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Figure S1: Performance of different allocation strategies of a limited vaccine stockpile across two
homogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with no underlying immunity and
prophylactic vaccination. An all-or-nothing vaccine (left) is compared to a leaky vaccine (right). The
panel on the left is equivalent to Figure 1.
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Figure S2: Performance of different allocation strategies of a limited vaccine stockpile across two
homogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with no underlying immunity, with
vaccines rolled out starting 10 days after the start of the epidemic with 2% of the population
vaccinated each day. The populations are allowed to interact of varying degree (i=0 corresponds no
interaction and i=0.5 corresponds to complete interaction or perfect mixing between the two
populations). The grey lines in each panel are equivalent to Figure 1 and represent a scenario without
interaction between the two populations.
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Figure S3: Performance of different allocation strategies of a limited vaccine stockpile across two
heterogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with no underlying immunity and
prophylactic vaccination. Each color represents a different number of total vaccine doses. Each line
represents a different basic reproductive number. In both the high transmission scenario (top) and
high mortality scenario (bottom), 50% of both populations are high risk.
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Figure S4: Performance of different allocation strategies of a limited vaccine stockpile across two
heterogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with no underlying immunity, with
vaccines rolled out at different speeds and different times after the start of the epidemic. 25% of both
populations are high risk of transmission. We vary the timing of roll-out between 10, 30, 50, or 100
days after the start of the epidemic, and vary the speed of roll-out between 1, 2, or 3% of the
population vaccinated per day.



25% High Mortality in both Populations

1 day 1 day 1 day
3% vaccinated/day 2% vaccinated/day 1% vaccinated/day
B N I I B I e e e
‘‘‘‘ e pai e NN A R B D it
3000 \/\_/\_/\ /\ [ \_/\_/L/L/
2000 |
1000 |
0
10 days 10 days 10 days
3% vaccinated/day 2% vaccinated/day 1% vaccinated/day
4000 | s R T T Tor e mTTmrees e e e s s [Ere—— ST B
N~ NN N
NN ||
3000 |
2000
7]
<
© ]
8 ~ 1000
5 o3
o~ 0
[0 =
'g 2 30 days 30 days 30 days
(]
E g_ 3% vaccinated/day 2% vaccinated/day 1% vaccinated/day
_02’ 8_4000* e ot e e eaeief—— —1
-
L c
=] ]
= 3000
S
(&)
2000 |
1000 |
0
50 days 50 days 50 days
3% vaccinated/day 2% vaccinated/day 1% vaccinated/day
4000 —— e - ——1 ——1
3000 |
2000 |
1000 1
0

Combination of total number of vaccine doses & proportion given to population 1

Vaccine Doses — 200000 —— 400000 — 600000 — 800000 —— 1000000

Figure S5: Performance of different allocation strategies of a limited vaccine stockpile across two
heterogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with no underlying immunity, with
vaccines rolled out at different speeds and different times after the start of the epidemic. 25% of both
populations are high risk of mortality. We vary the timing of roll-out between 1, 10, 30 or 50 days
after the start of the epidemic and vary the speed of roll-out between 1, 2, or 3% of the population

vaccinated per day.
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Figure S6: Performance of different allocation strategies of a limited vaccine stockpile across two
heterogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with no underlying immunity, with
vaccines rolled out at different speeds and different times after the start of the epidemic. 50% of both
populations are high risk of transmission. We vary the timing of roll-out between 10, 30, 50, or 100
days after the start of the epidemic, and vary the speed of roll-out between 1, 2, or 3% of the
population vaccinated per day.
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Figure S7: Performance of different allocation strategies of a limited vaccine stockpile across two
heterogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with no underlying immunity, with
vaccines rolled out at different speeds and different times after the start of the epidemic. 50% of both
populations are high risk of mortality. We vary the timing of roll-out between 1, 10, 30 or 50 days
after the start of the epidemic and vary the speed of roll-out between 1, 2, or 3% of the population
vaccinated per day.
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Figure S8: Performance of different allocation strategies of a limited vaccine stockpile across two
homogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with no underlying immunity, and
prophylactic vaccination. Each color represents a different number of total vaccine doses. Each line
represents a different vaccine efficacy value from 50 to 90%.
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Figure S9: Performance of different allocation strategies of a limited vaccine stockpile across two
homogeneous populations of equal size (one million individuals) with different underlying immunity,
and prophylactic vaccination. We vary underlying immunity from 0 to 40%. The proportion if
immune individuals is identical in both populations. Each color represents a different number of total
vaccine doses. Each line represents a different vaccine efficacy value from 50 to 90%. The panel on
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A.2 Model and Parameters
A2.1 SEIR model equations for two non-interacting populations

