medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.06.24313210; this version posted September 7, 2024. 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preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in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-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Impact of vaccination on SARS-CoV-2 transmission

in the UK: a modelling study

Authors:
Nieves Derqui', Swapnil Mishra'?, Wes R Hinsley', Samir Bhatt'® and Daniel J Laydon'”
Affiliations:

" MRC Centre for Global Infectious Diseases Analysis, School of Public Health, Imperial College
London, UK

2 Saw Swee Hock School of Public Health, National University of Singapore
% Section of Epidemiology, Department of Public Health, University of Copenhagen

* Corresponding author: d.laydon@imperial.ac.uk

Word count:

Abstract: 396

Main text: 3,118

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.


mailto:d.laydon@imperial.ac.uk
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.06.24313210
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.06.24313210; this version posted September 7, 2024. 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preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in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-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Abstract

Background: Efficacy and effectiveness of vaccines against SARS-CoV-2 infection, severe
disease and death have been widely assessed. However, the impact of vaccination against SARS-
CoV-2 transmission is far less well-characterized, and has major implications for public health,
because it informs the indirect effects of vaccination in addition to its direct effects. Analysing
the effects of SARS-CoV-2 vaccination on transmission is challenging, because they must be
considered in tandem with the time-varying reproduction number (R;), while also accounting for
regional variability, for example due to the presence of more transmissible variants.

Methods: We fitted a Bayesian hierarchical model to previously obtained estimates of R; to
estimate the effectiveness of vaccination with one, two and three doses on SARS-CoV-2
transmission in the UK during 2021. Vaccine effectiveness is defined as the proportional
reduction in the time-varying reproduction number R:.. The model accounts for transmission at
national and Lower Tier Local Authority (LTLA)-level, and uses vaccination data provided by the
UK Health Security Agency (UKHSA), detailing the LTLA-specific proportions of people who have
received doses one, two and three. The model also incorporates data on the proportion of wild-
type, Alpha and Delta SARS-CoV-2 variants over time in each LTLA, obtained from UKHSA and the
COVID-19 Genomics UK (COG-UK) Consortium.

Results: We find that vaccination had moderate-to-large effectiveness against transmission for
dose 1 (39.30%, 95% Crl 26.64% - 48.07%), and for dose 3 (48.69%, 95% Crl 27.97% - 71.30%),
but negligible effects on dose 2, likely attributable to the coincident importation and dominance
of the Delta variant in the UK. Nationally, our model fitted the previously estimated values of time-
series of R; values well, largely reproducing the reproduction number averaged across LTLAs for
each timepoint. This lends support to our hypothesis that the extent of vaccination (or lack
thereof) was a major determinant of transmission intensity. Our model fits further reproduced
well the reproduction numbers at regional level, although outliers were less well captured,
implying some degree of variation that is not explained by our model.

Conclusions: To our knowledge, our analysis is the first evidence of the effectiveness of SARS-
CoV-2 vaccination against its transmission at population level. We find that vaccination is an
effective tool for the control of SARS-CoV-2 transmission, in addition to its well-documented
effects on disease burden and mortality. Our results allow future assessment of the impact of
vaccination accounting for several circulating variants and sociodemographic factors.

Keywords: Epidemiology, SARS-CoV-2, COVID-19, vaccination, reproduction number, R,
Bayesian hierarchical model
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Introduction

Mass vaccination against SARS-CoV-2 was introduced in December 2020 in the UK [1]. SARS-
CoV-2 vaccines had been proven safe and efficacious in clinical trials [2-4], and further analyses
demonstrated their effectiveness to reduce infections, symptomatic disease, hospitalisations
and death [5, 6]. In the UK, vaccinated individuals had an adjusted hazard ratio of 0.44 for
infection versus those unvaccinated [7], and vaccines were proven highly efficacious against
Alpha and Delta variants [8]. Globally, a study published in 2022 demonstrated that SAR-CoV-2
vaccination averted 14.4 million deaths [9]. Nevertheless, evidence on the impact of vaccination
on SARS-CoV-2 transmission remains scarce [10, 11], with no studies thus far calculating the
impact of SARS-CoV-2 vaccination on the real-time reproduction number R; (or effective

reproduction number).

