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Abstract

After having affected the population for two years, the COVID-19 pandemic has reached a phase where
a considerable number of people in Germany have been either infected with a SARS-CoV-2 variant, vacci-
nated, or both. Yet the full extent to which the population has been in contact with either virus or vaccine
remains elusive, particularly on a regional level, because (a) infection counts suffer from under-reporting,
and (b) the overlap between the vaccinated and recovered subpopulations is unknown. Since previous in-
fection, vaccination, or especially a combination of both reduce the risk of severe disease, a high share of
individuals with SARS-CoV-2 immunity lowers the probability of severe outbreaks that could potentially
overburden the public health system once again, given that emerging variants do not escape this reduction
in susceptibility. Here, we estimate the share of immunologically naive individuals by age group for each
of the 16 German federal states by integrating an infectious disease model based on weekly incidences of
SARS-CoV-2 infections in the national surveillance system and vaccine uptake, as well as assumptions re-
garding under-ascertainment. We estimate a median share of 7.0% of individuals in the German population
have neither been in contact with vaccine nor any variant as of March 31, 2022 (quartile range [3.6%—
9.8%]). For the adult population at higher risk of severe disease, this figure is reduced to 3.5% [1.3%—5.5%]
for ages 18-59 and 4.3% [2.7%—5.8%] for ages 60 and above. However, estimates vary between German
states mostly due to heterogeneous vaccine uptake. Excluding Omicron infections from the analysis, 16.1%
[14.0%—17.8%] of the population in Germany, across all ages, are estimated to be immunologically naive,

highlighting the large impact the Omicron wave had until the beginning of spring in 2022.

o I. INTRODUCTION

1w The COVID-19 pandemic caused by the rapid global dissemination of the SARS-CoV-2 virus
u and its respective variants has led to a large number of infections worldwide [1]. In Germany,
12 around 21.4 million infections have been reported as of the end of March 2022. Moreover, a
13 large part of the population has received a primary vaccination series with one of the available
1 COVID-19 vaccines (mRNA-vaccine by BioNTech or Moderna, or a vector-based vaccine by
15 AstraZeneca or Janssen) [2]. The national COVID-19 vaccination campaign began at the end of

16 2020 by targeting older adults, residents of nursing homes, and healthcare workers, then shifting
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17 focus to younger adults [3]. In August 2021, a recommendation to vaccinate adolescents aged 12-
18 17 was issued [4] and since December 2021, children aged 5-11 years are recommended to receive
19 a vaccination if underlying medical conditions put them at increased risk for severe disease [5]. In
2 Germany, recovered individuals are advised not to receive a COVID-19 vaccination until 6 months
21 [6], or 3 months [7] have passed after infection. At the time of analysis, booster vaccinations have
22 been recommended for all persons aged 11 years and older [8, 9]. A central factor that will
23 determine how the pandemic progresses in Germany in the near future is the number of people
24 still immunologically naive to infection, i.e. that have neither been in contact with the virus or
2s any of its variants nor a vaccine against them. In Germany, several serological studies have been
26 conducted [10, 11], but none that extend into the time of the Omicron waves, particularly with
27 respect to children. Therefore, we choose a mathematical modeling approach here to estimate the
2s number of immunologically naive individuals in order to facilitate informed decisions with regard

20 to the upcoming pandemic situation in the fall of 2022.

s  To estimate the number of people that have been in contact with either virus or vaccine, one
s1 might simply summate the number of vaccinations and the number of reported infections. How-
32 ever, doing so ignores the fact that (a) a considerable number of vaccinated people have suffered
s3 from additional breakthrough infections (taking into account both asymptomatic and symptomatic
s infections herein) [12], (b) a substantial number of previously infected people have chosen to be
35 vaccinated in accordance with national recommendations [13—15], (¢) some individuals have suf-
3 fered from multiple infections [16], and (d) the exact extent of the total number of infections as
s7 compared to the reported number of infections is unknown because (i) asymptomatic infections
s are less likely to be identified and reported in the national surveillance system and (ii) under-
30 ascertainment varies regionally [17, 18]. In order to estimate the overlap between the vaccinated
s and recovered subpopulations, one may assume that the probability of any recovered individual
a1 to be vaccinated is proportional to the probability of any individual to be vaccinated. However,
s this largely ignores (i) the heterogeneous dynamics of the spreading disease and vaccination cam-
43 paigns, and (i1) that vaccinated individuals are less likely to suffer from an infection than unvac-
« cinated individuals [19]. Here, we introduce modeling approaches that are devised to meet the
ss aforementioned conditions and use them to estimate the distribution of immunologically naive,
s (in the infectious disease modeling context called “fully susceptible” hereafter), recovered, and
s7 vaccinated individuals in Germany, taking into account regional and age differences. We find that

ss although the percentage of the adult population in Germany that remains fully susceptible is ex-
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10 pected to be in the single digits, the share of unaffected children may be considerably larger. Due
so to heterogeneities in vaccine uptake across German states, these values may differ by region. Our
s1 analysis cannot answer questions regarding the quality of achieved immunity against infection
s2 or disease, because we consider neither waning of immunity nor the emergence of variants with

s3 immune evasive properties, which is difficult to predict [20].

s« II. METHODS

ss  We partition the population into ng = 16 regions corresponding to the German states and n4 =5

o
Iy

age groups corresponding to ages “00-04” (infants), “05-11" (children), “12-17" (adolescents),

7 “18-59” (adults), “60+” (elderly), chosen in accordance with the population structure of publicly

o1

s available vaccination data [2], i.e. into 80 subpopulations. To obtain nation-wide counts of individ-

5]

o uals in age groups, we sum the respective results over all regions, to obtain counts of individuals

5

o for all ages, we sum over all age groups. To obtain an age-independent, nation-wide result, we

=}

o

1 sum over all ages and all regions.

&2  As we are, first and foremost, interested in estimating the proportion of individuals S. = S(f =
63 tmax) that can be considered to be fully susceptible towards infection with any SARS-CoV-2 variant
s« per region and age group, we report a simplified model here that captures the main ideas and gives
es the same results for S(7) as the full model which is reported in the Appendix (see App. A 1).

s We consider the population of size N (an age group in a region) to be composed of suscepti-
o7 ble (), infected/recovered (/), infected/recovered but eligible for reinfection or vaccination (Y),
s vaccinated (V'), and boostered (B) individuals, assuming that the population count is constant over
0 two years such that N =S+7+Y +V + B = const.

