
Identifying hidden Zika hotspots in Pernambuco, Brazil: 

A spatial analysis

Laís Picinini Freitas 1,#a, Rachel Lowe 2,3, Andrew E. Koepp 1,4, Sandra Valongueiro Alves 5, Molly 

Dondero 6, Letícia J. Marteleto 1,7*

1 Population  Research  Center,  University  of  Texas  at  Austin,  Austin,  Texas,  United  States  of 

America

2 Centre on Climate Change and Planetary Health, London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine, 

London, United Kingdom

3 Centre for Mathematical Modelling of Infectious Diseases, London School of Hygiene & Tropical 

Medicine, London, United Kingdom

4 Department of Human Development and Family Sciences, University of Texas at Austin, Austin, 

Texas, United States of America

5 Post-graduation Program of Public Health, Centro de Ciências da Saúde, Universidade Federal de 

Pernambuco, Recife, Pernambuco, Brazil

6 Department of Sociology, American University, Washington, D.C., United States of America

7 Department of Sociology, University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas, United States of America

#a Current Address: Programa de Computação Científica, Fundação Oswaldo Cruz, Rio de Janeiro, 

Brazil

* Corresponding author

E-mail: marteleto@prc.utexas.edu (LJM)

1

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted March 18, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.15.21253657doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

mailto:marteleto@prc.utexas.edu
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.15.21253657
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Abstract

Northeast Brazil  has the world’s highest  rate of Zika-related microcephaly.  Yet,  in this 

hard-hit region, traditional case counts of Zika cannot accurately describe Zika risk. Reporting of 

Zika cases only became mandatory after its association with microcephaly in neonates, when the 

Zika epidemic was already declining in the region. To advance the study of the Brazilian Zika 

epidemic and its impacts, we identified hotspots of Zika in Pernambuco state, Northeast Brazil, 

using  Aedes-borne diseases (dengue, chikungunya and Zika) and microcephaly data. We used the 

Kulldorff’s Poisson purely spatial scan statistic to detect low- and high-risk clusters and combined 

the results to identify the municipalities most affected by the Zika epidemic. Municipalities were 

classified  as  hotspots  if  they  were  part  of  any  high-risk  cluster,  and classified  according  to  a 

gradient  of  Zika  burden  during  the  epidemic,  considering  the  strength  of  the  evidence.  In 

Pernambuco, officials confirmed 123,934 dengue cases, 167 Zika cases, and 32,983 chikungunya 

cases  between  2014-2017,  and  800  microcephaly  cases  between  2015-2017.  We  identified  26 

Aedes-borne  diseases  clusters  (11  high-risk),  and  5  microcephaly  cases  clusters  (3  high-risk). 

Combining the results, sixty-three out of 184 municipalities were identified as hotspots for Zika. 

The northeast of Pernambuco and the Sertão region were hit hardest by the Zika epidemic. The first 

is the most populous area, while the second has one of the highest rates of social and economic 

inequality in Brazil. The identification of Sertão as a Zika hotspot was only possible because the 

clusters results were combined. The under-reporting of acute infectious diseases is expected to be 

higher in poor areas. Therefore, using only Aedes-borne data does not correctly identify the high-

risk areas. We successfully identified hidden Zika hotspots using a simple methodology combining 

Aedes-borne diseases and microcephaly information.
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Introduction

Accurately assessing a community’s disease risk is a major goal in public health research 

and is critical to the study of epidemics and their consequences. When new viral diseases emerge, 

this  task  is  challenging,  as  the  reporting  of  cases  may  only  be  established  after  widespread 

transmission  has  occurred.  When  the  Zika  virus  (ZIKV)  reached  Brazil  in  2014,  mandatory 

reporting of cases did not begin until 2016, at least a full year into the epidemic  [1,2]. Given the 

difficulty of accurately assessing Zika burden during the epidemic and the lack of data, identifying 

areas that were hardest-hit remains a challenge. 

