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Abstract 

Introduction: To address the health needs of a population, it is essential to integrate several 
indicators that are expressed on non-comparable scales. Vaccination is a crucial aspect of 
public health, and prioritizing vaccination needs through immunization registries can help 
allocate resources and funding to integral approaches.  
Objective: To propose and implement an index of vaccination needs (VNI) based on national 
administrative data on tracer vaccines for children, born between 2019 and 2022, to help 
prioritize Brazilian municipalities. 
Methodology: We analyzed data from 5,570 municipalities in Brazil. The VNI integrated 
indicators of vaccination coverage and the number of susceptible children regarding tracer 
vaccines for children including DTP – Diphtheria-Tetanus-Pertussis (third dose), polio (third 
dose), and MMR – Measles- Mumps and Rubella (second dose). We assessed how the VNI 
could identify a group of municipalities in challenging situations to improve vaccination.  
Results: Compared with criteria based only on the absolute number of unvaccinated children 
(susceptible children) or the vaccination coverage, the group prioritized for having high VNI 
exhibited more similar proportions of large, medium, and small municipalities. Additionally, 
this group included more municipalities located in the Legal Amazon region and Special 
Sanitary Indigenous Districts than groups prioritized with the other criteria. The VNI also 
outperformed the other criteria to prioritize municipalities that differed from the rest 
regarding the Gini coefficient. 
Conclusion: The proposed VNI can facilitate the identification of populations that need 
differentiated interventions to prevent the resurgence of eliminated or controlled vaccine-
preventable diseases. 
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INTRODUCTION 

To acknowledge health needs we 
often need to integrate several indicators 
that are expressed into non-comparable 
scales [1,2]. Some indexes are been used to 
represent health needs by aggregating 
standardized variables, usually after they 
are transformed to obtain distributions that, 
when compared, represent the variation of 
population according to domains of interest 
[2]. The resulting metrics can then be used 
to prioritize the funding and resource 
allocation to integral health approaches or 
to reorientate intervention strategies for 
population access to services [3]. 

Concerning the vaccination needs, 
the prioritization should take into account 
the coverage of the vaccines identified by 
PAHO-WHO as tracers for children under 
one year of age and one year of age 
according to the basic schedule worldwide. 
Besides considering several vaccines, 
another challenge is the nature of the 
indicator. We could use indicators such as 
the number of unvaccinated children 
(susceptible) or consider the vaccination 
coverage. 

The absolute number of 
unvaccinated people directly represents the 
resource needs and affects the national 
indicators. However, the prioritization 
based on an absolute indicator would end up 
focusing on large capitals and 
systematically excluding smaller cities even 
if they have lower vaccine coverage [4]. On 
the other hand, the prioritization based 
exclusively on vaccination coverage would 
not consider the importance of the number 
of unvaccinated children and would 
undermine large groups of them that exist in 
big cities [5]. 

In this study, we proposed and 
applied a method to obtain an index of 
vaccination needs (VNI) considering three 
tracer vaccines of the routine schedule 
expected to be administrated in the first two 
years of age, integrating the absolute 
number of unvaccinated children and the 
correspondent vaccination coverage. To 
this end, we considered the complete 

primary schedule (3 doses) for Polio and 
Diphteria-Tetanus-Pertussis (DTP), and 
two doses for Measles-Mumps-Rubella 
(MMR) vaccine in children born between 
2019 and 2022, using open data from 
Brazil’s National Immunization Program. 
 
 
METHODS 

In this work, we proposed the construction 
of an index based on data recorded in the 
country's official vaccination information 
system,  following steps similar to those that 
have been used in the construction of other 
social science indexes [6,7]. The steps 
include the selection of the component 
indicators, the data gathering, the 
evaluation of the distributions, 
transformation, standardization, 
aggregation, and application to establish an 
order of the analysis units. 
 
Indicator selection  
As available and conceptually relevant for 
public health, we considered tracers the 
primary schema including three doses for 
DTP and Polio vaccines, and two doses for 
MMR in children up to 4 years of age, in 
Brazil for the year 2022. Thus, we chose the 
following indicators: 

 Number of unvaccinated children: 
In each city, we calculated the 
apparent number of children by age 
without the doses considered in the 
primary scheme.  

  Vaccine coverage: In each city, we 
also calculated the proportion of 
children with the primary schema 
doses of each vaccine.  

