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2 Abstract

Vaccine allocation decisions during the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic have proven to be challenging
due to competing ethical, practical, and political considerations. Complicating decision making,
policy makers need to consider vaccine allocation strategies that balance needs both within and
between populations. Due to limited vaccine stockpiles, vaccine doses should be allocated in lo-
cations where their impact will be maximized. Using a susceptible-exposed-infectious-recovered
(SEIR) model we examine optimal SARS-CoV-2 vaccine allocation decisions across two popula-
tions considering the impact of population size, underlying immunity, continuous vaccine roll-out,
and heterogeneous population risk structure. We find that in the context of an emerging pathogen,
where many epidemiologic characteristics might not be known, equal vaccine allocation between
populations performs optimally in most scenarios. In the specific case considering heterogeneous
population risk structure, first targeting individuals at higher risk of transmission or death due to
infection leads to equitable resource allocation across populations.
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3 Introduction1

Since its emergence, SARS-CoV-2 has caused considerable su↵ering and disruption of societies,2

resulting in over 173 million infections and 3.7 million deaths worldwide as of June 2021 [1]. Vac-3

cines are currently the most e↵ective public health intervention available against SARS-CoV-2,4

with eight vaccines currently approved for full use and an additional seven authorized for early or5

limited use globally [2, 3].6

7

Even with the approval of multiple vaccines, distributed across di↵erent regions globally, roll-out8

has been slow. While some countries are falling far behind their anticipated timelines, vaccination9

rates are highly unequal across countries [4]. Indeed, as some countries have already vaccinated10

over 60% of their population, and are on track to vaccinate all willing adults by the end of the11

summer of 2021, others still do not have access to vaccines [4]. Even as COVAX– a Coalition for12

Epidemic Preparedness Innovations (CEPI), Gavi the Vaccine Alliance (GAVI) and World Health13

Organization (WHO) collaboration – aims to deliver approximately 1.8 billion doses to 92 low- and14

middle-income economies by the end of 2021 [5], it could take up to 2023 [6, 7] for all countries to15

have access to a su�cient number of doses. Overall, vaccination allocation decisions are currently16

being made under the constraint of a limited vaccine stockpile and multiple factors need to be17

considered in order to maximize the e↵ect of each dose across populations.18

19

As previous work [8, 9, 10] has shown, targeting specific subgroups within a given population,20

including older individuals, results in decreased COVID-19 morbidity and mortality. Further, pre-21

vious theoretical work [11] has shown that unequal vaccine allocations might be favorable, but are22

less optimal when incorporating realistic assumptions about population heterogeneity and contact23

structure. This leaves a potentially conflicting message for policy makers when considering optimal24

allocation decisions. We build upon this work, by not only considering the optimal decision, but25

also how the decision compares to all possible allocations across two populations. Our results show26

that the e�ciency gains for unequal allocations that are found in models with highly-simplified epi-27

demics are typically small; moreover, they vanish and can even reverse under settings more relevant28

to the current pandemic. Similar to previous findings, we show in more realistic scenarios, incor-29

porating population heterogeneity and interaction between populations, equitable distributions are30

not only optimal, but vastly outperform unequal distributions.31

4 Methods32

We use a deterministic, two-population, susceptible-exposed-infectious-recovered (SEIR) compart-33

mental model. We assume people are initially susceptible (S). Susceptible individuals move to the34

exposed state (E) after an e↵ective contact with an infectious individual. After a latent period,35

exposed individuals become infectious (I). After the infectious period has elapsed, infectious indi-36

viduals move to a recovered state (R). We do not account for waning immunity and assume once37

individuals have recovered, they stay immune to SARS-CoV-2 for the duration of our simulation,38

here modeled as one year, which is longer than the epidemic duration in the vast majority of sim-39

ulations. We start by assuming that there is no interaction between the two populations, so all40

disease transitions happen in parallel between the two populations.41

42

We extend the traditional SEIR model to allow for underlying immunity and vaccination (Fig-43

ure S3). At the start of the epidemic, in each population, individuals can be in the susceptible (S),44

