

















medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.09.20096701; this version posted August 24, 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preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in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-ND 4.0 International license .

spite this heterogeneity however, estimates across all 18 states suggest that the proportion of
the population in each state infected up to the 9th May 2020 was low and short of the herd
immunity threshold required to prevent rapid resurgence of the virus if control measures are
fully relaxed. These results are driven in part by modelling assumptions regarding the extent
of death underreporting and the assumed state-specific IFR and we therefore undertook a se-
ries of sensitivity analyses (see Supplementary information {4)) exploring different assumptions
surrounding state-level IFR (relating to assumptions about how healthcare quality varies with
state income) and the extent of death underreporting. The results of these sensitivity analysis
yield quantitative differences in the predicted attack rates - for example, assuming a 50% level
of death underreporting changes our predicted attack rates from 3.0% (95% CI: 2.1%-4.1%) and
8.0% (95% CI: 5.7%-10.8%) to 6.1% (CI95: 3.9%-9.4%) and 16.5% (CI195:3.8%-25.4%) for Sao
Paulo and Amazonas respectively. Varying assumptions surrounding the extent and variation
of healthcare quality across states similarly altered the estimates of predicted attack rates, but
did not qualitatively alter any of the conclusions reached, namely that the observed levels of

infection in the population are significantly lower than that required for herd immunity.

4 Discussion

Attempts to contain the spread of SARS-CoV-2 in the community have centred around the de-
ployment of various non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) that involve reducing the number
of contacts made between individuals [6], in doing so attempting to disrupt chains of transmis-
sion, bring the reproduction number (R;) below 1 and curb exponential growth of the epidemic.
Common examples of these NPIs include school closures, social distancing rules, banning of
public gatherings and complete lockdown, which together have been shown to be effective in
reducing R; across a number of different settings [7]. Using our framework, with R; param-
eterised as a function of Google mobility data [1], we highlight the marked effect of NPIs on
transmission in Brazil over the period considered here, which substantially slowed spread of the
virus. Despite these reductions however, our results also highlight that reductions in mobility
(which saw a 33% reduction relative to baseline) were not stringent enough to reduce R; below
1 in many states. This is consistent with the interventions implemented in Brazil over the pe-
riod - whilst there was substantial variation between states in the exact measures adopted, all
interventions remained short of the wide-reaching lockdowns implemented across, for example,
parts of Europe and which have effectively controlled transmission of the virus. In previously

published work examining Italy [25] where stringent measures including societal lockdowns have
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been implemented, mobility reduced by 53% compared to baseline [1], a substantially larger
decrease than that observed across Brazilian states. These reductions in movement across Italy
were predicted to have reduced R; by 85% compared to Ry, bringing it significantly below 1.
This is in contrast to Brazil where we estimate reductions in mobility have only reduced R; by
55% on average, making it unlikely that R; has decreased below 1, a result supported by the

worsening of the epidemic in Brazil in the weeks following our cutoff date.

Brazil has already reported more than 1,600,000 cases and 65,000 deaths,[18] more than ten times
as many COVID-19 deaths and cases as China. Despite these high numbers for the country as a
whole, there have been noticeable differences in the burden of COVID-19 experienced between
states to date, with the distribution of deaths among states highly heterogeneous. Our results
support this geographical variation, highlighting specifically the variation in the likely timing of
epidemic takeoff that has led to the asynchronous epidemics that have emerged across different
states. Both this and the observed lack of geographical contiguity in the timing of takeoff
between states is consistent with recent work emphasising the initial local spread of the virus
within states where seeding from international sources had occurred (e.g. the major urban hubs
of Sao Paulo and Rio de Janeiro) before national air travel ferried the virus and established
transmission in the rest of the country [5]. This variation highlights that as of the 9th May,
Brazilian states were at very different points in their respective epidemics - whereas some had
fully established epidemics such as the Amazonas region, others, such as Bahia and Rio Grande
do Sul, had only nascent emerging epidemics. Such differences have material consequences for
the likely evolution of the epidemic trajectories by state in the coming months. Moreover, they
underscore the importance of granular, sub-national analyses in understanding the spread of
SARS-CoV-2, revealing a level of heterogeneity that would be obscured by analyses conducted

at the national level.

