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Abstract
Background:

This is the first study on prognostication in an entire cohort of laboratory-confirmed COVID-
19 patients in the city of Hong Kong. Prognostic tool is essential in the contingency response
for the next wave of outbreak. This study aims to develop prognostic models to predict
COVID-19 patients’ clinical outcome on day 1 and day 5 of hospital admission.

Methods:

We did a retrospective analysis of a complete cohort of 1,037 COVID-19 laboratory-confirmed
patients in Hong Kong as of 30 April 2020, who were admitted to 16 public hospitals with their
data sourced from an integrated electronic health records system. It covered demographic
information, chronic disease(s) history, presenting symptoms as well as the worst clinical
condition status, biomarkers’ readings and Ct value of PCR tests on Day-1 and Day-5 of
admission. The study subjects were randomly split into training and testing datasets in a 8:2
ratio. Extreme Gradient Boosting (XGBoost) model was used to classify the training data into
three disease severity groups on Day-1 and Day-5.

Results:

The 1,037 patients had a mean age of 37.8 (SD17.8), 53.8% of them were male. They were
grouped under three disease outcome: 4.8% critical/serious, 46.8% stable and 48.4%
satisfactory. Under the full models, 30 indicators on Day-1 and Day-5 were used to predict
the patients’ disease outcome and achieved an accuracy rate of 92.3% and 99.5%. With a
trade-off between practical application and predictive accuracy, the full models were reduced
into simpler models with seven common specific predictors, including the worst clinical
condition status (4-level), age group, and five biomarkers, namely, CRP, LDH, platelet,
neutrophil/lymphocyte ratio and albumin/globulin ratio. Day-1 model’s accuracy rate, macro-
and micro-averaged sensitivity and specificity were 91.3%, 84.9%-91.3% and 96.0%-95.7%
respectively, as compared to 94.2%, 95.9%-94.2% and 97.8%-97.1% under Day-5 model.

Conclusions:

Both Day-1 and Day-5 models can accurately predict the disease severity. Relevant clinical
management could be planned according to the predicted patients’ outcome. The model is
transformed into a simple online calculator to provide convenient clinical reference tools at
the point of care, with an aim to inform clinical decision on triage and step-down care.
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Development of a data-driven COVID-19 prognostication tool to inform triage and
step-down care for hospitalised patients in Hong Kong: A population-based
cohort study

Introduction

The World Health Organization (WHO) had declared a pandemic outbreak of a new coronavirus,
named COVID-19, on 12 March 2020. As of 30 April 2020, Hong Kong (HK) had a total of 1,037
confirmed cases as compared to a global caseload of over three million and mortality of over
210,000 at the same snapshot [1]. Four deaths [2] were reported locally. All patients were
admitted to the Hospital Authority (HA) hospitals for management. HK has adopted the “early
identification, early isolation and early treatment” infection control approach. She is ranked top
to effectively curb COVID-19 transmission in the study comparing containment measures among
different nations [3], given that HK has a population of 7.5 million residing in one of the most
densely populated cities in the world [4].

HA is statutory, publicly funded organization to provide public medical care to all the citizens in
HK. The services are organized via seven hospital clusters comprising of 43 hospitals, 49 specialist
outpatient and 73 primary care clinics. It provides over 90% of hospital bed days in the territory
through a total of 29,435 beds[5]. HA provides a single electronic health record system via the
integrated Clinical Management System (CMS) [6], so that data of patients utilizing the service
are automatically captured. Since the SARS epidemic in 2003, HA has made available over 1,200
airborne infection isolation (All) beds across 16 public hospitals to support outbreak of infectious
diseases. In view of the unprecedented rapidly growing number of infections in the neighbouring
Mainland China in mid-February 2020, the HA management implemented a proactive response
plan to convert some acute general wards into “retrofit wards” [7] of negative pressures and
directed airflow.

In pursuit of the early identification strategy, Hong Kong has been incrementally widening the
surveillance coverage to identify and contact trace suspected cases through various channels. All
suspected cases are referred to the HA for management. Samples will be sent to the public
laboratory in the Department of Health for confirmation: two positive consecutive reverse-
transcription polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) tests [8, 9] are required, as suggested by the
WHO [10]. The patients can only be discharged from the hospital care when the isolation order
is lift, given that their clinical conditions improve and they are afebrile with two negative RT-PCR
results taken at least 24 hours apart [8, 9].
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Starting from mid-March, there was second wave with a surge in imported cases from overseas
via airport arrivals. In early April, the occupancy rate of our All rooms and beds peaked at 78%
and 70% respectively, which was approaching saturation. The demand pressure on first-tier
isolation beds could be partly relieved by the timely conversion and operation of some 400
second-tier isolation beds in 10 hospitals. Patients with stable clinical features but yet to fulfill
the discharge criteria are transferred to the second-tier ward for further management. A
prognostic model was developed with an aim to early identify those cases with satisfactory or
stable clinical outcome for step-down care.

