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Abstract 

While waning protection from vaccination and natural infection against SARS-CoV-2 infection 

is well-documented, recent analyses have also found waning of protection against severe 

COVID-19. This highlights a broader need to understand the optimal timing of COVID-19 

booster vaccines specific to an individual to mitigate the risk of severe COVID-19, while 

accounting for waning of protection and differential risk by age group and immune status. Here 

we show that more frequent COVID-19 booster vaccination (every 6-12 months) in older age 

groups and the immunocompromised population would effectively mitigate the burden of severe 

COVID-19, while frequent boosters in the younger population may only provide modest benefit. 

Analyzing United States COVID-19 surveillance and seroprevalence data in a microsimulation 

model, we estimated that in persons 75+ years, annual and semiannual bivalent boosters would 

reduce annual absolute risk of severe COVID-19 by 311 (277-369) and 578 (494-671) cases, 

respectively, compared to a one-time bivalent booster dose. In contrast, for persons 18-49 years, 

the model estimated that annual and semiannual bivalent boosters would reduce annual absolute 

risk of severe COVID-19 by 20 (13-26) and 37 (24-50) cases per 100,000 persons, respectively, 

compared to a one-time bivalent booster dose. Persons with prior infection had a much lower 

benefit of more frequent boosting, while immunocompromised persons had larger benefit. This 

study underscores the benefit of customizing timing of COVID-19 booster vaccines based on 

individual risk. 
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Introduction 

Both COVID-19 vaccination and natural infection from SARS-CoV-2 generate protection 

against future risk of COVID-19; however, this protection wanes over time, in part due to new 

variants1-6. While waning immunity from vaccination and natural infection against SARS-CoV-2 

infection is well-documented6, recent analyses have also found waning of protection against 

severe COVID-19 (defined as hospitalization or death)1,2,7. These studies further suggest that 

additional booster vaccine doses or natural infection can restore the level of protection despite 

this prior decline1,4,8. A key clinical question remains: what is the optimal frequency of bivalent 

COVID-19 booster vaccination to offset waning of protection against severe disease, and how 

can this be customized to person-specific risk? 

 

There is limited evidence to guide decisions on the timing of bivalent COVID-19 booster 

vaccination to prevent severe COVID-19. Considerations for an individual include: i) baseline 

risk for severe COVID-19, correlated with increased age and presence of immunocompromising 

conditions; ii) vaccination history, including number of doses and time since last vaccination; iii) 

previous SARS-CoV-2 infection(s), including time since last infection and variant; and iv) 

overall risk of infection driven by levels of SARS-CoV-2 transmission in the community. Given 

heterogeneity in risk of severe COVID-19 within the population, the optimal frequency of 

bivalent COVID-19 booster vaccination may be different based on risk factors. 

 

While limiting SARS-CoV-2 community transmission and providing early access to antiviral 

treatment (e.g., nirmatrelvir-ritonavir) for COVID-19 is important from a public health 

perspective, here we focus on the impact of the timing of booster vaccination in different age 
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groups and the immunocompromised population to prevent severe disease. Using a 

microsimulation model of severe COVID-19 to compare the individual- and population-level 

impact of various timings of bivalent COVID-19 booster vaccination in different risk groups, we 

aim to inform guidance for the frequency of COVID-19 booster vaccination in the United States.  

 

Results 

Primary results 

We analyzed detailed COVID-19 surveillance data and seroprevalence estimates from US 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention over the 6 months prior to bivalent booster roll out in 

the United States. We developed and calibrated a microsimulation model of severe COVID-19 to 

a simulated population composed of vaccinated persons (with at least a primary series with 

BNT162b2 or mRNA-1273, plus one monovalent mRNA booster) in four age groups: 18-49 

years, 50-64 years, 65-74 years, and 75+ years, and an immunocompromised population. Model 

inputs included person-level, age-specific vaccination history and probability of prior infection, 

which informed the waning of protection since last vaccine dose or natural infection. 

 

The model estimated that more frequent bivalent COVID-19 booster vaccination in older age 

groups would have larger absolute reductions in severe COVID-19 risk (Table 1 and Figure S1). 

