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Abstract

Israel was one of the first countries to administer mass vaccination. Consequently, it was among the
first countries to experience significant breakthrough infections due to the waning of vaccine-induced
immunity, which led to a resurgence of the epidemic. To mitigate the outbreak, Israel launched a pio-
neering booster campaign. Israel’s success in curtailing the Delta resurgence while imposing only mild
non-pharmaceutical interventions has been instrumental in influencing the decision of many countries to
initiate a booster campaign. By constructing a detailed mathematical model and calibrating it to the Is-
raeli data, we expand our understanding of the impact of the booster campaign from the individual to the
population level. We use the calibrated model to explore counterfactual scenarios in which the booster
vaccination campaign is altered and to assess the direct and indirect effects in the different scenarios.
Our results point to the vast benefits of vaccinating younger age groups that are not at a high risk of
developing severe disease but play an important role in transmission. We further show that when the
epidemic is exponentially growing the success of the booster campaign is highly sensitive to the timing
of its initiation. Hence a rapid response is an important factor in reducing disease burden using booster
vaccination.

1 Introduction
During June 2021, Israel experienced an exponential rise in COVID-19 cases, with many infections and
severe cases reported among vaccinated individuals. At that stage, roughly 80% of the eligible population
and two-thirds of the entire population were vaccinated, following a successful campaign using two doses
of the BNT162b2 vaccine [1–3]. Initially, it was unclear to what extent resurgence was driven by increased
infectiousness of the Delta variant, by heightened immune evasion, or by the waning of vaccine-elicited
immunity. A nationwide study in Israel reduced the uncertainty by demonstrating a strong effect of waning
immunity in all age groups six months from vaccination [4]. Israel faced a dilemma regarding the admin-
istration of booster vaccinations since, at that stage, the BNT162b2 booster vaccination had not yet been
approved by the United States food and drug administration (FDA) or any other regulatory agency.

In order to curtail the Delta outbreak, Israel began administering booster vaccinations on July 30, 2021.
Initially, booster vaccinations were restricted to ages 60 and older, but eligibility was rapidly extended to
other age groups, so that by the end of August 2021, individuals of age 16 and older who were at least five
months past their second dose were eligible for booster vaccination. During August, 2.25 million booster
vaccinations were administered, and by December 2021, an overall of ∼4 million individuals (∼80% of
the eligible population) received the booster.

The example of Israel’s success in curtailing the Delta resurgence without a lockdown and with mild
non-pharmaceutical interventions has been instrumental in influencing the decision of many nations to
initiate a booster campaign. There is, however, an ongoing debate and uncertainty regarding the required
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extent of a booster campaign, e.g., which age groups should be boosted, and the importance of a rapid
vaccination effort.

In this work, we present an in-depth analysis of the population-level impact of the different elements of
the booster campaign on epidemic outcomes. To do so, we develop a transmission model that incorporates
the waning of vaccine-induced immunity, and its buildup after boosting. The model accounts for vaccine
and booster administration per age group at a daily resolution and is calibrated using real-world data of
Israel in the period from July 1st to November 25th 2021. The model is fitted to time series of PCR
confirmed cases in 10-year age groups and different vaccination states. The calibrated model is used to
study the impact of the booster campaign by quantifying the outcomes of counter-factual scenarios, e.g.,
the application of alternative boosting campaigns in which boosting is restricted to specific age groups or
in which the timing of the booster campaign is modified.

The direct protection afforded to those vaccinated is estimated by conducting clinical trials and ob-
servational studies comparing outcomes in vaccinated and unvaccinated individuals [4, 5]. However, the
indirect protection provided by reducing transmission at the population level is a key consideration when
evaluating vaccination policies. The model is used to disentangle indirect effect by comparing outcomes
of the vaccination campaign to expected outcomes in the absence of vaccinations. By modelling the ‘com-
petition’ between the vaccination campaign and the spread of the epidemic, this study thus demonstrates
the contribution of mathematical modelling to analyzing data and obtaining a retrospective understanding
of the role of the different mechanisms in generating the observations. Such an understanding is crucial for
making future projections and planning interventions.

2 Methods
In order to capture the transmission dynamics of the Israeli fourth wave, we developed a discrete-time age-
of-infection age-stratified transmission model, which includes vaccination and booster administration. We
use nationwide high-resolution data from Israel to calibrate and validate the model. A complete account of
the data, model, and methods used is provided in the supplementary information. Here we provide a brief
description of the main details.

Data: The data was extracted from the Israel Ministry of Health’s database. The information per case
consists of age, place of residency, dates of PCR tests, vaccination dates (first, second, and third doses),
COVID-19 related hospitalization (mild or severe disease), and mortality. Severe disease was defined ac-
cording to the National Institutes of Health COVID-19 treatment guidelines [6].

Waning rates: We rely on the estimates of the waning rate of vaccine protection from infection in [4,7] to
estimate the loss in protection as a function of time since vaccination. The waning rate of vaccine protec-
tion from severe outcomes is assumed to be equal to the waning rate of vaccine protection from infection.
This assumption is validated using the relative estimates in [4]. See SM for additional details.

