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Abstract

As the COVID-19 pandemic continues to threaten various regions around the world, ob-
taining accurate and reliable COVID-19 data is crucial for governments and local com-
munities aiming at rigorously assessing the extent and magnitude of the virus spread and
deploying efficient interventions. Using data reported between January and February
2020 in China, we compared counts of COVID-19 from near-real time spatially disag-
gregated data (city-level) with fine-spatial scale predictions from a Bayesian downscal-
ing regression model applied to a reference province-level dataset. The results highlight
discrepancies in the counts of coronavirus-infected cases at district level and identify
districts that may require further investigation.
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1. Introduction1

By the end of December 2019, a pneumonia of unknown cause was identified in2

Wuhan, Hubei province. The World Health Organization (WHO) temporarily named the3

cause of the pneumonia severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARSCoV2).4

The disease associated with the syndrome took the name coronavirus disease 20195
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or COVID19 [1–3]. On the 30th of January 2020, the WHO declared the outbreak of6

COVID19 a Public Health Emergency of International Concern, the highest level of7

international emergency response given to infectious diseases [4]. By June 9th 2020,8

COVID-19, had spread worldwide, infected more than 7 million individuals, and had9

led to about 400,000 deaths (confirmed cases that died) worldwide [5].10

Efforts have been made by various institutions to collect near-real time data at city11

level (disaggregated data) on COVID-19 worldwide and to make it publicly available [6–9].12

While there is a race against time to contain the outbreak, reliability and accuracy of13

COVID-19 data should remain a top priority for the research community. Policymak-14

ers require evidence-based analysis to design and implement efficient interventions to15

mitigate and prevent the spread of the virus. A key condition for efficient evidence-16

based interventions is to ensure that policy recommendations are based on reliable data17

measured with sufficient accuracy [10].18

COVID-19 is part of a large family of coronaviruses, which seems to have transferred19

from animals to humans between November and December 2019, according to the phy-20

logeny of genomic sequences obtained from early cases [11]. Recent work showed that21

COVID-19 can transfer quickly and easily among individuals [12]. While the symptoms22

are often mild, the virus seems to be more lethal for old people and individuals with23

preexisting medical conditions [4]. A large number of countries are highly vulnerable to24

a COVID-19 epidemic. Globally, only 50% of countries have a national infection pre-25

vention and control program and about 30% of countries have no COVID-19 national26

preparedness and response plans [13].27

The establishment of containment areas, production and distribution of respiratory28

masks, and the delivery of urgent medical care tend to be very costly [4,14]. To improve29

the efficiency of interventions, and hence, reduce the number of infected individuals30

and associated fatalities, epidemiological models based on geolocalized data can be em-31

ployed to: (a) make inference on the true number of cases in spatial locations; (b) inves-32

tigate the mechanisms behind the spread of the virus; (c) identify locations at risk; (d)33

quantify and forecast the spread of the virus at fine spatial scales to help decision makers34

target interventions.35

Epidemiological models using geolocalized data require sufficient accuracy with re-36

gard to both the number counts and the spatial locations of the reported cases. In or-37

der to assess data accuracy, we compare two major providers of spatially disaggregated38

COVID-19 data with province-level data from Johns Hopkins University Center for Sys-39

tems Science and Engineering (JHU) [15]. An exploratory analysis based on reported40

data in China from January to February 2020 indicates that both the number of corona-41

infected cases from disaggregated datasets and the spatial locations of the reported cases42

exhibit important divergences between the investigated datasets. We further investigate43

differences in the counts at a fine spatial scale (district-level) between reported values44

from spatially disaggregated datasets and values estimated from a Bayesian downscal-45

ing modeling approach.46
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The downscaling approach presented in this paper estimates the counts of COVID-1947

and its uncertainty at fine-scale (5 km grid-cells) using spatially aggregated (province-48

level) data and covariates (5 km grid-cells) as input. Predictions from the downscal-49

ing model are compared at district-level with COVID-19 from spatially disaggregated50

datasets. The results of this analysis suggest that COVID-19 counts reported by the51

disaggregated datasets are often consistent with the range of plausible estimated counts52

from the downscaling model, however data coverage and discrepancies in the counts53

remain important in various districts. The resulting maps can be visualized in an ESRI54

dashboard (https://arcg.is/0O8GDX).55

2. Method56

2.1. Data57

As an initial exploratory analysis, we examine two fundamental metrics on COVID-58

19: the number of confirmed COVID-19 infected cases and the locations of the re-59

ported cases. We investigate two major providers of COVID-19 spatially disaggre-60

gated data which provide the location (longitude, latitude) of cities and the date of re-61

ported coronavirus-infected cases. We compare two disaggregated datasets: (1) Xu et al.62

data [16] and (2) The Paper data. Xu et al. data has been published in Scientific Data [16]
63

and publicly available through GitHub repository [8,9]. The Paper data is provided by the64

Pengpai news agency [6], also refers to as The Paper. The disaggregated data from the65

two providers are regularly updated online. In this case study, we compare them with66

province-level data provided by Johns Hopkins University Center for Systems Science67

and Engineering (JHU) [15].68

First, we compared the count of confirmed COVID-19 infected cases reported from69

January to February 2020 in China at province level. For consistency, we used data70

that has been updated by the investigated databases on the same day (April 9, 2020).71

In Hubei province—the Chinese province most affected by coronavirus—the reported72

number of COVID-19 infected cases shows large differences among the databases: JHU73