2
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infectious (I), or recovered (R) compartments. When there is underlying immunity, a set proportion45

of individuals are placed in R. Individuals in R, whether through underlying immunity or infection46

through the course of the simulation, can never be re-infected. When vaccine doses are distributed47

to the population, vaccinated individuals are placed in R if the vaccination is successful. We assume48

that the vaccine is all-or-nothing with 90% e�cacy, meaning 90% of those who are vaccinated are49

placed in R and the remainder stay in S. When there is underlying immunity and vaccination,50

immune individuals may be vaccinated; vaccination has no e↵ect on them and they remain in R.51

Finally, we initialize each simulation by placing one individual in I and allow the epidemic to run,52

unmitigated except by vaccination, through each population. Full model parameters and equations53

are shown in SI Appendix A.2.54

55

To recreate the results of Keeling and Shattock (2012) [11], we model two homogeneous populations56

with identical characteristics apart from population size. In this scenario we assume population57

2 is double the size of population 1 (Figure 2). For later scenarios, which consider the impact of58

heterogeneity within populations, we simulate two populations that are identical in size, but vary59

in their population characteristics (e.g. fraction high risk) (Figure 5 and 6).60

61

Next, we extend the model by allowing for heterogeneous risk groups. Within each population,62

we first model e�cient transmitters of the SARS-CoV-2 virus (e.g. young adults) [12]. In this63

scenario, we assume high-transmitters are four times more likely to transmit compared to other64

groups. We fix the within-population structure to allow the global R0 to equal 2. The full deriva-65

tion is shown in SI Appendix A.2.4.66

67

In addition, we also model individuals at elevated risk of death from severe COVID-19 disease,68

which can represent elderly individuals or other individuals with co-morbidities known to exacer-69

bate COVID-19 disease [13, 14]. For simplicity of the model, we assume these individuals are five70

times more likely to die than other individuals infected with SARS-CoV-2. Note that death rates71

are assumed to be constant throughout the epidemic, which may not be realistic as health care72

resources are strained by large case loads or case management improves over time.73

74

Similarly to the homogeneous two population scenario described above, we initialize the model75

by placing individuals from each population in the susceptible or recovered state based on the76

pre-existing immunity level and the vaccine allocation scenario. The total number of vaccine doses77

are split amongst the two populations based on the scenario. Within each population, high-risk78

individuals are vaccinated first, with leftover doses then allocated to the low-risk population, as79

described in SI Appendix A.2.5.80

81

Finally, we model the scenario where vaccines are unavailable at the start of the epidemic, but82

are slowly rolled out over the course of the epidemic. For this simulation we vary both the timing83

of roll-out, and the fraction of the population vaccinated each day. We allow vaccine roll-out to start84

1, 10, 30, 50, or 100 days after the epidemic has begun and vary the proportion of the population85

vaccinated from 1% to 3% per day. For these simulations, the vaccine is allocated within and across86

populations identically to the scenarios described above for the homogeneous and heterogeneous87

scenarios.88

89

For each simulation we calculate the cumulative number of infections and deaths from the determin-90

istic SEIR model at the end of the epidemic. Across each scenario we define the optimal allocation91

strategy as the one that minimizes the total epidemic size (cumulative number of infections) across92

3

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 21, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.06.18.21259137doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.06.18.21259137
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


both populations. Within the high morbidity scenario, we define the optimal allocation strategy as93

the one that minimizes the total number of deaths across both populations. This is equivalent to94

maximizing the total number of people across both populations that escape infection (or death) [15].95

