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Transcript  
Quinn Barnette: 

Welcome, everyone, to the Recover Research Review or R3 Seminar. My name's Quinn 
Barnette. I'm an epidemiologist for the RECOVER Administrative Coordinating Center, and I'll be your 
moderator for today's session. The goal of this seminar series is to catalyze a shared understanding of 
the research within the RECOVER Consortium. 

I want to start by thanking everyone who submitted questions in advance and remind everyone 
that you can submit any questions during today's presentation using the Q&A feature in your Zoom 
menu. After today's panel, our speakers will answer as many questions as possible. The Q&A document 
will also be posted with a recording of the seminar on recovercovid.org. The document will include 
answers for submitted questions relevant to today's presentations. 

Questions about other scientific topics will be addressed in future seminars, and answers to 
broader questions about RECOVER will be available in the FAQs found at recovercovid.org. As a 
reminder, we cannot answer questions about individual clinical care. 

I'm pleased to share that our presenters today are Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner, Dr. John Kim, and our 
discussant will be Dr. Wendy Post. Dr. Oelsner is a general internist, respiratory epidemiologist, and 
associate professor of medicine at Columbia University Irving Medical Center. Her research leverages 
multidisciplinary and collaborative studies to investigate emerging risk factors for chronic lung diseases. 

Dr. Oelsner is the principal investigator for the Collaborative Cohort of Cohorts for COVID-19 
Research, or C4R, which is ascertaining SARS-CoV-2 Infection and post-COVID-19 Conditions across 14 
NHLBI and NINDS-funded studies. C4R aims to provide a collaborative resource to define risk and 
resilience factors for COVID-19 and to study the impact of the pandemic on trajectories of health and 
disease. 

Dr. Kim is a pulmonologist and assistant professor of medicine at the University of Virginia. He 
has translated his clinical interest in interstitial lung disease into a research career that integrates 
imaging biomarkers, multiomics and phenotype data to identify subgroups of individuals at higher risk of 
developing pulmonary fibrosis. 

Dr. Kim has published research identifying strong associations of non-pulmonary fibrosis, 
genetic variants with automated imaging biomarkers of early lung inflammation in fibrosis, and potential 
modifiable risk factors. Dr. Kim's long-term goal is to design and implement clinical trials aimed at 
preventing the development of pulmonary fibrosis, and in recent years, he's extended his work into 
SARS-CoV-2, including antibody responsiveness to COVID-19 vaccines in associations of pre-pandemic 
lung-imaging abnormalities. 

Finally, Dr. Post is the Lou and Nancy Grasmick Professor of Cardiology in the Department of 
Medicine at the Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine with a joint appointment in epidemiology 
at the Bloomberg School of Public Health. 

Dr. Post is a cardiologist at the Ciccarone Center for the Prevention of Cardiovascular Disease 
where she's director of cardiovascular research for the Division of Cardiology and director of research 
for the Cardiovascular Fellowship Training Program. Dr. Post's research interests include prediction and 
prevention of coronary heart disease, heart failure and sudden cardiac death, genetics of cardiovascular 
disease, sex and ethnic disparities in heart disease, and cardiovascular disease in people living with HIV. 



RECOVER RESEARCH REVIEW SEMINAR: Vaccine response and time to 
recovery from COVID-19 in a multi-cohort collaborative (C4R) 

November 12th, 2024         
12:00 – 1:30 PM EDT 

 

Page 2 of 21 

 

The topic of today's seminar is Vaccine Response and Time to Recovery from COVID-19 and 
Multi-Cohort Collaborative. Today's speakers will present findings from the Collaborative Cohort of 
Cohorts for COVID-19 Research, or C4R, which is analyzing data from over 50,000 US adults participating 
in long-term NIH-funded cohort studies. 

Investigators will discuss how pre-pandemic health and lifestyle factors are associated with the 
level of anti-spike protein response following COVID-19 vaccination and the time to recovery after 
infection. 

Please welcome all of our speakers. And with that, I will turn it over to our first speaker, 
Dr. Oelsner. 

Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
Thank you so much for that kind introduction. Hold on. Let me share my slide. Okay. 
I'm really delighted to have this opportunity to introduce C4R. I hope that this presentation is 

going to provide the important context behind the scientific results that we're going to discuss later in 
this session, and I also really hope it inspires new research that we can do with the C4R resource. 

We started planning C4R almost five years ago in March 2020, and at that time, we set as our 
general framework to consider the past, the present, and the future of COVID-19 research, so looking at 
the past, looking at pre-pandemic factors, health, lifestyle, social determinants, and how they might 
influence risk of SARS-CoV-2 infection in the present, the present at that time being 2020, thinking about 
how severe the infection might be. 

We didn't know yet about variants in vaccinations, but that came soon into 2020 and 2021. And 
then even from the very beginning, we were asking ourselves, what is the future here? Will SARS-CoV-2 
infection and COVID-19 illness lead to persistent symptoms, lead to new diagnosable conditions, broadly 
put, sequelae. 

So now years later, we're looking still at the past, and infection and the sequelae are very much 
our present. We've developed a huge amount of data to better understand some of these questions, 
and there are still many unanswered questions and many new questions, and we hope that C4R, 
together with other recover studies and other resources across the world, can help us get to the 
answers to these current and future questions. 

C4R's approach was relatively unique because we were focusing on the resources available to us 
in 2020. We wanted to put together pre-pandemic data with pandemic data to advance our 
epidemiology of COVID-19. Specifically, we proposed to harmonize measures that had already been 
collected by NIH-funded cohorts as part of pre-pandemic exams, and I'm going to talk more about that. 

Then we wanted to do standardized data collection across all 14 pre-existing NIH cohorts 
starting in April 2020 and continuing through the present, and we wanted to make these data available 
as soon as possible to as many investigators as possible. So we developed a cloud-based platform called 
the C4R Analysis Commons for pooled-cohort data, and we have other options to access the data that I'll 
talk about at the end. 

So who were our 14 pre-existing NIH-funded cohorts that we wanted to bring together as a 
team to help study COVID-19? There are eight cardiovascular cohorts or cohorts that were designed to 
look at general population health that we were able to bring together for this effort. You may or may 
not be familiar with these cohorts. They are, in my world, famous. For many people, the one they've 
heard of the most is the Framingham Heart Study, and that's one of our cohorts. 
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We also had four pulmonary disease-focused cohorts and two cohorts that were developed to 
look more at neurocognitive outcomes. This group of 14 cohorts agreed to come together as a historic 
collaboration in 2020 to try to do our best to answer questions on COVID-19, and we continue to work 
together to this day. 

These cohorts had been collecting data for decades prior to the pandemic. This is a complicated 
figure. I'll just give you a little orientation to it. So along the top are the icons for each of those cohorts I 
had on the prior slide, and you won't be able to read all the details. If you want to see those, they're in 
our methods paper published in the American Journal of Epidemiology in 2022. 

Along the vertical side, we have the timeline from 1971 when the first Framingham Offspring 
Cohort Exam occurred through 2025 around the corner from us now. You see that all the little boxes, 
those are in-person exams conducted by the cohorts over the years for their participants. All of these 
cohorts have been also evaluating participants during the pandemic and the post-pandemic period. 
Those exams are shaded in blue. 

In 2020, we thought this was an incredible resource to look at this pre-pandemic health and 
other health-related factors with respect to how the pandemic would impact participants. What was 
really special about the data that had been collected prior to the pandemic is that it includes lots of 
different measures that are very biologically important to understanding SARS-CoV-2, and now long 
COVID and post-acute sequelae for SARS-CoV or PASC. 

