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Abstract

The basic reproduction number, Ro, determines the rate of spread of a communicable disease and
therefore gives fundamental information needed to plan public health interventions. Estimated Ro
values are only useful, however, if they accurately predict the future potential rate of spread.
Using mortality records, we estimated the rate of spread of COVID-19 among 160 counties and
county-aggregates in the USA. Most of the high among-county variance in the rate of spread was
explained by four factors: the timing of the county-level outbreak (partial R? = 0.093), population
size (partial R? = 0.34), population density (partial R> = 0.13), and spatial location (partial R? =
0.42). Of these, the effect of timing is explained by early steps that people and governments took
to reduce transmission, and population size is explained by the sample size of deaths that affects
the statistical ability to estimate Ro. For predictions of future spread, population density is
important, likely because it scales the average contact rate among people. To generate support
for a possible explanation for the importance of spatial location, we show that SARS-CoV-2
strains containing the G614 mutation to the spike gene are associated with higher rates of spread
(P =0.016). The high predictability of Ry based on population density and spatial location
allowed us to extend estimates to all 3109 counties in the lower 48 States. The high variation of
Ro among counties argues for public health policies that are enacted at the county level for

controlling COVID-19.
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Introduction

The basic reproduction number, Ry, is the number of secondary infections produced per primary
infection of a disease in a susceptible population, and it is a fundamental metric in epidemiology
that gauges, among other factors, the initial rate of disease spread during an epidemic '. While R
depends in part on the biological properties of the pathogen, it also depends on properties of the
host population such as the contact rate between individuals !?. Estimates of Ry are required for
designing public health interventions for infectious diseases such as COVID-19: for example, Ro
determines in large part the proportion of a population that must be vaccinated to control a
disease **. Because Ry at the start of an epidemic measures the spread rate under "normal"
conditions without interventions, these initial Ro values can inform policies to allow life to get
"back to normal."

Using Ry estimates to design public health policies is predicated on the assumption that
the Ro values at the start of the epidemic reflect properties of the infective agent and population,
and therefore predict the potential rate of spread of the disease when interventions are
implemented or in case of a resurgent outbreak. Estimates of Ro, however, might not predict
future risks if (i) they are measured after public and private actions have been taken to reduce
spread >%, (ii) they are driven by stochastic events, such as super-spreading 7%, or (iii) they are
driven by social or environmental conditions that are likely to change between the time of initial
epidemic and the future time for which public health interventions are designed *!°. The only
way to determine whether the initial Ro estimates reflect persistent properties of the respective
populations is to identify those properties: if they are unlikely to change, then so too is Ro

unlikely to change.
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Policies to manage for COVID-19 in the USA are set by a mix of jurisdictions from state
to local levels. We estimated Ry at the county level both to match policymaking and to account
for possibly large variation in Ro among counties. To estimate Ro, we performed the analyses on
the number of daily COVID-19 deaths !!. We used death count rather than infection case reports,
because we suspected the proportion of deaths due to COVID-19 that were reported is less likely
to change compared to reported cases. Due to the mathematical structure of our estimation
procedure, unreported deaths due to COVID-19 will not affect our estimates of Ro, provided the
proportion of unreported deaths does not change through time. We analyzed data for counties
that had at least 100 reported cumulative deaths, and for other counties we aggregated data
within the same state including deaths whose county was unknown. This led to 160 final time
series representing counties in 39 states and the District of Columbia, of which 36 were
aggregated at the state level. Some states, even after aggregating data from all counties, did not
reach the 100 threshold of cumulative deaths, and therefore the spread rate for these states was

not estimated.

Results

Estimates of the spread rate

Before estimating Ro, we first estimated the rate of spread of the COVID-19 as the rate of
increase of the daily death counts, 0. Although this approach is not typically used in
epidemiological studies, it has the advantage of being statistically robust even when the data
(death counts) are low and makes the minimum number of assumptions that could affect the
estimates in unexpected ways (see SI: Overview of Statistical Methods). We applied a time-

varying autoregressive state-space model to each time series of death counts 2. In contrast to
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other models of COVID-19 epidemics >4, we do not incorporate the transmission process and
the daily time course of transmission, but instead we estimate the time-varying exponential
change in the number of deaths per day, (). Detailed simulation analyses (SI: Simulation
model) showed that estimates of 7(¢) generally lagged behind the true values. Therefore, we
analyzed the time series in forward and reverse directions, and averaged to get the estimates of 7o
at the start of the time series (Fig. S1); this approach counterbalances the lag in the forward
direction with the lag in the backwards direction, therefore reducing the lag effect. The model
was fit accounting for greater uncertainty when mortality counts were low, and confidence
intervals of the estimates were obtained from parametric bootstrapping, which is the most robust
approach when counts are low. Thus, our strategy was to use a parsimonious model to give
robust estimates of 7o even for counties that had experienced relatively few deaths, and then
calculate Ry from ry after the fitting process using well-established methods '°.

Our 7y estimates ranged from close to zero for several counties to 0.33 for New York City
(five boroughs); the latter implies that the number of deaths increases by a factor of €*3* = 1.39
per day. There were highly statistically significant differences between upper and lower
estimates (Fig. 1). Although our time series approach allowed us to estimate ro at the start of
even small epidemics, we anticipated two factors that could potentially affect our estimates of ro
that are not likely to be useful in explaining future spread rates. The first factor is the timing of
the onset of county-level epidemic: 35% of the local outbreaks started after the declaration of
COVID-19 as a pandemic by the WHO on 11 March, 2020 !¢, and thus we anticipated estimates
of ro to decrease with the Julian date of outbreak onset. Change in human behaviors caused by
public awareness about COVID-19 at the outbreak onset will not necessarily predict future rates

of spread. We used the second factor, the size of the population encompassed by the time series,
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to factor out statistical bias from the time series analyses. Simulation studies showed that
estimates for time series with low death counts were downward biased (Fig. S2). Because for a
given spread rate 7(¢) the total number of deaths in a time series should be proportional to the
population size, we used population size as a covariate to remove bias. In addition to these two
factors that we do not think have strong predictive value for the future rate of spread, we also
anticipated effects of population density and spatial autocorrelation. Therefore, we regressed ro
against outbreak onset, population size and population density, and included spatially

autocorrelated error terms.

