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Abstract

For the control of COVID-19, vaccination programmes provide a long-term solution. The
amount of available vaccines is often limited, and thus it is crucial to determine the allocation
strategy. While mathematical modelling approaches have been used to find an optimal
distribution of vaccines, there is an excessively large number of possible schemes to be simulated.

Here, we propose an algorithm to find a near-optimal allocation scheme given an
intervention objective such as minimization of new infections, hospitalizations, or deaths, where
multiple vaccines are available. The proposed principle for allocating vaccines is to target
subgroups with the largest reduction in the outcome of interest, such as new infections, due to
vaccination that fully immunizes a single individual. We express the expected impact of
vaccinating each subgroup in terms of the observed incidence of infection and force of infection.
The proposed approach is firstly evaluated with a simulated epidemic and then applied to the
epidemiological data on COVID-19 in the Netherlands.

Our results reveal how the optimal allocation depends on the objective of infection control.
In the case of COVID-19, if we wish to minimize deaths, the optimal allocation strategy is not
efficient for minimizing other outcomes, such as infections. In simulated epidemics, an allocation
strategy optimized for an outcome outperforms other strategies such as the allocation from young
to old, from old to young, and at random. Our simulations clarify that the current policy in the
Netherlands (i.e., allocation from old to young) was concordant with the allocation scheme that
minimizes deaths.

The proposed method provides an optimal allocation scheme, given routine surveillance
data that reflect ongoing transmissions. The principle of allocation is useful for providing plausible
simulation scenarios for complex models, which give a more robust basis to determine
intervention strategies.

Author summary

Vaccination is the key to controlling the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic. In the early stages of
an epidemic, there is shortage of vaccine stocks. Here, we propose an algorithm that computes an
optimal vaccine distribution among groups for each intervention objective (e.g., minimizing new
infections, hospitalizations, or deaths). Unlike existing approaches that use detailed information on
at-risk contacts between and among groups, the proposed algorithm requires only routine
surveillance data on the number of cases. This method is applicable even when multiple vaccines
are available. Simulation results show that the allocation scheme optimized by our algorithm
performed the best compared with other strategies such as allocating vaccines at random and in
the order of age. Our results also reveal that an allocation scheme optimized for one specific
objective is not necessarily efficient for another, indicating the importance of the decision-making
at the early phase of distributions.
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85 Introduction

86 SARS-CoV-2 has posed a great threat to public health. As of 8 July 2021, 33,270,049 cases
87  and 740,809 deaths with COVID-19 have been reported in the EU/EEA (1), and globally there have
88  been 4,006,882 deaths reported (2). While non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) reduce
89  transmission (3,4), the societal cost of implementing these measures is enormous (5,6), and the
90 effectis short-lived. Vaccination offers a long-term approach to control COVID-19.
91 Currently, sixteen vaccines have been approved for use, 99 companies are still conducting
92  clinical trials to develop next generation vaccines (7). There is a limited amount of vaccine
93  available, especially in low- and middle-income countries, because of narrow production capacity
94  and logistics (2,8,9). There is an urgent need to optimize the allocation of scarce vaccines.
95 The optimal allocation depends on the objective of infection control. If the objective is to
96 minimize hospitalizations, it might be best to target those with the highest risk of severe illness
97  upon infection. If the objective is to reduce transmission of infection, it might be best to target the
98 individuals who contribute most to future infections. Similar allocation problems were previously
99  explored for influenza vaccination programmes (10-12). The allocation of COVID-19 vaccines has
100  been evaluated in combination with NPIs (13-15), with age-varying vaccine efficacy (16), and with
101  different sizes of the vaccine stockpile (17,18). These studies examined plausible scenarios with
102  numerous combinations of models and parameters; however, the challenge here is that there are
103  innumerable possible allocation schemes to compare.
104 Here we show a data-driven approach to find optimal allocation schemes, by age group
105  and vaccine type, that minimize either new infections, hospitalizations, or deaths. As per previous
106  studies (13-18), we stratify the population by age, because age is shown to be an important risk
107  factor for susceptibility (19,20), severe illness (21,22), and mortality (21,23,24). We apply the
108  proposed approach to a simulated epidemic to evaluate its performance. We also test it with
109  epidemiological data of COVID-19 in the Netherlands, in order to find optimal allocation schemes

110  for different types of vaccines.
111
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Results

Impact of a single unit of vaccination

We are interested in prioritizing a subgroup, to target vaccination of individuals in group i,
by considering within- and between-subgroup transmissions. To find optimal allocation schemes,
the proposed approach relies on establishing the impact of a single unit of vaccine (i.e., the number
of doses to fully immunize a single individual), as described in the following three steps.

First, we write an age-stratified transmission process in matrix form by introducing the
next generation matrix K (25-27). The next generation matrix K gives the number of new infections
in a successive generation, such that the number of new infections at time t + 1 after one
generation of infections is x(t + 1) = Kx(t). Note that K is a m X m matrix, and we have m age
groups. We start with a m X 1 vector of age-specific infection at time t, x(t).

