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Abstract

The 2019 coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic continues to have a devastating impact on health systems and economies
across the globe, with the United States (U.S.) among the worse impacted nations. Implementing public health mea-
sures in tandem with effective vaccination strategies is instrumental in halting the transmission of the virus and curtail-
ing the burden of the pandemic. Currently, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration has authorized the use of the Pfizer-
BioNTech, Moderna, and the Johnson & Johnson vaccines to prevent COVID-19 in the U.S. However, these vaccines have
varying efficacies (≈ 95% for the Pfizer-BioNTech and Moderna vaccines and ≈ 70% for the Johnson & Johnson vaccine)
and waning effects against major COVID-19 strains, hence, understanding their impact on the incidence of COVID-19
in the U.S. is critical. Here, we formulate and use mathematical models 1) to investigate the impact of each vaccine
type and booster doses (single/double) on the incidence of COVID-19 in the U.S., and 2) to predict future trends of the
disease in the U.S., if existing control measures are reinforced or relaxed. The models are fitted to part of the new daily
confirmed case data from the U.S., and validated using the remaining part of the daily data, as well as the full cumu-
lative case data. The fitting and numerical simulations of the models show a 44% (71%) reduction in the reproduction
number (number of new daily confirmed cases) at the peak during the wave in which vaccination peaked compared to
the preceding wave. Additionally, the estimated disease transmission rate is ≈ 3 times higher for the Omicron variant.
Simulations of the model show that in the absence of booster shots, the time to elimination of community transmission
in the U.S. would have increased by at least two months compared to the baseline case. However, had more people
(i.e., 70% of the fully vaccinated population) been boosted by mid-August 2021, ≈ 78% of the daily incidence could have
been prevented as at the time the first case of Omicron was reported in the U.S. Our findings suggest that booster shots
with the Pfizer-BioNTech or Moderna vaccines conferred superior protection than those with the Johnson & Johnson
vaccine. Furthermore, the simulations show that the baseline value of the new daily cases at the peak of the Omicron
variant in January 2022 would have dropped significantly (by ≈ 20%) if a fourth dose of the Pfizer-BioNTech or Mod-
erna vaccine was administered at the start of the Omicron wave. Specifically, three million cumulative cases in the U.S.
could have been averted between late November 2021 and March 2022. The study proves that early administration of
vaccines and booster doses could have significantly reduced the surge in cases and the observed peak size. In particular,
we showed that, while late boosting will result in an increase in the number of cases (compared to the baseline value),
early boosting will lead to a decrease in the number of cases. Additionally, we showed that a second booster dose using
the Pfizer-BioNTech or Moderna vaccine is important in curtailing the burden of the pandemic in the U.S. Particularly if
this second dose is administered soon after the first dose. Furthermore, the study shows that early relaxation of existing
control measures can lead to a more devastating wave, especially if both vaccination and transmission rate reducing
measures such as mask-use are relaxed simultaneous.
Keywords: COVID-19 pandemic; Vaccine efficacy; Booster doses; Delta and Omicron variants; Waning vaccine-derived
and natural immunity; Infectious disease models.

1. Introduction

The coronavirus disease (COVID-19) caused by severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus-2 (SARS-CoV-2) has been
a significant global public health concern since its emergence in December 2019 in Wuhan, China [1]. The outbreak was
declared a global pandemic by the World Health Organization (WHO) on March 11, 2020 [2]. While the implementa-
tion of non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) and the roll-out of authorized vaccines have been the mainstay public
health strategy in curtailing the pandemic across the globe, the spread of the disease continues to have a devastating
impact on healthcare systems and economies worldwide [3, 4], with over 552.2 million cases and 6.3 million deaths as
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of June 30, 2022 [5]. The pandemic has had ravaging effect in the United States, being the most impacted nation, with
over 89.2 million cases and over 1 million deaths as of June 30, 2022 [5, 6].

In curtailing the transmission of infectious pathogens, vaccination stands out as a time-tested, cost-effective, and suc-
cessful measure against many infectious diseases [7–10]. Mass vaccination is one of the promising mitigating measures
for COVID-19 and a strategy for generating herd immunity [11]. However, the success of this strategy may be challenged
by factors such as vaccine hesitancy [12, 13], vaccine supply and roll-out, and the emergence of new and resistant vari-
ants that might be more transmissible and to which existing vaccines may not offer sufficient cross-protection [3, 7, 11].

Currently, in the United States (U.S.), Pfizer-BioNTech, Moderna, and Janssen (Johnson & Johnson) vaccines have been
approved by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) for use against COVID-19 following multiple successful clinical
trials [4, 14]. The FDA granted an emergency use authorization for Pfizer-BioNTech, Moderna, and Janssen vaccines
on December 11, 2020, December 18, 2020, and February 27, 2021, respectively, [4] and final approval on August 23,
2021 for the Pfizer-BioNTech (COMIRNATY) vaccine and January 31,2022 for the Moderna (Spikevax) vaccine [16]. The
adenovirus-based Janssen vaccine requires a single dose, while the messenger ribonucleic acid (mRNA) vaccines (i.e.,
the Pfizer-BioNTech and Moderna vaccines) require two doses to achieve full and durable protection. The initial dose
is expected to prime the immune system, while the second dose provides an immune booster and enhances cross-
protective activity against some variants of concern ( e.g., Delta and Omicron.) [17–19]. With high efficacies of ≈ 95%
for the mRNA vaccines and ≈ 70% for the adenovirus-based vaccine against the non-variant (wild-type) strain of SARS-
CoV-2, these vaccines have effectively prevented moderate to severe symptomatic disease, hospitalization, and death
[10, 14, 17, 20, 21]. Although, they were expected to contribute in halting the pandemic by driving the population to
attain herd immunity [6, 22], their effectiveness in achieving this has been challenged by many factors including vac-
cine hesitancy and the emergence of new SARS-CoV-2 variants of concern. At the time of writing, 78.3% of the total
U.S. population had received at least one dose of the recommended vaccines, with 66.9% of this fully vaccinated [23].
Although these approved COVID-19 vaccines are effective against symptomatic laboratory-confirmed COVID-19 cases
caused by the non-variant (wild-type) strain and some strains like the B.1.1.7 (Alpha), their efficacy may wane over
time [3]. These vaccines are likely to have reduced potency against mutant variants like B.1.617.2 (Delta) and B.1.1.529
(Omicron), which are more virulent and highly transmissible and are widely in circulation in the U.S. [22, 24]. The ad-
ministration of a booster dose may be necessary for conferring full protection and mitigating the waning effect of the
vaccine over time[25, 26]. Based on evidence of breakthrough infections, the FDA, on September 22, 2021, authorized
the use of booster doses for the Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 vaccine and subsequently issued approval for the Moderna
and Janssen vaccines on October 20, 2021 [14]. The booster doses are administered as a single dose at least five months
after completing the initial COVID-19 vaccination series of two doses for the mRNA vaccines and at least two months
after the standard single dose for the Janssen vaccine. As of June 29, 2022, 47.8% of the U.S. population fully vaccinated
have received the first booster dose [14]. The CDC also recommends a second booster dose (fourth dose for mRNA
vaccine-receivers and third dose for Janssen vaccine-receivers) for moderate or severely immunocompromised individ-
uals who are 12 years and older. The second booster is recommended to be administrated at least 3 months after the
first booster shot, and except in some particular cases, the mRNA must be used for the second booster [15]. By late June
2022, 27% of eligible population for the second booster have received it [14].