The outbreak in HK slows down since the end of April, with 1,047 confirmed cases as of 10 May,
which is the cut-off date of data analytics for this study. However, learning the experience from
nearby countries like Singapore, HK remains vigilant and is preparing for the possible third wave
of infection once the international travels resume normal. The research team repeated the
prognostic model based on the entire COVID-19 cohort, aiming to predict their clinical outcome
as early as day 1 of admission.

Methods

Study population, data collection and definition

All 1,037 confirmed cases as of 30 April 2020 were included in this study, and their observational
data were traced up to 10 May. Data sources come from internal systems, CMS and eNID of
NDORS. “NDORS” is an electronic platform for both HA and the Department of Health, to digitally
report all suspected and confirmed statutory notifiable diseases and other infectious diseases of
public health concern. A designated “eNID” module for reporting COVID-19 cases and clinical
management was specifically built and interfaced to NDORS [8, 9]. This study was a retrospective
data analysis on de-identified patient-based electronic medical records from CMS and eNID.
Person-based information on history of chronic diseases was retrieved from an established HA’s
chronic disease virtual registry that contains 25 pre-defined chronic diseases (Table 1). The
registry was electronically built and based on all past CMS’ medical records using some
operational counting and classification rules specific to each non-cancer disease, together with
cancer cases sourced from Hong Kong’s Cancer Registry [11].

All 16 HA hospitals that treated COIVD-19 cases adopted a unified classification scheme on clinical
conditions. The in-charge physicians would continuously update the condition status whenever
the patient deteriorated or improved. The four clinical conditions are (1) critical: require
intubation, or extracorporeal membrane oxygenation (ECMO) or in shock; (2) serious: require
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oxygen supplement of 3 litres or more per minute; (3) stable: with mild influenza-like illness (ILI)
symptoms; (4) satisfactory: progressing well and likely to be discharged soon. Based on their
clinical condition(s) along the entire clinical course, all cases were further amalgamated into
three distinct outcome groups to delineate a grading for disease severity. The groups are
“critical/serious”, “stable” and “satisfactory”. The patients must have ever been assessed as

either “critical” or “serious” clinical condition for one or more days in the “critical/serious” group;
otherwise being classified into the second group if ever assessed as “stable”. The remaining third

group must be entirely assessed as “satisfactory” along the clinical course.
Statistical analysis

Descriptive statistical analyses were performed for the entire cohort with respect to
epidemiological, clinical and laboratory data. In addition, chi-square test for categorical variables
and Kruskal-Wallis test for continuous variables were performed to evaluate if there were any
differences in a host of prognostic factors on day 1 and day 5 of hospital admission among the
three outcome groups. For development as well as evaluation of the model, the entire 1,037
study subjects were, proportional to outcome distribution, randomly split into a training dataset
comprising of 829 subjects and a testing dataset of the remaining 208 subjects. The Extreme
Gradient Boosting (XGBoost) model, which is a boosting decision tree machine learning
framework allowing missing values for individual predictor variables, was developed to classify
the training data into one of the three outcome groups, after taking into account a host of 30
predictors which included age, gender, chronic disease(s) history, 11 presenting symptoms as
well as the worst clinical condition status, 15 biomarkers’ readings and Ct value of RT-PCR tests
(based on E-Gene of the TIB MIBIOL kit) on day 1 and day 5 of admission. These predictors were
chosen with reference to studies on COVID-19 [12—-23] and SARS [24-26].

The XGBoost classifiers were trained and tuned using a 5-fold cross-validation approach with the
training data to obtain the optimal hyperparameters [27]. All 30 features were ranked according
to their relative importance using F-score, which guided a variable selection process to reduce
the full model into a simpler one for practical application. The model output for each subject a
probability across each of the three outcome groups, summing up to one, and with the highest
probability group as the predicted outcome class. After applying the trained model to the testing
dataset, it was then analysed in a 3X3 confusion matrix, based on which the model’s overall
accuracy rate was computed. In view of the imbalanced outcome group distribution, macro-
averaged and micro-averaged sensitivity and specificity of the three outcome groups were
derived to evaluate the model performance. Decision tree of the simplified classifiers was also
output for each outcome group. Partial dependency plots were output to depict the marginal
effect of each model feature on the predicted outcome. (Appendix Figure 1) The XGBoost models
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were carried out by using Python’s XGboost version 1.10 whereas other statistical analyses by
SAS version 9.4 software.

