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Abstract

Background

Assessing relative needs for COVID-19 vaccines across countries has been challenging. The
objective of this study was to identify the most important factors for assessing countries’
needs for vaccines, and to weight each, generating a scoring tool for prioritising countries.

Methods

The study was conducted between March and November 2021. The first stage involved a
Delphi survey with a purposive and snowball sample of public health experts, to reach
consensus on country-level factors for assessing relative needs for COVID-19 vaccines. The
second stage involved a discrete choice experiment (DCE) to determine weights for the
factors.

Results

The study included 28 experts working across 13 different countries and globally. The Delphi
survey found 37 factors related to needs. Nine of the most important factors were included
in the DCE. Among these, the most important factor was the ‘proportion of overall
population not fully vaccinated’ with a mean weight of 19.5, followed by ‘proportion of high-
risk population not fully vaccinated’ (16.1), ‘health system capacity’ {14.2), ‘capacity to
purchase vaccines’ (11.9) and the ‘proportion of the population clinically vulnerable” (11.3).

Conclusions

By assessing relative needs, this scoring tool can build on existing methods to further the
role of equity in global COVID-19 vaccine allocation.
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Introduction

The equitable global allocation of COVID-19 vaccines has received considerable attention,
although to date the concept of an ‘equitable allocation’ of vaccines has been poorly
defined. Understanding vaccine equity requires an assessment of the need for vaccines
across countries. This subject pertains to vertical equity — how resources are prioritised
among those with varying needs — as well as horizontal equity, where countries with similar
needs for vaccines should have comparable levels of access.

The COVID-19 pandemic and associated non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) have
affected countries and populations differently, making needs assessment complex.
Nevertheless, the global allocation of vaccines has been most closely aligned with countries’
ability-to-pay and vaccine manufacturing capacity rather than needs (1). Despite the rapidity
of clinical trials and the accelerated production of vaccines, six months after the first
approval of a Covid-19 vaccine, only 1% of people in low-income countries had been
vaccinated, compared to 43% in high-income countries (1).

Current methods for allocating vaccines between countries are narrow in scope (2-5). The
COVAX Facility aims to allocate vaccines to cover 20% of each national population, followed
by a needs assessment that considers a small range of metrics and a qualitative assessment
(6). Although established with the ambition to support the equitable distribution of
resources in a global emergency, the COVAX Facility has suffered from insufficient access to
vaccines. The arrival of the Omicron variant led to high-income countries initially
administering more booster doses than all vaccine doses combined in low-income countries
(7). Under such resource constraints, the process used to allocate scarce vaccines across
countries, which was hastily designed during a global health crisis, warrants scrutiny and, if
possible, improvement.

We recently proposed a conceptual framework (COVID-NEEDS) (8) that considered vaccine
needs to be affected by a wide range of health, social and economic impacts of COVID-19
and associated NPIs. The framework’s usefulness has so far been hampered by an inability to
validate the proposed factors or consider the relative importance of the factors included.

The objective of the present study was to identify the most important factors for assessing
countries’ relative needs for COVID-19 vaccines, and to establish weights for them to create
a scoring tool. With persistent inequities and the potential need for further doses in the face
of waning immunity or novel variants, this tool can be used to support existing processes
and qualitative assessments to prioritise countries’ populations for COVID-19 vaccines more
consistently, fairly and transparently.

Methodology
Study design

The study was conducted in two stages between March and November 2021 and involved
public health practitioners and researchers from several countries. The first stage involved a
Delphi survey (9) to reach consensus on the most important country-level factors in
assessing relative needs for COVID-19 vaccines. The second stage involved a discrete choice
experiment (DCE) (10) to determine weights for the factors, reflecting their relative
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importance. A DCE, also known as conjoint analysis (11), is a survey-based methodology
widely used in the social sciences to elicit and understand people’s preferences (informed by
their knowledge and expertise). These results were used to create a scoring tool for
prioritising countries for access to vaccines.