The central problem of estimating S, is to determine the overlap between recovered and vac-
cinated subpopulations. Given that the cumulative number of unvaccinated infected R, and the
number of cumulative vaccinated individuals V is known, one may naively assume that the proba-
bility that an infected person that was initially unvaccinated is vaccinated later on is proportional to
the probability that any person in the population is vaccinated, which is given as p = V., /N. Then,
the cohort size of unvaccinated and not yet infected individuals is Seo = N — (1 = Voo /N)Reo — Vo
However, this largely ignores the time course of infections and vaccinations, with incidence and
daily vaccinations peaking at different time points, with a large number of infections occurring

after the peak in vaccinations. Hence, one may assume instead that when a person becomes vacci-

4
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FIG. 1. Simplified model schema. On each day, agfs()At unvaccinated people become vaccinated, with
under-ascertainment ratio ag and Ar = 1d. The probability that a newly vaccinated person has been infected
before is proportional to the respective size of the subpopulation of recovered people that are eligible for
vaccination Y. Furthermore, on each day, a4¢(t)At unvaccinated people become infected, with under-
ascertainment ratio a 4. The probability that a newly infected person has been infected before is proportional
to the respective size of the subpopulation of recovered people that are eligible for reinfection (1 —r)Y,
where 1 —r is the relative reinfection probability or “recovered immunity”. Recovered individuals are
expected to reach eligibility for reinfection/vaccination after an average duration of 7. (Note that in the full

model breakthrough and reinfections of vaccinated individuals are possible (see App. A 1).)

nated at time 7, the probability that this person was already infected is proportional to the number
of infected/recovered individuals at time ¢ that are eligible for vaccination as p =Y /(S+Y). With
incidence rates of as¢(t) (new unvaccinated cases per day) and vaccination rates of agfs(t) (new
vaccinations per day) obtained from data, we assume that the count of individuals in the respective

states evolves dynamically as

S S
0,8 = —a¢¢(f)m —Clﬁﬁs(f)y—_hg (D
1
Ol = app(t) - = (2
I Y (1-r)Y
0y = ;—aﬁﬁs(f)y—_hg—%f/’(f)m (3)
0,V = apgPs(t) —apPy(t) “4)
OB = apfy(1). &)

70 The last two equations are shown here for completeness, but note that the number of vaccinated

71 and boostered individuals can simply be obtained from data, without integrating the dynamic equa-
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72 tions, as their integrals can be evaluated analytically and are equal to the cumulative number of
73 respective vaccinations. Above, a4 and ag are under-ascertainment ratios that account for infec-
74 tions and vaccinations that have not been reported. The time scale 7 is equal to the average time
75 after which an infected/recovered individual becomes eligible for reinfection or vaccination and
7 1 —r is the relative probability that an unvaccinated recovered person is reinfected as compared to

77 a fully susceptible individual.

72 For our analysis, we draw 1,000 pairs of a4 and ag from shifted Gamma distributions with
70 eans <a¢> =2, <aﬁ> =1.03, and standard deviations Std[a4] = 1, Std[ag] = 0.02 that are bounded
so below by min(a.) = 1. Note that this distribution yields a median under-ascertainment ratio of
s Q2[ag] = 1.7, which is in line with results informed by seroprevalence data for Germany in 2020
g2 [18]. Furthermore, with a 97.5th percentile of 4.7, the distribution is broad enough to account
s3 for occasional high under-ascertainment ratios that have been observed locally [10, 17, 18]. For
s+ infants, ascertainment is expected to be lower than for other age groups [21], which is why we dou-
ss ble under-ascertainment ratios for this age group. We did not assume a higher under-ascertainment
ss ratio for children older than 4 years, because regular screening via rapid antigen tests is mandatory
s7 in schools across the country [22]. We choose an eligibility time of 7 = 90d, which is approxi-
ss mately of the same order as the time for antibody concentrations to decay after an infection [23].
s While it falls in the lower bound of officially recommended time for recovered individuals to wait
o before getting vaccinated, surveys indicate that people might not strictly follow the official recom-
o1 mendation but get vaccinated earlier. Further, people with asymptomatic courses might have no
o2 knowledge about their infection, likely leading to a bias towards shorter times between infection
o3 and vaccination in those cases. The influence of lower and higher values of 7 is investigated in a
o4 sensitivity analysis. The “recovered immunity” parameter r quantifies the relative efficacy against
os reinfection. For the Alpha variant, this efficacy was observed to be lower than the vaccine efficacy
o against infection by mRNA- or vector-vaccines [24], but of similar order as the vaccine efficacy
o7 against infection with Delta, taking on values of r = 0.65 for both. As Omicron is considered to
¢ be a variant with partial immune escape, we set a lower default value of r = 1/2 for all variants,
o testing r = 0 (no protection against reinfection) and » = 1 (full immunity) in sensitivity analyses.

wo  The daily vaccination rates 3,(¢) are obtained from data [2] and averaged over calendar weeks
1 to remove weekly modulations. Likewise, infection rates of unvaccinated individuals ¢(z) are
102 obtained from reported data in the German reporting system SurvStat [25], which is available in

103 aggregated form upon request. While the vaccination status is unknown for a substantial number
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14 of infections, we assume that for every day, the proportion of cases with unknown vaccination
105 status that are, in fact, unvaccinated, is equal to the proportion of unvaccinated cases over the last
106 seven days for which the vaccination status is known. This imputation method is performed for
17 age- and region-stratified data.

ws  For analyses disregarding infections with Omicron, we obtained the nation-wide and age-
100 independent share of randomly sequenced samples in Germany [26] that the software framework
uo “scorpio” identified as “Omicron” or “Probable Omicron” on a per-calendar-week basis by date
w1 of extraction (“Entnahmedatum™) as o (¢), assuming o (¢) = 0 for dates previous to Aug 1, 2021
w2 and o (¢) = 1 for dates that exceed the last available date in the data. Then, all incidence rates
13 were scaled as ¢ pre—Omicron (f) = ¢s(f)[1 — o (#)]. Note that vaccination rates are unaffected by
u4 this procedure.

us  Population sizes stratified by age and state were requested from destatis [27].

ue  Egs. (1)-(5) are integrated using Euler’s method with Az = 1d until the last day of available
u7 incidence/vaccination data. For dates where data is unavailable, we assume the respective rates

us are equal to zero.

