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Abstract

Background:

Experts have proposed an ‘EVEN FASTER’ concept targeting age-groups maintaining
circulation of human papillomavirus (HPV). We explored the effects of these proposals
compared with cervical cancer (CC) screening-based interventions on age-standardized
incidence rate (ASR) and CC eimination (<4 cases per 100,000 women) timing in Norway.

M ethods:

We used a model-based approach to evaluate alternative HPV vaccination and CC screening
scenarios compared with a status-quo scenario reflecting previous vaccination and screening. For
cohorts ages 25-35 years, we examined 11 vaccination scenarios that incrementally increased
vaccination coverage from current cohort-specific rates. Each vaccination scenario was coupled
with three alternative screening strategies that varied the frequency of HPV-based screening.
Population- and cohort-level outcomes included ASR, lifetime risk of CC, and colposcopy
referrals.

Results:

Several vaccination strategies coupled with de-intensified screening frequencies lowered
population ASR, but did not accelerate CC elimination unless incremental vaccination coverage
reached ~90% for vaccine-naive cohorts. Alternative strategies that increased screening
adherence could both accelerate elimination and improve ASR compared to status-quo.

Conclusions:

An ‘EVEN FASTER’' campaign is unlikely to accelerate CC elimination but may reduce
population-level ASR. Alternatively, targeting under- and never-screeners may both eliminate
CC faster and |lead to greater health benefits compared with vaccination-based interventions.
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Background

Following the proposal of ‘HPV FASTER’ to extend eligible vaccination age and pair with
screening tests,” experts have recently proposed an ‘EVEN FASTER’ concept.> The concept
involves intensifying concomitant screening and vaccination campaigns to age-groups
maintaining circulation of human papillomavirus (HPV) infection, the causal agent of nearly all
cervical cancer. Advocates suggest this approach could both accelerate elimination of cervical
cancer as a public health problem (defined as an incidence rate of <4 cases per 100,000 women®)
and reduce the need for screening.>#* While projections of imination given current prevention
efforts include Australia in 2028, USA in 20392046, and Norway in 2039,>" the ‘EVEN
FASTER’ concept implies that these timeframes could be accelerated.

The role of vaccination on the elimination timeframe is unclear based on current evidence given
the relatively long dwell time from HPV infection to cervical cancer.® Models have estimated
that most causal infections for women occur prior to the age of 25 years;® for the women who
acquire their causal infection later in life, it will take at least 10-20 years from the time of
prevention of their causal infection to the prevention of an invasive cancer. In a US-based
cervical cancer elimination analysi's, increasing vaccination coverage did not result in projections
of an earlier elimination timeframe given the already-high levels of vaccination, although this
analysis did not include vaccination of mid-adult women.® In contrast, the US analysis showed
that improving screening coverage and follow-up adherence, particularly among women who
screen infrequently, were likely to accelerate cervical cancer dimination.® The introduction and
implementation of HPV self-sampling as a screening strategy could further increase the impact

among women who infrequently screen.™

Furthermore, it remains unclear whether vaccination of mid-adult women could reduce the need
for cervical cancer screening. Previous studies have shown that screening frequency may be
reduced among vaccinated women, and will be necessary to maintain the harm-benefit balance
and cost-effectiveness of screening, but these studies generally focused on girls vaccinated in
adolescence rather than catch-up programs of older age cohorts.***? While vaccination paired

with less intensive screening strategies could be an important way to reduce dependence on
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screening and related resources and harms, there are uncertainties around vaccine efficacy in
older women as well as on latent infections, which may contribute to overestimations of vaccine
impact.®®

Importantly, when deciding to de-intensify screening among fully or partially vaccinated cohorts,
decison-makers must decide what benchmark of effectiveness they are willing to accept.
Simulation models have been used to project the age-standardized incidence rates (ASR) among
vaccine-eligible birth cohorts under alternative screening frequencies required to maintain harm-
benefits ratios and cost-effectiveness.™™** As a common benchmark comparator is based on
current levels of screening and vaccination practice, the ASR may appear to increase in order to
maintain efficiency (i.e., asimilar ratio of health gainsto costsincurred).”*? Alternatively, afully
unvaccinated cohort of women screened under status-quo recommendations (e.g., 5-yearly
screening) could be used as benchmark of an acceptable level of disease risk. De-intensifying
screening alongside expanding vaccination coverage per the ‘EVEN FASTER’' concept could
improve efficiency and harm-benefits ratio, but may not improve health benefits compared to a
stringent status-quo of high vaccination coverage with frequent screening. Therefore, it is unclear
whether ASR achieved under current screening guidelines should remain the benchmark for
measuring effectiveness, as this population-level metric could mask relevant outcomes at the
cohort level, such as cervical cancer cases averted, colposcopies avoided, and change in the

lifetime risk of cervical cancer.'

