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Doutor Ricardo Jorge, Lisbon, Portugal

2Center for Computational and Stochastic Mathematics,
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Abstract

Vaccination strategies to control COVID-19 have been ongoing
worldwide since the end of 2020. Understanding their possible ef-
fect is key to prevent future disease spread. Using a modelling ap-
proach, this study intends to measure the impact of the COVID-19
Portuguese vaccination strategy on the effective reproduction number
and explore three scenarios for vaccine effectiveness waning. Namely,
the no-immunity-loss, 1-year and 3-years of immunity duration sce-
narios. We adapted an age-structured SEIR deterministic model and
used Portuguese hospitalisation data for the model calibration. Re-
sults show that, although the Portuguese vaccination plan had a sub-
stantial impact in reducing overall transmission, it might not be suf-
ficient to control disease spread. A significant vaccination coverage of
those above 5 years old, a vaccine effectiveness against disease of at
least 80% and softer non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs), such as
mask usage and social distancing, would be necessary to control dis-
ease spread in the worst scenario considered. The immunity duration
scenario of 1-year displays a resurgence of COVID-19 hospitalisations
by the end of 2021, the same is observed in 3-year scenario although
with a lower magnitude. The no-immunity-loss scenario presents a
low increase in hospitalisations. In both the 1-year and 3-year scenar-
ios, a vaccination boost of those above 65 years old would result in
a 53% and 38% peak reduction of non-ICU hospitalisations, respec-
tively. These results suggest that NPIs should not be fully phased-out
but instead be combined with a fast booster vaccination strategy to
reduce healthcare burden.

∗constantino.caetano@insa.min-saude.pt
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1 Introduction

During the pre-COVID-19 vaccine period, the pandemic has tested the ca-
pacity of health systems to deal with a high influx of COVID-19 patients. In
order to reduce disease transmission, most governments opted to implement
NPIs, such as general lockdowns, the closure of schools and the mandatory
use of masks, among others. Portugal had two major lockdowns during this
period. One at the middle of March 2020 during the first SARS-CoV-2 epi-
demic wave, and another one observed in January 2021, during the third
epidemic wave [1]. By this latter date, the public health system was severely
stressed with high numbers of hospitalisations. This surge of cases coincided
with the appearance of the first Alpha-variant cases. This variant was the
most commonly identified in the Portuguese population, until the identifi-
cation of the new variant of concern (VOC) Delta. This new VOC became
dominant, reaching 89.1% of confirmed COVID-19 cases in Portugal by the
end of June 2021 [2]. It has been tied to higher disease transmission [3] and
severe disease [4].

With the development of COVID-19 vaccines, the focus has changed from
the sole use of NPIs to a mixture of both strategies. These vaccines have
shown promising effects and mass vaccination programmes are underway
worldwide. While such programmes are promising, several modelling studies
have shown that as vaccination is rolled out, proper vaccine allocation is
necessary [5, 6, 7, 8, 9] and maintenance of NPIs is still required to prevent
the increase of hospitalisations and deaths, particularly before completing full
vaccination [10, 11, 12, 13, 14]. In Portugal, vaccination has been rolled out in
two main phases: the first focused in healthcare professionals and vulnerable
individuals (residents in nursing homes, individuals at higher risk of severe
disease due to preexisting medical conditions and those aged ≥ 80 years
old), and the second one for the general population, organised by age groups,
from 79 years old downwards. By 26th September, 84% of the population
had received the complete vaccination scheme [15]. Four vaccines have been
used: Cominarty (pfizer) and Spikevax (moderna), both on a 2-dose scheme
with a 28 day interval, Vaxzevria (astrazeneca), using a 2-dose scheme with
an interval from 8 to 12 weeks, and COVID-19 Janssen, with a single dose.
These vaccines have been shown to be highly effective in the real-world.
Vaccine effectiveness was estimated to be 89.1% against infection in fully
vaccinated individuals and 99% against death [16]. Other studies have also
shown that these vaccines might not grant long-lasting protection. Vaccine
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induced protection has been shown to last at least 5-6 months [17, 18, 19]
and older individuals and at risk groups had higher rates of immunity loss
[17]. Possible loss of immunity has led the Portuguese government to create
new boosting vaccine strategies, giving priority to individuals most at risk
of infection and severe disease, including healthcare professionals and older
adults aged 65 or more.

Mathematical modelling and scenario development are tools that allow
the simulation of the possible healthcare service impact by considering the
introduction of new changes to COVID-19 dynamics, namely the appear-
ance of a new VOC, vaccination strategies and immunity loss. Hence, our
objectives with this project are twofold. First to analysed the impact of
the Portuguese vaccination campaign on the effective reproduction number
(Rt) and secondly to develop epidemic scenarios of trajectories of COVID-
19 intensive care unit cases (ICU) and non-ICU hospitalisations regarding
potential waning of vaccine induced protection and infection induced immu-
nity. The results and conclusions from this study will help to support public
health policy making in order to avoid future COVID-19 related healthcare
burden.

2 Methods

We have considered a simplified version of the age-structured SEIR model de-
veloped as part of our previous work [20]. Details of the model are described
in Appendix A. Individuals start off as susceptible (S) and, upon contact
with an infectious individual, have a probability to become infected. Upon
infection an individual is considered infectious after a period of time given
by the average of the latency period for SARS-CoV-2 [21]. After this period
an individual can either become symptomatic or asymptomatic with a given
probability. Asymptomatic individuals infect at a reduced rate [22]. All
asymptomatic individuals are assumed to recover from the infection while
symptomatic individuals can either recover or require hospital admission.
Hospitalised individuals can either recover, require intensive care or die. In-
dividuals in intensive care units can either die or recover. To assess the
effect of vaccination we added a further branch to the model: susceptible
and recovered individuals are vaccinated at rate (Υ) and move to an anal-
ogous compartment in the vaccine protected branch of the model. Here we
considered that the vaccine is leaky [23], i.e., susceptible individuals have re-
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duced probability of being infected upon an infectious contact (1− e) and if
infected, have a reduced chance of developing symptoms (1− f). Vaccinated
individuals are similar in all manners to non-vaccinated individuals with the
exception of the parameters mentioned above. See Appendices A and B for
more information on model description and parameters.

