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Abstract

Background: Vaccination against SAR-CoV-2 has the potential to significantly reduce transmission and
COVID-19 morbidity and mortality. This modeling study simulated the comparative and joint impact of
COVID-19 vaccine efficacy and coverage with and without non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) on
total infections, hospitalizations, and deaths.

Methods: An agent-based simulation model was employed to estimate incident SARS-CoV-2 infections
and COVID-19-associated hospitalizations and deaths over 1.5 years for the State of North Carolina, a
population of roughly 10.5 million. Vaccine efficacy of 50% and 90% and vaccine coverage of 25%,
50%, and 75% (at the end of a 6-month distribution period) were evaluated. Six vaccination scenarios
were simulated with NPIs (i.e., reduced mobility, school closings, face mask usage) maintained and
removed during the period of vaccine distribution.

Results: In the worst-case vaccination scenario (50% efficacy and 25% coverage), approximately 2.2
million new SARS-CoV-2 infections occurred with NPIs removed and approximately 900,000 infections
with NPIs maintained. In contrast, in the best-case scenario (90% efficacy and 75% coverage), there
were 458,087 new infections with NPIs maintained and 535,019 with NPIs maintained. When NPIs
were removed, 50% efficacy and 75% coverage reduced infection risk by a greater magnitude than
90% efficacy and 25% coverage (absolute risk reduction 13% and 8%, respectively).

Conclusion: Simulation results suggest that, as NPIs are removed, higher vaccination coverage with
less efficacious vaccines can contribute to a larger reduction in risk of SAR-CoV-2 infection than
compared to more efficacious vaccines at lower coverage. Furthermore, premature lifting of NPIs while
vaccines are distributed may result in substantial increases in infections, hospitalizations, and deaths.
Overall, our findings highlight the need for well-resourced and coordinated efforts to achieve high
vaccine coverage and continued adherence to NPIs to end the current pandemic.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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Introduction

SARS-CoV-2 vaccines will play a major role in achieving sufficient population immunity to end the
COVID-19 pandemic.t In May 2020, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services set an
ambitious goal to administer 300 million doses of COVID-19 vaccine by January 2021.? Further, with an
estimated 16 billion doses that will be required to meet global demand, mass vaccination campaigns
across the world will be an unprecedented endeavor.® The vaccine development enterprise has already
made major steps towards a safe and efficacious vaccine with emergency use authorization for two
vaccines, the Pfizer-BioNTech and Moderna mRNA vaccines as of December 2020 with more that may
follow in early 2021.47

In COVID-19 vaccine trials, the primary endpoint is efficacy to prevent severe disease and death,
particularly among vulnerable populations. As populations are vaccinated, however, these vaccines are
expected to reduce transmission and contribute to the population immunity required to end the
pandemic.2 Recent mathematical modeling suggests vaccine distribution and uptake need to be
prioritized to maximize the benefit of a highly efficacious vaccine.?1° Bartsch, et al. estimated that the
U.S. population would require at least 75% coverage with a vaccine efficacy of 70% to reduce the
epidemic peak by >99% without other interventions.®

Considering the complexities of large-scale vaccine production, distribution, storage, and uptake,
achieving high coverage will be challenging.® Therefore, critical questions remain regarding the need to
continue non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs), such as physical distancing and face mask usage,
as the public is vaccinated over time.? ! Models of COVID-19 transmission that capture complex and
heterogeneous interactions between individuals are needed to understand important dynamics between
vaccination strategies and other behavioral interventions across diverse populations.

Using an integrated compartmental disease transmission model and agent-based simulation,'>*4 we
estimated the impact of vaccination across hypothetical yet realistic scenarios of vaccine efficacy and
population coverage on SARS-CoV-2 infections and COVID-19-related hospitalizations and deaths.
Simulating vaccine distribution in North Carolina, we compared the impact of alternate scenarios (i.e.,
efficacy and coverage) with NPIs maintained and removed concurrently with vaccine distribution. To
investigate differences between subpopulations, we stratified the results by race-ethnicity groups and
urban, suburban, and rural communities. These objectives were informed by state and local public
health decision makers involved in COVID-19 response and planning.

Methods

Study Design

This study is part of a broader initiative called COVID-19 Simulation Integrated Modeling (COVSIM) that
aims to develop and adapt mathematical models to support local and state decision making to address
the short- and long-term impact of the pandemic. In this study, we employed an agent-based stochastic
network with a susceptible-exposed-infectious-recovered (SEIR) framework for the transmission and
progression of SARS-CoV-2 infections.'?14 Agent-based models based on the SEIR framework have
been widely used and accepted for modeling disease spread while considering population behavior.>-17
The states in the SEIR portion of the model include susceptible, exposed, pre-symptomatic infectious,
asymptomatic infectious, symptomatic infectious, hospitalized, and recovered (Figure 1a). At any given
time, an individual is in exactly one of these states. Key model assumptions include (i) only hospitalized
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individuals can transition to death, and (ii) only symptomatic infectious individuals can become
hospitalized. Per Keskinocak, et al.,'® we simulated heterogeneous mixing and interactions among
agents, where daily transmission occurs within households, workplaces and schools, and communities
(census tracts), with day and night differentiation in interactions (Figure 1b). The network of agents was
constructed using U.S. Census tract-level data on household size (number of adults and children) and
age groups (0-4, 5-9, 10-19, 20-64, and 65+ years old). Model parameters include the basic
reproductive number (Ro=2.4),'820 asymptomatic and symptomatic transmission coefficients,® 2 and
age-specific hospitalization and mortality rates.?? Diabetes was included as a risk factor for
hospitalization. The probability of an agent having diabetes given their age and race was derived from
statewide prevalence data.?®> Model details and parameter values are provided in Supplement 1. This
study was determined to be exempt from IRB review by the UNC Office of Human Research Ethics.

Figure 1. Agent-Based Model Framework and Structure

(a) SEIR Framework for Transition between Model States (b) Network of Agents within Households, Schools,

Workplaces and Communities
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Source: Rosenstrom E, et al. High-Quality Masks Can Reduce
Infections and Deaths in the US. medRxiv, 2020.

Study Population

The State of North Carolina (NC) was selected as a representative region, with over 10 million people
and diversity across age, race/ethnicity, and socioeconomic groups. According to U.S. Census
estimates, NC has 18% of persons 65 years or older, 20% Black or African American, 7% Hispanic or
Latino, and 19% living in poverty.?* Of the 100 NC counties, 80 are rural with an average population
density of <250 people per square mile.?> As of December 21, 2020, NC is ranked 38th in the country
by deaths per capita with about 60 total deaths per 100,000 residents.?® A stay-at-home order from the
Governor’s office was in place from March 24 through May 8, 2020, and face masks have been
required in indoor public settings since June 24, 2020. As of August 24, 2020, K-12 schools have been
open for both reduced occupancy in-person and remote learning with local school districts determining
the operating model, most of which are hybrid.?”

