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In many countries, an extensive vaccination programme has substantially reduced the 
public-health impact of SARS-CoV-2, limiting the number of hospital admissions and 
deaths compared to an unmitigated epidemic. Ensuring a low-risk transition from the 
current situation to one in which SARS-CoV-2 is endemic requires maintenance of high 
levels of population immunity. The observed waning of vaccine efficacy over time suggests 
that booster doses may be required to maintain population immunity especially in the most 
vulnerable groups. Here, using data and models for England, we consider the dynamics of 
COVID-19 over a two-year time-frame, and the role that booster vaccinations can play in 
mitigating the worst effects. We find that boosters are necessary to suppress the imminent 
wave of infections that would be generated by waning vaccine efficacy. Projecting further 
into the future, the optimal deployment of boosters is highly sensitive to their long-term 
action. If protection from boosters wanes slowly (akin to protection following infection) then 
a single booster dose to the over 50s may be all that is needed over the next two-years. 
However, if protection wanes more rapidly (akin to protection following second dose 
vaccination) then annual or even biannual boosters are required to limit subsequent 
epidemic peaks an reduce the pressure on public health services. 

 
 
The SARS-CoV-2 pandemic has had a devastating effect on mortality, morbidity, social wellbeing 
and economics worldwide [1-6]. Given the scale of the pandemic, eradication (either nationally or 
globally) seems unlikely over medium time-scales. It is therefore important to consider the transition 
from pandemic to endemic and how this can be managed without allowing excessive amounts of 
disease or resorting to repeated lockdowns. Maintaining high levels of population immunity is key to 
a successful transition to endemicity, yet this is confounded by waning immunity [7-8] - both following 
infection and vaccination. Here, using England as a well-described example with high quality data, 
we use fitted epidemiological models to consider the interplay between waning, boosters and 
infection dynamics over the next two years. 
 
England has experienced three relatively synchronised waves of infection. The first wave began in 
early March 2020, reaching a peak of 3099 hospital admissions on 1st April 2020 then declining to 
relatively low levels by the summer of 2020. The second wave began in September of 2020 and was 
exacerbated by the emergence of the Alpha variant [9-11]; it reached a peak of 4134 hospital 
admissions on 12th January 2021 before declining. The third wave, largely associated with the Delta 
variant [12-13], began in June 2021 and can be characterised by its persistence and relatively low 
levels of hospital admissions (compared with cases), attributable to the success of the national 
vaccination campaign. Vaccination in England began on 8th December 2020, with a prioritisation 
schedule based on age and risk [14-15], and has generally seen high levels of vaccine uptake. By 
October 2021, over 2.6 million second doses had been administered to those aged 80 and over 
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(approximately 97% of the age-group1) and over 10 million second doses had been given to those 
aged 60-79 (approximately 99% of the age-group1). The uptake has been lower within younger age 
groups (approximate 83% for 20-59 year olds), but has still contributed to substantially increasing 
population level immunity, limiting cases, hospitalisations and deaths in the community [16] .  
 
Multiple immunological studies have demonstrated an armory of protective immune responses 
against SARS-CoV-2 (specific antibodies, CD4+ T-cells and CD8+ T-cells [17,18]): however, 
immunological and epidemiological data show that immunity is not permanent. Neutralising serum 
antibodies are considered as correlates of protection against infection [8], whilst levels of binding 
antibody have been shown to correlate reasonably well with functional, neutralising antibodies [18]. 
Accordingly, antibody decay rates have been used as proxies for waning immunity, with SARS-CoV-
2 specific antibodies having a half-life of around 100 days [8,19-22] and reduced levels indicative of 
a reduction in protection [8]. From observational epidemiological studies, there is evidence of 
repeated infection [23,24], which may be exacerbated by differences between variants, such that 
those infected with the wild-type variant are less immune to the Delta variant and are at risk of 
reinfection. Assessment of vaccine efficacy over time also shows a decline in protection against 
infection, symptoms and severe disease [25,26]. This decline is most pronounced in the elderly and 
vulnerable who were amongst the first to be vaccinated in the UK and therefore have had longer for 
efficacy to wane [25,26]. However, this picture is confounded by the use of different vaccines which 
generate different initial levels of protection and may wane at different rates. To combat this declining 
efficacy, a booster campaign primarily targeted at those over 50 years old (or in specific clinically 
vulnerable groups) has been launched, with the aim of increasing immunity in those most likely to 
suffer severe disease. 
 