In a hypothetical cohort of persons 18-49 years old who received a one-time bivalent booster 

vaccination, the model estimated 2,158 severe COVID-19 cases over a 2-year period in a 

population of 1 million people with annual risk of 108 severe cases per 100,000 persons (95% 

UI: 105-108). The model estimated annual bivalent booster vaccination would reduce relative 

annual risk of severe COVID-19 by 19% and absolute risk by 20 cases per 100,000 persons 
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(95% UI: 13-26; NNT 2,458), compared to a base case of one-time bivalent booster. The model 

estimated that semiannual (every 6 months) bivalent booster vaccination would reduce relative 

annual risk by 34% and absolute risk by 37 cases per 100,000 persons (95% UI: 24-50; NNT 

1,350), compared to one-time bivalent booster. In the annual and semiannual vaccine strategy, 

we estimated that 36% and 40% of the averted severe COVID-19 cases occurred in persons 

without prior documented COVID-19 infection, respectively.  

 

In contrast, in a hypothetical cohort of persons 75+ years old who received a one-time bivalent 

booster vaccination, the model estimated 30,861 severe COVID-19 cases over a 2-year period in 

a population of 1 million people with annual risk of 1,543 severe cases per 100,000 persons 

(95% UI: 1,529-1,553). The model estimated annual bivalent booster vaccination would reduce 

relative annual risk of severe COVID-19 by 20% and absolute risk by 311 cases per 100,000 

persons (95% UI: 277-369; NNT 161), compared to a base care of one-time bivalent booster. 

The model estimated that semiannual bivalent booster vaccination would reduce relative annual 

risk by 37% and absolute risk by 578 cases per 100,000 persons (95% UI: 494-671; NNT 87), 

compared to one-time bivalent booster. In the annual and semiannual vaccine strategies, we 

estimated that 77% and 77% of the averted severe COVID-19 cases occurred in persons without 

prior documented COVID-19 infection. 

 

In a hypothetical cohort of immunocompromised persons who received a one-time bivalent 

booster vaccination, the model estimated 24,194 severe COVID-19 cases over a 2-year period in 

a population of 1 million people with annual risk of 1,210 cases per 100,000 persons (95% UI: 

1,202-1,218). Annual bivalent booster vaccination reduced relative annual risk of severe 
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COVID-19 by 10% and absolute risk by 118 cases per 100,000 persons (95% UI: 104-118; NNT 

425), compared to a base case of one-time bivalent booster. Semiannual bivalent booster 

vaccination reduced relative annual risk by 18% and absolute risk by 220 cases per 100,000 

persons (95% UI: 198-240; NNT 227), compared to one-time bivalent booster.  

 

Full reporting of results, including for persons 50-64 years and persons 65-74 years, are shown in 

Table 1. Model validation results demonstrated that model predictions for severe COVID-19 

incidence were similar to observed values (Table A3). Model predictions on risk of severe 

COVID-19 without any bivalent booster are available in the Appendix (Table S2).  

 

Sensitivity analysis 

In sensitivity analysis, we found that higher incidence of severe COVID-19 was associated with 

the largest increase in gains associated with more frequent bivalent boosting. For example, in 

persons 65-74 years old, semiannual bivalent booster averted 374 cases per 100,000 persons in 

the high incidence scenario compared to 223 cases per 100,000 persons in the primary analysis. 

Additionally, more rapid waning of vaccine-induced protection (pessimistic waning) and higher 

vaccine effectiveness had larger gains associated with more frequent bivalent boosting, although 

the estimates were overall similar (Figure 1). We conducted a sensitivity analysis where the 

simulation included only persons with prior COVID-19 and found similar benefits of more 

frequent vaccination (See Supplemental Table S11). Additional results for sensitivity analysis are 

available in the Appendix. 

 

Discussion 
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To inform vaccine guidance on schedules of booster vaccination, this modeling study compared 

different frequencies of bivalent COVID-19 booster vaccination and risk of severe COVID-19 in 

key age groups and the immunocompromised population. While both COVID-19 vaccination 

and natural infection generate protection against severe COVID-19, this protection wanes over 

time, prompting discussion on the optimal timing of booster vaccination1,2. We found that more 

frequent COVID-19 booster vaccination in older populations and those with 

immunocompromising conditions at risk for severe COVID-19, along with less frequent booster 

vaccination in younger, low-risk populations may more effectively mitigate the burden of severe 

COVID-19 in the United States than a single recommendation for the general population. We 

also found that the robustness and durability of hybrid protection lowers the value of repeated 

boosters. We did not account for the indirect effects of bivalent booster vaccination on 

transmission9-11, and thus our model likely represents an underestimate of both the public health 

and individual impact of additional boosters. Our study supports current federal guidance that 

provide an option for repeating bivalent booster for those 65 years and older12, and illustrates the 

importance of customizing bivalent booster timing based on personalized person-level risk 

defined by age and immunocompromised status. 