Agent-Based Simulation

The NC population of 10,490,000 consisting of 2,195 census tracts was modeled with a subset of
1,017,720 agents. The simulation was seeded (“Day 1”) with cumulative infections as of March 24,
2020,%® where the initial lab-confirmed cases were multiplied by a factor of 10 to account for limited
testing and underreporting?® to approximate the true number of infections. This number was then scaled
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to the number of agents in the simulation. The simulation spanned 1.5 years, or 548 days, and was
calibrated and validated using the number of lab-confirmed cases and reported hospitalizations and
deaths as of November 1, 2020. County-specific cases were randomly distributed to households across
the county’s census tracts proportionally to the tract population. For each simulated scenario, 45
replications were performed. A different seed population (i.e., agent demographics and who they
interact with and where) was selected for each replication and accounts for the variation across
replications. For subgroup analyses, simulation results were stratified by race/ethnicity (Non-Hispanic
White, Non-Hispanic Black/African American, and Hispanic). Results were not reported by other race
groups like Asian, Native American, and multiracial because of small denominators. We also stratified
by urban, suburban, and rural census tracts defined by rural-urban commuting area (RUCA) codes (1-
2, 3-5, and 6-10, respectively).

COVID-19 Vaccination

In the simulations, a vaccine was distributed uniformly to adult agents (20 years and older) over a 6-
month period, independent of previous disease or age. Initial supplies were assumed to be low,
followed by increasing amounts with 50% of the final coverage distributed in the first 4 months and 50%
distributed in the last two months. We simulated vaccination scenarios in which the distribution started
when the population had a cumulative infection prevalence of 10% (Day 213). Three vaccine coverage
scenarios reach 25%, 50%, and 75% at the end of the 6-month distribution period. Coverage
represents the proportion of adult agents receiving the vaccine, which is a function of both vaccine
availability and uptake, although factors were not modeled individually. In our study, vaccine efficacy
was modeled as the probability that a vaccinated susceptible agent directly transitions to the recovered
state (i.e., all-or-nothing protection). We assumed the vaccine confers immunity immediately. Delayed
protection can be modeled separately. Vaccine efficacy scenarios tested were 90% and 50%, based on
preliminary estimates of vaccine efficacy from Phase 3 trials for the former and the minimum efficacy
threshold established by the FDA for the latter. We simulated the two efficacy levels and three
coverage levels, resulting in six vaccination scenarios (A-F); the “best case” being (A) 90% efficacy,
75% coverage, and the “worst case” being (F) 50% efficacy, 25% coverage. In addition, we simulated a
“no vaccine” scenario (G) to provide context.

Non-Pharmaceutical Interventions

Limiting mobility (i.e., "staying at home”) was estimated with SafeGraph mobility data®® aggregated by
census tract RUCA code and income quatrtile. Data reflected the stay-at-home order in place from
March 24 to May 8, 2020 for non-essential workers as well as reductions in distancing over time. From
May 8, 2020, an agent with symptomatic infection isolated at home with all members of the household
voluntarily quarantined until the agent recovered. Based on mobility data and computational
experiments, we estimated the probability of this behavior at 60% initially and then decreased by 15
percentage points each week until 15%, where it remained for the duration of the simulation.

Face mask usage among agents began at 0% and increased at a constant rate to 70% when face
masks were mandated statewide in June. Masks were assumed to reduce susceptibility to infection and
infectivity to others by 50% each. Since schools closed in March and moved to remote instruction, there
were no K-12 school interactions until August 24 when schools were allowed to open under a hybrid
policy that limited the total number of students to ensure distancing. After August 24, agents were split
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into two equal groups where one group attended school on even dates and the other attended on odd
dates.

We simulated the vaccination scenarios (A-F) defined above with these NPIs maintained throughout the
simulation and with these NPIs removed starting at the midpoint of the 6-month vaccine distribution
period. Immediately, workplace and community interactions including schooling returned to normal.
Agents no longer isolated or quarantined as well. Face mask usage decreased at a rate proportional to
the number of agents vaccinated until the end of vaccine distribution. Figure 2 shows the timing of
interventions over the 1.5 year simulation.

Figure 2. Description of Vaccination and Non-Pharmaceutical Interventions over the 1.5-Year
Simulation
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Outcome Analysis

The outcomes estimated for each simulation included daily total infections (symptomatic and
asymptomatic), hospitalizations, and deaths. For each outcome, we computed totals over the
simulation period and cumulative prevalence on the final day of the simulation (Figure 2). To compare
the impact of different vaccination and NPI scenarios, we computed cumulative incidences, or risks, of
infection from the start of vaccine distribution and risk differences (RDs) between scenarios. The worst-
case vaccination scenario (F) with NPIs removed was designated as the referent. The mean and the
standard deviation (SD) of each outcome measure were calculated across the 45 replications.

Results

Statewide Analysis

In a simulation of 10,490,000 people, a 50% efficacious vaccine covering 25% of the population
(Scenario F) with NPIs removed midway through vaccine distribution resulted in almost 31% infected
after 1.5 years (Table 1). Over the 11-month period from the onset of vaccination, roughly 2.2 million
new infections occurred in this worst-case scenario. In contrast, the best-case 90% efficacious vaccine
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at 75% coverage (Scenario A) with NPIs maintained resulted in less than 500,000 new infections for a
19% absolute risk reduction. When NPIs were removed, risk reductions ranged from 9% (Scenario E)
to 18% (Scenario A) with increasing vaccine efficacy and coverage. Scenario D (i.e., 50% efficacy, 75%
coverage) had a greater risk reduction than Scenario C (i.e., 90% efficacy, 25% coverage), 13% and
8%, respectively, suggesting vaccine coverage had a greater impact on reducing infections than
efficacy. Further, Figure 3 shows the pronounced differences in daily new infections between NPIs
maintained (solid lines) and removed (dotted lines) when vaccine coverage was relatively low (i.e., 25%
and 50% with 50% efficacy and 25% with 90% efficacy).

Figure 3. Daily New Infections by Vaccination Scenarios with Non-Pharmaceutical Interventions
Maintained and Removed
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All vaccination scenarios with NPIs maintained had lower risks than their counterparts with NPIs
removed, and these differences tended to increase with lower vaccine efficacy and coverage.
Maintaining NPIs with the worst-case vaccination scenario (F) reduced infections by 15% compared to
the same scenario with NPIs removed. In contrast, risk reductions for Scenario A with NPIs maintained
and removed were similar (19% and 18%, respectively), suggesting NPIs during vaccine distribution
had a minimal impact under best-case vaccination.
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The total deaths resulting from Scenario F with NPIs removed exceeded 15,000, which is about 0.1% of
the population (Table 2). Also, 1,106 per 100,000 people, or about 1% of the population, were
hospitalized at some point. Similar patterns for the joint impact of vaccination and NPIs were observed
for mortality risks and hospitalizations. However, while vaccination Scenario A reduced infections
comparably between NPIs maintained and removed, this scenario with NPIs removed resulted in
around 2,000 additional deaths than with NPIs maintained (8,858 vs. 6,759), highlighting the benefits of
NPIs even in the best-case vaccination scenario.

