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ABSTRACT

The annual influenza outbreak leads to significant public health and economic burdens making it
desirable to have prompt and accurate probabilistic forecasts of the disease spread. The United
States Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) hosts annually a national flu forecasting
competition which has led to the development of a variety of flu forecast modeling methods. For
the first several years of the competition, the target to be forecast was weekly percentage of patients
with an influenza-like illness (ILI), but in 2021 the target was changed to weekly hospitalization
counts. Reliable state and national hospitalization data has only been available since 2021, but for
ILI the data has been available since 2010 and has been successfully forecast for several seasons.
In this manuscript, we introduce a two component modeling framework for forecasting weekly
hospitalizations utilizing both hospitalization data and ILI data. The first component is for modeling
ILI data using a dynamic nonlinear Bayesian hierarchical model. The second component is for
modeling hospitalizations as a function of ILI. For hospitalization forecasts, ILI is first forecasted
and then hospitalizations are forecast with ILI forecasts used as a linear or quadratic predictor. In
a simulation study, two ILI forecast models, including one similar to the winning model for two
seasons of the CDC forecast competition from Osthus et al. and a nonlinear Bayesian hierarchical
model from Ulloa are compared. Also assessed is the usefulness of including a systematic model
discrepancy term in the ILI model. Forecasts of state and national hospitalizations for the 2023-24
flu season are made, and different modeling decisions are compared. We found that including a
discrepancy component in the ILI model tends to improve forecasts during certain weeks of the year.
We also found that other modeling decisions such as the exact nonlinear function to be used in the
ILI model or the error distribution for hospitalization models may or may not be better than other
decisions, depending on the season, location, or week of the forecast.

1 Introduction

Every year the seasonal influenza outbreak burdens the public health system by infecting millions, causing an influx of
primary care visits and hospitalizations and leading to between 290,000 and 650,000 deaths worldwide (WHO, 2024).
Molinari et al. (Molinari et al., 2007) estimated the United States’ annual economic burden from medical costs, loss
of income, and deaths to be over $87 billion. Accurate forecasting of infectious diseases can inform public decision
making and ease the burden of an outbreak (Turtle et al., 2021; Lutz et al., 2019). There is a growing consensus that
disease forecasts should be probabilistic in nature (Gneiting and Katzfuss, 2014; Bracher et al., 2021), and it has been
shown that reporting forecast uncertainty along with predictions may lead to better decision making (Ramos et al.,
2013; Joslyn and LeClerc, 2012; Winkler, 1971).

To better inform public decision making regarding the flu epidemic, in 2013 the United States Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC) organized a national flu forecasting competition, also known as FluSight (Biggerstaff
et al., 2016; Mathis et al., 2024; CDC, 2024a). Originally, over a dozen teams of researchers from academic and
industry backgrounds participated in FluSight by contributing their own forecast models. Besides the 2020 season –or
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the flu season spanning the fall of 2020 and the winter of 2021– FluSight has been operated annually and researchers
outside the CDC have been invited to participate. Initially the target data for forecasts was influenza-like illness (ILI)
data. ILI is the proportion of patients who meet a healthcare provider and who display flu like symptoms, and ILI
data has been available at the state and national level since the 2010 flu season (CDC, 2024c,b). The collaborative ILI
forecasting effort has led to a number of modeling developments in flu forecasting (McAndrew and Reich, 2021; Osthus
and Moran, 2021; Osthus et al., 2019; Ulloa, 2019, see references therein for more examples), and in their paper’s
introduction, Osthus et al. (Osthus et al., 2019) categorized the most commonly used flu forecasting models into four
classes including mechanistic models based on differential equation compartmental models, agent based models based
on population simulation, machine learning/regression models including data driven machine learning and statistical
models, and data assimilation models which are constructed by assimilating mechanistic models into a probabilistic
framework. An additional forecast model used in FluSight involves the combination of several forecasts into a single
ensemble forecast, which has been shown to perform well relative to individual models (McAndrew and Reich, 2021;
Ray et al., 2020; Yamana et al., 2016).

The administration of FluSight saw few changes during the first seven seasons, but the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic
and subsequent developments for COVID-19 forecasting led to major modifications. As a result of the COVID-19
pandemic which began during the 2019 flu season, the typical flu outbreak behavior was altered between the 2019 and
2022 seasons (Mathis et al., 2024). The COVID-19 pandemic led to the creation of the Health and Human Services
(HHS) Patient Impact and Hospital Capacity Data System (HealthData.gov, 2024) which contains COVID-19 and
flu hospitalization data, and the COVID-19 Forecast Hub was founded. The COVID-19 Forecast Hub was based on
FluSight but with certain major adjustments including how the forecast uncertainty is represented and the addition of the
weekly publication of a multi-model ensemble forecast as the official forecast of the CDC (Bracher et al., 2021; Cramer
et al., 2022). Using estimated quantiles for representing forecast uncertainty and creating a multi-model ensemble are
both aspects of the COVID-19 Forecast Hub which were adopted by the flu forecast competition. Additionally the
target of the flu forecasts changed from being ILI data to being HHS hospitalization data, which reports the number
of hospitalizations due to a laboratory confirmed flu infection (Mathis et al., 2024; HealthData.gov, 2024). This is as
a result of having COVID-19 cases in the population making ILI data, already only a proxy for flu behavior, more
difficult to interpret.

The contribution of this manuscript is to introduce a two component framework for modeling HHS hospitalization
forecasts where hospitalization data and years of ILI data are used to inform forecast models. The first modeling
component is a model of ILI data and the second is a model of hospitalization data with ILI as a predictive covariate.
Herein we use ILI models similar to those in Osthus et al. (Osthus et al., 2019) and Ulloa (Ulloa, 2019) for ILI
forecasting. The model of Osthus et al. (Osthus et al., 2019) is a combined data assimilation and statistical regression
model which involves a compartmental model in a probabilistic framework. Their model also includes an additional
component for capturing a systematic discrepancy between the deterministic part of the model and the actual data, an
idea which was first introduced by Kennedy and O’Hagan (Kennedy and O’Hagan, 2001). The model in Ulloa (Ulloa,
2019) is a Bayesian hierarchical regression model with an underlying function intended to capture the trajectory of
the seasonal ILI data. Herein, we provide a framework under which discrepancy modeling may be used along with a
general function modeling ILI data, and we show the effectiveness of including discrepancy modeling during certain
periods of the flu season.

In line with the newer FluSight standard of forecasting hospitalizations, we model hospitalizations as a linear function
of ILI. Thus forecasts produced herein target flu hospitalizations and are a mapping of ILI forecasts to hospitalizations.
This allows for ILI data from many seasons to be exploited and for ILI forecasts to assist in forecasting hospitalizations,
which has fewer seasons of data than ILI. Several modeling schemes and their forecasts for the 2023 flu hospitalization
season are compared, and it is shown that the modeling decisions produce good forecast results for different states or
times during the flu season.

In section 2 we review the ILI and hospitalization data provided by the CDC and targeted by FluSight. In section 3 the
modeling framework contributed by this manuscript is given. In the same section, functions similar to those used by
Osthus et al. (Osthus et al., 2019) and Ulloa (Ulloa, 2019) are defined. These functions are the susceptible-infectious-
recovered (SIR) compartmental model and the asymmetric Gaussian (ASG) function respectively. Model fitting and
implementation are described at the end of the section. Section 4 includes a simulation study where four ILI forecast
models and their use in forecasting hospitalizations are compared. Commonly used proper scoring rules (Gneiting and
Raftery, 2007), which are also introduced and defined in section 4, are used for comparing the forecasts. Forecasting of
the 2023 flu outbreak along with assessment and comparison under several selected models is performed in section 5.
Finally, the manuscript is concluded in section 6 with general observations and some discussion.
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2 Flu outbreak data

In this section we introduce and define ILI and hospitalization data and visually evaluate the data. ILI and hospital-
ization data have been the object of forecasting for FluSight with ILI being the target for the first seven seasons and
hospitalizations being the target since the 2022 season. Both of these data were collected at the state, territorial, and
national level and were reported at least weekly. Overall the data is reported for 53 locations including the 50 US
states, the District of Columbia (DC), Puerto Rico (PR), and at the US national level. We will refer to forecast targets
throughout this manuscript. A target is the specific horizon, 1, 2, 3, or 4-weeks ahead, for a specific location and week
during the season.

