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Abstract

It is widely acknowledged that vaccinating at maximal effort in the face
of an ongoing epidemic is the best strategy to minimise infections and
deaths from the disease. Despite this, no one has proved that this is
guaranteed to be true if the disease follows multi-group SIR (Susceptible-
Infected-Recovered) dynamics. This paper provides a novel proof of
this principle for the existing SIR framework, showing that the total
number of deaths or infections from an epidemic is decreasing in vac-
cination effort. Furthermore, it presents a novel model for vaccination
which assumes that vaccines assigned to a subgroup are distributed ran-
domly to the unvaccinated population of that subgroup. It suggests,
using COVID-19 data, that this more accurately captures vaccination
dynamics than the model commonly found in the literature. However,
as the novel model provides a strictly larger set of possible vaccination
policies, the results presented in this paper hold for both models.
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2 Optimality of Maximal-Effort Vaccination

1 Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic has illustrated the importance of quickly implement-
ing vaccination policies which target particular groups within a population
Fitzpatrick and Galvani (2021). The difference in final infections between
targeted policies and uniform distribution to the entire population can be sig-
nificant Castro and Singer (2021), Estadilla et al (2021) and so it is important
that the models underlying these decisions provide realistic predictions of the
outcomes of different policies.

One of the most commonly used models to forecast epidemics is the
multi-group SIR (Susceptible-Infected-Recovered) model Ram and Schapos-
nik (2021), Acemoglu et al (2021), Kuniya (2019). This model divides the
population into different groups based on characteristics such as age or occu-
pation. Each group is then further sub-divided into categories of susceptible,
infected and recovered. Where vaccination does not give perfect immunity, fur-
ther sub-categorization based on vaccination status can also be used Kuga and
Tanimoto (2018), as will be done in this paper.

While many other approaches have been developed either by adding com-
partments to the SIR framework Moore et al (2021) or using completely
different models such as networks Chen and Sun (2014) or stochastic sim-
ulations Ball and Lyne (2002), the multi-group SIR model remains popular
because of its comparatively small number of parameters and its relatively sim-
ple construction and solution. In this paper, attention will thus be restricted
to the multi-group SIR model, although it would be beneficial for future work
to consider a wider range of disease models.

There are two general frameworks that are used to model optimal vaccina-
tion policies in a resource-limited setting. The first, used in papers such as Hill
and Longini Jr (2003) and Becker and Starczak (1997), seeks to reduce the
reproduction number, R of the epidemic as much as possible by vaccinating
before infections arrive in a population. It is simple to show that in this case,
one should use all of the vaccinations available, and so this problem will not
be considered further in this paper.

The second framework, used in papers such as Acemoglu et al (2021) and
Hansen and Day (2011) aims to minimise the total cost of an epidemic. This is
the framework that will be discussed in this paper. The “cost” of an epidemic
is, in general, defined to be the number of deaths (or equivalently, infections),
with many papers also considering the cost of vaccination alongside the cost
of other control measures, such as isolation, lockdown or treatment Fu et al
(2022).

One important principle which underlies all of these vaccination policies
is the acceptance that giving people their first dose of vaccine as soon as
possible reduces the number of infections. Of course, this only holds when the
timescale considered is sufficiently short for effects such as waning immunity
and disease seasonality to be negligible, and a more complicated framework
would be needed to model these effects. However, the acceptance of at least
short-term optimality of maximal vaccination effort has been highlighted in the
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Optimality of Maximal-Effort Vaccination 3

COVID-19 pandemic response, as countries began their vaccination programs
as soon as vaccines became available Mathieu et al (2021).

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, no one has provided a mathematical
proof that in a general, multi-group SIR model with imperfect vaccination, it is
always best to vaccinate people as early as possible. Of course, it is not difficult
to create a conceptually sound justification - vaccinating more people means
that fewer people will catch the disease which will reduce the total number
of infections. However, the SIR model is an approximation of the process of
a disease spreading, and so it is important that it obeys this principle for all
physical parameter values and vaccination policies.

Some special cases of the theorem presented in this paper have been pre-
viously proved in the literature. In particular, a significant number of papers
have considered the optimal vaccination policy for a homogeneous population,
with Abakuks (1972) first proving that, in this case, it is optimal to vaccinate at
maximal effort (if one ignores the cost of vaccination). This proof held for vacci-
nation policies that were finite sums of point mass “impulse” vaccinations, and
has been generalised by papers such as Hansen and Day (2011), Zaman et al
(2008), Morton and Wickwire (1974) and Zhou et al (2014) to a much wider
class of vaccination policies, although the proof was still restricted to a sin-
gle group and to perfect vaccination. Moreover, Hansen and Day (2011) notes
that the case of imperfect vaccination (where vaccinated individuals can still
get infected, although at a lower rate) remained a topic of open investigation,
and so it can not easily be solved using the same methods presented in these
papers. A slight extension is made in Duijzer et al (2018) where it is shown
that maximal effort is optimal in the case of perfect vaccination of any number
of disconnected groups, but the full problem is still far from understood.

The general method of proof in the literature relies on Pontryagin’s Max-
imum Principle, which is difficult to apply to multi-group models due to the
more complex structure of the equations. It is simple to characterise the solu-
tion in terms of the adjoint variables, as is done in Zhang et al (2020) and
Zavrakli et al (2021) for a two-group model with imperfect vaccination, in
Boutayeb et al (2021) for a general n-group model with perfect vaccination and
in Lee et al (2012) for a six-group model with imperfect vaccination. However,
determining whether this solution corresponds to the maximal effort solution
in the case of zero vaccination cost requires the analysis of the adjoint ODE
system, which is often just as complicated as the original disease model. In
particular, the fact that vaccinated people need to be no more infectious, no
more susceptible and be infected for no more time than unvaccinated people
means that any analysis of the adjoint system would be complicated, as the
properties of all the constituent parameters would need to be used.

Thus, in this paper, a novel approach is developed. Rather than attempting
to use the general optimal control theory methodology, the specific structure
of the SIR equation system is exploited. Using this, an inequality is derived
which shows that if a given vaccination policy, U vaccinates each individual at
least as early as another vaccination policy, U, then the latter policy will lead
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4 Optimality of Maximal-Effort Vaccination

to at least as many deaths (or equivalently, infections) as the former. As well
as providing a constraint on the optimal solution, this theorem also highlights
important structural properties of the model, as it shows that the number of
deaths is everywhere non-increasing in the vaccination rates, rather than this
just holding near the optimal solutions.

Also introduced in this paper is a more general, and seemingly more accu-
rate, model of vaccination than the one normally used in the literature. The
one that is typically used (in almost all papers cited in this work such as
Hansen and Day (2011), Zaman et al (2008) and Kar and Batabyal (2011))
assumes that the entire population is randomly vaccinated at a controllable
rate. In practice, this is unrealistic, as once a person has been vaccinated
once, that information is available to policy-makers so they can ensure that
only the unvaccinated are given new doses (assuming that only one dose of
the vaccine is required). There can be significant differences between the opti-
mal vaccination policy according to the two models, and so it seems that the
model introduced in this paper should be strongly considered for new optimal
vaccination studies.

However, it is shown in this paper that, in the context of the theorems
proved, modifying the model so that vaccines are assigned randomly to the
unvaccinated population provides a strictly larger set of possible vaccination
policies. In particular, this means that the results proved here also apply to
the more commonly-used case, and so can also be used by those following the
more commonly-used vaccination model.

Alongside proving that the final infected, recovered and dead populations
are non-increasing with increased and earlier vaccination effort, some caution-
ary contradictions to perhaps intuitive conjectures are also provided which
show the importance of mathematical proof instead of simply intuition. In par-
ticular, it is shown that increased vaccination (under this model) can lead to,
at a fixed finite time of the simulation, higher infection rates or a higher death
count, despite the longer-term better performance of this policy. Indeed, it is
results similar to these which make the proof of the optimality of maximal
effort difficult, as it means that one must be very careful when constructing
the inequalities that do hold for all models.

2 Modelling

2.1 Disease Transmission and Vaccination Model

Suppose that the population is divided into n subgroups, such that population
of people in group 7 is N; and define
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Define the compartments of people as follows, for : = 1,...,n

S; :=Number of people that are in group i, are susceptible, and are unvaccinated,
I; :=Number of people that are in group ¢, are currently infected, and

were infected while unvaccinated |,
R; :=Number of people that are in group i, are recovered or dead, and

were infected while unvaccinated,
SV :=Number of people that are in group i, are susceptible and are vaccinated,
IV :=Number of people that are in group i, are infected

and were infected after being vaccinated,
RY :=Number of people that are in group i, are recovered or dead

and were infected after being vaccinated.

It is assumed that there is a record of people who have received a vaccination
and that protection from vaccination does not decay over time, so that no one
is vaccinated more than once. Thus, if a total number, U;(¢)dt, of people in
group ¢ are given vaccines in a small time interval (¢, ¢+ dt), and these vaccines
are distributed randomly to the unvaccinated population in group 4, the total
population of susceptibles given vaccines in group ¢ is

U;(t)dtxP <A person in group 4 is in S; | A person is in group 4 is unvaccinated)

which is equal to

Us(t)dtS; ( )
N; — fo s)ds’
as fo s)ds is the total population that are in group i and have been vacci-

nated before time ¢. For the remainder of this section, this vaccination model
will be referred to as the “unvaccinated-only” model

This results in the following model, based on SIR principles

i 1, 2 Vg, . Yill)2i 1
o ;( + Bij1; )Si N — Wi(t)’ ()
I, & 2 [V i
e S+ LS~

j=1

dR; 1
= ‘[i7

@M

dsy 3 1 1VV8V 4 Gil®)S:

dt _Z( ili + Bl )8 + N; — Wi(t)’

<
Il
—
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n

d1Y
=B+ BLI))S) — il

dt -
Jj=1
dRi 2 14
I; 2
dt Z (2 ( )

where .
Wit) = / Us(s)ds.
0

Here, ﬁl represents transmission from the unvaccinated members of group j
to the unvaccinated members of group ¢, B represents transmission from vac-
cinated members to unvaccinated members ﬁf’j represents transmission from
vaccinated members to unvaccinated members and ﬂfj represents transmission
from vaccinated members to vaccinated members. Additionally, u} represents
the infectious period of unvaccinated infected members in group 4 while p? rep-
resents the infectious period of vaccinated members. Note that the superscript

denotes different parameter values, so that ij is not necessarily the square of
1
ij
To ensure that vaccination is “locally effective” (that is, a vaccinated indi-
vidual is no more likely to transmit or be infected by the disease, and is
infectious for no longer than an unvaccinated individual in the same sub-
group), and that the parameters are epidemiologically feasible, the following

constraints are imposed:
> 85,85 > B >0 and pf > pui >0

Note that there is no constraint on the ordering of Bi and 53 It is assumed
for convenience that all variables except the S; and I; are 1n1t1ally zero and
that all initial conditions are non-negative.

The equations (1) - (2) sum to zero on the right-hand side, and so for each
i,

Si(t) + L;(t) + Ri(t) + SY (1) + I (t) + RY (t) = N; ¥Vt > 0. (3)

It will be assumed that the populations and parameters have been scaled such
that N = 1, Finally, it is assumed that

Wl(t)SNl Vt >0 and Wi(t)ZNL':>

to ensure feasibility of the vaccination policies.

2.2 Fully Random Vaccination

A more common model of vaccination in the literature is the “fully random”
vaccination model (Hansen and Day (2011), Zaman et al (2008) and Kar and
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Batabyal (2011)), where vaccinations assigned to each subgroup are given
randomly to all members of that subgroup. That is, the equation (1) becomes

n

==Y (BLL +BLI))S: — U; (1)S,

Jj=1

ds;
dt

where U} (t) is the vaccination rate in this model.

