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Abstract

The Covid-19 outbreak of 2020 has required many governments to develop and adopt mathematical-
statistical models of the pandemic for policy and planning purposes. To this end, this work
provides a tutorial on building a compartmental model using Susceptible, Exposed, Infected,
Recovered, Deaths and Vaccinated (SEIRDV) status through time. The proposed model uses
interventions to quantify the impact of various government attempts made to slow the spread
of the virus. Furthermore, a vaccination parameter is also incorporated in the model, which is
inactive until the time the vaccine is deployed. A Bayesian framework is utilized to perform both
parameter estimation and prediction. Predictions are made to determine when the peak Active
Infections occur. We provide inferential frameworks for assessing the effects of government inter-
ventions on the dynamic progression of the pandemic, including the impact of vaccination. The
proposed model also allows for quantification of number of excess deaths averted over the study
period due to vaccination.

Keywords SEIRDV; Compartmental Model; Bayesian Statistics; Intervention Analysis; Repro-
duction Number; Epidemiology.

1 Introduction

In 2019, the Coronavirus Disease (COVID-19) (Wu et al., 2020; Rezabakhsh et al., 2020) appeared
in the human population in Wuhan, China, and a pandemic ensued affecting the entire world.
It spread rapidly through 196 countries, requiring strict precautions to attempt to control it’s
spread. Governments set policies (interventions) such as wearing masks, hand sanitizing, and
social distancing to mitigate the progression of the pandemic (Giuliani et al., 2020). Early in the
pandemic, the State of Qatar was one of the middle eastern countries that had high numbers of
residents diagnosed to have COVID-19 with the first infected case on February 29, 2020 which
quickly spread in the population with 362, 007 confirmed cases by April 5, 2022 (Chinazzi et al.,
2020). In the subsequent months, stricter policies were enacted to slow the progression while
researchers looked for cures and treatments. Several vaccines were developed to slow the spread
of the disease, however, the models in the mathematical and statistical literature have not been
directly applied to data to discern the impact of vaccines.

Bertsimas et al. (2020) proposed extending the traditional Susceptible, Exposed, Infected,
Recovered (SEIR) models which focused on governmental policies, response of the society, and
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reduced mortality rates. They also proposed a “DELPHI-V” model which captures the effects
of vaccinations and examined the impact of COVID-19 on mortality. This paper focused on
optimizing vaccine allocations and simulating the pandemic dynamics using a coordinate descent
algorithm. Another study incorporated a vaccine compartment into a SIRD model focusing on
the vaccine allocation to the susceptible individuals using an optimization approach based on
Thompson sampling (TS) to understand vaccine efficiency mean rates over time (Rey et al., 2021).
Furthermore, Ghostine et al. (2021) extended a SEIR model with a vaccine compartment, and
implemented the ensemble Kalman filter (EnKF) to improve the forecasting ability of their model.
This work also examined the effect of vaccination on the spread of COVID-19. Another study
by Wintachai and Prathom (2021) attempted to understand the effectiveness of prophylactic
and therapeutic vaccines by observing the reproduction number before the introduction of the
vaccine and how the reproduction number curve flattens after the introduction of the vaccine
using numerical simulations. However, this study did not fit their model to the data to obtain
the parameter estimates but relied solely on the literature to obtain these coefficients.

Notice that all the above-mentioned studies did not directly incorporate intervention mea-
sures enacted by the government into their model, and therefore, could not explain the impact
of vaccines on the transmission rates as the government policies were deployed. Furthermore, in
models where coefficients are determined from previous literature, it is difficult to ensure that
all uncertainties are adequately quantified. In addition, a recent study by Koufi et al. (2020)
examined the dynamics of the SIRS epidemic model under the switching of regimes, which is
related to the idea of this work, however, no data was used for the analysis and their model did
not incorporate the compartment that determines where the regime-switching will occur. Lastly,
prior to the development of vaccines, Ghanam et al. (2021); Boone et al. (2021) developed a
Susceptible, Exposed, Infected, Recovered and Deaths (SEIRD) model that incorporated inter-
ventions to understand the impact of changes in government policies on the spread of COVID-19.
While this modeling approach was able to quantify the early interventions by the government,
it will not able to determine the impact of the introduction of vaccines into the population and
the resulting impacts on disease transmission. Furthermore, the model proposed did not develop
the associated Reproduction number.

To address the inadequacies of the previous approaches, this work develops a Susceptible,
Exposed, Infected, Recovered, Death and Vaccinated (SEIRDV) model using an intervention
paradigm similar to Ghanam et al. (2021) with the inclusion of the associated reproduction
number. Here, another compartment (Vaccination) is added to explain the switching of regimes
before and after the addition of this compartment. Simply adding a compartment for Vaccine
is not sufficient as it does not include the possibility of vaccine inefficacy. Also, Ghanam et al.
(2021) assumed that the transmission rates after each intervention are dependent, however, this
paper assume that these transmission rates are not dependent, therefore, we study the impact
of interventions by observing these coefficients independently.

This work is organized in the following manner. In Section 2 the Susceptible, Exposed,
Infected, Recovered, Death and Vaccinated (SEIRDV) model that is employed is defined. Sec-
tion 3 describes the data available for the State of Qatar. Section 4 shows how interventions are
incorporated into the model. The Bayesian inference model specification is given in Section 5.
Section 6 summarizes the results, including the estimated time varying reproduction and the
projected number of deaths without vaccination. Finally, Section 7 provides a discussion of the
method and some insights into implementing the method for policy making.



Incorporating Interventions to a SEIRDV Model 3

2 The SEIRDV Model

Recall, the SIR model (Kermack and McKendrick, 1927) transitions individuals between Suscep-
tible, Infected and Recovered compartments. Additional compartments such as Exposed (asymp-
tomatic), Death, Quarantine, Hospitalized, and Vaccinated can be added to better model the
dynamics of an infectious disease, as it moves through the population. Furthermore, the model
should reflect the reality of policies enacted by the associated government. The data illustration
presented in this paper focuses specifically on the COVID-19 pandemic in the State of Qatar
and the corresponding policies implemented during the study time. Based on the availability of
data, several key assumptions are made:
1. Emigration and birth rate are excluded from the model.
2. Once a person is in the infected (symptomatic) compartment, they are quarantined and hence

do not interact with the susceptible population, except for caregivers who contract the disease
at a separate rate.

