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Abstract4

A novel coronavirus emerged in December of 2019 (COVID-19), causing a pandemic that continues to inflict5

unprecedented public health and economic burden in all nooks and corners of the world. Although the con-6

trol of COVID-19 has largely focused on the use of basic public health measures (primarily based on using7

non-pharmaceutical interventions, such as quarantine, isolation, social-distancing, face mask usage and com-8

munity lockdowns), three safe and highly-effective vaccines (by AstraZeneca Inc., Moderna Inc. and Pfizer9

Inc., with protective efficacy of 70%, 94.1% and 95%, respectively) have been approved for use in humans since10

December 2020. We present a new mathematical model for assessing the population-level impact of the three11

currently-available anti-COVID vaccines that are administered in humans. The model stratifies the total pop-12

ulation into two subgroups, based on whether or not they habitually wear face mask in public. The resulting13

multigroup model, which takes the form of a deterministic system of nonlinear differential equations, is fitted14

and parametrized using COVID-19 cumulative mortality data for the third wave of the COVID-19 pandemic in15

the U.S. Conditions for the asymptotic stability of the associated disease-free equilibrium, as well as expression16

for the vaccine-derived herd immunity threshold, are rigorously derived. Numerical simulations of the model17

show that the size of the initial proportion of individuals in the masks-wearing group, together with positive18

change in behaviour from the non-masks wearing group (as well as those in masks-wearing group do not aban-19

don their masks-wearing habit) play a crucial role in effectively curtailing the COVID-19 pandemic in the U.S.20

This study further shows that the prospect of achieving herd immunity (required for COVID-19 elimination) in21

the U.S., using any of the three currently-available vaccines, is quite promising. In particular, while the use of22

the AstraZeneca vaccine will lead to herd immunity in the U.S. if at least 80% of the populace is vaccinated, such23

herd immunity can be achieved using either the Moderna or Pfizer vaccine if about 60% of the U.S. population24

is vaccinated. Furthermore, the prospect of eliminating the pandemic in the US in the year 2021 is significantly25

enhanced if the vaccination program is complemented with nonpharmaceutical interventions at moderate in-26

creased levels of compliance (in relation to their baseline compliance). The study further suggests that, while27

the waning of natural and vaccine-derived immunity against COVID-19 induces only a marginal increase in the28

burden and projected time-to-elimination of the pandemic, adding the impacts of the therapeutic benefits of the29

vaccines into the model resulted in a dramatic reduction in the burden and time-to-elimination of the pandemic.30

Keywords: COVID-19; vaccine; social-distancing; herd immunity; face mask; stability; reproduction number.31

1 Introduction32

The novel coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, which started as a pneumonia of an unknown etiology late in De-33

cember 2019 in the city of Wuhan, became the most devastating public health challenge mankind has faced since34

the 1918/1919 pandemic of influenza. The COVID-19 pandemic, which rapidly spread to essentially every nook35
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and corner of the planet, continues to inflict devastating public health and economic challenges globally. As of Jan-36

uary 24, 2021, the pandemic accounted for about 100 million confirmed cases and 2, 128, 721 cumulative mortality37

globally. Similarly, as of this date, the United States, which recorded its first COVID-19 case on January 20, 2020,38

recorded over 25, 123, 857 confirmed cases and 419, 204 deaths [1].39

COVID-19, a member of the Coronavirus family of RNA viruses is primarily transmitted from human-to-40

human through inhalation of respiratory droplets from both symptomatic and asymptomatically-infectious humans41

[2] (albeit there is limited evidence that COVID-19 can be transmitted via exhalation through normal breathing42

and aerosol [3]. The incubation period of the disease is estimated to lie between 2 to 14 days (with a mean of 5.143

days), and majority of individuals infected with the disease show mild or no clinical symptoms [4]. The symptoms44

typically include coughing, fever and shortness of breadth (for mild cases) and pneumonia for severe cases [4].45

The people most at risk of dying from, or suffering severe illness with, COVID-19 are those with co-morbidities46

(such as individuals with diabetes, obesity, kidney disease, cardiovascular disease, chronic respiratory disease,47

etc.). Younger people, front line healthcare workers and employees who maintain close contacts (within 6 feet)48

with customers and other co-workers (such as meat factory workers, retail store workers, etc.) are also at risk.49

Prior to the approval of the three safe and effective vaccines (by AstraZeneca, Moderna and Pfizer) for use in50

humans in December 2020 [5, 6], the control and mitigation efforts against COVID-19 have been focused on the51

use of non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs), such as quarantine, self-isolation, social (physical) distancing, the52

use of face masks in public, hand washing (with approved sanitizers), community lockdowns, testing and contact53

tracing. Of these NPIs, the use of face masks in public was considered to be the main mechanism for effectively54

curtailing COVID-19 [4, 7–9]. Furthermore, owing to its limited supply, the approved anti-COVID drug remdesivir55

is reserved for use to treat individuals in hospital who display severe symptoms of COVID-19. The US started56

administering the Pfizer and Moderna vaccines by December 2020 [5, 6].57

The Pfizer and Moderna vaccines, each offering a protective efficacy of about 95% [10–12], are genetic vaccines58

that trigger the immune system to recognize the coronavirus’ spike protein and develop antibodies against it [10,59

13]. Two doses are required for both the Pfizer and Moderna vaccines (one to prime the immune system, and the60

second to boost it). For the Pfizer vaccine, the second dose is administered 19-42 days after the first dose, while61

that for the Moderna vaccine is administered three to four weeks after the first dose. Both vaccines need to be62

stored at appropriate refrigeration temperatures [14]. The AstraZeneca vaccine, on the other hand, has estimated63

protective efficacy of 70% [10–12]. It uses a replication-deficient chimpanzee viral vector that contains the genetic64

material of the SARS-CoV-2 virus spike protein [12]. The AstraZeneca vaccine also requires two doses (one month65

apart) to achieve immunity, and unlike the Pfizer and Moderna vaccines, does not have to be stored in super-cold66

temperatures [12].67

A vaccine, when effective, can offer different levels of protection to the vaccinated person, with the protection68

ranging from reducing or blocking probability of acquiring infection (for very effective vaccines) to reduction69

of severity of disease, hospitalization, and mortality and accelerating recovery in breakthrough infections (for70

vaccines that offer strong therapeutic benefits) [15, 16]. A vaccine that has protective ability, when introduced into71

a population during an epidemic, will have an important consequence on the progression of the epidemic, and its72

effective deployment would be dependent on the strategy used. Optimal vaccination outcomes can be achieved if73

the vaccination programs are well-conceived and monitored. In the absence of empirical data during the epidemic,74

mathematical models can offer a plausible pathway to predicting the effectiveness of targeted vaccination programs.75

The goal of this study is to design a structured mathematical model that will allow for the realistic assessment of the76

population-level impact of vaccination programs based on using the three vaccines, with emphasis on determining77

the optimal coverage rate needed to achieve vaccine-derived herd immunity (which is required for eliminating the78

pandemic). A secondary objective is to explore whether the prospect for eliminating the pandemic in the US will be79

enhanced if the vaccination program is combined with NPIs, such as social-distancing at some level of compliance.80

Numerous mathematical models, of various types, have been developed and used to provide insight into the81

transmission dynamics and control of COVID-19. The modeling types used include statistical [17], compartmen-82

tal/deterministic (e.g., [4, 7–9, 18–20]), stochastic (e.g., [21, 22]), network (e.g., [23]) and agent-based (e.g., [24]).83

A notable feature of the model to be developed in this project is its multigroup nature. Specifically, the total pop-84

ulation will be subdivided into two groups, namely those who habitually wear face mask in public and those who85

2



do not. Cumulative mortality data for COVID-19 pandemic in the U.S. will be used to parametrize the model. The86

expected outcome of the study is the determination of the minimum vaccine coverage level needed to effectively87

curtail (or eliminate) community transmission of COVID-19 in the U.S., and quantify the reduction in the required88

vaccine coverage if the vaccination program is supplemented with face masks usage (under various face masks89

efficacy and compliance parameter space). The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The novel multigroup90

model is formulated in Section 2. The parameters of the model are also estimated, based on fitting the model with91

U.S. COVID-19 mortality data for the third wave of the pandemic. The model is rigorously analysed, with respect92

to the asymptotic stability of the disease-free equilibrium of the model, in Section 3. A condition for achieving93

community-wide vaccine-derived herd immunity is also derived. Numerical simulations of the model are reported94

in Section 4. Discussions and concluding remarks are presented in Section 5.95

2 Formulation of Mathematical Model96

In order to account for heterogeneity in face masks usage in the community, the total population of individuals in97

the community at time t, denoted by N(t), is split into the total sub-populations of individuals who do not habitu-98

ally wear face mask in public (labeled “non-mask users”), denoted by N1(t), and the total sub-populations of those99

who habitually wear face mask in public (labeled “mask users”), represented by N2(t). That is, N(t) = N1(t) +100

N2(t). Furthermore, the sub-population N1(t) is sub-divided into the mutually-exclusive compartments of un-101

vaccinated susceptible (S1u(t)), vaccinated susceptible (S1v(t)), exposed (E1(t)), pre-symptomatically-infectious102

(P1(t)), symptomatically-infectious (I1(t)), asymptomatically-infectious (A1(t)), hospitalized (H1(t)) and recov-103

ered (R1(t)) individuals, so that104

N1(t) = S1u(t) + S1v(t) + E1(t) + P1(t) + I1(t) +A1(t) +H1(t) +R1(t).

Similarly, the total sub-population of the mask users, N2(t), is stratified into the compartments for unvaccinated105

susceptible (S2u(t)), vaccinated susceptible (S2v(t)), exposed (E2(t)), pre-symptomatically-infectious (P2(t)),106

symptomatically-infectious (I2(t)), asymptomatically-infectious (A2(t)), hospitalized (H2(t)) and recovered (R2(t))107

individuals. Hence,108

N2(t) = S2u(t) + S2v(t) + E2(t) + P2(t) + I2(t) +A2(t) +H2(t) +R2(t).

2.1 Infection Rates109

In this section, the functional form of the infection rate (or effective contact rate) for a susceptible individual in110

group 1 or 2 will be derived. The model to be formulated has four infectious classes, namely the classes for pre-111

symptomatic (Pi), symptomatic (Ii), asymptomatic (Ai) and hospitalized (Hi) individuals (i = 1, 2). Hence, the112

rate at which an individual in group i acquires infection from an infectious individual in any of the four infectious113

classes is given by the average number of contacts per unit time (measured in days) for susceptible individuals114

(denoted by ck; with k = {Pi, Ii, Ai, Hi} and i = 1, 2), times the sum (over all infectious compartments in group115

i) of the probability of transmission per contact with an infectious individual in group i (denoted by β̂i) times the116

probability that a random infectious contact the susceptible individual makes is with an infectious individual in117

group i (denoted by ρk).118

Let ck be the average number of contacts an individual in epidemiological compartment k makes per unit
time. It then follows that the probability that a random contact this individual makes is with someone else in
epidemiological compartment k is given by the total number contacts made by everyone in that compartment,
denoted by cki, divided by the total number of contacts for the entire population. That is, ρk =

cki
ctotal

, where

ctotal = cSiuS1u(t) + cSivS1v(t) + cEiE1(t) + cPiP1(t) + cIiI1(t) + cAiA1(t) + cHiH1(t) + cRiR1(t), i = 1, 2.
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Based on the above definitions, it follows that the infection rate of a susceptible individual in group i, denoted by119

λi (i = 1, 2), is given by120

λ1 = cS1u

[
β̂P1cP1P1 + β̂I1cI1I1 + β̂A1cA1A1 + β̂H1cH1H1

ctotal

]

+ cS1v(1− εo)

[
β̂P2cP2P2 + β̂I2cP2I2 + β̂A2cA2A2 + β̂H2cH2H2

ctotal

]
,

(2.1)

Similarly, the infection rate for a susceptible individual in group 2, denoted by λ2, is given by:121

λ2 = (1− εi)cS2u

[
β̂P1cP1P1 + β̂I1cI1I1 + β̂A1cA1A1 + β̂H1cH1H1

ctotal

]

+ cS2v(1− εi)(1− εo)

[
β̂P2cP2P2 + β̂I2cP2I2 + β̂A2cA2A2 + β̂H2cH2H2

ctotal

]
.

