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Abstract

Herein we measured CD4" T cell responses against common cold corona (CCC) viruses and
SARS-CoV-2 in high-risk health care workers (HCW) and community controls. We observed
higher levels of CCC reactive T cells in SARS-CoV-2 seronegative HCW compared to community
donors, consistent with potential higher occupational exposure of HCW to CCC. We further show
that SARS-CoV-2 reactivity of seronegative HCW was higher than community controls and
correlation between CCC and SARS-CoV-2 responses is consistent with cross-reactivity and not
associated with recent in vivo activation. Surprisingly, CCC reactivity was decreased in SARS-
CoV-2 infected HCW, suggesting that exposure to SARS-CoV-2 might interfere with CCC
responses, either directly or indirectly. This result was unexpected, but consistently detected in

independent cohorts derived from Miami and San Diego.
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Introduction

Coronavirus Disease (COVID-19) caused by the novel zoonotic pathogen severe acute
respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) is responsible for a global pandemic and
accounting for 1.8 million deaths and over 85 million cases worldwide and over 21 million cases
and 360 thousand deaths in United States alone as of January 2021 (Covid.cdc.gov;
https://coronavirus.jhu.edu/map.html), as well as dramatic economic and social impact.

Healthcare workers (HCW) that provide frontline care are at increased risk of infection due to
frequent close and prolonged exposure to patients with SARS-CoV-2 (1). SARS-CoV-2 infection
rates among HCW are still largely undetermined and highly variable depending on the
geographical and temporal distribution among other factors (2-5) but higher prevalence has been
documented during periods of upsurge (6, 7). Still, only a minority have developed mild to severe
disease manifestations and the majority have remained seronegative for SARS-CoV-2 antibodies
despite having close contact with SARS-CoV-2 infected patients (2-4, 8, 9). Interestingly, a
relatively low prevalence of COVID-19 in HCW from diverse specialties at the University of Miami

in South Florida has been reported (https://coronavirus.miami.edu/dashboard/) in an area with a

very high community prevalence of COVID-19 cases which could suggest less susceptibility to
infection in this particular cohort.

Robust T cell immunity has been consistently reported in multiple studies in asymptomatic,
acute, and convalescent COVID-19 individuals (10-12). Furthermore, we and others have
previously reported significant pre-existing immune memory responses to SARS-CoV-2
sequences in unexposed subjects (10, 12-15). Here, we aimed to characterize preexisting SARS-
CoV-2 T cell responses in this HCW cohort.

Due to close contact with patients, HCW are particularly prone to exposure to respiratory
pathogens such as human coronaviruses (HCoVs) and particularly to endemic “common cold”

corona virus (CCC) (16-18) (https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/topics/healthcare/infectious.html). Human

CCC (comprising either the alphacoronaviruses 223E and NL63, or the betacoronaviruses OC43
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and HKU1) are seasonal endemic circulating viruses that cause only mild upper and lower
respiratory infections. They are globally distributed with higher incidences in winter months. Little
is known about their pattern of infection, transmission rates, or duration of immunity (19-21). As
expected, on the basis of their common phylogeny, CCC share varying degrees of sequence
homology with SARS-CoV-2 and we and others have shown that cross-reactive CD4" T cell
memory responses against SARS-CoV-2 can be detected in unexposed donors (13, 22, 23). While
detection of pre-existing immunity to CCC has mainly been described in studies focusing on T cell
responses, potential antibody-based cross-reactivity or neutralizing activity has also been
suggested (24-27).

However, it is still unclear how pre-existing immunity impacts disease severity or clinical
outcome after SARS-CoV-2 exposure (28, 29) and if this could translate into a protective effect.
While some studies suggest this could be the case (25, 30, 31), and exposure to CCC
concomitantly results in a faster response of pre-existing memory cells to control SARS-CoV-2
infection, it cannot be excluded that CCC cross-reactivity could contribute to drive COVID-19
immunopathogenesis (32). Thus, it is important to study differences in CCC reactivity and pre-

existing immunity in different cohorts, particularly HCW.
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Results
Characteristics of the donor cohorts investigated

Five different cohorts of subjects were enrolled in the study (Table 1). Three cohorts were
recruited in the Miami metropolitan area and two cohorts were recruited in the San Diego
metropolitan area. Two cohorts from Miami encompassed high-risk HCW (composed of
individuals from the fields of Otolaryngology, Anesthesiology, Emergency Medicine and
Ophthalmology), further classified as seroNegative Healthcare Workers (NHCW) or Antibody or
PCR Positive Healthcare Workers (PHCW); the third Miami cohort designated Shelter In Place
(SIP) community volunteers who were all seronegative and with no exposure to known infected
persons. The two additional cohorts were asymptomatic unexposed and seroNegative donors
from San Diego (NSD), and COVID-19 seropositive subjects also from the San Diego region
(COVID-19SD).

The number of donors in each cohort ranged from 10 to 32 subjects (median 26), and mean
age ranged from 32 to 41 (median 41) years. All samples were collected in the March to August
2020 period. All subjects were assigned to positive or negative SARS-CoV-2 categories on the
basis of PCR and/or serological tests. For the two seropositive cohorts, the intervals from
exposure to sample collection were 20-145 days (median 44) for Miami, and 43-140 (median 92)
for San Diego. Most donors were associated with mild cases. For HCW cohorts, the medical

specialty of the different subjects is detailed in Table 1.

Serological analysis of the different donor cohorts

Serum samples for all five donor cohorts were tested for SARS-CoV-2 using the enzyme
linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA) (see methods for detail). For the SIP cohort, a N-antigen
ELISA assay for IgG and IgM that was purely qualitative was performed. All donors had

undetectable levels of antibodies.
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For the NHCW, PHCW, NSD and COVID-19SD the serologic test used was based on a two-
step ELISA with an initial screening for antibodies to the receptor binding domain of the SARS-
CoV-2 spike protein followed by titration using full length trimeric stabilized spike as substrate.
Only samples that produced a positive signal in both assays were counted as true positives. The
results are shown in Figure 1A. Significant SARS-CoV-2 titers were detected in almost all cases
of individuals in the HCW cohort with COVID-19 disease from Miami (23/26). Interestingly the 4
donors with the lowest titers and 2 out of 3 donors without detectable titers, despite being PCR
positive for SARS-CoV-2, were asymptomatic or did not report experiencing any COVID-19
disease symptoms. Conversely, the seronegative cohorts from Miami (NHCW) had undetectable
titers or below the limit of detection. Likewise, all COVID-19SD had significant SARS-CoV-2 titers,
while none of the NSD donors was seropositive for SARS-CoV-2 spike antibodies.

