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1 Estimation of time-varying reproductive number with accounting for 21 

imported cases 22 

1.1 Summary of previous works 23 

The time-varying reproductive number is discussed in Fraser [1]. There are two 24 

types of time-varying reproductive number, Rt, namely instantaneous Rt and case 25 

Rt. It is showed that instantaneous Rt could be straightforward to be estimated in 26 

real-time, because it does not involve assumption on future transmissibility. 27 

Therefore, we focus on using instantaneous Rt to measure time-varying 28 

transmissibility. 29 

Cori et al [2] is one of the first studies to estimate the Rt from real data. In brief, it 30 

assumes that the distribution of infectiousness through time after infection is 31 

independent of calendar time. Transmission then is modeled by using a Poisson 32 

process. If 𝑤𝑠  is a probability distribution (sum equal to 1) of the infectiousness 33 

profile after infection, then the rate for infection at time step t-s generates new 34 

infections in time step t is equal to 𝑅𝑡𝑤𝑠, where 𝑅𝑡 is the instantaneous 35 

reproductive number at t. Also, the incidence at time t is Poisson distributed with 36 

mean 𝑅𝑡 ∑ 𝐼𝑡−𝑠𝑤𝑠
𝑡
𝑠=1 . It should be noted that we could use serial interval for 37 

proxy of infectiousness after symptom onset for inference [2], for disease with 38 

no or limited pre-symptomatic transmission.  39 

Thompson et al. [3] then extends the method to account for imported cases by 40 

adjusting the mean by 𝑅𝑡 ∑ {𝐼𝑡−𝑠
𝐼𝑚𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑒𝑑 + 𝐼𝑡−𝑠

𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙}𝑤𝑠
𝑡
𝑠=1 . However, such estimate 41 

assumed the average transmissibility of imported cases and local cases are the 42 

same and they are well-mixed in the population, which is unlikely to be true. In 43 

particular, this assumption is violated if there are interventions such as 44 

screening of travellers and quarantine measure. 45 

To summarize, the following issues need to be addressed on estimating Rt: 46 

1) Infection time is unobserved and hence estimation is based on symptom onset 47 

time. Particularly this would be an issue for disease with pre-symptomatic 48 

transmission. 49 



2) Imported cases were not mixed well with the local population and their 50 

transmissibility may also be different, since they may be tested, quarantined or 51 

isolated due to travel-related measures. Therefore, they may have higher 52 

probability to be detected. 53 

1.2 Model  54 

Denote 𝑌𝑗(𝑘) the number of infection at day k for type j (1: imported, 2: local case 55 

linked with imported cases, 3: local case linked with other local cases). Then, we 56 

have: 57 

𝑌2(𝑡)~𝑃𝑜𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑜𝑛{𝑅𝐼(𝑡) ∑ 𝑌1(𝑘)𝑤𝐼(𝑡 − 𝑘)

𝑡−1

𝑘=1

} 58 

𝑌3(𝑡)~𝑃𝑜𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑜𝑛{𝑅𝐿(𝑡) ∑{𝑌2(𝑘) + 𝑌3(𝑘)}𝑤𝐿(𝑡 − 𝑘)

𝑡−1

𝑘=1

} 59 

where 𝑅𝐼(𝑡) and 𝑅𝐿(𝑡) the time-varying effective reproductive number of 60 

imported cases and local cases at time t respectively. 61 

1.3 Likelihood function 62 

We used the smoothing method as in Cori et al., meaning that the transmissibility 63 

is assumed constant over a time period [𝑡 − 𝜏 + 1, 𝑡], where 𝜏 is the smoothing 64 

parameter. Hence likelihood at a time period t is 65 

𝑃(𝑌2(𝑡), … , 𝑌2(𝑡 − 𝜏 + 1), 𝑌3(𝑡), … , 𝑌3(𝑡 − 𝜏 + 1)|𝑌2(1), … 𝑌2(𝑡 − 𝜏), 𝑌3(1), … 𝑌3(𝑡 − 𝜏))66 

= ∏
(𝑅𝐿

𝜏(𝑡)ΦL(𝑠))
𝑌3(𝑠)

𝑒−𝑅𝐿
𝜏(𝑡)ΦL(𝑠)

𝑌3(𝑠)!

