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Abstract

For infectious disease prevention, policy-makers are typically required to base policy decisions in light
of operational and monetary restrictions, prohibiting implementation of all candidate interventions.
To inform the evidence-base underpinning policy decision making, mathematical and health economic
modelling can be a valuable constituent. Applied to England, this study aims to identify the optimal
target age groups when extending a seasonal influenza vaccination programme of at-risk individuals
to those individuals at low risk of developing complications following infection. To perform this anal-
ysis, we utilise an age- and strain-structured transmission model that includes immunity propagation
mechanisms which link prior season epidemiological outcomes to immunity at the beginning of the fol-
lowing season. Making use of surveillance data from the past decade in conjunction with our dynamic
model, we simulate transmission dynamics of seasonal influenza in England from 2012 to 2018. We
infer that modified susceptibility due to natural infection in the previous influenza season is the only
immunity propagation mechanism to deliver a non-negligible impact on the transmission dynamics.
Further, we discerned case ascertainment to be higher for young infants compared to adults under
65 years old, and uncovered a decrease in case ascertainment as age increased from 65 to 85 years
of age. Our health economic appraisal sweeps vaccination age space to determine threshold vaccine
dose prices achieving cost-effectiveness under differing paired strategies. In particular, we model of-
fering vaccination to all those low-risk individuals younger than a given age (but no younger than two
years old) and all low-risk individuals older than a given age, while maintaining vaccination of at-risk
individuals of any age. All posited strategies were deemed cost-effective. In general, the addition of
low-risk vaccination programmes whose coverage encompassed children and young adults (aged 20 and
below) were highly cost-effective. The inclusion of old age-groups to the low-risk programme typically
lessened the cost-effectiveness. Notably, elderly-centric programmes vaccinating from 65-75 years and
above had the least permitted expense per vaccine.
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Introduction 1

Seasonal influenza inflicts a stark burden on the health system during winter periods in England. 2

Estimates attribute seasonal influenza as the cause of approximately 10% of all respiratory hospital 3

admissions and deaths [1]. The World Health Organization (WHO) has expressed vaccination as the 4

most effective way of preventing seasonal influenza infection [2]. Vaccination can offer some protection 5

against infection for the individual, while also contributing to reduced risk of ongoing transmission 6

via establishment of herd immunity [3, 4]. 7

WHO recommendations for annual vaccination include those individuals at-risk of complications if 8

faced by season influenza infection, children aged between 6 months to 5 years, and elderly individuals 9

(aged above 65 years) [2]. However, policy makers are typically required to base policy decisions in 10

light of operational and monetary restrictions, prohibiting implementation of all recommendations. 11

Consequently, given an objective of allocating limited resources in a cost-effective manner, the use 12

of quality-assured analytical models is advocated [5]. Thus, sourcing evidence via a combination of 13

mathematical and health economic modelling can help underpin vaccination policy. 14

The appraisal of seasonal influenza vaccination programmes via coupling of transmission model output 15

and health economic analysis has been applied in differing geographical and social contexts. In recent 16

times, there has been a particular focus on the cost-effectiveness of trivalent versus quadrivalent 17

influenza vaccines. Such analyses have been performed within European settings (Finland [6]), the 18

Eastern hemisphere (Australia [7] and Japan [8]) and low-and-middle income communities in South 19

Africa and Vietnam [7]. Another application of mathematical and health economic models has been 20

to identify optimal target age groups for seasonal influenza vaccination, such as the scale of a mass 21

paediatric influenza vaccination conjoined to an existing influenza vaccination programme [9]. 22

Switching attention to England, there has been a collection of recent work specific to seasonal influenza 23

vaccination policy. Notably, work by Baguelin et al. [10] connected virological data from England 24

and Wales to a seasonal influenza transmission model and interfaced with a health economic analysis 25

model [11], whose findings contributed to the recommendation by the Joint Committee on Vaccination 26

and Immunisation (JCVI) to introduce a paediatric seasonal influenza vaccination programme in 27

the United Kingdom [12]. Subsequent studies have analysed the effect of mass paediatric influenza 28

vaccination on existing influenza vaccination programmes in England and Wales [13], evaluated cost- 29

effectiveness of quadrivalent vaccines versus trivalent vaccines [14], and cost-effectiveness of high-dose 30

and adjuvanted vaccine options in the elderly [15]. 31

Nevertheless, previous studies involving the calibration of seasonal influenza transmission models ap- 32

plied to data from England have generally been parameterised using data prior to the 2009 influenza 33

pandemic. Here, to heighten the applicability of cost-effectiveness findings to the present day setting, 34

we sought data appropriate to the post-2009 influenza pandemic period in order to parameterise both 35

epidemiological and health economic model components. 36

Furthermore, those seasonal influenza transmission models that have gone on to be interfaced with a 37

health economic model have typically treated each influenza season and each strain circulating within 38

that influenza season independently. Incorporation of a mechanism for the building and propagation of 39

immunity facilitates investigation of the impact of exposure in the previous influenza season, through 40

natural infection or vaccination, on the disease transmission dynamics and overall disease burden 41

in subsequent years. To that end, we enhance our previous non-age structured mechanistic model 42

framework for seasonal influenza transmission, which includes propagation of immunity from one 43

influenza season to the next, through the inclusion of age-structure [16]. 44

In this study, we first present an age- and strain-structured mathematical model for seasonal in- 45

fluenza transmission dynamics that incorporates mechanisms for immunity propagation. The intro- 46
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duced model is used to reconstruct transmission dynamics of seasonal influenza in England from 2012 47

to 2018. We go on to perform a health economic appraisal of conjectured vaccination programmes in 48

England. In particular, relative to a baseline strategy of vaccination of at-risk individuals alone, we 49

determine threshold vaccine dose prices that achieve cost-effectiveness under several differing paired 50

age band low-risk vaccination schemes. Our findings may be used to convey optimal target age groups 51

for a seasonal influenza vaccination programme in England. 52

Methods 53

Data overview 54

Throughout, we define a complete epidemiological influenza season to run from week 36 to week 35 of 55

the subsequent calendar year. We chose week 36 (which typically corresponds to the first full week in 56

September) as the start week to match the start of the epidemic with the reopening of schools. 57

GP consultations attributable to influenza 58

We derived seasonal rates of primary care consultations per single year age bracket (0yrs, . . ., 99yrs, 59

100+yrs) per 100,000 population. Consultation rates were attributed to each of the two influenza A 60

subtypes (A(H1N1)pdm09 and A(H3N2)) and the two influenza B lineages (B/Victoria and B/Yamagata).61

GP consultation rates were a product of three constituents: (i) Consultations in general practices for 62

influenza-like-illness (ILI) ; (ii) respiratory virus surveillance; (iii) circulating strain distribution. 63

GP consultation rate for strain m and age i in influenza season y = Cm,i,y =

GP ILI consultation rate for age i× . . .
Proportion of ILI samples influenza positive× . . . (1)

Proportion of influenza viruses in circulation of strain typem

To construct GP consultation rates for ILI in England, we used records provided by the Royal College 64

of General Practitioners (RCGP) Research and Surveillance Centre (RSC). The RCGP RSC network 65

practices monitor activity of acute respiratory infections, with the dataset being nationally representa- 66

tive both demographically and spatially; the demographics of the sample population closely resembling 67

the country as a whole, with the RCGP RSC network of practices spread across England in order to 68

reflect the distribution of the population. 69

For the influenza seasons 2009/10 until 2017/18 inclusive, RCGP RSC provided weekly, age- and risk 70

status stratified records containing the size of the monitored RCGP RSC population, the number 71

of individuals in the monitored population consulting for ILI, and ILI rates per 100,000. For model 72

fitting purposes, these data were aggregated across risk groups to produce weekly ILI rates per 100,000 73

for each age bracket. We then summed the weekly ILI rates (weeks 36 through to week 35 in the 74

following calendar year) to produce season-by-season ILI rates per 100,000. Expanded information 75

pertaining to the data extraction is provided in Supplementary Text S1 (Section 1.1) of the Supporting 76

Information. 77

Given not all patients reporting ILI are infected with an influenza virus, virological sample positivity 78

data yield the fraction of ILI reported primary care consultations that were attributable to influenza. 79

We collected relevant data from values within Public Health England (PHE) annual influenza reports 80

(for the 2009/10 to 2017/18 influenza seasons inclusive) [17, 18], and PHE weekly national influenza 81
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reports (for the 2013/14 influenza season onwards) [19]. For full details, see Supplementary Text S1 82

(Section 1.2) of the Supporting Information. 83

To inform the circulating strain distribution in each influenza season we used publicly available data 84

for the United Kingdom from FluNet [20], a global web-based tool for influenza virological surveillance 85

(additional details are provided in Supplementary Text S1 (Section 1.3) of the Supporting Information). 86

For each age bracket, we applied the circulating strain composition quantities to the overall estimate of 87

ILI GP consultations attributable to influenza, disaggregating the estimate for all influenza strains of 88

interest into strain-specific quantities. Note we applied the strain composition homogeneously across 89

all ages. 90

These computations resulted in seasonal rates of GP consultations attributable to the two influenza 91

A subtypes and two influenza B lineages per year of age (per 100,000 population). Due to all samples 92

identified as influenza B within the 2009/10 and 2011/12 influenza seasons being untyped, though 93

model runs were initiated from the beginning of the 2009 influenza season, we restricted fitting com- 94

parisons to the time span 2012/13 to 2017/18 inclusive (Fig. 1). 95
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Fig. 1: Empirical, age- and strain-stratified data for ILI GP consultations attributable to in-
fluenza per 100,000 population. The panels cover influenza seasons 2012/13 to 2017/18 (inclusive), the
time span for which we performed parameter inference, with panel titles stating the respective influenza sea-
son displayed. In each panel, stacked horizontal bars in the left-half depict the cumulative total of ILI GP
consultations attributable to type A influenza per 100,000 population per age group (red shading denoting the
A(H1N1)pdm09 subtype, orange shading the A(H3N2) subtype). In the right-half of each panel stacked hori-
zontal bars present similar data for type B influenza (cyan shading denoting the B/Victoria lineage, dark blue
shading the B/Yamagata lineage). Note that rates were computed for each single year of age, with displayed
bars per age group computed by averaging the individual rates over the specified age ranges.