3. The recovered and deaths compartments are for those who are first infected.
4. Only individuals who were exposed and recovered after being exposed get the vaccine, while

individuals who were infected and recovered do not get vaccinated since they already develop
antibodies.

5. The susceptible, exposed and recovered individuals become vaccinated at the same rate.
6. Once vaccinated, the individual remains insusceptible to reinfection during the study time.

Details of the model compartments are given in Table 1, parameter descriptions and associ-
ated units are presented in Table 2.

Table 1: Description of compartments considered in model 1

Compartment Description
S(t) Number of susceptible individuals at time t
E(t) Number of exposed individuals at time t
I(t) Total number of infected individuals at time t
RE(t) Cumulative number of the exposed individuals who recovered at time t
RI(t) Cumulative number of the infected individuals who recovered at time t
D(t) Cumulative number of deaths at time t
V (t) Number of vaccinated individuals at time t.

Table 2: Explanation of parameters considered in model 1, along with the associated units

Parameter Description unit
α Transmission rate from Susceptible to Exposed per day×individual2
β Rate at which Exposed become Infected per day
γ Rate at which both the Exposed and Infected become Recovered per day
ζ Mortality rate for those Infected per day
ρ Vaccination rate for Susceptible, Exposed and Recovered from exposed per day
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Figure 1: Schematic diagram of SEIRDV model for Covid-19 .

The compartmental model proposed, contains compartments for Susceptible, Ex-
posed, Infected, Recovered from Exposed state, Recovered from Infected state, Deaths
and Vaccinated. The schematic diagram for this novel SEIRDV model is shown in Fig-
ure 1. Notice that a Susceptible individual, S becomes Exposed (asymptomatic), E at
rate α and the Exposed (asymptomatic) will either recover, RE at rate γ or become sick
and move to the Infected compartment, I at rate β. The Infected can recover, RI at rate
γ, or die, D at rate ζ. Lastly, the Susceptible, Exposed and the Exposed who recover can
get Vaccinated at the same rate ρ. Based on model assumptions, individuals who recover
after being infected develop antibodies and do not require vaccination during the study
period. Also, once an individual is vaccinated, the person remains in the compartment.

Mathematically, the model in Figure 1 is expressed as the following system of first-
order nonlinear ordinary differential equations:

dS
dt

= −αS(t)E(t)− ρS(t)
dE
dt

= αS(t)E(t)− (β + γ + ρ)E(t)
dI
dt

= βE(t)− (γ + ζ)I(t)
dRE

dt
= γE(t)− ρRE(t)

dRI

dt
= γI(t)

dD
dt

= ζI(t)
dV
dt

= ρS(t) + ρE(t) + ρRE(t),

(1)

with the following constraints S(t) ≥ 0, E(t) ≥ 0, I(t) ≥ 0, RE(t) ≥ 0, RI(t) ≥
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0, D(t) ≥ 0, and V (t) ≥ 0. Notice this formulation has the Vaccine compartment in
the model during a time-frame for which no vaccine is available. By specifying ρ = 0
and V (0) = 0, the model collapses to a SEIRD model and will exhibit the associated
dynamics. Once the vaccine is deployed, the restriction ρ > 0 is employed in order to
“activate” the Vaccine compartment where the value of ρ reflects the rate at which people
who are susceptible, exposed and recovered after being exposed, are being vaccinated.
This approach allows the parameter estimates to be found using all the data with no need
to switch models.

2.1 Model Analysis

2.1.1 Effective Reproduction Number and Disease-Free Equilibrium

The term “disease free” means that there is no disease in the system, hence no one is
infected and everyone is assumed susceptible, although there are a few exposed individuals.
Note that the vaccine compartment has been activated at this point, so ρ > 0. Therefore,
estimating the basic reproduction number (R0) might not be a good idea since we are
no longer in a fully susceptible population. A better metric that would capture the
introduction of vaccination is the effective reproduction number (Re = R0(S/N)) (Mercer
et al., 2011; Ridenhour et al., 2014). Thus, this work considers the effective reproduction
number, which also takes into account the interventions enacted by the government in
addition to the vaccine compartment.

The disease-free equilibrium of the system in (1), denoted by X0 is:

X0 =
(
S0 ≈ N,E0 = 5, I0 = 0, R0

E = 0, R0
I = 0, D0 = 0, V 0 = 0

)
Note the I0, R0

E, R
0
I , D

0 and V 0 were directly obtained from the data. S0 = S(0) ≈ N ,
where N is the total population since we assumed that everyone is susceptible before the
introduction of vaccine.

The reproduction number, R0 is computed using the next-generation matrix approach
(Van den Driessche and Watmough, 2002). LetX = (E, I)T , then, the system of equations
in (1) can be written as

dX

dt
= G(X)−W (X),

where G(X) = (αSE, 0)T andW (X) = ((β+γ+ρ)E−βE, (γ+ζ)I)T . The corresponding
disease-free Jacobian matrices of G(X) and W (X) are:

J(G(X)) = G =

[
αS0 0

0 0

]
.

J(W (X)) = W =

[
(β + γ + ρ) 0
−β (γ + ζ)

]
According to Van den Driessche and Watmough (2002), R0 is defined as the spectral
radius of the next-generation matrix (GW−1). Hence, we need to compute GW−1, and
its spectral radius. Now,
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W−1 =

 1
(β+γ+ρ)

0
β

(β+γ+ρ)(γ+ζ)
1

(γ+ζ)
.


Therefore,

GW−1 =

[
αS0 0

0 0

] 1
(β+γ+ρ)

0
β

(β+γ+ρ)(γ+ζ)
1

(γ+ζ)
.

 .
=

[
αS0

(β+γ+ρ)
0

0 0

]
At the zeroth generation where S0 remains the total population, the above expression

becomes

GW−1 =

[
αS0

(β+γ+ρ)
0

0 0

]
.

