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Abstract

Background: To develop and validate an early-warning model tedjzt in-hospital mortality on

admission of COVID-19 patients at an emergency deynt (ED).

Methods: In total,2782 patients were enrolled between March 202@sw@mber 2020, including 2106
patients (first wave) and 676 patients (second yvewvthe COVID-19 outbreak in Italy. The first-wave
patients were divided into two groups with 1474igrets used to train the model, and 632 to validate
The 676 patients in the second wave were usedstdhe model. Age, 17 blood analytes and Brescia
chest X-ray score were the variables processed askandom Forests classification algorithm todouil
and validate the model. ROC analysis was usedsesathe model performances. A web-based death-

risk calculator was implemented and integratediwitiie Laboratory Information System of the hodpita

Results: The final score was constructed by age (the mostedal predictor), blood analytes (the
strongest predictors were lactate dehydrogenasdimBr, Neutrophil/Lymphocyte ratio, C-reactive
protein, Lymphocyte %, Ferritin std and Monocyte, #)d Brescia chest X-ray score. The areas under
the receiver operating characteristic curve obthfoethe three groups (training, validating arstitey)
were 0.98, 0.83 and 0.78, respectively.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice. 1
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Conclusions. The model predicts in-hospital mortality on theibad data that can be obtained in a short
time, directly at the ED on admission. It functi@ssa web-based calculator, providing a risk satrieh

is easy to interpret. It can be used in the tri@@eess to support the decision on patient allooati
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I ntroduction

Starting from late February 2020, the COVID-19 oedk struck the north of Italy causing more than
30,000 deaths in Lombardy alone, up to the end afci 2021. At the beginning of the outbreak, the
Spedali Civili di Brescia (SCBH), the universitydpital of one of the hardest hit cities in Europas

faced with a ‘flash flood’ of severely ill patierggeking admission to the Emergency Department.(ED)
For several weeks, their number exceeded the él@itasources, obliging a continuous organizational

restructuring of the hospital wards (Garrafa et2020b).

In those weeks, given the limited evidence of chily proven predictors (Marengoni et al.,
2021)(Wynants et al., 2020)(Sperrin et al., 20p@pritizing hospital admission of non-critical peits
was an arduous task. Essentially, the criteria Wwased on the presence of fever, respiratory symgpto
and the level of blood oxygenation. A significanawback of this approach was that patients refgrrin
to the ED with very similar clinical findings undesnt inconsistent assessments. In this scenago, th
availability of predictors would have been extreynieéneficial, not only to triage patients, but aleo

monitor hospitalized patients and warn of exacésbatf the outbreaks.

Starting from March 2020, all patients referreEf@s underwent a chest X-ray at admission or wighin
few hours. With the purpose of grading pulmonampoliement and tracking changes objectively over
time, a chest X-ray severity score was developeag@a X-ray score) (Borghesi and Maroldi,
2020)(Maroldi et al., 2020)(Borghesi et al., 20ZBa)yghesi et al., 2020b). The score was able tdiptre
in-hospital mortality in 302 patients. In additibm the chest X-ray severity score, a dedicateddloo
sampling profile was included in the COVID-19 EDnkxup (Garrafa et al., 2020a). Among its 17 blood
analytes, the sampling profile encompassed hemahrmflammation biomarkers such as C reactive
protein (CRP), lactate dehydrogenase (LDH) anditiierand coagulation markers (Fibrinogen and D-
dimer). Since that time, the medical literature drego encompass an increasing number of studies
advocating the prognostic value of single or grauplod parameters (Bonetti et al., 2020)(Borghi et
al., 2020)(Avouac et al., 2021). All of these paesens were present in our COVID-19 sampling profile

This study aims to develop and validate an EarlytWg Model (BS-EWM), predictive of in-hospital
death, based on data that could easily be acqoiredimission to the ED: age, simple blood biomarker
and chest X-ray. The model was constructed baséteamalysis of a cohort of 2872 COVID-19 patients

treated in a single reference center over a 10-impatiod.
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This paper adheres to the TRIPOD checklist for ipte@ model development and validation (Collins
et al., 2015).

The study was approved by the local ethics come({ft> 4000).

Materials and M ethods

The dataset contained 2782 COVID-19 symptomatidepts, hospitalized between March and
December 2020 at SCBH after referring to the Elallipatients, the following variables were retedv
from the SCBH database: age, sex, length of hdgaiten, Brescia X-ray score (Borghesi and Marpldi
2020), Alive/Dead, and 17 blood analytes acquiréda@mission (D-dimer, Fibrinogen, lactate
dehydrogenase (LDH), Neutrophils, Lymphocytes, Nmaltil/Lymphocyte ratio (NLR), Lymphocytes
%, Neutrophils %, C-reactive protein (CRP), whitedda cell (WBC) count, Basophils, Basophils %,
Eosinophils, Eosinophils %, Monocytes, Monocytestandardized Ferritin). Blood tests were acquired

within 24 hours after admission to the hospital.

According to the two temporal peaks of incidencehaf COVID-19 outbreak in Lombardy, the 2782
patients were divided into two groupsg) Karch—April (MA) including 2106 patients admitteliring

the first wave; if) May—-December (MD) including 676 patients in trecand wave. Quantitative
variables were described using Mean (SD), Medi@Rjl and Range (min—max), while categorical
variables were reported as counts and percentdgescomparisons between groups were performed
using the Wilcoxon rank-sum test for quantitativeriables and Fisher's exact test for qualitative

variables.

The relationships between the 17 analytes andithgcia X-ray score were inspected using the Spearma
correlation coefficientgs, and visualizing results using a correlation plzdncelli et al., 2013)(Marziano
et al., 2019) (Figure S1).

To estimate the BS-EWM, the outcome (Alive/Dead$ wadeled using as covariata3Brescia X-ray
score, (i) 17 analytes,iii) age. Since most of the covariates analyzed wesagy correlated (multi-
collinearity) (Figure S1) and their relationshipghathe outcome were non-linear, the BS-EWM was
estimated using Random Forests (Breiman, 2001){taagnd Vezzoli, 2012), a non-parametric

machine-learning method (Vezzoli, 2011)(Vezzoliakt 2017). Moreover, the algorithm is able to
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manage missing values which are common in clirstadlies.The “on-the-fly-imputation” algorithm
(Hong and Lynn, 2020) imputes data when it grovesftiiest handling interactions and non-linearity in

the dataset.