Several mathematical modeling frameworks have been used to understand the impact of vaccination on the transmis-
sion dynamics of COVID-19. A two-strain and two-group mathematical model was developed in [27] and used to assess
the impact of vaccination and vaccine-induced cross-protection against the B.1.1.7 and other SARS-CoV-2 variants cir-
culating in the U.S. The study shows that future waves of the COVID-19 pandemic can be prevented in the U.S. if the
existing vaccines offer moderate level of cross-protection against the variant. Iboi et al. [28] used a deterministic model
to assess the impact of a hypothetical imperfect COVID-19 vaccine on the transmission dynamics of the COVID-19 pan-
demic in the United States. Their results show that the prospect of eliminating the local transmission of COVID-19 in
the U.S. using the hypothetical vaccine is greatly enhanced if the vaccination program is combined with other interven-
tions such as face mask usage and/or social distancing. A compartmental model was developed in [29] and associated
with COVID-19 data from Italy to compute the time profile of healthcare system costs, hospitalization, and intensive
care unit occupancy and deaths. The model was also used to compare different vaccination scenarios and to assess
the effect of mass vaccination campaigns as a function of the reproduction number due to SARS-CoV-2 variants. A two-
group mathematical model (based on face-mask use in public) for assessing the population-level impact of the approved
COVID-19 vaccines on the COVID-19 pandemic was developed and analyzed in [30]. The study shows that waning of
natural and vaccine-derived immunity against COVID-19 induces only a marginal increase in the burden and the time-
to-elimination of the pandemic. Moore et al. [31] used an age-structured vaccination model to assess the possibility
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of SARS-CoV-2 mortality or quality-adjusted life-year (QALY) losses in the UK. Their results show that vaccinating the
older population has the most significant impact in reducing mortality. Islam et al. [32] used a model that accounted for
the influence of age stratification and time-dependent infectivity to evaluate various vaccination strategies in the U.S.
Their findings suggest that the CDC’s vaccine-allocation strategy is not optimal. To our knowledge, the impact of each
vaccine on the dynamics of COVID-19 in the U.S. has not been evaluated comprehensively.

In this study, we develop and use compartmental models together with data on new daily confirmed and cumulative
COVID-19 cases in the U.S. to assess the impact of 1) the one-dose Johnson & Johnson and the two-dose mRNA vaccines
licensed for use in the U.S.; 2) the number of booster vaccine doses; and 3) early implementation or relaxation of vaccine
and transmission rate reducing control measures such as masking-up on the burden and future trajectory of COVID-19
in the U.S. (driven by the major circulating variants).

2. Methods

We developed three different model frameworks to reflect the dynamics of COVID-19 in the U.S. The models consisted
of 1) a basic model with no vaccination, 2) a modified version of the basic model that accounts for the one- and two-
dose vaccines and the waning effect of vaccine-derived immunity, and 3) an extended version of the model in 2) that
accounts for booster vaccine doses.

2.1. The basic model
The basic model consists of the typical transmission model of the virus in a human population, with the exception that
a confirmed case class is included. Here, the total human population (N ) is broken down into susceptible (S), exposed
(E), pre-symptomatic (Ep ), Symptomatic infectious (Is ), asymptomatic infectious (Ia), confirmed (Ic ), hospitalized (Ih),
and recovered (R) individuals. All humans enter the susceptible class at a rateΛ humans per day, while natural death in
each of the classes is at per capita rate µ per day (i.e., 1/µ is the average human life span). Susceptible humans acquire
the infection through contacts with Ep , Is , Ia , Ic , Ih individuals at rate βp Ip /N , βs Is /N , βa Ia/N , βc Ic /N , and βh Ih/N
per day, respectively. Hence, the rate at which susceptible humans are infected (i.e., the force of infection) is:

λ= βp Ep +βs Is +βa Ia +βc Ic +βh Ih

N
. (2.1)

Fig. 1: Schematic depiction of the basic model. The human population is partitioned into susceptible (S), exposed (E),
pre-symptomatic infectious (Ep ), Symptomatic infectious (Is ), asymptomatic infectious (Ia), confirmed (Ic ), hospital-
ized (Ih), and recovered (R) individuals. The other variables are as described in Section 1 and Table S1 of the SI, while
the model parameters are described in the text and Table S2 of the SI.

Exposed individuals progress to the pre-symptomayic class at per capita rate σe per day, (i.e., 1/σe is the average latent
period), while pre-symptomatic individuals progress to the symptomatic infectious class at rate θσp per day or to the
asymptomatic infectious class at rate (1−θ)σp per day, where 0 < θ ≤ 1(0 < 1−θ ≤ 1) is the proportion of pre-symptomatic
individuals who develop (do not develop) disease symptoms at the end of the incubation period and 1/σp is the average
pre-symptomatic period. The compartment for confirmed cases (Ic ) is conformed with confirmed cases from prevailing
public health data and therefore is important for fitting our model to the observed data. This class is populated by
individuals, who test positive for COVID-19 from the E , Ep , Ia , or Is class at per capita rate τ per day. Individuals from
this class either become hospitalized (i.e: individuals with confirmed infections that are treated in a healthcare setting
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or hospital ) at rate ρ per day, or recover from infection to join the R class at per capita rate, γc per day (1/γc is the average
duration of the infectious period for confirmed cases). Symptomatic (asymptomatic) infectious individuals recover at
rateγs (γa)per day, while natural immunity wanes at rateφper day (i.e., 1/φ is the average duration of natural immunity
to COVID-19). Individuals in the Is , Ic , and Ih classes die from COVID-19 at rates δs ,δc , and δh per day, respectively. The
flow diagram of the model is presented in Figure 1, the variables and parameters are described in Tables S1 and S2 of the
online supplementary information (SI), while the model is described by the system of equations (2.2).

Ṡ = Λ+φR −λS −µS,

Ė = λS − (τ+σe +µ)E ,

Ėp = σe E − (τ+σp +µ)Ep ,

İa = θσp Ep − (τ+γa +µ)Ia , (2.2)
İs = (1−θ)σp Ep − (τ+γs +δs +µ)Is ,

İc = τ(E +Ep + Ia + Is )− (ρ+γc +δc +µ)Ic ,

İh = ρIc − (γh +δh +µ)Ih ,

Ṙ = γa Ia +γs Is +γc Ic +γh Ih − (φ+µ)R.

2.2. The vaccination model (extended basic model to account for vaccination and waning vaccine-derived immunity)
In this section, the basic model (2.2) is extended to account for vaccination of susceptible individuals using either the
Johnson & Johnson vaccine (administered as a single dose) and Pfizer-BioNTech or Moderna vaccine (administered in
two-doses). The susceptible population is split into individuals who are unvaccinated (Su), vaccinated with the Johnson
& Johnson vaccine (Sv0) at rate (ν0 per day), vaccinated with the first dose of the Pfizer-BioNTech and Moderna vaccine
(Sv1) at rate (ν1 per day), and vaccinated with the second dose of the Pfizer-BioNTech and Moderna vaccine (Sv2) at rate
(ν2 per day). Additionally, we assume that individuals in the Sv0 (Sv2) class progress to a temporary class, Sv4 (Sv3) at
rate η0 (η2) per day when their vaccine-derived immunity starts waning. Individuals from the Sv4 (Sv3) class progress
to the Su at rate, η4 (η3) per day, when their vaccine-derived immunity wanes completely. Break through infections
for individuals in the Sv0,Sv1,Sv2,Sv3, and Sv4 class are at rate (1− ϵ0)λ, (1− ϵ1)λ, (1− ϵ2)λ, (1− ϵ3)λ, and (1− ϵ4)λ per
day, respectively, where λ is as defined in Equation (2.1), and 0 ≤ ϵ j ≤ 1, j = 0,1,2,3,4 is the efficacy of the vaccine in
preventing humans from being infected. The other variables and parameters are as described for the model (2.2). Here,
the total population (N ) is given by N = Su +Sν0 +Sν1 +Sν2 +Sν3 +Sν4 +E +Ep + Ia + Is + Ic + Ih +R. Schematics of the
model are presented in Figure 2 and the full model is described by the system of equations (S.1) in Section 2 of the SI.

