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Abstract

People are more likely to interact with other people of their ethnicity—a phenomenon known
as ethnic homophily. In the United States, people of color are known to hold proportionately
more high-contact jobs and are thus more at risk of virus infection. At the same time, these
ethnic groups are on average younger than the rest of the population. This gives rise to interesting
disease dynamics and non-trivial trade-offs that should be taken into consideration when developing
prioritization strategies for future mass vaccine roll-outs.

Here, we study the spread of COVID-19 through the U.S. population, stratified by age, ethnic-
ity, and occupation, using a detailed, previously-developed compartmental disease model. Based
on historic data from the U.S. mass COVID-19 vaccine roll-out that began in December 2020,
we show, (i) how ethnic homophily affects the choice of optimal vaccine allocation strategy, (ii)
that, notwithstanding potential ethical concerns, differentiating by ethnicity in these strategies can
improve outcomes (e.g., fewer deaths), and (iii) that the most likely social context in the United
States is very different from the standard assumptions made by models which do not account for
ethnicity and this difference affects which allocation strategy is optimal.
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Highlights

e A social mixing model accounting for ethnic homophily and variable job-related risk level is
developed.

e A scenario that differs strongly from standard homogeneous mixing assumptions best matches
U.S. ethnicity-specific death and case counts.

e Two trade-offs are explored: Should (i) old or young, and (ii) people of color or White and
Asian people first receive COVID-19 vaccines?

e Exhaustive simulation of a compartmental disease model identifies the optimal allocation
strategy for different demographic groups.

e Optimal strategies depend on the underlying mixing pattern and strategies that differentiate
vaccine access by ethnicity outperform others.
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1. Introduction

In the United States, people of color (POC) have been disproportionately affected by COVID-
19 (CDC, 2020). Overall, POC (people from the following racial /ethnic backgrounds: Hispanic/Latino,
American Indian/Alaskan Native, Black, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, and mixed-
race/ethnicity) comprise 34.1% of the U.S. population but suffered 42.2% of COVID-19 cases,
while non-Hispanic White and non-Hispanic Asian (WA) make up 65.9% of the population but
comprised 57.8% of total cases (Kaiser Family Foundation, 2022). Studies from earlier in the pan-
demic report even greater disparities. Adjusting for age and other relevant factors, the infection
rate in predominantly Black counties in the U.S. in 2020 was over three times that of predom-
inantly white counties, and the Navajo Nation had more cases per capita than any state in the
country (Shadmi et al., 2020). In the city of Chicago, over 50% of COVID-19 deaths were among
the Black population, which only comprises about 30% of the city population (Bhala et al., 2020).
New York City reported approximately twice as many deaths per capita in the Black and Latino
populations than in the White population (Hooper et al., 2020). And overall, across the U.S. the
20% of disproportionately Black counties accounted for 52% of cases and 58% of COVID-19 deaths
nationwide (Millett et al., 2020).

The reasons for these disparities are complex, but one common explanation is that POC tend
to live in more crowded conditions, and are more likely to work in public-facing, high-contact
occupations, which frequently do not allow for physical distancing (e.g., services and transporta-
tion) (Hooper et al., 2020; Bhala et al., 2020). Homophily describes the tendency of people from
a particular demographic group to interact more frequently with people from the same group,
and homophily among ethnic groups as well as age groups is well documented (McPherson et al.,
2001; Currarini et al., 2009; Mollica et al., 2003). Homophily is known to affect disease dynam-
ics (Kadelka and McCombs, 2021; Burgio et al., 2022; Hiraoka et al., 2022; Salathé and Bonhoeffer,
2008), and while the 4-phase COVID-19 vaccine allocation strategy implemented by the CDC in
2020 accounted for some differences in occupational hazards (healthcare workers first, then frontline
essential workers, etc.), it did not account for ethnic homophily (Dooling et al., 2020).

COVID-19 also has disproportionate effects on older people. Only 16.5% of the U.S. population
is over the age of 65, but 75.1% of deaths due to COVID-19 were in this age group. The fundamental
trade-off when aiming to minimize COVID-19 deaths through an optimal vaccine roll-out therefore
concerns age: Should the older population be vaccinated first to directly reduce mortality, or should
younger people be vaccinated first because they have more contacts (Mossong et al., 2008; Prem
et al., 2017), thereby reducing the spread of the disease and indirectly reducing mortality? Taking
ethnicity into account further complicates the answer to this question. The WA population is
demographically older than POC: 20.2% of WA are over age 65 while only 9.3% of POC fall into
this age group (US Census Bureau, 2020). Complex interactions between demographics and contact
rates may therefore result in an optimal allocation strategy with counter-intuitive prioritizations of
both age groups and ethnicity groups.

The CDC COVID-19 vaccine allocation strategy assigned vaccine access based on age and
occupational hazards but not based on ethnicity (Dooling et al., 2020). Most subsequent research
into optimal vaccination strategies also primarily considered the fundamental vaccine prioritization
trade-off concerning age (Bubar et al., 2021; Matrajt et al., 2021b,a; Foy et al., 2021). Some studies
accounted for occupation as well as known COVID-19 risk factors, in addition to age (Islam et al.,
2021; Marz et al., 2022), but to our knowledge, only one study incorporates ethnicity, as a predictor
in a simple logistic regression model (McDonald et al., 2020).