To accurately estimate the impact of vaccination on SARS-CoV-2 transmission in the UK, it is
important to understand and model the complex progression of R; in the UK. SARS-CoV-2
transmission in the UK was determined by multiple periods of increased and decreased
transmission, as different viral variants emerged [12-17], non-pharmaceutical interventions were
enacted [18, 19], and vaccines were rolled out. However, SARS-CoV-2 variants spread differently
across UK’s regions [13, 16]. Further, vaccination uptake varied across UK Lower Tier Local
Authorities (LTLA). Additionally, regions vary in their background immunity, as well as a myriad of
sociodemographic factors. Thus, analysing the impact of vaccination on SARS-CoV-2
transmission must consider the regional variation on the proportion of circulating variants and
vaccination uptake. This is vital for public health in order to ascertain not only a vaccine’s direct
effects on preventing hospitalizations and deaths, but alsoit’s indirect effects that prevent further
onward transmission. The UK’s vaccine rolloutin 2021 allows efficacy againsttransmission to be
estimated, because ofits increase in vaccination uptake, and thevariation between LTLAs in their

speed of vaccine uptake.

The aim of this study was to measure the impact of vaccination on SARS-CoV-2 R; across UK
LTLAs. To do so, we used multiple detailed datasets reporting: i) the proportions of vaccine
update for each LTLA throughout2021;ii) the proportions of each SARS-CoV-2 variant circulating
in each LTLA over time; and iii) the time-varying R;in each LTLA. With all data sources, we were
able to obtain a high-resolution dataset that combined information on the transmission of SARS-
CoV-2 in each LTLA in the UK with the corresponding vaccination uptake and proportion of

circulating variants. Furthermore, we developed a Bayesian hierarchical model [20] that


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.06.24313210
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.06.24313210; this version posted September 7, 2024. 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-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

estimates the effect of SARS-CoV-2 vaccination with one, two and three doses on transmission

across LTLAs.

Methods

Data sources and definitions

Vaccination data was available from UK Health Security Agency (UKHSA) [21] from 8" December
2020 until 14" November 2021. The number of vaccinated individuals, aswell as the proportion
of vaccinees from the overall population, was available for every Lower Tier Local Authority (LTLA)

at each timepoint.

Data on the number of each SARS-CoV-2 variant detected in each LTLA over time was calculated
using the variants and mutations (VAM) linelist provided by UKHSA, and public genomic survey
data provided by the COVID-19 Genomics UK (COG-UK) Consortium. This data was used to
estimate each LTLA’s proportion of circulating “wild-type”, Alpha and Delta variants. Note that
only these three variants were considered for this analysis, and thus the sum of the proportions
of wild-type, Alpha and Delta variants for every LTLA and timepoint was always one. Data on

circulating variants was available from 2" February 2020 until 5" July 2022.

Real-time effective reproduction number estimates, henceforth referred to as “observed R;” for
brevity (with the caveat that this is a slight misnomer), considered in the analyses were obtained
using an previously established method [22], considering national and regional data on daily
SARS-CoV-2 cases and death and sero-surveillance data. Observed R were available from 30™

January 2021 until 2" January 2022 for each timepoint and LTLA.

Only those timepoints with complete data (i.e., vaccination, circulating variants and observed R;
data available) were considered. Therefore, analyses run with data from 30th January 2021 until
14th November 2021. This precluded analysis of Omicron as it was only detected in the UK in late
2021. Though data was available daily, for simplicity, timepoints were considered weekly. Final

dataset included 9,282 total observations from 221 LTLAs over 42 weeks.

