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Abstract 

ObjecƟves 

Since COVID-19 first emerged in 2019, mathemaƟcal models have been developed to predict 
transmission and provide insight into disease control strategies. A key research need now is for models 
to inform long-term vaccinaƟon policy. We aimed to review the variety of exisƟng modelling methods, 
in order to idenƟfy gaps in the literature and highlight areas for future model development. 

Study design 

This study was a systemaƟc review. 

Methods 

We searched PubMed, Embase and Scopus from 1 January 2019 to 6 February 2023 for peer-reviewed, 
English-language arƟcles describing age-structured, dynamic, mathemaƟcal models of COVID-19 
transmission and vaccinaƟon in high-income countries that include waning immunity or reinfecƟon. 
We extracted details of the structure, features and approach of each model and combined them in a 
narraƟve synthesis. 

Results 

Of the 1109 arƟcles screened, 47 were included. Most studies used determinisƟc, compartmental 
models set in Europe or North America that simulated a Ɵme horizon of 3.5 years or less. Common 
outcomes included cases, hospital uƟlisaƟon and deaths. Only nine models included long COVID, costs, 
life-years or quality of life-related measures. Two studies explored the potenƟal impact of new variants 
beyond Omicron. 

Conclusions 

This review demonstrates a need for long-term models that focus on outcome measures such as 
quality-adjusted life years, the populaƟon-level effects of long COVID and the cost-effecƟveness of 
future policies – all of which are essenƟal consideraƟons in the planning of long-term vaccinaƟon 
strategies. 
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IntroducƟon 

The rapid development and distribuƟon of mulƟple COVID-19 vaccines has allowed non-
pharmaceuƟcal intervenƟons to be largely removed worldwide while controlling the number of 
COVID-19 hospitalisaƟons and deaths. Although COVID-19 hospitalisaƟon and death rates have 
decreased considerably since the peak of the pandemic, COVID-19 remains an ongoing public health 
challenge, and there is a conƟnued need to monitor infecƟon levels and update long-term vaccinaƟon 
programmes. Vaccines provide imperfect protecƟon, despite being the primary public health strategy 
for reducing COVID-19-related morbidity and mortality,1 and immunity from both vaccinaƟon and 
previous infecƟon wanes over Ɵme.2 Furthermore, immune escape can occur in the case of new 
variants, as has been shown for Omicron, which affected vaccine effecƟveness further.3 

MathemaƟcal modelling is an important tool to predict the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 and inform the 
development of vaccinaƟon programmes.4 Different types of models are used to explore the impacts 
of vaccinaƟng populaƟon groups and scheduling mulƟple doses.5,6 Models vary in terms of their 
structure, features and assumpƟons, with the public health quesƟon and study aims determining 
which model design should be used. For example, suscepƟbility to severe COVID-19 disease and 
contact rates vary by age, and in order to compare long-term vaccinaƟon strategies targeted at specific 
risk groups, it is important to include age structure in models. MathemaƟcal modelling of SARS-CoV-2 
has evolved over Ɵme in response to emerging evidence. Early SARS-CoV-2 mathemaƟcal models 
generally did not include immune decay.7–9 This has been increasingly captured in models, although 
the exact dynamics of waning immunity are sƟll uncertain, and therefore incorporated into models 
using different approaches. 

SystemaƟc reviews of SARS-CoV-2 mathemaƟcal modelling studies have mostly concerned models 
published in 2020 and have focused on model results and predicƟons, for example to esƟmate key 
epidemiological parameters.10–15 The use of modelling to inform policy around disease control 
strategies in healthcare seƫngs has been demonstrated,13 and a synthesis of model results was used 
to recommend vaccine prioriƟsaƟon strategies globally.15 A review of models set in Sweden studied 
the validity and accuracy of model predicƟons compared to actual outcomes.14 Reviews that have 
considered modelling methods have primarily focused on basic details such as the model type, 
compartments, seƫng,  outcomes and input parameters, as well as some epidemiological features in 
the models including the importance of asymptomaƟc transmission.10,11,13,15,1612 To date, no systemaƟc 
review has invesƟgated approaches to modelling SARS-CoV-2 vaccinaƟon and waning immunity, that 
includes recent models exploring long-term control strategies and booster vaccine rollout. 

Here, we present results from a systemaƟc review of age-structured mathemaƟcal models of SARS-
CoV-2 transmission set in high-income countries that include vaccinaƟon and waning immunity. The 
aim of this study was to compare and provide a narraƟve synthesis of the various modelling methods, 
and to idenƟfy where future model development is required to inform long-term vaccinaƟon 
strategies. 