2.1 Influenza-like illness data

The US Outpatient Influenza-like Illness Surveillance Network (ILINet) collects information on respiratory illness
from outpatient visits to health care providers. Over 3,400 outpatient health care providers in all 50 US states, PR,
DC, and the US Virgin Islands report each week the total number of outpatient visits along with the number of ILI
cases. An ILI case is defined as a “fever (temperature of 100◦F[37.8◦C] or greater) and a cough and/or a sore throat.”
Prior to the 2021 season, the definition included “without a known cause other than influenza” (CDC, 2024c). Because
other illnesses such as COVID-19, RSV, and the common cold may induce similar respiratory symptoms, ILI may
include patients infected with some disease other than influenza. To know whether or not a sick patient is infected with
influenza requires a laboratory test.

In 2013, when FluSight began, the ILI data was the object of the forecasts. The data was released publicly at HHS
region levels, and forecast teams were asked to provide forecasts of several ILI targets on the regional levels including
season onset, 1-4 week ahead ILI levels, and the week of peak ILI activity (Biggerstaff et al., 2016; McGowan et al.,
2019). Currently, the ILI data is collected by the CDC and published on an online portal for viewing at the national,
HHS region, census, and state levels (CDC, 2024b). To obtain ILI data, we used the R package cdcfluview which
provides functions for downloading the data (Rudis, 2021). Weekly ILI data from the national, HHS region, and census
levels are available from the 1997 flu season until the current season. At the state level, data is available from the 2010
flu season to the current season.

The top of figure 1 shows the ILI data at the national level for flu seasons 2010 to 2023. For most seasons there are
52 weeks listed, but for the 2010, 2015, and 2021 seasons there are 53 weeks because there were 53 Sundays during
those seasons. To better align with the flu behavior, week 1 is set as the first week of August and week 52 or 53 is
the last week in July of the following year. For example week 1 of the 2013 season corresponds to the first week of
August 2013, and week 52 of the same season corresponds to the last week of July 2014. This convention is used for
the remainder of this manuscript.

Notable from the plots in the top of figure 1 is the regular trajectory of the ILI. With the exception of season 2020, the
ILI begins low at week 1 and increases as the fall and winter progress until the ILI reaches a peak. As spring progresses
to summer, the ILI decreases to low values. As Osthus et al. (Osthus et al., 2019) point out, there is nearly always either
a global or local peak at week 22 which typically corresponds to the week between Christmas and New Year’s day.
Whether local or global, the ILI holiday peak is generally expected and thought to be due to widespread holiday travel,
school closure, or other unique social behavior (Ewing et al., 2017; Garza et al., 2013). The only seasons when there
was not a peak at week 22 were season 2022 where the season peak occurred particularly early and season 2020 which
was greatly influenced by the COVID-19 pandemic.

2.2 Hospitalization Data

Hospital admission data, used as the object of FluSight forecasting for the 2022 and 2023 seasons, is based on the
CDC’s National Healthcare Safety Network (NHSN) dataset entitled HealthData.gov COVID-19 Reported Patient
Impact and Hospital Capacity by State Timeseries. Several targets of respiratory illnesses including COVID-19, RSV,
and influenza are reported weekly by most hospitals in the US. In February 2022 it became mandatory for all hospitals to
report the number of COVID-19 and influenza hospitalizations, and since then reporting of hospitalizations has become
widespread. These data were updated every Wednesday and Friday according to NHSN guidelines (HealthData.gov,
2024).

The bottom of figure 1 shows the weekly national hospitalizations for the 2022 and 2023 flu seasons. These plots
show similarities to the ILI plots in the top of the figure in that at the early weeks of the season hospitalizations are
low, but they increase in the fall to a peak after which they decrease until the flu outbreak ends. For both the 2022
and 2023 seasons, the hospitalizations peaked during the same week as ILI, and in 2023 that peak occurred during the
holiday week 22. Additional plots of ILI data and hospitalization data for select states are included in the supplementary
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Figure 1: Percentage of outpatient visits with an influenza-like illness (ILI) in the US for seasons 2010 to 2023 (top)
and weekly flu confirmed hospitalization counts at the national level for 2022 and 2023 flu seasons (bottom). Week 1 is
the first week of August of the year the flu season begins and the last week of the season is the last week of July of the
following year.

material (Wadsworth and Niemi, 2024). These plots show flu outbreak trajectories similar to those in figure 1 with
activity increasing to a peak and then decreasing.

3 ILI and hospitalization forecast modeling

The typical behavior of the ILI data which starts at lower values in the late summer and fall but which increases to a
peak, usually in December or January, followed by a decline motivates the use of a nonlinear function which follows a
similar trajectory. Compartmental models are standard mathematical models used for modelling disease outbreaks. One
important compartmental model is the susceptible-infectious-recovered (SIR) model, which is used by some to model
ILI data (Osthus et al., 2019; Allen, 2017). Ulloa (Ulloa, 2019) chose to use the asymmetric Gaussian (ASG) function
to model ILI data. The SIR and ASG models may both be appropriate to describe ILI behavior over the course of a
flu season, however there may also be systematic behavior not captured by either, necessitating an additional model
component to capture the discrepancy. In the first part of this section, we present an ILI model similar to the model in
Osthus et al. (Osthus et al., 2019). With some generalization, the model may incorporate any appropriate nonlinear
function, though the focus here is on the SIR and ASG functions which are defined.
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With the aim of forecasting hospitalizations, we also introduce a linear model of hospitalizations data with ILI as a
predictive covariate. To forecast hospitalizations, ILI data is first forecasted and the forecast is then plugged in as a
covariate in the hospitalization model, thus producing hospitalization forecasts. The hospitalization model is also defined
in this section, and the section is concluded with descriptions of selected prior distributions, model implementation, and
posterior sampling.

3.1 ILI Model

The proposed model for ILI for any location is given in (1). Here 𝐼𝐿𝐼𝑠,𝑤 is the ILI for flu season 𝑠 and week
𝑤 = 1, 2, ...,𝑊 , where 𝑊 = 52 or 𝑊 = 53, depending on how many Sundays there are in a given season. The ILI is
a proportion, so the Beta random variable is a natural selection for modeling. Under the parameterization in of the
Beta distribution used in (1) the expected value is 𝜋𝑠,𝑤 and the variance is 𝜋𝑠,𝑤 (1 − 𝜋𝑠,𝑤)/(1 + 𝜅𝑠), making 𝜅𝑠 a scale
parameter. The nonlinear function 𝑓𝜃𝑠 (𝑤) captures the trajectory of the ILI, and 𝛾𝑤 is a discrepancy term for capturing
the systematic patterns which 𝑓𝜃𝑠 (𝑤) does not capture.

𝐼𝐿𝐼𝑠,𝑤
𝑖𝑛𝑑∼ Beta(𝜋𝑠,𝑤𝜅𝑠 , 𝜅𝑠 (1 − 𝜋𝑠,𝑤))

logit(𝜋𝑠,𝑤) = 𝑓𝜃𝑠 (𝑤) + 𝛾𝑤
(1)

In Osthus et al. (Osthus et al., 2019) 𝑓𝜃𝑠 (𝑤) = logit(𝐼𝑠,𝑤) where 𝐼𝑠,𝑤 is the infectious compartment of the SIR model
from (2) in section 3.2. In Ulloa (Ulloa, 2019) 𝑓𝜃𝑠 (𝑤) = 𝐴𝑆𝐺 𝜃 (𝑤) from (3) in section 3.3. In Ulloa (Ulloa, 2019)
modeling is done hierarchically over seasons.