Dimensional analysis reveals that that U(¢) has dimension m, unlike
Ui(t) (which has dimension [T;(;ﬁ’éf]). Thus, U;(t)dt is the number of vaccines

given in a small time interval [¢,t + dt], while U/ (¢) instead is the proportion
of the population that are given vaccines in this interval. Thus, the number
of vaccinations assigned by the fully random model in the small time interval
[t,t+dt] is N;U} (t)dt. This model then corresponds to random vaccination as

U (t)S;dt = N;U} (t)dt x %

= (Doses given to group i) x (Susceptible proportion of group ).

As in Zaman et al (2008), U/ (t) can equivalently be interpreted as the per-
centage of susceptibles being vaccinated per unit time. However, even with this
interpretation, Zaman et al (2008) constrains U} (t) to be less than a fixed, con-
stant value. This is still in line with the random vaccination interpretation, as
this constraint could again be interpreted as simply the number of randomly-
assigned vaccines that are “successful” in being given to susceptibles, given an
overall constant rate of vaccination to the whole population.

2.3 Justification of the Unvaccinated-Only Model

A significant problem with the fully random model is that it assumes that the
number of vaccines wasted when vaccinating a population grows very quickly as
more people are vaccinated. For example, in a (mostly susceptible) population
that has 50% vaccination coverage, then it assumed that it will take twice
as much effort to vaccinate the same number of people as at the start of
program. This seems unrealistic given the vaccination uptake for COVID-19,
where demand remained high until a large proportion of the population had
been vaccinated, as shown in Ritchie et al (2020). Moreover, Aubrey et al
(2022) shows that in Canada, the number of wasted vaccines was 2.6% of the
total given out when their adult population had been mostly vaccinated (at
least once) in November 2021, and so it is not the case that the vaccine wastage
scales in the way predicted by the fully random model.

Figure 1, made from the data used in Ritchie et al (2020) and created in
Mathieu et al (2021) gives an explicit example of this. It compares the median
time taken (in the 27 countries from the dataset that recorded their data in
the same way) to give a first vaccine dose to different 10% percentiles of the
population that were over 80 years old in each country. As a baseline, it uses
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the time taken to move from 20% vaccination coverage of this age group to
30% coverage (to avoid errors from the very small but rapidly growing initial
vaccine supply). The median values shown in the figure are the median of the

times
(Time taken to move from % to (z + 10)% coverage)

(Time taken to move from 20% to 30% coverage)

across the 27 different countries, where x denotes the value on the z axis.
Assuming that vaccination effort was roughly constant in the period during
which these vaccinations occurred (which is not a completely accurate assump-
tion, but in general, those aged over 80 years were given their first doses in a
short period of time), one would then expect that these proportions would be
equal to 1 for all  under the unvaccinated-only model. However, under the
fully random model, significantly more effort is required to vaccinate people
once the total percentage vaccinated is higher. Indeed, if X is the unvaccinated
percentage then one has (assuming U (¢) is a constant)

dX
— = _UX
dt L

and hence

X(t) = X(0)e Vit = t= Ul_* log <§§((é)))

These predicted times according to the random model are given by the red
line in Figure 1.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.12.22275015
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

191

192

193

194

195

196

197

198

199

200

201

202

203

204

205

206

medRxiv preprint doi: hiipe:iitgeoriy ao 110 20242 BE[EX2 2278018t ¢his version posted April
21, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is
the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license . )
Optimality of Maximal-Effort Vaccination 9
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Unvaccinated-only model
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Fig. 1 A comparison of the expected time to vaccinate the next 10% of those aged over
80 years according to the fully random model, unvaccinated-only model and median values
from data taken from 27 countries.

It is clear from Figure 1 that the constant-time-interval model provides a
much better prediction of the median time intervals from the data. Of course, it
is important to model the fact that a significant proportion of each group in the
population will remain unvaccinated, and that rates of uptake will decrease as
the number of unvaccinated people decreases, evidence of which is apparent in
Figure 1. However, both models could easily be modified to (more accurately)
incorporate the fact that not everyone will get vaccinated by constraining
W;(t) < a;N; for some «a; < 1. Furthermore, the demand could be modelled
by introducing some general constraint U;(¢) < K(W;(t),t) which would again
more accurately model this phenomenon.

Thus, it seems that the unvaccinated-only model does give a more accurate
representation of a vaccination program than the more traditional random
model, although more detailed analysis would be needed to justify this further.
Therefore, future studies should consider carefully their choice of vaccination
function to ensure that their results are as practically applicable as possible.

2.4 The Importance of Choosing the Correct Model

The distinction between the two models is important, as there are many exam-
ples where the two models will give significantly different solutions to the
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10 Optimality of Maximal-Effort Vaccination

optimal vaccination problem. Consider a two-group case with perfect vaccina-
tion (so ff; = 0 for a > 1) with N1 = Np = 1 (which means that U and U;
are constrained in the same way). Then, suppose the parameters are

(4 05 (1 _(1-1074 (1074 (0
b= <0.5 025) * =\1) SO={1_10-1) IO=1404) P=14
where p is the case fatality ratio in each group. Suppose that the objective is

to minimise the final number of deaths, given by Rs(0c). Moreover, suppose
that the overall vaccination rate is given by

UL (1) + Ua(t) = US (8) + U3 (1) = {100 < 008

so that vaccination takes place almost instantly. Suppose that one has the
choice between vaccinating exactly group 1 or group 2 at maximum rate until
the supply runs out. Then, under the random vaccination model, it is not
possible to reach herd immunity by vaccinating the infectious group 1, and so
the optimal strategy is to vaccinate group 2. However, in the unvaccinated-
only model it is possible to reach herd immunity and the optimal strategy
is to vaccinate group 1. Indeed, if the random model is used to make the
decision, but the unvaccinated-only model is the actual population response
to vaccination, then the wrong decision is made and the number of deaths
increases from 7 x 107 to 0.08. Thus, it is clearly important to ensure that
the correct model is chosen.

2.5 Globality of Results in This Paper

However, the principle of maximal vaccination effort will hold for both models
of vaccination, which can be shown as follows. The two models are equivalent
whenever

=U/(t) = i(log(Ni — Wi(t) + W{‘(t)) =0, (4)

where .
WX(t) = / U7 (s)ds.
0
Thus, by integrating (4), and noting that W>(0) = W;(0) =0

log(N; — Wi(t)) + W7 (¢t) = log(N;)

and so

Wi(t) = Nz(l — eiW"*(t)).
Thus, given any fully random vaccination policy U™, it can be replaced by a
unvaccinated-only policy U (although the converse does not hold as W;(t) =
N; requires W (t) = o0).
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Moreover, note that W} (¢) is increasing in W;(t). Thus, if a pair of fully ran-
dom vaccination policies U and U satisfy W;(t) < W;(t) then this inequality is
preserved by the corresponding unvaccinated-only policies as W/ (t) < Wl* (t).
This property means that the theorems proved in this paper will hold for both
models (as they will be proved using an “unvaccinated only” model).

3 Optimisation Problem

Now that the model has been formulated, it is possible to set up the
optimisation problem that will be considered in the remainder of this paper.

3.1 Constraints on U,(t)

In order to assist the proof of the theorems, it is necessary to make some
(unrestrictive) assumptions on the vaccination rates, U;(t).
Firstly, there are the physical constraints that for each i € {1,...,n}

t
Ui(t) >0 and / Us(s)ds < N; ¥t >0, 5)
0

It is also necessary that U;(t) is within the class of functions such that solutions
to the model equations exist and are unique. Discussion of the exact conditions
necessary for this to hold is outside the scope of this paper. However, from the
Picard-Lindel6f Theorem Collins (2006), a sufficient condition for this is that
U;(t) is a piecewise Lipschitz continuous function. While this is not a necessary
condition, this illustrates that this assumption will hold for a large class of
functions. However, it will be helpful throughout the course of the proof to
explicitly assume two conditions on U;(¢) - namely, that it is bounded and that
it is Lebesgue integrable on R for each 1.

For the remainder of this paper, define the set of feasible vaccination poli-
cies, C| is the set of functions U satisfying (5) such that unique solutions to
the model equations exist with these functions as the vaccination policy and
such that each U;(t) is bounded and Lebesgue integrable on $.

3.2 Optimisation Problem

The aim is to choose the vaccination policy U € C such that the total number
of deaths (or any linear function of the infections in each subgroup) is min-
imised while meeting additional constraints on vaccine supply and vaccination
rate. It is assumed that the maximal rate of vaccination at time t is A(t) and
that there is a total (non-decreasing) supply of B(t) vaccinations that has
arrived by time t. Thus, for each 4, U;(t) is constrained to satisfy

=1 =1
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It is assumed that each infection of unvaccinated people in group ¢ is weighted
by some p; (this could be interpreted as a probability of death, hospitalisation
or, if p; = 1, simply counting the number of infections). Moreover, it is assumed
that the infection is no more serious for those that have been vaccinated, so
that the weighting of an infection of a vaccinated person in group i is p;k;,
where k; < 1. Thus, the objective function is

sz<z ) + kiR (00 )>

where, for example

Ri(oc) = Jim (R(0).

Note these limits exist as R; is non-decreasing and bounded by Lemma B.3.
Hence, the optimisation problem is

mln{zlh(z ) 4 ki RY (00 )):X;Ui(t)gA(t), Z;W,»(t)gB(t) Vi, t...
and UEC’}. (6)

4 Main Results

The main results of this paper are as follows. Firstly, it is shown that the
objective function is non-increasing in vaccination effort.

Theorem 1. Suppose that U,U € C. Suppose further that for each i €
{1,..,n} and t >0
t t
/Ui(s)dsg/ Ui(s)ds
0 0

H(U) > H(U).

Then
Then, it is shown that if an optimal solution exists, there is an optimal
maximal effort solution.

Theorem 2. Suppose that B is differentiable, and that there is an optimal
solution U to (6). Then, define the function
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and suppose that x(t) evists and is bounded. Then, there exists an optimal
solution U to the problem (6) such that

Z Wi(t) = max ( / ' \(s)ds, 1>.

Moreover, if x(t) is continuous almost everywhere, there erists an optimal
solution U such that

Z 0t t) if fo s)ds < 1
otherwzse

It is perhaps concerning to the reader that the existence of x is left as
an assumption in this theorem. However, while the exact conditions on its
existence are beyond the scope of this paper, it certainly exists for a wide class
of functions A(t) and B(t), as proved in Lemma A.11.

Finally, it is shown that this principle still holds if the cost of vaccination
is considered.

Theorem 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2, consider a modified
objective function H given by

H(U) = H{U) + F(W(c0))

for any function F. Then, with x defined to be the mazimal vaccination effort
as in Theorem 2, there exists an optimal solution U such that, for some T > 0

no fo s)ds ift<t
Wilt) =

Wi(r) otherwise

Moreover, if x is continuous almost everywhere, then there is an optimal
solution U such that

{x t) ift<rt
E U;(t) = .
otherwise

5 Proof

Before beginning the main proof, it is helpful to note some fundamental results
about the SIR equations that will be used throughout. Namely, for each ¢ €
{1,..,n}and t >0

0 < Si(t), Li(t), Ri(t), SY (), I (t), R} (t) < N;
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and
. . o . V _
Jim (1,(1)) = Jim (¥ (1)) = 0
These results are proved in Lemmas B.3 and B.4.
It is first useful to define

L 2
Kij(t) = =3 R;(t) + =3 R} (t)

Hj Hj
and
3. 4
g ij pV

Then, the following propositions hold.

5.1 An Inequality for K;; and L;;

Note that the proof of this proposition requires a significant amount of algebra,
and the majority of it has hence been left to lemmas which can be found in
Appendix A. However, the key logic of the proof will be presented here.

Also, note that in this paper, a step function is defined to be a function
that is piecewise constant on any bounded interval of . Thus, it may have
infinitely many discontinuities, but only finitely many in any bounded interval.
This differs from the definition used in some other papers (which impose that
a step function is piecewise constant on ).