(2.2)

In (2.1) and (2.2), the parameters 0 < εo < 1 and 0 < εi < 1 represent the outward and inward protective efficacy,122

respectively, of face masks to prevent the transmission of infection to a susceptible individual (εo) as well as prevent123

the acquisition of infection (εi) from an infectious individual. For mathematical tractability (needed to reduce the124

number of parameters of the model to be developed), we assume that every member of the population has the same125

number of contacts. That is, we assume that cS1u = cS1v = · · · = cR2 = kc. Hence, ctotal = kcN(t). Let126

βk = β̂kkc. Using this definition of βk and ctotal = kcN in Equations (2.1) and (2.2) gives, respectively,127

λ1 =

[
βP1P1 + βI1I1 + βA1A1 + βH1H1

N
+ (1− εo)

βP2P2 + βI2I2 + βA2A2 + βH2H2

N

]
, (2.3)

and,128

λ2 = (1− εi)
[
βP1P1 + βI1I1 + βA1A1 + βH1H1

N
+ (1− εo)

βP2P2 + βI2I2 + βA2A2 + βH2H2

N

]
. (2.4)

2.2 Equations of Mathematical Model129

Before giving the equations for the two-group vaccination model, it is important to recall that vaccination against130

COVID-19 in the US is administered to individuals of a certain eligible age (e.g., 12 years of age and older for131

the Pfizer vaccine and 18 years of age and older for the Moderna vaccine). Consequently, in formulating a model132

that incorporates COVID-19 vaccines, it is important that demographic parameters (birth and natural death) are133

included to account for the new cohort of susceptible individuals that reach the minimum eligible age for receiving134

the vaccine. The equations for the rate of change of the sub-populations of non-mask users (i.e., individuals in135

group 1) is given by the following deterministic system of nonlinear differential equations (where a dot represents136

differentiation with respect to time t):137

Ṡ1u = Π + α21S2u − λ1S1u − (α12 + ξv + µ)S1u,

Ṡ1v = ξvS1u + α21S2v − (1− εv)λ1S1v − (α12 + µ)S1v,

Ė1 = λ1S1u + (1− εv)λ1S1v + α21E2 − (α12 + σ1 + µ)E1,

Ṗ1 = σ1E1 + α21P2 − (α12 + σP + µ)P1,

İ1 = rσPP1 + α21I2 − (α12 + φ1I + γ1I + µ+ δ1I)I1,

Ȧ1 = (1− r)σPP1 + α21A2 − (α12 + γ1A + µ)A1,

Ḣ1 = φ1II1 + α21H2 − (α12 + γ1H + µ+ δ1H)H1,

Ṙ1 = γ1II1 + γ1AA1 + γ1HH1 + α21R2 − (α12 + µ)R1.

(2.5)
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where, λ1 is as defined in (2.3).138

In Equation (2.5), the parameter Π is the recruitment rate into the population (this parameter also captures139

the inflow of new susceptible individuals that have reached the minimum eligibility age for getting a vaccine).140

Furthermore, α21 is the rate at which individuals in the habitual mask-wearing group 2 change their behavior141

and move to the non-masking group 1, and α12 is the rate at which individuals in group 1 change their non-142

masking behavior and move to group 2. For mathematical tractability, we do not distinguish the change of behavior143

parameters (α12 and α21) for unvaccinated and vaccinated individuals, and we assume that all recruited individuals144

(at the rate Π) are initially in the non-masking group. The parameter ξv represents the per capita vaccination145

rate, and the vaccine is assumed to induce protective efficacy 0 < εv < 1 in all vaccinated individuals (i.e., the146

vaccine is imperfect). Natural deaths occurs in all epidemiological classes at a rate µ. Individuals in the E1 class147

progress to the pre-symptomatic stage at a rate σ1, and those in the pre-symptomatic class (P1) transition out of148

this class at a rate σP (a proportion, q, of which become symptomatic, and move to the I class at a rate qσP , and149

the remaining proportion, 1− q, move to the asymptomatically-infectious class at a rate (1− q)σP ). Symptomatic150

infectious individuals are hospitalized at a rate φ1I . They recover at a rate γ1I and die due to the disease at a rate151

δ1I . Hospitalized individuals die of the disease at the rate δ1H .152

Similarly, the equations for the rate of change of the sub-populations of mask users (i.e., individuals in group153

2) is given by the following system of nonlinear differential equations:154

Ṡ2u = α12S1u − λ2S2u − (α21 + ξv + µ)S2u,

Ṡ2v = ξvS2u + α12S1v − (1− εv)λ2S2v − (α21 + µ)S2v,

Ė2 = λ2S2u + (1− εv)λ2S2v + α12E1 − (α21 + σ2 + µ)E2,

Ṗ2 = σ2E2 + α12P1 − (α21 + σP + µ)P2,

İ2 = qσPP2 + α12I1 − (α21 + φ2I + γ2I + µ+ δ2I)I2,

Ȧ2 = (1− q)σPP2 + α12A1 − (α21 + γ2A + µ)A2,

Ḣ2 = φ2II2 + α12H1 − (α21 + γ2H + µ+ δ2H)H2,

Ṙ2 = γ2II2 + γ2AA2 + γ2HH2 + α12R1 − (α21 + µ)R2,

(2.6)

with λ2 defined in (2.4). Thus, Equations (2.5) and (2.6) represent the multi-group model for assessing the pop-155

ulation impact of face masks usage and vaccination on the transmission dynamics and control of COVID-19 in a156

community. The flow diagram of the model {(2.5), (2.6)} is depicted in Figure 1 (the state variables and parameters157

of the model are described in Tables 1 and 2, respectively).158
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Figure 1: Flow diagram of the model {(2.5), (2.6)}.

Table 1: Description of the state variables of the model {(2.5), (2.6)}.

State variable Description
S1u Population of non-vaccinated susceptible individuals who do not habitually wear face masks
S2u Population of non-vaccinated susceptible individuals who habitually face masks
S1v Population of vaccinated susceptible individuals who do not habitually wear face masks
S2v Population of vaccinated susceptible individuals who habitually wear face masks
E1 Population of exposed (newly-infected) individuals who do not habitually wear face masks
E2 Population of exposed (newly-infected) individuals who habitually wear face masks
P1 Population of pre-symptomatic infectious individuals who do not habitually wear face masks
P2 Population of pre-symptomatic infectious individuals who habitually wear face masks
I1 Population of symptomatically-infectious individuals who do not habitually wear face masks
I2 Population of symptomatically-infectious individuals who habitually wear face masks
A1 Population of asymptomatically-infectious individuals who do not habitually wear face masks
A2 Population of asymptomatically-infectious individuals who habitually wear face masks
H1 Population of hospitalized individuals who do not habitually wear face masks
H2 Population of hospitalized individuals who habitually wear face masks
R1 Population of recovered individuals who do not habitually wear face masks
R2 Population of recovered individuals who habitually wear face masks

The multi-group model {(2.5), (2.6)} is an extension of the two-group mask-use model in [7] by, inter alia:159

(i) allowing for back-and-forth transitions between the two groups (mask-users and non-mask-users), to account160

for human behavioral changes vis a vis decision to either be (or not to be) a face mask user in public;161
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(ii) incorporating an imperfect vaccine, which offers protective efficacy (0 < εv < 1) against acquisition of162

COVID-19 infection;163

(iii) allowing for disease transmission by pre-symptomatic and asymptomatically-infectious individuals.164

Table 2: Description of the parameters of the model {(2.5), (2.6)}.

Parameters Description
Π Recruitment rate into the population
µ Natural mortality rate
βP1(βP2) Effective contact rate for pre-symptomatic individuals who do not wear (wear)

face masks
βI1(βI2) Effective contact rate for infectious symptomatic individuals who do not wear (wear)

face masks
βA1(βA2) Effective contact rate for symptomatically-infectious individuals who do not wear (wear)

face masks
βH1(βH2) Effective contact rate for hospitalized individuals who do not wear (wear)

face masks
0 < ε0 < 1 Outward protective efficacy of face masks
0 < εi < 1 Inward protective efficacy of face masks
α12 Rate at which non-habitual face masks wearers choose to become habitual wearers
α21 Rate at which habitual face masks wearers choose to become non-habitual wearers
ξv Per capita vaccination rate
0 < εv < 1 Protective efficacy of the vaccine
σ1(σ2) Rate at which exposed individuals who do not wear (wear) face masks progress to the

corresponding pre-symptomatic infectious stage
σP Rate at which pre-symptomatic infectious individuals progress to

symptomatically-infectious or asymptomatically-infectious stage
r(q) Proportion of pre-symptomatic infectious individuals who do not wear (wear) face masks

that become symptomatically-infectious
φ1I(φ2I) Hospitalization rate for symptomatically-infectious individuals who do not wear (wear)

face masks
γ1A(γ2A) Recovery rate for asymptomatically-infectious individuals who do not wear (wear)

face masks
γ1I(γ2I) Recovery rate for symptomatically-infectious individuals who do not wear (wear)

face masks
γ1H(γ2H) Recovery rate for hospitalized individuals who do not wear (wear) face masks
δ1I(δ2I) Disease-induced mortality rate for symptomatically-infectious individuals who do not

wear (wear) face masks
δ1H(δ2H) Disease-induced mortality rate for hospitalized individuals who do not wear (wear)

face masks

2.3 Data Fitting and Parameter Estimation165

In this section, cumulative COVID-19 mortality data for the U.S. (for the period October 12, 2020 to January166

20, 2021) will be used to fit the model (2.5)-(2.6) in the absence of vaccination. The fitting will allow us to es-167

timate some of the key (unknown) parameters of the model. In particular, the parameters to be estimated from168

the data are the community transmission rate for individuals who do not wear face masks in public (β1), the169

transmission rate for individuals who habitually wear face masks in public (β2), the inward efficacy of masks in170
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preventing disease acquisition by susceptible individuals who habitually wear face masks (εi), the outward efficacy171

of masks to prevent the spread of disease by infected individuals who habitually wear face masks (εo), the rate172

at which people who do not wear masks adopt a mask-wearing habit (α12), the rate at which those who habitu-173

ally wear face masks stop wearing masks in public (α21), and the mortality rates of symptomatic infectious and174

hospitalized individuals (δi and δh, respectively). It should be mentioned that modification parameters ηP , ηI , ηA,175

and ηH relating to disease transmission by pre-symptomatic infectious, symptomatic infectious, asymptomatic176

infectious and hospitalized individuals, respectively, are introduced in the forces of infection λ1 and λ2, so that177