1o III.  RESULTS

10 We find an estimated nationwide median share of fully susceptible individuals of 7.0% (quartile
121 range [3.6%—-9.8%]). This result is, however, biased towards higher values due to a larger share of
122 yet unaffected infants (44.6% [27.5%—-56.8%]), children (22.5% [7.9%-34.3%]), and adolescents
123 (5.0% [1.0%—-10.1%]). For age groups that are associated with a higher probability of severe
124 disease [28], we find a lower relative frequency of 3.5% [1.3%-5.5%] (adults), and 4.3% [2.7%—
125 5.8%] (elderly).

e These values are achieved largely due to the (at the time of analysis still ongoing) Omicron
127 wave. Ignoring infections with the Omicron variant, the nationwide age-independent share of
128 fully susceptibles increases to 16.1% [14.0%—17.8%], i.e. Omicron infections are expected to
120 have caused a reduction in fully susceptible individuals on the order of 10 percentage points at the
130 time of writing, though this number differs by age group. While the change in relative frequency
w of fully susceptibles in the “adult” and “elderly” age groups was only about a few percentage
12 points (median decreases from 9.2% to 3.5% and from 6.6% to 4.3%, respectively), the three

133 youngest age groups were affected much more strongly, with median values of fully susceptible

7
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FIG. 2. Estimated nationwide relative frequency of fully susceptible individuals by age group, considering
vaccinations and infections that took place up to and including March 2022. Boxes represent the area
between quartiles O, O3 and whiskers the 2.5th and 97.5th percentiles, respectively, the median is shown
as a horizontal line. (Left) Considering infections with any variant. (Right) Considering infections with any

variant other than Omicron and its sublineages.

134 individuals dropping from 83.3% to 44.6%, from 63.5% to 22.5%, and from 23.8% to 5.0% with

1

W

s increasing age (cf. Fig. 2). If all variants are considered, the median share of fully susceptible
36 “‘adults” and “‘elderly” barely differ (absolute difference of 0.8% points), likely due to a larger

137 fraction of Omicron-recovered “adults” (Fig. 2).

w

s Although the relative frequency of fully susceptibles varies between federal state, certain com-

1

w

o monalities are still shared. In all states, the frequency of fully susceptible individuals decreases
1o With age, with a strong dependence on age for children. For ages 12-17, the frequency reaches

11 values on the same order as those of the age groups “adults” and “elderly” (Fig. 3). Apart from the

'S

112 fact that adult and elderly age groups achieve relative frequencies of fully susceptible individuals

'S

143 below 10%, there are no other common patterns that stand out across all states regarding these
14 age groups. In general, these age groups show overlapping quartile intervals, with the exception
us of Hamburg and Bremen, where “adults” show a comparatively lower relative frequency (Fig. 3).
us In fact, in Bremen virtually noone aged 18 and above is expected to not have been in contact with

17 either virus or vaccine, according to the estimations.

us  In general, the above observations hold for the pre-Omicron analysis as well, except for the fact
19 that, in the majority of states, the number of adults that were still unaffected decreased dramatically
150 during the Omicron wave due to the large number of infections caused by the variant (comparing

151 Figs. 4, 3). When excluding Omicron infections, the relative frequency of fully susceptibles differs
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FIG. 3. Estimated relative frequency of fully susceptible individuals by age group and region considering

infections with any variant and vaccinations up to and including the Omicron wave (as of March 31, 2022).

152 across states on the order of ~ 10%, with Saxony and Bremen as the states with largest (20.3%)

1

153 and smallest (10.0%) respective median values of fully susceptible individuals (Fig. 4). Including

o1

1s4 infections with Omicron, the median range between states is reduced to a difference of 6.0% points

o

155 (median of 10.7% in Hesse and 4.7% in Bremen).

o

15 Our results are robust against changes in assumed eligibility time 7 and recovered immunity

7 r, varying by a few percentage points in the nationwide average for all ages. For the most at-risk

=
o1

158 age groups, i.e. adults and the elderly, these results vary even less, indicating that the influence of

o1

150 these parameters decreases with age (see Sec. B and Fig. 7).

o

1o Regarding the detailed distribution of individuals by vaccination/infection status, we find that
161 the largest single compartment of the model population is the group of people that has received a
12 booster vaccination and has never been in contact with the virus (see Sec. B and Fig. 6), with un-
163 vaccinated recovereds comprising the second largest group. When first excluding, then including

16+ Omicron infections, both the number of non-infected vaccinateds and non-infected booster vacci-

9


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.19.22274030
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.19.22274030; this version posted April 23, 2022. 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.

165

166

167

168

169

170

171

172

173

174

176

177

It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

variants: pre-Omicron

Schleswig-Holstein Hamburg Lower Saxony Bremen
3o 0% 100% 20% 100% 20% i 100% 7 _ 20% 100% 7 .
SE 15% {g g% | 8% 1 w0 | 15% T 8% 15% 8% ]
ga 60% 60% =] 1 60% 60%
88 10% ] o1 1 10% 4] "1 10%{ & e1 1 10% { & o
e 3 40% I 40% [z 40% T 40%
gz %% % % 20% % 1 1 20% T 5% I 20% t 5% 20% 7
= =1 I
2% 0w Ly 0% . 0% 0% L—— 0% L+— 0% L— 0% L—F=
D O »* N oA D (DX »* N A D (O > N A D (O
S SN 3 SN S SN S
K SEW & SEW & ® SEW N
0% North Rhine-Weatgcr]\slia 0% Hesse 100% 0% Rhineland-PaIati?Sé%/ 0% Baden-WUrttembggo/
- o A b1m 67 . b1 b am b
oo & = & ]
85 15% | 80% | - 15% T 80% 1] . 15% T 1 80% | = 15% 80% |
g9 60% 5 5 60% H 60% 7 I 60%
23 10%4]| [ 10% 1 | 10% . l o%dl B 1 |
° 3 B 40% I I 40% l & 40% l H 40%
> & & &
gz %1 | i 20% & 5% 20% I 5% l 20% I 5% | 20% I
D =
= 0% +T— 0% - T 0% 0% +—— 0% +T— 0% —— 0% +T— 0%
D Do 0 A > D D QA D R QA LI RS
&C SE & S& &€ SE &€ S
Bavaria Saarland Berlin Brandenburg
20% 100% 20% 100% 20% 100% 20% 100%
= L |
oo x T =] - i1
82 15% 80% 15 15% 8% 15% i 80% l 15% 80% 5 1
g8 I 60% H . 60% l I 60% 4] T 60% l
=a 10% o r l 10% l 10% o 10% =]
03 H 40% . 40% . 40% 1 l 40%
5z % l | 20% i 1 gt 20% 7 sel |2 20% 7 5% 20%
2% 0% T 0% =—r— 0% 0% ~——— 0% L | 0% - T 0% 0%
N (DX > N A A (DX > N A (DX > N A N (DX
K= SN v 9 S K S NN S
&S S &S S N S N
0% Mecklenburg-We%grD? Pomerania 0% Saxony 100% 0% Saxony-Anhalt 100% 0% Thuringia 100%
- b1 b b - b o b M b
22 ] H 1 T :
85 15% . 80% l a 15% 80% qf | 15% I 80% 1% o 15% I 80% 18
g8 H 60% l 1 60% 1 H H 60% 1 M 60% o
23 10% I 10% H 10% 10% 1
0z l I 40% = 40% l 5 I 40% - o] 40% .
gz %% | 20% | 5% l 20% | 5% I 20% | 5% I 20% [
27 o dl—— 0% L—— 0% L——t 0% 0% L—— 0% 0%
,Z}\ b‘* X 'be :\\ ,(\ 'be :\\ ,Z}\ b‘* X 'Qb‘ :\\ (\ ,}\ (0(5 X 'Qb‘ ,'\\ \«
K S SEW & S K SEY

FIG. 4. Estimated relative frequency of fully susceptible individuals by age group and region, disregarding

infections with Omicron and its sublineages, based on data available up to and including March 2022.

nateds decreases by about 10 percentage points, demonstrating the relative efficacy of the booster
vaccination against infections with the Omicron variant. The prevalence of compartments that
count infected individuals decreases with the number of (breakthrough) infections per individual,
which is unsurprising given that the model probability to become infected decreases exponentially
with every new infection. Note that our model cannot, however, track the number of reinfections

per individual between achieving the different vaccination statuses.

