
Evaluating COVID-19 reporting data in the context of

testing strategies across 31 LMICs

Mollie M. Van Gordon, Ph.D.1,∗, Kevin A. McCarthy, Ph.D.1, Joshua L.
Proctor, Ph.D.1, Brittany L. Hagedorn, MBA1

Abstract

0.1. Background

COVID-19 case counts are the predominant measure used to track epidemi-

ological dynamics and inform policy decision-making. Case counts, however,

are influenced by testing rates and strategies, which have varied over time

and space. A method to consistently interpret COVID-19 case counts in

the context of other surveillance data is needed, especially for data-limited

settings in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs).

0.2. Methods

We leverage statistical analyses to detect changes in COVID-19 surveillance

data. We apply the pruned exact linear time change detection method for

COVID-19 case counts, number of tests, and test positivity rate over time.

∗Corresponding author: mvangordon@idmod.org; +1 (425) 526-3104
1Institute for Disease Modeling at the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 500 5th Ave

N, Seattle, WA, 98109, USA

Preprint submitted to medRxiv July 19, 2021

 . 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 (which was not certified by peer review)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 preprint this version posted July 20, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.11.21251590doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.11.21251590
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


With this information, we categorize change points as likely driven by epi-

demiological dynamics or non-epidemiological influences such as noise.

0.3. Findings

Higher rates of epidemiological change detection are more associated with

open testing policies than with higher testing rates. We quantify alignment of

non-pharmaceutical interventions with epidemiological changes. LMICs have

the testing capacity to measure prevalence with precision if they use random-

ized testing. Rwanda stands out as a country with an efficient COVID-19

surveillance system. Sub-national data reveal heterogeneity in epidemiologi-

cal dynamics and surveillance.

0.4. Interpretation

Relying solely on case counts to interpret pandemic dynamics has important

limitations. Normalizing counts by testing rate mitigates some of these limi-

tations, and open testing policy is key to efficient surveillance. Our findings

can be leveraged by public health officials to strengthen COVID-19 surveil-

lance and support programmatic decision-making.

0.5. Funding

This publication is based on models and data analysis performed by the

Institute for Disease Modeling at the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation.
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Research in Context

Evidence before this study

We searched for articles on the current practices, challenges, and pro-

posals for COVID-19 surveillance in LMICs. We used Google Scholar

with search terms including “COVID surveillance.” Existing studies

were found to be qualitative, anecdotal, or highly location-specific.

Added value of this study

We developed a quantitative method that makes use of limited infor-

mation available from LMICs. Our approach improves interpretation

of epidemiological data and enables evaluation of COVID-19 surveil-

lance dynamics across countries.

Implications of all the available evidence

Our results demonstrate the importance of open testing for strong

surveillance systems, bolstering existing anecdotal evidence. We show

strong alignment across LMICs between non-pharmaceutical interven-

tions and epidemiological changes. We demonstrate the importance

of considering sub-national heterogeneity of epidemiological dynamics

and surveillance.
1
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1. Introduction2

The virus known as SARS-CoV-2 was first identified in Wuhan, China in3

December 2019. Since then, countries have scrambled to monitor the severity4

and trajectory of the COVID-19 outbreak and to control its progression using5

non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs). Disease surveillance has mostly6

relied on case counts to inform public health policies (WHO 2020). There7

has not, however, been a robust evaluation of case counts as a metric for8

epidemiological dynamics, nor the varied surveillance approaches used to9

track disease trajectories.10

Case-based surveillance systems have known weaknesses, including the strong11

influence of testing rates, which vary widely across space and time (Haider12

et al. 2020). Case counts can be inconsistently measured, testing capacity13

limited, and eligibility policies variable. It is critical to understand the lim-14

itations of available data and to identify metrics that are robust to these15

challenges, particularly for low- and middle-income countries (LMICs).16

There is general recognition that surveillance system performance can be17

a challenge in LMICs, and that understanding disease surveillance is key18

to system improvement and production of representative data (Petti et al.19

2006). Existing efforts to evaluate LMIC surveillance systems, however, are20

largely qualitative, country-specific, or based on commentary (Ibrahim 2020;21

Farahbakhsh et al. 2020; Alwan 2020). Further, most national-level studies22

of NPI impacts focus on high-income countries, but there is evidence that23
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these insights cannot be readily generalized to LMIC settings (Brauner et al.24