Modelling the effect of vaccination

To estimate the effect of vaccination on transmission, we developed a Bayesian hierarchical
model of the evolution of SARS-CoV-2 reproduction number in the UK, where R, (t) denotes the
time-varying reproduction number for times t = 1, ..., T (treated discretely in weeks) in each UK

LTLAm =1, ..., M. Our final dataset had 7 = 42 weeks and M = 221 LTLAs. The model allowed
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for random variation in R,, (t), which is assumed to be normally distributed about means p,, in

each LTLA m with a standard deviation ¢ as follows:

R,, (t) = Normal(u,,,0),

where u,, is defined by the following expression:

Ny D
Um = Z Pomt My gm A1) 1_[(1 = PmatVEq).
v=1 d=1

To account for national and LTLA-specific trends in transmission, we defined A(t) as the national
SARS-CoV-2 transmission trend for each time t, and g,,A(t) as the national trend transformed to
LTLA level for each time t in each LTLA m. To convert the national SARS-CoV-2 transmission trend
to LTLA-specific trend, we considered a transformation where g,, is defined as a LTLA-specific
multiplier that allowed for the national trend to be scaled to LTLA level. These only described the

national or LTLA-specific SARS-CoV-2 transmission trends, without considering the effect of

vaccination orincreased transmission by viral variants.

To account for the circulation of more transmissible variants, we defined a term to multiply the
LTLA-specific trend. For v = 1, ..., N,, variants, we defined p,,,,; as the proportion of variant v in
LTLA m at time t, and M,, as the relative transmission advantage of variant v. Thus, the LTLA-
specific trend attime t in LTLA m considering increased or decreased transmission due to variant
v, but without considering the effect of vaccination, would be denoted by Zgil Pomt My GmA(t).
We only considered SARS-CoV-2 wild-type, Alpha and Delta variants due to data availability (see
above), and assumed thats 211;];1 Pvme = 1 for alltimes t and all regions m. Note that a variant’s

relative transmission advantage is relative to wild-type variant, and thus M; = 1.

The reduction in transmission by all doses of vaccination was defined by [15_,(1 = pma:VE4),
where p,,4¢ is the proportion of vaccinated individuals in each LTLA m at a timepoint t with a dose
d=1,..,D,andVE, is the vaccination efficacy against SARS-CoV-2 transmission in a population

100% vaccinated with a dose d. A maximum of three doses was considered, andso D = 3.
The model is given below:
R, (t) ~ Normal(u,,, o)
Ny D
Um = Z Pomt My gm A (L) 1_[(1 = PmatVEq)
v=1 d=1

M, ~ Normal(0,vy,)
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9m ~ Normal(0,y,)
A~ Normal(0,v3)

VE; ~ Normal(0,vy,)

V1, P2, Y3, Ys ~ Normal(0,2)

o ~ Normal(0, 2)

Model outcomes and counterfactuals

We report the model-predicted R:; for each LTLA and timepoint, given by the expression
Z:ilpvthU ImA®) TT521(1 = pma:VEg). Additionally, as a counterfactual, we also estimated
R: in the absence of vaccination (i.e. the national and LTLA-specific transmission trends
considering the variants advantage and defined by the Zgzlpth,, ImA(t) term). To report all

model-predicted estimates, we calculated the average estimate across iterations and the 2.5%

and 97.5% credible intervals.

Software

Analyses were conducted on R [23], version 4.2.3. The model was implemented in Stan [24],
through the Rpackage ‘rstan’[25], using 5,000 iterations with awarm- up of 1000 iterations across
10 chains. Leave-one-out cross-validation was performed with the ‘loo’ package [26]. All plots

were generated using ‘ggplot2’ [27].

Data availability
All model code is available at https://github.com/NDerqui/Vaccine Model.

Results

Description of data available

The distribution of observed reproduction number (R;) estimates across LTLAs over the study time
is displayed on Figure 1A. From January until April 2021, R; estimates remained below 1. Median
R: in the UK was around 0.6, and there was little variability between LTLAs. There was a gradual

increase in R;estimates around mid-April, with median values rising from 0.7 in April to 1.5 in July.
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By then, the variability across LTLAs was more pronounced, with maximum R; values reaching
2.5. A sudden drop in R; estimates was observed in mid-July, with median values decreasing to

around 1. Less variability across LTLAs was observed between July and November.

The proportions of people vaccinated with one, two or three doses across LTLAs during the
defined study time is depicted on Figure 1B. An increasing proportion of one dose-vaccinated
individuals was observed across the country starting in January, and from April, with dose two. By
mid-April, median vaccination proportion with one dose across LTLAs in the UK had surpassed
50%. By July, median proportion of dose two-vaccinees had reached 50%. Nevertheless,
variability across LTLAs was very high, and in autumn, a plateau with considerable overlap
between the proportions of vaccinees with either one or two doses was observed. In October,
when median proportion of population vaccinated across LTLAs with either one ortwo doses was

near 75%, vaccination with the third dose began.

