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ABSTRACT

Mutations in SARS-CoV-2 raised concerns about diminishing vaccine effectiveness against
COVID-19 caused by particular variants. Even with high initial efficacy, if avaccine s efficacy
drops significantly against variants, or if it cannot be distributed quickly, it is uncertain whether
the vaccine can provide better health outcomes than other vaccines. Hence, we evaluated the
trade-offs between the speed of distribution vs. efficacy against infection of multiple vaccines
when variants emerge by utilizing a Susceptible-Infected-Recovered-Deceased (SIR-D) model
and ng the level of infection attack rate (IAR). Our results show that speed is akey factor
to a successful immunization strategy to control the COVID-19 pandemic even when the
emerging variants may reduce the efficacy of avaccine. Due to supply-chain challenges, the
accessibility and distribution of the vaccines have been hindered in many regions, especially in
low-income countries, while the second or third wave of the pandemic has occurred due to the
variants. Understanding the tradeoffs between speed and efficacy and distributing vaccines that
are available as quickly as possible are crucial to eradicate the pandemic before new variants
Spread.

KEYWORDS: vaccination; disease modeling; COVID-19; vaccine efficacy; distribution speed
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INTRODUCTION

Sincetheinitial reports of a cluster of pneumonia cases of unidentified origin in Wuhan,
China, in December 2019, more than 265 million people around the world have been infected
with the novel severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2).! Despite the
development of effective vaccines in unprecedented speed, concerns have been raised on the
potential reduction in efficacy of these vaccines against the new SARS-CoV-2 variants due to
possible evasion from antibody recognition.?® In order to reach herd immunity, effective
implementation of avaccine with sufficient efficacy against the circulating dominant variantsis
essential. Subsequently, it becomes atrivial decision for policymakers and governments to favor
avaccine with high efficacy for distribution. However, if the vaccine cannot be dispensed
quickly and/or if its efficacy drops significantly against the emerging variants compared to other
vaccines, the question of which vaccine should be favored is no longer trivial. Hence, the goal of
this study was to understand the tradeoffs between the speed of distribution vs. the change in the
efficacy levels of vaccines against infection before and after the emergence of variants, which we
referred to as "initial efficacy” and "final efficacy”, respectively, hereafter.

The slow speed of procurement and dissemination of the SARS-CoV-2 vaccines has been a
continual challenge, particularly for low-income countries. Many low-income countries could
not even procure the small amount of vaccines since the high-income countries had reserved
large amounts.* In addition, the vaccines, especially those with high efficacies, may encounter a
number of administrative and supply-chain related challenges in the low-income countries. For
instance, the mRNA vaccines for COVID-19 require ultra-cold storage and logistics, which are

often not readily available or easy to acquire.>® Due to such challenges, as of December 2021,
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only 8% of people in low-income countries have received at least one dose of the vaccines, in
contrast to 65% of people in high-income countries,”®

The distributional challenges and delays lead to continuous infections, providing an
opportunity to the variants of the virus to emerge, which has raised concerns regarding reduced
efficacy of vaccines against emerging variants.” As of December 2021, five concerning SARS-
CoV-2 variants have been identified: B.1.1.7, B.1.351, P.1, B.1.617.2, and B.1.1.529."° These
have been classified as the variants of concern (VOC) because they have quickly become the
globally dominant forms.**** The variant B.1.617.2 (delta), for instance, was classified as the
variant of concern by the World Health Organization (WHO) on May 11", 2021 and quickly
became dominant in the United States in July 2021.*%" These variants became more alarming as
multiple studies showed that the effectiveness of various vaccines decreased against the
variants.'**°

In this paper, we studied the trade-offs between vaccines' efficacy levels, which were subject
to reduction due to emerging variants and speed of vaccine distribution. We developed an
extended Susceptible-Infected-Recovered-Deceased (SIR-D) simulation model and assessed the
infection attack rate (IAR) under different times that the virus variants emerge. A number of
studies used the extended SIR-D model with different complications to study the impact of
public health interventions, including social distancing and vaccination.?>* While some papers
examined the trade-offs between vaccine efficacy and distribution speed like ours,>%, to the
best of our knowledge, thisisthe first paper to consider the impact of a change in vaccine
efficacy due to the emergence of variants. Throughout this paper, we referred to vaccine
distribution as the entire distribution process of a vaccine including delivery to the dispensation

sites and administration to the population. The results of this study were aimed to guide decision-
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92  makersin vaccine ordering during a pandemic when there are multiple types of vaccines, facing

93  reduced efficacies as variants emerge.