In this study, we build on our previously-developed compartmental disease model, which strati-
fied the U.S. population by age, living conditions, comorbidities, and occupation and was designed



to accurately evaluate the 2020 CDC vaccine allocation strategy (Islam et al., 2021). Here we
expand the model by incorporating differential contact rates and occupational hazards by age and
ethnicity group to investigate how the fundamental trade-off and the trade-off regarding ethnicity
might affect the optimal vaccine allocation (Figure 1). We separate the population into ten groups
stratified by age (4 age classes), ethnic group (POC and WA), and occupational risk level (high and
low risk) and implement a new method for constructing contact matrices with specified levels of
ethnic homophily and social interaction (Kadelka, 2022). A global optimization algorithm identifies
the optimal strategy from all 2.9 million possibly optimal allocation strategies which structure the
vaccine roll-out in 1-5 or 10 phases. We investigate, (i) how ethnic homophily and social interac-
tion parameters affect the choice of optimal vaccine allocation strategy, and (ii) notwithstanding
possible ethical concerns, whether differentiating by ethnicity in these strategies can lead to better
societal outcomes (e.g., fewer deaths).
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Figure 1: Trade-offs in vaccination prioritizations. (a) For each age group, the ethnic decomposition (into non-
Hispanic White or Asian, WA versus Hispanic or people of color, POC) in the United States, as well as average
daily contacts and case fatality rate (CFR) are shown. For the working-age population (16-64 year olds) employed
in high-contact jobs, ranges for the ethnic decomposition and the average daily contact numbers, two key model
parameters, are shown. (b) Infografic highlighting the two fundamental vaccine allocation trade-offs investigated in
this study, which both depend on the specific contact structure of the U.S. population including the level of ethnic
homophily.

2. Methods

2.1. Model overview

We study the spread of SARS-CoV-2 by adapting a previously published, detailed compart-
mental disease model (Islam et al., 2021) used to evaluate the U.S. COVID-19 vaccine allocation
strategy. To ensure an accurate evaluation, this model accounts for key virus, disease, social and
behavioral elements of the COVID-19 pandemic (e.g., age-dependent susceptibility to infection
and case fatality rate, population-wide social distancing levels that depend on the current num-
ber of active cases, exact historic vaccination rates, and emergence of virus variants with higher
transmissibility). For details, see Islam et al. (2021).

In this study, we split the entire U.S. population into ten sub-populations based on age (0 — 15,
16 — 64, 65 — 74, and 75+ years of age), as well as ethnicity and type of occupation for the working-
age population of 16 — 64 year olds (Figure la). We consider only a binary stratification with



respect to ethnicity by combining White and Asian into one group (WA) and all other ethnicities
disproportionately affected by COVID-19 into the other group (POC) (Kaiser Family Foundation,
2022; Shadmi et al., 2020; Khanijahani et al., 2021). According to the 2020 U.S. census (US Census
Bureau, 2020), there are 64.8 million children under the age of 16, 209.4 million 16 — 64 year olds,
31.5 million 65 — 74 year olds, and 22.6 million 75 and older. The proportion of people reported as
WA among each of these four age groups is 55.0%, 65.4%, 79.6%, and 82.3%, respectively.

We also consider a binary stratification for occupation. We distinguish between low-contact
(LC) jobs, which can be performed virtually and/or require few close human contacts (e.g., most
office jobs), and high-contact (HC) jobs (e.g., most jobs in health care, meat packing plants, facto-
ries). People of color are known to work proportionately more high-contact jobs (Tai et al., 2021).
While the U.S. Bureau of Labor provides a distribution based on ethnicity for different job cate-
gories (US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2021a,b), the reported job categories do not break cleanly
into LC and HC jobs, so it is not clear how this can accurately inform the stratification of ethnicity
across job types. In the absence of accurate data, we assume that 25% of all 16-64 year olds are
employed in HC jobs. Further, we define the ratio of the proportion of POC versus the proportion
of WA employed in high-contact jobs as one of the three key model parameters we vary in this
study, denoted 1. That is,

|16-64 POC HC|
b= 664 POC] _ |16-64 POC HC| - [16-64 WA|
© 11664 WAHC| — 116-64 POC| - |16-64 WA HC|
[16-64 WA]

We consider ¢ € {1,3} where ¢y = 3 means POC are three times more likely to work high-contact
jobs. Note that all 16-64 year old individuals who are not working are grouped together with those
in low-contact jobs.