Proposition 1. Suppose that U;(t) and Ui(t) are right-continuous step
functions. Moreover, suppose that

> B >0 Vije{l,..,n},

S;(0)I;(0) >0 Vie{l,..n}.
and that
Wz(t) <N; Vt>0 and Vie {1, ,7’1,}

Then, 5 ~

Proof: Suppose that the proposition does not hold. Hence, one can define

T :=inf {t D Kij(t) < Kij(t) or Li(t) < Lij(t) for some 4,5 € {1, ,n}} .

Then, there exists some b € {1,..,n} and some real constants x and 7 such
that the following system of inequalities holds at time T
Sy(T) + Sy (T) < So(T) + Sy (T), (7)

I(T) + Ro(T) = I,(T) + Ry(T) (8)
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Ry(T) > Ry(T), 9)

Ry(T) + &Ry (T) < Ry(T) + kR) (T), (10)
L,(T) + Iy (T) < I,(T) + nI} (T), (11)
0<rk<n<l (12)

The derivations of inequalities (7) - (12) are found in Lemmas A.2 - A.5.
Moreover,

Sy(T) + In(T) + Ry(T) + Sy (T) + I, (T) + R (T) =

Sy(T) + I(T) + Ry(T) + S (T) + I/ (T) + R (T), (13)

which comes from (3). Note that (10) in fact holds to equality in this case,
but this is not necessary for the proof (and later, the same system will be
considered where such an equality is not guaranteed).

By Lemma A.6, the system (7) - (13) implies that

Iy(T) + Ry(T) = I,(T) + Ry(T), (14)
I)(T) + RY(T) = I} (T) + Ry (T), (15)
Sp(T) + Sy (T) = Sp(T) + Sy (T), (16)

If T > 0, then Lemma A.7 can be used to show that
Wi(t) = Wi(t) Vte[0,T] and Vk € {1,..,n}

while if T = 0 then this is immediate. Thus, the two ODE systems are the
same up to time T', which means that all variables (in all groups) are equal at
time T'.

From this point, the proof of Proposition 1 can be completed by considering
the behaviour of the system at time 7"+ ¢ for small §. For sufficiently small §,
Ui(t) and U;(t) are constant on [T, T + 6] (as they are step functions) and this
condition on § will be assumed for the remainder of this proof

Define functions A{ to be

Al(t) = fi(T+t) - fi(T+1t) for fe{S,I,R S IV, RV, W}
and note that
Al0)y=0 Vfe{SI,R S, IV, RV W}

Then, by Lemma A.8, for ¢ € [0, d] and any real numbers = and y

Zap+ o = SO - UAD) | Sty (1) — o S0 (0) | + 06,
j=1

K3 K2 j:1
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Hence, by Lemma A.9,

and . .
D Lij(t) =) Lij(t) V€ [0,T+6] (18)

for sufficiently small §.
Now, by the definition of T', there exists some t in [T, T + 6] such that, for
some a, b
Kap(t) < Kop(t) or  Lay(t) < Lap(t).
Indeed, from Lemma A.10, there exists some t € (T, T + §) such that

Ry(t)+rRy (1) < Ry(t) +wRy (t) and  Iy(t)+nly (t) < L(t) +nl} (t) (19)

for some
0<k<n<l. (20)
Now, by Lemmas A.2 - A.4 (which only require the properties (17) and (18)),
the system of inequalities (7)-(9) holds for group b at time ¢. These can be
combined with (19), (20) and (13) to use Lemma A.6, showing
0l (1) + KRy (1) = nly (t) + £ Ry (¢) (21)
I(t) + Ry(t) = I (t) + Ry(t). (22)

By adding the inequalities in (19) together,
Ry(t) + kRY (1) + Ip(t) + nIY (t) < Ry(t) + kRY (t) + L(t) + nIY ().

Then, (21) and (22) show that this must in fact be an equality which is
a contradiction. Thus, t cannot exist. This provides a contradiction to the
definition of T, and hence finishes the proof of Proposition 1.

It is now possible to prove Theorem 1 under the extra restrictions given
Proposition 1.

5.2 A Proof for a Restricted Parameter and Policy Set

Proposition 2. Under the conditions of Proposition 1, for any t > 0 and
ie{l,...,n}

Li(t) + IV (1) + Ra(t) + R} (1) = Li(t) + I} (t) + Ri(t) + RY (1)

and
Ri(t)

Y

Ri(t).
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Moreover, for any X € [0,1]
Ri(00) + AR (00) = Ri(00) + AR (0)

and hence, the objective function is lower for U, provided the conditions of
Proposition 1 are met.

Proof: Note that, by Proposition 1,
Kij(t) > K;;j(t) and Ly(t) > Lij(t) Yt>0
and hence, by Lemma A.2, for each ¢ € {1,...,n}
Si(t) + SV (t) < Si(t) + SY (t).
Combining this with the conservation of population equation, (13), shows that
L(t) + I (t) + Ri(t) + RY (t) > Li(t) + I} (t) + Ri(t) + R} (¢)

as required. Now, taking ¢t — oo and noting that the infections tend to zero
by Lemma B.4 gives

Ri(00) + Ry (00) = Ri(00) + Ry (c0).
Moreover, by Lemma A.5, for any ¢t > 0 and i € {1,...,n}
Ri(t) > Ri(t)

as required. Also, taking ¢ — oo shows that

R;i(00) + ARY (00) = (1 — A)R;(00) + A(R;(00) + RY (0))
> (1= A\)Ri(00) + A(Rj(00) + RY (00))
= Ri(00) + AR} (o0)
as required.
By summing the ¢ inequalities at ¢ = oo from Proposition 2 (and using

A = K;), Theorem 1 holds under the additional conditions given in Proposition
1. Note that the closure of the set of parameters, initial conditions and vac-
cination policies which satisfy these conditions is the original set specified in
Theorem 1. Thus, one can generalise the result with the help of the following
proposition.
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5.3 Continuous Dependence

Proposition 3. Define the set of functions

F = {Sl(t) 6)7Ii(t; e)aRi(t; 6)7‘91‘/(t7 E)vlvv(tv e)aRy(tv 6) 11 € {L"'?n}v €1 2> O}a

where for each fixed €, these functions solve the model equations with parame-
ters

P = { (€),pi(e) i, 5 €{l,...,n}, aec{l,2,3,4}, ~ve{l,2} and e> O},
inatial conditions
I:{f(O; e:ie{l,..,n}, feF and 620}

and vaccination policy U (t; €). Suppose that
Ip(e) —p(0)| <€ VpeP,
1£i(0; €) = fi(0; O) <e VfeF
and that

\Wi(t,e) — Wl(t,0)| <e Vt>0.
Moreover, suppose that for each i € {1,...,n} and ¢ >0,

t
Ui(s; €) >0 and / U(s; €)ds < N; Vt>0.
0

Then, for each § > 0 and each T > 0 there exists some n > 0 (that may depend
on T and §) such that

ee (0,n)=|ft; e)—f(t; 0)| <6 VfeF and Vte|0,T]

Proof: The proof is simple but algebraically dense and so is left to Lemma
B.8 in the appendices.

This now allows a proof of Theorem 1 to be formed.

5.4 Theorem 1
Theorem 1. Suppose that U,U € C. Suppose further that for each i €

{1,...,n} and t >0
/0 Ui(s)ds S/o U;(s)ds.
H(U

HU) >

Then
U).
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Proof: Define the parameters 3f;(¢) and puf (e) by
0 €
ii(e) = B3 + p and  puf(€) = py.

This means that, for any € > 0, these parameters satisfy the conditions of
Propositions 1 and 2. Define, for € < 1, the initial conditions

S;(0; 0) if S;(0; 0),1;(0; 0) >0
Si(0; €) = < 5;(0; 0) + eN; if 5;(0; 0) =0
SI(O, 0) — GNl if II(O, 0) =0
and
I;(0; €) = N, — S;(0; €).
s4  Then, the conditions of Propositions 1 and 2 are met by these initial conditions

s for any € > 0.
Now, define the set of points

o(e) == {ne in € NZO}.

Then, define W} (¢; ¢€) to be the first order approximation to the function

Wi(t; €) := max(W;(t), N; — €) using the points of o(e). That is, for each ¢
define

K(t; €) :=inf {m :m€ole) and m > t}
and
k(t; €) := sup {m :m€o(e) and m < t}

Note that, as o(€) is nowhere dense, one must have
k(t; €),K(t; €) € o(e) and k(t; €) <t < K(¢; ¢)
Then, define
Wit €) = (t = k(t; €))Wilk(t; €); €) + (K(t; €) = OWi(K(t; €); ).

Thus, as k£ and K are constant on any interval not containing a point in
o(e), W is linear on any interval not containing a point of o(e) and so its

derivative is a step function.

Now, note that, for each ¢

(Wilt; €) = Wi(t)] < e

and, moreover,

te S =Wt e) =Wt e).
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Also, as U; is bounded, each W; (and hence each W;) are Lipschitz contin-
uous with some Lipschitz constant L. Moreover, each W/ is continuous and
is differentiable in each interval (k(t; €), K(¢; €)) with a maximal (uniformly
bounded) gradient of U;(t), meaning that W/ is also Lipschitz continuous with
Lipschitz constant L.

It can now be shown that |W;(t) — W>(¢; €)| is uniformly bounded in ¢.

For each t > 0, one can find an element s € o(€) such that |t — s| < e. Then,

(Wi(t) — Wi(t; e)| < [Wi(t) = Wis)] + [Wi(s) — Wi'l(s; e)] + [Wi(s; €) = Wi (t; )
< Le + |W;(s) — Wi(s; €)| + Le
< (2L + 1)e

and so W;* converges uniformly to W;. The same results hold for the anal-

ogously defined W;. Then, note that, asj/T/i(t) > W;(t), it must be that
W (t; €) > W;(t; €). Thus, it follows that W} (t; €) > W (t; e).

This means that Proposition ~2*caun be used. Define using stars the variables
that come from the U* and U policies. Then, from Proposition 2, for each
t>0,e>0andi€{l,..,n}

L5t O+IV (6 O+RI(E O+RY (5 ©) > Tr(ty +IV (6 O+ Ri(t; O+ RY*(t; o
and y

Ri(t; €) > Ri (t; e).
Then, taking ¢ — 0 and using Proposition 3 (noting that the perturbations to

the parameters, initial conditions and vaccination policies are all bounded by
a constant multiple of €) shows that

Li(t) + 1Y (1) + Ra(t) + R} (1) = Li(t) + I} (t) + Ri(t) + BY (1)

and
Ri(t) > RY (t).

Then, the result follows using the same logic as in the proof of Proposition 2.

5.5 Theorem 2

Theorem 2. Suppose that B is differentiable, and that there is an optimal
solution U to (6). Then, define the function

M@f{mMA® i Jix(s)ds < B
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and suppose that x(t) evists and is bounded. Then, there exists an optimal
solution U to the problem (6) such that

Z Wi(t) = max ( / ' \(s)ds, 1>.

Moreover, if x(t) is continuous almost everywhere, there erists an optimal
solution U such that

Z 0t t) if fo s)ds < 1
otherwzse

Proof: Suppose that U is an optimal vaccination policy. To begin, it
will be shown that the total vaccination rate x is indeed a maximal-effort
vaccination policy (in the sense that, at each time ¢*, it is impossible to have
given out more vaccines than a policy with total overall rate x(t)).

Claim: min (1, fot x(s)ds) > fot S Ui(s)ds for all t > 0

Proof: Consider any time ¢ > 0 such that

/Ot x(s)ds < 1

and define the set

Suppose that 7 = (. Then,

x(s) =A(s) Vs<t

/Otx(s)ds:/OtA(s)dsZ/OtiUi(s)ds.

Moreover, suppose that 7 # () and define

and so

7 :=sup(T).