Since the prevalence rate of death in the two werassdifferent (20% in MA vs 12% in MD), a strategy
to generalize results in unbalanced datasets wagedpadopting a rebalancing method able to imgrov

the detection of patients with a high death-risk.

The EWM was developed using the 2106 patients enfitist COVID-19 wave (MA 2020) when in-
hospital death prevalence was 20%. Seventy peofehem (1474 patients) were used for training the
model and the remainder (632 patients) for testingatients were randomly assigned to the two
subgroups, and further stratified according toahteome (Alive/Dead). Consequently, both the tragni
and testing subgroups included the same rate dfisl€20.09%) as the full sample (2106 patientsyhWi
such a “moderate” incidence of death, the dataaststatistically unbalanced. This limitation coliéye
implied the development of a model yielding ungati®ry results in predicting new observations for
the minority class, i.e., patients with death agcome. An approach to address this limitation is to
oversample the minority class (deceased patients) subsequently, create the predictive model (BS-
EWM). The Synthetic Minority Oversampling Technigi8MOTE) (Chawla et al., 2002) was chosen.
The SMOTE function oversamples the minority clagsising bootstrapping arldnearest neighbor to
synthetically create additional observations beloggo that class (Dead). The procedure is combined
with under-sampling of the majority class (Aliv@p determine the optimum numberlefroups into
which to assign the dataset, a matrix containieglth analytes and the Brescia X-ray score wastosed
compute the hierarchical cluster analysis (Salvalet 2019)(Codenotti et al., 2016). By means of
silhouette analysi&=2 was determined as the optimal number of clugtérsvhich to assign the dataset.
Hence, a synthetic rebalanced dataset was obtawtbdan equal number of Living and Deceased
patients (888+888). The rebalancing procedure edablrisk score to be devised ranging from 0 to 1
with a threshold of 0.5 to separate non-severdgctdd from severely affected patients. Subsequentl
the model was tested on the subgroup of 632 patietihe first wave excluding the training setustier
validation of the EWM was conducted on the 676 CD\IB patients in the second wave (MD 2020).

The Relative Variable Importance Measure (rel VI&BB(pita and Vezzoli, 2012Doglietto et al.,
2020b) and the Partial Dependence Plots (PDP)difaa, 2001)(Doglietto et al., 2020a) were extracted

from the model for a better understanding of thati@nship between outcome and covariates.
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The predictions extracted from the Random Fordasssification were interpreted as in-hospital death
probability conditional on the combination of thalwes of analytes, Brescia X-ray score and age in
COVID-19 patients at admission to the ED.

The BS-EWM performance was evaluated by Area UtiderCurve (AUC) of a Receiver Operating
Characteristic (ROC) curve. The robustness of tlheehwas compared to other models by running
Gradient Boosting Machine (GBM, a machine-learrapgroach and competitor to Random Forests),

and Logistic Regression, and computing the sameanet

The BS-EWM score is available for use online (hifpdbiomed.shinyapps.io/covid19score). In the
SCBH itis integrated within LIS (Laboratory Infoation System) returning the death-risk score diyect

from the medical report.

Results

Description of the sample

The entire sample analyzed in this paper conta27@2 COVID-19 patients (1010 female (36.3%) and
1772 male (63.7%)), admitted to the ED and hospédl at SCBH from March to December 2020.
During these 10 months, the pandemic had two teahpaves: March—April (2106 patients, 75.70% of
the entire sample) and May—December (676 pati2at80% of the entire sample) (Table S1). The model
was trained on a subsample extracted from theWiase (70%) and tester) bn data not used to calibrate

the model (remaining 30% from the first wave) amgddn data from the second wave.

The first-wave subsample contained 2106 COVID-18epé&s hospitalized in March—April 2020 at
SCBH: 744 females (35.3%), and 1362 males (64.71%blé 1). During that period, 423 patients died
(20.09% of the total): 131 females (31%) and 292mé69%). Their mean agg8D was 66.8914.19:
67.93:15.40 for females and 66 8P3.45 for males (p-value=0.001). The mean age céaked patients
was 76.239.12, while for living patients, it was 64 554.27 (p-value < 0.001). Mean hospital stay was
13.58:11.58 days (from a minimum of 0 to a maximum of #4§s): 11.3810.98 days for patients who
died, 14.1%11.66 days for surviving patients (p-value < 0.001)
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142  The second-wave subsample contained 676 COVID-i@rpa hospitalized in May—December 2020 at
143  SCBH: 266 females (39.3%), 410 males (60.7%) (Tapl®uring the 8 months of the second wave, 82
144  patients died (12.13%): 26 females (31.7%) and &8&s(68.3%). The mean age of deceased patients
145 was 76.7210.79 versus 65.305.20 for surviving patients (p-value < 0.001). Thean hospital stay
146  was 15.3%11.58 days (from a minimum of 0 to a maximum 79s)ay7.7#£10.75 days for patients who
147 died, 14.9511.67 days for surviving patients (p-value=0.008).

148  The descriptive statistics for all variables in tfataset are presented in Table S2 and were cochantk
149  stratified by the two waves (MA vs MD) and by outo® (Alive vs Dead). The two subsets were similar
150 for most variables.

151  The correlations between the 17 analytes and thedgxr X-ray score were investigated using Spearman
152  correlation coefficients and visualized using arelation plot (Figure S1). The Brescia X-ray scoss
153  positively correlated with Neutrophil to Lymphocwytatio, CRP, LDH, standardized Ferritin, and D-

154  Dimer, and was negatively correlated with Lymphecdi, Monocyte %, and Basophil %.
155 BS-EWM

156 A machine-learning model (BS-EWM) was developedhpytting a dataset of 2782 COVID-19 patients
157 admitted to the ED and hospitalized at SCBH fronréfido December 2020. The majority of patients
158 (2106/2782, 75.70%) belonged to the first wave (MA& remaining fraction (676/2782, 24.30%) to the
159 second wave (MD). As outcome, the machine-learmmoglel had the condition Dead/Alive, and, as

160 covariates: age, Brescia X-ray score and 17 blaotpge analytes.

161  Figure 1 reports the flow chart that describes ldawa were divided for training, validation and iegt
162 the BS-EWM.

163 The SMOTE procedure, rebalancing the Dead/Aliveoréd0% vs. 50%) from the original 20.09%,
164 improved accuracy, specificity, and sensitivityttoed Random Forest applied on it (see Table S3 which
165 compares performance metrics with/without the SMQiéthod).

