 7°. Briefly,
645  serum dilutions starting at 1/40 followed by eight 2.5-fold titrations were plated in triplicate in 96-
646  well plates, alongside three wells each of 1/25 dilutions of known neutralising and non-
647  neutralising controls (corresponding to 16,000 RLU of luminescence when mixed with VSV-S-
648 FLuc). WT Wuhan spike pseudotyped VSV was added to each well and incubated for an hour.
649  Well-mixtures were added to black, microscopy 96-well plates, seeded with 10,000 Vero ACE2
650 TMPRSS2 (VAT) cells per well. Luminescence measurements were taken 16 hours after
651 infection, using the ONE-Glo Luciferase Assay System.

652

653  Data analysis

654  Study data were collected and managed using REDCap (Research Electronic Data Capture)
655  electronic data capture tools hosted at the University of Bristol. REDCap is a secure, web-based
656  software platform designed to support data capture for research studies #'.

657

658 Participant data was excluded from the analysis if it was subsequently established that a
659  participant was vaccinated as part of an unlicensed COVID-19 vaccine trial prior to enrolment in
660 this study. In order to focus on the immune responses to COVID-19 vaccines, data was also
661  removed if no corresponding information provided on the COVID-19 vaccination status of the
662  participant at a particular clinic visit. Where a participant provided samples at more than one clinic
663  after a specified number of vaccine doses (including pre-vaccination), only the data from the
664  earliest sampling clinic was included in the analysis.

665
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Statistical analyses were performed using R Studio (v4.3.0), and GraphPad Prism (version
10.01). Unpaired comparisons across multiple groups were done with the Kruskal-Wallis test with
Dunn's post-test for multiple comparisons. Pairwise correlations were assessed with Spearman's
rank-order correlation (rs). Correlation coefficients were interpreted as: weak (rs=0.20-0.39),
moderate (rs=0.40-0-59), strong (rs=0.60-0.79), or very strong (rs=0.80-1.00). The following
adjusted P value thresholds were used for data visualisation: P<0.05 (*), P<0.01 (**), P<0.001
(***), P<0.0001 (****). To facilitate the presentation of data which included zero counts on log
scales, zero counts were plotted as 1 (or the minimum y axis baseline, if lower) for visualisation

purposes only — all statistical analyses were performed on the raw data values.

Table S$1: Participant demographics
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693  To protect participant anonymity, specific values for counts fewer than 5 are not provided. Please
694  note that fields marked as < 5 may include zero.

695

696 Table S2: Statistical comparison of monofunctional SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4* and CD8*
697 T-cellsin previously infected individuals.

698  Statistics from monofunctional SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4" and CD8* T-cells in previously
699 infected individuals as presented in Figure 3. Calculated using a Kruskal-Wallis test with FDR
700 method of Benjamini and Hochberg correction for multiple comparisons.

701

702  Table S3: Characteristics of the infection susceptibility groups.

703  Participants were classified as cases based on a PCR-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection prior to
704  their second vaccine dose, and/or positivity on the serum anti-Spike and/or anti-Nucleocapsid
705  protein pan Ig screening ELISAs at clinic 1 (prior to vaccination). In each of the case and controls
706  groups, participants were stratified into those who did and didn’t self-report a SARS-CoV-2
707  infection in the 8 months after clinic 3 (July 2021 — March 2022).

708

709  Participants self-reported information on whether they identified as having a weakened immune
710 system/increased susceptibility to infection at the beginning of the pandemic (April 2020). Data
711 on behavioural modifications were collected at the end of the breakthrough infection monitoring
712 period (March 2022). Participants self-reported whether they felt they had been limiting their
713  social contacts prior to meeting friends or relatives, and whether they had been shopping online
714 rather than visiting stores.