Fig. 2: Schematics of the vaccination model. The model is an extension of the basic model (2.2) to include individuals
who are not vaccinated (Su), vaccinated with the Johnson & Johnson vaccine (Sv0) and individuals, Sv1 (Sv2), who have
received the first (second) dose of the Pfizer-BioNTech and Moderna vaccines. When vaccine-derived immunity starts
waning, individuals in the Sv0 (Sv2) class progress to the Sv4 (Sv3) class. The equations of the vaccination model are
listed in Section 2 of the SI.
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2.3. The vaccination model with a booster dose
Here, the vaccine model from Section 2.2 (i.e., Equations (S.1) in the SI) is extended to account for a booster vaccine
dose for individuals who received the one dose Johnson & Johnson vaccine at least two months earlier, or individuals
who received the second dose of the Pfizer-BioNTech or Moderna vaccine at least five months earlier by adding a class
of boosted individuals (Svb). Individuals who received the Johnson & Johnson vaccine can receive a Johnson & Johnson,
Pfizer-BioNTech, or Moderna booster, while individuals who received the Pfizer-BioNTech (Moderna) vaccine, receive
a Pfizer-BioNTech (Moderna) booster. In particular, individuals in the Sv0 class are boosted at rate νb0 per day, while
Sv2,Sv3, and Sv4 individuals are boosted at rate νb2,νb3, and νb4 per day, respectively. We assume that when vaccine-
derived immunity of boosted individuals wanes, they return to the Sv3 class at rate, ηb per day. Break through infections
for boosted individuals are at rate (1− ϵb)λ, where λ is as defined in Equation (2.1), and 0 ≤ ϵb ≤ 1 is the efficacy of the
booster vaccine dose in preventing humans from being infected. The other variables and parameters are as defined in
Sections 2.1 and 2.2. Here, the total population (N ) is given by N = Su +Sν0 +Sν1 +Sν2 +Sν3 +Sν4 +Sνb +E +Ep + Ia + Is +
Ic + Ih +R. Schematics of the extended model with a boosted class are presented in Figure 3, while the model equations
(S.2) are presented Section 2 of the SI.

Fig. 3: Schematics of the extended model with a boosted class (Sνb ). The other classes are as defined in Section 2.2 and
described in Table S1 in the SI. The parameters are described in Table S2 in the SI.

3. Data sources andmodel calibration

The models (2.2), (S.1), and (S.2) have 39 parameters, 31 of which are available in the literature or can be calculated
from COVID-19 information available in the literature (see Table S3 in the SI). Hence, we estimated the remaining 8
parameters by fitting the models to confirmed new daily COVID-19 cases data for the U.S. from January 22, 2020, to
May 27, 2022 [33, 35]. It should be mentioned that raw (daily) case data instead of cumulative data is used for the fitting
in order to minimize common estimation errors in the calibrated parameter values and their confidence intervals [36].
The model fitting is based on different events and policies implemented during the COVID-19 era. Specifically, the data
set is split into ten periods: i) pre-lockdown (January 22 - April 01, 2020), ii) lockdown (April 02 - June 15, 2020), iii)
second wave (June 16 - September 27, 2020), iv) Onset of the third wave to the day before the beginning of vaccination
(September 28 – December 13, 2020), v) vaccination period during the third wave (December 14, 2020, - February 24,
2021), vi) fourth wave (February 25 - July 05, 2021), vii) pre-booster period during the fifth wave (July 06 - August 12,
2021), viii) the booster period (August 13 - November 27, 2021), ix) the Omicron wave (November 28 - April 01, 2022),
and (x) the BA.2.12.1 VOC wave from April 02, 2022. The model (2.2) is fitted to the the data segments from i) to iv), while
the model (S.1) is fitted to the segments v) to vii). The model (S.2) is fitted to the two data segments from November
28, 2021 - April 01, 2022, a modified version of the model (S.2) that includes second booster vaccine doses (see (S.4)
of SI) is fitted to the data segment from April 02 to May 27, 2022, while the rest of the data (i.e., the segment of the
data from May 28 to June 22, 2022) is used for validation. The fitting was performed using a nonlinear least squares
technique in MATLAB version R2021a. This entailed identifying the best set of parameters that minimize the sum of

5

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 7, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.06.22277303doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.06.22277303


the squared differences between the confirmed daily cases from the data and our models. Confidence intervals were
obtained through a bootstrap method with 5000 bootstrap samples [37]. The estimated parameter values and their
confidence intervals are reported in Tables S4-S8 of the SI. Since V j = ν0Su (Vm = ν1Su) people receive the Johnson &
Johnson vaccine (mRNA vaccines) per day, and we have data for the total number of people vaccinated per day (V j +Vm)
[16, 35], the time-dependent rate at which people receive the Johnson & Johnson vaccine (mRNA vaccines) is ν0(t ) =
p(V j (t )+Vm (t )

Su (t )

(
ν1(t ) = (1−p)(V j (t )+Vm (t )

Su (t )

)
, where p (1−p) is the proportion of the U.S. population who receive the Johnson &

Johnson vaccine (mRNA vaccines). From [16], 8% (92%) of the vaccinated U.S. population receive the Johnson & Johnson
vaccine (mRNA vaccines). That is, p = 0.08.
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Fig. 4: (a) Fitting of the basic model (2.2) for the period before vaccination (i.e., from January 22 to December 13, 2020),
the vaccination model (S.1) for the period from December 14, 2020 to August 12, 2021 and the vaccine model (S.2) with
a booster vaccine dose for the period from August 13, 2021 to May 27, 2022, using daily case data for the U.S. Validation
of the vaccination model with booster dose (S.2) for the period from May 28 to June 22, 2022 is depicted by the green
curve. (b) Illustration of the cumulative number of cases from the models (2.2)-(S.2) using the fixed parameters in Table
S3 (see SI) and the estimated parameters in Tables S4 - S8 (see SI) on the same graph with cumulative case data from
the U.S. for the period from January 22, 2020 to June 22, 2022. Black vertical lines delineate the end of various waves
or events that resulted in a surge in disease cases, dashed magenta lines denotes the start of vaccination, while solid
magenta lines denote the start of booster vaccine doses.

Figure 4(a) illustrates the model fit (blue curve) and validation (green curve), while Figure 4(b) illustrates the output of
the model using the fixed and estimated parameter values in Tables S3 and S4-S8, respectively. The model performs
well in matching the remaining available data. The fitting reveals that the transmission rate was highest during the
pre-lockdown period (January 22 - April 01, 2020) than any other period in the U.S. This high transmission rate can be
explained by the lack of or poor adherence to non-pharmaceutical Interventions (NPIs) or the ineffectiveness of these
measures. The control reproduction number during this period was Rc1 ≈ 2.78 with confidence interval (2.77,4.19). The
lock-down that was implemented after this period was critical in reducing the burden of the pandemic, and hence the
control reproduction number significantly. Specifically, the control reproduction number during the lockdown period
(April 02 - June 15, 2020) was Rc1 ≈ 0.964 with confidence interval (0.963,0.991). Hence, the Rc1 for the lock-down pe-
riod was ≈ 65% less than that for the pre-lockdown period. Since Rc1 was less than one during the lockdown period,
there were hopes that the disease will die out in the population. However, relaxation of lockdown and control mea-
sures, as well as events such as the July 4, 2021 celebration, caused a surge in the number of cases which resulted in
another wave of the pandemic [38]. This wave was driven primarily by pre-symptomatic and asymptomatic infectious
individuals [38, 39, 49, 50], and the control reproduction number was ≈ 30% more than that for the lockdown period.
Inconsistent use of NPIs during the post lockdown period and mass testing, which resulted in an average positivity rate
of 1.4% [35, 40] contributed to the surge that resulted in the big pandemic wave from late September 2020 to late Febru-
ary 2021. The reproduction number for this wave was Rc1 = 1.9 with confidence interval (1.83,2.17) before the start of
vaccination and Rc2 = 0.74 with confidence interval (0.70,0.76) during the initial vaccination period (from September 28
to December 13, 2020). Authorization of highly effective vaccines against COVID-19 was timely to curtail the burden of
this wave. During the intensive vaccination period, the pre-symptomatic and symptomatic transmission rates were re-
duced significantly compared to their values for the previous periods. However, the transmission rate for asymptomatic
individuals increased significantly. This can be explained by the fact that the COVID-19 vaccines approved for use in the
U.S. were highly effective in preventing severe disease and symptomatic infections [14, 17, 20]. The estimated control
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reproduction number for this period was as low as 0.73 with confidence interval (0.10,1.05). Despite the availability of
these highly effective vaccines, another surge in the number of cases, which resulted in a 67% increase in the repro-
duction number from the previous period was witnessed from July 06 to August 13, 2021. This surge was attributed to
factors such as vaccine hesitancy [41], warning natural and vaccine-derived immunity [42–44], non-compliance with
NPIs [38], and emergence of a variant of concern (VOC)–the Delta variant, which was more transmissible than the wild-
type virus [45]. The next surge from late November 2021 was attributed to the Omicron variant, which was about three
times more transmissible than any other variant, although it resulted mostly in milder cases, fewer hospitalizations and
deaths [46, 47]. This is confirmed by our parameter estimation. In particular, our parameter estimation showed that
the transmission rate of the Omicron variant was ≈ 3 times the transmission rate of the Delta variant, which is consis-
tent with [85–87] and that the transmission rate of asymptomatic and pre-symptomatic individuals is about four times
higher than that of symptomatic and hospitalized individuals, which is in line with [48–50]. The estimated reproduction
number for this period is Rc3 = 1.3 with confidence interval (0.3,1.9). Finally, the reproduction number for the wave that
occurred after the major Omicron wave is Rc4 = 0.9 with confidence interval (0.5,1.3).