So this slide shows a tally of the number of C4R participants with specific measures collected 
over the period, 2010 to 2020. There are too many of these to go through. Again, they're published in 
our methods paper if you want to review them in detail. But what this shows is there are tens of 
thousands of measures for biomarkers, everything from genomics data to gut microbiome data. 

We have information on sleep and actimetry. We have information on neurocognitive 
performance. These are exams that can take up to 90 minutes to administer, and exams like this were 
conducted in our C4R participants prior to the pandemic and then harmonized by C4R so that all of 
those studies can be put together and leveraged as a large data resource. 

We have information on the heart from electrocardiograms to echocardiograms to cardiac MRI. 
We have imaging of the chest, both cardiac imaging and lung imaging, and those data have been 
harmonized for the first time, as part of C4R, using deep learning approaches so that we can really see 
the lung structure prior to acute infection prior to long COVID and PASC. 

We also have physical function measures of a variety of types, including lung function or 
spirometry, and those data were actually harmonized before the C4R effort to look at other research, 
and we were able to build that into the C4R data. 

All told, the C4R cohorts were able to enroll over 51,000 diverse participants to date, and this 
slide just shows some really basic sociodemographic data on those 51,000 participants. You see that we 
have a bit more women than men. We have two-thirds of our participants who were 65 years of age or 
older in 2020, so it's a more older adult resource than a young adult resource, but we still have tens of 
thousands in that group, too. 

And then in terms of the racial and ethnic composition of our sample, we have less than 50% 
non-Hispanic whites and then very large numbers of Hispanic, Latino, and Black participants, and smaller 
numbers, but still very substantial numbers, of American Indian participants and Asian participants. 

Across this group of over 51,000 participants, we were able to do standardized data collection 
from 2020 through the present. I won't go into too much detail here, but we have done three waves of 
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questionnaires. The third wave of questionnaires is ongoing, and these are getting at experiences of 
SARS-CoV-2 infection, SARS-CoV-2 symptoms. 

We have questions on vaccination history, hospitalization history. We also have questions on 
mood, on finances, on attitudes and beliefs, so a very rich picture of how individuals were experiencing 
SARS-CoV-2 and also the pandemic period itself, disruptions to their behaviors, to their jobs, to their 
finances. 

We also conducted two serosurveys. The second serosurvey is underway. You're going to learn 
more about this from Dr. Kim in the next presentation, so I won't go into too much detail, but we have 
gotten blood from our participants during the pandemic to look at antibodies against SARS-CoV-2. 

And finally, we have been actually reviewing medical records for all COVID hospitalizations and 
deaths across the consortium to make sure that our outcomes are really validated so that we really 
know when we say that someone had a COVID-related stroke, for example, we've confirmed that in the 
original medical record. 

With respect to the pre-pandemic data, as I mentioned, we had a lot of it, and we've been trying 
to harmonize as much as we reasonably can. I highlighted that we've already done harmonization of 
neurocognitive exams, also of brain MRI, of chest CTs. We have the spirometry harmonized. And then 
this is a bit of a sampler of other data that has been harmonized across the cohorts. 

You see that we have tens of thousands of participants with information on lifestyle factors from 
smoking to cannabis to exercise, on clinical factors across a broad range of diagnosable conditions, also 
depression and anxiety. We have information on social and structural determinants of health, like 
educational attainment, household income, occupational status. 

Finally, this is just a bit of a sampler of some of the biomarkers we have on hand from the pre-
pandemic period. They include things like C-reactive protein, Factor VII, cystatin-C, fasting blood glucose, 
covering a broad range of potential health conditions and potential pathophysiologic pathways which 
are important to SARS-CoV-2. 

We currently have 35 investigators working on C4R data across the country, leading, at last 
count, 47 approved C4R analyses. So there are probably even more than that at this time, but that was 
the latest that I prepared for this presentation. This is just a map to show that they really are all over the 
country, and some of them might be at a university near you. 

We're coordinating the work out of Columbia University, which is where I work. We have a 
bunch of publications, and we're going to be highlighting two of them today. So Dr. Kim is going to talk 
about this Nature Communications article on Demographic and Clinical Factors Associated With SARS-
CoV-2 Spike Antibody Response Among Vaccinated US Adults. 

After that, I am going to talk about our publication in JAMA Network Open, looking at 
Epidemiologic Features of Recovery From SARS-CoV-2 Infection. We also have articles in some journals 
shown on the right side of the slide and many that are currently under review, and we look forward to 
publishing very soon. 

We think that C4R has some unique advantages for long COVID and PASC research. Those 
include our diverse US general population-based sample. I already showed you that we have a very large 
group of participants who include men, women across the age range of adulthood and also from many 
different racial and ethnic backgrounds, also various regional backgrounds, social backgrounds. 

What is quite unusual about C4R data is that our participants joined the studies before COVID-
19 existed. So they did not join our study because they were particularly interested in COVID-19 or 
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because of their experience with COVID-19. This means that our sample is relatively free of some 
selection biases that occur in studies that are conditional on a certain disease. Those studies are also 
highly valuable, but this is one advantage of our cohort approach. 

We also have rich data on social and structural determinants of health, including geocoding, 
which can be used to look at a lot of really important questions relating to disparities. A second major 
advantage is that we have this pre-pandemic, pandemic, and post-pandemic data. So, as I showed you, 
the cohorts have been connecting exams since 1971, in some cases, all the way through 2025, and many 
of them are going to keep going through the 2020s. 

That means that we have quantitative imaging, biobanks, and multiomics from the pre-
pandemic period, much of which we've harmonized, and we will in the future have, in the same 
participants, post-pandemic imaging, biobanks, and multiomics, which is a really exciting opportunity for 
research. 

We have been collaborating throughout with RECOVER. Many investigators have leadership 
roles in both C4R and RECOVER, and I couldn't put all the areas of collaboration on a slide, but I wanted 
to highlight that our latest wave-three questionnaire was actually developed together with RECOVER so 
that we could really look at some of the same questions in the RECOVER observational cohort and the 
C4R cohort to confirm results, to validate results, to assess any differences, and to potentially pool our 
strengths to answer as many questions as well as possible. 

Our data is currently available in a number of ways. The data is available on BioData Catalyst, 
which is an NIH repository that does require a data-access application, but is, by most terminology, 
publicly available. So the data are there for analysis. The data are also posted to the TOPMed Exchange 
area for TOPMed investigators who are looking at multiomics questions. 

Our resource, which we tend to use within the C4R consortium, is the C4R Analysis Commons. 
This, again, is a cloud-based data enclave, which allows us to work very closely across different 
universities in a secure manner to do the work as quickly as possible and to get the harmonization done 
swiftly and reproducibly. 

Furthermore, all of the data that was developed by the 14-cohort consortium of C4R is 
transferred back to each of the 14 cohorts. So each cohort that's participating gets a full harmonized 
copy of their own C4R datasets so that that data can be used by cohort investigators and combined with 
other resources from the group. 

In terms of research opportunities going forward, we think there are too many to fit on a slide. I 
just want to highlight that we still are very interested in questions linking pre-infection and post-
infection health and looking at how SARS-CoV-2 may have altered trajectories of health or disease. So 
we have these omics biomarkers imaging data. We have tons of characterization of SARS-CoV-2 
infections and COVID-19 across our very large set of participants. 