In the simulations presented, individuals were vaccinated per age-group
attempting to capture the progression of the national COVID-19 vaccination
programme. Individuals in each age-group were assumed to be vaccinated
according to the information available of vaccine coverage, planned vaccina-
tion schedule and vaccines recommended for the respective age-group. In the
model, we assumed that an individual is protected by the vaccine a period
after completing the vaccination scheme, assuming the targeted coverage de-
scribed in Table 1 [15]. Age-groups not corresponding to the ones used in
the model were assigned a coverage which is proportional to their size. For
younger age groups a mixture of planned vaccination dates and potential
vaccines to be administered were used. Beginning of vaccination in each age-
group started two weeks after the beginning of administration of the vaccine
in the previous group and was terminated 28 days after, assuming that each
age-group received both COVID-19 Janssen vaccine or Spikevax /Cominarty
vaccines. Non-calibrated parameters were obtained in COVID-19 literature
and are described in Table 2 and presented in Table 3, Table 4, Table 5,
Table 6 and Table 7, in Appendix B.

The duration of infection induced immunity and vaccine induced protec-
tion is present in the model and is given by the γ and γv parameters. An
individual who loses its vaccine induced protection has the same character-
istics as a non-vaccinated individual. In what follows, we will assume that
both the infection induced immunity and vaccine induced protection have
the same duration.

We fitted the model to the data on hospitalisations both in non-ICU
and ICU, by age-group, starting on the January 24th 2021 and ending on
September 29th 2021. Changes in contacts due to the introduction and lifting
of NPIs and overall changes in population behaviour were estimated using a
similar method described elsewhere [20, 24]. Details of the fitting procedure
can be found in Appendix B.

In order to assess the impact of the Portuguese vaccination strategy on
disease spread, we determined the Rt using formula (27). We have considered
different levels of transmission associated with the presence of the Delta
variant: R0 = 2.5, 3.2, 4.0 and 5.0 [3]. Vaccine effectiveness was considered
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Table 1: Portuguese vaccination roll-out plan. Beginning and end of the
vaccination scheme by age-group and targeted final vaccination coverage [15].

Age-group begin end coverage
70+ 2021-02-08 2021-08-29 99%
60-69 2021-02-08 2021-08-29 99%
50-59 2021-07-01 2021-09-15 95%
40-49 2021-07-15 2021-09-29 95%
30-39 2021-08-01 2021-10-15 95%
20-29 2021-08-15 2021-10-15 85%
12-19 2021-09-01 2021-10-29 80%

14

to vary from 50% to 100% by varying the e parameter in equation (18)
and fixing the parameter f as 0.5, in order to obtain the desired range.
We also explored the Rt calculation with and without NPIs in place, such
as the use of mask and social distancing. To this end, we assumed a 47%
reduction in effective contacts according to mask effectiveness studies [25]. In
these calculations we assumed that 11% of the population had already been
infected and thus removed from the susceptible group [26]. The remaining
susceptible population is then divided into vaccinated and non-vaccinated
according to the vaccine coverage plan presented in Table 1. We have also
considered the vaccination of those between the ages of 5-11, which is not
currently part of the vaccination plan. We assumed a final coverage of 80%
in this group. Other parameters used are described in Table 2.

Secondly, we developed scenarios of trajectories of COVID-19 hospitali-
sations, for three levels of vaccine induced protection waning. We explored
a 1-year and a 3-years vaccine protection duration scenario and a no-loss-of-
immunity scenario. Although little information is available about the dura-
tion of vaccine induced protection we chose these values according to recent
studies that report at least 5-6 months of vaccine protection [17, 18, 19]. In
each scenario we also explored the effect of giving a booster dose to those
above 65 years of age. We assumed that this new vaccination scheme starts
on October 11th 2021 and reaches 99% coverage within a month. We also
included a 14-day delay to account for immune response.

The increased level of transmission due to the Delta variant was also
included in the simulations. This was achieved by changing the value of the
β parameter in formula (27), in order to be in line with the R0 estimated
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in COVID-19 literature [3] and fixing all other known parameters. For these
simulations we assumed an R0 = 4 and that no NPIs were in place after
September 30th 2021.

3 Results

In this section we present the results for the Rt impact values and the waning
immunity scenarios.

3.1 Rt impact

Figure 1 depicts the Rt calculations for two scenarios with different levels of
vaccine effectiveness, vaccination coverage and an increase of the reproduc-
tion number due to the circulation of the Delta variant, RD

0 . We can observe
in both scenarios that administering the vaccine to more age-groups (y-axis)
has a considerable impact in reducing the effective reproduction number.
Moreover, this reduction is more noticeable when all population with 5 or
more years is vaccinated.
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Figure 1: Effective reproduction number calculation as a function of vaccine coverage
(by age-group), vaccine effectiveness and basic reproduction number. Two scenarios were
considered: no NPIs in place (left) and overall effective contacts reduced by 47% (right)
to take into account social distancing and mask usage [25]. The vaccination coverage
was assigned to each age-group according to the final targeted coverage in the Portuguese
vaccination plan, presented in Table 1.