4. Results

4.1. Analytical results
In this section, we compute the control reproduction number and disease-free equilibrium of each of the models (2.2),
(S.1), and (S.2), and establish the stability of the disease-free equilibrium. Also, we compute the endemic equilibrium
of the basic model (2.2) explicitly and show that under specific parameter regimes, the disease-free equilibrium of each
of the models can be globally asymptotically stable, while under certain parameter regimes, a sub-critical (backward)
bifurcation occurs for the models (S.1) and (S.2).

4.1.1. Disease-free equilibrium and reproduction number
The disease-free equilibrium of the model (2.2) (obtained by setting the left hand sides of the equations and the disease
terms to zero) is given by

D0 : (S∗, E∗, E∗
p , I∗a , I∗s , I∗c , I∗h , R∗) =

(
Λ

µ
,0,0,0,0,0,0,0

)
.

The next generation operator method [71, 77] can be used to establish the asymptotic stability of the disease-free equi-
librium (D0) and to compute the reproduction number of the model. In particular, using the notation in [71], it follows
that the associated next-generation matrices, F1 (for new infection) and V1 (for transitions), are given by

F1 =



0
βp S∗

N∗
βa S∗

N∗
βs S∗
N∗

βc S∗
N∗

βh S∗
N∗

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 V1 =



K1 0 0 0 0 0
−σe K2 0 0 0 0

0 −θσp K3 0 0 0
0 −(1−θ)σp 0 K4 0 0
−τ −τ −τ −τ K5 0
0 0 0 0 −ρ K6

 ,

where, K1 = τ+σe +µ, K2 = τ+σp +µ, K3 = τ+γa +µ, K4 = τ+γs +δs +µ, K5 = ρ+γc +µ, K6 = γh +δh +µ.
It is convenient to define the quantity Rc1 by:

Rc1 = ρ(F1V −1) = βpσe S∗
u

N∗K1K2
+ βaσeσpθS∗

u

N∗K1K2K3
+ βsσeσp (1−θ)S∗

u

N∗K1K2K4
+ τβc S∗

u[σeσp (θK4 +K3(1−θ))+K3K4(K2 +σe )]

N∗K1K2K3K4K5

+ ρτβhS∗
u[σeσp (θK4 +K3(1−θ))+K3K4(K2 +σe )]

N∗K1K2K3K4K5K6

(4.1)

The quantity Rc1, is the control reproduction number of the model (2.2). It measures the average number of new COVID-
19 cases generated by a typical infectious individual introduced into a population where a certain fraction is protected
through out the period within which the individual is infectious. It is the spectral radius of the next generation ma-
trix FV −1. Observe that Rc1 is the sum of the reproduction numbers connected with disease transmission by pre-
symptomatic infectious, asymptomatic infectious, symptomatic infectious, confirmed, and hospitalized individuals.
From theorem 2 in [71], we have the following result:

Theorem 4.1. The disease-free equilibrium (DFE) of the model (2.2) is locally-asymptotically stable if Rc1 < 1 and un-
stable ifRc1 > 1.
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Theorem 4.1 can be interpreted, epidemiologically, to mean that a small influx of COVID-19 cases will not generate a
COVID-19 outbreak if the control reproduction number (Rc1) is less than unity.

The endemic equilibrium of the basic model (2.2) are obtained by setting the LHS of te system to zero. Solving for each
of the equations in terms of the equilibrium value (λ∗) of the force of infection (λ) leads to

S∗ = ΛB0

µB0 +B7λ∗ , E∗ = ΛK2K3K4K5K6K7λ
∗

µB0 +B7λ∗ , E∗
p = Λσe K2K3K4K5K6K7λ

∗

µB0 +B7λ∗ , I∗a = Λθσeσp K4K5K6K7λ
∗

µB0 +B7λ∗ ,

I∗s = Λ(1−θ)σeσp K4K5K6K7λ
∗

µB0 +B7λ∗ , I∗c = ΛτK6K7(B2 +B3)λ∗

µB0 +B7λ∗ , I∗h = ΛρτK7(B2 +B3)λ∗

µB0 +B7λ∗ , R∗ = ΛB5λ
∗

µB0 +B7λ∗ ,

N∗ =
Λ

{
B0 +

[
K7(B2 +B3)(K5K6 +τB6)+B5

]
λ∗

}
µB0 +B7λ∗ , where

B0 = K1K2K3K4K5K6K7, B1 = γc K6 +γhρ, B2 =σeσp [(1−θ)K3 +θK4], B3 = K3K4(σe +K2),

B4 = σeσp K5K6[(1−θ)γs K3 +θγaK4], B5 = τB1(B2 +B3)+B4, B6 = (ρ+K6), B7 = B0 −φB5.

It can be verified that B7 = B0−φB5 > 0 (see Section 5 of the SI). Substituting E∗
p , I∗a , I∗s , I∗c , I∗h in the equilibrium expression

for λ∗ and simplifying leads to the algebraic equation{[
K7

(
B2 +B3

)(
K5K6 +τB6

)+B5

]
λ∗−B0

(
Rc1 −1

)}
λ∗ = 0, (4.2)

whose solutions are
λ∗ = 0, or λ∗ = B0

(
Rc1 −1

)
K7

(
B2 +B3

)(
K5K6 +τB6

)+B5
> 0 if Rc1 > 1. (4.3)

This leads to the following result:

Theorem4.2. The basicmodel (2.2) has a unique endemic equilibrium ifRc1 > 1 and no endemic equilibriumotherwise.

The same approach can be used to compute the disease-free equilibrium and the reproduction number of the vaccina-
tion model (S.1) (See Section 2 of the supplementary information for details). Specifically, the disease-free equilibrium
of the vaccination model (S.1) is (S∗∗

u , S∗∗
ν0

, S∗∗
ν1

, S∗∗
ν2

, S∗∗
ν3

, S∗∗
ν4

, E∗∗, E∗∗
p , I∗∗a , I∗∗s , I∗∗c , I∗∗h , R∗∗), where

S∗∗
v0 = ν0

K2
S∗∗

u , S∗∗
v1 = ν1

K3
S∗∗

u , S∗∗
v2 = ν1ν2

K3K4
S∗∗

u , S∗∗
v3 = η2ν1ν2

K3K4K5
S∗∗

u , S∗∗
v4 = η0ν0

K2K6
S∗∗

u , (4.4)

and
S∗∗

u = Λ
∏6

i=2 Ki∏6
i=1 Ki −

(
η0η4ν0

∏5
i=3 Ki +η2η3ν1ν2K2K6

) . (4.5)

The Ki ’s, i = 1,2,3,4,5,6 are given by K1 = ν0 +ν1 +µ,K2 = η0 +µ,K3 = ν2 +µ,K4 = η2 +µ,K5 = η3 +µ,K6 = η4 +µ. It can
easily be verified that the denominator of S∗∗

u is positive, i.e., ∏6
i=1 Ki −

(
η0η4ν0

∏5
i=3 Ki +η2η3ν1ν2K2K6

) > 0 (since the
two negative terms are both contained in the product of the Ki ’s). Using the next generation operator method ( See
Section 2 of the SI for details), we obtain the control reproduction number

Rc2 = ρ(F2V −1) = βpσe B∗∗

N∗∗K1K2
+ βaσeσpθB∗∗

N∗∗K1K2K3
+ βsσeσp (1−θ)B∗∗

N∗∗K1K2K4
+ τβc B∗∗[σeσp (θK4 +K3(1−θ))+K3K4(K2 +σe )]

N∗∗K1K2K3K4K5

+ ρτβhB∗∗[σeσp (θK4 +K3(1−θ))+K3K4(K2 +σe )]

N∗∗K1K2K3K4K5K6
,

(4.6)

where B∗∗ = S∗∗
u + (1−ϵ0)S∗∗

ν0
+ (1−ϵ1)S∗∗

ν1
+ (1−ϵ2)S∗∗

ν2
+ (1−ϵ3)S∗∗

ν3
+ (1−ϵ4)S∗∗

ν4
.