We also have some really important information on the pandemic itself to look at independent 
of the infection effects. What might be the secular effects, the cultural effects the pandemic might have 
had on health and health-related behaviors? So we welcome new proposals for research. We welcome 
ideas, and we feel very lucky to have been able to conduct this study with such an incredible team over 
the past few years. So that's my last slide. I'll stop there. 

Quinn Barnette: 
All right. Thank you so much, Dr. Oelsner. I think now we'll turn to Dr. Kim. 
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Dr. John Kim:  
I just want to thank RECOVER for the opportunity and the invitation to share our research and 

our recent publication out of C4R. The title of this presentation is Anti-S1 Response to Vaccination in US 
Adults, The C4R Study. It may or not be relevant, but the only disclosure is that we do receive grant 
support from the NIH. 

A background of the study is that I think we can appreciate that vaccination is a critical public 
health intervention that has been shown to prevent infection and attenuate illness severity. The 
messenger RNA vaccines, they're proven to be effective in COVID-19, but then studies were emerging 
that showed heterogeneity of antibody responses to the vaccines in certain populations. 

We think this is important because research and data has shown that antibody levels after 
vaccination may correlate with the degree that an individual is protected from being infected, but also 
potentially being protected from how severe they become if they are infected. Prior studies had linked 
some comorbidities such as heart disease, lung disease, as well as other risk factors like older age, 
linking to a lower response to vaccinations. 

What was noted is that those studies, one was that they were comprised of smaller samples. 
Some of them were from the pharmaceutical trials. Some of them were based just at single medical 
centers. And then larger data that was emerging, a lot of it was actually coming from the United 
Kingdom. 

So we thought that it would be interesting and informative to look at it in the United States and 
particularly because in the United States we had two major mRNA vaccines, Pfizer and Moderna, 
whereas the studies from UK, they mainly looked at Pfizer and vaccines from AstraZeneca. Also, those 
prior studies, it was noted that there were certain, self-reported at least, race and ethnic groups that 
were absent from those analyses. 

I think, as Dr. Oelsner highlighted, a unique aspect of C4R is that we had pre-pandemic 
assessments of these comorbidities as well as other risk factors, whereas a lot of these other studies had 
used pandemic-era or post-pandemic assessments. So we thought that it would be interesting to apply 
the harmonized data out of C4R to look at factors that might at least associate with antibody responses 
to COVID-19 vaccines. 

The main objective of this study was to identify correlates of anti-S1 IgG antibody levels after 
COVID-19 vaccination in US adults. I'll get to why we focus on anti-S1 IgG antibody in a couple of slides. 
So again, these were C4RR participants who had anti-S1 antibody levels measured and who had received 
two doses of the mRNA COVID-19 vaccine, and this was primarily based on individuals reporting that 
they had gotten at least two doses of that vaccine. 

We used linear regression models to examine candidate risk factors and their associations with 
these anti-S1 IgG levels. There was some data that was missing in terms of demographics, so we use 
statistical methods here to try to what we call impute and fill in that missing data. 

As Dr. Oelsner alluded to in her talk about all the data that has been compiled in C4R, one of the 
major unique aspects is this dried blood spot or what we call, in short, DBS. Here, you can see in this 
figure above, participants actually received a kit where they would just do a finger stick, like a prick, and 
they would drop blood onto these what we call these cards. 

Here on the second figure on the top, you can see there's a finger with a drop of blood, and you 
would drop it into this dotted circle. This is actually a real-life size of what the size of these circles are. So 
you would drop a blood into, I think, about five of these spots. And then all you actually needed to do 
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was actually take a punch hole of that spot and actually can run a lot of different lab measurements, like 
you would if you were to collect actual blood in a laboratory. 

I should credit that these are slides from Dr. Monica Parker who is at the New York Department 
of Health Wadsworth Center. They actually overlooked measurements of these antibody levels from 
these dried blood spots collected on these cards. An advantage of this is that these cards are actually 
pretty durable. You can actually store them in room temperature. 

They actually can last for several years, and you can still run measurements and tests from these 
samples. I won't go into detail, but basically they would take these spots, these punch holes, and then 
run these tests and be able to quantify and measure COVID-19-related antibody levels. 

We were interested primarily in anti-S1 because we know that anti-S1 antibody levels are a bit 
more specific to vaccines. So typically, if you receive a COVID-19 vaccine, you will have an increase in 
these anti-S1 antibody levels, which again, we think correlates with how effective the vaccine is working, 
whereas anti-N1 antibody, that's a bit more specific to infection. 

So this was a study, again, out of the New York Department of Health Wadsworth Center. This 
was led by Dr. Linda Styer. What they did was, in the beginning of the pandemic, they actually collected 
both blood samples as well as dried blood spots, those spots in the blood, and they correlated how good 
these dried blood spot levels correlated with actual whole blood levels. 

Here, the boxes, the squares here indicate anti-S1 levels, and what matters is that we see a 
pretty straight line at almost a 45-degree angle, and this says that basically the levels of antibody from 
the dried blood spot correlated really strongly with those antibody levels from blood measurements. So 
we thought that maybe these dried blood spot measurements of antibody levels were pretty accurate. 

This was the paper we published just this past year in Nature Communications, again, looking at 
factors that might correlate with these antibody levels. Out of that big C4R cohort, we had 6,245 
participants who had valid dried blood spot measurements as well as who received two doses of the 
vaccine. 

In the meantime, between at least the first vaccine dose and when they did the dried blood spot 
was about four months. The average age of this cohort was 73 years with a range of anywhere from 21 
to 100. It was an older cohort, so over 70% were over the age of 65. Over half of the cohort were 
female, and about 76% were non-Hispanic white. 

This is a plot here showing what the antibody level measurements were at the time between the 
first vaccine dose and when the blood spot was collected. Here overall, we can see that it seems at 60 
days, which is indicated by the vertical blue line here, is when these antibody levels peaks, so about 60 
days after that first vaccine dose. And then you see this gradual decrease in these antibody levels as 
there's more time between your first vaccine dose and when you gave the dried blood spot test. 

We looked at certain risk factors that might associate with these antibody levels over time. So 
here in this first panel we at whether age correlated with these antibody levels after a vaccine. And 
again, the X-axis is the time between that first vaccine dose and the dried blood spot sample. Here, we 
can see that in the red line, these are people who were below the age of 65, so younger. 

Participants who were below the age of 65 seem to have a much more stable antibody 
response. So even if you were 180 days out from your first vaccine dose, you actually had a higher anti-
S1 IgG level compared to older participants, so suggesting maybe a little bit more protection than those 
individuals of older age. 
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In the next panel here, we compared males and females. In the red line are females, and there 
we see that, one, they seem to have a higher initial antibody response after the first vaccine dose and 
that, over time, this seemed to still remain at least higher levels than men. 

Other risk factors we looked at was smoking status. So here we see that in those participants 
who at least reported a history of current smoking, these participants had lower anti-S1 levels over time, 
and this was sustained throughout. Whereas, people who reported to have never smoked here in the 
blue line or were former smokers in the green line, they had higher levels of anti-S1, again, suggesting 
they had a little bit better protection with the vaccine. 

We know that diabetes had seemed to be a risk factor at least in COVID-19 illness and severity, 
and so we looked at this as a risk factor in how well you responded to the vaccine. Here, as indicated by 
the red line, participants who at least had a history of diabetes, again, this is pre-pandemic, people who 
had a history of diabetes seem to have, one, a lower response to the vaccine indicated by these lower 
antibody levels and that this, again, seemed to persist over time compared to those participants without 
a history of diabetes. 