Subgroup Analyses

Cumulative infections, hospitalizations, and deaths by vaccination-NPI scenario varied across
race/ethnicity groups (Supplemental Tables S2). Whites tended to have the fewest infections and
hospitalizations, along with lower mortality. Blacks/African Americans tended to have the highest
burden of infections, hospitalizations, and mortality. While Hispanics had a higher prevalence of
infections compared to White, they had lower mortality. Differences in mortality between race/ethnicity
groups were more apparent (Table 3). For Scenario A with NPIs maintained, Whites and Blacks, who
had greater mortality risk in the reference scenario, also had greater reduction in mortality (-82 per
100,000) compared to Hispanics (-72 per 100,000). The comparative impact of higher vaccine efficacy
and coverage (Scenario A vs. F) between Hispanics and Whites/Blacks was greater when NPIs were
removed.

Rural tracts had a higher prevalence of infections, hospitalizations, and deaths compared to urban
tracts, in all vaccination-NPI scenarios (Supplemental Table S3). While urban and suburban tracts had
comparable cumulative infections, suburban tracts experienced more hospitalizations and higher
mortality. Mortality reduction with Scenario A and NPIs maintained was greatest in rural tracts (-98 per
100,000) and lowest in urban tracts (-76 per 100,000) (Table 3). The differences in mortality reduction
(Scenario A vs. F) between urban and rural tracts were about 11-12 percentage points with both NPIs
maintained and removed.
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Table 1. Risk of SARS-CoV-2 Infection from Start of Vaccine Distribution by Vaccination
Scenarios and NPIs Maintained and Removed

Scenarios New Risk?! Risk Cumulative
NPIs Vaccination infections? Difference? | Infected (SD)?
Efficacy | Coverage

Maintained | (A) | 90% 75% 458,087 0.048 -0.19 13.8% (0.2%)
(B) 50% 550,039 0.058 -0.18 14.8% (0.2%)
© 25% 706,073 0.074 -0.16 16.3% (0.2%)
(D) | 50% 75% 593,972 0.062 -0.17 15.1% (0.2%)
(E) 50% 680,901 0.072 -0.16 16.2% (0.2%)
(F) 25% 807.654 0.085 -0.15 17.3% (0.2%)
(G) | No vaccine 1,108,362 0.116 -0.12 19.9% (0.2%)

Removed (A) | 90% 75% 535,019 0.056 -0.18 14.7% (0.2%)
(B) 50% 756,428 0.080 -0.16 16.6% (0.2%)
(C) 25% 1,449,603 0.153 -0.08 23.3% (0.2%)
(D) | 50% 75% 965,023 0.102 -0.13 18.6% (0.2%)
(E) 50% 1,415,109 0.149 -0.09 22.9% (0.2%)
(F) 25% (ref) 2,238,791 0.236 0. 30.8% (0.2%)
(G) | No vaccine 3,886,896 0.409 0.17 46.5% (0.2%)

Abbreviations: NPI=non-pharmaceutical intervention; SD=standard deviation

1From start of vaccine distribution (Day 213, 10% cumulative infection prevalence among a population of 10.49
million) to end of simulation (11.0 months)

2Absolute difference in risk compared to the worst-case vaccination scenario (F) with NPIs removed

3Through end of simulation (Day 548)
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Table 2. COVID-19 Mortality and Hospitalizations by Vaccination Scenarios and NPIs Maintained and Removed

Scenario New Mortality | Mortality Total Deaths Total Cumulative
NPIs Vaccination Deaths! | Risk (per | Risk (SD)® Hospitalized Hospitalized
Efficacy | Coverage 100,000) Difference? (SD)® (per 100,000)3

Maintained | (A) | 90% 75% 2,811 |26.8 -79.9 6,789 (450) 52,167 (1,086) 497

(B) 50% 3,268 |31.2 -75.5 7,265 (405) 55,924 (1,109) 533

©) 25% 3,979 37.9 -68.7 7,981 (430) 61,593 (1,138) 587

(D) | 50% 75% 3,400 | 324 -74.2 7,374 (415) 56,852 (1,114) 542

(E) 50% 3,870 | 36.9 -69.8 7,935 (406) 61,111 (1,134) 583

(F) 25% 4,496 42.9 -63.8 8,508 (442) 65,632 (1,160) 626

(G) | No vaccine 5798 | 55.3 -51.4 9,721 (425) 75,549 (1,214) 720
Removed (A) | 90% 75% 4,863 46.4 -60.3 8,858 (453) 55,160 (1,097) 526

(B) 50% 4,245 | 405 -66.2 8,153 (388) 61,855 (1,128) 590

©) 25% 7,555 72.0 -34.6 11,511 (464) 87,656 (1,230) 836

(D) | 50% 75% 5144 | 49.1 -57.6 9,081 (381) 69,184 (1,154) 660

(E) 50% 7,313 | 69.7 -36.9 11,258 (481) 85,290 (1,221) 813

(F) 25% (refy | 11,186 | 106.7 0. 15,166 (589) 116,060 (1,318) | 1,106

(G) | No vaccine 18,692 | 178.3 71.6 22,659 (446) 178,409 (1,473) | 1,701

Abbreviations: NPI=non-pharmaceutical intervention; SD=standard deviation

1From start of vaccine distribution (Day 213, 10% cumulative infection prevalence among a population of 10.49 million) to end of simulation (11.0 months)

2Absolute difference in risk (per 100,000) compared to the worst-case vaccination scenario (F) with NPIs removed

3Through end of simulation (Day 548)
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Table 3. COVID-19 Mortality by Vaccination-NPI Scenarios Across Race/Ethnicity Groups and Rural-Urban Tracts

Scenario Race/Ethnicity Group Rural-Urban Classification?
White Black Hispanic Urban Suburban Rural
Cum. Mort. Cum. Mort. Cum. Mort. Cum. Mort. Cum. Mort. Cum. Mort.
NPIs Vaccination Mort. Diff.2 Mort. Diff.? Mort. Diff.? Mort. Diff.? Mort. Diff.? Mort. Diff.2
Efficacy | Coverage | (per (per (per (per (per (per
100,000) 100,000) 100,000) 100,000) 100,000) 100,000)
Maintained (A) | 90% 75% 64 (3) -82 73 (6) -82 60 (8) -72 62 (1) -76 75 (2) -82 72 (3) -98
(B) 50% 68 (3) -78 79 (6) -76 64 (8) -69 66 (1) -73 78 (2) -79 85 (3) -85
(© 25% 75 (4) -71 86 (6) -68 69 (9) -64 72 (1) -66 89 (3) -68 88 (3) -82
(D) | 50% 75% 69 (3) -76 80 (6) -75 66 (9) -66 67 (1) -71 79 (2) =77 85 (3) -86
(E) 50% 75 (4) -71 85 (6) -70 70 (9) -63 72 (1) -66 88 (3) -69 88 (3) -83
(F) 25% 81 (4) -65 90 (6) -64 72 (9) -60 77 (1) -62 94 (3) -63 98 (3) -73
(G) | Novaccine 92 (4) -53 102 (7) -53 86 (10) -47 88 (1) -51 107 (3) -50 112 (4) -59
Removed (A) | 90% 75% 68 (3) -78 78 (6) =77 65 (9) -67 65 (1) -74 82 (3) -75 85 (3) -86
(B) 50% 77 (4) -69 87 (7) -68 74 (9) -58 74 (1) -65 87 (3) -70 91 (3) -80
© 25% 110 (4) -35 119 (7) -36 99 (11) -33 106 (1) -32 123 (3) -34 127 (4) -43
(D) | 50% 75% 86 (4) -60 95 (7) -59 81 (9) -52 83 (1) -55 83 (3) -73 99 (3) -71
(E) 50% 108 (4) -37 115 (7) -39 96 (10) -37 102 (1) -36 116 (3) -41 121 (4) -49
(F) 25% (ref) | 146 (5) 0 155 (8) 0 132 (12) 0 138 (1) 0 157 (3) 0 171 (4) 0
(G) | No vaccine 220 (6) 74 226 (10) 71 194 (15) 61 206 (2) 67 243 (4) 86 260 (5) 90