βj = ηjβk (j ∈ {Pk, Ik, Ak, Hk}, k ∈ {1, 2}). The model was fitted using a standard nonlinear least squares178

approach, which involved using the inbuilt MATLAB minimization function “lsqcurvefit” to minimize the sum of179

the squared differences between each observed cumulative mortality data point and the corresponding cumulative180

mortality point obtained from the model (2.5)-(2.6) in the absence of vaccination [4, 25, 26]. The choice of mor-181

tality over case data is motivated by the fact that mortality data for COVID-19 is more reliable than case data (see182

[8] for details). The estimated values of the fitted parameters, together with their 95% confidence intervals, are183

tabulated in Table 3. The (fixed) values of the remaining parameters of the model are tabulated in Table 4. Figure184

2 depicts the fitting of the model to the observed cumulative COVID-19 mortality data for the U.S. Furthermore,185

Figure 2 compares the simulations of the model using the fitted (estimated) and fixed parameters (given in Tables186

3 and 4) with the observed daily COVID-19 mortality for the US.187
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Figure 2: (a) Observed cumulative mortality (red dots), and the predicted cumulative mortality (blue curve) for the
U.S. generated using the model (2.5)-(2.6) (in the absence of vaccination) for the period from October 12, 2020 to
January 20, 2021. (b) Simulations of the model (2.5)-(2.6) (without vaccination) using the estimated (fitted) and
fixed parameters tabulated in Tables 3 and 4, respectively.
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Table 3: Estimated (fitted) parameter values and their 95% confidence intervals for the model (2.5)-(2.6) in the
absence of vaccination, using COVID-19 mortality data for the US for the period from October 12, 2020 January
20, 2021.

Parameter Value Confidence interval
β1 0.224334/day [0.201828, 0.370926]/day
β2 0.072957/day [0.000002, 0.178140]/day
εo 0.507666 (dimensionless) [0.282518, 0.692441] (dimensionless)
εi 0.623667 (dimensionless) [0.020807, 0.999999] (dimensionless)
α12 0.006229/day [0.004732, 0.008508]/day
α21 0.000798/day [0.000000, 0.000999]/day
δi 0.000573/day [0.000000, 0.002399]/day
δh 0.009505/day [0.000708, 0.011030]/day

Table 4: Baseline values of the fixed parameters of the model (2.5)-(2.6).

Parameter Value Source
σ1 (σ2) 1/2.5 (1/2.5)/day [27, 28]
σp 1/2.5/day [27, 28]
r (q) 0.2(0.2) (dimensionless) [29, 30]
φ1I 1/6/day [31]
φ2I 1/6/day [31]
γI 1/10/day [24, 32]
γA 1/5/day [31]
γH 1/8/day [24]

Parameter Value Source
Π 1.2× 104/day Estimated
µ 1/(79× 365)/day Estimated
ηP 1.25 (dimensionless) Assumed
ηI 1.0 (dimensionless) Assumed
ηA 1.50 (dimensionless) Assumed
ηH 0.25 (dimensionless) Assumed
ξv 2.97× 10−4/day Assumed
εv 0.70 (dimensionless) [11, 12]

3 Mathematical Analysis188

Since the model {(2.5), (2.6)} monitors the temporal dynamics of human populations, all state variables and pa-189

rameters of the model are non-negative. Consider the following biologically-feasible region for the model:190

Ω =

{
(S1u, S1v, S2u, S2v, E1, E2, P1, P2, I1, I2, A1, A2, H1, H2, R1, R2) ∈ R16

+ : N(t) ≤ Π

µ

}
. (3.1)

Theorem 3.1. The region Ω is positively-invariant with respect to the model {(2.5), (2.6)}.191

Proof. Adding all the equations of the model {(2.5), (2.6)} gives192

Ṅ = Π− µN − δ1II1 − δ1HH1 − δ2II2 − δ2HH2. (3.2)

Recall that all parameters of the model {(2.5), (2.6)} are non-negative. Thus, it follows, from (3.2), that193

Ṅ ≤ Π− µN. (3.3)

Hence, if N > Π
µ , then Ṅ < 0. Furthermore, by applying a standard comparison theorem [33] on (3.3), we have:194

N(t) ≤ N(0)e−µt +
Π

µ
(1− e−µt).

In particular, N(t) ≤ Π
µ if N(0) ≤ Π

µ . If N(0) > Π
µ (i.e., N(0) is outside Ω), then N(t) > Π

µ , for all t > 0 but195

with lim
t→∞

N(t) =
Π

µ
(and this type of solution trajectory strives to enter the region Ω). Thus, every solution of the196
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model {(2.5), (2.6)} with initial conditions in Ω remains in Ω for all time t > 0. In other words, the region Ω is197

positively-invariant and attracts all initial solutions of the model {(2.5), (2.6)}. Hence, it is sufficient to consider the198

dynamics of the flow generated by {(2.5), (2.6)} in Ω (where the model is epidemiologically- and mathematically199

well-posed) [34].200

3.1 Asymptotic Stability of Disease-free Equilibrium201

The model {(2.5), (2.6)} has a unique disease-free equilibrium (DFE), obtained by setting all the infected compart-202

ments of the model to zero203

E0 : (S∗1u, S
∗
1v, S

∗
2u, S

∗
2v, E

∗
1 , E

∗
2 , P

∗
1 , P

∗
2 , I
∗
1 , I
∗
2 , A

∗
1, A

∗
2, H

∗
1 , H

∗
2 , R

∗
1, R

∗
2) =

(S∗1u, S
∗
1v, S

∗
2u, S

∗
2v, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0) ,

where,

S∗1u =
Π(α21 + ξv + µ)

(ξv + µ)(ξv + α12 + α21 + µ)
, S∗1v =

Π(µ2ξv + 2µΠα21ξv + α2
21ξv + µξ2

v + α2
21ξ

2
v)

µ(µ+ α12 + α21)(µ+ ξv)(µ+ ξv + α12 + α21)
,

S∗2u =
Πα12

(ξv + µ)(ξv + α12 + α21 + µ)
, S∗2v =

Πξvα12(2µ+ α12 + α21 + ξv)

µ(µ+ α12 + α21)(µ+ ξv)(µ+ ξv + α12 + α21)
.

The local asymptotic stability property of the DFE (E0) can be explored using the next generation operator method204

[35, 36]. In particular, using the notation in [35], it follows that the associated non-negative matrix (F ) of new205

infection terms, and the M-matrix (V ), of the linear transition terms in the infected compartments, are given,206

respectively, by (where the entries fi and gi, i = 1, · · · , 8, of the non-negative matrix F , are given in Appendix I):207

F =



0 f1 f2 f3 f4 0 f5 f6 f7 f8

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 g1 g2 g3 g4 0 g5 g6 g7 g8

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


,

and,208

V =



K1 0 0 0 0 −α21 0 0 0 0
−σ1 K2 0 0 0 0 −α21 0 0 0

0 −rσp K3 0 0 0 0 −α21 0 0
0 −(1− r)σp 0 K4 0 0 0 0 −α21 0
0 0 −φ1I 0 K5 0 0 0 0 −α21

−α12 0 0 0 0 K6 0 0 0 0
0 −α12 0 0 0 0 K7 0 0 0
0 0 −α12 0 0 0 −qσp K8 0 0
0 0 0 −α12 0 0 −(1− q)σp 0 K9 0
0 0 0 0 −α12 0 0 −φ2I 0 K10


,

where K1 = α12 + σ1 + µ,K2 = α12 + σP + µ,K3 = α12 + φ1I + γ1I + µ+ δ1I ,K4 = α12 + γ1A + µ,K5 =209

α12 + γ1H + µ + δ1H ,K6 = α21 + σ2 + µ,K7 = α21 + σP + µ,K8 = α21 + φ2I + γ2I + µ + δ2I ,K9 =210

α21 + γ2A + µ and K10 = α21 + γ2H + µ+ δ2H .211
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The theoretical analysis will be carried out for the special case of the model {(2.5), (2.6)} in the absence of212

the back-and-forth transitions between the no-mask and mask-user groups (i.e., the special case of the model with213

α12 = α21 = 0). This is needed for mathematical tractability. It follows that the control reproduction number of214

the model {(2.5), (2.6)} (with α12 = α21 = 0), denoted byRc, is given by (where ρ is the spectral radius):215

Rc = ρ(FV −1) =
σ1[S∗1u + (1− εv)S∗1v]((K̄5[rK̄4βI1 + (1− r)K̄3βA1 ] + rK̄4φ1IβH1)σp + K̄3K̄4K̄5βP1)

N∗
5∏
i=1

K̄i

,

(3.4)
where, K̄1 = σ1 + µ, K̄2 = σP + µ, K̄3 = φ1I + γ1I + µ+ δ1I , K̄4 = γ1A + µ, K̄5 = γ1H + µ+ δ1H . The result216

below follows from Theorem 2 of [35].217

Theorem 3.2. The DFE (E0) of the model {(2.5), (2.6)}, with α12 = α21 = 0, is locally-asymptotically stable if218

Rc < 1, and unstable ifRc > 1.219

The threshold quantity Rc is the control reproduction number of the model {(2.5), (2.6)}. It measures the average220

number of new COVID-19 cases generated by a typical infectious individual introduced into a population where221

a certain fraction of the population is protected (via the use of interventions, such as face mask, social-distancing222

and/or vaccination). The epidemiological implication of Theorem 3.2 is that a small influx of COVID-19 cases will223

not generate an outbreak in the community if the control reproduction number (Rc) is brought to, and maintained224

at a, value less than unity. In the absence of public health interventions (i.e., in the absence of vaccination, face225

mask usage and social-distancing), the control reproduction number (Rc) reduces to the basic reproduction number226

(denoted byR0), given by227

R0 = Rc|ε0=εi=εv=S∗
1v=S∗

2v=0 =
σ1((K̄5[rK̄4βI1 + (1− r)K̄3βA1 ] + rK̄4φ1IβH1)σp + K̄3K̄4K̄5βP1)

5∏
i=1

K̄i

(3.5)

3.2 Derivation of Vaccine-induced Herd Immunity Threshold228

Herd immunity is a measure of the minimum percentage of the number of individuals in a community that is229

susceptible to a disease that need to be protected (i.e., become immune) so that the disease can be eliminated from230

the population. There are two main ways to achieve herd immunity, namely through acquisition of natural immunity231

(following natural recovery from infection with the disease) or by vaccination. Vaccination is the safest and fastest232

way to achieve herd immunity [37, 38]. For vaccine-preventable diseases, such as COVID-19, not every susceptible233

member of the community can be vaccinated, for numerous reasons (such as individuals with certain underlying234

medical conditions, infants, pregnant women, or those who opt out of being vaccinated for various reasons etc.) [9].235

So, the question, in the context of vaccine-preventable diseases, is what is the minimum proportion of individuals236

that can be vaccinated we need to vaccinate in order to achieve herd immunity (so that those individuals that cannot237

be vaccinated will become protected owing to the community-wide herd-immunity). In this section, a condition for238

achieving vaccine-derived herd immunity in the U.S. will be derived.239

Let fv = S∗1v/N
∗, with N∗ = Π/µ, be the proportion of susceptible individuals in Group 1 that have been240

vaccinated at the disease-free equilibrium (E0). Using this definition in Equation (3.4) gives:241

