




















medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.12.20151753.this version posted July 14, 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(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.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 .
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Figure 5: Simple “nowcast” to quantify the combined effects of R and incidence using Pillar 1
data. (A) nowcast for each UTLA, with the Isle of Wight’s line in red, and (B) centile of the Isle of
Wight’s projection ranked against the other areas.
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A loW vs. its synthetic control Scenario 1 B loW treatment effect Scenario 1
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C loW vs. its synthetic control Scenario 2 D loW treatment effect Scenario 2
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Figure 6: Comparison between R on the Isle of Wight and the other areas in England using a
synthetic control approach and Pillar 1 data. (A) Synthetic control using the average R in each
of the three weeks of the training/validation period as matching variables. This scenario gives
71% weight to the East Ridings of Yorkshire, 28% to Doncaster and 1% to Sandwell in
constructing the synthetic control. (B) Difference between each UTLA and its respective
synthetic control (Scenario 1). The grey area contains 95% of all UTLAs. A line outside the area
is classified as significantly different from zero at the 5% level. (C) Synthetic control using the
average R in each of the three weeks and age and ethnicity variables (proportion of the
population aged 0-19, 20-44, 45-64, 65-74 and 75+; the proportion of the population being
white, Asian, Black and African Caribbean) as matching variables. This approach gives 64%
weight to Dorset, 32% to North Somerset, 3% to the East Ridings of Yorkshire and 1% to
Kensington and Chelsea in constructing the synthetic control. (D) Difference between each
UTLA and its respective synthetic control (Scenario 2).
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Figure 7: Maximum-Likelihood estimates of R: (A) on the Isle of Wight and nationally, for each
data set; (B) for each UTLA using Pillar 1 data, with the Isle of Wight in red, before the TTI
intervention; (C) for each UTLA using Pillar 1 data, with the Isle of Wight in red, after the TTI
intervention.
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Supplementary material
Supplementary Methods

Data on incidence of confirmed cases by area

We used publicly available reports of Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 data until 30 June 2020 [9,10]. Pillar 1
data was available by Upper Tier Local Authority (UTLA) whereas Pillar 2 was reported as a
national daily total. On 1 July 2020, Public Health England stopped reporting Pillar 1 cases
alone, and on 2 July after a deduplication procedure they began publishing daily Pillar 1 and 2
case numbers combined at the levels of countries, regions, UTLAs and Lower Tier Local
Authorities (LTLAs) [25,26]. Although Pillar 1 data does not give a complete picture of confirmed
cases and is restricted to the UTLA level, we focus on Pillar 1 cases for our estimation of
incidence and the time changing reproduction number R(t) because these are the most
consistently reported over time and across areas. The combined pillars dataset presents
challenges for interpreting incidence of new infections because of differences in timing: cases
are reported by date of swab test, which for a Pillar 2 test is likely to be shortly after symptom
onset so around 4-7 days post-infection, but for Pillar 1 is likely to be shortly after admission to
hospital so around 7-12 days post-infection [12]. Pillar 2 daily case data for the Isle of Wight was
obtained via private communication with Public Health England. This data can be approximated
by subtracting the Pillar 1 data from the combined data; the differences caused by the
deduplication procedure are slight as can be seen by comparing Figures 2A and 2C.

Back-calculation of infection times

For each of the 150 areas of England under study, we have a time-series of reported cases C
where C, is the number of cases newly diagnosed via hospital testing, where the swab was
taken on day t. We used a back-calculation approach to infer the time-series of infection times
of these cases /,. Let (, be the probability distribution of times elapsed s between being

infected and being swab-tested in hospital. For a case infected at time t-s the probability that
they are swab-tested at time tis . Conversely, for a case swab-tested at time ¢, the probability

t

that they were infected at time t-siis (,/, /> (I, , , i.e. the backwards-in-time delay distribution

is not in general equal to the forwards-in-time distribution. However, we make the simplifying
assumption that incidence changes sulfficiently slowly across the range of {, (about a week)

that ¢/, /> (.1, , = (,, and so we estimate that, of the people who became Pillar 1 confirmed

cases, the number infected at time tis 7, =3 (,C,,, .