 
Data source and indicator calculation 
To calculate the vaccination coverage, the 
numerator and denominator were, 
respectively, the administered doses and the 
population for each age. Administered 
doses were obtained from the TABNET 
database, which is a platform with open 
health data. Filters to select the 
immunobiological corresponding to each 
vaccine were defined in consensus with the 
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National Immunization Program 
(Supplementary material: Box S1). 
Population estimates were obtained from 
the National Institute of Geography and 
Statistics (IBGE) and the Brazilian Ministry 
of Health. 

For each reference dose of the 
vaccines (𝑣), the administered doses 
expected to accumulate in each cohort 
defined simple ages in each municipality 
were added. The ratio between the sum of 
those doses and the population estimates, 
for each age and municipality (𝑃௜,௠: 
population of the age group “i” in the 
municipality “m”), was considered the 
specific coverage for each age-municipality 
(𝐶௩,௜,௠) and was truncated to 100%. The 
number of unvaccinated (susceptible) 
children specific to each year of age and 
municipality (𝑆௩,௜,௠) was calculated as 
𝑆௩,௜,௠ = ൫1 − 𝐶௩,௜,௠൯ ∗ 𝑃௜,௠ 

The coverage in the zero-to-four 
years' group (𝐶௩,଴ିସ,௠) was calculated as 
the complement of the proportion of 
unvaccinated children of the corresponding 
age group. That proportion was calculated 
as the ratio between the sum of 
unvaccinated children for each age and the 
sum of the resident population for the same 
age. For example, the DTP vaccination 
coverage in the population of zero to four 
years in each municipality was calculated 
as:  

𝐶஽்௉,଴ିସ,௠ = 1 −
∑ 𝑆஽்௉,௜,௠

௜ୀସ
௜ୀ଴

∑ 𝑃௜,௠
௜ୀସ
௜ୀ଴

 

 
The absolute indicator would be the sum of 
unvaccinated children (𝑆௠,଴ିସ,஽்௉), which 
would correspond to: 

𝑆௠,଴ିସ,஽்௉ = ෍ 𝑆௠,௜,஽்௉

௜ୀସ

௜ୀ଴

 

 
Vaccination Needs Index (VNI) 
construction 
The indicators of each vaccine were 
graphically analyzed to evaluate its 
distribution in the 5,570 Brazilian 
municipalities. Both the number of 

unvaccinated children and the vaccination 
coverage had asymmetrical distributions, 
for which transformations to minimize the 
difference of those distributions to a normal 
shape were explored. The number of 
unvaccinated children was transformed by 
adding a single unit and obtaining the 
natural logarithm of that result: 

ln (𝑆௩,଴ିସ,௠ + 1). 
For the vaccination coverages, 

beyond the search for symmetry, the 
transformation included the inversion of the 
signal so that the sense could be the same as 
the indicator of susceptible children. The 
chosen transformation was: 

ln ((𝐶௠,଴ିସ,௩ ∗ −1) + 2). 
Each resulting variable was 

standardized by subtracting the average and 
dividing by its standard deviation. In this 
way, we obtained transformed and 
standardized measures (or Z-scores) for 
each absolute and relative indicator of each 
vaccine, all of them with a mean equal to 
zero and standard deviation equal to 1. As 
we summed the indicators of each vaccine, 
we obtained specific VNIs. The sum of the 
three vaccine-specific VNIs was considered 
as the consolidated VNI. 

 
Validation   
In the absence of a gold standard to validate 
the VNI, we focused on assessing 
characteristics that we considered to be 
expected in a group of prioritized 
municipalities, such as diversity in 
population size or challenging situations to 
achieve high coverage. So, we described the 
characteristics of the municipalities that 
would be prioritized for belonging to the 5% 
(n=278) with the highest VNI. As 
alternative references, we also described the 
characteristics of municipalities chosen 
with two other criteria of prioritization: 
1) The 278 cities with the highest 

susceptible (unvaccinated) average, 
considering the three vaccines studied; 

2) The 278 cities with the lowest coverage 
average of the same vaccines. 