Rc =
σ1(1− εvfv)((K̄5[rK̄4βI1 + (1− r)K̄3βA1 ] + rK̄4φ1IβH1)σp + K̄3K̄4K̄5βP1)

5∏
i=1

K̄i

. (3.6)

Setting Rc, in Equation (3.6), to unity and solving for fv gives the herd immunity threshold (denoted by f cv ) in242

terms of the basic reproduction number [9, 18]:243
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244

f cv =
1

εv

(
1− 1

R0

)
(for R0 > 1). (3.7)

It follows from (3.6) and (3.7) that Rc < (>)1 if fv > (<)f cv . Further, Rc = 1 whenever fv = f cv . This result is245

summarized below:246

Theorem 3.3. Consider the special case of the model {(2.5), (2.6)} with α12 = α21 = 0. Vaccine-induced herd247

immunity can be achieved in the U.S., using an imperfect anti-COVID vaccine, if fv > f cv (i.e., if Rc < 1). If248

fv < f cv (i.e., ifRc > 1), then the vaccination program will fail to eliminate the COVID-19 pandemic in the U.S.249

The epidemiological implication of Theorem 3.3 is that the use of an imperfect anti-COVID vaccine can lead to the250

elimination of the COVID-19 pandemic in the U.S. if the sufficient number of individuals residing in the U.S. is251

vaccinated, such that fv > f cv . The Vaccination program will fail to eliminate the pandemic if the vaccine coverage252

level is below the aforementioned herd immunity threshold (i.e., if fv < f cv ). Although vaccination, no matter253

the coverage level, is always useful (i.e., vaccination will always reduce the associated reproduction number, Rc,254

thereby reducing disease burden, even if the program is unable to bring the reproduction number to a value less255

than unity), elimination can only be achieved if the herd immunity threshold is reached (i.e., disease elimination is256

only feasible if the associated reproduction number of the model is reduced to, and maintained at, a value less than257

unity). The pandemic will persist in the U.S. ifRc > 1.258

Figure 3(a) depicts the cumulative mortality of COVID-19 in the U.S. for various steady-state vaccination259

coverage levels (fv). This figure shows a decrease in cumulative mortality with increasing vaccination coverage.260

In particular, a marked decrease in cumulative mortality, in comparison to the baseline cumulative mortality (blue261

curve in Figure 3(a)), is recorded when herd immunity (i.e., when fv > f cv) is attained (green curve of Figure 3(a)).262

While a noticeable decrease in the cumulative mortality is also observed when the vaccine coverage equals the herd263

immunity threshold (gold curve of Figure 3(a)), the cumulative mortality dramatically increases (in comparison to264

the baseline, depicted by the blue curve of this figure) if the vaccine coverage is below the herd immunity threshold265

(magenta curve of Figure 3(a)).266

The effect of vaccination coverage (fv) and efficacy (εv) on the control reproduction number (Rc) is assessed267

by depicted a contour plot of Rc, as a function of fv and εv. The results obtained ( Figure 3(b)) shows that the268

values of the control reproduction number for the U.S., during the simulation period (October 12, 2020 to January269

20, 2021), range from 0.4 to 2.2. Further, this figure shows that the control reproduction number decreases with270

increasing values of vaccination efficacy and coverage. For example, using the AstraZeneca vaccine (with efficacy271

εv = 0.7), about 80% of the U.S. population needs to be successfully vaccinated (with the two AstraZeneca doses)272

in order to bring the control reproduction number to a value less than unity. In other words, this figure shows that273

herd immunity can be achieved using the AstraZeneca vaccine in the U.S. if at least 80% of the populace received274

the two doses of the AstraZeneca vaccine. Using either the Pfizer or Moderna vaccine (each with efficacy of about275

95%), on the other hand, the control reproduction number can be brought to a value less than unity (i.e., achieve276

herd immunity) if at least 60% of the U.S. populace received the two doses of either vaccine. Thus, this figure277

shows that the prospect of achieving vaccine-derived herd immunity using any of the three vaccines currently-278

available in the market (AstraZeneca, Pfizer and Moderna) is promising if the coverage is moderately-high enough279

(with the prospect far more likely to be achieved using the Pfizer or Moderna vaccine, in comparison to using the280

AstraZeneca vaccine).281

We also explored the potential impact of additional social-distancing on the minimum vaccination coverage282

needed to achieve herd immunity. It should, first of all, be stressed that, since our model was parametrized using283

the cumulative mortality data during the third wave of the pandemic in the U.S. (October 12, 2020 to January 21,284

2021), the effects of other nonpharmaceutical interventions, such as face masks usage and social-distancing, are285

already embedded into the results/data. In other words, the data (or the parametrization of our model) already286

includes some baseline level of these interventions. Specifically, we assume that the cumulative mortality data287

includes a baseline level of social-distancing compliance in the population (which is, clearly, quite high compared288

to what it was during the early stages of the pandemic in the U.S.) We now ask the question as to whether or not289
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the minimum requirement for 80% and 60% coverage needed to achieve herd immunity, using the AstraZeneca290

or Pfizer/Moderna vaccine, respectively, can be reduced if the baseline social-distancing compliance is increased.291

In this study, we model social-distancing compliance by multiplying the effective contact rates (β1 and β2) with292

the factor 1 − cs, where 0 < cs ≤ 1 is a measure of the additional social-distancing compliance (to the baseline293

social-distancing compliance achieved during the beginning of our simulation period; that is, by October 12, 2020).294

We simulated the model {(2.5), (2.6)} using various values of cs, and the results obtained are tabulated in Table295

5. This table shows that if an additional 5% of the U.S. population observe social-distancing in public (in addition to296

the baseline social-distancing compliance achieved by October 12, 2020), the minimum vaccine coverages required297

to achieve herd immunity using the AstraZeneca and Pfizer/Moderna vaccines reduce, respectively, to 77% and298

56.4%. Furthermore, if the increase in baseline social-distancing compliance is 10%, the minimum coverage299

needed to achieve herd immunity further reduce (but marginally) to 73% and 54%, respectively. However, when300

the increase in baseline social-distancing compliance is 30%, herd immunity can be achieved using the AstraZeneca301

vaccine by vaccinating only 53% of the U.S. population with this vaccine. For this scenario, only about 39% of the302

U.S. population needs to be vaccinated to achieve herd immunity if either the Pfizer or Moderna vaccine is used.303

Thus, this study shows that the prospect of achieving vaccine-derived herd immunity in the U.S. using any304

of the three currently-available vaccines is greatly enhanced if the vaccination program is complemented with an305

increased (and sustained) social-distancing strategy (from the baseline). In other words, if more people living306

in the U.S. will continue to observe social-distancing (e.g., additional 30% from the baseline social-distancing307

compliance), then COVID-19 elimination can be achieved if roughly only half the population is vaccinated using308

the AstraZeneca vaccine, or 2 in 5 vaccinated if either the Pfizer or Moderna vaccine is used instead. The U.S. is309

currently using the latter vaccines. Hence, with about 30% additional social-distancing compliance, we would only310

need to vaccinate about 2 in 5 residents of the U.S. to achieve vaccine-derived herd immunity (hence, eliminate the311

pandemic).312
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Figure 3: Assessment of the effects of vaccine coverage (fv) and efficacy (εv) on COVID-19 dynamics in the U.S.
(a) Simulations of the model {(2.5), (2.6)}, with α12 = α21 = 0, showing the cumulative COVID-19 mortality in
the U.S., as a function of time, for various values of vaccine coverage. Parameter values used are as given by the
baseline values in Tables 3-4, with α12 = α21 = 0 and various values of fv. Magenta curve (fv = 0.3021 <
0.5900 = f cv ), blue curve (baseline parameter values, and baseline level of social-distancing compliance inherent
in the cumulative mortality data, for the period October 12, 2020 to January 20, 2021, used to fit the model), gold
curve (fv = 0.5900 = f cv ) and green curve (fv = 0.9216 > 0.5900 = f cv ). The observed cumulative deaths
data, fitted to the baseline scenario predicted by the model (blue curve), is shown in red dots. (b) Contour plot of
the control reproduction number (Rc) of the model {(2.5), (2.6)}, with α12 = α21 = 0, as a function of vaccine
coverage (fv) and vaccine efficacy (εv). Parameter values used are as given in Tables 3-4, with α12 = α21 = 0.
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Table 5: Vaccine-induced herd immunity threshold (f cv ) for the U.S. for various levels of increases in baseline
social-distancing compliance (cs). Parameter values used are as given in Tables 3-4, with α12 = α21 = 0.

Herd threshold Herd threshold Herd threshold Herd threshold
Vaccine name (efficacy) cs = 0 (baseline) cs = 5% cs = 10% cs = 30%
AstraZeneca (εv = 70%) f cv = 80% f cv = 77% f cv = 73% f cv = 53%
Pfizer & Moderna (εv = 95%) f cv = 59% f cv = 56.4% f cv = 54% f cv = 39%

4 Numerical Simulations: Assessment of Control Strategies313

The model {(2.5), (2.6)} will now be simulated to assess the population-level impact of the various intervention314

strategies described in this study. In particular, our objective is to assess the impact of social-distancing and face315

mask usage, implemented as sole interventions and in combination with any of the three currently-available anti-316

COVID vaccines (namely the AstraZeneca, Moderna and Pfizer vaccines), on curtailing (or eliminating) the burden317

of the COVID-19 pandemic in the United States. Unless otherwise stated, the simulations will be carried out using318

the estimated (fitted) and fixed baseline values of the parameters of the model tabulated in Tables 3-4. Furthermore,319

unless otherwise stated, the baseline initial size of the population of individuals who habitually wear face masks320

in public (assumed to be 30%), denoted by N2(0), will be used in the simulations. The numerical simulation321

results for the baseline scenario (i.e., where baseline values of the parameters of the model, as well as the baseline322

initial size of the mask-wearing population, are used) will be illustrated in blue curves in the forthcoming figures.323

Furthermore, all numerical simulations will be carried out for the period starting from October 12, 2020 (which324

corresponds to the onset of the third wave of the pandemic in the United States).325

4.1 Assessing the Impact of Initial Population of Face Mask Wearers326

The model (2.5)-(2.6) is simulated to assess the community-wide impact of using face masks, as the sole interven-327

tion, in curtailing the spread of the pandemic in the United States. Specifically, we simulate the model using the328

baseline values of the parameters in Tables 3-4 and various values of the initial size of the population of individuals329

who habitually wear face masks in public since the beginning of the pandemic in the United States (denoted by330

N2(0)). It should be noted that the parameters associated with other interventions (e.g., vaccination-related and331

social-distancing-related parameters) are kept at their baseline values given in Tables 3-4. Although a sizable num-332

ber of U.S. residents (notably individuals categorized in the first-tier priority group for receiving the COVID-19333

vaccine, such as frontline healthcare workers, individuals at residential care facilities, the elderly etc.) have already334

been vaccinated using one of the two FDA-approved vaccines (20.54 million vaccines doses have already been335

administered in the U.S. as of January 23, 2021 [39]), these vaccines are not expected to be widely available to the336

general public until some time in March or April, 2021. Consequently, we set March 15, 2021 as our reference337

point for when we expect the vaccines to be widely available to the general public. Under this scenario (of vaccines338

expected to be widely available a few months after the initial starting point of our simulations, namely October 12,339