As under-ascertainment is expected to be larger for infants than for other age groups, we scaled
the respective under-ascertainment ratio to always assume twice the value of other age groups.
Because most children below 5 years of age will remain unvaccinated as per official recommen-
dations, only infections reduce the number of fully susceptible individuals, and, therefore, the
under-ascertainment ratio has a large influence (see Sec. B and Fig. 8). With the degree of under-
ascertainment in this age group comparatively unclear, the results must be considered relatively

uncertain for this age group.
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178 IV.  CONCLUSION & DISCUSSION

w9 As the pandemic progresses, a central quantity that will determine the upcoming dynamics is
10 the population-wide susceptibility against infection with known or future variants of SARS-CoV-2.
1e1 While protection from infection, either derived from vaccination or natural infection, wanes over
12 time and depends on the circulating virus variant, an estimation of the respective subpopulation
183 sizes of people that suffered from (one or more) infections or were vaccinated/boostered gives
18« valuable information about the size of the population that is, as of yet, still fully susceptible to
185 infection, because these individuals are more prone to infection and severe disease as compared to

16 vaccinated or recovered individuals, given that future variants do not fully escape this immunity.

;7 Here, we found that in Germany, a nationwide single-digit percentage of individuals have not
18 been in contact with either a variant of SARS-CoV-2 nor a vaccine against them, yet these results
19 vary between regions and age groups. Despite the high number of reported infections in infants,
o children, and adolescents, a considerably high percentage of these age groups may still be fully
11 susceptible to infection. This may become problematic if a variant emerges that causes more
192 severe disease in these age groups than previous variants. Yet, we cannot rule out the possibility
103 that we underestimated the extent of under-ascertainment in these age groups, as the factors we
104 used where informed by seroprevalence studies based on blood samples donated by adults (ages
105 18—74), while it has been reported that under-ascertainment ratios can assume values ranging from

196 2 up to 6 or 8 for children [29-31].

17 In comparison, the age groups of adults and elderly showed a relatively low share of fully
108 susceptible individuals, considering infections with all variants, on the order of 5%. Only consid-
199 ering infections with pre-Omicron variants, however, around 7.4%—10.7% of the adult population
200 and 5.3%—7.8% of the elderly population may still be at risk of infection with variants that have a
201 higher probability of causing severe disease than Omicron, potentially causing large outbreaks that
202 could put high pressure on the public health system once again (with these numbers representing

203 quartile ranges).

24 Our results are subject to a number of limitations and biases. For instance, the reported uncer-
205 tainties (quartile ranges) are heavily determined by the choice of distribution of a4. The distribu-
206 tion we chose has a median value of Q> [a4] = 1.7, which is slightly lower than what was observed
207 in 2020 [18]. Moreover, the lower distribution bound of min(ag4) = 1 might be rather low, as such

208 @ value would mean that every infection has been reported, which is unlikely. Hence, at least the
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200 Upper percentiles we report for So, might be overestimations. Furthermore, we assume the same
210 distribution of under-ascertainment ratios for all German states, which might not reflect potential
211 heterogeneities in local ascertainment particularly well.

22 Regarding modeling choices for the eligibility time, a short average duration after infection
213 to be eligible for vaccination leads to larger proportions of vaccine-eligible people and, hence,
214 to a higher overlap between the vaccinated and recovered subpopulations, thus increasing the
215 estimated number of fully susceptibles. While we chose a comparably low value of 90d for this
216 parameter, lower values cannot be ruled out. However, (i) the value we chose lies below the
217 official recommendation, and (ii) changes in this parameter are not expected to change our results
218 drastically, as was shown in a sensitivity analysis.

210 Likewise, shorter durations of eligibility for reinfection and lower values of long-term immu-
220 nity of recovered individuals increase the likelihood that a reported infection of an unvaccinated
221 individual was, in fact, a reinfection event, thus leading to higher values of fully susceptible indi-
222 viduals over all. As above, our results are robust towards variations in these parameters.

223 Regarding results on a regional level, reported vaccinations and infections might be skewed
224 regionally when a large number of people live in one state but traverse to others to seek medical
225 help. These considerations might explain the extreme results observed for Hamburg and Bremen,
226 which are city states enclosed by others.

27 The last German census took place in 2011 and population sizes per age group and region
228 have been imputed for the year 2020 based on this data, thus potentially being subject to over- or
220 under-counting. Uncertainties in population size may introduce systematic errors on the order of a
230 few percentage points in relative frequencies. When such a relative frequency reaches low values,
21 these absolute errors on the order of a few percentage points can lead to high relative errors in the
232 results.

233 Considering incidence rates, we imputed the total number of unvaccinated cases per day from
234 cases with undetermined vaccination status by assigning them the “unvaccinated” status with prob-
235 ability proportional to the share of unvaccinated cases in the set of cases with determined status.
236 This procedure can introduce systematic errors when the ascertainment of vaccination status is bi-
237 ased towards any of the vaccination states, which may occur, for instance, when the probability of
238 status ascertainment increases with severity of disease. In this case, people with breakthrough in-
230 fections may be less likely to have their vaccination status reported in the reporting system, which

20 would mean that we overestimated the number of unvaccinated cases per day, introducing a bias

12
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=

1 towards lower values of the share of fully susceptible individuals.

22 For analyses regarding infections with variants prior to Omicron, we relied on the nationwide
223 share of Omicron sequences, multiplying all incidence rates (regardless of region, age, or vaccine
244 status) with this function. Since vaccines assume different efficacies against infection with differ-
2s5 ent variants and will likely vary across ages and regions, this assumption is expected to introduce
26 strong bias on a fine-grained population level, which may be expected to decrease when values are
27 aggregated over regions or ages.