Results
Epidemiological and clinical profile

Table 1 provides a complete epidemiological and clinical profile of all 1,037 laboratory confirmed
COVID-19 cases, 95.2% had been discharged (including 4 deceased cases) and the remaining 50
(4.8%) cases have stayed for 19-70 days as at data analytics cut-off date. All the subjects were
post-stratified into three pre-defined outcome groups: 50 (4.8%) in the critical/serious group,
485 (46.8%) stable group and 502 (48.4%) satisfactory group, which can then be compared
against their respective clinical condition (4-level) on day 1 and day 5 of admission.

The study subjects were aged from 1 month to 96 years. Critical/serious group was significantly
older (mean 60.6 years, SD+14.0) than stable (mean 37.6 years, SD+17.5) and satisfactory (mean
35.6 years, SD+16.8) group (p<0.0001). Over half (53.8%) of total caseload was male,
comparatively higher in critical/serious group (64.0%) than stable (47.8%) and satisfactory (58.6%)
groups (p=0.001).

Chronic disease(s) were present in 11.8% of this study cohort, with most common ones being
hypertension, hyperlipidemia and diabetes. A significant difference (p<0.0001) in chronic
disease(s) prevalence was found: 42.0%, 12.4% and 8.2% in critical / serious, stable and
satisfactory group respectively.

81.4% of all the cases were symptomatic upon COVID-19 confirmation. Cough and fever were the
top two symptoms prevalent in almost half of total confirmed cases, whereas sore throat in
around one-quarter. Among the symptomatic cases, the mean duration between symptom onset
and admission was 5.8 days (SD#5.4). Comparatively, the satisfactory outcome group had a
significantly (p<0.0001) longer duration (6.4 days, SD+6.2) than the stable and critical/serious
groups’ (5.2 days, SD+4.7; 5.5 days, SD+3.7).

Table 1 shows the proportion of patients on anti-viral and corticosteroid drugs. ICU care and
intubation treatments were respectively provided to 78.0% and 46.0% in critical/serious outcome
groups.

Laboratory readings on Day 1 and Day 5 of admission
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This study defines day 0 according to the time of admission recorded at admission offices from
00:00to 23:59. A higher proportion of missing values on day 0 is expected because three-quarters
of the study subjects had admitted for less than 12 hours. Therefore, Table 2 shows the latest
laboratory readings as of day 1 and day 5. For those tests whose normal reference ranges vary
across HA laboratories, they are expressed as multiples of the upper normal reference.

Across the 15 biomarkers and two derived ratios (albumin-globulin ratio, neutrophil-lymphocyte
ratio), no statistically significant between-group differences were found in mean platelet volume
(MPV) and alkaline phosphatase (ALP) on both days 1 and 5, white blood count cell (WBC) on day
1 whereas platelet on day 5. Otherwise, statistical significance was stronger on day 5 than day 1
for all other tests except lactate dehydrogenase (LDH) which had a reverse pattern. Five
biomarkers had strongest statistical significance (p<0.0001) in terms of between-group
differences on both days, namely C-reactive protein (CRP), lymphocyte counts, albumin (A),
globulin (G) and total protein tests. Their respective readings in terms of mean and standard
deviation across the three outcome groups are shown in Table 2. Based on the same blood
specimen, N/L and A/G ratios can amalgamate and amplify the effects of each pair of biomarkers
whose scale in opposite direction, contributed to a much stronger discriminatory effect on both
days (p<0.0001).

Ct value of RT-PCR tests for E-Gene of the TIB MIBIOL kit indicates the viral load, with low value
representing high viral load and a theoretical maximum of 40. Significant between-group
differences in Ct value were found, on day 1 with lowest mean reading in critical/serious group
(24.316.1), followed by stable group (25.1+7.1) and then satisfactory group (27.2+7.8) (p=0.0001);
and their corresponding values on day 5 were 25.346.4, 27.747.8 and 29.5+7.7 (p<0.0001).