During the study period, the predominant SARS-CoV-2 circulating variants were Alpha and Delta
[15, 28]. The proportions of circulating variants in the UK used in this study are depicted in Figure
1C, which were normalised so that the proportion of wild-type, Alpha and Delta variants in any
given LTLA and timepoint would sum up to one (see methodology). Although there were some
wild-type variants circulating in late January 2021, by March the only variant circulating was
Alpha. In April, Delta SARS-CoV-2 variant emerged in the UK, and rapidly took over other
circulating variants. By July 2021, Delta was the only variant circulating, and remained as such

until the end of the study period with few small and sporadic Alpha variant appearances.
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Figure 1: A) Time-series of boxplots showing observed R: across the UK in 2021. B) Time-series of boxplots
showing vaccine uptake by dose across the UK in 2021. C) Time-series of proportion of SARS-CoV-2 variants
circulating across the UK in 2021. Boxplots represent distribution across 221 LTLAs of R: estimates (A) or proportion
of vaccinees (B) on the y-axis, ateach timepoint considered in the study on the x-axis. Boxplots represent 1st quartile,
median and 3rd quartile of observed vaccinated proportion at each time point. Whisker’s limits correspond to
maximum and minimum values, whenever these remained within 1.5xIQR range; otherwise, points outside this range
are individually plotted as outliers. Abbreviations: IQR, Inter-Quartile Range; LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R,
Reproduction Number.
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Modelling results

Nationally, our model fitted the previously estimated values of time-series of R;values reasonably
well (Figure S1A), and largely reproducing the reproduction number averaged across LTLAs for
each timepoint (Figure S1B). Our model fits further reproduced well the reproduction numbers at
regional level (Figure S1B), although some outliers were less well captured, implying a degree of

variation that is not explained by our model.

Using our model fits, we estimated the national and LTLA transmission trend, but in the absence
of vaccination (Figure 2). This is an imperfect counterfactual, in that other measures would likely
have been implemented (e.g. greater social distancing, whether mandatory or voluntary) if there
had genuinely been an absence of vaccination, but this is nevertheless informative in examining

vaccination’s effectiveness.

In the absence of vaccination, national and regional transmission followed the similar
progression as the observed and model-predicted R: they were below 1 at the start of 2021, but
quickly increased around May. In the absence of vaccination, national and LTLA R; also peaked
around mid-July but soon dropped. However, although the observed and model-predicted R;
remained around 1 until the end of the year, in the absence of vaccination, R;remained around
1.5 until December 2021, both at national and LTLA-level. Additionally, at the beginning of the
year, there was little variability across the LTLA’s R; trends, while at the end of 2021, the R; in the

absence of vaccination from some LTLAs differed from the national R; by a factor of 1.

Figure 2: Counterfactual: National and LTLA-level reproduction number in the absence ofvaccination across the
UK in 2021. Transmission trends overtime for each LTLA are represented as a single continuous line, where R is defined
as the national trend scaled to LTLA-level then multiplied by the proportion of circulating variants in the LTLA and each
variant’s transmission advantage. National trend, plotted as a dashed line, over time depicts the national transmission
trend multiplied by the average proportion of eachvariant circulating at each timepoint and each variant’s transmission
advantage. Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R, Reproduction Number.
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Modelling fits for nine example LTLAs are depicted on Figure 3, the rest of individual LTLA’s model
fits can be found on Figures S2A to Figures S2K. Consistent with previous results (Figure S1B),
observed R; over time showed more variability across LTLAs than the model-predicted R;
estimates (Figure 3). Because the model-predicted R;are more consistent across LTLAs, there
were minor differences between observed versus model-predicted R;values in individual LTLAs
estimates; for example, the peak in July is much higher among the observed R;than the model-
predicted in Hartlepool, while in Westminster the model predicted one single peak when there

three smaller peaks among the observed R..