Then,
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/Ttx(s)ds = /Tt A(s)ds > /Tt é Ui(s)ds
/tx(s)dSZ/th:U s)ds

Thus, this holds in all cases for fo s)ds < 1. Finally, suppose that

/Otx(S)dS > 1.

and

so that

Then, one has

min (1,/(:* X(s)ds> =1= z:;N > /Ot* ;Ui(s)ds

and so the claim is proved.

It is now important to show that x gives a feasible vaccination rate. Note
that x(t) < A(t) by definition.
Claim: fo s)ds < B(t) for all t > 0.

Proof: Suppose, for a contradiction, that there exists a ¢ such that

/ x(s)ds > B(t).
0

a;:sup{sq;/Otx(s)ds@(t)}

which must exist (as fo s)ds < B(0)) and satisfy o < t, by continuity of
fo s)ds and B(t). Note that

Then, define

s € (o,t) = x(s) < B'(s)

and so

/0 x(s)ds < /00 x(s)ds +/ B'(s)ds < B(o) + (B(t) — B(o)) = B(t),

which is a contradiction. Thus,

/t x(s)ds < B(t) Vt>0
0
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as required.

Now, one can create a new optimal vaccination policy with total rate given
by x. Define

inf {5 LSt U (kydk = [ X(k)dk} if this exists

q(t) =

00 otherwise

so that ¢(¢) represents the earliest time at which x(¢) vaccines were adminis-
tered by the U policy. By continuity of the integral, this means that

= /O(I(t) g:l Uj(k)dk = /Ot x(s)ds.

n

Define further

@ :=sup{t: q(t) <oo} and g = lim(q(t))

so that @ is the earliest time at which all of the vaccines given out by the U
policy could have been administered. Note that both @ and ¢, may be infinite.
By taking the limit ¢ — @, and noting the left hand side is bounded by 1,

/qu XZ: U, (k)dk = /OQ (k) dk

Then, the integral of the new vaccination policy, W is given by

Wz(q(t)) ift<@

s (Ni=Wi(geo)) [& x(s)ds
Wi(t) = { Wilgeo) + 1_2;?:1 W{?’q:) if fo s)ds <1 and t>Q.

N; 1ffO s)ds>1 and t>Q

This is well-defined as

n Q
;wxqoo):l;»/o

and so, in this case, the second part of the definition of x is never used. It is
important to establish for feasibility that each W; is bounded by NV;.

Claim: Wi(t) < N; forallt>0andall i € {1,...,n}.
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Proof: If t < Q, then W;(q(t)) < N; for all t < Q by feasibility of U.
Otherwise, if ¢ > @ and f(f x(s)ds < 1, then one has

(Ni = Wigoo)) J x(s)ds (N — quo (1 Jy'x

Wi (QOO) +

1- Z?:l Wi(‘]oo) Zizl Wz(‘]oo)

(Vi — Wi(qoo))(l — i1 Wil4o0))

= Wi(geo) +

1=, Wi(Q)

while if fo s)ds > 1 then the result is immediate.

The optimisation problem is framed in terms of U rather than W, and so it
is important to show that there is some U that integrates to W. One can do
this by proving the Lipschitz continuity of W; for each i.

Claim: W;(t) is Lipschitz continuous for each i € {1,...,n}

Proof: Note that for s,t < @, if M is a bound for x (which is assumed to
exist)

_ q(t)
Wi(t) — Wis)| = / ) Ui(k’)dk‘

/q(t) zn: Uj(k)dk‘

q(s) j=1

= /: x(k)dk’

<|t—s|M

IA

Moreover, if s, > @ and fg x(k)dk, [ x(k)dk < 1, then

(N; — Wi(go0)) 2 x(s)ds
1- Z?:l Wi(Qoo)

and if s,t > Q and fot x(k)dk, f; x(k)dk > 1, then W;(t) = W;(s). The inter-
mediate cases (where s and t correspond to different cases in the definition of
X) can be proved by combining these bounds.

(Ni — Wi(geo))
1- Z?:l Wi(‘]oo)

(Wi(t) = Wils)| < It — s|

<M‘

This means that (for each i) there exists a Lebesgue integrable function ﬁi(t)
such that

d

t‘ =U,(t) almost everywhere
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and, for all t > 0
t
/ Ti(s)ds = Wi(t)
0
A proof of this (for the broader class of absolutely continuous functions) can be
found in Barcenas (2000). One can set U;(t) to be zero for any ¢ such that W;(t)
is not differentiable. Thus, noting that, where it is differentiable, the derivative

of W; is bounded by its Lipschitz constant, U;(t) is bounded as required.
Note that, in all cases (as Y., N; = 1)

g; W;(t) = min (/Ot x(s)ds, 1)

and so W does correspond to a maximal vaccination rate. If x(t) is continu-
ous almost everywhere, then one can differentiate this relationship at ¢ where
each W; is differentiable and  is continuous to show that Y5, Ui(t) = x(t).
The complement of this set must have zero measure (as it is the finite union
of zero measure sets), and so, in this case, one can change the values of each
U;(t) so that >, U;(t) = x(t) everywhere without changing the value of W.
Claim: W;(t) > W;(t) for all i € {1,...,n} and t > 0

Proof: Note that, by maximality of y, for ¢t < @,

SOWi) = > Wig(t) = / A(s)ds > 3 W ()
> 2

If q(t) > t, then W;(q(t)) > W;(t) for each i. If g(t) < t, then it is nec-
essary that W;(q(t)) = W;(t) for each i as W, is non-decreasing. Thus,
Wi(q(t)) > W;(t) for all ¢ and for all t < Q.
If t > Q and fo s)ds < 1, then

Wi(t) > Wi(goo) (23)

Now, by definition of @, it is necessary that

/ dk:>/ k)dk Yt>Q

as otherwise, there must exist some ¢ > @ and some s < oo such that

t s N
/X(k)dk:/ > Uj(k)dk
0 -
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which means that ¢(t) < co. Thus, by continuity, for all 7 € (0, t), there exists

some s such that .
/ x(k)dk :/ > Uj(k)dk
0 it

which means ) > t, which is a contradiction.

Thus, by taking ¢t — @,

/qu Zf: Ui(k)dk = /OQ x(k)dk > /OOO Zi: U, (k)dk

and so

/ Uj(k)dk = 0= W;(t) = Wi(geo) Vi€ {l,..,n} and Vt> g

oo

Thus, using (23),

(
Finally, if t > Q and [ x(s)ds > 1, then W;(t) = N; > W;(t). Thus, for all ¢
and 1,

as required.

Thus, by Theorem 1, it is necessary that

HU)>H(U)
and hence, by the optimality of U, U is optimal as required.

5.6 Theorem 3

Theorem 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2, consider a modified
objective function H given by

H(U) = HU) + F(W(c0))

for any function F. Then, with x defined to be the mazximal vaccination effort
as in Theorem 2, there exists an optimal solution U such that, for some T > 0

no fg x(s)ds ift<rt
Wit) =

Wi(t) otherwise
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Moreover, if x is continuous almost everywhere, then there is an optimal
solution U such that

oy IX@) i<
Z; Ui(t) = { 0 otherwise’
i=

Proof: This follows directly from the proof of Theorem 2. One can again
define U in the interval (0, Q) (where @ is defined in the proof of Theorem 2)
such that

t n t
HU >H d = ds Vt
) an / /Ox<s> s Vi<Q

with the only difference being that now

Ui(t) =0 Vt>Q.

Thus, as shown in the proof of Theorem 2,

W(o0) = W(geo) = W(Q) = W ()

and so
H(U) > H(O),

which means U is optimal as required.

6 Limitations of Theorem 1

It is helpful to consider the limitations of Theorem 1, as it does not prove
that every conceivable cost function is non-increasing in vaccination effort.
This will be illustrated through some examples based on theoretical COVID-19
outbreaks in the United Kingdom.

Using the work of Prem et al (2017), one can split the UK into 16 age-
groups (comprising five year intervals from 0 to 75 and a group for those aged
75+) which mix heterogeneously. The contact matrices estimated in Prem et al
(2017) allow for the construction of a matrix 3%, which will be proportional
to each of the matrices 8% in the model.

As illustrated in Liu et al (2020), estimation of the basic reproduction
number Ry for COVID-19 is complicated, and a wide range of estimates have
been produced. For the examples in this paper, a reproduction number of 4
will be used, meaning that 3! will be scaled so that the largest eigenvalue of

the matrix given by
LN
Mij = —5
g
is equal to 4. Note that the population of each group IN - normalised to have
total sum 1 - is taken from uni (2019). Moreover, based on the estimates in
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Ram and Schaposnik (2021), the value of ) and, in the first example, p? will
be set equal to ﬁ.

To model the effectiveness of vaccination, the estimates of Dean and
Halloran (2022) will be used so that 3% = 0.778', (modelling the reduction
in infectiousness), 3% = 0.38' (modelling the reduction in susceptibility) and
B* = 0.77 x 0.3 x B! (assuming these effects are independent). Finally, the
initial conditions used are S;(0) = (1 — 107*)N; and I;(0) = (107*)N; for
each 7, modelling a case where 0.01% of the population is initially infected.
It should be emphasised however, that this model has purely been made for
illustrative purposes and substantially more detailed fitting analysis would be
required to use it for forecasting COVID-19 in the UK.

In both the subsequent examples, it will be assumed that 0.5% of the popula-
tion is vaccinated homogeneously each day in the vaccination case. This will
be compared to a case with no vaccination.

6.1 Infections Are Not Decreasing For All Time

While the overall number of infections will decrease as vaccination effort
increases, the infections at a particular point in time will not. Figure 2 shows
that the effect of vaccination is both to reduce, but also delay the peak of
the infections. This is an important consideration when deciding vaccination
policy, as increasing infections at a time in the year when hospitals are under
more pressure could have negative consequences, and so it is important not to
simply assume that vaccination will reduce all infections at all times.
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0.35 1
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O 1 1 1 1
0 20 40 60 80 100 120

t (days)

Fig. 2 A comparison of the total infections over time for a simulated COVID-19 epidemic
in the UK, depending on whether a uniform vaccination strategy of constant rate is used.

6.2 Deaths Are Not Decreasing For All Time

Perhaps most surprisingly, the total deaths in the epidemic may at some
finite times (although not at ¢ = co) be higher when vaccination occurs, at
least under the assumptions of the SIR model. This is a rarer phenomenon,
but is possible if vaccination increases the recovery rate as well as decreasing
infectiousness.

For illustrative purposes, suppose that vaccination doubles the recovery
rate (so that 2 = %) and has no effect on mortality rates. Then, using Bonanad
et al (2020) to get age-dependent mortality rates for COVID-19, Figure 3
shows that initially, the number of deaths is higher in the case of vaccination.
This occurs because the higher value of 2 means that vaccinated people move
more quickly to the RV compartment than their unvaccinated counterparts
and so, while they will infect fewer people, when the number of infections is
comparable in the early epidemic, this means that more people will die. Of
course, this is not a realistic reflection of the course of an epidemic - the reason
for 2 being higher is that vaccinated people are likely to get less ill rather
than dying more quickly - but it illustrates that the model equations can have
interesting, and unexpected properties.
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x107

Additional dead proportion in non-vaccination case

) | | | | | | |
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

t (days)

Fig. 3 The difference between proportion of the population that has died by each time ¢
in the case of vaccination and non-vaccination. Positive values indicate that the deaths are
higher in the non-vaccination case.

7 Discussion

It is comforting that the multi-group SIR model does indeed satisfy the con-
dition that the final numbers of infections and deaths are non-increasing in
vaccination effort. This shows the importance of ensuring that vaccinations
are available as early as possible in a disease outbreak. To achieve this, it is
important that good plans for vaccine roll-out and supply chains are available
in advance of them being needed to ensure that maximum benefit from the
vaccination program is obtained.

However, there are limitations to these results. Indeed, while the final num-
bers of infections and deaths are guaranteed to decrease, this is not necessarily
true at a given finite time. In particular, vaccination can move the peak of
the epidemic, and so it is important to consider the consequences of this,
particularly if only a small number of lives are saved by vaccination.