96

We conduct sensitivity analyses to assess the robustness of our results. First, we model a leaky97

vaccine scenario where we assume the vaccine reduces susceptibility to SARS-CoV-2 by 90%. As a98

result, all vaccinated individuals (except those previously immune through natural infection) can99

become infected with the virus, although the probability of infection for each contact with an in-100

fected individual is lower than for an unvaccinated individual. We further extend the model by101

relaxing the assumption that the two populations do not interact. We allow a fraction i of infected102

individuals in both populations to contribute to the force of infection in the other population in-103

stead of their own population. An i value of 0 corresponds to no interaction, and an i value of 0.5104

corresponds to complete interaction between the two populations (i.e. is equivalent to one large105

population). Full model equations are shown in SI Appendix A.2.3.106

107

All analyses were conducted in R version 4.0.3.108

5 Results109

5.1 Literature review110

We reviewed the literature on optimal vaccine allocation across populations that was published111

prior to the emergence of SARS-CoV-2 (see SI Table A.3.1). Multiple papers [11, 16, 17, 18, 19]112

have shown that allocation proportional to population size is rarely optimal. Further, previous113

studies have highlighted that the timing of vaccine allocation [20, 21, 22], heterogeneity in popula-114

tion composition, as well as the stochasticity in infection dynamics a↵ect the optimal distribution115

[23, 24]. Duijzer et al. (2018) [15] provide important contributions by showing that the optimal116

vaccination threshold is often not the herd immunity threshold.117

118

Additionally, we summarize some of the recent literature modeling optimal SARS-CoV-2 vaccine119

allocation in one population in SI Table A.3.2.120

5.2 Optimal allocation in two populations of equal size121

We build upon the existing literature by first examining allocation decisions in the simple scenario122

of two identical, non-interacting populations with no underlying SARS-CoV-2 immunity (see Figure123

1). In the simplest case, with a small number of vaccine doses available, pro-rata allocation performs124

comparably to highly unequal allocation strategies. As the number of vaccine doses increases, highly125

unequal strategies gain advantage over pro-rata allocation. This occurs because one population can126

be vaccinated close to, but lower than, its herd immunity threshold, maximizing the indirect e↵ect127

of the vaccine doses [15]. When su�cient vaccines are available for both populations to reach that128

threshold, more unequal strategies use the doses less e�ciently, as indicated by the increasing arms129

of the “W” shapes in Figure 1. Allocating doses to the population that has reached its threshold130

provides limited benefit in that population and withholds doses from the other. When there are131

nearly enough doses to reach the thresholds in both populations, the optimal strategy becomes132

equal allocation between the two populations.133
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Figure 1: Performance of di↵erent allocation strategies of a limited SARS-CoV-2 vaccine stockpile
across two homogeneous population of equal size with no underlying immunity and prophylactic
vaccination. Both populations have one million individuals. Each color represents a di↵erent
number of total vaccine doses. Each curve shows the cumulative number of COVID-19 cases across
both population 1 and 2 for di↵erent proportions of doses given each population. Across each curve,
the proportion of doses to population 1 goes from 0 to 100%.

5.3 Optimal allocation in two populations of unequal size134

Extending the simple case of non-interacting populations of equal size, previous studies have shown135

how optimal allocation across populations of di↵erent sizes is not linear, but varies with the number136

of doses available in a characteristic, and often counter-intuitive, “switching” pattern [11, 15, 17].137

138

As shown in Figure 2 (top), when the number of doses available is very limited, optimal allo-139

cation concentrates all vaccine doses to the smallest population, not assigning any to the largest140

population (regime 1). As the number of doses allocated to the smaller population reaches its141

threshold, additional doses are gradually allocated to the larger population (regime 2). Strikingly,142

for 777,500 doses available, a drastic switch happens and all doses are allocated to the larger pop-143

ulation and none to the smaller one (regime 3). Then, as the largest population itself reaches144

its threshold, supplementary doses are assigned to the smaller population (regime 4). When the145

number of vaccines available allows both populations to attain their respective thresholds, vaccines146

are allocated proportionally to the population sizes (regime 5).147

148

For most values of vaccine available, the optimal allocation is highly unequal, as previously shown149