94

95 METHODS

96 Vaccine Capacity

97 To compare different vaccine types, we categorized the level of the vaccine efficacy into

98 threeranges: “H” (High) if 90% or above, M (Moderate) if higher than 70% and lower than 90%,

99 andL (Low) if lower than 70%. We assumed that the final efficacy was aways lower than the
100 initia efficacy. In our main smulation, we considered three initial efficacy levels (H; = 95%,
101 M; = 75%, and L; = 65%) and threefina efficacy levels (H; = 90%, My = 70%, and Ly = 60%).
102  Consequently, we obtained six types of vaccines, defined by a particular initial and final efficacy,
103 assummarized in Table 1. These modeling choices were motivated by recent studies on vaccine

104  efficacy against variants.®?’

105
106 Table 1: Vaccine Efficacy
Vaccine Type Initial Efficacy Final Efficacy

H;H, 95% 90%
H; M 95% 70%
H;Ls 95% 60%
M;M; 75% 70%
M;L; 75% 60%
L;Lg 65% 60%

107

108 Weassumed in our simulations that all vaccines required a single dose and an individual who
109 received an effective vaccine became fully protected against the disease upon vaccination. In
110 each smulation, only a single type of vaccine was administered, and the daily vaccine

111 distribution capacity was kept constant at 4 - K, where K represents base capacity and A isa
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112 multiplier. We fixed the base capacity, K, at 500,000, motivated from the average number of
113  vaccinerecipientsin each day in the United States from December 14, 2020 to March 2, 2021,
114  and we set arange of 1.0 to 3.0 with increments of 0.2 for the capacity multiplier A to represent
115  the speed of distribution in our simulations.”

116  Compartmental Epidemiological Model

117 In our study, we utilized an extended SIR-D (Susceptible-Infectious-Recovered-Deceased)
118 compartmental model, which is a simplified mathematical model of infectious diseases. In this
119  model, individuals are moving among compartments, and transitions between compartments are
120 governed by ordinary differential equations given epidemiological and vaccine parameters. We
121  implemented seven compartments. Susceptible (S), Vaccinated with immunity (V), Vaccinated-
122 susceptible (§7), Symptomatic-infected (1), Asymptomatic-infected (I,), Recovered (R), and
123 Deceased (D). When Susceptible population received vaccines, they entered either the

124  Vaccinated with immunity (V) compartment if the vaccine was effective, or the Vaccinated-

125  susceptible (S¥) compartment, otherwise. Both Susceptible and Vaccinated-susceptible

126  populations transitioned to either the Symptomatic-infected (I5) or Asymptomatic-infected (1,)
127  compartment, once they made infectious contacts with the infected population. Symptomatic-
128 infectious population then moved to either the Recovered (R) or Deceased (D) compartment. We
129  assumed that asymptomatic patients always recovered in our model. The transition diagram of

130 theextended SIR-D model isdepicted in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Trangtion diagram of the extended SSR-D model, in which each move is dependent on
the epidemiological and vaccine parameters, symptomatic and asymptomatic
transmission rates, respectively; . symptomatic and asymptomatic recovery rates,
respectively; : deceaserate of a symptomatic patient; : efficacy of the vaccine; : ratio of the

daily vaccine capacity to the size of the unvaccinated susceptible population (i.e.,

)