Now, the spectral radius of a matrix A, denoted by R(A) is defined as the largest modulus
of the eigenvalues of A. Thus, the basic reproduction number for this model is given by

R0 = R(GW−1) =
αS0

(β + γ + ρ)
.

Also, Re = R0(S(0)/N). Since we assumed that S(0) ≈ N , the two terms will cancel out,
which means that the effective reproduction number is approximately equal to the basic
reproduction number, (i.e., Re ≈ R0). Therefore, the effective reproduction number is
given by

Re =
αS0

(β + γ + ρ)
, (2)

a metric used to measure the transmission potential of a disease in the presence of an
intervention. It is defined as the average number of new infections produced by an infec-
tious individual in a population. Thus, we expect an endemic state when Re > 1, and
a disease-free state when Re < 1 (Van den Driessche and Watmough, 2002; Ridenhour
et al., 2014). That is, we expect an endemic state if αS0 > (β + γ + ρ) and a declining
state if αS0 < (β + γ + ρ). Notice that in this case, (Re ≈ R0) despite the introduction
of vaccination and intervention measure. A plausible reason for this is our model as-
sumption that the total population of Qatar are susceptible at the start of the epidemic.
However, we expect this value to decrease with time and Re 6= R0, especially when vaccine
is introduced in the later part of the study time.
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3 Data Description

The Johns Hopkins University (JHU) Covid-19 Github site (Miller, 2020) includes daily
cumulative number of confirmed infections, cumulative number of recovered and the cu-
mulative number of deaths for every country starting January 22, 2020. All data for
Qatar during the period of study was obtained from this site. Notice that in model (1)
the Recovered and Death states are cumulative as once one enters these compartments,
there is no exit. However, the Infected compartment has transitions from Exposed and
to Recovered and Deaths. Hence the data for confirmed infections are cumulative and
include both Recovered and Deaths. As such, if CI(t) be the number of confirmed in-
fections as reported by JHU at time t, then the number of infected subjects at time t is
defined as

I(t) = CI(t)−R(t)−D(t).

For clarity, the term “Active Infections” will be used to denote the derived variable, I(t),
versus the Cumulative Infected, CI(t), provided in the data. Note that information on
vaccinated individuals became available for the State of Qatar on 29th of April, 2021.

Figure 2 shows the plots of daily Active Infections, Recovered and Deaths data for
the State of Qatar since February 29, 2020, and the number of vaccinated individuals
since April 29, 2021. The active infections are very low until around day 35 when there
is large jump due to increase in testing. The active infections then plateaus until day
300, after which there is another extreme growth. There seems to be a similar pattern
for the number of recovered individuals with a delay showing the time of infection before
recovery. The plot for Deaths shows no deaths until day 95 and then a steady increase
in deaths for the remaining days. Finally, the plot for Vaccinated shows that vaccination
information became available on day 426 (April 29, 2021) and has increased steadily since
then.

4 Incorporating Interventions

Despite the various intervention measures taken by the Qatari government, there have
been a large number of infected cases in Qatar. It is quite plausible that some inter-
ventions were more helpful than others, and some were not helpful at all. For example,
on day 48 (March 10, 2020), the Qatari government announced the closure of all schools
and universities due to COVID-19 outbreak, and placed a travel ban on 15 countries.
On day 54, (March 15, 2020), the government included three additional countries to its
travel ban. This is documented in the Qatar National Preparedness and Response Plan
for Communicable Diseases published by the Ministry of Public Health, Qatar and Major
Risks to Business Continuity published by the Hamad Medical Corporation. The Min-
istry of Municipal and Environment on day 60 (March 21, 2020), ordered the closing of
all parks and public beaches and enacted a policy where both public and private sector
employees must conduct 80% of their work from home. On day 71 (April 1, 2020), the
Council of Ministers and Industry decided to temporarily close all restaurants, cafes, and
food trucks. On day 78 (April 8, 2020), the Ministry of Commerce mandated that people
work from home to curb the spread of coronavirus. On day 93 (April 23, 2020), the holy
month of Ramadan began where people were not allowed the opportunity to mingle and
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(a) Number of active infections (b) Cumulative number of recovered individuals

(c) Cumulative number of deaths (d) Cumulative number of vaccinated individuals

Figure 2: Plots of (a) Active Infections, (b) Recovered, (c) Deaths (February 29, 2020 - October
13, 2021) and (d) Vaccinated (April 29, 2021 - October 13, 2021) for the State of Qatar.
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celebrate with others. On day 115 (June 4, 2020), the cabinet decided to allow only four
people in a vehicle that could accommodate more people under normal circumstances and
permitted working hours for only the private sector from 7 am until 8 pm. However, as
documented in the Qatar National Preparedness and Response Plan for Communicable
Diseases published by the Ministry of Public Health, Qatar and Major Risks to Busi-
ness Continuity published by the Hamad Medical Corporation, restrictions placed by the
ministry of commerce and industry were lifted between June 15 and September, 2020.
Therefore, it is of interest to understand the impact of government interventions on the
transmission rate. Do these interventions increase, decrease or have no impact on the
transmission rate? Section 6 provides answer to this question.

Since the government regulations can directly influence the rate at which the suscep-
tible population become exposed (α), the transmission rate, more emphasis will be given
on this parameter. The proposed method incorporates this idea using indicator functions,
denoted by Φm(t) defined as

Φm(t) =

{
1 if t > tm
0 otherwise

where tm is the time where themth intervention occurs and indexm = 1, 2, ..,M . For each
intervention, there needs to be a change in the value of α, denoted by αm, that captures
the impact of the intervention. Let Φ(t) = (1,Φ1(t),Φ2(t), ...,Φm(t))T be the vector of
values of each Φm(t) at time t. Also, let α = (α0, α1, ...αm)T , where each of the α′s are
independent, which means that we do not need αi to obtain αi+1. Thus, the transition
rates between S(t) and E(t) are given by

α(t) =



α0 if 0 < t1 < t

α1 if 0 < t2 < t

α2 if 0 < t3 < t
...

...
αm if 0 < tm < t.