Vaccine uptake and efficacy 96

For the 2009/10 influenza season, we acquired vaccine uptake profiles from survey results on H1N1 97

vaccine uptake amongst patient groups in primary care [21]. For the 2010/11 influenza season onward 98
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we collated vaccine uptake information from PHE official statistics [18, 19]. 99

We took age adjusted vaccine efficacy estimates for each historical influenza season (2009/10–2017/18 100

inclusive) from publications detailing end-of-season seasonal influenza vaccine effectiveness in the 101

United Kingdom [22–28]. In influenza seasons where equivalent publications were not available, we 102

used mid-season or provisional end-of-season age adjusted vaccine efficacy estimates from PHE re- 103

ports [29, 30]. As a sole exception, for the 2009/10 influenza season we used the pandemic vaccine 104

(rather than the seasonal influenza vaccine efficacy) to inform efficacy against A(H1N1)pdm09, with 105

the effectiveness against all other strain types set to zero [22]. 106

The process for acquiring vaccine uptake profiles and the stated strain-specific, vaccine efficacy point 107

estimates used within our study (see Table 1) is described in Supplementary Text S1 (Sections 1.4-1.5) 108

of the Supporting Information. 109

Table 1: Age adjusted, influenza vaccine efficacy point estimates (by influenza season, age and
strain type). All estimates are presented as percentages. The empirical adjusted influenza vaccine efficacy
estimates by influenza season and strain type (presented in the Supporting Information, Table S1) did not
provide individual vaccine efficacy estimates for each influenza A subtype and influenza B lineage. We therefore
implemented a series of assumptions to produce the strain-specific, vaccine efficacy point estimates used within
our study (described in Supplementary Text S1 (Section 1.5) of the Supporting Information)).

Influenza
season Ages

Vaccine efficacy % (95% CI)
Source

A(H1N1)pdm09 A(H3N2) B/Victoria B/Yamagata

2009/10 All 72.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 [22]∗

2010/11

0–4 87.0 87.0 47.0 0.0

[23]
5–14 84.0 84.0 75.0 0.0
15–44 46.0 46.0 61.0 0.0
45–64 52.0 52.0 45.0 0.0
65+ 74.0 74.0 67.0 0.0

2011/12

0–4 52.0 52.0 92.0 92.0

[24]
5–14 69.0 69.0 92.0 92.0
15–44 7.0 7.0 92.0 92.0
45–64 11.0 11.0 92.0 92.0
65+ 48.0 48.0 92.0 92.0

2012/13

0–4 73.0 26.0 51.0 51.0

[25]
5–14 73.0 26.0 74.0 74.0
15–44 83.0 40.0 68.0 68.0
45–64 90.0 32.0 34.0 34.0
65+ 0.0 0.0 65.0 65.0

2013/14 All 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 [29]†

2014/15

0–1 34.5 30.3 40.4 40.4

[26]
2–17 30.4 29.4 59.4 59.4
18–44 34.5 30.3 40.4 40.4
45–64 32.4 31.1 49.2 49.2
65+ 30.2 32.6 0.0 0.0

2015/16

0–1 59.8 59.8 45.9 45.9

[27]
2–17 48.5 48.5 76.5 76.5
18–44 59.8 59.8 45.9 45.9
45–64 58.6 58.6 65.0 65.0
65+ 56.1 56.1 0.0 0.0

2016/17

0–1 38.5 36.6 52.1 52.1

[28]
2–17 63.3 57.0 78.6 78.6

5
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18–64 38.5 36.6 52.1 52.1
65+ 0.0 0.0 17.2 17.2

2017/18

0–1 69.1 0.0 18.2 18.2

[31]‡
2–17 90.3 0.0 60.8 60.8
18–64 69.1 0.0 18.2 18.2
65+ 66.3 16.8 13.2 13.2

Data not specified denoted by —. 110

For influenza seasons where TIV were in use (rather than QIV), N/A in an influenza B field 111

corresponds to the lineage absent from the TIV composition and no efficacy estimate was given (we 112

assume to be 0%). 113

∗: The adjusted seasonal influenza vaccine efficacy in the 2009/10 influenza season was -30% (-89%, 114

11%) [22]. We therefore used the pandemic vaccine to inform efficacy against A(H1N1)pdm09, with 115

the effectiveness against all other types set to zero. 116

†: Mid-season estimate of seasonal influenza vaccine effectiveness from [29]. Low incidence 117

throughout the 2013/14 influenza season meant reliable end-of-season estimates for the vaccine 118

efficacy could not be attained (Personal communication, Public Health England). 119

‡: Provisional end-of-season influenza vaccine effectiveness results. 120

Dynamic transmission model for seasonal influenza 121

We built upon a previously described dynamic transmission model for seasonal influenza, which in- 122

corporates multiple mechanisms linking prior exposure to influenza virus (in the previous influenza 123

season) to immunity in subsequent influenza seasons [16]. 124

At its core, the previously outlined model takes the form of a deterministic continuous-time set of 125

ordinary differential equations (ODEs), which determines the within-season epidemiological dynamics, 126

and a discrete-time map, informing the propagation of immunity from one season to the next. The 127

main distinction between the pre-existing model and the model described here was the inclusion of age- 128

structure. Our age stratification comprised of single year age brackets. We gathered age-partitioned 129

population distribution estimates for England, for the calendar years 2010–2018 inclusive, from Office 130

of National Statistics (ONS) mid-year population estimates [32, 33]. 131

Broadly speaking, the model conjoined four components: a vaccination model, an immunity prop- 132

agation model, an epidemiological model and an observation model (for a visual schematic of the 133

interactions within and between each model component, see Fig. S3). The model generates a sample 134

of epidemiological scenarios for each of the four strains targeted by the quadrivalent seasonal in- 135

fluenza vaccine, namely, two influenza A subtypes, A(H1N1)pdm09 and A(H3N2), and two influenza 136

B lineages, B/Victoria and B/Yamagata. The multi-strain model construction permits exploration of 137

cross-reactive immunity mechanisms and their impact on the disease dynamics. 138

We retained an assumption of multiple infections per influenza season and/or co-infection events not 139

being permitted. In other words, it was presumed that individuals may only be infected by one strain 140

of influenza virus per season, analogous to natural infection eliciting short-term cross immunity to all 141

other strain types [34]. 142

Next, we detail the differences introduced through inclusion of age-structure versus the earlier described 143

transmission model setup, with additional model details provided in Supplementary Text S2 of the 144

Supporting Information. 145
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Vaccination model 146

Epidemiological states were compartmentalised based on present season vaccine status (indexed by N 147

for non-vaccinated or V for vaccinated). The two facets (within the vaccination model) that play a 148

role in shaping the overall transmission dynamics were uptake and efficacy. Both of these elements 149

were age-dependent. 150

To inform vaccine uptake, we obtained weekly, time-varying vaccine uptake rates by age i, νi. We 151

assumed the rate of vaccination νi to be constant over each weekly period. 152

Vaccine efficacy depended upon the extent to which the strains in the vaccine matched the circulating 153

strain in that influenza season (Table 1). We maintained a ‘leaky’ vaccine, offering partial protection to 154

every vaccinated individual, thus acting to reduce the overall susceptibility of the given group receiving 155

vaccination [35]. Additionally, we assumed those administered vaccines had unmodified transmission 156

(i.e. for those infected, those receiving the ‘leaky’ vaccine were equally as infectious as those who did 157

not). 158

Immunity propagation model 159

Models including explicit immunity propagation mechanisms grant potential for exposure to influenza 160

virus in the previous influenza season, through natural infection or vaccination, to modulate cur- 161

rent influenza season susceptibility. We carry over the immunity propagation model framework from 162

the non-age structured variant of the model and apply it independently within each single year age 163

bracket. 164

In brief, three susceptibility modifying factors of interest were: (i) modified susceptibility to strain m 165

given infection by a strain m type virus the previous season, denoted a; (ii) carry over cross-reactivity 166

protection between influenza B lineages, denoted b (to account for infection with one influenza B virus 167

lineage being potentially beneficial in protecting against subsequent infection with either influenza B 168

virus lineage [36]); (iii) residual strain-specific protection carried over from the prior season influenza 169

vaccine, denoted cm. Furthermore, we let the immunity propagation due to vaccination in the previous 170

season be linearly tied to the age- and strain-specific vaccine efficacy in the previous season (αm
i (y−1)). 171

In particular, we introduce a linear scaling factor ξ ∈ (0, 1), reducing the level of vaccine derived 172

immunity between seasons: cm(y) = 1− ξαm
i (y − 1). 173

We let f(h,m) denote, for those in exposure history group h, the susceptibility to strain m. The 174

result was a collection of ten exposure history groupings and associated strain-specific susceptibilities, 175

which we consolidated into a single susceptibility array (see Supplementary Text S2 (Section 2.2) of the 176

Supporting Information). All three propagation parameters (a, b, ξ) were inferred from epidemiological 177

data. 178

Epidemiological model 179

At the outset of each influenza season, we initialised the epidemiological model using outputs from 180

the vaccination model (uptake and efficacy) and immunity propagation model. Additionally, we fed 181

in virus transmission rates and the initial proportion of the population infectious per strain. 182

The within-season transmission dynamics were then performed by a deterministic ODE, age-dependent 183

(single year age brackets), multi-strain structured compartmental based model capturing influenza in- 184

fection status (with susceptible-latent-infected-recovered, SEIR, dynamics) and vaccine uptake. Latent 185

and infectious periods were age independent, with estimates gleamed from the literature [37, 38] (see 186

Table 2). The ODE equations of the SEIR epidemiological model and a mathematical description 187
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of the immunity mapping between seasons are given in Supplementary Text S2 (Section 2.3) of the 188