3.2 Susceptible-Infectious-Recovered (SIR) compartmental model

The SIR compartmental model is a mathematical model used for modeling disease outbreaks and was introduced by
Kermack and McKendrick (Kermack and McKendrick, 1927). Since then, compartmental models have become standard
for modeling infectious diseases (Allen et al., 2008), and many extensions have been made and studied (Simon, 2020;
Allen, 2017; Van den Driessche, 2008, for example). The SIR mathematical model includes three compartments and
assumes that at any time 𝑡 > 0 every individual in a closed population belongs to exactly one compartment. The three
compartments are susceptible (𝑆), infectious (𝐼), and recovered (𝑅), and their interaction over the course of an outbreak
is described by the differential equations in (2).

𝑑𝑆

𝑑𝑡
= −𝛽𝑆𝐼, 𝑑𝐼

𝑑𝑡
= 𝛽𝑆𝐼 − 𝛿𝐼, 𝑑𝑅

𝑑𝑡
= 𝛿𝐼 (2)

Here 𝑆, 𝐼, and 𝑅 represent the proportion of the population in each compartment such that 𝑆 + 𝐼 + 𝑅 = 1 for all 𝑡. The
trajectory is determined by the disease transmission rate 𝛽 > 0 and the recovery rate 𝛿 > 0. Respectively, these may be
thought of as the expected proportion of susceptible individuals who will be infected by an infectious individual and
the expected rate of recovery to an immune state for a newly infected person. Whether or not a disease outbreak is
classified as an epidemic is determined by the initial susceptible population 𝑆0, or the susceptible population at time
0, and the parameter 𝜌 = 𝛿/𝛽. If 𝑆0/𝜌 > 1, the outbreak is considered an epidemic. It is non-epidemic if 𝑆0/𝜌 ≤ 1
(Osthus et al., 2019). Figure 2 shows the trajectory of the three compartments of an SIR model where 𝑆0 and 𝜌 were
selected to match an outbreak that is an epidemic. In the case where 𝑆0 ≤ 𝜌, the trajectory for the 𝐼 compartment would
never be increasing. The increase to a peak and subsequent decrease in the 𝐼 compartment of figure 2 suggest it is
reasonable to model ILI by this compartment. Thus in modeling the ILI data, we consider the data to be analogous to
the 𝐼 proportion of the population.

3.3 Asymmetric Gaussian (ASG) function

The ASG function is another example of a nonlinear function which can approximate the trajectory of the flu outbreak.
The ASG was previously used by Ulloa to model and forecast ILI (Ulloa, 2019), and it has been used to model vegetation
growth and satellite sensor data (Lewis-Beck et al., 2020; Jonsson and Eklundh, 2002; Hird and McDermid, 2009; Beck
et al., 2006; Atkinson et al., 2012). The ASG is a modification of the asymmetric Gaussian distribution (Wallis, 2014)
and is characterized by its rise to a peak and fall from that peak which may not occur at the same rate, as shown in figure
3. The ASG function is denoted as 𝐴𝑆𝐺 𝜃 (𝑤) where 𝜃 = (𝜆, 𝜈, 𝜇, 𝜎2

1 , 𝜎
2
2 ), 𝜈 > 0, 𝜆 > 0, 𝜇 ∈ (−∞,∞), 𝜎1, 𝜎2 > 0 and

𝑤 ∈ (1, ...,𝑊) is week. The function is defined in (3).

𝐴𝑆𝐺 𝜃 (𝑤) =
{
𝜆 + (𝜈 − 𝜆)exp[−(𝑤 − 𝜇)2/2𝜎2

1 ], 𝑤 < 𝜇

𝜆 + (𝜈 − 𝜆)exp[−(𝑤 − 𝜇)2/2𝜎2
2 ], 𝑤 ≥ 𝜇

(3)
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Figure 2: Susceptible-infectious-recovered (SIR) model separated by compartments. The three compartments are the
susceptible compartment (left), infectious (center), and recovered (right). In this example, 𝑆0/𝜌 > 1.

Figure 3: Example plot of asymmetric Gaussian (ASG) function showing the shape of the function in relation to the
parameters 𝜆, 𝜂, 𝜇, 𝜎1, and 𝜎2

For modeling in this manuscript, we use a slightly reparameterized version of the function in (4), where 𝜂 = 𝜈 − 𝜆 > 0.
This constraint guarantees that the function has a peak greater than 𝜆.

𝐴𝑆𝐺 𝜃 (𝑤) =
{
𝜆 + 𝜂exp[−(𝑤 − 𝜇)2/2𝜎2

1 ], 𝑤 < 𝜇

𝜆 + 𝜂exp[−(𝑤 − 𝜇)2/2𝜎2
2 ], 𝑤 ≥ 𝜇

(4)

3.4 Model discrepancy

The SIR and ASG functions are useful for capturing the main trend of the ILI data, but as Osthsu et al. (Osthus et al.,
2019) point out there may be systematic behavior in the ILI that these or other possible functions may not capture. As
noted in section 2, figure 1 shows a regular peak at week 22 of the flu season. Figures 4 and 5 are used together to
illustrate the systematic discrepancy from a fitted function. Figure 4 shows the US ILI percentage for all flu seasons
from 2010 to 2022 excluding 2020 with a best fit ASG function plotted over the ILI. The fits for each season were
made by obtaining the maximum likelihood estimate (MLE) of a model given the ILI data where we assume the ASG
function is the mean parameter of a Beta distributed random variable. Figure 5 shows the discrepancy between the
model fit and the data for the same seasons. The grey lines show the difference between the data and the functions
from figure 4 for each season, and the black line is the average by week over all seasons. The lines show that the ASG
function typically underpredicts week 22 and overpredicts week 23. Perhaps for other weeks, like week 30 for example,
there also tends to be systematic behavior not captured by the ASG function.
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Figure 4: Observed US national influenza-like illness (ILI) percentage for seasons 2010 to 2022 excluding 2020 (grey)
overlaid with MLE of an asymmetric Gaussian (ASG) model for the ILI data (black)

Figure 5: Difference between observed US national influenza-like illness (ILI) and MLE fits for an asymmetric Gaussian
(ASG) model for each season 2010 to 2022 excluding 2020 (grey) and the average difference of all seasons (black)

The term 𝛾𝑤 , where 𝑤 is the season week, is included in (1) to capture the per week discrepancy between ILI and the
function. Modeling discrepancy has been used in uncertainty analysis of simulators to capture systematic differences
between mathematical models and reality (Ma et al., 2022; Brynjarsdóttir and O’Hagan, 2014; Arendt et al., 2012;
Kennedy and O’Hagan, 2001). Modeling discrepancy can lead to overfitting, particularly in forecasting scenarios,
and may also lead to identifiability issues. Thus, care must be taken in setting parameter constraints as well as in the
selection of prior distributions (Osthus et al., 2019; Brynjarsdóttir and O’Hagan, 2014). Modeling of the discrepancy
for ILI was done by Osthus et al. during the 2015 and 2016 flu seasons where their model outperformed all others in the
CDC flu forecasting challenge (Osthus et al., 2019). As in Osthus’s model, 𝛾𝑤 is modeled as a reverse random walk, as
shown in (5).