We chose the epidemiological parameter values that govern the transitionsin the
compartment model based on the estimated SARS-CoV -2 characteristics in various studies. The
infectious periods of a symptomatic patient and an asymptomatic patient were studied to be 14
days and 8 days, respectively.”**° Therefore, we set the recovery rates of symptomatic patients
() and asymptomatic patients () at 1/14 and 1/8, respectively. In addition, the CDC has
developed COVID-19 Pandemic Planning Scenarios and provided parameter valuesto usein a
mathematical model.** Accordingly, we assumed that 60% of the susceptible population who
made infectious contacts became symptomatic. In addition, we used 2.3 for the reproduction
number (), which is often employed by epidemiologists to represent the infectivity of a disease.
The symptomatic infection fatality rate (IFR-S) of COVID-19, the proportion of deasths among

symptomatic infected individuals, was estimated as 1.3%.%* Given the reproduction number of
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2.3 and the IFR-S, we set the symptomatic-transmission rate (S,) to be 0.22031 and the death
rate (u) to be 0.0032. We assumed that the asymptomatic-transmission rate (8,) was 75% of the
symptomatic-transmission rate.* We used R-software to run the simulations with a population
size (N) of 330 million (approximate population of the United States). Since our main goal was
to analyze the trade-offs between distribution speed and vaccine' s efficacy under variants, we
started the simulation only after when the vaccine became available and initialized it such that
around 28% of the population had already been infected. Thus, we set 2.90% of the population as
symptomatic-infected, 1.15% as asymptomatic-infected, 24.44% as recovered, and 0.14% as
deceased. These estimates were motivated by the confirmed cumulative cases and deaths as of
December 14, 2020, the first day of vaccine distribution in the United States.>* However, we
multiplied the number of confirmed infections by six and increased the number of confirmed
deaths by 35% in line with the findings of Wu et al. (2020) and Noh and Danuser (2021), who
reported that the number of COVID-19 confirmed cumulative cases was underestimated, and
Kung et al. (2020), who showed the same for confirmed deaths.**" Theinitial valuesin other
compartments were estimated using the epidemiological parameters defined previoudly. All
parameters used in the extended SIR-D mode are summarized in Table 2 and the non-linear

system of ordinary differential equations (ODES) isas follows:

% = — (mln( ) + B (1 min (1,;—5)) Is + B4 (1 — min (1 ; ]I\(])) IA>S

dv ( ) S

dt = ¢ - min

ds® A

dt = (1_8)‘m1n( S N) -5 — (ﬁSIS_l_ﬁAIA) SU
dly

e = [ (1= min (155 8 (1 min 1.5
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+ ps - (Bsls + Paly) - ST — ysls — psls

C;—I? =1 —-ps)- [ﬁs (1 — min (1,;—5)) Is + B4 (1 — min (1,;—1()) IA] .S

+ (A= ps)  Bsls + Bals) - ST —Vala

dR
—— =Vsls + Valy

at
dD
dt = Usls
Parameter Description Value
B, Ba Transmission rate 0.22031,0.16523
Vs Va Recovery rate 1/14,1/8
Us Death rate 0.0032
N Population size 330 million
Ds Probability of developing symptoms 0.6
e Vaccine efficacy SeeTablel
K Base capacity 500,000
A Capacity multiplier 1.0 to 3.0 with increments of 0.2
167 Table 2: Parameters used in the extended SIR-D Model
168
169 We ran the smulation on a one-year planning horizon under different mutation times (i.e.,

170 thetime at which the emerging variants becomes dominant and cause a decrease in avaccine's
171  efficacy) within the range of day 5 to day 40 with adiscrete step size of 5 days, and different
172 capacity multipliers (1) within the range of 1.0 to 3.0 with adiscrete step size of 0.2 to capture
173  thevaccine distribution speed. We evaluated the impact of each vaccine type using IAR asthe
174  main health outcome.

175
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RESULTS

We first ran our simulation without the presence of any vaccines, which gave an estimated
IAR of approximately 81% and IFR-S of 2%. The daily infection peak (i.e., the highest
percentage of the population who get newly infected on a single day) occurred on day 24, at
which 1% of the population got newly infected.

Table 3 shows the estimated |AR under different capacity multipliers (A) when the mutation
times areday 5 and day 25. We report the full results with different mutation timesin
Supplemental Materials. When the mutation timeisday 5, the level of IAR is between 60% and
65% when the capacity multiplier is 3.0 (1.5M doses/day) and between 72% and 75% when the
capacity multiplier is 1.0 (0.5M doses/day), depending on the selected vaccine type. When the
mutation time is day 25, the level of IAR is smaller compared to when the mutation timeis day 5,

and the decrease in IAR dueto the increase in capacity multiplier islarger.

