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1 Abstract

2 When vaccine supply is limited but population immunisation urgent, the allocation of the
3 available doses needs to be carefully considered. One aspect of dose allocation is the time interval
4 between the primer and the booster injections in two-dose vaccines. By stretching this interval,
5 more individuals can be vaccinated with the first dose more quickly. Even if the level of immunity
6 of these ‘half-vaccinated’ individuals is lower than that of those who have received both shots,
7 delaying the second injection can be beneficial in reducing case numbers, provided a single dose
8 is sufficiently effective. On the other hand, there has been concern that intermediate levels of
9 immunity in partially vaccinated individuals may favour the evolution of vaccine escape mutants.
10 In that case, a large fraction of half-vaccinated individuals would pose a risk — but only if they
1 encounter the virus. This raises the question whether there is a conflict between reducing the
12 burden and the risk of vaccine escape evolution or not. We develop a minimal model to assess
13 the population-level effects of the timing of the booster dose. We set up an SIR-type model, in
1 which more and more individuals become vaccinated with a two-dose vaccine over the course of a
15 pandemic. As expected, there is no trade-off when vaccine escape evolves at equal probabilities in
16 unvaccinated and half-vaccinated patients. If vaccine escape evolves more easily in half-vaccinated
17 patients, the presence or absence of a trade-off depends on the reductions in susceptibility and
18 transmissibility elicited by the primer dose.

» Introduction

2 Many vaccines are administered in two doses, a primer shot and — after a certain time interval — a
21 booster shot. The booster shot increases the strength and duration of protection. However, the primer
22 shot on its own already establishes some immunity. In a pandemic — such as in the current Covid
3 pandemic — when population immunisation is urgent but vaccine doses are scarce, the question arises
2 whether the second shot should be delayed at the benefit of administering the first vaccine dose to
s more people more quickly. Even if half-vaccinated individuals are only partially immune, the overall
s reduction in infections may be greater in a population in which many people have some immunity than
27 in a population in which fewer individuals have stronger immunity. In the current Covid pandemic,
s such a delay strategy has been adopted by the UK (Campbell, 2020 Dec 30), while several other
2 countries such as the US stick to the interval between injections that has been applied in the original
» clinical trials and is therefore recommended by the manufacturer (U.S. Food and Drug Administration)).
s In early January 2021, the WHO recommended to stretch the dosing interval of the first approved
» vaccine (Pfizer—-BioNTech COVID-19 vaccine) from 21-28 days to 42 days in countries ‘experiencing
1 exceptional epidemiological circumstances’ (World Health Organization, [2021)), which has for example
s been adopted by Germany, especially from April on (Vygen-Bonnet et al | [2021). Already preceding the

s oTHITENE Pandemis, mathematical models, have compared the effects of 3 delay stratesy i Lo reme .
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3 form — a one-dose strategy — and a two-dose strategy for cholera and influenza epidemics/pandemics
s (Azman et al.| [2015; Matrajt et al. 2015]). Sparked by the Covid crisis, a series of models have been
s Set up to assess when stretching the period between the primer and booster shots reduces the total
» number of SARS-CoV-2 infections (Bottcher and Nagler, 2021} [Kraay et al., [2021} [Matrajt et al., 2021}
w |Paltiel et al., [2021; |Saad-Roy et al., [2021)).

a However, there is another dimension to the problem, since the vaccination strategy does not only
« affect the dynamics of the pandemic, but may also influence the evolutionary dynamics of the virus
1 (or another pathogen in other circumstances). This especially concerns the evolution of vaccine escape
w mutants against which the vaccine has no or reduced efficiency (Saad-Roy et al., 2021)). Vaccine
»s  resistance is generally rare (Kennedy and Read, 2017). Yet, the large case numbers in the current
s pandemic give the virus a lot of opportunity to replicate, mutate, and adapt. It has been hypothesized
s that vaccine escape mutants evolve most easily in people who have only received one vaccine shot
s (Branswell, 2021 Jan. 4). The reasoning behind this hypothesis is the following (similar to |Grenfell
w0 |et al., [2004): After the primer dose, vaccinees have intermediate levels of antibodies (Krammer et al.,
so [2021; [Saad-Roy et al., [2021). This level is not enough to keep the viral load following exposure to
si  the virus sufficiently low to avoid the occurrence of a large number of mutations, including vaccine
52 escape mutations. At the same time, it gives a large advantage to mutant virus particles to which
53 the antibodies bind only weakly. In contrast, in fully vaccinated individuals, the viral load is kept low
s« such that mutations are unlikely to occur. In unvaccinated patients, the virus can initially replicate
ss well and attain high numbers. However, the immune response is broader than the one elicited by the
ss vaccine such that vaccine escape mutants do not have a great advantage over other viral genotypes.
s Hence, according to this reasoning, the evolution of vaccine escape is most likely at intermediate levels
s of antibodies, which are typical for half-vaccinated individuals (but see the counter-arguments made by
o |Cobey et al.,[2021)). This raises the concern that the large number of half-vaccinated individuals in the
o delay strategy may drive the evolution of vaccine escape.