166  The rel VIM and PDP were extracted from the Randkarests (Figure 2, panel A and B respectively).
167 In panel Al, the rel VIM of BS-EWM based on agee&ra X-ray score and 17 blood analytes are

168 reported on a bar plot. Since age was stronglycées®al with the risk of death, it masked the rdléhe
7
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other covariates. For completeness, the relevahdbeol7 analytes and Brescia X-ray score was
estimated in an additional EWM, in which the coatgi‘age’ was excluded. In the resulting bar plot
(Figure 2, panel A2), 9/17 analytes and the Bre3ciay score were noted as being important in
predicting the risk of death (rel VIM>60). The eafte of changes in covariate values on the risleatla

threshold of the EWM were reported by means of & R®2D plot in the x—y plane) (Figure 2, panel
B). Only Fibrinogen was excluded from this graphiogpresentation since in Table 1, it was not
significantly different in the two subpopulationed®ased/Alive. Most PDPs showed nonmonotonic
increasing relationships between theariable and the EWM, resulting in a plateau cgpoanding to

high values ok.

When compared to other models such as GBM and tiogRegression, the Random Forest showed
better performance in terms of AUC, sensitivityd apecificity. The in-sample sensitivity (0.93) Igied

by the model was the highest, and it maintainedngportant 0.82 in validating the out-of-sample
sensitivity, and this decreased to 0.73 when tg$tie MD subgroup (see Table 2 which contains detai
on all the metrics extracted from the ROC analy®€)C curves are visualized in Figure 3 where, for
each model (Random Forest, GBM and Logistic Regmessthe performances in Training, Validating

and Testing are compared in a unique graph.

Discussion

The dataset for the development, validation antnigof the BS-EWM originated entirely from an
Italian region, potentially limiting the generalimbty of the risk score in other areas of the wiorl
Additional validation studies from different geoghéc areas are welcomed. Furthermore, though the
BS-EWM has been validated using blood sample valb&sned by instruments that satisfy internal and
external quality control, different equipment colddd to divergent results (Martens et al., 202pgL

et al., 2020). Therefore, it would be appropriatéarmonize the results. Another limit could haeer

the presence of missing values, though the BS-EVebldiso performed adequately in this condition
since it used a multiple imputation technique tere@me the problem. Finally, it is important to ngoi
out that the BS-EWM risk score should not be usedasymptomatic COVID-19 patients or for the

pediatric population.
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Though the BS-EWM has been developed on a con@1 @ patients belonging to the COVID-19 first
wave, the model also demonstrated a sensitivitgtgréhan 70% in the early prediction of high riisk

patients in the second wave, when in-hospital nitrtaas 40% lower.

Several predictive models have recently been appieCOVID-19 cohorts with variable results, some
of them previously developed to predict mortaliogy tommunity-acquired pneumonia, such as the
Pneumonia Severity Index, CURB-65, qSOFA, and MuLB& avuz et al., 2021)(Lazar Neto et al.,
2021)(Artero et al., 2021), NEWS2 criteria (Myrstetdal., 2020)(Gidari et al., 2020), and SCAP score
(Anurag and Preetam, n.d.). Novel early-warningresdiave been specifically built on COVID-19
patient series using different techniques suclaeampetric and non-parametric tests (Linssen e2@20)

or artificial intelligence techniques such as ti@\@D-GRAM score (Liang et al., 2020).

While these models are mostly based on age antldd gieal (clinical) parameters, in addition toeag
the BS-EWM depends on blood parameters. It is deabke that blood analytes capture a snapshot at
hospital admission signaling a specific bodily teacto viral infection in terms of hyperinflammati,
immune response and thrombophilia. On the othed hidre other models are more influenced by the

general status of the patient, which may be detethby concomitant and pre-existing diseases.

According to the International Federation of ClalicChemistry (Bohn et al.,, 2020), no single
biochemical or hematological marker is sufficiergnsitive or specific to predict the outcome oRSA
CoV-2 infection. Notably, the IFCC recommends ttia interpretation of laboratory abnormalities
should be based on groups of analytes (Bohn e2@20). In the BS-EWM, three analytes reached a
significant value in predicting death: LDH, D-dimeerd NLR. LDH is a non-specific indicator of tissue
damage (Bohn et al., 2020)(Liang et al., 2020) #@merges as one of the most consistently elevated
markers in patients at higher risk of developingeade outcomes, probably because COVID-19 infection
is characterized by systemic tissue damage. Andtnefeature of SARS-CoV-2 is the coagulopathy:
high levels of D-dimers have been reported to ¢at@enith unfavorable disease progression in sévera
cohorts of patients. The coagulopathy linked to Y9 infection is likely to involve a complex
interplay between pro-thrombotic and inflammatogactbrs, thus the combined analysis of both
inflammatory and thrombophilic markers could play inportant role in the early identification of
patients at higher risk of unfavorable progresgBahn et al., 2020)(Lazzaroni et al., 2021). Finall
lymphopenia has become a hallmark of SARS-CoV-2hds been demonstrated in almost all

symptomatic patients, though in varying degreese&se severity has been correlated with the Idvel o
9
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lymphocyte count reduction. A direct infection gfriphocytes, which express the coronavirus receptor
ACE-2, is among the mechanisms proposed. A poogrmsis is also associated with an elevated
neutrophil count combined with lymphopenia, resigtin a high NLR. The increase in granulocytes is
the result of the cytokine storm induced by theisiand is responsible for tissue damage (Bonedli et
2020)(Bohn et al., 2020).

A further remark concerning the blood analyteshat,tin the BS-EWM, the thresholds of the single
analytes exceeding the 0.5 death-risk closely apanlith the values recently proposed by other agtho
(Webb et al., 2020)(Caricchio et al., 2021) (Fig2r@anel B).

The present study is not unique in encompassinigloagcal findings combined with blood analysis.
The study by Schalekamp et al. (Schalekamp e@R0) integrated blood analysis parameters and
radiological information derived by grading chestays (0—8 scale points). Unlike the cited studighw
the BS-EWM in this study, the radiological scord dot reach a high relevance (rel VIM) in predigtin
high risk. This difference can be explained bydi&erent approaches used to build the model (Liagis
regression vs Random Forests) and by the high eegreorrelation of the X-ray score with multiple
blood analytes: “collinearity” thus could have ‘&0" importance from the information provided by
imaging. Nevertheless, at admission, the chestyXs@ore of patients who subsequently died was
significantly higher than for patients who survivédirthermore, the chest X-ray score may provide
additional stability to the model, playing an im{zont role in the case of missing data in the blemaple

counterpart.