It is also noteworthy that, at the start of 2021, individual R;values in the absence of vaccination,
are more similar to the observed and model-predicted R (Figure 3). However, at the end of the

year, these individual LTLA R; in the absence of vaccination trends are much higher, with values

around 1.5, while observed and model-predicted R; stay closeto 1.
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Figure 3: Model fits in nine example LTLA: R.in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted and observed R:in 2021. Each LTLA R: in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted

Ritand observed R: are plotted as a continuous line. The 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles for each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination and model-predicted R:are plotted as a ribbon line.
Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R:, Reproduction Number.
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Effect of vaccination on transmission

Vaccine efficacy against SARS-CoV-2 transmission across the UK in 2021 was 39.30% (95%
Credible Interval: 26.64% - 48.07%) for dose 1, but there was little to no effect of vaccination with
dose 2 against transmission (Figure 4A). The largest vaccine efficacy against transmission was
estimated for dose 3, 48.69% (27.97% - 71.30%), but this estimate also had the widest credible
intervals. We also estimated the extent to which vaccination reduced R: overall across all LTLAs.
Average across all timepoints and LTLAs of our predicted R; estimates was 0.9760, and average
across all timepoints and LTLAs of our predicted R: without the vaccination effect was 1.3233,
meaning we estimated an overall 26.25% reduction of R; by vaccination.

Figure 4: A) Efficacy of vaccination against transmission by dose. B) Variant advantage. Model predictions for

vaccine efficacy (A) and variant’s advantage (B) are shown as point estimates depicting the average across iterations,
with error bars showing 2.5% percentile 97.5% percentile.
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Model predictions showed Alpha was 1.0134 (1.0002 - 1.0461) more transmissible than pre-
Alpha circulating variants (Figure 4B), while Delta was 1.1279 (1.0917 - 1.1707) times more

transmissible than variants circulating prior to Alpha.
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Discussion

In this study, we developed a Bayesian hierarchical model to estimate the effect of vaccination
onthe SARS-CoV-2 effective reproduction number (R:) in the United Kingdom over2021. We found
that vaccine efficacy against SARS-CoV-2 transmission in the UK was 40% for dose one and 49%
for dose three, but we estimated a negligible effect of dose two. Our model reproduced trends in
the reproduction number well at national level and LTLA-level, supporting our hypothesis that the
extent of vaccination (or lack thereof) was a major determinant of transmission intensity. At
regional level, our model exhibited less variability in its effective reproduction numbers across
LTLAs than in the observed reproduction numbers, suggesting that our model does not capture

all relevant factors dictating SARS-CoV-2 transmission.

The estimates on observed reproduction numbers revealed achanging trend in transmission over
2021 in the UK, with considerable variability across LTLAs. Although there was a small increase
in transmission levels at the beginning of 2021, R; remained under 1 for most LTLAs until April.
This is consistent with the restrictions in place at that time: a national lockdown was enacted
early in January [18], which significantly reduced the number of cases detected in the country
[29]. However, as the roadmap for easing lockdown started in April-May [18], SARS-CoV-2 R;
increased [29]. Additionally, the Delta variant entered the UK at this time, which was more
transmittable than previous variants [17, 30], and rapidly expanded to be the dominant variantin
the country [28]. R: estimates were highly variable across LTLAs and reached their maximum
levels around July 2021. A sudden drop in R; numbers was observed in mid-July, and then the
SARS-CoV-2 transmission trend remained somewhat constant from August until the end of the
year, with R; values across LTLAs staying around 1. Though our analysis was undertaken just
before the appearance of Omicron, itis important to note that cases rose exponentially after the

introduction of this variant in the UK [1].

Our model-predicted reproduction number showed a very similar trend to the observed R,
although there was much less variability across LTLAs. This is observed in the individual results
for each LTLA, where model-predicted R:;show a very similar trend among different LTLAs but
observed R;substantiallyvary (e.g. observed R:evolution in Hartlepool shows a higher peak in July
than the model-predicted whereas in Westminster there are three minor peaks in the observed
R:). Yet, the model predicted the rise in R; in spring 2021 for all LTLAs, the peak in July and the

stationary R;around 1 during autumn 2021.