Participant selection

Public health experts working in different organisations, countries and specialist areas were
identified through the professional networks of three of the authors (VJ, RA, PL). The initial
group of participants was chosen a priori to ensure they were representative of a variety of
institutions and nationalities (Table 1), with the objective of including as wide a range of
perspectives as possible. Given the complexity of the study question, experts were chosen
purposively, to ensure they had the relevant experience and professional background to
contribute. Participants could drop out of the study at any stage, with any earlier
contributions retained for analysis. Additional participants were identified through snowball
sampling; the first survey concluded with a request to nominate up to five suitable
colleagues to participate in the study.

Delphi survey

The Delphi survey consisted of two rounds. In the first round, participants were asked to list
up to a maximum of ten factors using free text, that they deemed to be most important
when assessing a country’s need for COVID-19 vaccines (Supplementary File). Participants
were asked to be as specific as possible but only include factors that could be realistically
and reliably measured across all countries. Information was also collected about
participants’ demographic and professional characteristics, including gender, highest degree,
job title, institution and the country in which their work was predominantly based, with a
‘global’ option for people working across multiple countries.

Results from the Delphi’s first round were compiled by the lead researcher (VIJ), with all
factors reported by at least two participants presented back to the group in the second
round. From this combined list, each participant was asked to, in effect, vote on up to eight
factors that they considered most important for assessing vaccine needs across countries. All
factors chosen by six or more participants were included in the final set of factors for use in
the next stage of the research. This quorum of six or more participants was chosen with the
objective of ensuring the final set of factors had the endorsement of a significant proportion
of all participants (at least 21%, as confirmed in the results).

DCE survey

To determine weights representing the relative importance of each of the factors included in
the final set of factors identified in the Delphi survey, the same group of participants were
invited to complete a DCE. The DCE was based on the PAPRIKA method (12) —an acronym
for Potentially All Pairwise RanKings of all possible Alternatives — as implemented by
1000minds software (14){www.1000minds.com). This method and software have been used
in a wide range of health applications, including prioritising COVID-19 patients for ICU (13)
and hospitalisation {14) and prioritising antibiotic-resistant diseases for research into new
treatments (15).
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In the context of the present study, the PAPRIKA method involves participants being asked a
series of pairwise-ranking questions based on choosing which of two hypothetical countries
had the greater need for COVID-19 vaccines (see Supplementary File for examples). The two
countries in each question are defined in terms of two factors at a time and involve a trade-
off (13) between them (with the other factors assumed the same). A supporting information
statement with definitions of the factors and their levels accompanied the DCE. Additional
details of the DCE methodology are provided in the Supplementary File.

Ethics

The experts were initially invited to participate in the study via an e-mail with an information
sheet explaining the study background, methodology, risks, benefits and to confirm their
willingness to participate. Participants’ data were only accessible by the research team. The
study was approved by the UCL Research Ethics Committee (17229/002).

Results

Initially, 45 experts were invited to participate in the study, and 21 (46.7%) agreed. Snowball
sampling delivered another seven participants, resulting in 28 participants in total. They
worked ‘globally’ (n=9, 32%.1%) or across 13 different countries (Table 1), with the most
frequently reported countries being the United Kingdom (n=3), Japan (n=2), Kenya (n=2),
Norway (n=2) and South Africa (n=2). The most common job titles reported were director
and professor, with most based in national public health institutes (n=9) and universities
(n=8), and most participants’ highest degree was a PhD/DrPH (n=15) or MPH/MSc (n=10).

The first round of the Delphi survey (mid-March to mid-May 2021) resulted in 94 free-text
responses identifying factors important in assessing national needs for COVID-19 vaccines,
across 28 participants. After aggregating these, 37 factors were identified as having been
reported by at least two participants, for inclusion in the Delphi’s second round. They are
reported in Table 2, categorised (by the authors) into domains.