Figure 1 describes the Rt in both scenarios considered, i.e. with and
without NPIs in place. In the scenario with no NPIs, we can observe that
values of Rt below 1 can only be achieved with the vaccination of at least
the age-groups above 12 years old, a vaccine effectiveness above 85% and
considering that the Delta variant has a similar transmission dynamics as
the original strain (RD

0 = 2.5) [27, 28]. The results for the scenario with
NPIs in place show that an Rt below one can be achieved for all considered
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levels of transmission. For example, assuming the reproduction number of
the Delta variant to be RD

0 =5, the effective reproduction number below 1
is achievable for vaccine effectiveness values above 80%, vaccination of those
with 5 or more years of age and with NPIs that induce a 47% reduction in
the effective number of contacts, as depicted in panel (b) of 1.

3.2 Wane simulations

Figure 2 presents the results for the vaccine protection duration scenarios
and booster shots. The 1-year immunity duration scenario displays a new
wave of non-ICU hospitalisations at the end of 2021, that can be mitigated
by 53% at its peak if a booster shot is administered to those above 65 years
of age. The 3-year immunity scenario displays a new wave of hospitalisations
with a much smaller magnitude then the previous mentioned scenario but
similar to the January 2021 wave. In this scenario the administration of
the booster shot to those above 65 years old can reduce the peak non-ICU
hospitalisation cases by 38%. The no-immunity-loss scenario also displays
a new wave of hospitalisations by the end of 2021, although with a much
smaller magnitude than the previous scenarios. It does not exceed 1000
non-ICU occupied beds at its peak. Similar results are obtained for ICU
occupations as depicted in figure 3. Only in the no-immunity-loss scenario
is expected not to exceed the maximum acceptable occupancy of ICU beds
(255) by the end of 2021 [29]. More detailed results by age-group of the
fitting procedure and simulation scenarios are presented in Appendix B.
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Figure 2: Number of COVID-19 non-ICU hospitalised cases for the 3 considered sce-
narios: no loss of vaccine induced protection (green), vaccine effectiveness duration of 1
and 3 years (blue and red respectively). Dashed lines depict the model calibration for
each immunity loss scenario, the solid lines represent the trajectory of the total number
of non-ICU hospitalisation cases in each scenario. The dotted lines represent the trajecto-
ries where a third dose of the vaccine was administrated to those above 65 years old and
assuming that this group achieves 99% coverage with this new dose within one month of
October 11th 2021. It is also assumed that no NPIs are in place after September 30th
2021 and that vaccine/infection granted immunity lasts an equal amount of time and is
homogeneous among age-groups.
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Figure 3: Number of COVID-19 ICU hospitalised cases for the 3 considered scenarios: no
loss of vaccine granted protection (green), vaccine effectiveness duration of 1 and 3 years
(blue and red respectively). Dashed lines depict the model calibration for each immunity
loss scenario, the solid lines represent the trajectory of the total number of hospitalisation
cases in each scenario. The dotted lines represent the trajectories where a third dose of
the vaccine was administrated to those above 65 years old and assuming that this group
achieves 99% coverage with this new dose within one month of October 11th. It is also
assumed that no NPIs are in place after September 30th 2021 and that vaccine/infection
granted immunity lasts an equal amount of time and is homogeneous among age-groups.
The horizontal dashed line depicts the ICU capacity of COVID-19 hospitalisations in
Portugal.

4 Discussion

The proposed model attempted to capture the dynamics of COVID-19 spread
during the period from January 24th to September 30th 2021. It takes into
account the heterogeneous nature of the Portuguese vaccination plan, the
lifting and implementation of NPIs and the characteristics of disease compli-
cations in each age-group.

The Rt calculations performed enabled the analysis of possible outcomes
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of disease spread according to the vaccine effectiveness, vaccine allocation
and increased transmission associated with the new Delta variant. By con-
sidering a different array of possible values for each of these parameters we
were able to explore the Rt uncertainty and investigate possible outcomes of
disease transmission. These results suggest that the herd-immunity threshold
[30] might be higher than expected according to early assumptions due to the
presence of new and more transmissible variants and herd-immunity might
also not be attainable since vaccines do not grant immunity to infection. Re-
cent COVID-19 reports in Portugal highlight that the Rt was estimated as
1.11 for the period between November 29th and December 3rd, vaccination
coverage is above 85% in all eligible age-groups and early vaccine effectiveness
studies estimate an effectiveness greater than 80% against COVID-19 related
hospitalisation and mortality and are also effective against SARS-CoV-2 in-
fection with rates of more then 53%. Hence, considering the present setting,
our results suggest that solely vaccinating the targeted age-groups might not
be sufficient to bring the Rt bellow one and prevent epidemic disease spread,
even considering high vaccination coverage rates. These results are also in
accordance with other Portuguese modelling studies [10, 31] and also inter-
national studies [11, 12, 13, 14] which also present epidemic spread in the
presence of vaccination. Consequently the Portuguese government recently
decided to vaccinate those between 5 to 11 years old, which according to
our results would further reduce disease transmission and could even con-
trol disease spread in the worst hypothetical scenario considered (RD

0 = 5
and no NPIs) if vaccine effectiveness is high (> 95%). Additionally under
the hypothesis of vaccine immunity waning with time, one must consider
that vaccine effectiveness changes throughout the pandemic, independently
of vaccine coverage. This means that the impact of vaccine effectiveness and
coverage on transmission can be transient in time. Being higher when effec-
tiveness is high (after a booster dose campaign) and lower after more than
5-6 months of complete vaccination scheme. If epidemic control cannot be
attained under these conditions, other measures should be adopted. The Rt
impact results considering the presence of NPIs show that epidemic control
might be feasible under the present setting if soft NPIs are maintained, such
as the use of mask and social distancing. We can observe that an Rt < 1
can be achieved in the worst scenario (RD