Capacity Mutation Time = Day 5 Mutation Time = Day 25
Multiplier () H;H, HM; HL; MM; MLy Ll HH; HM; HL; MM, MlL; LLs
3.0 6019 6302 6463 6355 6517 6545 5981 6098 6164 6313 6386 6501
2.8 6116 6392 6548 6443 6599 6625  60.80 6196 6263 6402 6474 6583
26 6218 6486 6636 6534 6684 67.09 6184 6300 6365 6495 6566 66.69
24 6325 6584 67.27 6628 67.72 67.95 6292 6407 6472 6592 6661 67.58
22 6438 6686 6822 67.27 6864 6885 6406 6520 6583 6693 67.60 6850
20 6555 67.91 69.20 6829 6958 6978 6526 66.37 6698 67.98 6862 69.45
18 66.79 6901 7022 69.36 7056 7074 6652 67.59 6818 69.07 69.68 70.44
16 6808 7016 7127 7047 7158 7174 6783 6886 6942 7020 7078 7147
14 69.44 7135 7236 7162 7263 7277 6922 7019 7071 7138 7192 7253
12 7087 7258 7348 7282 7372 7384 7067 7157 7205 7261 7310 7363
1.0 7237 7386 7465 7406 7485 7495 7220 7300 7343 7389 7432 TATI

Table 3: Infection attack rate (%) under different capacity multipliers and vaccine types when
mutation timeisday 5 and day 25
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192 Figure 2 and Figure 3 present the contour plot and the two-dimensional plot of the IAR in

193 Table 3, respectively. Figure 2 shows that even vaccine-L; Ly can achieve alower IAR than

194  vaccine-H;H; if the capacity multiplier of vaccine-L; Ly is high compared to that of vaccine-H; H.
195  For instance, when the capacity multiplier of vaccine-H;H; is 1.0 and the mutation time is day 5,
196  72.3% of the population isinfected. However, if the capacity multiplier of vaccine-L;L; is 1.48
197  (or higher), 72.2% (or less) of the population isinfected. We present the minimum required

198  capacity multiplier of all vaccinetypes to achieve alower IAR than vaccine-H;Hy with the

199  capacity multiplier of 1.0 and 1.6 under different mutation times in Supplemental Materials.

200 Figure 4 compares the daily new infections from day 5 to day 50 with vaccine-H;Ls vs.

201  vaccine-M;M;. Inthisfigure, the mutation timeis early (on day 5) and comes before the daily

202 infection peak, and thus, vaccine-M; M, resultsin abetter IAR than vaccine-H; Ly for al capacity
203  multipliers. Specifically, after the peak of daily new infectionsis reached for each vaccine, the
204  number of daily infections drops at a faster rate when vaccine-M; M, is administered. On the

205 other hand, when the mutation time comes after the daily infection peak (not shown in the figure),
206  vaccine-H;L; achieves alower IAR than vaccine-M; M for all capacity multipliers.

207
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(b)

IAR

Capacity Multiplier (1)
Capacity Multiplier (1)

HH;, HM; HL MMy ML L;L; HHf H;M; H;Ly MM; ML, L;L
Vaccine Type Vaccine Type
208

209
210 Figure 2: Graphical representation of infection attack rate under different capacity multipliers

211 with different vaccine types when mutation timeis (a) day 5 and (b) day 25
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213 Figure 3: Two-dimensional plot of infection attack rate under different capacity multipliers with
214 different vaccine types when mutation timeis (a) day 5 and (b) day 25
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219 Figure 4: Daily new infections from day 5 to day 50 with vaccine- and vaccine- when
220 the capacity multiplier ( is3 and the mutation timeisday 5
221
222 DISCUSSION
223 In this study, we utilized an extended SIR-D model to simulate the trgjectory of an infectious

224  disease under the intervention of different kinds of vaccines of which efficacies decrease against
225 thevariants of the disease and different mutation times. We have demonstrated that the speed of
226 thevaccinedistribution isakey factor to achieve low IAR levels, even though the vaccine may
227  have high efficacy both before and after the variants emerge.

