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Simulation models of dengue transmission in Funchal, Madeira Island:
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S2 Appendix.

Model sensitivity analysis

To characterize the model parameters exerting the most influence on our quantities of
interest, we performed a variance-based global sensitivity analysis, using a combination of Latin
hypercube sampling (LHS) and a multi-model inference on regression-based models. LHS is a
stratified Monte Carlo sampling technique, where specified parameter distributions are divided
into (M) equiprobable intervals, and then sampled, here (M) is the sample size. The entire range
of each parameter is explored, by sampling each interval for each parameter only once without
replacement. Parameters values are then randomly resorted into sets to use for simulation. The
LHS method assumes that the sampling is performed independently for each parameter, thereby
allowing for an unbiased estimate [1, 2]. Parameter ranges for sampling were derived from
existing literature, expert opinion and field-based data (Table 2 of the main article), we assumed

a uniform distribution for all parameter values.

Multi-model inference on a generalized least square (GLS) regression was used to
estimate the relative importance of the input parameters. Multi-model inference uses the
information-theoretic approach to offer a more objective way to assess the relative importance of
input variables by inferring all possible models from a defined candidate set [3, 4]. A vector of
the input parameters (x,) were fitted into all possible unique models and then ranked from best
to worst, based on Akaike information criterion (AIC) values. An estimate of the relative
importance of a single parameter (p) was then calculated by summing the Akaike weights (w)
across all fitted models where parameter (p) occurs. Akaike weights are normalized, such that
the sum over all models considered is 1. The relative importance of parameter (p) was quantified

by the sum (w) for the parameter. The larger the sum of the weight (between 0 and 1 by
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definition) the more important the parameter is, relative to the other parameters [4]. Input

parameters were then ranked in terms of their importance to the quantities of interest.

The sensitivity analysis considered main effects and pairwise (first-order) interactions of input

parameters on our quantities of interest.

Multi-model inference analysis

We used multi-model inference with glm function from the glmulti R package [5], to estimate the
relative importance of our input variables on our QOIs. Our first analysis considers the main
effects of the input variables on the QOls. Utilizing the default method of the glmulti package
(exhaustive screening of all candidate models), we built all possible unique models based on the
11 input variables. Thus, the candidate set of models for each QOIs main effect analysis
contained a total of 2048 models. We defined the confidence set of models as those models
within two Akaike information criterion (AIC) unit difference (AAIC) from the best model [4]
However, the gimulti function by default returns a confidence set of 100 models and delineates

the number of models within 2 AAIC from the best model.

Our second analysis considers the pairwise interactions between our input parameters. We
utilized the genetic algorithm approach of the glmulti package, to fit a sub-set of all possible
unique models (due to the extremely large number of possible candidate models). The genetic
algorithm approach randomly explores a subset of all possible models, with a bias towards better
models to fit the best fitting model. Our confidence set is as defined above, i.e. within 2 AAIC of
the best model. However, due to a large number of possible candidate models, the size of the

returned confidence set was increased to 500 models (from the default of 100).

Note, before the multi-model inference fitting, we normalized the input parameters (by centering
on zero and scaled to unit variance) to allow comparison of resulting model-averaged estimates

on a common scale.
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S1- S3 Tables (main effects) and S5 - S7 Tables (pairwise interactions), presents the top five
models in the confidence sets for each our QOlIs, their log likelihood values, number of fitted

parameters (K), Akaike information criterion (AIC), AIC weights, and the goodness of fit (R2).

S7 Fig to S9 Fig (main effects) and S10 Fig to S12 Fig (pairwise interactions), shows the AIC

profile of all fitted models.

S1 and S4 Tables, presents the model averaged coefficients and relative-importance weights for
the parameters. The definition and description of the parameter symbols are as presented in

Table 2 of the main article.



S1 Table. Top five models in the confidence set exploring the main effects of input variables on MaxlI}. The confidence set had 6 models
within 2 AAIC from the best model.