715

716  Supplementary Figure 1: Participants inclusion flowchart.

717  All GO (original mothers and partners) and G1 (offspring generation) ALSPAC participants were
718  eligible to voluntarily enrol in this study. Participant data was subsequently excluded from the
719  analysis if they reported a previous COVID-19 vaccination. In order to focus on the immune

720 responses to COVID-19 vaccines, data was also removed if there was no corresponding
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721  information provided on the COVID-19 vaccination status of the participant at a particular
722  timepoint.

723

724  Supplementary Figure 2: Anti-N pan Ig levels in control participants before and after
725  vaccine dose 1.

726  Serum anti-Nucleocapsid (N) pan Ig antibody levels in serum were measured by in-house ELISA.
727  Results are presented as normalised OD relative to an internal control. Data shown represent all
728  participants classified as controls with data available both before and after the first vaccine dose
729  (n=95). Participants with a = 2-fold increase in N pan Ig levels from baseline to post-dose 1 are
730 highlighted in red (n=3). Responses before and after vaccination were compared using a Mann
731  Whitney test.

732

733  Supplementary Figure 3: Correlation between SARS-CoV-2 Spike-specific serum IgG and
734  pseduoneutralising antibody levels.

735  Anti-Spike IgG levels in serum were measured by in-house ELISA and reported in BAU/mL
736  following calibration of the assay to the WHO/NIBSC reference standard. Pseudoneutralising
737 antibody titres against ancestral Spike were measured in serum. Spearman’s rank (rs)
738  correlations were calculated at baseline (white; n=99), post dose 1 (grey; n=61) and post dose 2
739  (blue; n=49). P values were categorised as <0.05 (*), <0.01 (**), <0.001 (***), <0.0001 (****).
740

741  Supplementary Figure 4: Antibody and T cell responses by COVID-19 vaccination type.
742  Participants were stratified based upon the type of COVID vaccine received; AstraZeneca
743  ChAdOx1 whole virion vaccine, or one of two mRNA-based vaccines (Pfizer/BioNtech BNT162b2
744  or Moderna mRNA-1273). All participants received homologous first and second doses. (A)
745  Antibody levels in serum and saliva were measured by in-house ELISA. Assay thresholds were
746  set using samples taken following recent SARS-CoV-2 infection and pre-pandemic controls to
747  achieve 99% specificity. Results are reported in binding antibody units (BAU)/mL following

748  calibration of the assay to the WHO/NIBSC reference standard. (B) Magnitude of SARS-CoV-2
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749  specific T cell response against Spike (pool-1 and 2) peptide pools measured via ELISpot
750 assay. Shown are comparison of cells producing IFN-y after stimulation of PBMCs with
751  overlapping peptides spanning the indicated proteins. Results are expressed as Spot Forming
752  Units (SPU) relative to 1x10® PBMCs after subtraction of average background (calculated from
753  duplicate unstimulated wells). Negative values after background subtraction were adjusted to
754  zero. Participants were excluded from the dataset due to high background (>95 SFU per million
755 PBMC). White = baseline measurement; grey = post vaccine dose 1; blue = post vaccine dose
756 2. Red bars represent the median of each group. Unpaired comparisons were performed using
757  Kruskal-Wallis test with Dunn’s correction for multiple comparisons. Within each of the case and
758  control groups, responses were compared between 0 and 1, and 1 and 2 vaccine doses.
759  Responses between groups were compared after each dose. Statistics are only displayed for
760  comparisons where P<0.05. P values were categorised as <0.05 (*), <0.01 (**), <0.001 (***),
761 <0.0001 (****).