𝛾𝑤 |𝛾𝑤+1
𝑖𝑛𝑑∼ 𝑁 (𝛾𝑡+1, 𝜎

2
𝛾), 𝛾𝑊 ∼ 𝑁 (0, 𝜎2

𝛾𝑊 ) (5)

The idea for using the reverse random walk is that there are several previous seasons of ILI data, and assuming the
random walk captures systematic behavior, fitting it hierarchically over seasons can assist in predicting future behavior
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in the current season. Reverse random walks have also been used with success in election forecasting and other
flu forecasting models (Osthus and Moran, 2021; Osthus et al., 2019; Linzer, 2013). The sum to zero constraint
−𝛾1 =

∑𝑊
𝑤=2 𝛾𝑤 is imposed on (5) to improve identifiability.

3.5 ILI forecasts

Model (1) is fit via Bayesian posterior updating. Future ILI forecasts are obtained via the posterior predictive distribution
where for week 𝑤, the predictive distribution is obtained by integrating over the parameters 𝜋𝑠 , 𝜅𝑠, 𝜎2

𝛾 , and 𝜎2
𝛾𝑊 as in

(6) where 𝑝(π𝑠 , 𝜅𝑠 , 𝜎2
𝛾 , 𝜎

2
𝛾𝑊 |ILI) is the density function of the posterior distribution for the model parameters. If the

current week is 𝑤∗ then the desired forecasts are for weeks 𝑤∗ + 𝑖 where 𝑖 is a positive integer.

𝑝(𝐼𝐿𝐼𝑠,𝑤∗ |ILI) =
∫ ∫ ∫ ∫

𝑝(𝐼𝐿𝐼𝑠,𝑤∗ |π𝑠 , 𝜅𝑠 , 𝜎2
𝛾 , 𝜎

2
𝛾𝑊 )𝑝(π𝑠 , 𝜅𝑠 , 𝜎2

𝛾 , 𝜎
2
𝛾𝑊 |ILI)𝑑π𝑠𝑑𝜅𝑠𝑑𝜎2

𝛾𝑑𝜎
2
𝛾𝑊 (6)

3.6 Hospitalization model

The second component for forecast modeling is based on the relationship between hospitalizations and ILI and is
defined in (7). This is an example of an autoregressive model with exogenous variables where the autoregressive lag is
one (ARX(1)) (Raftery et al., 2010; Ljung, 1987). Figure 6 shows scatterplots of the difference between hospitalizations
and scaled 1 week lags by ILI percentage at the US national level. The points in the left plot are from hospitalization
differences whereas in the right the hospitalizations were log transformed. The positive and slightly curved relationship
suggests model (7) is a reasonable choice.

Figure 6: Scatterplots of national hospitalizations (left) or log hospitalizations (right) lag differences by ILI % where
the lag is scaled by 𝜙. Points are colored by season. For hospitalizations 𝜙 = 0.6, and for log hospitalizations 𝜙 = 0.77.

𝐻𝑠,𝑤 = 𝛼0𝑠 + 𝛼1𝑠 (𝐼𝐿𝐼𝑠,𝑤 × 𝑃) + 𝛼2𝑠 (𝐼𝐿𝐼𝑠,𝑤 × 𝑃)2 + 𝜙𝐻𝑠,𝑤−1 + 𝜖𝑠,𝑤
𝜖𝑠,𝑤

𝑖𝑖𝑑∼ 𝐷𝑠 (0, 𝜎2
𝜖𝑠 × 𝑃, 𝜔𝑠)

(7)

In model (7), 𝐻𝑠,𝑤 is the number of hospitalizations for week 𝑤 in season 𝑠, 𝜖𝑠,𝑤 is an error term distributed according
to some distribution 𝐷𝑠 with mean parameter 0, scale parameter 𝜎𝜖𝑠 , and the additional parameter 𝜔𝑠 is the degrees of
freedom parameter when 𝐷𝑠 belongs to the location-scale t (LST) family.

This model is for any location, and for fitting purposes 𝐼𝐿𝐼𝑠,𝑤 is always multiplied by 𝑃 which is proportional to the
population of the state or territory, in this case the total population divided by 50,000. This is done as a means of scaling
so that the prior distribution assigned to α𝑠 = (𝛼0𝑠 , 𝛼1𝑠 , 𝛼2𝑠), 𝜎𝜖𝑠 , and 𝜔𝑠 might reasonably be the same for all states.

Like the ILI model, the hospitalization model in (7) is also fit via Bayesian posterior updating. To obtain forecasts
for 𝐻𝑠,𝑤∗+𝑖 , the ILI posterior predictive distribution is used along with the posterior distribution for the parameters
in (7). We considered three scenarios for model (7). A model where 𝐷𝑠 belongs to the normal family (NORM), 𝐷𝑠
belongs to the LST family, and one where 𝐻𝑠,𝑤 is replaced with log(𝐻𝑠,𝑤 + 1) and 𝐷𝑠 is from a normal family, or
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𝐻𝑠,𝑤 + 1 is lognormally distributed (LNORM). The population value 𝑃 is excluded from the LNORM model, and we
set α22 = α23 to help with fitting. In the LNORM model, if the linear parameters are not set the same for seasons 22
and 23, the final variance was more prone to be extreme. Besides varying the distribution family of hospitalizations, we
also considered 𝛼2𝑠 = 0 or there is no quadratic ILI term.

3.7 Prior selection

The priors selected for the ILI data model under both the SIR and ASG models largely follow the prior selections in
Osthus et al. (Osthus et al., 2019) and Ulloa (Ulloa, 2019) with a few exceptions where changes improved numerical
stability and/or we felt the adjusted prior made more sense for the problem. For model (1), parameters which are common
even when using different functions of 𝑓𝜃𝑠 (𝑤) are 𝜅𝑠, 𝜎2

𝛾 , and 𝜎2
𝛾𝑊 . For the SIR function 𝜃𝑠 = (𝑆0𝑠 , 𝐼0𝑠 , 𝑅0𝑠 , 𝛼𝑠 , 𝜌𝑠),

and for the ASG function 𝜃𝑠 = (𝛼𝑠 , 𝜂𝑠 , 𝜇𝑠 , 𝜎2
1𝑠 , 𝜎

2
2𝑠). For the hospitalization model in (7) the parameter to be estimated

is Ψ = (𝛼0𝑠 , 𝛼1𝑠 , 𝛼2𝑠 , 𝜙, 𝜎𝜖𝑠 , 𝜔𝑠).
The priors assigned were mostly noninformative, though in certain cases the prior distributions were selected for
numerical stability as was the case for 𝜎2

𝛾 and 𝜎2
𝛾𝑊 . For these two scale parameters only, rather than assigning a

half-normal prior to the standard deviation parameters, as recommended by Gelman (Gelman, 2006), the priors were
assigned to the variance parameters. Univariate parameters were assigned either a normal distribution prior if the
support is on R, a half-normal prior if the support is nonnegative, or a truncated-normal prior to match a more specific
support. Under the ASG model, 𝜃𝑠 is modeled hierarchically over seasons so that for each season the transformed
parameter 𝑇 (𝜃𝑠) ∼ 𝑁 (𝜃, Σ) and priors distributions are assigned to 𝜃 and Σ.

Additional prior constraints were made to improve parameter identifiability. In Osthus et al. (Osthus et al., 2019)
the initial value of the susceptible population compartment of the SIR model was set to 𝑆0 = 0.9. The parameters
𝐼0𝑠, 𝛽𝑠, and 𝜌𝑠 were assigned informative priors. To improve identifiability when 𝑓𝜃𝑠 (𝑤) = 𝐴𝑆𝐺 𝜃𝑠 (𝑤) in (1) we
followed a modular Bayesian approach for fitting the parameters. A modular Bayesian approach involves multiple steps
of parameter fitting where some parameters may be estimated without priors via maximum likelihood estimation or
other means. Fitting the rest of the model parameters involves assigning priors and conditioning on the previously fit
parameters. This has been done in computer modeling to improve identifiability and other issues, though Liu et al. (Liu
et al., 2009) warn this approach is not probabilistically sound if parameter inference is a priority (Jiang et al., 2015;
Arendt et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2009). We carried out the modular fit by first estimating the maximum likelihood estimate
(MLE) for the parameter 𝜆𝑠 for each season in (4) and plugging in the MLE as a fixed value.