(65,914 cases), The Paper (58,292 cases), and Xu et al. (20,336 cases).74

For the sake of readability, we split the results into two groups: high-impacted75

provinces counting a maximum number of COVID-19 cases (all providers combined)76

larger than the median (Fig 1, left panel) and low-impacted provinces counting a maxi-77

mum number of COVID-19 cases (all providers combined) smaller or equal to the me-78

dian (Fig 1, right panel). We observe important discrepancies in other provinces (Fig 1)79

between the reported cases provided by The Paper and Xu et al. with JHU data. This may80

suggest that the providers use different collection methodologies and control processes81

to gather and select the cases.82

Second, we examine spatial variability of the data measured as the number of unique83

spatial coordinates associated with the reported COVID-19 cases. JHU is excluded from84

this comparison since it does not provide spatial coordinates along with the reported85
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Figure 1: Cases of coronavirus in high-impacted (left panel) and low-impacted (right panel)
provinces in China. The plot indicates the number of coronavirus-infected individuals in China in high-
impacted (left panel) and low-impacted (right panel) provinces from January to February 2020. Note that
data from Macau is included in Guangdong province. Sources (updated April 9, 2020): (left bar) Johns
Hopkins University CSSE [7], (center bar) The Paper [6], and (right bar) Xu et al. [16].

cases. Therefore, we compared the number of unique locations and associated observed86

cases provided by Xu et al. and The Paper only. We illustrate the results for cases87

reported in Hubei province. In this province, The Paper (Fig 2, left panel) provides nine88

locations with reported cases. Fig 2 (right panel) shows that the number of locations that89

reported cases is systematically higher in Xu et al. compared to the Paper data (except90

in Hebei province).91

2.2. Downscaling COVID-19 province-level data92

To further investigate the observed discrepancies among COVID-19 data, we use93

a downscaling approach to predict at a fine spatial scale the expected cases from data94

provided by JHU [15], a major reference for national and subnational data on COVID-95

19, which provides data consistent with daily data from the Chinese centre for dis-96

ease control and prevention and WHO situation reports [15]. We use the R package97
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Province Xu et al. The Paper Highloc
Anhui 31 12 Xu et al.
Beijing 12 0 Xu et al.
Chongqing 38 0 Xu et al.
Fujian 45 7 Xu et al.
Gansu 29 8 Xu et al.
Guangdong 20 17 Xu et al.
Guangxi 13 7 Xu et al.
Guizhou 21 5 Xu et al.
Hainan 22 1 Xu et al.
Hebei 11 12 The Paper
Heilongjiang 11 10 Xu et al.
Henan 27 17 Xu et al.
Hong Kong 8 0 Xu et al.
Hubei 18 9 Xu et al.
Hunan 19 12 Xu et al.
Inner Mongol 35 5 Xu et al.
Jiangsu 14 10 Xu et al.
Jiangxi 12 10 Xu et al.
Jilin 28 6 Xu et al.
Liaoning 13 12 Xu et al.
Ningxia 6 4 Xu et al.
Qinghai 3 2 Xu et al.
Shaanxi 33 9 Xu et al.
Shandong 39 10 Xu et al.
Shanghai 13 0 Xu et al.
Shanxi 25 9 Xu et al.
Sichuan 20 13 Xu et al.
Taiwan 2 0 Xu et al.
Tianjin 2 0 Xu et al.
Xinjiang 10 3 Xu et al.
Xizang 2 1 Xu et al.
Yunnan 19 9 Xu et al.
Zhejiang 12 9 Xu et al.

Figure 2: Spatial accuracy of disaggregated datasets. Left panel: geolocalization and associated counts
(in natural logarithm scale) of coronavirus-infected individuals in Hubei from January to February 2020.
Right panel: number of locations corresponding to COVID-19 cases (January and February 2020) re-
ported by Xu et al. and The Paper in Chinese provinces. The column Highloc indicates the data source
that has the largest number of locations with data. Sources (updated April 9, 2020): The Paper [6] (left
panel), and Xu et al. (right panel) [16].

disaggregation which implements in R a Bayesian approach to carry out spatial dis-98

aggregation modeling, also called downscaling [17]. Similar approaches have been re-99

cently used to estimate fine-scale (grid-cell) risk of disease based on spatially aggregated100

(polygon-level) data [18–23].101

We apply a downscaling method to estimate cases of COVID-19 and their uncer-102

tainty within fine grid-cells (about 5km spatial resolution) in China from JHU data ag-103

gregated at province-level [15]. The model is implemented in template model builder104

(TMB) [24]), an R package that provides a suitable framework based on C++ to build and105

efficiently fit hierarchical Bayesian models, including downscaling models. The model106
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predictions are compared with observed values from the two disaggregated data: Xu et107

al. [16] and the Paper [6].108

Making predictions at a spatial scale finer than the input data is subject to potential109

validity threats that result from a mismatch between the scale from which the data and110

the prediction are considered [25]. One issue, known as the “ecological fallacy” has been111

well documented in geography and spatial epidemiology since the early 1950s [26]. A112

classical example is the study of Durkheim (Le Suicide, 1897), whose analysis showed113

that suicide rates in Prussia were highest in provinces that were heavily Protestants and114

wrongly concluded that stronger social control among Catholics would result in lower115

suicide rates. The author did not envision that it may have been non-Protestants (primar-116

ily Catholics) who were committing suicide in predominantly Protestant provinces [27].117