 

The optimal timing and need for bivalent COVID-19 booster vaccination will depend on value 

judgments, evaluation of the absolute and relative risks of severe COVID-19 from this study, and 

the perspective (individual or population level). Our goal was to provide these estimates to 

inform vaccine guidance and personalized patient, clinician, and public health decisions. For 

individual level decisions, interpreting these risk, benefit, and NNT results may be 

contextualized by comparing them to common preventive health measures. For example, 
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common primary care measures have a range of NNT from 50-400, such as influenza 

vaccination to prevent death (NNT 48), statin for primary prevention of death (NNT 286), and 

flexible sigmoidoscopy to prevent colon cancer associated death (NNT 400)13-15. For some 

persons, an absolute risk threshold such as averting a 1 in 1,000 chance of being hospitalized or 

dying from COVID-19 may be an informative threshold. While relative risks differences were 

similar across risk groups, the absolute risk differences for severe COVID-19 were much larger 

in the higher risk groups and a more meaningful measure of risk reduction. Overall, these 

findings support more frequent bivalent booster in populations 65 years and older and those with 

immunocompromising conditions, which broadly align with the absolute risk thresholds and 

NNT estimates discussed. For population-level decisions, these results can be used to estimate 

averted hospitalizations and strain to the healthcare system and associated economics effects, 

could be formulated into a formal cost-effectiveness analysis, or could be used by public health 

departments for focused interventions for vaccine uptake.  

 

Most of the estimated benefit from more frequent bivalent booster vaccination occurred in older 

age groups, the immunocompromised, and those without prior COVID-19. Less benefit for 

frequent boosting is derived from vaccination in younger, low-risk populations. While vaccine 

guidance based on patient risk defined by age and immunocompromised status would be 

supported by this study, decisions on vaccine based on prior COVID-19 disease is likely more 

challenging. Our estimates on the protection of hybrid immunity against severe COVID-19 were 

limited data from one key study1, and further studies of the robustness of hybrid immunity would 

be needed to support these findings prior to vaccine guidance that is specific to history of prior 
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infection. Additionally, people may misclassify their prior infection status in both directions – by 

either assuming a prior infection or not recognizing one based on inadequate formal testing. 

 

The model relied upon literature estimates and simplifying assumptions on the level of protection 

against severe COVID-19. We assumed that each COVID-19 bivalent booster had comparable 

vaccine effectiveness. We conservatively assumed that these additional doses did not have higher 

absolute vaccine effectiveness, but rather restored the maximal protection prior to waning, an 

assumption that is broadly supported by literature1,8. Because of limited long-term (beyond 12 

months of follow up) data on the waning of vaccine-induced protection, we estimated this 

waning by synthesizing results from multiple published studies and meta-analyses1,2,4,5 (see 

Appendix). Specifically, the available evidence suggests hybrid immunity provides high and 

robust protection1, and this literature guides our study findings, so additional research to confirm 

this finding will be important. While there is uncertainty in the level of protection and waning 

over time of vaccine-induced and hybrid immunity, in sensitivity analysis the overall result 

remains robust under broad range of assumptions. This is because different assumptions on level 

of protection and waning are offset in the model by changes in force of infection of COVID-19 

during the calibration, leading to robust results. 

 

Our study has several limitations. We simulated a fixed risk of severe COVID-19 over time 

among the study population, although this is a simplified approach given risk is challenging to 

predict, heterogenous within each age group, changes over time, and variable with emergence of 

novel variants. To address this, we performed sensitivity analyses to estimate how different 

scenarios would affect our results, and the relative findings between age groups appears to be 
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robust. Our study was not intended to perform prospective forecasting of COVID-19 outcomes. 

Our study did not rigorously evaluate COVID-19 outcomes of clinical cases given biased case 

ascertainment (due to at-home testing and sub-clinical infection) and less public health emphasis 

on this outcome, or long COVID-19 given limited data to inform these estimates. However, it is 

important to acknowledge that more frequent boosters may reduce risk of both COVID-19 cases 

and long COVID. We did not model outcomes in infants, children, or adolescents, nor did we 

model risk of myocarditis or any vaccine-related adverse events. We did not simulate booster 

vaccines more frequent than every 6 months.  

