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Adult influenza vaccination is a highly cost-effective public health intervention/investment as measured by cost per QALYs saved.
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 Point estimates of the CE of flu vaccination and for other preventlve and comparable resources. Figure 2.  The chart plots in blue (e) the cost ($) per QALY saved for each flu vaccination target populations we studied (e.g., pregnant women, those with multiple chronic diseases, older adults).

The chart also plots in red (e) the cost ($) per QALY saved for each of several common preventive measures.
*Common colorectal cancer screening methods
Note: Each point refers to an article.

services were plotted to show relative cost-effectiveness.
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