Supporting Information. 189

Iterating upon the earlier described, non-age structured model variant [16], the inclusion of age meant 190

we could categorically express within the model both age-dependent contact structure and an age- 191

dependent susceptibility profile. 192

We incorporated data on social contacts using estimates for the United Kingdom generated by Fu- 193

manelli et al. [39], who simulated a population of synthetic individuals in order to derive frequencies 194

of total contacts by age. The transformation of these data into an average number of contacts a given 195

person of age i had with people of aged j are described in Supplementary Text S2 (Section 2.3.1) of 196

the Supporting Information. 197

With regards to capturing heterogeneity in susceptibility, we considered a temporally independent, 198

age-dependent susceptibility profile. For purposes of model parsimony, the profile took the form of 199

a step function, where we denote σj for the average susceptibility of age group j. As susceptibility 200

had to be inferred, we chose to limit the model to four age bands to avoid overfitting. We considered 201

an average susceptibility for children (0–17 yrs old, σ0−17), younger adults (18–64 yrs old, σ18−64), 202

elder adults (65–84 yrs old, σ65−84), and the eldest adults (85+ yrs old, σ85+). Further, we imposed 203

a constraint that susceptibility of the younger adults category (18–64 yrs old) could not exceed the 204

susceptibility of any other age band. 205

Whilst we did not include explicit within-season demographic processes, we did need to account for 206

the witnessed minor changes to the age distribution from one influenza season to the next [32]. We 207

therefore invoked alterations to the population structure (as a result of demographic processes) using 208

a discrete mapping at the conclusion of each influenza season. In short, we scaled unvaccinated 209

susceptible compartment values to ensure the updated age-level proportion was matched. For a full 210

description, see Supplementary Text S2 (Section 2.3.3) of the Supporting Information. 211

We assumed that at the outset of each influenza epidemic a small fraction of individuals in each age 212

class was infectious, and the remainder were susceptible. For the 2009/10 influenza season, only the 213

A(H1N1)pdm09 strain was present in our simulation (in accordance with the strain composition data 214

where proportions of samples for the remaining three strains were low, Fig. S2). Thus, we initialised 215

the ODEs such that the initial proportion of the population infectious was set to 1 × 10−5 (one per 216

100,000), partitioned across age groups according to the age distribution. In all subsequent influenza 217

seasons, with all four influenza virus strains being present, the initial proportion of the population 218

infected by each strain was 2.5 × 10−6 (with initial cases again partitioned across the age groups 219

according to the age distribution). 220

For use in our observation model, we tracked the incidence Zm
i (y) of new strain m influenza infections 221

for those aged i in influenza season y as a rate per 100,000 population: 222

Zm
i (y) =

 y∫
y−1

γ1,m(EN,m
i + EV,m

i ) dt

× 100, 000. (2)

We highlight at this point that, when constructing mathematical models to capture seasonal influenza 223

transmission dynamics, it is commonplace to consider a risk-stratified population, divided into indi- 224

viduals at low or high risk of complications associated with influenza. However, it is health outcomes, 225

rather than epidemiological processes, that are contingent upon risk status. Given those dependencies, 226

for our model fitting purposes we ran the model, as described above, with a population that was not 227

stratified by risk status. In effect, all data inputs and model outputs were averaged across risk groups. 228

Next, to carry out health economic evaluations, we recovered the risk-group specific epidemiological 229
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outcomes by running the model with the relevant age distribution and vaccine uptake data (specific to 230

a given risk group), whilst feeding in the population level (risk group averaged) force of infection. 231

Observation model 232

The observational model segment of the mathematical framework linked the GP consultation data 233

with the number of infections due to circulating influenza viruses in the population. Our interest 234

resided in the number of ascertainable cases, where we assumed that each individual infected by the 235

strain of influenza under consideration had a probability of being ascertainable, i.e. going to the GP, 236

being recorded as having ILI, and having a detectable influenza viral load. 237

Ultimately, we wanted to obtain model estimates of the proportion of individuals aged i experiencing 238

cases of ascertainable influenza (of strain type m) in influenza season y through scaling the incidence 239

Zm
i (y). It should be noted that we considered ascertainable cases to encompass individuals infected 240

by the strain of influenza going to the GP, being recorded as having ILI, and having a detectable 241

influenza viral load. 242

Yet, it may be unwarranted to assume the ascertainment probability to be consistent across influenza 243

seasons and different ages. As a consequence, we employed season-specific ascertainment functions 244

with flexibility for ascertainment probabilities to be modulated by age. To that end, we enforced 245

ascertainment probability profiles to be piecewise linear. We established the desired behaviour through 246

two scaling factors. 247

The first type of ascertainment parameter was an absolute value for ascertainment of an influenza 248

case in an 100+ aged individual, obtained per influenza season y (denoted εy). We highlight at this 249

juncture the inherent assumption that ages 100+ have the highest ascertainment probability. 250

The second type of ascertainment parameter was a relative scaling (between 0 and 1) at five knot 251

points, ages where the pieces of the linear piecewise function met (the selected ages were 0, 2, 18, 65, 252

85). We kept age-dependent ascertainment probability proportionality factors, labelled ε̃i, consistent 253

across all influenza seasons. 254

Combining the two scaling factors, the ascertainable influenza cases in season y, Z+
m(y), obeys: 255

Z+
m(y) = ε̃iεyZ

m
i (y). (3)

We inferred all ascertainment-related parameters (εy, ε̃i) by comparing the total predicted incidence 256

in a given year to the calculated GP consultation rate (Eq. (1)). 257

Parameter fitting 258

To realise a model capable of generating influenza-attributed ILI GP consultations estimates that 259

resemble the empirical data (Eq. (1)), we sought to fit the following collection of model parameters 260

(Table 2): transmissibility of each influenza virus strain (βm), modified susceptibility to strain m 261

given infection by a strain m type virus the previous influenza season (a), carry over cross-reactivity 262

protection between influenza B lineages (b), residual protection carried over from the prior season 263

influenza vaccine (ξ), a collection of four age-specific susceptibilities (σ0−17, σ18−65, σ65−84, σ85+), an 264

ascertainment probability per influenza season for those aged 100+ (εy), and relative ascertainment 265

values at five designated knot points (ages 0, 2, 18, 65, 85, respectively) for constructing a piecewise 266

linear ascertainment function with respect to age (ε̃0yrs, ε̃2yrs, ε̃18yrs, ε̃65yrs, ε̃85yrs). 267

Simulations ran from the 2009/10 influenza season up to and including the 2017/18 influenza season 268

and ran for a specified number of seasons with one parameter set. We fit to the 2012/13 influenza 269
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Table 2: Overview of model parameters.

Description Notation Value Sources

Fixed parameters

Rate of latency loss, influenza A subtypes (day−1) γ1,A
1
1.4 [38]

Rate of latency loss, influenza B lineages (day−1) γ1,B
1
0.6 [38]

Recovery rate (day−1) γ2
1
3.8 [37]

Time-varying parameters

Vaccination rate (for age i) νi(t) — [18, 19, 21]

Vaccine efficacy (by strain m, age i, season y) αy
m,i — [22–30]

Inferred parameter description Notation Permitted range

Basic reproduction number, influenza virus strain m R0m U(1,3)

Modified susceptibility given natural infection in prior season a U(0,1)

Modified susceptibility due to type B influenza cross-reactivity b U(0,1)

Proportion of prior influenza season vaccine efficacy carried over ξ U(0,1)

Susceptibility by age group i σi U(0,1)

Reference ascertainment probability (ages 100+) in season y εy U(0,1)

Relative ascertainment factors (by age i) ε̃i U(0,1)

season onward, which omitted the influenza seasons (2009/10 and 2011/12) that had no influenza B 270

lineage typing data (Fig. 1). 271

The summary statistics for our fitting procedure were similar to those used when fitting the non-age 272

structured variant of the model to the available data [16]. In detail, the first component was a within- 273

season temporal profile check; the peak in influenza infection (combining those in latent and infectious 274

states) could not occur after February for any age class in any influenza season. The second component 275

defined the metric to measure the correspondence of the model predicted influenza-attributed ILI GP 276

consultations versus the observed data. We worked with a metric akin to Poisson deviance. Accounting 277

for influenza season y, age i, and strain stratification m, we defined our deviance measure to be 278

DEV = 2
∑
y

∑
i

∑
m

(
Cm,i,y ln

(
Cm,i,y

Mm,i,y

)
− (Cm,i,y −Mm,i,y)

)
, (4)

with Cm,i,y the observed value for strain m amongst those aged i in influenza season y, and Mm,i,y the 279

model estimate for strain m amongst those aged i in influenza season y. 280

We carried out parameter optimisation using the Optim package for Julia [40]. By carrying out 281

160 runs of an adaptive particle swarm algorithm [41] (for 10,000 iterations apiece), we amassed 100 282

particles conforming to the temporal criteria and returning an error measure below 30,000. 283

Simulating vaccination strategies 284

Calibration of our transmission model to historic seasonal influenza epidemics in England (2012/13 285

to 2017/18) permitted epidemic profile reconstruction through model simulation. We parameterised 286

the model by sampling parameter values from the parameter distributions obtained by our parameter 287

fitting scheme. We carried out analysis of alternative vaccine scenarios by running the same model 288
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with a different vaccine programme for that influenza year and scenario, thus generating the estimated 289

number of infections that would have occurred under alternative vaccination strategies. 290

For our baseline strategy, the 2009/10 influenza season matched historical vaccine uptakes and efficacies 291

of the pandemic influenza vaccine (for both low-risk and at-risk groups), while for the 2010/11 influenza 292

seasons onward only vaccination of at-risk groups (matching historical uptake and efficacies) were 293

simulated. 294

Paediatric and elder-age centric campaigns 295

To begin, we aimed to determine how the allowable vaccine price dose for introducing vaccination 296

to low-risk groups (relative to a baseline strategy of at-risk group vaccination) was impacted by the 297

breadth of coverage amongst children, adolescents and the elderly. 298

For paediatric campaigns, we were interested in coverage that either did or did not include pre-school, 299

primary school, and secondary school aged children. We therefore considered six paediatric campaigns 300

with the following age coverage: None, 4-10yrs (denoted “Prim”), 4-16yrs (“PrimSec”), 2-4yrs (“Pre”), 301

2-10yrs (“PrePrim”), and 2-16yrs (“PrePrimSec”). Per paediatric strategy, we tested five elder-age 302

centric programmes: 50 years and above, 60 years and above, 70 years and above, 80 years and above, 303

and 90 years and above. . 304

In total, we amassed 30 differing coverage combinations. For the alternative vaccination schemes under 305

consideration, those aged under 65 had uptake set at 60% amongst both low-risk and at-risk groups 306