61 Viral evolution can only occur in infected individuals. Thus, even if the above reasoning holds,
&2 whether vaccine escape evolves in a host population does not only depend on the number of partially
63 immune individuals, but also on the number of infected individuals. If the delay strategy reduces
e the disease prevalence in the population, this may offset the increased probability of vaccine escape
s evolution within any one half-vaccinated patient and may actually decrease rather than increase the
e risk of vaccine escape (see the discussion in|Cobey et al.} 2021]). Hence, in the interplay of all effects, is
¢z there a trade-off between reducing the cumulative number of infections in the pandemic and minimising
e the risk of escape mutants or not?

69 What we were missing in the current public debate is a quantitative epidemic model that includes
7 the emergence of escape mutations and quantifies how the strengths of the various population-level
n  effects compare to each other. We therefore set up an SIR-type model to dissect and quantify the
72 considerations and verbal arguments outlined above. We chose a minimal model that is stripped down
7z to the most essential components needed to study both aspects of the problem of dose allocation.
2 This, of course, ignores much of the biological complexity and does not allow to make immediate
7 recommendations for vaccine strategies in the current pandemic. However, the transparency of the
7 model makes it possible to develop a better intuition for the conditions under which there is a trade-off
77 and those under which the same allocation strategy is optimal in both respects. We therefore hope
7 that it can contribute to a better-informed discussion.

» T he Model

s We consider an SIR-type model, where individuals are either unvaccinated, vaccinated with the primer
a1 dose only, or fully vaccinated with both doses. Since we are interested in the rate of de novo emergence
&2 of vaccine escape mutants and not in their subsequent spread, we model the disease dynamics in the
&z absence of the vaccine escape variant. From the number of wild-type infections, we can estimate the
s« risk of vaccine escape evolution. The flow diagram of the model is shown in Fig.

& Once vaccines become available, there is a limited but constant supply of vaccine doses that allows
s to administer injections at total rate \. We assume that vaccine doses are only given to individuals
&z who have never been infected by the virus (i.e. infected and recovered individuals do not receive any
s (further) vaccination). Any vaccine dose can either be used as a primer or as a booster shot. If the
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Figure 1: Model for the disease dynamics with a two-dose vaccine. (a) Flow diagram of the model
defined by Eq. . The model corresponds to an extended SIR model, in which individuals can either be
unvaccinated, vaccinated with the primer dose only, or vaccinated with the primer and booster doses.
The primer dose reduces susceptibility by a factor x and transmissibility by a factor y. Vaccination
with both doses provides perfect protection from the virus. Since vaccine supply is limited, there is a
trade-off: either administering the booster shots after the minimally required prime-boost interval wpin
or delaying the booster injection and giving the primer dose to more people more quickly (w > wmin).
The model describes the dynamics in the absence of vaccine escape mutants. The rate at which such
mutants emerge can be obtained from the number of infected individuals, where vaccine escape may
possibly evolve at different per-capita rates in unvaccinated and half-vaccinated patients. The allocation
strategy affects the total number of individuals that become infected throughout the pandemic, but
also the risk of vaccine escape evolution across the population. It is apriori not clear whether the same
strategy minimises both quantitites. (b-c) Exemplary dynamics of infection and vaccination with and
without a delay in the booster dose. In Panel (b), the booster dose is administered as soon as possible
(w = wmin). In this case, the fraction of half-vaccinated individuals is always low. In Panel (c), the
booster dose is delayed (w = wmax), leading to a much higher fraction of half-vaccinated individuals
over time. The vaccination campaign starts during the pandemic, when a considerable fraction of the
population has already been affected by the virus (I(0) = 2 x 1073 and R(0) = 4 x 1072). For
illustrative purposes, we use a large reproductive number Rc = 2 here.
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s time interval between the two injections is chosen as w and the booster shots are administered at rate
o LV the rate of primer dose injections is limited to A — 2V The time interval w determines the
o1 vaccination strategy: it can either be set to the interval wpj, recommended by the manufacturer or
o be stretched to increase the rate at which unvaccinated individuals receive the first dose. We set the
o3 maximal interval as wyax = 5 - Wmin. For simplicity, we assume that the efficiency of the primer dose
s remains constant over time and that the dosing interval w has no effect on the efficiency of the booster
s dose.
% Unvaccinated and partially vaccinated individuals can become infected with the virus. Vaccina-
o7 tion with both doses, however, entirely blocks infection with the wild-type strain. The transmission
s coefficient between unvaccinated infected individuals and unvaccinated susceptible individuals is given
e by 8. Vaccination with the primer dose reduces susceptibility by a factor  and transmissibility by a
wo factor y (Gandon and Day, [2007; [Matrajt et al., [2015). We do not explicitly model any vaccine effect
e on pathogenicity (unlike|Gandon and Day| (2007)); Matrajt et al.| (2015))), and we assume that infected
w02 individuals recover at rate -y, irrespective of their vaccination status. Upon recovery, all infected in-
w3 dividuals gain full immunity over the relevant time scales of the pandemic. We assume that vaccine
4 escape variants against which the vaccine has reduced efficiency evolve and become dominant within
s unvaccinated individuals at per-capita rate p; and within half-vaccinated individuals at per-capita rate
ws by > py. Once the vaccine escape variant is dominant in one individual, it can spread across the
w7 entire population. However, here we focus on the emergence of these strains and not on their future
s dynamics.
100 Before the escape variant arises, the dynamics of the epidemic is described by the differential
no  equations:
ds
dt
av#
dt
ﬁ 1y
dt w T H (1)
dr "
5 = ASIHyv) -,
avft
dt
dR

