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 2

Abstract 32 

 33 

Background. In face of the developing COVID-19 pandemic with a need for rapid and practical 34 

vaccination strategies, Ad26.COV2.S was approved as single shot immunization regimen. While 35 

effective against severe COVID-19, Ad26.COV2.S vaccination induces lower SARS-CoV-2-specific 36 

antibody levels compared to its mRNA-based counterparts. To support decision making on the need 37 

for booster vaccinations in Ad26.COV2.S-primed individuals, we assessed the immunogenicity and 38 

reactogenicity of homologous and heterologous booster vaccinations in Ad26.COV2.S-primed health 39 

care workers (HCWs). 40 

 41 

Methods. The SWITCH trial is a single-(participant)-blinded, multi-center, randomized controlled trial 42 

among 434 HCWs who received a single Ad26.COV2.S vaccination. HCWs were randomized to no 43 

boost, Ad26.COV2.S boost, mRNA-1273 boost, or BNT162b2 boost. We assessed the level of SARS-44 

CoV-2-specific binding antibodies, neutralizing antibodies against infectious virus, SARS-CoV-2-45 

specific T-cell responses, and reactogenicity. 46 

 47 

Results. Homologous and heterologous booster vaccinations resulted in an increase in SARS-CoV-2-48 

specific binding antibodies, neutralizing antibodies and T-cell responses when compared to single 49 

Ad26.COV.2.S vaccination. In comparison with the homologous boost, the increase was significantly 50 

larger in heterologous regimens with the mRNA-based vaccines. mRNA-1273 boosting was most 51 

immunogenic, associated with higher reactogenicity. Only mild to moderate local and systemic 52 

reactions were observed on the first two days following booster. 53 

 54 

Conclusions. Boosting of Ad26.COV2.S-primed HCWs was well-tolerated and immunogenic. 55 

Strongest responses were detected after boosting with mRNA-based vaccines. Based on our data, 56 

efficacy on infection and transmission of boosters is expected. In addition to efficacy, decision 57 

making on boost vaccinations should include timing, target population, level of SARS CoV-2 58 

circulation, and the global inequity in vaccine access. 59 

 60 

Trial registration. Funded by ZonMW (10430072110001); ClinicalTrials.gov number, NCT04927936. 61 
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Introduction 62 

Four COVID-19 vaccines are currently authorized for use in the European Union: two mRNA-based 63 

(BNT162b2 [‘Comirnaty’, Pfizer-BioNTech], mRNA-1273 [‘Spikevax’, Moderna]), and two adenovirus 64 

vector-based (ChAdOx1 nCoV-19 [‘Vaxzevria’, AstraZeneca], and Ad26.COV2.S [‘Janssen’]). 65 

Immunization with these vaccines prevents mild to severe COVID-19 with high efficacy 
1-4

. 66 

BNT162b2, mRNA-1273 and ChAdOx1 nCoV-19 are administered in homologous prime-boost 67 

regimens with different intervals, whereas Ad26.COV2.S is intended as a single-dose. The durability 68 

of protection and potential need for boosts is under continuous assessment. 69 

 70 

The single-dose regimen and favorable storage conditions of Ad26.COV2.S provides major 71 

advantages in deployment 3. Additionally, both humoral and cellular immune responses are 72 

effectively induced, and persist up to 8 months after Ad26.COV2.S vaccination 
5,6

. However, in head-73 

to-head comparisons, the mRNA-based vaccines induce higher levels of spike (S)-specific antibodies, 74 

and are superior to Ad26.COV2.S in vaccine efficacy (VE) against infection and mild disease 7,8. 75 

Notably, the difference in VE against hospitalization after Ad26.COV2.S or mRNA-based vaccination 76 

is smaller, probably in part attributed to immunological correlates like T-cell responses. Recent 77 

studies on homologous Ad26.COV2.S booster vaccination at 56 or 180 days after the primary 78 

vaccination showed an increase in binding antibody levels 6 but did not study effects on T-cell 79 

immunity, whereas this may play an important role in protecting against severe disease. 80 

 81 

‘Mixing & matching’ different COVID-19 vaccines has the benefit of enhanced flexibility of 82 

vaccination campaigns 9, and the potential induction of broader immune responses 10-14. 83 