Analogously, an observed relationship between average population density and the risk118

of COVID-19 at province-level may not hold at city-level.119

A second issue is associated with the effects of the choice of spatial units on the re-120

sults. This potential validity threat refers to the “modifiable areal unit problem” (MAUP),121

well known by geographers and epidemiologists [28]. Within a lattice framework which122

uses polygons defined as the spatial unit, one needs to choose the shape (regular or ir-123

regular polygons) and size of the polygons used to make predictions at a desired spatial124

scale [29]. To avoid the risk of ecological fallacy and mitigate the effect of the MAUP, the125

downscaling approach used here takes benefit of the spatial information gathered from126

fine-scale covariates to model the underlying processes behind the observed data that127

explain the spatial variations of COVID-19 counts within provinces.128

We model the count of coronavirus-infected cases yi, j for each 5 km grid-cell j that129

lies within each Chinese province (polygon i), with N the total number of provinces. A130

continuous-space data-generating process is discretized into 5 km grid-cells from which131

data is aggregated and estimates are generated. In this framework, we consider the total132

count of COVID-19 in a given province yi as the sum of each individual count yi, j in all133

grid-cells that cover province i. We model the incidence rate, a relevant risk metric of134

COVID-19 that is defined as the number of new coronavirus-infected during our investi-135

gated period (January-February 2020), divided by the population at the beginning of the136

period.137

The incidence rate λi, j in pixel j of polygon i is associated via a log link function to a138

linear predictor ηi, j composed of an intercept β0, Nq covariates xqi, j with coefficients βq,139

a spatial random field ζ(i, j), and an i.i.d random effect ui associated with each province140

(i = 1, . . . ,N):141

log(λi, j) = ηi, j = β0 +

Nq∑
q=1

βqxqi, j + ζ(i, j) + ui (1)

At polygon-level, the conditional distribution of the number of coronavirus-infected142

individuals approximately follows a Poisson distribution yi ∼ Pois (µi), with expected143

cases define as µi =
∑N j

j=1 ai, jλi, j, with weight ai, j used to estimate COVID-19 counts144
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in each polygon. The predicted sum of the counts from each grid-cell over a province145

is weighted by the population size values in the corresponding grid-cell extracted from146

a population raster (see Fig 3) [30]. The estimated incidence rate corresponds to the ex-147

pected cases divided by the weights, with λi = µi/
∑N j

j=1 ai, j. Moreover, λi, j is linked to148

the linear predictor through a log function so that one can derive the incidence rate as149

λi, j = exp(ηi, j), where ηi, j is the linear predictor, observed in a bounded spatial window150

D delimited by the Chinese national border.151

The linear predictor includes Nq covariates xq(i, j), with coefficients βq (q = 1, . . . ,Nq).152

Covariates associated with COVID-19 infections are numerous and operate at various153

spatial levels, from the host genetics to large-scale transnational factors that affect travel154

between countries for example. To make predictions at pixel-level (about 5 km reso-155

lution), we gather covariate data from various sources, mainly raster data (covariates156

aggregated into regular grids) which cover China. Climate and meteorological factors157

can affect the life cycle of respiratory diseases and their propensity to spread [31]. How-158

ever the extent of the role of climate drivers on the spread of COVID-19 compared to159

those associated with human behaviour is not well understood [32]. COVID-19’s trans-160

mission can potentially occur in any ecological context by human contact. Therefore,161

the main drivers of the transmission of COVID-19 are likely to be associated with hu-162

man behaviour rather than environmental factors [33]. We consider mainly covariate data163

that are associated with human activity and behaviour and include only a few relevant164

environmental variables. We also note that we are not making predictions outside of the165

area or time of study but restrict our analysis to the downscaling of cases in China which166

avoids many of the main issues associated with using fine-scale covariates.167

COVID-19 appears to transfer rapidly and easily among humans, with a basic repro-168

ductive number R0 (also called transmission rate) seemingly between 2 and 3. R0 repre-169

sents the expected number of direct infections from one case in a completely susceptible170

population [34]. This means that, one person infected by COVID-19, in a completely171

susceptible population, transfers on average the virus to 2 or 3 people [4]. The basic re-172

productive rate depends on various factors associated with the virus itself and the risk of173

individuals transferring the virus, directly or indirectly, to other individuals as well.174

We consider six covariates (1-6) with full coverage in China at 5 km resolution175

(Fig 3). The selected set of covariates include proxies for human activity, population176

density, and transportation: (1) travel time to the nearest city of with more than 50,000177

inhabitants (access) [35], (2) population size (pop) from WorldPop [30], and (3) urbanity178

(urban) from Global Urban Footprint data [36]. Along with population size and urban-179

ity, travel time to the nearest large city is likely to be an important contributor of the180

spread of coronavirus at pixel-level, since it measures proximity to large urban centers.181

Locations close to city centers affected by COVID-19 are more likely to be affected by182

a spread of the disease. Since COVID-19 was first identified in Wuhan, we include (4)183

travel time to Wuhan, China (W.access) (computed from [35]) to account for a potential184

diffusion from Wuhan.185
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We consider two environmental covariates that are likely to have a role in the spread186

of COVID-19. We include (5): January land surface temperatures (LST_January) from187

the US National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration for meteorological (NOAA)188

Geostationary Operational Environmental Satellites (GOES) [37]). Temperatures in Jan-189

uary can affect the life cycle of COVID-19 and their propensity to spread [31], but can190

also affect human behaviour. The effects of cold temperatures on human transmission of191