(in effect, an overall vaccine uptake of 60%). When including vaccination amongst low-risk individuals 307

in those aged 65 years and above, vaccine uptake in the low-risk and at-risk groups matched the 308

recorded historical vaccine uptake amongst those aged 65 years and above for that respective influenza 309

season. 310

Sweep of age banded vaccine programmes 311

We next extended our investigation to identify the extent of vaccination coverage amongst low-risk 312

youth and elder age classes, while maintaining the historical vaccination coverage of at-risk individ- 313

uals, that would maximise cost-effectiveness. Switching perspective, we also determined the optimal 314

level of age coverage for a fixed cost of seasonal influenza vaccine (i.e. the vaccine age coverage that 315

minimised overall cost). Optimal age ranges were calculated at £1 increments for cost of an influenza 316

vaccine. 317

We considered the joint inclusion of young-age centric and elder-age centric vaccination programmes. 318

The studied age ranges for the young-age centric strategies were 2–T̂ , T̂ ∈ {2, 4, . . . , 98, 100+}, and 319

in a similar manner for the elder-age centric strategies, T̃–100+, T̃ ∈ {2, 4, . . . , 98, 100+}. The lower 320

bound for the young-age centric component was set at two years of age to correspond with the youngest 321

age included within the current (at the time of writing) paediatric vaccination programme in England. 322

We omitted paired strategies with overlapping age ranges (where T̂ > T̃ ). In addition, we analysed 323

the sole addition (alongside vaccination of those at-risk) of either a young-age centric low-risk or an 324

elder-age centric low-risk vaccination campaign. 325

These arrangements gave a total of 1,375 vaccination schemes. For the alternative vaccination schemes 326

under consideration, those aged between 2 and 64 years had uptake set at 60% amongst both low- 327

risk and at-risk groups (in effect, an overall vaccine uptake of 60%). When including vaccination 328

amongst low-risk individuals aged 65 years and above, vaccine uptake in the low-risk and at-risk 329

groups matched the recorded historical vaccine uptake amongst those aged 65 years and above for 330

that respective influenza season. 331
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Table 3: Symptomatic case and GP consultation parameters.

Parameter Estimate Uncertainty Source

Symptomatic probability 0.406 Triangular on [0.309-0.513] [42]

Relative risk of consulting a GP (at-risk group) 1.51 Normal(µ = 1.51, sd = 0.18) [43]

Incremental expansion of low-risk vaccination programmes 332

Furthermore, we sought to identify whether a step change in the covered low-risk vaccination age range 333

would be judged as cost-effective (producing a positive threshold vaccine dose price, post deduction 334

of administration charges). 335

Under this alternative setting, with a reference strategy covering the ages 2–T̂yrs and T̃–100+yrs 336

(with T̂ < T̃ ), an incremental expansion of the young-age centric programme corresponded to a 337

revised age coverage of 2–(T̂ + 2)yrs and T̃–100+yrs, whilst incremental expansion of the elder-age 338

centric programme covered ages 2–T̂yrs and (T̃ − 2)–100+yrs. 339

Economic model 340

The economic model mapped outputs from the epidemiological model to clinical outcomes (specifically, 341

GP consultations, hospitalisation and mortality events). The healthcare costs and quality-adjusted 342

life years (QALYs) attributable to each vaccination strategy were compared to a baseline strategy 343

and the incremental cost-effectiveness ratio of each strategy was estimated. We then generated the 344

threshold vaccine dose price; that is, the maximum amount the healthcare system is willing to pay per 345

vaccine dose, given the associated health benefits. Positive prices per vaccine dose below this threshold 346

price will tend to generate positive net health benefits, whilst negative prices per vaccine dose offer no 347

incentive to the manufacturer to provide the vaccine. 348

The economic evaluation was conducted from a United Kingdom National Health Service (NHS) and 349

personal social services perspective with costs valued in pounds sterling (2016-17 prices). The following 350

sections outline the clinical, cost and health utility parameters that fed into our economic model. 351

Clinical parameters 352

With regards to severity, influenza illness can lead to a range of clinical outcomes (asymptomatic, symp- 353

tomatic (no primary healthcare consultation), GP consultation, non-fatal hospitalisation, death). 354

We took from the literature estimates of the per-infection probability of developing clinical symptoms, 355

and a relative risk of consulting a GP if in the at-risk group and infected with influenza (Table 3). 356

Though our model fit provided a (risk group averaged) per-infection probability of consulting a GP, we 357

could recover the risk group specific ascertainment rates (further details are given in Supplementary 358

Text S3 (Section 3.1) of the Supporting Information). 359

Data on hospitalisation-related events (outpatient attendances, non-fatal inpatient admission, fatal 360

illness) were provided through Hospital Episode Statistics (HES) records, spanning September 2012 - 361

August 2017. HES is a database containing individual-level records of all admissions, Accident and 362

Emergency attendances and outpatient appointments at NHS hospitals in England. For our analysis, 363

we used aggregated data corresponding to patient records that included a seasonal influenza ICD-10 364

diagnostic code (J10 or J11 code) in any diagnosis field. These data were additionally subdivided 365

into at-risk and non-risk groups based on a collection of risk group related ICD-10 codes (Table S2). 366

Data extract specifics are expanded upon in Supplementary Text S3 (Section 3.2) of the Supporting 367

Information. 368

For each hospitalisation-related event and age grouping, we determined the relative likelihood of event 369
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occurrence compared to a single GP consultation. Due to the HES records having no associated 370

influenza type information (i.e. stating whether a hospitalisation case was due to influenza A or in- 371

fluenza B), and to allow inclusion of heterogeneities in case severity between influenza types, we 372

implemented a set of assumptions regarding permissibility of event occurrence dependent upon age 373

that were discerned from prior statistical modelling studies. As a result, we generated differing hos- 374

pitalisation case rates for influenza A and influenza B, stratified into 12 age bands (0–1yrs, 2–5yrs, 375

6–9yrs, 10–19yrs, 20–29yrs, 30–39yrs, 40-49yrs, 50–59yrs, 60–64yrs, 65–74yrs, 75–84yrs, 85+yrs), with 376

uncertainty distributions procured via bootstrapping (see Supplementary Text S3 (Section 3.3) of Sup- 377

porting Information). 378

Quantifying the burden of mortality resulting from influenza is not straightforward due to under- 379

reporting as a cause of death. Consequently, we gleaned from the literature estimates of fraction of 380

influenza deaths that occur in the hospital so we may appropriately scale HES-informed mortality 381

rates to an approximate, all-cause influenza mortality measure [44] (Table 4). 382

Table 4: Proportion of mortality events occurring in- and out-of-hospital (informed using data from Table 3
of Matias et al. [44]).

Age group (yrs) % of deaths in hospital % of deaths out-of-hospital

0–49 100% 0%

50–64 75% 25%

65–74 65% 35%

75+ 50% 50%

Costs 383

In pursuing attainment of a well-informed, evidence-based economic model, we sought to gather rele- 384

vant economic cost estimates from recent standard and/or published data sources. 385

The unit cost of a GP consultation was provided by Curtis, L. & Burns, A. [45], with a consultation 386

cost estimate of £37.40, and a lognormal uncertainty distribution (mean = 37.40/47.46, standard 387

deviation = 8.4). 388

We synthesised age- and risk-stratified hospitalisation case costs from the provided HES records (see 389

Supplementary Text S3 (Section 3.2) of the Supporting Information), with average costs attained 390

over the five year timeframe spanned by the data (September 2012–August 2017 inclusive). In brief, 391

the supplied cost estimates (based on HES variables) were generated combining data on primary 392

diagnosis ICD-10 codes, secondary diagnoses ICD-10 codes, procedures carried out and length of 393

stay in hospital. We then formed influenza type specific costs (Supplementary Text S3 (Section 394

3.4) of Supporting Information), adhering to our previously discussed event occurrence assumptions 395

(Supplementary Text S3 (Section 3.3) of Supporting Information). There was assumed to be no cost 396

associated with an influenza attributed out-of-hospital mortality event. 397

For the baseline analysis, we assumed the cost of vaccination administration to be £10 per dose 398

(Department of Health, personal communication). 399

Health utilities 400

Health utility decrements associated with non-fatal cases of influenza were extracted from the literature 401

(Table 5). QALY loss due to death was commensurate with the remaining number of expected healthy 402

years of life remaining (details of the calculation are given in Supplementary Text S3 (Section 3.4) of 403

the Supporting Information). 404

Cost-effectiveness analysis 405
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Table 5: Non-fatal case decrements in health utilities.

Parameter Estimate Uncertainty Source

Asymptomatic case (All ages) 0.00 — —

Outpatient event (All ages)† 0.00 — —

Non-hospitalised, symptomatic case (0–16 yrs) 0.00749 Normal(µ =0.00749, sd=0.00085) [46, 47]

Non-hospitalised, symptomatic case (17+ yrs) 0.00820 Normal(µ =0.0082, sd=0.0018) [46, 47]

Non-fatal, hospitalised case (0–16 yrs) 0.016 Normal(µ =0.016, sd=0.0018) [48, 49]

Non-fatal, hospitalised case (17+ yrs) 0.018 Normal(µ =0.018, sd=0.0018) [48, 49]

† Outpatient events did not carry any QALY loss. Outpatient attendances occured subsequent to a
previous hospital admission and therefore the QALY loss associated with the prior hospital
admission has already been accounted for.