Heterologous vaccination regimens with ChAdOx1 nCoV-19 and BNT162b2 were previously 84 

demonstrated to be safe and to induce comparable or even superior immune responses than 85 

homologous boosting 15-18. Complete immunological and safety assessments on the effect of mRNA-86 

boosters in Ad26.COV2.S-primed individuals have not yet been performed 
19

, but are highly relevant 87 

as millions of individuals have been immunized with this vaccine. 88 

 89 

To support decision making regarding booster vaccinations in Ad26.COV2.S-primed individuals, we 90 

performed a head-to-head comparison in Ad26.COV2.S-primed HCWs of a homologous booster 91 

vaccination and heterologous boosting with mRNA-based vaccines BNT162b2 or mRNA-1273. A 92 

complete immunological assessment was performed, including the measurement of neutralizing 93 

antibodies and SARS-CoV-2-specific T-cell responses.  94 
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Methods 95 

 96 

Ethical statement 97 

The SWITCH trial is a single-(participant)-blinded, multi-center, randomized controlled trial among 98 

434 healthy health care workers (HCWs) performed in four academic hospitals in the Netherlands 99 

(Amsterdam University Medical Center, Erasmus University Medical Center, Leiden University 100 

Medical Center, and University Medical Center Groningen) according to the previously described 101 

protocol  
9
. The trial adheres to the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki and was approved by the 102 

Medical Research Ethics Committee from Erasmus Medical Center (MEC 2021-0132) and the local 103 

review boards of the other participating centers. All participants provided written informed consent 104 

before enrollment. 105 

 106 

Participants and randomization 107 

HCWs between 18 and 65 years of age without severe comorbidities, and no known history of SARS-108 

CoV-2 infection (either laboratory-confirmed or self-reported) were eligible 9. All participants were 109 

primed with the Ad26.COV2.S vaccine 3 months before enrollment and were randomized in one of 110 

the following groups; Ad26.COV2.S/no boost, Ad26.COV2.S/Ad26.COV2.S, Ad26.COV2.S/mRNA-111 

1273, or Ad26.COV2.S/BNT162b2. Participants were assigned to study groups in a 1:1:1:1 fashion; 112 

randomization was stratified by study site after obtaining written informed consent.  113 

 114 

Study design 115 

Ad26.COV2.S-primed HCWs received a booster vaccination at study visit 1 (day 0) by injection in the 116 

deltoid muscle. The prime-boost interval was 84 days (-7 days / +21 days). Participants were blinded 117 

to the allocated vaccine by applying blinded etiquettes to conceal volume and appearance. The 118 

vaccines were administered according to the Summary of Product Characteristics. HCWs randomized 119 

to the Ad26.COV2.S/no boost group were informed of their allocation at study visit 1, and did not 120 

receive a placebo injection. Blood samples were collected at the timepoint of study visit 1 and 2 (0 121 

and 28 days). Participants were unblinded for the booster vaccination by e-mail eight days after 122 

injection, after completing the reactogenicity questionnaires. 123 

 124 

Safety assessments 125 

Safety assessments included monitoring of self-reported local and systemic reactions after the 126 

Ad26.COV2.S priming vaccination and different booster vaccinations by use of a modified 4-point US 127 

Food and Drug administration toxicity scale (0=no complaints, 1=mild complaints, does not interfere 128 
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with daily activities, 2=moderate, interfere with daily activities or 3=severe, daily activities are no 129 

longer possible)
20

. Participants filled in electronic questionnaires retrospectively, ±84 days after the 130 

initial priming vaccination (all participants) and prospectively 7 days following the booster 131 

vaccination. Serious adverse events and solicited local or systemic reactions were self-reported 132 

(either through  the questionnaire, by e-mail, or by phone). Safety monitoring (blood biochemistry 133 

and hematology assessment) was performed at days 0 and 28. 134 

 135 

Analyses of humoral and cellular immunity 136 

The analysis of humoral and cellular immune responses is described in detail in the Supplementary 137 