Again, a unique aspect of C4R in the study was that it's primarily based in the US, and so we 
were at least able to compare the two major mRNA vaccines that were used, which was BNT162b2 and 
mRNA-1273. So we looked at antibody levels responses to these vaccines, and here it seemed that at 
least those participants who reported to have gotten the Moderna vaccine, they had higher anti-S1 IgG 
levels and that this higher levels compared to the Pfizer vaccine seemed to persist the more days, again, 
between your first vaccine dose and when you gave the dried blood spot sample. 

Then we also looked at infection severity related to COVID-19, and again, correlates with anti-S1 
levels again in those who received the vaccine. This is a busy slide. But what I want to highlight is that, in 
general, what we found was that in participants who reported to have a history of COVID-19 infection 
prior to receiving the vaccine, they actually had higher antibody levels compared to those participants 
who had no infection. 

So in the green line here, these were participants who, again, received two doses of the vaccine 
but had no history of COVID-19 infection prior to receiving the vaccine. They had lower antibody levels 
over time. But then again in those at least indicated by the purple line here and the blue line, those 
participants who had gotten COVID-19 infection and then gotten vaccinated, they seemed to have 
higher antibody levels and that this seemed to at least be consistent over time compared to those who 
did not infected. 

Now, we did have a very small subgroup of participants who reported to have gotten the 
vaccine, then got COVID-19 infection, and then had gotten their dried blood spot sample measured. 
Here, we see that their levels were a little bit lower compared to those with pre-vaccine infection 
participants, but that this was still higher compared to those participants who had no history of 
infection. 

In summary, we found several demographic factors, as well as comorbidities, that seem to 
correlate with vaccine antibody responsiveness. It's notable that these factors that we found that 
associate with a lower antibody response to vaccine, these are the same factors that seem to also 
associate with an increased risk of more severe COVID-19, such as diabetes, older age. 

I didn't show it here for the sake of time, but we found other factors, like a history of COPD as 
well as higher body mass index, also associating with lower vaccine responsiveness. I think our findings 
at least seem to support ongoing efforts to augment vaccine responsiveness and strategies to improve 
the effectiveness, again, if we think of these antibody levels as correlates of that effectiveness. 
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Notably, we think that these findings may not just be specific to COVID-19 or SARS-CoV-2, but 
this may extend to other vaccines for other viral inflections such as influenza. 

Our study does have several limitations. Most notably, we restricted our analysis to those 
participants who received two doses of the vaccine recipients. So we didn't really have data analyzed for 
those participants who received other types of vaccines in the study, and that despite overall C4R being 
very diverse, for this actual analysis of about 6,200 participants, we did have smaller subgroup sizes of 
underrepresented minority groups, which may limit the generalizability. 

So just want to thank our collaborators, particularly Dr. Oelsner, who leads C4R as well as 
Dr. Sun and Dr. Balte, two of the many bio-statisticians that work with Dr. Oelsner, Particularly thanks to 
the New York Department of Health Wadsworth Center who basically measured these dried blood spot 
antibody levels, as well as Dr. Demmer who helped co-lead this study with Dr. Oelsner And myself and as 
well as University of Vermont led by Russell Tracy as well. Thank you. 

Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
All right. Thank you, Dr. Kim. I am going to now present on another paper we published this year 

on Epidemiologic Features of Recovery from SARS-CoV-2 Infection. Just for a little context to tie it back 
to what I started with with the introduction to C4R, Dr. Kim was presenting work emerging from our first 
serosurvey, the Serosurvey 1.0 done by dried blood spots. 

I'm going to be presenting on results that are really drawn from our wave-one and wave-two 
questionnaires. I think that there are lots of questions that can spring from both of these papers in 
terms of what we can do with our second serosurvey and our latest set of questionnaires in terms of 
future directions. 

I think that the people attending this call are probably very well aware of the massive burden of 
long COVID on the US population and globally, and that's the general motivation for this work that we 
started early on in our project. We were aware from the earliest months of the pandemic in 2020 that 
people were taking a really long time to recover from SARS-CoV-2 infection. Some people weren't 
seeming to recover at all. So we included that type of question very early on in our work. 

This slide just shows a few national data which summarize the proportion of US adults who say 
that they've ever had long COVID or currently had long COVID by age and sex. So these are results based 
on interviews with American adults in 2022, and this shows that 6.9% or about one out of 14 American 
adults say that they had ever had long COVID two years ago. So that number can only go up. 

At that time, 3.4% or about one in 30 people thought that they currently had long COVID, 
defined as having symptoms lasting three months or longer that did not predate the SARS-CoV-2 
infection. So we are going to show what we did to try to understand risk factors for having delayed 
recovery from SARS-CoV-2 infection, which would be one way of thinking about long COVID, not the 
only way. 

Our objective in this work was to determine the time to recovery following SARS-CoV-2 infection 
in our population and identify correlates of recovering or not recovering by 90 days, by three months, 
among community-dwelling US adults participating in C4R. 

The question we used to define recovery from SARS-CoV-2 infection was very much relying on 
patient self-reports and was included in our very first questionnaire administered in April 2020. The 
question was, "Since your COVID-19 infection, would you say you are completely recovered now?" And 
there were two options, yes or no. If the answer was yes, we asked, "how long did it take for you to 
recover in days?" 
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So we got an estimate from those participants who'd had infections, had recovered. How long 
did it take to get better? If a participant said, no, they weren't fully recovered at the time of the 
questionnaire, we looked at the difference between the date of the questionnaire when they were not 
recovered and the date of their infection, and that gave us a days to non-recovery. 

So we were able to estimate that. And then, of course, we never would know unless we had a 
subsequent questionnaire such as the wave-three questionnaire whether they eventually recovered or 
whether they were still experiencing COVID-related symptoms. 

We took these data, and we looked at trends in the median time to recovery by variant period 
and by vaccination status at time of infection. So I'll try to explain slowly what we see in this figure. So 
along the vertical axis, this is the number of days to recovery or non-recovery. Along the horizontal axis 
here, we have the first wave of infections, which was associated with wild-type viruses, the second wave 
also associated with wild type, the third wave, which was linked to Alpha variants, the fourth also linked 
to Alpha variants. 

Then we had the fifth wave which was linked to the Delta variants. And then the sixth wave 
linked to the Omicron variants. Our data was from the wave-one and wave-two questionnaires in C4R 
covering 2020 to 2023, so not data beyond March 2023. Each of these bars in blue shows the median 
time to recovery for someone who was unvaccinated at the time of infection, unvaccinated for COVID-
19. 

Obviously, there were no vaccines during the first and second waves at all. So there are only 
blue bars. If we focus on the blue bars, we see that during the first wave, early on from February to May 
2020, the median time to recovery was about four weeks median. So half of people took longer. 

That number fell to about three weeks in the summer of 2020. And then it stayed at around 
three weeks through the fourth wave, and then it trended down in the fifth and finally the sixth wave. 
So at the time of the sixth wave, the Omicron period, the median time to recovery was about two 
weeks. 

If you look at the yellow bars, these are the median time to recovery for the vaccinated 
participants. These are people who were vaccinated prior to their infections, and you see that during the 
third wave when the vaccines first became available, these individuals had managed to be vaccinated 
before they then had an Alpha variant period infection. You see that their time to recovery was 
markedly lower. 