228 Our study showed that a vaccine with low initial and final efficacy levels (vaccine- )
229  could achieve alower IAR than a vaccine with high initial and final efficacy levels (vaccine-
230 ) if the former can be distributed more quickly than the latter, regardless of the mutation
231 time. In our simulation, when the mutation time was day 25 and the capacity multiplier of

232 vaccine- was 1.0 (0.5M doses/day), 72.2% of the population got infected. If the capacity
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233 multiplier of vaccine-L; Ly was 1.47 (0.73M doses/day or higher), 72.1% (or less) of the

234 population was infected (Table 3). Even for vaccines with the sameinitial efficacy, such as

235  vaccine-H;Hy and vaccine-H; L, thisresult remained robust—vaccine-H; L with a capacity

236 multiplier of 1.18 (0.59M doses/day) or higher achieved a lower IAR than vaccine-H; Hy with a
237  capacity multiplier of 1.0 (0.5M doses/day). Since the start of the COVID-19 vaccination process,
238  the speed of the vaccine distribution has been slow due to numerous reasons, including limited
239  and uncertain vaccine supply and various logistics and storage challenges. Despite the continuing
240  effort of increasing production capacities, vaccine manufacturers, especially those who produce
241  mRNA vaccines with new technology, have been struggling to secure sufficient supply of

242  vaccine ingredients, storage containers, and more, due to the demand from billions of people
243 around the world.® In addition, MRNA vaccines need to be stored in ultra-cold freezers under
244  specific expiration dates, athough many communities, especially in the low-income countries,
245  lack or cannot afford such infrastructure, leading to alimited number of administration Sites.
246 Besides the mRNA vaccines, numerous vaccines that require the same level of the resources that
247  the seasonal flu vaccine consumes have been developed and administered throughout the world.
248  These vaccines may prevent vaccine wastage, enable efficient production and distribution using
249  theexisting vaccine supply chain, and facilitate a faster rate of vaccination. Hence, despite

250  having lower efficacy than mRNA vaccines, those vaccines that have the potential for faster

251  distribution may be more beneficial.

252 Increasing the doses distributed per day, i.e., the capacity multiplier (1), of any vaccine type
253  isaways beneficial asit reduces the size of the susceptible population and can, eventually,

254  achieve herd immunity. Our study showed that the level of IAR always decreased when the

255  capacity multiplier was higher, with the largest impact observed for vaccine-H; Hy. In particular,
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256  when we compared the impact of changing the capacity multiplier from 1.0 to 3.0 for vaccine-
257  H;Hg, vaccine-M; M;, and vaccine-L;Lg, IAR changed from 72.20% to 59.81% for H;Hy, from
258  73.89% t0 63.13% for M;M;, and from 74.77% to 65.01% for L;L, when the difference between
259 theinitial and final efficacy was 5% for al the vaccine types and the mutation time was day 25.
260  Inaddition, if vaccine-H;H, could be distributed at a faster rate, the minimum required capacity
261  multiplier (1) of vaccine-L;L, to achieve alower IAR than vaccine-H;Hy was even larger. For
262 example, when the mutation time was day 25, the capacity multiplier of vaccine-L; L, needed to
263  beat least 1.47 to achieve alower |AR than vaccine-H; H; with the capacity multiplier of 1.0. On
264  the other hand, when the vaccine-H; H;' s capacity multiplier was 1.6, the capacity multiplier of
265  vaccine-L;L; needed to be at least 2.35. Thus, even though the difference in the capacity

266  multiplier of vaccine-H;Hy was only 0.60, that of vaccine-L;L; was 0.88. However, increasing
267  the capacity multiplier, i.e., the speed of distribution, for vaccine-H; Hg, which represents mRNA
268  vaccinesin our model, may be much more challenging than that for vaccine-L; L, as described

269  above, including economic burden, complications in vaccination programs, and unsophisticated
270 infrastructure. In such cases, it may be more beneficial to allocate resources towards distributing
271  alower efficacy vaccine at afaster rate as our study shows.