ZIKV, a flavivirus transmitted by the Aedes mosquitoes, caused its first large outbreak in 

the island of Yap (Federated States of Micronesia) in 2007  [3]. According to genomics analyses, 

ZIKV was likely introduced in Brazil in the state of Pernambuco, possibly during 2013, and may 

have  disseminated  from  there  to  other  regions  and  even  to  other  countries  [4,5].  Zika  was 

considered  a  benign  disease  until  October  2015,  when  an  unusual  increase  in  the  number  of 

neonates with microcephaly was detected in Pernambuco, Northeast Brazil. Microcephaly and other 

congenital  malformations  were  later  associated  with  ZIKV infection  during pregnancy,  and the 

congenital  Zika syndrome was first  described  [1].  Between January 2015 and November 2016, 

1,950 infection-related microcephaly cases were confirmed in Brazil, of which 1,487 (76.3%) were 

in  the  Northeast  region  [2].  By the  end of  the  Zika  epidemic,  nowhere  else  in  the  world had 

microcephaly rates as high as those observed in Northeast Brazil.  

The task of identifying high-risk areas for Zika is hampered by some important factors. 

First, the mandatory reporting of Zika cases to Brazilian health authorities only began in 2016, a full 

year after the epidemic began, and well after the assumed peak of cases in most of the Northeast 

region [2,6]. As a result, the number of reported Zika cases in this region and period of time is much 

lower than the reported cases of congenital microcephaly, despite well-established links between the 

two [7,8]. In the absence of Zika data for 2014 and 2015, the number of microcephaly cases likely 
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helps  to  identify  areas  that  experienced  Zika  outbreaks.  It  is  also  important  to  note  that 

microcephaly cases, given the severity of the condition, are much less likely to be under-reported 

than Zika cases. In a previous study the incidence of Zika by municipality in Brazil was estimated 

from the microcephaly cases rate [7]. However, whether the number of microcephaly cases depends 

only on the Zika incidence is debatable, and other factors – not considered in the aforementioned 

study –  may be acting to modify the risk of this congenital malformation [9–11]. 

Information on the distribution of other arboviruses endemic in Brazil, namely dengue and 

chikungunya,  can also serve as  indicators  of Zika incidence during this  period.  A major  factor 

linking the incidence of Zika, dengue, and chikungunya is the fact that they share the same disease 

vector, the Aedes aegypti mosquito [12]. By virtue of a shared carrier, a greater risk of one arbovirus 

in a given area implies greater risk of another arbovirus. Furthermore, it can be difficult in a clinical 

setting to distinguish between symptoms of Zika and symptoms of dengue and chikungunya, and 

cases of one are sometimes mistakenly reported as cases of another [13]. In fact, in the absence of a 

channel for reporting Zika cases in 2014 and 2015, the government in Pernambuco encouraged 

medical professionals to report Zika cases as dengue cases [14]. Thus, the distinction between Zika, 

dengue, and chikungunya during this period is blurred in official records for clinical as well as 

administrative reasons. 

Therefore, we propose that an elevated risk of Zika during and immediately following the 

epidemic in Brazil (from 2014-2017) may be detected primarily by an increase in the incidence of 

microcephaly, as well as by increases in the incidence of dengue, chikungunya, and Zika itself. 

Considering these factors together represents a way to identify which areas were hit hardest by the 

Zika epidemic and which areas were less affected. This study sought to identify these areas in the 

state of Pernambuco by using Kulldorff’s spatial scan statistics for identification of low- and high-

risk clusters of Aedes-borne diseases (dengue, Zika, and chikungunya) and of microcephaly cases, 

4

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

90

91

92

93

94

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted March 18, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.15.21253657doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.15.21253657
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


and classifying the municipalities in a gradient of Zika epidemic burden based on the combination 

of their cluster status.

Methods

Study site

Pernambuco is  located in  Northeast  Brazil,  and has  183 municipalities  divided in  five 

regions: Agreste, Mata, Metropolitan Region of Recife, São Francisco and Sertão (Fig 1). The state 

is characterized by coastal and marshy terrain, with varying climate conditions ranging from humid 

tropical (predominant on the coast) and semiarid (predominant in the interior). The population of 

Pernambuco was 8,796,448 in 2010, with 89.62 inhabitants per km² [15]. The Metropolitan Region 

of Recife has the highest population density, with 7,039.64 inhabitants per km² in the capital Recife 

[16]. Pernambuco is a poor and unequal state in Brazil, and one of the most severely affected states 

in the Zika epidemic, accounting for 16.8% of Brazil’s reported cases of congenital Zika syndrome 

through the end of 2017 [17].  