Term DefiniƟon 
Dynamic transmission 
model 

An infecƟous disease model that simulates transmission in a 
populaƟon over Ɵme. 

Compartmental model The modelled populaƟon is divided into compartments represenƟng 
the stages of an infecƟous disease. Individuals move between 
compartments as they pass through stages. Typical models include 
compartments for SuscepƟble, Infected and Recovered. 
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Agent-based model Individuals are modelled as agents that interact with each other 
according to a set of rules.17 Agents are assigned characterisƟcs and 
behaviours, and can move between different states of infecƟon. 

StochasƟc vs. determinisƟc 
models 

StochasƟc models use random variables to account for the element 
of chance in the spread of a disease. DeterminisƟc models are fixed: 
given the same set of input parameters, the model output will always 
be the same. 

PredicƟve vs. retrospecƟve 
models 

PredicƟve models are used to project the spread of disease in the 
future and evaluate the impact of disease control strategies. 
RetrospecƟve models use historical data to simulate past events, 
someƟmes including counterfactual analyses. 

Immune escape In this review we defined immune escape as pre-exisƟng immunity 
from infecƟon by one virus strain providing less protecƟon against 
another, or vaccinaƟon granƟng varying levels of protecƟon for 
different strains. 

Time horizon The duraƟon of Ɵme over which a model is simulated. 
“All-or-nothing” response A response to vaccinaƟon wherein an individual develops either full 

or no immunity to infecƟon depending on the vaccine effecƟveness. 
This is in contrast to a “leaky” vaccinaƟon response in which all 
vaccinated individuals are equally less likely to become infected, 
depending on the vaccine effecƟveness. 

Table 1. DefiniƟons of key terms used in infecƟous disease modelling. 

Methods 

Search and selecƟon  

This systemaƟc review was conducted and reported following the Preferred ReporƟng Items for 
SystemaƟc Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines (supplementary file 4). The study protocol 
was registered on Prospero on 17 August 2022 (registraƟon ID: CRD42022353757, available from: 
hƩps://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?ID=CRD42022353757). The protocol has 
since been amended to add details of review team members, update the end date of the review, and 
update the search strategy and eligibility criteria for the reasons explained in the protocol. We carried 
out a search of PubMed, Embase and Scopus on 6 February 2023. The search contained a combinaƟon 
of MeSH/Emtree terms and key words within arƟcle Ɵtles including “COVID-19”, “SARS-CoV-2”, 
“vaccinaƟon” and “model”. The full search strategy is available in supplementary file 1. We restricted 
the search to papers that were published in English, in peer-reviewed journals, between 1 January 
2019 and 6 February 2023, and excluded animal studies.  

We included studies describing age-structured, dynamic, mathemaƟcal models of COVID-19 in human 
populaƟons, that incorporated vaccinaƟon and any form of waning immunity or reinfecƟon (either in 
the standard scenario or within sensiƟvity analyses). We defined this as the waning of either natural 
or vaccine-induced protecƟon over Ɵme, or the possibility of reinfecƟon of previously infected 
individuals which was not solely due to immune escape of new variants. DefiniƟons of key modelling 
terms are shown in table 1. Eligible studies were set in general populaƟon seƫngs in high-income 
countries, according to the World Bank 2023 classificaƟon.18 The limitaƟon to high-income seƫngs 
was agreed to make the review manageable, as the data extracƟon of modelling methods would not 
have been pracƟcal for the full extent of published models globally. Studies describing only animal, 
staƟsƟcal or within-host models were excluded, as well as mathemaƟcal models that did not involve 
dynamic transmission or age straƟficaƟon. We also excluded reviews, studies that described purely 
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theoreƟcal models with no evaluaƟon of epidemiological or policy implicaƟons, and studies where a 
real-world seƫng was not specified.  

The database search and de-duplicaƟon process using MicrosoŌ Excel was carried out by a single 
reviewer [EB]. All screening of Ɵtles and abstracts was completed by EB using Rayyan19 and excluded 
arƟcles were then crosschecked by SAK. Four authors [EB, SAK, JS, JD] contributed to the full-text 
screening, and each arƟcle underwent screening by two independent reviewers. Any disagreements 
were seƩled through discussion between the two reviewers. Once the screening process was 
complete, we searched the reference lists of included arƟcles for other relevant papers. A search was 
also carried out using ResearchGate for eligible published papers describing the models used in the 
European COVID-19 Scenario Hub. We chose to include all studies describing the same model since 
changes were oŌen made to the methods or model details. 