— =l 4+~VH
dt 7+,YI»

w where the first three equations describe individuals that are uninfected and either unvaccinated (5),
1> half-vaccinated (VH), or fully vaccinated (V). The next two equations describe individuals that are
s infected and either unvaccinated (I) or half-vaccinated (V). The last equation describes all individuals
us  that are immune due to naturally acquired immunity following an infection (R).

us Once every individual has received the primer dose (or has been infected by the virus), i.e. S =0,
us there is no reason anymore to delay the booster dose. However, it is possible that in a delay strategy,
uz  many half-vaccinated individuals are waiting for the second shot and that the available doses are still

us not sufficient to vaccinate them at rate % Therefore, once S = 0, the second shot is administered
o at a rate given by the minimum of %VH and \. (As long as S > 0, there are always enough doses

min

=— (A= 1vH) - Bs(1+yvH),

= (A= 2vH) - LyH oy H (T4 4V,

=aBVH (I +yVH) — Ve,

120 available to vaccinate at a steady per-capita rate % see Appendix ) Ultimately, every individual in
121 the population has either been vaccinated or has acquired immunity through infection.

122 We choose the model parameters in accordance with values for the Covid pandemic. We set the
123 infectious period to 5 days, i.e. % = 5days (cf. Saad-Roy et al}[2021)) and the minimal interval between
14 the vaccine doses to wpin = 20 days, which is the recommended interval for the Biontech /Pfizer vaccine.
s For the rate of vaccine roll-out, if not stated otherwise, we choose A = 0.2%, which roughly corresponds
126 to the rate in Germany during March 2021 (Ritchie et al.).

127 As a default, we assume the reproductive number in the absence of any immune individuals to be
1 Reo = g = 1.2, which is much smaller than the basic reproductive number of SARS-CoV-2 in the
129 absence of control measures (Bar-On et al., [2020). Our choice means that there are control measures
10 in place, but they are insufficient to control the spread of the disease. There are no estimates for
w1 the per-patient mutation rates py and py. The absolute values only change the number of mutant
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132 infections, while the qualitative results in our model depend on the ratio py /s (see below for details).
153 To account for the uncertainty in this ratio, we consider v /ur = 1,10,100. We set 7 = 1076, Our
134 primary focus is a scenario in which the vaccination campaign starts several months into the pandemic
135 when a noticeable fraction of the population has already been affected by the virus. We define ¢t = 0
135 as the start of the vaccination campaign. As initial conditions, we then set I(0) = 2 x 1073 and
ww R(0) = 4 x 1072 (Roser et al., 2020), which corresponds approximately to twice the number of
s confirmed cases in Germany in January with the assumption that only 50% of the cases are detected
o (Backhaus et al., [2021)).

140 We numerically integrate the differential equations using python, see our Jupyter notebook that is
w1 available with this manuscript. Exemplary dynamics are shown in Fig. and c. In Panel (b), the
12 booster dose it given as soon as possible (w = wpin), while Panel (c) shows the dynamics under the
1wz maximal delay strategy (w = Wax)-

144 We aim to determine how the strategy affects the number of cases and the risk of vaccine escape.
us  The first quantity that we consider is therefore the cumulative fraction of infected individuals from the
us  start of the vaccination campaign until the end of the pandemic, provided no vaccine escape mutants
7 evolve:

B= / YI(t) + AV (t)dt. 2)
0

s We refer to this as the burden. The total burden can be decomposed into the burden B = [ yI(t)dt
0

o0

us  arising from unvaccinated individuals and the burden BY = Ik yVH (t)dt arising from half-vaccinated
0

150 individuals. If the primer dose reduces the severity of disease, it is especially important to reduce B,

151 since this would reduce the number of severe cases.