Material. Briefly, SARS-CoV-2 nucleocapsid (N)-specific antibodies were measured to confirm that 138 

participants had not been previously exposed to SARS CoV-2. Spike (S)-specific binding antibodies 139 

were measured at 0 and 28 days after the booster vaccination using a quantitative anti-spike IgG 140 

assay (Liaison SARS-CoV-2 TrimericS IgG assay, DiaSorin, Italy) 21,22. Neutralizing capacity of 141 

antibodies against infectious SARS CoV-2 D614G was assessed in a plaque reduction neutralization 142 

test (PRNT) on Vero-E6 cells. SARS-CoV-2-specific T-cell responses were assessed by IFN-P Release 143 

Assay (IGRA, QuantiFERON, Qiagen) at day 0 and 28 after booster vaccination as previously 144 

described 23. 145 

 146 

Statistical analysis 147 

All statistical analyses are described in the Supplementary Material.  148 
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Results 149 

 150 

Baseline characteristics 151 

697 HCWs were screened for eligibility, of whom 461 were randomized for a booster vaccination; 27 152 

individuals were excluded from further analyses (Figure 1). All randomized HCWs included in the per 153 

protocol analysis (n=434) had their first study visit within the pre-defined period of 84 days (-7 and 154 

+21 days) and adhered to the timing between study visits (Table 1). The final sample consisted of 155 

280 (64.7%) women and 153 (35.3%) men with a median age of 40 years (IQR:30-50) and a median 156 

BMI of 23.9 (IQR 21.6-26.6). Baseline characteristics were not different between groups (Table 1). At 157 

baseline, there were no significant differences with respect to S-specific IgG binding antibodies 158 

(p=0.39), neutralizing antibodies (p=0.55), and SARS-CoV-2-specific T-cell responses (p=0.92) across 159 

groups (Figure 2A, 2C, 3A). 160 

 161 

Rapid recall of S-specific antibodies in primed HCWs after booster vaccination 162 

Levels of anti-S1 IgG binding antibodies were determined pre- and post-booster vaccination (days 0 163 

and 28) by a quantitative assay (Figure 2A, B). Based on a test cut-off for positivity at 33.8 BAU/ml 164 

(as per manufacturer’s instructions), 389 of 434 Ad26.COV2.S-primed HCWs had detectable S-165 

binding antibodies at baseline (3 months after prime, 89.6% responders). We found no significant 166 

differences in percentage of participants without detectable binding antibodies across groups 167 

(p=0.75), with 12.4%, 8.4%, 11.6%, and 9% for no boost, Ad26.COV2.S boost, mRNA-1273 boost, and 168 

BNT162b2 boost, respectively. 169 

 170 

Booster vaccinations led to a significant increase in S-specific binding antibodies in all groups 171 

compared to baseline levels (p<0.001 in all groups, Figure 2A). When an increase in antibody levels 172 

was calculated as a per participant fold change (dividing post-boost by pre-boost levels), boosting 173 

with either Ad26.COV2.S, mRNA-1273, or BNT162b2 led to a significant increase in antibodies 174 

compared to the Ad26.COV2.S single shot regimen (p<0.001 in all groups, Figure 2B). Notably, the 175 

heterologous mRNA-based booster vaccinations resulted in significantly higher binding antibody 176 

levels than homologous boost with Ad26.COV2.S (p<0.001), with mRNA-1273 performing slightly 177 

better than BTN162b2 (p=0.01). Booster vaccination with heterologous mRNA-based vaccines also 178 

led to a 100% response rate, whereas 3 of 106 participants in the Ad26.COV2.S boost group 179 

remained below the test cut-off for presence of binding antibodies.  180 
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Neutralizing antibodies increase after homologous or heterologous booster vaccination 181 

In addition to binding antibodies, SARS-CoV-2-specific neutralizing antibodies were measured by an 182 

infectious virus PRNT in participants from one academic center (Erasmus MC, N=213) (Figure 2C, 183 

Supplementary Figure 1). Based on a test cut-off for positivity at 28.6 IU/ml (corresponding to a 184 

serum dilution of 1:40), 158 of 213 Ad26.COV2.S-primed HCWs had detectable neutralizing 185 

antibodies at baseline (3 months after prime, 74.2%); participants without detectable vaccine-186 

induced neutralizing antibodies were equally divided over the study groups (24.1% no boost, 27.5% 187 