Data collecƟon, synthesis and quality assessment 

The data extracƟon and quality assessment procedures were completed in parallel by two 
independent reviewers [all authors contributed to this] and both sets were then compared for 
consistency. Once again, discrepancies were resolved through discussion. Missing data was requested 
from the study authors by email, and recorded as “not reported” when not supplied following contact. 
Where the same model was used in mulƟple papers we have included all versions of the model in this 
review. 

Extracted data was recorded in an Excel spreadsheet and consisted of: study informaƟon, model type, 
structure and compartments, whether the model is determinisƟc or stochasƟc, whether the model is 
predicƟve or retrospecƟve, model seƫng, age groups used, populaƟon straƟficaƟon for vaccinaƟon, 
structure of the contact matrix, elements of COVID-19 biology and vaccinaƟon included in the model, 
Ɵme horizon of the study and inclusion of an economic evaluaƟon. Supplementary file 1 contains 
details of any assumpƟons made and of the specific data extracted. Supplementary file 3 contains the 
template data extracƟon table. All results were pulled together in a narraƟve synthesis and model 
features were summarised.  

To assess study quality, we modified the risk of bias tool developed by Harris et al. (details in 
supplementary file 1).20 We awarded each arƟcle a score between zero and two for each criterion, 
according to its suitability and clarity. We considered the model aims, structure, methods, 
intervenƟons, assumpƟons, parameters, populaƟon and seƫng, and the fiƫng or validaƟon methods 
used, as well as whether quality of data was considered and any uncertainty taken into account. In 
addiƟon, we assessed whether the results were presented and discussed appropriately, and whether 
the funding sources and conflicts of interest were reported. Each paper had a total score out of 28 and 
was rated either “low” (score of 0-13), “medium” (14-18), “high” (19-22) or “very high” (22-28) 
accordingly. In order to combine the assessments made by the two independent reviewers, we 
compared the overall raƟngs and there was only considered to be a discrepancy if these did not match. 
In this case, an overall raƟng was agreed in a conversaƟon between the two reviewers.  

Results 

Study selecƟon 

The searches idenƟfied 1641 studies, 1054 of which were disƟnct (figure 1). Title and abstract 
screening excluded 696 arƟcles. Following full text screening of 358 studies, 40 arƟcles were included, 
having met our eligibility criteria.21–60 A further six eligible studies were idenƟfied through screening 
reference lists of included studies,61–66 and one addiƟonal study was discovered through searching for 
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papers describing the European COVID-19 Scenario Hub models,67 giving a total of 47 studies included 
in our review. Out of the 47 included studies, there were 40 unique models; five models were used in 
more than one paper.31,35,38,40,42,46,47,50,55,59,61,63 Key characterisƟcs of the included models are shown in 
table 2 and the complete data extracƟon table is available in supplementary file 2. 

 

 

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram 

 

Quality assessment 

Overall, the studies scored highly in the quality assessment (supplementary file 2). Twenty papers were 
considered to be of “very high” quality, 20 “high” quality and seven “medium” quality. The total scores 
awarded by either of the independent reviewers ranged from 14 to 28. Studies were most frequently 
marked down for poor descripƟon or suitability of model validaƟon and fiƫng methods, and for lack 
of explanaƟon of the model structure and Ɵme horizon.  

Model type, Ɵme horizon and seƫng 

DeterminisƟc, compartmental models were used in the majority of studies (34/47), including one 
compartmental metapopulaƟon model. Nine studies used stochasƟc, agent-based models, and four 
used stochasƟc, compartmental models. Most analyses (30/47) were predicƟve, ten were 
retrospecƟve and seven both predicƟve and retrospecƟve. We found that almost all studies (43/47) 
had a relaƟvely short Ɵme horizon of up to 3.5 years, with an overall range of three months to 80 years. 
More than three quarters of the studies were set solely in North America or Europe (36/47), 19 of 
which included the UK or the USA, and three studies captured a global populaƟon. Most studies 
(38/47) described models at a country scale (i.e. the modelled populaƟon represented a whole 
country), whereas 10 were at a city or regional scale (including one study that did both47). 
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Model type PredicƟve or 
retrospecƟve? 