152 The second quantity of interest is the total fraction of patients in whom vaccine escape mutants
153 evolve after vaccine roll-out has started in the population (assuming that none are spreading yet at that
154 time):

M = / prI(t) + py VE (t)dt. (3)

155 As for the burden, it can be insightful to decompose M according to the vaccination status of the
oo o0

155 patients into M = [ puI(t)dt and MYV = [ py VH (t)dt.
0 0

157 In a non-deterministic world, these mutants may or may not evolve. The sum prI(t) 4+ puy V' (t)
158 can also be interpreted as a stochastic rate, and the integral quantifies the total risk over the course of
150 the pandemic (not taking into account the risk prior to the vaccine roll-out, which is independent of
o the chosen vaccination strategy). More precisely, the probability that vaccine escape mutants evolve is
161 given by

Pescape =1- e—NM’ (4)

12 where N is the total population size. It should be noted that this is the probability of their mere
13 appearance. That does not mean that they will spread. E.g., some of those patients in whom vaccine
164 €scape mutants evolve may not infect anyone, in which case the mutation is lost again from the
165 population. For shortness, we often refer to M as the risk of vaccine escape in the following, but it
166 should be kept in mind that the probability of vaccine escape is not directly given by M but by Eq.
17 and that this does not involve any probability of establishment of the vaccine escape mutant in the
168 population.

» Results

1w When can conflicts between reducing the burden and the escape risk appear?

i What is the relationship between the burden B and the fraction of new mutant infections M? The
w2 fraction of mutants can be rewritten as M =y [ I+%V1Hdt. Thus, the qualitative effect of increasing
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w3 or decreasing w only depends on the ratio py /py, but not on their individual values. Comparing to the
w7+ total burden B = [ I+ VHdt, we see that there is no conflict between minimising both quantities
ws if wy = py, since in that case both quantities are proportional to each other, M oc B. However,
we if wy > pg, the two quantities are no longer proportional to each other, and it is conceivable that
17 M increases with a change in w, while B decreases. In contrast, we always have M*° o B® and
s MY o< BY, i.e. within the two sub-populations of susceptibles and half-vaccinated patients there is no
o conflict and a reduction in burden always implies a reduction in escape risk.

1o How do reductions in either susceptibility or transmissibility affect the burden and the risk of
181 vaccine escape?

12 Before exploring the entire range of possible effect sizes x and y of the first vaccine dose, we consider the
153 two limiting cases, in which the first vaccine dose has either an effect on susceptibility only (Fig. —f)
s or on transmissibility only (Fig. —I), but not on both simultaneously. For our default parameter set,
15 reductions in susceptibility and transmissibility reduce both the burden and the escape risk, and they can
15 both change the effect of the delay between the injections. With respect to the total burden, reductions
17 in susceptibilty and transmissibility have overall very similar effects, both quantitatively and with respect
s to their influence on the optimal strategy (compare Panels a and g, but see results for higher R¢ in
o Fig. [3) where this does not hold). In contrast, for the appearance of vaccine escape variants, it makes
wo  a difference whether the primer dose reduces susceptibility or transmissibilty (compare Panels d and j).
w1 The discrepancy comes from slight differences in the fraction of half-vaccinated patients that do not
w2 affect the total burden much but amplify in MV (see especially the solid lines in Panels f and ).

103 In both cases, the burden mainly stems from unvaccinated individuals that become infected (compare
e B with Bf) in Fig.[2l The prime-boost interval has not only a direct effect on this burden by affecting
105 the fraction of unvaccinated individuals but also an indirect effect by changing the transmission dynamics
s (e.g. for z = 1, BY increases with w, although a longer delay reduces the fraction of unvaccinated
17 susceptible individuals S). In a similar way, if the primer dose has no effect on transmissibility (y = 1),
18 most mutants emerge from unvaccinated individuals. In contrast, if the primer dose has no effect
1o on susceptibility (z = 1), evolution within half-vaccinated individuals substantially contributes to the
20 emergence of vaccine escape even if the primer dose blocks transmission of the wild-type virus completely
a1 (y =0, see Panel I).