2020; Flaxman et al. 2020; Hsiang et al. 2020; Dehning et al. 2020; Chen25

et al. 2020; Islam et al. 2020; Haider et al. 2020). This leaves an important26

knowledge gap in understanding how to evaluate and interpret COVID-1927

epidemiological data from LMICs.28

To address the gap in systematic interpretation and evaluation methods, we29

leverage statistical analysis techniques to detect changes in underlying prop-30

erties of COVID-19 time series surveillance data across 31 LMICs. With this31

information, we categorize detected change points as likely driven by epi-32

demiological changes or non-epidemiological influences such as noise. This33

provides a quantitative and automated approach to analyzing epidemiolog-34

ical surveillance data. We make use of imperfect information despite data35

weaknesses, deriving insights from information available in LMICs that may36

otherwise be overlooked. The approach is fast and highly portable, well37

suited to looking across countries, and has minimal data requirements.38

In this article, we first present the methods for our analysis, including the39

statistical model, change point categorization, and evaluation of epidemio-40

logical change co-occurrence with NPIs. We follow with validation of our41

method, the usefulness of open testing, comparisons of country surveillance42

characteristics, and consideration of sub-national dynamics. Finally, we elab-43

orate on the significance of our results, broader conclusions, and relevance44

for public health applications.45
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2. Methods46

The methods are outlined in Figure 1 for two example countries: South Africa47

and Bangladesh. Details about each step are presented in the following sub-48

sections.49
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Figure 1: Methods Overview. Time series for cases (orange), tests (blue) and positivity

(green) for case study countries South Africa and Bangladesh. Cases and tests are plotted

in units per thousand people. Vertical lines indicate detected change points on each

series. National changes in testing policy are shown as blue bars; see Section 2.1 for

policy descriptions. Positivity change points are overlaid with case and test changes.

Change points from the three time series are grouped in time; shading on positivity changes

indicates grouping tolerance. Category labels for change point groups are shown above

positivity and described in Figure 2. Black arrows indicate NPI changes; arrow direction

indicates increase or decrease in stringency. For categories D and E, Y(es) and N(o) in

boxes below positivity indicate whether there is a co-occurring NPI change inverse to the

change in slope of positivity.
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2.1. Data50

We use national-level case and testing data as well as records on national51

policies for testing and NPIs (Roser et al. 2020; Hale et al. 2020). We cal-52

culate test positivity by dividing cases by tests. Testing policy is indicated53

by ordinal values: zero indicates no testing policy; one indicates testing of54

those with symptoms who meet specific criteria (e.g. known contact with a55

positive individual); two indicates testing of any symptomatic individuals;56

three indicates open public testing. For South Africa, we also use provincial-57

level data on COVID-19-confirmed deaths, cases, tests, and excess mortality58

(Mkhize 2020; National Institute for Communicable Diseases 2020; Statistics59

South Africa 2020; Bradshaw et al. 2020).60

We selected countries for analysis based on three conditions: available case61

data, available testing data, and human development index (HDI) score. Of62

those with data, we included the countries in the lowest third of HDI score,63

all of which are considered low- or middle-income in 2020-2021 by the World64

Bank. All data used in this research are public. Further details on data and65

definitions found in Appendix A.1.66

2.2. Change point detection67

2.2.1. Pruned Exact Linear Time (PELT) change detection68

Change point detection is a set of approaches for identifying points in time69

where the statistical properties of a time series change (Truong et al. 2020).70
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We apply change point detection to epidemiological time series (cases, tests,71

and positivity) and national policy time series; details in Appendix A.2.72

Without a priori knowledge of the appropriate number of changes, the PELT73

algorithm must be assigned a penalty for the number of changes to iden-74

tify. In the absence of an established method for this parameterization when75

working across time series, we developed a novel systematic approach for76

penalty selection which enables comparison among time series and countries;77

described in Appendix A.3.78

2.2.2. Method validation79

We apply PELT to synthetic case count data generated by the stochastic80

agent-based COVID-19 simulator (COVASIM), in order to test PELT as a81

robust method for change detection in epidemiological time series (Kerr et al.82

2021). The model scenario inputs include step-wise changes in contacts per83

person per time which represent NPI implementation, as well as a change84

in testing policy from symptomatic to asymptomatic testing. The model85

generates a simulated time series of cases and tests per thousand people,86

from which we calculate a positivity time series. The change point detection87

methods described above are applied to the seven-day mean of the time series88

to align with the data smoothing used with our empirical time series.89
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2.3. Change type categorization90

Change detection identifies changes that may be related to data quality,91

stochasticity, and testing dynamics, in addition to epidemiological changes.92

We classify the likely cause of changes identified by the PELT algorithm based93

on the co-occurrence of changes from different time series. This categoriza-94

tion simplifies the interpretation of epidemiological surveillance, separates95

signal from noise, and enables broad comparison across countries and testing96

dynamics.97

We combine detected change points across cases, tests, and positivity time98

series to create change point groups. The tolerance for temporal association99

is set at ± seven days to account for seven-day smoothing and weekly data100

reporting practices. These change groups are then categorized as shown in101

Figure 2, with details of the interpretation described in Appendix B. To102

capture all changes that may be epidemiological, we include both categories103

D and E as epidemiological change in our analysis. We note that these104

categories are heuristically defined, however they are informed both by val-105

idation using the COVASIM simulations and a qualitative understanding of106

epidemiological surveillance dynamics.107
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Figure 2: Summary of change group categories as determined by their constituent time

series changes. Cases, tests, and positivity time series are indicated as orange, blue, and

green, respectively. Details of the category interpretations are described in Appendix B.