Country Time horizon Outcomes modelled Authors 

DeterminisƟc, 
compartmental 
 

PredicƟve USA 6 to 9 months Cases, hospital-based, deaths Tran et al. 2021.24 
1 year Cases, deaths Kraay et al. 2022.44 

Hospital-based, Ɵme with NPIs in place Bracis et al. 2022.37 
USA & China 1 year Cases, deaths, severity of cases Makhoul et al. 2021.25 
Canada 6 to 9 months Cases, severity of cases Childs et al. 2022.38 

1 year Cases, hospital-based, deaths, R number Aruffo et al. 2022.34 
UK Between 1 and 2 

years 
Cases, hospital-based, deaths Keeling et al. 2022.43 

3.5 years Deaths Song et al. 2021.48 
10 years Cases, deaths, quality-adjusted life years, costs / resources / 

producƟvity loss 
Sandmann et al. 2021.31 

France <6 months Hospital-based, R number Sofonea et al. 2022.30 
6 to 9 months Hospital-based, deaths Massonnaud et al. 2022.22 
14 months Hospital-based Boseƫ et al. 2022.66 

Netherlands 6 to 9 months Cases, hospital-based, deaths Ainslie et al. 2022.54 
Portugal 1 year Hospital-based, R number Caetano et al. 2022.49 
Hong Kong 1 year Cases, hospital-based Liang et al. 2022.45 
15 countries 
around the world 

20 years Cases, deaths Li et al. 2021.64 

Global 2 years Deaths, life-years Hogan et al. 2021.42 
RetrospecƟve USA 6 months Cases, transmission rate, immune escape and infecƟon 

fatality raƟo of iota variant 
Yang et al. 2022.61 

UK <6 months Cases, hospital-based, deaths, long COVID cases, costs / 
resources / producƟvity loss 

Mendes et al. 2022.27 

Germany 2 years Hospital-based, R number, contribuƟon of contacts to the 
transmission by age, esƟmated FOI in schools by age, 
percentage of infecƟons due to contact with infected 
people in schools 

Rodiah et al. 2023.23  

Israel 5 months Cases, severe cases, deaths, R number Gavish et al. 2022.65 
South Korea Between 1 and 2 

years 
Cases, age-varying suscepƟbility for each wave Chun et al. 2022.39 

Global 1 year Deaths Watson et al. 2022.50 
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2 years Cases, deaths Moore et al. 2022.28 
Both Canada 2 years, 3 months Cases, seroprevalence Dick et al. 2021.40 

UK Between 1 year and 
2 years 

Cases, hospital-based, deaths Barnard et al. 2022.35 

WHO European 
Region 

2 years Cases, deaths, comorbidity- and quality-adjusted life years, 
costs / resources / producƟvity loss 

Liu et al. 2021.46 

UK, South Africa, 
Brazil, USA 

Between 1 and 2 
years 

Cases, deaths Yang et al. 2021.47 

DeterminisƟc 
(assumed), 
compartmental 

PredicƟve USA 1 year Cases, deaths Roy et al. 2022.51 
30 years Cases Beams et al. 2021.33 

France 2 years Cases, hospital-based, deaths, Ɵme with NPIs in place Coudeville et al. 2021.32 
RetrospecƟve USA 6 to 9 months Cases, hospital-based, deaths, seroprevalence Glasser et al. 2022.41 

Sweden 6 to 9 months Cases Carlsson et al. 2022.29 
DeterminisƟc, 
compartmental 
meta-
populaƟon 

PredicƟve Germany 6 to 9 months Cases, hospital-based, deaths Koslow et al. 2022.21 

StochasƟc, 
compartmental 

PredicƟve USA Between 1 and 2 
years 

Cases, hospital-based, deaths, quality-adjusted life years, 
cost-effecƟveness 

Bartsch et al. 2022.36 

Greece 6 to 9 months Cases, deaths, life-years Barmpounakis et al. 2022.53 
Both UK Between 1 and 2 

years 
Cases, hospital-based, deaths Sonabend et al. 2021.52 

Italy 6 to 9 months Cases, deaths, R number Marziano et al. 2021.26 
StochasƟc, 
agent-based 

PredicƟve USA 6 to 9 months Cases, deaths Truszkowska et al. 2022.56 
1 year Cases, hospital-based, deaths Moghadas et al. 2021.62 

UK 80 years Cases, hospital-based, deaths, long COVID cases, costs / 
resources / producƟvity loss 