In parallel, seropositivity for the spike proteins of the four seasonal common cold
coronaviruses (CCC; 229E, NL63, HKU1 and OC43), was also determined in the three donor
cohorts from Miami (Figure 1B). All donors had detectable titers and variable reactivity for each
of the CCC strains. Antibody reactivity against NL63 was the lowest whilst OC43 was the highest
across all the cohorts. Titers for the HKU1 betacoronavirus, were significantly higher for the
PHCW cohort, consistent with the reported back-boosting effect to HKU1 and OC43 spike in
COVID-19 cases (26). Taken together, these results define the three cohorts investigated in terms
of serological reactivity to SARS-CoV-2 and CCC. The results are further consistent with the
majority of the general population having detectable responses for the CCC viruses (19, 20, 33).

In conclusion, these data define the serological status of the donor cohorts for which the T cell

reactivity was investigated.

CD4" T cell reactivity against CCC is higher in NHCW compared to SIP and PHCW
To test the various Miami cohorts for CD4" T cell reactivity, we performed Activation Induced

Marker (AIM) assays (34, 35). AIM is a commonly used methodology to detect antigen-specific
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cells with high specificity and sensitivity (34-36) previously utilized to characterize viral responses
(37, 38) and particularly SARS-CoV-2 CD4" T cell responses, utilizing the OX40 (CD134) and 4-
1BB (CD137) markers (12, 14, 15, 39). To test the hypothesis that NHCW would have higher
CD4" T cell reactivity to CCC viruses, we also generated sets of predicted dominant Class II-
restricted T cell peptides, for each of the four CCCs. The reference genome of each virus was
scanned using a previously described algorithm to predict promiscuous dominant T cell epitopes
(40, 41), and a total of 225 to 294 epitopes were predicted for the different viruses (229E, NL63,
HKU1 and OC43). This epitope prediction strategy was previously applied in multiple studies (34,
36, 42) and was envisioned to capture the top 50% of the predicted response.

For assessing CCC responses in the different cohorts, the cross-reactivity between CCC and
SARS-CoV-2 had to be accounted for to prevent confounding the analysis, especially in PHCW
who were exposed to both CCC and SARS-CoV-2 viruses. Our previous study indicated that
CCC-SARS-CoV-2 cross-reactive epitopes shared 67% or higher homology (15). Accordingly, to
derive CCC epitope pools with reduced SARS-CoV-2 cross-reactivity, any CCC epitope sharing
67% or more homology with SARS-CoV-2 sequences were removed to assess specific and not
cross-reactive CD4" T cell responses. Depleting the peptides with high sequence homology
resulted in the generation of CCC pools containing 205 to 272 different predicted epitopes
(Supplementary Table 1).

The CD4" T cell reactivity to the 229E, NL63, HKU1 and OC43 viruses was higher in the
NHCW cohort, as compared to the SIP cohort (Figures 2a-b show absolute magnitude and
stimulation index (SI) plots). This difference was most pronounced for NL63 and least pronounced
for HKU1 (p values ranged from 0.02 to 0.0004 by the Kruskal-Wallis test).

By contrast, NHCW CD4" T cell reactivity was significantly higher compared to PHCW against
229E, NL63 and OC43 (p values ranging from 0.002 to 0.0004). For HKU1 there was a trend
toward higher responses (p=0.17). No difference was noted with a control MP composed of

epitopes derived from the unrelated ubiquitous cytomegalovirus (CMV) pathogen (43).


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.12.21249683
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.12.21249683; this version posted January 15, 2021. 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 .

Representative flow cytometry plots with CCC-specific and CMV CD4" T cell responses are

shown in Figure 2c.

CD4" T cell reactivity against CCC is higher in unexposed compared to COVID-19 donors
in an independent cohort

To validate these results further, we assessed CCC responses in two additional cohorts
recruited in the San Diego region, selected on the basis of being asymptomatic and seronegative
(NSD) or symptomatic and seropositive (COVID-19SD) for SARS-CoV-2 infection. (Table 1). Both
cohorts were recruited between March and July of 2020, similar to the Miami cohort. COVID-19
cases were predominantly mild symptomatic cases, and PBMC samples collection times after
exposure ranged from 43 to 140 days (Median= 92 days) PSO (Table 1).

The 229E, NL63, HKU1 and OC43 epitope pools displayed higher CD4" T cell reactivity in the
unexposed donors, as compared to the COVID-19 diagnosed donors, regardless of whether
absolute numbers or Sl values were considered (Figures 3a-b). No differences between groups
were observed in the responses against the CMV control MP. These results indicate that healthy

unexposed donors demonstrate higher CD4" T cell reactivity against CCC than COVID-19 donors.

CD4' T cell reactivity to SARS-CoV-2 S and CD4R MPs

Next, we tested the various cohorts from the Miami area for SARS-CoV-2 CD4" T cell
reactivity, using the AIM assay and previously described MPs, one encompassing overlapping
peptides spanning the entire sequence of the SARS-CoV-2 spike protein (S), and one
encompassing predicted CD4" T cell epitopes from the remainder of the genome (CD4R) (12, 44)
(Supplementary Table 1). The results are shown in Figure 4a, which depict CD4" T cell
responses in the various cohorts plotted as background subtracted data. A representative flow

cytometry AIM* gating is shown in Supplementary Figure 1. CD4" T cell responses plotted as
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stimulation index are also shown in Figure 4b. The graphs display the responses against the two
different epitope pools separately, and summed together.

CD4" T cell responses from PHCW cohort were highest, in accordance with their recent
exposure to SARS-CoV-2, followed by responses measured in the NHCW and then the SIP
cohort. More specifically, the total CD4" T cell reactivity of the PHCW cohort to the SARS-CoV-2
pools was significantly higher than both NHCW (p =0.03 and p =0.003 by the Kruskal-Wallis test
for absolute and Sl readouts, respectively) and SIP (p =0.002 and p <0.0001 by the Kruskal-Wallis
test for absolute and Sl readouts, respectively). Of further interest, the total CD4" T cell reactivity
of NHCW was also higher than that observed in the SIP cohort (p=0.04 for both absolute and Sl
readouts). No difference was noted in the case of the CMV MP. Analysis of the expression of the
CCR?7 and CD45RA memory markers confirmed that the CD4" T cell reactivity in all three cohorts
was mediated by memory T cell subsets (Supplementary Figure 2).

The relatively higher reactivity to SARS-CoV-2 sequences observed in NHCW, may result
from higher levels of CCC reactivity, resulting in higher levels of responses cross-reactive with
SARS-CoV-2 sequences. Alternatively, it cannot be excluded that some of the NHCW might have

been previously infected, despite being seronegative at the time of the blood draw.