An important and pragmatic aspect offered by theE®®M is that the biomarkers employed may be
obtained by the emergency laboratory in less tmhoar (Garrafa et al., 2020a) and, differentlyriro
other biomarkergéKyriazopoulou et al., 2021, p. 19ey are non-expensive and frequently used also in
developing countriedt is important to note that the same methodologylad be applied to other

infections and be practical to triage people.

Most laboratories, including the small or peripthenaes, may provide results in a short time. At the
Spedali Civili of Brescia, the BS-EWM is integrat@dhin the Laboratory Information System. It works
as a web-based calculator and is easy to intetppetvides a risk threshold of 0.5, above whiatignts

are graded as having a potentially high death-risks supporting closer clinical observation or

10
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admission to a high-intensive care ward. In pasigrelding a low risk (score 0 to 0.49), the demmsby

clinicians to allocate them to a low-intensive camgd or to monitoring is further sustained.

Finally, the need to regularly update models ambeally monitor their performances over time and
geographically should be underlined, given the digpichanging nature of the disease and its

management.

11
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics on all variables in the dataset stratified respect Alive-Dead. Comparison between first (March-

April) and second (May-December) wave.

First wave: March-April (MA) 2020

Tables

Second wave: May-December (MD) 2020

Variables (Nl:lllZES) (ND:ZIZd 3) p-value Alive (N=594) Dead (N=82) p value
Age < 0.001* <0.001*
Mean (SD) 64.55 (14.27) 76.21 (9.12) 65.30 (15.20) 76.72 (10.79)
Median 65.00 77.00 67.00 80.00
(Q1,Q3) (55.00, 75.00) (72.00,82.00) (55.00,77.00) (72.25, 84.75)
Range 19.00-97.00 44.00 - 98.00 18.00-97.00 44.00 - 98.00
Sex 0.036** 0.131**
F 613 (36.4%) 131 (31.0%) 240 (40.4%) 26 (31.7%)
M 1070 (63.6%) 292 (69.0%) 354 (59.6%) 56 (68.3%)
Days in < 0.001* 0.008*
hospital
N-Miss 1 0 95 0
Mean (SD) 14.15 (11.66) 11.33 (10.98) 14.95 (11.67) 17.77 (10.75)
Median 11.00 8.00 12.00 17.50
(Q1,Q3) (7.00, 18.00) (4.00, 15.00) (7.00,20.00) (9.00, 25.00)
Range 0.00 - 140.00 0.00 - 88.00 0.00 - 79.00 2.00-46.00
Score <0.001* <0.001*
Mean (SD) 6.92 (4.40) 8.77 (4.39) 5.65 (4.48) 8.23 (4.63)
Median 7.00 9.00 5.00 9.00
(Q1,Q3) (3.00,10.00) (6.00,12.00) (2.00,9.00) (5.25,11.00)
Range 0.00-18.00 0.00-18.00 0.00-18.00 0.00-17.00
D-dimer < 0.001* <0.001*
N-Miss 406 113 128 16
Mean (SD) 1155.03 3124.25 1538.17 (3123.38) 4712.44
(2218.51) (8070.21) (8897.82)
Median 443.00 944.50 739.50 1112.00
(Q1,Q3) (262.00,985.00) (476.50,2970.75) (427.50,1341.25) (725.50,3619.25)
Range 200.00 - 200.00 - 190.00 - 33501.00 190.00 -
47228.00 60342.00 35000.00
Fibrinogen 0.951* 0.778*
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First wave: March-April (MA) 2020

Second wave: May-December (MD) 2020

Variables (NI:I;Z?;?,) (ND:ZIZd 3) p-value Alive (N=594) Dead (N=82) p value
N-Miss 339 117 54 8
Mean (SD) 530.53 (194.13) 530.55 (213.69) 523.94 (169.43) 519.77 (213.05)
Median 520.00 515.00 512.00 510.00
(Q1,Q3) (381.00, 650.00)  (381.00, 654.00) (405.00, 612.00) (330.50, 649.00)
Range 119.00-1339.00  68.00-1333.00 147.00 - 1371.00 153.00 - 1287.00
LDH <0.001* <0.001*
N-Miss 188 92 61 7
Mean (SD) 321.25(227.50) 433.71 (205.10) 308.30 (196.23) 443.49 (707.95)
Median 283.00 406.00 273.00 332.00
(Q1,Q3) (222.00,373.00)  (269.50,545.50) (218.00, 354.00) (257.00, 442.50)
Range 90.00 - 6689.00 123.00 - 1365.00 108.00 - 2565.00 122.00 - 6310.00
Neutrophils <0.001* <0.001*
N-Miss 23 19 4 1
Mean (SD) 5.67 (3.61) 7.17 (4.39) 5.80 (3.97) 7.21 (4.13)
Median 4.83 6.20 4.78 6.72
(Q1,Q3) (3.29,7.03) (4.12,9.02) (3.42,7.11) (4.00,9.77)
Range 0.00 - 53.99 0.17 - 30.45 0.10 - 47.03 0.19 - 23.02
Lymphocytes <0.001* <0.001*
N-Miss 23 19 4 1
Mean (SD) 1.43 (5.48) 1.19 (4.29) 1.22 (0.81) 1.38 (4.63)
Median 1.04 0.81 1.06 0.74
(Q1,Q3) (0.75,1.42) (0.55,1.18) (0.72,1.52) (0.47,1.06)
Range 0.10-177.63 0.04 - 85.51 0.08 - 10.28 0.08 - 42.20
Neutrophils on <0.001* <0.001*
Lymphocytes
N-Miss 23 19 4 1
Mean (SD) 6.18 (5.87) 10.72 (11.71) 7.19 (9.92) 12.84 (13.09)
Median 4.52 7.13 4.32 8.50
(Q1,Q3) (2.84,7.50) (4.47,13.06) (2.63,8.40) (4.05,15.19)
Range 0.00-101.90 0.01 - 129.67 0.12 - 143.25 0.11-70.56
Neutrophils % <0.001* <0.001*
N-Miss 22 19 4 1
Mean (SD) 0.73 (0.13) 0.80 (0.12) 0.73 (0.13) 0.79 (0.16)
Median 0.74 0.82 0.73 0.83
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First wave: March-April (MA) 2020