Since α(t) > 0 for all t, the following constraints are required

α0 > 0
α1 > 0
α2 > 0
... >

...
αm > 0.

Since the recovery rate could also be influenced by the intervention measures, we
define γ = (γ0, γ1, · · · , γn)T , n ≤ m, where each of the γ′s are independent and denotes the
changed recovery rate once an intervention has been administered. Since we assume that
exposed and infected individuals recover at the same rate, the transition rates between
I(t) and RI(t) and E(t) and RE(t) are given by
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γ(t) =



γ0 if 0 < t1 < t

γ1 if 0 < t2 < t

γ2 if 0 < t3 < t
...

...
γn if 0 < tn < t.

Since γ(t) > 0 for all t, the following constraints are required

γ0 > 0
γ1 > 0
γ2 > 0
... >

...
γn > 0.

Furthermore, impulse functions can be used to model the spike (dramatic shift) when
transitioning between states. This can be represented as a Dirac delta, defined by

δ(x) =

{
+∞, if x = 0

0, if x 6= 0,

which satisfies
∫∞
−∞ δ(x)dx = 1 (Dirac, 1958). This can be integrated into the model to

capture spikes in the number of infected individuals. In our application, the State of
Qatar data exhibits this type of behavior at day 35 when one can clearly see a large jump
in the number of infections. This is incorporated into the model using the Dirac delta
function, δ(t− τ). The impact of the jump (spike) is captured in the model by examining
the transmission rate between Exposed and Infected with a coefficient β∗.

Thus, the proposed SEIRDV model after incorporating interventions is given by

dS
dt

= −αS(t)E(t)− ρS(t)
dE
dt

= αS(t)E(t)− (β + γ + ρ)E(t)− β∗E(t)δ(t− τ)
dI
dt

= βE(t)− (γ + ζ)I(t) + β∗E(t)δ(t− τ)
dRE

dt
= γE(t)− ρRE(t)

dRI

dt
= γI(t)

dD
dt

= ζI(t)
dV
dt

= ρS(t) + ρE(t) + ρRE(t),

(3)

The proposed model in Equation 3 now takes into account interventions administered by
the government to better model their impact on the dynamics of the pandemic.

4.1 Time Varying Effective Reproduction Number

The time varying effective reproduction number, Re(t) is now defined as the average
number of people an infectious person will infect at time t. In this study, we consider
the time varying effective reproduction number, which means that we are interested in
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knowing the number of secondary cases an infectious person can produce throughout the
period of infection. Since the the number of susceptible, vaccinated and the parameters
in (2) are time varying, we can write our time varying effective reproduction number as
follows:

Re(t) =
αiS

0(t)

(β + γj + ρ)
, (4)

where αi and γj are the ith and jth components ofα and γ respectively (i = 0, 1, 2, · · · ,m, j =
0, 1, 2 · · · , n). From equation 4, we see that Re(t) changes when the transmission and
recovery rates change, thereby showing the impact of interventions on the effective repro-
duction number.

5 Statistical Methodology

Bayesian framework is used for this analysis due to the complexity of the model. The
traditional Bayes’ formula (Bayes, 1763) is defined as

π(θ|D) =
π(θ)L(D|θ)∫

Θ
π(θ)L(D|θ)dθ

where π(θ|D) is the posterior probability distribution for the parameters θ given the data
D, π(θ) is the prior distribution of θ and L(D|θ) is the likelihood of the data given θ.
To obtain the likelihood of the model in equation (3), the mean abundance of each com-
partment in the model is considered and is given by

dφS(t)

dt
= −Φ(t)TαφS(t)φE(t)− ρφS(t)

dφE(t)

dt
= Φ(t)TαφS(t)φE(t)− (β + γ + ρ)φE(t)− β∗φE(t)δ(t− τ)

dφI(t)

dt
= βφE(t)− γφI(t)− ζφI(t) + β∗φE(t)δ(t− τ)

dφRE
(t)

dt
= γφE(t)− ρφRE

(t)

dφRI
(t)

dt
= γφI(t)

dφD(t)

dt
= ζφI(t)

dφV (t)

dt
= ρφS(t) + ρφE(t) + ρφRE

(t). (5)

where φS(t), φE(t), φI(t), φRE
(t), φRI

(t), φD(t) and φV (t) are the means of S(t), E(t),
I(t), RE(t), RI(t), D(t) and V (t) respectively and the parameters have the same definition
as provided in the system given in equation (1). Since there is no data for S(t), E(t) and
RE(t), these compartments will be latent variables and will not be directly included in
the likelihood. The likelihoods for I(t), RI(t), D(t) and V (t) are given by

I(t) ∼ Poisson (φI(t))
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RI(t) ∼ Poisson (φRI
(t))

D(t) ∼ Poisson (φD(t))
V (t) ∼ Poisson (φV (t)) (6)

To specify the prior distributions for α, β∗, β, γ, ζ and ρ the following constraints are
necessary α > 0, β > 0, β∗ ≥ 0 γ > 0, ζ > 0 and ρ ≥ 0. The prior distribution for ρ gives
the researcher the ability to “activate” the Vaccine compartment in the model at time TV
by specifying a point mass prior, ρ = 0, for the time period before the deployment and
Exp(1) once the vaccine is deployed. Therefore, the prior distributions are as follows

αi ∼ Exp(1), i = 0, 1, · · · ,m
β∗ ∼ Exp(1)
β ∼ Exp(1)
γj ∼ Exp(1), i = 0, 1, · · · , n
ζ ∼ Exp(1)

ρ ∼

{
P (ρ = 0) = 1 t < TV
Exp(1) t ≥ TV

(7)

The posterior distribution obtained from the likelihood and prior distribution speci-
fication is given by

π (α, β∗, β,γ, ζ, ρ|D) ∝ π(α)π(β∗)π(β)π(γ)π(ζ)π(ρ)L(D|α,β∗,β,γ,ζ,ρ)

∝ e
−

∑
i
αi−β∗−β−

∑
j
γj−ζ−ρ

×
T∏
t=1

φI(t)
I(t)φRI

(t)RI(t)φD(t)D(t)φV (t)V (t)e−φI(t)−φRI
(t)−φD(t)−φV (t)

I(t)!RI(t)!D(t)!V (t)!