28 Our results cannot be used to predict the future course of the pandemic directly. In fact, since
20 SARS-CoV-2 lacks phenotypical stability and neither infection nor vaccination elicit full long-
250 term protective immunity, especially with respect to the prevention of infection and transmission,
251 there are doubts that classical herd immunity can be reached for COVID-19 [32]. In several stud-
252 1€8, hybrid immunity resulting from infection-acquired immunity boosted with vaccination con-
253 ferred the strongest, or longer-lasting protection, respectively [33, 34]. Similarly, Omicron break-
254 through infections in previously vaccinated individuals have been shown to drive cross-variant
255 neutralization and memory B cell formation [35], suggesting that a combination of both, natural
256 infection and vaccination, will have more impact on the future COVID-19 epidemiology than one
257 of the events alone.

s 'To sum up, our study shows that, presumably, only a small part of the German population has
250 NOt yet been in contact with either a variant of SARS-CoV-2 or a respective vaccine against the
20 disease they cause, up to and including March 2022. We show important proportions of fully
261 susceptible elderly, who on average, by their age and age-associated morbidities, have a dispro-
22 portionately elevated risk of severe disease. These shares differ by region and could motivate
263 regionally targeted protection measures at the time of writing or in case of future outbreaks.

24 While the immunization campaign was successful in spring and summer 2021, in particular
265 reaching a large proportion of vulnerable people, it thereafter had difficulties to completely close
266 immunity gaps with vaccinations, albeit enhancing the protection of a large proportion of already
27 vaccinated people with a large booster vaccination campaign by the end of 2021. Our results
2s show that the Omicron wave had a high impact on naturally closing the aforementioned gaps. As
20 mentioned above, however, having been in contact with a variant of SARS-CoV-2 is not a robust
270 equivalent of immunity and may range from mild infection followed by rapid waning of antibodies
2n and a highly uncertain degree of immunity, to a fully vaccinated status including a booster and a

» breakthrough infection, which confers a more long-lasting and robust degree of protection against

N
3
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273 severe disease. At the lower end of this spectrum of presumed immunity, our analyses show that
274 ONE 1n six persons was never vaccinated but infected once or more, in the majority of cases with

2rs Omicron. This group faces higher uncertainties for the upcoming fall and winter since protection

<

276 against severe disease may be more short-lived and too narrowly targeted to this variant.

3
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231 Appendix A: Main model
282 1. Model formulation

We partition the population into ng = 16 regions corresponding to the German states and ngq =5
age groups corresponding to ages “00-04” (infants), “05-11" (children), “12-17" (adolescents),
“18-59” (adults), “60+” (elderly), chosen in accordance with the population structure of publicly
available vaccination data [2]. Consequently, for any region- and age-specific compartment X4 g,

the nation-wide value is given as
nG
Xa=) Xac, (AD)
G=1

the corresponding value for all ages is given as

Xo =) Xac (A2)
A=1
and the total value is
naA ngG
X =)D Xag. (A3)
A=1G=1

23 Because in the further analysis, none of the subpopulations are interacting, we will omit the region-
28+ and age-determining subscripts for simplicity.
For any population of size N, we are first and foremost interested in the number of susceptible

individuals S, i.e. the number of individuals that have never been in contact with neither a variant

14
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of SARS-CoV-2, nor a vaccine against it. We assume that previous to the pandemic, no individual
has had contact with any variant of SARS-CoV-2 or a vaccine against them, i.e. S(# =0) = N.
These susceptibles can then either (i) become infected (changing their status to ) or (ii) vaccinated
(changing their status to V). The number of individuals changing their status per day is estimated
from official data [2, 36], defining the number of reported newly infected unvaccinated individuals
per day as ¢g and the number of newly vaccinated individuals per day as Ss(7). We obtain these
rates on a calendar-week basis in order to remove weekly modulations. Because the vaccination
status of new infections is unknown for a considerable amount of people, we impute ¢s from
incomplete incidence data in a procedure outlined further below. The rates are to be interpreted in

a way such that

tmax

M; = / diBs(1),  and (A4)
0

Fy = / dt s (1) (AS)
0

give the cumulative number of vaccinated individuals and the cumulative number of reported in-
fections of unvaccinated individuals, respectively, both up to time #ax.

At any time ¢, the number of individuals eligible to receive a vaccine is proportional to (a) the
number of susceptible individuals and (b) the number of recovered individuals . We assume that
infected individuals become eligible for vaccination after an average amount of time 7 passes.
Hence, after obtaining an infection, we assume that individuals change their status with rate 1/7
to become eligible (status Y). Then, the probability for a person that becomes vaccinated at time ¢
to be of status S is given as py s =S/(S+Y) and for status Y as py ;=Y /(S+Y). Consequently,
the vaccination transition rate for both susceptibles and eligible recovereds to receive vaccination
status is given as

~ _algﬁs
ST Sy’

(A6)

Here, we further introduced the under-ascertainment ratio of vaccinations ag. The corresponding

transition processes are

s By (A7)
v 25 ey (A8)
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where Cjy represents the compartment counting individuals who became infected at least once

before receiving a vaccination.
1Sy (A9)
represents the process of recovered individuals becoming eligible for vaccination.

Similarly, the number of individuals eligible to transition to status “unvaccinated infected” is
proportional to (a) the number of susceptible individuals and (b) the number of recovered indi-
viduals that are eligible for reinfection. We assume that individuals that recently suffered from
an infection are fully immune, but may return to (partial) susceptibility after an average duration
of 7, equating this to the average duration it takes to become eligible for vaccination for model
parsimony and reasons outlined further below. Because reinfections are not registered in the Ger-
man reporting system, we have to consider the relative probability for a recovered person to be
reinfected by introducing an “immunity parameter” r that represents the relative probability of a
recovered person to become infected after time 7 since the last infection as compared to a fully
susceptible person. Hence, the total number of people eligible to be counted as an infection of
an unvaccinated individual at time 7 is given as S+ (1 —r)Y, the probability that an unvaccinated
person that becomes infected at time 7 has been infected before is p; ;= (1-r)Y/(S+(1-r)Y),
and p;s=S/(S+(1—r)Y) that they have been fully susceptible. Consequently, the eligibility-

corrected vaccination rate is given as

~ a¢¢5

¢s = m (A10)

Here, a4 is the under-ascertainment ratio, accounting for infections that have not been reported.

The corresponding transition processes are

s (A1)
1-ré
y U200 (A12)

Again, Eq. (A9) represents the process of becoming eligible (both for vaccination after infection
and reinfection).
Continuing with this line of argumentation, we further consider the adjusted rate of individuals

that obtain a breakthrough infection as

. dv
¢V_V+(1—I’)va+clv+(1—r)clvy. (A13)
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FIG. 5. Vaccination/infection model given by Egs. (A6)-(A36). Individuals can become infected and recover
(compartments ending in /), vaccinated (compartments ending in V), or eligible for reinfection/vaccination
after a previous infection after an average duration of 7~ (compartments ending in ). Initially, all individ-
uals are susceptible (S). Transition rates are determined by data and scaled by assumed under-ascertainment
ratios (not shown here). Individuals that are eligible for reinfection are associated with a relative reduction
in susceptibility ». The order of I and V in individual statuses represent the order in which infections and

vaccinations happened to the respective individuals.