3.8 Parameter estimation and posterior predictive sampling

The models were fit via Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling using the cmdstanr package which was
developed and is maintained by the Stan Development Team (Stan Development Team, 2024) (Gabry et al., 2024).
Stan implements Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) sampling with the No-U-turn sampler (Hoffman et al., 2014).
The cmdstanr package provides several diagnostic statistics for assessing the sampler. As mentioned, most model
parameter prior distributions were intended to be uninformative. Plots of posterior distributions for select parameters
from ILI and hospitalization models are shown in the supplementary material (Wadsworth and Niemi, 2024).

We assessed the model fit for four ILI models. These included the SIR and ASG models and models with and without
discrepancy modeling. When discrepancy is included, the models are denoted as SIRD and ASGD. These models were
fit using US national data from 2010 to 2023 flu seasons, where data from the 2020 season was excluded because of the
unique behavior during that season. Assessment for hospitalization modeling was done for six different models. These
include NORM, LNORM, and LST models, and models where a quadratic ILI term is included or excluded. To assess
posterior sampling convergence, models were fit to data where ILI and hospitalization data up to week 14 of the 2023
season was included. Sampling was done with four chains where from each chain 60,000 posterior draws were sampled,
and the first 10,000 draws were discarded as a burn-in. The �̂� statistic (Vehtari et al., 2021) and the effective sample
size (𝐸𝑆𝑆) (Gelman et al., 2013) were calculated for each parameter. Tables 1 and 2 summarize the maximum �̂� and
the minimum 𝐸𝑆𝑆 over all parameters for ILI and hospitalization models respectively. Forecast models for all other
weeks of the season were fit using one chain of 60,000 draws where the first 10,000 draws were discarded as a burn-in.
For parameters of the ASG models that were prone to cause trouble in posterior sampling, the starting values were set
to be the MLEs.

To obtain forecast distributions of hospitalizations, draws from the posterior predictive distribution from the ILI model
were used in conjunction with the posterior distribution of the hospitalizations model. When fitting model (6), MCMC
samples of 𝐼𝐿𝐼𝑠,𝑤:(𝑤+4) were saved. Model (7) was fit and MCMC samples for the marginal distributions for the
model parameters were saved. To obtain forecast distributions for 𝐻𝑠,𝑤+𝑖 where 𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, the following steps are
repeated 𝐾 times where 𝐾 is an integer for the number of desired samples. We set 𝐾 = 50, 000.
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Table 1: Maximum �̂� and minimum 𝐸𝑆𝑆 over all parameters for four ILI models fitted on US data for week 14 of the
2023 season

ASG ASGD SIR SIRD
�̂� < 1.001 < 1.001 < 1.001 1.001
𝐸𝑆𝑆 72,057 9,980 17,745 6,259

Table 2: Maximum �̂� and minimum 𝐸𝑆𝑆 over all parameters for six hospitalization models fitted on US data for week
14 of the 2023 season

NORM NORM2 LNORM LNORM2 LST LST2

�̂� < 1.001 < 1.001 < 1.001 < 1.001 < 1.001 < 1.001
𝐸𝑆𝑆 71,266 73,554 46,747 54,975 7,660 62,663

Step 1: Sample 𝐼𝐿𝐼
∗
𝑠,𝑤:(𝑤+4)

Step 2: Sample 𝛼∗0𝑠 , 𝛼
∗
1𝑠 , 𝛼

∗
2𝑠 , 𝜙

∗, 𝜎∗
𝜖𝑠 , 𝜔∗

𝑠 from respective marginal posterior distributions

Step 3: Sample 𝐻∗
𝑠,𝑤+𝑖 from 𝐷 (𝜔∗

𝑠 , 𝜇
∗
𝑠,𝑤+𝑖 , 𝜎

2
𝜖𝑠 ), where

𝜇∗𝑠,𝑤+𝑖 = 𝛼
∗
0𝑠 + 𝛼∗1𝑠 (𝐼𝐿𝐼∗𝑠,𝑤+𝑖 × 𝑃) + 𝛼∗2𝑠 (𝐼𝐿𝐼∗𝑠,𝑤+𝑖 × 𝑃)2 + 𝜙∗𝐻∗

𝑠,𝑤+𝑖−1
Step 4: Repeat step 3 for 𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4} to obtain 𝐻∗

𝑠, (𝑤+1):(𝑤+4)
Step 5: Repeat steps 1-4 𝐾 times

The sample {𝐻∗
𝑠,𝑤+𝑖}𝐾 was then used as the probabilistic forecast for hospitalizations at week 𝑤 + 𝑖. For the fore-

cast competition analysis in section 5, all negative values of {𝐻∗
𝑠,𝑤+𝑖}𝐾 were set to 0 to reflect realistic values of

hospitalizations and comply with the FluSight forecasting rules.

4 Simulation Study

In this section, we present a simulation study conducted for comparing ILI models and further assessing the hospitaliza-
tion forecast model. US ILI data is used, and hospitalization data is simulated. A leave-one-season-out (LOSO) approach
was combined with a Monte Carlo simulation approach. For each replication, we simulated log-hospitalizations for
all weeks during seasons 2010, ..., 2022, excluding 2020, using the existing ILI data as a predictive covariate. Each
season was in turn “left-out” and treated as if it was the most recent season which we desired to forecast. Fitting and
forecasting was then done for weeks 14, 20, 26, 32, and 38 of the left out season, giving two weeks that tend to occur as
flu cases increase, two as cases decrease, and one that occurs when the cases may be increasing or decreasing. Week 20
is a week leading up to the holiday week 22 where ILI typically has a local peak. We were particularly interested in
how important modeling discrepancy is for forecasting at week 20.

For the simulation of hospitalizations, the parameters α𝑠 = (𝛼0𝑠 , 𝛼1𝑠 , 𝛼2𝑠) and 𝜎2
𝜖𝑠 from the hospitalization model

in (7) were considered the same across all seasons so that all α𝑠 = α. The values for α, 𝜎2
𝜖 , and 𝜙 were estimated

by fitting model (7) using ILI and hospitalization data from the 2022 season. For fitting, the hospitalization data was
first log-transformed. We took α𝜙 = (α, 𝜙) and assigned the noninformative prior 𝑝(α𝜙 , 𝜎

2
𝜖 ) ∝ 1/𝜎2

𝜖 . The marginal
posterior distribution α𝜙 |𝜎2

𝜖 ,H22 was then the established posterior multivariate normal distribution and 𝜎2
𝜖 |H22 the

inverse-𝜒2 posterior distribution (Gelman et al., 2013). The posterior means of those parameters were used as the values
from which log-hospitalizations were simulated. The number of replicates in the simulation was 500.