In the absence of data supporting quantitative estimates, we assume that the waning rate of booster
protection from infection and severe outcomes is half the waning rate of second dose vaccine protection
from infection and severe outcomes.

Transmission model and parameter inference: We developed a discrete-time age-of-infection age-
stratified transmission model. The infection process is modeled using a social contact matrix which de-
termines the average number of daily interactions, e.g., the number of contacts a 53-year-old has with
individuals in the 30-39 age group. The social contact matrix is composed of a linear combination of con-
tact matrices customized to Israel in key social settings [8]: household, work, community, and school. The
relative weight of the school matrix is set according to school vacations, whereas the relative weights of the
other three matrices are determined using Google’s COVID-19 community mobility data [9] (see SM for
details). Additional parameters are inferred by fitting the model to data collected during the period from
July 1st to November 25th 2021, in which the Delta surge took place in Israel. Specifically, we consider
the time series of confirmed cases stratified by 10-year age groups and vaccination status. These amount
to an overall 27 time series at daily resolution. We used these time series to estimate four parameters using
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maximum likelihood: the transmission parameter, a parameter corresponding to the relative susceptibility
of children, and two parameters related to the age-dependent detection rate of individuals.

We observe that the model agrees with the time series of severe cases stratified, as the detection data,
to 27 time series at daily resolution (see SM).

Calibration - PCR confirmed detection data
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Figure 1: Calibrated model outcomes vs actual data. Daily number of new detected cases who where
not vaccinated (A), who received two vaccine doses (B) and those who received three vaccine doses (C).
The data series presented in these graphs are aggregated from 27 data series which were used for model
calibration. Graphs corresponding to each of the data series are presented in the SM.

3 Results
Capturing the dynamics of the Delta outbreak The development of a model calibrated by real-world
data of Israel during the Delta surge is a key outcome of this work, as it provides a basis for the study.
Figure 1 demonstrates that the model captures the dynamics well, both before and during the period of the
booster vaccination campaign. It relies on only four fitted parameters, see methods and SM for details.
More so, all estimated parameter values are within reasonable epidemiological values, a fact which further
confirms the appropriateness of the modeling scheme. We note that, during September, the epidemiological
data shows some from variations and irregularities primarily due to a sequence of Jewish holidays, which
affect the level of the testing effort as well as patterns of transmission.

Following calibration of the model, we first use it to explore the scenario in which no booster vac-
cinations are administered, and no additional non-pharmaceutical interventions are implemented. In the
absence of boosters, the model projects the continued rise of a significant outbreak reaching a peak of
∼37,300 cases detected daily and ∼770 new severe cases per day with a significant portion of individuals
who had received two doses of vaccine, see red dashed curves in Figure 2. These numbers of severe cases
are far beyond the threshold at which medical care in Israel can be provided without being severely com-
promised. Indeed, Israel reached a peak of roughly 190 new severe cases per day in previous surges. Such
patient loads in hospitals had been estimated to have resulted in as much as 25% excess in-hospital mortal-
ity in Israel [10]. In fact, during previous surges, severe non-pharmaceutical interventions were applied at
much lower rates of severe cases. For example, Israel entered a lockdown on September 18th, 2020 with
∼80 new severe cases per day and to an additional lockdown on December 27th, 2020 with ∼100 new
severe cases per day.

The assessment of the situation during July indicated the urgent need of applying non-pharmaceutical
interventions or other restrictions to prevent catastrophic outcomes. In parallel, intensive research efforts
led to the understanding that the waning of vaccine efficacy in Israel is a dominant factor in the resurgence
of the epidemic spread [4]. Additionally, using the same modeling framework presented in this work,
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Booster Policy Change in cases Change in severe cases Change in mortality
No Boost 385% (384-390) 763% (757-783) 880% (871-905)
Ages 60 and above 303% (302-306) 232% (231-236) 209% (207-214)
Ages 40 and above 184% (184-186) 146% (145-149) 144% (143-148)
Early schedule 56.9% (56.7-57.4) 53% (52.8-54) 52% (51.5-53.3)
Late schedule 162% (162-164) 178% (177-182) 184% (182-188)

Table 1: Change in epidemiological outcomes in various booster policies relative to the outcomes of the
actual booster campaign.

quantitative assessment of the population-level effects of administrating a booster vaccine to the vaccinated
population, particularly those vaccinated at the initial stages of the Israeli vaccination campaign, showed
significant benefits in most scenarios tested, with a sharp reduction in the number of cases and the burden
of hospitalizations. Following these studies, and the recommendation of the pandemic advisory committe,
the Israeli ministry of health decided to launch a booster vaccination campaign.