200 Here, Cyy are vaccinated individuals that suffered from a breakthrough infection before, and Cjyy
201 counts individuals that, after recovery became vaccinated, then suffered from a breakthrough in-

202 fection again. The respective transition processes are displayed in Fig. 5.
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Similarly, the adjusted booster rate

5 Bv

=7 Al4
ﬁV V+va+C]V ( )

20« quantifies the rate with which previously vaccinated individuals receive a booster vaccination (pro-

205 cesses shown in Fig. 5).

Finally, the adjusted booster breakthrough rate is

éB

Cvy+Cviv+Cryy+Cryiv+(1=r) [Cyvy + Cyvy + Cryyy + Crvivy]

b= (A15)

206 For every compartment C,, the order of / and V in the subscript e represents the order in which

207 infections and vaccinations happened to the individuals counted in the respective compartment.

18
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In total, the model is determined by the following set of ordinary differential equations (ODEs)

0;S = —dsS —fBsS (A16)

oV = dsS—pBvV -y (A17)

Ol =BsS+(1-r)dsY —1I/7 (A13)

0Y =1/t—(1-r)dsY - BsY (A19)
0:Crv = BsY = BvCrv = $vCrv (A20)
0iCyr = @vV+(1-r)dyCyy —Cyi/T (A21)
0;Cyy = Cyr/t—(1-r)¢yCyy — By Cyy (A22)

0 Crvi = ¢vCrv+(1=r)dvCryy —Crvi/7 (A23)
0 Crvy = Crvi/T = (1=r)¢vCivy = BvCivy (A24)
0:Cyy = BvV - ¢sCyy (A25)
0iCyrv = BvCvy — ¢pCyry (A26)
0 Cryy =BvCrv —¢5Cryvi (A27)
8 Crviv =BvCrvy — dpCrviv (A28)
0:Cyvi = BeCvv + (1 -r)¢pCyvy — Cyvi/T (A29)
0 Cyrvi = BsCyiv+(1=r)¢sCyivy = Cyrvi/T (A30)
0 Cryvi = BCrvvi+(1=r)@sCryvy — Crvvi/7 (A31)
0 Crvivi = BeCrviv +(1=r)¢pCrvivy = Crvivi /T (A32)
0 Cyyy = —(1-r)¢pCyyy +Cyyi/T (A33)
0 Cvivy = =(1-r)¢pCyrvy +Cyrvi/T (A34)
8 Crvvy = —=(1=r)¢pCryvy +Crvvi/t (A35)
0 Crvivy = —(1-r)pCrvivy +Crvivi/. (A36)

208 2. Parameters and data

209 a. Incidence by vaccination status

For each combination of age group and region, we obtain the daily number of reported new

cases in unvaccinated 7ig(¢f) by “Meldedatum” (date of report), as well as the daily number of

19


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.19.22274030
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.19.22274030; this version posted April 23, 2022. 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-ND 4.0 International license .

reported breakthrough infections 7iy (), reported booster breakthrough infections 7iz(z), as well as
the daily number of infections where the vaccination status is unknown 7ig(t) from the German
reporting system SurvStat [25]. In order to assign vaccination statuses to cases where the status is
originally unknown, we measure the proportion of infections per status in cases with known status
in the last seven days and subsequently obtain the imputed number of daily cases as
t N /

nx () = A (1) +fig (1) = e A

ied [As() +Av (1) +Ag(1) ]

This procedure removes weekly modulations for the imputation. It might be biased towards any of

VX € {S,V,B}. (A37)

the statuses S, V, B due to different probabilities of severe disease by vaccination status and thus of
being reported in a system of primarily symptom-based testing. Note that, for no region and age
groups there were days for which N = Z;,zt_Gd [ﬁs(t’) + iy (') +ﬁB(t’)] =0 and 7ig(¢) > 0, which
is why we set ny(¢) = iix(¢) on days where X = 0. With the above definition, the infection rates

are given as

1 ’/
dx (1) = W,g,:@ nx(t), VX e{S,V,B} (A38)

s00 Where ‘W (¢) is the set of days ¢’ in calendar week of day ¢t meeting ' < fiyax.

301 b. Vaccination rates

Similarly, weekly vaccination rates are given as

1 N
ﬁx(r):mﬂgv“mvx(t), VX € {S,V} (A39)

s2 With Vg (¢) and Dy (¢) being the number of new vaccinations (new booster vaccinations, respec-
s03 tively) on day ¢. We define “new vaccinations” as entries in the data provided in [2] that have
soe an “Impfschutz”’-field value of “2”, and as “new booster vaccinations” as entries that have an
s0s “Impfschutz”’-field value of “3”, ignoring single-shot vaccinations with value “1” (in the data,
s06 confirmed recovered individuals that received a single vector- or mRNA-vaccine dose are counted

3

=

7 as being fully vaccinated with an “Impfschutz’-field value of “2”). The share of the population

s0s that received only one dose of an mRNA or the Vaxzevria vaccine is expected to be on the order

o

o of 1% of the German population up to and including March 2022 [2]. In the model, the infection

3

[=3

3

s

o of these individuals follows the same dynamics as the infection of fully susceptible individuals.

su Hence, ignoring this vaccination state will barely affect the results.

20
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3

-

> Note that we ignore the small number of vaccinations associated with the region “Bund” (region

a3 1d “177).

314 c. Under-ascertainment

sis  Based on seroprevalence data collected over the first waves in Germany, a nation-wide under-
s16 ascertainment ratio of a4 ~ 2 was found, with regional variations that went up to a factor of a4 ~ 5
17 in regions of large outbreaks [10, 18]. In absence of more fine-grained and temporally resolved
a1 estimations, we assume an under-ascertainment of ag = 1 +dy with d4 being a Gamma-distributed
s10 random variable such that <a¢> =2 and Std[ay] = 1.

s20 It has further been reported that there might be low under-ascertainment in vaccinations [37].
s We assume an under-ascertainment of ag = 1+dg with dg being a Gamma-distributed random
=2 variable such that (ag) = 1.03 and Std[ag] = 0.02.

s  Infants are less likely to display symptoms when infected and are not subject to the strict testing
s24 strategies applied in schools [38]. A lower ascertainment in this age group is, therefore, a plausible

s2s assumption. We hence assume double the value of the under-ascertainment ratio for this age group.