Regarding the characteristics 
assessed, we expected that the prioritized 
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group included both large and small cities, 
for having a high number of unvaccinated 
children or low vaccination coverages. The 
size of municipalities was classified 
according to population estimates as "large" 
(>100000 inhabitants), "medium" (between 
25000 but lower than 100000 inhabitants), 
or "small" (<25000 inhabitants).  
Additionally, we expected that populations 
with more challenges to obtain high 
vaccination coverage, such as border 
municipalities, Legal Amazon cities, and 
Special Indigenous Sanitary Districts 
(DSEIs) have a good chance of being 
prioritized. Legal Amazon is a territory 
defined by Law 1,806, of 01/06/1953, 
which includes 772 municipalities in nine 
Brazilian states [8]. The DSEI is the 
decentralized structure that answers for the 
management of the Indigenous Health 
System in Brazil. There are currently 34 
DSEIs defined according to the 
geographical occupation of indigenous 
communities, which does not follow the 
political State division [9]. Finally, 
considering it plausible that the cities with 
more vaccination needs are also the ones 
with greater socioeconomic inequality 
[10,11], we compared the Gini coefficient 
between prioritized and non-prioritized 
municipalities. The Gini coefficient 

measures inequality in the income 
distribution on a scale from zero to one 
[12,13]. A value of zero reflects perfect 
equality, where all income or assets are 
equal, while a Gini coefficient of one (or 
100%) reflects the greatest inequality.  
 
RESULTS 

For the year 2022, there were 
approximately 14.7 million children 
between zero and four years old (more than 
2.9 million children in each single age 
category). In this population, we estimated 
coverage rates for the DTP (three doses), 
polio (three doses), and MMR (two doses) 
vaccines to be 79%, 67.7%, and 46.1%, 
respectively. Consequently, we calculated 
the number of unvaccinated children of 
approximately 3 million, 4.8 million, and 
7.9 million for these vaccines, respectively. 
Although the number of unvaccinated 
children had medians that ranged from 132 
to 490, this indicator reached into the 
hundreds of thousands (Table 1). 
Specifically, in São Paulo (SP) city, we 
calculated 149754 children without the 
third dose of DTP, 268849 without the third 
dose of polio, and 322336 without the 
second dose of MMR. 

Both the distribution of 
unvaccinated children and the coverage of 
these vaccines were highly asymmetric 
across Brazilian municipalities (left and 
center columns of Figure 1). However, with 
the transformations, we obtained more 
symmetric vaccine-specific VNIs (Figure 1, 
right column). When consolidated into a 
single index, we observed an even more 
symmetric distribution, resembling a 
normal distribution (Figure 2). The values 
of this consolidated VNI ranged from -15.3 
to +18.4, and in the 278 municipalities with 
the highest values the VNI was greater than 
7.425. 

When comparing prioritization 
strategies, we observed that the 278 
municipalities corresponding to the top 5% 
with the highest average number of 

unvaccinated children were primarily large 
and did not include small ones. On the other 
hand, the 278 municipalities with the lowest 
coverage were mainly small (76.3%). 
Conversely, the group with the highest VNI 
had more similar proportions of large, 
medium, and small municipalities. 
Additionally, the group with the highest 
VNI had a higher frequency of 
municipalities located in the Legal Amazon 
region and Special Sanitary Indigenous 
Districts. The number of border cities was 
similar between the groups chosen based on 
coverage and VNI (21 and 20, respectively), 
but higher than the group chosen based on 
the number of unvaccinated children (Table 
2). 

The number of children without the 
reference doses was higher in 
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municipalities chosen based on the number 
of unvaccinated children (as expected). 
However, municipalities with the highest 
VNI had relatively close values to this latter 
group. On the other hand, municipalities 
prioritized due to its low coverage had a 
much smaller number of unvaccinated 
children. Finally, regarding the inequality, 

municipalities chosen based on VNI had a 
higher average Gini coefficient differing by 
4.9% from the rest of the municipalities. 
Although the other two prioritization 
criteria also led to differences in the Gini 
coefficient, these differences were smaller 
than observed with the VNI criterion (Table 
2). 

 
 
 

Table 1: Vaccination coverage and unvaccinated children estimated for Diphtheria-

Tetanus-Pertussis, Polio, and Measles-Mumps-Rubella vaccines, Brazil, 2022. 