Moreover, while this has not been discussed in this paper, it is also impor-
tant to emphasise that these results only apply if vaccine efficacy does not
decay over time. Indeed, if vaccination efficacy does decay significantly, then
vaccinating the most vulnerable groups in a population very early may be
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worse than vaccinating them later, unless booster jabs are available. If the
main epidemic occurs long after the vulnerable have been vaccinated, their
immunity may have worn off significantly by the time that the majority of
disease exposure occurs. Thus, in this case a more detailed analysis would be
needed to determine the optimal vaccination rate.

It seems to the authors that future models for optimal vaccination should
use the unvaccinated-only model used in in this paper, where vaccines are
distributed randomly to the unvaccinated, rather than the entire population.
While for small total vaccination numbers, the difference between the two mod-
els is small, when a significant proportion of the population is vaccinated, there
can be large differences between the optimal policies, as was shown through
the example in Section 2. Moreover, it appears to better reflect the vaccine
uptake from the COVID-19 pandemic, as was illustrated in Figure 1.

Of course, this modified model is slightly more complicated, and care needs
to be taken to avoid numerical instabilities arising from the removable singular-
ity in the %35 term when W; — N;. However, it has been shown that many
of the standard propertles of SIR models, and indeed the results of this paper,
still hold for this model, and so these extra technical difficulties appear to be
a small price to pay for the significantly increased accuracy and potentially
large difference between the optimal solutions for the two models.

The results of this paper could be extended to cover a wider range of disease
models that are currently being used in the literature. In particular, the next
step could be to prove the results for SEIR (Susceptible-Exposed-Infected-
Recovered) models, and indeed models with multiple exposed compartments
for each subgroup. This would help to build a general mathematical theory of
maximal-effort vaccination that would provide evidence for the reliability of
contemporary epidemiological modelling.

8 Conclusion

The results of this paper are summarised below:

® Vaccinating at maximal effort is optimal for a multi-group SIR model with
non-decaying vaccination efficacy.

® The “random vaccination model” found in the literature may overestimate
the decay of vaccination uptake in a population and so the “unvaccinated-
only model” presented here should be considered for finding optimal
vaccination policies.

e While vaccinating at maximal effort gives optimality, there can be finite
times at which, according to the SIR model, infections or deaths are higher
if vaccination has occurred.
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A Supplementary Lemmas For Proposition 1
and 2 and Theorem 2

For the proofs of these lemmas, it is helpful to recall the following definitions
of the following variables, which will be extensively used.

1 2
Kij(t) = —4 Rj + ﬁR}/,

J J

4
pio o
and
M={i:3t>0 st. L(t)>0 or IY(t)>0}.

Moreover, note that, under the assumptions of Proposition 1 and 2, each U;(t)
is a step function and is therefore piecewise smooth in each bounded interval.
Thus, in particular, the derivatives of each of the model variables (and indeed,
the derivative of W;(t)) are piecewise continuous in each bounded interval,
meaning that each of the model variables is piecewise continuously differen-
tiable in each bounded interval. This means that integration by parts can be
performed (in a bounded interval), as will be done extensively throughout the

proofs of these lemmas.

A.1 Lemma A.1

Lemma A.1. Suppose that f(t) is a non-increasing, non-negative, continuous
and piecewise continuously differentiable function and that the continuous and
piecewise continuously differentiable functions g(t) and h(t) satisfy g(0) = h(0)
and g(t) < h(t) for allt > 0. Then,

[ d@seas< [ wsseas

Proof: This follows from integrating by parts:

/ d(5)f(s)ds = g(t) £ (t) — 9(0) £ (0) — / 9(3) ' (s)ds
0 0
— 9(t) () — h(0)(0) + / 9()f(s)ds
< h(t)f(t) — h(0)F(0) + / h(s)I 7' (5)]ds
<010 =050 = [ o)f (s)ds
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as required.

A.2 Lemma A.2
Lemma A.2. Suppose that

3
3
3

Si(t) + SY () < Si(t) + SV (t) Vte[0,T).

Proof: To reduce notation in this proof, define

n

=Y Ki;(t) and L‘():Z i(t)

Jj=1
Note that

d

%(SrFSz‘V):—Z iljlj—i_BZQjIJV)Si_Z( I+ﬁ;1JIJV> sy

j=1

n

J
-2
j=1
i S+ (B ;*j)fjv>si.

> (
(

505+ ijlj") (S; +8Y)...

- d
=3 (08l - 81+ (8% - 1y )5 = (504 ST

+Z( f’jIj—i—ﬂf]Ij‘/)(Si—kS}/)

Jj=1

= di ((SZ + Si‘/)eﬁ(t))e_c(t).

~~

This means that

Si(t) + 57 (1) = e F [Si /t £(s) i( )+ (B - BiLY >Sl-ds]
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_ S,(0) {e—cm _ /Ot ¢£—K)=L0) (K (5) — £/(s)) (N—NW(S)H is.

Now, one can see that, as 0 < W;(s) < N,

0 < Nz — Wl(s)

< N, <1 Vs>0

and hence

e L) — 1 — /ﬁl s)d8<1—/ [,/ e—L(s) (N NW( ))ds.

Now, this means that

Si(t) + S} (t) <

5,(0) - $:(0) / t [E'(s) L) 4 (LK) /5“)2( (s ))] (Ni _N‘ZVZ'(”) ds.

0 =1

This allows the use of Lemma A.1. Firstly, note that, as K'(s) > £L'(s) > 0
and W;(s) > W;(s), one has

Si(t) + S} (t) <

Si(0) — Si(0) /Of [c’( Jem L) 4 (L()=K(s) £<t>2( —£’(s)>] <N_NW(5)> ds.

j=1
Moreover,
t n
/ {[/(S)e—c(s) £ —KE £ § (lC’(s) —E'(s))]ds
0 =
—1— e L) 4 o=L£O) _ =K@
— ]_ — e_lc(t)
>1— ¢ KO
t B B ~ ~ n ~ ~
2/ [Z’(s)e‘ﬁ(s) +e£(s)—lC(s)—L(t)Z (IC’(S) —E'(s))}ds
0 =

and N; — W;(s) is non-increasing in s. Thus, by Lemma A.1, with

g(s)=1-— e L(s) L o= L£() _ oL()=K(s)=L(D)

)
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h(s) defined as the tilde version of g(s), and f(s) := N; — W;(s), one has

/Ot |:£/(S)e£(s) 4 L) =K (s) L (1) Zn: (lC’(s) —L"(s))] ( NW( )) ds

_ (24)

e s -0} (455

Thus, (as this integral is multiplied by -1 in (24)), combining this with (24)
gives R R
Si(t) +8; (1) < Si(t) + 87 (1) ¥t €[0T

as required

A.3 Lemma A.3
Lemma A.3. Suppose that

n n
S OKi(t) =Y Kij(t) Vie{l,..n} and te0,T).
j=1 Jj=1

Then
Ii(t) + Ri(t) > I;i(t) + Ri(t) ¥t €[0,T).

To begin, one can write the equation for S; as

S at Z(Kij(t)) TN—W,

Jj=1
and hence, integrating

n

In(S;(t)) — In(S3(0)) = = Y Kij(t) + In(N; — Wi(t)) — In(V;)

j=1

which implies

Sl(o)(Nl - Wl(t)) — >0 Kij(t
Si(t) = < N )e 2= K ()

Using this result shows that

d c (i + Ri) Z( I +ﬂ3j.rj">

j=1
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=S K0
= [ wy o] (SO -y,

Thus
L) + Rilt +AT ](&mﬂﬁgwﬂﬁﬁe;»mmus

(25)

using the fact that the initial conditions are the same in both cases and that
W; < W;. Now, one can use the results of Lemma A.1 with

(t) =1—ex — Kij(t> s h(t) =1—ex — Rij(t)
oo (-3 K0) (- 350)
and f(t) = (N; — W;(t)), noting that

tr n
/ [Z Kl(j(s) e~ 2= Kii()gg — 1 — ¢ 2= Kus(®)
0

>1—e" Sy Kiy(t)

and that N; — Wi(t) is non-increasing. Thus,
Ii(t) + Ri(t) > I;(t) + Ri(t) Vte[0,T]
ss2 - as required.

s A.4 Lemma A.4
Lemma A.4. Suppose that

ZKij(t)zzn:fgj(t) Vie{l,..,n} and tel0,T)].
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Then, ~
R;(t) > R;(t) Vte[0,T]

Proof: The result of Lemma A.3 can be written as

1 dR; 1
i >
pi o dt ut

i (Rert) 2 g (Reth)

and hence, after integrating and cancelling exponentials, one finds

§+R Vit € 10,T]

which implies

Ri(t) > Ri(t) Vte[0,T]
as required.

A.5 Lemma A.5
Lemma A.5. Suppose that

= inf {t DKj(t) < Kij(t) or Li(t) < Lij(t)  for somei,j € {1, ,n}}
exists. Then, for some b € {1,...,n}, and some real constants k and n,

Ry(T) + &R (T) = Ry(T) + kR) (T),
I(T) + I} (T) < L(T) + nI) (T)
and
0<k<n<l1

Proof: Suppose that T' exists. Then, by continuity, there exists some a and
b such that K.,(T) = Kaop(T) or Lap(T) = Lap(T). These can be rearranged
to give, respectively,

Ro(T) + 1508 gy () = Ry(r) + 1% Ry ()
Nb ab Nb ab
or
R(T) + 0 Y () = Ry + P2 Ry (),

14583, 1483,
This can be written as

Ry(T) + &Ry (T) = Ry(T) + Ry (T),
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where, by the inequality constraints on the ﬁf} and
k< —. (26)

Moreover, note that

d Baytiy
p (Ry + KRy = oIy + —2-2 1
ab

is a continuous function. Thus, if

d

o (Rb + kRy )

> % (Rb + nf%l‘)/)

b

t=T t=T

then there exists some 7 > 0 such that
T4t d TH+T d B B
/ — (Rb(s) + nRX(s))ds > / — (Rb(s) + nRX(s))ds vt € [0, 7]
T dt T dt

and hence, in particular
Ry(T41t) + kRY (T +1t) > Ry(T +t) + kR (T +1t) Vte|[0,7],
Thus, it is necessary that there is some b such that

d

d
at |

Ry + xRy ) < — (Rb + KRX)

Sy
Sy

t=T t=T

SO

fopll

K K -
I(T) + "L 1v(T) < 1(T) + "R 1Y (7).
Hy Hy
This can be written as

() + 1y (1) < I(t) + 0l (¢),
where, by (26), the fact that /1127 > ué, and the non-negativity of all parameters,
0<k<n<l
as required

A.6 Lemma A.6

For the purposes of this lemma, it is helpful to recall the inequality system

(7)-(13).
Su(T) + Y (T) < §,(T) + 8 (T), (7)
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I,(T) + Ry(T) > L(T) + Ry(T) (8)
Ry(T) > Ry(T), (9)
Ry(T) + kR (T) < Ry(T) + v (T), (10)
L(T) + Iy (T) < Ip(T) + I (T), (11)
0<k<n<l. (12)
and
So(T) + In(T) + Ro(T) + 5, (T) + I (T) + Ry (T) =
So(T) + 1n(T) + Ro(T) + 5 (T) + I/ (T) + Ry (T), (13)

Lemma A.6. Suppose that the system (7) - (13) holds for some b € {1,...,n}
and some T > 0. Then,

nly (T) + xRy (T) = nIy (T) + xR (T)
Iy(T )+Rb(T)=~( ) + Ry (T)
L(T) + Ry (T) = I (T) + Ry (T)
Sy(T) + Sy (T) = Sy(T) + Sy (T).