Model Log AIC
Model K -~ Al ) R2

Order ode Likelihood ¢ weight
1 ~ 1+t + Tooan + @+ Broy + Boon + Uy + Vo *+ Rigr 8 -337.87 693.74 0.16 0.24
2 ~ 14t + Tooan * @+ Buow + Boon + Uy + Vo + Riop 8 -337.23 694.46 0.11 0.24
3 ~1+terie + Tnean * Trange + @+ Byosnt v+ Vot Reoe 8 -337.26 694.53 0.11 0.24
4 ~1+ tcrit + Tmean + Trange ta+t .Bv—>h + .Bv—>h+ Yot 8 -336.54 695.08 0.08 0.24

Rtot

5 “Ltberic * Tmean * A% Prov * Boont to + A Reor g -337.56 695.12 0.08 0.24
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S7 Fig. The AIC profile of models exploring the main effects of input variables on MaxlI. AIC values from the best to the worst model from
the 100 returned models, horizontal line delineates models that are within 2 AAIC from the best model. Best AIC: 693.74; Worst AIC: 716.14



S2 Table. Top five models in the confidence set exploring the main effects of input variables on tmaxlI,,. The confidence set had 16 models
within 2 AAIC from the best model.

Model Log .
Order Model K Likelihood AIC AIC weight R2
5
1 ~1+teit + Tmean + @+ Brow + Buon -676.86 1367.73 0.048 0.18
2 6 -675.89 1367.77 0.047 0.18
~1+ tcrit + Tmean + Trange tat ﬂh—m + ﬂv—»h

3 ~1+teit * Tean ¥ A+ Brow * Boon + Vo 6 -676.13 1368.26 0.037 0.18
4 ~1+teit + Tmean + Tranget @+ Prov * Boon + Vo 7 -675.25 1368.50 0.033 0.19
5 ~1 4+t + Tean + @+ Brov + Boon + 4 6 -676.52 1369.05 0.025 0.18
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S8 Fig. The AIC profile of models exploring the main effects of input variables on tmaxI;,. AIC values from the best to the worst model from
the 100 returned models, horizontal line delineates models within 2 AAIC from the best model. Best AIC: 1367.73; Worst AIC: 1373.44



S3 Table. Top five models in the confidence set exploring main effects of input variables on cuml,,. The confidence set had 6 models within
2 AAIC from the best model.

Model Log .

Order Model K Likelinood  AIC AIC weight  R2
~1+t. gy + T, +T + a+ Buopt Byont WUy, +

erit * Tmean * Trange®™ @ Bpow * Boon* Ho 8 -623.28 126656  0.15 0.40

1 Rtot
~1+t.; +T +T +a+ Bnoy,t Byont+ WUy +

2 erit * Tmean + Trange * @+ Prow * Poon* o4 g -622.69 126739  0.10 0.40
+ Reor

3 ~ 14t Toean + @+ Brov+ Bosn + By + Reot 7 -624.93 1267.86 0.08 0.39
~1+t..;t + T, + T +a+ Byt Byop t +

4 erit + Tmean + Trange® &% Brow * Poon* to 9 -623.15 1268.30 0.06 0.40
Yo + Reot

5 ~1+terit + Trmean + Trange + @+ Brow + Mo + Reor 7 -625.18 1268.36 0.06 0.39
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S9 Fig. The AIC profile of models exploring the main effects of input variables on cumlI;. AIC values from the best to the worst model from
the 100 returned models, horizontal line delineates models that within 2 AAIC from the best model. Best AIC: 1266.56; Worst AIC: 1284.05



S4 Table. Model averaged coefficient and relative-importance weights for dengue parameters (from the models in the confidence set).
Before model fitting, parameters were centered on zero and scaled to unit variance, to normalize parameters within the same range. Hence
coefficient estimates are within the range of 0.0 to 1.0. Relative importance >0.90 appears in bold, an arbitrary cut-off for visualizing most
important parameters.