Population 1

ds;
T —BS1L;
dE;
E = ﬁSlll O'E1
dl,
E = O'El - Vll
dR,
W = V11
Population 2
as,
P —BS:1;
dE,
E = BS,1; — ok,
dl,
E = O-EZ - VIZ
dR,
W = VIZ

S BSI E o I Y R

V

Figure S8: SEIR model incorporating underlying immunity (in orange) and continuous roll-out of
vaccination (in purple).
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A.2.2 Parameters
Parameter Definition Value Citation
o Latent period 3 days (Bubar et
al,, 2021;
Kissler et
al,, 2020)
V-1 Infectious period 5 days (Bubar et
al,, 2021;
Kissler et
al,, 2020)
Ry Basic reproduction number 2,4,8,16 (Lee etal,
2010;
McMorrow,
2021;
Presanis et
al,, 2009)
T Vaccine efficacy [0.5, 0.95] (Doria-Rose
etal, 2021;
Tartof et al.,
2021)
v Number of vaccine doses 1,000,000
available
pvi Proportion of the total [0,1]
vaccines given to population 1
@i Proportion of the population 0,0.1,0.2,0.4
immune in population 1
Rollout time Vaccine roll-out time 1,10, 30, 50,100
days
Rollout speed | Vaccine roll-out speed 1, 2, 3% per day
phi Proportion of high-risk 0.25,0.5
individuals in population i
i Proportion of interaction in [0,0.5]
population 1 and 2
Sh Proportion of high-risk 0.995 (Williamson
infected individuals that do etal., 2020)
not die in the model
accounting for heterogeneous
risk of mortality
S Proportion of low-risk 0.999 (Williamson
infected individuals that do etal., 2020)
not die in the model
accounting for heterogeneous
risk of mortality
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A.2.3 SEIR model equations for two interacting populations

We extend the equations from the original SEIR model to allow for interaction between population 1
and population 2.

Population 1

ds
— = —BSil(L - DL + i)
dE, . .
W - le[(l - l)Il + llz] - O-El
dl,
E = O'El — Vll
dR,
W Vll

Population 2

ds ) ]
d_tz = —BS,[(1 — DI, + il4]
dE, . .
E = ﬂSZ[(l - 1)12 + lll] - O-EZ
dl,
E = O'EZ VIZ
dR,
W VIZ

A.2.4 SEIR model equations for high-risk of transmission

We extend the equations from the original SEIR model to allow individuals at higher risk of
transmission.

Population 1

dt = —BunSinlin — PurSiuliL
7 = BunSinlin + BurSiuli, — 0Evy

ar oEiy — vy

dt = —BrSihin — BruSitlin

7 = BreSichin + BuuSilin — 0Eqy
W = O-ElL VIlL
Prae svlqg
Population 2
dt = —BunSaulon — BurSaulzr

13



dE;y
= BunSzulon + BurSanlzr — 0Eay

dt p
2H
7 = O-EZH - VIZH
i spvly
ds,;
—— = —BuLS2.lor — BLuSailzn
dt
? = BriSoilzr + BLuSanlon — 0y,
W = O-EZL VIZL
dt = SlVIZL

A.2.5 SEIR model equations for high-risk of mortality

We extend the equations from the original SEIR model to allow individuals at higher risk of death.

Population 1

Population 2

= —BSoulon — PSaulaL

= BSaoulan + BSanlar, — 0Esy
dt

dt

= O-EZH - VIZH
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dt

prak (1 = spvly

= ShVIZH

A.2.6 Global R, calculation for heterogeneous transmission

To identify the global basic reproduction number for the population in simulations with multiple
types of individuals in the population, we use the next generation matrix for the SEIR model (van den
Driessche, 2017), with two compartments for each of the SEIR components, one for the high-
transmitters individuals and one for low-transmitter individuals. Letting ST andSH denote the
disease-free-equilibrium proportion of individuals in the low-transmitters and high-transmitters
susceptible compartments, respectively, and letting S.; be the force of transmission from one low-
transmitter individual to another, fiy from a high-transmitter individual to a low-transmitter
individual, Bu. from a low-transmitter individual to a high-transmitter individual, and Suy from one
high-transmitter individual to another, we get the components of the next generation matrix:

0 0 PBuS. PBuuSi
F = 0 0 PBuLSh BuuSh
0 0
0 0

0 0
0 0
o 0 0 O
| O c 0 O
V= - 0 v O
0 —0 0 v
And thus:
ol 0 0 0
- 0 o1 0 0
vt =
vl 0 v1 0

vIBLSE v 'BuSt v'BuSi v 'BuuSi

FV-1 = v'BuSh v ' BunSh v 'BurSh v 'BunSh
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

The spectral radius of FV -1is then given by the spectral radius of the upper left 2x2 submatrix:

15



vBLLSE — A v BuSt
p(FV~1) = max{lll: M i _ i =0
v 1.3HL5H 4 1BHHSH -1
= max{|Al: (BLLS; — W) (BuuSy — Av) — BLuSiPuLSy = 0}
= max{|Al: (AW)? — (BLSt + BuuSi) (AV) + BriSiBuuSt — BuuSiBurSh = 0}

_ o BuSL + BunSn N BuiSE + BunSiD? — 4(BuiSL + BunSih — BuuSiBurSh)
=max{|A]: v = 5 + >
_ BLLSL + BunSh + \/(_BLLSZ — BunSi)? + 4BLuS; BuLSh
2v
_ Ry, + Ryp + \/(RLL — Ryp)? + 4R yRy,
2

This value is the global R.