5
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[11, 15]. This counterintuitive result is caused by the non-linearity of the indirect e↵ect from each150

additional vaccine dose. Additional doses are allocated to the population where they have the151

largest benefit. For example, in regime 1 of Figure 2, additional doses bring a larger benefit in the152

smaller population then they would in the larger population.153

154

Importantly, while prior literature [11] demonstrates that unequal allocations can be optimal, these155

results show that the benefit of such unequal, optimal allocations over more nearly equal ones is156

often small. As shown in Figure 2 (bottom), for low numbers of vaccine doses (regimes 1 and157

2), although concentrating all doses to the smallest population is optimal, other strategies do not158

perform much worse. Each regime is characterized by a di↵erent allocation profile that gives rise159

to a di↵erent optimum, indicated by black points. In regime 4, the characteristic W shape appears160

where a fully unequal allocation is sub-optimal, regardless of which population is vaccinated.161
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Figure 2: Top: Optimal allocation strategies of a limited SARS-CoV-2 vaccine stockpile across two
homogeneous populations of unequal size with no underlying immunity and prophylactic vaccina-
tion. Populations 1 (blue) and 2 (red) have one and two million individuals, respectively. Dashed
vertical lines were added to highlight regimes (1 to 5) showing di↵erent vaccine allocation patterns.
Bottom : Performance of allocation strategies for five di↵erent numbers of vaccine doses, repre-
sentative of the regimes shown in the top half of the Figure. Color coding corresponds to vaccine
allocation ranging from giving all doses to population 2 (red) to giving all doses to population 1
(blue). The optimal allocation, the minimal value on each plot, is highlighted by a black point.

5.4 Impact of underlying immunity162

As vaccines continue to get rolled out at varying speeds, populations will have varying degrees of163

underlying immunity to the virus due to prior infections. Serological surveys estimate that around164

a fifth of the population had already been infected in areas hardest hit during the spring of 2020165

(23% in NYC [25], 18% in London [26] and 11% in Madrid and Paris [27, 28]). Select high-risk166

groups, including health care workers and nursing home residents, have been shown to have an167

even higher prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 antibodies [29]. To account for underlying immunity, we168
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further simulate optimal allocation decisions with varying levels of underlying immunity in each169

population to mirror the fact that allocation decisions are made during an ongoing pandemic.170

171

Comparing two populations with varying amounts of underlying immunity, the optimal strategy172

favors prioritizing the population that is closer to their herd immunity threshold (Figure 3). Figure173

3 shows optimal allocation decisions across two homogeneous populations of equal size with no174

immunity (top left, repeating Figure 1) or increasing degrees of immunity in population 1. With175

increasing immunity in population 1, the characteristic V- or W-shape becomes more lopsided as176

fewer doses are required in population 1 to reach the threshold at which doses should be split be-177

tween populations. Extremely unequal allocation strategies either waste doses or fail to minimize178

the cumulative number of infections in both populations if given completely to population 1 or 2,179

respectively. In addition, allocating vaccines to population 1 beyond the amount needed to reach180

its threshold results in the highest cumulative number of COVID-19 cases because it confers little181

additional benefit in population 1, and deprives population 2 of vaccines needed to mitigate cases.182

As before, once the number of doses is large enough to approach or reach the threshold in both183

populations, optimal strategies move to a more equitable approach.184
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Figure 3: Performance of di↵erent allocation strategies of a limited SARS-CoV-2 vaccine stockpile
across two homogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with di↵erent underlying
immunity, and prophylactic vaccination. We fix population 2 to have no underlying SARS-CoV-2
immunity and vary underlying immunity in population 1 from 0 to 40%. The panel on the top left
is equivalent to Figure 1.
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5.5 Impact of delayed vaccine roll-out in a homogeneous population185