2.2. Contact patterns

The entry z;; in a square contact matriz describes the average number of daily interactions
an individual in sub-population ¢ has with individuals from sub-population j. Extensive, diary-
based surveys in eight European countries have revealed empirical contact matrices stratified by
age (Mossong et al., 2008). More recently, using surveys and demographic data, age-stratified
contact matrices have been inferred for many countries, including the United States (Prem et al.,
2017). For all countries, the contact matrices exhibit homophily with respect to age (also known
as age-assortativity), meaning there are more contacts between people of similar age (i.e., values
closer to the diagonal of the contact matrix are higher). We use here the age-stratified contact
matrix for the United States.

To describe the level of ethnic homophily in contact patterns, let p € (0,1) be the proportion
of WA individuals and let ¢ € [0,1] be the proportion of all contacts that occur between people
of the same ethnicity group (WA or POC). We have E(¢) = p? + (1 — p)?. As in Kadelka and
McCombs (2021) and similar to Feng et al. (2015), we define ethnic homophily, denoted h, as the
difference between the observed and expected proportions of all contacts that occur between people
of different ethnicity group (WA and POC), and scale it so that h € [—1,1].

o-B@) < 10,1]  if ¢ > E(g),

homophily h = 1-E(¢ )
{%?ﬁg €[-1,0) if ¢ <E(¢).

For completeness, this definition includes the case of heterophily, i.e., ¢ < E(¢). If ¢ = 1, we have
100% homophily, corresponding to complete segregation of WA and POC. The other extreme case
of » = 0 corresponds to 100% heterophily, in which case a graph describing all contacts would



be bipartite. While the exact level of ethnic homophily is not known, several surveys indicate a
high positive value in the range of 70 — 90% (Ingraham, 2014; Cox et al., 2016). In this study, we
therefore only consider h € [0,1]. Albeit unrealistic, we include h = 0% (i.e., ¢ = E(¢)) as lower
bound as it represents the intrinsic assumption used in any model that does not account for ethnic
homophily.

A third key model parameter accounts for the increased level of average daily contacts due
to employment in a high-contact job setting (compared to a low-contact job setting), denoted k.
We consider k € {1,3}, where k = 1 implies no difference in the contact patterns between people
employed in high- and low-contact jobs, and x = 3 means individuals in high-contact jobs have
three times as many daily contacts compared to people in low-contact jobs. That is, for each
j=1,...,10,

THCLPOC,] = KTLO&POC,j aNd THOEWA,j = KTLCGWA,j-

The binary classification of occupation and the lack of data on average contact levels per occupation
make it hard to estimate a reasonable choice for k. However, the true value for x will most likely
be somewhere within the considered range.

To obtain the contact matrix for our study, we start with a 4 x 4 age-stratified contact matrix
inferred for the United States (Prem et al., 2017). Due to the undirected nature of physical contacts,
any physical contact matrix relevant for the study of infectious diseases should be reciprocal (also
known as symmetric) with respect to population size. That is, n;x; j = njz;; for all 4, j where n;
is the number of individuals in sub-population i. Using a standard procedure (Funk et al., 2019),
we transform the empirical 4 x 4 age-based contact matrix, which for various reasons is typically
quite far from reciprocal, into a reciprocal contact matrix. To then infer a 10 x 10 contact matrix
that accurately describes the contact patterns between the ten sub-populations—including ethnic
homophily and higher contact rates for individuals employed in high-contact jobs—we follow the
recent procedure described in Kadelka (2022). The resulting contact matrix remains reciprocal and
has the following four desirable properties.

1. It possesses a defined level of ethnic homophily.

2. WA and POC people of the same age and same occupation type have the same overall number
of contacts.

3. An individual of age i has exactly the same average number of daily contacts with individuals
of age j as defined in the reciprocal 4 x 4 contact matrix.

4. Individuals of a given ethnicity group with high-contact jobs have the exact same contact
patterns as individuals of that ethnicity group with low-contact jobs, except they have k > 1
more contacts.

Figure 2 shows the contact matrix for some of the different scenarios considered in this study.

2.3. Model dynamics

To model disease progression from infection to recovery or death, we distinguish for each sub-
population 20 different stages as in Islam et al. (2021). At any moment, a person in sub-population
i is either susceptible (5;), exposed and not yet infectious (E;), pre-symptomatic and infectious
(P;), symptomatic and infectious (Cj;: clinical), asymptomatic and infectious at a lower rate (A;),
quarantining and thus no longer infectious (Q;), recovered from symptomatic infection (R;), re-
covered from asymptomatic infection (RA;) or dead (D;). Note that reinfections were very rare
prior to the emergence of the omicron variant (O Murchu et al., 2022; New York State Department
of Health, 2022). As we study the spread of SARS-CoV-2 during the initial U.S. vaccine roll-out
before the dominance of the omicron variant, we therefore do not model reinfections. We further
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Figure 2: Contact patterns between sub-populations for different scenarios distinguished by the key parameters: h, s

and .

distinguish individuals by their vaccination status. A person is either willing to get vaccinated
and waiting for an available vaccine, not willing to get vaccinated, or already vaccinated, and as
in Islam et al. (2021) we assume a vaccine hesitancy of 30% throughout the population.