Curtailing the outbreak using boosters On July 12, 2021 Israeli health authorities recommended the
administration of a third dose, to high-risk populations. The official booster campaign was initiated on
July 30st with a recommendation to vaccinate those of age 60 and older who had received a second Pfizer
vaccine dose at least five month before. The age of eligibility was gradually expanded during August:
Ages 50-59, August 13; Ages 40-49, August 20; Ages 30-39 on August 24, and ages 16 and older on
August 29. During the campaign, ∼42% of the population, 4 million individuals, were given a booster
vaccination (see [5] for details). To assess the population-level effect of the actual booster campaign in
Israel, we rely on the model calibrated with data from the Delta surge in Israel (see Figure 1) and compare
the model outcomes to model projections in a ‘hypothetical’ scenario in which no booster vaccinations are
administered.

Comparison of the red dashed line (No boosters) with the solid green line (Booster for ages 16+) in
Figure 2 demonstrates the dramatic impact of the booster campaign in curtailing the outbreak. In particular,
we find that the overall number of cases in the simulation that accounts for booster uptakes is 74% (CI;
73.9%-74.3%) smaller than the number of cases projected during the resurgent wave in the absence of
boosters or other interventions. Similarly, we estimate that booster vaccination reduced mortality by 88.6%
(CI; 88.5%-89%).

Assessing different boosting policies Israel chose to administer the booster to the general population
rather than concentrate on the elderly (ages 60 and older) and other high-risk groups. There is an ongoing
debate as to whether such a policy is best suited when the primary goal is to reduce the load on the health
care system. The dispute concerns the magnitude of reduction in severe disease cases due to decrease in
transmission rates in low-risk populations. To estimate the impact of boosting the low-risk groups, we
consider counter-factual scenarios in which the booster vaccination campaign is modified so that smaller
segments of the population are boosted. Specifically, we examine cases in which booster administration
is restricted to ages 60 and older or to ages 40 and older. To do so, we repeat the simulation presented
in Figure 2 while removing all boosters given to individuals under the age of 60 or 40, respectively, and
leaving the rates of vaccination in the eligible groups unchanged.

In the case booster vaccines are given only to age groups 60 and older, we observe that the outbreak is
considerably reduced compared to the case in which no boosters are given (see dash-dotted yellow curves
in Figure 2). Roughly a third of these averted cases are of ages below 60, demonstrating strong indirect
effects of the booster vaccination (see below for a quantitative assessment of the indirect effect of the
booster). The outbreak, however, is not reduced to the same extent as in the case boosters are provided to
all eligible ages (green solid line). Indeed, we observed that, under the conditions considered, restricting
booster eligibility to ages 60 and older leads to an increase of 303%, 232% and 209% in the number of
confirmed, severe cases and deaths respectively, relative to the number of cases when all eligible age groups
are provided a booster dose (see Table 1).
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Figure 2: Effect of waning and boosting. Model projections for epidemic spread in a scenario in which
no boosters are administrated (Dashed curve), boosters are administrated only for those of age 60 and
older (Dash-dotted curve), boosters are administrated only for those of age 40 and older (Dotted curve)
and a scenario which accounts for the actual numbers of boosters that were administered until the end of
November 2021 (Solid curve). A: Daily number of detected cases. B: Daily number of new severe cases.
Inset graph presents the same data as in B, but with a zoom-in on lower values of the y-axis. C: Effective
reproduction number.

As expected, when boosters are restricted to age groups 40 and older, the outcomes are closer to those
attained when boosters are given to ages 16 and older. Nevertheless, there is a significant increase of 184%,
146% and 144% in the number of confirmed, severe cases and deaths respectively (see Table 1 and dotted
blue curves in Figure 2). An important difference between the outcomes is that in the case boosters are
given to ages 40 and older, the epidemic slowly decays until an effective reproduction number of roughly
0.9 is reached (see Figure 2C). This slow decay leads to a projected average of 3,600 confirmed cases and
30 new severe cases per day in late November. In comparison, when boosters are given to ages 16 and older
the decay of the epidemic is faster with an effective reproduction number of ∼0.825, leading to 350-400
confirmed cases and 3-4 new severe cases per day in late November (see Figure 2C). Consequently, when
the booster campaign curtails the epidemic spread, the risk of a resurgence due to a new variant, seasonality,
national holidays, or future waning increases when booster eligibility is restricted to a smaller population.
The reason is that fewer people gain protection through vaccination or infection.
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Figure 3: Timing of boost start date. Model projections for epidemic spread in a scenario in which
the booster campaign had been delayed (Dashed curve) or advanced by two weeks (Dash-dotted curve),
compared to a scenario which accounts for the actual timing of the booster campaign (Solid curve). A:
Daily number of detected people. B: Daily number of new severe cases. C: Effective reproduction number.

Timing of the boosting campaign The Israeli Ministry of Health debated the need for a booster cam-
paign during the entire month of July. In early July, it was unclear to what extent the resurgence was
driven by increased infectiousness of the Delta variant, by heightened immune evasion, or by the waning
of vaccine-elicited immunity. Accordingly, the potential effectiveness of administering boosters in curtail-
ing the outbreak was also unclear. The picture was partially clarified in mid-July, as it became evident
that waning vaccine immunity plays a crucial role in driving the outbreak. Israeli authorities decided to
initiate an extensive booster campaign within two weeks of this observation. It is therefore interesting to
evaluate potential outcomes in case the booster campaign had been initiated at an earlier date, as well as
the consequences had the decision to initiate the campaign had been somewhat delayed. We address these
question by running the model simulation with the calibrated parameters, changing only the starting date
of the vaccination campaign.