Second wave: May-December (MD) 2020

Variables (Nl:lizg?,) (ND:zlzd 3) p-value Alive (N=594) Dead (N=82) p value
(Q1,Q3) (0.66, 0.82) (0.75, 0.88) (0.64, 0.83) (0.69, 0.89)
Range 0.00 - 0.97 0.01-0.97 0.10-0.99 0.10-0.96
Lymphocytes <0.001* <0.001*
%
N-Miss 22 19 4 1
Mean (SD) 0.18 (0.11) 0.13 (0.09) 0.18 (0.11) 0.13 (0.13)
Median 0.16 0.11 0.17 0.10
(Q1,Q3) (0.11, 0.23) (0.07,0.17) (0.10, 0.25) (0.06, 0.18)
Range 0.01-0.97 0.01-0.99 0.01-0.88 0.01-0.88
PCR <0.001* 0.004*
N-Miss 47 12 21 0
Mean (SD) 77.25 (75.76) 117.68 (95.97) 64.28 (73.38) 98.59 (102.49)
Median 55.65 99.20 39.10 74.80
(Q1,Q3) (17.30,111.60) (42.80,170.45) (12.30,91.10) (20.12, 140.73)
Range 0.30 - 479.00 0.70-471.10 0.30 - 483.20 0.30 - 593.80
WBC <0.001* 0.011*
N-Miss 21 19 4 1
Mean (SD) 7.73 (7.13) 9.13 (7.46) 7.65 (4.17) 9.23 (6.25)
Median 6.62 7.62 6.67 8.34
(Q1,Q3) (4.87,9.11) (5.60,10.74) (5.02,8.90) (5.55,12.04)
Range 0.72-191.02 0.32-92.23 0.97 - 48.19 0.97 -47.79
Basophils 0.073* 0.419*
N-Miss 23 19 4 1
Mean (SD) 0.02 (0.02) 0.02 (0.02) 0.02 (0.04) 0.02 (0.02)
Median 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01
(Q1,Q3) (0.01, 0.02) (0.01, 0.02) (0.01, 0.03) (0.01, 0.03)
Range 0.00-0.31 0.00 - 0.15 0.00 - 0.84 0.00-0.11
Basophils % <0.001* 0.024*
N-Miss 22 19 4 1
Mean (SD) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
Median 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(Q1,Q3) (0.00, 0.00) (0.00, 0.00) (0.00, 0.00) (0.00, 0.00)
Range 0.00 - 0.02 0.00 - 0.06 0.00 - 0.05 0.00 - 0.01
Eosinophils <0.001* 0.015*
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First wave: March-April (MA) 2020

Second wave: May-December (MD) 2020

Variables (NI:I;Z?;?,) (ND::IZd 3) p-value Alive (N=594) Dead (N=82) p value
N-Miss 23 19 4 1
Mean (SD) 0.06 (0.12) 0.04 (0.10) 0.06 (0.14) 0.05 (0.13)
Median 0.01 (0.00,0.07) 0.00 (0.00, 0.02) 0.01 (0.00, 0.06) 0.00 (0.00, 0.03)
(Q1,Q3)
Range 0.00-2.19 0.00-0.79 0.00-1.95 0.00 - 0.97
Eosinophils % <0.001* 0.013*
N-Miss 22 19 4 1
Mean (SD) 0.01 (0.02) 0.00 (0.01) 0.01 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01)
Median 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(Q1,Q3) (0.00, 0.01) (0.00, 0.00) (0.00, 0.01) (0.00, 0.00)
Range 0.00 - 0.27 0.00-0.12 0.00 - 0.25 0.00 - 0.07
Monocytes <0.001* 0.683*
N-Miss 23 19 4 1
Mean (SD) 0.56 (0.68) 0.69 (3.32) 0.55(0.32) 0.58 (0.41)
Median 0.47 041 0.49 0.48
(Q1,Q3) (0.32,0.68) (0.25, 0.63) (0.33,0.68) (0.27,0.77)
Range 0.01 - 23.31 0.02 - 66.34 0.02 - 2.45 0.07 -2.01
Monocytes % <0.001* 0.034*
N-Miss 22 19 4 1
Mean (SD) 0.08 (0.04) 0.07 (0.05) 0.08 (0.04) 0.07 (0.05)
Median 0.07 (0.05,0.10) 0.06 (0.04, 0.08) 0.07 (0.05, 0.10) 0.06 (0.04, 0.09)
(Q1,Q3)
Range 0.00-0.70 0.01-0.72 0.01-0.31 0.01-0.27 p value
Ferritin F 613 patients 131 patients 240 patients 26 patients 0.372*
(82.39%) (17.61%) <0.001* (90.23%) (9.77%)
N-Miss 158 34 43 5
Mean (SD) 674.53 (817.61) 1237.07 564.63 (526.39) 2006.00
(2308.64) (4680.23)
Median 459.00 700.00 433.00 510.00
(Q1,Q3) (212.00,820.50) (353.00,1347.00) (216.00, 750.00) (269.00, 722.00)
Range 4.00 - 7687.00 19.00 - 20572.00 11.00 - 3397.00 81.00 - 20941.00
Ferritin M 1070 patients 292 patients <0.001* 354 patients 56 patients 0.007*
(78.56%) (21.44%) (90.23%) (9.77%)
N-Miss 257 96 50 5
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First wave: March-April (MA) 2020 Second wave: May-December (MD) 2020
Variables (NI:I;Z?;?,) (ND::IZd 3) p-value Alive (N=594) Dead (N=82) p value
Mean (SD) 1353.00 1825.25 1181.95 (3295.92) 1372.04
(1359.86) (1945.47) (1258.14)
Median 939.00 1262.50 737.50 1159.00
(Q1,Q3) (461.00,1705.00) (572.25,2323.25) (405.25,1283.00) (598.00, 1500.00)
Range 23.00-11513.00  55.00 - 13289.00 25.00 - 56039.00 112.00 - 7058.00

In bold and italics p-values<0.05
* Wilcoxon rank-sum test t
** Fisher's exact test

Table 2: Performance metrics of methods: Random Forest,i@mBoosting Machine (GBM) and Logistic Regression