Second, we define the “impact” of a single unit of vaccination as the reduction in the
number of new infections generated by an infected individual. A decrease in the number of
infected individuals at time t + 1, x(t + 1), is expressed as a result of changes in the next
generation matrix K and in the number of infected individuals x(t) due to vaccinating one
individual. With simplified notation, we can write this as x'(t + 1) = K'x(t) + Kx'(t), where K’
and x'(t) are derivatives with respect to the number of vaccinated individuals; K'x(t) is the direct
effect of vaccinating an individual and removing them from the susceptible population and Kx'(t)
is the indirect effect of vaccinating a single individual by reducing onward infections (see Eq.54
and Eq.S7 for full notation).

Third, the main interest here is to approximate the next generation matrix K using
observed epidemiological data. By approximating K, we can calculate above-defined changes
without knowing the detailed contact information between groups. To derive the approximated
form, we require that at-risk contacts are reciprocal. With this condition, the next generation
matrix K can be safely approximated by the combination of the force of infection :—8 (i.e.,
incidence rate of new infections x;(t) per susceptible individual s;(t)) and the incidence rate of
xi(t

;i)

new infections per individual ==, and its approximation error is guaranteed to be small if the

observation interval for new infections is more than two generation intervals (28) (see detailed
derivation in SI Text-1).

Using the above results, when age group i is targeted for vaccination, its impact can be
measured as the contribution of the change in group i to the relative reduction in the number of
new infections after one generation of infection (see Eq. S11 in SI Text-1). As a result, we can

define this quantity as the “importance weight” of infection yi(l), given by
¢; x;(t) x;(t)
v = Rfg (¢ +a") =5 ==
)

a; s;(t) n
where R is the reproduction number, f and g are normalizing constants, gq;

efficacies for susceptibility and transmissibility in age group i, c; is per contact probability of
transmitting infection for age group i, and q; is per contact probability of acquiring infection for

(Eq.1)

T .
and qi( ) are vaccine

age group i. We can interpret the quantity yi(l) as the expected reduction in the number of new
infections generated by an infected individual after introducing a single unit of vaccine in group i,
compared with the counterfactual situation where no vaccine is introduced.

The importance weight can be generalized for other disease outcomes. We find that the
generalized form of Eg.1 for other disease outcomes can be written as the product of the relative
change in the number of new infections yi(l) and a disease progression rate (see the derivation in SI
Text-1). To illustrate its application, we introduce the importance weight of hospitalization yi(H)

and death yi(D), which are defined as the relative reduction in the number of hospitalizations and
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5
deaths;

v = niy® (Eq.2)
and

v = py® (Eq.3)

where 7; is the infection hospitalization rate and y; is the infection mortality rate for age group i.

Prioritization algorithm

Given a limited stockpile of vaccines, we assess the expected impacts of a single vaccination
on the number of new infections, hospitalization, or deaths, with importance weights (i.e., yi(l),
yi(H) and yl.(D) shown in Eq.1-3). In the case that there are multiple types of vaccines, we can define

importance weights by vaccine type. To illustrate the algorithm proposed in this study, we use the

example of minimization of hospitalization, letting yi(H)(j ) denote the importance weight of
hospitalization (H) for vaccine type j in age group i. By comparing age and vaccine type specific
importance weights, the sequential allocation is performed as described below:

Step-1: Decide the objective of infection control (in this example, minimizing hospitalization (H))

Step-2: Calculate importance weights yi(H)(j ) per age-group i and vaccine type j

Step-3: Find a combination of age-group i and vaccine type j that has the largest importance
weight; this provides the selected age group and selected vaccine type.

Step-4: Allocate a single unit of the selected vaccine to the selected age-group

Step-5: Re-calculate importance weights by decreasing the weights in the targeted age-group, as
)

yi(H)(j) + dyl; :
Step-6: Repeat above until the end of vaccine stockpile.

Note that in step-5 all the importance weights of the age group i are updated. This is because the

allocation of one vaccine type depletes susceptible and infectious individuals in the targeted age

group, and thus it affects the expected impacts of other vaccines from next iterations (see detailed

derivation in SI Text-1). The pseudo code for this algorithm is provided in Table-S2.

There are four conditions that should be met; (i) the epidemic grows exponentially over the
time interval, (ii) at-risk contacts are reciprocal, (iii) the observation interval for new infections is
sufficiently long, and (iv) there is no major change in the age distribution of the risk of infection.
With these assumptions, we can reconstruct the (approximated) next generation matrix and
calculate the expected impact on each outcome due to vaccination, without detailed information
about contacts between groups (28).

. Others remain the same.

Test against simulated data

We test the performance of the proposed algorithm using a simulated epidemic. Figure-
1(A) illustrates the generated epidemic curve where we set the basic reproduction number Ro to 1.2
and the generation time as 5 days, based on the estimates of SARS-CoV-2 infections, following
previous modelling studies (13,16) (see Method for details of simulation settings). Although only
partial observations on the incidence and force of infection are used as inputs, the allocation
strategies yielded by our algorithm perform better than other strategies that we tested in most
cases (i.e., random allocation, allocation from young to old groups, allocation from old to young
groups, and no vaccination) (Figure-1(D)-(F)).
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Age distribution of allocated vaccines by prioritization scheme

We apply the proposed approach to epidemiological data on COVID-19 in the Netherlands.
Higher efficacious vaccines are allocated first, and then lower efficacious vaccines are distributed
later on (Figure 2 and Figure S2). Figure 2 shows the detailed breakdown of allocated vaccines by
age group and vaccine type in each allocation scheme, and all the schemes start with the highest
efficacious vaccine (i.e., Pfizer vaccine). Since high vaccine efficacy results in larger impacts per
vaccination (Eq-2), it is natural to prioritize the allocation of higher efficacious vaccines.