Fig 1. Regions and municipalities of Pernambuco state, Brazil.
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Data

Data  on  reported  confirmed  cases  of  dengue  (2013-2017),  Zika  (2016-2017),  and 

chikungunya  (2015-2017)  were  obtained  from  the  Sistema  de  Informação  de  Agravos  de  

Notificação [Notifiable Diseases Information System] (SINAN), Brazilian Ministry of Health (ftp://

ftp.datasus.gov.br/dissemin/publicos/SINAN/DADOS). The data not publicly available (Zika and 

chikungunya cases data) were requested from the Ministry of Health at <https://esic.cgu.gov.br/>, 

by using the Law of Access to Information. We analyzed cases that were confirmed by laboratory or 

epidemiological criteria, aggregated by municipality of notification and year. 

We obtained the anonymized individual records of live births from the Brazilian Ministry 

of  Health’s  Sistema  de  Informações  sobre  Nascidos  Vivos [Live  Births  Information  System] 

(SINASC)  from  2013  to  2017.  The  SINASC  data  are  publicly  available  at 

<ftp://ftp.datasus.gov.br/dissemin/publicos/SINASC/>. Microcephaly cases were identified as those 

with the 10th Revision of the International Statistical Classification of Diseases and Related Health 

Problems (ICD-10) code “Q02” in any position of the variable corresponding to the classification of 

congenital anomalies. Then, the data was aggregated by municipality of residence of the mother and 

year  of  birth.  The complete  data  were  also  aggregated  to  obtain  the  number  of  live  births  by 

municipality and year. 

For the spatial scan statistics, we aggregated the Aedes-borne diseases data for the years of 

2014-2017, and the microcephaly data for the years of 2015-2017. We chose these years because 

Zika started causing outbreaks in the state in 2014 and the first Zika-related microcephaly cases 

were reported in 2015.

Population projections by municipality estimated by Freire et al. were used in the analysis 

[18]. Shapefiles were downloaded at the Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatística  [Brazilian 

Institute  of  Geography  and  Statistics]  (IBGE)  website 

<https://www.ibge.gov.br/geociencias/organizacao-do-territorio/malhas-territoriais>. 
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Statistical analysis

For  the  exploratory  analysis,  we  calculated  the  incidence  per  100,000  inhabitants  for 

dengue,  Zika  and  chikungunya,  and  the  microcephaly  incidence  per  10,000  live  births,  by 

municipality,  for  each  year  and  for  all  years  combined.  We  excluded  Fernando  de  Noronha 

municipality from the analysis as it is an island roughly 350 km away from the mainland. 

We used the packages tidyverse (v. 1.3.0)  [19] and ggplot2 (v. 3.3.0)  [20] in R (v. 3.6.3) 

[21] to organize, analyse and visualize the data.

Scan statistics

To detect low and high-risk clusters of Aedes-borne diseases and microcephaly we used the 

Kulldorff’s Poisson purely spatial scan statistic [22] for all years combined for i) dengue + Zika + 

chikungunya (2014-2017), and ii) microcephaly cases (2015-2017). 

Purely  spatial  scan  statistics  identify  clusters  through  moving  circles  across  space  by 

comparing the observed number of cases to the expected number of cases inside the circle [22]. The 

municipality was considered as part of the circle if its centroid was located within the circle. The 

clusters  are  ordered  according  to  the  log-likelihood  ratio  (LLR),  where  the  cluster  with  the 

maximum LLR is the most likely cluster, that is, the cluster least likely to be due to chance [22]. 

The LLR is calculated as follows:

LLR=(
c
E c

)
c

(
C−c
C−E c

)
C−c

(1)

where c is the number of cases inside the cluster, C is the total number of cases in the state and Ec is 

the expected number of cases inside the circle. The Ec is calculated by:

Ec=
C
P
∗p (2)

where P is the population of the state and p is the population inside the cluster. 

To assess statistical significance, we performed Monte Carlo simulations (n=999) for each 

analysis.  Clusters  were  considered  to  be  statistically  significant  if  p-value<0.05.  Clusters  were 
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restricted to not overlap geographically, to have at least 5 cases, to include a maximum of 50% of 

Pernambuco’s population at risk, and to have a maximum radius of 50 km. 