Next, we examine the impact of vaccine roll-out over the course of the epidemic. We find both the186

timing and speed of roll-out play an important role in minimizing the final size of the epidemic.187

As shown in Figure 4, the cumulative number of cases across both populations is minimized when188

vaccine roll-out occurs as soon as possible after the start of the epidemic. Further, the final size is189

minimized when roll-out speed is increased, vaccinating a larger proportion of the population each190

day.191

192

For the early and e�cient roll-out (10 days and speed of 2 or 3% of the population/day), the193

vaccination performance profile looks similar to that of prophylactic vaccine deployment strategy194

shown in Figure 1. However for slower or later roll-out we see highly unequal approaches per-195

form poorly across almost all doses and more equitable approaches result in the smallest final size.196

This is because a larger fraction of the population is naturally infected, minimizing the gains from197

concentrating vaccine doses in one population.198
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Figure 4: Performance of di↵erent allocation strategies of a limited SARS-CoV-2 vaccine stockpile
across two homogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with no underlying
immunity, with vaccines rolled out at di↵erent speeds and di↵erent times after the start of the
epidemic. We vary both the timing and speed of roll-out between 10, 50 or 100 days after the start
of the epidemic with 1, 2, or 3% of the population vaccinated per day.
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5.6 Impact of heterogeneous population structure199

Looking within a population, many studies have shown optimal strategies favor prioritizing older200

individuals (e.g., those aged 60 or over) when the goal is minimizing mortality. If the goal instead201

is minimizing final size, targeting adults 20-49 with an e↵ective transmission-blocking vaccine mini-202

mizes cumulative incidence [8, 9]. Here we model the impact of heterogeneous population structure203

to examine the impact of strategies across populations. These simulations consider populations204

with heterogeneous transmission or with heterogeneous risk of death.205

206

Targeting high transmission or high mortality groups first within a population shifts the opti-207

mal allocation across the two populations in the direction of greater equity (Figure 5 and 6). In208

Figure 5 we first model the impact of prophylactic vaccination in a heterogeneous population struc-209

ture with 25% of each population at either high risk of transmission (top) or death (bottom). In210

the high-transmission scenario, the behavior looks similar to that in Figure 1 for a low number211

of doses, representing the trade-o↵ between vaccinating the high-transmitters in both populations.212

Once there are enough doses available to vaccinate enough high-transmitters to reduce transmission213

dramatically, the optimal strategy favors more equitable allocations across the two populations as214

high-transmitters are driving the bulk of transmission. This shift to more equitable allocations215

occurs at a lower number of vaccine doses compared to Figure 1. In the high-mortality scenario,216

we see the optimal allocation rapidly shift to equitable strategies, starting at a very low number of217

vaccine doses. Interestingly, the sequence of profiles from Figure 1 is repeated twice. First, for a218

low number of vaccine doses there is a trade-o↵ between vaccinating the high-mortality individuals219

in both populations. Then for higher vaccine counts the trade-o↵ is repeated, this time between all220

individuals of both populations. While this trade-o↵ exists, equitable allocation is heavily favored221

across almost all levels of available vaccine doses.222
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Figure 5: Performance of di↵erent allocation strategies of a limited SARS-CoV-2 vaccine stockpile
across two heterogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with no underlying
immunity and prophylactic vaccination. In both the high transmission scenario (top) and high
mortality scenario (bottom), 25% of both populations are high risk.