Depending on the objective of infection control, the type of vaccines that each age group
receives would differ. If a specific age group is significantly contributing to the objective, it is
better to distribute higher efficacious vaccines to that group. For example, there is a large
contribution of age 21-30 for the number of infections (Figure S1), and thus higher efficacious
vaccines are distributed to that group if the objective is to minimize the number of infections (top
row in Figure 2). If we wish to minimize the number of hospitalizations or deaths, those vaccines
would be distributed to the elderly (second and third rows in Figure 2).

The optimal timing of switching from one age group to another also varies by objective.
When we set the objective as the minimization of the number of infections or hospitalizations, the
selected allocation orders for these two objectives suggest to distribute vaccines to several age-
groups in parallel (first and second rows in Figure 2 and Figure S3). By contrast, when we set the
objective as the minimization of the number of deaths, the allocation scheme generally focused on
one age group, from old to young, and did not switch to the next age group until the vaccination of
the first age group (i.e., age 60+) is finished (third row in Figure 2 and Figure S3). In terms of the
order and the switching timing, the selected allocation scheme that minimizes deaths is concordant
with the current allocation policy in the Netherlands (29).

Different benefits between vaccine prioritization strategies

Allocation schemes that are optimized for one objective may not be optimal with respect to
another, as illustrated by our simulations. If we choose to minimize the number of infections, that
allocation scheme is not efficient for the minimization of deaths (Figure 3 (A)). In contrast, if we
wish to minimize the number of hospitalizations or deaths (Figure 3 (B) and (C)), those strategies
are not efficient for minimizing infections. Especially, the difference in the expected reduction is
larger at the early phase of allocations; this is because mainly younger age groups are drivers of
transmission (Figure S1 (A)), while younger individuals are not in high-risk groups in terms of
hospitalization or death (Figure S1 (F) and (G)).

The proposed algorithm finds the best solution at each allocation step. This results in an
optimal solution for small stockpiles, but this local optimal solution is not necessarily optimal for
larger stockpiles (so called “greedy algorithm” (30)). To elucidate this property, we simulate an
alternative situation, before the approval of the Janssen vaccine, where the breakdown of the stock
is Pfizer (40%), AstraZeneca (40%), and Moderna (20%). Figure S4 illustrates that the allocation
scheme to minimize infections results in nearly equal reduction of infections at the end of
allocations compared to the other two schemes, although it performed best at the beginning phase.

Discussion

The present study proposes a prioritization algorithm that can find an optimal allocation of
vaccines to different age groups, even with a limited amount of data. Our simulation results show
how optimal allocation differs depending on the objective. We apply the algorithm to available
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Dutch epidemiological data on COVID-19, and the allocation scheme that minimizes deaths is
concordant with the current policy in the Netherlands that allocates vaccines from old to young
(29).

The proposed method provides first principles to find optimal allocation schemes with
limited data, and the output can also be used as a complementary tool to existing computational
approaches. Previous studies hinged on dynamic modeling to determine the prioritization of
vaccine allocation (13,16,17), and our algorithm can inform a near-optimal distribution of vaccines
as input values for those simulations. The proposed method can be used as a cross-check of
assumptions in dynamic models, because it does not require the detailed information on contact
matrices or non-pharmaceutical interventions. In the COVID-19 pandemic, we have already
observed immediate changes of the age distribution of reported cases (20,31), and contact patterns
during lockdown are different from usual patterns (32). The strength of our approach is that it
relies only on routine surveillance data.

Choosing a different objective for COVID-19 control implies choosing a different optimal
allocation scheme. In the case of SARS-CoV-2 infection, individuals who are at higher risk of
severe illness and who transmit are different (19,22). Our results (Fig-1 and Fig-3) illustrated that,
if we weigh an objective (e.g., minimization of infections) and choose a strategy, the selected
scheme is not necessarily efficient for the other objectives (e.g., minimization of hospitalizations
and deaths). In our analysis, the difference in the reduction of each outcome was larger at the
earlier phase of vaccinations (Fig-3), indicating the importance of decision-making in the
beginning stage of allocations. While vaccine rollout has progressed rapidly in the first half of 2021
in high-income countries, there is large vaccine inequity globally (33). In many low- and middle-
income countries vaccine rollout is hindered by limited supply. An algorithm, such as the one
presented here, can be very useful to prioritize vaccine allocation in those countries where
maximum impact on disease outcomes must be achieved by a small supply of vaccines. Besides,
the proposed method can be easily generalized for a wider range of objectives, by multiplying a
disease progression rate (SI Text-1). The contribution of this study is to provide a solution how to
determine the subgroup with the largest contribution to different outcomes, given limited data.