Here, using a mathematical model that has been fitted to the SARS-CoV-2 outbreak in England, we 
consider the role of the Autumn 2021 booster campaign (which initially targets those over 50, 
healthcare workers and those that are clinically vulnerable, at least 6 months after their second 
vaccine dose), whether additional vaccination programmes will be needed and what form these 
should ideally take. The model is a deterministic age-structured model [27] that also incorporates 
multiple variants [28] and vaccination [29]. It has been extended to include waning of immunity (both 
following infection and following vaccination) and third (booster) doses of vaccine (full details given 
in the Supplementary Material). In projecting this model forwards, we face three major sources of 
uncertainty. 
Firstly, the mixing and social behaviour of the population has been seen to vary through time as 
different control measures are enforced or recommended. However, any change in the population’s 
level of precautionary behaviour (which is a combination of multiple mitigation measures e.g. social 
distancing, mask use, avoiding high-risk settings, working from home) is not simply a reflection of 
the current rules, but is strongly influenced by perceived risk. Historic levels of precautionary 
behaviour are inferred from the pattern of cases, hospital admissions and deaths (Figure 1) but a 
number of future projections are feasible. Here we simply extrapolate the linear decline that has 
been inferred since the beginning of 2021, leading to pre-COVID mixing in the younger population 
by March 2022 (CI December 2021-May 2022) and in the older population by April 2022 (CI January 
- August 2022). 
Secondly, although data indicate that vaccine efficacy wanes over time, these are all using relatively 
short-duration studies; vaccination has only been widely available since December 2020 so 
measures of efficacy are all truncated at 6-9 months. Whilst the available data can allow us to assess 
trends in the decline of vaccine efficacy, the long-term (asymptotic) levels are unknown. We 

                                                
1 We note that achieving an estimate of percentage uptake is confounded by needing a robust estimate of 
the population size in each age-group.  
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therefore consider three levels of asymptotic protection, corresponding to 0%, 30% and 50% vaccine 
efficacy against infection (Figure 1); these are amalgamated in the main paper but are separated in 
the Supplementary Material. Protection against hospital admission and death is also assumed to 
wane, but to a higher asymptotic level such that severe outcomes are reduced by 70% conditional 
on infection compared with someone who has not been vaccinated. 
Finally, although there is good data on antibody response following a booster dose [30], it is unclear 
precisely how this and other correlates of immunity will translate into long-term protection against 
infection and more severe outcomes [31]. We therefore model two extreme assumptions: either the 
third dose generates high and relatively long-lasting protection that wanes over slower timescales 
comparable to natural infection; or the third dose boosts protection to levels slightly higher than after 
the second dose which then wane over time in a similar manner to the waning after second doses 
(Figure 1 and Supplementary Material). Such boosting applies to all individuals whose protection 
(either following infection or vaccination) has waned, although this is dominated by individuals who 
have had two doses of vaccine and have not been infected. 
 
Projections from October 2021 to October 2023 are shown in Figure 2, and focus on the number of 
daily hospital admissions due to COVID-19 (similar projections for deaths are given in the 
Supplementary Material). The historic model results (black line) are in excellent agreement with the 
data for England (red dots) showing the accuracy of the fitting mechanisms. Projecting these 
dynamics into the future shows that without boosters (dark blue line in all graphs) we would expect 
a large outbreak and associated hospitalisations in early 2022 surpassing the January 2021 second 
wave (which peaked at 4134 admissions), although the 95% prediction intervals are wide (95% 
prediction intervals capture the range of three assumptions about asymptotic protection and the 
impact of parameter uncertainty, both inferred and assumed, on the projected dynamics). We note 
that the three assumptions about asymptotic levels of protection require their own inferred 
parameters, constraining the model to agree with recent data despite the different levels of 
population immunity generated by the assumptions.  
 