Indicator National values 
Distribution measures on 5.570 cities 

Median (interquartile range) Min; Max 

0 to 4 years old 14703269 854 (365 - 1929) 37; 779 817 

Coverage:    

DTP (3rd dose) 79.0% 83.1% (71.8% - 92.3%) 20.8%; 100% 

Polio (3rd dose) 67.7% 70.5% (63.6% - 76.4%) 18.9%; 100% 

MMR (2nd dose)  46.1% 40.4% (25.3% - 55.7%) 0; 83.3% 

Unvaccinated children:    

DTP (3rd dose) 3086724 132 (36 - 404) 0; 149754 

Polio (3rd dose) 4755128 256 (105 - 626) 0; 268849 

MMR (2nd dose)  7931270 490 (219 - 1154) 13; 322336 

DPT: Diphtheria-Tetanus-Pertussis; MMR: Measles-Mumps-Rubella  
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Figure 1. Distribution of number of unvaccinated children, vaccinations coverages and specific Vaccination 
Needs Index for Diphtheria-Tetanus-Pertussis, Polio and Measles-Mumps-Rubella in Brazil, 2022. 
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Figure 2. Distribution of a consolidated Vaccination Needs Index calculated for 

5,570 municipalities in Brazil, 2022. 
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Table 2: Validation of methods to prioritize populations according to vaccine needs 

Characteristic of the municipalities  

All municipalities 

(n=5,570) 

Criterion for selection of 5% of municipalities (n=278) 

Highest susceptible 

average 

Lowest vaccine 

coverage 

Highest VNI 

Size*     

Large  326 (5.9%) 249 (89.6%) 13 (4.7%) 109 (39.2%) 

Medium 1118 (20.1%) 29 (10.4%) 53 (19.1%) 103 (37.1%) 

Small  4126 (74.1%) 0 (0%) 212 (76.3%) 66 (23.7%) 

Legal Amazon 772 (13.9%) 53 (19.1%) 79 (28.4%) 90 (32.4%) 

Special Sanitary Indigenous Districts 481 (8.6%) 48 (17.3%) 41 (14.7%) 58 (20.9%) 

Border city 588 (10.6%) 13 (4.7%) 21 (7.6%) 20 (7.2%) 

Sum of unvaccinated (susceptible) children     

Without 3rd dose for DTP  3 086 724 1 664 860 375 698 1 450 212 

Without 3rd dose for polio 4 755 128 2 529 377 380 881 1 906 184 

Without 2nd dose for MMR 7 931 270 3 856 877 526 644 2 723 163 

Gini coefficient 50.3% (45.9% - 54.6%)  53.6% (49% - 57.7%) 52.9% (48.1% – 57.6%) 54.9% (50% - 59.2%) 

Mean difference of the Gini coefficient  3.4% (2.6% - 4.2%) 2.9% (2.1% - 3.7%) 4.9% (4.2% - 5.7%) 

VNI: Vaccination Needs Index; DPT:  Diphtheria-Tetanus-Pertussis; MMR: Measles-Mumps-Rubella. 
* Municipalities were classified according to population estimates as large (>100000 inhabitants), medium (between 25000 but lower than 100000 inhabitants), or small (<25000 inhabitants).   
  

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 10, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.09.23295306doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.09.23295306
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


9 
 

DISCUSSION  

Prioritization is essential for the efficient 
use of public health resources. However, 
choosing a metric to prioritize populations 
regarding vaccination needs is a 
methodological challenge. Absolut 
indicators such as the number of 
unvaccinated individuals are directly 
related to the resource requirements, 
including the number of doses and 
healthcare personnel, among others. On the 
other hand, the relative measure of coverage 
is important to avoid the exclusion of 
remote communities. Additionally, to 
achieve herd or collective immunity, the 
number of immune individuals should be 
distributed evenly [14,15], so achieving and 
maintaining high coverage in all 
municipalities can prevent the formation of 
susceptible clusters where outbreaks can 
begin. In addition, in smaller municipalities 
with low coverage, interventions with fewer 
resources can have a relatively greater 
impact by reducing the risk of vaccine-
preventable diseases. 

The proposed VNI in this study 
integrated absolute and relative indicators 
of essential vaccines. In the validation, this 
index allowed for increased representation 
within the prioritized group of 
municipalities with characteristics that 
suggest vulnerability, such as those with 
indigenous districts or regions in border 
areas, also encompassing a high number of 
unvaccinated people. Moreover, the VNI 
outperformed other evaluated prioritization 
strategies in identifying a group of 
municipalities that differed from the rest in 
terms of the Gini coefficient. 