When the proposed algorithm is applied, several assumptions and underlying conditions
of input values should be checked. First, confirmed case counts may not reflect the actual infection
dynamics in the population, depending on the level of ascertainment (34,35) . Our approach relies
on the estimates of group-specific incidence and force of infection, as the best proxy of ongoing
transmission, and thus potential biases in the surveillance should be carefully scrutinized. Second,
our modelling simplified offering vaccine doses as a single event and parameterized vaccine
efficacies as the ability of reducing infections (Qs) and blocking transmissions (Qr), separately.
While there is an advantage to be able to evaluate various characteristics of vaccines by
incorporating both the marginal benefit and direct protection, additional supportive evidence on
the vaccine efficacy is required. Third, we assume that risk contacts are reciprocal and that
individuals are randomly mixing in each group. Although the reciprocity is not violated by a
broad class of diseases (32,36), if there were a specific age group that refuses vaccinations, and if its
proportion became significantly large, that kind of clustering effect might influence the result of
approximation of transmission processes.

In conclusion, the present study proposes an approach to find an optimal allocation of
vaccines for various objectives, given routine surveillance data. The principle of allocation is
simple and interpretable. These features are essential for decision making and for answering to
ethical questions that are inherent to allocation of scarce resources. In the context of COVID-19
control, the ability to base important decisions on real-time data, rather than the assumed effect of
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293 contact patterns and non-pharmaceutical interventions, might provide a more robust scientific
294  basis for COVID-19 control.
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Fig-1. Simulated epidemic and evaluation of the impact of vaccination by allocation strategy. The
epidemic is simulated by an age-structured SIR model. Ro and generation time were set as 1.2 and
5 days, respectively. The population was stratified by 10-year age bin, and a contact matrix of the
Netherlands in June 2020 was used for the simulation (32). Panel (A) illustrates the total incidence
of infection in the population, and age-specific incidences (B) and the force of infection (C) reflect
heterogeneous contacts between age-groups. The impact of vaccination on the number of
infections (D), hospitalizations (E), and deaths (F) was compared under five different strategies; no
vaccination (red), allocation from old to young groups (yellow), young to old groups (purple), at
random (blue), and optimized allocation (green). For simplicity, the vaccination coverage was set
as 40%, and the effect of vaccines was in place at day 50 (from the initial time point of the
simulation), resulting in the immediate depletion of susceptible and infected individuals on that

day.
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infections, hospitalizations, and deaths respectively. From the left column, the proportion of
vaccinated among age <20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 60+ are plotted over allocated vaccines. Note
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Fig-3. Performance of allocation schemes on different objectives for a stockpile that suffices to
vaccinate 80% of the population. The Y-axis shows the percentage reduction in the number of
infections (A), hospitalizations (B), and deaths (C), and the X-axis is the percentage of allocated
vaccines. Red, light blue, and dark blue plots indicate the allocation strategies to minimize the
number of infections, hospitalizations, and deaths respectively. The starting point of effective
reproduction number (i.e., the reference point without any vaccination) was set as 1.2.
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Materials and Methods
Covid-19 epidemic data in the Netherlands

The population data was stratified into six age groups [<20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 60+].
For each age group, we used data on the population size, seroprevalence, incidence of notified
cases, maximum vaccine uptake (i.e., willingness to be vaccinated), COVID-19 hospitalization rate,
COVID-19 mortality rate, and vaccine efficacy against infection and transmission (Figure S1). The
seroprevalence data was obtained from the Pienter-Corona study among a representative sample
of the Dutch population, collected in June 2020 (37). We used this data to calculate the proportion
of susceptible individuals per group, that is, 1 — seropositive rate. We used infection
hospitalization rate and infection mortality rate that were estimated by published studies based on
pooled analyses over 45 countries (22,24) rather than specific estimates for the Netherlands.

The maximum vaccine uptake was assumed to be 80% for all age groups. The vaccine
efficacy was assumed constant over age-groups (38—41). We assumed the same vaccine efficacies
against infection and transmission (Figure-S1). To calculate the expected decrease in the number of
new infections, hospitalizations, and deaths, as a function of the number of allocated vaccines, the
starting point of effective reproduction number R (i.e., the reference point without any vaccination)
was set to 1.2.

We allocated a vaccine stockpile that covers 80% of the total population. The breakdown of
the stock is Pfizer (46%), AstraZeneca (22%), Moderna (8%), and Janssen (24%). Note that we
considered the unit of vaccines as a set of full doses; for example, the Pfizer vaccine needs to be
administered twice, and the set of those two doses was defined as a single unit here. We assumed
that one person can receive only one type of vaccines. Thus, 80% of the population was vaccinated
when all vaccines were allocated.

Performance evaluation with simulated epidemics

We simulated an epidemic, using a deterministic SIR model, where all parameters were
known a priori. We evaluated five different allocation strategies: optimal allocation for each
objective (i.e., minimization of infections, hospitalizations, and deaths) determined by the
proposed algorithm; random allocation; allocation from young to old groups; allocation from old
to young groups; and no vaccination. To quantify the impact of vaccinations in each strategy, we
took the “no vaccination” scenario as a natural reference point. The population was stratified by 10
year age group, since a contact matrix of the Netherlands in June 2020 was available with those age
bins and used for the simulation (32). An age-structured SIR model was used to generate an
epidemic curve where Ro was set as 1.2 with the fixed generation time as 5 days, based on the
estimates of SARS-CoV-2 infections following previous modelling studies (13,16). For simplicity,
per contact probability of acquiring infection (a;) and per contact of transmitting infection (c;) were
assumed to be equal, and the vaccine efficacy was 0.946 based on the estimate for Pfizer (38). The
available vaccine stock was set as 40% coverage of the population, which covers a half of the
population that are willing to get vaccinated.