Implementation of programs based on HPV ‘EVEN FASTER’ are time-sensitive in countries
that introduced vaccination following approval and licensure, and may not be a one-size-fits-all
recommendation. For example, as of 2023, vaccination coverage is high in Norway and few
cohorts under age 35 years remain unvaccinated (women aged 33-35 years and boys 18-35 years
remain fully naive to direct vaccine protection, athough likely receive considerable herd
immunity benefits). In a recent white paper, the Cancer Registry of Norway proposes a new
catch-up vaccination program (including re-vaccination of all men and women vaccinated with
the first generation vaccines) for men and women up to age 30 years (inter alia) as an approach
to expedite cervical cancer elimination.® However, recent and ongoing vaccine shortages
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warrant careful evaluation of intensifying vaccination programs, particularly in settings like
Norway with high coverage, prior to using resources that may not derive sufficient benefits.*

The HPV ‘EVEN FASTER’ hypotheses (acceleration of cervical cancer and reduction in the
need for screening) need to be confirmed, first in terms of health impact and second in terms of
efficiency. As afirst step, we explored the health effects of the ‘EVEN FASTER’ proposals and
alternative screening-based scenarios under context-specific contact patterns in Norway on

cervical cancer burden and timing of cervical cancer eimination.

Methods

Scenarios and model assumptions

Using a multi-modeling approach that captured HPV transmission and cervical carcinogenesis,”
we estimated the ASRs, HPV prevalence rates, and lifetime cervical cancer risk associated with
aternative 2-valent vaccination and screening scenarios compared with a status-quo scenario
reflecting previous vaccination and screening for cohorts ages 25-35 years (including women
previously targeted by temporary catch-up vaccination campaigns). In our base case, we
examined 11 vaccination scenarios that incrementally increased vaccination coverage by a
maximum of 20%, i.e., from 2021 cohort-specific rates for previously vaccinated cohorts to 90%
for girls and 89% for boys and to 20% for vaccine-naive female cohorts aged 33-35 (Figure 1)
and vaccine-naive male cohorts aged 18-35 (Figure S1) in 2023.1” These vaccination scenarios
reflect the historic timing and age-specific receipt of any vaccine type relevant for prior routine
and catch-up vaccination coverage of the specified cohorts. Norway introduced their temporary
female catch-up program in 2016, seven years after their routine female 12-year-old program
was implemented in 2009, and also switched from an initial 4-valent to 2-valent HPV vaccine
program.>*® A routine program for 12-year-old boys was introduced in 2018. Our base case
assumed vaccine efficacy of 100% against HPV-16/18 infections for all vaccines regardless of
age of vaccine receipt.®# Additionally, we assumed the 2-valent vaccine provided cross-
protective efficacy of 93.8%, 79.1%, and 82.6% for HPV types 31, 33, and 45, respectively.?

The duration of protection for type-specific vaccine efficacy was assumed to be lifelong. We
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93  chose to take an optimistic approach by assuming that vaccine efficacy has an age-independent
94  effect on reducing the probability of acquiring a newly acquired or reactivated latent infection,
95 but has no effect on prevalent infections or clearance of infections on the causal pathway to
96 cancer. Therefore, as the cumulative proportion of causal infections increases with age, the
97 effectiveness of the vaccine against cancer remains age-dependent. The impact of age-specific
98  vaccine efficacy against an incident infection was explored in sensitivity analysis. Vaccination
99  was applied irrespective of current HPV status, i.e., vaccination was not paired with a primary
100  HPV screening for this exploratory analysis.
101
102  To explore the impact of vaccination and de-intensified screening, each vaccination scenario was
103  coupled with a screening scenario that varied the frequency of HPV-based screening (5-yearly
104  (status-quo), 7-yearly, or 10-yearly) for a total of 34 drategies including status-quo. To reflect
105  the newly implemented 2023 screening guidelines in Norway that uniformly recommends HPV -
106  based screening, i.e., replaces 3-yearly cytology with 5-yearly HPV testing for women aged 25—
107 33 years,? the status-quo screening program assumed 5-yearly primary HPV-based screening for
108  women aged 25 years beginning in 2023. For women aged 26-33 years, we assumed their next
109  digible primary screening involved primary HPV testing. For all women aged 34-69 years in
110 2020, we assumed they were screened using primary HPV testing (reflecting the replacement of
111 cytology screening with primary HPV screening in Norway for older women). The full list of
112 analyzed scenariosisdetailed in Table 1.
113
114  All scenarios were conducted in the context of imperfect screening coverage centered around the
115 5-yearly screening interval based on empirical data from the Norwegian screening
116  program.>**® We assumed that Norwegian women would over-screen at a proportion of
117 28.2% (3-yearly), under-screen at a proportion of 15% (10-15-yearly), or never attend screening
118 at a proportion of 6%, with the proportion of screening-compliant women (50.8%) centered
119  around the 5-yearly interval. For both the 7-yearly and 10-yearly intervals, we assumed an over-
120  screen proportion of 28.2% (5-yearly), under-screen proportion of 11.3% (15-yearly), never-
121 screen proportion of 6%, and screening-compliant proportion of 54.5% (7-yearly and 10-yearly,
122 respectively).
123
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124  Analysis