COVID-19 are not clear. On the one hand, cold weather can increase the risk of transmis-192

sion as people spend more time indoors, but could also reduce the risk of transmission193

due to a decrease of contact resulting from a reduction human activity.194

There is evidence that humidity affects influenza-type virus transmission in both195

experimental and observational studies [38,39], and in population-level studies [40]. High196

levels of humidity may provide a suitable framework for an outbreak of COVID-19 and197

modulate the magnitude of the pandemic [32]. To account for the role of humidity, we198

include: (6) potential evapotranspiration (pet), which provides a measure of the potential199

amount of evaporation (if a water body is present), which is associated with the quantity200

and lifetime of droplets in the air that can directly affect the spread of the disease in the201

air, or indirectly (e.g. reduce the protective ability of masks) [41].202

To mitigate a potential risk of multicolinearity, we applied a variance-inflation factor203

function to identify and remove collinear covariates that show high levels of correlation204

using a stepwise procedure from the R package usdm [42]. The procedure removes one205

covariate from all pairs of covariates that exhibit Pearson’s ρ > 0.75). We found that206

travel time to the nearest city of more than 50,000 inhabitants (access) [35] and travel207

time to Wuhan (Hubei province) are highly correlated (ρ > 0.75). We kept travel time208

to Wuhan since we believe that proximity with Wuhan is a major driver of the spread209

of COVID-19, especially over the study period (January-February 2020), which corre-210

sponds to the early pandemic which has been first identified in Wuhan.211

In equation 1, the spatial structure ζ(i, j) is represented by a zero-mean Gaussian212

Markov random field (GMRF), while ui ∼ N(0, σ2
u) is a polygon i.i.d. random effect,213

which account for variation among polygons, with varianceσ2
u. The GMRF has a Matérn214

covariance function defined by two parameters: the range ρ, which represents the dis-215

tance beyond which correlation becomes negligible (about 0.1), and σ is the marginal216

standard deviation.217

Due to the Bayesian setting of the downscaling model, priors need to be defined218

for all parameters (and hyperparameters) in the model. We used default priors (Nor-219

mally distributed with mean and standard deviation) for the intercept β0 ∼ N(0, 2)220

and covariate coefficients βq ∼ N(0, 0.4). We used penalized complexity (PC) pri-221

ors [43] for the polygon i.i.d effects ui ∼ N(0, τu), with standard deviation σu (precision222

τu = 1/σ2
u). Here, we used the default configuration that favors a base model without223

polygon-specific effect, with P(σu > σu,max) = σu,prob, with σu,max and σu,prob that can224

be defined by the user [44].225
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Figure 3: Potential covariates used in the downscaling model. The maps show the standardized values
of six potential covariates used in the downscaling model. The model includes travel time to Wuhan, China
(W.access), travel time to to the nearest city with more than 50,000 inhabitants (access), population size
(pop), urbanity (urban), January land surface temperatures (LST), potential evapotranspiration (pet).

For the parameters of the random field (range and scale), we used penalized com-226

plexity (PC) priors [43] so that P(ρ < 3) = 0.01 and P(σ > 1) = 0.01. Throughout this227

approach, we constrained the model to favor a random field with a smaller magnitude228

and a large range. We compare the predictive out-of-sample and in-sample performance229

of different model specifications, which include variations in the spatial parameters (see230

details in SI).231

3. Results232

We carried out an out-of-sample procedure to compare the predictive performance233

(MAE, RMSE) of different model specificities by varying several components (see de-234

tails in SI). The investigated models include: (1) all covariates; (2) only anthropogenic235

covariates; (3) only environmental covariates. In addition, we built four alternative mod-236

els (4-7) that include all covariates but use alternative penalized complexity (PC) priors237

on the spatial parameters. The results show that the model including only anthropogenic238

covariates has in general the highest predictive performance. This is expected, since the239

spread of COVID-19 is likely to be mainly driven by anthropogenic factors [33].240

3.1. Parameter estimation241

The estimated mean and 95% credible intervals of the fixed effects (Fig 4, top panel)242

are provided for (from bottom to top): the log precision of the i.i.d effects (polygon-243
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level), intercept, spatial hyperparameters log ρ and log σ, and the β coefficients associ-244

ated with the covariates.245

Figure 4: Parameter estimation of the downscaling model. The graphic shows the mean and 95%
credible intervals (y-axis) of the estimated parameters (fixed-effects and random effects) in the model
(y-axis). It includes (from bottom to top), the log precision of the i.i.d effects (polygon-level), intercept,
spatial hyperparameters log ρ and log σ, and the β coefficients associated with each covariate.

As expected, travel time to Wuhan (95% CI: -0.63 ; -0.22) is negatively associated246

with COVID-19 incidence rate: the expected COVID-19 incidence rate increases with247

proximity to Wuhan, where the virus was first identified. We also observed a positive248

effect of population size (pop) on COVID-19 incidence rate (95% CI: 0.08 ; 0.88), which249

suggests that areas with larger population size tends to be more prone to COVID-19250

infections.251

There is evidence of an effect from the i.i.d. province-specific random effects (log(τ)252

(95% CI: -0.82 ; -0.21), which is expected especially in the early stages of the epidemic,253

where Hubei province had a much higher number of reported cases compared to the254

other provinces, whose connection with Wuhan are highly variable can can therefore255

lead to important risk variability among provinces. A large range of plausible values as-256

sociated with urbanity are positive, however, the 95% credible intervals of the estimated257

corresponding coefficient also include a range of negative values (95% CI: -0.18 ; 0.57).258