As a practical application, observable information (i.e., the incidence of infection and the
force of infection) until day 45 was used as inputs, where day 0 is the initial time point of a
simulated SIR epidemic. The optimal distribution of vaccines to each age group was yielded by the
proposed algorithm. Note that the algorithm does not use the contact matrix. In each scenario, the
effect of allocated vaccines became in place at day 50 all at once, resulting in the immediate
depletion of susceptible and infected individuals in the population. Replication code is available
on GitHub (https://github.com/fmiura/VacAllo 2021).
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Derivation of importance weights

For a broad class of compartmental models, the disease transmission is described as
transitions from discrete states (e.g., susceptible-infectious-recovered states in the SIR model), and
the dynamics is generated by a system of nonlinear ordinary differential equations (ODEs) that
depicts the change over time. By linearizing ODEs, any (linear) system can be described by a
matrix form (26). Within this linearized subsystem, one can determine the reproduction number R
as the dominant eigenvalue of the next generation matrix K (25-27).

The first step is to relate the observed data to the next generation matrix K. If at-risk
contacts are reciprocal, the next generation matrix K becomes a product of symmetric matrices and
diagonalizable. This condition allows the decomposition of K, and thus we can approximate K by
the top left and right eigenvectors that can be (approximately) described by the incidence of new
infections and force of infection (28).

Once the matrices are specified, we can evaluate the impact of a single unit of vaccination,
as the sensitivity (or elasticity) of the transition matrix (see the general idea of the sensitivity of a
matrix in (42), and its application in infectious disease epidemiology in (27,43)). The change in the
number of infections per single vaccination can be formulated as the result of depletion of
susceptible and infectious individuals from the population (Eq-5S4 in Text-S1), and subsequently,
we obtain its effect on the dominant eigenvalue of the next generation matrix that was already
introduced in the first step as an approximation with observed data. The expected impact here is
defined as the importance weight; if we allocate a single unit of vaccine to the group with the
largest importance weight, that results in the minimization of the dominant eigenvalue, that is, the
expected number of infections, hospitalizations, or deaths in total.
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Supporting information

Figure S1. Age-specific input data

Figure S2. Simulated vaccine allocations by age and by vaccine type
Figure S3. Simulated prioritization of age-group by allocation scheme
Figure S4. Simulated impact of vaccinations

Table S1. Notation and meaning of variables
Table S2. Pseudo code of the allocation algorithm

Text S1. Mathematical details
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Figure S1. Age-specific input data for the proposed algorithm to obtain optimal allocation
schemes. (A) Population structure in the Netherlands in 2019 (B) Seroprevalence observed in the
Pienter-Corona study among a representative sample of the Dutch population in June (37). (C)
Incidence of notified cases, in 30 days before October 19, 2020 (D) Vaccine Efficacy by vaccine type.
From lighter to darker blue, bars indicate Pfizer Moderna, Janssen, AstraZeneca. Note that the
constant efficacy by age here is an assumption, based on reported over all vaccine efficacies (38—
41). (E) Maximum vaccine uptake per age group. 80% for all groups is assumed here. (F) COVID-
19 hospitalization rate. These values are based on (22). (G) COVID-19 mortality rate. These values
are based on (24).
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Figure S2. Vaccine allocations based on simulated data when the objective is to minimize the
number of infections ((A) and (B)), hospitalizations ((C) and (D)), and deaths ((E) and (F)). In left
three panels, from lighter to darker blue, bars indicate Pfizer Moderna, Janssen, AstraZeneca. In
right three panels, the darker color shows the older age groups, and age bins are [20<,21-30,31-
40,41-50,51-60,60+].
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Figure S4. Performance of allocation schemes on different objectives for a stockpile that suffices to
vaccinate 80% of the population. The breakdown of the stock is Pfizer (40%), AstraZeneca (40%),
and Moderna (20%). The Y-axis shows the percentage reduction in the number of infections (A),
hospitalizations (B), and deaths (C), and the X-axis is the percentage of allocated vaccines. Red,
light blue, and dark blue plots indicate the allocation strategies to minimize the number of
infections, hospitalizations, and deaths respectively. The starting point of effective reproduction
number (i.e., the reference point without any vaccination) was set as 1.2.

Table S1. Notation and meaning of variables

Symbol Meaning

K
S

A

o]

0

TSI O 2

Qs
Qr

x(t)
h(t)
t,g

,0)

Next generation matrix with elements k;;

Matrix with group-specific number of susceptible individuals

si(t) in group i at time ¢

Matrix with per contact probability of acquiring infection a; for group i
Matrix with group-specific contact parameter

b; (i.e., the proportion of group i contacted by an infective in group j)

Matrix with per contact probability of transmitting infection

c; for group i

Matrix with the population size n; of group i

Matrix with group-specific infection mortality rate y; on the diagonal

Matrix with group-specific infection hospitalization rate n; on the diagonal
Matrix with the number of vaccinations u; given to group i on the diagonal
Projection matrix that describes expected reductions in new infections in group i with
the dominant eigenvalue 1, o

Matrix with vaccine efficacy against acquiring infection qi(s) on the diagonal
Matrix with vaccine efficacy against transmission qlgT)on the diagonal