SaTScan (v. 9.6) software  [23] was applied within R (v. 3.6.3)  [21], using the package 

rsatscan (v. 0.3.9200) [24].  The script of the analysis is available at <https://github.com/laispfreitas/

PE_satscan>.

Zika epidemic burden classification

We combined the results from the scan statistics analysis to identify the municipalities that 

were most  and least  affected by the Zika epidemic (Table 1).  Municipalities were classified as 

hotspots if they were part of any high-risk cluster, and as coldspots if they were part of any low-risk 

cluster and were not part  of any high-risk cluster.  We also classified the municipalities using a 

gradient of Zika burden during the epidemic. We considered microcephaly data to provide stronger 

evidence  than  Aedes-borne  diseases  because  the  latter  are  more  likely  to  be  under-reported. 

Therefore, being part of a high-risk cluster for microcephaly represented a higher Zika burden than 

being part of a high-risk Aedes-borne disease cluster. 

Table 1. Criteria for classification of municipalities in terms of estimated Zika burden during 

the epidemic, based on cluster status for microcephaly and dengue, Zika and chikungunya 

(DZC).

Zika burden Cluster type

Classification Gradient Microcephaly DZC

Hotspots

5 High-risk High-risk

4 High-risk -

3 High-risk Low-risk

2 - High-risk

1 Low-risk High-risk

Neutral 0 - -

Coldspots

-1 - Low-risk

-2 Low-risk -

-3 Low-risk Low-risk
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Results

In the state of Pernambuco between 2013 and 2017, there were 128,591 dengue cases, 167 

Zika cases, 32,983 chikungunya cases, and 823 microcephaly cases (S1 Table). Of the 167 Zika 

reported cases, 96 were in Recife. In 2016, 25 municipalities notified at least one case of Zika. 

Cases of dengue peaked in 2015, while cases of chikungunya peaked in 2016 (Fig 2A). In 2015 the 

number of microcephaly cases increased dramatically, from 12 in 2014 to 494 cases (Fig 2B). 

Fig 2. Reported confirmed cases of dengue, Zika and chikungunya (A) and microcephaly in 

neonates (B) in Pernambuco state, Brazil, by year.

The cumulative incidence of dengue, Zika and chikungunya between 2013-2017 peaked at 

12056.6 cases per 100,000 inhabitants, with the highest incidence found in the Agreste region (Fig 

3A). In this period, four municipalities had no dengue, Zika, chikungunya or microcephaly cases. 

Higher microcephaly incidence rates were observed in the Sertão region, peaking at 59.4 cases per 

10,000  live-births  (Fig  3B).  Fifty  out  of  184  municipalities  did  not  report  any  cases  of 

microcephaly. The incidence rate per year for each disease and for microcephaly are included in the 

Supporting Information Material (S1-4 Fig). 
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Fig 3. Cumulative incidence of dengue, Zika and chikungunya (DZC) per 100,000 inhabitants 

(A) and of microcephaly per 10,000 live-births (B), Pernambuco state, Brazil, 2013-2017.

There were 26 clusters of dengue, Zika and chikungunya detected in 2014-2017 using the 

purely spatial scan statistics, with 11 high-risk and 15 low-risk clusters (S2 Table). The most likely 

high-risk cluster and the most likely low-risk cluster were both detected in the Metropolitan Region 

of Recife (Fig 4A). For microcephaly, five clusters were detected in 2015-2017, with three high-risk 

and two low-risk clusters (S3 Table). The most likely low-risk cluster was detected in the Agreste 

and Mata regions, and the most likely high-risk cluster in the Northwest of Sertão region (Fig 4B).
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Fig 4. Low and high-risk clusters of dengue, Zika, and chikungunya cases, 2014-2017 (A), and 

microcephaly, 2015-2017 (B), in Pernambuco state. Clusters are ordered by likelihood ratio.

Combining  the  results  of  both  scan  statistics  analyses  (Aedes-borne  diseases  and 

microcephaly), of the 50 municipalities constituting high-risk microcephaly clusters, 10 were also 

high-risk for dengue, Zika, and chikungunya (Table 2). Of the 24 municipalities constituting low-

risk microcephaly clusters, 19 were also low-risk for dengue, Zika, and chikungunya. The names of 

the municipalities in each category from Table 2 is available in the S4 Table. 
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Table  2.  Number and percentage  of  municipalities  by  cluster type  for dengue,  Zika,  and 

chikungunya (DZC) cases (2014-2017), and for microcephaly (2015-2017), Pernambuco state, 

Brazil. 