Despite estimates of Ry broadly in line with that observed for European settings (i.e. in the range
2.5-4), we also observed heterogeneity in the transmissibility of the virus for each state, with Ry
varying from as high as 3.8 (95% CI: 2.5-5.3) in the Amazonas region to 2.5 (95% CI: 1.4-3.8) in
Alagoas (excluding the state of Amapa where the estimated Ry is lower due to early intervention
relative to the first reported cases). Such variation is consistent with patterns of growth observed
globally,[8] a phenomenon likely attributable to a variety of factors including the demography
of the population (and associated comparative susceptibilities of different age-groups[4]), the
spatial structure of urban centres[20] and the baseline level of various individual behaviours

(such as mask wearing) associated with reducing transmission of the virus[27]. Despite this
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variation, our results underscore the comparatively small proportion of the population infected
to date, even in the worst affected states, a result congruent with recent serological evidence
from a nationwide survey of Brazilian cities |10]. Considering an Ry of 3, the estimated share
of the population infected remains far short of the approximate 70% herd immunity threshold
required to prevent resurgence of the virus as control measures are fully relaxed across many

states.

Substantial uncertainty remains both in our understanding of the fundamental epidemiology
of COVID-19 and the quality of surveillance systems across different settings. Consequently,
estimates of the expected number of deaths and infections are sensitive to assumptions made
within our modelling framework. In particular there is uncertainty surrounding the infection
fatality ratio (IFR), which is the probability of an individual dying if infected with SARS-
CoV-2 and which is driven by a complex interplay of factors including population demography
and healthcare capacity/quality [26] amongst others. There is also considerable uncertainty
in the observed death data, and how patterns of death underreporting vary across both time
and space. Despite these uncertainties however, the qualitative conclusions reached here about
infection levels being short of the herd immunity threshold were robust to our assumptions
about both the state-specific IFR and the degree of death underreporting assumed. Although
differences in these assumptions alter our quantitative estimates of attack rate, they do not
alter our conclusions surrounding the impact of control interventions and the proportion of the
population infected up to the period ending 9th May - namely that it falls far short of the

threshold required for herd immunity.

Overall, our results reveal that despite extensive spread of SARS-CoV-2 across Brazil, and
despite marked variation between states in the extent of the initial epidemic experienced over
the period up to 9th May, the extent of infection in the general population was low and far
short of the level required for herd immunity. This result is robust to assumptions surrounding
the IFR associated with each state, and the extent of underreporting we assume in the available
deaths data. Moreover, whilst our results suggest substantial reductions in the estimated value
of R; across all states following introduction of NPIs, they also underscore the insufficiency
of these interventions in bringing R; below 1 and that without introduction of further control

measures, Brazil faces the prospect of an epidemic that will continue to grow.
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5 Methods

Data: Our model utilises daily consolidated deaths data at the state level to infer epidemi-
ological characteristics of viral spread and transmission to date. The analyses presented here
are based on daily death figures, disaggregated by state, from two sources that are published
by the Brazilian Ministry of Health. These are Painel Coronavirus|19|, which is the source for
official daily updates on deaths by date of notification to the government. The other is SIVEP-
Gripe[22], which is updated weekly and provides death counts by the actual date of death. There
are limitations associated with both of these datasets highlighted in Supplementary Figure [8] -
namely right-hand censoring of recent deaths (e.g. due to delays in testing results such that a
COVID-19 diagnosis is only firmly established post-mortem, leading to a delay in inclusion of
that death in the database) and/or underreporting of deaths (resulting in the absence of a death

from ever featuring in either of the databases).

We employ a variety of strategies to mitigate these issues. To account for delays in death
inclusion, we utilise datasets from the 16th June 2020, but restrict our analyses to the period
ending 9th May 2020. This is sufficiently long after NPIs were implemented across Brazil for
us to draw conclusions about their effectiveness, but sufficiently far back in time to minimise
the potential impact of delays in test confirmation and reporting of deaths that results in right-
censoring of the data. To account for under-reporting of deaths (i.e. deaths that either occur
in the community or that occur in a hospital setting but fail to be recorded), we employ two
strategies. Firstly, within our modelling framework, we use the dataset that for a given state
maximises the number of cumulative deaths recorded to date, as a strategy to choose the dataset
with fewest number of cumulative deaths missing. This accounts for potential between-dataset
differences in the time-varying quality of death reporting. In order to account for deaths that are
absent from both datasets, we also undertake a series of sensitivity analysis assuming different

levels of death underreporting across states (see Supplementary Information for further details).