Vector with the number of vaccinated individuals u; in group i

Vector with group-specific number of new infections x;(t) in group i at time ¢
Vector with group-specific number of new infections h;(t) in group i at time ¢
Normalization constants

Reproduction number (top eigenvalue of the next generation matrix K)
Generation interval of infections

Number of available vaccine stocks for type j
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558 Table S2. Pseudo code of the allocation algorithm
Algorithm 1
Input variables:
e Number of available vaccine stocks zU) for each vaccine type j
e Group-specific probability of acquiring infection per contact a; and of transmitting infection
per contact c;
Group-specific population size n;
Group-specific number of new infections x;(t) in group i at time ¢
Group-specific number of susceptible individuals s;(t) in group i at time ¢

(©]6))

i

Group- and vaccine type-specific vaccine efficacy against acquiring infection g
(MU)

i

Group- and vaccine type-specific vaccine efficacy against transmission g

Initial value of the effective reproduction number R
Pseudo code:
e Define the objective of infection control (e.g., the number of hospitalizations)

e Calculate initial importance weights yi(H)(j ) per age group i per vaccine type j

e Set the number of allocated vaccine type j for age group i as 0: ui(j )

e Run loops below until (i) all z0) becomes zero OR (ii) all group reach the maximum uptake:
Forj=1,2,...,Jdo:
Fori=1,2,...,1do:
Find the largest importance weight yi(f )G
If y.(H)(j*) — y_(H)(J') then:
i i °
Allocate a single unit of vaccine type j to the selected group i: ui(] ) ulg] )41 120« z0) —1
. . (3G
Update all importance weights of the selected group i: yi(H)U ) yi(H)U )+ dyi;—u
Else:
Keep the importance weights in the unselected group i: yi(H)U ) e yl-(H)(] )
If zU) = 0 then:
Update all importance weights of the vaccine type j that is out of stock: yi(H)U )0

<0

Ify; ui(j ) = (maximum vaccine updake of group i) then:

Update all importance weights of the selected group i that reaches the max uptake: yi(H)(j )0

End
End
Output variables:

e The number of allocated vaccine type j for age group i as a function of iteration : ui(j )(l)

e Importance weights per age group i per vaccine type j as a function of iteration [: yl-(H) Y )(l)

559

560
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561 Text S1. Mathematical details

562

563 1. Mathematical details

564 1.1 Objective

565 The aim of following calculations is to formulate the expected impact of targeted

566  vaccinations. We firstly present our approach to relate the expected changes in the next generation
567 matrix K to the observed epidemiological data (i.e., the number of new infections per group). We
568 then generalize the argument to quantify the expected impact in the number of hospitalizations
569  and deaths.

570 The following analysis is known as “perturbation analysis” of a matrix in demography and
571  population ecology (42,44), and we will refer to theorems and proofs introduced by those exiting
572  literatures. For consistent notations, we follow Magnus and Neudecker (1988) (45); matrices are
573  denoted by upper case bold symbols (e.g., A), and vectors are denoted by lower case bold symbols
574  (n). Note that we define the derivatives of a matrix (or vector) as the matrix (or vector) of

575  derivatives of the elements (e.g., % = (%) and Z—z = (%)). All notations and definitions of
ij i

576  variables are shown in Table-S2.

577
578 1.2 Next generation matrix
579 The host population is subdivided into m groups. The next generation matrix K gives the

580 number of new infections in a successive generation, such that the number of new infections at

581 timet + 1 after 1 generations of infections is x(t + 1) = Kx(t). For a large class of transmission
582  models such as susceptible-infected-recovered model (SIR) model, the next generation matrix K
583  can be written as

584 K = SABC

585  where matrices S, 4, B, and C have the following epidemiological interpretation: § is a matrix with
586  group-specific number of susceptible individuals s;(t) on the diagonal, 4 is a matrix with per

587  contact probability of acquiring infection a; on the diagonal, B is a contact matrix with elements
588 by,
589  diagonal. Note that only § is time-dependent (and thus K is also time-dependent). For readability,
590 when it is obvious from the context, we do not write the dependency on time. We require that at-
591  risk contacts are reciprocal, and thus the matrix B is assumed to be symmetric. Thus, the next

592  generation matrix K becomes a product of symmetric matrices and diagonalizable.

593

594 1.3 Approximation by observed infections

595 By diagonalizing the next generation matrix K, we have

596 K=waw!

597  where 4 is a diagonal matrix that has eigenvalues R, 4,, 45, ..., A, as its elements and zeros

598 elsewhere, where R is the dominant eigenvalue and is often referred to as the reproduction

599  number. The matrix W has as columns the right eigenvectors w;, w,,...,w,. The matrix W1 s the
600 inverse of the matrix W that has the left eigenvectors v, v,,...,v, as its rows. We require that an

601  infector introduced in an arbitrary group reproduces a finite number of new infections in every
602  group, and this condition ensures that the next generation matrix K is primitive. In such condition,
603  the Perron-Frobenius Theorem guarantees that R, w;, and v; are real and non-negative (25,42).