2020), the objective of this set of simulations is to assess the impact of face masks usage, as a sole intervention, in340

controlling the spread of the pandemic in the U.S. before the two FDA-approved vaccines (Pfizer or Moderna) be-341

come widely available to the general U.S. public (to the extent that high vaccination coverage, such as vaccinating342

one million U.S. residents per day, can be realistically achieved). The new U.S. administration aims to vaccinate343

100 million residents during its first 100 days.344

The simulation results obtained, depicted in Figure 4, show (generally) that the early adoption of face masks345

control measures (as measured in terms of the initial proportion of the populace who choose to habitually wear346

face masks whenever they are out in the public, denoted by N2(0)) play a vital role in curtailing the COVID-19347

mortality in the U.S., particularly for the case when mask-wearers do not abandon their masks-wearing habit (i.e.,348

α21 = 0). For the case where the parameters associated with the back-and-forth transitions between the masking349

and non-masking sub-populations (i.e., α12 and α21) are maintained at their baseline values (given in Tables 3-4),350

this figure shows that the size of the initial proportion of individuals who wear face masks has a significant impact351
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on the cumulative COVID-19 mortality, as measured in relation to the cumulative mortality recorded when the352

initial proportion of mask wearers is at baseline level (blue curves in Figure 4). In particular, a 34% reduction in353

the cumulative mortality, in comparison to the cumulative mortality for the baseline scenario, will be recorded by354

March 15, 2021, if the initial proportion of mask-wearers is 40% (Figure 4 (a), magenta curve). Furthermore, the355

reduction in cumulative mortality by March 15, 2021 increases to 52% if the initial proportion of mask-wearers is356

75% (Figure 4 (a), green curve). On the other hand, for the case when mask-wearers remain mask-wearers since357

the beginning of the simulation period (i.e., since October 12, 2020), so that α21 = 0, while non-mask wearers (i.e.,358

those in Group 1) can change their behavior and become mask-wearers (i.e., α12 6= 0), our simulations show that359

the initial proportion of individuals who adopt masking only marginally affects the cumulative mortality (Figure360

4 (b)), in relation to the scenario in Figure 4 (a), where both α12 and α21 are nonzero). In particular, if 40%361

of the U.S. population adopted mask-wearing right from the aforementioned October 12, 2020, up to 37% of the362

baseline COVID-19 mortality can be averted (Figure 4 (b), magenta curve), in comparison to the baseline (Figure363

4 (b), blue curve). Furthermore, the reduction in baseline cumulative mortality rises to 53% if three in every four364

Americans opted to wear face masks since the beginning of the simulation period (Figure 4 (b), green curve). This365

also represents a marginal increase in the cumulative deaths averted, in comparison to the scenario when α12 6= 0366

and α21 6= 0 (Figure 4 (a), green curve).367

For the case when no back-and-forth transitions between the two (mask-wearing and non-mask-wearing) groups368

is allowed (i.e., when α12 = α21 = 0), our simulations show a far more dramatic effect of face mask usage on369

COVID-19 mortality (Figure 4 (c)). For instance, this figure shows that higher cumulative mortality is recorded,370

in comparison to the baseline masks use scenario, when the initial size of the population of mask wearers is 40%371

(Figure 4 (c), magenta curve), in comparison to the blue curve of the same figure). Specifically, this represents372

a 55% increase, in comparison to the baseline cumulative mortality. This simulation result suggests that the 40%373

initial size of the populace wearing face masks, during the onset of the third wave of the pandemic in the U.S.374

(starting October 12, 2020), falls below the mask-use compliance threshold level needed to reduce the cumulative375

mortality during the third wave. On the other hand, if the initial size of the population of face masks wearers376

is increased to 50%, a decrease (and not an increase) in cumulative mortality is recorded, in comparison to the377

cumulative mortality for the baseline scenario (Figure 4 (c),gold curve, in comparison to the blue curve of the same378

figure). Further dramatic reduction (52%), in relation to the baseline scenario, will be achieved if the initial size of379

the mask-wearing population is increased to 75% (Figure 4 (c), green curve, in comparison to the blue curve of the380

same figure). Thus, these simulations show that, for the case when no change of mask-wearing behavior is allowed381

(i.e., everyone remains in their original group), there is a threshold value of the initial size of the population of mask382

wearers above (below) which the cumulative mortality is decreased (increased). Specifically, this simulation shows383

that (for this scenario with α12 = α21 = 0), at least half the population need to be wearing face masks right from384

the beginning of the epidemic to ensure greater reduction in cumulative mortality, in comparison to the baseline385

scenario (when the initial size of the mask-wearing sub-population is 30%).386

In summary, comparing the same initial mask coverage (i.e., the same curve colors) in Figures 4 (a)-(c), it387

is clear that the scenario where individuals are allowed to change their behaviors from not wearing face masks to388

wearing face masks (i.e., α12 6= 0), but masks wearers do not abandon masks wearing (i.e., α21 = 0), depicted in389

Figure 4 (b), resulted in saving more lives (albeit only slightly), compared to the scenarios where no change of390

behavior is allowed for members of each group (Figure 4 (c)) or members of both groups can change their behavior391

(Figure 4 (a)). In other words, out study emphasize the need for non-maskers to adopt a mask-wearing culture (i.e.,392

α12 = 0) and habitually masks wearers do not abandon their mask-wearing habit (i.e., α21 = 0).393
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Figure 4: Assessment of the impact of face mask usage, as a sole intervention, on COVID-19 pandemic in the
U.S. Simulations of the model (2.5)-(2.6), showing cumulative mortality, as a function of time, for (a) face mask
transition parameters (α12 and α21) maintained at their baseline values, (b) mask-wearers strictly adhere to wearing
masks (α21 = 0) and non-mask-wearers transit to mask wearing at their baseline rate (α12 6= 0), and (c) non-mask
wearers and mask-wearers do not change their behavior (i.e., α12 = α21 = 0). Mask use change is implemented
in terms of changes in the initial size of the population of individuals who wear face masks (from the onset of
simulations, on October 12, 2020). Blue curves (in each of the plots) represent the baseline scenarios where the
initial size of the population of mask wearers is fixed at 30%, and the transition parameters, α12 and α21, are
maintained at their baseline values. Parameter values used in the simulations are as given by the baseline values in
Tables 3- 4, with different values of α12 and α21 (except for the blue curves, where α12 and α21 are fixed at their
baseline values).

4.2 Assessing the Impact of Additional Social-distancing Compliance394

In this section, we carry out numerical simulations to assess the potential impact of increases in the baseline395

social-distancing compliance (cs) on the control of the pandemic. Specifically, the model {(2.5), (2.6)} will be396

simulated using the baseline parameter values tabulated in Tables 3-4 with various values of cs (corresponding to397

the various levels of the increase in baseline social-distancing compliance in the U.S., starting from October 12,398

2020). It should be noted that, for these simulations, the baseline initial size of the masking population, N2(0), is399

maintained. Furthermore, vaccine-related parameter values are maintained at their baseline levels in Tables 3-4.400

The simulation results obtained, depicted in Figure 5, show that, in the absence of additional increase in401

baseline social-distancing (i.e., cs = 0, so that social-distancing compliance is maintained at the baseline level402

inherent in the cumulative mortality data by October 12, 2020), the U.S. would record about 500,000 cumulative403

deaths by March 15, 2021 (Figure 5 (a), blue curve). For this (baseline social-distancing) scenario, the U.S. would404

have recorded a peak daily mortality of about 3, 000 deaths on January 5, 2021 (Figure 5 (b), blue curve). The405

simulations in Figure 5 further show that the cumulative mortality (Figure 5 (a)) and daily mortality (Figure 5 (b))406

decrease with increasing levels of the additional social-distancing compliance (cs) in the population. For example,407

if the baseline social-distancing achieved during the onset of the third wave of the pandemic in the U.S. is further408

increased by only 5%, the simulation results show that up to a 19% of the cumulative mortality can be averted by409

March 15, 2021 (Figure 5 (a), magenta curve), in comparison to the baseline social-distancing scenario (Figure 5410

(a), blue curve). Similarly, for this 5% increase in social-distancing (in relation to the baseline), up to 36% reduction411

in daily mortality can be achieved (Figure 5 (b), magenta curve), in comparison to the baseline scenario (Figure 5412

(b), blue curve), and the pandemic would have peaked a week earlier (in late December 2020; the daily mortality413

at this peak would have been 1, 900), in comparison to the peak recorded in the baseline social-distancing scenario414

((Figure 5 (b), blue curve). More dramatic reduction in mortality will be recorded if the level of additional social-415

distancing compliance is further increased. For instance, if the baseline social-distancing compliance is increased416

by 10%, our simulations show that about 31% of the cumulative deaths recorded for the case with baseline social-417

distancing scenario ((Figure 5 (a), blue curve) would have been averted (Figure 5 (a), gold curve). For this418
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scenario, up to 59% of the daily deaths would have been prevented and the pandemic would have peaked in mid419

December 2020 (the daily mortality at this peak would have been 1, 229), as depicted in the gold curve of Figure420

5 (b). Finally, if the baseline social-distancing compliance is increased by 30%, the pandemic would have failed to421

generate a major outbreak in the U.S. (Figure 5, green curves). In particular, the cumulative mortality for the U.S.422

by March 15, 2021 will be about 252, 400 (as against the nearly 400,000 fatalities that were recorded), as shown423

by the green curve of Figure 5 (a), in comparison to the blue curve of the same figure.424

In summary, the results in Figure 5 show that COVID-19 could have been effectively suppressed in the U.S.425

if the baseline social-distancing compliance (recorded during the onset of the third wave of the pandemic in early426

October 2020) is increased by about 10% to 30%. These (recommended) increases in social-distancing compliance427

seem reasonably attainable. Hence, our study suggests that a moderate increase in the baseline social-distancing428

compliance will lead to the effective control of the COVID-19 pandemic in the U.S. This (increase in baseline429

social-distancing, as well as face masks usage) should be sustained until herd immunity is attained.430
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Figure 5: Assessment of the singular impact of increases in baseline social-distancing compliance on COVID-
19 pandemic in the U.S. Simulations of the model (2.5)-(2.6) showing (a) cumulative mortality, as a function of
time; (b) daily mortality, as a function of time, for various levels of increases in baseline social-distancing (SD)
compliance (cs) attained during the third wave of the pandemic in the United States. Parameter values used in the
simulations are as given by the baseline values in Tables 3-4, with β1 and β2 multiplied by (1− cs).