 

In this study, we find that guidance on frequency of bivalent COVID-19 booster vaccination may 

be strengthened by customizing to risk of severe COVID-19 defined by age and 

immunocompromised status to optimally mitigate the burden of COVID-19 in the United States. 

These results may support patients, physicians, and public health officials to guide decisions on 

bivalent booster timing. 

 

Methods 

Microsimulation Model 

We developed a stochastic, person-level simulation model (microsimulation) of severe COVID-

19 cases in the United States. We created hypothetical cohorts of one million persons who were 

fully vaccinated, defined as having completed their primary series and received at least one 

monovalent mRNA booster dose. We modeled the population in five key risk groups defined by 

age or immune status: 18-49 years, 50-64 years, 65-74 years, 75+ years, and a 

moderately/severely immunocompromised population 12 (see Appendix). 
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Upon entry into the simulation, each person was assigned an age, vaccine status (1 or 2 

monovalent mRNA booster doses)16, and prior infection status17. For the age-specific cohorts and 

the immunocompromised risk group, prior infection status was informed by estimates of 

seroprevalence (nucleocapsid antibody consistent with prior infection; see Appendix for full 

methodologic approach)17,18. Each person was assigned a time since their last COVID-19 vaccine 

or infection (measured number of months). This was based on sampling from publicly available 

data on time series data of vaccine administration and COVID-19 cases and then tracked over the 

simulation period (see Appendix).  

 

We simulated a two-year time horizon, which was chosen to allow adequate time for comparison 

of vaccine strategies (i.e., one year time horizon would not allow estimation of differences from 

one-time and annual strategies). We assumed a hypothetical fixed population with no aging or 

demography. At the start of the simulation (time 0), no one had received a bivalent booster 

vaccine, coinciding with approximately September 2022.  

 

During the simulation, we applied a fixed risk group-specific probability of SARS-CoV-2 

infection and severe COVID-19 for each month time step, informed by the model calibration 

using COVID-19 surveillance datasets in the six months prior to bivalent vaccination (see 

Calibration and Validation section). We simulated severe COVID-19 cases, defined as a 

composite outcome of COVID-19 related hospitalization or COVID-19 related death. Each 

person had a unique, time-varying level of protection against severe COVID-19 based on vaccine 

status (time since last vaccine) and prior infection history (time since last infection, if 
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applicable). This model explicitly accounted for waning of protection against severe COVID-19 

based on timing of last vaccination and prior infection, which was estimated from literature1,2,4,5 

(see Appendix). We separately modeled vaccine-induced (without prior infection) and hybrid 

immunity (defined as vaccination with documented prior infection) since literature suggests far 

higher and more durable protection for hybrid immunity1 (see Appendix and Figure A1). We 

assigned protective effectiveness curves to individuals in the simulation based on their prior 

infection status (Figure A1). The study focused on severe COVID-19 rather than clinical cases 

based on a public health priority to reduce hospitalizations and deaths, although we did simulate 

non-severe COVID-19 cases and subsequent effects on protection and immunity (see Appendix). 

All COVID-19 cases (severe and non-severe) reset the time since last COVID-19 case or 

vaccine. While acknowledging that a certain fraction of COVID-19 cases will result in long 

COVID, we did not account for long COVID given limited data to inform these estimates. We 

assumed no reinfections occurred within 90 days of a SARS-CoV-2 infection. Analysis was 

conducted in R (version 4.2.1). 

 

Interventions 

We simulated three distinct vaccination strategies with bivalent boosters for COVID-19, 

including: i) one-time bivalent booster at the start of the simulation (base case); ii) single 

bivalent booster followed by annual bivalent boosters (total of 2 doses); and iii) single bivalent 

booster followed by bivalent boosters every 6 months (semiannual; total of 4 doses).  Each round 

of vaccination was administered in the population over a 3-month period rather than at a single 

time point. We calibrated the protection and waning of a bivalent mRNA booster dose to 

published data on vaccine effectiveness (using both monovalent and bivalent literature)1,2,4,5, and 
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modeled the benefit of a bivalent booster dose to restore maximal protection against severe 

COVID-19 prior to waning (see Appendix). This approach to vaccine modeling resulted in 

estimates of relative vaccine effectiveness similar to published estimates on the bivalent mRNA 

booster (see Figure A2)4. We assumed that each repeated bivalent booster dose would achieve 

the same level of effectiveness without immune exhaustion, immune imprinting phenomenon, or 

reduced vaccine effectiveness due to new variants19,20, although we explored this in sensitivity 

analysis. 