The time horizon of the base case model spanned six influenza seasons, reflecting the historical influenza 406

season data the model had been fit too (2012/13 to 2017/18 influenza seasons). 407

To comply with the JCVI’s guidelines, two criteria were considered. Firstly, that for the most likely 408

set of parameters the mean discounted costs and outcomes should be evaluated against a £20,000 409

cost-effectiveness threshold value for a QALY [50]. Secondly, to account for uncertainty, 90% of all 410

posterior parameters should generate cost-effective results at a threshold of £30,000 per QALY. 411

When performing analysis for the second criterion, we conducted a probabilistic sensitivity analysis for 412

each of the alternative intervention strategies. Explicitly, we sought the threshold dose prices at the 413

10th percentile of simulated values (with the cost-effectiveness threshold set at £30,000 per QALY). 414

For each vaccination scheme, we performed ten transmission model simulations (with all strategies 415

using the same set of ten epidemiological particles). To generate 100 Monte Carlo parameter samples, 416

we first drew epidemiological outcomes from outputs generated from one of the ten epidemiological 417

parameter particle sets. We then sampled health economic parameters from appropriate distributions 418

to produce the desired health economic outputs. 419

In primary analyses, we used a discounting rate of 3.5% per year (for both healthcare costs and 420

QALYs). As an alternative scenario, we also evaluated the effects of applying a 1.5% discount rate 421

to both monetary costs and health impacts. Furthermore, in all analyses we presumed that 10% of 422

vaccines ordered were not administered (‘vaccine wastage’). 423

Simulation and software specifics 424

Model fit and simulations were performed in Julia v1.0–v1.2. The system of ODEs were solved nu- 425

merically with the package DifferentialEquations v6.6.0, and parameter optimisation was carried 426

out using the package Optim v0.19.2. Data processing and production of figures were carried out in 427

Matlab R2019b. 428
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Results 429

Heightened propagation of natural immunity over vaccine-induced immunity 430

We invoked the particle swarm optimisation algorithm, accumulating 100 parameter sets to determine 431

credible values of the model parameters (Table 6 and Fig. 2). Samples were obtained after 10,000 432

iterations of the algorithm were completed. We retained parameter sets adhering to the mandatory 433

temporal criteria of peak infection in each influenza season occurring prior to March, and producing 434

an error measure value below 30,000. 435

Table 6: Values for the basic reproduction number, exposure history, susceptibility and ascer-
tainment probability parameters inferred fitting to the empirical data. Estimates computed from 100
particles. Numbers inside brackets indicate 95% credible intervals. All values are given to 4 d.p.

Description Notation Median [95% credible interval]

Transmission parameters

A(H1N1)pdm09 R0A(H1N1)pdm09
2.0544 [1.8001, 2.2127]

A(H3N2) R0A(H3N2)
2.0987 [1.8607, 2.3007]

B/Victoria R0B/Victoria
1.8709 [1.6567, 2.0246]

B/Yamagata R0B/Yamagata
1.9687 [1.7392, 2.1340]

Exposure history parameters

Natural infection in prior influenza season a 0.7133 [0.6757, 0.7353]

Type B influenza cross-reactivity b 1.0000 [1.0000, 1.0000]

Prior influenza season vaccine efficacy propagation ξ 0.0000 [0.0000, 0.0260]

Susceptibility parameters

Ages 0–17 σ0−17 0.7148 [0.6375, 0.8393]

Ages 18–64 σ18−64 0.6277 [0.5288, 0.7387]

Ages 65–84 σ65−84 0.7766 [0.6201, 0.8664]

Ages 85+ σ85+ 1.0000 [0.6769, 1.0000]

Reference ascertainments (ages 100+)

2012/13 ε2012/13 0.0060 [0.0036, 0.0125]

2013/14 ε2013/14 0.0039 [0.0023, 0.0089]

2014/15 ε2014/15 0.0096 [0.0061, 0.0204]

2015/16 ε2015/16 0.0134 [0.0080, 0.0312]

2016/17 ε2016/17 0.0065 [0.0040, 0.0148]

2017/18 ε2017/18 0.0252 [0.0150, 0.0600]

Relative ascertainment factors

0 year old ε̃0yrs 0.2087 [0.1119, 0.3368]

2 year old ε̃2yrs 0.1383 [0.0599, 0.2404]

18 year old ε̃18yrs 0.2367 [0.1263, 0.3903]

65 year old ε̃65yrs 0.6974 [0.3868, 1.0000]

85 year old ε̃85yrs 0.5116 [0.3449, 0.9297]
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Viewing the attained distributions for R0 per strain, the estimates for the two influenza A subtypes are 436

similar; both are larger than the corresponding estimates for the two type B lineages, with B/Yamagata 437

transmissibility estimates exceeding those for B/Victoria. 438

Amongst the three exposure history parameters (a, b, ξ), the parameter seemingly imparting impact 439

on the transmission dynamics was the modification to susceptibility due to natural infection in the 440

previous influenza season (a). If infected by a given strain last influenza season, the inferred weighted 441

median estimate of 0.7159 corresponds to an approximate 28% reduction in susceptibility to the current 442

influenza season variant of that strain type. We see little support for carry over of prior influenza season 443

vaccine efficacy (ξ), with the majority of the inferred distribution massed near 0. Finally, with all 444

retained particles having b = 1, conferred influenza B cross-reactive immunity was not retained into 445

the subsequent influenza season. 446

Comparing between the age susceptibility parameters, the greatest susceptibility was evidently found 447

to be amongst 85+ age category. Further, the child and adolescent category had a near 10% reduction 448

in susceptibility relative to those aged 65–84 (0.7121 vs 0.7779). We also found a similar (relative) 449

percentage decrement between adults (18–65 years) and young people (0–17 years). 450

Inferred ascertainment probabilities for those aged 100+ (ε), across all influenza seasons, ranged up 451

to 0.06. The highest ascertainment probabilities were found for the recent 2017/18 influenza season. 452

Comparing across ages, there was minor variation in ascertainment probability for those aged 0–18, 453

with a peak at 65 years of age, a small decline up to 85 year of age, followed by increases as age rised 454

towards 100+ (Fig. S5). 455

To check the goodness-of-fit between our model and the available data, we performed 100 independent 456

simulations using the parameter sets acquired from the optimisation fitting procedure. Therefore, 457

although the model is deterministic, we generated variability in epidemic composition due to the 458

inferred distribution for the underlying parameters. The incidence of each of the four influenza types 459

over each influenza season and age group was converted to attributed GP consultations (per 100,000) 460

(Fig. 3). We generally obtained a reasonable fit to the data across age ranges and strains, generally 461

mimicking the pattern of strain composition and similar magnitudes of consultation load in each 462

influenza season. 463

Considering type A influenza, we captured the empirical pattern of alternating dominance by A(H3N2) 464

and A(H1N1)pdm09 subtypes for the years 2012/13 to 2016/17, followed by A(H3N2) dominating 465

again in 2017/18. For influenza B, we obtained modest agreement for the overall magnitude of GP 466

consultations as a result of type B, but this was not always in complete agreement with the subtype 467

composition. 468

Switching focus to age groups, the simulated severity of consultation load was typically similar to 469

that of the empirical data. One notable exception was within the eldest age grouping (85+ years), 470

where we found less favourably agreement in the latter three influenza seasons (2015/16 through to 471

2017/18). Specifically, the simulated amount of total GP consultations attributable to influenza was 472

overestimated for the 2015/16, and underestimated in both 2016/17 and 2017/18. 473
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Fig. 2: Acquired parameter distributions from the optimisation scheme, fitting to the empirical
data. Parameter densities generated from 100 particles that each returned an error below 30,000. Blue shaded
areas outline the scaled density. (Row one) Basic reproduction numbers by strain. (Row two) Immunity
propagation parameters. (Row three) Susceptibility by age group. (Row four) Ascertainment probabilities
for those aged 100+, by influenza season. (Row five) Relative ascertainment by age. Particularly noteworthy
outcomes include: prior season influenza B cross-reactivity and vaccine carry over had little impact on present
influenza season susceptibility; the highest ascertainment probability for the 100+ age group occurred in the
2017/18 influenza season; amongst the knot ages to produce the piecewise linear ascertainment function, the
greatest ascertainment was observed for those 65 years of age.
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Fig. 3: Predictive distributions for influenza positive GP consultations per 100,000 population.
Stratified by influenza season and age bracket, we present back-to-back stacked bars per simulation replicate,
with 100 replicates performed, each using a distinct parameter set representing a sample from the parameter
distributions obtained from our parameter fitting scheme. Each panel corresponds to an individual influenza
season. Within each panel, all age brackets are topped out by a thicker stacked horizontal bar plot, corresponding
to the strain-stratified point estimates for the empirical data. In all panels, the left side depicts data pertaining
to type A influenza viruses (red shading denoting the A(H1N1)pdm09 subtype, orange shading the A(H3N2)
subtype). In an equivalent manner, the right side stacked horizontal bars present similar data for type B
influenza (cyan shading denoting the B/Victoria lineage, dark blue shading the B/Yamagata lineage). We see
a reasonable qualitative model fit to the data.
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Simulating vaccination programmes 474

Increase in threshold vaccine dosage prices for vaccine programmes including a paediatric 475

campaign 476

Relative to a reference strategy of at-risk group vaccination, we studied 30 combinations of paediatric 477

and elder-age centric programmes that extended vaccine uptake to low-risk individuals within select 478

age groupings. Recall that our 30 age coverage combinations paired one of six paediatric campaigns 479

(None, 4-10yrs (Prim), 4-16yrs (PrimSec), 2-4yrs (Pre), 2-10yrs (PrePrim), and 2-16yrs (PrePrimSec)), 480

with one of five elder-age centric programmes (50 years and above, 60 years and above, 70 years and 481

above, 80 years and above, 90 years and above). 482

For each strategy we computed a threshold price per additional vaccine dose (threshold vaccine dose 483

price), reflecting the value at which the strategy becomes cost-effectiveness (relative to the reference 484

strategy) at a WTP of £20,000 per QALY, with 3.5% discounting for monetary costs and health effects. 485

We simulated each vaccine scheme with the most likely set of parameter values; for epidemiological 486

parameters we used the set of parameter values that returned the lowest error, and for health economic 487

parameters we took the average estimate. 488

In the absence of a paediatric component to the low-risk vaccination programme (those with a pae- 489

diatric campaign coverage of ”None”), the elder-age strategy returning the lowest threshold vaccine 490

dose price corresponded to low-risk vaccination being provided to those aged 70 and above (threshold 491

vaccine dose price of £1.63). Either contracting or expanding the age coverage resulted in a larger 492

threshold price per vaccine dose (£8.02 for a programme targeting those aged 90 and above, £8.59 for 493

a programme targeting those aged 50 and above). 494

Adding any of our considered forms of paediatric low-risk vaccination campaign led to a rise in the 495

threshold vaccine dose price (Fig. 4). The programme producing the highest threshold vaccine dose 496

price, of £29.12, was a coverage combination of those primary school aged together with those aged 497