272 Forecasting the time when the peak infections occur and when the variants emergeis also
273  critical to choosing which type of vaccine to distribute for maximizing public health benefits. If
274  the mutation time comes after the daily infection peak, a vaccine with ahigher initial efficacy
275  aways achieves alower IAR than a vaccine with lower initial efficacy. However, if the mutation
276  time comes before the daily infection peak, the final efficacy level determines which vaccine
277  type achieves alower IAR under the same capacity multiplier. For example, when we compared

278  vaccine-H;H; and vaccine-M; M, with a capacity multiplier of 1.0 for each, the daily infection
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279  peak occurred on day 22 for both vaccines. Then, the administration of vaccine-M; M, which has
280 aninitia efficacy of 75% and final efficacy of 70%, resulted in an IAR of 74.06%, whereas the
281  administration of vaccine-H;Lg, which has aninitial efficacy of 95% and final efficacy of 60%,
282  resulted in an IAR of 74.65% (Figure 4). Thisis because an effective vaccination program

283  achievesthe highest reduction in the number of new infections before the daily infection pesk.
284  Afterwards, even with a higher initial efficacy, a vaccine with alower final efficacy cannot

285  reduce the size of the susceptible population as much as avaccine with alower initial efficacy
286  and ahigher final efficacy. Active genomic surveillance that studies the evolvement of the virus
287 iscritical to identify a new variant and study itsinfluence on the spread of the disease and the
288  vaccine efficacy.”® However the genomic surveillance has not received as much attention and the
289  coverageisstill low.*"*? Our results demonstrated that an expedited detection of the variants and
290 their impact isvital to the choice of avaccine to minimizesthe IAR.

291  Limitation

292 We acknowledge some limitations of this study. Our compartmental model provided insights
293  on thetrade-offs between speed and efficacy against emerging variants without incorporating the
294  impact of other interventions. However, it can be extended to capture more realistic trajectory of
295  SARS-CoV-2, including more compartments or time-dependent epidemiological parameters.***
296 In addition, we assumed that the population gainsimmunity as soon as they receive effective
297  vaccines and that every type of vaccine requires a single dose. In practice, the majority of the
298  authorized vaccines require two doses with three to four weeks apart application and it may take
299  severa daysto gain immunity after vaccination. Moreover, we did not consider any type of non-

300 pharmaceutical interventions. Depending on the number of people who conform to the
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301 interventions, such as social distancing and mask mandates, the probability of infectious contacts
302 may vary over time.

303

304 CONCLUSION

305 Overadll, our results suggested that the administration of a vaccine with high efficacy against
306 both the original strain and the variants may not always lead to alow number of cumulative

307 infectionsif it cannot be distributed as quickly as other vaccine types with lower efficacies.

308 Despitethe vast efforts for worldwide vaccination, the vaccine distribution has been an ongoing
309 challenge due to production shortages, economic constraints, and the lack of advanced supply-
310 chaininfrastructure, whichis critical to distribute some of the high-efficacy vaccines. Dueto
311 these challenges, the accessibility and distribution of the vaccines have been hindered especially
312 inmany low- and middle-income countries.**’ It is critical to distribute available vaccines as
313  quickly as possible and vaccinate more people to reach herd immunity before new variants

314  spread. Our study demonstrated that a vaccine with arelatively lower efficacy can achieve at
315 least as good health outcomes astheir higher efficacy counterparts, aslong as it can be

316  digtributed more quickly. We hope that our study provides guidance to decision makers on the
317  tradeoffs between speed and efficacy, highlighting the critical role of speed of vaccination during
318 apandemic as variants that decrease efficacy of vaccines emerge.
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441  Supplemental Materials
442  Supplemental Table 1: Infection attack rate (%) under different capacity multipliers and mutation

443  times

Capacity Mutation Time = Day 10 Mutation Time = Day 15

multiplier
*) HiH¢  HiM¢ HiLy MMy M;Le  Lilg HiH¢e  HiM¢  HiLy MMy M;Le  Lilg
3.0 60.08 6241 63.74 6343 64.79 65.32 5998 6186 6294 63.32 64.44 65.20
2.8 61.06 6334 6464 6431 6563 66.13 60.96 62.82 63.88 6420 65.30 66.02
26 62.08 64.31 6557 6523 6650 66.97 6199 6382 6485 6512 66.19 66.87
24 63.16 6533 66.53 66.18 6741 67.84 63.07 64.86 6586 66.08 67.11 67.75
22 64.28 66.38 67.53 67.17 68.34 68.75 64.20 65.94 66.90 67.08 68.07 68.66
20 65.47 67.47 6857 6820 69.31 69.69 65.39 67.06 67.98 68.12 69.06 69.60
18 66.71 68.61 69.64 69.28 70.32 70.66 66.64 68.23 69.11 69.20 70.09 70.58
16 68.01 69.79 70.75 70.39 7136 71.66 67.95 6945 70.27 7032 7115 7159
14 69.38 71.02 7190 7155 7244 72.70 69.32 70.72 7147 7149 7225 7264
12 7081 7230 73.09 7276 7355 73.78 70.76 7204 7271 7271 7339 73.73
10 7232 73.63 7431 7401 74.70 74.90 7228 7340 74.00 73.97 7457 74.85