26 d. Eligibility time and immunity of recovered individuals

27 We assume an average eligibility time of 7 = 90d for vaccination after infection or reinfection.
s2s Regarding reinfection, this is a reasonable time scale, as it is of the order of the mean duration
20 neutralising antibodies can be found after an infection. For vaccinations, the official assumption
s30 for receiving a vaccine after infection has been 3—6 months. In non-representative survey data,
sa1 it was found that participants generally followed these recommendations, with a large number of
322 participants waiting less and became vaccinated about 3 months after a confirmed infection. While
333 the cohort of this study is assumed to be composed of highly compliant individuals, the average
s34 time to receive a vaccination is also lowered assuming a large number of asymptomatic infections,
s3s where the date of the infection might be unknown to recovered individuals themselves. Note,
336 however, that we test the influence of this parameter on our results in a sensitivity analysis (see
ss7 App. B).

ss  Werecognize that recovered individuals might still have a lowered susceptibility for reinfection

330 even after transitioning to the eligibility state. The “recovered immunity” parameter » quantifies
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s the relative efficacy against reinfection. For the Alpha variant, this efficacy was observed to be
sa1 lower than the vaccine efficacy against infection by mRNA- or vector-vaccines [24], but of similar
2 order as the vaccine efficacy against Infection with Delta, taking on values of r = 0.65 for both. As
s3 Omicron is considered to be a variant with partial immune escape, we set a lower default value of
sas 7 = 1/2 for all variants, testing » = 0 (no protection against reinfection) and r = 1 (full immunity)

us 1n sensitivity analyses.

346 e. Variant share

For analyses disregarding infections with Omicron, we obtained sequences that were sampled
randomly nation-wide and independent of age [26]. For each calendar week w we obtained the
total number m(w) of randomly sampled sequences with date of extraction ¢ that lie in w. We
further aggregated the number m, (w) of randomly sampled sequences that the software framework
“scorpio” identified as “Omicron” or “Probable Omicron”. Then, the share of Omicron on day ¢ is

given as

0, t <Aug 1, 2021
o(t)=11, w(t) > Wmax (A40)

my(w(t))/m(w(t)) otherwise,

sar With wiax being the last week for which data was available.

us  For analyses labeled “pre-Omicron” we analyzed the model with all incidence rates being

o scaled as @e pre-Omicron (1) = de (1) [1 — 0 (1)].

0 f. Simulations

We draw 1,000 pairs of (ags,ag) as described above and assume those under-ascertainment
ratios to be constant across all respective ages and regions (bar infants, whose under-ascertainment
ratio is set as dg infants = Wa g With w =2 to account for the fact that under-ascertainment is expected
to be higher in this age group). Then, Egs. (A16)—(A36) are integrated with Euler’s method using
a time step of Ar = 1d, starting on Jan 6, 2020 until March 31, 2022. We then obtain the final state
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of the compartments, and additionally aggregated states as

Cr=1+Y (A41)
Cvi-=Cyi+Cyy (A42)
Crvr =Cryr+Cryy (A43)
Cvvr = Cyyr+Cyyy (Ad4)
Cvivr = Cvivi+Cyrvy (A45)
Crvvi- = Cryvi+Cryyy (A40)
Crvivi- =Crvivi+ Crvivy (A47)
Coviy=1+Y (A48)
Cwvor=V (A49)
Cwvir=Cry+Cy+Cyy (A50)
Crvar=Crvi+Cryy (A51)
Covor = Cyvy (A52)
Covir =Cviv+Cryy +Cyyr + Cyyy (A53)
Covar = Crviv+Cvivi+ Crvvi + Cyvivy + Cryvy (A54)
Covar = Crvivi+ Crvivy (A55)
Ciy=V+Cry+Cy;+Cryi+Cyy +Cryy (A56)
Coy =Cyy+Cviv+Cryyv +Cryviv +Cyy + Cypy i+ (AS7)
+Cryvi+Crvivi+Cyyy +Cyivy + Cryvy + Crvivy (A58)
Ciy=1+Y+Cv+Cyvi+Cyy+Cviv+Cryy +Cyyr+Cyyy (A59)
Co1 =Crvi+Cryy +Crviv+Cvivi+ Crvvi + Cvivy + Cryyy (A60)
C31=Crvivi+Crvivy. (A61)

ss1 These states combine compartments that have certain commonalities, e.g. compartments C,yp1
352 1S the number of individuals that were vaccinated »n times and infected m times (re-infections

353 excluded), C,,y is the number of individuals that were vaccinated n times, and C,,; is the number

a1

354 of individuals that were infected m times (re-infections excluded, which means that if an individual

3!

a1

s was infected m = 3 times, they must have been infected before, between, and after the respective

356 1noculations.

a
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7 We test how robust our results are if per region and age group, individual pairs (a4,ag) were
58 drawn from their respective distribution, i.e. assuming heterogeneous under-ascertainment in ages
50 and regions per simulation run, which could potentially change the width of the distribution of
se0 Tespective aggregated values, finding that it does not have a substantial effect.

61 The results of these simulations can be obtained from [39].

;2 Appendix B: Sensitivity and other analyses

3 Nation-wide results for all compartments as well as Eqgs. ((A41)—(A61)) can be found in Fig. 6.
s« The compartment with the largest share of the population is Cyy, i.e. boostered and never in-
ses fected, assuming a value of 45.8% [41.1%-49.0%]. Considering all variants, the second largest
ss value can be found for individuals that have never been vaccinated but infected once or more with
ss7 Cr+ assuming 14.9% [12.0%—18.1%]. This value is considerably lower (5.6% [4.3%—7.5%]) when
ss infections with Omicron are excluded. Likewise, the share of vaccinated, yet non-infected indi-
360 Viduals V 1s estimated to assume 14.6% [13.4%—15.3%] with Omicron infections excluded, but
370 8.6% [5.8%—10.6%] considering all variants. With Omicron infections excluded, the boostered
571 and non-infected population assumes an estimated size of 54.9% [53.1%-56.2%], demonstrating
s2 the increased efficacy of the booster vaccination against infection with Omicron as compared to
373 individuals who only finished the first vaccination series.

s Regarding the influence of eligibility time, higher values lead to a lower probability of reinfec-
s7s tions and vaccinations of recovereds during the most active period of the vaccination campaign,
srs implying the estimated number of fully susceptible individuals decreases with increasing 7. Like-
sr7 wise, the assumed immunity of recovereds r leads to a decreasing value of fully susceptible in-
s dividuals. The results we reported above lie central within the range of results for extreme value
s79 pairs of 7 =30d, r =0 (low), as well as 7 = 150d, r = 1 (high). For instance for all ages, the
ss0 results vary between median values of 9.5% (low) and 4.6% (high) with our reported result in the
ss1 main text (7 =90d, r = 0.5) being equal to 7.0%. The influence of these parameters are higher
ss2 for the younger population with a “low*-to-*“high* variation leading to respective median ranges
383 0f 51.0% to 38.8% (infants), 31.5% to 14.0% (children), and 10.3% to 1.3% (adolescents). In the
ss+ older population, the influence of these parameters is rather small, leading to median ranges of
385 5.4% to 1.5% (adults) and 5.1% to 3.3% (elderly). These results are displayed in Fig. 7.