762

763  Supplementary Figure 5: Magnitude of T-cell response following COVID-19 vaccination
764  Ex-vivo IFN-y ELISpots showing the overall magnitude and breadth of effector T-cell responses
765 to SARS-CoV-2 proteins following vaccination. (A) Responses in cases (n=108), and (B)
766  responses in controls (n=132). Results are expressed as Spot Forming Units (SFU) per
767  1x10°% PBMCs after subtraction of average background (calculated from duplicate unstimulated
768  wells). Red bars represent median T-cell responses. Structural proteins: Spike (S1 and S2), M,
769 N and E, non-structural: NSP1-2, NSP3A, NSP3B, NSP3C, NSP4, NSP5-6, NSP7-11, NSP12A,
770 NSP12B, NSP13, NSP14 and NSP15-16, and accessory proteins: ORF3, ORF6, ORF7 and
771 OREF8. Significance was determined using a Kruskal-Wallis test with Dunn’s correction
772 for multiple comparisons; where P <0.05 (*), <0.01 (**), <0.001 (***), <0.0001 (****).

773

774  Supplementary Figure 6: Gating-strategy for the identification of SARS-CoV-2-reactive

775  cytokine producing CD4" and CD8" T-cells
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776  PBMCs were stimulated with SARS-CoV-2-overlapping-peptide-pools (Spike, M, N and NSP3B)
777  for 6h after overnight resting. The gating strategy for CD4* and CD8"* T-cells is shown panel A.
778 Dot plots are representative of cytokine secretion by CD4* T-cells (B) and CD8" T-cells (C)
779  specific for the Membrane (M) protein. These cells were further analysed for the expression of
780 interleukin (IL) 2, interferon y (IFN-y), tumour necrosis factor (TNFa), MIP1p and degranulation
781 (CD107a) (panel B/C). The unstained control and PMA/I stimulated sample were used as a
782  negative and positive control for ICS assay, respectively (D).

783

784  Supplementary Figure 7: Frequency of monofunctional SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4" and
785  CD8* T-cells in previously infected individuals.

786  Percentage of cytokine-producing T-cells was measured by intracellular cytokine staining and
787  flow cytometry. Shown are the percentages of monofunctional CD4* (A) and CD8* (B) T-cells
788  producing IFN-y, TNFa IL-2, MIP1p or CD107a (single positive for each) after stimulation with
789  the indicated SARS-CoV-2 peptide pools. Statistics were calculated using a Kruskal-Wallis test
790  with Dunn’s correction for multiple comparisons; where P <0.05 (*), <0.01 (**), <0.001 (***),
791  <0.0001 (****).

792

793  Supplementary Figure 8: Frequency of polyfunctional SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4" and
794 CD8* T-cellsin previously infected individuals.

795  (A-B) Frequency of polyfunctional SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4" (left panel) and CD8" (right panel)
796  T-cells targeting peptide pools from Spike and non-Spike proteins (M, N and NSP3B). Statistics
797  were determined using a Kruskal-Wallis test with Dunn’s correction for multiple comparisons. (C-
798 D) Frequency of polyfunctional SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4" (left panel) and CD8* (right panel) T-
799 cells targeting SARS-CoV-2 peptide pools in individuals who experienced Bl infection versus
800 those who did not. Red bars represent median responses. Statistics were calculated by t-
801 test (Mann-Whitney test).

802
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803  Supplementary Figure 9: Comparison of post-vaccination dose 2 antibody and T-cell
804 levels in participants with and without a reported SARS-CoV-2 breakthrough infection.
805 Post-second vaccination immune responses in participants who self-reported a SARS-CoV-2
806 infection in the subsequent 8-months (breakthrough infection; Bl) and those who did not (no
807  breakthrough infection). (A) SARS-CoV-2-naive individuals with (n=14) or without (n=19) a BI.
808  (B) Previously SARS-CoV-2-infected individuals with (n=8) or without (n=18) a BI. Bars represent
809 the median response. Groups were compared using a Mann-Whitney test, with statistics
810 categorised as: P >0.05 (ns), P <0.05 (*), <0.01 (**), <0.001 (***), <0.0001 (****).