Random Forest GBM LOGISTIC REGRESSION
Metrics Training | Validating Testing Training | Validating Testing Training | Validating Testing
March- March- May-Dec March- March- May-Dec March- March- May-Dec
April (MA) | April (MA) (MD) April (MA) | April (MA) (MD) April (MA) | April (MA) (MD)
?I;J:Long) 0.97 0.83 0.78 0.88 0.84 0.78 0.84 0.83 0.52
(95% CI) (0.97-0.98) | (0.80-0.87) | (0.73-0.84) | (0.86-0.89) | (0.80-0.88) | (0.73-0.83) | (0.82-0.86) | (0.79-0.87) | (0.44-0.60)
Sensitivity 0.93 0.82 0.73 0.85 0.80 0.77 0.80 0.84 0.87
(95% CI) (0.91-0.97) | (0.72-0.92) | (0.54-1.00) | (0.80-0.88) | (0.66-0.90) | (0.65-0.94) | (0.77-0.84) | (0.76-0.91) | (0.18-1.00)
Specificity 0.92 0.75 0.73 0.77 0.75 0.71 0.74 0.73 0.26
(95% CI) (0.88-0.94) | (0.63-0.83) | (0.41-0.89) | (0.73-0.81) | (0.65-0.87) | (0.50-0.79) |} (0.70-0.77) | (0.65-0.79) | (0.11-0.94)

Comparison between the performances of three methods: Random Forest, GBM and Logistic Regression model applied on the
rebalanced dataset obtained with SMOTE methodolbggistic Regression predictions are computed ugieglO-fold cross-validation
in order to be comparable with Random Forest an¥@Bedictions (which use out-of-bag and 10-foldss-walidation, respectively).
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Figures

Figure 1: Flow-chart of the data used in the empirical gsed
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The BS-EWM was trained with a Random Forest on 80%6st wave patients (rebalanced with the SMOTE
procedure) and) validated on remaining 30% of first wave patidfifstested on 676 second wave patients.
In detail, 2106 patients were randomly in trainamg validating, maintaining the same death precal@f
the first wave.
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Figure 2: Relative Variable importance Measure (rel VIMydrDP
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PANEL A: Relative Variable importance Measure (rel VIM)traxted from the Random Forest
considering “Age” (Al) or excluding “Age” (A2).

Panel B: Partial Dependence Plot (PDP) in correspondefiear@ables with VIM>60 (cut-off identified
by the red dashed line) extracted from Random Faerigisout “Age” (A2) and p-value in Table 1 <0.05.
PDPs are displayed from the most to the less irapbxtariable.
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Figure 3: ROC curves of Random Forest, GBM and Logisticresgjon

Random Forest GBM

Specticty Specticty

Logistic Regression

Sensitiviy

ROC curves of three method$) Random Forestjij GBM and {ii) Logistic Regression. Each graph
reports the ROC curve computed in Training (bluee,li70% of March-April’'s patients) Validating
(dashed red line, 30% of March-April’s patientshdaresting (dashed green lined, May-December
patients).
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Supplementary Tables

Table S.1: Descriptive statistics on all variables of the entire sample

Variables Overall (N=2782)
Age

Mean (SD) 66.84 (14.44)

Median (Q1, Q3) 69.00 (57.00, 78.00)

Range 18.00 - 98.00
Sex

F 1010 (36.3%)

M 1772 (63.7%)
Days in hospital

N-Miss 96

Mean (SD) 13.96 (11.60)

Median (Q1, Q3) 11.00 (6.00, 18.00)

Range 0.00 - 140.00
Score

Mean (SD) 6.97 (4.52)

Median (Q1, Q3) 7.00 (3.00, 10.00)

Range 0.00 - 18.00
D-dimer

N-Miss 663

Mean (SD) 1638.18 (4218.89)

Median (Q1, Q3) 578.00 (315.50, 1289.50)

Range 190.00 - 60342.00
Fibrinogen

N-Miss 518

Mean (SD) 528.61 (191.92)

Median (Q1, Q3) 515.00 (391.00, 637.00)

Range 68.00 - 1371.00
LDH

N-Miss 348

Mean (SD) 337.48 (251.21)

Median (Q1, Q3) 291.50 (226.00, 395.00)

Range 90.00 - 6689.00
Neutrophils

N-Miss 47

Mean (SD) 5.96 (3.87)

Median (Q1, Q3) 5.03(343,748)

Range 0.00 - 53.99
Lymphocytes

N-Miss 47

Mean (SD) 1.35 (4.66)

Median (Q1, Q3) 1.00 (0.69, 1.40)

Range 0.04-177.63
Neutrophils on Lymphocytes

N-Miss 47

Mean (SD) 7.27 (841)

Median (Q1, Q3) 4.89 (2.96, 8.69)

Range 0.00 - 143.25
Neutrophils %

N-Miss 46

Mean (SD) 0.74 (0.13)

Median (Q1, Q3) 0.76 (0.67,0.84)

Range 0.00-0.99
Lymphocytes %

N-Miss 46

Mean (SD) 0.17 (0.11)

Median (Q1, Q3) 0.16 (0.10,0.23)

Range 0.01-0.99
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Variables Overall (N=2782)
PCR

N-Miss 80

Mean (SD) 81.30 (81.30)

Median (Q1, Q3) 56.70 (18.20, 117.55)

Range 0.30 - 593.80
WBC

N-Miss 45

Mean (SD) 7.97 (6.65)

Median (Q1, Q3) 6.82 (5.00,9.40)

Range 0.32-191.02
Basophils

N-Miss 47

Mean (SD) 0.02 (0.03)

Median (Q1, Q3) 0.01 (0.01,0.03)

Range 0.00-0.84
Basophils %

N-Miss 46

Mean (SD) 0.00 (0.00)

Median (Q1, Q3) 0.00 (0.00, 0.00)

Range 0.00 - 0.06
Eosinophils

N-Miss 47

Mean (SD) 0.05 (0.12)

Median (Q1, Q3) 0.01 (0.00,0.06)

Range 0.00-2.19
Eosinophils %

N-Miss 46

Mean (SD) 0.01 (0.02)

Median (Q1, Q3) 0.00 (0.00,0.01)

Range 0.00 - 0.27
Monocytes

N-Miss 47

Mean (SD) 0.58 (1.39)

Median (Q1, Q3) 0.47(0.31,0.68)

Range 0.01-66.34
Monocytes %

N-Miss 46

Mean (SD) 0.08 (0.04)

Median (Q1, Q3) 0.07 (0.05,0.10)

Range 0.00-0.72
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Table S.2: Descriptive statistics on all variables in the dataset stratified respect first (March-April
2020) and second (May-December 2020) wave. Comparison between Alive and Dead.