Figure 3 shows that delaying or advancing the initiation of the vaccination campaign by two weeks
leads to major differences in the outcomes of the booster campaign. As expected, delaying the booster
vaccination campaign by two weeks results in a larger outbreak (see for comparison the differences between
the solid blue line and the dashed yellow curve in Figure 3). In this case, we find that the peak number
of severe cases and mortality are comparable to those attained when boosters are restricted to ages 60
and above. In the reverse case, in which the booster vaccination campaign is advanced by two weeks,
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the epidemic spread is curtailed at an early stage. The early epidemic decay leads to a reduction of 57%,
53% and 52% in the number of confirmed, severe cases and deaths, respectively, relative to the numbers
attained with the actual booster schedule, see the differences between the solid blue line and the dash dotted
red curve in Figure 3 and Table 1. In this case, however, the epidemic decay is very slow. Eventually,
by mid-October it stagnates with an effective reproduction number slightly below one. Accordingly, the
projected number of cases in late November is 1,300 confirmed cases and 10 new severe cases daily.
In comparison, the model projections corresponding to the actual booster campaign give rise to roughly
3 times less confirmed and severe daily cases in the same period. Consequently, we observe that the
early administration of booster vaccines efficiently curtails the epidemic wave in the short term. However,
it increases the risk of resurgence in the longer run due to the fact that fewer recovered individuals are
accumulated.

Quantification of direct and indirect effects Indirect benefits are a crucial consideration when evalu-
ating SARS-CoV-2 vaccination policies [11], but disentangling indirect effects from numerous types of
epidemic field observations is challenging [12]. Here, we follow [13] and use simulations to explicitly
quantify the indirect protective effect of the booster vaccination campaign, due to reduction of transmis-
sion. To do so, we use the model to compute epidemic outcomes in a scenario in which booster vaccination
is regarded to be non-protective. In such a case, the direct effect of booster vaccination is measured as
the number of infections among those who received the booster, since these infections would not have
occurred if the booster vaccine were fully protective. The indirect effect is computed as the difference
between the total excess infections that would have occurred if boosters were not administrated and the
number of infections prevented by the direct protective effect [13]. Our computation shows that among the
cases reduced due to the booster campaign, ∼55% were reduced due to direct protection, while the rest
are due to indirect protection. We further find that ∼82% of the new daily severe cases are reduced due to
direct protection, while the rest are due to indirect protection. We note that the above computation does not
take into account the occurrence of breakthrough infections among those who received a booster. The very
low rate of such breakthrough infections in the relevant period justifies this approximation. Accounting for
breakthrough infections in the computation would give slightly more weight to indirect protection.

The above results quantify the significant impact of booster vaccination in reducing transmission and
providing indirect protection to those susceptible to infection. In particular, these results points to the vast
benefits of vaccinating younger age groups that are not at a high risk of developing severe disease but do
play an important role in transmission.

4 Discussion
Israel was one of the first countries to administer mass vaccination and execute it with very high rollout
rates. Due to the early vaccination, Israel was also among the first countries where the waning of vaccine
protection occurred. Identification of the nature of vaccine waning [4] led Israeli authorities to pioneer a
booster campaign that curtailed the Delta resurgence. Previous studies have quantified the effects of boost-
ing on an individual level [5]. Here, we expand our understanding to the population level by constructing a
mathematical model that accurately describes the Delta surge dynamics in Israel. The modeling framework
allows us to compare alternative boosting policies to ascertain the trade-offs of vaccinating different age
groups and the importance of an early and extensive response. In addition, the mathematical model allows
one to explore the relative role of direct and indirect protection on different outcomes of the disease.

Our results indicate that, if a booster campaign had not been undertaken, Israel would have needed to
apply extensive non-pharmaceutical interventions to prevent a destructive epidemic wave. To quantify the
potential severity of the Delta outbreak, we used a counterfactual assumption that boosters had not been
provided. The model estimated that without boosting or non-pharmaceutical interventions, the potential of
the Delta wave was an increase of ∼880% in mortality, of ∼763% in severe disease, and a ∼385% increase
in detected infections. Overall, providing a booster vaccination to roughly 40% of the population led to
a ∼70% decrease in the number of cases. The gap between these numbers demonstrates the significant
indirect protection of the booster vaccination.
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Quantifying the extent of direct and indirect protection is crucial in building strategies to cope with the
pandemic or end it [11]. The direct protection of the booster has been estimated in both clinical trials and
observational studies [5, 14, 15]. Indirect protection was estimated in a household study [16], and found
that the odds ratio of a secondary case in a vaccinated individual was 0.54 of an unvaccinated person.
However, the full extent of the indirect protection by reducing transmission can not be fully estimated
in the field. Mechanistic modelling can help bridge this gap. Indeed, we demonstrate the use of the
model to explicitly quantify the indirect protective effect of the booster vaccination campaign by studying
appropriate counterfactual scenarios.