811

812  Supplementary Figure 10: Breakthrough infection susceptibility threshold setting

813  Participants with a history of SARS-CoV-2 infection were stratified into two groups based upon
814  whether they went on to be re-infected in the 8-month period after the study end date (had a
815  breakthrough infection: yes /no). Receiver Operator Characteristic (ROC) curves were plotted for
816 serum and saliva binding antibody measures (A), serum pseudoneutralising antibody (B), and
817  IFN-y producing T-cells (C). Youden’s index thresholds were then calculated for each individual
818 measure and are represented by the blue dotted lines on each graph. The sensitivity and
819  specificity parameters for each threshold are presented alongside 95% confidence intervals
820 calculated using the Wilson/Brown method. AUC; area under curve, SE; sensitivity, SP;
821  specificity. Yes Bl (n=8), no Bl (n=18).

822

823  Supplementary Figure 11: Performance of combined thresholds for breakthrough
824 infection susceptibility.

825  Participants with a history of SARS-CoV-2 infection were stratified into two groups based upon
826  whether they went on to be re-infected in the 8-month period after the study end date (had a
827  breakthrough infection, Bl). Thresholds antibody and T-cell levels that were associated with
828  protection against breakthrough infection were calculated using the Youden’s index method
829  (figure S10 for full derivation). Values represent the specificity (SP) and sensitivity (SE) estimates

830 for combinations of two individual thresholds.
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Figure 2: Antibody and T-cell responses to COVID-19 vaccination in SARS-CoV-2 naive and previously infected individuals.
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Figure 3: SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4*and CD8* T-cell responses in previously infected individuals.
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Figure 4: Association between immune responses to prior SARS-CoV-2 infection and COVID-19 vaccination and susceptibility to
SARS-CoV-2 breakthrough infection.
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Table S1: Participant demographics

Cases (N=199)

Controls (N=176)

Sex
Female / male (n) 142 /57 80/96
Age
G0/ G1(n) 771122 79/98
Mean age (years) 39 42
Median age (years) 29 29
Age unknown (n) 22 0
Ethnicity
Asian/Asian British (n) <5 <5
Black/African/ Caribbean/ Black British (n) <5 <5
Arab or other ethnic group (n) <5 <5
Mixed/multiple ethnic groups (n) <5 <5
White (n) > 166 >144
Ethnicity data not available (n) 8 9
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Table S2: Statistical comparison of monofunctional SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4* and CD8* T-
cellsin previously infected individuals.

Individual P Value / Individual P Value /
Cytokines Protein . . . .
Monofunctional CD4" T-cells Monofunctional CD8" T-cells
S1 0.0966 <0.0001
S2 0.1297 <0.0001
MIP1B vs IL2 M >0.9999 <0.0001
N 0.0146 <0.0001
NSP3B 0.0658 <0.0001
S1 0.0074 <0.0001
S2 0.5881 <0.0001
MIP1B vs CD107a M <0.0001 <0.0001
N 0.08 <0.0001
NSP3B 0.9148 <0.0001
S1 0.0227 <0.0001
S2 0.0034 <0.0001
MIP1B vs IFNy M 0.0003 <0.0001
N 0.0134 <0.0001
NSP3B 0.208 <0.0001
S1 <0.0001 0.007
S2 <0.0001 0.002
MIP1B vs TNFa M <0.0001 <0.0001
N <0.0001 <0.0001
NSP3B <0.0001 0.0011
S1 0.3092 0.0492
S2 0.0397 0.6678
IL2 vs CD107a M <0.0001 0.0015
N 0.4888 0.3673
NSP3B 0.0832 0.9519
S1 <0.0001 0.1972
S2 <0.0001 0.0309
IL2 vs IFNy M <0.0001 0.0295
N <0.0001 0.0381
NSP3B 0.0019 0.4588
S1 <0.0001 <0.0001
S2 <0.0001 <0.0001
IL2 vs TNFa M <0.0001 0.002
N <0.0001 0.0002
NSP3B <0.0001 <0.0001
S1 <0.0001 0.0011
S2 0.0171 0.0837
CD107a vs IFNy M >0.9999 0.3141
N <0.0001 0.0029
NSP3B 0.1719 0.4961
S1 <0.0001 <0.0001
S2 <0.0001 <0.0001
CD107a vs TNFa M 0.1842 0.9218
N <0.0001 <0.0001
NSP3B <0.0001 <0.0001
S1 <0.0001 0.005
S2 <0.0001 0.0113
IFNy vs TNFa. M 0.0566 0.3636
N 0.0001 0.1086
NSP3B 0.002 0.0004
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Table S3: Characteristics of the infection susceptibility groups.