Model: In this modelling study, we adapt and extend a previously published Bayesian semi-
mechanistic model of COVID-19 transmission and mortality 7], updating the model to explicitly
incorporate population level metrics of mobility (specifically, Google Mobility data) that have
previously been shown to reflect patterns of transmission across a variety of settings [23] and a
weekly autoregressive process intended to capture variation in patterns of transmission between
states above and beyond that reflected in their comparative patterns of mobility (e.g. that could

reflect variation in adoption of individual-level behaviours that would modify the impact of
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mobility reductions on transmission). Parameters governing the model are jointly estimated for
18 Brazilian states to evaluate the impact of control interventions on SARS-CoV-2 transmission
and to explore variation in epidemic trajectories between states. Detailed descriptions of the
model are available elsewhere and code for this model are available at https://github.com/
ImperialCollegeLondon/covidl9model, but key elaborations and extensions included here are

described below.

The time-varying reproduction number R, ,, is estimated at the state level for Brazil, using a
similar modelling approach to that utilised in [23]. Specifically the functional form for Ry, is

specified in the following way:

4
Rtm = ROm f Z o + Bmk Xtmk) 6m,wm(t))a (1)
k=1

with f(z) = 2exp(z)/(1 + exp(z)) denoting the logistic function multiplied by two, where m
indexes each states and where k indexes the four different Google Mobility covariates used here,
which are Retail & Recreation, Grocery & Pharmacy, Workplaces and Residential and where ay,
is a covariate linking each of these mobility metrics to transmission that is shared across states,
and B, is an additional covariate allowing a state-specific relationship between a particular
mobility covariate and transmission. Prior distributions on the covariates were specified as

follows:

ap ~ N(O, 0.5)

Bmg ~N(0,7), with ~~ N(0,0.5).

where the variable €, ., ) is a weekly auto regressive process with two lags (AR(2)), centred
around 0, which intend to capture extra variation between states that is not fully explained by
mobility alone. For a full detailed mathematical description of the AR(2) process, see Section

5.1 from [23].

In addition to this elaboration to the formulation of R;, we utilised Brazil-specific estimates
of the key parameters governing the model. The distribution of times from infection to death
(infection-to-death) was estimated using patient level data from the 16th June 2020 SIVEP-

Gripe dataset|22], specifically through fitting a gamma distribution to the data using a Bayesian
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MCMC-based framework implemented in the probabilistic programming language STAN. Based
on these results, we model the infection-to-death distribution 7 as a sum of the infection-to-

symptom and symptom-to-death distributions,

m ~ Gamma(5.1,0.86) + Gamma(13.4,0.7) .

IFR Calculation In order to derive an expected IFR across different states in Brazil, mixing
patterns from Latin America [9] were integrated with recent reports of disease severity original
derived from the Chinese epidemic [21] and subsequently modified to match data from the
outbreak in UK [7]. In order to further refine these estimates for a Brazilian setting, and in
light of the substantial evidence pointing to substantial increasing risk of COVID-19 mortality
with age, we first adjusted estimates of the IFR to the demographic composition of the Brazilian
population. These adjusted estimates better reflect the likely severity of COVID-19 in Brazil,
but are still predicated on assumptions on comparable quality of healthcare between Brazilian
states and the UK. Recent work has highlighted the extent to which 1) variation in healthcare
quality can impact the likely IFR in a given setting and 2) how this variation in healthcare
quality likely varies with the comparative affluence of a region [26] - we therefore adapted our

IFR estimates for each state in an income-dependent manner.