Since the posterior distribution does not have an analytical solution, Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) techniques were used to sample from the posterior distribution (Gelman
et al., 1995). Specifically Metropolis-Hastings sampler was used to obtain samples from the
posterior distribution (Gilks et al., 1995; Albert, 2009; Ghanam et al., 2021). To tune the
sampler, a series of short chains were generated and analyzed for convergence and adequate
acceptance rates. These initial short chains were discarded as “burn-in” samples. The
tuned sampler was used to generate 30,000 samples from π(α, β∗, β,γ, ζ, ρ|D) and trace
plots were visually examined for convergence. All inferences were made from these 30,000
posterior samples. The model and sampling algorithm was custom programmed in the
R statistical programming language version 3.6.3. The computations take approximately
2400 seconds using an AMD A10-9700 3.50GHz processor with 16GB of RAM to obtain
30,000 samples from the posterior distribution. For more details on statistical inference
see Wackerly et al. (2014); Casella and Berger (2021); Berger (1985).

6 Results

The initial conditions used for the analysis are specified in Table 3. S(0) was chosen as
the population of the State of Qatar as of April 1, 2022, I(0), RE(0) = RI(0), D(0)
and V (0) were obtained directly from the data. E(0) was chosen based on sensitivity
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analysis. It is worth mentioning that values of E(0) between 5 and 10 fit the model well
and had the same Psuedo R2 ≈ 99.9%. E(0) = 5 was chosen as this value isn’t too large
to cause a fast spread of the disease. Furthermore, model interventions were placed at
days t1 = 12, t2 = 35, t3 = 48, t4 = 60, t5 = 71, t6 = 78, t7 = 87, t8 = 93, t9 =
104, t10 = 115, t11 = 136, t12 = 350, t13 = 355 and t14 = 420 (m = 14) with a Dirac
delta impulse at time τ = 35.

Table 3: The initial conditions for the model

Compartment Initial conditions
S(0) 2, 782, 000 Population of Qatar as of April 1, 2022
E(0) 5 Assumed
I(0) 1 From the data (JHU)
RE(0) = RI(0) = 0 0 From the data (JHU)
D(0) 0 From the data (JHU)
V (0) 0 From the data (JHU)

Table 4 shows the posterior means, standard deviations and the 0.025%, 0.5% and
0.975% quantiles for the model parameters based on the 30,000 samples from the posterior
distribution. Notice that, α̂0 = 1.42×10−7 and α̂1 = 4.62×10−8 are quite close, indicating
that the first intervention resulted in a low transmission rate. Similarly we can see that
the second and third interventions α̂2 = 5.99 × 10−8 and α̂3 = 4.38 × 10−8 have some
overlap resulting in a very low transmission rate. Furthermore, α̂4 = 4.32 × 10−8 is
a low decrease as well as α̂5 = 3.63 × 10−8 which resulted in a low transmission rate.
However, α̂6 = 4.96 × 10−8 is a moderate increase with another moderate increase in
α̂7 = 8.24 × 10−8. Also, α̂8 = 5.52 × 10−8 is a moderate decrease, α̂9 = 9.63 × 10−12 is
a moderate increase, α̂10 = 5.20 × 10−8 is a moderate decrease, α̂11 = 5.79 × 10−8 is a
moderate increase, but α̂12 = 1.13× 10−8 is a very low decrease, while α̂13 = 3.35× 10−8

and the final transmission rate α̂14 = 8.16 × 10−8 both have a moderate increase. It is
interesting to see that the estimated mortality rate ζ̂ = 0.000121 ≈ 1/8264 which means
that about 1 in 8,264 people dies from the disease each day, which is quite low. Also, the
estimated infection rate is β̂ = 0.05386 ≈ 1/18.57, which corresponds to about 1 in 18.57
exposed people become infected each day. The quantile intervals provide a 95% credible
intervals for the parameters and can be used to obtain a range of reasonable parameter
values. For example for the parameter β the interval is (0.05350, 0.05420) meaning the
probability that β is between (0.05350, 0.05420) is 0.95. This translates to an interval for
risk interpretations as approximately 1/0.05420 ≈ 18.45 to 1/0.05350 ≈ 18.69 people are
exposed to the infection every day. This also gives insight into the number of exposed
individuals in the population who may be infected but do not yet exhibit symptoms. The
rates at which people recover from the disease at different time points during the study
time, γ0 = 0.00846, γ1 = 0.01323, γ2 = 0.10092, γ3 = 0.09407, γ4 = 0.07121, γ = 0.01979
and γ6 = 0.09309 are all estimated to be between 0.00846 (min) which correspond to γ0

and 0.10092 (max) which correspond to γ2. This tells us that approximately 1 person
recovers from the disease each day. This value may be low due to delays in reporting.
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However, this value seems reasonable, considering the total population of Qatar.

Table 4: Posterior Mean, Median, Standard Deviation and (Q0.025, Q0.5, Q0.975) for α0, α1,
α2, · · · , α14, β∗, β, γ0, γ1, · · · , γ6, ζ, and ρ. The posterior estimates are based on 30,000 samples
from the posterior distribution.