𝑡

𝑠=𝑡−𝜏+1

∗
(𝑅𝐼

𝜏(𝑡)ΦI(𝑠))
𝑌2(𝑠)

𝑒−𝑅𝐼
𝜏(𝑡)ΦI(𝑠)

𝑌2(𝑠)!
 67 

where ΦL(𝑡) = ∑ {𝑌2(𝑘) + 𝑌3(𝑘)}𝑤𝐿(𝑡 − 𝑘)𝑡−1
𝑘=1  and ΦI(𝑡) = ∑ 𝑌1(𝑘)𝑤𝐼(𝑡 − 𝑘)𝑡−1

𝑘=1 . 68 

The total likelihood is the product of time period in the observed data, excluding 69 

for the first 𝜏 − 1 days due to 𝜏-day smoothing. 70 

1.4 Priors 71 

For the parameters that only take positive values, such as standard derivation, 72 

we used a vague Uniform(0,10) prior. Otherwise, we used a vague Uniform(-73 



10,10) prior. We assumed the prior for R(t) is Gamma(1,2) with mean and 74 

standard deviation equal to 2. 75 

1.5 Algorithm 76 

At each MCMC step k, we update the model parameters 𝜃 by using random walk 77 

Metropolis-Hastings algorithm [4]. The step size of the proposal was adjusted to 78 

have acceptance rate for 20-30%. 79 

1.6 Simulation study 80 

To validate that our approach could provide unbiased estimates of Rt for 81 

imported cases and local cases. We conducted a simulation study. In each 82 

replication, we simulated an epidemic according to the input value of Rt for 83 

imported cases and local cases, and the model in Section 1.2. Then we used our 84 

approach to estimate the unknown parameters. 85 

In the first scenario, the Rt for imported cases was set to be 1 and Rt for local 86 

cases was set to be 1.5, with a 70-day epidemics. We summarized the estimates 87 

in Figure S1. In the 50 replications, most of the mean value (black lines) were 88 

close to the true value (red lines), and the 95% credible intervals (the blue lines) 89 

bracketed the true value, suggesting that our model provide a reasonable fit. As 90 

suggested in previous analyses [5, 6], the first 14 days estimates were ignored 91 

because they are biased. 92 

In the second scenario, the Rt for imported cases was set to be 1 and Rt for local 93 

cases were set to be 2.0 in first 30 days, and then decreased to 0.8 for 40 days, 94 

mincing interventions that could control the local spread. We summarized the 95 

estimates in Figure S2. In the 50 replications, most of the mean value (black 96 

lines) were close to the true value (red lines), and the 95% credible intervals (the 97 

blue lines) bracketed the true value, suggesting that our model provide a 98 

reasonable fit. Although it shows that about 10 days were needed for the 99 

estimated Rt to reach the value of post-intervention Rt. 100 

2 Data analysis for Hong Kong COVID-19 outbreak 101 

Since the time series of cases by infection dates could not be observed, we need 102 

to infer the epidemic curve by infection dates, to perform estimation. We also 103 



need to account for the uncertainty in each step by using a bootstrap type 104 

analysis. 105 

2.1 Inference of epidemic curve by infection date  106 

We used deconvolution approach in Becker et al. [7] to obtain the epidemic curve 107 

by infection time from the epidemic curve by onset time, and a given distribution 108 

of delay from infection to report. We summarize the approach as follows: 109 

Given a known distribution of the delay from infection to report 𝑓𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑦(. ), where 110 

𝑓𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑦(𝑢) = 𝑃(𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑦 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑡𝑜 𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡 = 𝑢) 111 

Denote 𝑍𝑗(𝑘) the number of onset at day k for type j (1: imported, 2: local case 112 

linked with imported cases, 3: local case linked with other local cases). Then, we 113 

have: 114 

𝐸 (𝑍𝑗(𝑘)|𝑌𝑗(1), … , 𝑌𝑗(𝑘)) = ∑ 𝑌𝑗(𝑢) ∗ 𝑓𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑦(𝑘 − 𝑢)

𝑘−1

𝑢=1

 115 

Denote 𝜇𝑘 = 𝐸(𝑍𝑗(𝑘)) and 𝜆𝑘 = 𝐸(𝑌𝑗(𝑘)), we have 116 

𝜇𝑘 = ∑ 𝜆𝑢 ∗ 𝑓𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑦(𝑘 − 𝑢)