The number of new infections in sub-population ¢ at time ¢ is given by S;(t)-A;(P(¢), C(t), A(t)).
Here, A; is the force of infection function and includes, among other things, the above-defined
contact matrix, which describes the mixing patterns (i.e., the average number of daily contacts)
between all sub-populations. For other details, such as the entire system of ordinary differential
equations describing the model dynamics as well as specific parameter choices, see Islam et al.
(2021). Except for the contact matrix, we use all the same parameter choices. Note that we assume
that any virus and disease parameters such as the case fatality rate or the rate of asymptomatic
disease progression may depend on age but not on ethnicity. That is, differences between WA and
POC are completely due to differences in the demographics and the contact matrix, which depends
on the values of the three key parameters, h, x, and 1.

2.4. Vaccination and vaccine roll-out

Each vaccine allocation strategy assigns the ten sub-populations to a specific phase and may
contain between one (i.e., all sub-populations vaccinated at the same time) and ten distinct phases.
We follow the same approach as in Islam et al. (2021) to model daily vaccinations and vaccine func-
tion. In brief, we consider a population-wide, constant vaccine hesitancy rate of 30%, in line with
estimates for early 2021, so that in each sub-population, 70% are willing to be vaccinated (Reiter
et al., 2020). We use historic data on vaccinations to inform the daily number of newly vaccinated
individuals, considering a single vaccination event (no two doses) for simplicity (CDC, 2021b). On
any given day, if the number of available vaccines is less than the number of unvaccinated indi-
viduals willing to get vaccinated and part of the current phase, then we distribute the available
doses equally (i.e., proportionally) among all these people. If there are more vaccines available
than people waiting for the vaccine in the current phase, then everyone in the current phase gets
vaccinated and the next phase of vaccinations begins.

Most people in the United States were vaccinated using the mRNA COVID-19 vaccines by
Pfizer-BioNTech and Moderna. We used the same best estimates for three parameters related to



vaccine function as in Islam et al. (2021), namely, vaccinated individuals are assumed to be 70%
less likely to contract the virus, 66.7% less likely to develop a symptomatic infection when infected,
and 50% less likely to transmit the virus (Pritchard et al., 2021). The first two parameters add up
to a vaccine efficacy of 90% =1 — (1 — 0.7)(1 — 0.667), as observed in the U.S. population in early
2021 (Thompson, 2021).

2.5. Model fitting

The previously developed model was fitted to cases and deaths observed between December
14, 2020 and April 29, 2021 assuming implementation of the vaccine allocation strategy suggested
by the CDC (Islam et al., 2021). While we here consider a stratification of the U.S. population
into different sub-populations, all parameters included in the model, as well as the total contact
numbers and the total contacts between people of age group i and age group j are the same (see
Contact patterns). We can therefore use the best fit parameter values from Islam et al. (2021).

2.6. Initial conditions

The U.S. vaccine roll-out began on December 14, 2020. To obtain the initial conditions (i.e.,
the number of individuals in each sub-population and each compartment on December 14, 2020),
we match the model-predicted cases and deaths to the reported historic data from the New York
Times COVID-19 database (New York Times, 2022). According to these data, the first case was
reported on January 21, 2020. We therefore initialize the model with one symptomatic person (in
compartment C), split between the different sub-populations relative to their sizes, and begin the
simulations on ty = January 21, 2020. For each sub-population, we further infer the number of
people in the other infectious compartments on January 21, 2020 as

Pi(to) = Z*CCz'(to),

P
L pc
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() = =221 = a)Citt)

where 1/uy is the average time spent in transient compartment Y and ¢; is the probability of
symptomatic infection (also known as clinical fraction). We further set Q;(to) = RAi(to) = Ri(to) =
D;(to) = 0 and S;(to) = N; — E;(to) — Pi(to) — Ci(to) — Ai(to). We acknowledge that, due to under-
reporting issues, the true numbers were likely higher than what is reported in the New York Times
COVID-19 database, especially in early 2020.

We then run the model from January 21, 2020 until December 14, 2020. Each day, we record
the number of new infections (i.e., S; — E;) according to the model and re-scale as follows to
match historic case numbers. Based on data released by the CDC, prior to the start of the vaccine
roll-out, 10.27%, 75.65%, 7.70%, 6.38% of all reported cases were among people of age 0 — 15,16 —
64,65 — 74,75+, respectively (CDC, 2021a). We assume an age-dependent rate of symptomatic
infection ¢; of 58.9%, 70%, 80.4% and 85% for the four age groups (Islam et al., 2021; CDC and
ASPR, 2020). This implies that 10.70%, 78.82%,5.87%,4.61% of all infections occurred in the
respective age group. For each age group and at each day, we re-scale the model-predicted new
infections to fit the historic case data reported six days later, as the average time from infection
to symptoms in our model is assumed to be six days (CDC and ASPR, 2020). That is, if we
want to observe x (symptomatic) cases in age group j at day ¢t + 6, we set the number of new
infections in age group j at day t to x/g;. This procedure ensures an excellent fit between the



model-predicted and historic case numbers, while the model determines the relative number of
infected in each sub-population. To match historic deaths, we follow a similar procedure. Prior
to the vaccine roll-out, 0.07%, 19.1%, 21.35% and 59.46% of all deaths had occurred in the age
groups 0 — 15,16 — 64,65 — 74, 75+, respectively (CDC, 2021a). For each age group and at each
day, we re-scale the model-predicted new deaths to fit the historic deaths for that day. We run the
model from January 21, 2020 to December 14, 2020, and use the values from December 14, 2020
to initialize the population size of each compartment.