Prediction model performance and application

The full model

For the XGBoost decision tree model on day 1 and day 5, all 30 predictors were ranked according
to their relative importance based on F-score in Figure 1. Based on the testing dataset (n=208),
an extremely strong concordance between the predicted and actual outcome classification in the
confusion matrix was found for both models. The overall accuracy rate of the Day-1 model was
92.3%, with 82.6%-92.3% macro- and micro-averaged sensitivity and 96.0%-96.1% macro- and
micro-averaged specificity. As for the Day-5 model, the overall accuracy rate was 99.5%, with the
corresponding sensitivity at 99.5%-99.7% and specificity at 99.5%. (Table 3)

The simplified model associated with a calculator tool
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With reference to their relative importance as indicated by F-scores, the next step was to
optimize the selection of a smaller set of variables for training alternative simpler models at an
opportunity cost of a reduction in accuracy rate. As a result, of the top 10 important features
under Day-1 and Day-5 models (Figure 1), the same seven model features were selected and
incorporated into two simplified models. They included the worst clinical condition status (4-
level), age group, and five biomarkers, namely, CRP, LDH, platelet, N/L ratio and A/G ratio. Their
discriminating effect across the three outcome groups is graphically shown in Appendix Figure 1.
Onset-to-admission duration and Ct value of RT-PCR test were not selected due to concern of
recall bias and limited applicability at other settings respectively. The alanine aminotransferase
(ALT) and ALP biomarkers were also dropped as they were relatively less important and only
appeared in either one model. The overall accuracy rate of this simplified Day-1 model was 91.3%,
with macro- and micro-averaged sensitivity and specificity respectively at 84.9%-91.3% and
95.7%-96.0%. For the Day-5 model, the overall accuracy rate was 94.2%, with the corresponding
sensitivity at 95.9%-94.2% and specificity at 97.1%-97.8%. (Table 3) The decision trees for each
outcome group of the Day-1 simplified model are visualized in Figure 2.

From Table 1, among the 32 patients who deteriorated from satisfactory or stable to
critical/serious condition after day 1, the simplified Day-1 model has correctly predicted outcome
group for 22 of them (4 out of 7 in the testing data and 18 out of 25 in the training data). For
another 10 patients who deteriorated after day 5, all of them can be correctly classified by the
Day-5 model.

Discussion

The aim of the study is to provide additional information for early clinical decision-making in
transferring COVID-19 patients to step-down care. This model utilizes the demographic,
presenting symptomes, clinical and laboratory findings of the entire Hong Kong cohort to provide
the best available analysis for developing the prognostic models.

It is suggested that HK was facing a different cohort of COVID-19 patients as compared to China.
As compared to Zhang’s study [13] on disease severity of 663 patients in Wuhan (14% critical,
48% severe, 38% moderate, 0.5% mild), HK had a totally reverse pattern with only 5%

III

critical/serious cases (Table 1) with regard to similar clinical criteria defining “critical” and
“serious” between China [13, 28] and HK. This huge difference can be partly explained by a
younger age profile in Hong Kong’s entire cohort relative to Zhang’s study cohort (mean age of

38 years versus 56 years).
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Most studies predicted fatal outcome of mortality [12-14, 17, 19, 21] and critical illness [17, 19,
20] of COVID-19 cases, except two studies in China [13, 18] on risk factors for disease severity
spectrum. Since the mortality of HK COVID-19 cases is low (four deaths among 1,037 patients),
the above predicted fatal outcome is not applicable to stratify the needs of our patients nor to
inform subsequent management decision for step-down care. Local study is necessary to provide
additional insight to the disease management.

Our study finds significant correlation of patients’ predisposing risk factors like older age, male
sex and presence of chronic diseases, in particular those related to cardiovascular diseases, with
adverse outcome in univariate analysis. Similar findings were reported in other studies [12, 13,
16, 17, 20, 22]. The presenting symptoms of dyspnoea and fatigue were significant indicator for
poorer outcome in other COVID-19 studies [12, 13, 17, 20]; whereas only dyspnoea was found
significant in univariate analysis but relatively less important as compared to biomarkers in this
study.

For the biomarkers (individually or in ratios) in the top 20 important model features list (Figure
1), they could predict disease severity; and most of them are also reported as independent
prognostic factors of COVID-19 in other studies (13,17-22). We did not include aspartate
aminotransferase (AST), procalicitonin (PCT) and D-dimer as in other COVID-19 studies [12-14,
17, 22] because only 16%-23% of our study subjects had such biomarkers tested. A few important
prognosticators of this study are also in common with three previous local studies on
prognostication in SARS patients, in which elevated CRP, LDH, neutrophil count, ALT, creatinine
and platelet counts predictive of mortality, ICU care or oxygenation failure (24-26).