Abbreviations: NPI=non-pharmaceutical intervention; SD=standard deviation

1Census tract Rural-Urban Commuting Area (RUCA) code: 1-2=urban, 3-5=suburban, and 6-10=rural

2Absolute difference in cumulative mortality (per 100,000) compared to the worst-case vaccination scenario (F) with NPIs removed
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Discussion

Our modeling study revealed that vaccination coverage among adults could have a larger impact on
ending the current COVID-19 pandemic than vaccine efficacy, consistent with prior studies.? °
Simulation results demonstrate that higher coverage (i.e., 75% vs. 25%) would lead to a comparatively
greater reduction of infections than higher vaccine efficacy (i.e., 90% vs. 50%) when NPIs are removed.
Moreover, we found maintaining NPIs while at least 50% of the adult population is vaccinated could
reduce infections to levels seen at the beginning of the pandemic. On the other hand, under scenarios
with low vaccine efficacy and coverage, lifting NPIs could result in a resurgence of cases with a
maghnitude exceeding that prior to vaccine distribution.

In our model, maintaining and removing NPIs after the start of vaccination did not have a major impact
on preventing infections in the best-case scenario with vaccine efficacy of 90% and coverage of 75%.
However, it is believed vaccinating at least 75% of the adult population will be extremely challenging,
given issues surrounding vaccine supply and hesitancy.3! 32 While initial vaccine trials have
demonstrated around 95% efficacy to reduce symptomatic infections,*? the effects of vaccines to
prevent person-to-person transmission are unknown and likely to a lesser degree.® 6 34 Further,
protection may be limited if a new strain of the virus with antibody resistance emerges.3® Therefore, a
universal vaccine efficacy of 90% modeled in our study is likely to be overly optimistic.

For SARS-CoV-2, the threshold for herd immunity, or the point at which an epidemic no longer grows,
is estimated at 58% for an RO of 2.4 though these values depend on population characteristics and
virus transmission dynamics,3¢ 37 and reported estimates of herd immunity thresholds vary from 43% to
90%.38 3% This threshold can be achieved within a population by both recovery after infection and
vaccination. Although population immunity may be sufficient to slow new infections, COVID-19
hospitalizations and deaths continue to accumulate, resulting in significant morbidity and mortality.
Even under the best case of 90% efficacy and 75% coverage, removing NPIs resulted in a substantial
number of additional deaths. Our findings suggest well-resourced and coordinated efforts are needed to
maximize vaccine coverage and adherence to NPIs until COVID-19 burden is reduced to a level that
would safely allow a “return to normal”.

We found disparities in COVID-19 mortality by race/ethnicity that are consistent with prior findings that
Blacks/African Americans are at high risk of hospitalization and death.*° In our model, these disparities
are partly explained by diabetes as a risk factor for hospitalization and are likely underestimated since
we did not account for other high-risk conditions as well as the adverse effects of structural racism.*% 42
We also found higher COVID-19 hospitalizations and mortality in rural communities compared to urban
communities. We did not take into account local healthcare capacity to care for hospitalized patients, so
if hospitals or intensive care units were to become overburdened, deaths could be greater than
estimated, which may be particularly relevant in rural areas. With vaccine distribution and uptake
assumed to be uniform, we found notable differences in mortality reduction attributed to vaccination and
NPIs across race/ethnicity groups and rurality, which can be explained by differences in risk due to age
and diabetes and mobility related to essential work. However, lower vaccine uptake among Black and
rural communities due to hesitancy?? and the logistical challenges of vaccines requiring ultracold
storage*® and multiple doses has the potential to further exacerbate disparities in COVID-19 mortality.

Building on prior deterministic compartmental models of SARS-CoV-2 transmission in the context of a
COVID-19 vaccine,?10 4446 gur agent-based simulation modeling allowed for heterogeneous mixing
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between individuals and within households, schools, workplaces, and communities and joint
consideration of various intervention strategies. In this study, we did not intend to forecast COVID-19
burden for a specific population but to support public health officials by estimating the potential impact
of various vaccination and NPI scenarios. For example, these results can be used by state and local
health departments to inform the public on the potential effects of varying levels of vaccine as well as
continued adherence to existing mitigation strategies.*’ Further, our agent-based modeling framework
can be adapted to other locations using existing Census data and publicly available data on COVID-19
cases, hospitalizations, and deaths. However, this approach may not be feasible at smaller geographic
units, such as a single county, where there is a relatively small number of hospitalizations and deaths
for model calibration and validation. Additionally, this agent-based simulation modeling is
computationally intensive requiring distributed high performance computing but may be achieved by
partnering with academic institutions who make results available to state and local stakeholders.

Our findings are conditional on our modeling assumptions and specification of vaccination and NPI
scenarios. Notably, in our simulation, vaccination protects individuals from infection in an all-or-nothing
manner, i.e., a proportion of susceptible individuals transition to the recovered state. However, a “leaky”
vaccine considered by Bubar, et al.** in which individuals can be partially protected could be more
realistic. Our modeling also simplified vaccine distribution to the same period (i.e., 6 months) for all
coverages analyzed. Moreover, distribution did not account for multiple doses, was uniform across the
population, and not prioritized by subpopulations? “3 (e.g., older versus younger people). Lastly,
although vaccine coverage is a function of supply and uptake, we considered it broadly in this study.
Our ongoing work is modeling alternative protective effects of multiple COVID-19 vaccines, the phased
allocation of vaccines to priority populations (e.g., essential workers, elderly), and potential limited
coverage due to supply chain issues and vaccine hesitancy. We will incorporate emerging evidence on
vaccine efficacy to reduce symptomatic illness and transmission and epidemiologic studies of
seroprevalence and reinfection into our model structure and parameters.