MaxIy tmaxlI, cumly
Parameter Coefficient IlqrﬁLa;IrY:nce Coefficient Ilqrﬁ;)a;lr;/;nce Coefficient Il?rﬁlpa(;ur\t/:nce
torie 0.17 1.00 0.21 1.00 0.30 1.00
T mean 0.40 0.99 0.20 1.00 0.27 1.00
Trange -0.02 0.41 -0.03 0.47 -0.05 0.67
a -0.39 1.00 0.12 1.00 -0.13 0.99
Brv 0.33 1.00 0.06 0.71 0.27 1.00
Boon 0.18 0.99 -0.15 1.00 0.06 0.73
Uy -0.41 1.00 0.00 0.24 -0.19 1.00
Y 0.07 0.42 -0.02 0.43 0.00 0.29
iv 0.01 0.28 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.27
q 0.21 0.34 0.01 0.32 0.02 0.40
R0t 0.28 1.00 0.01 0.32 0.12 0.98

10



S5 Table. Top five models exploring in the confidence set the main effects and pairwise (first order) interactions of input variables on
MaxI},. The confidence set had 96 models within 2 AAIC from the best model.

Model Log AIC
Order Model K Likelihood AlC weight R2

~1+ Theant @ + Uy +Rioe + tcrit:Trange + terie: Brov™t
1 Eeriti 4 * Tnean: @ * Trgngei ly * Tgngei iV + aiiv + 15 -312.33 658.65 0.03 0.32

ﬁh—w: ﬁv—>h + ﬁh—m: Uy + Uy, TV + Wyt q
~1+ Tmean ta+u t Rtot * leritt Trange +

2 terit: Brovt terit: 4 + Tmean @ + Trange: by + Trange: iV 15 -313.47 658.95 0.02 0.32
+ariv+ Buoyt Byon t Brovi My U IV G

~1 + Tpeant @ + Uy + Riop + tepis Trange t terit: Brovt
terit: 4 + Tmean' @ + Trange: v * Trange: Yo+ Trange: 1V + @: v

3 ) 17 -311.68 659.35 0.02 0.32
+ Bhov: Busn + Brovi By + Uy IV + 11 q + V3 q
~1 + Tpeant @ + Wy + Reor + teris: Trange + terie Brovt

4 eric: @ + Tmean @+ Trange: o * Tranget v+ @: v+ 16 -311.70 659.41 0.02 0.32

Brov: Busn + Brovt Uy + oyt 1V + [y Reoe + V30 q

~1 + Tpeant @ + Wy + Reop + teris Trange + terie: Bhov™t
5 terie: Vo + Cerit' 4 + Tmean: @ + Trange by + Tranget iV +aziv 16 -311.73 659.46 0.02 0.32

+ Bh—»v: ﬁv—»h + ﬁh—»v: Uy + Uy v+ Yviq

11
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S10 Fig. The AIC profile of models exploring the main effects of input variables on MaxI,. AIC values from the best to the worst model
from the 500 returned models, horizontal line delineates models that within 2 AAIC from the best model. Best AIC: 658.65; Worst AIC: 699.95
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S6 Table. Top five models in the confidence set exploring the main effects and pairwise (first order) interactions of input variables on
tmaxlI . The confidence set had 151 models within 2 AAIC from the best model.

Model Log AIC AlIC R2
Order Model K Likelihood weight

~1+teric + Tnean + @+ Bnov + Bosn + terie: Tmean + terir: @
+ terit Bhov + terie: Bvsn + teriet o + Eorie Reor +

Tmean: Trange + Trange: Bh-v * Tmean: Bvn +.Tmean: .u.v + 23 -616.32 1282 .64 001 042
Tnean: WV + Trange: Vot @: Prosy taipy, taiiv +p,iv+

Uyt Rior + 10 Reoy

~1+teic * Tmean * @+ Brnov + Boosn t terie: Tmean + toriei @
+teritt Brov + teritt Boon + teriet Bo + torie: Reoe +

Thean: Trange + Trange: Br-v * Tmean: Bv—n + Tmean: 1V
+tTrange: bot Trange: Yot @ Prsy taipy, taiiv +p,iv+

Uyi Reot

22 -617.36 1282.73 0.01 0.42

~1+ terie + Tmean ta+t Bv—>h + lerie: Tmean tigieat
Lerit: ﬁh—m + Lerit: ﬁv—»h T leritt hy T terit: Rtot + Tmean: Trange
+ Trange: Br-v + Tmean: Bv—h + Tmean: iv +Trange: Uyt
3 Trange: Vot @i Brosy + @y, + @iV + [ 10 + fy: Ryoe + 22 -617.48 1282.95 0.01 0.42

iV:Reor

~1+teic * Tmnean + @ + Brovt Buon t terie: Tmean * toriei @
+teritt Bnov + teritt Boon + teriet Bo + terie: Reoe +