For ¢, we took the convolution of the incubation period distribution and the distribution for time
from symptoms to hospital visit, making the assumption that the majority of the Pillar 1 tests
were for patients. For the incubation period we used meta-analysis results indicating a
lognormal distribution with mean 5.42 days and standard deviation 2.7 days [14] (specifically,
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the results excluding those of Ma et al for which bias was detected [14]). For time from
symptoms to hospital visit time we used a gamma distribution with mean 5.14 days and
standard deviation 4.2 days [12].

Back-calculation of incidence leads to right-censoring towards the present by an amount
corresponding to roughly the mean of {,, and so we truncate analyses 10 days before the last
date of “reliable” data. That is, we truncate analyses at 14 June because accurate estimates
after this time would require complete data beyond 24 June, but case numbers within the last 5
days of the dataset (25-29 June) should be considered incomplete [9].

Renewal equation estimation for R(t)

The time-varying effective reproduction number R(¢) is a standardized measure for the rate of
spread of an infection at time t. Several definitions exist; here we used the instantaneous
reproduction number [17]. Use of this measure and back-calculation from reporting dates were
recently recommended by a survey of methods [27] and has been implemented across many
different countries for COVID-19 [28]. A Bayesian method of estimation of this measure is
implemented in the software package EpiEstim [18,19]. Specifically, our definition of R(r) was

R( =1,/ wy, A where I, is the number of inferred infections on day t and w; is the
s=0

t—s
generation time distribution for day s. If the Bayesian prior for R(z) is a gamma distribution with
shape and scale parameters (a, b) and if the number of infections is Poisson distributed, then
the posterior distribution for the reproduction number is also gamma distributed [18] with

t t N
parameters (a',b’)givenby a’'=a+ Y I;and b'= b/(l +b Y Y Iiuwy )

s=t—1+1 s=t—t1+1 u=1

To reduce oversensitivity to the priors (a,b) when the number of infections is very low, instead
of reporting as the central estimate of R(¢) the posterior mean (which is a’b’ and is the default in
EpiEstim) we report instead, as the central estimate, the posterior mode, namely (a'—1)b’'. The
choice of posterior mode as a central tendency is common in Bayesian statistics, and reduces
the tendency to obtain high estimates of R(¢) when there are very few reported cases in an
area. We report the usual 95% credibility intervals.

Nowcasting

The future course of an epidemic depends on both the current number of infectious individuals
and the effective reproduction number R. In the last month of this study the Isle of Wight had a
consistent pattern of recording just one Pillar 1 case every 5-7 days. Although we know that
there were also Pillar 2 cases, the Pillar 1 case count is consistent with a single chain of
transmission where one individual infects exactly one other: a reproduction number of 1.
However, the short-term forecast is clearly better for the island than it would be for another
UTLA with a reproduction number of 1 but many Pillar 1 cases per 100,000 population. We
combine R with incidence per capita to provide a simple “nowcast” for each UTLA in the
following way: for each UTLA on each date we consider the week which starts 3 days before
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and ends 3 days afterwards. We multiply the estimated value of R in that week by the mean
incidence per capita for that week to provide a simple projection of the expected number of new
cases per capita per day in that area in the near future.

Creating synthetic controls for the 150 UTLAs in England

The ‘synthetic control’ method was developed to evaluate the effect of a treatment on the
aggregate level, e.g., regions, when only one region is treated [20, 21]. The method provides a
data-driven manner of constructing a more similar comparison unit. The synthetic control is
constructed as a weighted average of all ‘donor’ (control, untreated) units. The vector W of
donor unit weights is chosen based on matching variables X such that the outcome variable of
the synthetic control most closely resembles the outcome variable of the treated unit in the
pre-treatment period. In our setting, the Isle of Wight is the treated region and the treatment is
the introduction of the TTI pilot. The donor units are all other UTLAs in England. The outcome
variable Y is the daily value of R, estimated as described above. As matching variables X we
use age bands, ethnicity shares in the population, and weekly averages of the estimated values
of R.