2.7. Outcome measures

Given a vaccine allocation strategy, we run the model from December 14, 2020 to December
31, 2021. Total predicted deaths by December 31, 2021 due to COVID-19 constitute the primary
outcome measure used to evaluate vaccine allocation strategies. Secondary outcome measures
are total predicted (symptomatic) cases by December 31, 2021, as well as predicted deaths and
predicted cases among the WA and the POC sub-population. We focus primarily on total deaths
as (i) this proved to be the primary vaccination goal in the U.S. public health response (National
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2020) and (ii) it gives rise to more interesting
trade-offs than e.g. minimizing total cases where only contact levels but not age-dependent case
fatality rates need to be taken into account.

2.8. Global optimization approach

To find the best vaccine allocation strategy with respect to a given outcome measure, we perform
an exhaustive evaluation of all possibly optimal strategies that assigned the ten sub-populations
into 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 10 distinct phases. Any strategy that recommends vaccination of 16-64 year
olds of a certain ethnicity group (WA or POC) with low-contact jobs before vaccinating people of
the same age and ethnicity group with high-contact jobs can never be optimal since the opposite
strategy would lead to lower incidence without increasing disease-related mortality (on average, all
16-64 year olds have the same case fatality rate). We therefore exclude all such strategies from
the search. For 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 10 distinct phases there are 1, 574, 24519, 308076, 1724310 and
907200 possibly optimal strategies, respectively. For each strategy, we run the model starting on
December 14, 2020, the beginning of the U.S. vaccine roll-out, until December 31, 2021 and record
all outcome measures (see above). We do not investigate strategies with 6-9 distinct phases because
(i) as we will show, the improvement in outcome measures going from 4 to 5 phases is very small,
and (ii) many distinct phases are hard to implement from a public health perspective.

2.9. Scenario analysis

We conducted global optimizations for six scenarios that differ in their choices for the three
key model parameters (2 choices each): 1. ethnic homophily h, 2. relative contact level of people
employed in high-contact jobs compared to low-contact jobs (), 3. relative proportion of POC
compared to WA who work high-contact jobs (¢)). We considered a baseline value of h = 0% (i.e.,
no homophily) and h = 80% (high homophily). The former value is used in all infectious disease
models that do not explicitly account for homophily, while the latter is likely a more realistic
estimate (Mollica et al., 2003). For the other two key model parameters, we considered a baseline
value of 1 (i.e., no difference) and 3 (i.e., a three-fold increased number of contacts by employees in
high-contact jobs, or a three-fold increased proportion of POC in high-contact jobs). We considered
all combinations of parameter choices, except those two with x = 1,9 = 3 as the choice of 1 is
irrelevant if kK = 1 (i.e., if kK = 1, there is no difference between high- and low-contact jobs). The
two main scenarios we deem important are parametrized by



1. h = 0%,k = 1,9 = 1: the base scenario. These assumptions are intrinsically used in any
model that does not account for ethnic homophily nor different occupation-mediated average
contact levels for POC and WA.

2. h = 80%,k = 3,1 = 3: the most likely social context. While we lack reliable estimates for
all three parameters, it is clear that h >> 0,k > 1,79 > 1 (Mollica et al., 2003; US Bureau of
Labor Statistics, 2021a,b).

3. Results and Discussion

In December 2020, the CDC recommended structuring the U.S. COVID-19 vaccine roll-out in
four phases and prioritized vaccination of older people (65+) in congested living conditions as well
as healthcare workers and frontline essential workers with many contacts (Dooling et al., 2020). The
CDC strategy did not differentiate between ethnic groups. We find here that allowing for differences
in occupational risk level but no ethnic homophily (h = 0%, x = 3), the 4-phase allocation strategy
that minimizes mortality is to first vaccinate people 75 and older, then vaccinate people employed
in high-contact jobs (e.g., healthcare and frontline essential workers), then people 65-74 years old,
followed by the remainder of the population (Table 1). This is consistent with the strategy suggested
by the CDC. Note that in a previous model, we showed that the only way to improve the CDC
strategy was to differentiate between people with and without known comorbidities (Islam et al.,
2021).