Explaining variation in rp

The regression analysis showed highly significant effects of all four factors (Table 1), and
each factor had a substantial partial R%yeq !”. The overall R%preq was 0.69, so most of the county-
to-county variance was explained. We calculated corrected ro values, factoring out outbreak
onset and population size, by standardizing the ro values by 11 March, 2020 and the most
populous county (for which the estimates of o are likely best). Counties with low to medium
population density never had high corrected ro values, suggesting that population density sets an
upper limit on the rate of spread of COVID-19 (Fig. 2A), in agreement with expectations and
published results ''®. Nonetheless, despite the unequivocal statistical effect of population density
(P <1078, Table 1), the explanatory power was not great (partial R?yred = 0.13), probably because
population density at the scale of counties will be only roughly related to contact rates among
people.

Spatial autocorrelation, in turn, had strong power in explaining variation in 7o among

counties (partial R%yreq = 0.42, Table 1) and occurred at the scale of hundreds of kilometers (Fig.
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2B). This spatial autocorrelation might reflect differences in public responses to COVID-19
across the USA not captured by the variable in the regression model for outbreak onset. For
example, Seattle, WA, reported the first positive case in the USA, on 15 January, 2020, and there
was a public response before deaths were recorded °. In contrast, the response in New York City
was delayed, even though the outbreak occurred later than in Seattle 2°. Spatial autocorrelation
could also be caused by movement of infected individuals. However, movement would only lead
to autocorrelation in our regression analysis if many of the reported deaths were of people
infected outside the county. A further possibility is that spatial variation in the rate of spread of
COVID-19 reflects spatial variation in the occurrence of different genetic strains of SARS-CoV-
2.

To investigate whether spatial autocorrelation could potentially be caused by different
strains of SARS-CoV-2 differing in infectivity, we analyzed publicly available information about
genomic sequences from the GISAID metadata 2!. Scientific debate has focused on the role of
the G614 mutation in the spike protein gene (D614G) to increase the rate of transmission of
SARS-CoV-2 22, We therefore asked whether the proportion of strains containing the G614
mutation was associated with higher rates of COVID-19 spread. Because the genomic samples
are only located to the state level, we performed the analysis accordingly, for each state selecting
the o from the county or county-aggregate with the highest number of deaths (and hence being
most likely represented in the genomic samples). We further restricted genomic samples to those
collected within 30 days following the outbreak onset we used to select the data for time-series
analyses, and we required at least 5 genomic samples per state. This data handling resulted in 28
states available for analysis. We again used our regression model, except that now we included

the proportion of strains having the G614 mutation instead of spatial location (Eq. 7). The
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proportion of samples containing the G614 mutation had a positive effect on »o (P = 0.016, Table
S2). The low proportion of strains containing the G614 mutation in the Pacific Northwest and the
Southeast were associated with lower values of 7 (Fig. 3). Before analyzing the full GISAID
data, we analyzed a subset from Nextstrain >3 naively, without engaging the specific hypothesis
that the G614 mutation increased transmission. This naive analysis picked up the same pattern (P
=0.019, SI: Analysis of SARS-CoV-2 strains).

Higher transmissibility of strains containing the G614 mutation is also suggested by its
increasing prevalence in strains in the USA ?*. Nonetheless, our analyses give no information
about the mechanisms explaining differences in spread rates among strains. A consensus on the
potential impact of SARS-CoV-2 mutations is still lacking 2*: some studies present evidence for

a differential pathogenicity and transmissibility >-26

, while others conclude that mutations might
be mostly neutral or even reduce transmissibility 27. Our analyses call for further investigation to
better understand the potential link between viral genomic variation and its impact on
transmission and mortality 28,

To check whether there are other factors that might explain variation in our estimates of
ro among counties, we investigated additional population characteristics 2*-*° that might be
expected to affect the initial spread rate of COVID-19: (i) median age, (ii) adult obesity, (iii)
diabetes, (iv) education, (v) income, (vi) poverty, (vii) economic equality, (viii) race, and (ix)
political leaning (Table S4). The first three characteristics likely affect morbidity 3!, although it is
not clear whether higher morbidity will increase or decrease the spread rate. The remaining
characteristics might affect health outcomes and responses to public health interventions; for

example, education, income and poverty might all affect the need for individuals to work in jobs

that expose them to greater risks of infection. Nonetheless, because we focused on the early
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172 spread of COVID-19, we anticipated that these characteristics would have minimal effects.

173 Despite the potential for all nine characteristics to affect estimates of 79, we found that none was
174  a statistically significant predictor of 7o when taking the four main factors into account (all P >
175  0.1). We also repeated all of the analyses on estimates of 7(¢) after COVID-19 was broadly

176  established in the USA (5 May, 2020, assuming an average time between infection and death of
177 18 days) (Table S5). The corresponding R?yreq = 0.38, largely driven by a large positive effect of
178  the date of outbreak onset. The absence of significant effects of the additional population

179  characteristics on ro, and the lower explanatory power of the model on 7(¢) at the end of the time
180  series, underscore the importance of population density and spatial autocorrelation in predicting
181  county-level values of ro.