The United Kingdom was the first country to roll-out vaccination against COVID-19, beginning in

December 2020 [1], yet vaccination uptake was very low at the start of 2021. Our predicted R;
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remained below 1 until April 2021, as so did our estimated R;inthe absence of vaccination, which
is concordant with the low vaccination uptake. Vaccination with the second dose began in April
following similar curves to the vaccination with dose one, and in autumn 2021, vaccination with
the booster (third) dose began in the UK [1]. Our estimated R; in the absence of vaccination
started to rise in April, when the R; absence of vaccination trend showed increasing separation
with the predicted R;trend asthe year progressed. At the end of 2021, when vaccination uptake
was highest, median R;in the absence of vaccination across LTLAs was around 1.5 while the

median model-predicted and observed R;across LTLAs were around 1.

Our model-estimated vaccine efficacy against SARS-CoV-2 vaccination was 39.30%, which is
similar to results from other studies. One dose vaccination with BNT162b2 reduced by four folds
infections among Health Care Workers (HCW) from Cambridge hospitals [31], while an adjusted
hazard ration for infection of 0.44 (Cl: 0.24 — 0.81) was observed after one dose vaccination
among residents in care living facilities in the UK [7]. Additionally, a study recruiting households
across the UK found a vaccine effectiveness of 61% (Cl: 54 - 68%) and 66% (Cl: 60 - 71%) against
a SARS-CoV-2 PCR-positive result after vaccination with one dose of ChAdOx1 and BNT162b2
respectively [32]. However, we estimated a vaccine efficacy against transmission of 48.69% for
dose three, which is higher than other dose three effects. A study from Israel measured a
decrease of 11.3% in SARS-CoV-2 infections after booster vaccination [33]. Nevertheless, this

could be due a different outcome (R; versus infection) or different methodology.

There are limitations in our analysis. Firstly, the effect of vaccination on reducing transmission
was considered to be constant over time. Although we fitinto the model the weekly proportion of
vaccinees, the overall effect estimate is independent of time. Thisis animportant limitation, asiit
has already been well-described that SARS-CoV-2 vaccines have waning efficacy [34].
Importantly, in our model, the effect of different doses is accounted cumulatively because of the
nature of vaccination; therefore, the estimated efficacies of doses two and three account only for
the reduction in transmission of that dose in addition to previous doses. This could explain why
there was no effect of two dose-vaccination, as some studies have previously described only a
mild difference between vaccination with one and two doses [6]. Furthermore, in the present
study, we did not measure the effect of vaccination over symptomatic disease, severe outcome
or hospitalization, while several studies have reported a reduction in symptomatic disease or
hospitalization due to SARS-CoV-2 vaccination [5, 8, 33]. Finally, we were not able to account for

different transmission or vaccine efficacy by age or other sociodemographic factors.
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To our knowledge, this analysis represents the first evidence of SARS-CoV-2 vaccine
effectiveness against transmission at the level of a population. We find that vaccination is
effective in the control of SARS-CoV-2 transmission, and so vaccination’s indirect effects should

be considered alongside its well-documented direct effects on disease burden and mortality.
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Supplementary Information

Supplementary Figures

Figure S1: A) Observed R:and model-predicted R.. B) Time-series of boxplots showing observed R:and model-
predicted R:. Boxplots represent distribution across 221 LTLAs of R: estimates on the y-axis, at each timepoint
considered in the study on the x-axis. Boxplots represent 1st quartile, median and 3rd quartile of observed vaccinated
proportion at each time point. Whisker’s limits correspond to maximum and minimum values, whenever these
remained within 1.5xIQR range; otherwise, points outside this range are individually plotted as outliers. Abbreviations:
IQR, Inter-Quartile Range; LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R, Reproduction Number.
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Figure 2A: Model fits for individual LTLA: R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted and observed R:in 2021. Each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted
Ritand observed R: are plotted as a continuous line. The 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles for each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination and model-predicted R:are plotted as a ribbon line.
Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R:, Reproduction Number.
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Figure 2B: Model fits forindividual LTLA: R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted and observed R:in 2021. Each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted
Ritand observed R: are plotted as a continuous line. The 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles for each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination and model-predicted R:are plotted as a ribbon line.
Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R:, Reproduction Number.
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Figure 2C: Model fits forindividual LTLA: R:in the absence ofvaccination, model-predicted and observed R:in2021. Each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted
Ritand observed R: are plotted as a continuous line. The 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles for each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination and model-predicted R:are plotted as a ribbon line.
Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R:, Reproduction Number.
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Figure 2D: Model fits for individual LTLA: R:in the absence ofvaccination, model-predicted and observed R:in2021. Each LTLA R: in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted

Ritand observed R: are plotted as a continuous line. The 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles for each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination and model-predicted R:are plotted as a ribbon line.
Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R:, Reproduction Number.
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Figure 2E: Model fits forindividual LTLA: R:in the absence ofvaccination, model-predicted and observed R:in 2021. Each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted
Ritand observed R: are plotted as a continuous line. The 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles for each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination and model-predicted R:are plotted as a ribbon line.
Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R:, Reproduction Number.
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Figure 2F: Model fits forindividual LTLA: R:in the absence ofvaccination, model-predicted and observed R:in2021. Each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted
Ritand observed R: are plotted as a continuous line. The 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles for each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination and model-predicted R:are plotted as a ribbon line.
Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R:, Reproduction Number.

Ashfield | Bassetlaw Boston Breckland Broadland

Broxtowe Craven East Lindsey Great Yarmouth Hambleton

Harrogate King's Lynn and West Norfolk Lincoln Scarborough Selby

Reproduction Number (Rt)

2021 gy 202t 2021 gep 2021 gy 2021

South Holland South Kesteven South Norfolk West Lindsey [y

Mar 292V ey 2021 a0 gap 2021 e 2021 war 202 ey 2021 0021 o202t g 202) par 2020 ey 2020 302% gop202t g 202) Wiar 2021 gy 2081 208 gep 202t gy 202

— Rtin the absence of vaccination = Model-Predicted Rt = Observed Rt


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.06.24313210
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Figure 2G: Model fits forindividual LTLA: R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted and observed R:in2021. Each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted
Ritand observed R: are plotted as a continuous line. The 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles for each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination and model-predicted R:are plotted as a ribbon line.
Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R:, Reproduction Number.
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Figure 2H: Model fits forindividual LTLA: R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted and observed R:in2021. Each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted
Ritand observed R: are plotted as a continuous line. The 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles for each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination and model-predicted R:are plotted as a ribbon line.
Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R:, Reproduction Number.

Bolton | Bromsgrove Bury Crawley East Suffolk

Manchester Nuneaton and Bedworth Oldham Rochdale Rugby

Salford St Albans Stevenage Stratford-on-Avon Warwick

Reproduction Number (Rt)

X

2021 gy 202t 2021 gep 2021 gy 2021

Welwyn Hatfield West Suffolk Worcester Wychavon [y

Mar 2021 ey 2021 o021 gup 2021 2021 war 202V oy 2021 02020 cp 202t oy 202) Mar202 gy 2020 202% op 202t g 202) war 2020 gy 2020 2020 gp 2021 gy 2021

— Rtin the absence of vaccination = Model-Predicted Rt = Observed Rt


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.06.24313210
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Figure 2I: Modelfits forindividual LTLA: R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted and observed R:in 2021. Each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted
Ritand observed R: are plotted as a continuous line. The 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles for each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination and model-predicted R:are plotted as a ribbon line.
Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R:, Reproduction Number.
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Figure 2J: Model fits for individual LTLA: R.in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted and observed R:in 2021. Each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted
Ritand observed R: are plotted as a continuous line. The 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles for each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination and model-predicted R:are plotted as a ribbon line.
Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R:, Reproduction Number.
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Figure 2K: Model fits forindividual LTLA: R:in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted and observed R:in 2021. Each LTLA R: in the absence of vaccination, model-predicted

Ritand observed R: are plotted as a continuous line. The 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles for each LTLA R:in the absence of vaccination and model-predicted R:are plotted as a ribbon line.
Abbreviations: LTLA, Lower Tier Local Authority; R:, Reproduction Number.
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