125 In order to unmask potentially important cohort-specific differences, we enumerated both
126  population- and cohort-level outcomes. For population-level outcomes, we estimated the health
127  impact on cervical cancer burden in terms of the following outcomes:. ASRs of cervical cancer
128 incidence per 100,000 woman-years between 2009 and 2110 (inclusive) and age-standardized
129 HPV-16 prevalence® For population-level outcomes, model outcomes were aggregated over
130  multiple birth cohorts to capture the lifetime health benefits of women born prior to the year
131  2110. We additionally estimated the number of lifetime colposcopies performed as a non-health
132 effect and resources use. Importantly, the level of status-quo vaccination coverage varied greatly
133  between the cohorts, e.g., status-quo for the 25-year-old women in 2023 included a very high
134  baseline level of vaccination coverage of 88%, while the status-quo for the 35-year-old women
135  in 2023 did not include any directly protected women. Therefore, we also compared the cohort-
136  specific outcomes to a screening-only, no-vaccination scenario as a standardized comparator to
137 benchmark health benefits under deintensified screening.

138

139 We defined the eimination year as the year in which ASR of cervical cancer incidence
140  consistently decreased to <4 new cases per 100,000 woman-years. Base-case results were age-
141  standardized to the standard Norway population (0-84 years).”” We calculated the number of
142  colposcopies performed each year by applying the Norway female population projections for
143 2009 to 2110 from United Nations World Population Prospects.?® We extracted the lifetime risk
144  of cervical cancer for cohorts aged 25, 30, and 35 years in 2023 and calculated percentage
145  changein lifetime risk compared to status-quo and a screening-only, no-vaccination scenario.

146

147  Asthe HPV ‘EVEN FASTER' concept combines the goal of accelerating elimination® with the
148 ‘HPV-FASTER’ concept of reducing the need for frequent screening,! we combined the metrics
149  of elimination year and ASR by 2050 as a proxy metric for monitoring the health impact of
150  reducing screening intensity to evaluate our analytic scenarios. Specifically, we compared to a
151  projected cervical cancer elimination year of 2038 and ASR of 2.29 cervical cancer cases per
152 100,000 women by 2050 in the status-quo scenario. We categorized the 34 scenarios into one of
153  five groups depending on potential outcomes: (1) scenarios that did not de-intensify screening,
154  decreased ASR in year 2050, but did not accelerate cervical cancer éimination compared to
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155  status-quo; (2) strategies that did not de-intensify screening, decreased ASR in year 2050, and
156  accelerated cervical cancer elimination compared to status-quo; (3) strategies that de-intensified
157  screening, decreased ASR in year 2050, but did not accelerate cervical cancer elimination
158  compared to status-quo; (4) strategies that de-intensified screening, decreased ASR in year 2050,
159  and accelerated cervical cancer eimination compared to status-quo; and (5) strategies that de-
160 intensified screening and neither decreased ASR in year 2050 nor accelerated cervical cancer
161  eimination compared to status-quo. Scenarios falling in group 4 would be considered
162  confirmations of the HPV ‘EVEN FASTER’ concept.

163

164  Alternativeto ‘EVEN FASTER' concept

165  As prior analyses have shown that scaling up screening participation can accelerate cervical
166  cancer elimination,® we also examined an aternative to the ‘EVEN FASTER’ concept which
167  assumed increased screening adherence rather than increased vaccination coverage. We defined
168  this alternative concept to screening adherence in two ways: (1) all women who currently under-
169  screen (15% of women at a 10-15-yearly interval) are adherent with a 5-yearly screening
170  interval; and (2) al women who under-screen and 50% of women who never screen (6% of
171 women) are adherent with a 5-yearly interval. Screening adherence changes were operationalized
172 with two different approaches: (a) restricted to ages 25-35 only; and (b) implementation for all
173 women aged 25-69. Due to computational restrictions, we assumed that increasing adherence
174  occurred in 2020 for women aged 3569 and in 2023 for women 25-35 years, alongside the
175  switch to primary HPV-based screening for the relevant cohorts.

176

177  Sengitivity analysis

178  We conducted senditivity analyses to assess the effect of certain assumptions on our results. First,
179  we assumed two higher alternatives to vaccine coverage level for vaccine-naive cohorts (i.e.,
180 female cohorts aged 33-35 and male cohorts aged 18-35 in 2023), 50% coverage, and 90%
181  coverage, compared to these cohorts reaching 20% coverage in the base-case. Second, we
182  assessed the effect of the World Female Population 2015 (0-99 years)® as an aternative
183  population structure on the elimination year and for comparison to elimination analyses in other
184  countries as the benchmark population structure in use for global predictions by WHO).**%
185  Third, to account for the potential of reduced vaccine efficacy by age (also a proxy for reduced
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186  efficacy in latent HPV infections), we assumed that vaccine efficacy was reduced by 25% for
187 individuals aged 24 and older, consistent with vaccine-efficacy studies,**® for both historical
188  vaccination and any ‘EVEN FASTER’ vaccination strategies.