Microcephaly cluster type

TotalHigh No cluster Low

DZC 
cluster 

type

High 10 (5.4) 12 (6.5) 1 (0.5) 23 (12.5)

No cluster 29 (15.8) 54 (29.3) 4 (2.1) 87 (47.3)

Low 11 (6.0) 44 (23.9) 19 (10.3) 74 (40.2)

Total 50 (27.2) 110 (59.8) 24 (13.0) 184 (100.0)

In Fig 5 we combined the results from the scan statistics analysis to identify the most and 

least affected municipalities. The municipalities identified as probable Zika hotspots are depicted in 

warm  colors. Sixty-three  out  of  184  municipalities  were  identified  as  hotspots  for  Zika. 

Municipalities in the northeast of Pernambuco state and in the Sertão region were hardest-hit by the 

Zika epidemic (Fig 5). 

Fig 5. Estimated Zika burden classification by municipality, 2014-2017, Pernambuco state, 

Brazil.

12

215

216

217

218

219

220

221

222

223

224

225

227

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted March 18, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.15.21253657doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.15.21253657
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Discussion

Mandatory  reporting  of  confirmed  Zika  cases  came  late  in  the  epidemic  in  Brazil, 

hindering reliable identification of areas of high risk of Zika infection. Further issues with under-

reporting  also  prevented  reliable  identification  of  high-risk  areas  for  Zika  in  the  country  most 

affected by the epidemic. To address these issues, we identified spatial clusters of Zika, dengue, and 

chikungunya – three arboviruses that share the same disease vector, the Ae. aegypti mosquito – and 

of microcephaly in neonates cases to identify hidden Zika hotspots in the state of Pernambuco, one 

of the most affected by the epidemic.

The two high-risk microcephaly clusters were identified on opposite sides in the state, in 

the northeast – including parts of the Metropolitan Region of Recife, Mata and Agreste – and in a 

more western part of the Sertão region. A recent study estimated the spatiotemporal distribution of 

microcephaly  in  Pernambuco  using  a  conditional  autoregressive  model  and  found  high 

microcephaly prevalences also in the middle portion of the state [28]. In addition to having used a 

different methodology, the authors used data from a different source, the Registro de Evento de 

Saúde Pública [Public Health Event Registry] (RESP) system, explaining the differences in the 

results.  The RESP system was implemented in November 2015 for the notification of cases of 

microcephaly or any other congenital anomalies. We opt to use SINASC data because it is more 

robust, as this system implemented in the country for many decades. In addition, the access to RESP 

data is more restrict.

Of 23 municipalities constituting high-risk clusters for Aedes-borne diseases, ten were also 

high-risk  for  microcephaly.  One possible  explanation  is  that,  in  these  locations,  dengue  and/or 

chikungunya were more prevalent than Zika. However, it has been under discussion whether higher 

Zika incidence always translates into higher microcephaly incidence [9–11]. Microcephaly rates as 

high as those observed in Northeast Brazil were unprecedented and not observed anywhere else in 

the world where Zika has knowingly caused large epidemics. It seems that underlying factors may 
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be acting to  modify the  risk of  developing microcephaly  given the infection  during pregnancy 

[11,25–27]. Even today, the reason why some regions of Northeast Brazil presented such high Zika-

related microcephaly rates remains an open question. 

Fifty municipalities constituted high-risk microcephaly clusters, with only ten of these also 

constituting high-risk clusters for Aedes-borne diseases. Because most cases of microcephaly in the 

region were caused by Zika [29], the pattern of high risk of microcephaly combined with a low risk 

of dengue, Zika and chikungunya suggests that there was under-reporting of Aedes-borne diseases 

in these municipalities. The under-reporting of acute infectious diseases is usually higher in poorer 

areas. As a consequence, using only Aedes-borne data would bias the identification of Zika high-

risk areas. By combining the analyses using such data with analyses using microcephaly data, we 

successfully identified hidden Zika hotspots. Of note, the identification of Sertão region as a Zika 

hotspot was only possible because the scan statistics results for dengue, Zika, and chikungunya 

were combined with the results for microcephaly. 