Ad26.COV2.S boost, 24.1% mRNA-1273 boost, and 27.8% BNT162b2 boost; p=0.95). 188 

 189 

Booster vaccinations led to a significant increase in neutralizing antibodies in all groups compared to 190 

baseline levels (p<0.001 in all groups). After booster vaccination with any of the vaccines, 191 

neutralizing antibody levels in participants without detectable pre-booster neutralization were 192 

increased to above detection level with 1 exception in the Ad26.COV2.S boost group. Overall, 193 

heterologous mRNA-based booster vaccination increased neutralizing antibodies to higher levels 194 

when compared to Ad26.COV2.S booster vaccination (Figure 2C, Supplementary Figure 1). 195 

 196 

S-specific binding antibodies correlate to the presence of neutralizing antibodies 197 

By performing a linear regression analysis on log-transformed binding and neutralizing antibody 198 

levels in pre-boost sera (Y=2.89*X-0.498), we were able to determine that the two are strongly 199 

correlated (Spearman R = 0.83, p <0.001) and that a binding antibody level of >68.3 BAU/ml 200 

correlates to the presence of neutralizing antibodies (>28.6 IU/ml) (Figure 2D). Re-analyzing the 201 

entire cohort for the presence of neutralizing antibodies with this arbitrary cut-off set at 68.3 202 

BAU/ml indicated that 308 of 434 Ad26.COV2.S-primed HCW potentially had neutralizing antibodies 203 

at baseline, corresponding to 71.0%. Homologous booster vaccination increased neutralization 204 

response rate to 95.2%, whereas heterologous mRNA-based booster vaccination led to a 100% 205 

response rate regarding neutralizing antibodies. 206 

 207 

Rapid recall of T-cell responses in primed HCWs after booster vaccination 208 

SARS-CoV-2-specific T-cell responses were measured pre- and post-booster vaccination (days 0 and 209 

28) in whole blood at 3 participating centers in a random selection of samples (N=182) (Figure 3A, B, 210 

Supplementary Figure 2). Using a peptide pool covering the S protein (Ag2, Qiagen) and based on a 211 

test cut-off for positivity at 0.15 IU IFN-P/ml assessed by IGRA (per manufacturer’s instructions), 119 212 

of 182 Ad26.COV2.S-primed HCWs had detectable T-cell responses at baseline. 213 
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Booster vaccinations led to a rapid recall of T-cell responses in all groups compared to baseline levels 214 

(p=0.001 for Ad26.COV2.S boost, p<0.001 for mRNA-based boost) (Figure 3A). When an increase in 215 

T-cell responses was calculated as a per participant fold change, boosting with either Ad26.COV2.S, 216 

mRNA-1273, or BNT162b2 led to a significant increase in T-cells compared to the Ad26.COV2.S single 217 

shot regimen (p<0.001 in all groups, Figure 3B). Notably, heterologous booster vaccination with 218 

mRNA-1273 resulted in significantly higher T-cell responses than the homologous boost (p<0.001), 219 

but BNT162b2 booster vaccination did not. In terms of response rate, both mRNA-1273 and 220 

BNT162b2 boost (91.7% and 91.5% response rate, respectively) performed better than homologous 221 

Ad26.COV2.S boost (72.7%). Similar trends were observed with two other peptide pools (Ag1: 222 

receptor binding domain-specific T-cells, Ag3: S and other structural proteins, Supplementary Figure 223 

2). SARS-CoV-2-specific T-cell responses significantly correlated to the presence of S-specific binding 224 

antibodies (Supplementary Figure 3). 225 

 226 

Reactogenicity  227 

Reactogenicity data (severity and duration) retrospectively collected on the prime with Ad26.COV2.S 228 

is provided in Supplementary Table 1 and 2. Reactogenicity data (severity and duration) 229 

prospectively collected during seven days following the booster vaccination indicated increased 230 

severity of local (pain, redness, and swelling at injection site) and systemic (chills, fever, and muscle 231 

ache) reactions after heterologous booster vaccination with mRNA-1273 as compared to the other 232 

vaccination regimens (all p <0.01, Figure 4, actual data in Supplementary Table 3 and 4). The 233 

difference between regimens was most prominent on the day of boost and day 1 after vaccination 234 

(p<0.01). All adverse events were mild to moderate, did not require hospitalization, and symptoms 235 

generally disappeared within 48 hours, indicating that both homologous and heterologous regimens 236 

were well-tolerated.  237 
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Discussion 238 