202 Regarding the effect of a potential delay of the booster shot, we observe that the strategy w that
203 minimizes the burden is always either the no-delay strategy (w = wmin) or a maximal delay (w = wWimax),
200 but never an intermediate prime-boost interval (Panels a and g). The same holds true for the fraction of
205 new mutant infections (Panels d and j). If the primer vaccination has neither an effect on susceptibility
206 nor on transmissibility, both the burden and the escape risk increase with the time between the two
207 injections. For strong effects in either susceptibility or transmissibility, an increase in the delay between
208 injections reduces the burden (again, this is not true for higher R¢, see below). For the escape risk, the
200 picture is different. With a strong reduction in susceptibility, a delay of the booster shot reduces the
210 escape risk. In that case, the effects of a delay on the burden and on the vaccine risk align. In contrast,
au if the vaccine has no effect on susceptibility (z = 1), delaying the second dose increases the risk of
212 vaccine escape, irrespective of how well the primer dose blocks onward transmission of the wild-type
23 virus (y = 0; solid curve in Panel j). The effects on the burden and on the risk of vaccine escape
2 diverge in this case.

215 We therefore can conclude from these limiting cases that conflicts between reducing the burden and
26 the risk of vaccine escape can exist (see z = 1, y = 0), but the reduction in cases can also outweigh
27 the increased risk of within-host evolution of vaccine escape (see y = 1, z = 0).

213 When do reductions in both transmissibility and susceptibility lead to trade-offs?

219 To investigate more closely under which circumstances the effect of the strategy on the burden and the
20 fraction of escape mutants diverge, we proceed to explore the entire range of reductions in susceptibility
21 and transmissibility and vary other parameters as well. As for the limiting cases, we found that the
22 optimal strategy is either no delay or a maximal delay. We therefore focus on the burden and the
223 escape risk with the recommended interval of wy,;, = 20 days and a maximally stretched interval of
24 Wmax = 100 days. To determine which strategy is optimal under the respective criterion, we consider


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.04.21256623
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.04.21256623; this version posted May 8, 2021. 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 .

Effect of a reduction in susceptibility x (with y = 1)
(a) Total (b) Burden from (c) Burden from
burden B unvaccinated B® half-vaccinated B¥
CIL N 0.18 z 0181 5isceptibility reduction x
0151 e B OA5] L aeeeseeeeeennnt Bo1s + 1 (no effect)
o1s 2 S ‘g ] 0.5
o £013 GO — o(full effect)
< 0.10 \ § 0.10 \ £0.10
§ S B
S 0.08 Z 0.08 2 0.08
@ H £
0.05 < 0.05 £0.05
5] c
0.03 T0.03 3 o0.03
a N L ekt
0.00 0.00 @ 0,00 ==
20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100
Time between injections w Time between injections w Time between injections w
(d) Total escape (e) Escape risk from (f) Escape risk from
risk M unvaccinated M*° half-vaccinated M ¥
x10-6 x10-6 N %1076
Lsoy e < 1.50 = 1.501 susceptibility reduction x
______ E 2 + 1 (no effect)
1254 e § 125 © 125 o5
----- 2 £ .
2100 et g 1.00 €100{ — Ol(fulleffect)
) . :
= .t c o
g 075 B 0751 | iieeeesnnnneeennnnne e Eors| .
g g E | e
$050 T T————— o050 T TT——— E050¢ et
a ¥ | e
025 g 025 50251 et
g g
0.00 3 0.00 2 0.00
8
20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100
Time between injections w Time between injections w Time between injections w
Effect of a reduction in transmissibility y (with x = 1)
(g) Total (h) Burden from (i) Burden from
burden B unvaccinated B® half-vaccinated BY
OIBT e o 0.18 % 0.18 Transmissibility reduction y
0151 ettt OIS e g o.15 + 1 (no effect)
T e 5 05
013 £013 5013 —— 0 (full effect)
®o10f T 0.10 \ 2 0.10
% E H
5 0.08 0.08 20.08
@ g £
0.05 £0.05 £0.05
5] c
0.03 To.03 $o.03
a S eiieesesrssseseernrenee
0.00 0.00 @ 0,00
20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100
Time between injections w Time between injections w Time between injections w
(j) Total escape (k) Escape risk from (1) Escape risk from
risk M unvaccinated M*° half-vaccinated M*
x10~° x10-6 . x107°
w
LS e % 1.50 = 1.501 Transmissibility reduction y
....... E 2 « 1 (no effect)
s{ e 8 125 © 125 os
----- £ £ .
o0y et g 100 8 1.00 — 0 (full effect)
2 g =
gors{ =~ Z 0751 o ireeeenneenanennannnnnnn Lo75
g £07] e =
£ 0.50 o050 TTT—o— £ 0.50
0.25 g 025 025
g g
0.00 3 0.00 7000
20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100