The northeast of Pernambuco and the Sertão region were hit hardest by the Zika epidemic. 

The first has the state’s highest population density and urbanization rate. Because other arboviruses 

are more frequent in urban areas, these areas might see magnified risk of Zika.  A recent study in 

Recife has described an association between precarious living conditions and higher microcephaly 

prevalence  [27]. The  urban  poor  in  Brazil  often  live  in  households  and  areas  that  lack  solid 

infrastructure, such as proper plumbing systems and waste disposal, leading to poor environmental 

hygiene associated with mosquito breeding. The Sertão region has one of the highest rates of social 

and economic inequality in Brazil and is also characterized by precarious health care access. 

The coldspots need to be interpreted with caution. Further studies are needed to understand 

whether  coldspots  were  identified  as  such due  to  under-reporting  or  because,  in  fact,  the  Zika 

burden was low in these locations. If the latter is true, the population of municipalities classified as 
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Zika coldspots may be at risk for future outbreaks. Seroprevalence studies can contribute to this 

issue.

Despite its important contributions, this study has some limitations. Due to the awareness 

surrounding  the  microcephaly  epidemic,  it  is  possible  that  microcephaly  reporting  was  over-

reported abd a proportion of cases was misdiagnosed. To counterbalance this, we used information 

from the Live Births System, SINASC, instead of the RESP system, as it is more robust and less 

prone to bias  caused by disease awareness.  As already mentioned, there is  under-reporting and 

misclassification  of  Aedes-borne  diseases  cases.  To  address  the  latter,  we  combined  the  three 

diseases – dengue,  Zika and chikungunya – in  the analysis.  Different  levels  of  under-reporting 

across the municipalities are expected, both for Aedes-borne diseases and microcephaly cases, and 

could bias  our results.  Finally, we did not consider covariates which might  help predict  spatial 

hotspots. 

This analysis provides a much-needed classification of Zika risk in the state most affected 

by the epidemic. In doing so, this study provides a foundation for addressing the potential double 

jeopardy of two successive novel infectious disease outbreaks. Brazil is the country most affected 

by the Zika epidemic and has been an epicenter of the COVID-19 pandemic,  with nearly 10.5 

million  confirmed  cases  and  more  than  250  thousand  deaths  by  February  28,  2021  [30].  The 

Brazilian population is therefore experiencing two successive outbreaks with reproductive health 

consequences. There is now evidence that pregnant women have higher chances of developing the 

severe form of COVID-19 [31]. There is also evidence of increase in stillbirth and preterm delivery 

during the pandemic [32]. Women at childbearing ages are further affected by the uncertainty and 

stress  associated  with  a  novel  infectious  disease,  which  can  also  be  consequential  to  pregnant 

women  and  fetuses  [33].  Such  double  jeopardy  will  directly  impact  how  Brazilian  women 

experience reproductive health and childbearing for cohorts to come.
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Our  study  provides  a  foundation  for  research  investigating  social  and  environmental 

factors associated with Zika risk, advancing understanding of what makes a location a “risky” place. 

Merging  data  on  socioeconomic  characteristics,  health  surveillance  infrastructure,  and 

environmental  conditions  at  the  municipality  level  to  our  classification  scheme  represents  an 

important next step in addressing this  question.  Our study also provides an important basis  for 

analyses  that  identify  risk  of  illnesses  that  are  historically  under-reported,  a  common  issue 

particularly in low- and middle-income countries. The applied methodology has the potential to be 

adapted to instances in which a novel disease emerges and where under-reporting is also expected. 

As  an  example,  excess  deaths,  influenza-like  illness  and  hospitalizations  due  to  severe  acute 

respiratory illness, could be used to identify and classify high-risk areas for COVID-19.

The  identification  of  high-risk  areas  for  Zika  has  important  research  and  policy 

implications. By combining Zika with other arboviruses and microcephaly, our approach offers a 

broader  and  potentially  more  reliable  classification  scheme  for  identifying  Zika  hotspots  – 

information that can be used to inform public health research and policy. Importantly, our analysis 

identifies areas that might be particularly vulnerable to under-reporting, as suggested by the clusters 

that had high microcephaly risk but low Aedes-borne diseases risk.
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