Across the states considered in this analysis, average income (in US dollars) varies from as high
as ~ $300 in Sao Paulo to as low as ~ $100 in Maranhao.[12] Such disparities in income are
likely to result in significant differences in the quality and extent of available healthcare. We
modified the state-specific IFRs in an income-dependent manner - specifically, we assumed that
the state with the highest income (Sao Paulo) has a quality of care identical to that observed
in the UK (and thus motivated using the estimates presented in Verity et al.[21]), and that the
state with the lowest income (Maranhao) had significantly worse healthcare outcomes - more
similar to those that would be expected in a Lower Middle Income Country (see [26] for further
details on how differences in health quality across settings are likely to impact outcomes). For
the other states where income lies somewhere between that of Maranhao and Sao Paulo, we
linearly interpolate the age-specific infection fatality probabilities based on state-level average
income.[12] These age-specific infection fatality probabilities are then combined with predictions
of the age-distribution of infections to produce an overall, state-specific IFR. Because of the
inherent uncertainty associated with these modifications, we undertake a number of sensitivity

analyses examining how IFR-related assumptions qualitatively impact our results.
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6 Supplementary information

6.1 Death underreporting scenarios

In this work, an extension of the semi-mechanistic Bayesian hierarchical model from [7] is adopted
to reflect the uncertainty about underreported deaths. We address the effect of underreporting in
the data set by setting a prior distribution to death underreporting i) ~ beta (6, p). The hyperpa-
rameters of the beta density are fixed in order to reflect in the mode the desired underreporting

rate, see Supplementary information Figure

As in the original model [7], daily deaths Dy ,, are observed for days ¢t € {1,...,n} and Brazilian
states m € {1,...,M}. These daily deaths are modelled using a positive real-valued function
dtm = E[Dy 1] that represents the expected number of deaths attributed to COVID-19, taking

into account the designated underreported rate ¢. Daily deaths D;,, are assumed to follow a
di

negative binomial distribution with mean d; ,, and variance dy ,, + ?’", where ¢ follows a normal

distribution, i.e.

R d} m
Dy ~ Negative Binomial | dy , dtm + ¢ ;

¢NN(O’5)

in which N (p, o) denotes a normal distribution with mean p and standard deviation o. The
rest of the mathematical model follows the original manuscript [7] introducing the new feature

of underreporting death rate 1 on daily deaths.

The effect of death underreporting on the attack rate is shown in Table [2|for three additional sce-
narios: 50% and 25% and 10% underreporting. The underreporting scenarios are implemented
by scaling reported death data by beta distributions with means (0.50, 0.75, 0.90) and in each

instance variance 0.004. The distributions are shown in Figure

6.2 Cases and R; for 18 states

The estimated cases, deaths and R; for all 18 states considered in our joint model, Sao Paulo
(SP), Rio de Janeiro (RJ), Ceard (CE), Amazonas (AM), Pernambuco (PE), Para (PA), Maranhao
(MA), Bahia (BA), Espirito Santo (ES), Alagoas (AL), Minas Gerais (MG), Paraiba (PB),
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State 0% underreporting 25% underreporting 50% underreporting
SP 2.95 [2.05, 4.07] 4.09 [2.72, 5.81] 6.07 [3.84, 9.43]
RJ 6.06 [4.47, 7.96] 8.10 [5.46, 11.80] 12.30 [7.97, 17.70]
PA  6.09[4.33,8.33  8.69[5.25, 13.40]  12.50 [7.91, 19.40]
CE 5.53 [4.14, 7.20] 7.33 [5.10, 10.70] 10.80 [7.29, 15.80]
AM 801 [5.73,10.80]  10.80 [6.81, 15.40]  16.50 [10.40, 25.40]
PE  3.01 [2.12, 4.15] 3.95 [2.54, 5.72] 6.34 [3.82, 9.73]
MA  1.70 [1.15, 2.41] 2.35 [1.52, 3.56] 3.62 [2.15, 5.59]
BA 0.42 [0.26, 0.63] 0.58 [0.33, 1.00] 0.84 [0.49, 1.31]
ES  1.41[0.83, 2.1§] 1.85 [1.07, 3.02] 2.74 [1.57, 4.54]
AL 1.96 [1.13, 3.08] 2.64 [1.51, 4.33] 3.67 [2.06, 6.06]
PB  1.46 [0.87, 2.29] 2.09 [1.09, 3.67] 2.87 [1.59, 4.71]
MG 0.14 [0.07, 0.25] 0.20 [0.10, 0.36] 0.30 [0.15, 0.54]
PR 0.18 [0.09, 0.32] 0.23 [0.11, 0.41] 0.35 [0.17, 0.63]
RS 0.31 [0.15, 0.55] 0.41 [0.19, 0.77] 0.68 [0.30, 1.27]
RN 0.61[0.29, 1.09] 0.82 [0.35, 1.64] 1.18 [0.54, 2.14]
AP 3.60 [1.74, 6.34] 4.55 [2.32, 8.02] 7.57 [3.57, 14.10]
SC 0.23[0.09, 0.45] 0.34 [0.14, 0.68] 0.41 [0.19, 0.79]
GO 0.30 [0.12, 0.59) 0.46 [0.19, 0.90) 0.62 [0.26, 1.17]