Alive Dead
. May- May-
Variables Mal;g[l;f)pnl December p-value March-April (MA) December p value
(N=1683) (MD) (N=423) (MD)
(N=594) (N=82)
Age 0.1503* 0.2041*
Mean (SD)  64.55(14.27) 65.30 (15.20) 76.21 (9.12) 76.72 (10.79)
Median 65.00 67.00 77.00 80.00
(Q1,Q3) (55.00,75.00) (55.00,77.00) (72.00, 82.00) (72.25,84.75)
Range 19.00-97.00  18.00 - 97.00 44.00 - 98.00 44,00 - 98.00
Sex 0.0936** 0.8968%**
F 613 (36.4%) 240 (40.4%) 131 (31.0%) 26 (31.7%)
M 1070 (63.6%) 354 (59.6%) 292 (69.0%) 56 (68.3%)
Days in 0.2122% <0.001*
hospital
N-Miss 1 95 0 0
Mean (SD) 1415 (11.66) 1495 (11.67) 11.33 (10.98) 17.77 (10.75)
Median 11.00 12.00 8.00 17.50
(Q1,Q3) (7.00,18.00)  (7.00,20.00) (4.00, 15.00) (9.00, 25.00)
Range 0.00 - 140.00  0.00 - 79.00 0.00 - 88.00 2.00 - 46.00
Score <0.001* 0.3965%*
Mean (SD) 6.92 (4.40) 5.65 (4.48) 8.77 (4.39) 8.23 (4.63)
Median 7.00 5.00 9.00 9.00
(Q1,Q3) (3.00, 10.00) (2.00,9.00) (6.00, 12.00) (5.25,11.00)
Range 0.00 - 18.00 0.00 - 18.00 0.00 - 18.00 0.00 - 17.00
D-dimer <0.001* 0.0452%
N-Miss 406 128 113 16
Mean (SD) 1155.03 1538.17 3124.25 (8070.21) 471244
(2218.51) (3123.38) (8897.82)
Median 443 .00 739.50 944.50 1112.00
(Q1,Q3) (262.00, (427.50, (476.50,2970.75) (725.50,
985.00) 1341.25) 3619.25)
Range 200.00 - 190.00 - 200.00 - 60342.00 190.00 -
47228.00 33501.00 35000.00
Fibrinogen 0.7502% 0.6711%*
N-Miss 339 54 117 8
Mean (SD) 530.53 523.94 530.55 (213.69) 519.77
(194.13) (169 .43) (213.05)
Median 520.00 512.00 515.00 510.00
(Q1,Q3) (381.00, (405.00, (381.00, 654.00) (330.50,
650.00) 612.00) 649.00)
Range 119.00 - 147.00 - 68.00 - 1333.00 153.00 -
1339.00 1371.00 1287.00
LDH 0.0298* 0.0094*
N-Miss 188 61 92 7
Mean (SD) 321.25 308.30 433.71 (205.10) 44349
(227.50) (196.23) (707.95)
Median 283.00 273.00 406.00 332.00
(Q1,Q3) (222.00, (218.00, (269.50, 545.50) (257.00,
373.00) 354.00) 442.50)
Range 90.00 - 108.00 - 123.00 - 1365.00 122.00 -
6689.00 2565.00 6310.00
Neutrophils 0.8529%* 0.6350*
N-Miss 23 4 19 1
Mean (SD) 5.67 (3.61) 5.80 (3.97) 7.17 (4.39) 7.21 (4.13)
Median 483 478 6.20 6.72
(Q1,Q3) (3.29,7.03) (342,7.11) (4.12,9.02) (4.00,9.77)
Range 0.00 - 53.99 0.10 - 47.03 0.17 - 3045 0.19-23.02
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Alive Dead
. May- May-
Variables Mal;g[l;f)pnl December p-value March-April (MA) December p value
(N=1683) (MD) (N=423) (MD)
(N=594) (N=82)
Lymphocytes 0.6287* 0.2115%

N-Miss 23 4 19 1

Mean (SD) 143 (548) 1.22 (0.81) 1.19 (4.29) 1.38 (4.63)

Median 1.04 1.06 0.81 0.74
(Q1,Q3) (0.75,1.42) (0.72,1.52) (0.55,1.18) (0.47,1.06)

Range 0.10-177.63  0.08-10.28 0.04 - 85.51 0.08 - 42.20
Neutrophils 0.8639%* 0.3122%
on
Lymphocytes

N-Miss 23 4 19 1

Mean (SD) 6.18 (5.87) 7.19 (9.92) 10.72 (11.71) 12.84 (13.09)

Median 452 432 7.13 8.50

(Q1,Q3) (2.84,7.50) (2.63,8.40) (4.47,13.06) (4.05,15.19)

Range 0.00-10190 0.12-143.25 0.01 - 129.67 0.11-70.56
Neutrophils 0.6134* 0.6882%*
%

N-Miss 22 4 19 1

Mean (SD) 0.73 (0.13) 0.73 (0.13) 0.80 (0.12) 0.79 (0.16)

Median 0.74 0.73 0.82 0.83

(Q1,Q3) (0.66,0.82) (0.64,0.83) (0.75,0.88) (0.69,0.89)

Range 0.00 - 0.97 0.10-0.99 0.01-0.97 0.10-0.96
Lymphocytes 0.933%* 0.2924*
%

N-Miss 22 4 19 1

Mean (SD) 0.18 (0.11) 0.18 (0.11) 0.13 (0.09) 0.13 (0.13)

Median 0.16 0.17 0.11 0.10

(Q1,Q3) (0.11,0.23) (0.10,0.25) (0.07,0.17) (0.06,0.18)

Range 0.01-0.97 0.01-0.88 0.01-0.99 0.01-0.88
PCR <0.001* 0.0235*

N-Miss 47 21 12 0

Mean (SD)  77.25(75.76) 64.28 (73.38) 117.68 (95.97) 98.59

(102.49)