In addition, we assess the expected impact of more restricted booster vaccination campaigns and com-
pare alternative policies. Restriction of booster availability to age groups 40+ or 60+ would have signifi-
cantly reduced infection, severe disease, and deaths (see Table 1). On the other hand, it is far less effective
in all the outcomes than boosting more segments of the population. We further show that when the epidemic
is exponentially growing, the success of the booster campaign is sensitive to the timing of the initiation.
For instance, advancing the campaign two weeks earlier would have led to an overall decrease in the num-
ber of cases by roughly a factor of three compared to the actual booster campaign. This sensitivity to the
timing manifests the competition between the epidemic spread and the booster rollout rate and the fact that
booster vaccinations provide excellent protection to an individual within a short period from receiving the
vaccination.

We have used the data and parameter values representing the population’s epidemiology and behavior
during the Delta resurgence in Israel to calibrate the model. The focus of this case study raises a natural
question regarding the extent to which our conclusions can be generalized. The transmission dynamics
are sensitive to the social contact patterns. The social contact matrix used in the model is composed of a
time-varying linear combination of contact matrices in key social settings [8] which is determined using
Google’s COVID-19 community mobility data. We found that the number of social contacts of those above
the age of 60 during the Delta outbreak in Israel was relatively high compared to previous waves and the
number of social contacts described by the commonly used POLYMOD contact matrix in this age group.
Indeed, the contribution of age group 60 and older to the basic reproduction number in the time-varying
social contact matrix used in the simulation varies about 10-11%, while the contribution of age group 60
and older to the basic reproduction number in the POLYMOD contact matrix adapted to Israel [17] is just
2%. We also note that the impact of extending eligibility for the booster vaccine to younger age groups
also crucially depends on the vaccine uptake rates, which is lower in younger age groups (see Figure 6 in
the SM). The above considerations warrant care in adapting the results to other countries.

This work aims at understanding the population-level effect of booster vaccine protection at the short-
term. Accordingly, the model neglects factors that are likely to impact epidemic outcomes in the coming
years. In particular, we did not account for demographic turnover (births, deaths, and aging), waning
of convalescent immunity, or seasonality in the transmission rate. To conclude, this study highlights the
importance of using boosters to curtail outbreaks resulting from waning immunity. The modeling demon-
strates that both a rapid response, and one that includes the sub-populations which plays a significant role
in transmission, even if they are at low risk of severe disease, are significant for reducing the disease bur-
den. As the world faces the danger of new variants of concern, such as the Omicron threat, it is crucial to
improve our ability to minimize the toll of the disease.
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Supplementary Materials - Materials and Methods

A Data sources
The incidence data sets include all PCR confirmed (detected) and severe Covid-19 cases in Israel be-
tween July 1st to November 25th 2021. The data sets are stratified by age-group (9 age-groups: 0-9,10-
19,20-29,30-39,40-49,50-59,60-69,70-79,80+) and by vaccination status: unvaccinated, vaccinated with
two doses and booster-vaccinated.

The data files are available at github.com/NGavish/boosterVaccinationModel.git.
Note: Data cells with non-zero values smaller than 5 were randomized to comply with the Israeli Ministry’s
of Health regulations.

B Transmission model
We develop a discrete-time age-of-infection model (also known as renewal equation-type model). Ac-
counting for age-of-infection enables us to take into account the appropriate generation-time distribution.
Additionally, it enables us to precisely incorporate the processes of primary and booster vaccination based
on the detailed data at daily resolution of the vaccination schedule, and the increase of susceptibility of
those vaccinated with time since vaccination, as estimated in previous studies from Israel.

The source code of the transmission model is available at github.com/NGavish/boosterVaccinationModel.git.
In what follows, we describe the main components and computations of the model.

Dynamic variables
The population is divided into n = 9 age groups. The discrete variable t refers to time in days, where t = 0
is the first day on which vaccinations were administered in Israel (Dec. 20,2020). We distinguish between
non-vaccinated individuals (nv), vaccinated (v) and those vaccinated with three doses (b), and compute the
evolution of the following variables:

• S(t, j) is the overall number of susceptible, non-vaccinated individuals of age group j on day t.

• V (t, j, s) is the overall number of individuals of age group j who had been vaccinated s days before
day t, and have not been infected up to day t.

• B(t, j, s) is the overall number of individuals of age group j, who have received a booster dose s
days before day t, and have not been infected up to day t.

• inv(t, j) is the number of newly infected individuals of age group j on day t who have never been
vaccinated.

• iv(t, j, s) is the number of newly infected individuals of age group j on day t who were vaccinated s
days before day t.

• ib(t, j, s) is the number of newly infected individuals of age group j who received a booster vacci-
nation s days before day t.