4.3 Assessment of Combined Impact of Vaccination and Social-distancing431

The model (2.5)-(2.6) will now be simulated to assess the community-wide impact of the combined vaccination432

and social-distancing strategy. Although the two FDA-approved vaccines were approved for use by mid December433

2020, we assume a hypothetical situation in which the vaccination started by mid October 2020 (the reason is to434

ensure consistency with the cumulative mortality data we used, which started from October 12, 2020 corresponding435

to the onset of the third wave of the pandemic in the United States). We consider the three vaccines currently being436

used in humans, namely the AstraZeneca vaccine (with estimated efficacy of 70%) and the two FDA-approved437

vaccines (Moderna and Pfizer vaccines, each with estimated efficacy of about 95%). Simulations are carried out438

using the baseline parameter values in Tables 3-4, with various values of the vaccination coverage parameter (ξv).439

For these simulations, parameters and initial conditions related to the other intervention (face mask usage) are440

maintained at their baseline values. Since the Moderna and Pfizer vaccines have essentially the same estimated441

efficacy (≈ 95%), we group them together in the numerical simulations for this section.442

The simulation results obtained for the Moderna and Pfizer vaccine, depicted in Figures 6 (a)-(c)), show that,443

in the absence of vaccination (and with social-distancing at baseline compliance level), approximately 511, 100444

cumulative deaths will be recorded in the U.S. by April 10, 2021 (blue curves of Figures 6 (a)-(c)). Furthermore,445

this figure shows a marked reduction in daily mortality with increasing vaccination coverage (ξv). This reduction446
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further increases if vaccination is combined with social-distancing. For instance, with social-distancing compliance447

maintained at its baseline value on October 12, 2020 (i.e., cs = 0), vaccinating at a rate of 0.00074 per day (which448

roughly translates to vaccinating 250, 000 people every day) resulted in a reduction of the projected cumulative449

mortality recorded by April 10, 2021 by 12%, in comparison to the case when no vaccination is used (magenta450

curve in Figure 6 (a), in comparison to the blue curve of the same figure). In fact, up to 31% of the projected451

cumulative mortality to be recorded by April 10, 2021 could be averted if, for this vaccination rate, the baseline452

social-distancing compliance is increased by 10% (i.e., cs = 0.1; magenta curve in Figure 6 (c), in comparison453

to magenta curve in Figure 6(a)). If the vaccination rate is further increased to, for instance, ξv = 0.0015 per454

day (corresponding to vaccinating about 500, 000 people every day), while keeping social-distancing at its baseline455

compliance level (i.e., cs = 0), our simulations show a reduction of 27% in the projected cumulative mortality by456

April 10, 2021, in comparison to the baseline social-distancing scenario (gold curve, Figure 6 (a), in comparison to457

the blue curve of the same figure). This reduction increases to 38% if the vaccination program is supplemented with458

social-distancing that increases the baseline compliance by 10% (gold curve, Figures 6 (c)). If 1 million people459

are vaccinated per day (i.e., ξv = 0.003 per day), our simulations show that the use of the Moderna and Pfizer460

vaccines could lead to up to 36% reduction in the projected cumulative mortality by April 10, 2021 in the U.S. if461

the vaccination program is combined with a 10% increase in social-distancing compliance level (green curve of462

Figure 6 (c)). Finally, compared to the Moderna and Pfizer vaccines, slightly lower reductions in the projected463

cumulative mortality are recorded when the AstraZeneca vaccine (with moderate to high vaccination coverage) is464

used (Figures 6 (d)-(f)), particularly if combined with social-distancing. These results are summarized in Table 6.465
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Figure 6: Assessment of the combined impact of vaccination and social-distancing on cumulative mortality. Simu-
lations of the model (2.5)-(2.6), depicting cumulative as a function of time, for the currently available anti-COVID-
19 vaccines and various levels of increases in baseline social-distancing compliance starting from October 12, 2020
(cs). (a)-(c): Pfizer or Moderna vaccine. (d)-(f): AstraZeneca vaccine. The vaccination rates ξv = 7.4 × 10−4,
1.5 × 10−3 per day, and 3.0 × 10−3 per day correspond, respectively, to vaccinating approximately 2.5 × 105,
5.0× 105 and 1.0× 106 people per day. Other parameter values of the model used are as presented in Tables 3-4.
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Table 6: Percentage reduction in projected cumulative COVID-19 mortality on April 10, 2021, in relation to the
cumulative mortality in the absence of vaccination (511, 100 COVID-19 deaths on April 10, 2021), for the three
currently-available anti-COVID-19 vaccines: AstraZeneca vaccine (efficacy εv = 0.7); Pfizer and/or Moderna
vaccine (efficacy εv = 0.95), and various levels of increases in baseline social-distancing compliance attained on
October 12, 2020 (cs) and vaccination rate (ξv). Notation: SD represents social-distancing compliance.

Reduction with Reduction with Reduction with
Number of people Baseline SD (cs = 0) cs = 0.05 cs = 0.10

vaccinated per day εv = 70% εv = 95% εv = 70% εv = 95% εv = 70% εv = 95%

250,000 9% 12% 25% 27% 35% 36%

500,000 16% 20% 29% 32% 38% 39%

1,000,000 26% 31% 35% 38% 41% 43%

4.4 Combined Impact of Vaccination and Social-distancing on Time-to-elimination466

The model (2.5)-(2.6) will now be simulated to assess the population-level impact of the combined vaccination467

and social-distancing interventions on the expected time the pandemic might be eliminated in the U.S. if the two468

strategies are implemented together. Mathematically, we define “elimination” to mean when the number of daily469

new cases is identically zero. As in Section 4.3, we consider the three currently-available vaccines (AstraZeneca,470

Moderna and the Pfizer vaccines), and assume that the vaccination program was started on October 12, 2020. The471

model is simulated to generate a time series of new daily COVID-19 cases in the U.S., for various vaccination rate472

(ξv) and levels of increases in baseline social-distancing compliance (cs).473

The results obtained, for each of the three currently-available vaccines, are depicted in Figures 7. This figure474

shows a marked decrease in disease burden (measured in terms of the number of new daily cases), with the possi-475

bility of elimination of the pandemic within 8−10 months from the commencement of the vaccination program. In476

particular, these simulations show that vaccinating 250, 000 people per day, with the Moderna or the Pfizer vaccine,477

will result in COVID-19 elimination in the U.S. by mid August of 2021, if the social-distancing compliance is kept478

at its current baseline compliance level (blue curve of Figure 7 (a)). For this scenario, the elimination will be479

reached in late August 2021 using the AstraZeneca vaccine. If the vaccination rate is further increased, such as to480

vaccinating 1 million people every day (and keeping social-distancing at its October 12, 2020 baseline), COVID-19481

elimination is achieved much sooner in the United States. For instance, for this scenario (i.e., with ξv = 0.003 per482

day), the pandemic can be eliminated by late June of 2021 using the Moderna or the Pfizer vaccines (green curve483

of Figure 7 (a)) and by mid July of 2021 using the AstraZeneca vaccine (blue curve of Figure 7 (d)).484

Our simulations further show that if the vaccination program is combined with social-distancing that increases485

the baseline compliance by 10%, COVID-19 can be eliminated in the U.S. by as early as the end of May of486

2021 using the Moderna or the Pfizer vaccine (green curve of Figure 7 (c)), and by late June of 2021 using the487

AstraZeneca vaccine (green curve, Figure 7 (f)). In conclusion, these simulations show that any of the three488

currently-available vaccines considered in this study will lead to the elimination of the pandemic in the U.S. if489

the vaccination rate is moderately-high enough. The time-to-elimination depends on the vaccination rate and the490

level of increases in the baseline social-distancing compliance attained by October 12, 2020. The pandemic can491

be eliminated as early as the end of May of 2021 if moderate to high vaccination rate (e.g., 1 million people are492

vaccinated per day) and social-distancing compliance (e.g., cs = 0.1) is attained and maintained.493

It is worth mentioning that the two vaccines that are currently in used in the U.S. were only approved by the494

FDA in December 2020 (the Pfizer vaccine was approved on December 11, 2020, while the Moderna vaccine495

was approved a week later), and their administration into the arms of Americans started late in December 2020.496

Therefore, as we noted earlier, the greater U.S. community might only be able to receive any of the vaccines497

by March or April 2021 (we chose March 15, 2021 as our reference point for simulation/comparative purposes).498

Thus, with a mass vaccination start date of mid March 2021 (i.e., if we can only achieve vaccinating 1 million499

or more people daily from mid March 2021), then COVID-19 elimination, assuming a 10% increase in baseline500

social-distancing compliance achieved on October 12, 2020, can be achieved by the end of October 2021 using501
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the Moderna or the Pfizer vaccine (for the AstraZeneca vaccine, elimination will extend to November of 2021).502

It should be mentioned that the elimination can be achieved even earlier if large scale community vaccination in503

the U.S. is started earlier than our projected March 15, 2021, and particularly if this (early large scale vaccination504

before March 15, 2021) is also complemented with significant increase in baseline social-distancing compliance505

(such as increasing the baseline compliance by 10%).506

In summary, our study clearly shows that the prospect of eliminating COVID-19 in the U.S. by the middle507

or early fall of 2021 is very much feasible if moderate level of coverage can be achieved using either of the two508

vaccines being used in the U.S., and if this vaccination coverage is complemented with a social-distancing strategy509

that increases the baseline compliance achieved by October 12, 2020 by a mere 10%. Our study certainly points to510

the fact that we will be seeing the back of this devastating Coronavirus beast, and socio-economic life may return511

to near normalcy, in 2021.512
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Figure 7: Effect of vaccination and social-distancing on time-to-elimination. Simulations of the model (2.5)-
(2.6), depicting the impact of three currently-available vaccines against COVID-19 (the AstraZeneca vaccine, and
the Pfizer or Moderna vaccine) and social-distancing, on time-to-elimination of the pandemic in the U.S. (a)-(c):
Moderna or Pfizer vaccines. (d)-(f): AstraZeneca vaccine. The social-distancing compliance is baseline for (a)
and (d), cs = 0.05 for (b) and (e), and cs = 0.10 for (e) and (f). The vaccination rates ξv = 7.4 × 10−4, 1.5 ×
10−3, 3.0 × 10−3 per day correspond, respectively, to vaccinating approximately 2.5 × 105, 5.0 × 105, 1.0 × 106

people per day. The values of the other parameters of the model used in the simulation are as given in Tables 3-4.