Time between injections w Time between injections w Time between injections w

Figure 2: Burden and fraction of new mutant infections (escape risk) as a function of the prime-boost
interval for the two limiting cases, in which the primer dose has an effect on susceptibility only (y = 1,
Panels a-f) or on transmissibility only (x = 1, Panels g-1). The black dotted lines, where the primer dose
has no effect at all (z = y = 1) are identical in the two parts of the figure. Reductions in susceptibility
and transmissibility both reduce the burden and the risk of vaccine escape. The consequences of a
delay of the booster shot depend on the effects of the primer dose. A delay may increase both the
burden and the risk of vaccine escape (dotted black line in Panels a and d/Panels g and j), decrease
both quantities (solid red line in Panels a and d), or decrease the burden at the cost of an inreased risk
of vaccine escape (solid blue line in Panels g and j). The figure shows results for our default parameter
set with py /ur = 10.
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25 the differences AB = B,,—190 — Bu—=20 and Ay = M,,—100 — M—20 and ask when they are larger than
25 zero (‘No delay’) or smaller than zero (‘Delay the 2"¢ dose’), see Fig. . For reference, the absolute
27 burden and fraction of new mutant infections with our default parameter set is given in Fig. [4] for both
28 values of w.

229 We already know from the analysis of the limiting cases that neither strategy is optimal in minimizing
20 the burden across the entire range of z and y. This can be further seen in Fig. [Bp-c. If the effect of the
2 primer dose is sufficiently strong, the delay strategy is favoured. If it is weak, the booster dose should
22 not be delayed. The area in which delaying the booster dose is beneficial is reduced if R¢ is higher,
2 i.e. if the infection rate in the population is larger (cf. Panels a and b). In that case, a reduction of
214 the transmissibility on its own without any effect of the primer dose on susceptibility is insufficient to
25 justify a delay strategy. If more vaccine doses are available (higher vaccination rate A, Panel c), the
236 choice of the strategy becomes less important, with differences in outcomes being smaller.

237 Both strategies affect the burden and the fraction of escape mutants equivalently if uy = py
23 (compare the first two rows of the figure). For puy > pr, as expected from the general considerations
20 above, the range of = and y favoring a delay strategy is larger for the burden than for the number of
20 mutants (Panels g-1). In that case, a parameter range opens up in which a delay strategy reduces the
2 burden but increases the fraction of new mutant infections. Especially, if py > py, the risk of vaccine
22 escape is increased by a delay strategy over nearly the entire range of = and y (Panels j-I).

243 The differences AB and AM between the two strategies can be substantial, such that they become
a4 relevant in choosing vaccination strategies. If vaccine doses are scarce, the strategy can change the
25 infected fraction of the population by several percentage points of the population for some combinations
xus  of x and y. To put this into perspective, the cumulative fraction of Covid cases in Germany as of now
27 (end of April) is around 7% (assuming as above that about 50% of all cases are detected (Backhaus
2s et al), 2021)). Hence, the effect of the strategy is in some parameter regions of the same order of
29 magnitude as the cumulative number of cases in Germany at the time this manuscript is written.
0 Likewise, the strategy can substantially influence the total fraction of new mutant infections, doubling
»s1 M in some cases and with it increasing the risk that vaccine escape mutants evolve.

2 What changes if vaccines are available right from the start of the pandemic?

3 We finally compare the results to a scenario in which the vaccine is available right from the start of the
2 pandemic, for which we choose I(0) = 107¢ and R(0) = 0 (Fig. [5). Such a scenario may be relevant
5 IN case escape mutations necessitate a novel vaccination campaign and that the vaccine is available
6 before the new variant is present in all countries. In this case, the parameter range in which a delay
257 strategy minimizes the risk of escape mutants is enlarged (compare Panels ¢ and d). However, the
s benefit of either strategy in reducing the burden or the risk of vaccine escape is much smaller than for
250 OUr primary scenario, in which a vaccine becomes available only during the pandemic (compare the two
20 columns).
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Figure 3: Differences in the burden and the fraction of new mutant infections between the strategies
with a minimal and a maximal interval between the two vaccine doses, AB = B,—190 — Bw=20
and AM = M,_100 — M,—29, depending on the reductions in susceptibility = and transmissibility
y elicited by the primer dose. If the difference is positive, a delay increases the burden/escape risk
(‘No delay’). If it is negative, a delay reduces the burden/escape risk (‘Delay the 2"¢ dose'). The
three columns correspond to our baseline scenario with the default parameter set (left column), a high
infection scenario with a higher value of R¢ (middle column), and a high vaccination rate scenario
with a larger value of A (right column). We consider three different ratios of the per-capita mutation
rates in unvaccinated and half-vaccinated individuals. As expected, for uy/uy = 1 (Panels d-f) the
same strategy minimizes both the burden and the risk of vaccine escape, irrespective of = and y. For