Therefore our results are inconclusive with regard to the role of urbanity on COVID-19259
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incidence rate. Future studies based on larger datasets might provide additional infor-260

mation on its potential effect.261

3.2. Downscaling model predictions of COVID-19 cases at fine spatial scales262

A sampling process (n=2,000) from the posterior distribution allows us to estimate263

the expected incidence rate of COVID-19 for January-February 2020 at 5 km grid-cell264

across China. In addition, we compute the higher and lower bound of the 95% credible265

intervals estimates of the incidence rate, which provide a measure of uncertainty of the266

predictions. To compare the results of the downscaling model with the spatially disag-267

gregated datasets (Xu et al. and the Paper), we convert the predicted rates (mean) and268

their uncertainty (lower bound, and higher bound estimations) into predicted cases by269

multiplying them with population size for each grid-cell in China.270

Fig 5 shows the (natural log) COVID-19 infected cases for January and February271

2020 from the original JHU dataset at province-level in China (top-left). In addition,272

it shows an estimation of the (natural log) infected cases based on the downscaling273

approach with lower bound of the 95% CI (top-right), mean (bottom-left), and higher274

bound of the 95% CI (bottom-right) predictions at 5 km grid-cell.275

Figure 5: JHU original COVID-19 data and estimated cases (January-February 2020) with downscal-
ing (natural logarithm scale). The maps show the original dataset of JHU of (natural log) COVID-19
infected cases for January and February 2020 at province-level in China (top-left), along with an estimation
of the (natural log) infected cases based on the downscaling approach with lower bound (top-right), mean
(bottom-left), and higher bound (bottom-right) predictions at 5 km grid-cell.

11

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

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted June 20, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.17.20133959doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.17.20133959
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Figure 6: The Paper, Xu et al., and estimated cases (January-February 2020) with downscaling (log
scale) in Chinese districts. The maps show the number of (log) COVID-19 infected cases for January and
February 2020 at district-level (340 districts) in China from the Paper (left), Xu et al. (center), with blank
areas corresponding to locations without observations provided by the corresponding disaggregated dataset.
Right: estimated (natural log) mean infected cases based on the downscaling approach.

3.3. Comparing model predictions with disaggregated datasets at district-level276

Since the reported cases from the disaggregated datasets are reported at city-level,277

they are likely to include cases that occur in the neighbourhood of the reported locations.278

To ease their comparison with the predicted cases from the downscaling approach, we279

compare the data at district level, which include 340 districts corresponding to one ad-280

ministrative level below province in China (Taiwan districts are merged into one single281

entity).282

Fig 6 shows the number of (natural log) COVID-19 infected cases for January and283

February 2020 at district-level (340 districts) in China from the Paper (left), Xu et al.284

(center), along with an estimation of the (natural log) mean infected cases based on the285

downscaling approach (right). Figs 7 and 8 show the number of (natural log) COVID-19286

infected cases for January and February 2020 at district-level (340 districts) in China287

from the Paper (blue triangles), Xu et al. (red points), along with an estimation of288

the (natural log) mean (white squares), 95% credible intervals (grey segments) of the289

infected cases based on the downscaling approach. For each district, the color of the290

symbol is faded for the corresponding dataset (Xu et al. or The Paper) that exhibits the291

most distant values (in absolute terms) to the predicted (natural log) mean cases from292

the downscaling approach.293

Figs 7 and 8 show that in most districts, the values of the (natural log) reported cases294

from Xu et al. and the Paper lie within the 95% credible intervals of the predicted (nat-295

ural log) cases based on the downscaling approach. This suggest that there is relative296

consistency between the investigated spatially disaggregated datasets (when data is pro-297

vided) and the predictions from the downscaling model at district-level. We observe that298

the counts from Xu et al. tend to be closer to the predictive values from the downscal-299

ing approach. To further analyze potential discrepancies, we compute the absolute error300

(MAE) and the root mean squared error (RMSE) between the observed counts and the301

predictions based on several downscaling model specifications at district-level.302
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Figure 7: Assessment of consistency of reported cases from The Paper and Xu et al. with estimated
cases from downscaling (natural log scale) JHU data in high-impacted districts. The figure shows
the number of (natural log) COVID-19 infected cases for January and February 2020 at district-level (340
districts) in China from the Paper (blue triangles), Xu et al. (red points), along with an estimation of the
(natural log) mean (white squares), 95% credible intervals (grey segments) of the infected cases based on
the downscaling approach. For each district, the color of the symbol is faded for the corresponding dataset
(Xu et al. or The Paper) that exhibit values less close to the predicted (natural log) mean.

Table 1 shows the MAE and RMSE computed at district-level between each disag-303

gregated dataset (Xu et al. and the Paper) and mean predicted values from downscaling304

models with 8 specifications (Model spec). The models differ by the use of: anthro-305

pogenic covariates (Socio. cov.), environmental covariates (Env. cov.), and i.i.d random306

polygon-specific effects (i.i.d random), and parameter tuning on the spatial parameters.307

We used default penalized complexity (PC) priors the spatial parameters with default308
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Figure 8: Assessment of consistency of reported cases from The Paper and Xu et al. with estimated
cases from downscaling (natural log scale) JHU data in low-impacted districts. The figure shows the
number of (natural log) COVID-19 infected cases for January and February 2020 at district-level (340
districts) in China from the Paper (blue triangles), Xu et al. (red points), along with an estimation of the
(natural log) mean (white squares), 95% credible intervals (grey segments) of the infected cases based on
the downscaling approach. For each district, the color of the symbol is faded for the corresponding dataset
(Xu et al. or The Paper) that exhibit values less close to the predicted (natural log) mean.

thresholds ρ min and σ max and used alternative thresholds in model specifications (5-309

8).310

Note that the data coverage varies among the disaggregated datasets. Xu et al. pro-311

vides data in more districts (301) compared to The Paper (234). Missing data can be312

visualized in Fig 6 as blank areas. Data coverage is usually better in the East of China.313