Next we considered the impact of continuous roll-out for both the high transmission and high223

mortality scenarios. We find that across both high-risk scenarios and all vaccine roll-out times and224

speeds, unequal allocation is highly sub-optimal (Figure 6). Similarly to Figure 4, we vary both225

the start date of vaccination roll-out (1, 10, 30, 50, or 100 days) and the daily vaccination rate226

(1, 2 or 3% per day). We find that both the speed and timing of vaccine roll-out are important227

factors in minimizing the cumulative number of cases or deaths across the two populations, and228

see the greatest reduction in cumulative deaths and final size with the earliest and fastest roll-out.229

Specifically, for vaccine stockpiles larger than 500,000 doses, the achievable impact of vaccination230

is more dependent on the timing (solid vs. dashed curves) and speed (di↵erent panels) of vaccine231

roll-out rather than on the total number of doses available.232
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Figure 6: Performance of di↵erent allocation strategies of a limited SARS-CoV-2 vaccine stockpile
across two heterogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with no underlying
immunity, with vaccines rolled out at di↵erent speeds and di↵erent times after the start of the
epidemic. In both the high transmission scenario (top) and high mortality scenario (bottom), 25%
of both populations are high risk. We vary the timing of roll-out between 10, 30, 50, or 100 days
for the high transmission scenario and 1, 10, 30 or 50 days for the high mortality scenario after
the start of the epidemic, and vary the speed of roll-out between 1, 2, or 3% of the population
vaccinated per day.

5.7 Sensitivity Analyses233

We assessed the robustness of our results by varying the characteristics of the vaccine and con-234

nection between populations to be more representative of the current pandemic. As expected, the235

leaky and all-or-nothing vaccine perform identically because both have the same critical vaccination236
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threshold [30] (Figure S1).237

238

In the previous situations we have only considered the scenario of non-interacting populations.239

As we relax this strict assumption, we find that as the amount of interaction between the two pop-240

ulations increases, equitable strategies are most favorable (Figure S2). When the force of infection241

in each population depends on epidemic dynamics in both populations, accounting for interaction242

drastically changes the optimal allocation profiles and favors equal allocation between populations,243

as seen in previous work [11, 15]. Even for low values of the interaction parameter i, equal al-244

location rapidly becomes optimal. Indeed, for i values higher than 0.01 — which corresponds to245

one out of every hundred infected individuals contributing to infection in the other population —246

equal allocation between the two population always performs best. As i further increases, unequal247

strategies progressively approach the optimal (equal) allocation as indicated by the flattening of the248

curves. For i equal to 0.5, when the two populations concretely behave like one large population,249

all allocation strategies perform almost identically. Compared to the non-interacting case, allowing250

for interaction between the two populations leads to a higher cumulative number of infections for251

all possible vaccine allocation strategies, and the “W”-shaped allocation curve no longer appears.252

6 Discussion253

As countries continue to roll-out vaccines, challenging allocation decisions will need to be made due254

to resource constraints. Previous studies [11] have shown simple scenarios favor unequal alloca-255

tion. We recreated those findings, and further apply the theory to the current COVID-19 pandemic.256

257

In the simple case of two non-interacting populations of identical size we show that for very high258

quantities of vaccine, relative to population size, equal allocation strategies are optimal. For very259

few doses, all strategies provide comparable results. This supports the European Commission’s260

decision to allocate vaccine doses proportional to population size among the 27 European Nations261

[31]. In this simplest model, until there is enough vaccine for both populations to approach their262

critical herd immunity threshold, optimal strategies favor a highly unequal approach, allocating263

doses to either population 1 or 2 until the population has reached its threshold. If the populations264

vary in size, allocation decisions vary, and as the number of vaccines increases, focus switches from265

the smaller population to the larger one, as supported by Keeling and Shattock (2012) [11].266

267

We consider more realistic scenarios that better mirror the current COVID-19 pandemic including268

underlying immunity, population interaction, continuous vaccine roll-out, and heterogeneous pop-269

ulation structure. While many of these parameters are either unknown or changing throughout270

the course of the epidemic, we find that, across a range of scenarios, optimal allocation decisions271

favor equal allocation across populations. Since these strategies are often optimal or nearly-optimal272

across a range of parameters, while unequal allocations are only generally optimal for narrow pa-273

rameter ranges, more equitable strategies might be the best option under uncertainty in an ongoing274

epidemic.275

276

Specifically, for scenarios considering heterogeneous population risk, we find that first targeting277

high risk individuals, either high-transmitters or those at higher risk of death after infection, re-278

sults in more equal allocations between populations being optimal. Targeting high-risk individuals279

first, then shifting priority to lower-risk individuals is supported by previous modeling work, looking280

at SARS-CoV-2 vaccine allocations within a single population [9, 8, 32, 33, 10], and is in concor-281
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dance with the ongoing COVAX strategy, targeting early doses to high-risk individuals, and the282