182

183  Extrapolating Ry to all counties

184 In the regression model (Table 1), the standard deviation of the residuals was 1.11 times
185  higher than the average standard error of the estimates of 7. This implies that the uncertainty of
186  an estimate of 7o from the regression is only slightly higher than the uncertainty in the estimate of
187  ro from the time series itself; the regression model explains 81% (= 1/1.11%) of the explainable
188  variance. Therefore, using estimates from death count time series from other counties will give
189  estimates of ro for a focal county (lacking reliable estimates) that are almost as precise as the

190  estimate from the county's time series. In turn, this implies that the regression can also be used to
191  extrapolate estimates of 7o to counties for which deaths were too sparse for time-series analysis.
192 We used the regression to extrapolate values of Ro, derived from ro, for all 3109 counties in the
193 conterminous USA (Fig. 4, Table S1). The high predictability of 7o, and hence Ro, from the

194  regression is seen in the comparison between R calculated from the raw estimates of ro (Fig.
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4A) and Ry calculated from the corrected 7o values (Fig. 4B). Extrapolation from the regression
model makes it possible not only to get refined estimates for the counties that were aggregated in
the time-series analyses; it also gives estimates for counties within states with so few deaths that
county-aggregates could not be analyzed (Fig. 4C,D). The end product is a map of Rg for the

conterminous USA (Fig. 4E).

Discussion

It is widely understood that different states and counties in the USA, and different
countries in the world, have experienced COVID-19 epidemics differently. Our analyses have
put numbers on these differences in the USA. The large differences argue for public health
interventions to be designed at the county level. For example, the vaccination coverage in the
most densely populated area, New York City, needed to prevent future outbreaks of COVID-19
will be much greater than for sparsely populated counties. Therefore, once vaccines are
developed, they should be distributed first to counties with high Ro. Similarly, if vaccines are not
developed quickly and non-pharmaceutical public health interventions have to be re-instated
during resurgent outbreaks, then counties with higher Ro values will require stronger
interventions. As a final example, county-level Ry values can be used to assess the practicality of
contact-tracing of infections, which become impractical when R is high 32.

We present our county-level estimates of Ro as preliminary guides for policy planning,
while recognizing the myriad other epidemiological factors (such as mobility 3*%) and political
factors (such as legal jurisdictions %) that must shape public health decisions 3-7-3°, Although we
have emphasized the predictability of Ro among counties in the USA, values of Ro could change

if there are changes in the transmissibility of strains that are present; our analyses suggest strain

10
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differences (Fig. 3), and changes towards strains with higher transmissibility could lead to higher
Ro values. This argues for continued efforts to identify the transmissibility of different strains
and where those strains are prevalent.

We recognize the importance of following the day-to-day changes in death and case rates,
and short-term projections used to anticipate hospital needs and modify public policies 4*-4.

Looking back to the initial spread rates, however, gives a window into the future and what public

health policies will be needed when COVID-19 is endemic.

Materials and Methods

1. Data selection and handling

1.1 Death data

For mortality due to COVID-19, we used time series provided by the New York Times '
We selected the New York Times dataset because it is rigorously curated. We analyzed
separately only counties that had records of 100 or more deaths. The District of Columbia was
treated as a county. Also, because the New York Times dataset aggregated the five boroughs of
New York City, we treated them as a single county. For counties with fewer than 100 deaths, we
aggregated mortality to the state level to create a single time series. For thirteen States (AK, DE,
HI, ID, ME, MT, ND, NH, SD, UT, VM, WV, and WY), the aggregated time series did not

contain 100 or more deaths and were therefore not analyzed.

1.2 County-level variables

11
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239 We obtained county-level population size and area (km?) from the US Census Bureau
240  (21). Other socio-economic variables (Table S4) we obtained from Kirkegaard 2°. We selected
241  socio-economic variables a priori in part to represent a broad set of population characteristics.

242

243 2. Time series analysis

244 2.1 Time series model

245 We used a time-varying autoregressive model 1% designed explicitly to estimate the
246  rate of increase of a variable using non-Gaussian error terms. We assume in our analyses that the
247  proportion of the population represented by a time series that is susceptible is close to one, and
248  therefore there is no decrease in the infection rate caused by a pool of individuals who were

249  infected, recovered, and were then immune to further infection.

250 The model is

251

252 x() = r(t-1) + x(+-1) (1a)
253 r(t) = r(t-1) + A7) (1b)
254 x*(6) = x(1) + o(r) (1c)
255

256  Here, x(¢) is the unobserved, log-transformed value of daily deaths at time ¢, and x*(¥) is the
257  observed count that depends on the observation uncertainty described by the random variable
258  ¢(7). Because a few of the datasets that we analyzed had zeros, we replaced zeros with 0.5 before

259  log-transformation. The model assumes that the death count increases exponentially at rate 7(¢),

260  where the latent state variable (7) changes through time as a random walk with ®,(7) ~ N(0, ).

261  We assume that the count data follow a quasi-Poisson distribution. Thus, the expectation of

12
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counts at time ¢ is exp(x(#)), and the variance is proportional to this expectation.

We fit the model using the Kalman filter to compute the maximum likelihood **#¢, In

addition to the parameters 6%, and 6%, we estimated the initial value of r(¢) at the start of the

time series, o, and the initial value of x(#), xo. The estimation also requires an assumption for the

variance in xo and ro, which we assumed were zero and o, respectively. In the validation using

simulated data, we found that the estimation process tended to absorb c?r to zero too often. To

eliminate this absorption to zero, we imposed a minimum of 0.02 on ¢?r, which eliminated the

problem in the simulations.