There was a lower time to recovery across the subsequent waves, four to six, in the vaccinated 
versus the unvaccinated, although the differences are a little bit less dramatic, with the shortest time to 
recovery across this entire figure, people who were vaccinated prior to an Omicron variant infection. 

This is a table summarizing some key numbers that are indicated by that graph. So we looked at 
the median days to recovery overall for that entire period I show from 2020 through spring 2023, and 
we said the median days to recovery was 20, and the probability of not recovering by 90 days after 
infection was 23%. So if you treat non-recovery by 90 days as your definition of long COVID, which many 
people would, the probability of having long COVID overall in our sample was 23%, almost one in four. 

If we focus in on the Omicron period, which may be more relevant to our current variants, 
although we do not have data in this study to look at the current period, you see that the median days 
to recovery during the Omicron period was 14 days, two weeks, and the probability of non-recovery by 
90 days was 17%, so almost one in five. Lower than the overall estimates, but still very high. 

So the next question we asked was we have all these data in terms of pre-pandemic health and 
lifestyle, can we see which of those factors might have been associated with a greater or lesser 
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likelihood of recovering before three months were up? So really, the hazard ratios here are if they're 
less than one, that means that you were less likely to recover by 90 days. So conversely, you were more 
likely to qualify for a long COVID definition. 

If the hazard ratios were greater than one, the reverse is true. So that means you were more 
likely to recover before 90 days after your infection and you were less likely to meet a long COVID 
definition. So we ran these models using Cox proportional hazards regression, and we adjusted the 
models for all of the factors that were easily harmonized across the cohorts. 

There was a question about this in the chat. Harmonized means we were able to find a way to 
make sure that the measure was the same in each of the cohorts because each cohort might have 
collected the data in a slightly different way, in a slightly different unit, in a slightly different number of 
categories, and we had to find a way to combine those data correctly so that we had apples-to-apples 
data in each cohort before we pooled them. 

So here in terms of the tabular results, we see that the orange rows, those are risk factors that 
reduced the likelihood of recovering by 90 days or essentially increased the likelihood of meeting a long 
COVID definition. You see that the most extreme hazard ratios were for American Indian participants 
who, compared to non-Hispanic white participants, were much less likely to recover by 90 days, with a 
hazard ratio of 0.64. 

Participants with COPD, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, were less likely to recover by 90 
days compared to those who did not have COPD. Individuals with current smoking or former smoking, 
they're both in the orange group here. They were less likely to recover by three months. Individuals with 
cardiovascular disease and also women compared to men were less likely to recover by three months. 

The only two rows here that are green, meaning the hazard ratio was favorable, it was showing 
greater likelihood of recovery by three months, that would be infection during the Omicron wave 
compared to infection during the first wave and being vaccinated against COVID-19 before being 
infected versus the unvaccinated conditions. So those were both factors that increased the likelihood of 
recovering before 90 days were up. 

Among this group, the strongest independent association after a bunch of sensitivity analyses 
were really for cardiovascular disease, female sex, the Omicron wave, and vaccination before infection. 
All of these factors could be, or are we've shown, associated with the likelihood of having a severe 
infection, the likelihood of being hospitalized for COVID-19, the likelihood of needing oxygen or other 
intervention for COVID-19. 

We also know from our data that people with a more severe, acute SARS-CoV-2 infection, those 
people who needed to be hospitalized, for example, are more likely to take longer to recover from their 
infection. So we asked the question, how much of the relationship between a factor like vaccination and 
time to recovery is actually explained by the fact that vaccination tends to reduce the risk of severe 
infection, which tends to reduce time to recovery? 

This is called mediation, where there might be a relationship that's mediated. That's the orange 
here, where the association between the risk factor is associated with the outcome via an intermediary 
step that's associated with both of them. That can be differentiated from a direct effect where the risk 
factor is just associated with the outcome, and it's not explained by the intermediary. So the risk factor 
could be associated with time to recovery, but not via its association with disease severity. 

We asked this question statistically in the data, and here are the main results. So this is the 
mediation of associations for our major risk factors by infection severity. The mediated effect is shown 
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in orange, and the direct effect is shown in blue. So let's focus first on Omicron and vaccination. Those 
were our advantageous factors that reduced time to recovery. 

You see that each of them was associated with fewer days to recovery. That's the horizontal axis 
here, effect on mean days to recovery. Both of them had a significant amount of that reduced time to 
recovery that was attributable to a reduced severity of original infection. That was particularly true for 
vaccination. So you see that out of the 18 or so days that were cut off recovery time with vaccination, 
about six of them were via reducing acute infection severity, and the remainder were direct effects via 
some other pathway. 

Omicron had a smaller proportion mediated and had a larger proportionate direct effect on 
reducing the time to recovery. Marching up on this figure, you see that CVD was associated with a 
longer time to recovery and that a small portion of that was mediated by a greater severity of acute 
infection in people who had CVD. 

And then with female sex, you see something a little counterintuitive. Overall, women took 
longer to recover on average than men, and women also were less likely to have a very severe acute 
infection. So this is like a reverse mediation. You would expect women to take less time to recover based 
on their infection severity than they did. 

So our conclusions, in general, are that recovery time from SARS-CoV-2 infection has trended 
down over the course of the period 2020 to 2023. And yet the probability of not recovering by 90 days 
remained very high even in that Omicron era, 17%. Vaccination and Omicron-era infections were 
favorably associated with recovery, which was mediated in part by lower severity of acute infection, but 
not entirely. 

Female sex and cardiovascular disease were adversely associated with recovery, so longer 
recovery times and less recovery observed by 90 days in those groups. And then there were also similar 
associations observed for smoking and COPD. There were racial disparities observed, particularly with a 
slower recovery probability observed in American Indian participants compared to non-Hispanic white 
participants. 

So some key questions emerging from this are shown here, and there are more. One, why are 
women more likely to experience long COVID despite a lower risk of severe infection? Two, what are the 
underlying mechanisms for long COVID? There are probably different phenotypes of long COVID, as 
we've all thought about, and how do we untangle that, leveraging data in C4R and other resources? 

How are repeated exposures to SARS-CoV-2, new variants, vaccines, number of vaccines, and 
treatments like PAXLOVID associated with risk of long COVID? This is a moving target because obviously 
we continue to have more vaccines available, more variant development, and people are accruing more 
and more reinfections. How does that experience relate to risk of long COVID in the current time? 

Does having long COVID increase the risk of developing future health problems such as 
cardiovascular disease, metabolic disease, lung disease? Do we parse that into different conditions or is 
that part of the long COVID group of conditions? And then finally, will long COVID affect US health 
disparities, especially since we see such differences in probability of recovery in some of our data? So 
that is my last slide, and I will stop there. 

Dr. Wendy Post: 
Great. Thank you so much. I am Dr. Wendy Post, and I'm going to be leading the discussion. I 

wanted to thank Dr. Oelsner and Dr. Kim for their very interesting and informative presentations. 
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Dr. Oelsner, congratulations on your leadership role, bringing together 14 long-standing 
observational cohorts to study important factors related to the COVID pandemic, including having, 
importantly, pre-pandemic information that we can compare to information gathered during the 
pandemic. 

You referred to the post-pandemic period. There was a question about that. We're hoping 
someday there will be a post-pandemic period, and that these cohorts will continue to collect data. But I 
don't think Dr. Oelsner meant to imply that we were in a post-pandemic period. It was just the study 
design. When we designed it, we had no idea what was going on, or when Lizzie designed it, Dr. Oelsner. 