SARS-CoV-2 reactivity in NHCW is not likely due to resolved SARS-CoV-2 infections in
absence of seroconversion

As shown in Figure 4 the PHCW had a higher CD4" T cell reactivity than the SIP and NHCW,
in particular against the Spike protein (S). This data is compatible with the notion that the CD4" T
cell reactivity to SARS-CoV-2 sequences detected in SIP and NHCW is due to CCC exposure
(15, 23, 28), while the reactivity detected in PHCW is due to SARS-CoV-2 exposure.

To address this issue further, we analyzed the AIM® CD4" T cells detected in the three Miami
cohorts upon ex vivo stimulation with the S and CD4R pools for expression of the HLA-DR/CD38

markers, which have been found increased in donors from mild to acute SARS-CoV-2 infection,
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and therefore to be associated with recent in vivo activation (11, 45, 46). The data shown in Figure
5, demonstrates that the CD4" T cell reactivity to SARS-CoV-2 peptides is associated with an
increased fraction of recently activated T cells in the case of the PHCW cohort, as compared to
the NHCW or SIP cohorts. These results are compatible with recent SARS-CoV-2 infection of the
PHCW cohort but not for the NHCW or SIP cohorts. No difference was detected in the case of
the epitope pool derived from the control ubiquitous antigen CMV. In conclusion, the analysis of
HLA DR/CD38 markers results are most consistent with the higher reactivity in NHCW not being
due to SARS-CoV-2 infection.

Having measured CCC specific responses we further examined responses on a donor-by-
donor basis, and asked whether donors with high CCC CD4" T cell reactivity also have high
SARS-CoV-2 CD4" T cell reactivity. A strong correlation was detected between total CD4" T cell
responses to CCC and SARS-CoV-2 (Supplementary Figure 3) in all the cohorts and for all CCC
strains, but less pronounced for OC43 in PHCW (significant p values ranged from 0.0125 to
<0.0001). These results suggest that SARS-CoV-2 reactivity is likely due to cross-reactive CCC
CD4" T cell responses in both seronegative cohorts. Furthermore, responses to CCC and SARS-
CoV-2 were also correlated in the PHCW cohort while no correlation was observed between

SARS-CoV-2 and CMV responses (Supplementary Figure 3).

CD8" T cell reactivity to SARS-CoV-2 epitopes

Finally, we measured CD8" T cell reactivity to SARS-CoV-2 epitopes in the various cohorts.
For this purpose, we used the AIM assay we previously utilized to characterize SARS-CoV-2
CD8" T cell responses (12, 14), utilizing the CD69 and 4-1BB markers. For antigen stimulation,
we utilized the previously described pool of overlapping peptides spanning the S antigen, and two
MPs containing SARS-CoV-2 predicted HLA binders for the 12 most common HLA A and B alleles

(CD8A and CD8B MPs) (Supplementary Table 1).(44)
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Representative flow cytometry plots are shown in Supplementary Figure 4. Figure 6A
shows CD8" T cell responses plotted as background subtracted data, or plotted as stimulation
index as shown in Figure 6B. The graphs show the responses against the S pool, the two different
CD8A and CD8B epitope summed together and the control CMV pool.

In the case of the S pool, the CD8" T cell response to SARS-CoV-2 spike protein was highest
in PHCW (and similar between SIP and NHCW). More specifically, the total CD8" T cell reactivity
of the PHCW cohort to the SARS-CoV-2 pools was significantly higher than both NHCW (p=0.001
and p<0.0001 by the Kruskal-Wallis test for both absolute and Sl readouts) and SIP (p=0.0003
and p=0.0003 for both absolute and S| readouts), as expected on the basis of the SARS-CoV-2
infection. The reactivity of the SIP and NHCW was not significantly different.

Similarly, with the CD8A+B pools, the total CD8" T cell reactivity of the PHCW cohort to
the SARS-CoV-2 pools was higher than both NHCW (p=0.004 and p=0.0003 for both absolute
and Sl readouts) and SIP (p <0.0001 and 0.0003 for both absolute and Sl readouts). CD8" T cell
reactivity in all three cohorts was mediated by memory T cell subsets (Supplementary Figure
5a-b). Furthermore, CD8" T cell reactivity to SARS-CoV-2 peptides was associated with a trend
towards an increased fraction of recently activated HLA-DR*CD38" cells in the PHCW cohort
(p=0.09), compared to the NHCW or SIP cohorts (Supplementary Figure 5¢). Overall these
data suggest that the higher reactivity observed in NHCW as compared to SIP is largely confined
to CD4" T cell responses and only marginally seen in the case of CD8" T cell responses, further

suggesting that it is not resulting from infected individuals rapidly becoming seronegative.
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Discussion

Here we present evidence for differential reactivity to seasonal CCC and SARS-CoV-2
epitopes in different cohorts from the Miami metropolitan area. To the best of our knowledge, this
is the first application of epitope pools to perform cross-sectional studies to investigate differential
T cell reactivity to CCC and SARS-CoV-2 peptide sequences.

In particular, we present evidence that a cohort of HCW with presumed exposure to respiratory
viruses is associated with higher levels of CCC reactive T cells as compared to a community SIP
cohort, with presumed lower CCC exposure. Interestingly, similar CCC antibody levels were
observed across all cohorts.

We hypothesized that this elevated level of CD4" T cell reactivity was associated with higher
reactivity against SARS-CoV-2 sequences, and indeed we show significantly higher levels of
reactivity to SARS-CoV-2 sequences in the NHCW cohort. We also analyzed SARS-CoV-2 CD8"
T cell responses and observed a trend towards higher levels of SARS-CoV-2 cross-reactive CD8"
T cells in the NHCW compared to SIP controls. The detection of CD8" T cell responses even in
seronegative individuals is consistent with other studies (10, 12, 47), however, differences are
less marked, consistent with lower levels of cross-reactivity reported for CD8" T cells compared
to CD4" T cells (12, 14, 48).

While it is possible that some of the NHCW may have been infected in absence of
seroconversion, or have been associated with transient seroconversion, we believe this is
unlikely/infrequent. In fact, in our study we detected only 2 instances of transient seropositivity
out of several hundreds who were studied. Based on this data and other published studies (23,
49) showing only a small fraction of convalescent individuals had borderline or absent IgG months
after onset, we estimate that this scenario is uncommon, and the totality or vast majority of the
seronegative donors has not been infected. Furthermore, our analysis found expression of cell

markers associated with recent in vivo activation (11, 45) exclusively elevated in PHCW for both

12
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CD4" and CD8" T cell responses against SARS-CoV-2. As such, the patterns of reactivity
detected in the NHCW are likely representative of a sampling of uninfected Miami HCW.

