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Abstract (163 words) 

Transplant recipients, which receive therapeutic immunosuppression to prevent graft 

rejection, are characterized by high COVID-19-related mortality and defective 

response to vaccines. Having observed that previous infection by SARS-CoV-2 but not 

the standard “2 doses” scheme of vaccination, provided complete protection against 

COVID-19 to transplant recipients, we undertook this translational study to compare 

the cellular and humoral immune responses of these 2 groups of patients. Neutralizing 

anti-Receptor Binding Domain (RBD) IgG were identified as the critical immune 

effectors associated with protection. Generation of anti-RBD IgG was dependent upon 

spike-specific T follicular helper (Tfh) CD4+ T cells, which acted as limiting checkpoint. 

Tfh generation was impeded by high dose mycophenolate mofetil in non-responders 

to vaccine but not in infected patients, suggesting that increasing immunogenicity of 

vaccine could improve response rate to mRNA vaccine. This theory was validated in 

two independent prospective cohorts, in which administration of a 3rd dose of vaccine 

resulted in the generation of anti-RBD IgG in half of non-responders to 2 doses. 

 

One sentence summary  

The generation of neutralizing IgG, which protects kidney transplant recipients from 

COVID-19, requires T follicular helper cells.  
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Introduction 

In December 2019, an outbreak of apparently viral pneumonia of unknown etiology 

emerged in the city of Wuhan, in the Chinese province of Hubei (1). On 9 January 

2020, the World Health Organization (WHO) announced the discovery of a novel 

coronavirus officially named SARS-CoV-2, which is the pathogen responsible for this 

infectious respiratory disease called COVID-19 (CoronaVIrus Disease). The disease 

quickly disseminated from Wuhan and as at 8 July 2021, more than 184 million cases 

have been confirmed in 214 countries (2), leading the WHO to consider COVID-19 as 

the first pandemic triggered by a coronavirus.  

Among the various alarms raised by the pandemic was its impact on the population of 

transplanted patients, whose COVID-19-related mortality was estimated 20%, several 

magnitudes higher than that of the general population (3–7). This vulnerable population 

of patients was therefore prioritized for vaccination against SARS-CoV-2 by health 

authorities (8). However, prevention of allograft rejection requires life-long 

immunosuppression regimens, which non-specifically inhibit T and B cells in transplant 

recipients, resulting in reduced response rates to vaccines (9, 10). As expected, 

several recent publications have documented that immunosuppressed transplant 

recipients develop mitigated immune responses following the “standard” 2 doses 

scheme of vaccination with any of the 2 approved SARS-CoV-2 mRNA vaccines (11–

14).  

Although insufficiency of vaccinal protection in transplant recipients has emerged as a 

concern due to accumulating reports of severe COVID-19 in vaccinated patients (15, 

16), the underlying immune mechanisms explaining this problem are still elusive (17). 

In an attempt to determine the relative contribution of humoral and T cell immunity in 
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conferring protection against COVID-19 and understand immunosuppression-induced 

defects following SARS-CoV-2 vaccination, we undertook a prospective translational 

study that compared infected and vaccinated transplant recipients. 
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Results 

Infection but not vaccination confers full protection against COVID-19 to 

transplant recipients 

The incidence of COVID-19 was monitored in all 889 renal transplant recipients of 

Strasbourg University Hospital and compared between those with previous history of 

infection with SARS-CoV-2 (group “infected”, n=153) and those who received the 2 

doses “standard” scheme of vaccination with mRNA-1273 (group “vaccinated”, n=736; 

Figure 1A). Strikingly, while none of the infected patients did develop reinfection, 15 

vaccinated patients (0% vs 2.04%, p=0.037) developed COVID-19 (Figure 1B). Of 

note this observation was made while the follow-up period of infected patients was 

significantly longer than that of vaccinated patients (243+/-161 vs 102+/-18 days, 

p<0.0001; Figure 1A). 

We concluded that in contrast with vaccination, SARS-CoV-2 infection confers full 

protection against COVID-19 to immunocompromised transplant recipients.  

Population of the mechanistic study 

Comparison of cellular and humoral immune responses developed by infected and 

vaccinated transplant patients offers a unique opportunity to determine which immune 

effector(s) are associated with protection against COVID-19 in this vulnerable 

population (3–7). 