Proof: To begin, note that adding inequalities (7), (10) and (11) gives

So(T) + S (T) + Ro(T) + kR (T) + I(T) + Iy (T) <
Sy(T) + S (T) + Ro(T) + &Ry (T) + I(T) + 01y (T)
and then, using (13) shows that
(k= DR (T) + (n = DI (T) < (v = DR (T) + (n = DL/ (T).  (27)
Moreover, adding (10) and (11) shows that
Iy(T) + Iy (T) + Ry(T) + 6By (T) < Iy(T) + 0l (T) + By(T) + KBy (T)
and then, using (8) shows that

nly (T) + kRy (T) < 0l (T) + KR} (T). (28)

Now, from the inequality (10) combined with the inequality (9), it must be
the case that

Define
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so that the system given by (12), (27), (28) and (29) reduces to

(k=Dz+m—-1)y<0 (30)
kr+ny <0 (31)

<0

0<k<n<L

Note first that = 0 implies that y = 0 as  and (n — 1) have different signs.
Thus, in this case, the inequalities (30) and (31) are in fact equalities.

Suppose instead that  # 0 (so < 0). The first two of these inequalities
can be rearranged (noting the signs of the denominators) to give

(k— 1z —KX
-V <y —
(n—1) U
and so, as —x > 0,
(k-1 _ y_=&
< —=< -, 32
UER (32

However, note that

K<n=nN—nN<NK—K
=n(k—1) <r(n-1)

and hence, as k < 7, for there to be solutions to the inequality (32), it is
necessary that
m:n:>_—y:1:>y:—m.
x
This means that the inequalities (30) and (31) are satisfied to equality in this
and hence, from before, all cases. Thus, it is necessary that

(k= DRY(T) + (n = VI (T) = (k= DR (T) + (n — VI (T) (33)
and
nly (T) + xRy (T) = nI) (T) + xRy (T), (34)

which is the first required equality. Thus, one can once again add the
inequalities (10) and (11) to give

I,(T) + Ry(T) + [nI) (T) + kR (T)| < I(T) + Ry(T) + |0 (T) + xR) (T)

and so

Iy(T) + Ry(T) < Iy(T) + Ry(T), (35)
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which, combined with (8), shows that
I(T) + Ry(T) = I(T) + Ro(T). (36)
Moreover, one can subtract (33) from (34) to get
L/(T) + Ry (T) = I} (T) + Ry (T)
and then, using (13) alongside (35) and (36) shows
So(T) + 8 (T) = Sy(T) + S/ (T)
as required.

A.7 Lemma A.7

Note that for this lemma, it will be assumed that each K;;(t) > K;;(t), rather
than the inequality simply holding for their sums as before.

Lemma A.7. Under the assumptions of Proposition 1, suppose that the system
of inequalities (7) - (13) holds for some b € {1,...,n} and some T > 0. Suppose
further that ~
Klj(t) > Klj(t) V’L,j c {17 ,n}
Then,
W;(t) = Wi(t) Vie{l,..,n} and Vtel[0,T).

Proof: By Lemma A.6, the system (14) - (16) must hold for b. Now,
Equation (25) in the proof of Lemma A.3 shows that

n

T n
Io(T) + Bo(T) = SbT(bO) /O [ZKémS)} (Ny — Wi(s))e™ Zi= Ko )ds. (37)
k=1

Now, the equality (14) shows
I,(T) + Ry(T) = L(T) + Ry(T)

and hence, after cancelling the non-zero S;(0) and N, terms, (37) (and its tilde
equivalent) shows that

T n

/ [Z Kl/;k(s):| (Ny — Wy(s))e™ Zh=r Kon() g
0 Lr=a
T

0

:/ Liffw] (Ny = Wy(s))e™ Zkas Kongs, (38)
=1
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Note that, from Lemma B.6, as II = {1,...,n}
Ii(s), Ix(s) >0 Vke{l,..,n} and s>0.

Thus,
K} (t) > Bieli(t) >0 Yt > 0.

In particular,
{ZKM ] i K >0 s € [0, 7],

Moreover, by continuity of K/, (as continuous functions attain their bounds
on closed intervals), there exists some m > 0 such that

[Zng(s)] e~ Zi= Koe(®) > s € [0,T).

Hence, as W, < Wb

/T {Xn:Kt/}k(S)} (N, — Wi(s))e™ 2= Kenl#)gg
/ [ZKbk ] — Wi(s) + (W(s) — Wiy(s))e™ k=1 Kur(s)ds

T
2 /0 |:; Kl;k(s):| (Nb - Wb(S))e_ 2k Kbk(s)ds + m/o Wb(s) — Wb(S)dS
(39)

Finally, as N — W}, is decreasing and for any t € [0, T7,

tron )
/ {ZKék(s :| =2 =1 Kok (s) ds > / |:ZKbk :| -3 r, Kbk(s)ds
0 Lg=1

one has, by Lemma A.1, setting

g(t) =1 — e~ k=1 Keoe(®)  p() = = 2k Ky (s)

and f(t) = N, — Wy(s),

/OT [i Kék(s)] (Ny — Wi(s))e™ Szt Ko(s) g
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T n )
=z / |:Zf(ll)k(5):| (Nb — Wb(s))ef Dh=1 Kbk(s)ds
0 Llig=1

Iy(T) + Ry(T)

and so, combining this with (39),
T
Iy(T)+Ry(T) > I(T)+Ry(T)+m /0 Wi (s)=Wy(s)ds > I(T)+Ry(T) = Iy(T)+Ry(T).

Hence,
T ~
/I%@—%@%:Q
0

which by continuity means
Wi(t) = Wy(t) Vte[0,T)

Now, moreover, substituting this back into the equality given in (38) shows
that

T n
/ {Z Kﬁk(s)} (No — Wiy (s))e™ 2k=r Kor(9) g
0 Lg=r
T o
0 Li=1
Hence, integrating by parts, this shows that
0 = (Np — Wy(T)) (e~ Zhmr Ko™ _ o= Xy Koe()) |
T ~
+ / Ub(s)(e_ ZZ:l Kbk:(S) _ 6_ 22:1 Kbk(s))ds
0
Now,
ST Ri(s) > Y Ku(s) ¥s € [0,
k=1 k=1
and so, for equality, it is necessary that
(N — Wy(T)) (e~ Zh=r Ken(T) _ o= Ziiey Ku(T)y =
Thus, as it is assumed that W(t) < N, for all ¢t > 0,

e~ Zhoy Kor(T) _ o= 0, Kun(T) _
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and hence, as Ky, (T) > Ky, (T) for all k € {1,...,n},
Kbk(T) = Kbk(T) Vk € {1a ,TL} (40)

Now, suppose that K}, (1) > K o, for some k. Then, by continuity and the fact
that T > 0, it is necessary that there is some 7 € (0,7") such that
T T
K} (s)ds > K}, (s)ds
T—71 T—71

which means that R
Kbk(T — 7') < Kbk(T— T)
which is a contradiction to the definition of T'. Thus, it is necessary that

K (T) < K}, (T) Vke{l,..,n}. (41)

Dividing (40) by Bi./pi and (41) by Bf;, shows that the inequality system
(7) - (13) holds for each k (as Lemmas A.2 - A.4 hold for any group) and so,
following Lemma A.6 and the previous work of this proof, it is necessary that

Wi(t) = Wi(t) Vte[0,T]
This holds for each k£ and hence the proof is complete.
A.8 Lemma A.8
Lemma A.8. Define functions Aif to be
Al(t) = fi(T+t) - fi(T+t) for fe{S,I,R SV, IV,RV,W}
and suppose that
AT0)y=0 Vfe{S IR SV, IV RV, W} (42)

Suppose further that the U;(t) are right-continuous step functions. Then, for
t €[0,6] in the limit 6 — 0, and for any x,y € R

i(T))
)

n

z Y (K(T)) —y Y (Li(T))

Jj=1 Jj=1

£28(T)(Ui(T) —
6(N; — W (T

xr R Y RY
AT+ SAT =

3 7

Proof: As the U;(t) are step functions, for sufficiently small 6, they are
constant on the interval [T, T + 4], so this will be assumed. Note that, for any
i€{l,..,n}and any t >0

n

S Si(OB5 (1)

Jj=1

ds;
<
)<

w2

+0(5%).
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DR

i+ 1 x Us()]

where the constant term, C| is independent of ¢ and the vaccination policy.

Note the second line follows from the fact that, as W;(t) < Ny,

5:(0 eXpl ZKU ]

Similarly, one can show (by increasing the constant C' if necessary) that

sy
(1) < UL(T
ary | [dRY | |dI; | |dR;
[ 1 i it <
O] =@ | @), | @B < C
dw;
< UL(T).
o] <um

Then, for ¢ € (0,8) and f € {S,I,R,SV,IV,RV, W}

T+t
(T +8) = £(T |\/ Lo

so that, in particular

s| < (C+Ui(T))o

fi(T+1t) = fi(T)+0(5) VYfe{SI,R SV IV,RV, W}
Now,
o —;(Kijsi ~ RS+ N N W

J
Using (42) and (43), this equation linearises to

dAS - ST (Uit +T) — Ut + 1))
Z(1) = N, W (T + 0(9).

Noting that

Uit +T) = Us(t +T) = Uy(T) — U(T) ¥t e 0,0]

this means that
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and so (for ¢t < 9)

Si(T)(U< )

~U,(T

AZ(t) =t (1) + 0(6?%).
Wi(T)

Now, one can linearise the equation for Af. Note that

dAI - / A 1 T
” = (K};Si — K;S) + pi (1 — L)

Jj=1

and so, with
Lt+T)=L(T)+ 0()

and similar expressions for other variables,

dA!
dt

=0(8) = Al(t) =0(6?) fort <6
Now, one can linearise in a different way. Note that

L(T+t)=L(T+1t)+0(6%) and IV(T +t)=1I1V(T +1t)+ 0(5%)

" K[ (T+1t) = K[;(T+1t)+0(5%).

Thus,

dif (T +1) = zn:(K' (T + )S(T + t) — KL (T + )5(T + 1)) + pl ALT + 1) + 0(5?)
= A (1) zn:(K' (T + 1)) + O(6%)
e %‘T[ZZ‘(T” Z:(K’ (T) + 0(5)) + 0(?)
= SOGE - D) é(m@-(m +0(?)

and hence
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Thus,
dA} 1,1 R pit® Si(T)(Ui(T) = Ui(T)) 4
o= Al = AR == N, (T ; )) +O0(5%).

Now, note that

d(AS +A5T)

as this derivative has no explicit dependence on U. Thus, in particular,

AS 4+ A5 = 0(8?)

and so B
S, <T><UZ-<T> — 0,(T))
ASY — ¢ 52).
Then, as before (as the equation for dti is the same as that for 2 df ,
SY instead of S;, i instead of p? and K;; instead of L;;)
dar” S{T)(U(T) — Uy(T)) =
1 T — 1 2
i T 0=t = ; ) +0(5%),

which means

and hence

Thus,

v 3 i . _ ~‘ n n
Sy 2 - ESEAOEO - SO0 S ) - S (21

as required.

A.9 Lemma A.9
Lemma A.9. Suppose that

= inf {t Kij(t) > K or Ly(t) > Lij(t)  for somei,j € {1, 7%}}
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exists. Define functions Azf to be

AL () = fi(T+t)— fi(T+1t) for fe{S I RS, IV, RV, W}

2

and suppose that
Al0)y=0 Vfe{s IR SV, IV, RV, W}

Suppose  further that the U;(t) are right-continuous step functions, II =
{1,...,n} and that

1 3 .o
5> B >0 and L(0)>0 Vi,je{l,..,n}
Then,
ST Ky(t) > Y Ki(t) Ve [0,T+ 0]

and

S Ly >3 Lyt vie T 4],

J=1 =1

<.

for sufficiently small §.