In addition to the modeling assumptions discussed above, there are notable limitations to our study.
The unigue population characteristics for the studied state, including population demographics,
prevalence of diabetes, rurality, mobility and adherence to NPlIs, influence the transmission of infections
and COVID-19 morbidity and mortality. General insights into the comparative and joint impact of
vaccination and NPIs may apply to other states or regions though exact numerical values would likely
vary. The broad age category for adults (20-64 years old) limits age-specificity of outcomes within this
range. Population data in census tracts was assumed to be independent (e.g., age and race/ethnicity),
so the full heterogeneity was not captured. Our model framework assumed only hospitalized individuals
can transition to death, so mortality estimates of the early phase of the pandemic may be inaccurate
since many deaths occurred in nursing homes and outside the hospital. Lastly, while the variability in
outcomes across replications was computed, our results do not reflect uncertainty in the model
structure and parameter specification.

Our study suggests vaccinating the majority of the adult population and continued adherence to NPIs
such as physical distancing and face mask usage will have the greatest impact on ending the current
COVID-19 pandemic. These findings emphasize the need for resources and coordination to achieve
high vaccine coverage and continued adherence to NPIs. Future research will incorporate the
continually growing evidence base on the efficacy of COVID-19 vaccines and the epidemiology of the
pandemic.

12


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.30.20248888
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.30.20248888; this version posted January 4, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Acknowledgements:

The authors thank Paul Delamater and Mark Holmes for their contributions to the COVID-19 Simulation
Integrated Modeling (COVSIM) initiative.

Competing Interests:

The authors have no competing interests to disclose.

Funding:

This research was supported by the National Center for Advancing Translational Sciences (NCATS),
National Institutes of Health (NIH), through Grant Award Number UL1TR002489. The work was also
supported by a grant from the Council of State and Territorial Epidemiologists and the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention. Dr. Patel is supported by NCATS, NIH, through Grant KL2TR002490.

The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not necessarily represent the official
views of the NIH, CSTE, CDC, or the universities employing the researchers.

13


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.30.20248888
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.30.20248888; this version posted January 4, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

References

1. Jeyanathan M., Afkhami S., Smaill F., et al., Immunological considerations for COVID-19 vaccine
strategies. Nature Reviews Immunology, 2020. 20(10): 615-32.

2. National Academies of Sciences E. and Medicine, Framework for equitable allocation of COVID-19

vaccine. 2020: National Academies Press.

Krammer F., SARS-CoV-2 vaccines in development. Nature, 2020. 586(7830): 516-27.

4. Jackson L.A., Anderson E.J., Rouphael N.G., et al., An mRNA vaccine against SARS-CoV-2—
preliminary report. New England Journal of Medicine, 2020. 383(20): 1920-31.

5. Walsh E.E., Frenck Jr R.W., Falsey A.R., et al., Safety and immunogenicity of two RNA-based
COVID-19 vaccine candidates. New England Journal of Medicine, 2020.

6. Peiris M. and Leung G.M., What can we expect from first-generation COVID-19 vaccines? The
Lancet, 2020. 396(10261): 1467-9.

7. Shariare M.H., Parvez M.A K., Karikas G.A., et al., The growing complexity of COVID-19 drug and
vaccine candidates: challenges and critical transitions. Journal of Infection and Public Health,
2020.

8. Paltiel A.D., Schwartz J.L., Zheng A., et al., Clinical Outcomes Of A COVID-19 Vaccine:
Implementation Over Efficacy: Study examines how definitions and thresholds of vaccine efficacy,
coupled with different levels of implementation effectiveness and background epidemic severity,
translate into outcomes. Health Affairs, 2020: 10.1377/hlthaff. 2020.02054.

9. Bartsch S.M., O'Shea K.J., Ferguson M.C., et al., Vaccine Efficacy Needed for a COVID-19
Coronavirus Vaccine to Prevent or Stop an Epidemic as the Sole Intervention. Am J Prev Med,
2020.

10. Matrajt L., Eaton J., Leung T., et al., Vaccine optimization for COVID-19, who to vaccinate first?
medRxiv, 2020.

11. Saad-Roy C.M., Wagner C.E., Baker R.E., et al., Immune life history, vaccination, and the
dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 over the next 5 years. Science, 2020. 370(6518): 811-8.

12. Keskinocak P., Asplund J., Serban N., et al., Evaluating Scenarios for School Reopening under
COVID19. medRxiv, 2020.

13. Keskinocak P., Oruc B.E., Baxter A., et al., The impact of social distancing on COVID19 spread:
State of Georgia case study. PLoS One, 2020. 15(10): e0239798.

14. Rosenstrom E., Oruc Aglar B., Ivy J.S., et al., High-Quality Masks Can Reduce Infections and
Deaths in the US. medRxiv, 2020: 2020.09.27.20199737.

15. Ekici A., Keskinocak P., and Swann J.L., Modeling influenza pandemic and planning food
distribution. Manufacturing & Service Operations Management, 2014. 16(1): 11-27.

16. Shi P., Keskinocak P., Swann J., et al., Modelling seasonality and viral mutation to predict the
course of an influenza pandemic. Epidemiology & Infection, 2010. 138(10): 1472-81.

17. Shi P., Keskinocak P., Swann J.L., et al., The impact of mass gatherings and holiday traveling on
the course of an influenza pandemic: a computational model. BMC Public Health, 2010. 10(1):
778.

18. LiR., Pei S., Chen B, et al., Substantial undocumented infection facilitates the rapid dissemination
of novel coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2). Science, 2020. 368(6490). 489-93.

19. Sanche S., Lin Y.T., Xu C., et al., Early Release-High Contagiousness and Rapid Spread of
Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2. 2020.

w

14


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.30.20248888
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.30.20248888; this version posted January 4, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

20. Walker P.G., Whittaker C., Watson O.J., et al., The impact of COVID-19 and strategies for
mitigation and suppression in low-and middle-income countries. Science, 2020.

21. Ganyani T., Kremer C., Chen D., et al., Estimating the generation interval for coronavirus disease
(COVID-19) based on symptom onset data, March 2020. Eurosurveillance, 2020. 25(17): 2000257.

22. CDC COVID-19 Response Team, Severe Outcomes Among Patients with Coronavirus Disease
2019 (COVID-19)-United States, February 12-March 16, 2020. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep,
2020. 69(12): 343-6.

23. America’s Health Rankings, Explore Diabetes in North Carolina. Available from:
https://www.americashealthrankings.org/explore/annual/measure/Diabetes/state/NC.

24. NC OSBM, NC Complete Count Committee. 12/11/2020]; Available from:
https://ncosbm.opendatasoft.com/pages/nc-complete-count-committee/.

25. NC Rural Center, 2019-2020 Impact Report.

26. The New York Times, Coronavirus in the U.S.: Latest Map and Case Count. 12/21/2020];
Available from: https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/us/coronavirus-us-cases.html.

27. NC DHHS, NC.gov: Opening Public Schools in North Carolina. 12/21/2020]; Available from:
https://www.nc.gov/covid-19/staying-ahead-curve/opening-public-schools-north-carolina.

28. The New York Times, Coronavirus in the U.S.: Latest Map and Case Count. 8/18/2020]; Available
from: https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/us/coronavirus-us-cases.html.