Tmean: Trange + Trange: Br-v + Tmean’ Bv—n + Tmean: iV
+tTrange: bot Trange: Vo + Qi fhy + @11V + [y 10 + fy: Reop +
iv:Rior

22 -617.51 1283.02 0.01 0.42

13



~1+tei + Tnean + @ + Bysn + terie: Tmean + terici @ +

terit: Bhov + terie: Bush T terie My + terie? Reot + Trnean: Trange
+ Trange: Bnov + Tmean® Bv—h *Trange: bt Trange: Yot @i Broy 20 -618.52 1283.03 0.01 0.41
taip, taiv +pu, v+ u, Reot

14
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S11 Fig. The AIC profile of models exploring main effects and pairwise (first order) interactions of input variables on tmaxI,,. AIC values
from the best to the worst model from the 500 returned models, horizontal line delineates models that within 2 AAIC from the best model. Best
AIC: 1282.64; Worst IC: 1354.52

15



S7 Table. Top five models in the confidence set exploring the main effects and pairwise (first order) interactions of input variables on
cumly,. The confidence set had 97 models within 2 AAIC from the best model.

Model Model K Log AIC AIC weight R2
Order Likelihood

~1+ tcrit + Tmean + Trange tat ﬁh—m + Bv—>h + Uy +
Rior t terie: Trange + terit: Bhovt Tmean: @ + Tinean® Brov™
1 Tmean: Bo—nt W Bhoy Wt (Bt (@ Broy + @: Byop + 22 -581.91 1213.81 0.01 0.52

a: pyt a:iv + Byt fyt Bypily T Uy Reot

~1 +terie + Tnean + Trange + a + Brhov * Boont ty t
Riot + terie: Tmean terit: Trange + terit: Provt Tmean: @ +

2 Tmean: Bnovt Tmean: Bv—nt Trange:ﬁh—m + Trange::uv + 24 -581.00 1214.01 0.01 0.52
Trange: Yot @ Bpoy * @ Byop +aipyt aiiv+ Byt gyt

By—h:ly * Ui Reor

~1+ tcrit + Tmean + Trange tat Bh—m + Bu—>h + Ky +
Riot * terit: Tmean™ terit: Trange + terit: Brovt Tean:@ +

3 Tmean: ﬁh—»v'l' Tmean:ﬁv—>h+ Tra.nge:ﬂh—m + Trange::uu + 23 -582.05 1214.09 0.01 0.52
Trange: Yot @ Bpoy + @yt a:iv+ By tyt Byopi iy +

Uy: Reot

~1 *+terit + Tnean + Trange + @+ Brow ¥ Boon + ty +
Riot +terit: Tmean™ terit: Trange + terit: Bhovt Tmean: @ +
4 Tmean: Bhovt Tmeant Bosn™t Trange: Brhov * Trange: Uy 25 -580.06 1214.12 0.01 0.52
tTrange: Yot @:Bhoy + @ Byop + @iyt aziv+
Brovt bot Bysn: by + Bosni @ + i Reor

16



~1+ terit + Tmean + Trange tat Bh—m + Bv—»h Tyt

Riot + terit: Tmeant terit: Trange + terit: Brovt Tmean: @ +

Tmean: Brovt Tmean® Bo—n+t Trange: Brhov + Trange: Ky

+Trange:yv+ a:Bpoy + @:Byop T At aiv+ By gyt 25
Bosh'thy + Bosniq + oyt Reoe

-581.10

1214.19

0.01

0.52

17
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S12 Fig. The AIC profile of models exploring main effects and pairwise (first order) interactions of input variables on cumlI,. AIC values
from the best to the worst model from the 500 returned models, horizontal line delineates models within 2 AAIC from the best model. Best AIC:
1213.81; Worst AIC: 1293.05
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S8 Table. Model averaged coefficient and relative-importance weights for dengue parameters (from the models in the first order interactions
confidence set). Before model fitting, parameters were centered on zero and scaled to unit variance, to normalize parameters within the same
range. Hence coefficient estimates are within the range of 0.0 to 1.0. Relative importance >0.90 appears in bold, an arbitrary cut-off for
visualizing most important parameters.