Table 1: Optimal vaccine allocation strategies to minimize COVID-19 mortality given a different number of phases
and for different scenarios specified by the level of ethnic homophily (h), relative contact levels for employees in
high-contact jobs (compared to low-contact jobs) (k), and the relative proportion of POC (compared to WA) in
high-contact jobs (¢).

exact number of phases 4 5 10
h 80% 0% 80% 0% 80% 0%
K 3 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 3 1
age ethnicity occupation y| 3 1 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 3 1 1
0-15 POC n.a.
WA n.a.
POC low-contact 3 6
16-64 high-contact | 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 4 4 6 3 3 5
WA low-contact 3
high-contact | 1 2 2 2 1 2 3 2 2 3 2 3 5 4 4
65-74 POC n.a. 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 2 5 5 4 5 5 3
WA n.a. 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 2 6 6 3 6 6 4
75+ POC n.a. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1
WA n.a. 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 2 2 2

3.1. Number of vaccine roll-out phases

Notwithstanding the increased logistical complexity entailed in a roll-out with many phases,
we investigated the effect of changing the number of phases on the primary outcome metric, total
COVID-19 deaths. For each scenario, we compared the predicted deaths from the best strategy
with a given number of phases to the overall best strategy with any number of phases (1-5 or 10).
More phases provide more opportunity for fine-tuning, and it was thus not surprising that a vaccine
roll-out without priority phases (i.e., with every sub-population in the same single phase) led to the
highest predicted death count (Table 2). The introduction of more phases generally led to fewer
deaths, but the marginal gain per added phase decreased rapidly.

The more complex a scenario, the more phases were needed to achieve the best outcome. In
the base scenario (h = 0%, k = 1,9 = 1, corresponding to no ethnic homophily and no differences



Table 2: For each scenario (rows), we identified the overall best allocation strategy in minimizing deaths (no matter
the number of phases) and computed excess predicted deaths when using the optimal allocation strategy with exactly
n=1,2,3,4,5,10 phases.

Scenario Exact number of phases in vaccine allocation

h | « | v 1 2 | 3 | a4 | s 10

3 3 24778 10185 4239 2392 0

80% 3 1 13073 6363 2845 1525 0
1 1 23062 7975 570 0 1026

3 3 11300 5063 1252 0 0

0% 3 1 11300 5063 1252 0 0

1 1 22380 7320 0 0 0

in job-related contact levels), four phases sufficed to achieve the lowest possible number of deaths
because this scenario only stratifies the population by age; the optimal 4-phase allocation was to
prioritize vaccine access strictly by age (Table 1). When considering ethnic homophily (80%) but
no differences in occupation (k = 1,1 = 1), an allocation with five phases led to a slightly better
predicted outcome than any 4-phase allocation. This is because the optimal 5-phase allocation
allows for structuring the vaccine roll-out among the 16-64 year olds in two distinct phases, enabling
prioritization of a subset of WA since this ethnicity group contains relatively more at-risk elderly
people (see Figure la). Finally, in the scenario resembling the most likely social context (h =
80%, k = 3,1 = 3), the optimal 10-phase allocation strategy was better than any strategy with five
or fewer phases.

For one scenario (h = 80%,x = 1,1 = 1), all 10-phase allocation strategies led to more deaths
than the optimal 5-phase strategy. This scenario does not distinguish between high- and low-contact
jobs; both types of jobs have the same number of contacts (k = 1), and WA and POC are equally
engaged in both types of jobs (» = 1). Given the presence of ethnic homophily (h = 80%), it is
optimal to vaccinate both WA and POC at the same time and rate, which is possible using exactly
five phases but not when forcing ten phases (see optimal 5-phase and 10-phase allocations for this
scenario in Table 1).

3.2. Trade-offs in vaccine prioritization

The fundamental trade-off in COVID-19 vaccine prioritizations centers on age. Should we
protect the most vulnerable people directly by vaccinating them first, or indirectly by vaccinating
the most socially active people first, thereby achieving the best possible incidence reduction and
lowering the risk of infection for the vulnerable population? The timing of the vaccine roll-out
certainly affects this trade-off. In a time of low incidence, the indirect option may be suitable,
while at the peak of an epidemic wave it may be too costly to wait for the indirect effect to
manifest. We only derived optimal allocation strategies for the specific timing of the U.S. vaccine
roll-out, which commenced on December 14, 2020, during a time of high incidence. Given this, the
optimal vaccine allocation strategy in the simplest base scenario was to prioritize vaccine access
solely by age (Table 1). This is because older people, despite their lower average contact levels
(e.g., 16-64 year olds have 5.1 times more contacts than people 75 and older), have a dramatically
higher case fatality rate (e.g., the CFR of people 75 and older is 37x higher than for 16-64 year
olds and even 1300x higher than for children) (Figure la).

When considering the most likely social context (h = 80%, k = 3,1 = 3), this simple reasoning
no longer works. First, the presence of homophily means that vaccination of one ethnicity group
(POC or WA) mainly provides indirect protection to individuals from the same ethnicity group.
Second, WA are on average older, so the indirect protection may be more important for WA than
for POC, where relatively fewer contacts occur between old (65+) and young. Third, POC work
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more high-contact jobs, so the incidence among POC, in the absence of any vaccines, will likely
be higher. The second point suggests WA should be prioritized over POC, while the third point
suggests the opposite, illustrating the second trade-off in vaccine prioritization: the prioritization
between ethnicity groups, which we investigate in this study.