It's just a very rich dataset that allows us to answer questions in a very unique way, capitalizing 
on data that the NIH has invested in for decades, and it complements the data that is available through 
RECOVER, which is incredibly rich as well, but the data is acquired in a different fashion. So the two 
cohorts, C4R and rec, mega-cohorts, can answer potentially the same questions in different ways and 
hopefully the answers will complement each other. 

So thank you for telling us about the epidemiologic features of recovery from SARS-CoV-2 
infection. It's very encouraging that recovery time is trending down over the course of the pandemic. It's 
nice to hear some good news for a change. There's been a wealth of data demonstrating racial 
disparities in the incidence and severity of infection within the United States. 

So it's troubling that we, again, see such disparities emerge from C4R data analyses, and I was 
wondering what you think might have led to greater risk of slower recovery after COVID infection in 
American Indians in C4R. 

Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
Thank you, Dr. Post, for all of your support and for this very helpful question. So I don't have 

what I consider a satisfactory answer to this really important question of why we saw longer recovery 
times in American Indian participants versus non-Hispanic white participants. It was very dramatic. We 
have thought about it, but as of yet, we don't have answers. We have questions that we need to follow 
up on. 

We've been so lucky to be able to partner with American Indian communities to generate data 
to do the necessary work to find some real answers. I would say some ideas I've thought of that could 
contribute to what we saw is that, often, the American Indian participants had their first infections 
earlier in 2020. And what does that mean? That could mean many things. 

It could mean that they had earlier variants, that they had less access to therapies, that they 
were treated with therapies that were later found to not be helpful or maybe even detrimental. There 
are questions about whether viral dose, so the amount of the virus you're exposed to when you're first 
exposed, could relate to the severity of your acute infection. If they had less access to masks early in the 
pandemic or because of other conditions were exposed to just more virus, that could contribute. 

I think that's just the beginning of the list of what we are looking at here. The association was 
found to be independent, so not explained by the major clinical conditions that we considered in our 
model, anthropometry, so blood pressure, BMI, age. Our associations were controlled for all those 
factors, so that's not explaining what we're seeing. Something else is, and we really need to look into it. 

I would say that we have compared the national data by race and ethnicity developed by CDC 
with the C4R data to look at the incidence of severe COVID-19, defined as COVID-19 hospitalization and 
death, and long COVID burden, defined in a variable way because the definitions have changed. 
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Our C4R findings, in terms of disparities, line up almost perfectly with the national data, which is 
just important to state because I think the C4R data therefore provides a really important laboratory to 
get the answers because we are clearly finding something that is shown in our major surveillance 
databases, and we have this additional biologic data and social data to interrogate these questions more 
deeply and hopefully get answers that help our communities. 

Dr. Wendy Post: 
Thank you. I also just wanted to mention that the community that is enrolled in C4R that 

identifies as American Indian asked to be referred to as American Indian, so that is their preferred 
terminology for the people included in this study. So I just wanted the audience to know that because I 
know there are various terminology that can be used to describe that important part of our population. 

Dr. Kim, thanks for telling us about risk factors related to anti-S1 antibody responses to 
vaccination based on C4R serosampling using dried blood spot tests. So dried blood spots are a fantastic 
way to collect data, especially during a pandemic, because participants didn't need to leave their homes 
for a blood draw. They could easily collect these samples at home and return the cards to the lab 
through the mail. 

I had had limited experience with dried blood spots in my research career. I am affiliated with 
C4R, so I learned a lot from that affiliation. But I was wondering if you could tell me a little bit more 
about dried blood spots and whether you think that might be an approach that could be used clinically 
in the future in order to do clinical testing. 

Dr. John Kim:  
Well, thank you. Dr. Post. Yeah. Truthfully, I was really surprised about the dried blood spot 

data, and I think one big feature of it in C4R I think Dr. Oelsner highlighted in her first presentation was 
we had a lot of participants send samples. So I think it reflects the ease and just very simple nature of 
this test. 

I think what has made it an appealing test is that people can do it at their home. It doesn't 
require them to go to a lab to get the sample collected process. From my understanding is that these 
samples can last for several years and still be measured from. So I'm hopeful with more studies and 
research that look at how to implement this dried blood spot, that it might actually address some of the 
issues of inequity and access to care and monitoring. 

I really think an exciting opportunity, and I'm not aware of anything right now that's looking at 
this, but whether to implement dried blood spot testing and measure almost in real time vaccine 
responsiveness, and so in people who may have decreases in this level, whether it would affect 
management. Again, that's 10 steps ahead, but I think this is just really just the start of it. 

I think maybe 10, 12 years ago, the technology wasn't there maybe for the dried blood spot 
correlating with the lab measurements, but I think in recent years, it's really exciting. I should comment 
that a lot of those other studies in the United Kingdom that looked at the antibody levels after vaccines, 
they also allowed them to use dried blood spots. 

So I think we have a lot of different independent studies looking at the potential utility of these 
dried blood spots. So I think it's exciting. I think it's just getting back to more perspective research 
needed. 



RECOVER RESEARCH REVIEW SEMINAR: Vaccine response and time to 
recovery from COVID-19 in a multi-cohort collaborative (C4R) 

November 12th, 2024         
12:00 – 1:30 PM EDT 

 

Page 15 of 21 

 

Dr. Wendy Post: 
Thank you. So on the same theme, do you think there's any clinical utility in monitoring antibody 

levels? I know we didn't specifically address this in the observational study, but if you were to want to 
comment on what your recommendations would be about that? 

Dr. John Kim:  
Yeah. I don't know. That's the simple answer. I'm not sure about the actual clinical utility of 

actually measuring these antibody levels and monitoring over time because I think one thing is we're not 
sure the strategies and things to do if let's say you do see maybe a lower level. I think also we don't have 
really standardization of these lab tests that measure these antibodies. 

So I think there's a lot of things that need to be done before these are really implemented 
clinically. But I think the start is to actually at least look at this with the research so that it can maybe 
propel other studies and eventual potential clinical utility. 

Dr. Wendy Post: 
So not quite ready for prime time, but something we need to learn a lot more about for 

potential utility in the future. 

Dr. John Kim:  
Exactly. 

Dr. Wendy Post: 
Yeah. So, Dr. Oelsner, Do you want to comment on additional research that's being done in C4R, 

either related to time to recovery or in general? You mentioned multiple papers that are underway and 
proposals. Just tell me a little bit more about what exciting research we will hear about in the future. 

Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
Of course. I'll do what I can. We have to keep some of these things under wraps because that's 

how publication works, unfortunately. But I can tell you that we have really been working on linking up 
those pre-pandemic factors, including the structural-imaging measures, the spirometry measures, for 
example, with risk of severe acute infection because that's an important issue to clarify. 

It sounds maybe a bit straightforward that people who had health conditions before the 
pandemic were more likely to have severe infection. That's a reasonable expectation. But plenty of 
people in the world have maybe a lower lung function or maybe a higher sugar level than average, and 
are they at higher risk than average? They might not know this about themselves, so we want to really 
understand some of the physiology and the biology about what might increase the risk of a severe 
COVID-19 illness. 

That might be generalizable to other causes of acute respiratory failure, for example, influenza, 
RSV, other things out there. So we are completing a large body of work looking at our outcome of severe 
COVID-19 illness. We're also doing a wave of work around psychosocial health factors and infection and 
the pandemic period itself, looking at issues of how psychological factors, social factors may be 
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associated with a greater or lower risk of severe COVID-19 or behavioral changes or vaccination 
behaviors as well. 