386 In the main text, we assumed that the relative under-ascertainment factor in infants assume a
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367 value of dg infants/d¢ = w = 2. For w = 1, fully susceptible infants is higher than what we reported
sss 1n the main text (see Fig. 8. Since empirical values for w are difficult to obtain, we are probably

sso underestimating the uncertainty in our results for infants.

a0 Appendix C: Additional, sophisticated Model

s We further want to develop a model that allows waning to be included in the analyses and could
se2 therefore potentially be used to estimate seroprevalence in future studies.
33 We hypothesize that exposure to either the pathogen or a vaccine results in an initial immune
sas response that then decays over a period of time and account for this by introducing intermediate
305 compartments representing different gradations of immunity.
We define as S susceptibles, I infected, V vaccinated, Y breakthroughs from vaccinated V and
U as breakthroughs from boostered B. For each compartment X, we consider ny + 1 gradations,
i.e. we assume that individuals who reach the status X pass through intermediate compartments
in the form of a chain from initial Xy to final X, x, per transition X; — X;;; with transition rate

1/7x.i+1. This means that for each individual, each of these transitions is subject to a random delay

Tx,; ~Exp(1/tx,i+1) (CI)

306 Where Exp(Ay) is an exponential distribution with mean /l;(l. This approach allows us to more ac-
so7 curately model both waning of immunity and the timing of vaccination or breakthrough infection.
s0s For susceptibles, we set ng = 0, i.e. no transitions and exactly one gradation.

We denote X as the total number of individuals in status X that are susceptible to infection.

That is, we define
X=> (1-ex)X (C2)
i=0

300 Where ey ; is the susceptibility reduction of a person in status X; (due to previous infection or
400 Vaccination).
We define X as the total number of individuals in status X who can receive one or the next
vaccination. Usually, this is the case after a defined time ®x has passed since the last infection or
the last receipt of a vaccine dose (comparable to the ‘eligibility time’ used in the main analyses of

this study). The total time it takes for an individual in status X; to reach status X;,; is given by the
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FIG. 6. Relative frequency of all compartments given by vaccination and infection status across Germany,
for all age groups and variants as well as for the elderly and pre-Omicron variants. Some compartments
shown are aggregates, e.g. labels “aVmI” represent the number of individuals that were vaccinated » times
and infected m times (re-infections excluded), labels “nV” give the number of individuals that were vac-
cinated n times, and labels “mI” are the number of individuals that were infected m times (re-infections

excluded), see Egs. ((A41))-((A61)) 26
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FIG. 7. The influence of the assumed average eligibility duration as well as the long-term immunity of

recovered individuals.
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number of yet fully susceptible infants is higher than what we reported in the main text.

random variable

i
Zxi= ) Tx,.
=

(C3)

Let Fx ;(z) be the cumulative distribution function of the random variable Zx ;. Then, the prob-

ability wy; that a given individual in status X; has been in status X for longer than Oy is given

by

We find such

wx;=P(Zx;>0x)=1-Fx;(Oy).

X= Z [1-Fxi(®x)] X
i=0

(C4)

(C5)

sor The probabilities wy; = 1 — Fx ;(®x) are constant and can thus be determined numerically after

a2 defining the times {7y ;} and ®x. For susceptibles, let S = §=S.

Let 7 (X) be the compartment to which an individual in status X transitions after infection and

V(X) be the compartment to which an individual in status X transitions after vaccination. We

define the following transitions

I(S)=I()=1I

VS)=vV{U)=V,

28
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i.e. susceptibles S who become infected transition to status / and susceptibles who are vaccinated
transition to status V. Recovered I who become infected again transition to status / and recovered

people who get vaccinated transition to status V. Furthermore,

I(\V)y=1(v)=Y (C8)
VV)=V({¥) =B, (C9)
i.e. vaccinated individuals V who become infected transition to status ¥ and those vaccinated that
receive a third dose transition to status B. Breakthrough-recovereds ¥ who become reinfected

again transition to status Y and breakthrough-recovered individuals who become vaccinated tran-

sition to status B. Last,

I(B)=1(U)=U (C10)
V(B)=VU) =2, (C11)
1.e. boostered persons B who become infected transition to status U but further vaccination is

not provided. Recovered booster vaccinated persons U who become infected again will again

transition to status U. The dynamics of all states X; follows

Xi_1 Xi
0 Xi = ¢x0i0—drx) (1 —exi) Xi+Bx6:0— By (1 - Fxi(Ox)) Xj+ — - — (C12)
TX,i  TX,i+l
infections vaccinations —
waning

403 By definition, we have X; =0Vj <OA j > nx+1, as well as ¢ = 0 and B = 0. Furthermore, we set
st Bs =PBr =Py =Pu=0and ¢g5 = ¢y = ¢p =0, that is, there are no infections ending in vaccination
05 compartments and no vaccinations ending in infection compartments and no transitions ending
a6 in S. Additionally, susceptibles are maximally susceptible (i.e. es = 0) and from ng = 0 follows
a7 wg = 1. To ensure the validity of transition terms in intermediate compartments, we additionally
aws define 7y j # OVX,j <OAj >nx+1.
a0  With regard to under-reporting, we assume that under-ascertainment ratios are already included
a10 in the respective rates ¢o and ..
Finally, the aim of this analysis is to estimate seroprevalence at time . For each state X; # S,
we denote by py; the probability that antibodies are found in a person in state X;. Then, the

seroprevalence P of the age group/population of consideration is given as

P(t)= nZpr,ix,-(r). (C13)

X+S i=0

30


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.19.22274030
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.19.22274030; this version posted April 23, 2022. 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-ND 4.0 International license .

s The model is illustrated in Fig. 9.

sz A large number of parameters are required to calibrate the model. For each state X €
as {1,V,Y,B,U} the number of transitions ny have to be defined, then ny mean transition times
aie as well as ny + 1 susceptibility reductions. For compartments /,V,Y and B, eligibility times ©,
a15 for receiving a vaccination are to be determined. From reporting data, we obtain the daily number
a6 of new infections of unvaccinated ¢;(t), vaccinated ¢y (¢) and boostered ¢y (¢) individuals. From
a1i7 the vaccination archive, we obtain the daily number of completed initial vaccination series By (¢)
a8 and booster vaccinations Sg(f). Under-reporting of infections and booster vaccinations must be
a10 estimated and accounted for in the respective rates. For each state X; # S, the probability px; of

«20 finding antibodies in a person in state X; must also be defined.

a1 All these parameters have to be determined for each of the subpopulations (age groups, re-

422 giOHS).
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