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Figure S8: Impact of age-related decreases in vaccine efficacy on vaccine prioritization. Heatmaps
show that prioritization of adults 60+ to minimize mortality remains generally robust to large decreases
in vaccine efficacy among older adults. Each point shows the threshold value of vaccine efficacy among
adults 80+ at which prioritizing adults 60+ is no longer the best strategy to minimize mortality, if one
exists (yellow, orange, red), or indicates that none exists (grey). Parameter combinations for which
mortality is never minimized by prioritization of adults 60+ are also shown (black). Panels show com-
binations of the age at which immunosenescence begins (hinge age), total vaccine supply, and baseline
efficacy for continuous and anticipatory rollout scenarios (R0 = 2.6) for (A) Spain, (B) the United States,
and (C) India, using an all-or-nothing vaccine model; (D) the United States, using a leaky vaccine model.
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Figure S9: Effects of existing seropositivity on the impacts of prioritization strategies (low sero-
prevalence). Percent reductions in (A) infections, (B) deaths, and (C) years of life lost (YLL) for pri-
oritization strategies when existing age-stratified seroprevalence is incorporated (July 2020 estimates for
Connecticut; mean seroprevalence 3.4% (28)). Plots show reductions for Scenario 2 (1% rollout/day,
R0 = 2.6, realized R = 2.55) when vaccines are given to all individuals (solid lines) or to only seroneg-
atives (dashed lines), inclusive of imperfect serotest sensitivity and specificity. Shown: contact patterns
and demographics for the United States (21, 22); all-or-nothing and transmission-blocking vaccine with
ve = 90%. See Figs. 4 and S10 for moderate and higher seroprevalence examples, respectively.
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Figure S10: Effects of existing seropositivity on the impacts of prioritization strategies (high sero-
prevalence). Percent reductions in (A) infections, (B) deaths, and (C) years of life lost (YLL) for prior-
itization strategies when existing age-stratified seroprevalence is incorporated (model-generated; mean
seroprevalence 39.5%; see Methods) and intial conditions are set to the S, E, I, and R compartment counts
at the mid-outbreak time when seroprevalence reached 39.5%. Plots show reductions for Scenario 2 (1%
rollout/day, R0 = 2.6, realized R = 1.45) when vaccines are given to all individuals (solid lines) or
to only seronegatives (dashed lines), inclusive of imperfect serotest sensitivity and specificity. Shown:
U.S. contact patterns and demographics (21, 22); all-or-nothing and transmission-blocking vaccine with
ve = 90%. See Figs. 4 and S9 for moderate and lower seroprevalence examples, respectively.
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Figure S11: Impact of vaccine efficacy on maximum impact strategies (all-or-nothing vaccine;
constant susceptibility by age). Heatmaps show the prioritization strategies resulting in maximum
reduction of infections (top row), mortality (middle row), and years of life lost (bottom row) across Sce-
nario 1 (1% rollout/day, R0 = 1.3; left column), Scenario 2 (1% rollout/day, R0 = 2.6; middle column),
and Scenario 3 (anticipatory rollout, R0 = 2.6; right column). Each heatmap shows results from simu-
lations varying vaccine supply and vaccine efficacy as indicated, but unlike all other simulations in this
manuscript and its supplementary material, except Fig. S12, simulations use a constant susceptibility by
age Shown: contact patterns and demographics of the United States (21, 22); all-or nothing and trans-
mission blocking vaccine. See Fig. S12 for leaky vaccine results with constant susceptibility by age. See
Fig. S2 for all-or-nothing vaccine results with varying susceptibility by age.
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Figure S12: Impact of vaccine efficacy on maximum impact strategies (leaky vaccine; constant
susceptibility by age). Heatmaps show the prioritization strategies resulting in maximum reduction of
infections (top row), mortality (middle row), and years of life lost (bottom row) across Scenario 1 (1%
rollout/day,R0 = 1.3; left column), Scenario 2 (1% rollout/day,R0 = 2.6; middle column), and Scenario
3 (anticipatory rollout, R0 = 2.6; right column). Each heatmap shows results from simulations varying
vaccine supply and vaccine efficacy as indicated, but unlike all other simulations in this manuscript and
its supplementary material, except Fig. S11, simulations use a constant susceptibility by age. Shown:
contact patterns and demographics of the United States (21,22); leaky and transmission blocking vaccine.
See Fig. S11 for all-or-nothing vaccine results with constant susceptibility by age. See Fig. S4 for leaky
vaccine results with varying susceptibility by age.
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Supplementary Tables

Parameter Description Value Reference
dE Latent period 3 days (13)
dI Infectious period 5 days (13)

ui
Relative susceptibility to

infection for age-i individuals*

[0.4, 0.38, 0.79,
0.86, 0.8, 0.82,

0.88, 0.74, 0.74]
(13)

IFR Infection fatality rate
[0.001, 0.003, 0.01,

0.04, 0.12, 0.40,
1.36, 4.55, 15.24]

(19)

Ni
Number of people in

age group i
country-specific demographic data (22)

θi
Percent of seropositive

age-i individuals

New York**:
[32.0, 31.29, 24.9,
24.9, 26.4, 27.9,

25.75, 22.15, 20.7]

Connecticut**:
[3.9, 3.82, 3.1,
3.1, 3.1, 3.7,
3.2, 2.7, 2.7]

(15, 27)

cij

Number of age-j individuals
contacted by an age-i

individual per day

Country-specific contact matrix
(home, work, school and other)

(21)

Table S1: Summary of parameters used in modeling and simulation.
* Relative susceptibility shown here is scaled in practice to give R0 of interest.
** To relate NYC (27) and US (July/August, 2020; Connecticut chosen because it was the median of
overall seroprevalence estimates reported in Bajema et al (28)) seroprevalence estimates to age bins by
decade, we computed
θi = (

∑
j θj)/10 where j is the ages in bin i.
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IC* Anticipatory rollout,
all-or-nothing ve

Anticipatory rollout,
leaky ve Continuous rollout

Ii(0) 1 0.005 Ni

Ri(0) θiNi − αiθiNi θiNi

RV i(0) αiθiNi(1− se) 0
RXi(0) αiθiNise 0
Si(0) [Ni − Ii(0)− θiNi]− αi[Ni − Ii(0)− θiNi] Ni − Ii(0)− θiNi

SV i(0) NA αi[Ni − Ii(0)− θiNi](sp)
0 if leaky ve,
else NA

Vi(0) αi[Ni − Ii(0)− θiNi]ve(sp) NA
0 if all-or-nothing ve,
else NA

SXi(0)
αi[Ni − Ii(0)− θiNi](1− sp)−
αi[Ni − Ii(0)− θiNi](1− ve)(sp)

αi[Ni − Ii(0)− θiNi](1− sp) 0

Table S2: Initial conditions for simulations. Scenario initial conditions (ICs) are reported for scenarios
considered in this manuscript. Vaccination rollout α = nvax/ [(S + E)sp+R(1− se)]. Situations with
no dose redirection via serological testing are equivalent to setting sp = 1 and se = 0.
* ICs for all other compartments not explcitily specified are 0.
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