In the SWITCH trial, we examined the immunogenicity and reactogenicity of homologous and 239 

heterologous booster vaccination regimens in previously Ad26.COV2.S-primed HCW, and compared 240 

these regimens to the approved Ad26.COV2.S single shot regimen. Both homologous and 241 

heterologous booster vaccinations led to an increase in SARS-CoV-2-specific binding antibodies, 242 

neutralizing antibodies and T-cell responses, but the increase was most prominent in heterologous 243 

regimens with mRNA-based COVID-19 vaccines mRNA1273 and BNT162b2. 244 

 245 

Protection against a severe clinical course of COVID-19 with the currently approved Ad26.COV2.S 246 

single shot regimen is high 3, and it was recently reported that vaccination-induced immune 247 

responses can stably be detected up to 8 months post vaccination 5. However, in comparison to the 248 

mRNA-based vaccines approved in Europe, antibody responses induced by Ad26.COV2.S are lower 249 

than responses to mRNA-based vaccines, which raises the questions if booster vaccinations might be 250 

necessary to protect against currently and possibly future circulating SARS-CoV-2 variants of concern 251 

(VOC) that partially evade antibody responses such as the Beta and Delta variants 7,8,24. 252 

 253 

A first aspect to evaluate is the safety of booster vaccinations. Heterologous ‘mixing and matching’ 254 

of approved vaccines has not been evaluated in phase 3 clinical trials, meaning that safety and 255 

reactogenicity of these vaccination regimens should be strictly evaluated in post-licensure studies. 256 

We did not observe any serious adverse events in this study; however, the sample size and study 257 

period is too small to observe the prevalence of rare adverse events. Potentially correlated to 258 

stronger boosting of immune responses, we found that mRNA1273-boosted participants perceived 259 

more mild local and systemic reactions. This suggests that mixing and matching Ad26.COV2.S with 260 

mRNA-based vaccines is safe and well-tolerated, as described by others 18,19. 261 

 262 

The next step in decision making on the necessity of booster vaccinations is identifying a correlate of 263 

protection. Although well-defined correlates of protection against SARS CoV-2 infection have not yet 264 

been defined 25, neutralizing antibodies were shown to play an important role 26. A challenge is that 265 

assays to measure these responses are not standardized, making data from individual studies 266 

difficult to compare. Therefore, we propose an arbitrary cut-off of binding IgG antibodies that 267 

directly correlates to neutralizing capacity against D614G in Ad26.COV2.S-vaccinated individuals 268 

(68.3 BAU/ml), based on validation studies with an NIBSC reference standard and studies in COVID-269 

19 patients 
27-29

. By doing so, we were able to combine the advantages of standardized high 270 

throughput analyses for binding antibodies with the biologically relevant measure of functional 271 
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antibodies that inhibit binding of SARS-CoV-2 to host cells. By using this surrogate binding cut-off for 272 

neutralization, we determined that 71.0% of participants already had neutralizing antibodies against 273 

SARS-CoV-2 after a single Ad26.COV2.S injection. However, boosting significantly increased the 274 

levels. In this study, we measured neutralization of D614G, which is close to the virus used for 275 

development of the approved adenovirus- and mRNA-based vaccines, to specifically focus on vaccine 276 

responses. Based on published information on cross-neutralization of variants, higher neutralizing 277 

titers might be required to protect against (future) VOC.  278 

 279 

In addition to antibody responses, induction and boosting of SARS CoV-2-specific T cells should be 280 

part of overall immunological assessments 30. Here, we show that SARS-CoV-2-specific T-cells were 281 

detectable in only 65.8% of Ad26.COV2.S-primed participants 3 months post vaccination. Especially 282 

boosting with mRNA-based vaccines led to a rapid increase in SARS-CoV-2-specific T-cells (100% 283 

response rate), indicating that immunity formed by the priming vaccination could rapidly be recalled 284 

by boosting. It was previously shown that SARS-CoV-2-specific T-cells equally recognize different 285 

variants of concern  31, and therefore especially the induction of T-cells is important in face of waning 286 

antibody levels and circulation of SARS-CoV-2 variants. 287 

 288 

A potential limitation of our study is that we have exclusively evaluated booster vaccinations in 289 

young HCWs without severe comorbidities, and we may not be able translate these results to other 290 

populations. However, previous studies on homologous vaccination regimens show similar 291 

immunogenicity data comparing younger (18–55 years) and older (>55 years) adults 32-34. 292 