USA’s plan to vaccinate health care workers and elderly individuals first [34, 35].283

284

Our modeling analyses are subject to many simplifying assumptions on population dynamics and285

vaccine characteristics that may not be applicable to the current pandemic. We consider a vaccine286

that prevents both SARS-CoV-2 disease and infection, thus providing indirect protection to a frac-287

tion of the population. Vaccines appear to be able to reduce infectiousness but this e↵ect still needs288

to be precisely assessed. We do not model vaccine refusal, and assume that all individuals given289

doses accept them. Recent studies [36] show vaccine hesitancy as a threat to successful COVID-19290

response. Next, we do not consider delays between doses, but model the epidemic from a final291

dose which confers 90% e�cacy. Due to vaccine shortages, the delay between the first and second292

dose could impact our findings as individuals may be able to get infected in the interim. Further,293

we only model one available vaccine. The current SARS-CoV-2 vaccine landscape is complex, and294

multiple vaccine candidates are rapidly undergoing testing. Considerations for optimal allocation295

in this context are more complicated, especially if the vaccines have di↵erent immunogenicity pro-296

files, and the quantity of doses and timing of roll-out varies across candidates. Further, we only297

consider one strain of SARS-CoV-2, not taking into account variants with varying transmissibility298

and mortality. Finally, we do not consider the impact of non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs)299

in conjunction with vaccination.300

301

Furthermore, we only model allocation strategies within two symmetric populations. It is likely302

that policy makers will face allocation decisions across multiple countries, or across multiple regions303

within a country. While our analyses do not extend to more than two locations, general principles304

should remain the same, as illustrated for three populations in Duijzer et al. (2018) [15] and Keeling305

and Shattock (2012) [11].306

307

Future modeling work on SARS-CoV-2 vaccination strategies is needed, as multiple vaccine can-308

didates continue to be rolled out. These studies should also consider the e↵ects of vaccines on309

reducing hospitalizations and preserving hospital capacity, which may have indirect benefits for310

mortality rates for COVID-19 and other diseases beyond the direct prevention of infection in high-311

risk populations. In addition, other work should also consider populations with varying epidemic312

dynamics, and distribution capacity. Indeed, it has been argued that populations at higher imme-313

diate risk of SARS-CoV-2 spread and populations where vaccine roll-out is most e�cient should be314

prioritized for SARS-CoV-2 vaccine allocation [37].315

316

With vaccine supplies still severely constrained, rapid allocation decisions will need to be made.317

Due to the magnitude of SARS-CoV-2 spread and impact globally, further political and economic318

constraints will likely play a large role in allocation decisions. Mathematical modelling can provide319

insight into optimal allocation strategies that maximize the benefit from each dose. Conclusions320

from such models should be balanced with ethical considerations on the fairness of allocation that321

also minimize disparities in access. We show key principles that should be considered in the design322

of realistic and implementable allocation strategies.323
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Nerea Fernández de Larrea, Marta Molina, Francisco Rodŕıguez-Cabrera, Mariano Mart́ın,409
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rasa Fernández, Maŕıa Araceli Hernández Betancor, Melisa Hernández Febles, Leopoldo423
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erra Sanz, Carmen Ezpeleta Baquedano, Ana Bustinduy Bascaran, Susana Iglesias Tamayo,434

Luis Elorduy Otazua, Rebeca Benarroch Benarroch, Jesús Lopera Flores, and Antonia Vázquez435
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