Cases Controls
Breakthrough | No breakthrough| Breakthrough | No breakthrough
infection infection infection infection
Total (n) 8 18 14 19
Proportion of group reinfected (%) 30.8% / 42.4% /
Triple vaccinated before infection (%) 75.0% / 78.6% /
COVID-19 vaccines dose 1&2 = mRNA (%) 75.0% 44.4% 14.3% 21.1%
Days since vaccine dose 2 (median; IQR) 50(31-71) 40 (29-54) 50 (42-59) 41 (26-49)
Female (%) 100% 72.2% 71.4% 78.9%
GO generation (%) 37.5% 83.3% 100% 100%
Reported having a weakened immune system 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Limited contacts before meeting friends / relatives 50.0% 22.2% 50.0% 36.8%
Shopped online rather than visiting shops 20.0% 11.1% 35.7% 31.6%
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Participants who provided 1 or more sample

N=377

Previously vaccinated as part of a

COVID-19 vaccine trial (N=2)

Participants who had not previously been
vaccinated against COVID-19

N=375

+» Missing vaccine information (N=83)

Participants who provided vaccination information
relevant to samples donated at one or more clinics

N=292

Participants who

provided samples

before COVID-19
vaccination

N=301

Cases n=139
Controls n=162

Participants who
provided samples
after a first
vaccine dose

N=196

Cases n=89
Controls n=107

Participants who
provided samples
after a second
vaccine dose

N=133

Cases n=60
Controls n=73

Supplementary Figure 1: Participants inclusion flowchart.
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Supplementary Figure 7: Frequency of monofunctional SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4* and CD8* T-cells in
previously infected individuals.
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Supplementary Figure 8: Frequency of polyfunctional SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4* and CD8* T-cells in
previously infected individuals.
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Supplementary Figure 9: Comparison of post-vaccination dose 2 antibody and T-cell levels in participants
with and without a reported SARS-CoV-2 breakthrough infection.
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Supplementary Figure 10: Breakthrough infection susceptibility Youden’s index threshold setting


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.14.24308948
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Anti-Nucleocapsid Pan Ig
(serum)

Anti-Spike IgG
(serum)

Anti-Spike IgA
(serum)

Anti-Spike IgG
(saliva)

Anti-Spike IgA
(saliva)

IFN-y T-cell
S1 pool

IFN-y T-cell
S2 pool

IFN-y T-cell
N pool

sp 100.0 sp 100.0
sp 100.0 sp 100.0 sp| 87.5
sp 100.0 sp 100.0 sp 87.5 sp| 87.5
Bl oclEEE -lee @Rl
sp 100.0 sp 100.0 sp 87.5 sp 100.0 sp | 87.5
sp 100.0 sp 100.0 sp 100.0 sp 100.0 sp 100.0 sp 100.0
sp 100.0 sp 100.0 sp 100.0 sp| 87.5 sp | 87.5 sp 100.0 sp | 87.5
sp 100.0 sp 100.0 sp| 87.5 sp| 87.5 SP sp 100.0 sp | 87.5 sp 87.5
g€ & SE 5E X3 5% B ]
£% £s 8 25 S8 23 E e E o
28 s ze 2L =2 22 >0 >0
3 2 ? z z
5 g & < & <
B @
2 ©
o S
& z
&
<

%

100

80

60

40

Supplementary Figure 11: Performance of combined thresholds for breakthrough infection susceptibility.
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