The COVATRHUS cohort was therefore established to prospectively collect 

synchronous serum and PBMCs samples from renal transplant recipients diagnosed 

with COVID-19 in absence of previous vaccine injection (group “infected”, n=21) or 

vaccinated with 2 doses of mRNA-1273 (group “vaccinated”, n=29). The clinical 
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characteristics of the cohort are presented Table 1. Briefly, the 2 groups had similar 

profiles, except for lymphocytes and monocytes counts that were lower in infected 

patients (Table 1). Of note, the severity of COVID-19 in infected patients was mainly 

mild/moderate (16/21, 76%; Table 2) and most of them did not require hospitalization 

(14/21, 67%; Table 2). 

Similar cellular immunity in infected and vaccinated transplant recipients 

Virus-specific CD8+ T cells reduce disease severity and promote recovery in many 

respiratory infections, including those driven by coronaviruses (23, 24), by eliminating 

infected cells (virus “factories”). Optimal generation of these cytotoxic effectors 

depends upon the help provided by the Th1 CD4+ T cells (25). 

Cytotoxic CD8+ T cells directed against the spike protein of SARS-CoV-2, identified by 

the co-expression of CD69 and CD137 (20), could be detected in the circulation of both 

vaccinated and infected patients (Figure 2A). However, only the latter had CD8+ T 

cells directed against the other proteins of the virus (nucleocapsid and membrane). 

This finding was expected since nucleocapsid and membrane proteins are not included 

in the vaccine formulation (Figure 2A & 2B). Despite a trend for more spike-specific 

CD8+ T cells in the circulation of infected patients, the difference with the vaccinated 

group did not reach statistical significance (Figure 2B), even when all specificities 

(spike, nucleocapsid and membrane) were added together to better take into account 

the difference of repertoire size between the 2 groups (Figure 2C). The exact same 

observations were made when the analysis was focused on Th1 subset of CD4+ T 

cells (Figure 2D-F). 

We concluded that although the repertoire of the cellular immune response directed 

against SARS-CoV-2 is wider in infected patients (Figure 2G), the resulting small (and 
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non-significant) increase in cellular effectors is unlikely to account alone for the drastic 

advantage in term of protection observed as compared with vaccinated transplant 

recipients (Figure 1). Another strong argument in favor of this hypothesis is the fact 

that some infected patients (Figure 2G) had no detectable virus-specific T cells, 

suggesting that their protection was due to other types of immune effectors. 

Presence of neutralizing IgG correlates with protection against COVID-19 in 

transplant recipients 

Beside cellular effectors, the adaptive immune system also generates antibodies 

against SARS-CoV-2.  

As expected, antibodies directed against viral nucleocapsid (not included in the 

vaccine formulation) were exclusively detected in patients from the infected group 

(Figure 3A), but only in half of them (11/21, 52%). In contrast almost all (20/21, 95%) 

infected transplant recipients developed anti-RBD IgG (Figure 3B). The spike 

glycoprotein mediates virus entry into target cells via the ACE2 receptor and it has 

been shown that antibodies directed against the RBD can block viral infection of human 

cells in vitro and counter viral replication in vivo (26–30). In line with these studies, and 

despite the fact that the titers were lower than those observed in a cohort of 30 

vaccinated healthy volunteers (31), sera of infected transplant recipients still very 

efficiently block pseudo-virus entry in human cells in vitro (Figure 3C). A positive 

correlation between anti-RBD IgG titer and the result of the in vitro neutralization assay 

was demonstrated (Figure 3D). 

In striking contrast with infected patients, the humoral response of the vaccinated group 

against RBD was heterogeneous, since most patients (17/29, 59%) failed to generate 

detectable levels of anti-RBD IgG after 2 doses of vaccine (Figure 3B). This defect 
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was even more patent when considering the functional assay, in which only 21% of 

vaccinated patients had neutralizing humoral response against the pseudovirus (6/29; 

Figure 3C).  

These findings led us to hypothesize that the lack of protection against COVID-19 in 

some vaccinated transplant recipients may be due to insufficient generation of 

neutralizing anti-RBD antibodies. To test this theory, we retrieved the 14 available 

serum samples collected after the 2 doses of mRNA-1273 but prior COVID-19 

diagnosis for the vaccinated patients of the first cohort. In line with our theory, almost 

all these patients (12/14, 86%; Figure 3E) had no anti-RBD IgG after the “standard” 

scheme of vaccination and, consequently, their serum was unable to block the entry of 

pseudo-virus in human cells in neutralization assay (Figure 3E). 