444
445
Calpacli'ty Mutation Time = Day 20 Mutation Time = Day 30
multiplier
o) HiHe  HiM¢  Hile  MjM¢ - Mile  Lily HiHe  HiM¢  Hile  MiM¢  MiLe Ll

30 50.89 61.39 6224 6322 6413 6510 59.75 60.63 61.14 6306 63.62 64.92
2.8 60.87 62.36 6321 6411 6500 6592 6074 61.63 6214 6395 6452 65.75
2.6 6191 6338 6421 6503 6591 6677 6178 62,67 63.18 64.88 6544 66.61
2.4 62.99 6444 6525 66.00 66.85 67.66 6286 63.76 64.26 6586 66.40 67.51
2.2 64.13 6554 66.33 67.00 67.82 6857 6401 6490 6539 6687 67.40 68.43
2.0 65.32 66.69 6745 6804 6883 6952 6521 66.08 6657 67.92 6844 69.39
18 66.57 67.89 6862 69.13 69.87 7051 6647 67.32 67.80 69.01 6951 70.39
16 67.89 69.14 69.82 70.26 70.96 7153  67.79 6862 69.07 7015 70.63 71.42
14 69.27 70.44 7107 7144 7208 7258  69.18 69.96 70.39 7134 7178 7248
12 70.72 7179 7237 7266 7324 7368 7063 7137 7176 7257 7298 7359
10 7224 7320 7370 7393 7444 7481 7216 7283 7319 7385 7422 7473
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Capacity Mutation Time = Day 35 Mutation Time = Day 40
multiplier
?) H;H; HM¢ HjLy MM¢ MLe  Lilg H;H; HM¢ HjLy MM¢ MLe  Lilg
3.0 59.70 60.36 60.73 63.00 6343 6486 59.66 60.14 6041 6294 6327 64.80
2.8 60.69 61.36 61.74 63.89 64.33 65.69 60.65 61.14 6142 6384 64.17 65.63
26 61.73 6240 6279 64.83 6526 66.55 61.69 6219 6247 64.78 6511 66.50
24 62.82 6350 6383 6580 66.23 67.45 62.78 6329 6358 6575 66.08 67.39
22 63.96 64.65 65.03 66.81 67.23 68.37 63.92 6444 64.73 66.77 67.09 68.33
20 65.16 65.84 66.22 67.87 68.28 69.34 65.12 65.65 6594 67.82 68.15 69.29
18 66.42 67.10 67.47 68.97 69.36 70.34 66.39 66.91 67.19 6893 69.24 70.29
16 67.75 6840 68.76 70.11 7049 71.37 67.71 68.23 6851 70.07 7037 71.33
14 69.14 69.77 70.11 71.30 71.66 7244 69.11 69.60 69.87 71.26 7155 7241
12 70.60 7119 7151 7254 7287 7355 7057 71.04 7130 7251 7277 7352
10 7214 7268 7297 73.82 7412 74.70 7211 7255 7278 73.80 74.04 74.67
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449  Supplemental Table 2: Minimum required capacity multiplier of each vaccine type under
450  different mutation timesto achieve alower AR than vaccine-H;H; with the capacity multipliers

451 of 1.0and 1.6

Mutation  HjHy: Capacity multiplier = 1.0 H;Hy: Capacity multiplier = 1.6
Time H;M; H;Ly MMy ML LjL H;M; H;Ly MM; ML Lilg
5 124 140 1.28 197 223 204
10 12 133 128 191 211 204
15 117 127 128 185 201 204

20 114 122 127 138 181 193 203
25 118 127 136 186 203
30 115 127 134 181 203
35 127 133 2.03
40 127 131 2.03
452
453
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