Twenty-five of the original 28 experts participated in the second round of the Delphi survey
(mid-June to mid-August 2021), which involved each participant voting on up to eight factors
from the original 37 factors that they considered most important for assessing vaccine needs
across countries. Nine factors received six or more votes, leading to their inclusion in the
DCE survey. They and their levels are presented in Table 3.

Of the 25 participants who were invited to do the DCE survey (mid-September to mid-
November 2021), 17 at least started it (68%) and 15 completed it (60%), with 36 pairwise-
ranking questions answered on average, and most people (12 out of 15) taking less than 24
minutes in total. Only the 15 who completed the survey were included in the final analysis.

The most frequently reported setting of focus for these 15 participants was ‘global’ (n=5),
followed by the United Kingdom (n=3). The most common job titles reported were professor
(5), consultant/specialist (n=4) and director (3), with most based in universities (n=8),
followed by national public health institutes (n=3), and most participants’ highest degree
was a PhD/DrPH (n=8) or MPH/MSc (n=7).
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The heterogeneity of the 15 participants’ preferences is illustrated by the radar chart in
Figure 1, representing each participant’s individual weights, and their means. The mean
weights are reported in detail, including for their levels in Table 3. These factors and levels
and their weights constitute the prioritisation scoring tool.

As can be seen in Table 3, the most important factor for assessing vaccine needs across
countries was ‘proportion of overall population not fully vaccinated” with a mean weight of
19.5, followed by ‘proportion of high-risk population not fully vaccinated’ (16.1), ‘health
system capacity’ (14.2), and so on, down to —the least important factors — ‘COVID-19 deaths
per million (cumulative)’ (6.3) and ‘national vaccine deployment and prioritisation plan’
(4.3). These criteria and levels and their weights constitute the prioritisation scoring tool.

Fourteen (93%) of the 15 DCE participants agreed that the ranking of factors produced by
their DCE seemed roughly correct to them; 12 (80%) said the survey design was not difficult
to understand; and 10 (66.7%) agreed that the survey included the most important factors
relating to national needs for COVID-19, with 3 (20%) stating that they were not sure.

Discussion

Several distinct factors were considered important in assessing national needs for COVID-19
vaccines across countries, including factors related to disease burden, disease control, health
system capacity, geographic, social, and demographic, economic and readiness.

On average, participants considered the proportion of the overall population and of the
high-risk population not fully vaccinated to be the most important factors. These two factors
were four to five times more important than the least important factor included in the DCE
survey, the existence of a national vaccine deployment and prioritisation plan. Factors not
routinely used in real-world global vaccine allocation (3,6), but deemed important in this
study, included the proportion of the high-risk population not vaccinated, the economic
impact of lockdowns, variants of concern, COVID-19 deaths, and the existence of a national
vaccine deployment and prioritisation plan.

Relevance to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic

Existing vaccines are less effective in preventing symptomatic disease and transmission with
the Omicron variant compared to previous variants, with booster doses providing additional
protection against severe illness (18). The global shift towards booster doses in response to
Omicron is exacerbating global vaccine inequity (19). Boosters can only be given after a
primary course of vaccination, with several countries recently shortening the interval at
which individuals are given a booster (20).

Though the World Health Organization (WHQO) has been advocating for countries to
vaccinate 70% of their populations (with a primary course) by the middle of 2022, at the
current pace, 109 countries will likely miss this target (21). Our findings will support the fair
allocation of primary courses of vaccines across countries, which in turn may limit the
inequity caused by the disproportional procurement of booster doses by wealthy countries
(7). Given the possibility for regular COVID-19 vaccine boosters, and the threat of novel
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variants requiring a further tweaking of vaccines, this scoring tool represents an important
step towards equity in long-term pandemic response.