Parameter Mean Median Std Dev. (Q0.025, Q0.5, Q0.975)
α0 1.42×10−7 1.42×10−7 7.11×10−10 (1.41×10−7, 1.42×10−7, 1.43×10−7)
α1 (day 12 ) 4.62×10−8 4.62 ×10−8 4.80 ×10−11 (4.62×10−8, 4.62×10−84.63×10−8)
α2 (day 35 ) 5.99×10−8 5.99 ×10−8 3.04×10−10 (5.94×10−8, 5.99×10−8, 6.04 ×10−8)
α3 (day 48 ) 4.38×10−8 4.38×10−8 8.86×10−11 (4.36×10−8, 4.38×10−8, 4.39×10−8)
α4 (day 60 ) 4.32×10−8 4.32 ×10−8 3.65 ×10−10 (4.25×10−8, 4.32×10−8, 4.37×10−8)
α5 (day 71) 3.63×10−8 3.63 ×10−8 1.50 ×10−10 (3.61×10−8, 3.63×10−8, 3.66×10−8)
α6 (day 78 ) 4.96 ×10−10 5.63×10−10 2.15×10−10 (6.80×10−11, 5.63×10−10, 8.15×10−10)
α7 (day 87 ) 8.24 ×10−8 8.24 ×10−8 2.48×10−10 (8.18×10−8, 8.24×10−8, 8.28×10−8)
α8 (day 93 ) 5.52 ×10−8 5.52×10−8 1.27×10−10 (5.50×10−8, 5.52×10−8, 5.55×10−8)
α9 (day 104 ) 9.63 ×10−12 6.87 ×10−12 8.95 ×10−12 (2.98×10−13, 6.87×10−12, 3.31×10−11)
α10 (day 115 ) 5.20 ×10−8 5.20 ×10−8 2.08×10−10 (5.17×10−8, 5.20 ×10−8, 5.24×10−8)
α11 (day 136 ) 5.79×10−8 5.79 ×10−8 3.61×10−11 (5.79×10−8, 5.79×10−8, 5.80×10−8)
α12 (day 350) 1.13×10−8 1.13×10−08 4.75 ×10−10 (1.05×10−08, 1.13×10−08, 1.23×10−8)
α13 (day 355) 3.35 ×10−8 3.35 ×10−8 9.35 ×10−11 (3.34×10−8, 3.35×10−8, 3.37×10−8)
α14 (day 420 ) 8.16 ×10−8 8.16 ×10−8 1.78 ×10−10 (8.13 ×10−8, 8.16 ×10−8, 8.20×10−8)
β∗ (day 35) 0.7888 0.7145 0.5703 (0.02851, 0.62932, 4.64589 )
β 0.05386 0.05383 0.00021 (0.05350, 0.05383, 0.05420)
γ0 0.00846 8.48×10−3 5.32×10−05 (0.00834, 0.00848, 0.00854)
γ1 0.01323 0.0132 5.96×10−05 (0.01310, 0.01324, 0.01334)
γ2 0.10092 0.10089 1.44×10−04 (0.10068, 0.10090, 0.10123)
γ3 0.09407 0.09406 7.13×10−05 (0.09392, 0.09406, 0.09420)
γ4 0.07121 0.07120 8.93 ×10−05 (0.07106, 0.07120, 0.07142)
γ5 0.01979 0.01978 7.60 ×10−05 (0.01966, 0.01978, 0.01993)
γ6 0.09309 0.09309 1.73 ×10−04 (0.09278, 0.09309, 0.09343)
ρ 0.00922 0.00922 3.35 ×10−06 (0.00921, 0.00922, 0.00922 )
ζ 1.21 ×10−4 1.21×10−4 3.53 ×10−07 1.21 ×10−04, 1.21 ×10−04, 1.22 ×10−04 )

Since one of the aims of this paper is to understand the impact of the interventions en-
acted by the government on the transmission rate, simple hypothesis tests using contrasts
were performed on the components of the transmission rate vector, α. Particularly, the
sequential contrasts of α1−α0, α2−α1, α3−α2, α4−α3, · · · , α14−α13 were considered.
These contrasts quantify the changes in the transmission rate due to the interventions,
and this is of interest to the government and policymakers. Since these tests determine
whether the intervention strategies implemented at different time points significantly im-
pacted the dynamics of the pandemic, these will be more interesting to the policymakers.
The contrasts needed for this analysis were obtained by subtracting posterior samples.
From these sample differences, posterior estimates such as mean, median, standard devi-
ation, quantiles, and the proportion of samples greater than 0, P (> 0) were obtained for
the contrasts. The corresponding results are shown in Table 5.

Notice that the intervention on day 12 (α1 − α0), reduced the transmission rate by
approximately 9.58 × 10−8 and the proportion of samples above 0 was 0.000 indicating
a statistically significant change due to the intervention. The intervention taken on day
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Table 5: Posterior Mean, Median, Standard Deviation, (Q0.025, Q0.5, Q0.975) and proportion of
samples larger than zero, P (> 0), for sequential contrasts across α, calculated based on 30,000
samples from the posterior distribution.

Contrast Mean Median Std Dev. (Q0.025, Q0.5, Q0.975) P (> 0)

α1 − α0 -9.58×10−8 -9.57 ×10−8 6.77×10−10 ( -9.70×10−8,-9.57×10−8, -9.48×10−8) 0.000
α2 − α1 1.37×10−8 1.37×10−8 3.35×10−10 ( 1.31×10−8, 1.37×10−8, 1.42×10−8) 1.000
α3 − α2 -1.61×10−8 -1.61×10−8 2.49×10−10 ( -1.66×10−8, -1.61×10−8, -1.58×10−8) 0.000
α4 − α3 -5.50×10−10 -6.32×10−10 4.31×10−10 ( -1.28×10−9, -6.32×10−10, 9.45 ×10−11) 0.000
α5 − α4 -6.93×10−9 -6.92×10−9 4.37×10−10 (-7.60×10−9, -6.92×10−9, -6.09×10−9) 0.000
α6 − α5 -3.58×10−8 -3.57×10−8 2.82×10−10 (-3.65×10−8, -3.57×10−8, -3.54×10−8) 0.000
α7 − α6 8.19×10−8 8.19×10−8 3.46×10−10 ( 8.12 ×10−8, 8.19×10−8, 8.25×10−8) 1.000
α8 − α7 -2.71×10−8 -2.71 ×10−8 2.86×10−10 ( -2.76×10−8, -2.71×10−8, -2.66×10−8) 0.000
α9 − α8 -5.52×10−8 -5.52 ×10−8 1.28×10−10 ( -5.55×10−8, -5.52×10−8, -5.50 ×10−8) 0.000
α10 − α9 5.20×10−8 5.20×10−8 2.10×10−10 ( 5.17×10−8, 5.20×10−8, 5.24×10−8) 1.000
α11 − α10 5.92×10−9 5.95×10−9 1.85×10−10 ( 5.55×10−9, 5.95×10−9, 6.24×10−9) 1.000
α12 − α11 -4.67×10−8 -4.67×10−8 4.73×10−10 (-4.75×10−8, -4.67×10−8, -4.57×10−8) 0.000
α13 − α12 2.22×10−8 2.22×10−8 4.71×10−10 ( 2.13×10−8, 2.22×10−8, 2.31×10−8) 1.000
α14 − α13 4.81×10−8 4.81×10−8 2.09×10−10 ( 4.77×10−8, 4.81×10−8, 4.85×10−8) 1.000