2.2 Parametric bootstrapping

To generate approximate confidence intervals for the time-varying estimates of (), we
used a parametric bootstrap designed to simulate datasets with the same characteristics as the real
data that are then refit using the autoregressive model. We used bootstrapping to obtain
confidence intervals, because an initial simulation study showed that standard methods, such as
obtaining the variance of 7(¢) from the Kalman filter, were too conservative (the confidence
intervals too narrow) when the number of counts was small. Furthermore, parametric
bootstrapping can reveal bias and other features of a model, such as the lags we found during
model fitting (Fig. S1A,B).

Changes in 7(#) consist of unbiased day-to-day variation and the biased deviations that
lead to longer-term changes in 7(¢). The bootstrap treats the day-to-day variation as a random
variable while preserving the biased deviations that generate longer-term changes in 7(¢).

Specifically, the bootstrap was performed by calculating the differences between successive

13
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estimates of 7(¢), Ar(t) = r(f) — r(¢-1), and then standardizing to remove the bias, Ary(f) = Ar(t) —
E[Ar(?)]. The sequence Ars(f) was fit using an autoregressive time-series model with time lag 1,
AR(1), to preserve any shorter-term autocorrelation in the data. For the bootstrap a new time
series was simulated from this AR(1) model, Ap(?), and then standardized, Apy(t) = Ap(t) —
E[Ap(?)]. The simulated time series for the spread rate was constructed as p(f) = r(¢) + Aps(¢)/
212 where dividing by 2!? accounts for the fact that Apy(f) was calculated from the difference
between successive values of 7(¢). A new time series of count data, &(¢), was then generated using

equation (S1a) with the parameters from fitting the data. Finally, the statistical model was fit to

the reconstructed &(7). In this refitting, we fixed the variance in 7(¢), o, to the same value as

estimated from the data. Therefore, the bootstrap confidence intervals are conditional of the

estimate of o?r.

2.3. Calculating Ry

We derived estimates of R(¢) directly from 7(f) using the Dublin-Lotka equation > from
demography. This equation is derived from a convolution of the distribution of births under the
assumption of exponential population growth. In our case, the “birth” of COVID-19 is the
secondary infection of susceptible hosts leading to death, and the assumption of exponential
population growth is equivalent to assuming that the initial rate of spread of the disease is

exponential, as is the case in equation 1. Thus,

R(H) = 1/20e"0%(7) 2)
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where p(7) is the distribution of the proportion of secondary infections caused by a primary
infection that occurred 7 days previously. We used the distribution of p(7) from Li et al. #’ that
had an average serial interval of TO = 7.5 days; smaller or larger values of T0, and greater or
lesser variance in p(7), will decrease or increase R(¢) but will not change the pattern in R(?)
through time. Note that the uncertainty in the distribution of serial times for COVID-19 is a
major reason why we focus on estimating ro, rather than Ro: the estimates of 7 are not contingent
on time distributions that are poorly known. Computing R(¢) from r(¢) does not depend on the
mean or variance in time between secondary infection and death. We report values of R(¢) at
dates that are offset by 18 days, the average length of time between initial infection and death

given by Zhou et al. *8,

2.4. Initial date of the time series

Many time series consisted of initial periods containing zeros that were uninformative.
As the initial date for the time series, we chose the day on which the estimated daily death count
exceeded 1. To estimate the daily death count, we fit a Generalized Additive Mixed Model
(GAMM) to the death data while accounting for autocorrelation and greater measurement error
at low counts using the R package mgcv *°. We used this procedure, rather than using a threshold
of the raw death count, because the raw death count will include variability due to sampling
small numbers of deaths. Applying the GAMM to “smooth” over the variation in count data

gives a well-justified method for standardizing the initial dates for each time series.

2.5. Validation

We performed extensive simulations to validate the time-series analysis approach (SI

15
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329  Appendix).
330

331 3. Regression analysis for rg

332 We applied a Generalized Least Squares (GLS) regression model to explain the variation

333 in estimates of o from the 160 county and county-aggregate time series:

334

335 ro = bo + by start.date + b, log(pop.size) + bz pop.den®* + ¢ (3)
336 £ =N(0, 625)

337

338  where start.date is the Julian date of the start of the time series, log(pop.size) and pop.den®? are
339  the log-transformed population size and 0.25 power-transformed population density of the

340  county or county-aggregate, respectively, and € is a Gaussian random variable with covariance
341  matrix 6?Z. The transforms (log(pop.size) and pop.den®?®) were used to account for nonlinear
342  relationships with 7o and were selected to give the highest maximum likelihood of the overall
343  regression. The covariance matrix contains a spatial correlation matrix of the form C = ul + (1-
344 u)S(g) where u is the nugget and S(g) contains elements exp(-d;/g), where dj; is the distance

345  between spatial locations and g is the range *°. To incorporate differences in the precision of the
346  estimates of 7o among time series, we weighted by the vector of their standard errors, s, so that
347 = diag(s) * C * diag(s), where * denotes matrix multiplication. With this weighting, the overall
348  scaling term for the variance, 62, will equal 1 if the residual variance of the regression model
349  matches the square of the standard errors of the estimates of 7y from the time series. We fit the
350  regression model with the function gls() in the R package nlme °'.