189

190

191 Resaults

192

193  Population health impact and elimination timing

194 Increasing vaccination by vaccinating women up to age 25-35 years is expected to decrease
195 circulation of HPV-16, which confirms the ‘EVEN FASTER’ hypothesis, however, the
196  reductionsin prevalence decreased at a decreasing rate as vaccination age increased (Figure 2A).
197 In addition, HPV-16 remains in circulation in the population beyond 2050. However, when
198 isolating HPV-16 prevalence only among cohorts aged 25-35, prevalence is expected to plateau
199  at its lowest level (0.1%) approximately one year earlier than status-quo, i.e., without ‘EVEN
200 FASTER’ campaigns (Figure 2B).

201

202 With the recent introduction of universal primary HPV testing for all screening-age women in
203 2023, Norway is projected to accelerate their elimination timeframe by one year (from 2039 to
204  2038) compared with previous screening guidelines of 3-yearly primary cytology-based
205  screening for women aged 25-33 years followed by a switch to 5-yearly primary HPV testing for
206 women aged 34-69 years (Figure S2). The 2023 guideline also reached a lower cervical cancer
207 incidence of 2.29/100,000 woman-years as compared with the previous prevention policies
208  (2.51/100,000 woman-years).

209

210  Under ‘EVEN FASTER’ vaccination campaigns for men and women aged <35 years, increasing
211 vaccination coverage by <20% coverage (depending on a cohorts’ prior coverage) accelerated
212 the eimination timeframe by one additional year, to 2037, compared to the status-quo
213 eimination year of 2038 (Figure 3A). However, the incremental vaccine coverage would need to
214  beincreased for both men and women up to at least age 34 years in order to achieve acceleration
215  of cervical cancer elimination by 1 year (Table S1). All strategies that increased vaccination only
216 (i.e., screening maintained a 5-yearly frequency) resulted in an ASR that was lower than status-
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217  quo. When we coupled the vaccination strategies with de-intensified screening, we found 13
218  dstrategies—that generally included primary HPV testing at 7-yearly or 10-yearly intervals
219  aongside vaccination of a greater number of cohorts—lowered ASR by 2050 (Figure 3B). We
220 identified atotal of 22 strategies that yielded an ASR that was lower than status-quo but did not
221  acceerate cervical cancer eimination (Groups 1 and 3), while no strategies both accelerated
222  cervical cancer elimination and de-intensified screening (Group 4). In other words, our base-case
223 scenario did not support the ‘EVEN FASTER'’ concept in terms of projected acceleration of the
224  eimination timeline.

225

226 Alternativeto ‘EVEN FASTER' concept

227  When we explored the impact of increasing screening adherence as an alternative to increasing
228  vaccination coverage for women aged 25-35 years, we found elimination timing could be
229  acceerated by one year, but only if both under-screeners and prior never-screeners were reached.
230 A targeted approached to improving adherence among all screen-eligible women (aged 25-69
231  years) was projected to accelerate elimination between 2 and 5 years depending on the program’s
232 ability to reach never-screeners. Importantly, all screening-adherence related scenarios improved
233  ASR compared to status-quo.

234

235  Cohort-specific health impact

236 For cohorts aged 25, 30, and 35 years in 2023, all examined strategies resulted in a decreased
237  number of colposcopies compared to status-quo; however, alarger number of colposcopies were
238  avoided as screening frequency decreased and as vaccination age increased (Table 2). In contrast
239  to resource use, the direction of the hedlth effects varied with the strategy. For example, for
240  women aged 25 years in 2023, strategies that incrementally increased vaccination coverage only
241 (i.e., maintained 5-yearly screening frequency) decreased the lifetime risk of cervical cancer by
242  3.7% compared with cohort-specific status-quo, but screening intensity could only be reduced
243 from 5-yearly to 7-yearly without increasing lifetime risk for this cohort. Although the lifetime
244  risk of cervical cancer for this cohort decreased by 8.7% as vaccination age increased to age 35
245  years (dueto herd immunity), decreasing screening frequency to 10-yearly consistently increased
246  lifetime risk compared to status-quo. However, when changing the comparator, screening could

247  be de-intensified to 10-yearly for 25-year-olds while achieving nearly a 66% reduction in

10
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248 lifetime risk of developing cervical cancer compared with a screening-only (no-vaccination)
249  scenario.