Model comparison was done by calculating the continuous ranked probability score (CRPS) for each forecast. The
CRPS is a proper scoring rule which evaluates the forecast distribution function. Proper scoring rules are the current
standard for comparing performance between probabilistic forecasts and selecting the best forecasts according to the
notion of maximizing sharpness subject to (auto-)calibration (Gneiting et al., 2007; Tsyplakov, 2013). Proper scoring
rules are commonly used in forecast comparison and have the property that a forecaster is incentivized to be honest in
the reporting of their forecasts (Gneiting and Raftery, 2007; Gneiting and Katzfuss, 2014). The CRPS is defined in (8).
Here 𝐹 (·) is the forecast distribution function, and 𝑦∗ is the observed targeted value of the forecast. The orientation
of the CRPS is negative, meaning the smaller the score the better. Here 𝟙{·} is the indicator function. The CRPS is
calculated using a quantile decomposition from (Laio and Tamea, 2007).
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CRPS(𝐹, 𝑦∗) =
∫ ∞

−∞
(𝐹 (𝑥) − 𝟙{𝑦∗ ≤ 𝑥})2𝑑𝑥 (8)

Figure 7 shows boxplots of the CRPS for the 500 simulation replicates faceted by week and horizon. Notable plots here
are for week 20 where the two models accounting for the ILI discrepancy, ASGD and SIRD, are the best performing
forecast models, with lower medians and lower variation than the two models not accounting for ILI discrepancy. This
makes sense given the forecasts at week 20 are forecasting weeks, 22 and 23 where figure 5 shows a seasonal peak
and trough. This confirms that there is value in modeling discrepancy at least during around the holiday weeks near
week 22. Among the four models, ASG tends to have the lowest CRPS values though this is not always the case. This
suggests that the additional flexibility of the five parameter ASG function is often better for forecasting than that of the
three parameter SIR function. Additional plots in the supplemtary material (Wadsworth and Niemi, 2024) further show
that the ASG models often but not always outperform the SIR models according to the CRPS and another common
proper scoring rule known as the logarithmic score.

Figure 7: Boxplots of continuous ranked probability score (CRPS) for the four ILI models over all seasons in the
simulation study faceted by horizon (x-axis) and week (y-axis). Horizons include 1-4 week ahead forecasts and weeks
include weeks 14, 20, 26, 32, and 38 of the flu season

5 Analysis of forecasts for 2023 flu season

In this section we apply the forecast models to make forecasts of the 2023 flu season weekly hospitalizations. The
scoring of the forecasts is in the context of the FluSight competition where each competing forecast was submitted as a
set of 23 quantiles corresponding to the given probability levels (0.010, 0.025, 0.050, 0.100, 0.150, . . . , 0.950, 0.975,
0.990). A single forecast is thus comprised of 11 predictive intervals and a median. Forecasts of 1, 2, 3, and 4-week
ahead hospitalization counts were requested, and forecasts were made at the state and national level. The first week of
forecasting took place during the week of October 7, 2023, and the final week was the week of April 27, 2024 making
29 total weeks of forecasts. The same format was used during the 2021 and 2022 seasons and for the COVID-19
Forecast Hub (Mathis et al., 2024; Bracher et al., 2021). Primary scores for evaluating each forecast were the weighted
interval score (WIS), the log-weighted interval score (LWIS), and the relative weighted interval score (RWIS). The
focus in this section will be on the LWIS (see supplementary material for RWIS based results (Wadsworth and Niemi,
2024)).

The WIS is a proper scoring rule used for scoring quantile or interval forecasts (Gneiting and Raftery, 2007; Gneiting
and Katzfuss, 2014; Bracher et al., 2021) and is defined in (9) where𝑄 is a forecast represented by all included quantiles,
𝐵 is the number of intervals, 𝑦∗ is the observed value targeted by the forecast, 𝑤0 = 1/2 and 𝑤𝑏 = 𝛼𝑏/2 are weights for
each interval, and 𝛼𝑏 is the nominal level of the 𝑏𝑡ℎ interval. 𝐼𝑆𝛼 is the interval score (IS), a proper scoring rule for a
single interval as defined in (10). The goal of the forecaster is to minimize the WIS. The LWIS is the same as the WIS
except that it is evaluated over the log of quantiles and the log of the observed value.
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𝑊𝐼𝑆0,𝐵 (𝑄, 𝑦∗) = 1
𝐵 + 1/2 × (𝑤0 × |𝑦∗ − 𝑚𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑛| +

𝐵∑︁
𝑏=1

{𝑤𝑘 × 𝐼𝑆𝛼𝑏 (𝑄, 𝑦∗)}) (9)

𝐼𝑆𝛼 (𝑙, 𝑟; 𝑦∗) = (𝑟 − 𝑙) + 2
𝛼
(𝑙 − 𝑦∗)𝟙{𝑦∗ < 𝑙} + 2

𝛼
(𝑦∗ − 𝑟)𝟙{𝑦∗ > 𝑟} (10)

We fit 24 forecast models for each location for all 29 weeks, and for each week forecast 1-4 week ahead hospitalizations.
The 24 models included all combinations of ASG, ASGD, SIR, and SIRD ILI models, the NORM, LNORM, and LST
hospitalization models, and both quadratic and linear hospitalization models. The prior distributions under the SIR
model are in (11). Because we set 𝑆0𝑠 = 0.9, prior distributions were assigned only to 𝐼0𝑠, 𝛽𝑠 and 𝜌𝑠, recalling the
parameter for the recovery rate 𝛿𝑠 = 𝜌𝑠𝛽𝑠 . Here 𝟙𝐴 represents the indicator function for values within the set 𝐴.

𝐼0𝑠 ∼ 𝑁 (0.005, 0.03)𝟙(0,.1)
𝛽𝑠 ∼ 𝑁+ (0.8, 0.3)
𝜌𝑠 ∼ 𝑁+ (0.68, 0.08)

(11)

For the ASG model, the MLE 𝜃𝑠 = (�̂�𝑠 , 𝜂𝑠 , �̂�𝑠 , �̂�2
1𝑠 , �̂�

2
2𝑠) was calculated and �̂�𝑠 was accepted as a fixed value.

The remaining estimates were used as starting values for posterior sampling. The transformation 𝑇 (𝜃𝑠) =
(log(𝜂𝑠), 𝜇𝑠 , log(𝜎2

1𝑠), log(𝜎2
2𝑠)) was made, and a prior distribution was assigned to 𝑇 (𝜃𝑠). The prior distributions

for the ILI model under the ASG function are shown in (12). These are slightly informative priors because for most
parameters we have an idea what reasonable values may be. Here 𝑚 = (0.3, 23, 3.69, 4.7) and 𝐶 = diag(0.2, 5, 2, 2)
where diag(·) is the diagonal matrix for the given entries.

𝑇 (𝜃𝑠) 𝑖𝑛𝑑∼ 𝑀𝑉𝑁 (𝜃, Σ)
𝑇 (𝜃) 𝑖𝑛𝑑∼ 𝑀𝑉𝑁 (𝑚,𝐶)

Σ = diag(𝜁2
1 , ..., 𝜁

2
4 )

𝜁𝑖
𝑖𝑛𝑑∼ 𝑁+ (0, 42)

(12)

Parameters shared by both the SIR and ASG models are the scale parameter 𝜅𝑠 and the discrepancy parameters 𝜎2
𝛾 and

𝜎2
𝛾𝑊 . These priors are in (13).

𝜅𝑠
𝑖𝑛𝑑∼ 𝑁+ (0, 10, 0002)

𝜎2
𝛾 ∼ 𝑁+ (0, .022)

𝜎2
𝛾𝑊 ∼ 𝑁+ (�̂�2

𝑊 , 1
2)

(13)

Because of the limited information for estimating 𝜎2
𝛾𝑊 , we selected an informative prior distribution by first estimating

�̂�2
𝛾𝑊 . This was estimated for a given state by first calculating the MLE for 𝜃𝑠. 𝐼𝐿𝐼𝑠,𝑤 was then predicted such that

logit(𝐼𝐿𝐼𝑠,𝑊 ) = 𝑓𝜃𝑠 (𝑊) for each season. Then �̂�2
𝛾𝑊 was calculated as the estimated variance over seasons of the

differences logit(𝐼𝐿𝐼𝑠,𝑤) − logit(𝐼𝐿𝐼𝑠,𝑤). When 𝑓𝜃𝑠 (𝑤) was the SIR function, �̂�𝑠 was calculated using the mle2
function in the bblme package (Bolker and R Development Core Team, 2023) and the ode function in the deSolve
package (Karline Soetaert et al., 2010) function in R. Where the ASG function was used, 𝜃𝑠 was calculated using the
optim function. The prior for the hospitalization models are in (14).