Generation of neutralizing antibodies after vaccination requires spike-specific 

Tfh cells 

The generation of IgGs against a protein antigen (such as spike) depends upon a 

prototypical T-cell-dependent humoral response. Following the binding of the antigen 

to their surface immunoglobulin (which delivers the first signal of activation), spike-

specific B cell clones indeed require a second signal of activation that comes from 

cognate interactions with CD4+ T follicular helper (Tfh) cells (32–34).  

Because our group (9, 32) and others (35) have shown that maintenance 

immunosuppression heterogeneously impacts Tfh population in transplant recipients, 

we speculated that a Tfh defect could explain the lack of generation of neutralizing 

antibodies observed in some vaccinated patients. 

To test this theory, the 29 vaccinated transplant recipients were distributed into the 

group “responder” (n=12/29, 41%) or “non-responder” (n=17/29, 59%) according to 
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whether or not they had detectable level of anti-RBD IgG in their circulation after 2 

doses of mRNA-1273 vaccine. Clinical and biological characteristics of these two 

groups are presented in Table 3 and were similar, except for age that was lower in the 

patients of the “responder” group. 

Although Tfh cells act in B cell area within secondary lymphoid organs, recent studies 

have demonstrated that human blood CXCR5+CD4+ T cells are counterparts of Tfh 

and contain specific subsets that differentially support antibody secretion and can be 

identified on the basis of their profile of chemokine receptor expression (36). In line 

with these previous works, the 3 subsets of Tfh: Tfh1 (CXCR3+CCR6-), Tfh2 (CXCR3-

CCR6-), Tfh17 (CCR6+), could be identified and enumerated by flow cytometry in the 

circulation of vaccinated patients (Figure 4A). No difference was observed regarding 

the global count of CD4+ T cells, Tfh, or any of the Tfh subsets between responders 

and non-responders (Figure 4B). However, in line with our theory, spike-specific Tfh 

1 and Tfh17 clones, which are the most efficient to drive antibody generation (9, 36), 

were found in higher quantity in the circulation of responders than non-responders 

(Tfh1: 30334570 vs 664859 cells/mL, p=0.024; and Tfh17: 10101269 vs 306385 

cells/mL, p=0.020 in responders vs non responders; Figure 4C). 

High mycophenolate mofetil dose and reduced vaccine immunogenicity impede 

spike-specific Tfh generation 

Basic immunology works have demonstrated that Tfh number is a major limiting 

checkpoint that regulates the dynamic of germinal center reaction (37, 38). The 

reduced count in spike-specific Tfh therefore provides a likely explanation to the lack 

of generation of anti-RBD IgG in non-responders to vaccine. What could be the reason 

for this problem? Among the immunosuppressive drugs used in maintenance regimen, 
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some block the activation of T cells (calcineurin-inhibitor) while other act by blocking 

the proliferation of adaptive immune effectors (mycophenolate mofetil). While 

responders and non-responders to vaccine were similarly exposed to calcineurin-

inhibitors, non-responders received significantly more mycophenolate mofetil 

(500mg/day, IQR [0,1000] vs 1000mg/day, IQR [500; 1000] in responders vs non 

responders, p=0.027; Figure 5A).  

This result suggests that the anti-proliferative effect of high dose mycophenolate 

mofetil is the cause of the lack of response after 2 doses of mRNA-1273 vaccine 

observed in some transplant recipients. However, despite the fact that infected patients 

received the same high dose of mycophenolate mofetil at the time of infection as non-

responders to vaccine (Figure 5A), they generated the same number of virus-specific 

Tfh1 and Tfh17 (Figure 5B), and consequently similar levels of neutralizing anti-RBD 

IgG (Figure 3B & 3C), as responders to vaccine. 

Increasing mRNA vaccine immunogenicity with a 3rd dose improves anti-RBD 

IgG response of transplant patients  

Our last observation led us hypothesizing that the detrimental impact of high dose 

mycophenolate mofetil could be overcome by a stronger/more immunogenic 

stimulation than the vaccine, such as the one provided to the patients by infection with 

live virus. In line with this hypothesis, vaccinated patients without anti-RBD IgG after 2 

doses of mRNA-1273 did generate anti-RBD IgG after infection (Figure 6A).  

Based on these results, we went on testing the impact of an additional dose of vaccine 

on the anti-RBD IgG response of 13 of the 17 transplant patients that were non-

responders to the “standard” 2 doses scheme of vaccination with mRNA-1273. In 



 12 

accordance with our hypothesis, we observed that 7/13 (54%) did develop anti-RBD 

IgG after the 3rd dose of vaccine (Figure 6B).  