250

251  For women aged 30 yearsin 2023, increasing vaccination coverage up to age 30 years yields the
252  greatest health impact by maintaining the 5-yearly screening frequency (7.2% reduction in
253  lifetime risk compared to status-quo), but this cohort can reduce screening frequency to 10-
254  yearly and continue to maintain health benefits (2.9% reduction in lifetime risk compared to
255  status-quo). Similarly for women aged 35 in 2023, increasing vaccination coverage up to age 35
256  dtill allows for concomitantly decreasing screening frequency with improved lifetime health
257  outcomes compared to status-quo. The projected reductions in lifetime risk were greater when
258  compared to a screening-only, no-vaccination (and no circulating herd immunity) scenario.

259

260  Senditivity analysis

261  When we assumed that vaccine-naive cohorts (i.e., female cohorts aged 33-35 years and male
262  cohorts aged 18-35 years in 2023) could achieve 50% coverage (rather than 20%), we still did
263 not identify any strategies that both accelerated cervical cancer elimination and de-intensified
264  screening (Table S2). However, when we assumed that vaccine-naive cohorts reached
265  maximum-achieved coverage (i.e., 90% for females and 89% for males), we identified in two
266  sStrategies that were projected to both accelerate cervical cancer elimination and de-intensify
267  screening: vaccinating up to age 34 or age 35 with a 7-yearly screening frequency (Table S3).
268  For example, compared to 20% coverage in the base-case scenario, assuming that vaccine-naive
269  cohorts achieved 50% coverage resulted in greater reductions in the lifetime risk of cervical
270  cancer compared to status-quo: 11.4% for 5-yearly screening, 9.6% for 7-yearly screening, and
271  6.7% for 10-yearly screening for the age 35 cohort in 2023 (Table $4). Similarly, assuming that
272 vaccine-naive cohorts achieved maximum-achieved coverage maximized the reductions in the
273 lifetimerisk of cervical cancer compared to status-quo: 15.3% for 5-yearly screening, 13.9% for
274 T-yearly screening, and 11.2% for 10-yearly screening for the age 35 cohort in 2023 (Table $4).
275

276 Compared to the optimistic full vaccine efficacy in the base-case scenario, assuming that vaccine
277  efficacy was reduced by 25% for women aged 24 and older, for both historical vaccination and
278  any additional ‘EVEN FASTER'’ vaccination, resulted in a projected elimination year of 2038 or

11
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279 later for all examined scenarios (i.e., no strategies in Groups 2 and 4) (Table S5). Among the 18
280  strategies that decreased ASR, 7 strategies also involved a de-intensified screening frequency of
281  7-yearly screening but required vaccination up to at least age 29 years. From an individual cohort
282  perspective, the overall benefits of vaccination decreased and there was more uncertainty in the
283  potential to simultaneously reduce the screening frequency (Table S6). For example, increasing
284  vaccination to age 35 years and reducing screening frequency to 10-yearly no longer provided
285  reductions in lifetime cancer risk compared with status quo for the 35-year-olds. Finally,
286  compared to a projected elimination year of 2038 given age-standardization with the Norway
287  standard population in the base-case scenario, age-standardization with the World Female
288  Population 2015 resulted in a projected elimination year of 2034 or later for all examined
289  scenarios (i.e., no strategiesin Groups 2 and 4) (Table S7).

290

291

292  Discussion

293  In our analysis, we tested the hypotheses that HPV ‘EVEN FASTER’ could accelerate cervical
294  cancer dimination and reduce the need for screening. We also compared the 'EVEN FASTER’
295 vaccination-based interventions with screening-based interventions to achieve the same
296  endpoints. Although we projected that 22 different analyzed strategies would yield an ASR that
297  was lower than status-quo from a population perspective, none of the analyzed strategies both
298 de-intensified screening and accelerated the timeline for cervical cancer to be eiminated as a
299  public health problem, which does not support the proposed benefits of the ‘EVEN FASTER’
300 concept. Two strategies did accelerate the timeline for eimination, involving incremental
301  vaccine coverage added for all women up to age 34 or 35 with current screening intensity (5-
302 yearly) maintained, resulting in a projected elimination year of 2037 (compared to 2038 in
303  status-quo). However, vaccinating cohorts up to age 35 (assuming <20% coverage for vaccine-
304 naive cohorts) would involve administering 377,149 additional doses of HPV vaccine (to both
305 males and females, assuming a 3-dose schedule for individuals aged 15 years and older) and cost
306  more than $141 billion USD (assuming a cost of $375 USD per person). In senditivity analysis,
307 we identified at least one strategy that confirmed the ‘EVEN FASTER’ hypothesis, but would
308  require vaccination of vaccine-naive cohorts at maximum-achieved coverage levels (i.e., 90% for
309 femalesand 89% for males).
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310