Table 2: Estimated attack rates for 0%, 25% and 50% death underreporting scenarios.

PDF
N w L ()] (<]

F —— 25% underreporting: 5(34.4,11.5)
3 ] 50% underreporting: 5(30.8,30.8)

0.2 0.4 0.6
Underreporting

0.8 1.0
Figure 3: Prior distributions for death underreporting scenarios.

Parand (PR), Amapa (AP), Rio Grande do Sul (RS), Rio Grande do Norte (RN), Santa Cata-

rina (SC), Goias (GO), are shown in Figure {4] considering mix of data sets. The same analysis
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taking into account each data set was also conducted, see Figures [6] and

6.3 Onset-to-death sensitivity

Onset-to-death sensitivity analysis is shown in Table Attack rates are compared using an
onset-to-death gamma distribution fitted specifically to Brazilian data,[22} |11] and an onset-to-
death gamma distribution with a longer mean based on earlier estimates.|24] While estimates
are quantitatively affected, changes are small in most states, and conclusions overall remained

unaltered.

State AR% T'(13.4,0.7) onset-to-death AR% T'(17.8,0.45) onset-to-death

SP 2.95 [2.05, 4.07] 3.4 [2.06, 5.42]
RJ 6.06 [4.47, 7.96] 6.17 [4.09, 8.84]
PA 6.09 [4.33, 8.33] 6.16 [3.72, 9.60]
CE 5.53 [4.14, 7.20] 7.55 [4.95, 10.90]
AM 8.01 [5.73, 10.80] 8.10 [5.22, 12.00]
PE 3.01 [2.12, 4.15] 3.52 [2.10, 5.53)
MA 1.70 [1.15, 2.41] 1.63 [1.01, 2.47]
BA 0.42 [0.26, 0.63] 0.53 [0.27, 0.92]
ES 1.41 [0.83, 2.18] 1.69 [0.83, 3.00]
AL 1.96 [1.13, 3.08] 3.09 [1.33, 5.90]
PB 1.46 [0.87, 2.29] 2.71 [1.24, 5.11]
MG 0.14 [0.07, 0.25] 0.18 [0.07, 0.37]
PR 0.18 [0.09, 0.32] 0.19 [0.09, 0.37]
RS 0.31 [0.15, 0.55] 0.41 [0.15, 0.89)
RN 0.61 [0.29, 1.09] 0.81 [0.29, 1.78]
AP 3.60 [1.74, 6.34] 4.85 [1.88, 9.81]
SC 0.23 [0.09, 0.45] 0.29 [0.10, 0.67]
GO 0.30 [0.12, 0.59] 0.49 [0.14, 1.16]

Table 3: Attack rate (AR) with onset-to-death distribution for Brazil specifically, I'(13.4,0.7)
fitted from SIVEP Gripe dataset, and I'(17.8,0.45) from [24]
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6.4 IFR Calculation and Sensitivity Analysis

In order to derive an expected IFR across different states in Brazil, mixing patterns from Latin
America [9] and virus’ transmissibility [7] were used. Moreover, to account for the disease
severity, data from Chinese epidemic [21] was modified to match data from the outbreak in UK
[7]. Additionally we modified these estimates of disease severity (specifically the IFR) to account
for the substantial heterogeneity we expect to observe in health outcomes across states due to

variation in healthcare quality and capacity, the details of which are described below.