Model equations
The daily incidence of infections of unvaccinated individuals in age group j at day t is given by

inv(t, j) = S(t, j)Fj(t), (1a)
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where Fj(t) is the force of infection or the daily probability of an unvaccinated individual from age group j
becoming infected. The force of infection is given by

Fi(t) =
n∑

j=1

βij(t)

Nj

τmax∑
τ=1

Pτ ·
[
inv(t− τ, j) + îv(t− τ, j) + îb(t− τ, j)

]
(1b)

where îv(t, j) =
∑t

s=1 iv(t, j, s) and îb(t, j) =
∑t

s=1 ib(t, j, s) are the total number of individuals of age
group j who have received second shot or booster vaccination, respectively, and become infected on day t.
Additionally, Pτ (1 ≤ τ ≤ τmax, here τmax = 14 days) is the generation time probability density function,
β(t) is the time-varying transmission matrix whose ijth element denotes the transmission rate between an
individual from age-group j and individuals of age-group i; See below for details on the estimation of the
generation-time distribution and the construction of the transmission matrix.

Similarly, the daily incidence of infections of vaccinated individuals in age group j at day t is given by
and

iv(t, j, s) = [1− VEv(s)]V (t, j, s)Fj(t), ib(t, j, s) = [1− VEb(s)]B(t, j, s)Fj(t), s = 1, 2, · · · , t
(1c)

where VEv(s) and VEb(s) is the profile of vaccine protection against infection of individuals s days after
first dose vaccination or booster vaccination, respectively.

The simulation progresses day by day, t = t0, t0 + 1, · · · , where t0 is the start time of the simulation
(t0 = 194 in this work, corresponding to the time from the first vaccination in Israel to July 1,2021, the
start of our simulation). For each day t and group j, it performs the following steps:

1. Compute the daily incidence of infections, using (1).

2. Update the number of susceptible individuals, taking into account infections and vaccinations with
the first dose.

S(t, j) = S(t− 1, j)− inv(t, j)− Tvac(t, j), j = 1, · · · , n

where Tvac(t, j) is the number of individuals of age group j who are vaccinated on day t.

3. Update number of vaccinated, taking into account infections, first dose vaccinations and booster
vaccination

V (t, j, s) = V (t− 1, j, s− 1)− iv(t, j, s− 1) + δs=1(s)Tvac(t, j)− Tboost(t, j, s), s = 1, · · · , t

where Tboost(t, j, s) is the number of individuals of age group j who were vaccinated s days before
day t and received a booster vaccination which became effective on day t, and δs=1(s) = 1 when s =
1, and zero otherwise.

4. Update number individuals who have received the booster, taking into account infections, and new
booster vaccinations

B(t, j, s) = B(t− 1, j, s− 1)− ib(t, j, s− 1) + δs=1(s)
t∑

τ=1

Tboost(t, j, τ), s = 1, · · · , t

Model parameters
Table 2 summarizes the list of model parameters and the basis for setting their values. In addition, the
model inputs includes the transmission matrix and vaccination schedules. In what follows, we provide
additional details on the parameters and inputs.

Generation time distribution The generation time distribution Pτ was set to a discretized version of a
gamma distribution with a mean of 4 days and a standard deviation of 2.7 days, based on intervals between
infections obtained from over 5000 triplets of known infector-infectee/infector-infectee in the data set of
confirmed cases in Israel during July-October 2021.
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Parameter Meaning Value Basis for set value

Nj Age-group sizes 1830,1550,1310,1210,1106,
864,747,500,283 (1e3)

Israel Central Bureau of
Statistics

Pτ Generation-time distribution ∼ Gamma with mean of 4
days and s.d. of 2.7 days

Estimated using contact-
tracing data in Israel during
July-October 2021

dτ
Time distribution from in-
fection to detection

∼ Gamma with mean of 4.5
days and s.d. of 2.4 days

Estimated using contact-
tracing data in Israel during
July-October 2021

dsev,τ
Time distribution from de-
tection to severe state

∼ Gamma with mean of 4.5
days and s.d. of 5 days

Estimated using confirmed
cases data in Israel during
July-October 2021

VEv(s)

Profile of vaccine protection
against infection for individ-
uals s days after first dose
vaccination

See Figure 8A
Relies on the vaccine ef-
ficacy estimates presented
in [4, 7].

VEb(s)

Profile of vaccine protection
against infection for individ-
uals s days after booster vac-
cination

See Figure 8B
Relies on the vaccine ef-
ficacy estimates presented
in [14].

δj
Relative susceptibility of in-
dividuals of age-group j

δ1 = 0.601 [0.598-0.604]
δj>1 = 1

δ1 was estimated by fitting
the data, while δj>1 were
fixed to 1

R(t0)
The reproductive number at
time t0 = 194 (July 1, 2021) 2.605 [2.603-2.607] Estimated by fitting the data

ρj

Probability of an infected
case of age-group j to be de-
tected

ρ1:7 = 0.446 [0.445-0.448],
ρ8:9 = 0.572 [0.566-0.582]

Estimated by fitting the data
using 2 parameters: one for
individuals under 70 and one
for 70 and above

κnv,j

Probability of an unvacci-
nated detected case of age-
group j to become a severe
case