4.5 Assessing the impacts of waning immunity, mask fatigue and relaxation of mask mandate for513

fully-vaccinated individuals, and therapeutic benefits of vaccines514

In this section, the multi-group model (2.5)-(2.6) will be adapted and simulated to assess the population-level impact515

of three other factors that may significantly affect the effectiveness of the vaccination program against COVID-19,516

namely (a) waning natural and vaccine-derived immunity [40–42], (b) mask fatigue (and giving up masking) by517

fully-vaccinated individuals [43] and (c) therapeutic benefits of the vaccines (such as reducing development of518

severe disease, hospitalization and mortality in breakthrough infections, as well as in reducing transmissibility of519

infected vaccinated individuals) [15, 16, 44]. Although the model (2.5)-(2.6) does not explicitly incorporate the520
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aforementioned factors, it can readily be adapted to allow for their assessment. We describe below how the model521

can be adapted to achieve this objective, in addition to illustrating the effects of the factors via numerical simulations522

of the resulting adapted version of the model (2.5)-(2.6). For consistency, the simulations in this section will also523

be carried out from the beginning of the third pandemic wave in the US (i.e., from October 12, 2020).524

4.5.1 Waning natural and vaccine-derived immunity525

Waning natural immunity can be incorporated in the model by allowing a transition from the compartment of526

recovered individuals (for each of the two groups) into the corresponding compartment for unvaccinated susceptible527

individuals (i.e., the immunity derived from natural recovery from COVID-19 infection ultimately wanes, and the528

recovered individuals subsequently become wholly-susceptible again). To adapt the model to account for this,529

we introduce a new parameter, ωr, to represent the per capita rate at which recovered individuals revert to the530

corresponding unvaccinated susceptible compartment (i.e., the quantity ωr Ri, with i = 1, 2) is subtracted from the531

equation for Ri and added to the corresponding equation for Siu in the model (2.5)-(2.6)).532

Similarly, vaccine-derived waning immunity can be incorporated into the model (2.5)-(2.6) by allowing for tran-533

sitions from the vaccinated susceptible compartments (Siv; i = 1, 2) to the corresponding unvaccinated susceptible534

compartment (Siu; i = 1, 2). We introduce a new parameter, ωv, to represent the rate of waning of vaccine-derived535

immunity. To incorporate this into the model, the quantity ωvSiv ( i = 1, 2) is subtracted from the equation for Siv536

and added to the corresponding equation for Siu in the model (2.5)-(2.6). For simulation purposes, we set ωr and537

ωv to be 1/270 per day and 1/180 per day [40, 42], respectively (corresponding to a nine and six months duration538

for the waning of natural and vaccine-derived immunity, respectively).539

The model (2.5)-(2.6) is now simulated, using the parameter values in Tables 3 and 4, together with the above540

modifications (accounting for waning natural and vaccine-derived immunity, using the estimated values of ωr and541

ωv), to assess the potential impact of waning immunity on the COVID-19 dynamics in the US. The results obtained,542

depicted in Figure 8(a), show a slight increase in the peak number of new daily cases, in comparison to the results543

in Figure 7(a), where the effect of waning immunity was not considered. In particular, if the vaccination rate544

is 250, 000 per day (i.e., if ξv is set at ξv = 7.4 × 10−4 per day), then the peak number of new cases increases545

by approximately 2% (in comparison to the case where no waning immunity is considered), and the time-to-546

elimination of the pandemic increases by about 13 days (compare blue curves in Figures 7(a) and 8(a)). If the daily547

vaccination rate is increased to one million per day (i.e., if ξv = 3.0 × 10−3 per day), then the peak new cases548

increases by up to 6% (in comparison to the case with no waning immunity) and the time-to-elimination increases549

by about a month (compare green curves in Figures 7(a) and 8(a)). The increases in burden and time-to-extinction550

in this case (with 1 million vaccinated daily, in comparison to the case with 250,000 people getting vaccinated daily)551

is due to the fact waning of both natural and vaccine-derived immunity causes a corresponding increase in the pool552

of susceptible individuals who can acquire infection (thereby increasing number of new cases and extending time-553

to-elimination). Thus, these simulations show that waning of natural and vaccine-derived immunity cause only a554

marginal increase in the burden and time-to-elimination of the pandemic.555

4.5.2 Mask fatigue and relaxation of mask mandates for fully-vaccinated individuals556

To incorporate the effect of mask fatigue, or relaxation of mask mandates [43], in fully-vaccinated individuals into557

the model (2.5)-(2.6), we consider the worst-case scenario where all fully-vaccinated individuals opt to give up558

masking in public. To account for the worst case scenario of this (i.e., the case in which every fully-vaccinated559

individual abandons masking) in the model, we remove the state variable S2v, for the vaccinated susceptible in-560

dividuals in the mask-wearing group 2, from the model. Further, we re-direct all the new vaccinated individuals561

from group 2 into the vaccinated class of the non-masking group 1 (i.e., we add the term ξvS2u from the equation562

for the rate of change of the S2u population to that for the rate of change of the S1v population, and the equation563

for S2v is removed from the model) and also remove the term −α12S1v from the equation for the rate of change564

of the S1v population (to ensure that vaccinated individuals in group 1 do not move to the mask-wearing group 2).565

Simulations of the model (2.5)-(2.6), under this setting (and using the parameter values in Tables 3 and 4), depicted566
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in Figure 8(b), show a marginal change in the peak number of new cases and the time-to-elimination, in comparison567

to the case when fully-vaccinated individuals do not completely give up masking (i.e., compare Figure 8(b) with568

Figure 7(a)).569

4.5.3 Therapeutic benefits of COVID-19 vaccines570

Result from recent clinical trials have shown very promising therapeutic benefits for both the Pfizer and Moderna571

vaccines [15, 16]. In this section, we seek to use the multi-group model (2.5)-(2.6) to assess the impact of such572

benefits on the dynamics of the disease in the US. Since the model does not explicitly stratify the population of573

infected individuals according to whether they are vaccinated or not, a number of factors will come into play when574

estimating the overall impact of the therapeutic benefits, such as the high efficacy of the two vaccines (approxi-575

mately 95%, thereby significantly reducing the size of breakthrough infections), level of vaccine hesitancy in the576

community and the current daily infection rate in the community. Taking all these into account, we consider it577

plausible, as a first approximation, to estimate the overall therapeutic benefits in the US, at the beginning of the578

third wave (characterized by low vaccination coverage (December 2020 until about February 2021), high disease579

burden (skyrocketing number of reported confirmed cases, hospitalizations and COVID-19 mortality), by a 5%580

reduction in severe or symptomatic illness, breakthrough transmission, hospitalization, and mortality, as well as a581

5% increase in the rate of recovery from infection for vaccinated infected individuals. In other words, the effect of582

therapeutic benefits of the vaccine is incorporated into our model by reducing the baseline values of the parameters583

related to development of severe disease (r), hospitalization (φjI , j = 1, 2) and mortality δjI and δjH with j = 1, 2)584

by 5%, in addition to increasing the baseline value of the parameter related to the recovery rate (γjI , γjA and γjH ,585

with j = 1, 2). The simulation results obtained, for this hypothetical scenario, show a marked reduction in disease586

burden and a decrease in time-to-elimination (8(c)), in comparison to the case where such therapeutic benefits are587

not accounted for (Figure 7(a)). In particular, if one million people are vaccinated daily (i.e., if the vaccination rate588

is set at ξv = 3.0×10−3 per day), up to 37% decrease in the peak number of new cases could be achieved. Further,589

the time-to-elimination decreases by 17 days (compare green curves in Figures 7(a) and 8(a)). Higher reductions590

in disease burden, and more accelerated time-to-elimination, will be achieved if higher percentages of therapeutic591

benefits are assumed. It should be mentioned that a more rigorous way to introduce the impact of therapeutic ben-592

efits into the multi-group model (2.5)-(2.6) will be to further restructure the infected compartments of the model in593

terms of whether they are vaccinated or not (doing so will result in a model with at least 28 nonlinear differential594

equations, which may be difficult to track mathematically and statistically).595

In summary, it is shown in this section (based on the parameter values used in our simulations) that, while596

waning natural and vaccine-derived immunity generally induces a relatively small increase in the burden of the597

pandemic, together with a correspondingly marginal increase in the time-to-elimination (in comparison to the case598

when these effects are not incorporated into the model), the therapeutic benefits of the vaccines offer a dramatic599

impact on the trajectory of the disease (by significantly reducing both the burden and time-to-elimination of the600

pandemic, in comparison to the case when such benefits are not accounted for in the model). Finally, it is worth601

stating that, although the simulations carried out in Section 4.5 are for the Pfizer and Moderna COVID-19 vaccines602

only (illustrated in Figure 7), similar simulations can also be carried out for the AstraZeneca and other vaccines603

with lower preventive effective efficacies. These simulations will, of course, show higher disease burden (owing to604

their reduced efficacy), in comparison to the case when Pfizer and Moderna vaccines are used.605
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Figure 8: Effect of (a) vaccine-induced and natural immunity waning, (b) unmasking by vaccinated individuals,
and (c) therapeutic benefits of vaccines on the burden of the pandemic and the time-to-elimination. The vaccination
rates ξv = 7.4 × 10−4, 1.5 × 10−3, 3.0 × 10−3, per day correspond, respectively, to vaccinating approximately
2.5×105, 5.0×105, 1.0×106 people per day. The vaccine-induced and natural immunity waning rate parameters,
ωv and ωr, are set to ωv = 1/180 per day [40] and ωr = 1/270 per day [42], respectively. The effect of therapeutic
benefits of the vaccine depicted in (c) is incorporated by reducing the baseline values of the parameters (from
Tables 3-4) that are related to development of severe disease (r), hospitalization (φjI , j = 1, 2) and mortality
(δjI , δjH , j = 1, 2) by 5%, in addition to increasing the baseline value of the parameters related to the recovery
rate (γjI , γjA, γjH , j = 1, 2) by 5%. The values of the other parameters of the model used in the simulation are as
given in Tables 3-4.

5 Discussion and Conclusions606

Since its emergence late in December of 2019, the novel Coronavirus pandemic continues to inflict devastating607

public health and economic burden across the world. As of January 24, 2021, the pandemic accounted for over608

100 million confirmed cases and 2.1 million fatalities globally (the United States accounted for 25, 123, 857 con-609

firmed cases and 419, 204 deaths). Although control efforts against the pandemic have focused on the use of610

non-pharmaceutical interventions, such as social-distancing, face mask usage, quarantine, self-isolation, contact-611

tracing, community lockdowns, etc., a number of highly-efficacious and safe anti-COVID-19 vaccines have been612

developed and approved for use in humans. In particular, the two FDA-approved vaccines (manufactured by Mod-613

erna Inc. and Pfizer Inc.) have estimated protective efficacy of about 95%. Furthermore, AstraZeneca vaccine,614

developed by the pharmaceutical giant, AstraZeneca and University of Oxford (which is currently being used in the615

UK and other countries) has protective efficacy of 70%. Mathematics (modeling, analysis and data analytics) has616

historically been used to provide robust insight into the transmission dynamics and control of infectious diseases,617

dating back to the pioneering works of the likes of Daniel Bernoulli in the 1760s (on smallpox immunization), Sir618

Ronald Ross and George Macdonald between the 1920s and 1950s (on malaria modeling) and the compartmental619

modeling framework developed by Kermack and McKendrick in the 1920s [45–47]. In this study, we used mathe-620

matical modeling approaches, coupled with rigorous analysis, to assess the potential population-level impact of the621

use of the three currently-available vaccines in curtailing the burden of the COVID-19 pandemic in the U.S. We622

have also assessed the impact of other non-pharmaceutical interventions, such as face mask and social-distancing,623

implemented singly or in combination with any of the three vaccines, on the dynamics and control of the pandemic.624

We developed a novel mathematical model, which stratifies the total population into two subgroups of indi-625

viduals who habitually wear face masks in public and those who do not. The resulting two group COVID-19626

vaccination model, which takes the form of a deterministic system of nonlinear ordinary differential equations,627

was initially fitted using observed cumulative COVID-induced mortality data for the U.S. Specifically, we fitted628
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the model with the cumulative data corresponding to the period when the U.S. was experiencing the third wave629

of the COVID-19 pandemic (estimated to have started around October 12, 2020). In addition to allowing for the630

assessment of the population-level of each of the three currently-available vaccines, the model also allows for the631

assessment of the initial size of the population of individuals who habitually wear face masks in public, as well as632

assessing the impact of increase in the baseline social-distancing compliance attained as of October 12, 2020. After633

the successful calibration of the model, we carried out rigorous asymptotic stability analysis to gain insight into634

the main qualitative features of the model. In particular, we showed that the disease-free equilibrium of the model635

is locally-asymptotically stable whenever a certain epidemiological threshold, known as the control reproduction636

number (denoted by Rc), is less than unity. The implication of this result is that (for the case when Rc < 1), a637

small influx of COVID-infected individuals will not generate an outbreak in the community.638