𝛼0𝑠
𝑖𝑛𝑑∼ 𝑁 (0, 52)

𝛼1𝑠
𝑖𝑛𝑑∼ 𝑁 (0, 52)

𝛼2𝑠
𝑖𝑛𝑑∼ 𝑁 (0, 52)

𝜙 ∼ 𝑁 (0, .4)𝟙(−1,1)

𝜎𝜖𝑠
𝑖𝑛𝑑∼ 𝑁+ (0, 42)

𝜔𝑠
𝑖𝑛𝑑∼ 𝑁+ (0, 152)

(14)
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Figure 8: Forecasts 1-4 weeks ahead for US hospitalizations during the 2023 season for weeks 14, 20, 26, and 32.
Forecasts are separated by ILI model, and the hospitalization models are all normally distribution. The figure includes
hospitalization forecasts where ILI is a linear predictor (left) and where ILI is a quadratic predictor (right). 50%
predictive intervals are pink and 95% predictive intervals are red.

Table 3: Overall scores for each of the 24 forecast models. The overall score is the log weighted interval score (LWIS)
averaged over all locations, weeks, and horizons. The scores in the first two rows are for linear models, and the scores
in the third and fourth rows are for quadratic models. The lowest WISs are bolded.

ASG SIR

LNORM LST NORM LNORM LST NORM

Linear No Disc 0.366 0.392 0.365 0.355 0.416 0.394
Disc 0.358 0.391 0.365 0.343 0.382 0.354

Quadratic No Disc 0.366 0.398 0.377 0.355 0.401 0.377
Disc 0.358 0.390 0.369 0.343 0.378 0.356

Figure 8 shows 1-4-week ahead forecasts for US flu hospitalizations during the 2023 season under the NORM
hospitalization model. The forecasts shown are for weeks 14, 20, 26, and 32. The predictive bands are the 50% and 95%
predictive intervals. These plots show a tendency to often underpredict hospitalizations. The quadratic models appear to
do a better job predicting hospitalizations at the season peak but a poorer job predicting after the peak, whereas the
linear models seem to predict well or slightly overpredict after the peak.

Figure 9 shows model performance by LWIS for each week of the season for all 24 models of US hospitalizations.
LWIS scores are grouped by ILI model, hospitalization model distribution, and by the linear or quadratic modeling.
Here, the smaller the LWIS the better. The weeks around the holiday week 22 are highlighted by a grey band. In several
cases, there appears to be a turning point in performance at or near week 22. For most ASG models, the models which
include discrepancy tend to outperform those which do not beginning near week 22 and for the rest of the season.
For the SIR models, the discrepancy does not always lead to better forecasts, but in for the LNORM hospitalization
models, including discrepancy greatly improves forecasts around the holiday week 22. The LNORM LWIS scores
tend to be higher than for LST and NORM hospitalization models, but figure 10 and table 3 suggest that the LNORM
hospitalization model outperforms LST and NORM for most states and territories.

Figure 10 also shows weekly forecast performance by LWIS, but all 53 locations are included. The LWIS is shown
across the whole season faceted by hospitalization model distribution. Overall, the weeks leading up to week 22 are
the most difficult to forecast, but the LNORM model appears to perform the better than the other models during the
weeks around the holiday week 22. The overall, calculated as the mean LWIS over all locations and weeks, for all 24
models is shown in table 3. The first main takeaway is that the top four performing models are SIR ILI models with
the LNORM hospitalization models. The next main takeaway is that overall the models which include discrepancy
outperformed the models without discrepancy.

It should not be assumed that these two takeaways will apply for future flu seasons. As suggested by the simulation
study in the previous section, it may often be the case that the ASG ILI model is better for forecasting. Indeed, a close
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Figure 9: Each plot shows the log weighted interval score (LWIS) for every week of the 2023 flu season with scores for
models including and exluding discrepancy in the ILI model. Scores are separated by hospitalization distribution family
and by ILI as a linear or quadratic predictor. Scores for models with an ASG ILI model are above while those with an
SIR model are below. The lower the LWIS the better the forecast.

Figure 10: Each plot shows the log weighted interval scores (LWIS) for all 50 US states, PR, DC, and national level
forecasts at each week during the 2023 flu season. Scores are averaged over all horizons 1-4 weeks ahead. Scores are
faceted by hospitalization model distribution. The lighter the shade, the lower the LWIS with low LWIS being better.
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examination of figures 9 and 10 shows that it is common for the ASG models to show better forecasting skill than the
SIR models.

6 Conclusion

In this manuscript we introduce a statistical modeling framework which allows for the incorporation of several ILI
forecast modeling methods. Specifically, we built upon Osthus et al. (Osthus et al., 2019) and introduced a framework
for modeling ILI which includes the use of an arbitrary function for modeling the main trajectory of ILI along
with modeling the discrepancy. We model flu hospitalizations by incorporating the ILI forecast model into a model
forecasting hospitalizations where hospitalization predictions are a linear or quadratic function of ILI.

The simulation study in section 4 suggests the ASG function in ILI modeling may slightly outperform the SIR model
according to the LogS and CRPS scoring rules, but in the analysis of the 2023 flu season forecasts, the SIR model was
overall superior. The results from both the simulation study and the real data analysis suggest that the addition of a
discrepancy component in ILI modeling may improve forecasts especially near the holiday week between Christmas
and New Years day. It should not be assumed that these conclusions may be generalized for all locations in the US,
weeks of a season, or for future flu seasons.

Forecasting the seasonal influenza outbreak remains a challenging task for forecasters. The general modeling framework
in this manuscript is successful under diverse modeling conditions for all locations in the US and may contribute to
future forecasting efforts. All forecast models were presented as separate from one another, but in the various locations
and times of the flu season, different models perform better than others. To build on the work done here, a natural step
forward would be to combine all or a few selected forecasts into an ensemble forecast. Such an ensemble may work to
cancel out certain model biases or highlight model strengths, leading to more robust forecasts.
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A Additional plots for ILI & Hospitalization data for select regions, results from simulation
study, and 2023-24 flu analysis

Figure 1 shows ILI data from five states and the District of Columbia, locations which received particular attention in
Osthus and Moran (2021). The plots include the ILI data for all seasons from 2010 to 2023 in grey, and the black line is
the per week ILI average over seasons. The patterns in the individual states are similar to the national level plots in that
the ILI rises in the fall and winter until it peaks and descends as the spring and summer progress. For these locations
ILI regularly peaks, either locally or globally, at or near week 22.

Figure 1: Percentage of outpatient visits with an influenza-like illness (ILI) in five different states and the District of
Columbia for seasons 2010 to 2023. Week 1 is the first week of August of the year the flu season begins and the last
week of the season is the last week of July of the following year. Plots include lines for ILI% from the 2010 flu season
to 2023 (grey) and for the weekly ILI averaged over all seasons (black).

Figure 2 shows the 2022 and 2023 weekly hospitalizations for the same states from 1. Similar to the national data, the
peak in 2022 came early compared to the peak of 2023. Comparing figures 1 and 2 shows that ILI and hospitalizations
share the similar pattern of increasing to a peak in the winter and decreasing thereafter.

Figure 2: Weekly hospitalization counts for five states and DC for the 2022 (grey) and 2023 (black) flu seasons
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Figures 3 - 6 show boxplots of the CRPS and logarithmic score (LogS) for the four models for 500 simulation replicates.
Figure 5 shows boxplots of the LogS faceted by week and horizon. Figure 3 shows that the variation of overall CRPS is
smallest for the ASG models and larger for the SIR models. The median scores for the SIR models also appears slightly
higher than for the ASG models. When faceted by season in figure 4, the boxplots of the CRPS often show the same
pattern for ASG and SIR models but not always. For example, the bulk of CRPS values for the SIRD model in 2019
appears to have smaller variation than the other models. The LogS plots show similar results to the CRPS plots, though
there are some differences. For example, SIRD in figure 6 tends to show smaller LogS variation relative to the other
three models than is seen by the CRPS of SIRD in figure 4.