Furthermore, the disease-free equilibrium of the vaccination model with a booster dose (S.2) presented in Section 2
of the SI is E3 = {(S∗∗∗

u , S∗∗∗
v0

, S∗∗∗
v1

, S∗∗∗
v2

, S∗∗∗
v3

, S∗∗∗
v4

, S∗∗∗
vb

, E∗∗∗, E∗∗∗
p , I∗∗∗a , I∗∗∗s , I∗∗∗c , I∗∗∗h , R∗∗∗)}, where

S∗∗∗
v0 = ν0

K7
S∗∗∗

u , S∗∗∗
v1 = ν1

K3
S∗∗∗

u , S∗∗∗
v2 = ν1ν2

K3K8
S∗∗∗

u ,
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S∗∗∗
v3 = η2ν1ν2 A7K10(K9K11 −νb3ηb)+ηb(ν0νb0 K3K8K9K10 +ν1ν2νb2 K7K9K10 +η2ν1ν2νb3 K7K10 +η0ν0νb4 K3K8K9)

K3K7K8K9K10(K9K11 −νb3ηb)
S∗∗∗

u ,

S∗∗∗
v4 = η0ν0

K7K10
S∗∗∗

u , S∗∗∗
vb = ν0νb0 K3K8K9K10 +ν1ν2νb2 K7K9K10 +η2ν1ν2νb3 K7K10 +η0ν0νb4 K3K8K9

K3K7K8K10(K9K11 −νb3ηb)
S∗∗∗

u ,

and

S∗∗∗
u = ΛK3

∏10
i=7 Ki (K9K11 −νb3ηb)

K1K3
∏10

i=7 Ki −Q −η4ηb(ν0νb0 K3
∏10

i=8 Ki +ν1ν2νb2 K7
∏10

i=9 Ki +η2ν1ν2νb3 K7K10 +η0ν0νb4 K3
∏9

i=8 Ki )
, (4.7)

Q = η4(K9K11 −νb3ηb)(η0ν0K3K8K9 +η2ν1ν2K7K10)

The K ′
i s, i = 7,8,9,10,11 are given by K7 = η0 +νb0 +µ,K8 = η2 +νb3µ,K9 = η3 +νb3 +µ,K10 = η4 +νb4 +µ,K11 = ηb +

µ and (K9K11 − νb3ηb) > 0. It can easily be verified that the denominator of S∗∗∗
u is positive, i.e., K1K3

∏10
i=7 Ki −Q −

η4ηb(ν0νb0 K3
∏10

i=8 Ki +ν1ν2νb2 K7
∏10

i=9 Ki +η2ν1ν2νb3 K7K10 +η0ν0νb4 K3
∏9

i=8 Ki ) > 0.
Using the next generation method (see Section 2 of the SI for details), we obtain the control reproduction number

Rc3 =
βpσeΦ

∗∗∗

N∗∗∗K1K2
+ βaσeσpθΦ

∗∗∗

N∗∗∗K1K2K3
+ βsσeσp (1−θ)Φ∗∗∗

N∗∗∗K1K2K4
+ τβcΦ

∗∗∗[σeσp (θK4 +K3(1−θ))+K3K4(K2 +σe )]

N∗∗∗K1K2K3K4K5

+ ρτβhΦ
∗∗∗[σeσp (θK4 +K3(1−θ))+K3K4(K2 +σe )]

N∗∗∗K1K2K3K4K5K6
,

(4.8)

whereΦ∗∗∗ = S∗∗∗
u + (1−ϵ0)S∗∗∗

ν0
+ (1−ϵ1)S∗∗∗

ν1
+ (1−ϵ2)S∗∗∗

ν2
+ (1−ϵ3)S∗∗∗

ν3
+ (1−ϵ4)S∗∗∗

ν4
+ (1−ϵb)S∗∗∗

νb
.

4.1.2. Backward bifurcation and global stability analysis
The phenomenon of backward bifurcation, which has been observed in numerous disease transmission models (see,
for example, [72–74]), is characterized by the coexistence of a stable disease-free equilibrium and a stable endemic equi-
librium when the reproduction number of the model is less than unity. The public health implication of the backward
bifurcation phenomenon in the model (S.2) is that the classical epidemiological requirement of having the reproduction
number (Rc3) less than unity for disease control, although necessary, is no longer sufficient for the effective control of
the disease. Here, we state a backward bifurcation result for the model (S.2) and present the proof in Section 4 of the
supplementary material. Similar results for the model (S.1) can be obtained by setting any additional terms found in the
model (S.2) but not in the model (S.1) to zero.

Theorem 4.3. Model (S.2) exhibits a backward bifurcation atRc3 = 1.

For the special case of the model in which ϵ0 = 1, φ= 0, η3 = η4, and ν0 = ν1 = ν2 = νb0 = νb1 = νb2 = νb3 = νb4 = ηb , we
have the following result, whose proof is found in Section 4 of the SI.

Theorem 4.4. The disease-free equilibria (E3) of themodel (S.2) with ϵ0 = 1,φ= 0,η3 = η4, and ν0 = ν1 = ν2 = νb0 = νb1 =
νb2 = νb3 = νb4 = ηb is globally-asymptotically stable inΩwheneverRc3 ≤ 1.

4.2. Numerical simulation results
In this section, the basic model (2.2), the vaccination model (S.1), and the vaccination model with a booster dose (S.2)
are simulated using the fixed and estimated parameters in Tables S3-S8 to assess the impact of the Johnson & Johnson
and mRNA vaccines, booster doses, and timing of these measures on the burden of the COVID-19 pandemic in the U.S.

4.2.1. Assessing the impact of each type of vaccine
To investigate the impact of the single-dose Johnson & Johnson or any of the two-dose mRNA vaccines, Model (S.1) in
SI is simulated using the parameters in Tables S3 and S5 in SI. The results of the simulation presented in Figure 5 show
that in the absence of vaccines, a 27% increase from the baseline value of the cumulative number of COVID-19 cases in
the U.S. would have been recorded by August 24, 2021 (comparing the blue and red curves in Figure 5 (b)). If only the
Johnson & Johnson vaccine was administered from the start of vaccination in the U.S., a 3.3% increase in the number of
cumulative cases would have been recorded by August 24, 2021 (comparing the blue and magenta curves in Figure 5 (b)).
A vaccine program that prioritized only mRNA vaccines from the start of vaccination in the U.S. would have resulted in a
minor reduction (0.23%) in the reported number of cumulative cases by August 24, 2021 (comparing the blue and green
curves in Figure 5 (b)), and a 24% reduction in comparison to the worst case scenario with no vaccination (comparing the
red and green curves in Figure 5 (b)). This is due to the fact that for the baseline case, 92% of the vaccinated population
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received one of the mRNA vaccines [16]. Similar reductions are obtained for the new daily cases (Figure 5 (a)). It should
be mentioned that using the Johnson & Johnson vaccine (mRNA vaccines) resulted in a 1.7% (17.4%) reduction in the
control reproduction number (Rc2).
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Fig. 5: Impact of the Johnson & Johnson (J & J) and Pfizer-BioNTech or Moderna (mRNA) vaccines on the (a) new daily
and (b) cumulative cases during the first 300 days of vaccination in the U.S. The model (S.1) was simulated using the
parameter values presented in Tables S3-S5 in SI.