Across the states considered in this analysis, average income (in US dollars) varies from as high
as ~ $300 in Sao Paulo to as low as ~ $100 in Maranhao.|12] Such disparities in income are likely
to result in significant differences in the quality and extent of available healthcare. Motivated by
this, we modified the state-specific IFRs used in an income-dependent manner. Specifically, we
assumed that the state with the highest income (Sao Paulo) has a quality of care identical to that
observed in China (and thus motivated using the estimates presented in Verity et al.[21]), and
that the state with the lowest income (Maranhao) had significantly worse healthcare outcomes
- more similar to those that would be expected in a Lower Middle Income Country (see [26] for
further details on how differences in health quality across settings are likely to impact outcomes).
For the other states where income lies somewhere between that of Maranhao and Sao Paulo, we
linearly interpolate the age-specific infection fatality probabilities based on state-level average
income.[12] These age-specific infection fatality probabilities are then combined with predictions

of the age-distribution of infections to produce an overall, state-specific IFR.

Substantial uncertainty still remains in these IFR calculations. Motivated by this we carried out
a sensitivity analysis exploring the impacts of different choices of mixing matrix (Peru vs the
United Kingdom) and of assumptions surrounding healthcare quality (namely the interpolation
method described above or assuming that all states are able to provide a level of healthcare
equal to that seen during the Chinese epidemic). The results of these sensitivity analyses are
shown in Table [ for different IFRs. Although assumptions surrounding healthcare quality
impact the quantitative predictions of the IFR and associated predicted attack rates, they do
not qualitatively change our conclusions surrounding herd immunity and the lack of infections

to date sufficient to have reached it.
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Figure 4: Estimates of infections, deaths and R; for all 18 states considered in the model

considering the mix of both data sets (Painel Coronavirus ﬂﬁll and SIVEP Gripe@ﬂ)
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Figure 7: Time in days to 0.1% attack rate (measured from date of first case in Brazil) vs initial
reproduction number R;(t = 0) for 18 states considered in the joint model: Sao Paulo (SP), Rio
de Janeiro (RJ), Para (PA), Ceara (CE), Amazonas (AM), Pernambuco (PE), Maranhao (MA),
Bahia (BA), Espirito Santo (ES), Alagoas (AL), Paraiba (PB), Minas Gerais (MG), Parana
(PR), Rio Grande do Sul (RS), Rio Grande do Norte (RN), Amapa (AP), Santa Catarina (SC),

Goias (GO).
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State (i) AR% UK con- (i) AR% Peru con- (iii) AR% UK con- (iv) AR% Peru
tact matrix tact matrix tact matrix, poorer contact matrix,
outcomes poorer outcomes
SP 3.07 [2.14, 4.21] 2.95 [2.06, 4.07] 3.07 [2.14, 4.22] 2.95 [2.05, 4.07]
RJ 6.62 [4.89, 8.72] 6.33 [4.68, 8.32] 6.31 [4.68, 8.28] 6.06 [4.47, 7.96]
PA 12.60 [9.04, 17.10]  12.30 [8.85, 16.70]  6.11 [4.32, 8.32] 6.09 [4.33, 8.33]
CE 10.20 [7.63, 13.20]  9.73 [7.34, 12.70] 5.63 [4.19, 7.36] 5.53 [4.14, 7.20]
AM  16.70 [12.10, 22.30] 16.50 [12.00, 22.10] 7.97 [5.70, 10.80] 8.01 [5.73, 10.80]
PE 5.54 [3.92, 7.57] 5.33 [3.74, 7.34] 3.06 [2.16, 4.19] 3.01 [2.12, 4.15]
MA  3.70 [2.49, 5.23] 3.57 [2.41, 5.04] 1.73 [1.17, 2.44] 1.70 [1.15, 2.41]
BA  0.80 [0.49, 1.19] 0.76 [0.48, 1.13] 0.43 [0.27, 0.64] 0.42 [0.26, 0.63]
ES 2.00 [1.20, 3.09] 1.92 [1.15, 2.97] 1.44 [0.86, 2.24] 1.41 [0.83, 2.18]
AL 4.02 [2.37, 6.30] 3.90 [2.28, 6.11] 1.96 [1.15, 3.11] 1.96 [1.13, 3.08]
PB 2.68 [1.58, 4.17] 2.55 [1.51, 3.97] 1.49 [0.89, 2.33] 1.46 [0.87, 2.29]
MG  0.22 [0.11, 0.38] 0.21 [0.10, 0.36] 0.15 [0.07, 0.26] 0.14 [0.07, 0.25]
PR 0.24 [0.12, 0.42] 0.23 [0.11, 0.40] 0.19 [0.09, 0.33] 0.18 [0.09, 0.32]
RS 0.35 [0.17, 0.62] 0.33 [0.16, 0.58] 0.32 [0.16, 0.57] 0.31 [0.15, 0.55]
RN  1.08 [0.51, 1.94] 1.03 [0.48, 1.87] 0.63 [0.29, 1.12] 0.61 [0.29, 1.09]
AP 7.70 [3.82, 13.50] 7.52 [3.70, 13.10] 3.60 [1.75, 6.34] 3.60 [1.74, 6.34]
SC 0.28 [0.12, 0.53] 0.27 [0.11, 0.51] 0.24 [0.10, 0.46] 0.23 [0.09, 0.45]
GO  0.48 [0.20, 0.92] 0.47 [0.20, 0.91] 0.30 [0.12, 0.59] 0.30 [0.12, 0.59]