351 To make predictions for new values of o, we used the well-known relationship

16
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352

353 éi=e+vi*Vig—e) 4)

354

355  where & is the GLS residual for data i, é; is the predicted residual, € is the mean of the GLS
356  residuals, V is the covariance matrix for data other than 7, and v; is a row vector row containing
357  the covariances between data i and the other data in the dataset 2. This equation was used for
358  three purposes. First, we used it to compute R2eq for the regression model by removing each
359  data point, recomputing é;, and using these values to compute the predicted residual variance
360  following !7. Second, we used it to obtain predicted values of ro, and subsequently Ro, for the 160
361  counties and county-aggregates for which ro was also from time series. Third, we used equation
362  (4) similarly to obtain predicted values of 7o, and hence predicted Ro, for all other counties. We

363  also calculated the variance of the estimates from 2

364

365 Di=c?—vi* V= )
366

367 Predicted values of Ry were mapped using the R package usmap 3.

368

369 4. Regression analysis for SARS-CoV-2 effects on g

370 The GISAID metadata 2! for SARS-CoV-2 contains the clade and state-level location for
371  strains in the USA; strains G, GH, and GR contain the G614 mutation. For each state, we limited
372 the SARS-CoV-2 genomes to those collected no more than 30 days following the onset of

373  outbreak that we used as the starting point for the time series from which we estimated ro; from

374  these genomes (totaling 5290 from all states), we calculated the proportion that had the G614

17
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mutation. Only twenty-eight states had five or more genomes, so we limited the analyses to these
states. For each state, we selected the estimates of 7o from the county or county-aggregate
representing the greatest number of deaths. We fit these estimates of 7o with the weighted Least
Squares (LS) model as in equation (3) with additional variables for strain.

Figure 3 was constructed using the R packages usmap > and scatterpie 3.
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Table 1. For 160 county and county-aggregates, results of the regression of the estimates of the

initial spread rate, o, against (i) the date of outbreak onset, (ii) total population size and (iii)

population density, in which (iv) spatial autocorrelation is incorporated into the residual error.

Transforms of population size and density were selected to best-fit the data and satisfy linearity

assumptions. The coefficient column contains the estimate of the regression parameters with

their associated t-tests; spatial autocorrelation is characterized by a range and nugget for regional

and local sources of variation, and their joint significance is given by a likelihood ratio test. For

the overall model, R%preqd = 0.69, and the residual standard error is 1.11.

Coefficient SE t P partial R%jreq
onset -0.0018 0.0004 -4.28 10 0.093
log(size) 0.0242 0.0028 8.59 <10 0.34
density"* 0.010 0.0017 5.68 <10® 0.13

range = 3.88
space 1*2=59 <107 0.42

nugget = 0.39
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539  Fig. 1. Estimates of initial spread rate, ro, for 124 counties (gray) and 36 county-aggregates
540  (blue) with 66% (bars) and 95% (whiskers) bootstrapped confidence intervals.
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Fig. 2. Estimates of initial spread rates, ro, after correcting for the effects of outbreak onset and
the population size. (A) Effect of population density: Northeast, black circles; Midwest, cyan
diamonds; South, blue x’s; West, red triangles. (B) Effect of spatial proximity depicted by
computing correlations in bins representing 0-100 km, 100-200 km, etc. The line gives the

correlation of the residuals from the fitted regression.
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551

552 Fig. 3. Spatial distribution of strains of SARS-CoV-2 having the G614 mutation in the spike
553  gene at the outbreak onset among states. Pie charts give the proportion of samples in states

554  collected within 30 days following the outbreak onset that are in the G clades (blue) 2!. The size
555  ofthe pie is proportional to the residual values of ro after removing the effects of the timing of
556  outbreak onset, population size represented by the time series, and population density. For each
557  state, we used the estimate of 7 corresponding to the county or county-aggregate that had the
558  greatest number of deaths.

559
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Fig. 4. (A,B) Raw and corrected estimates of Ro for 160 counties and county-aggregates. The
predicted Ry values are obtained from the regression model, with corrections to standardize

values to an outbreak onset of 11 March, 2020, and a population size equal to the most populous
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564  county. Comparing the raw estimates of Ro (A) and the corrected Ry values (B) shows the

565  predictive power of the regression analysis. We thus used the regression model to predict Ry for
566  all counties. (C,D) To illustrate the prediction process for the northeastern states, the raw

567  estimates (C) are all the same for county-aggregates and could not be made for some states

568  (gray). In contrast, the predictability Ro in the regression model allows for better estimates (D).
569  This makes it possible to extend estimates of Ro to all 3109 counties in the conterminous USA
570  (E).

571
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595 Overview of Statistical Methods

596 The rate of spread of a disease in a population at the early phase of an epidemic, 7o, when
597 the entire population is susceptible depends on the basic reproduction number, Ro, giving the

598  number of secondary infections produced per infected individual, and the distribution of the time
599  between primary and secondary infections. Thus, if the spread rate and distribution of infection
600  times can be estimated, Ro can then be calculated. Our strategy is to estimate 7o as the most direct
601  parameter associated with the dynamics of an epidemic, and then subsequently estimate Ro. The
602  advantages of calculating ro include: (i) it captures all of the real-life complexities that affect Ro
603 by simply observing what happened in real life, and (ii) it uses data that are (tragically)

604  becoming more prevalent. The challenges include (i) the changes in 7(¢) that are to be expected
605  (and hoped for) as people and governments respond to lessen the spread, and (ii) the statistical
606  challenges and uncertainties of determining rates of disease spread when the numbers of deaths
607  are still low.

608 We developed and tested statistical methods to overcome the two challenges of

609  estimating Ro from death data. Because the rate of spread of a disease may change rapidly in

610  response to actions that are taken to reduce disease transmission, we used a time-varying

611  autoregressive model that allows for the rate of spread to change through time, 7(¢). Other models
612  take a related approach ®°°. The second challenge is that the counts of deaths at the beginning of
613  an epidemic are low. To account for this, the time-series model includes increased uncertainty
614  (measurement error) that depends on the time-varying estimate of the number of deaths. Standard
615  (asymptotic) approaches often have poor statistical properties (type I errors, correctly calculated
616  confidence intervals) when sample sizes are small ¢, Therefore, we use bootstrapping *7 in which

617  simulation time series are reconstructed to share the same pattern as the observed time series; a

32


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.18.20134700
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.18.20134700; this version posted September 2, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint

618

619

620

621

622

623

624

625

626

627

628

629

630

631

632

633

634

635

636

637

638

639

640

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

large number of simulated time series are then fit using the same statistical model as used to fit
the original data. This bootstrapping procedure thus gives estimates and confidence intervals for
model fit to the real data. Note that our approach is frequentist, in comparison to the majority of
models that use a Bayesian framework.