Mintram et al. 2022.60 

Switzerland 6 months Cases, hospital-based, deaths ShaƩock et al. 2021.67 
Spain 6 to 9 months Cases, hospital-based, deaths Singh et al. 2022.58 
Australia 6 to 9 months Cases, deaths, R number, severity of cases, criƟcal level of 

vaccinaƟon needed for herd immunity 
Sanz-Leon et al. 2022.55 

1 year Cases, hospital-based, deaths, cost-effecƟveness Szanyi et al. 2023.57 
RetrospecƟve Italy <6 months Cases, deaths CaƩaneo et al. 2022.59 
Both UK 1 year Cases, hospital-based, deaths, R number, variant 

transmissibility 
Panovska-Griffiths et al. 
2022.63 

Table 2. Key model characterisƟcs for each study.
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Model outcomes 

Most studies considered number of cases (including incidence, cumulaƟve cases, and cases straƟfied 
by age, severity, strain, or separated into symptomaƟc/asymptomaƟc), hospital-based outcomes 
(including incremental, peak and cumulaƟve admissions to hospital or ICU, bed-days and hospital 
system pressure) and deaths. Seven studies accounted for the effects of long COVID, and six of these 
also considered costs (either direct or indirect), resource use or cost-effecƟveness of intervenƟons. 
Five models incorporated either life-years, quality adjusted- or comorbidity adjusted-life years. Other 
outcomes modelled include the reproducƟon number, amount of Ɵme with non-pharmaceuƟcal 
intervenƟons (NPIs) in place and seroprevalence. 

Variants 

From March 2022 onwards, studies began to specifically model the Omicron variant (10/47). Of the 
variants of concern that have emerged, the most common to be explicitly modelled in the reviewed 
papers was Delta, followed by Alpha. Some studies (7/47) used a single, generic set of parameters to 
describe the transmission and severity of SARS-CoV-2, without naming a specific strain. Only two 
studies explored the potenƟal appearance of novel variants aŌer Omicron. Immune escape was 
incorporated into just under half of the studies (23/47). 

DuraƟon of immunity 

The duraƟon of immunity (both natural and vaccine-induced) ranged widely, from 90 days to lifelong. 
Some studies considered mulƟple duraƟons of vaccine-induced immunity (16/47) or natural immunity 
(13/47) to account for uncertainty. A complete loss of protecƟon over a period of Ɵme, where 
individuals returned to being fully suscepƟble, was included in some studies. Others described a parƟal 
loss of vaccine immunity within the simulaƟon period – someƟmes providing the half-life and 
someƟmes a percentage reducƟon. Including sensiƟvity analyses, 14 studies did not consider waning 
of either one of: natural immunity, or vaccine-induced immunity. Moreover, recovered individuals 
were completely immune against all reinfecƟon in eight models that had lifelong natural immunity. 
Another five models included reinfecƟon but no dynamic waning, where recovered individuals had a 
chance of developing either full or no immunity against reinfecƟon post-infecƟon (all-or-nothing 
response). 

Discussion 

Our systemaƟc review of 47 modelling studies of COVID-19 vaccinaƟon in high-income countries 
demonstrated a shortage of long-term models (with a Ɵme horizon of more than 3.5 years) that 
consider long COVID, costs, or outcome measures that include quality of life. We also idenƟfied a lack 
of models that invesƟgate the possible impact of novel variants of concern, which may have increased 
levels of transmissibility, immune escape or likelihood of severe disease. This type of model could 
provide useful insight for future preparedness. More than three quarters of included studies were set 
in North America or Europe.  

There is increasing evidence that COVID-19 immunity decreases over Ɵme.68 Furthermore, protecƟon 
from past infecƟon against reinfecƟon is imperfect, parƟcularly against the Omicron variant.69 Of the 
14 studies that did not incorporate waning of either natural immunity or vaccine-induced immunity, 
seven simulated a Ɵme period of one year or more, and eight did not include any reinfecƟon of 
recovered individuals. These assumpƟons reduce the reliability of these models and their usefulness 
in the future. 
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Model requirements and key outcome measures have changed over Ɵme. In the early stages of the 
COVID-19 pandemic, when quick decisions needed to be made on short-term resource planning and 
vaccine distribuƟon, these decisions were based on reducing hospitalisaƟons and deaths, in order to 
minimise the impact on health services. A crucial requirement now is for models that can be used to 
inform long-term policy decisions, which therefore need longer Ɵme horizons and must take into 
account the cost-effecƟveness of intervenƟons or consider measures of disease burden that include 
both the quality and quanƟty of life (e.g. quality-adjusted life years (QALYs)). Such measures place 
more weight on the lives of young people and are an essenƟal consideraƟon in the planning of long-
term vaccinaƟon programmes. For example, in the UK, the Joint CommiƩee on VaccinaƟon and 
ImmunisaƟon (JCVI) bases cost-effecƟveness analyses on cost per QALY gained.  