The expression for the reproduction number (Rc) was used to compute the nationwide vaccine-induced herd639

immunity threshold for a special case of the model where change of masking behavior is not allowed. The herd640

immunity threshold represents the minimum proportion of the susceptible U.S. population that needs to be vac-641

cinated to ensure elimination of the pandemic. Simulations of our model showed, for the current baseline level642

of social-distancing in the U.S. (and baseline level of initial size of the population of face masks wearers), herd643

immunity can be achieved in the U.S. using the AstraZeneca vaccine if at least 80% of the susceptible population644

is vaccinated. The threshold herd immunity level needed when either the Pfizer or Moderna vaccine is used re-645

duces to 59%. Our simulations further showed that the level of herd immunity needed to eliminate the pandemic646

decreases, for each of the three currently-available vaccines, with increasing levels of baseline social-distancing647

compliance. In particular, the baseline social-distancing achieved at the beginning of our simulation period (i.e.,648

the level of social-distancing in the U.S. as of October 12, 2020) is increased by 10%, the herd immunity require-649

ment for the AstraZeneca or Pfizer/Moderna vaccine reduced, respectively, to 73% and 54%. Furthermore, if the650

baseline social-distancing is increased by 30%, the herd immunity threshold needed to eliminate the pandemic651

using the AstraZeneca or Pfizer/Moderna vaccine reduced to a mere 53% and 39%, respectively. In other words,652

this study showed that the prospect of achieving vaccine-derived herd immunity, using any of the three currently-653

available vaccines, is very promising, particularly if the vaccination program is complemented with increased levels654

of baseline social-distancing.655

The multigroup nature of the model we developed in this study, where the total population is stratified into656

the two groups of those who habitually face mask in public and those who do not (with back-and-forth transitions657

between the two groups allowed), enabled us to assess the population-level impact of the initial sizes of the two658

groups in curtailing the spread of the pandemic in the United States. We assessed this by simulating the model659

during the beginning of the third wave of the pandemic in the U.S. (starting from October 12, 2020), and used the660

proportion of masks-wearers embedded in the cumulative mortality data we used to fit the model as the baseline.661

Our study emphasized the fact that early adoption of mask mandate plays a major role in effectively reducing the662

burden (as measured in terms of cumulative mortality) of the pandemic. This effect is particularly more pronounced663

when individuals in the face masks-wearing group do not change their behavior and transition to the non-mask664

wearing group (and non-mask wearers adopt a masks-wearing habit). Our study further showed that, for the case665

where the aforementioned back-and-forth transitions between the masks-wearing and the non-mask wearing groups666

is allowed, there is a threshold level of the initial size of the proportion of face masks-wearers above which the667

disease burden will be reduced, below which the disease burden actually increases. Our study estimated this668

threshold value of the initial size of the masks-wearing group to be about 50%. The epidemiological implication of669

this result is that the continued implementation of face masks use strategy (particularly at the high initial coverage670

level) will be highly beneficial in effectively curtailing the pandemic burden between now and the time when the671

two FDA-approved vaccines become widely available to the general public in the U.S. (expected to be around mid672

March to mid April of 2021).673

We further showed that the time-to-elimination of COVID-19 in the U.S., using a vaccine (and a non-pharmaceutical674

intervention), depended on the daily vaccination rate (i.e., number of people vaccinated per day) and the level of675

increase in baseline social-distancing compliance achieved at the onset of the third wave of the pandemic (October676

12, 2020). Specifically, our study showed that the COVID-19 pandemic can be eliminated in the U.S. by early May677

of 2021 if we are able to achieve moderate level of daily vaccination rate (such as vaccinating 1 million people678
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every day) and the baseline social-distancing compliance achieved on October 12, 2020 is increased by 10% (and679

sustained). It should, however, be mentioned that the time-to-elimination is sensitive to the level of community680

transmission of COVID-19 in the population (it is also sensitive to the effectiveness and coverage (compliance)681

levels of the other (non-pharmaceutical) interventions, particularly face mask usage and social-distancing compli-682

ance, implemented in the community). Specifically, our study was carried out during the months of November and683

December of 2020, when the United States was experiencing a devastating third wave of the COVID-19 pandemic684

(recording on average over 200, 000 confirmed cases per day, together with record numbers of hospitalizations and685

COVID-induced mortality). This explains the somewhat longer estimated time-to-elimination of the pandemic,686

using any of the three currently-available vaccines, for the case where social-distancing compliance is kept at the687

baseline level. The estimate for the time-to-elimination (using any of the three currently-available vaccines) will be688

shorter if the community transmission is significantly reduced (as will be vividly evident from the reduced values689

of the transmission-related and mortality-related parameters of the re-calibrated version of our model).690

It is worth emphasizing that at the time this study was carried out (December 2020), it was unclear whether691

natural or vaccine-induced immunity to COVID-19 waned over time. It was also unclear whether the then new692

vaccines that received FDA’s Emergency Use Authorization (Pfizer and Moderna) offer therapeutic benefits (such693

as reducing severe disease, hospitalization and deaths, in addition to accelerating recovery rate in vaccinated in-694

fected individuals). However, by the time we are reviewing the manuscript (June 2021), new data and studies695

have provided clarity on waning immunity to COVID-19 [41, 42] and on the therapeutic benefits of some of the696

COVID-19 vaccines [15, 16]. Furthermore, the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention has modified its697

guidelines on masking, allowing fully-vaccinated individuals not to wear masks under certain circumstances [43].698

Consequently, we adapted the multi-group model we developed to allow for the assessment of the aforementioned699

new facts associated with the COVID-19 dynamics. Specifically, we adapted and simulated the model to assess700

the impact of waning immunity (both natural and vaccine-derived), mask fatigue and relaxation of mask mandates701

for fully-vaccinated individuals and the therapeutic benefits of the FDA-authorized vaccines on the disease burden702

(measured in terms of peak daily cases) and time-to-elimination of the pandemic in the US. The simulations were703

carried out for the hypothetical scenario that the vaccination program was started at the beginning of the third704

wave of the pandemic in the US (i.e., in October of 2020). Since the vaccines were not available until December705

2020, and large scale vaccine rollout was only achieved some time in end of March 2021 or early April 2021, we706

adapted our conclusions appropriately to account for this time lag. Consequently, our simulation results, for these707

settings, show that, while waning natural and vaccine-derived immunity induces only a relatively marginal increase708

in both the burden and time-to-elimination of the pandemic, incorporating therapeutic benefits of the vaccine into709

the model causes a dramatic reduction in both the burden and time-to-elimination. If the impacts of therapeutic710

benefits are incorporated into the model from the very beginning of the third wave of the pandemic (October 2020),711

our simulations show that the pandemic could theoretically be eliminated in the US by as early as late May, 2021712

(note that, in the absence of such therapeutic benefits, our study estimated the time-to-elimination to be some time713

in October, 2021).714

In summary, our study suggest that the prospects of COVID-19 elimination in the U.S. is very promising, using715

any of the three currently-available vaccines. The elimination prospects are greatly enhanced if the therapeutic716

benefits of the approved vaccines are incorporated into the multi-group model we developed and used in this717

study. While, for the baseline scenario, the AstraZeneca vaccine requires at least 80% of the US population to718

be vaccinated to achieve herd immunity (needed for the elimination of the pandemic), such herd immunity can719

be achieved using any of the two FDA-approved vaccines (Pfizer or Moderna) if only 59% of Americans are720

vaccinated. The prospects of eliminating COVID-19 using any of the three vaccines is greatly enhanced if the721

vaccination program is combined with a social-distancing strategy that increases the baseline compliance level of722

the social-distancing attained during the beginning of the third wave of the COVID-19 pandemic in the United723

States. In fact, our simulations strongly suggest that COVID-19 can be eliminated in the U.S. in 2021, and as early724

as May 2021, depending on the level of increase in baseline social-distancing compliance. In other words, if we725

can continue to maintain social-distancing, while large scale vaccination is being implemented, COVID-19 can be726

history...and life can begin to return to normalcy or near-normalcy, in the spring or fall of 2021.727

Some of the limitations of our model include not explicitly accounting for some important heterogeneities, such728
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as age-structure, risk-structure, and vaccine dose structure, and the impacts of SARS-CoV-2 variants. Accounting729

for these may alter our results, especially during the early days of the vaccine administration (e.g., from December730

2020 to April 2021) when the vaccine doses were generally in limited supply and needed to be prioritized to731

high-risk groups. Hence, our simulation results and conclusions should be interpreted with these limitations in732

mind. Further, while our multi-group model did not explicitly account for some other factors potentially relevant733

to COVID-19 dynamics, such as waning of natural and vaccine-derived immunity to COVID-19, mask fatigue and734

relaxation of mask mandates for fully-vaccinated individuals and the impacts of therapeutic benefits of the approved735

vaccines, our multi-group model was robust enough to allow for the assessment of these factors. We showed that,736

while incorporating waning of immunity and mask fatigue and relaxation of mask mandates in fully-vaccinated737

individuals in the model we developed only caused a marginal increase in disease burden and time-to-elimination,738

incorporating the impacts of the therapeutic benefits of the approved vaccines (even at a relatively low overall rate)739

resulted in a dramatic reduction in both the disease burden and time-to-elimination of the pandemic.740
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Appendix I: Entries of the Non-negative Matrix F750

f1 = βP1

[
S∗1u + (1− εv)S∗1v

N∗

]
, f2 = βI1

[
S∗1u + (1− εv)S∗1v

N∗

]
, f3 = βA1

[
S∗1u + (1− εv)S∗1v

N∗

]
,

f4 = βH1

[
S∗1u + (1− εv)S∗1v

N∗

]
, f5 = (1− ε0)βP2

[
S∗1u + (1− εv)S∗1v

N∗

]
,

f6 = (1− ε0)βI2

[
S∗1u + (1− εv)S∗1v

N∗

]
, f7 = (1− ε0)βA2

[
S∗1u + (1− εv)S∗1v

N∗

]
,

f8 = (1− ε0)βH2

[
S∗1u + (1− εv)S∗1v

N∗

]
, g1 = (1− εi)βP1

[
S∗2u + (1− εv)S∗2v

N∗

]
,

g2 = (1− εi)βI1
[
S∗2u + (1− εv)S∗2v

N∗

]
, g3 = (1− εi)βA1

[
S∗2u + (1− εv)S∗2v

N∗

]
,

g4 = (1− εi)βH1

[
S∗2u + (1− εv)S∗2v

N∗

]
, g5 = (1− εi)(1− ε0)βP2

[
S∗2u + (1− εv)S∗2v

N∗

]
,

g6 = (1− εi)(1− ε0)βI2

[
S∗2u + (1− εv)S∗2v

N∗

]
, g7 = (1− εi)(1− ε0)βA2

[
S∗2u + (1− εv)S∗2v

N∗

]
,

g8 = (1− εi)(1− ε0)βH2

[
S∗2u + (1− εv)S∗2v

N∗

]
.
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