And then I think that we are just scratching the surface as we are completing our latest wave of 
data collection with our wave-three questionnaire, which goes much more into long COVID-related 
symptoms, and also we're updating all of our reinfection data, our re-vaccination data so that we can 
get into those questions I was mentioning. 

How do repeated exposures to the virus or to vaccines or to other factors maybe modify your 
risk of having a long COVID diagnosis or just a delay of slower-than-average recovery or a new 
diagnosable condition such as cardiovascular disease, hypertension, diabetes, and things like this? So 
that is a body of work that we are embarking upon now as we start to close our datasets. 

There's certainly a ton more work to do, and we welcome new ideas in terms of making the 
most out of the fact that we have long-term longitudinal follow-up in so many diverse Americans where 
we can look at where people were before 2020 and their experiences with infection with long COVID 
and with other conditions that they might not themselves link to their COVID history. But maybe 
through analysis, we can uncover additional findings that might not be self-evident with self-report. 

Dr. Wendy Post: 
Yeah. Great. Looking forward to seeing all these results come out in the literature so we can all 

benefit. I know we're all working very hard to do that. 
You presented data that's observational, not randomized clinical trials. But using the 

observational data that we have acquired, what would you hypothesize would be a good way to help 
prevent long COVID or delay of recovery of symptoms? 

Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
That's obviously a critical question for everyone, very top of mind. The very clear signals in the 

study I presented today suggest that anything that will reduce your risk of a more severe acute infection 
may reduce your risk of a prolonged recovery. On that list of things that you can do to modify your risk 
of a more severe infection would obviously be vaccination, which vaccination has been shown in so 
many clinical trials to be effective. 

And then I think general health measures in terms of resilience with respect to any viral 
exposure, so we know that means taking care of yourself, taking care of your chronic conditions, seeing 
your doctor, and trying to be as strong as you can if you do encounter the virus. So those are some basic, 
common-sense things that we can all do to try to reduce our risks. 

In terms of things you can take, I don't have any answers from our data yet, but that is certainly 
a question that we're all asking. We will be looking forward to exploring any biology or physiology to 
help answer those questions and support our colleagues as they are building clinical trials for potential 
new interventions. 

Dr. Wendy Post: 
Great. Of course, there are people who were vaccinated and did everything to take good care of 

their health who still developed long COVID symptoms. This is just a general recommendation of 
reducing risk for long COVID or persistent symptoms that come out of our data, and hopefully we'll be 
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seeing less virulent strains going forward, as you suggested, that hopefully, with our knowledge, will 
lead to fewer people with severe infections and hopefully fewer people with persistent symptoms. 

So again, I thank Dr. Oelsner and Dr. Kim for really interesting presentations today, and I'm 
going to turn it back to Quinn to help with moderating audience Q&A. 

Quinn Barnette: 
All right. Well, thanks, everyone, for such a rich discussion. We'd like to open our audience Q&A 

with just a few questions that we received in the Q&A chat. Just as a reminder to the audience, we'll 
also post a Q&A document on recovercovid.org for any questions that we can't get to today. 

So the first question is perhaps relevant to both Dr. Kim and Dr. Oelsner's presentations and 
asks, "In your work, have you seen a difference between patients that had COVID first before they got 
vaccinated and their response to the vaccine? And if so, did that help or hinder their recovery?" Maybe, 
Dr. Kim, if you want to start? 

Dr. John Kim:  
Yeah. Thank you, Quinn. At least the paper we published seems to suggest that those ... Again, 

the order of events, so those participants in C4R who had a history of COVID-19 infection, then followed 
by getting two doses of the mRNA vaccine followed by getting a dried blood spot given and their 
antibody levels, they seem to have significantly higher antibody levels, again, as a surrogate of increased 
vaccine responsiveness. 

So if you had an infection, then got vaccinated, and then gave your blood sample, you seem to 
have a higher antibody level, again, that suggests that you had a bit maybe more protection as a 
surrogate. I think that way I'll pass it on to Dr. Oelsner to follow up about the recovery in that part of the 
question. 

Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
Thanks. We don't have enough data yet to answer some of the questions we really do want to 

answer about antibody responses to vaccination and long COVID. So watch that space. We're working 
on it. 

We are developing data looking at also anti-nucleocapsid responses, which is an antibody 
response that only occurs after natural infection, and how that might differ based on sequencing of 
infection and vaccination and also how that may relate to long-COVID risk. So that's yet another 
dimension of how our serosurvey will be used to explore some of these issues. 

Once we have the serosurvey 2.0, we'll have a second sample. So, in many individuals, we'll have 
two tests of their antibodies, and we're going to be able to look at the sequencing of different events 
around those antibodies. That includes the ability to look at people who might have had a long-COVID 
phenotype before the first blood that resolved before the second blood versus someone with long 
COVID at both times versus someone with long COVID that developed between the two blood spots. 

So study designs like that will help us to dig deeper into some of these really interesting 
questions and tell us more about the immunology underlying long COVID and the different factors. 
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Quinn Barnette: 
Thank you. Very interesting and exciting work, it sounds like, that could be coming around the 

pike. 
Our next question is for Dr. Kim, and it asks, "Did you have the opportunity to look at vaccine-

response trajectories from patients who already indicated they had long COVID. And if not, are there 
any plans to look at this?" 

Dr. John Kim:  
That's a great question. So the question is, basically, were we able to account for participants 

who reported history of long COVID in terms of antibody-level response to vaccine? At the time of the 
analysis and the publication, I don't think we really had that data to incorporate. So I believe, and again, 
I defer to Dr. Oelsner, the architect of C4R, but I believe that is potentially a future research area with 
more data coming in as part of C4R. 

Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
That's right. Our dried blood spot, the first one, was really timed with the timing of our second 

questionnaire, so we couldn't see what would happen in the future after those antibodies until we got 
the wave-three questionnaire, and that wave-three questionnaire is being finalized now. We're 
approaching 30,000 out of a target of 31,000 wave-three questionnaires, so we hope to have that data 
ready for analysis very soon. 

Quinn Barnette: 
Thank you. Our next question is also for Dr. Kim and asks, "We hear the general guidance is 

delaying obtaining a vaccine after an infection by about three months. Was this considered in your 
analysis, and would your data support that this delay enhances antibody titers at all?" 

Dr. John Kim:  
That's, again, another great question. So the question being, I think at least at the time when the 

vaccines rolled out, if you had a history of infection, it was thought that maybe get the vaccine three 
months after you're infected. That really didn't factor into our analysis or we didn't really even think of 
that as we analyzed the data. And then I would suggest that we probably can't necessarily make a direct 
correlation of our data in terms of clinical guidance of whether to delay getting your vaccine three 
months later. 

I think our data, that first part I had showed shows that at least at 60 days after the first dose of 
vaccine, we do see this peak of the antibody level and does seem to wane over time. I'm not aware of 
any current research efforts to interrogate or elucidate that relationship between infection and vaccine 
and when to get it, but I don't think we can necessarily, again, extrapolate our data to that sort of 
clinical question. 

Quinn Barnette: 
Thank you. Our next question is for Dr. Oelsner, and it asked, "Do you know the probability of 

non-recover after infinite time, i.e. non-recovery after that 90-day mark from your study?" 
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Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
That's a really good question. I will say that I spoke to our bio-statistician about this, and she 

would give a better answer right now. But basically, in terms of the figure I showed you with the median 
times recovery over different waves, participants were only in one of those bars. So if they were 
infected in wave one, their recovery time was in that wave-one bar, and the median was the median 
across the group of recovery time for those people. 