4.2.2. Assessing the impact of mass vaccination and booster shots
The models (S.1) and (S.2) are simulated to assess the impact of mass vaccination and boosting of fully vaccinated indi-
viduals on the trajectory of the COVID-19 pandemic in the U.S. Here, it is assumed that vaccination in the U.S. started on
December 14, 2020, the effect of vaccines on the number of new cases started 10 days later (i.e., on December 24, 2020),
and that boosting of fully vaccinated individuals started on August 18, 2021. The results obtained (Figure 6) show that
for the worst case scenario in which there is no vaccination and all parameters are held at their baseline values given in
Tables S3-S7, it will be impossible to reduce the number of new daily cases below one (red curve in Figure 6 (a)). Hence,
the disease will become endemic (i.e., establish itself in the community). If the number of people vaccinated per day is
low, e.g., if only 150,000 people were vaccinated daily (with 92% of them receiving mRNA vaccines and 8% the Johnson
& Johnson vaccine [16]), elimination of the disease will be possible by early February 2023 (magenta curve in Figure 6
(a)). However, if 2,000,000 people were vaccinated daily (in the same ratio) from the start of vaccination, elimination
would have been possible by June 07, 2021 (green curve in Figure 6 (a)).
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Fig. 6: Simulations of the models (S.1) and (S.2) depicting the impact of (a) mass vaccination, and (b) booster shot
administration on the new daily COVID19 cases in the U.S. as a function of time for different (a) vaccination, and (b)
booster rates. The other parameters used for the simulations are given in Tables S3-S7 in the SI. (az ) and (bz ) are zoomed
in versions of portions of (a) and (b), respectively.
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Furthermore, the simulations show that if the rate at which individuals who have received the Johnson & Johnson vaccine
or two doses of any of the mRNA vaccines are boosted is held at its baseline value, then it would have taken until June
23, 2022 to eliminate the disease (blue curve in Figure 6 (b)) and until October 11, 2022 in the absence of boosting (red
curve in Figure 6 (b)). On the other hand, if at the beginning of booster administration, 35% of those eligible for boosting
were boosted using any of the mRNA vaccines, it would have taken until June 05, 2022 to eliminate the disease (magenta
curve in Figure 6 (b)), while if 70% of those eligible for boosting received boosted doses of the mRNA vaccines, it would
have taken until May 22, 2022 to eliminate the disease (green curve in Figure 6 (b)).

4.2.3. Assessing the impact of vaccination and booster timing
The models (S.1) and (S.2) are simulated to assess the impact of timing of vaccination and booster doses on the burden of
COVID-19 in the U.S. (quantified in terms of the daily cases). The results obtained (see Figure 7) show that if vaccination
in the U.S. started one month earlier instead of on December 14, 2020 [34], the third wave of the pandemic would have
peaked three weeks earlier (compared to the baseline case) and elimination would have been possible by May 20, 2021
(purple curve in Figure 7 (a)). The reduction in the time for the pandemic to peak and the time to elimination would
have been even more significant if vaccination started earlier. In particular, if vaccination started two and a half months
earlier, the third wave of the pandemic would have peaked by October 14, 2020 and elimination would have been pos-
sible by April 02, 2021 (green curve in Figure 7 (a)). If administration of booster vaccine doses started one month earlier
than the actual August 18, 2021 [35] start date, the fifth wave (July 04 to November 27, 2021) of the pandemic would have
peaked 10 days earlier (compared to the base scenario of August 22, 2021) and the peak number of cases would have
been 9% less than the baseline peak number of cases (comparing the blue and magenta curves in Figure 7 (b)), while
if administration of booster vaccine doses started one and a half month earlier, the pandemic would have peaked one
month earlier and the peak number of cases would have been 11% less than the baseline peak number of cases (com-
paring the blue and green curves in Figure 7 (b)). Thus, early implementation of booster doses would have resulted in a
significant reduction in the peak number of daily cases and the time to elimination. For example, if boosting started 1.5
months earlier, elimination would have been possible by June 10, 2022 (green curve in Figure 7 (b)).
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Fig. 7: Simulations of the model (a) (2.2) and (S.1) showing the impact of vaccination timing and (b) the model (S.2)
depicting the impact of booster vaccine dose timing on the number of daily cases of COVID-19 in the U.S. The parameters
used for the simulations are presented in Tables S3-S5-S7 in SI.

4.2.4. Assessing the impact of the boosting rate and type of vaccine used for boosting
Here, the model (S.2) is simulated to assess the impact of the boosting rate on the daily COVID-19 cases in the U.S.
and the impact of boosting only with the Johnson & Johnson vaccine (i.e., everybody is boosted with the Johnson &
Johnson vaccine, irrespective of whether they were fully vaccinated with the Johnson & Johnson or an mRNA vaccine),
the mRNA vaccines (i.e., everybody is boosted with an mRNA vaccine irrespective of whether they were fully vaccinated
with the Johnson & Johnson or an mRNA vaccine), or boosting with both the Johnson & Johnson and the mRNA vaccines
(i.e., individuals who received the Johnson & Johnson vaccine, are boosted with the Johnson & Johnson vaccine, while
individuals who receive two doses of the mRNA vaccines are boosted with an mRNA vaccine) on the number of daily
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and cumulative cases of COVID-19 in the U.S. The results obtained (see Figure 8) show that in a hypothetical situation
in which boosting was halted just before the emergence of the Omicron variant in the U.S. (i.e., by November 28, 2021),
a 3% increase in the the peak size of the Omicron wave would have been recorded (comparing the blue and magenta
curves in Figure 8 (a)). However, if the boosting rate was accelerated, e.g., if the boosting rate was four times its baseline
value, it would have been possible to reduce the size of the peak of the Omicron variant by ≈ 3.4%, and the time to
elimination would have been August 13, 2022, i.e., a reduction of one month from the baseline case (comparing the
blue and green curves in Figure 8 (a)). Furthermore, our simulations show that in the absence of boosting, 49,363,700
cumulative cases will be recorded in the U.S. by July 26, 2022 (magenta curve in Figure 8 (b)). Boosting only with the
Johnson & Johnson vaccine from late November 2021 would have resulted in a 0.4% decrease in the cumulative number
of cases by July 26, 2022 (comparing the magenta and cyan curves in Figure 8 (b)), while boosting with a combination
of the Johnson & Johnson vaccine and any of the mRNA vaccines would have resulted in a 0.6% decrease in the number
of cumulative cases from the worst case scenario by July 26, 2022 (comparing the magenta and green curves in Figure 8
(b)). For the baseline case in which only the two mRNA vaccines have been used for boosting from the onset of booster
administration, 49,035,900 cumulative cases will be recorded by July 26, 2022 assuming no new variant emerged (blue
curve in Figure 8 (b)). This represents a 0.7% reduction from the worst case scenario (comparing the magenta and blue
curves in Figure 8 (b)). Hence, boosting with only the mRNA vaccines is more beneficial in controlling the pandemic.
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Fig. 8: Simulations of the model (S.2) in SI to assess the impact of the (a) boosting rate on the number of new daily
COVID-19 cases and (b) the type of vaccine –Johnson & Johnson (J & J vaccine), Pfizer-BioNTech or Moderna (mRNA
vaccines), or both J & J and mRNA vaccines used for boosting on the number of cumulative COVID-19 cases in the U.S.
The parameter values used for the simulations are presented in Tables S3-S7 in SI.