0 = 5) with those > 5 years old
vaccinated and a vaccine effectiveness above 80%. Furthermore, we plan to
update parameter values in these calculations as more detailed information
becomes available regarding VOC transmission parameters.
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The immunity-loss simulations proposed enabled us to quantify the fu-
ture numbers of COVID-19 hospitalisations and ICU cases with regard to
the uncertain nature of vaccine induced immunity waning and a new planned
booster shot. These results show that a new wave of COVID-19 hospitali-
sations is expected by the end of 2021, and its magnitude is related to the
duration of vaccine protection. We also showed that this wave can be heav-
ily mitigated by administering a booster shot to those above 65 years of age
(53% reduction at peak in non-ICU hospitalisations). The 1-year immunity
loss scenario displays a possible wave of higher magnitude than past others
in both non-ICU and ICU occupied beds, reaching 12857 non-ICU occupied
beds at peak. This is a consequence of immunity loss of those that were
vaccinated first, which included older and more at risk of severe disease in-
dividuals. In this scenario we can observe that administering a booster shot
to those above 65 years old can substantially reduce the total number of hos-
pitalisations by COVID-19. Note also that after this wave a new resurgence
is expected by mid 2022 and in this wave the effect of the booster shot is
dampened due to the immunity loss of those who received the booster dose.
It is also important to state that we considered that loss of immunity after
the booster dose is also 1 or 3 years, according to each scenario, this will
be update as new data becomes available. The 3-year immunity duration
scenario displays a resurgence of hospitalisations similar to the one observed
during the beginning of 2021. In this case, giving a booster to those above
65 years of age also substantially reduces the number of hospitalised indi-
viduals (38%). The no-immunity-loss scenario depicts a small size wave of
hospitalisations, and since vaccine grants long lasting immunity, the booster
shot does not substantially impact the number of hospitalisations. Similar
results have been reported by modelling studies that consider the presence of
immunity waning, i.e., the presence of immunity loss might result in larger
outbreaks, especially in the presence of a VOC with higher transmission
[32, 33]. Another study suggests that if the rate of administration of booster
shots is not high enough, it might lead to a resurgence of cases, that can be
worse than previous waves [34]. It is important to note that our simulations
assume a maximum potential of disease spread (R0 = 4), before vaccination
and susceptibility and also that vaccine/infection induced immunity waning
is age-group independent and no NPIs are introduced, even the use of face
mask. This value was chosen according to estimated values of the reproduc-
tion numbers for the Delta variant [3]. A limitation of the analysis is that
vaccinated individuals which lose their vaccine induced protection are as-
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sumed to have the same characteristics as non-vaccinated individuals within
the same age-group. In a similar way, we assume that individuals who receive
a booster shot are equally protected to those who have been vaccinated with
a full scheme. Recent studies suggest that a third-dose booster shot increases
vaccine protection to levels similar to receiving a complete scheme [35, 36]
which is in line with the present assumptions.

Our results show that vaccine effectiveness, coverage, vaccination speed
and vaccine induced protection waning play key roles in understanding dis-
ease spread and healthcare impact. Currently, vaccine allocation, effec-
tiveness and coverage in Portugal has not been enough to control disease
spread. Hence, NPIs should be maintained and combined with vaccination
programmes that include more age-groups and booster doses. Vaccine effec-
tiveness should be monitored in order to assess scenarios for the periodicity
of booster shots. As more data becomes available we will extend the present
model to study optimal booster dose schedules according to different sce-
narios of vaccine induced protection waning and infection induced immunity
waning and the impact of new VOC.

Appendix A - Mathematical model

Model description

A simplified version of our previous model for COVID-19 [20] was changed
in order to accommodate vaccination and vaccine protection waning.

The homogeneous version of the model is then described through the
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following system of ODEs:

S ′ = −λS −ΥS + γR + γv(Rv + Sv), (1)

E ′ = λS − εE , (2)

I ′A = (1− p)εE − raIA , (3)

I ′S = pεE − rsIS , (4)

H ′ = θrsIS − ρH , (5)

H ′
icu = πρH − ωHicu , (6)

M ′ = µωHicu + τρH , (7)

R′ = (1− θ)rsIS + raIA + (1− π − τ)ρH + (1− µ)ωHicu −ΥR− γR ,
(8)

S ′
v = −(1− e)λSv +ΥS − γvSv, (9)

E ′
v = (1− e)λSv − εEv , (10)

I ′Av = (1− (1− f)p)εEv − raIAv , (11)

I ′Sv = (1− f)pεEt − rsISv , (12)

H ′
v = θrsISv − ρHv , (13)

H ′
icuv

= πρHv − ωHicuv , (14)

M ′
v = µωHicuv + τρHv , (15)

R′
v = (1− θ)rsISv + raIAv + (1− π − τ)ρHv + (1− µ)ωHicuv +ΥR− γvRv ,

(16)

where λ = β/N(αSCS(IS + ISv) + αACA(IA + IAv)), αi and Ci, for i =
S, A, are the transmissibility and contacts of symptomatic and asymptomatic
infectious classes. Initial condition S(0), E(0), IA(0), IS(0), H(0), Hicu(0),
M(0), R(0), Sv(0), Ev(0), IAv(0), ISv(0), Hv(0), Hicuv(0), Mv(0), Rv(0) ≥ 0,
summing to N .

A schematic diagram of the transmission model is represented in Figure
4. Model parameters description is presented in Table 2.
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(1− θ)rs
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τρ

ΥR
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Figure 4: Schematic diagram of the homogeneous COVID-19 transmission
model with vaccination. where λ = β/N(αSCS(IS + ISv) + αACA(IA + IAv),
where αi and Ci, for i = S, A, are the relative transmissibility and contacts
of infectious classes.