Proof: By Lemma A.8, with z = 3}, and y = 82 for some [ € {1,...,n}

gy T g CSOUD D) | gy ™ ) - 2 S0ty ()| 40169,

j=1 j=1
Now, as 8L > 8%, B} > 0 and K;;(t) and Lj;(t) are non-negative
n n

Bi Y (KL(T) = B Y (L (1) < 0= Z(Kéj(T))

=1 =1

(Li; (7). (44)

n

J

Noting that
K (T) > Li;(T) Vje{l,..n},
(44) requires
/ / .
Kj;(T) = L;;(T) Vje{l,..,n}
which, from the definitions of K’ and L’ requires

L(T) + B3 L (T) = B35 1(T) + B (T).

Thus, as I;(T) > 0 (as I € {1,...,n}) and BZ 1Y (T) > BL.IYV(T), it is necessary

ij g ij g
that

1 3

i < Bijs
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which is a contradiction. Thus,

n

b D (K (D) = 85 Y (Li;(T)) > 0

j=1 j=1
which means
1
S;(TU(T) < S;(T)U(T) = M—?Af + 2 AR —C8 4 0(5%)
for some positive constant C. Now, if
S{(T)UL(T) > Si(T)Ui(T)
then, necessarily, U;(T) > U;(T). Thus, as AV (0) = 0, one will have
Wi(T +t) > Wi(T +t)
for sufficiently small ¢, which is a contradiction. Moreover, if
S{(T)U{(T) = S;(T)U(T) Vie{l,..n}

then the vaccination policies are the same in the interval [T, T + 4], as for each
i, either S;(T) = 0 (in which case there is no more vaccination in group i so

Ui(T) = U(T) = 0) or Uy(T) = U;(T). Thus, the disease trajectories are the
same, which contradicts the definition of T', as then K;;(T +t) = Ki;(T +t)
and L;;j(T +t) = Li;(T 4 t) for all t € [0, 4].

Now, note that

n n _ n 1' v n
S OKut) - > Ku(t)=>_ <il1’AZR B: AR > =Y Es*+ 05",
i=1 i=1 i=1 @ i=1

where E; > 0 if U;(T) < U;(T) and E; = 0 otherwise. Thus, in particular

iEi >0
i=1

and hence

n n n
ZKZ, Z ==Y E§+0(5*) <0
— i=1 i=1
for sufficiently bmall 0. Thus,

n

> Kt > zn:f(ij(t) Vt € [0,T + 4]

J=1
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and, by identical arguments (using z = 37 and y = 3}, in Lemma A.8)
n n N
D Lij(t) =) Lij(t) Vte[0,T+6]
j=1 j=1
as required.
A.10 Lemma A.10
Lemma A.10. Suppose that

T := inf {t D KGi(t) < Kij(t) or Lij(t) < Lij(t) for somei,j € {1, ,n}} .

Then, for any § > 0, there exists somet € (T,T+0) and some real parameters
0<k<n<1 such that

Ry(t) + RR;‘)/(t) < Rb(t) + RR[‘)/(t) and Ip(t) + nlg/(t) < fb(t) + nf;/(t).

Proof: Firstly, note that by the definition of T, for each > 0, there must
exist 4,5 € {1,...,n} and ¢ € (0, ) such that

K”(T-Ft) < K”(T-Ft) or L”(T—f—t) < _EZJ(T—‘rt)

That is, there is some b € {1,..,n} such that

Ry(T +1t) + kRY (T 4+ t) < Ry(T +t) + kRY (T + 1) (45)

where )
r < u—g.
Ky
Note that p
mpDo(t) + rg Iy (8) = — (Ro(t) + KRy (£))

Now, define

Al(t) == fiT +1) = f(T+1) Vfe{l,IV,R,R"}
and

7 :=sup{s € [0,t] : Af(s) + HA?V (s) >0}

which exists as AF(0) + nAbRV (0) = 0. Note that 7 < ¢ by (45). Note also that
by continuity, it is necessary that

AR () + kAR (1) = 0.
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Now, by the mean value theorem (as AE+xAE" is continuously differentiable),
there exists an s in the non empty interval (7,t) such that

AL + AL () = = | (AR + RAE () — (AF(7) + af (1)
- [aro e
<0

while also .
AfH(s) + AF (s) <0,

by definition of 7. Thus, defining 7 := /@Z—? <1,
b

AE(s) + HAII}V(S) <0 Al(s) +77A£V(s) >0 and 0<k<pn<l1
s as required.

7= A.11 Lemma A.11

Lemma A.11. Consider two non-negative functions A(t) and B(t) such that
B(t) is non-decreasing and differentiable with a Lebesgue integrable derivative
B'(t) satisfying

/t B'(s)ds = B(t) — B(0) Vt>0.
0

Suppose further that for each T > 0, one can partition the interval [0,T) into

a finite number of subintervals S7*, ... STA;L and SE, ..., S,? such that

s€ USiA & A(s) > B'(s)
i=1

Then, there exists a unique function x(t) for t > 0 such that

x(t) = { A(t) if f(;; x(s)ds < B(t)
min(A(t), B'(t)) if  fy x(s)ds > B(t)

Proof: x can be constructed for each of the subintervals S/ and S£. Note
first that,
te SP = B'(t) > A(t) = x(t) = A(t)
Now, suppose that t € S{* for some i. Then, as S{ is an interval, one can
suppose S{* = [c¢;, d;]. Define

—inf ({s € SA: B(s) < /0 () du + / A(u)du} U {di}>.
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If 7 = d;, then one has (uniquely) x(t) = A(t) in S{*. Otherwise, one has
(again uniquely)

x(t) = A(t) Vte[e,7] and x(t)=B'(t) Vte[r,d]
Uniqueness can be demonstrated as follows. If x(¢) = B’(t) for some t € [¢;, 7],

then it is necessary (as A(t) > B'(t) so x(t) # A(t) in this case)

/x@zmw
0

As A(t) > B'(t) in S{, so x(t) is bounded by A(t), the previous inequality can
be extended to give

B@s[ﬂ@gfkmm+[Awm

which contradicts the definition of 7. A similar argument stands to prove
uniqueness in [, d;].

Thus, x is uniquely defined in each of the finite number of intervals and hence
in [0, 7] for each T and hence, it is uniquely defined for all ¢ as required.

B Results on the SIR Equations

This section presents a variety of results on the SIR equations which are used
in the proofs of the theorems in this paper. Many of them are well-known and
widely used in the literature, but this appendix aims to provide a source of
formal definitions and proofs of these results.

Before the results can be proved, it is necessary to establish two lemmas
on differential equations.

B.1 Lemma B.1

Lemma B.1. Suppose that H(t) is a continuous non-negative n X n matric
fort >0 and that a € R™. Then, suppose that a function u : } — R" satisfies

u(t) <a-+ /OtH(s)u(s)ds vt > 0.

Then, ,
u(t) < (1 +/0 V(t,s)H(s)ds) a,
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where the matriz V(t,s) satisfies
¢
Vt,s) =1, +/ H(k)V(k,s)dk

and I, is the n x n identity matriz.

Proof: This theorem is a special case of the theorem proved in Chandra
and Davis (1976) where (in the notation of Chandra and Davis (1976)), x, y
and z have been replaced by t, s and k respectively, G(t) has been set to be
the identity matrix and z° has been set to zero.

B.2 Lemma B.2

Lemma B.2. Consider a continuous, time-dependent, matriz A(t) which
satisfies

A(t)i; >0 Vt>0 and Vi#j
and a constant matrix B that satisfies

Bij >0 Vt>0 and Vi#j.
Then, suppose that each element of A(t) is non-increasing with t and that
A(t)i; > By Yt>0 and Yi#j.
Moreover, define a non-negative initial condition v and suppose that y and z
solve the systems

W _,

pri (t)y and — = Bz

with

Then,

Proof: To begin, define
/4 := min <Bn‘)

A*(t) .= A(t) + Il and B*:= B+ ul,

so that, defining

where [ is the identity matrix, A* and B* are non-negative matrices. Moreover,

note that
dy

il — A*
o THY (t)y
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and so J
Tt (ebty) = A*(t)y.
et (e''y) (t)y
Thus, define
y*(t) == eMy(t)
SO dar*
y * *
= A" (t)y*.
7 (t)y

Similarly, defining
2*(t) == et z(t)

gives

= Bz*
dt #

while, moreover,
yY'>z'sy>z and 2>0&22>0.

Thus, it is simply necessary to prove that the results of this lemma hold when
A(t) and B are non-negative matrices.

Now, it is helpful to note that, as the off-diagonal entries of A(¢) and B are
non-negative, the two differential systems are totally positive Schwarz (1970).
Thus, in particular, as v is non-negative,

y(t),2(t) =20 Vt=>0,

which proves one of the required inequalities. Now, one can also note that

(=) -t

As A(t) is assumed to be non-negative, and y is non-negative,

jt(yz> > B(y — 2).

Defining ¢ := z — y and integrating gives
t
¢t < [ Bls)(s)ds
0
noting that ¢ = 0. Hence, by Lemma B.1, one has

t)<0=y>z2

as required.
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B.3 Lemma B.3
Lemma B.3. Define the set of functions

Filt) = {sxt),fi(t),m(t),sy (1), 1Y (1), BY <t>}.

Then, for allt >0 and i € {1,...,n},
0<f<N: VfeF).
Proof: Noting that
Z f:Nu

FEFi(t)
it is simply necessary to show that (for each ¢ and )

f(t) =0 Vf(t) € Fi(t).

Now, note that

_Z I—|—,812]I]V) z_N._V[/.l(t)’
]:1 1 1

which means
1

d —~ B b v
- (S expl le(—leJru—?Rj)fln(NifWi) =0

Hj

and hence (using the initial conditions)

|: 1 2
UR 4 Fij RV:|>
N 1 ’uJ ‘U'J

As W;(t) < N; by construction, this means that

J

Si(t) > 0 as required.

Now, note that

n

sy - U;(t)S;
= = oI+ BLINSY + s = = YA+ A )SY
K2 j:1

dt N;
)0

no/B 4
( exp l (Zf 5 Ry)
j=1 j 'u]

Jj=1

so that
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which means (as S} (0) = 0)

and hence
S»V(t) >0 as required.

oo (1)

Then, one can rewrite the equations for I; and I} in the form

Now, define the vector

dy

Y M(S(1), 8" ()y

for some matrix M, where, from the previous results
M;; >0 Vi#j.

Thus, from Lemma B.2,

Then,

and similarly,

so and so the proof is complete.

o B.4 Lemma B.4

Lemma B.4. For each 1,

lim (I;(t)) = lim (I} (t)) = 0.

t—o0 t—o0

Proof: Firstly, suppose

o (e): s> _
Jim (inf {I(s) 15 > 1}) = Q.
noting this infimum exists as I; is bounded below by 0, and the limit exists

as the sequence of infima given s < ¢ is non-decreasing and bounded above by
N;. If Q # 0, there exists some m > 0 and some t such that for all s > ¢

dR; 2N;
Ii(s) >m = dtz(s) > mu; = R; (t—|—m 21) > N;

%
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which contradicts Lemma B.3. Thus, () = 0 and so there exists some sequence
t,, such that
lim (t,) =00 and lim (I(¢,)) =0. (46)
n—oo

n— oo
Now note that S;(t) is non-increasing and bounded and that R;(t) and
(SY(t) + IV (t) + RY (t)) are non-decreasing and bounded. Thus, their limits
as t — oo must exist and be finite, so in particular

lim (Z;(t)) = lim (N; = Si(t) — Ri(t) — S} (t) = I (t) — R} (1))

t—o00 t—o0

must exist. Thus, by (46), the only possible limit is 0 so

Jim (1,(1) = Q = 0
as required. By noting that S;(¢)+S} (¢) is non-increasing and that I;(t)+R;(t)
and R (t) are non-decreasing, an identical argument shows that

lim (1) (t)) = 0.

t—o0

B.5 Lemma B.5

Lemma B.5. Suppose that I;(t) > 0 for somet > 0 and some i € {1,...,n}.
Then,
Ii(s) >0 Vs>t.

An analogous result holds for IY (t).