311 As an dternative to vaccine-based interventions to increase cervica cancer elimination
312 according to the ‘EVEN FASTER' concept, we looked at scenarios that increased the levels of
313  adherence to screening and projected elimination timeframes that could be as early as the year
314  2033. Importantly, we projected that increases to screening adherence achieved the greatest
315  health impact in the long term (ASR by 2050 of 1.62-2.10/100,000 woman-years for the most
316  optimistically increased screening adherence compared to 2.12/100,000 woman-years for the
317 most optimistically increased vaccination coverage). Compared to clinician-collected HPV
318  testing, self-collected HPV testing approaches have been shown to be effective and cost-
319 effective.’%***® A previous analysis of cervical cancer dimination in the United States has also
320 shown that scaling up screening participation is a viable option to accelerate the timeline to
321 eimination® and is likely considered cost-effective in Norway.*** To move the needle on the
322  dimination timeframe, comprehensive strategies that target women at ages where the burden of
323  cervical cancer is greatest (ages 35-50 years in 2023), are required. Whether incremental
324 vaccination coverage or increased screening adherence influence projected eimination
325 timeframes, all examined scenarios in this analysis are time-sensitive as cohorts continue to age
326 (and experience their causal HPV infection).

327

328  There were some important differences in our results between our population-level outcomes and
329  our cohort-specific outcomes. For example, at a population level, we found that vaccinating at
330 least to age 29 or 30 years enabled reductions in screening frequency (Group 3); however, at a
331  cohort level, some reduced screening frequenciesimplied increases in lifetime risk for the age 25
332 cohort (when compared with status quo). In addition, we found seemingly counterintuitive
333 results that screening frequency could not be reduced to 10-yearly screening and reduce the
334  lifetime risk of cancer among the 25-year-olds but could be reduced to 10-yearly screening for
335 the two older cohorts. As nearly 88% of women aged 25 in 2023 were vaccinated prior to the
336 ‘EVEN FASTER’ campaign scenarios analyzed, the ‘EVEN FASTER’ campaign implied only
337  an approximately 2% increase in coverage for women, which yields a relatively small marginal
338 increase in the status-quo benefits. Consequently, and despite these women having the lowest
339  status-quo lifetime cervical cancer risk (i.e.,, 0.175%), decreasing screening frequency under

340 small incremental increases in coverage led to increases in lifetime risk when compared with
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341  their own status-quo benefits. Additionally, this cohort only became eligible for screening in
342 2023, whereas older cohorts that previously entered the screening program may have received
343  protection from prior lifetime screens at 5-yearly screening intervals compared to the 25-year-old
344  cohort. As previously mentioned, the benchmark against which we measure health improvements
345  can be amoving target for vaccinated or partially-vaccinated cohorts. When compared against a
346  more standardized comparator, i.e., a screening-only and no-vaccination scenario, the 25-year-
347  olds can be screened less frequently while experiencing a nearly 66% reduction in lifetime risk,
348  which may beimportant to maintain the harm-benefits ratios of screening.™

349

350  We conducted an exploratory analysis looking at both feasible and maximum-achievable benefits
351  of an ‘EVEN FASTER’ vaccination policy, but we did not assume that vaccination was paired
352  with aninitia primary HPV screen. In other words, we applied vaccination irrespective of HPV
353  status as proposed in a recent white paper by the Cancer Registry of Norway.” However,
354  compared to the white paper’s proposal, we neither explored the use of 9-valent vaccine, nor re-
355  vaccination of women previously vaccinated with the 2-valent vaccine. As the majority of
356  cervical cancers that occur among younger women (the target of ‘EVEN FASTER’ campaigns)
357 are caused by HPV-16 and HPV-18,® of which both types are already directly protected by the
358 2-valent vaccine, we do not expect the 9-valent to affect the timeframe to eimination
359  substantialy. In a prior analysis,®> we found that the 9-valent vaccine yielded an incremental
360  benefit compared with the 2-valent; however, these incremental benefits were not considered
361  cost-effective in the routine childhood vaccination program unless there were large discounts on
362  the vaccine price. The prior cost-effectiveness analysis also included the added benefits the 9-
363  valent vaccine types may have on preventing screening-positives and precancer treatments, but
364  these outcomes were not considered in this health impact analysis.