4.2.5. Assessing the impact of the second booster shot on the dynamics of COVID-19 in the U.S.
To investigate the possible impact of a second booster dose on the dynamics of COVID-19 in the U.S., we modified
the model (S.2) in SI to include an additional class (see (S.4) in SI) , which consists of individuals who have received a
second booster dose (i.e., the third dose for those, who were fully vaccinated with the Johnson & Johnson vaccine and a
fourth dose for those who were fully vaccinated with any of the mRNA vaccines). The rate at which a fourth booster dose
is administered is 0.01096 per day. The simulation results obtained and depicted in Figure 9 show that administering
a fourth booster dose using only the mRNA vaccines from the onset of the omicron variant (i.e., from late November
2021) would have resulted in a 20% reduction in the the number of new daily cases when the Omicron variant peaked
compared to the baseline case (comparing the blue and green curves in Figure 9 (a)). Similar reductions are obtained for
the cumulative cases (Figure 9 (c)). Specifically, over 3 million new cases would have been averted if a second booster
that prioritized only the mRNA vaccines was implemented from late November 2021 in the U.S. Additional simulations
to assess the impact on the daily and cumulative COVID-19 cases in the U.S. for various second vaccine boosting rates
were performed using estimated parameters for the period from April 02 to May 27, 2022. The results of the simulations
depicted in Figure 9 (b) and (d) show that if no second booster vaccine doses were administered, an 11% increase in
the the number of new daily cases would have been recorded when the BA.2.12.1 VOC wave peaked compared to the
baseline case (comparing the blue and magenta curves in Figure 9 (b)). This increase would have been less significant if
second vaccine booster doses were administered 6 months after the first booster dose (i.e., if the second boosting rate is
≈ 0.0055). On the other hand, if second booster dose is administered barely two month after the first booster dose (i.e.,
if the second boosting rate is ≈ 0.0164), a 4% reduction in the the number of new daily cases would have been recorded
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when the BA.2.12.1 VOC wave peaked compared to the baseline case (comparing the blue and green curves in Figure
9 (b)). Similar reductions are obtained for the cumulative cases (Figure 9 (d)). Specifically, if second booster doses are
administered at the baseline rate of 0.011 per day (i.e., three months after the first dose), then 90,918,600 cumulative
cases will be recorded by the end of December 2022. However, in the worst case scenario in which no second booster
dose is administered, 93,148,700 cumulative cases representing a 2.5% increase from the baseline will be recorded by
the end of December 2022 (comparing the blue and magenta curves in Figure 9 (d)). The increase in the cumulative
number of cases will reduce to 91,891,800, which represents a 1.1% increase from baseline (comparing the blue and
yellow curves in Figure 9 (d)) if second booster doses are administered six months after the first booster dose (i.e., if
second booster doses are administered at rate 0.55×10−2 per day). But, if second booster doses are administered only
two months after the first booster dose (i.e., if second booster doses are administered at an increased rate of 1.64×10−2

per day), 90,138,600 cumulative cases will be recorded by the end of December 2022. This represents a 1% reduction
in the cumulative number of cases (comparing the blue and green curves in Figure 9 (d)) and a 3.2% reduction in the
cumulative number of cases in comparison to the worst case scenario (comparing the magenta and green curves in
Figure 9 (d)). Hence, a second booster vaccine dose is important in the fight against the COVID-19 pandemic in the
U.S., especially if the second dose is administered within a short time period following the first booster dose.
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Fig. 9: Simulations of the model (S.2) with an additional booster class to assess the impact of a second booster shot
on the (a) new daily and (c) cumulative COVID-19cases, and the impact of booster timing on the (b) new daily and (d)
cumulative cases of COVID-19 in the U.S. The blue (green) curve is for the model with the first (second) booster dose.
The parameter values used for the simulations are given in Tables S3, S7, and S8 in SI.

4.3. Assessing the impact of releasing current control measures on the number of daily COVID-19 cases in the U.S.
The modified version of the model (S.2) in SI that includes a second booster vaccine dose class was simulated using the
estimated parameters in Table S8 in SI to assess the impact of relaxing vaccination and transmission reducing control
measures of the impact of new variants that are more transmissible. For the case in which transmission reducing mea-
sures are relaxed, the effective transmission rates (i.e., the β′

j s, j ∈ {p, a, s,c,h}) are multiplied by 1+cm , where 0 ≤ cm ≤ 1

is the percentage increase in transmission corresponding to the level of relaxation. The results of these simulations (Fig-
ure 10) show that if the number of people vaccinated per day is reduced by a half on May 27, 2022, then a 63% increase
from the baseline peak number of confirmed cases will be recorded when the 7th wave peaks (comparing the blue and
yellow curves in Figure 10 (a)), while that peak will be reduced by 58% if the reduction in vaccination rate started on July
30, 2022 (comparing the blue and yellow curves in Figure 10 (d)). Further reductions in the vaccination rate will lead
to more significant increases in the number of confirmed cases. In particular, if the number of people vaccinated per
day is reduced by 90% on May 27, 2022, then an 85% increase from the baseline peak number of confirmed cases will
be recorded with the possibility of a rebound in the number of cases later (comparing the blue and magenta curves in
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Figure 10 (a)), while there will be no rebound if the relaxation in vaccination started on July 30, 2022 (comparing the
blue and magenta curves in Figure 10 (d)). On the other hand, if COVID-19 control measures such as mask-use and
social distancing that result in a reduction in disease transmission are relaxed, a significant increase in the number of
cases can occur depending on the level of relaxation. Specifically, if transmission reducing measures are relaxed by 5%
on May 27, 2022, a 100% increase in the baseline number of confirmed daily cases will be registered when the next wave
peaks (comparing the blue and magenta curves in Figure 10 (b)), while a wave with a smaller peak size lower be regis-
tered if the relaxation starts on July 30, 2022 (comparing the blue and magenta curves in Figure 10 (e)). More significant
increases in the number of daily cases are registered if the relaxation is higher. Furthermore, increases in the number of
cases will be even more significant if both vaccination and transmission reduction measures are relaxed simultaneously.
In particular, if the number of people vaccinated per day is reduced by 50% and transmission reduction measures are
relaxed by 15% starting on May 27, 2022, then a more devastating wave than the Omicron wave with a daily case peak
greater than 3.5 times the baseline peak size will be recorded (comparing the blue and magenta curves in Figure 10 (c)).
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The other parameters used for the simulations are given in Tables S3-S8.

Fig. 10: Simulations of the model (S.2) in SI depicting the impact of relaxation in vaccination ((a) and (d)), transmission
reducing control measures ((b) and (e)), and both vaccination and transmission reducing control measures on the daily
confirmed COVID-19 cases in the U.S. The entries of the vector ν are the baseline vaccination rates associated with
mRNA vaccines (ν1) and the Johnson & Johnson vaccine (ν0).

5. Discussion, limitations, and conclusion

5.1. Discussion
Over time, different public health interventions were implemented in the U.S. to placate the spread of the COVID-19
pandemic in the country. Among these were quarantine of suspected cases, contact tracing of the contacts of confirmed
cases, isolation of confirmed cases, detection of positive cases through testing, irrespective of the stage of the infection,
or whether the tested individual was known to have been in contact with a confirmed case or not, etc. Specifically, some
people were tested for administrative, work-related, or travel purposes. Also, three safe and highly effective vaccines that
were developed, deployed, and administered at warp speed have played a major role in curtailing the spread of the virus
in the U.S. However, the effectiveness of this vaccination program is threatened by factors such as vaccine hesitancy and
the emergence of various variants of concern against which most vaccines designed for the wild-type strain of the virus
provide reduced or only limited cross-protection. This makes fighting COVID-19 increasingly difficult.

In this study, we formulated a basic model that accounted for the epidemiological characteristics of the disease and
the detection of positive cases. The basic model was studied analytically, and trained with confirmed new daily case
data for the U.S. from the beginning of the pandemic (i.e., from January 22, 2020) to the day before vaccination started
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(i.e., December 13, 2020), and validated using cumulative COVID-19 data from the U.S. for the same period. The valida-
tion shows an excellent match between the cumulative COVID-19 case data and the cumulative cases from our model.
One of the primary parameter values calibrated through this process is the detection rate of positive individuals through
testing ( τ). The calibrated value of τ during the pre-lockdown period (i.e., the period from January 22 to March 31, 2020
was about 0.013 per day, while the calibrated rate was 0.0628, 0.01, and 0.143 per day respectively, during the lockdown
period, the second wave, and the period from the beginning of the third wave to the day before the beginning of vacci-
nation. These results are consistent with statistics from [35, 40] indicating that at the start of the pandemic (lockdown
period) in the U.S., about one in every ten (twenty) positive cases were identified through testing. In fact, during the
early pandemic phase, many strategies (e.g., contact investigations) were implemented to detect infected individuals.
Our estimated rate is in the COVID-19 positivity rate range reported in [35, 40].