29. Havers F.P., Reed C., Lim T., et al., Seroprevalence of antibodies to SARS-CoV-2 in 10 sites in
the United States, March 23-May 12, 2020. JAMA, 2020. 180(12): 1576-86.

30. SafeGraph. Places Data & Foot-Traffic Insights. Available from: https://www.safegraph.com!/.

31. Schaffer DeRoo S., Pudalov N.J., and Fu L.Y., Planning for a COVID-19 Vaccination Program.
JAMA, 2020. 323(24): 2458-9.

32. Szilagyi P.G., Thomas K., Shah M.D., et al., National Trends in the US Public’s Likelihood of
Getting a COVID-19 Vaccine—April 1 to December 8, 2020. JAMA, 2020.

33. Mahase E., Covid-19: What do we know about the late stage vaccine candidates? BMJ, 2020. 371:
m4576.

34. Lipsitch M. and Dean N.E., Understanding COVID-19 vaccine efficacy. Science, 2020. 370(6518):
763-5.

35. Salvamani S., Tan H., Thang W., et al., Understanding the dynamics of COVID-19; implications for
therapeutic intervention, vaccine development and movement control. British journal of biomedical
science, 2020. 77(4): 168-84.

36. Delamater P.L., Street E.J., Leslie T.F., et al., Complexity of the Basic Reproduction Number
(R(0)). Emerg Infect Dis, 2019. 25(1): 1-4.

37. Fontanet A. and Cauchemez S., COVID-19 herd immunity: where are we? Nature Reviews
Immunology, 2020. 20(10): 583-4.

38. Anderson R.M., Vegvari C., Truscott J., et al., Challenges in creating herd immunity to SARS-CoV-
2 infection by mass vaccination. The Lancet, 2020. 396(10263): 1614-6.

39. Britton T., Ball F., and Trapman P., A mathematical model reveals the influence of population
heterogeneity on herd immunity to SARS-CoV-2. Science, 2020. 369(6505): 846-9.

40. Yancy C.W., COVID-19 and African Americans. JAMA, 2020.

41. Egede L.E. and Walker R.J., Structural racism, social risk factors, and Covid-19—a dangerous
convergence for black Americans. New England Journal of Medicine, 2020. 383(12): e77.

15


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.30.20248888
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.30.20248888; this version posted January 4, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

42.

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Hooper M.W., Napoles A.M., and Pérez-Stable E.J., COVID-19 and racial/ethnic disparities. JAMA,
2020.

Dooling K., McClung N., Chamberland M., et al., The Advisory Committee on Immunization
Practices' Interim Recommendation for Allocating Initial Supplies of COVID-19 Vaccine - United
States, 2020. MMWR. Morbidity and mortality weekly report, 2020. 69(49): 1857-9.

Bubar K.M., Kissler S.M., Lipsitch M., et al., Model-informed COVID-19 vaccine prioritization
strategies by age and serostatus. medRxiv, 2020.

Buckner J.H., Chowell G., and Springborn M.R., Optimal dynamic prioritization of scarce COVID-
19 vaccines. medRxiv, 2020.

Gallagher M.E., Sieben A.J., Nelson K.N., et al., Considering indirect benefits is critical when
evaluating sars-cov-2 vaccine candidates. medRxiv, 2020.

Blastland M., Freeman A.L., van der Linden S., et al., Five rules for evidence communication.
2020, Nature Publishing Group.

16


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.30.20248888
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.30.20248888; this version posted January 4, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Supplement 1: Data Sources and Disease Model

In this document, we provide additional information on the model used to project the spread of COVID-
19 infections and associated hospitalizations and deaths. The model was based on the structures of
ones previously published for influenza [1-3] and COVID-19 [4-6] pandemics.

Agent-Based Network

A network of agents allowed for interactions and transmission in households, workplace and school
peer groups, and communities of census tracts. The model used 1,017,720 agents to represent a
statewide population of 10,490,000. Data values to generate individual agents were drawn from the US
Census and were grouped into households. Census tract data was used to determine the size of the
household (1 to 6), whether or not children were present [7, 8], and the race/ethnicity of the household
(with reporting for Black Only, White Only, Hispanic not White or Black, etc.) For the simulation, we
assumed all individuals in the household are the same race/ethnicity and that it is independent of other
factors. This last assumption was based on the census tract tables that were publicly available for
recent years; it implies that our model is capturing less of the heterogeneity than exists in reality.
Individual household members were assigned to age in five categories (age 0 to 4; age 5to 9; age 10
to 19; age 20 to 64; age 65 and greater) [7], with the head of the household always 18 or older. As an
indicator for high risk conditions, we used statewide prevalence of diabetes by race/ethnicity and
adjusted for age [9]. The conditional probability of an agent having diabetes given their age and race
can be calculated from the statewide prevalence values. While there are other conditions, diabetes
affects many people and has a large impact on hospitalizations. During the day, all agents 5 to 19
interacted in peer groups (“schools”), and agents 19 to 64 interacted in peer groups (“work”™) according
to commuting patterns. The latter was determined from workflow data indicating the people who live in
a census tract and the percentage who work in each of the other census tracts [10]. When schools are
closed (or hybrid), children stay at home (or stay home every other day). All agents interacted with
household members at night.

For adult agents age 20 to 64, working from home or outside of the house was determined by time-
varying mobility factors. Specifically, we used mobility data generated by SafeGraph, a data company
that aggregates anonymized location data from numerous applications in order to provide insights
about physical places, via the Placekey Community (Placekey.io) [11]. To enhance privacy, SafeGraph
excludes census block group information if fewer than five devices visited an establishment in a month
from a given census block group. SafeGraph tracks device location data and classifies each as working
full time if that device spent greater than 6 hours at a location other than their home geohash-7 during
the period of 8 am - 6 pm in local time. The data indicate the count of devices classified as working full-
time. As in the publicly available Google mobility data [12], we computed the ratio of devices at home in
comparison to the month of January to quantify the proportion of working-age adults staying home.
Because of sparseness of data, we grouped points at the census tract level stratified by urban, rural, or
suburban according to the Rural-Urban Commuting Area (RUCA) code and whether the tract was in the
1st, 2nd, 3rd, or 4th quartile of household median income for the state level. Beginning in month 6 we
assume that the mobility factors stay the same. Based on the mobility data from SafeGraph and Google
on mobility in contexts outside of work, we assume that the community mobility follows the same
pattern as the workplace but to a lesser extent. For example, if the mobility is at 60% then the
community factor is 88% of the original community value (specific calculation for new Community
parameter: (1-((1-0.6)/3.5) * (community_parameter = 0.23) = 0.204). A reduction in the number of
people in the community is modeled by a reduction in the community infectious hazard. In the
workplace, the reduction of people follows the workplace mobility values. This decrease in workplace
activity, reduces the workplace infectious hazard. Because of sparseness of data in rural areas, we
grouped SafeGraph data at the census tract level stratified by urban, rural, or suburban according to
the RUCA classification system and whether the tract was in the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, or 4th quartile of
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household median income for the state level (Figure S1). To validate this approach, we compared to
the Google mobility data available at the county level [12].