𝑘−1

𝑢=1

 117 

Under the assumption that 𝑌𝑗(𝑘) are independent Poisson variates, 𝑍𝑗(𝑘) are also 118 

independent Poisson variates. Hence, the likelihood function is 119 

∏ [∑ 𝜆𝑢 ∗ 𝑓𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑦(𝑘 − 𝑢)

𝑘−1

𝑢=1

]

𝑍𝑗(𝑘)

exp {− ∑ 𝜆𝑢 ∗ 𝑓𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑦(𝑘 − 𝑢)

𝑘−1

𝑢=1

}

𝑘

 120 

2.2 Assumption on input parameter in data analysis 121 

For incubation period distribution, we use the estimate mean 5.2 days (SD 3.9) 122 

estimated from Li et al. [8]. 123 

Hence, based on the empirical distribution of delay from onset to report, we can 124 

construct the distribution for the delay from infection to report by convolution of 125 



incubation period distribution and the empirical distribution of delay from onset 126 

to report. 127 

The infectiousness since infection 𝑤𝑡  was a convolution of incubation period and 128 

the infectiousness relative to onset (allowed to be pre-symptomatic) based on 129 

viral shedding data, with a shifted gamma distribution [9]. 130 

To account for the fact that imported cases did not contribute their entire 131 

infectiousness in Hong Kong, we assumed they started to contribute their 132 

infectiousness at onset in Hong Kong (the median of the difference between 133 

arrival date and onset date is 0 based on the “eCOVID-19” data). Hence, the 134 

infectiousness profile of local cases, 𝑤𝐿(𝑡) = 𝑤(𝑡). For the infectiousness profile 135 

of imported cases, we assumed that it started at 5 days after infection since the 136 

mean incubation period is 5 days. Therefore, the infectiousness profile of 137 

imported cases is: 138 

𝑤𝐼(𝑡) = 𝐼(𝑡 ≥ 5) ∗
𝑤(𝑡)

∑ 𝐼(𝑡 ≥ 5)𝑤(𝑡)
 139 

We analyse the epidemic curve up to Apr 24, 2020, and take 𝜏 = 14 in our 140 

analysis, to avoid unstable estimates for time-varying reproductive number.  141 

In the dataset, local cases were further classified as unlinked local cases or local 142 

cases linked with other local cases. In our analysis, we sampled the source of 143 

unlinked local cases with equal probability to be infected from imported cases or 144 

local cases. 145 

2.3 Inference 146 

To inference Rt, we first use the deconvolution summarized in Section 2.2. An 147 

expectation–maximization (EM) algorithm with a smoothing step is also included 148 

to obtain a smoother epidemic curve to enhance interpretation. This is achieved 149 

by using the backprojNP function in the surveillance package in R. 150 

After obtaining the epidemic curve by infection time, we use the model in Section 151 

1.2. to estimate Rt for local cases and imported cases. We use a Markov chain 152 

Monte Carlo approach to estimate the model parameter, as stated in Section 1.5.  153 



We accounted for the uncertainty of input parameters, including incubation 154 

period and infectiousness profile to obtain the final estimates of Rt in addition to 155 

model parameter uncertainty as follows: 156 

We followed the approach in Salje et al. [10]. We reconstructed 200 epidemic 157 

curves. For each epidemic curve, we first sampled the parameters for the 158 

incubation period distribution. Then we used the deconvolution with that 159 

incubation period distribution and estimate Rt  for local cases and imported 160 

cases. Then we sampled the source of unlinked local cases. Then we presented 161 

the mean, 2.5% and 97.5% quantiles for those 200 Rt  estimates for each time 162 

point. 163 
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SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURE LEGEND 205 

Figure S1. Simulation results for scenario 1:  Rt for imported cases (Panel A) and 206 

for local cases (Panel B) were set to be 1 and 1.5 respectively. The red lines 207 

indicated the true value of Rt, and the black lines indicated the estimates of Rt 208 

and the blue lines indicated the 95% credible intervals for estimates. 209 

 210 

Figure S2. Simulation results for scenario 2:  Rt for imported cases (Panel A) 211 

were set to be 1. Rt for local cases (Panel B) were set to be 2.0 for the first 30 212 

days and decreased to 0.8 for next 40 days. The red lines indicated the true value 213 

of Rt, and the black lines indicated the estimates of Rt and the blue lines indicated 214 

the 95% credible intervals for estimates. 215 
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