For the heterogeneous version of the model we divide each compartment
in n age classes. The force of infection is now:

λi = β

[∑
j

(αSC
S
ij(ISj

+ ISvj)/Nj + αAC
A
ij(IAj

+ IAvj)/Nj)

]
,
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Table 2: Description, value and source for the parameters used in the model’s simulations.
INSA sourced parameters mean they were obtained from personal communication with
the COVID-19 vaccine effectiveness study group at Instituto Nacional de Saúde Doutor
Ricardo Jorge in Portugal. Parameters sourced as ”calibrated + reference” mean that
information about parameters found in literature were used to inform and calibrate the
final value. ACSS/SPMS sourced parameters mean they were obtained from data analysis
on hospitalisation data in Portugal.

parameter description value source
β transmission probability 0.1088 [3]
ε latent period in days−1 0.2632 [24, 20]
rs/ra infectious period (symptomatic and assymptomatic) in days−1 0.2941 [24, 20]
θ probability of hospitalisation (age-group dependent) see Tables 4,5 and 6 calibrated + [37, 20]
p proportion of symptomatic cases 0.5550 [26]
ρ rate of progression out of H (age-group dependent) see Tables 4,5 and 6 ACSS/SPMS data
π fraction of hospitalized (age-group dependent) see Tables 4, 5 and 6 calibrated + [37, 20]
τ proportion of hospitalization deaths (age-group dependent) see Tables 4,5 and 6 calibrated
ω rate of progression out of HICU (age-group dependent) see Tables 4,5 and 6 ACSS/SPMS data
µ proportion of HICU deaths (age-group dependent) see Tables 4,5 and 6 calibrated + ACSS/SPMS
αA asymptomatic reduction in transmission 0.5000 [38]

Intervention parameters
Υ vaccination rate (age-group dependent) see equation (17) and Table 1 assumed + [15]
e reduction of susceptibility upon exposure 0.7000 INSA
f reduction of the risk of symptomatic disease upon acquisition 0.8333 INSA
li change in contacts see Table 7 calibrated
ti moment of change in contacts see Table 7 calibrated

Exploratory parameters
γ rate of loss of natural immunity (scenario dependent) 0/ 1

365
/ 1
1095

assumed
γv rate of loss of immunity conferred by vaccination (scenario dependent) 0/ 1

365
/ 1
1095

assumed

where αk and Ck
ij, for k = S, A, are the relative transmission and contact

matrices of the infectious classes, respectively. In our simulation study we
consider CS

ij = CA
ij.

Vaccination effectiveness

For model simplicity we consider that only susceptible and recovered indi-
viduals are vaccinated. Vaccination of individuals is age dependent and ac-
cording to the targeted vaccination program in Portugal (see Table 1). The
vaccination rate is time dependent in a piecewise manner within each age-
group and is given by the Υ parameter. For each age-group Υi is calculated
as follows [31]:

Υi = −log

(
1− Pi

Ti

)
, i = 1, ..., n (17)

where Pi corresponds to the targeted final vaccination coverage in age-
group i and Ti is the size of the time window of vaccination in age-group
i.
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As for vaccine effectiveness, imagine we are following a very small group
for a short amount of time, we may assume that the force of infection is con-
stant, λ∗, so the risk of symptomatic disease upon exposure for a susceptible
individual is

rdis = λ∗pε

ε
= pλ∗,

and for a vaccinated individual is

rdisv = (1− e)λ∗ (1− f)pε

ε
= (1− e)(1− f)pλ∗.

Hence the resulting reduction of the risk of symptomatic disease upon expo-
sure is

Rrdisv = 1− rdisv
rdis

= 1− (1− e)(1− f). (18)

So the vaccine efficacy measured can result from different combinations
of reductions of susceptibility upon exposure and of the risk of symptomatic
disease upon acquisition.

Effective reproduction numbers

The population is kept constant over the time, since it verifies

S ′ + E ′ + I ′A + I ′S +H ′ +H ′
ICU +M ′ +R′ + S ′

v + E ′
v + I ′Av

+ I ′Sv
+H ′

v +H ′
ICUv

+M ′
v +R′

v = 0.

We take initial conditions S(0), E(0), IA(0), IS(0), H(0), Hicu(0), M(0),
R(0), Sv(0), Ev(0), IAv(0), ISv(0), Hv(0), Hicuv(0), Mv(0), Rv(0) ≥ 0, sum-
ming to N . Assuming there is immunity waning, γv = γ ̸= 0, the disease
free equilibrium has the form

(S̄, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, S̄v, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0), (19)

where ΥS̄ = γvS̄v. Assuming vaccination Υ ̸= 0 we have

S̄ = (1 +
Υ

γv
)N, S̄ = (1 +

γv
Υ
)N.

If we assume that vaccination is only administrated for a certain time interval
[0, T ] then S̄ = N and S̄v = 0. There is also an endemic solution for which
Ẽ + ĨA + ĨS + Ẽv + ĨAv + ĨAv > 0. When considering that there is no loss
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of protection given by infection or disease, γv = γ = 0, all possible equilibria
are disease free, of the form

(S̄, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, M̄ , R̄, S̄v, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, M̄v, R̄v). (20)

where S̄ + M̄ + R̄ + S̄v + M̄v + R̄v = N .
To study the asymptotic behaviour of the model we linearize the system

(1-16) around the disease free equilibria (19) or (20) following the next gener-
ation approach in [39]. The resulting linearized sub-system for the 6 infected
classes is of the form

X ′ = (F − V )X, where X = [E IA IS Ev IAv ISv]
T ,

where the F matrix corresponds to new infections:

F =


0 βαACA

S̄
N

βαSCS
S̄
N

0 βαACA
S̄
N

βαSCS
S̄
N

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

0 βαACA(1− e) S̄v

N
βαSCS(1− e) S̄v

N
0 βαACA(1− e) S̄v

N
βαSCS(1− e) S̄v

N

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

 ,

(21)
and V describes the other transitions between compartments

V =


ε 0 0 0 0 0

−(1− p)ε ra 0 0 0 0
−pε 0 rs 0 0 0
0 0 0 ε 0 0
0 0 0 −(1− (1− f)p)ε ra 0
0 0 0 −(1− f)pε 0 rs