Furthermore, we evaluated the heterologous booster vaccination regimens in a three-month 293 

interval from the priming vaccination, to allow a comparison with ChAdOx1 nCoV-19 trials 
35

, but the 294 

optimal prime-boost interval remains to be investigated. The homologous prime-boost intervals in 295 

the Ad26.COV2.S trials published after inception of the SWITCH trial varied from 2 to 6 months 6,36, 296 

and suggest that late boosting might be more effective. This would further enhance the effect 297 

observed in our study. 298 

 299 

In conclusion, single dose Ad26.COV2.S vaccination adequately primes the immune system. We now 300 

show that in face of possible waning immunity and circulation of SARS-CoV-2 variants, these 301 

responses can be boosted most efficiently with mRNA vaccines. Upon boosting, an increased VE 302 

against infection and transmission is likely, but future studies will need to show the added value of 303 

boosting on VE against severe disease. Discussion on the need for booster vaccination should also 304 
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consider timing, the target population, the level of SARS CoV-2 circulation, and the global inequity in 305 

vaccine access.  306 
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 33 

 34 

Figure 1. Study design and per protocol analysis. Flow diagram with the number of screened HCWs, 35 

randomization groups, follow-up, and inclusions in the per protocol analysis. After screening, a 36 

relatively high number of HCWs (N=140) dropped out for logistic or other reasons. This was mainly 37 

due to the strict schedule (84 days between prime and boost). After randomization, the number of 38 

HCWs who were lost-to-follow up were not statistically significant different across groups (p=0.19). 39 
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 40 

 41 

Figure 2. SARS-CoV-2-specific humoral responses. (A) Levels of binding S-specific antibodies at 42 

baseline and post booster vaccination in the 4 different groups. LLoD is 4.81 BAU/ml, responder 43 

[resp] cut-off is 33.8 BAU/ml (black line), levels >68.3 BAU/ml correlate to neutralizing capacity (red 44 

line, based on panel D). Data is presented as min-to-max box plots with individual values, timepoints 45 

were compared by Wilcoxon test. Number of participants below responder cut-off is indicated. (B) 46 

Individual fold changes were calculated by dividing the post-boost response by the pre-boost 47 

response. Data is presented as min-to-max box plots with individual values, groups were compared 48 

by Kruskal-Wallis test. (C) Levels of neutralizing antibodies at baseline and post booster vaccination 49 

in the 4 different groups. LLoD is 7.7 IU/ml, responder cut-off is set at 28.6 IU/ml. Data is presented 50 

as min-to-max box plots with individual values, timepoints were compared by Wilcoxon test. 51 

Number of participants below responder cut-off is indicated. (D) Correlation between binding S-52 

specific antibodies and neutralizing antibodies. Spearman R = 0.83, p <0.001. Linear regression on 53 

log-transformed data was performed (Y=2.89*X-0.498), indicating that presence of neutralizing 54 

antibodies (>28.6) correlates with a binding antibody level >68.3 (red lines, resp).  55 
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 56 

 57 

Figure 3. SARS-CoV-2-specific T-cell responses. (A) IFN-M levels in plasma after stimulation of whole 58 

blood with an overlapping S pool (Ag2, Qiagen) at baseline and post booster vaccination in the 4 59 

different groups. LLoD is 0.01 IU/ml, responder cut-off is 0.15 IU/ml. Data is presented as min-to-60 

max box plots with individual values, timepoints were compared by Wilcoxon test. Number of 61 

participants below responder cut-off is indicated. (B) Individual fold changes were calculated by 62 

dividing the post-boost response by the pre-boost response. Data is presented as min-to-max box 63 

plots with individual values, groups were compared by Kruskal-Wallis test.  64 
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 65 

 66 

Figure 4. Systemic and local reactions after booster vaccination. Systemic (fatigue, chills, fever, 67 

nausea, headache, muscle ache, joint pain) and local (redness, swelling and / or pain at injection site) 68 

reactions were monitored in the seven days following boost. P-values for differences between the 69 

distribution of adverse events per group can be found in Supplementary Table 4. 70 
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics. 71 