The introduction of boosters, at 1.3 million per week and at least 6 months after the second dose, 
suppresses much of the early 2022 wave. However, the longer-term dynamics are critically 
dependent on the protective characteristics following the booster. We assume a high uptake of the 
booster vaccine, with 95% of those over 70 years old and 90% of those under 70 who have received 
the first two doses of vaccine taking the third. When boosters offer high and relatively long-lasting 
efficacy (left column of Figure 2) extending the annual booster campaign to younger age-groups 
pushes future waves to be later and far smaller (comparing the red, yellow, purple and green lines). 
In contrast, when boosters wane at a similar speed to second-dose efficacy (right column of Figure 
2), then the merits of extending an annual (autumn) booster campaign to younger age-groups is 
marginal, pushing subsequent waves to later in 2022 but doing little to mitigate overall or peak 
hospital admissions and only marginally reducing deaths. Under these pessimistic assumptions 
about the action of boosters, the use of biannual boosting every six months to the over 50s can 
truncate the larger waves, keeping the mean hospital admissions below a thousand per day for the 
entire time-frame simulated. Other patterns of boosters (such as adding a single six-month booster 
to the annual cycle, or only delivering a single round of boosters) lead to subsequent large waves in 
later years; however, under the longer-lasting assumption, a single round of boosters may be 
sufficient to suppress large numbers of hospital admissions for multiple years. 
 
One way to quantify the projected impact of boosters is to calculate the average number of hospital 
admissions prevented by one booster (Figure 2 lower graph).  For longer-lasting boosters, the 
maximal benefit per dose for annual boosters occurs when they are given to those over 50 years 
old; while offering boosters to younger age groups reduces the projected epidemic impact, the 
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benefit per dose is less.  The overall maximal benefit per dose occurs for a single booster given to 
the over 50s in Autumn 2021. This pattern is also seen in lives saved per booster (Supplementary 
Material). For projections in which boosters wane more rapidly, annual vaccination of over 50s 
generates the greatest number of hospital admissions prevented per dose; although a single booster 
in Autumn 2021 results in the greatest number of lives saved per booster dose. 
 
Taken together these results highlight the need for high uptake of booster doses with a rapid delivery 
schedule (see Supplementary Material) as well as the vital importance of continual epidemiological 
monitoring to determine the level of population immunity across different age-groups [32]. The 
difference between rapidly waning immunity following boosters and much slower waning is stark, 
and determines the optimal path to endemicity, in particular whether regular boosters will be needed. 
Although we have considered the number of hospital admissions averted per booster dose as a 
single quantitative measure, there are multiple practical tradeoffs in terms of minimising the pressure 
on health services and hence reducing peak hospital admissions. The chosen booster program of 
targeting the over 50s, healthcare workers and clinically vulnerable appears optimal in the short 
term, but may need to be supplemented by additional boosters in these at-risk groups if efficacy is 
observed to decline.  
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Figure 1. Inferred precautionary behaviour (top) and the range of vaccine efficacy 
assumptions (bottom). The inferred precautionary behaviour (blue solid line for younger people 
(<40 years old), dashed orange line for older individuals (>60 years old) together with 95% credible 
intervals) is shown together with the different periods of restrictions / behaviour and the three main 
variants in circulation (top panel, coloured bar). The lower figures show the assumed efficacy against 
infection, hospitalisation (solid lines: asymptoting to 50% (green), 30% (blue) and 0% (red) 
protection against infection) assuming equal amounts of Pfizer (BNT162b2) and AstraZeneca 
(ChAdOx1) vaccines and the action of boosters (dashed lines: high longer-lasting protection on the 
left; lower, waning protection on the right). Protection against death is assumed to wane in the same 
proportional way. The displayed timing of boosters is for illustrative purposes only. 
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Figure 2. Comparison of the impact of boosters on hospital admissions per day to the 
counterfactual of no boosters. The top four graphs show projected hospital admissions per day 
in England over time (on a logarithmic scale) with data (red dots); the left-hand graphs are for the 
longer-lasting booster assumption while the right-hand graphs are for waning boosters. The top 
graphs show annual boosters (starting in September each year) given to different age-groups; the 
middle graphs show different temporal patterns of boosters given to the over fifties. The lower graph 
shows the number of hospital admissions prevented per booster dose (means and 95% prediction 
intervals) for the seven booster strategies considered relative to not offering boosters. 
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