604 After T generations of infections, the number of new infections at time t + 7 is given by x(t +
605 1) = K*x(t) = WA™W~1x(t). By using both right and left eigenvectors, we can rewrite the formula
606 as

607 X(t+7) = Z 2w x(0).
i

and C is a matrix with group-specific per contact probability of transmitting infection c; on the
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Note that x(t) is a vector that has the number of new infections in age group i as its elements,
denoted as xi(t) and that the dominant eigenvalue A, is the reproduction number R. If the
dominant eigenvalue is strictly greater than other eigenvalues, the first term Rw,v! will eventually
dominate other terms, and other all the terms will become negligible. This characteristic yields the
approximated next generation matrix

K = Rw,v/. (Eq.51)

Now it is of interest to approximate the top right and left eigenvectors, w; and vy, by

observations. If the observation interval is long enough (typically longer than two generations of
infections), we can safely approximate the top right eigenvector w; with the number of new
infections x(t) (28). Thus, we have

wy = fx(t) (Eq.52)

where f is the normalizing constant given by f = Z'xl- o This result is also known as the strong
| 24e

ergodic theorem (see ref (46), p.86). Since the contact matrix B is symmetric and thus the next
generation matrix K is a product of symmetric matrices, there exists a transformation matrix M
that transposes K, such that MKM™! = KT. With this relationship, we can project the top left

eigenvector v; along the top right eigenvector w;, and subsequently
g

v, & ?CA‘ls‘lwl ~ gCA~1S 1x(t). (Eq.S3)
where g is the normalization constant given by g = chf:((gz See detailed derivation in the section
P el Al
Lai Si(t)

3.4. of supporting info in (28).

1.4 Sensitivity of the number of new infections to targeted vaccinations
1.4.1 Changes in the number of new infections due to vaccinations
A decrease in x(t + 1) is expressed as a result of changes in the next generation matrix K
and in the number of infected individuals x(t):
dx(t +1) _ d—Kx(t) N de(t)
du du du

(Eq.S4)

where %x(t) is the direct effect of vaccinating an individual and removing them from the
dx(t)
du

susceptible population and K is the indirect effect of vaccinating a single individual by

reducing onward infections.

1.4.2 Perturbation in the next generation matrix K
We focus on the impact of vaccinations when vaccines are allocated to the group that can

: : : : . dK . .
be immune or susceptible. The perturbation of next generation matrix —is expressed in terms of
: e 1. ds - dK
the change in the number of susceptible individuals —~ due to vaccinations, such that — =

(%) (ABC). We denote the vaccine efficacy on susceptibility as Qg, and the depletion of susceptible

individual is written as

s SN~
U= 0
where N is a diagonal matrix that has elements of total population in each age group n;. Since % =
(%) (ABC) = (%) ($71K), the perturbation of the next generation matrix is
o = (OSSN HEIK)
du S
and thus
dK
— = —Q,NK (Eq.S5)

du
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649  because S and N are diagonal matrices and thus commutative. The derivation is same as that of
650  section 3.5. of supporting info in (28). Note that the vaccine efficacy of susceptibility here (i.e., Q)
651  is defined as the probability of protecting infection per infectious contact (see next section 1.4.3 for
652  another effect of vaccinations, which considers the prevention of transmission from an infectious
653  individual).

654
655  1.4.3 Perturbation in the number of infected individuals x(t)
656 If vaccines are allocated also to infected individuals x(t) at time ¢, the change in the
657 number of infected (infectious) individuals is
dx(t
658 di) = —Q7N~1x(2). (Eq.S6)
659  where Qr is the vaccine efficacy against the transmissibility.
660
661  1.4.4 Importance weight of infection
662 By substituting Eq.S5 and Eq.S6 to Eq.54, the decrease in the number of new infections after
663  one generation is rewritten as
dx(t +1) _ _
664 —du - —QsN'Kx(t) — KQrN~'x(¢). (Eq.S7)
direct effect indirect effect

665  The interpretation of first term is the reduction in the number of new infections because
666  susceptible individuals were depleted (i.e., direct effect), and that of second term is the effect

667  preventing onward infections because infectious individuals are depleted (i.e., indirect effect).
dx(t+1)
du

668 Now we can relate this sensitivity to observations. By approximating the next

669  generation matrix by dominant right and left eigenvectors (i.e., K = Rw,v]), the above equation is

670 rewritten as

dx(; : 1) ~ —QsN1Rx(t) — RQrN~1x(t) = —(QsN~*Rw,vT + Rw,vI QN )x(t).  (Eq.S8)

672  We set a projection matrix as PO = QgN~'Rw vl + Rw,vI QrN~! and its dominant eigenvalue as

671

673 1,®. When the vaccination is targeted to the group i, using Eq.S2 and S3, we obtain

674 Rwyviy = ng(cl—i);ii((—tt))z. (Eq.59)
675  We use the same approximation method as section 1.3 for the projection matrix P®) and its top

676  right e1genvector w ). Given the sufficient length of observation mtervals we can safely

677  approximate w;y 2 by the number of new infections x(t) such that w ~ fx(t) (see ref (46), p. 86)

678  Since PU )ng) =2 U)wgl), the contribution of age group i to the dominant eigenvalue 4, D s

¢; x;(t) x; (t)
679 1 PwD = pOwd ~ (ng( D +q") GRY )w}l’). (Eq.510)

Ci xl(t) xl(t)
a; si(t) n;

680  We can interpret the quantity Rf g ( ©) 4 qm) as the expected reduction in the number

681  of new infections generated by a typical infected individual in group i after introducing a single
682  unit of vaccine. Thus, we define this expected impact of a single vaccination in group i on the