The results of the analysis at district-level show that Xu et al. data have a larger data cov-314
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Model Socio. Env. iid. ρ σ Nobs Nobs MAE MAE RMSE RMSE
spec. cov. cov. random min. max. Xu Paper Xu Paper Xu Paper

1 yes yes yes 1 1.0 301 234 212.7 218.1 1283.7 2294.5
2 yes no yes 1 1.0 301 234 209.8 216.4 1266.4 2323.4
3 no yes yes 1 1.0 301 234 199.2 355.8 794.2 3738.1
4 yes yes no 1 1.0 301 234 305.2 162.8 4277.4 1284.3
5 yes yes yes 10 1.0 301 234 212.5 218.2 1285.0 2292.7
6 yes yes yes 5 1.0 301 234 212.4 217.3 1288.8 2287.4
7 yes yes yes 1 0.5 301 234 208.8 232.3 1165.5 2459.2
8 yes yes yes 1 5.0 301 234 211.6 222.2 1250.8 2339.4

Table 1: Performance metrics computed at district-level with several model specifications. Perfor-
mance metrics computed to compare the discrepancies on the COVID-19 counts of the spatially disaggre-
gated datasets from Xu et al. and The Paper with predicted (mean) values from the downscaling approach
at district-level (340 districts) using different model specifications.

erage and exhibit a number of reported cases closer to the model predictions compared to315

The Paper data. The predictive performance metrics MAE and RMSE are systematically316

lower with Xu et al. data (lower in 7/8 model specifications).317

4. Discussion318

The Bayesian downscaling model suggested in this paper made possible an assess-319

ment of discrepancies in the COVID-19 counts between databases aggregated at different320

spatial scales. By investigating reported cases from January to February 2020, the sug-321

gested approach allowed us to quantify differences in COVID-19 counts between two322

near real-time spatially disaggregated datasets and a reference province-level dataset at323

district-level in China. This data comparison would not be feasible with traditional sta-324

tistical models. Furthermore, our analysis benefited from the Bayesian structure of the325

model, which provided a coherent framework to estimate and visualize uncertainty in326

the predictions across a fine spatial grid that covers our study area.327

The method proposed in this paper exhibits several shortcomings. Our initial ex-328

ploratory analysis remains descriptive and do not capture the processes behind the gen-329

erated data. As such, it has only allowed us to identify potential data mismatches. How-330

ever, the exploratory phase led us to investigate the observed data discrepancies in fur-331

ther detail. The second step of our analysis consisted of a comparison between reported332

coronavirus-infected cases and their locations gathered from two spatially disaggregated333

datasets (Xu et al. and The Paper [16,45]) and predictions from a downscaling approach334

using JHU data as reference province-level database [15]. Without reference data at a335

finer scale (city-level), we were not able to rigorously validate the results of the grid-cell336

predictions, and hence, identify data discrepancies with high confidence. Furthermore,337

our model did not distinguish age and gender classes of the population at risk. A po-338

tential refinement of the model informed by population structure could be used to better339

estimate the population at risk.340
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Assuming a well-specified model, the downscaling model is likely to have provided341

an accurate representation of the uncertainty [23], which has allowed us to quantify de-342

viations of the counts from the disaggregated databases with regard to the estimated343

mean and 95% credible intervals of the predicted counts from the downscaling model.344

To prevent the risk of overfitting, we built a relatively parsimonious model by selecting345

a few theoretically-relevant covariates and constraining them to be linearly associated346

with COVID-19 counts to keep the model as simple as possible.347

Since in-sample predictions may not provide accurate predictive metrics in the pres-348

ence of overfitting [46], we selected the model based on the results of an out-of-sample349

iterative procedure that made predictions at grid-cell within each hold-out province from350

different model specifications. This procedure ensures that the resulting predictive met-351

rics are based exclusively on data that has not been used in the fitting procedure. The352

model with the best predictive performance includes exclusively anthropegeic covari-353

ates, which brings evidence of the dominant role of human factors in the spread of354

COVID-19 [33].355

A recent study that investigates the predictive performance of downscaling models356

exploring different contexts (various point data, aggregated areas sizes, and types of357

model misspecifications) suggests that predictive performance is likely to improve with a358

high number of data points and small polygon areas. If these conditions are not satisfied,359

predictions should remain accurate enough if the model is well-specified [23]. With a360

total of 33 polygons used to fit a relatively parsimonious model, we are confident that361

the predicted mean and uncertainty (95% credible intervals) should be accurate enough362

to provide reliable estimates of COVID-19 counts at district-level.363

Despite the measures implemented to mitigate the effects of several major validity364

threats, our results remain dependent on the accuracy and reliability of the JHU reference365

data at province-level. Even at national and province-level, estimating the true number366

of positive cases of COVID-19 remains challenging. The number of individuals with a367

positive test result for the virus are inevitably smaller than the actual number of cases368

since a large proportion of infected people will not experience symptoms and may not369

get tested for the virus. Furthermore, the quality and efficiency of tests are subject to370

errors, which may lead to important discrepancies between reported and true counts [34].371

5. Conclusion372

The analysis of spatially disaggregated COVID-19 data in January and February373

2020 in China highlights important discrepancies in the counts of COVID-19 cases at374

a fine spatial scale. The results of an initial exploratory analysis led us to compare375

the observed differences in COVID-19 cases in China gathered from two spatially dis-376

aggregated datasets, Xu et al. [16] and The Paper [45], with fine-scale predictions using377

a Bayesian downscaling approach applied to a province-level data provided by Johns378