The LogS is defined in (1) where 𝑓 (·) is the forecast density function and 𝑦∗ is the observed value. To calculate the
LogS when given MCMC samples from a posterior predictive distribution, a continuous density function was first
estimated via kernel density estimation, and the scoringRules package in R is used for the calculation (Jordan et al.,
2019).

LogS( 𝑓 , 𝑦∗) = −log( 𝑓 (𝑦∗)) (1)

Figure 3: Boxplots of the continuous ranked probability score (CRPS) (left) and logarithmic score (LogS) (right) for the
four ILI models over all seasons, weeks, and horizons in the simulation study

Figure 4: Boxplots of continuous ranked probability score (CRPS) for the four ILI models over all weeks and horizons
in the simulation study faceted by season and including seasons 2010-2022, excluding 2020

In figure 7, it appears that both the SIR and ASG models which include discrepancy perform slightly better than the
models which do not.



Figure 5: Boxplots of the logarithmic score (LogS) for the four ILI models over all seasons in the simulation study
faceted by horizon (x-axis) and week (y-axis). Horizons include 1-4 week ahead forecasts and weeks include weeks 14,
20, 26, 32, and 38 of the flu season.

Figure 6: Boxplots of logarithmic score (LogS) for the four ILI models over all weeks and horizons in the simulation
study faceted by season and including seasons 2010-2022, excluding 2020.

B Posterior distribution plots for select parameters

The figures in this section show 95% credible intervals for model parameters under the several modeling schemes along
with the prior distributions assigned to the parameters. Figure 8 is for parameters unique to the SIR ILI model. Figures
9 and 10 are for parameters unique to the ASG models. Figure 11 is for parameters shared by SIR and ASG models,
including parameters used for modeling discrepancy. Figures 12 and 13 are for parameters used in hospitalization
modeling.



Figure 7: Each plot shows the log weighted interval scores (LWIS) for all 50 US states, PR, DC, and national level
forecasts at each week during the 2023 flu season. Scores are averaged over all horizons 1-4 weeks ahead. Scores are
faceted by ILI model function (columns) and by whether or not discrepancy modeling was included (rows). The lighter
the shade, the lower the LWIS with low LWIS being better.

C FluSight forecast competition scoring results

In the CDC flu forecast competition, a baseline forecast was made to which all other forecasts were compared. The
baseline forecast for a given state and week had as a median the most recent observed hospitalization count. The
uncertainty was based on differences between previous hospitalizations, and is similar to the baseline forecast used in
previous flu forecasting seasons and in the COVID-19 hub (Mathis et al., 2024; Cramer et al., 2022). The RWIS for
one model was calculated by first taking the ratio of the average LWIS paired with every other model. This was then
diveded by the same ratio for the baseline forecasts (see methods in Mathis et al. (2024) for details). An RWIS less than
1 indicates the forecast outperformed the baseline forecast. Figures 14 and 15 show the mean RWIS of hospitalization
forecasts over all 24 models from the main manuscript for all locations and weeks of the 2023 flu season. Some similar
patterns to those noted in section the manuscript emerge, including a slightly better performance by forecasts including
discrepancy modeling over those which do not include discrepancy modeling and better overall performance by the SIR
models than by the ASG forecast models. Interestingly, figure 15 shows the LNORM model showing especially poor
RWIS performance about three quarters into the season. This was not seen in the LWIS in the main manuscript.

Figure 16 shows the mean over weeks RWIS for the SIR and ASG forecast models with an RWIS less than 1 for the
most locations. The plot on the left is from a forecast by an SIRD ILI model and a quadratic NORM hospitalization
model. This forecast model had an RWIS less than 1 for 37 out of 53 locations. The plot on the right is from a forecast
by an ASGD ILI model and linear NORM hospitalization model. This model had an RWIS less than 1 for 34 out of 53
locations.



Figure 8: Posterior 95% credible intervals from ILI model for parameters of SIR differential equations. Shown are
intervals from the US model of ILI for weeks 14, 20, and 26. The green is from the posterior where discrepancy is not
modeled, and the blue is from the model where it is. The red interval is the 95% interval of the prior distribution.
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Figure 9: Posterior 95% credible intervals from ILI model for parameters of ASG function. Shown are intervals from
the US model of ILI for weeks 14, 20, and 26. The red is from the posterior where discrepancy is not modeled, and the
green is from the model where it is. The blue interval is the 95% interval of the prior distribution.

Figure 10: Posterior 95% credible intervals from ILI model for variance parameters of the ASG function. Shown are
intervals from the US model of ILI for weeks 14, 20, and 26. The red is from the posterior where discrepancy is not
modeled, and the green is from the model where it is. The blue interval is the 95% interval of the prior distribution.



Figure 11: Posterior 95% credible intervals from ILI model for scale parameter 𝜅𝑠 . Blue is from the SIR model, purple
from SIRD, red from ASG and yellow from ASGD (left). Posterior 95% credible intervals from ILI model for scale
parameter of modeled discrepancy 𝜎𝛾 (right). Shown are intervals from the US model of ILI for weeks 14, 20, and 26.
Blue is from the SIRD model and red from ASGD. The green interval is the 95% interval of the prior distribution.



Figure 12: Posterior 95% credible intervals for 𝛼0 for the three hospitalization models separated by whether or not the
squared ILI term was included. Intervals are for the US hospitalizations and weeks 14, 20 and 26 are shown (top left).
Prior distribution 95% interval is also included. 95% posterior credible intervals for 𝛼1 for the three hospitalization
models separated by whether or not the squared ILI term was included. Intervals are for the US hospitalizations and
weeks 14, 20 and 26 are shown (top right). Prior distribution 95% interval is also included. 95% posterior credible
intervals for 𝛼2 for the three hospitalization models. Intervals are for the US hospitalizations and weeks 14, 20 and 26
are shown (bottom left). Prior distribution 95% interval is also included. 95% posterior credible intervals for 𝜙 for
the three hospitalization models separated by whether or not the squared ILI term was included (bottom right). Prior
distribution 95% interval is also included. In each plot intervals are for the US hospitalizations and weeks 14, 20 and 26
are shown.



Figure 13: Posterior 95% credible intervals for 𝜎𝜖 for hospitalization models with and without the ILI squared term.
Intervals are for the US hospitalizations and weeks 14, 20 and 26 are shown (left). Prior distribution 95% interval is
also included. 95% posterior credible intervals for 𝜔 for LST hospitalization models with and without the ILI squared
term (right). Prior distribution 95% interval is also included. In all plots intervals are for the US hospitalizations and
weeks 14, 20 and 26 are shown.

Figure 14: RWIS averaged over all 24 models and horizons for forecasts across all locations and weeks. The plot is
separated by the four ILI models. Dark blue is lower RWIS, and dark tan is higher RWIS where white is RWIS = 1



Figure 15: RWIS averaged over all 24 models and horizons for forecasts across all locations and weeks. The plot is
separated by the three distribution choices for the hospitalization model. Dark blue is lower RWIS, and dark tan is
higher RWIS where white is RWIS = 1

Figure 16: RWIS over the whole 2023 flu season for all 53 locations for hospitalization forecasts from an SIRD
quadratic hospitalization model with normal errors (left) and forecasts from an ASGD linear hospitalization model with
normal errors (right). An RWIS less than 1 (left of vertical grey line) indicates the model forecasts outperformed the
baseline forecasts for that particular region.