 

Key Data  

The population size (1 million) was chosen to broadly represent the geographic scale of a larger 

county in the United States (Table 2). Applying publicly available data from the US Centers for 

Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) COVID-19 surveillance program, we generated age-

specific monthly risk estimates of severe COVID-19 (defined as related hospitalization or 

death)21,22. Age-specific seroprevalence estimates were obtained from the CDC based on the 

nucleocapsid antibody, suggesting prior infection17 (see Appendix). These data were necessary to 

define persons as having either protection from hybrid immunity (vaccine and prior documented 

infection) or vaccine alone. This informed different levels of protection against severe COVID-

19 and waning based on timing since last vaccine and/or prior infection based on literature (see 

Appendix and Figure A1). Hybrid immunity has been suggested to provide more robust and 

durable protection1 (see Appendix). Furthermore, simulating prior infection allowed us to 

estimate waning (often defined in literature as time since last vaccine dose or prior infection). 

We defined the study population as persons residing in the United States, age 18 years or older, 
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and fully vaccinated (defined as completion of their primary series and 1 or more monovalent 

booster doses).  

 

Statistical Analysis  

Base case analysis and study outcomes 

The primary study outcome was the annual absolute risk of severe COVID-19 estimated over a 

2-year simulation period in each risk group described above. Each of the bivalent boosting 

strategies was compared to the base case of a one-time bivalent booster at start of simulation. For 

each strategy, we estimated the total number of severe COVID-19 cases, absolute annual risk 

reduction of severe COVID-19 (cases per 100,000 persons), relative risk reduction, and number 

of persons needed to treat (NNT) with a specified vaccination frequency to avert one severe 

COVID-19 case. We generated 95% uncertainty intervals for the primary analysis based on 

uncertainty in vaccine effectiveness and waning over time using literature-based estimates (see 

Appendix). 

 

Calibration and validation 

We calibrated the model to age-specific estimates of severe COVID-19 risk generated from an 

average over the 6-month period preceding the bivalent vaccine rollout (March 2022 – August 

2022). For the immunocompromised population, we used literature estimates for age distribution 

and relative risk of severe COVID-1918,21,23 (see Appendix; see Table 2 for severe COVID-19 

risk estimates). We estimated this risk for persons vaccinated with the primary series and at least 

one monovalent booster This calibration yielded a per month probability of severe COVID-19 

specific to age group and immunocompromised status, which was multiplied against 1 minus an 
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individual’s current level of protection to obtain individual per month risk. For model validation, 

we performed a comparison of model-predicted outcomes over the first 3 months of bivalent 

vaccination (September 2022- December 2022).  

 

Sensitivity analysis 

We conducted sensitivity analyses on model parameters to evaluate the robustness of our 

findings. First, we repeated the analysis under optimistic or pessimistic assumptions on level of 

protection (10% lower or higher) from vaccine-induced and hybrid immunity, as well as 

differential waning of protection (10% lower or higher) (see Appendix). Second, we repeated the 

analysis for a lower (0.5x) and higher (2x) incidence of severe COVID-19. Third, we performed 

analyses under the assumption that additional bivalent boosters would have lower vaccine 

effectiveness (i.e., immune exhaustion). Fourth, we performed the analysis with higher or lower 

seroprevalence and an additional analysis with a population of only previously infected persons 

(i.e., 100% seroprevalence). Fifth, we repeated the analysis assuming higher proportion of sub-

clinical infections. Additional details on sensitivity analyses can be found in the Appendix.  

 

Ethical Approval and Data Sharing 

This study was not human subjects research given use of publicly available secondary datasets 

with aggregated estimates that are not identifiable. Analytic code and relevant data are available 

at: [https://github.com/hailey-park/booster-timing]. 
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Tables and Figure 

Table 1: Number of severe COVID-19 cases, risk, and number needed to treat to avert 
severe COVID-19 in five risk groups with different frequencies of bivalent COVID-19 
booster vaccination. 