Hopkins University Center for Systems Science and Engineering (JHU) [15]. At district-379
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level, COVID-19 counts from the spatially disaggregated datasets tend to be consistent380

with the range of plausible values of the predictions obtained by the downscaling model.381

We showed that, in comparison with The Paper [45], Xu et al. data [16] has a larger data382

coverage and the number of reported COVID-19 cases tend to exhibit a higher degree of383

consistency with the expected values of the predictions obtained from the downscaling384

model385

The discrepancies in the counts of COVID-19 observed at province and district lev-386

els in China could also occur in other spatial and temporal frameworks. We believe387

that the data discrepancies highlighted in this case study are substantial enough to be388

considered by the providers of disaggregated data and the research community. As the389

COVID-19 pandemic continues to threaten various regions around the world, accuracy390

and reliability of the disaggregated COVID-19 data are crucial for governments and lo-391

cal communities to ensure rigorous assessment of the extent and magnitude of the threat392

posed by the virus and draw relevant conclusions. We hope that our analysis can help393

the data providers to identify at fine spatial scales potential data collection issues and394

remedy to them.395

Governmental measures to mitigate the spread of the virus, such as quarantine, social396

distancing, and community containment are costly [47]. The efficiency of measures can397

be improved through evidence-based analysis grounded on reliable and accurate data.398

Given the observed data discrepancies at various spatial scales, we recommend that the399

providers of disaggregated COVID-19 data join efforts with the World Health Organiza-400

tion, as well as national and regional governments to build and maintain a comprehensive401

and reliable disaggregated database on COVID-19, which would help the research com-402

munity and policy makers in their combat against the global threat posed by the virus.403
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Supporting Information (SI)519

This Section provides details on the data extraction and cleaning processes that has520

been performed to compare and select data on coronavirus. In addition, it provides fur-521

ther detail on the cross-validation procedure used to compare the predictive performance522

of disaggregated models. All operations (both computing and graphics) are carried out523

in the statistical software R [48] and can be downloaded from this platform (link to be524

provided).525

1. COVID-19 data selection526

Data on coronavirus-infected cases are provided by various sources, including individual-527

level data from national, provincial, and municipal health reports, as well as additional528

information from online reports. A reference source of province-level data is provided529

by John Hopkins University CSSE (JHU) [15] through an interactive web platform, whose530

data can be downloaded using github [7]. For cases in China, the sources used include531

Twitter feeds, online news services. The reported cases are confirmed with regional and532

local health departments, including centers for disease control and prevention of China,533

Taiwan, and Europe, the Hong Kong Department of Health, the Macau Government,534

and the World Health Organization (WHO), as well as city-level and state-level health535

authorities.536

For the disaggregated datasets, we extracted city-level observations from the GitHub537

platform of the news agency Pengpai, which we refer to as “The Paper” [6,45] (09 April538

2020). We added city names in English, spatial coordinates of the cities (centroid),539

and dates in English. Furthermore, we removed events without or with wrong spatial540

coordinates. The cleaned dataset counts observations from 11 January 2020 to end of541

February 2020.542

In addition to The Paper dataset, we extracted data from healthmap.org’s GitHub (09543

April 2020), which includes COVID-19 cases in China in Hubei province [8] and outside544

Hubei province [9]). We refer to this second dataset as Xu et al. data. The entire dataset545

(events without dates are removed) contains observations from January 18 to end of546

February 2020. The authors have provided the geolocalization of the data using google547

map and a variable that indicates the level of spatial accuracy, which can be used to548

subset the data. Xu et al. data has been aggregated through official government sources,549

peer-reviewed papers, and online reports. Various procedures have been applied by the550

authors to increase accuracy and comprehensiveness of the data. Therefore, we did not551

clean the original dataset since the provider used various robust procedures to ensure that552

the data is accurate and comprehensible, which include checking records and potential553

duplicates with peer-reviewed research articles.554
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2. Model validation555

Out-of-sample predictions556

Good in-sample performance may be the results of overfitting and are therefore not557

necessarily informative about the true performance of models. In order to assess the558

external validity of our model and to obtain more realistic estimations of performance559

metrics, we performed an out-of-sample cross-validation procedure by taking into ac-560

count the spatial nature of the data and the model specifications [49–51]. While meth-561

ods to evaluate out-of-sample performance of downscaling approaches have been devel-562

oped (e.g. [20,52]), their relevance has been essentially drawn from the results of studies563

based on simulated data, which may not necessarily apply to our case study. Also, since564

province-level is the finer spatial resolution of our reference data (JHU data [15]), a cross-565

validation approach based on spatial blocks [53] would not be feasible.566

As a result, we fit the downscaling models using data in all provinces except one567

(hold-out province), predicted the expected cases in the hold-out province, and reported568

performance metrics (RMSE, MAE) based on the expected cases from JHU. Through an569

iterative process, the data from the hold-out province is not used during the fitting pro-570

cess to ensure that the predictive performance of the models is assessed exclusively on571

new data. We performed the out-of-sample procedure on various model speficications,572

similarly to the insample procedure (see Table 1) except that we did not consider models573

with i.i.d random polygon-specific effects since we opted for a procedure that remove574

data from province in an iterative way. In this case, province-specific effects cannot be575

used to inform the model.576

The model specifications (Model spec) are the following: (1) include all covariates,577