 . (22)

The next generation matrix is FV −1 =

= β



A S̄
N

αACA

ra
S̄
N

αSCS

rs
S̄
N

B S̄
N

αACA

ra
S̄
N

αSCS

rs
S̄
N

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

A (1−e)S̄v

N
αACA

ra

(1−e)S̄v

N
αSCS

rs

(1−e)S̄v

N
B (1−e)S̄v

N
αACA

ra

(1−e)S̄v

N
αSCS

rs

(1−e)S̄v

N

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


,

(23)
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where A =
(1− p)αACA

ra
+

pαSCS

rs
and B =

(1− (1− f)p)αACA

ra
+

(1− f)pαSCS

rs
. Hence, the effective reproduction number is the dominant

eigenvalue of the next generation matrix

R =ρ(FV −1) = β

(
A S̄

N
+ B S̄v

N

)
=

=
αACA

ra

(
(1− p)S̄ + (1− (1− f)p)(1− e)S̄v

N

)
+
αSCS

rs

(
pS̄ + (1− f)p(1− e)S̄v

N

)
.

We can also define a time dependent effective reproduction number by
replacing S̄ by S(t) and S̄v by Sv(t) obtaining

R(t) =ρ(FV −1) = β

(
AS(t)

N
+ BSv(t)

N

)
=

=
αACA

ra

(
(1− p)S(t) + (1− (1− f)p)(1− e)Sv(t)

N

)
+
αSCS

rs

(
pS(t) + (1− f)p(1− e)Sv(t)

N

)
.

In the heterogeneous version of our COVID-19 vaccination model, we
consider that each compartment is divided into n age classes to accommo-
date differences in contacts and disease related risks. Assuming waning of
immunity, γv = γ > 0, there is a disease free equilibrium in each age class
that is of the form

(S̄i, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, S̄vi, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0),

with S̄i + S̄vi = Ni and
n∑
i

(S̄i + S̄vi) = N

where Ni is the population size of age-group i and N is the total population.
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When immunity is lifelong, γv = γ = 0, all possible equilibria are disease
free of the form (S̄i, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, M̄i, R̄i, S̄vi, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, M̄vi, R̄vi), with S̄i +
M̄i + R̄i + S̄vi + M̄vi + R̄vi = Ni and

n∑
i

(S̄i + M̄i + R̄i + S̄vi + M̄vi + R̄vi) = N,

where Ni is the population size of age-group i and N is the total population.
As for the homogeneous model we linearize the system (1-8) following

the next generation approach. The new infections matrix F is a n× n block
matrix where each block is of the form:

Fij =



0 βαAC
A
ij

S̄i

Nj
βαSC

S
ij

S̄i

Nj
0 βαAC

A
ij

S̄vi
Nj

βαSC
S
ij

S̄vi
Nj

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

0 βαAC
A
ij

(1−e)S̄i

Nj
βαSC

S
ij

(1−e)S̄i

Nj
0 βαAC

A
ij

(1−e)S̄vi
Nj

βαSC
S
ij

(1−e)S̄vi
Nj

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


,

(24)
where S̄i and S̄vi are the susceptible non vaccinated and vaccinated, respec-
tively, at the disease free equilibrium considered of age-group i, Nj is the
total population of age-group j, with i, j = 1, . . . , n and n is the number of
age groups considered. V is a diagonal n block matrix where each block i is
of the form:

Vi =


ε 0 0 0 0 0

−(1− p)ε ra 0 0 0 0
−pε 0 rs 0 0 0
0 0 0 ε 0 0
0 0 0 −(1− (1− f)p)ε ra 0
0 0 0 −(1− f)pε 0 rs

 . (25)

Hence, we define the effective reproduction number for the heterogeneous
model as spectral radius of the next generation matrix:

Rhet =ρ
(
FV −1

)
. (26)

We can also define a time dependent effective reproduction number by
replacing S̄ by S(t) and S̄v by Sv(t) obtaining

Rhet(t) = ρ(FV −1). (27)
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Appendix B

Data and Parameters

Data for the initial conditions on January 24th was obtained from different
sources: Portuguese case data, deaths data and hospitalisation data. Contact
data was obtained in [40]. Initial conditions are presented in Table 3. The
model was calibrated on the number of non-ICU hospitalisations and indi-
viduals in ICU, this data was obtained from the ACSS/SPMS hospitalisation
registry.

Table 3: Initial conditions for each age-group and non-vaccinated compartment for the
starting simulation day of 2021-01-24. Initial conditions for all vaccinated compartments
and age-groups is 0.

Age group S E IA IS H ICU M R
0 - 4 386989.00 1144.00 811.00 1012.00 8.00 0.00 1.00 46237.00
5 - 9 402879.00 1631.00 1337.00 1668.00 9.00 0.00 0.00 48319.00
10 - 14 454523.00 2014.00 1472.00 1836.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 45091.00
15 - 19 490150.00 2436.00 1794.00 2238.00 5.00 0.00 2.00 48697.00
20 - 24 471175.00 2906.00 2030.00 2532.00 20.00 3.00 0.00 71778.00
25 - 29 468934.00 2764.00 2018.00 2517.00 20.00 2.00 8.00 71417.00
30 - 34 465720.00 2798.00 1987.00 2478.00 49.00 6.00 11.00 93545.00
35 - 39 552733.00 3263.00 2372.00 2958.00 59.00 7.00 13.00 111017.00
40 - 44 672346.00 3910.00 2769.00 3453.00 128.00 31.00 30.00 101557.00
45 - 49 676536.00 4130.00 2925.00 3648.00 129.00 32.00 63.00 102270.00
50 - 54 637053.00 3732.00 2649.00 3304.00 274.00 80.00 95.00 97991.00
55 - 59 633486.00 3535.00 2339.00 2917.00 272.00 79.00 184.00 97329.00
60 - 64 586943.00 3092.00 2004.00 2499.00 509.00 143.00 361.00 81211.00
65 - 69 541284.00 2295.00 1519.00 1895.00 468.00 132.00 570.00 74749.00
70 - 74 508977.00 1924.00 1170.00 1459.00 1226.00 81.00 844.00 33910.00
75+ 1014532.00 6077.00 3433.00 4281.00 2473.00 164.00 8602.00 68359.00

In Table 2 we present a description, value and source for non-age depen-
dent model parameters. Fixed and estimated age-group dependent parame-
ters are presented in Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6.