The study showed that clinical conditions on day 1 and day 5 could predict the subsequent clinical
outcome, particularly in the stable and satisfactory patient groups in addition to their biomarkers’
readings. Patients having ‘satisfactory clinical condition’ in Day-1 and 5 are more likely to have a
stable or satisfactory outcome. However, this feature is less prominent in critical/serious group’s
decision rules. (Figure 2)

Based on the testing dataset, the current XGboost classifier (“the full model”) achieved a very
high predictive accuracy rate of 92% and 99% to classify study subjects into three outcome groups
on day 1 and day 5 of admission, which is on average equivalent to day 6 and day 10 of symptom
onset given the median/mean onset-to-admission duration being 4/5.8 days. In this big data era,
it’s technically feasible to automate predicted probabilities of three outcome classes as predicted
from this methodology which simultaneously considers a multitude of factors readily available in
HA’s CMS, and is compatible with missing data values in study subjects, commonly encountered
when using observational data at service settings.
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In order to provide quick and accurate prediction at the point of care, simplication of the
predictive modelling is suggested. Through a robust variable selection process of the two full
models on day 1 and day 5 of admission, a simpler model with seven common specific predictors
were identified. They included the worst clinical condition status (4-level), age group, and five
biomarkers, namely, CRP, LDH, platelet, N/L ratio and A/G ratio. By using these modified models
at the point of care, physicians will have additional and convenient information on the prognostic
analysis of the COVID-19 patients at early presentation to hospitals. This will increase the
turnaround time of our precious inpatient facilities and thus the efficiency of infection control
measures.

Experts worldwide warn that COVID-19 may persist into this winter. For Hong Kong to continue
with the current “early identification, early isolation and early treatment” strategy, this
prognostic modelling is part of the corporate strategy in the preparedness for the potential third
wave of outbreak in Hong Kong. Learning from the examples in nearby countries, like Singapore,
Hong Kong is preparing the emergency response in case over hundreds or thousands of new cases
presented per day, which will overwhelm our existing isolation bed capacity in the public hospital
system. Planning for community isolation and treatment facilities is underway. In order to ensure
patient safety and quality care, a tool to identify patients with lesser severity and better outcome
is necessary. This group of patients probably will be safely managed at the community settings.
This study provides a robust analysis on prognostication for COVID-19 cases. The transformation
into a simple calculator tool to predict clinical outcome on day 1 and day 5 of admission makes it
more convenient for clinicians to apply in their daily settings. It allows early identification of
newly confirmed cases upon presentation and triage to appropriate places for isolation and
treatment at appropriate timing.

Limitation of the study includes the lack of inclusion of data from radiological imaging. Patients
with COVID-19 are found to have lung infection with ground glass and consolidative opacities
with peripheral and lower lung distribution and bilateral involvement [29]. We are going to
include all chest X-ray images up to day 5 in the next study through Al approach of image analytics.

Conclusion

This study provides comprehensive analysis on epidemiological, clinical and laboratory data
within the first five days of admission among the entire Hong Kong cohort of 1,037 laboratory-
confirmed COVID-19 patients. Having considered a multitude of prognostic factors, the model
could accurately predict the clinical outcome of a COVID-19 case on day 1 and day 5 of admission,
namely, critical/serious, stable and satisfactory. It aims to serve as a management tool as well as
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a clinical reference tool in order to plan ahead for response measures on triage and step-down
care to cope with the next unprecedented wave of COVID-19 epidemic. With a trade-off between
practical application and predictive accuracy, the full model consisting of 30 features were
reduced into a simpler model with seven specific features in tandem with a simple, easy-to-
understand and transparent calculator tool for applications locally and open access globally.
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List of Abbreviations

Abbreviation Definition

A albumin

A/G ratio albumin-globulin ratio

Al Artificial Intelligence

All airborne infection isolation

ALP alkaline phosphatase

ALT alanine aminotransferase

AST aspartate aminotransferase

CMS Clinical Management System

CoviD-19 Coronavirus Disease 2019

CRP C-reactive protein

ECMO extracorporeal membrane oxygenation
eNID Electronic Notification of Infectious Disease
G globulin

HA Hospital Authority

HK Hong Kong

ICU intensive care unit

ILl influenza-like illness

LDH lactate dehydrogenase

MPV mean platelet volume

N/L ratio neutrophil-lymphocyte ratio

NDORS Notifiable Diseases and Outbreak Reporting System
PCT procalicitonin

RT-PCR reverse-transcription polymerase chain reaction
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SARS Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome
SD standard deviation

WBC white blood cell count

WHO World Health Organization
XGBoost Extreme Gradient Boosting
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Figure 1: Top 20 Features* ranked accor ding to importance in the XGBoost model.
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*Feature impor tance of total protein, gender, pneumonia, chronic disease, sore throat, fatigue, myalgia, chills,
headache, and vomiting under Day-1 model and that of total protein, myalgia, pneumonia, fever, vomiting, chronic

disease, headache, fatigue, sore throat, chillsunder Day-5 model were excluded from thisfigure