(2) include only anthropogenic covariates (Socio. cov.), (3) include only environmental578

covariates (Env. cov.), (4-7) using alternative penalized complexity (PC) priors on the579

spatial parameters ρ min and σ max. In total, this cross-validation computes predictive580

performance metrics for a total of 33 provinces multiplied by 7, which corresponds to a581

total of 231 runs. The results are illustrated in Table 2.582

In Table 2, we report the MAE and RMSE (MAE all, RMSE all) for each model583

specification, based on the out-of-sample predictions in all provinces. Since the out-of-584

sample predictions in some provinces appear far more challenging in some provinces585

(see Xingiang and Hubei in Fig 9), we also present the MAE and RMSE results with586

predictions excluded in Xingjiang (MAE no Xingjiang, RMSE no Xingjiang) and Hubei587

(MAE no Hubei, RMSE no Hubei) to compare the model performance in different areas.588

The results in Table 2 show that the model using only anthropogenic covariates (mod589

spec.: soc) has a better out-of-sample predictive ability in general, when we include590

predictions in all provinces (lowest MAE all and RMSE all) and also when we exclude591

predictions in Hubei province (lowest MAE no Xingjiang and RMSE no Xingjiang). If592

we exclude predictions in Xingjiang province, model sigma2 with all covariates and593

alternative penalized complexity (PC) prior on the spatial parameter sigmamax = 5 shows594
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mod. MAE RMSE MAE RMSE MAE RMSE
spec. all all no Xingjiang no Xingjiang no Hubei no Hubei
all 14413.8 66349.2 3127.2 11467.1 12898.4 66453.9
soc 5618.6 16469.8 3857.3 12636.6 3792.1 12307.1
env 8762.4 35392.5 3010.6 11398.8 7053.2 34145.9
rho1 13903.2 63643.0 3092.9 11434.5 12371.7 63665.7
rho2 11517.3 50733.1 2993.8 11357.7 9910.8 50304.6
sigma1 14895.9 68992.3 3143.5 11480.2 13395.6 69173.9
sigma2 9417.8 39719.0 2866.2 11275.7 7746.5 38771.8

Table 2: Performance metrics computed at province-level from an out-of-sample procedure. Perfor-
mance metrics computed from an out-of-sample procedure (iteratively remove each of the 33 provinces) to
compare different model specifications used to predict COVID-19 counts using a downscaling approach.
We compare a total of seven model specifications (without i.i.d random effects): (1) include all covari-
ates (all), (2) include only anthropogenic covariates (soc), (3) include only environmental covariates (env),
and models that include all covariates but using alternative penalized complexity (PC) priors on the spatial
parameters (rho1,rho2,sigma1,sigma2).

the highest predictive performance. From these results, we select model soc, which has595

the best predictive performance across the different predictive contexts.596

Insample predictions597

Note that the out-of-sample predictions approach that remove in an iterative way598

each province (hold-out province) cannot be used to assess the predictive performance of599

models with province-specific i.i.d random effects. However, random effects can account600

for important differences we observe among provinces that cannot be informed by the601

covariates. Therefore, our final selected model is based on the selected specification602

(model using only anthropogenic covariates (mod spec.: soc)), by including an i.i.d603

random effects to account for province-specific characteristics.604

To assess the insample predictive ability of the model, we compare the predicted605

incidence rate at province-level with the observed incidence rate computed as the number606

of reported COVID-19 cases from JHU [15] divided by the population size [30] of the607

province. For each province, the average incidence rate predicted by the downscaling608

is given by the sum of the mean predicted incidence rate multiplied by population size609

for each grid-cell within the province. A brief look at the results in Table 3 indicates610

that in most province, the predicted incidence rate (per 1,000) is equal to the observed611

incidence rate (per 1,000) when rounded at 3 digits. We can conclude that the in-sample612

predictions of the model are of sufficient accuracy.613

22

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

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted June 20, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.17.20133959doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.17.20133959
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


JHU all soc

env rho1 rho2

sigma1 sigma2

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

Figure 9: JHU original COVID-19 data and out-of-sample estimated cases (January-February 2020)
with downscaling (natural logarithm scale). The maps show the original dataset of JHU of (natural log)
COVID-19 infected cases for January and February 2020 at province-level in China (bottom-right), along
with an estimation of the (natural log) infected cases based on the aggregation of all out-of-sample predic-
tions in each of the 33 hold-out provinces from seven model specifications without i.i.d random effects: (1)
include all covariates (all), (2) include only anthropogenic covariates (soc), (3) include only environmen-
tal covariates (env), and models that include all covariates but using alternative penalized complexity (PC)
priors on the spatial parameters (rho1,rho2,sigma1,sigma2).

Province 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Obs.rate 0.016 0.020 0.020 0.008 0.003 0.013 0.005 0.004 0.025 0.004 0.012 0.013 0.065 1.086 0.015 0.000
Pred.rate 0.016 0.020 0.020 0.008 0.003 0.013 0.005 0.004 0.025 0.004 0.012 0.013 0.065 1.086 0.015 0.000

Province 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
Obs.rate 0.008 0.020 0.003 0.003 0.011 0.003 0.006 0.008 0.017 0.003 0.006 0.003 0.010 0.003 0.000 0.004 0.022
Pred.rate 0.008 0.020 0.003 0.003 0.011 0.003 0.006 0.008 0.017 0.003 0.006 0.003 0.010 0.003 0.000 0.004 0.022

Table 3: Results of insample predictions of the incidence rates (per 1,000) at province-level. Compar-
ison of the observed incidence rate (per 1,000) at province-level (second row) with the average predicted
incidence rate (per 1,000) (third row). The predictions are carried out in a total of 33 Chinese provinces are
included.
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