Some of those people, unfortunately, remain non-recovered up until our last observation of 
them, which could be ... I mean some of them are, as you can imagine, years long, but the statistical 
method of looking at the median is actually robust to many different treatments of recovery versus non-
recovery. So I don't think it would be influenced. 

We could talk about it further. There are a lot of statistical issues here, but the median remains 
true, depending on a range of assumptions about recovery time in those individuals where they're not 
observed to recover because the median is still going to remain stable. 

We are identifying in our preliminary wave-three data, people who have not recovered for 
years, and we have many people meeting that criterion. We also have people who suffered for many 
years but then did recover. So we think these are really important subgroups to assess in terms of their 
pre-long COVID risk factors and their current health conditions and their prognosis. 

So we are actively looking at this and recognize that the range of periods of recovery is 
extremely wide, including very, very, very long non-recovery periods that remain non-recovered up 
through the wave-three questionnaire administered in 2023 through 2024. 

Quinn Barnette: 
All right, thank you. Our next question is also for Dr. Oelsner and asks, "Were pregnant women 

included in your study on the time to recovery? And if so, did you see any differences?" 

Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
Pregnant women were, unfortunately, not included in the study, and that's an area that I think 

certainly demands research but was not covered with the work that we did. 

Quinn Barnette: 
All right, thank you. Our next question I think can be directed to the entire panel, and it asked, 

"There's some general concern from the audience about risk of triggering long COVID after a 
vaccination. Could you comment on the evidence we have about how protective vaccines may be 
specifically for long COVID and if there's any data for potentially triggering long-COVID symptoms?" 
Maybe, Dr. Oelsner, If you want to start? 

Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
I think it's a really interesting question. I have seen, by and large, in analyzing our data for many 

different research questions, a compelling, consistent protective effect of COVID-19 vaccination versus 
risk of more severe acute illness and risk of prolonged recovery. That is what I have observed. I have not 
very specifically examined the question that you're raising, and I think it's something that we should do. 
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I think that we do expect, particularly at this time, a very wide range of vaccination histories. We 
see that in our wave-three questionnaire. We have people who have had zero vaccines by 2024 and 
people who've had seven or more. I think trying to look into the sequencing of vaccinations around 
symptoms is going to be a really critical next step for us. 

It's going to be complicated, but I think the question you're asking is really, really a question that 
I hear in my primary care clinic all the time, which is what about me? What do I do? Should I get another 
vaccine or should I get my first vaccine? Given that the picture is very complex and certainly a lot of 
people do feel ill after the vaccine and that could be due to the vaccine effects, there's a lot of questions 
there. 

So I hear that question as a really patient-oriented, patient-centered question that we want to 
dig into more as we get our wave-three questionnaire closed. 

Quinn Barnette: 
All right, thank you. Our next question is also for Dr. Oelsner and asks, "If you can comment on 

the C4R cohorts having pre-existing conditions compared to those who do not have pre-existing 
conditions, is that something that you analyzed for the current study or are planning to analyze in the 
future?" 

Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
The original participants were generally recruited into cohorts as healthy adults, and some of 

them had some pre-existing conditions before they joined their studies. Many of them developed those 
conditions over time while they were in the study. So maybe they didn't have hypertension when they 
joined in 1971, but maybe in 2018, they did have hypertension. 

So in the C4R population, we have many people who have zero clinical conditions prior to 2020, 
who have multiple clinical conditions, and among those who have clinical conditions, we often know 
when they were diagnosed over our period of observation. We also, relatively unusually because of the 
research nature of our cohorts, we have information on people who don't have a disease yet. They have 
maybe a preclinical or a subclinical difference that doesn't qualify as disease but is a little bit different 
than normal. 

So we're able to compare people without disease, with the disease, and with some preclinical or 
subclinical elements of disease and assess their risk to see if there's really a graded association of risk, 
like the more the disease, the more the risk, which would suggest not prove that it's part of a biologic 
continuum. 

Or we can also use some of these data to create subtypes of disease, different types of a disease 
with our quantitative data, with our biomarker data. Because diseases such as diabetes are probably 
many, many, many diseases in there with a similar major phenotype, but we're able to use different 
biomarkers that we have to try to understand subgroups of diabetes and look at whether they have 
differential risk associations with something like long COVID. 

Quinn Barnette: 
All right. Thank you. I think we have time for one more question, and this one will also be 

directed to Dr. Oelsner and asks, "Will C4R and RECOVER, which is another long COVID cohort study, be 
collaborating for a cohesive combination of research and cohorts? Are there any activities planned?" 
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Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
Could you repeat the last part of that question? We will C4R and recover be collaborating ... 

Quinn Barnette: 
"For a cohesive combination of research and cohorts." 

Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner: 
Yes. Thank you. I was assuming my answer would be yes, just wanted to make sure. So we work 

very closely with RECOVER, and we are complementary in many ways. We bring different things to the 
research table, and so we hope to provide opportunities to take RECOVER results and validate them in 
C4R or vice versa, and then in some cases, maybe pool our resources if we have special case types. 

If there are 100 people meeting a case type in RECOVER and 75 in C4R, given how linked or 
harmonized our studies are, we should be able to pool resources to do additional investigation 
collaboratively. 

Quinn Barnette: 
All right. Well, thank you so much. I think that is going to conclude our Q&A session for today. I 

want to say thank you to our presenters again for such a wonderful presentation and rich discussion and 
to our audience as well for attending this seminar and engaging with the Q&A. 

As a reminder, a recording of today's seminar will be available on recovercovid.org within a 
couple of weeks, and we'll also be posting a Q&A document that has responses to the questions that we 
received today, including some that we didn't have time to address. 

But before we conclude, a reminder to researchers both within and beyond the RECOVER 
Initiative, you can now apply to use RECOVER data for ancillary studies. This does include data from 
three RECOVER cohort studies, adults, including pregnant adults, pediatric, autopsy, and biospecimens 
collected from cohort study participants. 

Any interested researchers have to apply using an ancillary study proposal and receive approval, 
and researchers must also have independent funding support to conduct the proposed study. To learn 
more about that, you can visit recovercovid.org/ancillary. 

And with that, we do hope that you'll join us again. Please keep an eye on recovercovid.org for 
updates and for a list of future seminar topics as we enter the new year. Additionally, you'll see a short 
survey come up on your screen in just a moment. It'll ask for your feedback on the seminar, and we 
would appreciate if you could just take a brief moment to fill out the survey. 

With that, I thank all of our panelists again. Thanks to the audience for joining today, and I hope 
you all have a great day. 

 


	RECOVER RESEARCH REVIEW SEMINAR: Vaccine response and time to recovery from COVID-19 in a multi-cohort collaborative (C4R)
	Transcript
	Quinn Barnette
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Quinn Barnette
	Dr. John Kim
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Dr. Wendy Post
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Dr. Wendy Post
	Dr. John Kim
	Dr. Wendy Post
	Dr. John Kim
	Dr. Wendy Post
	Dr. John Kim
	Dr. Wendy Post
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Dr. Wendy Post
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Dr. Wendy Post
	Quinn Barnette
	Dr. John Kim
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Quinn Barnette
	Dr. John Kim
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Quinn Barnette
	Dr. John Kim
	Quinn Barnette
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Quinn Barnette
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Quinn Barnette
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Quinn Barnette
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Quinn Barnette
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Quinn Barnette
	Dr. Elizabeth Oelsner
	Quinn Barnette



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