365

366  There are several limitations to consider. Given the varied age-specific trends in vaccination
367 coverage, there is much uncertainty in potential achievable coverage for a 1-year vaccination
368  campaign. Therefore, we explored a range of coverage assumptions but assumed a conservative
369  estimate of 20% in the base case, and 50% and 90% in scenario analyses. We made a simplifying
370  assumption that the initial switch to primary HPV screening for women aged 34-69 occurred
371 nationwide in 2020 rather than gradual scale-up over multiple years and that the switch to
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372 primary HPV screening occurred immediately for women aged 25 and older in 2023 who had not
373  previously switched. The exact timing of elimination of the new ‘status quo’ screening program
374 in Norway is likely impacted by these assumptions. We also did not consider explicit
375 reactivation of latent infections and potential differences in vaccine efficacy for reactivated
376  infections, potentialy overestimating vaccine benefit, but we included a scenario that assumed a
377  25% reduction in vaccine efficacy for al individuals aged 24 years and older as a proxy. We did
378 not consder the impact of ‘EVEN FASTER’ vaccination campaigns on non-cervical cancers,
379  however, there are similar considerations around the proportion of men and women already
380 infected with the causal HPV infections that will lead a non-cervical cancer and potential age-
381  gpecific effects on efficacy for these individuals. Finally, we did not consider the potential
382  correlation between women who are considered ‘ over-screeners’ according to current Norwegian
383  screening guidelines and who may then opt in for ‘EVEN FASTER’ vaccination, which may
384  reduce the overall impact of avaccination campaign.

385

386  Finally, whether or not the ‘EVEN FASTER' approach would be considered cost-effective
387  according to priority-setting guidelines in Norway needs to be evaluated. In Norway, priority-
388  setting is determined according to both health impact, such as ASR and/or the timing of cervical
389  cancer eimination and the severity of the disease, and the economic efficiency, such as with a
390 cost-effectiveness analysis framework. In addition, as the proposed ‘EVEN FASTER’ concept
391 requires a large alocation of global vaccine supply resources, global vaccine equity
392  considerations might need to be considered when prioritizing interventions to accelerate cervical
393  cancer imination in Norway.

394

395 Increasing vaccination paired with less intensive screening frequencies can lead to greater
396  benefits but would not accelerate cervical cancer elimination compared to current prevention
397 policies. In contrast, interventions targeting under- and never-screeners may both eliminate
398 cervical cancer faster and lead to greater cervical cancer health benefits compared with
399  vaccination-based interventions. Future evaluations of HPV ‘EVEN FASTER’ will need to
400 estimate the full economic implications of these policies. The next step to determine the best
401  combination of strategies would be to conduct a full cost-effectiveness analysis to see if the
402  health gains would be worth the costs.
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Table 1. Analyzed strategies

Scenario Vaccination coverage in 2023 Screening frequency
Status-Quo Status-Quo Sy
Age25 Incremental coverage of ages 12-25 to max coverage*  Sy; 7y; 10y
Age26 Incremental coverage of ages 1226 to max coverage*  5y; 7y; 10y
Age27 Incremental coverage of ages 12—27 to max coverage*  5y; 7y; 10y
Age28 Incremental coverage of ages 12-28 to max coverage*  Sy; 7y; 10y
Age29 Incremental coverage of ages 1229 to max coverage*  5y; 7y; 10y
Age30 Incremental coverage of ages 12—-30 to max coverage*  5y; 7y; 10y
Age3l Incremental coverage of ages 12—-31 to max coverage*  5y; 7y; 10y
Age32 Incremental coverage of ages 12—-32 to max coverage*  Sy; 7y; 10y
Incrt_emental coverage of ages 12-32 to max coverage* By: 7y: 10y
Age33 and incremental coverage of age 33 to 20%** Yo 1Ys
Incrt_emental coverage of ages 12-32 to max coverage* By: 7y: 10y
Age34 and incremental coverage of ages 33-34 to 20%** Yi 1Ys
Incrt_emental coverage of ages 12-32 to max coverage* By: 7y: 10y
Age35 and incremental coverage of ages 33-35 to 20%** Yi 1Y;

*Maximum coverage reached in routine program = 90% for girls, 89% for boys based on 2021 coverage levels.

** Scenarios of 50% coverage and maximum coverage reached for vaccine-naive cohorts examined in sensitivity
analysis.

Note: status-quo = 5-yearly primary human papillomavirus screening for women aged 25-69 years and vaccination
coverage based on 2021 coverage levels; y = yearly.
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Table 2. Lifetime outcomes for women by selected cohort age (25, 30, 35) in 2023*

Changein lifetime cancer risk

Colposcopies avoided Changein lifetime cancer risk compared to a scr eening-only
Scenario compar ed to status-quo compared to status-quo** no-vaccination scenarior*
25 30 35 25 30 35 25 30 35
Vax up to age 25, 10-yearly screening 2,824 2,385 3,158 9.1% 5.3% 6.3% -65.5%  -29.6% -7.4%
Vax up to age 25, 7-yearly screening 1,918 1,447 2,118 0.9% 1.4% 2.4% -68.1%  -32.1%  -10.9%
Vax up to age 25, 5-yearly screening 441 163 73 -3.7% -0.6% -0.1% -69.6%  -335%  -13.0%
Vax up to age 30, 10-yearly screening 3,198 3,800 3,594 3.8% -2.9% 4.6% -67.2% -35.1% -8.9%
Vax up to age 30, 7-yearly screening 2,354 3,096 2,623 -3.3% -6.2% 0.8% -69.5% -37.3% -12.2%
Vax up to age 30, 5-yearly screening 978 2,169 702 -8.1% -7.2% -1.4% -71.0%  -37.9%  -14.2%
Vax up to age 35, 10-yearly screening 3,296 3,954 4,943 2.6% -3.7% -1.7% -67.6%  -356% -14.4%
Vax up to age 35, 7-yearly screening 2,466 3,270 4,173 -4.2% -6.8% -4.9% -69.7%  -37.7%  -17.2%
Vax up to age 35, 5-yearly screening 1,111 2,385 2,636 -8.7% -7.8% -71% -712%  -384%  -19.0%