Assessing vaccine needs across countries

Needs assessment for COVID-19 vaccines at the country-level is complex but the COVAX
Facility aims to deliver vaccines to cover 20% of all populations, including the elderly, those
with co-morbidities and healthcare workers. After this, countries receive doses based on
need, based on: the effective reproduction number (R number) and its trend, hemisphere
location, universal health coverage (UHC) service coverage index, health system saturation,
and the size of groups at a high-risk of severe disease or death, supported by a qualitative
assessment {6). In addition, up to 5% of vaccine doses are reserved as part of a humanitarian
buffer for populations such as refugees or asylum seekers. All these factors were identified
in our Delphi survey, but not all were among the most frequently reported factors.

The Fair Priority Model is an alternative tool (5), which uses reproduction numbers, years of
life lost and national economic indicators to help consider vaccine needs, with needs
assessment changing over time with sequential vaccine programme objectives. A third tool,
proposed by researchers at Vanderbilt University (2), suggests allocating vaccines to
countries based on their ability to distribute vaccines and capacities to provide care, which
we identified as one of the most important factors relating to vaccine needs.

Despite a range of proposed tools to allocate scarce vaccines across populations, all involve
the use of a relatively narrow set of metrics and fail to assess or account for the relative
importance of the various indicators included. In order of decreasing importance, the factors
not considered by COVAX (6) which were deemed among the most important by participants
in our study included the proportion of the high-risk population not vaccinated, the
economic impact of lockdowns, variants of concern, COVID-19 deaths, and the existence of a
national vaccine deployment and prioritisation plan.

Our previously proposed framework (COVID-NEEDS) (8) included six of the nine most
important factors identified in this study. The added value of the proposed scoring tool will
likely be in expanding discussions to better consider horizontal equity, where country needs
are deemed to be similar according to existing risk assessments based on a less
comprehensive set of indicators. Many rich countries have used vaccines as a form of foreign
aid (22) tied to diplomatic or economic objectives. Our findings, by making national vaccine
needs assessment more transparent, explicit and objective, may help to increase the role of
equity and minimise the role of politics in such decisions.

Operationalising the prioritisation scoring system

To consolidate and regularly update data on the identified factors in a single tool for all
countries will be challenging. Nevertheless, this is possible given the wealth of COVID-19
data available in the public domain and the ability of international institutions such as the
WHO to access further real-time information at the country-level. The assessment of some
factors (e.g. size of the clinically vulnerable population) will be based upon estimates, which
though available across countries (23), may vary in quality. An assessment of capacity to
purchase vaccines can broadly be considered by country income-group status, with low-
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income countries having a very limited capacity to compete with wealthier ones with respect
to ability-to-pay for vaccines from manufacturers (24).

The available quantitative data (including an understanding of variation in quality) must be
considered alongside qualitative information from stakeholders within countries and familiar
with real-time on-the-ground realities. This may be particularly important to support some
quantitative metrics such as on COVID-19 variants, due to the risk of under-prioritising
countries with limited genomic surveillance capacities (25). Current COVAX plans propose
using both qualitative and quantitative data for the same purpose (6), meaning the current
scoring tool will not require any additional ancillary inputs above those within existing WHO
processes.

For the domestic allocation of COVID-19 vaccines, most countries have opted for relatively
simple methods (26,27). This has increased the speed at which populations have been
immunised. For international allocation, speed and logistics have been similarly important as
reflected in COVAX plans. Further research is required to understand how the use of this
scoring tool may affect the efficiency of real-world vaccine allocation. As with many health
interventions, there may be a trade-off between equity and efficiency (28). But because
most of the factors in our scoring tool are part of existing international risk assessments, it is
unlikely to have a substantial impact on the efficiency of international vaccine allocation.

Limitations

Although we were able to include a wide range of experts in this study, our findings may not
necessarily be representative of all experts in the field. Having said this, the tool improves on
existing priority-setting mechanisms. Factors were only included if reported by multiple
experts working across several countries and institutions, and determining their weights was
performed using a choice-based exercise (the DCE) instead of more traditional questionnaire
or ranking methods.