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20152348
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Figure 2: Decision rules using the key features under the Day-1 simplified model and their thresholds.
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Table 1: Patient profile of 1,037 COVID-19 confirmed cases as of 30 April 2020 (with data during

hospitalisation updated till 10 May 2020)

Worst condition upon discharge or till 10 May

2020
Overall Criti.cal / Stable Satisfactory
Serious
(n=1,037) (n=50) (n = 485) (n =502) P-value’
Demographics
Age (years)
Mean + SD 37.8+17.8 60.6 + 14.0 37.6£17.5 35.6 +16.8 <0.0001
Median 35 62 34 32
Range 0-96 25-96 0-93 0-89
Gender
Male 558 (53.8%) 32 (64.0%) 232 (47.8%) 294 (58.6%) 0.0011
Female 479 (46.2%) 18 (36.0%) 253 (52.2%) 208 (41.4%)
Chronic diseasest
Nil {Without any of 25 selected diseases) 915 (88.2%) 29 (58.0%) 425 (87.6%) 461 (91.8%) <0.0001
With any of 25 selected diseases 122 (11.8%) 21 (42.0%) 60 (12.4%) 41 (8.2%)
Hypertension 87 (8.4%) 16 (32.0%) 46 (9.5%) 25 (5.0%) <0.0001
Hyperlipidemia 62 (6.0%) 12 (24.0%) 30 (6.2%) 20 (4.0%)  <0.0001
Diabetes 33 (3.2%) 6 (12.0%) 15 (3.1%) 12 (2.4%)  0.0011
Source of infection
Local cases 422 (40.7%) 30 (60.0%) 219 (45.2%) 173 (34.5%) <0.0001
Imported cases 615 (59.3%) 20 (40.0%) 266 (54.8%) 329 (65.5%)
Symptoms
With presenting symptoms upon COVID-19 confirmation 844 (81.4%) 48 (96.0%) 406 (83.7%) 390 (77.7%) 0.0013
Duration between Symptom Onset and Admission
Mean + SD (Days) 5.8+5.4 55+3.7 5.2+4.7 6.4+6.2 0.1650
Less than 5 days 447 (53.0%) 22 (45.8%) 225 (55.4%) 200 (51.3%) 0.0514
5-9 days 246 (29.1%) 17 (35.4%) 124 (30.5%) 105 (26.9%)
10 days or above 151 (17.9%) 9 (18.8%) 57 (14.0%) 85 (21.8%)
Symptoms (incl. data captured during hospitalisation)
- Cough 514 (49.5%) 41 (82.0%) 246 (50.7%) 227 (45.2%) <0.0001
- Fever 495 (47.7%) 40 (80.0%) 242 (49.9%) 213 (42.4%) <0.0001
- Sore Throat 272 (26.2%) 9 (18.0%) 142 (29.3%) 121 (24.1%) 0.0724
- Headache 159 (15.3%) 7 (14.0%) 74 (15.3%) 78 (15.5%) 0.9575
- Diarrhea 117 (11.3%) 9 (18.0%) 61 (12.6%) 47 (9.4%)  0.0856
- Fatigue 110 (10.6%) 9 (18.0%) 53 (10.9%) 48 (9.6%) 0.1726
- Myalgia 109 (10.5%) 9 (18.0%) 51 (10.5%) 49 (9.8%)  0.1938
- Dyspnoea 88 (8.5%) 23 (46.0%) 37 (7.6%) 28 (5.6%)  <0.0001
- Chills 77 (7.4%) 9 (18.0%) 42 (8.7%) 26 (5.2%)  0.0016
- Pneumonia 36 (3.5%) 13 (26.0%) 14 (2.9%) 9 (1.8%)  <0.0001
- Vomiting 13 (1.3%) 2 (4.0%) 5 (1.0%) 6 (1.2%)  0.1965
- Others not listed above 268 (25.8%) 9 (18.0%) 124 (25.6%) 135 (26.9%) 0.3843
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Table 1: Patient profile of 1,037 COVID-19 confirmed cases as of 30 April 2020 (with data during
hospitalisation updated till 10 May 2020) (Cont'd)

Worst condition upon discharge or till 10 May

2020
Overall Criti.cal / Stable Satisfactory
Serious
(n=1,037) (n=50) {n =485) {n =502) P-value’

Worst condition up to Day n of admission Dayl Day5t Dayl Day5 Dayl Day5f Dayl Day5%