Proof: Note that
A
ar = M
and so
d

= (eﬂim(t)) >0

which means, for any s >t
Mo T(s) > et (1)

and hence

as required. The same argument then works for I (¢) as well (with a p? instead
of a u}).

B.6 Lemma B.6

Lemma B.6. Define

M:={i:3t>0 st IL({t)>0 or I/(t)>0}.
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Moreover, define
m° := {i : I,(0) > 0}
and the n by n matriz M by

M;; = Si(0)Bj;.

Then, define the connected component C of II’ in M as follows. The index
i€ {1,...,n} belongs to C if any only if there is some sequence ay, ..., ar such
that

a; € {1,....,n} Vje{l,.. k},

Moy asMay az-s May, 10, >0

and
a; =i and ay € I1°.
Then,
(a)iec C=1I(t)>0 Vt>0.
(b) 1 =CUTI.

Thus, in particular,
ieCU =T < I(t)>0 Vt>0.

Proof: (a): The proof will proceed by induction. For k& > 1, define P* is
the set of elements of C' that are connected to an element of II° by a sequence
of length at most k. Then, note that

Pk C P g > 1

and
v =cC
as there are n? elements in M. (Thus, if i € C' then there must be a sequence
of length at most n? connecting i with an element in II° as any loops can be
ignored.)
The inductive hypothesis is that

i€ PP = L(t)>0 Vt>0.

The explanation of the base case will be left until the end of the proof. Suppose
that this claim holds for some k > 0. If P¥*1 = P¥_then

ie PPl =ic P = L(t)>0 Vt>0

and so the inductive step is complete. Otherwise, consider any i € P**1/Pk,
Then, there exists some j such that

M;; >0 and je€ P
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Thus, by continuity, for sufficiently small 7,
t<T=S(t)B,;>0
and indeed, by Boundedness Theorem, there exists some x > 0 such that
1
Si(t)B; > x Vtelo,T].
Now, choose any € € [0, 7]. By Boundedness Theorem, I;(t) achieves is bounded
and achieves its maximum, 6. in the interval [0, €]. Moreover, 8 > 0 as I;(t) > 0

in (0,¢) by assumption. Thus, by continuity, there exists some non-empty
region (d¢, Ac) such that

t € (6, Ac) = Li(t) > %

Thus, in particular

€ A
| swsinwd = x [ Lwdez .- 00 >
0

€

Now, note that

dl;
pr > Si(t)Bi; 15 (t) — pi Li(t).
Suppose for a contradiction that I;(¢) = 0 for all ¢ € [0, ¢]. Then,
dl; M,
T2 SUOBLI (0 = 1) 2 1L(0) + 25 (A~ 6)

and hence,
Ii(e) > 0,
which is a contradiction. Thus, there exists a ¢t € [0, €] such that I;(¢) > 0 and
hence, by Lemma B.5,
Ii(t) >0 Vtel[e,00).
Thus, as € was any constant in the region (0,7), and 7 > 0, this means that

Ii(t) >0 VYt>0
as required.
Finally, note that the base case K = 1 can be proved in exactly the same
way, except now j € II° (but this still means that I;(¢) > 0 for all ¢ > 0 by
Lemma B.5), and so (a) has been proved.

(b): The previous work has shown that

C CIL
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Hence, as clearly II° C II, this means that
cull’cn
and so it suffices to prove that
nmccul’.
That is, it suffices to prove
i¢g CUTI = L(t) =1V () =0 Vt>0.

To check that this solution satisfies the equations, one notes that, in this case,
if i ¢ CUTI?, then

ZS +ZS LIV (t) — ul(t)
Z Si(t D ORIOETH

FECUII FECUIIO
and, similarly,

‘”V S sV + 3 SmsLIY ),

jECUIIO jECUIIO

as I;(t) = I} (t) = 0 for all j ¢ CUTIC.
Now, suppose that i ¢ C UTI® and j € C UII". Then, by definition of C,
this means that
Mij :Sz(O) l-lj =0 V] S CUHO

and hence, as S; is non-increasing and non-negative
Si(t)B; =0 VjeCcull.
Now, as ﬁ ﬁQ > 0, this means that
Si(t)p5 =0 vjecul’

so that

S swsLL+ Y S (1) =0,

jECUIIO jECUIIO

which means
% =0 as required
it amreds
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Moreover, as S (0) = 0, it is necessary that
v 1 _ : 0

so, as (S; + S)) 3t

;; 18 non-increasing and non-negative

v 1 - 0
(Si(t) + 5] (t)B;; =0 VjeCUIl
and hence, as S;(t) is non-negative
% 1_ » 0
(S; (t)Bi; =0 VjeCull.

Thus, as ,6’4 ,6’ 64 > 0, one has

>, STWBLIO+ Y, SiBBLL (1) =0

FECUIIO jECUIIO

and hence
dry
dt
Then, one can separately solve the system for all j € C UII® as the equations
will now be independent of any indices i ¢ C' UTI? (as they only depend on
these indices via the I; and I} terms, which are identically zero). Thus, by
the uniqueness of solution, one must have

=0 as required.

ieCUl’ = L) =1/({t)=0 Vt>0

2

and hence part (b) is proved. Thus, the lemma has been proved.

B.7 Lemma B.7

Lemma B.7. Consider a set C = [a1,b1] X [az2,b2] X ... X [an,by] that is a
Cartesian product of real intervals. Suppose that f : R" — R is differentiable
with bounded derivatives in C. Then, f is Lipschitz continuous on C - that is,
there exists some L > 0 such that

|f(z) = f(y)] < LZ lzi —yi| Va,y el
i=1
Proof: Note that, by assumption, for each i,

of
6.1%

is bounded in C,
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so define the global bound for all 7 to be M. Choose some @,y € C. Define the
points p* € C for k =0,1,...,n by

ke Jui i<k
Pi = z; otherwise

as and define the curve ; to be the straight line joining the point p’~! to the
s19  point p*. As C is a product of intervals, the 7; lie entirely in C.
Define I to be the union of the curves 7;, so that I" joins p° = « to p” = y.
Then

|f(x) = fy)l=]| | Vf-dz

n S=Yi )
; /s—mi %(plil + (S o xz)el)ds

/s=yi ﬁ(pi_l + (s — z;)e;)ds

—;, 0T

n
/
< sup S i — T;
;sec al'i( ) |yz z|
n
< Mz‘yi*‘rz‘
i=1

60 where e; is the ith canonical basis vector. Hence, the required Lipschitz
¢ continuity holds with M = L.

 B.8 Lemma B.8
Lemma B.8. Define the set of functions

F = {Si(t; €), Ii(t; €), Ri(t; €),SY (t; €), I} (t; €),RY (t; €) :i € {1,...,n}, et> O},

where for each fixed €, these functions solve the model equations with parame-
ters

792{ (€),p(e) 4,5 €{1,..,n}, ae€{l,2,3,4}, ~ec{l,2} and 620},
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initial conditions
7= {f(O; e):ie{l,.,n}, fe€F and 620}

and vaccination policy U(t; €). Suppose that
Ip(e) —p(0)| <€ VpeP,
|£i(0; €) — fi(0; 0)| <€ VfeF
and that

|[Wi(t,e) — W;(t,0)| <e Vt>0.
Moreover, suppose that for each i € {1,...,n} and € > 0,

t
Ui(s; €) >0 and / Ui(s; e)ds < N; Vt>0.
0

Then, for each § > 0 and each T > 0 there exists some n > 0 (that may depend
onT and §) such that

e 0,n)=|f(t; &)= f(t; 0)<d VfeF and Vtel0,T]
Proof: To begin, it is helpful to note that, by Lemma B.3,
f(t; €) € [0,max(N;)] VfeF and t>0
and that, by assumption on the feasibility of U;
W (t; €) € [0, max(N;)] ¥Vt >0.
Moreover, as the parameter values converge, it can be assumed that
ple) € [a, 8] Ve>0 and peP

for some «, B > 0. Moreover, it can be assumed that, as each pf > 0, there is
some 7 > 0 such that pf(e) >~ for all € > 0.

However, there is no condition on the maximal difference (at a point)
between U;(t; €) and U;(t; 0). To avoid this problem, it is helpful to consider

the variable SO := S; + S} instead of S}. Then, the equations for S; and S
can be written as

; — Wilt; e (B (O)R;(t; € H(OR] (& €
(0 = MO D o [_Z< (21(: " (jﬂ.(e)(t )ﬂ

Jj=1

O 6 n
dS (t; Z[ t 6)"‘5 (e )Ij‘-/(t; 6)) Si(t; e):|
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Zﬂ Lt ) + B5OIY (1 0) (596 ) — 5i(t; ).

Jj=1

Then, one can define

v:=(8° 11V R, RV)"
and p(e) to be a vector of the elements of P at some € > 0. Then, (substituting
for S), the model equations can be written in the form

dv(t; €)

o = ®(v(t . Wt o).p(e))

where @ is a smooth function. Thus, from Lemma B.7, there exists some con-
stant L such that, for v, W and p within the closed bounded feasible set of
values and any j € {1,...,5n},

5n n 4n2+2n
|®(v, W, p);—® (v, W p* )| <L |oi—vf[+ D> [Wi= W+ Y |pi—p]]
i=1 i=1 i=1

Thus, in particular, this means that

i<%@e> (qu<LZG““@‘W“00’

ghwwawwaam@»—wwamJWumm@»

n

<L<Z|vlt € i(t; 0) |+Z|W (t; €) — Wi(t; 0)]...

i=1
4an?42n
+ Z |pi—p3|)-
=1

Now, adding these 5n inequalities together, one seems that

Z(im(t; €) — vi(t; 0)|)

=1
5n n 4n2+2n
<BnL [ Y fuit; € —wilt; 0)[+ D [Wilt; €) = Wit 0|+ > |pi —pj]
i=1 i=1 i=1

and hence

i [jt (e7" M oi(t; €) —vi(t; 0)|)}
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n 4n2+2n
<5nLe ™™ N Wit €) = Wilt; 0)| + > |pi — 1}
1=1 =1

< (15n* 4 20n3)Lee 511,

Thus, integrating (and using the fact that the initial conditions differ by at
most €)

5n n
e onlt Z [vi(t; €) — v (t; 0)] < Z |05 (0; €) — v;(0; 0)| + (3n + 4n?)e(1 — e77LY)
< 5ne + (3n + 4n?)e(1 — e77EY)

which means
Z|Uz ) — wilt; 0)] < 5nee®™ 4 (31 + 4n?)e(e¥H — 1)

and hence, for each i € {1,...,5n}
lvi(t; €) —vi(t; 0)] < 5nee®™ ™ + (3n + 4n?)e(e ' — 1).
The right-hand side is non-decreasing in ¢ (as L > 0) so, taking

]
<
5ne®n Lt + (3n + 4n2)(ednlt — 1)

ensures that the required inequalities hold for I, IV, R and RV for all s < t.
Now, note also that S;(¢; €) is a smooth function of W;(¢; €), v(e), Si(0; €)
and p so that there exists an L’ such that

1S5t €) — S5(0: )] < L’(Zm —opl 4+ S W - W
i=1 i=1
4n2+2n
L3 I sl IS0 9 - 505 0)])
i1
< L'e {57165"“ + (3n +4n?) (et — 1) + (3n + 4n?) + 1}
= x(t)e

and so, as x(t) is non-decreasing in ¢, taking
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gives the required inequalities for S for all times s < ¢. Finally, note that

SY (85 €) = Y (t; 0)] = 1SP(t; €) = S (t; 0) = Si(t; €) + Si(t; 0)]
<SP €) = S7(# 0) +[Si(t; €) = Silts 0)
< +5nee®™ 4 (3n + 4n?)e(eP T — 1) + ex(t)

and so, as the right-hand side is increasing in t, taking

0
<
© = BnednLt 4 (3n + 4n2)(e5nLt — 1) 1 x(f)

gives the required inequalities for SV for all times s < ¢ and hence completes
the proof.
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