683  dominant eigenvalue 1, @ as the importance weight of infection:
684 v = Rfg (af¥ + () 22020 (Eq.511)

si(6) mny
685
686 1.5 Sensitivity of the number of hospitalizations to targeted vaccinations
687  1.5.1 Changes in the number of hospitalizations due to vaccinations
688 The number of hospitalized individuals h(t) at time ¢t (i.e,, m X 1 vector with elements h,
689  hy, ..., hy,) is defined as
690 h(t) = Hx(t)
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691  where H is a diagonal matrix with group-specific hospitalization rate 14, 1, ..., ;. Suppose that
692  we wish to predict the number of hospitalizations after one generation of infections. We can write
693  the number of new hospitalizations as

694 h(t+1) = Hx(t+1) = HKx(t).

695  Over the observation interval from ¢ to t + 1, we assume the group-specific probability of

696  hospitalization is constant.

697 Here we look at the perturbation of the expected number of hospitalizations h(t + 1) due to
698  vaccinations. Since the infection hospitalization rate matrix H is constant, the perturbation in x(t +
699 1) is of interest. Therefore, using Eq.54, the decrease in the number of hospitalizations can be

700  written as

701 D Dy <2—§ x(6) + K d;‘?) . (Eq.512)
702

703 1.5.2 Importance weight of hospitalization

704 Using Eq.512 and the result of section 1.4.4 such as Eq.S8, the small change in the expected

705  number of hospitalizations after one generation is now written as
dh(t+ 1) B dHx(t+ 1)

du du
707  Again, we set a projection matrix as P = H (QSN “1Rw,vl + Rw,vI QN _1) and its dominant

706

= —H(QsN~*Rw,vl + Rw;vI QrN~1)x(t).

708  eigenvalue as 44 ) When the vaccination is targeted to the group i, the relative change in the
709  dominant eigenvalue 4, (H) i
c; x;(t) x;(t)
710 M PwI = (niRfg (¢ +q) 2222 ) fa (0. Eq.513
1 WL1 ni fg (ql + ql )ai Si(t) n; fxl( ) ( q )
711  We define this expected impact of a single vaccination in group i on the dominant eigenvalue 1, (H)
712 as the importance weight of hospitalization:

713 y" =nirfg (¢ +q{")

714 We can interpret this quantity yL-(H) as the expected reduction in the number of new
715  hospitalizations generated by a typical infected individual in group i after introducing a single unit
716  of vaccine.

c; x; () x;(t)
a_i% n;

(Eq.S14)

717
718 1.6 Importance weights for other objectives
719 We can replace the matrix H (i.e., a diagonal matrix with the elements of infection

720  hospitalization rates per group i) with different rate matrices for other objectives. In this study, we
721  also aimed to test an allocation strategy to minimize the number of deaths. Thus, we introduced a

722  diagonal matrix D with group-specific infection mortality rate y; on the diagonal, and the
D)

723 importance weight of death y;”” can be derived in the same manner as the section 1.5;
) _ ), () G %) x;(t)
724 ) = 1:Rfg (q (M) 22 Eq.515
Y, =wRfg (ql + 4, )ai O (Eq.S15)

725  We can interpret this quantity yi(D) as the expected reduction in the number of new deaths

726  generated by a typical infected individual in group i after introducing a single unit of vaccine.
727

728 1.7 Changes in importance weights during the allocation of vaccines

729 Since importance weights are dependent on the number of allocated vaccines, we need to

730  update them at each allocation step. We denote the changes in importance weights in group i per
U] (H) (D)

ay: ay: ay; . .
- —— and —— for each objective.
du; ° du; du;

731  single allocation as
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. . . . d
When vaccines are allocated, the eigenvector w, is perturbed, and its small change % can

be approximated using the Power iteration with the new matrix K + % (see (47), p.331):

4 dw, (K 4 dK)
W1 u du W1

« Rw; — QsN~'Rw,
where the sign « means “proportional to” and the sign ~ means “approximately proportional to”.
The same derivation has been introduced elsewhere (see section 3.6. of supporting info in (28)). If
the allocation of vaccines is targeted to the group i, this results in the change in the i th element of
the top right eigenvector, such as

dwiy qi(s)
Wiq +d_ui~Wi1 _Tl_iwil (Eq.516)

And all other elements remain unchanged (28). We use this equation to quantify the changes in
importance weights after the allocation of a single unit of vaccines. By multiplying both sides of

Eq.S16 by the factor Rg (qi(s) + qim) ax®1 g using wy; = fx;(t), from Eq.52 and Eq.511, we

a; si(t) n;
obtain

dy® g
o Wi o 4w
Yi + dui Y, i n; Y [

Subsequently, we can define the change in the importance weights of hospitalization and death. By

multiplying both sides of Eq.S516 by factors n;Rg (q.(s) + qi(T)) G401 4nd uiRg (qi(s) +

! a;si(t) ny
L.(T)) Z—ll’;l—ggnll respectively, from Eq.S2 and Eq.S514-15, we obtain
dy ™ )
o i ey G o
y[ + dui yl ni yl
and
D) (s)
MO NN NG
i du; i n; 7t :

The perturbation due to vaccination in group i does not affect other groups.
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