These considerations help explain the patterns observed in the optimal 4-, 5- and 10-phase
allocation strategies for this scenario (Table 1). As expected, all three optimal strategies exhibit the
same relative order, up to ties in the 4- and 5-phase strategies. In all three optimal strategies (when
given the choice by allowing for a sufficient number of phases), older POC (65+) are vaccinated
before WA of the same age group, while younger WA are vaccinated before POC of the same
age group and job type. Interestingly, vaccinating 754 year old individuals before 16-64 year old
employees in high-contact jobs is ideal for POC, whereas the opposite is the case for WA. This is
an instance where the high incidence rates among POC (due to many employees in high-contact
jobs) favor direct protection of the most vulnerable POC. For WA, on the other hand, indirect
protection proved favorable, (i) because relatively more contacts occur between old (65+) and
young WA (compared to POC with a smaller proportion of people 65 and older), and (ii) due to
age assortativity in contact matrices: the oldest POC are already vaccinated, providing—despite
high homophily—a reduction in infections of 75+ year old WA by 75+ year old POC.

3.3. Accounting for ethnicity in vaccine prioritization

As shown above, taking ethnicity into account when prioritizing vaccine access may reduce
COVID-19 deaths. To investigate this further, we compared, for each scenario and two to five
phases, the predicted mortality under the respective optimal allocation strategy and under the
respective optimal strategy that does not differentiate by ethnicity (that is, which vaccinates all
people of same age and occupation at the same time; Table 3). For the basic scenarios which
assume no ethnic homophily (h = 0%), ethnicity does not need to be taken into consideration to
achieve the lowest possible death count. However, in the more likely social context (h = 80%)
and especially when also assuming proportionately more POC in high-contact jobs (k = 3,1 = 3),
vaccine roll-outs that do not differentiate by ethnicity lead to more predicted deaths. The gap was
larger for allocation strategies with several phases. This finding clearly highlights the importance
of understanding the impact of ethnicity and the related parameters on vaccine roll-out design, and
more generally, on disease dynamics.

Table 3: Excess predicted deaths when not differentiating vaccine access by ethnicity. For all scenarios (rows) and
2-5 vaccine allocation phases (columns), the predicted deaths under the respective best strategy are compared to
those under the best strategy that assigns WA and POC with same characteristics (age and occupation) into the
same phase.

Scenario Exact number of phases in vaccine allocation
h | K | \ 2 3 4 5
3 3 825
80% 3 1 0 312 0 0
1 1 0 0 0 570
3 3 0 0 0 0
0% 3 1 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 0 0 0

3.4. Trade-offs among vaccination goals

Thus far, we have focused solely on reducing total COVID-19 deaths. Other possible vaccina-
tion goals include reducing the total number of cases, and reducing deaths or cases in a specific
ethnic group (e.g., because POC are disproportionately affected by COVID-19 (Garcia et al., 2021;
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Labgold et al., 2021)). All these goals conflict with each other. A pairwise Spearman correlation
analysis over all possibly optimal 10-phase vaccine allocation strategies quantifies the extent of
these trade-offs (Figure 3). Strategies that are good at reducing overall deaths are also good at
reducing deaths among WA people. The same is true to a lesser extent for cases, and likely due
to the predominance of WA in the U.S. population and especially among the elderly, most at-risk
population (Figure 1a). Furthermore, the correlations between the vaccination goals differ strongly
between the base scenario and the most likely social context. When considering the correlations

over all possibly optimal strategies with four or five phases instead, the differences were very small
(not shown).

h=0%x=1,y=1 h=80%,x=3,y=3
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Figure 3: Pairwise Spearman correlation for six different outcome metrics (i.e., possible vaccination goals), for the
base scenario (h = 0%,k = 1,v = 1; left) and the most likely social context (h = 80%,x = 3,9 = 3; right). The
correlations are taken over the outcomes from all possibly optimal 10-phase vaccine allocation strategies. Positive
(negative) correlations are shown in blue (red) and the color intensity describes the absolute correlation strength.

The correlation analysis shows that it is generally impossible to design a strategy that is si-
multaneously optimal in multiple vaccination objectives. The concept of Pareto-optimality can be
used to describe strategies that are “optimal” in multiple objectives. A strategy is Pareto-optimal
for a given set of objectives if there is no strategy that performs better in one objective without
performing worse in another. An analysis of the Pareto frontier of all Pareto-optimal 10-phase
strategies for three pairs of opposing vaccination goals reveals several interesting results. First,
strategies that only focus on reducing deaths among one of the two ethnicity groups lead to non-
Pareto-optimal outcomes in terms of total deaths and cases (Figure 4a,d). Especially in the most
likely social context (h = 80%, k = 3,1 = 3), the number of both deaths and cases is substantially
higher (Table 4). Second, the optimal strategy reducing total cases is more similar to the optimal
strategy reducing cases among WA (Kendall’s 7 coefficient = 0.56 between the two allocations)
than to the optimal strategy reducing cases among POC (7 = 0.24; Table 4). This is probably
because 65.8% of the U.S. population is WA. The predominance of WA people likely also explains
why the optimal strategy reducing total cases always prioritizes vaccination of WA before POC of
the same age group and the same job type, and even suggests vaccinating WA 65-74 year olds with
fewer contacts before vaccinating POC children (Table 4).