Figure S1. Time-Varying Workplace Mobility Estimates by Census Tract Urban-Rural
Classification and Median Household Income Quartile
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Disease Progression within an Individual

The underlying model of disease progression was assumed to be a variant of a Susceptible-Exposed-
Infectious-Recovered (SEIR) model. At a given point in time, each individual is in exactly one of the
following states: susceptible (S), exposed (E), pre-symptomatic (IP), asymptomatic (IA), symptomatic
(IS), hospitalized (H), recovered (R), or dead (D). The list of input parameters and associated
references is provided in Table S1. Additional details are available in the supplement of Keskinocak, et
al. [5].

Several parameters determine the length of time within each state in the SEIR including the mean and
standard deviation on the time before an exposed patient becomes pre-symptomatic, the average
length of time of the pre-symptomatic phase, the distribution of time within the symptomatic (S) stage,
the distribution of the length of hospitalization, and the ratio of the duration of the symptomatic and
asymptomatic states. Parameters related to the transmission between states include the probability of
moving to symptomatic (from IP), the probability of hospitalization (from IS), and the probability of death
(from H); probabilities out of a state must sum to 100%. The probability of hospitalization or death is
age-specific. The probability of hospitalization is also specific to whether someone has diabetes or not,
matching both the relative risk and the overall hospitalization rate [13, 14]. The overall Infection Fatality
Rate (i.e., the probability that an exposed person will die) as quantified from the simulation of transitions
is approximately 0.46%, which is consistent with estimates of IFR estimated by Hauser, et al. [15],
which was also used for the CDC Pandemic Planning Scenarios.

The infectivity of the virus at the beginning of the outbreak without interventions is summarized by basic
reproductive number Ro, and the transmission rate (denoted as ). The proportion of transmissions that
occur at either the IP or IA stage is 6, and the proportion of infections generated by individuals who are
never symptomatic is w. In the absence of interventions, the proportion of transmission that occurs
outside households is y, and the proportion of transmission outside households that occur in the
community is o.

One of the important differences in comparison to the values used for influenza [1], is that the
proportion of transmissions that can occur by people without symptoms is much higher. In comparison
to the values used for the state of Georgia (4), © is a little higher. For this paper we also take the import
rate of cases to be lower (45 compared to 100) based on factors such as the airport size, commuting in
or out of the state, etc.
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Table S1. Key Model Parameters

Parameter Estimates References
Weibull with mean 4.6
Exposed (E) Duration days [16, 17]
Pre-symptomatic (IP) Duration 0.5 days [16]
Exponential with mean
Hospitalized (H) Duration 10.4 days [16, 18]
Exponential with mean
Symptomatic (S) Duration 2.9 days [19]
Symptomatic-Asymptomatic Duration
Ratio 15 [16]
Probability of Symptomatic (from IP) 0.50-0.82 [20-24]

0.005 for age 0-19;
Probability of Hospitalization without 0.06 for age 20-64;
Diabetes 0.1 for age 65+ [13, 14]

Probability of Hospitalization with
Diabetes 3 times rates above

0 for age 0-19;
0.0515 for age 20-64;

Probability of Death (from H) 0.3512 for age 65+ [13, 14]
Ro 2.4 [25-27]
B transmission rate 1.12 [26]
0 (probability IP to 1A) 0.48 [28]
w (proportion infections by 1A) 0.24 [28]
y (proportion of transmission that occur
outside households) 30% [1, 5]
O (proportion of infections outside
households that occur in community) 0.23 [5]; Calibration
FlatimportRate 45 [5]; Calibration

Results from model
transitions with other
Infection Fatality Rate 0.46% parameters

Stochastic Simulation across Network

To seed infections in agents, the confirmed cases at the county level over time were collected from
data hosted by The New York Times [29]. Initial infections (confirmed cumulative cases by March 24
times 10 [30]) were assigned to census tracts randomly according to the population within each tract in
the county using the Huntington-Hill method.

The primary sources of randomness for the simulations include four types: (i) the structure of network,
i.e., the random assignment of agents to households and peer groups (ii) the individual agents who are
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initially infected with the seed infections; (iii) whether an infected individual will transmit the virus to
another person in the household, peer group, and/or community at a point in time; and (iv) the duration
within a disease state. For each scenario, 45 replications of the simulation were run. The mean and
standard deviation of each outcome was computed across the simulation replications. The number of
replications was chosen so the mean values between scenarios have low variability until vaccine
distribution begins.

Validation

The simulation was calibrated and validated on cumulative infections, hospitalizations, and deaths [31,
32]. Deaths and hospitalizations are appropriate for direct validation; while not perfect, they are a
reasonable estimate of true hospitalizations and deaths. However, it is well-recognized that the true
cases are much greater than those that are lab-confirmed, and this value has changed over time (10-12
times [30] then later 8 times [33]). Using the Infection Fatality Rate (IFR) of 0.5% [15] and the average
time from exposure to death (21 days), we computed the daily expected number of true cases that
would have been needed to result in the recorded deaths. The average daily ratio of computed cases to
lab-confirmed cases (or the “lab-multiplier”) ranges from approximately 10 initially to 4 times (after 147
day). The estimates obtained in this way for one state and nationally are also consistent with CDC
published accounts of antibody testing to identify the number of true cases [33]. This approach does not
take into account the changing age-distribution of positive cases, which likely affected the timing of
deaths. We compare our simulated results to actual deaths and hospitalizations and cases adjusted by
the lab multiplier. For the baseline scenario without vaccine, our estimates are within 6% of the reported
cumulative values.

Simulated Interventions
The following interventions were analyzed as scenarios defined in the main text:

e Vaccination: Vaccine efficacy and the percentage of adults (20 year and older) receiving the
vaccine (“coverage”) determined the impact of vaccination.

o Efficacy is defined as the percentage of those vaccinated who transition to recovered if
they were exposed. This implies that the vaccine can prevent both the symptomatic and
asymptomatic states. For future research, we also developed a vaccine effect that shifts
symptomatic infections to asymptomatic.

o Coverage is defined as the percent of the adult population who received the vaccine.
Starting when the cumulative infection prevalence for the entire population was 10%,
randomly selected adult agents (20 years or older) could be vaccinated regardless of
disease state. The coverage parameter was reached over a 6-month distribution period.
Based on expected vaccine supply, we assumed 18% of possible vaccinations occurred
in months 0-2, 32% of possible vaccinations occurred in months 2-4, and 50% of
vaccinations occurre in months 4-6. During each 2-month interval, the same amount of
vaccine was distributed each week.

e Non-Pharmaceutical Interventions (NPIs)

o Pre-Vaccine

= Mobility was modeled using SafeGraph mobility data. Applying these data
modeled the reduction in peer group activity for adults in the workplace and for all
agents in the community setting. In NC, various orders were specified when the
population should stay at home as much as possible including non-essential
workers. We are capturing this through the realized mobility data over the time
period studied. (See discussion above on agent mobility.) We assume that there
are no additional orders that change the mobility after September.
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Voluntary quarantine - if an agent had a family member that was symptomatic
then the agent voluntarily quarantined until the agent has recovered. The
probability of this behavior was higher during the first 50 days of the simulation.
For the first 46 days the probability of voluntary quarantine was 0.3. At day 46 it
was raised to 0.6. After day 46 it decreased by 0.15 per week until reaching 0.15.
It remained at 0.15 for the duration of the simulation.