Table 4: Attack rates % (AR) estimated using different infection fatality ratios (IFR) with
Brazilian state-level population weighting and using: i) UK contact matrix, ii) Peru contact
matrix, iii) UK contact matrix with poorer hospitalisation outcomes, iv) Peru contact matrix

with poorer hospitalisation outcomes.
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State (i) IFR UK contact (ii) IFR Peru con- (iii) IFR UK con- (iv) IFR Peru con-

matrix tact matrix tact matrix, poorer tact matrix, poorer
outcomes outcomes
AC 0.38 0.39 0.78 0.78
AL 0.51 0.53 1.06 1.07
AM 037 0.38 0.79 0.79
AP 0.34 0.35 0.73 0.73
BA 0.59 0.62 1.10 1.12
CE 0.58 0.61 1.07 1.09
ES 0.63 0.65 0.87 0.89
MA 048 0.50 1.03 1.04
MG  0.69 0.72 1.01 1.04
PA 0.42 0.43 0.89 0.89
PB 0.62 0.65 1.13 1.16
PE 0.58 0.60 1.06 1.07
PI 0.57 0.59 1.10 1.11
PR 0.66 0.69 0.84 0.86
RJ 0.73 0.76 0.76 0.79
RN 0.60 0.62 1.04 1.06
RO 0.45 0.45 0.81 0.81
RR 0.33 0.34 0.67 0.67
RS 0.78 0.81 0.84 0.87
SC 0.65 0.67 0.74 0.76
SE 0.51 0.53 0.96 0.97
SpP 0.67 0.70 0.67 0.70
TO 0.49 0.51 0.89 0.90

Table 5: Infection fatality ratios (IFR) with Brazilian state-level population weighting,, using: i)
UK contact matrix, ii) Peru contact matrix, iii) UK contact matrix with poorer hospitalisation

outcomes, iv) Peru contact matrix with poorer hospitalisation outcomes.
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6.5 Death data source interpretation and auxiliary model data

As deaths are only reported if SARS-CoV-2 is confirmed by a positive result on diagnostic testing,
there can be considerable and variable lag between the date of death and the official reporting
of COVID-19 deaths. Current Ministry of Health protocol guides that all hospitalizations and
deaths due to suspected or confirmed COVID-19 must also be notified on an online system called
SIVEP-Gripe.|22] After testing and investigation by health officials, cases and deaths receive a
final COVID-19 classification and records are updated to include lab results and the exact date
of death or hospital discharge for each patient. Thus, SIVEP-Gripe allows for the epidemic to
be tracked by the actual daily number of COVID-19 deaths. For instance, the official Painel
Coronavirus daily death count on the 9th of May 2020 was 732, but there are at least 799
COVID19-confirmed deaths already registered on SIVEP-Gripe. In total, SIVEP-Gripe records
18,314 confirmed COVID-19 deaths, 72.3% more than the official 10,627 count for the same
date. However, as not all states are following the official protocol of recording their patients on
SIVEP-Gripe in a timely manner (see Figure , the true number of COVID-19 deaths on any

given day can be significantly larger.