Critical 4 19 4 19 ] 0 0 0

Serious 14 21 14 21 o] 0 [o] 0

Stable 461 481 15 5 446 476 (o] 0

Satisfactory 550 515 16 5 34 8 500 502

Missing 8 1 1 0 5 1 2 0
Treatments

Anti-viral drugs (Kaletra / Ribavirin / Interferon)

637 (61.4%)

49 (98.0%)

317 (65.4%)

271 (53.9%) <0.0001

Corticosteriod drugs 72 (6.9%) 30 (60.0%) 26 (5.4%) 16 (3.2%) <0.0001
ICU care 53 (5.1%) 39 (78.0%) 10 (2.1%) 4 (0.8%) <0.0001
Intubation 23 (2.2%) 23 (46.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) -
Discharge status (as of 10 May 2020}
Still hospitalized 50 (4.8%) 10 (20.0%) 25 (5.2%) 15 (3.0%)  <0.0001
Discharged alive 983 (94.8%) 37 (74.0%) 460 (94.8%) 486 (96.8%)
Deceased 4 (0.4%) 3 (6.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.2%)
Length of Stay (days) (incl. not yet discharged cases)
Mean * SD 21.7+11.7 32,7+14.4 22.1+£11.5 20.1+11.0 <0.0001
0-7 days 80 (7.7%) 1 (2.0%) 26 (5.4%) 53 (10.6%) <0.0001
8- 14 days 240 (23.1%) 3 (6.0%) 110 (22.7%) 127 (25.3%)
15 - 21 days 244 (23.5%) 4 (8.0%) 122 (25.2%) 118 (23.5%)

22 days or above

473 (45.6%)

42 (84.0%)

227 (46.8%)

204 (40.6%)

"P-value based on chi-square test for categorical variables and Kruskal-Wallis test for continuous variables.

tRefer to 25 chronic diseases (Including Diabetes, Hypertension, Hyperlipidemia, Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, Coronary Heart

Disease, Chronic Heart Failure, Chronic Kidney Disease, Stroke, Glaucoma, Hip fracture, Hepatitis B, Dementia, Depression, Parkinsonism,
Non-Hodgkin Lymphoma, Cancer of lung, colorectum, breast, liver, prostate, stomach, cervix, corpus, ovary and nasopharynx) in the HA
chronic diseases virtual registry up to 2018, and the latest information of Diabetes, Hypertension and Hyperlipidemia.

tFor those discharged before Day 5, the worst condition up to day of discharge is tabulated.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20152348
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Table 2: Laboratory readings on Day 1 and Day 5 of admission among 1,037 COVID-19 confirmed cases as of 30 April

2020

On Day 1 of admission

Critical / Serious Stable Satisfactory
(n =50) (n =485) (n =502) P-value
n Mean £ SD n Mean £ 5D n Mean £ 5D
Laboratory readings
CT value® 47 24.29 + 6.05 436 2510 + 7.05 474 27.17 = 7.79 0.0001
C-reactive protein (mg/L) 45 101.71 = 93.66 403 1081 + 2342 440 798 + 19.84 <0.0001
Albumin (g/L) 50 3434 = 6.72 474 4196 + 458 483 4157 + 487 <0.0001
Globulin (g/L) 48 3571 * 6.76 446 3265 = 511 416 3271 = 497 0.0054
Albumin-globulin ratio 48 1.01 £ 0.30 446 133 + 030 416 133 + 0.30 <0.0001
Total protein (g/L) 50 7040 * 6.86 474 7498 + 537 482 7497 + 536 <0.0001
Neutrophil count (10°/L) 48 512 + 361 466 346 * 1.60 470 357 * 169 0.0004
Lymphocyte count (10°/L) 48 093 + 036 466 153 * 0.75 470 153 + 059 <0.0001
Neutrophil-lymphocyte ratio a8 643 + 475 466 272 + 190 470 265 + 162 <0.0001
White blood cell count (10°/L) 50 654 + 362 473 561 + 193 484 570 + 198 0.1906
Bilirubin (umol/L) 50 1072 + 513 474 920 * 5.6 482 9.18 + 583 0.0130
Potassium (mmol/L) 50 378 = 048 474 388 + 038 480 389 * 037 0.1846
Creatinine < 50 083 + 035 474 077 = 014 481 075 = 012 0.1474
£
o
LDH vg 44 1.59 + 0.68 435 084 * 025 464 085 + 023 <0.0001
g
ALP 5 50 0.58 + 0.29 474 0.57 + 0.23 483 058 + 019 0.1511
=4
g
ALT [ 50 092 + 064 474 061 =+ 048 482 063 + 051 <0.0001
k]
«
Platelet g 50 0.54 + 0.19 470 0.58 + 0.20 483 060 + 019 0.0094
3
MPV - 48 0.88 + 0.10 393 0.87 + 0.15 429 088 + 0.12 0.9139

*CT value is set to 40 if PCR test is "not detected".