Samples from SARS-CoV-2 infected subjects were associated with lower levels of CCC
reactivity as compared to non-exposed donors. This result was unexpected, but consistently
detected in independent cohorts derived from Miami and San Diego. Several possibilities exist
regarding the potential mechanisms underlying this effect. It is possible that SARS-CoV-2
infection may result in a generalized inhibition of CD4" T cell responses to other CCCs but not
unrelated viruses such as CMV. Impaired responses particularly associated with type | interferon
activity in COVID-19 patients were also described in a recent report (50), suggesting that SARS-
CoV-2 might interfere with innate immunity. SARS-CoV-2 infection may also result in expansion
of SARS-CoV-2-specific, non-CCC reactive T cells, competing with the pre-existing CCC
specificities (51, 52). Pre-existing CCC reactivity and different pre-exposure history can also
influence disease severity and infection (28, 53). Based on our current understanding of viral
dynamics, it appears unlikely that CD4" T cells might be able to prevent infection, but it is possible
that their presence may lead to rapid termination of infection and only transient seropositivity ((23,
54, 55) and see above) and reduce the ability of these individuals to infect others. It is also
possible that CD8" T cells might mediate or contribute to rapid termination of infection as
described for SARS-CoV (56, 57) and other viral infection diseases (58-61). More recently, two
studies reported that prior presumed CCC infections are associated with lower severity and
reduced risk of COVID-19 disease (30, 62).

The present study builds on our previous study (15) that defined homology thresholds
associated with CCC-SARS cross-reactivity, and allowed peptide pools expected to minimize
such cross-reactivity. Indeed, some of the current challenges in identifying protective T cell
responses against SARS-CoV-2 relates to distinguishing bona fide SARS-CoV-2 responses
originating from SARS-CoV-2 infection from those associated with cross-reactive T cell memory

generated by prior exposure to CCC. Further optimizations are in progress, based on inclusion of
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specific viral antigens and exclusion of specific epitopes. We anticipate that in the future we will
be able to combine these improved pools, perhaps in conjunction with recently described whole
blood assays (63, 64) to easily, accurately and independently assay levels of T cell reactivity to
SARS-CoV-2 and CCC in different populations, such as pediatric cohorts versus older subjects,
cohorts from different geographical locations associated with differential exposure to CCC,

differential disease incidence, and other variables.

Limitations of the present study

All recruited SARS-CoV-2 infected donors were associated with mild or asymptomatic disease,
and therefore does not address another important aspect of research on CCC and SARS-CoV-2
interactions, namely whether levels of preexisting cross-reactive CCC T cell responses might
influence disease severity (28, 30). Larger sample sizes will be required to analyze this issue in
this type of cross-sectional design, but it is likely that a prospective longitudinal design might be
necessary to firmly address this point based on evaluation of CCC reactivity in pre-infection
samples, and its correlation with disease severity post SARS-CoV-2 infection. Additional
limitations of this study are the relative small size of the cohorts investigated, and the unknown
history of previous CCC exposure. Therefore, the results may not be necessarily generalizable to

other situations with different patterns of prior exposure.
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Material and Methods
Human subjects selection process
SeroNegative Health Care Workers (NHCW)
We observed relatively low prevalence of COVID-19 in HCW from the otolaryngology,
ophthalmology, emergency medicine, and anesthesiology specialties at the University of Miami

(https://coronavirus.miami.edu/dashboard/). These specialties either work closely to the

face/airway and/or have frequent contact with patients with respiratory infections, in general, and,
since the pandemic start, SARS-CoV-2. To investigate this matter further, we recruited individuals
from these specialties (Table 1).

The majority of high-risk HCW were physicians and nurses, though other support staff (e.g.:
surgical/emergency room technicians) were enrolled as well, if they had sufficient occupational
risk of contracting SARS-CoV-2. Individuals were included if they had a history of recent patient
contact and no history of COVID-19 symptoms and no history of a positive PCR test or antibody
testing. Blood draws from volunteer donors for serological studies were obtained in two separate
sessions, the first on 4 April 2020 (Time Point 1) and the second about a month later, on 7-8 May
2020 (Time Point 2).

Despite significant opportunity for infection, the seropositivity rate for HCW was low. The
seroprevalence rate at the first time-point was 1.05% (2/191). Both subjects affected had been
asymptomatic since the start of the pandemic. Approximately one month later (7-8 May 2020) we
re-tested individuals from the previous cohort as well as recruited new HCW to ascertain whether
there had been a change in the seroconversion rate due to the growing intensity of the pandemic.
At that time, 4.09% (9/220) were found to have seroconverted. Interestingly, the two participants
who were seropositive during Time Point 1 no longer had detectable antibodies at Time Point 2.

Out of over 300 individuals who underwent antibody testing (Time point 1: n=191; Time point
2: n=220, 120 new and 100 repeat), larger blood donations were obtained from thirty-two

individuals, for the purpose of isolating peripheral blood mononuclear cells (PBMCs) and
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analyzing T-cell responses. These individuals were selected on the basis of high patient contact,
no history of a positive COVID-19 test or symptoms since the start of the pandemic, and recently
confirmed seronegativity based on their participation in the Time Point 2 of the study. These blood
donations were obtained from May 26 to June 3, 2020 (Table 1).

Antibody or PCR Positive Health Care Workers (PHCW)

A cohort of HCWSs working at the University of Miami Hospital with a history of patient contact
and COVID-19 disease diagnosed by a positive antibody testing or positive nasopharyngeal swab
PCR (Positive Health Care Workers (PHCW)), were included in this arm of the study (Table 1).
These individuals gave blood donations for antibody testing and PBMC analysis. In addition, these
subjects were asked about their COVID-19 symptoms and treatment course. PBMC samples
collection after exposure ranged from 20 to 145 days (Median= 44 days) post-symptom onset
(PSO). None had been admitted to the hospital for treatment for COVID-19 and were associated
with mild (n=19) or asymptomatic disease (n=7). All these were SARS-CoV-2 positive by PCR
(22/26) or antibody (4/26) testing. These collections took place from August 4 — 11, 2020. Effort
was placed by the study team to balance this and the previous cohort in gender, age, and medical
specialty (Table 1).