Wy > pg, there is a parameter range, in which a delay reduces the burden but increases the risk of
vaccine escape.
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Figure 4: Total burden B and total number of new mutant infections M for a minimal prime-boost
interval (Panels a and c) and for a maximal delay (Panels b and d), depending on the reductions
in susceptibility  and transmissibility y elicited by the primer dose. Reducing the susceptibility or
transmissibility reduces the total burden and the escape risk, but in quantitatively different ways such
that a trade-off between them regarding the optimal w can emerge. The figure shows results for our
default parameter set with py /u; = 10.
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Figure 5: Comparison between a scenario, in which vaccines become available during a pandemic,
(Panels a and c) and a scenario, where they are available right from the start (Panels b and d). The
figure shows the differences in the burden and in the number of new mutants infections between the
strategies with a minimal and a maximal interval between the two vaccine doses, AB = B,,—100— Bu=20
and AM = M, —100—M,—209. When vaccines are available from the start, differences between strategies
are much smaller. (Note the different scales of the color gradients.)
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» DIscussion

2 When vaccines are scarce, should we increase the timing between the primer dose and the booster
23 dose? Using an SIR-model, extended by half-vaccinated (primer dose only) and fully vaccinated
26« (primer+booster dose) individuals, we explored when the choice of the prime-boost interval — delay
x5 or no delay — leads to conflicts between reducing the burden and the risk of vaccine escape evolution.
26 On short time scales, reducing the burden is the primary goal, but the risk of vaccine escape could pose
27 @ major societal problem on a longer time scale.

s  What does the SIR model find?

x0  If the primer dose has only a weak effect, a delay of the booster dose increases both the burden and the
a0 fraction of new mutant infections. If the primer dose has a sufficiently strong effect, a delay is beneficial
o1 in both respects. However, this latter area in the susceptibility-transmissibility reduction (z-y) plane is
o2 small and limited to an extremely high reduction in susceptibility if the within-host evolution of vaccine
a3 escape is much larger in half-vaccinated than in unvaccinated individuals. Between these two parameter
o2 ranges in which both criteria suggest the same prime-boost interval, there is a parameter region in which
s a delay reduces the burden — but at the cost of an increased risk of vaccine escape. This region is
76 absent if vaccine escape evolution is equally likely within half-vaccinated and unvaccinated patients.
217 Our model suggests that the conditions under which a delay strategy is favorable for reducing the
;s burden are more restrictive with a higher reproductive number R¢o. This is the opposite of what has
oo been found by Matrajt et al.| (2015)), comparing a strict one-dose to a two-dose strategy — but not
20 focussing on the scarcity of a vaccine. In addition, there are several differences between the models.
21 E.g. Matrajt et al| (2015) assume that all individuals are vaccinated at the same time but immunity
22 takes time to build up following vaccination, while we assume that vaccine roll-out is a continuous
23 process over time but once an individual has received a vaccine shot, the effect is immediate. Other
e differences include incomplete vs. complete vaccine coverage, presence and absence of asymptomatic
s infections, and incomplete vs. complete protection with two doses.

s What affects the fate of new escape variants?

27 We only consider the emergence of vaccine escape mutants but do not track their spread. As already
s mentioned in the model section, the fate of these mutants is subject to stochasticity as long as they
20 are rare (Rella et al} 2021)). Especially when the distribution of secondary cases is overdispersed — i.e.
200 when a small number of patients infects many others, while the majority of patients infect only few
21 or no other individuals —, it is likely that the mutation is lost again from the population (Lloyd-Smith
202 let al., 2005). The heterogeneity in transmission has been estimated to be rather high for SARS-CoV-2
203 (Riou and Althaus| 2020; [Sun et al., [2021)). Beyond these stochastic effects, there are many factors
24 that affect the spread of escape variants by changing their reproductive number, and we only discuss
205 a few examples here. Social distancing, contact tracing, and isolation of infecteds control not only the
206 wild-type virus but also escape variants. For our model, we assumed R¢ to be constant throughout
27 the pandemic, but in reality the transmission coefficient changes over time due to control measures,
2 changes in behaviour, and also up to some extent seasonality. This includes in particular the extent
200 at which social distancing restrictions are lifted already during a vaccination campaign. This affects
w0 the establishment of escape variants (Rella et al [2021)), but also their propagation once frequent. A
s further factor that is crucial for the fate of escape mutants, short-term and long-term, is the degree up
32 to which vaccination is still effective against them. |Cobey et al.|(2021)) argue that vaccination will likely
w03 still grant some level of protection against escape variants. This means that they would not spread
sa  Well in a population with high vaccination coverage. Yet, they may accumulate additional mutations
s over time that increase their degree of vaccine resistance. Apart from residual vaccine protection to
w6 escape mutants, if different vaccines using different antigenic targets or variants of the same target are
sor employed, the spread of mutants across the population escaping from one vaccine is likely still hampered
2z by the other vaccines (McLeod et al., [2021)).
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;0 Are effects on the burden and on vaccine escape equally predictable?