Aiming at validating this finding in an external cohort, a 3rd dose of BNT162b2 mRNA 

vaccine was injected to a cohort of 36 renal transplant recipients from Lyon University 

hospital without detectable anti-RBD IgG after 2 injections. In accordance with our 

previous results, about half (15/36, 42%; Figure 6C) of these non-responders 

developed anti-RBD IgG after the 3rd dose of vaccine.  
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Discussion 

While antibody levels are emerging as correlates of protection against COVID-19 in 

healthy subjects (39), there is still an urgent need to understand the relative 

contribution of humoral and T cell immunity in conferring protection to 

immunosuppressed populations (17), in particular transplant patients, who are both at 

high risk of death due to COVID-19 (3–7) and poor responders to mRNA vaccines (11–

14).  

Taking advantage of an original observation: i.e., that a previous infection by SARS-

CoV-2 but not the standard “2 doses” scheme of vaccination, provided protection 

against COVID-19 to transplant recipients, we designed this translational study to 

compare the adaptive immune responses of these 2 groups of patients. This approach 

identified the generation of anti-RBD-IgG as a critical component of the adaptive 

immune response associated with protection against COVID-19 in transplant 

recipients. Generation of switched (IgG) antibodies against a protein antigen depends 

upon the germinal center, which is known to be controlled by Tfh cells, a subset of 

CD4+ T cells that act as the major limiting checkpoint of this reaction (37, 38). In line 

with these basic immunology works, non-responders to SARS-CoV-2 mRNA vaccine 

(i.e. transplant patients without anti-RBD-IgG after 2 doses of vaccine) were indeed 

characterized by reduced numbers of spike-specific Tfh cells. This was likely due to 

higher exposure to mycophenolate mofetil, an immunosuppressive drug that act by 

blocking the proliferation of activated lymphocytes (40, 41). This theory is supported 

by other independent studies, which have also observed an association between 

exposition to mycophenolate mofetil and lower antibody responses (35, 42, 43), 

including to SARS-CoV-2 vaccines (11, 14). Based on these findings, it is tempting to 

speculate that a reduction (or suspension) of the maintenance dose of mycophenolate 
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mofetil prior vaccination might help obtaining better response rates. On the other hand, 

this non-antigen specific attitude might also favor the expansion of donor-specific Tfh, 

and therefore increase the risk of generation of de novo donor-specific antibodies (9), 

which is the first cause of late allograft loss (44) through accelerated chronic vascular 

rejection (45, 46). 

Based on the observation that infected patients successfully generated anti-RBD IgG 

despite high dose of mycophenolate mofetil, similar to that of non-responders, we 

hypothesized that increasing immunogenicity of vaccine could allow improving 

patients’ protection without reducing maintenance immunosuppression. In line with this 

hypothesis, administration of a third dose of mRNA vaccine indeed resulted in the 

generation of anti-RBD IgG in about half of non-responders to standard scheme of 

vaccination. This result, was further validated in a larger independent prospective 

cohort with the other approved SARS-CoV-2 mRNA vaccines and has just been 

reported by independent groups (47, 48).  

In addition to increasing the number of injections, another possibility to increase 

vaccine immunogenicity is to increase the amount of antigen provided in each injection. 

This strategy has been successfully tested in transplant recipients with protein-based 

vaccines against influenza (49, 50). However, it is unclear whether (and to which 

extend) increasing the doses of mRNA would result in an increased production of the 

pathogen-derived protein antigen by patient’s cells with these new vaccines platforms. 

To the best of our knowledge, there is currently no data in the literature addressing this 

issue. 

At last, adaptation of vaccination scheme has limits and there will probably remain a 

fraction of transplanted patients that cannot generate an efficient antibody response 

whatever the vaccination scheme. In the latter, protection against COVID-19 might 
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depend on infusion of mAb (or cocktails of mAb). This primary prevention strategy has 

indeed been successfully tested with bamlanivimab on another vulnerable population: 

966 residents and staff in assisted living facilities (51). In this study mAb infusion halved 

the incidence of COVID-19 in the prevention population compared with placebo and 

the 5 deaths attributed to COVID-19 all occurred in the placebo group. Further studies, 

evaluating this strategy of passive immunization in organ transplant recipients are 

currently being discussed and their results are impatiently expected by transplant 

physicians. 
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Patients and methods 