Long COVID is a growing public health issue and has a large impact on the day-to-day acƟviƟes and 
ability to work of those suffering from the condiƟon.70 An esƟmated 65 million people worldwide were 
esƟmated to be suffering from long COVID in January 2023.71 Given the morbidity and economic 
implicaƟons of long COVID (e.g. reducƟon in producƟvity), mathemaƟcal models and cost-
effecƟveness analyses should incorporate long COVID in order to best inform policy. Our finding that 
long COVID was only incorporated into seven studies in this review indicates that it is under-
represented in exisƟng modelling literature (within the Ɵme period covered by our search). Similarly, 
the concentraƟon of studies in parƟcular countries and regions (although limited here to high-income 
countries) signals a need for more modelling studies invesƟgaƟng the impact of vaccinaƟon and 
waning immunity in other areas, which differ in their populaƟon structure and healthcare systems. 
Latest evidence on the duraƟon of immunity and protecƟon against reinfecƟon must be incorporated 
into future models to ensure reliability of their predicƟons. Finally, in the event of emergence of a new 
variant of concern, the results of modelling studies that have explored such a scenario could help to 
inform quick policy decisions on the most effecƟve disease control strategies to employ.  

This is the first review of dynamic transmission, mathemaƟcal models of SARS-CoV-2 addressing 
vaccinaƟon and waning immunity to compare model methodologies. We idenƟfied gaps in the 
literature in order to support future model development. Included studies generally scored highly in 
the quality assessment, increasing the reliability of our study conclusions. A limitaƟon of this review 
arises from the fact that we did not extract study objecƟves: that is, that we were not able to compare 
the model features in the context of the research aims and conclusions. Therefore, this review does 
not discuss the strengths and weaknesses of each modelling approach specifically in relaƟon to each 
public health quesƟon, nor does it assess the validity and accuracy of model predicƟons. Our 
restricƟons in terms of eligibility criteria also mean that we cannot comment on the enƟre range of 
exisƟng mathemaƟcal models, parƟcularly in low- to upper middle-income seƫngs, and any shortage 
of model types that we have idenƟfied here may not exist within the wider literature. A further 
limitaƟon of this review is that there may be eligible models that were not idenƟfied in the database 
searches and have not been included. We aimed to address this limitaƟon by scanning the reference 
lists of included studies and searching for arƟcles describing the European COVID-19 Scenario Hub 
models, to capture any which may have been missed. IncorporaƟng the addiƟonal seven studies found 
through this approach did not change our conclusions. 

Other systemaƟc reviews of COVID-19 modelling not focussed on the methodology have also found 
that most models were determinisƟc and compartmental, and that outcomes were centred around 
case numbers, hospital uƟlisaƟon and deaths, and rarely included QALYs.12,15,16 Conversely, stochasƟc, 
agent-based models were more common in a systemaƟc review of models in healthcare seƫngs.13 To 
our knowledge, our study is the first to describe the variety of exisƟng SARS-CoV-2 modelling methods 
and features in such detail. Following the rapid, urgent development of many different transmission 
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models aŌer SARS-CoV-2 first emerged, it is important to reflect upon what types of models are needed 
in future. This review provides the perspecƟve needed to do so and may be of use to those wishing to 
assess modelling methodology more closely. 

Within the seƫng of high-income countries, our results highlight certain consideraƟons required for 
future disease control planning that should have increased representaƟon in mathemaƟcal modelling 
studies. Most importantly, there is a clear need for more long-term models that include long COVID, 
measures of disease burden that include quality of life, the potenƟal impact of novel variants, or an 
economic evaluaƟon of control strategies. The findings from this review provide criƟcal informaƟon 
for policymakers and infecƟous disease modellers who are considering what to prioriƟse when 
evaluaƟng or producing a new model. 

A broader systemaƟc review of SARS-CoV-2 modelling studies in non high-income seƫngs, and that is 
not limited to age-structured models of vaccinaƟon and waning immunity, would allow further analysis 
into the range of exisƟng literature; however, this was beyond the scope of the current study. Future 
modelling studies looking to inform policy decisions should focus on incorporaƟng the elements we 
have idenƟfied above: long COVID, QALYs, novel variants and economic outcomes. 
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