For population counts we used the 2020 projection by state published by Instituto Brasileiro de
Geografia e FEstatistica (IBGE).[13]

Mobility report data from Google (https://www.google.com/covid19/mobility/)) were used
to estimate the effects of different interventions over time. The report provides the estimated
percentage of change on movements of places such as retail and recreation, groceries and pharma-
cies, parks, transit stations, workplaces, and residential comparing to a baseline. Such baseline
corresponds to the median value of each day of the week, using data of January 3rd to February

6th, 2020.

Regarding intervention data, the values taken into account are the dates in which interventions

were effectively applied, even though they were encouraged at earlier dates.
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Figure 8: Comparison of the daily death records from Brazil’s Ministry of Health Painel Coro-
navirus (date of notification - orange line)[19] and SIVEP-Gripe (date of death - blue line)[22)]
datasets, from 10 March 2020 to 16 June 2020. Gray dashed vertical line represents 09 May,
the last day in our analysis. Top row displays cumulative deaths plots. Top left, state of Ama-
zonas (population 4.2M), shows a lag of approximately 10 days between the cumulative counts
of deaths by date of death vs. date of notification. Top right, state of Amapa (population
861,000), has the cumulative count of deaths by date of notification higher than by date of
death, indicating deaths are being reported to the Ministry of Health but not updated onto the
SIVEP-Gripe database. Bottom row are daily death plots. Bottom left, state of Sdo Paulo (pop-
ulation 46M), shows the effects of processing and testing delays on the official daily counts, and
also the uncertain effect of right-censoring. Bottom right, state of Rio de Janeiro (population
17M), shows testing and processing lags. Important to caution that there is still substantial,

but uncertain, right-censoring in the SIVEP-Gripe data for the state of Rio de Janeiro.
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Figure 9: Mobility covariates from Google mobility reports for Sao Paulo (SP), Rio de Janeiro
(RJ), Pernambuco (PE), Ceard (CE), Amazonas (AM).
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State Emergency declared Retail and services closed Transportation restricted Schools closed
AC 2020-03-20 2020-03-20 2020-03-20 2020-03-20
AL 2020-03-20 2020-03-21 2020-03-19 2020-03-23
AM 2020-03-16 2020-03-23 2020-03-23 2020-03-19
AP 2020-03-20 2020-03-23 2020-03-23 2020-03-17
BA 2020-03-19 2020-03-19 2020-03-20 2020-03-19
CE 2020-03-19 2020-03-19 2020-03-19 2020-03-19
DF 2020-02-28 2020-03-23 2020-03-18 2020-03-11
ES 2020-03-16 2020-03-20 2020-03-23 2020-03-17
GO 2020-03-13 2020-03-24 2020-03-24 2020-03-16
MA 2020-03-19 2020-03-23 2020-03-23 2020-03-17
MG 2020-03-12 2020-03-23 2020-03-23 2020-03-18
MS 2020-03-19 2020-03-19 2020-03-25 2020-03-24
MT 2020-03-23 2020-03-23 2020-03-18 2020-03-23
PA 2020-03-20 2020-03-20 2020-03-23 2020-03-17
PB 2020-03-21 2020-03-21 2020-03-19 2020-03-17
PE 2020-03-21 2020-03-14 2020-03-21 2020-03-18
PI 2020-03-19 2020-03-23 2020-03-23 2020-03-16
PR 2020-03-19 2020-03-23 2020-03-20 2020-03-18
RJ 2020-03-16 2020-03-20 2020-03-13 2020-03-20
RN 2020-03-20 2020-03-21 2020-03-21 2020-03-18
RO 2020-03-20 2020-03-21 2020-03-17
RR 2020-03-23 2020-03-23 2020-02-20 2020-03-20
RS 2020-03-19 2020-03-19 2020-03-20 2020-03-19
SC 2020-03-17 2020-03-18 2020-03-18 2020-03-19
SE 2020-03-16 2020-03-20 2020-03-20 2020-03-16
SpP 2020-03-20 2020-03-22 2020-03-22 2020-03-21
TO 2020-03-21 2020-03-21 2020-03-21 2020-03-16

Table 6: Non-pharmaceutical interventions by state, adapted from [3].
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