Ry and Ry represent the number of secondary infections in high-transmitters generated by an
infected low-transmitter and the number of secondary infections in a low-transmitter generated by
an infected high-transmitter, respectively. Ruy and Ry, represent the number of secondary infections
in high-transmitter members generated by an infected high-transmitter and the number of secondary
infections in a low-transmitter generated by an infected low-transmitter.

A.2.7 Vaccine Allocation decision rules
Below we describe the decision rules when allocating a limited number of vaccines to two
populations with heterogeneous risk structure.

1. Assign doses to either population 1 or population 2. This is determined by the pv parameter.

2. If the number of vaccine doses is greater than the population size (v x pv > N1) everyone in
population 1 is vaccinated, and the leftover doses are assigned to the second population.

3. Once doses are assigned to each population, within each population we first assign all doses to
the high-risk individuals and give any doses left to the low-risk individuals. This is
accomplished by checking whether the number of doses are sufficient to cover all of the high-
risk individuals in that population (i.e., N1 x ph1 < v x pv1). If not, we assign all of the doses to
high-risk individuals and none to low-risk individuals. If the number of doses are sufficient to
cover all high-risk individuals, all of those individuals are vaccinated and the remaining doses
are assigned to low-risk individuals.

A.3 Literature

A3.1 Optimal allocation across populations papers
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1INsWWBcztpGG4IpU2U65cUUMryNW9loKQnoWyd6zig
50/edit?usp=sharing

A.3.2 Details on optimal allocation threshold

Duijzer et al. (L. E. Duijzer et al., 2018) identify many features of the direct and indirect effect of
vaccination that determine the optimal threshold to which to vaccinate populations. The authors seek
to minimize the final size of the epidemic or, equivalently, maximize the total number of people who
escape infection. When the number of vaccine doses available is less than the herd immunity
threshold, this is also equivalent to maximizing the number of susceptible individuals remaining at

16



the end of the epidemic, i.e., the number of unvaccinated individuals who escape infection, denoted
the “herd effect.” They determine that the herd effect, as a function of the vaccination fraction fwithin
a population, denoted G(f), has a predictable structure: it is increasing and convex for a low value of

f,until f. From f to f+ it is increasing and concave. Above f*, G is a decreasing function. f*is equivalent
to the herd immunity threshold, equal to 1 - 1/Ry in a fully susceptible population. Vaccinating
beyond f* decreases the herd effect, as individuals who would be (somewhat) protected through herd
immunity are instead vaccinated and protected directly instead. This convex-concave structure
occurs because, for low values of f, the epidemic peak is delayed in addition to being smaller in
magnitude. Whereas for values of f closer to f, the epidemic peak is advanced and smaller in
magnitude. As fincreases to f* this earlier peak continues to advance, leading to a decline in the
increase in the herd effect and a concave G function. The authors identify another quantity: the dose-

optimal vaccination fraction, f , where f_ < f < f+. The dose-optimal vaccination fraction maximizes the
increase in herd effect per dose of vaccine. They find that for multiple non-interacting populations,

the optimal allocation is to vaccinate as many populations as possible to the level f ,and not vaccinate
any other populations (except for perhaps one with any extra doses).

However, Duijzer et al. (L. E. Duijzer et al., 2018) prove that these features do not hold when there

are no active infections (e.g., prior to the outbreak). In this case, f = f = f*. That is, G is an increasing
and convex function prior to the herd immunity threshold and a decreasing and concave function
after the herd immunity threshold. In this case, the results of Duijzer et al. align with those of Keeling
and Shattock (Keeling & Shattock, 2012): the optimal allocation scheme is to vaccinate as many
populations as possible up to the herd immunity threshold. The difference from the previously
described situation is that the peak is always delayed by increasing the vaccinations in a population
with no active infections. Since pre-outbreak vaccination leads to a decreased transmission rate for
all cases in the population, the reduced number needed to reach the pandemic peak is always
outweighed by the increased time required to infect those individuals. Duijzer et al. (E. Duijzer et al.,
2016) previously demonstrated that, in this case, maximizing the herd effect is achieved when R, =1,
i.e. at the herd immunity threshold, so this comports with that finding as well.
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