Shelter In Place (SIP) Community Volunteers

To compare the high-risk HCW cohorts with community controls, individuals who had been
sheltering in place during the pandemic with no connection to the health care industry (neither
worked in the hospital nor had relatives/housemates that worked in the hospital) participated in
the study. These individuals were acquaintances of HCW selected to represent the diverse ethnic
communities of Miami. These individuals never had a positive PCR or antibody test nor had
COVID-19 symptoms. Effort was placed by the study team to balance this and the previous
cohorts in gender and age (Table 1). As above, these individuals gave blood donations for
antibody testing and PBMC analysis. Sample collection took place in the June 4-16 2020 time-

period.
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SeroNegative (NSD) and SeroPositive (COVID-19SD) donors from San Diego

In this study, two additional cohorts from San Diego were selected as validation cohorts.
Individuals were selected on the basis of no history of a positive COVID-19 test and recently
confirmed seronegativity (NSD) or with a history of COVID-19 disease diagnosed by a positive
antibody testing (COVID-19SD) (Table 1).

Seronegative donors samples were obtained from local healthy unexposed adults in an
anonymous fashion and protocols approved by the institutional review boards (IRB) of the La Jolla
Institute (IRB#:VD-112).

Seropositive donors samples were either obtained at a UC San Diego Health clinic under the
approved IRB protocols of the University of California, San Diego (UCSD; 200236X), recruited at
the La Jolla Institute under IRB approved (LJI; VD-214) or provided by the CRO Sanguine that
collected blood from previously PCR+ confirmed donors after resolution of symptoms. Subjects
were asked about their COVID-19 symptoms. One donor has been admitted to the hospital for
treatment for COVID-19 while the others were associated with mild (n=8) or moderate disease
(n=1) (Table 1).

All collections took place from March-July, 2020 and blood was collected in acid citrate
dextrose (ACD) tubes (UCSD) or in EDTA tubes (LJI and Sanguine) and stored at room

temperature prior to processing for PBMC isolation and serum collection as described below.

Peripheral blood mononuclear cells (PBMC) and serum isolation and handling

For the Miami cohorts, peripheral venous blood was collected in EDTA vacutainer tubes after
obtaining written informed consent from the participants. PBMC were isolated by density gradient
isolation using Ficoll-Paque (Lymphoprep, Nycomed Pharma, Oslo, Norway) as previously
described and cryopreserved in 10% DMSO and 90% FCS in liquid nitrogen. Serum was collected
and stored at -80°C. PBMC was shipped to LJI using dry shipper containing vapor phase liquid

nitrogen and cryopreserved in liquid nitrogen until further use.
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For the San Diego cohorts, whole blood was collected in heparin coated blood bags (healthy
unexposed donors) or in ACD tubes (COVID-19 donors) and PBMCs isolated as described above
and stored in liquid nitrogen until used in the assays. Serum samples were shipped in dry ice to

Florian Lab at Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai.

0C43, NL63, HKU1, 229E and SARS-CoV-2 Enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA)

Ninety-six-well microtiter plates (Thermo Fisher) were coated with 50 yL recombinant protein
(OC43 spike, 229E spike, NL63 spike or HKU1 spike respectively) at a concentration of 2 ug/mL
overnight at 4°C. The next day, the plates were washed three times with PBS (phosphate-buffered
saline; Gibco) containing 0.1% Tween-20 (T-PBS, Fisher Scientific) using an automatic plate
washer (BioTek). After washing, the plates were blocked for 1h at room temperature with 200 ul
blocking solution (PBS-T supplemented with 3% (w/v) milk powder (American Bio)) per well. The
blocking solution was thrown off and serum samples diluted to a starting concentration of 1:80,
serially diluted 1:3 in PBS-T supplemented with 1% (w/v) milk powder and incubated at room
temperature for 2 h. Using the automatic plate washer, the plates were washed three times with
PBS-T and 50 ul anti-human IgG (Fab-specific) horseradish peroxidase antibody (HRP, Sigma,
#A0293) diluted 1:3,000 in PBS-T (containing 1% milk powder) was added and incubated for 1 h
at room temperature. The plates were washed three times and 100 pL SigmaFast o-
phenylenediamine dihydrochloride (OPD; Sigma) was added to the wells. The enzymatic reaction
was stopped after 10 minutes with 50 uL 3M hydrochloric acid (Thermo Fisher) per well and the
plates read at a wavelength of 490 nm with a plate reader (Synergy H1, BioTek). The results were
recorded in Microsoft Excel and the endpoint titers calculated using GraphPad Prism 8.

The SARS-CoV-2 ELISAs for both NHCW and PHCW were performed as previously
described in detail (65) following a two-step ELISA protocol. In the first step serum samples were

screened at a single serum dilution of 1:50 against the SARS-CoV-2 RBD. In the second step
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positive samples in the RBD ELISA were diluted to a starting concentration of 1:50 and serially
diluted two-fold. The remainder of the protocol was performed similar as described above, with
the exception that recombinant RBD or spike protein, respectively, were coated at a concentration
of 2ug/mL. Alternatively, ELISA kits (Epitope Diagnostics, Inc (EDI™, San Diego, CA, USA) were
used on the SIP community controls for COVID-19 IgM and IgG antibody detection to the N-
antigen. The assays were performed according to manufacturer instructions with samples
analyzed in duplicate with positive (PC), and negative (NC) controls using 100 pL (IgG) or 110 pL
(IgM) of pre-diluted samples. Results were interpreted in accordance with the manufacturer’s
cutoff calculations. A sample was determined to be positive if the OD reading was greater than
the calculated positive cutoff value for that analytical batch. Testing was repeated if the quality
control criteria was not met. Limits of detection were set at 1:80 and 1:50 for CCC and SARS-

CoV-2 ELISA’s respectively. All data below was plotted as 1:25.

Epitope predictions and peptide selection

We have previously predicted CD4" and CD8" T cell epitopes to study T cell responses with
a high level of characterization for a number of studies, including allergies (66), tuberculosis (67),
tetanus (34), pertussis (68) and DENV (61) utilizing the Immune Epitope Database and Analysis
Resource (IEDB) (44). We have also previously developed the Megapool (MP) approach to allow
simultaneous testing of large number of epitopes. According to this approach large numbers of
different epitopes are solubilized, pooled and re-lyophilized to avoid cell toxicity problems
associated with high concentrations of Dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO) typically encountered when
single pre-solubilized epitopes are pooled (43).