Study populations 

Incidence of SARS-CoV-2 infection in kidney transplant recipients 

The incidence of SARS-CoV-2 infections was monitored since the beginning of the 

pandemic, in the entire cohort of kidney transplant recipients at the University Hospital 

of Strasbourg (France), and compared between patients with a previous history of 

COVID-19 and those who received the 2 doses “standard” scheme of vaccination with 

mRNA-1273. The protection conferred by mRNA vaccine is operant as early as 12 

days after the first injection in the general population (18). Transplant recipients were 

therefore considered “vaccinated” if they had received the second dose of vaccine. 

Kaplan-Meier’s method was used to compare COVID-19 incidence in the 2 

populations. Data were censored at either date of death or June 16, 2021.  

COVATRHUS cohort (COvid-19 VAccine in Transplant Recipients, Hopitaux 

Universitaires de Strasbourg) 

To analyze the immune mechanisms involved in protection against COVID-19, 29 

patients, naive for SARS-CoV-2 infection, were prospectively recruited from the cohort 

of kidney transplant recipients of the University Hospital of Strasbourg (France). 

According to the recommendations of the French health authority, they received a 

standard (2 doses) vaccination with mRNA-1273 (Moderna) COVID-19 vaccine. A third 

vaccine injection of mRNA-1273 COVID-19 vaccine was offered to all patients who did 

not develop IgG against the receptor binding domain of spike viral protein (anti-RBD 

IgG) after the second dose.  
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Vaccinated patients were compared to 21 patients retrospectively recruited among 

adult kidney transplant recipients of the University Hospital of Strasbourg, (France) 

who were diagnosed with COVID-19 between November 1, 2020 and January 31, 

2021. The diagnosis of COVID-19 was based on positive testing of nasopharyngeal 

swabs by reverse transcription-polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR). The study 

protocol complied with the tenets of the Helsinki Declaration and was approved by the 

Institutional Review Board (approval number: 18/21 03, Comité de Protection des 

Personnes Ouest IV Nantes) and registered on clinicaltrial.gov as NCT04757883. 

Clinical, demographic, and laboratory data were collected at the time of the first vaccine 

injection or at the time of the COVID-19 diagnosis. Severity of COVID-19 was graded 

as asymptomatic, mild, moderate, severe, critical or death following the WHO 

recommendations (19). 

The immune response after vaccination or infection was assessed at day 14 after the 

second dose of vaccine or one month after symptoms onset, respectively. 

External validation cohort for the 3rd dose of mRNA vaccine 

This external validation cohort consisted of non-responders to 2 doses of BNT162b2 

vaccine (Pfizer-BioNtech) from the cohort of kidney transplant recipients of Lyon 

University Hospital (France). The study protocol was approved by the local Institutional 

Review Board (approval number: 2020-A02918-31). 

Assessment of cellular immune responses directed against SARS-CoV-2 

Peripheral Blood Mononuclear Cells (PBMC) were collected and isolated by 

centrifugation on a Ficoll density gradient. The cells were then frozen in fetal calf serum 

supplemented with 10% dimethylsulfoxide (DMSO, Sigma).  



 18 

The SARS-CoV-2 specific CD8+ T cells and CD4+ T cells were identified as previously 

described (9, 20). Briefly, after thawing, cells were concentrated at 10^7 cells/mL in 

RPMI complete medium and left to rest overnight at 37°C and 5% CO2 in a 96-well 

round-bottom plate, 10^6 cells/well. The next day, the RPMI medium was changed, 

and the cells were cultured for 24 hours in the presence of peptide pools derived from 

the viral proteins spike, nucleocapsid and membrane (PepMixTM, JPT Peptides 

Technologies GmbH, Berlin, Germany). The pools contained overlapping peptides 

covering the entire sequence of the viral protein antigen. The final concentration of the 

peptides was 1µg/mL. Cells cultured with DMSO (Sigma) alone (1/250) were used as 

negative controls. Cells were then rinsed and incubated at room temperature with the 

relevant fluorescent antibodies for 30 minutes: CD3 (UHCT1), CD8 (SK1), CXCR3 

(1C6), CXCR5 (RF8B2), CCR6 (11A9), CD25 (2A3), from BD Biosciences; CD4 (SK3), 

CD69 (FN50), CD137 (4B4-1), from Biolegend; and a Fixable Viability Dye 

(eBiosciences). Cells were fixed with 2% methanol-free formaldehyde. Sample 

acquisitions were made on a BD LSR Fortessa 4L flow cytometer (BD Biosciences). 