We consider that the limitations of 
the proposed VNI are linked to those of the 
indicators used for its construction, as well 
as the data recorded in the national 
vaccination information system. For 
example, the number of doses may not 
necessarily represent the number of 
immunized individuals. On the other hand, 
without an individualized registry of 
people, it is not possible to perform 
corrections like those for mortality in 

vaccinated and unvaccinated individuals. 
However, we expect the classification 
errors to be non-differential and therefore 
not affect the final prioritization order. 

While other metrics can be 
developed to prioritize, including other 
social, economic, and other health aspects, 
we believe that this index has several 
advantages. For instance, it is very specific 
to the vaccination situation at the municipal 
level and can be easily constructed using 
systematically collected information. In 
addition, VNI can be used in a variety of 
ways. For example, several categories can 
be established for intervention levels, as in 
the case of the 200 municipalities with the 
highest VNI representing approximately 
one-third of the unvaccinated population 
with the reference doses (see 
“Supplemental Excel File”). On the other 
hand, by adding the following 1,000 cities, 
a total of 1,200 priority municipalities with 
the highest VNI include approximately two-
thirds of the population without the 
reference doses for DPT, polio, and MMR 
in the country. In this way, decision-makers 
can apply different categorizations to plan 
activities with different levels of 
intervention and efficiently enhance 
vaccination access of the target population.  

We believe that the proposed index 
is innovative. While indexes composed of 
indicators of diverse nature have been used 
in other scenarios, prioritization for 
improving vaccination coverage has so far 
considered relative or absolute values, but 
in isolation [16–18]. There are also 
mathematical models in the literature for 
vaccine prioritization, but none calculated a 
single index [19–21]. In this way, the VNI 
can be seen as a tool to integrate the needs 
of the person rather than to meet the goal of 
a specific vaccine. Moreover, we consider 
that the proposed methodology can be 
applied to other populations and adding 
other vaccines, depending on the 
requirements in the prioritization process. 

In conclusion, the proposed INV 
integrated indicators of different natures 
that represent the vaccination situation 
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according to the scheme indicated by age. 
This approach can facilitate the 
identification of populations that need 
differentiated interventions to improve their 
health situation and prevent the resurgence 
of eliminated or controlled diseases that are 
preventable with vaccines. This method can 
be adapted and adopted by any country that, 
based on its databases and system, wants to 
prioritize its target populations at the 
municipal management level.  
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS 
 
Box S1. Selections in the applied doses website to build the initial database. 
For all vaccines: 

- Source: TABNET (http://tabnet.datasus.gov.br/cgi/dhdat.exe?bd_pni/dpnibr.def 
and http://tabnet.datasus.gov.br/cgi/deftohtm.exe?ibge/cnv/popsvsbr.def) 

- Year: 2008 to 2022 
- We selected “municipality” as the observations and “age rate” as the variables 

(columns) 
- Specific for Polio: 

- Immunobiological:  
- Inactivated Poliovirus Vaccine (IPV) 
- Oral Poliovirus Vaccine (OPV) 
- OPV/IPV (sequential) 
- Inactivated Pentavalent (DTPa/Hib/IPV) 
- Hexavalent (DTPa/Hib/HB/IPV) 

- Doses: 1, 2, 3, 1st booster and 2nd booster. 
- Specific for DTP: 

- Immunobiological:   
- Hexavalent (DTPa/Hib/HB/IPV) 
- Pentavalent (DTP/Hib/HB) 
- Tetravalent (DTP/Hib) 
- Diphteria-Tetanus-Acellular Pertussis (DTPa) 
- DTP 
- Inactivated Pentavalent (DTPa/Hib/VIP); 
- DTPa 

- Doses: 1, 2, 3, 1st booster and 2nd booster 
- Specific for MMR: 

- Immunobiological:  
- MMR (SCR); 
- Tetra viral (Measles, Mumps, Rubella and Varicella); 

- Doses:  
- Dose 1: Dose 1 of MMR and Dose 1 of Tetraviral  
- Dose 2: Dose 2 of MMR, Single dose of Tetraviral and Dose 2 of 

Tetraviral 
Estimated population data from the Health Ministry were obtained in: 

- Source: TABNET 
(http://tabnet.datasus.gov.br/cgi/deftohtm.exe?ibge/cnv/popsvsbr.def) 

Year: 2021 (latest estimative that were available at the time of the study) 
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