To investigate CCC CD4" T cell responses, we performed prediction of peptides for HLA class
Il spanning the entire sequence of the 4 main CCC strains (HCoV-229E, HCoV-NL63, HCoV-
HKU1 and HCoV-OC43). After selection of promiscuous binders, epitopes that shared 67%

homology or more to SARS-CoV-2 sequences were removed from consideration and MPs
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composed of 15-mer peptides (overlapping by 10 amino acids) were generated and named low
homology CCC pools (Supplementary Table 1). The CMV MP is a pool of previously reported
Class | and Class Il epitopes (43). To study T cell responses against SARS-CoV-2, we used the
entire SARS-CoV-2 genome (GenBank: MN908947) and we generated a MP of 15-mer peptides
(overlapping by 10 amino acids) spanning the entire sequence of the spike protein and a MP for
the remainder genome consistent of dominant HLA Class Il predicted CD4" T cell epitopes as
previously described (44, 69). (Supplementary Table 1).

Lastly, to measure CD8" T cells responses against SARS-CoV-2, HLA Class | epitope
prediction was performed as previously reported, using NetMHC pan EL 4.0 algorithm (70) for the
top 12 more frequent HLA alleles and selecting the top 1 percentile predicted epitope per HLA
allele clustered with nested/overlap reduction (12). The 628 predicted CD8" T cell epitopes were
split in two MPs containing 314 peptides each (CD8A and CD8B) (Supplementary Table 1). We
have previously shown that these MPs are suitable to stimulate T cell responses that are specific
for SARS-CoV-2 from either exposed or non-exposed individuals, expanding the existing
repertoire of T cell specificities (12, 14, 15, 39). All peptides were synthesized as crude material

(A&A, San Diego, CA).

Activation induced markers (AIM) assay and memory phenotype

Cryopreserved cells were thawed by diluting them in 10 ml complete RPMI 1640 with 5%
human AB serum (Gemini Bioproducts) in the presence of benzonase [20ul/10mL], washed and
stimulated for flow cytometry determinations. Specifically, activation induced cell marker (AIM)
assays were performed as previously shown (34, 35) and cells cultured for 24 hours in the
presence of CCC or SARS-CoV-2 specific MPs [1 pg/ml] in 96-wells U bottom plates at 1x10°
PBMC per well. A stimulation with an equimolar amount of DMSO was performed as negative
control, phytohemagglutinin (PHA, Roche, 1ug/ml) and stimulation with a cytomegalovirus MP

(CMV, 1ug/ml) were included as positive controls. Antibodies used in the AIM assay as well as
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the gating strategy used to define AIM reactive cells and memory sub-populations is listed in
Supplementary Table 2 and Supplemental Figure 6. AIM" gates were drawn relative to the
unstimulated condition for each donor. All samples were acquired on a ZE5 Cell analyzer (Bio-

rad laboratories), and analyzed with FlowJo software (Tree Star, San Carlos, CA).

Statistical analysis

Data and statistical analyses were done in FlowJo 10 and GraphPad Prism 8.4, unless
otherwise stated. Data plotted in linear scale were expressed as Median. Data plotted in
logarithmic scales were expressed as Geometric Mean. Non-parametric Mann-Whitney or
Kruskal-Wallis test were applied for unpaired two-group or three-group comparisons, respectively.
Correlation analysis were performed using non-parametric Spearman test. Details pertaining to
significance are also noted in the respective legends and p<0.05 defined as statistical significant.
All T cell data have been calculated as background subtracted data or stimulation index.
Background subtracted data were derived by subtracting the percentage of AIM" cells percentage
after each MP stimulation from the DMSO stimulation. For all the DMSO values of 0 or lower than
0.005, DMSO was set to 0.005 and used for both subtracting and stimulation index analysis. When
two stimuli were combined together, the percentage of AIM* cells after SARS-CoV-2 stimulation
was combined and either subtracted or divided by twice the value of the percentage of AIM+ cells
derived from DMSO stimulation. All data below 0.01 or SI<1 were set to 0.01 or 1 for plotting and

statistical analysis. Additional data analysis details are described in the respective figure legends.
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Figure 1. SARS-CoV-2 and CCC viruses serological reactivity for the donor cohort. (A) Serum ELISA
titers to SARS-CoV-2 spike RBD protein. “ND” = Not Determined. (B) Serum ELISA titers to CCC viruses
(HCoV-229E, HCoV-NL63, HCoV-HKU1 and HCoV-OC43) spike protein. Non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis
multiple comparison test was applied for each individual CCC strain. Geometric mean titers are indicated
and p values are shown for the statistical significant comparisons. “SIP” = Shelter In Place community
volunteers (n=33). “NHCW” = SeroNegative Health Care Workers (n=31). “PHCW” = Antibody or PCR
Positive Health Care Workers (n=26). “NSD” = SeroNegative San Diego (n=15). “COVID-19” = Seropositive

San Diego (n=10). Dotted line indicates limit of detection (1:50).
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Figure 2. CD4+ T cell immune responses to CCC epitopes from Miami are higher in NHCW.

CCC-specific CD4+ T cells (HCoV-229E, HCoV-NL63, HCoV-HKU1 and HCoV-OC43) and ubiquitous
control CMV-specific CD4+ T cells were measured as percentage of AIM+ (OX40+CD137+) CD4+ T cells
after stimulation of PBMCs with CCC and CMV peptide pools. (A) Data background subtracted or (B)
stimulation index (Sl) against DMSO negative control are shown with geometric mean for the 3 different
groups. Non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis multiple comparison test was applied for each individual CCC strain
and CMV. P values are shown for the statistical significant comparisons. “SIP” = Shelter In Place community
volunteers (n=33). “NHCW” = SeroNegative Health Care Workers (n=31). “PHCW” = Antibody or PCR
Positive Health Care Workers (n=26). (C) Representative FACS plots, gated on total CD4+ T cells for the
4 CCC in addition to the DMSO and CMV across all the cohorts. Cell frequency for AIM+ cells in the several

conditions is indicated.
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Figure 3. Reactivity of CD4+ T cells against CCC epitopes in an independent cohort from San Diego.
CCC-specific CD4+ T cells (HCoV-229E, HCoV-NL63, HCoV-HKU1 and HCoV-OC43) and ubiquitous
control CMV-specific CD4+ T cells were measured as percentage of AIM+ (OX40+CD137+) CD4+ T cells
after stimulation of PBMCs with CCC and CMV peptide pools. (A) Data background subtracted or (B)
stimulation index (Sl) against DMSO negative control are shown with geometric mean for the 2 different
groups. Samples were from unexposed seronegative donors (“NSD”, n=15) and recovered COVID-19
patients (“COVID-19”, n=10). Statistical comparisons across cohorts were performed with the Mann-

Whitney test. P values are shown with p<0.05 defined as statistical significant.
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Figure 4. CD4+ T cell response to SARS-CoV-2 epitopes highest in PHCW and lowest in SIP.

SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cells were measured as percentage of AIM+ (OX40+CD137+) CD4+ T cells
after stimulation of PBMCs with peptide pools encompassing spike (“S”) or representing all the proteome
without spike (“CD4R”). Graphs show data for specific responses against S, CD4R or the combination of
both (CD4-total) and against CMV as a control, and plotted as (A) background subtracted or (B) as
stimulation index (S1) against DMSO negative control. Geometric mean for the 3 different groups is shown.
Non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis multiple comparison test was applied. P values are shown for the statistical
significant comparisons. “SIP” = Shelter In Place community volunteers (n=33). “NHCW” = SeroNegative

Health Care Workers (n=31). “PHCW” = Antibody or PCR Positive Health Care Workers (n=26).
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Figure 5. Highest PHCW reactivity in CD4+ T cell responses associated with recent infection.

(A) Recently activated SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cells were measured as percentage of CD38+/HLA-
DR+ cells in AIM+ (OX40+CD137+) CD4+ T cells after stimulation of PBMCs with peptide pools
encompassing a spike only (“S”) MP and MP representing all the proteome without spike (“CD4R”). Graphs
show data for specific responses against SARS-CoV-2 (both “S” and “CD4R”) the ubiquitous pathogen
CMV of responses with SI>2. Each dot represents the response of an individual subject to an individual
pool. Geometric mean for the 3 different groups is shown. Non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis multiple
comparison test was applied. P values are shown for the statistical significant comparisons. “SIP” = Shelter
In Place community volunteers (n=20). “NHCW” = SeroNegative Health Care Workers (n=33). “PHCW” =
Antibody or PCR Positive Health Care Workers (n=39). (B) Representative FACS plots of HLA-DR/CD38+
cells in AIM+ (OX40+CD137+) CD4+ T cells (colored) overlapped with total HLA-DR/CD38 expression
(grey) for all the cohorts in the different unstimulated or stimulated conditions. Cell frequency of HLA-

DR/CD38+ in AIM+ cells or total CD4+ T cells is indicated on the top and bottom right corner respectively.
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Figure 6. CD8+ T cell response to SARS-CoV-2 epitopes highest in PHCW and lowest in SIP.

SARS-CoV-2-specific CD8+ T cells were measured as percentage of AIM+ (CD69+CD137+) CD8+ T cells
after stimulation of PBMCs with spike only (“S”) MP or class | MPs (CD8A, CD8B). Graphs show data for
specific responses against S, the combination of both CD8 MPs (CD8-total) and against CMV as a control,
and plotted as (A) background subtracted or (B) as stimulation index (SI) against DMSO negative control.
Geometric mean for the 3 different groups is shown. Non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis multiple comparison
test was applied. P values are shown for the statistical significant comparisons. “SIP” = Shelter In Place
community volunteers (n=33). “NHCW” = SeroNegative Health Care Workers (n=31). “PHCW” = Antibody

or PCR Positive Health Care Workers (n=26).

34


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.12.21249683
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.12.21249683; this version posted January 15, 2021. 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 .

Tables

Table 1. Description of donor cohort characteristics and demographics

Cohort Name NHCW* PHCW"™ sIp™* NSD™** COVID-19 D™
Geographical Location Miami Miami Miami San Diego San Diego
Number of donors 32 26 33 15 10
Gender (M/F) (17, 15) (13, 13) (16,17) (7,8) (3,7)
Mean age (years) 41 38 41 41 32
Sample collection date Apr-Jun 2020 Aug 2020 Jun 2020 Mar-Jun 2020 Apr-Jul 2020
SARS-CoV-2 status Ab(-) Ab(+) or PCR(+) Ab(-) Ab(-) Ab(+)
SARS-CoV-2 PCR (n (%))
Positive 0(0) 22 (84.6) 0(0) 0(0) 7 (70)
Unknown - 4(15.4) - - 3(30)
Antibody response (n (%))
Positive 0(0) 23 (88.5) 0(0) 0(0) 10 (100)
Negative 32 (100) 3 (11.5) 33 (100) 15 (100) 0(0)
Interval exposure to sample collection (days)
Range - 20-145 - - 43-140
Median - 44 - - 92
Symptoms (n (%))
Asymptomatic 32 (100) 7(26.9) 33 (100) 15 (100) 0(0)
Mild - 19 (73) - - 8 (80)
Moderate - 0(0) - - 1(10)
Severe - 0(0) - - 1(10)
Medical speciality (n (%))
Otolaryngology 17 (53.1) 6(23.1) - - -
Anesthesiology 5(15.6) 3(11.5) - - -
Emergency Medicine 5(15.6) 5(19.2) - - -
Ophthalmology 2 (6.3) 2(7.7) - - -
Other (internal medicine, surgery, etc.) 3(9.4) 10 (38.5) - - -

Summary of donor characteristics of the Miami and San Diego cohorts.

+ indicates seronegative high-risk health care workers from Miami; ++ indicates antibody (Ab) /PCR positive high-risk health care workers from Miami; +++ indicates
seronegative community donors with no patient exposure from Miami; ++++ indicates seronegative unexposed donors from San Diego; +++++ indicates seropositive
donors from San Diego.
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Supplementary Tables

Supplementary Table 1a - List of megapools (MP) used in this study

MP name Virus source MP Type Peptide number Reference
cMvV CcCMV Predicted 385 Carrasco Pro et al., J Immun Res (2015)
229E < 60% HCoV-229E Predicted 205 Sup. Table 1b
HKU1 < 60% HCoV-HKU1 Predicted 272 Sup. Table 1b
NL63 < 60% HCoV-NL63 Predicted 252 Sup. Table 1b
0C43 < 60% HCoV-0C43 Predicted 258 Sup. Table 1b
S SARS-CoV-2 Overlapping 253 Grifoni et al., Cell (2020)
CD4R SARS-CoV-2 Predicted 221 Grifoni et al., Cell (2020)
CDSA SARS-CoV-2 Predicted 314 Grifoni et al., Cell Host Microbe (2020)
CD8B SARS-CoV-2 Predicted 314 Grifoni et al., Cell Host Microbe (2020)

Supplementary Table 1b - List of individual peptide sequences for each HCoV-CCC MP

229E (205 peptides)| HKU1 (272 peptides) NL63 (252 peptides) | OC43 (258 peptides)
peptide 1 peptide 1 peptide 1 peptide 1
peptide 2 peptide 2 peptide 2 peptide 2
peptide 3 peptide 3 peptide 3 peptide 3
peptide ... peptide ... peptide ... peptide ...