Assessment of humoral immune responses directed against SARS-CoV-2 

Anti-Spike RBD IgG  

IgG directed against the Receptor Binding Domain (anti-RBD IgG) of the spike 

glycoprotein of the SARS-CoV-2 were detected by a chemiluminescence technique, 

using the Maglumi® SARS-CoV-2 S-RBD IgG test (Snibe Diagnostic, Shenzen, China) 

on a Maglumi 2000® analyser (Snibe Diagnostic), according to the manufacturer’s 

instructions. This test displays clinical sensitivity and specificity of 100% and 99.6%, 

respectively. 
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Following WHO recommendation (21), the titers are expressed as binding antibody 

units/mL (BAU/mL); correction factor for Maglumi®: 4.33. 

Anti-nucleocapsid IgG antibodies.  

The Abbott anti-N IgG assay is an automated chemiluminescence microparticle 

immunoassay (CMIA) conducted and interpreted according to manufacturer 

guidelines. A sample-to-calibrator relative light unit index of ≥1.4 is considered positive, 

an index of ≥0.49 to <1.40 is considered borderline, and an index of <0.49 is 

considered negative. This CMIA displays clinical sensitivity and specificity of 96.5% 

and 99.2%, respectively (22).  

Neutralization assays 

The assay was performed as follows: 3x10^4 293T-ACE2 (provided by O. Schwartz 

Laboratory, Institut Pasteur) were plated in 96-well plates. Sera were sequentially 

diluted and incubated with D614G Spike-pseudotyped lentiviral particles (provided by 

Rossolillo Laboratory, IGBMC) for 1 hour at +37°C. The mix were added to cells. After 

72h, the intracellular luciferase signal was measured with Bright Glo luciferase assay 

system by a luminescence Counter MicroBetaTriLux 1450LSC (Perkin Elmer). The 

percentage of neutralization was calculated as: 100 x (1-(mean(luciferase signal in 

sample duplicate))/(mean(luciferase signal in virus alone))). The results are reported 

as the log10 of the dilutions that inhibit 50% of the infection of the targets [log10(IC50)]. 

Statistical analysis 

All the analyses were carried out using GraphPad Prism v8.0 (San Diego, California 

USA). Qualitative variables were expressed as percentages and compared with the 

chi-squared test, or Fisher’s exact test when the conditions of application of chi-square 

were not respected. Quantitative variables were expressed as mean ± SD and 



 20 

compared using multiple t-tests or as median ± IQR and compared using Mann-

Whitney test for variables with non-normal distribution. Paired data were compared 

using Wilcoxon test. Incidence data analyzed by the Kaplan-Meier’s method were 

compared using a Log-rank test. A non-linear regression was performed to study the 

correlation of continuous quantitative variables. 
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Figures 

Figure 1: Infection but not vaccination confers full protection against COVID-19 

to transplant recipients 

 

Protection against COVID-19 was compared between renal transplant recipients with 

previous history of infection with SARS-CoV-2 (group “infected”, grey curve) and those 

who received the 2 doses “standard” scheme of vaccination with mRNA-1273 (group 

“vaccinated”, black curve). A. Cumulative incidence in the two groups was plotted using 

the Kaplan–Meier method. Log-rank test, p=0.06. B. Percentage of patients who 

developed COVID-19 in the 2 groups was compared. Chi-square test, *: p0.05. 
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Figure 2: Anti-SARS-CoV-2 specific cellular immunity in infected and vaccinated 

transplant recipients 

 

T cells directed against the various proteins [Spike (S), Nucleocapsid (NCAP), and 

membrane (VME)] of SARS-CoV-2 were enumerated in the circulation of infected 

(open square) and vaccinated (open circle) transplant recipients. The bar indicates the 

median. Mann-Whitney test; ns, p>0.05; *, p0.05. 

 A-C Enumeration of SARS-CoV-2-specific CD8+ cytotoxic T cells. A. Flow cytometry 

profiles of a representative patient of each group are shown. B. The count of CD8+ 

cytotoxic T cells specific of each viral protein is plotted for each patient. C. For each 

patient, the total number of virus-specific CD8+ cytotoxic T cells is plotted.  
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D-F Enumeration of SARS-CoV-2-specific Th1 CD4+ helper T cells. D. Flow cytometry 

profiles of a representative patient of each group are shown. E. The count of Th1+ 

CD4+ T cells specific of each viral protein is plotted for each patient. F. For each 

patient, the total number of virus-specific Th1+ CD4+ T cells is plotted.  