LDH, lactate dehydrogenase; ALP, alkaline phosphatase; ALT, alanine aminotransferase; MPV, mean platelet volume
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On Day 5 of admission

Critical / Serious Stable Satisfactory
(n=50) (n = 485) (n=502) P-value
n Mean £ SD n Mean £ SD n Mean £ SD
Laboratory readings
CT value® 47 25.27 + 6.43 464 27.69 + 7.80 496 2950 + 7.68 <0.0001
C-reactive protein (mg/L) 50 104.10 + 98.75 458 11.60 * 23.90 466 7.99 + 17.79 <0.0001
Albumin (g/L) 50 29.26 + 6.94 478 4094 + 505 489 4040 + 5.02 <0.0001
Globulin (g/L) 48 37.03 + 5.82 453 3334 + 521 426 33.06 * 512 <0.0001
Albumin-globulin ratio 48 0.83 + 0.28 453 127 + 0.30 426 128 + 031 <0.0001
Total protein (g/L) 50 66.55 + 6.27 478 7455 + 540 489 7403 + 505 <0.0001
Neutrophil count (10°/L) 50 5.97 + 3.23 477 322 + 151 487 321 + 135 <0.0001
Lymphocyte count (10°/L) 50 0.85 + 047 477 165 + 0.72 487 165 + 057 <0.0001
Neutrophil-lymphocyte ratio 50 8.63 + 6.02 a77 231 + 190 487 219 + 137 <0.0001
White blood cell count (10°/L) 50 7.39 + 3.50 478 549 + 185 489 550 + 1.65 0.0005
Bilirubin (umol/L) 50 24.54 + 20.53 478 1598 + 10.75 489 1406 + 9.30 <0.0001
Potassium (mmol/L) 50 3.69 + 042 478 382 * 038 488 386 * 040 0.0182
Creatinine i 50 0.86 + 046 478 081 + 018 489 078 + 0.15 0.0231
e
2
LDH % 50 1.65 + 0.67 473 083 + 0.27 484 0.83 + 0.25 <0.0001
E
ALP 5 50 0.57 + 0.29 478 056 = 023 489 056 + 0.18 0.2098
=
g
ALT =3 50 0.94 + 0.65 478 058 + 048 489 061 + 075 <0.0001
k]
I
Platelet g 50 0.67 + 0.28 475 062 + 023 488 0.63 + 021 0.6444
%
MPV - 48 0.87 + 0.11 401 086 + 0.15 434 0.87 + 012 0.6910

*CT value is set to 40 if PCR test is "not detected".

LDH, lactate dehydrogenase; ALP, alkaline phosphatase; ALT, alanine aminotransferase; MPV, mean platelet volume
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Table 3: Predictive performance of the full model and the simplified model

Full Model* (based on 30 features)

On Day 1 of admission On Day 5 of admission”
Predicted Class Predicted Class
Critical / Critical /
Stable Satisfactory Stable Satisfactory
Serious Serious
Actual Class Critical / Serious 6 0 4 10 0 0
Stable 6 86 5 [¢] 96 1
Satisfactory 1 0 100 0 0 101
Sensitivity Macro averaged 82.6% 99.7%
Micro averaged 92.3% 99.5%
Specificity Macro averaged 96.0% 99.5%
Micro averaged 96.1% 99.5%
Accuracy 92.3% 99.5%
Simplified Model* (based on 7 features)
On Day 1 of admission On Day 5 of admission”
Predicted Class Predicted Class
Critical / Critical /
Stable Satisfactory Stable Satisfactory
Serious Serious
Actual Class Critical / Serious 7 1 2 10 0 0
Stable 7 86 4 9 87 1
Satisfactory 4 0 97 2 0 99
Sensitivity Macro averaged 84.9% 95.9%
Micro averaged 91.3% 94.2%
Specificity Macro averaged 96.0% 97.8%
Micro averaged 95.7% 97.1%
Accuracy 91.3% 94.2%

"Model performance based on testing dataset (n =208)

*upon discharge if hospital discharged before Day 5
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Appendix

Appendix Figure 1. Relationship between each key feature under Day 1 and Day 5 of admission and the SHAP value for

each outcome group {Red: Critical / Serious, Yellow: Stable, Green: Satisfactory)
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