Four periods were considered during the calibration window period (2021-
01-24 to 2021-09-29). These were divided by moments when changes in con-
tacts occurred. These were estimated as well as their associated contact
changes. The results are depicted in Table 7.
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Likelihood function

The model was calibrated on hospitalisation data, both number of non-ICU
hospitalisations and ICU hospitalisations. We consider that, on day t, for
each age-group, the number of individuals in ICU and infirmary follow inde-
pendent Poisson distribution with mean equal to Ht and H icu

t , which corre-
spond to the numerical solution for the number of hospitalised non-ICU cases
(H+Hv) and number of ICU hospitalisations (Hicu +Hicuv) on day t. Hence
model fitting was performed by minimising the following likelihood function
on θ

LL = −
( T ′∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

log(p(xij|θ, θ∗)) +
T ′∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

log(p(yij|θ, θ∗))
)
, (28)

where θ is the vector of parameters we want to estimate, θ∗ is the vector
of known parameters, xij are the data on number of non-ICU cases of age
j in day t = i, yij are the data on number of individuals in ICU of age
j in day t = i. The function p(.) is the probability mass function of the
Poisson distribution and T ′ is the window size in days of the calibration
period. Fitting was performed via the differential evolution algorithm using
the R package DEoptim [41].

4.1 Fitting results

Figure 5 presents the model fitting for the total and age-group number of
non-ICU and ICU cases for each scenario: no-immunity-loss, 1-year and 3-
years immunity duration. The 1-year duration scenario presents the lowest
negative log-likelihood (23782.15) followed by the 3-year immunity duration
scenario (27811.8). The no-loss-immunity scenario presents the highest neg-
ative log-likelihood (31862.64), indicating a lesser fit to the data.
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Figure 5: Results from the model fitting and booster dose simulations on non-ICU cases
(top) and ICU cases (bottom) for each simulation scenario: no-immunity-loss scenario
(LL = 31862.64), 1-year immunity duration scenario (LL = 23782.15) and 3-year immu-
nity duration scenario (LL = 31862.64). All plots are in log2 scale.24
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Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6 show the estimated age-group dependent
parameters for each scenario: (S1) no-immunity-loss scenario, (S2) 1-year
immunity duration scenario and (S3) 3-year immunity duration scenario.

Table 4: Age-group dependent parameters, both estimated (highlighted) and
fixed for the no-immunity-loss scenario.

Age groups θ π τ µ ρ ω
1 0 - 4 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.10 0.17 0.03
2 5 - 9 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.03
3 10 - 14 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.07
4 15 - 19 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.07
5 20 - 24 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.14 0.05
6 25 - 29 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.05
7 30 - 34 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.06
8 35 - 39 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.11 0.12 0.06
9 40 - 44 0.01 0.11 0.02 0.07 0.10 0.05
10 45 - 49 0.01 0.15 0.03 0.04 0.10 0.05
11 50 - 54 0.03 0.16 0.01 0.16 0.09 0.04
12 55 - 59 0.03 0.13 0.06 0.14 0.09 0.04
13 60 - 64 0.15 0.12 0.07 0.24 0.08 0.04
14 65 - 69 0.15 0.13 0.08 0.24 0.08 0.04
15 70 - 74 0.28 0.08 0.18 0.34 0.07 0.04
16 75+ 0.28 0.03 0.33 0.53 0.07 0.04
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Table 5: Age-group dependent parameters, both estimated (highlighted) and
fixed for the 1-year immunity duration scenario.

Age groups θ π τ µ ρ ω
1 0 - 4 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.09 0.17 0.03
2 5 - 9 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.03
3 10 - 14 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.07
4 15 - 19 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.07
5 20 - 24 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.14 0.05
6 25 - 29 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.05
7 30 - 34 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.06
8 35 - 39 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.12 0.06
9 40 - 44 0.01 0.12 0.02 0.07 0.10 0.05
10 45 - 49 0.01 0.17 0.03 0.04 0.10 0.05
11 50 - 54 0.02 0.20 0.02 0.16 0.09 0.04
12 55 - 59 0.02 0.16 0.06 0.14 0.09 0.04
13 60 - 64 0.10 0.15 0.08 0.23 0.08 0.04
14 65 - 69 0.10 0.16 0.09 0.23 0.08 0.04
15 70 - 74 0.22 0.10 0.18 0.33 0.07 0.04
16 75+ 0.22 0.03 0.34 0.51 0.07 0.04
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Table 6: Age-group dependent parameters, both estimated (highlighted) and
fixed for the 3-year immunity duration scenario.