Median 55.65 39.10 99.20 74.80

(Q1,Q3) (17.30, (12.30,91.10) (42.80, 170.45) (20.12,
111.60) 140.73)

Range 0.30-479.00 0.30 - 483.20 0.70 - 471.10 0.30 - 593.80
WBC 0.4686* 0.6138*

N-Miss 21 4 19 1

Mean (SD) 7.73 (7.13) 7.65 (4.17) 9.13 (7.46) 9.23 (6.25)

Median 6.62 6.67 7.62 8.34

(Q1,Q3) (4.87,9.11) (5.02,8.90) (5.60,10.74) (5.55,12.04)

Range 0.72-191.02 0.97-48.19 0.32-92.23 0.97-47.79
Basophils 0.0013* 0.2253*

N-Miss 23 4 19 1

Mean (SD) 0.02 (0.02) 0.02 (0.04) 0.02 (0.02) 0.02 (0.02)

Median 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01

(Q1,Q3) (0.01,0.02) (0.01,0.03) (0.01,0.02) (0.01,0.03)

Range 0.00-0.31 0.00-0.84 0.00-0.15 0.00-0.11
Basophils % 0.0012% 0.1017*

N-Miss 22 4 19 1

Mean (SD) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)

Median 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

(Q1,Q3) (0.00,0.00) (0.00,0.00) (0.00,0.00) (0.00,0.00)

Range 0.00 - 0.02 0.00 - 0.05 0.00 - 0.06 0.00-0.01
Eosinophils 0.4863* 0.9056*

N-Miss 23 4 19 1
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Alive Dead
. May- May-
Variables Mal;g[l;f)pnl December p-value March-April (MA) December p value
(N=1683) (MD) (N=423) (MD)
(N=594) (N=82)
Mean (SD) 0.06 (0.12) 0.06 (0.14) 0.04 (0.10) 0.05 (0.13)
Median 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
(Q1,Q3) (0.00,0.07) (0.00,0.06) (0.00,0.02) (0.00,0.03)
Range 0.00 - 2.19 0.00 - 1.95 0.00 -0.79 0.00 - 0.97
Eosinophils 0.4902* 0.9885*
%
N-Miss 22 4 19 1
Mean (SD) 0.01 (0.02) 0.01 (0.02) 0.00 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
Median 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(Q1,Q3) (0.00,0.01) (0.00,0.01) (0.00, 0.00) (0.00,0.00)
Range 0.00 - 0.27 0.00 - 0.25 0.00 -0.12 0.00 - 0.07
Monocytes 0.253* 0.1643*
N-Miss 23 4 19 1
Mean (SD) 0.56 (0.68) 0.55(0.32) 0.69 (3.32) 0.58 (0.41)
Median 0.47 049 041 048
(Q1,Q3) (0.32,0.68) (0.33,0.68) (0.25,0.63) (0.27,0.77)
Range 0.01 -23.31 0.02-245 0.02 - 66.34 0.07-2.01
Monocytes 0.6814* 0.2654*
%
N-Miss 22 4 19 1
Mean (SD) 0.08 (0.04) 0.08 (0.04) 0.07 (0.05) 0.07 (0.05)
Median 0.07 (0.05, 0.07 (0.05, 0.06 (0.04,0.08) 0.06 (0.04,
(Q1,Q3) 0.10) 0.10) 0.09)
Range 0.00 - 0.70 0.01-0.31 0.01-0.72 0.01-0.27 p value
Ferritin F 613 patients 240 patients 0.4706* 131 patients 26 patients 0.3985%*
(82.39%) (90.23%) 17.61%) 9.77%)
N-Miss 158 43 34 5
Mean (SD) 674.53 564.63 1237.07 (2308.64) 2006.00
(817.61) (526.39) (4680.23)
Median 459.00 433.00 700.00 510.00
(Q1,Q3) (212.00, (216.00, (353.00, 1347.00) (269.00,
820.50) 750.00) 722.00)
Range 4.00 - 11.00 - 19.00 - 20572.00 81.00 -
7687.00 3397.00 20941.00
Ferritin M 1070 patients 354 patients < 0.001* 292 patients 56 patients 0.1555%
(78.56 %) (90.23%) (21.44%) 9.77%)
N-Miss 257 50 96 5
Mean (SD) 1353.00 1181.95 1825.25 (1945.47) 1372.04
(1359.86) (3295.92) (1258.14)
Median 939.00 737.50 1262.50 1159.00
(Q1,Q3) (461.00, (405.25, (572.25,2323.25) (598.00,
1705.00) 1283.00) 1500.00)
Range 23.00 - 25.00 - 55.00 - 13289.00 112.00 -
11513.00 56039.00 7058.00

In bold and italics p-values<0.05
* Wilcoxon rank-sum test t
** Fisher’s exact test
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Table S.3: Performance metrics of the Random Forest (RF) using or not a rebalanced dataset with
the SMOTE methodology

RE on %g/?(tf,[s,;:t ;fgﬂsg;ﬁ:lgylth the RF on the original dataset
Metrics Training Validating Training Validating
March-April (MA) March-April (MA) March-April (MA) March-April (MA)
(95% CI) (95% CI) (95% CI) (95% CI)
AUC 0.97-0.98 0.80-0.87 0.82-0.86 0.81-0.88
(DeLong)
Sensitivity 0.93 (0.91-0.97) 0.82 (0.72-0.92) 0.81 (0.76-0.85) 0.79 (0.66-0.95)
Specificity 0.92 (0.88-0.94) 0.75 (0.63-0.83) 0.76 (0.73-0.79) 0.76 (0.57-0.86)

In this table we compare the performance of two RFs applied on (i) a dataset rebalanced with the
SMOTE methodology (i7) the original dataset. This analysis suggests the use of SMOTE methodology
before applying RF since the performance in Training and Validating groups (especially in terms of
sensitivity) are better respect those obtained from the RF grown on the original dataset.
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Figure S.1: Correlation plot between the 17 analytes and Brescia chest-xray
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The relationships between 17 analytes and Brescia chest-xray score are inspected with the Spearman
correlation coefficients, p; which are represented in this correlation plot by means of blue and red circles
(positive and negative correlation, respectively). The diameter of the circle is proportional to the
magnitude of p, and black crosses on them identify correlation not significantly different from zero (p-
values>0.05). The correlation matrix is reordered according to the hierarchical cluster analysis on the
quantitative variables.
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