s T he difference that the choice of strategy makes can be substantial. Whether an extended interval
an  between shots increases or decreases the burden, crucially depends on the reductions in susceptibility
sz and transmissibility elicited by the primer dose. The number of studies estimating the effects of the
a3 primer (and booster) doses of the various Covid vaccines is currently rapidly growing. With sufficient
s information, we can probably be rather confident about the consequences of our choice with respect
a5 to the disease burden. Matters are much more complicated when it comes to assessing the risk of
a6 vaccine escape, which requires to make predictions about evolution in a highly complex and dynamic
aiz  environment. In our simple model, the range of primer dose effects for which a reduction in burden comes
sis at an increased risk of vaccine escape depends on the relative probabilities of within-host evolution of
;19 escape mutants in half-vaccinated and unvaccinated individuals. There is concern that vaccine escape
20 mutants evolve more easily in partially immune individuals, but we do not know whether this is really
m  the case and if so, how much more likely it is (Branswell, [2021 Jan. 4; |Cobey et al) [2021; [Hanage
2 |and Russell, [2021; |Saad-Roy et al., 2021)). We generally do not know how easily the virus can escape
323 from immunity nor do we know up to which degree mutants will evade vaccine-induced immunity and
;24 potentially also naturally acquired immunity nor what their degree of cross resistance to other vaccines is
25 going to be. And even if we knew all this, the appearance and establishment of vaccine escape mutants
26 would still be a probabilistic event that may or may not happen. Moreover, escape mutants can also be
27 imported from other regions (Gerrish et al., [2021). When sufficient information on the effectiveness of
28 the primer dose and the duration of immunity is known, it is hence weighing an immediate assessable
s20  benefit against an unknown future risk with unknown consequences.

s Conclusions

s Our model is not suitable to solve the dilemma nor to make any concrete recommendations. It only
32 contains the most essential elements necessary to describe the epidemiological dynamics, which, of
13 course, requires making many simplifying assumptions. The per-capita rates of escape evolution are
sa model parameters, and the model explores the population-level consequences, given a certain ratio
35 between the rates in half-vaccinated and unvaccinated patients. Such a fundamental model shows in a
136 transparent manner how the verbal arguments that have been brought forward play out in a quantitative
sw model. Maybe most importantly, the model allows to see that a delay strategy can increase or decrease
138 the risk of vaccine escape and to identify when conflicts between reducing the burden and the risk of
139 vaccine escape arise, where the effects of the primer dose in terms of reductions in susceptibility and
a0 transmissibility and the relative risks of vaccine escape in half-vaccinated and unvaccinated patients
s are key parameters. It could also provide a starting point for more detailed models that take further
sz complications into account. We hope that our model helps to provide a more solid foundation for the
a3 discussion on vaccination strategies.
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« A Availability of booster doses

a7 In this section, we show that there are at all times enough doses available to administer the second
18 dose after the chosen time interval w, as long as S(t) > 0, i.e. there never arises a situation in which
a0 the second dose needs to be further delayed due to vaccine shortage. For this, we need to show that
w A > %VH

w1 We first consider a disease-free population (I(t) = V(t) = 0 for all t). We denote the fraction of
w  half-vaccinated individuals in this scenario by V. From Eq. , their dynamics is given by

avit

T (A =2V =1V with Vi (0) =0, (A1)
w3 which solves to \
2
Vi (t) = 7“ (1 - ewt) . (A.2)
s With this, we have:
1 2
—5%H=A<2+ewt> > 0. (A.3)
s We now turn to a population, in which the virus is spreading. In this case, as given in Eq. ,

wus  there is an infection in the differential equation describing the changes in the fraction of half-vaccinated
a7 individuals:
dv 1y H 1y H H H : H

w

=VHf(t)
Comparing to Eq. (A.1)), we see that

v _ v
at — dt

and VH(0) =V (0) = 0.

Therefore:
VAR <V = A=LvH@) = A= LvT() >0,

s where the last step follows from Eq. (A:3)). This implies A > 1V
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