Our approach focuses on estimating the time-varying rate of spread, 7(¢), of the number of
deaths. Our rationale is that, for statistical fitting, it is better to keep the model as simple as
possible, rather than "building in" assumptions about the processes of infection, reporting, and
death. Our simple phenomenological model uses the same data as more complicated, process-
based models, and therefore both approaches ultimately rely on the same information. The

simpler approach, however, does not depend on assumptions about the infection processes.

Instead, after estimating o, we computed Ry as 1/2.¢"@%(7), where 7is the number days after

initial infection, and p(7) is the proportion of secondary infections produced per infected
individual at 7 '°. This expression assumes that deaths (removal of individuals from the
population) occur after all secondary infections have occurred. We used the distribution of p(7)
that was estimated using contact tracing in Wuhan, China #’.

To validate the statistical method, we constructed a simulation model of the transmission
process and spread of infections iterated on a daily time scale. Our simulations considered
scenarios in which the transmission rate changed through time either in steps or gradually to
capture the extremes of possible changes in real R(f). We varied the initial R and duration of
simulations to produce epidemics that qualitatively match the county data we analyzed. Changes
in our estimates of 7(¢) tended to lag behind changes in the true (simulated) value of 7(¢) (gray
line and regions in Fig. S1A,B), and therefore we also estimated #(¢) in the reverse direction

(blue line and regions in Fig. S1A,B). For the estimate of the initial 7o, we averaged the estimates
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from the forward and reverse time series. For the scenario of step changes in R(?) (Fig. S1 C), the
estimates were unbiased and had accurate confidence intervals, although for the scenario of
gradual changes (Fig. S1 D), there was some downwards bias. Nonetheless, the estimates of
initial Ro captured the order of simulations according to the true Ro. In contrast, fitting the same
time series with a commonly used Bayesian model that incorporates the transmission process
given in the R package EpiEstim ! gave estimates that poorly reflect the true (simulated) initial
Ro (Fig. S1 E,F).

We also used the simulation model to investigate the properties of the statistical method
when the number of deaths was low, as occurred in some time series. Reducing the simulated
values of Ro reveals that the estimates of 7o become biased downwards when the maximum
number of reported deaths per day drops below 15 (Fig. S2). This is due to the time series
containing too little information about the rate of increase in the number of mortalities for
accurate estimates. Because we did not think that our method (or any other) could overcome this
challenge, we incorporated population size encompassed by a time series in the subsequent
regression analysis. We used population size rather than the maximum number of deaths,
because this would introduce a confounding effect: time series with higher ro will likely have
higher numbers of deaths.

In order to extrapolate the estimates of Ro from 160 time series to the remaining counties
in the conterminous USA, we a priori selected four predictors. We selected population size
encompassed by the time series to account for possible downwards bias in sparse datasets. We
selected the Julian date of the outbreak onset to factor out public and private responses to
COVID-19. We included population density, because it could potentially affect transmission

rates. Population size and density were weakly and negatively correlated among the 160 time
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series (Pearson correlation between log population size and log density = —0.25), and therefore
there were no problems with multicollinearity. Finally, the regression model included spatial
autocorrelation based on the latitude and longitude of the midpoint of the counties or county
aggregates. Because the regression model had residual variance that was only slightly high than
the variance of the estimates of 7o that the regression predicted, the precision of the estimates
from the regression for the counties without time series will be on par with the precision of the

counties with time series.

Simulation model

To assess the robustness of the statistical model, we built a simulation SIR (susceptible-
infected-recovered) model of a hypothetical epidemic. The simulation model was not the same as
the statistical model, so the goal was to determine whether the phenomenological statistical
model was capable of capturing the rate of infection spread in the process-based simulations.

The simulation model tracks the number of infected individuals on day ¢ who were
infected 7 days previously, X(¢;7). After 25 days, they are all assumed to be recovered or dead.
The probability distribution of the day on which a susceptible is infected, p(¢), is given by a
Weibull distribution with mean 7.5 days and standard deviation 3.4 (23) (Fig. S3 A). For an
individual who dies, the day of death, d(¢), is given by a Weibull distribution with mean 18.5
days and standard deviation 3.4 47 (Fig. S3 B). Finally, for case data we need to know the time
between initial infection and diagnosis, /(f), which we assume is lognormally distributed with
mean 5.5 days and standard deviation 2.2 >8 (Fig. S3 C).

On day ¢, the number of new infections produced by individuals who were infected 7 days

earlier is b(¢) p(7). The term b(¢) is closely related to R(f), the number of secondary infections
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caused per infection. However, because we allow b(?) to fluctuate on a daily basis, here we use a

notation that differs from R(¢). Note, however, that on average R(f) = 2.t b(t + 7) p(7). The total

number of new infections on day ¢ is given by a lognormal Poisson distribution in which the

mean of the Poisson process is b(f) o(f) 2t p(7)X(¢;7), where the lognormal random variable o(7)

is included to represent environmental variation.

Deaths occur according to a binomial distribution for each infection age category X(¢;7),
so that the probability of death of individuals that had been infected 7 days earlier is (1 —s) B(?)
d(7), where s is the overall survival probability and (7) is a lognormal distribution. We assume
that the overall survival probability for COVID-19 is 98%; changes in this assumption had little
effect on the simulation study. Once an individual dies, they are removed from the pool of
individuals.

