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Susceptibility

Susceptibility

Susceptibility

Susceptibility

Seasonal among age- among age- among age- among age-
offset group 0-4y group 5-49y group 50-64y | group 65+y
State Season _ _ _ o
2014-15 68.724 0.0032 0.0015 0.0031 0.0021
2015-16 90.950 0.0031 0.0015 0.0030 0.0021
California 2016-17 67.791 0.0028 0.0014 0.0028 0.0020
2017-18 47.705 0.0031 0.0015 0.0030 0.0021
2018-19 92.125 0.0028 0.0015 0.0029 0.0021
2014-15 44.683 0.0026 0.0015 0.0029 0.0021
2015-16 97.567 0.0026 0.0015 0.0028 0.0022
Texas 2016-17 87.091 0.0028 0.0015 0.0029 0.0021
2017-18 73.079 0.0029 0.0016 0.0032 0.0022
2018-19 88.573 0.0028 0.0015 0.0031 0.0022
2014-15 82.268 0.0031 0.0015 0.0029 0.0020
2015-16 100.729 0.0032 0.0016 0.0029 0.0021
Connecticut 2016-17 85.539 0.0032 0.0015 0.0029 0.0020
2017-18 85.853 0.0036 0.0016 0.0031 0.0020
2018-19 80.849 0.0032 0.0016 0.0030 0.0020
2014-15 44.862 0.0032 0.0015 0.0029 0.0020
2015-16 107.501 0.0031 0.0016 0.0030 0.0022
Virginia 2016-17 95.983 0.0032 0.0016 0.0031 0.0021
2017-18 84.540 0.0035 0.0016 0.0032 0.0020
2018-19 96.904 0.0032 0.0016 0.0031 0.0021
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Figure S2. Model fit. Time series of recorded weekly influenza cases and model fit to Texas, California,

Connecticut and Virginia (A, C, E & G). Data and model fit to the age distribution among influenza infections

(B, D, F & H).
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3. Model simulations
Main text Figure 2

To evaluate the number of cases and hospitalizations averted by early treatment (within 48
hours since symptoms onset. For conservative purposes, we assumed treating on the second
day) of infected high-risk individuals who are currently receiving treatment on the third and
more than three days after symptoms onset (Main Text, Figure 2), we ran the model for each
of the five seasons with an increased proportion of the infected high-risk treated on the second
day since symptoms onset. For each season, we ran the model using the average state’s
vaccination coverage. The addition to the proportion of the infected high-risk treated on the
second day was done by shifting first the individuals who treated ineffectively (more than 72
hours since symptoms onset), followed by the individuals who treated on the third day.

The number of additional cases and hospitalizations averted was computed as the average over
the model projections of 5 seasons compared to the baseline case. For the range, we did the
same analysis described above but we used the vaccination coverage of the season with the
highest (lower bond) and the lowest (higher bond) vaccination coverage in the seasons between
(2013 - 2018) for each state.

Main text Figure 3

We estimated the number of additional cases and hospitalizations averted due to increasing the
treatment coverage of high-risk patients assuming that all receive treatment within 48 hours
from symptoms onset. To assess the benefit in terms of cases and hospitalizations averted we
ran the model with treatment coverage varying from 10%-30% for each season and state using
the state’s average vaccination coverage. We also assumed that there are no infected high-risk
individuals who getting treatment three days since symptoms onset. For each fixed portion we

compared the mean model projections to the baseline scenario.

We also conducted a sensitivity analysis to examine the robustness of our results. In this
analysis, we examined the effect of the vaccination coverage on the number of additional cases
and hospitalizations averted by changing vaccination coverage for both model’s projections of
the new treatment policy and the baseline treatment scenario. We increased and decrease the

state’s mean vaccination coverage by 10%, 20%.
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Main text Figure 4

To estimate cases and hospitalizations averted per treatment for each age group we analyzed
the scenario in which all the infected high-risk individuals in the examined age-group are
seeking care and getting treatment within 48 hours since symptoms onset. For the rest of the
age-groups we change the timeliness of initiating treatment to 48 hours since symptoms onset
without changing the baseline treatment coverage. The number of additional cases and
hospitalizations averted per treatment was computed by comparing the model’s projections of
the new scenario with the baseline scenario, while considering the increase in the number of

treated high-risk patients.
Main text Figure 5

We conducted a two-way sensitivity analysis to investigate the joint impact of seasonal attack
rate and vaccination coverage in each state on the number of cases averted per treatment. We
ran the model with varying proportion of infected high-risk who seeks care and gets treated
within 48 hours from symptoms onset from 10%-30% while increasing and decreasing the
state’s average vaccination coverage by 10%-40%. We conducted the analysis for median,
high, and low seasonal attack rate for each state. The high and low attack rate were informed
by the year with the lowest and the year with the highest attack rate for each state between
2013-2018.
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4. Additional results

Additional influenza
cases averted annually
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Model projection of in influenza cases and hospitalizations averted in Texas, California,

Connecticut, and Virginia if treating within 48 hours from symptoms onset, 0-100% of the high-risk individuals
who were treated after 48 hours. (A, C, E & G) Total number of cases averted. (B, D, F & H) Total number of

hospitalizations averted.
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Figure S4. Model projections of influenza cases and hospitalizations averted in Texas, California, Connecticut,

and Virginia by increasing the portion of treated high-risk individuals who seek care and get treated within 48

hours from symptoms onset. (A, C, E & G) Total number of cases averted. (B, D, F & H) Total number of

hospitalizations averted.
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Figure S5. Model projections of influenza cases and hospitalizations averted per treatment, by treating each
age-group 48 hours since symptoms onset in Texas, California, Connecticut and Virginia. (A, C, E & G)
Number of cases averted per treatment for each age-group stratified by age-group. (B, D, F & H) Number of

hospitalizations averted per treatment for each age-group stratified by age-group.
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Figure S6. The mutual effect of attack rate and vaccination coverage, in Connecticut and Virginia, on the

number of cases averted per treatment for each treatment coverage among high-risk individuals infected with

influenza. Infected high-risk individuals seek care and get treatment within 48 hours from symptoms onset. (A,

B) Median attack rate settings. (C, D) Low attack rate settings. (E, F) High attack rate settings.
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