In addition, the study was limited by a response rate of approximately 50% of the experts we
invited. Although all participants initially agreed to participate, most of them were actively
contributing to the pandemic response, leading to significant time pressures, meaning that
many were unable to complete the DCE. The mean weights for some factors may have been
different with additional participants, although large changes would be required for the
ranking of the factors to change substantially.

The study also started before booster doses were widely used, meaning that the factors and
weights identified may differ for the exclusive allocation of booster doses, given differences
in epidemiological utility for disease control and severity compared to primary course
vaccination (18,29,30).

Finally, we were limited in the amount of contextual detail we were able to provide in the
DCE survey. There may have been further factors, beyond the two outlined for each country,
that influenced decisions about which country was in greater need for COVID-19 vaccines.
But by assuming everything else remained constant, we were able to isolate the quantitative
importance of specific factors, which can further support more qualitative country-specific
information.
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Implications for research

To further develop the evidence-base, future studies must aim to compare needs for
vaccines as assessed by experts to those of decision-makers and members of the public.
Given the vast range of impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, it is difficult for any single group
of individuals (including experts) to provide a comprehensive understanding of the range of
factors involved in assessing needs for vaccines. Although several technical issues may be
better understood and analysed by experts, the value judgements of all stakeholders
involved (including the public) must be considered, to develop robust, inclusive and
sustainable priority-setting processes (31,32).

Disease X (as it has been coined) represents the knowledge that a serious international
pandemic could be caused by a pathogen currently unknown to cause human disease (33).
Although our findings cannot be directly extrapolated to future health emergencies of
different diseases, they highlight the complexity of international vaccine needs assessment.
Several of the factors identified here may prove to be important considerations for future
crises, and by making them explicit, our study will aid international discussions in the early
phases of response to the next public health crisis.

Conclusions

Assessing needs for COVID-19 vaccines is complex, given the extensive but variable impacts
of epidemics across populations and the diversity present in social value judgements. Several
factors exist, extending beyond traditional metrics, which may lead to particular countries
having a greater need for vaccines compared to others. On average, the proportion of the
overall population and of the high-risk population not fully vaccinated, were the most highly
valued factors related to vaccine needs. Several other factors found to be important, such as
the economic impact of lockdowns, are not routinely considered in global vaccine allocation
mechanisms. This scoring tool will aid qualitative assessments to further the role of equity in
global vaccine allocation.
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Table 1. Included participants

Domain Category Number of
participants (n=28)

(o]

Country/region of Global
focus

United Kingdom

Japan

Kenya

Norway
South Africa
Brazil

Chile

Mexico

Nigeria

Peru

South Korea
Thailand
USA

Gender Male 17

Female 11

RPlRr R RPRRPRIR|RI RN NN W

Highest degree PhD/DrPH 15
(reported) MPH/MSc 10
MBBS/MD/equivalent
Other

Job title Director

Professor

Consultant/specialist

President/principal

Senior researcher

Assistant Director

Senior Advisor

Technical lead

Institution National Public Health Institute

University

Philanthropic/foundation
Department of Health/Ministry

Healthcare provider

Multilateral organisation
Independent charity

P RN N WO O RPIRP P WA PN NEPEN
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Table 2. Important factors in assessing national needs for COVID-19 vaccines, Delphi round one results

Domain

Factor

Disease burden

Proportion of population clinically vulnerable to severe disease (including elderly, co-morbidities, obesity)

Health system capacity for COVID patients (including ICU beds)

Overall health system capacity (including both COVID and non-COVID)

Burden of other infectious diseases of epidemic potential (e.g. Measles, Ebola, HIV)

COVID deaths per million

Excess mortality per million

Disease control

Proportion of high-risk groups not vaccinated already (elderly, clinically vulnerable, HCWs?)