G. The global repertoire of anti-SARS-CoV-2 cellular response (CD8, red; Th1, green) 

is compared between infected (upper row) and vaccinated (lower row) transplant 

recipients. 

 

  



 36 

Figure 3: Anti-SARS-CoV-2 specific humoral immunity in infected and 

vaccinated transplant recipients 

 

A-B. The titers of antibodies directed against the various proteins of SARS-CoV-2 were 

measured in the circulation of infected (open square) and vaccinated (open circle) 

transplant recipients. Dotted line indicates the threshold of positivity of the assay. The 

bar indicates the median. Pie charts are used to compare proportions. Mann-Whitney 

test for comparison of antibody titers and Chi-square for comparison of proportions; *, 

p0.05; ***,p<0.001; ****, p<0.0001. A. Titers of anti- Nucleocapsid (NCAP) IgG. B. 

Titers of anti-Receptor-Binding Domain of spike (RBD) IgG. 

C. The neutralizing capacity of patients’ serum was compared between infected (open 

square) and vaccinated (open circle) transplant recipients. The bar indicates the 

median. Pie charts are used to compare proportions. Mann-Whitney test for 

comparison of neutralizing titers and Chi-square for comparison of proportions; ****, 
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p<0.0001. D. The logical relation between anti-RBD IgG titer and the neutralizing 

capacity of the serum is shown. The pie charts represent the proportion of patients 

without (black) or with (white) anti-RBD IgG. Chi-square test; ****, p<0.0001. E. The 

titers of anti-RBD IgG were measured in the circulation of patients who developed 

COVID-19 after vaccination. Dotted line indicates the threshold of positivity of the 

assay. The bar indicates the median. C-D. Neutralizing titers are presented as the log 

10 of the dilution inhibiting 50% of target infection. 
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Figure 4: Generation of neutralizing antibodies after vaccination requires spike-

specific Tfh cells 

 

Follicular helper T cells (Tfh) were enumerated in the circulation of responders (black 

circle) and non-responders (open circle) to 2 doses of SARS-CoV-2 mRNA vaccine. 

A. Representative flow cytometry profiles with the gating strategy used to identify the 

3 subsets of follicular helper T cells (Tfh): Tfh1 (blue), Tfh2 (green), and Tfh17 

(orange). 

B. The count of various circulating CD4+ T cells subsets is plotted for each patient. 

Median are shown. Multiple t-tests, p>0.05.  
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C. Spike-specific cells were enumerated among each Tfh subsets for each vaccinated 

patient.  Sunburst charts were used to compare non-responders (left) and responders 

(right). Multiple t-tests; *, p<0.05. 
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Figure 5: High mycophenolate mofetil dose impedes SARS-CoV-2-specific Tfh 

generation 

 

A. Polar plots were used to compare maintenance immunosuppression regimen of 

non-responders (left panel) and responders (middle panel) to 2 doses of SARS-CoV-

2 mRNA vaccine, and patients infected with SARS-CoV-2 (right panel). Median are 

plotted. Mann-Whitney test; *, p0.05.  

B. The count of SARS-CoV-2-specific Tfh1 and Tfh17 cells enumerated in the 

circulation of each non-responders (open circle) and responders (black circle) to 2 

doses of SARS-CoV-2 mRNA vaccine, and patients infected with SARS-CoV-2 (open 

square) are plotted. The bar indicates the median. Multiple t-tests; ns, p>0.05; *, 

p0.05, **, p<0.01. 
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Figure 6: Increasing immunogenicity improves anti-RBD IgG response 

 

A. Comparison of anti-RBD IgG titers measured after 2 doses (2D) of mRNA vaccine 

and after infection by SARS-CoV-2 in the same non-responders to vaccine transplant 

recipients.  

B-C. Comparison of anti-RBD IgG titers measured after the second (2D) and third (3D) 

dose of mRNA vaccine in the same patients, non-responders to standard scheme of 

vaccination. B. Discovery cohort (mRNA-1273 vaccine). C. External validation cohort 

(BNT162b2 vaccine). 