In order to evaluate the effect of vaccines on the dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 in the U.S., we extended the basic model
(2.2) to account for the administration of the single-dose Janssen vaccine and any of the two-dose mRNA vaccines ap-
proved for use in the U.S. We calibrated the parameters of this second model with confirmed new daily case data from
the U.S. for the vaccination period, but before the booster period (i.e., for the period from December 14, 2020 to August
12, 2021) and validated the model with cumulative case data for the same period. Using the calibrated parameter val-
ues, we showed that during the fourth wave of the pandemic in the U.S., the Janssen vaccine contributed in reducing the
control reproduction number (Rc2) by 1.7%, while a single (double) dose of any of the two mRNA vaccines used in the
U.S. contributed in reducing Rc2 by 17.4% (31.4%). The control reproduction number for this period from our model
is in the range of the values reported in [35]. Simulation results of the vaccination or extended model (using the fixed
and estimated parameters given in Tables S3-S6) show that if on average, 2,000,000 people were vaccinated (with 92%
of them receiving mRNA vaccines and 8% the Johnson & Johnson vaccine [16]) per day from the onset of vaccination in
the U.S., it would have been possible to eliminate the pandemic in the U.S. by beginning of February 2023.

The vaccination model (S.1) is further extended to account for booster shot administration. This extended model is
calibrated using raw (daily case) data from the beginning of the booster shots in the U.S. to the time when the first case
of Omicron was reported in the country and then validated using cumulative case data for the same period. The fitting re-
sults reveal that during the pandemic wave driven by the Delta variant and when booster shots were being administered
in the U.S., the control reproduction number (Rc3) for the portion of the wave before the onset of boosting was dou-
ble that during the boosting portion of the wave. It should be mentioned that administering booster shots contributed
significantly in reducing the control reproduction number below unity–a critical level required to contain an infectious
disease in a population. In particular, implementing booster shots led to a 17% reduction in Rc3. Furthermore, simula-
tions of the extended model with a booster dose showed that early and massive implementation of a booster policy in
the U.S. would have enabled the disease to be contained before the emergence of the Omicron variant. Unfortunately,
this is not the case since as of May 11, 2022, one in every three of Americans aged 65 and above had not yet received the
first booster dose, although over 9% of individuals within this age bracket were fully vaccinated by May 8, 2022 [67].

The extended vaccination model (i.e., the vaccination model with a booster dose) is further calibrated using confirmed
case data for the period from November 28, 2021 to April 01, 2022, and validated using cumulative case data for the same
period (i.e., during part of the Omicron variant period in the U.S.). The remaining available daily and cumulative case
data for the period from January 25, to March 9, 2022 is used to further validate the model. The validation shows an
excellent match between the data and our model. Using the calibrated parameter values, we showed that the transmis-
sion rate of the Omicron variant is ≈ 3 times the transmission rate of the Delta variant, which is consistent with results
in [85–87]. Also, we showed that the Control reproduction number of the Omicron variant is twice that of the Delta vari-
ant, which is in the range of control reproduction numbers reported in [87]. It is plausible that the rapid spread of the
Omicron variant is due to waning immunity rather than an increase in transmissibility [88]. Furthermore, our model
suggested that the Omicron variant of the pandemic in the U.S. peaked on January 13, 2022, and approximately 801,132
new cases were recorded on that day. This agrees with observed data from the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC) [89]. Further extension of the framework to include a second booster vaccine dose shows that sec-
ond booster vaccine doses can contribute significantly in the fight against COVID-19, especially if these second booster
doses are administered shortly after the first booster dose and if vaccines of higher efficacies such as the Pfizer-BioNTech
and the Mordena vaccines are used. Specifically, our results show if second booster vaccine doses are administered two
months after the first booster dose a 3.2% reduction in the number of cumulative cases (compared to the worst case
scenario when no booster dose is administered) will be recorded by the end of 2022.

Our findings emphasize that earlier implementation of vaccination and booster administration is critically important

15

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 7, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.06.22277303doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.06.22277303


for controlling SARS-Cov2. In other words, the late implementation of vaccination program especially during the ascen-
dance phase of the Outbreak will result in significant increase in the magnitude of the peak and lengthen the disease
elimination time. This specific result is in agreement with precedent studies on the impact of vaccination timing during
the spread of communicable diseases [58, 90, 91]. The study also shows that if on other hand, early termination of vac-
cination and other control measures that reduce the effective transmission rate (e.g., face-mask use), or the emergence
of another VOC that is more transmissible, can lead to another catastrophic wave of the pandemic.

5.2. Limitations (caveats)
The study, has some limitations including assumptions made in building the models, which are important to mention.

• It is assumed that individuals in the infected and infectious classes, as well as recovered individuals are not vacci-
nated. Also, it is assumed that unvaccinated infectious and vaccinated infectious individuals have the same chance
of transmitting the virus to susceptible individuals. Furthermore, it is assumed that the proportion of individuals
opting for a single dose of the mRNA vaccines is negligible and has no significant effect on the transmission dy-
namics of the disease in the U.S. Additionally, it is assumed that only mRNA vaccines are used for boosting and
that when the vaccine-derived immunity of boosted individuals wanes partially, the individuals move into a class
of individuals with the same partial immunity as those who took the second dose of one of the mRNA vaccines
irrespective of whether they were fully vaccinated with a two-dose vaccine or a one dose vaccine.

• Calibration of the unknown parameters of the model was carried using incidence data of confirmed new daily
COVID-19 cases, which is limited in precision compared to fitting a model based on a combination of case, hospi-
talization, and mortality data or using wastewater data and could potentially influence the accuracy of our find-
ings. Also, the effect of under-reporting, which is notable for COVID-19 data in the US was not accounted for.

• Although we acknowledge the impact of age-structure on the dynamics of the disease, our focus was on the impact
of various vaccines and doses on the entire population. Hence, we did not account for age-structure in our study.

• We did not account for the impact of non-pharmaceutical interventions explicitly in the study. However, we believe
that the parameters estimated adjusted accordingly. Also, we did not account for the impact of recently approved
antiviral treatment drugs for COVID-19.

• We did not incorporate the possibility of co-infection with both the Omicron and Delta variants.

5.3. Conclusion
More than two years since the first case of SARS-CoV-2 infection was reported in China (U.S.) in late December 2019
(January 2020), the goal of ongoing non-pharmaceutical interventions and vaccine policies to contain the disease has
not been achieved. In this work, we provide quantifiable evidence on the impact of different vaccines and booster shots
administered in the U.S. on the incidence of COVID-19, and predict the future effects of the Omicron variant on disease
dynamics. Our findings confirm the benefit of early vaccination and booster shots in reducing the pandemic surge. In
the absence of vaccination, not only will the fourth wave be worse, but the pandemic will remain a major public burden
for longer than expected. The administration of vaccines significantly reduced the number of cases. In particular, a
hypothetical situation in which vaccination started two months earlier and vaccine-derived immunity did not wane
over time showed that the disease would have been contained by June 2021. The response to waning immunity and new
variants through booster shots in the country contributed significantly in reducing the number of cases. Furthermore,
our study shows that a second booster dose will be useful in containing and/or curtailing the burden of the pandemic,
especially if it is administered shortly after the first booster dose using vaccines of higher efficacies. Also, the study
shows that not relaxing existing control measures prematurely is important, as such relaxation could result in a more
devastating outbreak, especially if both vaccination strategies and measures to reduce transmission rates, such as the
use of masks are eased at the same time.
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