90 years and above. In addition, across all tested paediatric campaigns, a lesser breadth of elder-age 498

coverage resulted in a higher threshold vaccine dose price. For example, under the primary school aged 499

coverage strategy (Prim), moving from elder-age coverage encompassing those aged 90 years and above 500

to those aged 50 years and above saw a drop in threshold vaccine dose price from £29.12 to £10.54. 501

Such decreases in threshold vaccine dose price were less stark for paediatric coverage strategies covering 502

more age groups (PrePrimSec), with prices ranging from £21.91 (for elder-age coverage spanning those 503

aged 90 years and above) to £12.55 (with coverage including those aged 50 years and above). 504

Finally, we observed that paediatric campaigns including solely primary or both primary and secondary 505

age groups returned higher threshold vaccine dose prices compared to those campaigns that also 506

included pre-school coverage. This relationship was independent of the level of coverage amongst the 507

elder age classes. 508

Identification of preferred pairings of young-age centric and elder-age centric vaccine 509

programmes 510

Relative to a reference strategy of at-risk group vaccination, we studied 1,375 alternative vaccination 511

programmes that each administered vaccines to a differing proportion of the low-risk population (in 512

addition to vaccination of those at-risk). Each of the tested alternative programmes spanned a differing 513

range of age classes. We began by studying paired interventions combining our young-age centric and 514

elder-age centric vaccination strategies. Recall that we omitted paired strategies with overlapping 515

age ranges. We also considered the sole addition (alongside vaccination of those at-risk) of either a 516

young-age centric low-risk campaign or a elder-age centric low-risk campaign. 517
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Fig. 4: Threshold price per additional vaccine dose enabling low-risk uptake amongst paediatric
and elder-age centric age groups to be deemed cost-effective. Threshold vaccine dose prices reflect the
value at which the programme becomes cost-effectiveness at a WTP of £20,000 per QALY, with 3.5% discounting
for monetary costs and health effects. In all considered strategies, we assumed 10% vaccine wastage and an
administration fee per deployed vaccine of £10. In order of plotting group, the paediatric strategies covered
the following age ranges: None, 4-10 (Prim), 4-16 (PrimSec), 2-4 (Pre), 2-10 (PrePrim), 2-16 (PrePrimSec).
Per paediatric strategy, we considered five elder-age centric programmes, each having a varying breadth of age
coverage: 50 years and above (blue bars), 60 years and above (orange bars), 70 years and above (yellow bars),
80 years and above (purple bars), 90 years and above (green bars). For full results, see File S1.

Initially, we evaluated cost-effectiveness against a £20,000 threshold value for a QALY, with each 518

vaccine scheme simulated with the most likely set of parameter values. In short, all programmes were 519

cost-effective, returning a positive threshold dose price per vaccine (post deduction of the administra- 520

tion charge). Full results are provided in Fig. S6 and File S2. 521

We explore in greater detail the cost-effectiveness analysis accounting for uncertainty, where values 522

were set where 90% of simulation generated cost-effective results at a willingness-to-pay threshold of 523

£30,000 per QALY (Fig. 5). A full breakdown of these threshold vaccine dose prices are also given in 524

File S2. 525

Inspecting paired strategies, across the breadth of young-age centric programme component converage 526

levels there was striking banding, with particular peaks in dose price amongst campaigns covering 527

primary school children (2–4yrs to 2–8yrs) and then again when coverage expanded to include young 528

adults (2–18yrs to 2–30yrs). Fixing the coverage of the young-age centric programme at a given age, 529

the optimum elder-age centric programme (in terms of maximising the threshold vaccine dose price) 530

tended to contain only the eldest ages (generally 80 years and above). We found as age coverage 531

broadened for elder-age centric strategies, vaccine dose price thresholds generally lowered. 532

The optimum paired strategy, with a threshold vaccine dose price of £37.60, covered those 2–6 years 533
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of age in conjunction with those 98+ years of age. The paired strategy returning the most restrictive 534

threshold vaccine dose price (£4.68) had minimal coverage in children (two year olds only), but included 535

those aged 66 years and above (Fig. 5(a)). 536

Similar features appearing from the inspection of paired strategy were apparent if adopting only 537

one of the two coverage schemes. Considering a standalone young-age centric low-risk programme, we 538

observe a peak in threshold vaccine dose price for the 2–6yrs strategy (£37.57). We witness an apparent 539

dip in threshold price for programmes that include coverage of secondary school aged children, with 540

strategies encompassing coverage of 2–12yrs and 2–14yrs returning threshold prices in the £15-£20 541

range (Fig. 5(b)). 542

Moreover, for a sole elder-age centric low-risk vaccination programme, campaigns focusing resources 543

on just the eldest ages had a sizeable return on each vaccine deployed (Fig. 5(c)). Explicitly, the 544

threshold vaccine dose price rose from £10.98 for low-risk coverage of those aged 90 and above, to 545

£50.94 for low-risk coverage of those aged 98 and above. If wider age coverage is desired, covering the 546

elder ages beginning above 50 years of age, we observed a regime were the threshold vaccine dose price 547

lay below £10. In contrast, strategies including young adults, adolescents and children were found to 548

have threshold vaccine dose prices between £10–£15 (though the total amount of additional vaccines 549

required is greater, meaning a larger increase in absolute spend). 550

When we instead applied a 1.5% discounting rate for both costs and health effects (rather than a 3.5% 551

discounting rate),we acquired quantitatively similar threshold dose prices for cost-effectiveness across 552

all considered age coverage combinations (see Fig. S7, Fig. S8 and File S2). 553

The strong performance of a standalone young-age centric programme was also demonstrated by 554

forming an approximate upper bound on potential savings for a specified amount of additional vaccines 555

administered over the entire time horizon. On the other hand, under the same measure, standalone 556

elder-age centric strategies were typically amongst the poorer performers, especially in the regime 557

where few additional vaccine were administered (Fig. 6, Fig. S9). 558
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Fig. 5: Threshold price per additional vaccine dose for additional vaccines required to add a low-
risk vaccine programme (relative to an at-risk only vaccination programme). Threshold vaccine dose
prices reflect the cost at which 90% of all simulations generate cost-effective results at a WTP of £30,000 per
QALY, with 3.5% discounting for monetary costs and health effects. In all strategies we assumed 10% vaccine
wastage and an administration fee per deployed vaccine of £10. Arrows denote those incremental age expansions
that would be cost-effective (Red arrows for willingness to pay values per vaccine dose less than £5, black arrows
for willingness to pay values per vaccine dose above £5). (a) Paired low-risk programmes (combined young-age
centric and elder-age centric coverage). Shading transitioning from dark shading to light shading depict shifts
from low to high prices. The white region corresponds to omitted strategies, where young-age centric and elder-
age centric coverage would overlap. (b) Addition of a low-risk young-age centric programme only. (c) Addition
of a low-risk elder-age centric programme only.
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Fig. 6: Estimated savings against additional administered vaccines for alternative vaccine pro-
grammes (relative to an at-risk only vaccination programme) (a) Colour map for the considered
vaccination strategies. Broader age coverage is represented by transitions in marker colour (young-age centric
programme, transitions from grey to red to blue; elder-age centric programme, transitions from grey to yellow to
blue). Small filled dots correspond to a paired strategy. Large filled circles correspond to standalone strategies
(bottom row for a standalone young-age centric programme, first column for a standalone elder-age centric pro-
gramme). (b) The plotted points represent estimates for a single vaccine programme, with one QALY valued at
£30,000 and the vaccine cost set at the threshold value that 90% of simulations replicates remain cost-effective.
Inverted triangle markers denote strategies that are the poorest performers for a given amount of additional
administered vaccines. Standalone young-age centric strategies perform well, forming a rough upper bound on
potential savings. In contrast, standalone elder-age centric strategies typically display the poorest performance
when few additional vaccines are administered. Together, the standalone strategies envelop the majority of
estimations produced from the paired combination strategies (small filled circles).
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Optimal coverage of a low-risk vaccination programme for a fixed vaccine cost 559

The apparent stark discrepancy in benefits derived from the young-age centric versus elder-age centric 560

component of the vaccination scheme is also shown when we altered perspective to determine the 561

optimal level of age coverage for a fixed cost of seasonal influenza vaccine. Under our two differing 562

assumptions of monetary worth of a QALY, we found the upper age bound of the young-age centric 563

component to not exceed 65 years of age under any circumstance, even if there were no additional 564

cost for procuring the vaccine. In addition, for the range of vaccine costs where a paired strategy was 565

the top performer, the optimal age coverage for the young-age centric component of the programme 566

usually included 0–20yrs. On the other hand, age coverage stemming from the elder-age centric aspect 567

of the programme was very limited, with a typical coverage including those aged 98 years and above 568

(Fig. 7). 569
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Fig. 7: Age coverage for each arm of the low-risk vaccination programme that returned the
greatest monetary gains, given a specified cost of influenza vaccine. Separate panels correspond to
optimal age coverage assuming: (a) a £20,000 cost-effectiveness threshold per QALY, successfully attained
by the most likely set of model parameters; (b) £30,000 cost-effectiveness threshold per QALY, with 90% of
all parameter sets generating cost-effective results. Optimal age ranges were calculated at £1 increments for
influenza vaccination, in each case under an assumption of 10% vaccine wastage and a £10 administration
charge. Upper age bound quantities for the young-age centric programme and elder-age centric programme (per
cost of influenza vaccine values) are indicated by the filled red circles and grey circles, respectively. With regard
to the young-age centric programme, we found the upper age bound to not exceed 65 years of age under any
circumstance, even if there were no additional cost for procuring the vaccine. Age coverage stemming from the
elder-age centric aspect of the programme was usually limited or not required.