0.0003,0.0004,0.0055,
0.0160,0.0360,0.0722,
0.1553,0.2713,0.4834

Calculated using confirmed
cases data in Israel during
July-October 2021

κv,j

Probability of a vaccinated
detected case of age-group j
to become a severe case

0.0000,0.0000,0.0005,
0.0007,0.0026,0.0117,
0.0332,0.0887,0.2264

Calculated using confirmed
cases data in Israel during
July-October 2021

κb,j

Probability of a boostered
detected case of age-group j
to become a severe case

0.0000,0.0000,0.0004,
0.0006,0.0033,0.0055,
0.0228,0.0588,0.1435

Calculated using confirmed
cases data in Israel during
July-October 2021

Table 2: Model parameters
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Transmission matrix The transmission matrix β is given by

βij(t) = ν0δiCij(t), ν0 =
R(t0)

ρ (M)
, M =

δ1C11(0) · · · δnC1n(0)
...

. . .
...

δ1Cn1(0) · · · δnCnn(0)

 ,

where C is an age-group contact matrix, δ is a vector containing the relative susceptibilities of each age-
group (set to 1 except for the young children age-group 0-9 whose relative susceptibility was obtained by
fitting the data), R(t0) is the basic reproductive number at time t = t0 (that is the reproductive number in
the absence of immunity induced by vaccinations and previous infections), and ρ(M) is the spectral radius
of a matrix M .

We modeled the contact matrix C as follows:

Cij(t) = µh(t)C
h
ij + µw(t)C

w
ij + µs(t)C

s
ij + µc(t)C

c
ij

where Ch, Cw, Cs, Cc are household/work/school/community contact matrices, respectively, derived for
Israel using census and survey data on key socio-demographic features [8] (see Figure 4). The coefficients
µh(t), µw(t), µs(t) and µc(t) measure the contribution of contacts within the different settings to the over-
all contacts at time t. The coefficients for households, workplaces and community contacts are obtained
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Figure 4: Contact matrices used in the fitting procedure (taken from [8]).
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from Google’s COVID-19 community mobility report for Israel during the modeled period [9]. The school
coefficients were determined according to the assessed level of operation of formal and informal educa-
tional institutions during the modeled period. In particular, this period included both summer vacation
during July-August and Jewish holidays during September (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5: Daily coefficients for the contact matrices used in the fitting procedure. The household coef-
ficient is based on Google Mobility Report residential percent change from baseline. The work coefficient
is based on Google Mobility Report’s workplaces percent change from baseline. The community coeffi-
cient is based on Google Mobility Report’s retail and recreation percent change from baseline. The school
coefficient was set according to the assessed level of school openings at each period.
All curves were smoothed using a 7-day moving-average.

Vaccination and booster schedules The vaccination schedule Tvac(t, j) includes age-stratified first dose
vaccine uptakes at daily resolution, and is acquired from the Israel Ministry of Health’s database. Similarly,
we acquire from this database the booster schedule Tboost(t, j) which describes the number of individuals
of age group j who received a booster vaccination on day t. Figure 6 presents the booster uptake in
Israel. The model, however, requires an extend schedule Tboost(t, j, s) which also contains the number
of days s from the day of receiving the first vaccine shot to the day of receiving the booster. However,
the organization of Israel Ministry of Health database makes it cumbersome to extract the distribution
of days s since first dose vaccination for those who received a booster vaccination on day t. We have
therefore assumed that those who first who received a first dose of vaccine are also the first to receive a
booster vaccine.

Both vaccination schedules are processed to account for vaccination of recovered individuals who were
not detected. Particularly, we estimate the number of recovered undetected cases per age groups using the
detection rate ρj , and subtract them from the vaccination numbers in the vaccination schedule.

We have verified that the model outcomes are insensitive to the assumptions above.
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Figure 6: Booster uptake in Israel. The cumulative portion of the vaccinated population in each age group
who received a booster shot.

Vaccine efficacy profiles We rely on vaccine efficacy estimates acquired in a large integrated health
system in the USA [7], together with recent estimates acquired in a nationwide study from Israel [18]
which extends [4] to account for data collected in July-September 2021 (see Figure 7A). We assume the
same vaccine efficacy waning profile for all ages, in accordance with studies showing that the efficacy of
mRNA vaccines in reducing infections is nearly independent of age [1, 4, 7, 19]. In lack of data on vaccine
efficacy in the long term, we further assume that, in accordance with the trend line fitted in Figure 7A.,
vaccine protection against infection decays to zero roughly 300 days after the vaccination. We have verified
that the model outcomes are insensitive to this assumption.

The short-term booster protection estimated in a nationwide study from Israel [14] is used to extract
the efficacy profile V Eb(s) of individuals s days after receiving the booster for s ≤ 35. In the absence of
data supporting quantitative estimates, we assume that the waning rate of booster protection from infection
is half the waning rate of the protection provided by second dose vaccine (see Figure 8B).