35 (α2 − α1) actually increased the transmission rate, which is evident from the positive
contrast mean and the proportion of samples above 0 being 1.000. All intervention effects
can be interpreted similarly. That is, interventions taken on days 48 (α3−α2), 60 (α4−α3),
71 (α5 − α4), 78 (α6 − α5), 93 (α8 − α7), 104 (α9 − α8) and 350 (α12 − α11) were helpful
in reducing the transmission rates whereas, the interventions implemented on days 87
(α7 − α6), 115 (α10 − α9), 136 (α11 − α10), 355 (α13 − α12) and 420 (α14 − α13) increased
the transmission rate.

Connecting these contrasts to the interventions deployed by the Qatari government,
the intervention measure taken by closing schools and universities on March 10, 2020
falls on day 48 (α3 − α2) of the pandemic. Our result shows that this intervention was
helpful in decreasing the transmission rate. Furthermore, the intervention deployed on
March 21, 2020 by the Ministry of Municipality and Environment to close all parks and
public beaches correspond to day 60 (α4 − α3) of the pandemic, the decision made by
the Ministry of Commerce and Industry on April 1, 2020 to temporarily close down all
restaurants, cafes and food trucks correspond to day 71 (α5−α4), and the restrictions on
the holy month of Ramadan correspond to day 93 (α8 − α7). These three interventions
were helpful in the reduction of the transmission rates.

The intervention deployed on June 4, 2020, when the cabinet decided to allow four
people inside a vehicle, exempting only families, and the intervention by the Ministry of
Commerce and Industry (MoCL) to permit working hours for private sectors from 7am
until 8pm fell on day 115 (α10 − α9) of the pandemic. These two interventions were not
effective as the transmission rate increased.

This shows that some of the interventions by the Qatari government were effective
in reducing the transmission rates of COVID-19, and if more interventions were taken,
then we would see a tremendous overall reduction in the transmission rate. Furthermore,
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report shows that some restrictions were lifted on June 15 (phase 1) through September,
2020 (phase 4), and there was not any major interventions since June 4, 2020 which could
be why the number of active infections increased between July 2020 and March 2021.
Furthermore, results in Table 5 shows that if an intervention took place on day 350
(α12 − α11), it would have reduced the transmission rate.

We also conducted simple hypothesis tests on sequential contrasts of the components
of γ, namely, γ1−γ0, γ2−γ1, γ3−γ2, γ4−γ3, γ5−γ4, γ6−γ5 to look for significant changes
in the recovery rate due to interventions. These tests allow us to verify if the interventions
performed significantly impacted the dynmics of the pandemic. The estimated contrasts
are obtained similar to the transmission rate contrasts. Table 6 shows the results for the
recovery rate contrasts.

Table 6: Posterior Mean, Median, Standard Deviation, (Q0.025, Q0.5, Q0.975) and proportion of
samples larger than zero, P (> 0), for sequential contrasts across γ, calculated based on 30,000
samples from the posterior distribution.

Contrast Mean Median Std Dev. (Q0.025, Q0.5, Q0.975) P (> 0)

γ1 − γ0 4.71×10−9 4.77 ×10−9 1.55×10−9 ( 4.31×10−9, 4.77 ×10−9, 4.90 ×10−9) 1.000
γ2 − γ1 8.77×10−8 8.77×10−8 1.16×10−9 (8.75×10−8, 8.77×10−8, 8.80 ×10−8) 1.000
γ3 − γ2 -6.95×10−9 -6.95×10−9 1.05×10−9 (-7.19×10−9, -6.95 ×10−9, -6.78 ×10−9) 0.000
γ4 − γ3 -2.29×10−8 -2.28×10−8 7.52×10−5 ( -2.30 ×10−8, -2.28 ×10−8, -2.27×10−8) 0.000
γ5 − γ4 -5.14×10−9 -5.14×10−8 1.53×10−9 (-5.16×10−8, -5.14 ×10−8, -5.10 ×10−8) 0.000
γ6 − γ5 7.34×10−9 7.33×10−8 2.34×10−10 (7.29 ×10−8, 7.33 ×10−8, 7.38×10−8) 1.000

To assess the fit of the model the posterior predictive distribution was used and is
given by:

π(Inew(t), RInew(t), Dnew(t), Vnew(t)|D) =

∫
L(Inew(t), RInew(t), Dnew, Vnew(t)|α, β∗, β,γ, ζ)

× π (α, β∗, β,γ, ζ|D) dαdβ∗dβdγdζ. (8)

Using the posterior samples, 30,000 samples were generated from the posterior predictive
distribution. At each time t, the posterior median, 0.025 and 0.975 quantiles were also
obtained to form a posterior predictive interval.