Incremental age expansion of low-risk vaccination policy 570

Were a pre-existing vaccination policy to already contain one or both of a young-age centric or elder- 571

age centric low-risk vaccination component (in addition to vaccination of those at-risk), we explored 572

whether an incremental expansion in age coverage (corresponding to the inclusion of an additional 573

two single year age brackets) would be deemed cost-effective. While we once more focus on the results 574

produced under the uncertainty analysis setup (90% of simulations being cost-effective when a QALY is 575

valued at £30,000) and a discount rate of 3.5%, we acquired similar outcomes using a cost-effectiveness 576

threshold of £20,000 per QALY and a 1.5% discount rate. We provide a complete listing of threshold 577
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vaccine dose prices for all scenarios in File S3. 578

To begin, we view from the perspective of expanding the young-age centric low-risk vaccination aspect 579

of the programme. There are two noticeable boundaries where inclusion of additional ages was not 580

evaluated to be cost-effective. The first boundary corresponded to switching from 2–10yrs coverage 581

to 2–12yrs coverage. The second boundary was when widening the programme to reach 50 year olds 582

(Fig. 3(a,b)). 583

Turning attention to expansion of the elder-centric low-risk vaccination programme, if the present 584

vaccination policy included an elder-centric low-risk vaccination programme whose lower age bound 585

was already below 65 years, then we see a general behaviour of incremental expansion being cost- 586

effective if the cost of each additional vaccine was below a given threshold value (Fig. 3(a)). In the 587

absence of a young-age centric arm to the programme we find, irrespective of the current span of ages 588

covered in the low-risk vaccination campaign, an incremental expansion of the elder-age programme 589

is typically cost-effective (Fig. 3(c)). 590

Combined, these characteristics illuminated regions of age space where, if the current vaccine pro- 591

gramme were to be situated, you would not consider broadening age coverage. One such instance was 592

if coverage in children was for 2–10 year olds, together with the lower edge of the elder-age centric 593

component residing in either the 68–76 or 80–86 years of age interval. More generally, when coverage 594

included children, adolescents and younger adults, the extra addition of elder adults was deemed not 595

cost-effective. 596

Discussion 597

Globally, seasonal influenza is an infection of grave public-health importance, given the economic cost 598

and burden to human health afflicted by the condition [51]. In temperate regions such as England, dur- 599

ing winter periods seasonal influenza inflicts a particularly stark stress on the health system [1]. With 600

vaccination endorsed as an effective procedure to prevent seasonal influenza infection [2], policy makers 601

have an ongoing interest in optimising cost-effectiveness of conjectured vaccination programmes. We 602

contribute here an inspection of threshold vaccine dose prices (for England) to achieve cost-effectiveness 603

under several differing paired age band low-risk vaccination schemes. Our outcomes suggest seasonal 604

influenza vaccination programmes that target primary school aged children and young adults may 605

present an opportunity to prevent a higher burden of disease at a lesser cost compared to vaccination 606

of the elderly. 607

In order to procure reliable outputs from model simulations of conjectured vaccine policies, one first 608

requires a disease transmission model calibrated to the available historical data. In this study, we used 609

England specific surveillance data post the 2009 influenza pandemic to fit a parsimonious mechanistic 610

model (including multiple strains, age-structure and immunity propagation) to seasonal-level data 611

on strain competition. Our estimates for the immunity propagation associated parameters are in 612

agreement with our findings from the simplified, non-age model structure [16]. Namely, the mechanism 613

delivering an impact on the transmission dynamics was the modification to susceptibility due to natural 614

infection in the previous influenza season, whilst there was no carry over of type B influenza cross- 615

reactive immunity and little support for seasonal influenza vaccination stimulating long-term immunity 616

responses. Once again, these conclusions corroborate previous immunological studies showing that 617

infection with influenza virus can induce broader and longer-lasting protection than vaccination [34, 52, 618

53], and authenticate prior work signalling that vaccine-mediated immunity rapidly wanes [54]. 619

Nevertheless, relative to the non-age structured model framework, the incorporation of age-structure 620

did bring about minor quantitative discrepancies. Chiefly, under the modelling assumptions adopted 621

within this study, the closest correspondence of model output to the empirical data was brought about 622
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when the propagation of immunity derived from natural infection was strengthened. In detail, when 623

using an epidemiological model with age-structure, if infected by a given strain last influenza season 624

we estimated an approximate 28% reduction in susceptibility to the current influenza season variant 625

of that strain type, whilst the equivalent estimate when modelling the transmission dynamics with a 626

non-age structured model was roughly 21%. 627

Our model fitting procedure resolved baseline seasonal influenza susceptibility to have a V-shaped 628

structure, with susceptibility lower in adults than children, and greatest in the eldest. This structure 629

married up with susceptibility patterns acquired from prior, England-specific, modelling work [10]. 630

Relative differences in ascertainment probability inferred between influenza seasons resembled those 631

from our previous analysis utilising a non-age structured model framework [16]. The greatest as- 632

certainment probabilities were obtained for the 2017/18 influenza season. We conjecture that the 633

propensity of those infected and symptomatic during the 2017/18 influenza season to consult a GP 634

may have been abnormally raised as a result of moderate to high levels of influenza activity being 635

observed in the UK [18], whilst there was also a mismatch of the A(H3N2) component of the available 636

vaccine towards the A(H3N2) strain in circulation [30]. 637

Previous modelling studies applied to data from England revealed a V-shaped curve where ascertain- 638

ment probability was higher in children (0–15yrs) and elderly adults (65+yrs) and twice as low in 639

adults under 65 years old (16–64yrs) [10]. Our discerned ascertainment profile is in harmony with 640

these outputs. Furthermore, given we modelled our ascertainment profile at a finer granularity, we 641

uncovered a slight decrease in case ascertainment as age increased from 65 to 85 years of age. The 642

relationship between the age an individual is afflicted with influenza illness and their propensity to 643

consult a GP, particularly for elder ages, merits further scrutiny. 644

Our analysis of combinations of low-risk uptake amongst children, adolescents and the elderly revealed 645

that schemes including children and adolescents had a higher allowable spend per vaccine dose (whilst 646

maintaining overall programme cost-effectiveness versus the reference strategy of at-risk vaccination). 647

These findings are reinforced by our sweep of the age space for proposed vaccination programmes, 648

which unveiled maximisation of the threshold price per vaccine dose when coverage either spanned 649

primary school aged children or reach also comprised young adults (with little coverage amongst the 650

elder ages in either case). 651

We postulate these outcomes are due to the underlying contact structure. With school-age children 652

considered to drive seasonal influenza transmission [55–57], a targeted paediatric programmes can 653

contribute substantially towards founding herd immunity amongst the entire population. Meanwhile, 654

a portion of young adults will be entering parenthood and therefore be at heightened risk of contracting 655

illnesses from their young children. Additionally, young adults have more frequent contact with a 656

broader portion of the general adult population (compared to young children), and therefore expanding 657

vaccination into this age range provides its own contribution to establishing herd immunity. 658

The regions of age space with the largest threshold vaccine price encompassed elder-age centric pro- 659

grammes with a start age of 85 years and above. Notably, elder-age centric programmes beginning 660

within the 65-75yrs age group had the least permitted expense per vaccine. A likely explanation for 661

this occurrence is through our health economic assumptions; the order of magnitude for the likelihood 662

of fatality (due to influenza infection) noticeably increases for those aged 85 years and above relative 663

to younger ages. Thus, for those elder-age centric strategies beginning below 85 years of age, the 664

QALYs gained through averted deaths per vaccine become less stark. The end result is less benefit 665

per additional vaccine administered in order to cover additional ages. Another possible contributory 666

factor is there being a bulge in the population structure for the 65-75yrs age group (resulting from the 667

baby-boom generation). 668
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The seeming preference, in terms of cost-effectiveness, for prioritising vaccine uptake amongst children 669

(rather than the elderly) is in agreement with judgements from prior studies [9, 13]. In brief, Hodgson 670

et al. [13] assessed the effect of different paediatric vaccine coverages on the effectiveness of the low- 671

risk elderly and at-risk vaccine programmes in England and Wales. The authors established that a 672

paediatric programme increasing its scope from preschool-age children only to also include school-age 673

children (with uptake consistent with other school-based programmes) would possibly raise significant 674

uncertainty concerning the cost-effectiveness of a low-risk elderly vaccination programme. Similar 675

conclusions have been obtained from cost-effectiveness analysis of seasonal influenza vaccination pro- 676

grammes in other countries. One such finding was borne out of an analysis for Japan; in comparison 677

to a strategy using the empirically recorded vaccine uptake, a study by Tsuzuki et al. [9] predicted 678

a vaccination programme targeting 90% uptake amongst children under 15 to have a much a larger 679

epidemiological impact than those targeting higher vaccine uptake in the elderly. 680

This study may offer promising findings for decision making of seasonal influenza vaccination policy 681

in England. However, we heed caution when interpreting the results due to the presence of several 682

limitations. 683

It is important to stress that the utilised data were not completely sufficient to precisely capture 684

the historical seasonal influenza epidemiology. In particular, virological strain composition data were 685

not stratified by age group. Due to these constraints, for model fitting purposes we applied the 686

population aggregated strain composition data to each single age group. However, there is an imminent 687

prospect of this imitation being mitigated by planned work to link RCGP and PHE virology data 688

(Simon de Luignan, personal communication). Incorporation of these age-stratified data would permit 689

refinements to the parameter inference scheme to capture any heteorgeneities across ages. 690

Another constraint related to the transmission model in our study is we assumed ascertainment prob- 691

abilities to be constant over the course of an influenza season. In reality, contributory quantities to 692

ascertainment likelihood may vary over an influenza season, in particular the propensity to consult a 693

GP if suffering symptomatic illness. It is conceivable, for example, that the occurrence of an unex- 694

pectedly large seasonal epidemic may induce increased media coverage, with consequential changes in 695

perception of the disease among the population where the outbreak is occurring. 696

In our proposed vaccination programmes, we enforced a simplifying assumption of having a consistent 697

set of vaccine uptakes across all simulated influenza seasons. Nonetheless, we selected low-risk coverage 698

of 60% for ages below 65 as we consider such coverage to be an attainable level in the present setting 699

(based on recorded uptakes in recent influenza seasons amongst the elderly and the school-delivered 700

paediatric programme [18, 19]). 701

Finally, with regard to our health economic parameters, we imposed a precise collection of age- and 702

strain-specific conditions under which hospitalisation and mortality events could occur (i.e. for type 703

B influenza cases, there were no mortality events (irrespective of age) and hospitalisations were per- 704

missible only for those aged under 10). Nevertheless, we contend our selected assumptions reflect a 705

relevant evidence base. 706

In summary, we use our mathematical and health economic model to appraise conjectured seasonal 707

influenza vaccination programmes for England that offer vaccination to all those low-risk individuals 708

younger than a given age (but no younger than two years old) and all low-risk individuals older than 709

a given age, while maintaining vaccination of at-risk individuals of any age. With regard to the 710

low-risk portions of the population to target, our analysis predicts the largest benefits (in terms of 711

cost-effectiveness from a healthcare provider perspective) to be generated when prioritising vaccine 712

uptake amongst primary school aged children and young adults. As such, our findings may be used to 713

convey optimal target age groups for a seasonal influenza vaccination programme in England. 714
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Supporting information items

Supporting Information

Supporting information for ‘Optimising age coverage of seasonal influenza vaccination in
England: A mathematical and health economic evaluation’. This supplement consists of: (1)
Supplementary Text S1: Data descriptions; (2) Supplementary Text S2: Complementary details of
the epidemiological modelling approach; (3) Supplementary Text S3: Complementary details of the
health economic modelling approach; (4) Supplementary Text S4: Additional results.