Wilcoxon test; ***, p<0.001, ****, p<0.0001. 
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Tables 

Table 1. Characteristics of patients from COVATRHUS cohort 

n (%) or median [IQR] 
Vaccinated 

N = 29 
Infected 
N = 21 

p* 

Age (y) 56.4 [43.4; 68.8] 55.0 [36.9; 60.5] 0.359 

Male 18 (62) 13 (62) 0.991 

Time from transplantation (y)  6.96 [2.1; 16.1] 2.0 [1.4; 7.5] 0.049 

Immunosuppressive drugs 

  CNI 

  MMF/MPA 

  Steroids 

  imTOR 

  Belatacept 

 

28 (97) 

22 (76) 

19 (66) 

3 (10) 

1 (3) 

 

19 (90) 

 20 (95) 

14 (67) 

1 (5) 

1 (5) 

 

0.565 

0.117 

0.933 

0.473 

0.815 

Biological data 

  Lymphocytes (G/L) 

  Monocytes (G/L) 

  CRP (mg/L) 

  Albumin (g/L) 

  Creatinine (µmol/L) 

 

1.24 [1.00; 1.87] 

0.55 [0.41; 0.78] 

4.0 [4.0; 5.5] 

44 [43;46] 

132 [101; 190] 

 

1.03 [0.64; 1.33] 

0.43 [0.35; 0.55] 

5.2 [4.0; 40.1] 

43 [41; 47] 

100 [78; 138] 

 

0.024 

0.036 

0.065 

0.563 

0.057 

 

*: qualitative variables were compared using a Chi-square test, quantitative variables 

were compared using a Mann-Whitney test. 

Abbreviations: IQR: interquartile range; y, years; CNI: calcineurin inhibitor; 

MMF/MPA: mycophenolate mofetil/mycophenolic acid; imTOR, inhibitor of the 

mechanistic target of rapamycin.    
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Table 2. Characteristics of COVID-19 of infected patients 

n (%) 

Infected 

N = 21 

Disease severity 

  Asymptomatic 

  Mild 

  Moderate 

  Severe 

  Critical 

 

2 (10) 

12 (57) 

4 (19) 

3 (14) 

0 (0) 

Management 

  Hospitalization 

  Outpatient 

 

7 (33) 

14 (67) 

Oxygen requirement 4 (19) 

Drug therapy 

  Antibiotics 

  Remdesivir 

  High dose steroids 

 

6 (29) 

1 (5) 

3 (14) 

Changes in immunosuppression 

  Cessation of CNI 

  Cessation of MMF/MPA 

 

2 (10) 

7 (33) 

 

Abbreviations: CNI, calcineurin inhibitor; MMF/MPA: mycophenolate 

mofetil/mycophenolic acid.    
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Table 3. Characteristics of vaccinated patients 

n (%) or median [IQR] 

Non-responders 

N = 17 

Responders 

N = 12 

p* 

Age (y) 66.0 [50.2; 71.9] 51.7 [41.0; 62.6] 0.038 

Male 11 (65) 7 (58) 0.728 

Time since transplantation (y)  8.1 [1.6 ; 16.6] 5.7 [2.7; 14.8] 0.879 

Immunosuppressive drugs 

  CNI 

  MMF/MPA 

  Steroids 

  imTOR 

  Belatacept 

 

16 (94) 

15 (88) 

11 (65) 

1 (6) 

1 (6) 

 

12 (100) 

7 (58) 

8 (67) 

2 (17) 

0 (0) 

0.232 

0.999 

0.092 

0.913 

0.939 

0.393 

Biological data 

  Lymphocytes (G/L) 

  Monocytes (G/L) 

  CRP (mg/L) 

  Albumin (g/L) 

  Creatinine (µmol/L) 

 

1.24 [1.0; 1.8] 

0.55 [0.40; 0.74] 

4.0 [4.0; 8.4] 

43 [42; 46] 

122 [90; 183] 

 

1.29 [1.0; 2.0] 

0.56 [0.47; 0.86] 

4.0 [4.0; 5.2] 

44 [43; 46] 

135 [111; 222] 

 

0.922 

0.639 

0.884 

0.502 

0.584 

 

*: qualitative variables were compared using a Chi-square test, quantitative variables 

were compared using a Mann-Whitney test. 

Abbreviations: IQR: interquartile range; y, years; CNI: calcineurin inhibitor; 

MMF/MPA: mycophenolate mofetil/mycophenolic acid; imTOR, inhibitor of the 

mechanistic target of rapamycin. 