Figure 3 shows the model fits for Active Infections, Recovered, Deaths and Vaccinated
with posterior predictive bands. Notice that, the model does quite well at fitting the
dynamics of the Active Infections including the jumps at days 95 and 420, and captures
the plateau and the exponential growth after the plateau as well. The model also fits the
cumulative counts of recovered, deaths and vaccinated individuals quite well. To assess
the explained variance, a pseudo-R2 (Boone et al., 2021) was formed using the posterior
median at each time point. This resulted in a pseudo-R2 of 0.9995 which indicates the
fitted model explains approximately 99.9% of the variance in the data. In order to assess
the validity and robustness of our model, we performed a validation test by fitting our
model to COVID-19 data from Nigeria. Our model also fit this data reasonably well with
a pseudo-R2 ≈ 0.801.
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(a) Number of active infections (b) Cumulative Number of recovered individuals

(c) Cumulative Number of deaths (d) Cumulative number of vaccinated individuals

Figure 3: Plots of fits for (a) Active Infections, (b) Recovered, (c) Deaths (February 29, 2020
- October 13, 2021) and (d) Vaccinated (April 29, 2021 - October 13, 2021) for the State of
Qatar. for the days since 29 February 2020 until 13 October 2021. Posterior predictive bands
are the 0.025 and 0.975 quantiles calculated using 30,000 samples from the posterior predictive
distribution.
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6.1 Behavior of Re(t) over time

Figure 4 shows the estimated time varying effective reproduction number, Re(t), along
with 95% confidence bands (colored green). Until about day 90, the entire band is above
1, showing that the system was in a pandemic state at the beginning of the study period.
The estimated Re(t) in this period is about 1.4, which indicates that the number of
secondary infections was high and more people could get infected since the population
was well mixed. For the time period when the band is close to or contains 1, it is difficult to
conclude whether the system was in a pandemic state or not. But after the introduction
of vaccines on day 420, Re(t) goes below 1, showing that the system was then in the
endemic or declining state.

Additionally, we can visualize the impact of the intervention strategies by the Qatari
government using the time varying reproduction number. With an intervention on day
48, Re(t) declines from about 1.4 to about 1.1. This shows that the intervention on 48
was helpful in reducing the spread of secondary infections. Similarly, the intervention
implemented on day 60 was also effective in controlling the spread of COVID-19, as
reflected in the drop of Re(t) from about 1.1 to 1. These conclusions consistent with the
results in Table 5. After the introduction of vaccination on day 420, Re(t) drops drastically
to about 0.05, showing the importance of getting vaccinated. This is also evident from
Figure 3(b), where the number of infected dropped drastically when vaccination was
introduced. Between days 126 and 420, we could not decide whether the system was in
the pandemic state, which reflects the government’s decision to lift restrictions on June
15, 2020 (day 126) and to not implement any major intervention measures until April 29,
2021 (day 420), when vaccines were introduced in Qatar.

Figure 4: Plots of Time Varying Effective Reproduction Number for the State of Qatar for the
days since 29 February 2020 until until 13 October 2021 with the 0.025 and 0.975 Quantiles .
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6.2 Effect of Vaccination on the Number of Deaths

In addition to quantifying the effect of vaccination on the number of secondary infections
and the death rate, the proposed SEIRDV model also allows for the quantification of how
many lives were saved due to the vaccine, that is, how many excess deaths were prevented
due to vaccination over the study time frame. This question is crucial because it allows
decision makers to understand the impact of vaccination. According to Mathieu and Roser
(2021), death is a key metric that accurately shows how effective vaccines are against the
most severe form of diseases. Figure 5 shows the cumulative deaths that would have been
observed had the vaccine not been deployed and the lock down conditions present at the
time remained in effect during the remainder of the study period. The associated 95%
prediction intervals are given as well. The prediction interval at the last time point shows
that between 32 and 59 lives were saved on that day because of vaccination. Also, note
that cumulative deaths would have plateaued even with strict lockdown policies. Thus,
this is evidence that vaccination prevented excess deaths and were instrumental in the
relaxation of the restrictions, allowing people to return to their normal lives.

Figure 5: Projected number of deaths without introduction of the vaccine, along with 95%
prediction intervals.

7 Discussion

This work provides a novel extension of the Susceptible, Exposed, Infected, Recovered,
Death (SEIRD) model to the SEIRDV model by adding a Vaccination compartment
and incorporating interventions to help understand the impact of government policies on
disease transmission rates. Additionally the impact of vaccination is also studied using
time varying effective reproduction number. All inference are made under the Bayesian
framework. The model is able to treat the Susceptible and Exposed compartments as
latent variables, since no data is observed about them other than approximate initial
values. The model is implemented on COVID-19 dataset for the State of Qatar. The
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model fits the data quite well with a pseudo-R2 ≈ 0.9997. Results show that the strict
interventions deployed by the government of Qatar such as closure of schools, recreational
centers, restaurants, working from home, travel bans, and prevention of social gathering
reduced the transmission rate while the non-strict interventions could not reduce the
transmission rate. The estimated time-varying effective reproduction number in Figure 4
shows that the system was strictly in a declining state after the deployment of vaccines
(pharmaceutical intervention).

A validation test was performed using a different dataset (Nigeria dataset) to check
for the robustness of the model, and the result shows that the model fits this external
dataset quite well with a pseudo R2 ≈ 0.801.

The modeling framework is quite flexible for modeling the COVID-19 data as it easily
incorporates external interventions into the system by varying transmission and recovery
rates over the study period and can also quantify the impact of the external interventions
using sequential contrasts of these rates. The sequential contrasts are used to make in-
ference about the intervention effects. For the State of Qatar, strict/severe interventions
such as the closure of schools (day 48), parks, restaurants, bars, and travel bans (days
60 and 71) were effective in reducing the transmission rate, while non-strict/liberal in-
terventions increased the transmission rate. Using the proposed model, we demonstrated
the huge impact of vaccination on the effective reproduction number, compared to other
intervention measures that were deployed when the pandemic was at its peak. Figure 3
also shows that the number of infected increased drastically when there were no inter-
ventions placed by the government. This is not surprising because intervention measures
are limited and transient, especially the strict ones. Therefore, vaccinations seem to be
the metric that is effective and sustainable in reducing the number of infected people,
especially now that social distancing might not be feasible. Our results in Tables 4 and
3 clearly show that the more people become vaccinated, the more drastic the number of
active infections would drop. Although most people had the notion that vaccination is
not effective since we still have many cases (infected), our model shows that the vaccine is
indeed effective in reducing the number of secondary cases, thereby checking the intensity
of the pandemic.

After a thorough scan of the literature, we were unable to find a study that quantified
the number of excess deaths prevented as a result of vaccine implementation. The work
here shows how one can quantify this using a novel mathematical approach using public
heath data and a counter-factual scenario. This can be an effective tools for decision
makers who are faced with making difficult decisions about public health policies in the
event of a pandemic.
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