Fig. S1

Breakdown of subtype/lineage composition of sampled influenza viruses, per influenza
type, from the United Kingdom in each influenza season (2009/10 onward). (a) Type A
influenza, stratified by subtype; (b) Type B influenza, stratified by lineage.

Fig. S2

Breakdown of subtype/lineage composition of sampled influenza viruses, as a proportion
of all influenza samples, from the United Kingdom in each influenza season (2009/10
onward). Sequenced samples confirmed as influenza positive, stratified by type and subtype/lineage.
We assumed the fraction of undetermined samples ascribed to each subtype/lineage matched the
observed proportions (for influenza seasons where strain-specific information were available).

Fig. S3

Schematic showing the links between the vaccination, immunity propagation, epidemio-
logical and observation model components. We adopt the visualisation conventions of [10], with
ellipses indicating variables, and rectangles indicating data. Dotted arrows indicate relationships be-
tween prior season epidemiological outcomes and immunity propagation factors. Solid arrows indicate
within-season processes. Circled capitalised letters indicate the relationships connecting the variables
or data involved. These relationships are: process A, propagation of immunity as a result of exposure
to influenza virus in the previous influenza season (through natural infection or vaccination); process
B, modulation of current influenza season virus susceptibility; process C, estimation of influenza case
load via the SEIR model of transmission; process D, ascertainment of cases through ILI recording at
GP. Reproduced from Hill et al. [16].

Fig. S4

Infographic presenting the interaction between exposure history and susceptibility. The
interaction between exposure history h and susceptibility to strain m in the current season, f(h,m),
was classified into ten distinct groups: One group for the naive (uninfected and not vaccinated, row
1); one group per strain, infected but not vaccinated (rows 2–5); one group for those vaccinated and
experiencing no natural infection (row 6); one group per strain for being infected and vaccinated (rows
7–10). We let a denote modified susceptibility to strain m given infection by a strain m type virus
the previous season (dark green shading), b modified susceptibility due to cross-reactivity between
type B influenza lineages (dark blue shading), and cm the change in susceptibility to strain m given
vaccination in the previous season (gold shading). Unmodified susceptibilities retained a value of 1
(red shading). We enforced 0 < a,b,cm < 1. Reproduced from Hill et al. [16].
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Fig. S5

Influenza season-specific ascertainment probabilities against year of age. Each panel corre-
sponds to an individual influenza season, as signified by the panel title. Dashed blue lines correspond
to the median profile. Shaded light blue regions illustrate the 95% credible region. Ascertainment
rates were highest in the 2017/18 influenza season. Comparing across ages, there was minor variation
in ascertainment probability for those aged 0–18, with a peak at 65 years of age, a small decline up to
85 year of age, followed by increases as age rises towards 100+.

Fig. S6

Threshold price per vaccine dose for additional vaccines required to add a low-risk vaccine
programme (relative to an at-risk only vaccination programme), using a single simulation
with the most likely model parameter values. Threshold vaccine dose prices reflect the cost
at a WTP of £20,000 per QALY, with 3.5% discounting for monetary costs and health effects. In
all strategies we assumed 10% vaccine wastage and an administration fee per deployed vaccine of
£10. Arrows denote those incremental age expansions that would be cost-effective (Red arrows for
willingness to pay values per vaccine dose less than £5, black arrows for willingness to pay values per
vaccine dose above £5). (a) Paired low-risk programmes (combined young-age centric and elder-age
centric coverage). Shading transitioning from dark shading to light shading depict shifts from low to
high prices. The white region corresponds to omitted strategies, where young-age centric and elder-age
centric coverage would overlap. (b) Addition of a low-risk young-age centric programme only. (c)
Addition of a low-risk elder-age centric programme only.

Fig. S7

Threshold price per vaccine dose for additional vaccines required to add a low-risk vaccine
programme (relative to an at-risk only vaccination programme), using a single simulation
with the most likely model parameter values and a reduced discounting rate. Threshold
vaccine dose prices reflect the cost at a WTP of £20,000 per QALY, with 1.5% discounting for monetary
costs and health effects. In all strategies we assumed 10% vaccine wastage and an administration fee per
deployed vaccine of £10. Arrows denote those incremental age expansions that would be cost-effective
(Red arrows for willingness to pay values per vaccine dose less than £5, black arrows for willingness to
pay values per vaccine dose above £5). (a) Paired low-risk programmes (combined young-age centric
and elder-age centric coverage). Shading transitioning from dark shading to light shading depicts shifts
from low to high prices. The white region corresponds to omitted strategies, where young-age centric
and elder-age centric coverage would overlap. (b) Addition of a low-risk young-age centric programme
only. (c) Addition of a low-risk elder-age centric programme only.

Fig. S8

Threshold price per vaccine dose for additional vaccines required to add a low-risk vac-
cine programme (relative to an at-risk only vaccination programme), under a reduced
discounting rate. Threshold vaccine dose prices reflect the cost at which 90% of all simulations gen-
erate cost-effective results at a WTP of £30,000 per QALY, with 1.5% discounting for monetary costs
and health effects. In all strategies we assumed 10% vaccine wastage and an administration fee per
deployed vaccine of £10. Arrows denote those incremental age expansions that would be cost-effective
(Red arrows for willingness to pay values per vaccine dose less than £5, black arrows for willingness to
pay values per vaccine dose above £5). (a) Paired low-risk programmes (combined young-age centric
and elder-age centric coverage). Shading transitioning from dark shading to light shading depicts shifts
from low to high prices. The white region corresponds to omitted strategies, where young-age centric
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and elder-age centric coverage would overlap. (b) Addition of a low-risk young-age centric programme
only. (c) Addition of a low-risk elder-age centric programme only..

Fig. S9

Estimated savings against additional administered vaccines for alternative vaccine pro-
grammes (relative to an at-risk only vaccination programme) (a) Colour map for the con-
sidered vaccination strategies. Broader age coverage is represented by transitions in marker colour
(young-age centric programme, transitions from grey to red to blue; elder-age centric programme,
transitions from grey to yellow to blue). Small filled dots corresponding to a paired strategy. Large
filled circles correspond to standalone strategies (bottom row for a standalone young-age centric pro-
gramme, first column for a standalone elder-age centric programme). (b) The plotted points represent
median estimates for a single vaccine programme, with one QALY valued at £20,000. Inverted triangle
markers denote strategies that are the poorest performers for a given amount of additional adminis-
tered vaccines. The results qualitatively resemble outcomes acquired under a valuation of £30,000 per
QALY.

Table S1

Adjusted influenza vaccine effectiveness estimates by influenza season, age and strain
type. 95% confidence intervals are stated within parentheses.

Table S2

ICD-10 codes used to identify risk groups. Where a two digit code is given this includes all
ICD-10 codes beginning with that code. Table reproduced from Supporting Table S10, Cromer et al.
[1].

Table S3

Health episode type likelihood relative to GP consultations for influenza A cases. All
values are given to 2sf.

Table S4

Health episode type likelihood relative to GP consultations for influenza B cases. All
values are given to 2sf.

Table S5

Average costs assigned to influenza A associated hospitalisation episodes. All values
given to 2dp.

Table S6

Average costs assigned to influenza B associated hospitalisation episodes. All values
given to 2dp.

Table S7

EQ-5D index population norms for England. Values gleamed from Kwon et al. [58], ages 0–17,
and Janssen and Szende [59], ages 18+.
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File S1

Threshold vaccine dose prices for low-risk uptake amongst paediatric and elder-age cen-
tric age groups. Paediatric strategies covered the following age ranges: None, 4-10 (Prim), 4-16
(PrimSec), 2-4 (Pre), 2-10 (PrePrim), 2-16 (PrePrimSec). Per paediatric strategy, we considered five
elder-age centric programmes, each having a varying breadth of age coverage: 50 years and above, 60
years and above, 70 years and above, 80 years and above, 90 years and above. Threshold vaccine dose
prices reflect the value at which the programme becomes cost-effectiveness at a WTP of £20,000 per
QALY, with 3.5% discounting for monetary costs and health effects. In all considered strategies, we
assumed 10% vaccine wastage and an administration fee per deployed vaccine of £10.

File S2

Threshold vaccine dose prices for the addition of low-risk vaccination programmes. The
file comprises of four sheets: (i) Willingness to pay at £20,000 per QALY and 3.5% discounting
(single prediction using the most likely set of parameters); (ii) willingness to pay at £30,000 per
QALY and 3.5% discounting (values at which 90% of simulations were cost-effective); (iii) willingness
to pay at £20,000 per QALY and 1.5% discounting (single prediction using the most likely set of
parameters); (iv) willingness to pay at £30,000 per QALY and 1.5% discounting (values at which 90%
of simulations were cost-effective). In all considered strategies, we assumed 10% vaccine wastage and
an administration fee per deployed vaccine of £10.

File S3

Threshold vaccine dose prices for incremental age expansion of low-risk vaccination pro-
gramme. The file comprises of four sheets: (i) Willingness to pay at £20,000 per QALY and 3.5%
discounting (single prediction using the most likely set of parameters); (ii) willingness to pay at £30,000
per QALY and 3.5% discounting (values at which 90% of simulations were cost-effective); (iii) willing-
ness to pay at £20,000 per QALY and 1.5% discounting (single prediction using the most likely set of
parameters); (iv) willingness to pay at £30,000 per QALY and 1.5% discounting (values at which 90%
of simulations were cost-effective). In all considered strategies, we assumed 10% vaccine wastage and
an administration fee per deployed vaccine of £10.
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