In the base scenario, the per-capita death rate for WA is substantially higher than for POC,
even when following an optimal vaccine allocation which only minimizes deaths among WA (Fig-
ure 4b). In the most likely social context (h = 80%,x = 3,1 = 3), however, it is very similar
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between the two ethnicity groups (Figure 4e), which aligns closely with data from late 2021 (Kaiser
Family Foundation, 2022). This provides further evidence that this scenario likely describes the
real social context better than the base scenario. Note that a similar per-capita death rate does
not imply POC and WA are equally affected by COVID-19. When adjusted for the lower aver-
age age of POC, substantially fewer deaths per POC would be expected (CDC, 2022; Gold et al.,
2020). The increased per-capita rate of symptomatic infection also shows the disproportionate bur-
den of COVID-19 on POC (Figure 4f) and aligns with reported data (CDC, 2022; Kaiser Family
Foundation, 2022).
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Figure 4: Trade-offs between vaccination goals. The performance in multiple objectives (total deaths and cases,
as well as ethnicity group-specific deaths and cases) is shown for each of the 10-phase vaccine allocations, which
are optimal in one of the objectives. 2-dimensional Pareto frontiers display the performance of all 10-phase vaccine
allocations, which cannot be improved in one objective without a worse outcome in the other objective shown in the
sub panel. (a-c) base scenario with h = 0%, x = 1,9 = 1, (d-f) most likely social context with h = 80%, < = 3,9 = 3.
(a,d) total deaths and total cases, (b,e) proportion of all POC and WA who died from COVID-19, (c,f) proportion
of all POC and WA with a symptomatic COVID-19 infection.

4. Limitations and Conclusions

Our study has several limitations. First, we only consider two ethnicity groups, POC and WA.
We made this choice to (i) have a manageable number of sub-populations allowing us to use the
global optimization approach, and (ii) be able to describe the level of homophily using a single
parameter. In reality, the U.S. society has many ethnic groups, and the rate of mixing between
any two ethnic groups may differ. Second, we assume all disease parameters for POC and WA are
the same, and there are no differences due to e.g. genetic factors. However, a higher prevalence
of COVID-19 risk factors has been reported for POC, resulting in higher case fatality rates for
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Table 4: Optimal 10-phase vaccine allocation strategy (shaded in green) for six different objectives (columns), for the
scenario corresponding to the most likely social context (h = 80%, x = 3,1 = 3). For each strategy, the absolute and
relative performance in all six objectives is shown below (shaded in red based on the relative performance). Absolute
numbers: deaths in thousands, cases in millions.

sub-population characteristics optimal 10-phase vaccine allocation strategy minimizing
age | ethnicity | occupation deaths deaths POC | deaths WA | cases POC | cases WA
POC n.a.
0-15
WA n.a. 5
POC low-contact 4
e high-contact 4 2 3 6 1
WA low-contact s I
high-contact 2 1 4 3
POC n.a. 5 2
65-74
WA n.a. 6
POC n.a. 1
75+
WA n.a. 3
deaths 801.6 834.4 872.3 842.5 921.7 824.6
. cases 52.82 50.14 54.01 55.27 54.20 50.30
Respective —
deaths POC 292.4 310.3
outcome of —_—
. . deaths WA 509.1 524.1
specific allocation
cases POC _ 26.38
cases WA 25.21 23.75
. ) deaths 0% 4.1% 8.8% 5.1% 15.0% 2.9%
Difference in cases 5.4% 0% 7.7% 10.2% 8.1% 0.3%
outcome between ———————
. deaths POC 9.3% 16.0% 5.8%
specificand —_—
. deaths WA 4.3% 7.4%
respective best
0
et cases POC 13.4%
cases WA 7.0% 0.8%

POC (Kabarriti et al., 2020). When included, this could alter the model outcomes but would also
complicate the interpretation of the results, which in this study only depend on the three key model
parameters and demographic differences. Third, the specific choice of optimal allocation strategy
may be sensitive to the timing of the vaccine roll-out (e.g., the incidence level and the level of
immunity due to natural infection in one ethnic group versus another). Elucidating this impact of
timing would be an interesting avenue for future, more theoretical studies.

While accurate data on social contact patterns is difficult to collect (Mossong et al., 2008; Prem
et al., 2017), this study highlights the importance of ethnic homophily on disease dynamics, and
more specifically, on the design of optimal mass vaccine roll-out strategies. The most likely social
context in the U.S. is very different from standard model assumptions which do not account for
ethnicity and ethnic homophily, and this difference significantly affects which vaccination strategy is
optimal. It may thus be worth exploring options to better quantify social contact patterns between
ethnic groups to achieve a better understanding of infectious disease spread.
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