Proportion of population not already vaccinated with at least 1 dose against nationally dominant variant

Trend in COVID-19 case numbers per 100,000 (accounting for case recording variability/positivity)

Level of disease transmission, e.g. RO (accounting for case recording variability/positivity)

Testing and contact tracing capacity (i.e. ability to control outbreaks in the absence of vaccines)

Estimated level of compliance with non-pharmaceutical interventions and presence of legal structures to enforce (e.g. distancing, facemasks)

Seropositivity estimates in unvaccinated (i.e. level of naturally acquired immunity)

Prevalence of more lethal or transmissible variants (VOCb)

Vaccine efficacy against nationally dominant variant

Geographic

Proximity to countries in crisis/with variant of concern

International connectedness/travel (e.g. being a regional or international hub)

Climate/seasonality

Social & Demographic

Population density

Urbanicity

Number of essential workers (frontline services) per population

Number of health and social care workers per population

Number of people living in institutional or overcrowded settings e.g. care homes, prisons, migrant worker camps, slums etc. per population

Numbers of individuals with refugee or displaced status, or in need of humanitarian assistance per population

Social inequality (e.g. GINI index)

Human development index (favouring less developed where reaching herd immunity may take longer)

Economic

Proportion of population on daily wage earnings (i.e. informal sector)

Estimated economic impact of business closures/lockdowns/NPIs

Proportion of population living below poverty line

Unemployment (% labour workforce)

GDP*per capita (prioritising poorer countries)

Capacity to purchase vaccines in competitive global market

Capacity to produce vaccines in country

Readiness and use

Capacity to distribute vaccines in country (must be used to trigger support rather than exclusion)

Communication plans and mechanisms for community monitoring (including inequity in uptake across population groups)

Existence of equitable national vaccine deployment and prioritisation plan

Population acceptance of vaccines/hesitancy

* 9sSudl| [euoneulalu] 0’y AN-ON-AG-DD e Japun a|ge|leAe apew si |

‘Aimadiad ui uudaid ay) Aejdsip 01 asuadl| e AIxgpaw pajuelb sey oym ‘1apunyioyine ayl si (mainal 1aad Ag paljiliad 10U sem yaiym)
juudald siyi Joy Japjoy ybuAdos ay] zzoz ‘8z |udy paisod UoISIaA SIYl i/ €1/ 222 .2 70°2202/TOTT 0T/610°10p//:5dny :10p wudaid Aixypaw
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variant of concern,  GDP = Gross Domestic Product

*HCWs = healthcare workers, Pvoc
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Table 3. Most important factors in assessing national COVID-19 vaccine needs

Factor Overall weight | Levels Weight by
level
Proportion of overall population not fully 19.5 Low (10%) 0
vaccinated Moderate (40%) 12.7
High (70%) 19.5
Proportion of high-risk population not fully 16.1 Low (10%) 0
vaccinated Moderate (40%) 8.9
High (70%) 16.1
Health system capacity 14.2 Additional capacity 0
available
At full capacity 7.5
Overwhelmed 142
Capacity to purchase vaccines 11.9 High 0
Low 11.9
Proportion of population clinically vulnerable 11.3 Low (5%) 0
Moderate (10%) 4.2
High (25%) 113
Economic impact of lockdowns 9.4 Mild 0
Moderate 4.7
Severe 9.4
Variant of concern circulating 7.0 No 0
Yes 7.0
COVID-19 deaths per million (cumulative) 6.3 Low (1000) 0
High (5000) 6.3
National vaccine deployment and prioritisation | 4.3 Does not exist 0
plan Exists 43
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% overall population not fully vaccinated:
19.5%

35

High-risk population not fully vaccinated:

National vaccine prioritization plan: 4.3% 161%

COVID-19 deaths Health system

per million: 6.3% capacity:
14.2%
Variant of concern: 7.0% Capacity to purchase

vaccines: 11.9%

Economic impact of lockdowns: 9.4% Clinically vulnerable (% population): 11.3%
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