    Total 

Ad26.COV2.S/ 

no boost 

Ad26.COV2.S/ 

Ad26.COV2.S 

Ad26.COV2.S/ 

mRNA-1273 

Ad26.COV2.S/ 

BNT162b2 P-value 

    N= 434 N= 105 N= 106 N= 112 N= 111   

Gender Male 152 (35) 35 (33) 36 (34) 37 (33) 45 (41) 0.61⁺ 

Female 281 (65) 70 (67) 70 (67) 75 (67) 66 (59) 

 
Age  

40.5 [30.0-

50.0] 41.0 [30.0-51.0] 41.0 [31.0-51.0] 40.5 [30.8-49.0] 

38.0 [29.0-

47.0] 0.50^ 

BMI 

23.9 [21.6-

26.6] 24.2 [22.0-27.5] 23.4 [21.2-26.2] 24.1 [21.7-26.5] 

23.8 [21.9-

26.0] 0.42^ 

Ethnicity African 1 (<1) 1 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0.99⁺ 

Asian 15 (3) 3 (3) 4 (4) 4 (4) 4 (4) 

 
European 403 (93) 95 (90) 98 (92) 105 (94) 105 (95) 

 
North-american 2 (<1) 1 (1) 1 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

 
South-american 3 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1) 0 (0) 

 
Other 10 (2) 4 (4) 2 (2) 2 (2) 2 (2) 

Current job in hospital Administrative/policy maker 80 (18) 18 (17) 22 (21) 24 (21) 16 (14) 0.89⁺ 

Medical doctor 20 (5) 3 (3) 4 (4) 4 (4) 9 (8) 

 
Facility services 19 (4) 4 (4) 6 (6) 4 (4) 5 (5) 

 
Management 42 (10) 13 (12) 10 (9) 10 (9) 9 (8) 

 
Supportive staff clinic/ED 4 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1) 

 
Supportive staff outpatient clinic 2 (<1) 0 (0)  2 (2) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

 
Researcher  162 (37) 42 (40) 39 (37) 43 (38) 38 (34) 

 
Nurse 9 (2) 2 (2) 1 (1) 4 (4) 2 (2) 

 
Other 96 (22) 22 (21) 21 (20) 22 (20) 31 (28) 

Comorbidities Cardiovascular diseases 9 (2) 4 (4) 0 (0) 2 (2) 3 (3) 0.21⁺ 

Pulmonary diseases 11 (3) 4 (4) 2 (2) 1 (1) 4 (4) 0.45⁺ 

Diabetes mellitus 2 (<1) 0 (0) 1 (1) 1 (1) 0 (0) 0.87⁺ 

Liver diseases 2 (<1) 0 (0) 1 (1) 1 (1) 0 (0) 0.87⁺ 

Kidney diseases 2 (<1) 0 (0) 2 (2) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0.12⁺ 
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 7

Performed (self-)tests, prior to SV1 Yes 152 (35) 32 (30) 45 (42) 36 (32) 39 (35) 0.28⁺ 

Performed (self-)tests, between SV1 and 

SV2  Yes 46 (11) 11 (10) 10 (9) 6 (5) 19 (17) 0.04⁺ 

Time between first vaccination and SV1 

94.0 [86.0-

98.0] 91.0 [86.0-99.0] 95.0 [88.0-97.0] 96.0 [86.0-98.0] 

89.0 [85.0-

96.0] 0.10^ 

Time between SV1 and SV2 

28.0 [28.0-

28.0] 28.0 [28.0-28.0] 28.0 [28.0-28.0] 28.0 [28.0-28.0] 

28.0 [28.0-

28.0] 0.07^ 

Present medication Present medication use 127 (29) 26 (25) 36 (34) 28 (25) 37 (33) 0.27⁺ 

Note: Values are number (percentage) for categorical variables and median [interquartile range] for continuous variables. SV1= study visit 1 (prior to second vaccination); SV2 = study 

visit 2 (potential second vaccination); ED=Emergency Department. ^p-value based on non-parametric test (Kruskal-Wallis) test; ⁺ p-value based on Fisher's exact test. 

 72 
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