To illustrate the simulations, we assumed that the expectation of the infection rate, b(?),
changes as a step function (Fig. S4 A, black line), while there is also daily variation around this
expectation (Fig. S4 A, points). We also calculated R(¢) from the asymptotic rate of disease
spread (Fig. S4 A, red line). This shows that the expected daily infection rate, b(?), is closely
related to the population-level R(¢). Over the simulated time series of 60 days, we then recorded
the number of deaths (Fig. S4 B) and diagnosed cases (Fig. S4 C). We initiated the simulation
with a single cohort of individuals, all infected on day 1 (Fig. S4 C, filled black dot). This gives
the "worst-case" situation in which the distribution of time-since-infection is far from the stable
age distribution.

We fit this simulated dataset using the same procedure as we used for the real data,

including the same rules to determine which day to initiate the fitted time series (Fig. S1 A).
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We performed a similar exercise while assuming that the expectation of the infection rate, b()
changes geometrically, producing a linear change in 7(¢) (Fig. S1 B). In this particular example,
the estimated values of 7(¢) are below the true values in the simulation in the first part of the time
series. Because there was a lag in response of the estimates of 7(¢) relative to b(¢), we fit the time
series in both the forward and reversed directions, and we averaged these values (and their
confidence intervals) for the final estimates. Note that this is possible in our approach, because
we estimate 7(¢) rather than R(?).

We performed 100 simulations with the expectation of b(¢) changing as either a step
function (Fig. S1 C) or geometrically (Fig. S1 D), to assess the overall robustness of the
modeling approach. Simulations were performed by changing the initial value of (7). Because
higher values of b(¢) led to much higher numbers of deaths, we shorted the intervals between step
changes and increased the decline in geometric changes in b(¢) to roughly match the observed
time series. Specifically, the simulated time series ranged in length from 55 to 150 days: for the
case of step changes, the time series were broken into three equal periods, and for the case of
geometric changes, the ending value of b(¢) was kept the same. We also estimated R(¢) using the
R package EpiEstim under default control parameters '*. EpiEstim has the same general structure
of many of the Bayesian models that estimate R(f) directly using information about the
transmission process (Fig. S1 E,F). Even though EpiEstim is structurally more complicated than
our model, it tended to give values of Ry that were biased upwards when the true value was low,
and biased downward when the true value was high. Finally, we investigated the bias in our
estimates of 7o when the maximum number of deaths in a time series was low by simulating time
series for 20 to 70 days, using an initial value of b(¢) to correspond to Ro = 4, and changing the

timing of step changes or the rate of geometric decline of b(¢) to correspond to the length of the

37


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.18.20134700
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.18.20134700; this version posted September 2, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint

732

733

734

735

736

737

738

739

740

741

742

743

744

745

746

747

748

749

750

751

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

time series. The simulations show that the estimates of ry are downward biased when the total

numbers of counts are low (Fig. S2).

Analysis of Nextstrain metadata of SARS-CoV-2 strains

In the analyses presented in the main text, we used the GISAID metadata to test the
specific assumption that the G614 mutation increases the rate of spread of SARS-CoV-2. Prior to
this analysis, however, we analyzed a subset of the genomic data available from Nextstrain 3.
We present this analysis here, because it was a naive analysis that did not have a specific
hypothesis about what strains might lead to higher spread rates. Instead, we asked whether the
proportion of different Nextstrain clades (19A, 19B, 20A, 20B, 20C in the USA) within a
population were related to 7o estimates. We used the same statistical approach as we present for
the GISAID metadata, except we included the proportion of strains from clades 19A, 19B, 20A,
and 20B instead of the proportion in the G clades containing mutation G614; we excluded the
largest clade, 20C, because the sums of the proportions must add to one, and therefore all of the
information about the distribution of strain 20C among states is contained in the distribution of
the other clades. We found that the proportion of samples within clade 19B had a negative effect
on ro (P =10.019, Table S2). The high proportion of strains from 19B in the Pacific Northwest

and the Southeast were associated with lower values of 7o (Fig. 3).
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752  Supplementary figures and tables

. Day . oy D
il e o |

c True RO - . True RO _
2 . Phadtel 2
30 Hﬁﬁﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ* ’ ol | M | ﬁw it

755  Fig. S1. Simulation study of fitting methods to epidemic death data. Simulations were fit with
756  the time-varying autoregression model (TVA) in the forward (black line with dark and light gray
757  regions giving 66% and 95% approximate confidence intervals) and reverse (blue line and

758  regions) directions when the true value of R(t) (red line) shows either (A) a step or (B) gradual

759  changes. For each simulation, the forward and reverse estimates were averaged to give an
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760  estimate of RO with 95% confidence intervals, which are plotted against the true values of RO for
761  step (C) and gradual (D) changes in R(t). The same simulations with fit using EpiEstim (E,F).

762
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Fig. S2. Simulation study of the estimation of ro from the forward and reverse time-varying
autoregressive model for different population sizes. Simulations following those used for Fig. 1
were performed assuming 7(¢) changed either (A) in steps or (B) gradually. The simulations were
performed using the same initial value of 7o, but the length of time of the simulation was varied
to change the maximum number of deaths that occurred. Due to the stochastic nature of the
simulations, the realized value of o when the analysis was started differed among time series
when r(¢) changed gradually (red points in B), while they were all 0.22 when () was changed in
steps (A). The median in the maximum number of deaths among the real county time series was

21.