Supplementary Table 2. List of antibodies used in the study

Antibody Fluorochrome Clone Vendor Catalog number
CD3 AF700 UCHT1 eBiosciences 56-0038-42
CD4 APCef780 RPA-T4 eBiosciences 47-0049-42
CD8 BV650 RPA-T8 Biolegend 301042

CD137 APC 4B4-1 Biolegend 309810

CD69 PE FN50 BD Biosciences 555531

0Xx40 PE-Cy7 Ber-ACT35 Biolegend 350012

CD38 FITC HB-7 Biolegend 356610

HLA-DR PE-CF594 G46-6 BD Biosciences 562304
CD45RA eF450 HI100 Invitrogen 48-0458-42

CCR7 PerCP/Cy5.5 G043H7 Biolegend 353220

CDh14 V500 M5E2 BD Biosciences 561391

CD19 V500 HIB19 BD Biosciences 561121
Live/Dead Viability eF506 - Invitrogen 65-0866-18
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Supplementary Figures
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Supplementary Figure 1. Representative flow cytometry gating of AIM+ (OX40/CD137) CD4+ T cell
responses against SARS-CoV-2 and CMV across all the cohorts.

Representative FACS plots, gated on total CD4+ T cells for the SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cells
measured as percentage of AIM+ (OX40+CD137+) after stimulation of PBMCs with peptide pools
encompassing spike (“S”) or the proteome without spike (“CD4R”) in addition to the DMSO negative control
and the unrelated ubiquitous pathogen CMV across all the cohorts. Cell frequency for AIM+ cells in the

several conditions is indicated
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and with SI>2 in each cohort. Each
dot represents the response of an individual subject to an individual pool and geometric mean for the 3
different groups is shown (B) Overall averages for total CD4+ (Bulk) or antigen-specific CD4+ T cell subsets
for SARS-CoV-2 or CMV detected in the 3 different cohorts. (C) Representative FACS plots, gated on total
CD4+ T cells (grey) for the SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cells (colored) measured as percentage of AIM+
(OX40+CD137+) after stimulation of PBMCs with peptide pools encompassing spike (“S”) or the proteome
without spike (“CD4R”) in addition to the DMSO negative control and the unrelated ubiquitous pathogen
CMV across all the cohorts. Cell frequency for each of the subsets is indicated in each quadrant for AIM+

cells (colored) or total (“bulk”) CD4+ T cells (black).
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Supplementary Figure 3. Correlation of SIP, NHCW and PHCW cohort responses to CCC and SARS-
CoV-2. Correlation between SARS-CoV-2-specific CD4+ T cells and each of the 4 CCC-specific CD4+ T
cells (HCoV-229E, HCoV-NL63, HCoV-HKU1 and HCoV-OC43) as well as CMV. Total SARS-CoV-2 MP
responses per donor were used in each case (“Spike” + “Non-spike” (CD4-total). Statistical comparisons

were performed using Spearman correlations. Non-linear fit curve and P and R values are shown.
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Supplementary Figure 4. Representative flow cytometry gating of AIM+ (CD69/CD137) CD8+ T cell

responses against SARS-CoV-2 and CMV across all the cohorts. Representative FACS plots, gated

on total CD8+ T cells for the SARS-CoV-2-specific CD8+ T cells measured as percentage of AIM+

(CD69+CD137+) after stimulation of PBMCs with class | MPs (CD8A, CD8B) in addition to the DMSO

negative control and the unrelated ubiquitous pathogen CMV across all the cohorts. Cell frequency for AIM+

cells in the several conditions is indicated
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Supplementary Figure 5. CD8+ T cell reactivity to SARS-CoV-2 epitopes is mediated by memory
cells and associated with recent infection in PHCW. SARS-CoV-2-specific CD8+ T cell subsets (Tn:
CD45RA+ CCR7+, Temra: CD45RA+ CCR7-, Tcm: CD45RA- CCR7+ and Tem: CD45RA- CCR7-) were
measured after stimulation of PBMCs with class | MPs (CD8A, CD8B). (A) Phenotype of antigen-specific
CD4+ T cells (CD69+CD137+) responding to the indicated pools of SARS-CoV-2 and with SI>2 in each
cohort. Each dot represents the response of an individual subject to an individual pool and geometric mean
for the 3 different groups is shown (B) Overall averages for total CD8+ (Bulk) or antigen-specific CD8+ T
cell subsets for SARS-CoV-2 or CMV detected in the 3 different cohorts. (C) Representative FACS plots,
gated on total CD8+ T cells (grey) for the SARS-CoV-2-specific CD8+ T cells (colored) measured as
percentage of AIM+ (CD69+CD137+) after stimulation of PBMCs with class | MPs (CD8A, CD8B) in addition
to the DMSO negative control and the unrelated ubiquitous pathogen CMV across all the cohorts. Cell
frequency for each of the subsets is indicated in each quadrant for AIM+ cells (colored) or total (“bulk”)
CD4+ T cells (black). (D) Recently activated SARS-CoV-2-specific CD8+ T cells were measured as

percentage of CD38+/HLA-DR+ cells in AIM+ (CD69+CD137+) CD8+ T cells after stimulation of PBMCs
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with class | MPs (CD8A, CD8B). Graphs show data for specific responses against SARS-CoV-2 and CMV
responses with SI>2. Each dot represents the response of an individual subject to an individual pool.
Geometric mean for the 3 different groups is shown. Non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis multiple comparison
test was applied. P values are shown with p<0.05 defined as statistical significant. (E) Representative FACS
plots of HLA-DR/CD38+ cells in AIM+ (CD69+CD137+) CD8+ T cells (colored) overlapped with total HLA-
DR/CD38 expression (grey) for all the cohorts in the different unstimulated or stimulated conditions. Cell
frequency of HLA-DR/CD38+ in AIM+ cells or total CD8+ T cells is indicated on the top and bottom right

corner respectively.
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Supplementary Figure 6. Gating strategy for CD4+ T cell and CD8+ T cell AIM assays used in this
study. Example of flow cytometry gating strategy. Briefly, mononuclear cells were gated out of all events
followed by subsequent singlet gating. Live CD3+ T cells were gated out from dead cells, B cells and
Monocytes. T cells were then divided as CD4+ or CD8+ and each population further subdivided into either
AIM_CD4+ (OX40/CD137) or AIM_CD8+ (CD69/CD137) respectively or alternatively as HLA-DR/CD38.
AIM+ cells were further mapped into memory subsets as a function of CCR7 and CD45RA expression (Tn:

CD45RA+ CCR7+, Temra: CD45RA+ CCR7-, Tcm: CD45RA- CCR7+ and Tem: CD45RA- CCR7-).
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