We used the synth package in Stata to construct the synthetic control. The weights are chosen
over T days and N = 149 donor units. Define Y, as a (T X 1) vector of the treatment unit’s
outcome variable, i.e., R on the Isle of Wight. Y, .. is a (T X N) matrix of the donor units’
outcome variable. There are J matching variables. Define X, ., = (Xioat's ---» Xpear') @S @ (J X 1)
vector of matching variables for the treatment unit and similarly X, . as the corresponding (J X
N) matrix of matching variables for the donor units. Define W as an (N X 1) vector of weights
that sum to one: Wis a possible synthetic control. Finally, define V as a (J X J) diagonal matrix
of matching variable weights. Thus W contains the weights across donor units and V contains
the weights across matching variables. Then the optimal synthetic control W* and the
associated symmetric matrix V* solve the following minimisation problems:

W* = arg min w A\/(Xtreat - Xdanor W)’V *(Xtreat - Xdonor W)

V= arg minV (Ytreat n Ydonor W*(V))I(Ytreat B Ydonor W*(V))

To provide robustness against overfitting, we determined the matching variables weights (V) by
cross validation. Specifically, we split the pre-treatment period into two equal-length periods, the
training period and the validation period, so T = 19 days for each of the two periods. The

minimisation was conducted twice, first to find a W"“" using training period data and a ¥

using validation period data, and again using data from the validation period to find W* by

val

setting V* = ' found in the first minimisation.

To test whether the difference between the Isle of Wight data and its synthetic control

is statistically different from zero, we used a permutation test. First, we created synthetic
controls for all 150 areas in England and calculated the difference between the outcome
variable in each area and its synthetic control. The Isle of Wight was deemed significantly
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different from its synthetic control at the 5% level if it was in the 2.5 centile of the areas with the
largest negative or the 2.5 centile of the areas with the largest positive difference to their
respective synthetic control.

Table S1: Matching variable weights for the Isle of Wight synthetic controls in different scenarios

Matching variable Scenario 1 Scenario 2
Average R in the first five days of 8% 0%
the training or validation period

Average R in week 2 of the 37% 0.001%
training or validation period

Average R in week 3 of the 55% .001%
training or validation period

Fraction white 64%
Fraction Asian / Asian British 24%
Fraction Black / African / 8%
Caribbean / Black British

Fraction mixed / multiple ethnic 0.7%
groups

Fraction other ethnic group 0.7%
Fraction 0-19 years 0.2%
Fraction 20-44 years 1.3%
Fraction 45-64 years 0.3%
Fraction 65-74 years 0.3%
Fraction 75+ years 0.04%

Maximum-Likelihood estimation of R

We estimated R(t) for Pillar 1 data because it is comparable across time and space; however,
valuable information is present in Pillar 2 data based on community testing. Because this was
not collected consistently over time, and community testing was introduced on the Isle of Wight
before the rest of the country (Figure 1), we performed three separate analyses using Pillar 1
data, Pillar 2 data and the combined dataset, estimating for each the exponential rate of change
r over defined time periods of analysis that clearly pre-date and post-date the introduction of
TTI. For a given series of cases C, in a time period [7,,,], we estimated the rate of change by
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t

maximising a simple Poisson log likelihood /(K , ) = Zz (Cilog (K )+ Crt—Kyexp(rt)) with
=t

respect to the intercept K, and the slope r. We used the likelihood ratio test to compare the
slope between two time series (that for the Isle of Wight versus that for elsewhere): we
compared the likelihoods obtained from a model constrained to use the same slope r for the two
series versus a model with freedom to select a different slope for each series. Ranges [7,,,]
were chosen so as to represent the time period of interest, taking into account delays in
reporting of cases relative to underlying infections, namely 5 days for Pillar 2 cases and the
combined data, and 10 days for Pillar 1 cases alone. We also remove the final 5 days of data
available for each data set since these may be incomplete [9]. The start and end dates are
given explicitly in Table S2. Finally, we use the relation R = ((BE—’))“ to determine R from r [22]

when the generation time is gamma-distributed, using values o= 6.6 and = 1.2 [Ferretti et al.

(in prep)].

t, Isle of Wight t, National t
Pillar 1 15 May 28 May 24 June
Pillar 2 10 May 23 May 19 June
Combined 10 May 23 May 26 June

Table S2: start and end dates [t,, t,] used in our Maximum-Likelihood estimation of the growth

rate r.
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Figure S1: Google mobility data shows similar trends for the Isle of Wight (solid) and the UK
(dashed) over the periods of lockdown and easing of restrictions.
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