Schooling - Until August 24, 2020, no agents were attending school. After August
24, school-age agents attended school following a hybrid schooling policy [34]. In
this policy, the agents were split into two groups. If the day of the simulation was
odd, then half of the agents attended school, and if the day was even, then the
other half attended school. Attending school corresponds to setting the agents
peer group to active.

Masks were applied uniformly throughout the population. Masks were worn in the
community and peer group settings, not the household. The effectiveness of
masks was controlled by two parameters: adherence and efficacy. Adherence
refers to the proportions of the agents that wear masks. Efficacy refers to the
ability of masks to reduce susceptibility and infectivity. If an agent wore a mask
they become less likely to become exposed to the disease, and less likely to
spread the disease. Once an agent is assigned a mask, the assignment did not
change.

o0 Intervention removal occurs exactly halfway through the 6-month vaccine distribution
(i.e. 3 months after distribution begins)
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Supplement 2: Supplemental Results

Table S1. Cumulative infections, hospitalizations, and deaths by vaccination-NPI scenario across race/ethnicity groups

Scenario Cumulative Infected (SD) Cumulative Hospitalized (per Cumulative Died (per 100,000)
100,000) (SD) (SD)
White Black Hispanic | White Black Hispanic | White Black Hispanic
NPIs Vaccination
Efficacy | Coverage
Maintained (A) 90% 75% 13.2% 15% 15.1% 484 (12) | 555(19) | 475(25) | 64 (3) 73 (6) 60 (8)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
(B) 50% 14% 16.1% 16.1% 517 (12) | 606 (20) | 503 (26) | 68 (3) 79 (6) 64 (8)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
(©) 25% 15.6% 17.6% 17.7% 575(13) | 652 (21) | 551(27) | 75(4) 86 (6) 69 (9)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
(D) 50% 75% 14.3% 16.4% 16.5% 529 (12) | 606 (20) | 516 (26) | 69 (3) 80 (6) 66 (9)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
(E) 50% 15.4% 17.6% 17.5% 569 (12) | 655 (21) | 544 (27) | 75(4) 85 (6) 70 (9)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
(F) 25% 16.6% 18.6% 18.7% 615 (13) | 690 (21) | 579 (27) | 81 (4) 90 (6) 72 (9)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
G) No vaccine 19.1% 21.2% 21.3% 709 (14) | 794 (22) | 672(29) | 92 (4) 102 (7) 86 (10)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
Removed (A) 90% 75% 14% 16% 16.1% 513 (12) | 583(20) | 504 (37) | 68 (3) 78 (6) 65 (9)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
(B) 50% 15.9% 17.8% 17.9% 577 (12) | 651(20) | 567 (38) | 77 (4) 87 (7) 74 (9)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
©) 25% 22.6% 24.4% 24.8% 831 (14) | 899 (23) | 769 (44) | 110 (4) 119 (7) 99 (11)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
(D) 50% 75% 17.9% 19.7% 19.9% 653 (13) | 715(21) | 616 (39) | 86 (4) 95 (7) 81 (9)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
(E) 50% 22.2% 24.1% 24.2% 809 (14) | 873(23) | 753 (44) | 108 (4) 115 (7) 96 (10)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
(F) 25% 30.2% 31.6% 32.2% 1112 (15) | 1165 (25) | 1006 (49) | 146 (5) 155 (8) 132 (12)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%)
(G) No vaccine 46.2% 47.1% 47.6% 1,725 1,762 1,515 220 (6) 226 (10) | 194 (15)
(0.2%) (0.3%) (0.4%) a7 (30) (60)

Abbreviations: NPI=non-pharmaceutical intervention; SD=standard deviation
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Table S2. Cumulative infections, hospitalizations, and deaths by vaccination-NPI scenario across rural-urban classification?

Scenario Cumulative Infected (SD) Cumulative Hospitalized (per Cumulative Died (per 100,000)
100,000) (SD) (SD)
Urban Suburban | Rural Urban Suburban | Rural Urban Suburban | Rural
NPIs Vaccination
Efficacy | Coverage
Maintained (A) 90% 75% 13.7% 13.9% 14.6% 488 (4) 519 (9) 541 (12) | 62 (1) 75 (2) 72 (3)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%)
(B) 50% 14.6% 14.7% 16.1% 522 (4) 549 (9) 604 (12) | 66 (1) 78 (2) 85 (3)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%)
(©) 25% 16.2% 16.3% 17.5% 576 (4) 608 (9) 650 (12) | 72 (1) 89 (3) 88 (3)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%)
(D) 50% 75% 15% 14.8% 16.2% 531 (4) 554 (9) 611 (12) | 67 (1) 79 (2) 85 (3)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%)
(E) 50% 16% 16.3% 17.3% 569 (4) 614 (9) 647 (12) | 72 (1) 88 (3) 88 (3)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%)
(F) 25% 17.1% 17.4% 18.6% 613 (4) 649 (9) 696 (12) | 77 (1) 94 (3) 98 (3)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%)
(G) No vaccine 19.7% 19.8% 21.5% 704 (4) 747 (10) 811 (13) | 88 (1) 107 (3) 112 (4)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%)
Removed (A) 90% 75% 14.6% 14.6% 16% 514 (4) 547 (9) 589 (12) | 65 (1) 82 (3) 85 (3)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%)
(B) 50% 16.5% 16.3% 17.6% 580 (4) 605 (9) 646 (12) | 74 (1) 87 (3) 91 (3)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%)
©) 25% 23.4% 22.1% 24.5% 828 (4) 823 (10) 915 (13) | 106 (1) 123 (3) 127 (4)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%)
(D) 50% 75% 18.5% 18.1% 19.7% 677 (4) 706 (10) 775 (12) | 83 (1) 83 (3) 99 (3)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%)
(E) 50% 22.9% 22.1% 24% 803 (4) 822 (10) 886 (13) | 102 (1) 116 (3) 121 (4)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%)
(F) 25% 30.9% 29.2% 32.3% 1099 (4) | 1083 (11) | 1203 138 (1) 157 (3) 171 (4)
(0.1%) (0.2%) (0.2%) (14)
(G) No vaccine 46.3% 45.4% 50.1% 1674 (5) | 1711 (12) | 1901 206 (2) 243 (4) 260 (5)
(0.1%) (0.1%) (0.2%) (15)

Abbreviations: NPI=non-pharmaceutical intervention; SD=standard deviation
1Census tract rural-urban commuting area (RUCA) code: 1-2=urban, 3-5=suburban, and 6-10= rural
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