  Total 
severe 

COVID-
19 casesa 

Absolute annual 
risk of severe 
COVID-19 

Annual risk reduction 
of severe COVID-19 

% Averted severe 
COVID-19 

NNT to 
avert 

severe  
COVID-19 

casea 

  (cases per 
100,000; 95% 

UI) 

Absolute 
risk (cases 

per 
100,000) 

Relative 
risk  
(%) 

No Prior 
Infection 

Prior 
Infection 

 

One-time bivalent boosterb 
   18-49 years 2,158 108 

(105 - 108) 
-- -- -- -- -- 

   50-64 years 4,365 218 
(216 - 218) 

-- -- -- -- -- 

   65-74 years 11,491 575 
(564 – 581) 

-- -- -- -- -- 

   75+ years 30,861 1,543 
(1,529 – 1,553) 

-- -- -- -- -- 

   Immunocompromised 24,194 1,210 
(1,202 – 1,218) 

-- -- -- -- -- 

Annual bivalent booster        

   18-49 years 1,751 88 
(79 - 95) 

20 19% 36% 64% 2,458 

   50-64 years 3,518 176 
(162 – 182) 

42 19% 64% 36% 1,181 

   65-74 years 9,093 455 
(434 – 475) 

120 21% 73% 27% 418 

   75+ years 24,638 1,232 
(1,160 – 1,276) 

311 20% 77% 23% 161 

   Immunocompromised 21,839 1,092 
(1,084 – 1,114) 

118 10% 53% 47% 425 

Semiannual bivalent booster (every 6 months) 
   18-49 years 1,417 71 

(55 - 84) 
37 34% 40% 60% 1,350 

   50-64 years 2,860 143 
(121 – 158) 

75 34% 62% 38% 665 

   65-74 years 7,041 352 
(318 – 393) 

223 39% 77% 23% 225 

   75+ years 19,296 965 
(858 – 1,059) 

578 37% 77% 23% 87 

   Immunocompromised 19,785 989 
(962 – 1,020) 

220 18% 54% 46% 227 

aEstimated over 2-year simulation period in population of 1 million persons. 
bOne-time bivalent booster is the baseline intervention for risk reduction calculations. 
NNT; number needed to treat, which is based on the number of persons needing to follow a vaccine schedule to 
avert one severe COVID-19 case 
Scenario with no bivalent booster is available in Table S2. 
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Table 2: Baseline cohort characteristics and model parameters for  
severe COVID-19 risk and vaccine effectiveness. 

   Model input  Reference 
   Cohort characteristics   
 Population size (N)   
    Each group 1 million  
 Group    
    18-49 years - Assumption  
    50-64 years - Assumption 
    65-74 years - Assumption 
    75+ years - Assumption 
    Immunocompromised     

   population  - Assumption 

 Baseline vaccination status (%)   
    Boosted (1 dose) 60% 16 
    Boosted (2+ doses) 40% 
 Seroprevalencea (%)   
    18-49 years 82.4%  

17     50-64 years 65.8% 
    65-74 years 46.8% 
    75+ years 46.8% 
    Immunocompromised  

   population 65.2% (9, 12, 13) 

 Severe COVID-19 monthly 
incidenceb  
(cases per 100,000 persons) 

 
 

    18-49 years 8 21 
    50-64 years 16 21 
    65-74 years 41 21 
    75+ years 113 21 
    Immunocompromised  

   population 95 
18,21,23 

   Relative vaccine effectiveness and waning over time 
(against severe COVID-19) 

 

 Bivalent vaccination    
    Booster dose Time-varying 

(See Appendix) 
1,2,4,5 

aSeroprevalence estimated by nucleocapsid antibody to support history of natural infection (see Appendix)17. 
bIncidence estimates for severe COVID-19 (defined by hospitalization or death) were generated using publicly 
available US CDC data, averaging over 6 months preceding bivalent vaccination introduction in September 2022. 
See Appendix for further methodologic description. 
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A.  18-49 years 

 
 
 
B. 50-64 year 

 
 
 
C. 65-74 years 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 12, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.10.23292473doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.10.23292473
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 23 

D. 75+ years 

 
 
 
E. Immunocompromised 

 
Figure 1: Sensitivity analysis of model parameters for COVID-19 risk and bivalent booster 
vaccination. This sensitivity analysis tested alternative model parameters and assumption on 
overall vaccine-induced protection (optimistic and pessimistic assumptions), waning vaccine-
induced protection (optimistic and pessimistic assumptions), COVID-19 incidence (0.5x lower or 
2x higher) and seroprevalence (100% previously infected). For each sensitivity analysis, we 
simulated three bivalent COVID-19 booster vaccine schedules plotted annual risk of severe 
COVID-19. 
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