The model assumes that the risk of a vaccinated person who has been infected to develop severe disease
does not change in time. Thus the waning of vaccine efficacy against severe disease is due only to the
waning of protection against infection. Under this assumption, the best fitted vaccine efficacy temporal
profile well agrees with current estimates of vaccine efficacy against severe disease estimates [4], see
Figure 7B.

Initialization
The initial values for the dynamic variables in the model were set as follows:

• inv,j(t) ,(t0 − τmax ≤ t ≤ t0 − 1) - set as the non-vaccinated detected cases from age-group j with
a 5-days lag (mean detection time) divided by the reporting rate ρj (see below).

• iv,j(t) ,(t0 − τmax ≤ t ≤ t0 − 1) - set as the vaccinated detected cases from age-group j with a
5-days lag divided by the reporting rate ρj .

• Sj(t0) - set as Nj minus the known non-vaccinated recovered cases up to time t0 divided by the
reporting rate, minus the vaccinated up to time t0 and minus the infected at time t0.

• Vj(t0) - set as the vaccinated from age-group j up to time t0 minus those infected after vaccination
up to time t0.
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Since the model was ran starting from July 1st prior to the delivering of any booster shot, the variables B
and ib at time t0 were set to zero for all age-groups.

C Model calibration
Observation of infections The observation model connects the infection counts generated by the epi-
demic model to those observed in the data, taking into account the delay from infection to the identification
of a case and the fact that only a fraction of infections are identified.

We denote by ρj the reporting rates for individuals of age group j, that is the probability that an infected
case will be detected. We define the distribution of time from infection to detection by {dτ}, that is, dτ is
the probability that a person infected on day t will be detected on day t+ τ , assuming detection.

The expected numbers of non-vaccinated, vaccinated, and boosted individuals detected in each age
group on day t are then given by:

λnv(j, t) = ρj
∑
τ

dτ inv(t− τ, j),

λv(j, t) = ρj
∑
τ

dτ iv(t− τ, j),

λb(j, t) = ρj
∑
τ

dτ ib(t− τ, j).

Denoting by īnv(t, j), īv(t, j), īb(t, j), the numbers of infected individuals of age group j detected among
the non-vaccinated, vaccinated, and booster-vaccinated classes on day t, we assume

īnv(t, j) ∼ Poisson (λnv(j, t)) ,

īv(t, j) ∼ Poisson (λv(j, t)) ,

īb(t, j) ∼ Poisson (λb(j, t)) .

The likelihood function Under this observation model, the likelihood corresponding to the infection
data, given an epidemic trajectory generated by the epidemic model is:

L = Lnv · Lv · Lb

where
Lnv =

∏
j

∏
t

e−λnv(j,t) · 1

īnv(t, j)!
(λnv(j, t))

īnv(t,j) ,

and similarly for Lv , Lb.
Since L depends on the epidemic model output for given parameter values, L is a function of these

model parameters. The maximum likelihood estimates for the parameters are found by maximizing the
function L, using numerical optimization. Overall, four parameters were estimated as part of fitting the
data (Table 2). Detailed results of the model fit are shown in Figures 9-11. 95% CI for the parameter
estimates were calculated using likelihood profiles [20] (Figure 15).

Modeling severe cases We extend the model by modeling the flux of severe cases from detected cases.
We denote by {dsev,τ} the distribution of time from infection to becoming severe, that is a person infected
on day t who becomes a severe case, will become severe on day t + τ with probability dsev,τ . The
probability that an unvaccinated detected person of age-group j will become a severe case is denoted by
κnv,j . Analogous probabilities for vaccinated individuals and individuals who have received a booster are
denoted by κv,j and κb,j . These probabilities were all extracted from the data (Table 2). We assume that
all severe cases are detected.
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The expected numbers of unvaccincated, vaccinated and booster-vaccinated from age-group j that reach
a severe state at time t are then given by

sevnv(t, j) = κnv,j

∑
τ

dsev,τλnv(j, t),

sevv(t, j) = κv,j

∑
τ

dsev,τλv(j, t),

sevb(t, j) = κb,j

∑
τ

dsev,τλb(j, t).

Setting the parameters to the maximum likelihood estimates obtained from fitting the detected cases, we
run the extended model and compare the results to the observed incidences of new severe cases. Detailed
results of the model fit to the these data are shown in Figures 12-14.
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Figure 9: Model fit to detected cases incidences in unvaccinated individuals. Points indicate the ob-
served data while the red lines indicate the model fit.
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Figure 10: Model fit to detected cases incidences in vaccinated individuals. Points indicate the observed
data while the red lines indicate the model fit.
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Figure 11: Model fit to detected cases incidences in boostered individuals. Points indicate the observed
data while the red lines indicate the model fit.
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Figure 12: Model fit to severe cases incidences in unvaccinated individuals. Points indicate the observed
data while the red lines indicate the model fit.
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Figure 13: Model fit to severe cases incidences in vaccinated individuals. Points indicate the observed
data while the red lines indicate the model fit.
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Figure 14: Model fit to severe cases incidences in boostered individuals. Points indicate the observed
data while the red lines indicate the model fit.
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Figure 15: Likelihood profiles for the estimated parameters.
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