* Scaled to estimated number of women in Norway for each cohort age in 2023: 35,702 women aged 25; 37,160 women aged 30; 37,800 women aged 35.

** Pogitive value indicates increase in lifetime cancer risk and negative value indicates decrease in lifetime cancer risk vs comparator scenario.

Note: Vax = vaccinate incrementally to maximum achieved vaccination coverage for previously vaccinated cohorts (females aged 12—-32 and males aged 12-17
in 2023) and to 20% coverage for vaccine-naive cohorts (females aged 33-35 and males aged 18-35 in 2023). Status-quo lifetime cervical cancer risk was
0.175%, 0.437%, and 0.588% for cohorts aged 25, 30, and 35 in 2023, respectively. Screening-only, no-vaccination scenario lifetime cervical cancer risk was
0.555%, 0.653%, and 0.675% for cohorts aged 25, 30, and 35 in 2023, respectively.
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Figurelegends

Figure 1. Current levelsof routine vaccination coverage for female cohortsaged 12 to 24
and incremental vaccination cover age for female cohortsaged 25 to 35 and in 2023

Figure 2. Age-standar dized human papillomavirus (HPV) type 16 prevalence associated
with ‘EVEN FASTER’ vaccination-only scenariosin Norway for women aged 25-69 year s

in 2023 (Panel A) and women aged 25-35 yearsin 2023 (Panel B)
Note: Each line represents the greatest cohort age incrementally vaccinated in an ‘EVEN FASTER' campaign in
2023 (e.g., the “Age26” scenario involved incrementally vaccinating both the age-25 cohort and the age-26 cohort).

Figure 3. Timeto cervical cancer elimination associated with ‘EVEN FASTER’ vaccination

scenarios (Panel A) and vaccination + screening scenarios (Pand B) in Norway
Note: The status-quo scenario was estimated to eliminate cervical cancer as a public health problem in 2038.

22


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.06.23298170
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

o
o
©
i
7]
>
Q
o
o

=
o
o
©

>

30%

20%

10%

0%

= Current
= Incremental

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35

Age in 2023


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.06.23298170
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Panel A

°
S

s, 9

S0 boOrOPO - N® Y0
SE SANNNNNOOOMNOO
SEE55555555858%
58 0II<IIIILLILL

S0
=7 N

[ T I I T I I T 1
R S R R S R R S

) o =) o S o ) o

< o @ o & - = =

20UdeAdld 9L-AdH
(plepuelg AemioN) paziplepuelg-aby

0.0%

— 0802
—6¥02
— 8¥0C
— L¥0T
—9v0Z
—S¥0Z
— ¥¥0T
— €¥0T
—2rog
— L¥0Z
— 0¥0T
[~ 6£0C
[—8€02
—4€02
[~ 9€0C
[~ G€0T
—¥€02
—€€02
[~ €T
— L€0T
—0€02
6202
[~ 8c0c
4202
9202
A4
— 20T
€20z

Year

Panel B

Vaccination
Scenario

— Status-Quo

— Age25
— Age26

- Age27

Age28
Age29
Age30
Age31

Age32
Age33
— Age34
— Age35

4.0%

3.5%

3.0%

2.5%

20udjeAdld 91-AdH
(paepue)s AemioN) pazipiepue)s-aby

2.0%

1.5%

1.0%

0.5%

0.0%

— 0502
—6+02
—8¥0Z
| mAL4
—9¥0Z
—S¥0Z
— 0T
—€¥0zT
—2voz
— 02
—0¥0zT
—6€02T
—8£02
— 4802
—9€0T
—Ge0T
— ve0eZ
—€£02
—2€0T
—leoz
—0g02
— 6202
— 8202
— 4202
— 9202
—&20e
—veoT
—gzoz

Year


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.06.23298170
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

o

Age-Standardized (Norway Standard)
Incidence Rate per 100,000
@

©

ES

Age-Standardized (Norway Standard)
Incidence Rate per 100,000
o

Panel A

Status-Quo
‘Elimination year' 2038

Age35
'Elimination year' 2037

Four Cases per 100,000 Women

2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
Year

Panel B

Age25-10yearly
'Elimination year' 2039

Age35
‘Elimination year' 2037

\

Four Cases per 100,000 Women

2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
Year


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.06.23298170
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