41


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.18.20134700
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.18.20134700; this version posted September 2, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

0.08
|

Transmission probability
0.04
| |

0.00
|

Mortality probability

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15

Days

0.20
|

Detection probability

0.00
|
-0

775 Days

776

777  Fig. S3. Probability distributions used in the process-based SIR simulation model used to test
778  methods for robustness. (A) The probability distribution of the day on which a susceptible is
779  infected, p(f), which is given by a Weibull distribution with mean 7.5 days and standard

780  deviation 3.4. (B) For an individual who dies, the day of death, d(¢), which is given by a Weibull
781  distribution with mean 18.5 days and standard deviation 3.4. (C) For case data, the time between
782  initial infection and diagnosis, /(f), which is lognormally distributed with mean 5.5 days and

783  standard deviation 2.2.
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784

785  Fig. S4. Example simulation from the process-based SIR model. (A) Changes in the infection
786  rate, b(f), are modeled as a step function (black line) with daily variation (points). RO(¢) (red line)
787  tracks changes in b(¢). (B) and (C) The number of deaths (B) and diagnosed cases (C) when the
788  simulation is initiated with a single cohort of individuals, all infected on day 1 (solid black dot).

789
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791  Fig. S5. Spatial distribution of the 19B clade of SARS-CoV-2 at the outbreak onset among

792  states. Pie charts give the proportion of samples in states collected within 30 days following the
793  outbreak onset that are in the 19B clade (blue). The size of the pie is proportional to the residual
794  values of ro after removing the effects of the timing of outbreak onset, population size

795  represented by the time series, and population density. For each state, we used the estimate of rg
796  corresponding to the county or county-aggregate that had the greatest number of deaths.

797

798
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799  Table S1. Separate spreadsheet giving the following variables for the 3109 counties in the

800  conterminous USA.

801
Variable Description
ST two-letter state abbreviation
state_county state abbreviation with county name
fips FIPS identifier for counties
lon longitude
lat latitude
death.max maximum number of daily deaths
start.date state date of the analyzed time series
end.date end date of the analyzed time series
den population density
r0.est estimate of 7o from time-series analyses
r0.est.se standard error of the estimate of 7o from bootstrapping
r0.est.cor corrected estimate of 7o removing start.date and the population size
10.166.cor lower 66% confidence interval of the corrected estimate of ro
r0.u66.cor upper 66% confidence interval of the corrected estimate of ro
r0.pred predicted estimate of 7y from the regression model
r0.pred.se standard error of the predicted estimate of ro
RO.pred predicted estimate of Ro from the predicted estimate of ro
RO.pred.166 lower 66% confidence interval of the predicted estimate of Ro

RO.pred.u66 upper 66% confidence interval of the predicted estimate of Ro
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802  Table S2. Regression of the initial spread rate, 7o, of COVID-19 against (i) the date of outbreak
803  onset, (ii) total population size, (iii) population density, and (iv) the proportion of samples of
804  SARS-CoV-2 containing the G614 mutation in the spike gene 2!. The estimates of ro were for the
805  county or county-aggregate with the greatest number of deaths in the state. All genetic samples
806  were collected within 30 days following the onset of outbreak in a county. Twenty-eight states

807  had five or more genetic samples, and only these states are included in the regression.

808
Coefficient SE t P
onset —0.0027 0.0013 —2.23 0.036
log(size) 0.022 0.009 2.46 0.022
density'* 0.013 0.005 2.85 0.009
G614 0.124 0.048 2.60 0.016
809
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Table S3. Regression of the initial spread rate, 7o, of COVID-19 against (i) the date of outbreak
onset, (ii) total population size, (iii) population density, and (iv) the proportion of samples of
SARS-CoV-2 in four of the five clades identified in ?*. The estimates of 7o were for the county or
county-aggregate with the greatest number of deaths in the state. All genetic samples were
collected within 30 days following the onset of outbreak in a county. Twenty-seven states had
five or more genetic samples, and only these states are included in the regression. Transforms of

population size and density were selected to best-fit the data and satisfy linearity assumptions.

Coefficient SE t P
onset 0.0027 0.0014 —-1.88 0.076
log(size) 0.023 0.010 2.18 0.042
density'* 0.015 0.005 3.00 0.007
19A -0.083 0.091 -0.91 0.37
19B -0.134 0.052 -02.54 0.019
20A -0.034 0.055 -0.71 0.48
20B 0.008 0.165 -0.05 0.96
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819  Table S4. Variables giving population characteristics that were including in the regression model

820  (equation S3). No variable was statistically significant. Data from 2°-3°,
821
Variable Description
median age median age 2010
adult obesity incidence of adult obesity
diabetes incidence of adult diabetes
education percent bachelor's degree or higher, 2005-2009
income median earnings 2010
poverty percentage people below federal poverty threshold
economic equality Gini index
race percent White, non-Latino
political leaning proportion of votes cast for Donald Trump, 2016
822
823
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824

825

826

827

828

829

830

831

832

833

Table S5. For 160 county and county-aggregates, regression of spread rate at the end of the time

series, corresponding to 5 May, 2020, r(z..4), against (i) the date of outbreak onset, (ii) total

population size and (iii) population density, in which (iv) spatial autocorrelation is incorporated

into the residual error. Transforms of population size and density were selected to best-fit the

data and satisfy linearity assumptions. The coefficient column contains the estimate of the

regression parameters with their associated t-tests; spatial autocorrelation is characterized by a

range and nugget for regional and local sources of variation, and their joint significance is given

by a likelihood ratio test. For the overall model, R?yrca = 0.38.

Coefficient SE t P partial R%jreq
onset 0.0021 0.0003 6.40 <107 0.17
log(size) 0.0097 0.0021 4.61 <10°° 0.083
density'* -0.0008 0.0013 -0.57 0.57 0.003

range = 0.29
space v’2=10.3 0.0056 0.099

nugget =0.18
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