MaxlIy tmaxlIy cumly
Parameter i i i
Coefficient! REIRNE Coefficient! FELRTTE Coefficient! FEIANE
Importance Importance Importance
terie 0.01 0.02 0.19 1.00 0.28 1.00
t...:T 0.00 0.02 -0.05 0.85 -0.02 0.40
crit mean
terie: Trange -0.13 0.96 0.00 0.01 -0.08 0.99
torie: @ 0.00 0.02 0.10 1.00 0.00 0.02
terie: Bhow -0.34 1.00 -0.20 1.00 -0.13 1.00
terie: Boon 0.00 0.02 -0.10 1.00 0.00 0.01
terie: My 0.00 0.02 0.12 1.00 0.00 0.02
terie: Vo 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02
topip: IV 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01
terie: q 0.58 1.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
terie: Reot 0.00 0.01 -0.10 1.00 0.00 0.05
Tomean 1.62 1.00 0.20 1.00 0.27 1.00
Tomean: Trange -0.04 0.15 0.19 1.00 0.00 0.01
Tmean: @ -1.14 1.00 0.00 0.01 -0.11 1.00
Tmean: Bhov 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.10 1.00
Tmean: Booh 0.00 0.01 -0.16 1.00 -0.07 0.99
Tmean: o 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.01
Tomean: Vo 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.06
Tmean: iV 0.00 0.01 -0.04 0.68 0.00 0.03
Tomean: q -0.08 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02
-0.01 0.03 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.02

Tmean: Riot

19



T;ange
Trange: @
Trange: Bhov
Trange: ﬁv—>h
Trange: iy
Trange: Vo
Trange: iv
Trange: q
Trange: Riot
a
a:PBhy
aByon
a:py
avyy
a:iv
aq
a: R
Bh—m
ﬂh—»v: ﬁv—»h
Brv: 1y
Bnvi Vv
Bh-v:iv
Bnviq
Bh-v: Riot
ﬁv—»h
By-n: by
Byoni Vv

0.08
0.00
0.00
0.00
-0.26
0.00
0.25
0.01
0.00
1.34
0.00
0.00
-0.02
0.00
-0.62
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.19
0.48
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.19
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.99
0.02
0.97
0.03
0.01
1.00
0.02
0.01
0.06
0.01
1.00
0.01
0.01
0.01
1.00
1.00
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.02

0.00
0.00
-0.10
-0.01
-0.05
0.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.13
0.06
0.00
-0.06
0.00
-0.06
0.00
0.00
0.05
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
-0.16
0.00
0.00

20

0.03
0.03
1.00
0.12
0.78
0.99
0.02
0.02
0.01
1.00
0.93
0.05
0.98
0.02
0.98
0.01
0.01
0.91
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.02
0.01
0.01
1.00
0.04
0.01

-0.07
0.01
-0.08
0.00
-0.08
0.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
-0.13
0.05
0.05
-0.08
0.00
-0.11
0.00
0.00
0.28
0.00
0.10
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.06
0.04
0.00

0.99
0.21
0.99
0.04
1.00
1.00
0.05
0.01
0.01
1.00
0.90
0.95
1.00
0.01
1.00
0.01
0.01
1.00
0.07
1.00
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.02
0.98
0.73
0.01



Boon:iv
Bv-niq
Byon: Riot
Hy
By Yy
uy,: v
Hy q
My Reot
YV
Yo iV
Yviq
VviReot
iv
iv.q
iv: Ryt

0.00
0.00
0.00
-1.36
0.00
0.38
0.43
0.01
0.07
0.00
0.15
-0.04
0.00
0.00
0.00
-0.34
-0.01
0.32

0.02
0.02
0.01
0.98
0.02
0.99
0.19
0.03
0.03
0.01
0.96
0.07
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.11
0.02
1.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.07
0.00
0.06
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.04
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.99
0.02
0.99
0.01
0.03
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.02
0.47
0.02
0.01
0.02

0.00
-0.01
0.00
-0.17
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.06
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.13

0.02
0.12
0.01
1.00
0.01
0.01
0.04
0.99
0.02
0.01
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.02
1.00

21
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