Age groups θ π τ µ ρ ω
1 0 - 4 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.09 0.17 0.03
2 5 - 9 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.03
3 10 - 14 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.07
4 15 - 19 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.07
5 20 - 24 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.14 0.05
6 25 - 29 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.05
7 30 - 34 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.06
8 35 - 39 0.01 0.21 0.00 0.11 0.12 0.06
9 40 - 44 0.01 0.16 0.02 0.07 0.10 0.05
10 45 - 49 0.01 0.21 0.03 0.04 0.10 0.05
11 50 - 54 0.02 0.15 0.01 0.16 0.09 0.04
12 55 - 59 0.02 0.12 0.06 0.14 0.09 0.04
13 60 - 64 0.15 0.11 0.07 0.23 0.08 0.04
14 65 - 69 0.15 0.12 0.08 0.23 0.08 0.04
15 70 - 74 0.27 0.08 0.17 0.33 0.07 0.04
16 75+ 0.27 0.03 0.32 0.51 0.07 0.04

The estimates for the time periods and respective change in population
contacts, relative to pre-pandemic contacts, for each scenario calibration are
presented in Table 7.
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Table 7: Estimates for the periods and respective change in population contacts, relative
to pre-pandemic contacts, for each calibration. S1, S2, S3 are in respect to the calibrations
for the no-immunity-loss scenario, 1-year immunity duration scenario and 3-year immunity
duration scenario.

Scenario ti period contact reduction (li)

S1

0-32 2021-01-24 - 2021-02-25 85.27%
33-139 2021-02-26 - 2021-06-12 66.57%
140-191 2021-06-13 - 2021-08-03 62.60%
192-248 2021-08-04 - 2021-09-29 60.97%

S2

0-43 2021-01-24 - 2021-03-08 82.30%
44-158 2021-03-09 - 2021-07-01 60.70%
159-187 2021-07-02 - 2021-07-30 68.98%
188-248 2021-07-31 - 2021-09-29 59.55%

S3

0-39 2021-01-24 - 2021-03-04 82.95%
40-160 2021-03-05 - 2021-07-03 66.63%
161-203 2021-07-04 - 2021-08-15 61.00%
204-248 2021-08-16 - 2021-09-29 66.52%

Results discussion

Contacts were highly reduced during the first period due to the implementa-
tion of a nation-wide lockdown on January 15th and the closing of schools on
January 22nd. Pre-schools opened on March 15th followed by the opening of
schools on the 4th of April. Each calibration presents prior but close dates
for the first change point, which might be explained by a reduced risk percep-
tion as cases went down and the phase-off of NPIs. For the no-immunity-loss
scenario, we estimated the first change date as 2021-02-26, 1-year: 2021-03-
09, 3-years: 2021-03-05. Estimated changes in contacts in the next period
display an increase in contacts compared to the previous period. Change
in contacts during this period was similar across all calibrations. The sec-
ond change point occurs during June 13th, July 2nd and July 4th for the
no-immunity-loss scenario 1-year immunity loss scenario and 3-year immu-
nity loss scenario respectively. These dates occur after the 4th phase of
lockdown lift on May 5th. The final change point occurred on August 4th
(no-immunity loss scenario), July 31st (1-year immunity duration scenario)
and August 16th (3-years immunity duration scenario). A small increase
in contacts was observed in no-immunity-loss scenario and 1-year immunity

28

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 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)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 13, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.10.21267618doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.10.21267618
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


duration scenario, which might result from few measures being in effect and
the summer holidays. In the 3-year immunity scenario contact rates were at
the same level as in period 2 (2021-03-05 to 2021-07-03) though we can see
in figures 2 and 3 an inversion in the growing tendency. This of the effect of
the vaccination campaign that reached a coverage 72% by the third week of
October [15].

Appendix C - Simulation results

Figure 6 presents the evolution of the percentage of vaccine protected in-
dividuals in each age-group for each scenario. As expected, longer vaccine
protection duration results in higher percentage of protected individuals as
time goes on. These results also include the administration of a booster shot
to those above 65 years of age. We can observe that by giving this dose we
delay the decay of protection in this group for the 1-year and 3-year immunity
duration scenarios.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 6: Percentage of vaccine protected individuals as a function of time,
for each age-group for the no-immunity-loss (a), 1-year immunity duration
(b) and 3-years immunity duration (c) scenarios with booster shot.
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Figure 7: Evolution of the number of Non-ICU (top) and ICU (bottom) cases in the 1-
year duration immunity scenario (left) and 3-year immunity duration scenario (right), with
and without a third booster shot (> 65 years). Individuals are categorised as protected
by vaccine and non-protected by the vaccine.

Figure 7 compares the evolution of ICU and non-ICU hospitalisations
with and without a booster shot, by vaccine status, in the 1-year and 3-
year immunity duration scenarios. This comparison encompasses a one year
period between September 30th 2021 and September 30th 2022. We observe
that administering the booster dose greatly reduces hospitalisations in the
non-vaccinated groups while increasing the hospitalisations in the vaccinated
group by a small amount.
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Figure 8: Evolution of the demography of non-ICU patients (left) and stacked number of
non-ICU cases (right) by age-group for the 1-year immunity duration scenario (top) and
3 year immunity duration scenario (bottom).

Figures 8 and 9 track the evolution of non-ICU and ICU cases by age-
group during the period mentioned above, for the 1-year and 3-year immunity
duration scenarios. We can observe that in the 3-year immunity duration
scenario the prevalence of individuals above 70 years old in ICU and non-
ICU care is reduced by administering a booster dose of the vaccine and stays
below the scenario where no booster dose was administered. We can also
observe the number of patients in these groups is reduced by administering
the booster dose. In the 1-year immunity scenario we also observe that
the administration of the booster dose reduces the prevalence of individuals
above 70 years in non-ICU and ICU care, although by the end of the study
period it reaches values similar to the scenario where no booster dose was
administered. This is due to the faster loss of immunity (1-year duration)
after receiving the booster dose.
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Figure 9: Evolution of the age demographics of ICU patients (left) and stacked number
of ICU cases (right) by age-group for the 1-year immunity duration scenario (top) and 3
year immunity duration scenario (bottom).
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