2.4. NPI alignment108

Change points classified as epidemiological are then assessed for whether they109

are associated with NPI changes. Timings of known NPIs in the empirical110

data are lagged by nine days to account for virus incubation time and the111

delay from symptom onset to test-seeking (Qin et al. 2020). We consider a112

change point to be aligned with an NPI when two conditions are met: 1)113

an epidemiological change co-occurs with an offset NPI and 2) the change114

in NPI stringency is inverse to the concurrent change in positivity slope.115

The second condition includes occasions when stringency was increased and116

positivity decreased, as well as occasions when stringency decreased and pos-117

itivity increased.118
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3. Results119

3.1. Synthetic modeling validates Pruned Exact Linear Time (PELT) is a120

robust method for change detection in epidemiological time series.121

Before applying the PELT method to the surveillance data, we validate its122

applicability for epidemiological systems. We apply PELT change detection123

to data from the transmission model described in Section 2.2.2. The sensi-124

tivity of change point detection to parameterization is illustrated in the top125

two case rate time series of Figure 3. The bottom positivity time series shows126

the detected change points for all time series, parameterized by the method127

described in Appendix A.3. PELT successfully identifies step changes in NPI128

and testing policies, as well as slope changes in cases, tests, and positivity.129

Further, the categories of change point groups are correctly identified in line130

with our classification scheme, labeled on the positivity time series in black131

and purple boxes and described in Figure 2.132
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Figure 3: Synthetic model time series; detected change points shown as vertical lines.

Upper plot shows detected change points in the cases time series using a high penalty,

which promotes sparse change point detection. Middle plot shows detected cases change

points in the same time series as above, but using a low penalty. Bottom plot shows

positivity time series overlaid with detected change points from all time series, as indicated

in the change point key. Change group categories are indicated in boxes above plot as

described in Figure 2.

3.2. Testing rates and policies impact how surveillance measures should be133

interpreted.134

We illustrate the relevance of testing rates and the influence of testing pol-135

icy using time series for Bangladesh in the context of local events (Figure 1).136

Cases peaked in early July, an apparent epidemiological turning point if cases137

were considered alone. Simultaneously, however, there was a new policy im-138

plemented to charge for testing and thus a decline in testing (Cousins 2020).139

This resulted in no change in positivity and contradicts the interpretation140
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of the case reduction as a declining outbreak. Similarly, the dip in case rate141

in early August was accompanied by a dip in testing during the Eid al-Fitr142

holiday; again there is no change in positivity.143

While this recommends positivity as a surveillance metric instead of case144

counts alone, further consideration of testing policy complicates the picture.145

Test eligibility in Bangladesh is based on symptoms rather than open testing,146

meaning that positivity is influenced by the prevalence of both COVID-19147

and other respiratory illnesses. This limits the potential for positivity to de-148

tect epidemiological changes, and indeed, the positivity curve for Bangladesh149

is largely flat. An elaboration of COVID-19 surveillance considerations ap-150

pears in Appendix C.151

3.3. Epidemiological change detection is more influenced by testing policy152

than by testing rate.153

For all 31 LMICs in our dataset, we apply PELT change detection and change154

point categorization. We quantify surveillance system efficiency as the per-155

centage of all detected change points classified as epidemiological, i.e. epi-156

demiological change detection rate. We compare linear fits of epidemiological157

change detection by tests per thousand people and by testing policy (Fig-158

ure 4). Results indicate that the ability to identify epidemiological changes159

has a stronger relationship with testing policy than with tests per thousand160

people. Open testing is the only testing policy bin with a mean or median161

epidemiological change detection rate as high as 50%, but with a wide range,162
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indicating that open testing policy is necessary but not sufficient for quality163

surveillance (with outlier exceptions).164
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Figure 4: Percent of detected changes categorized as epidemiological for each country by

tests per thousand people (left) and binned by testing policy (right) at the time of change

detection. Linear regression shown as dotted line on left. Box and whisker plots on right

show quartiles, range, and median with means plotted as gray diamonds. Note that binned

calculations cause the maximum epidemiological change detection rate to differ between

the two plots.

Further, LMICs have the testing capacity to measure prevalence with pre-165

cision. Based on the 95th percentile of their daily testing rates, nearly all166

LMIC countries could measure down to 1% prevalence with a margin of er-167

ror no larger than ±1% if testing were randomly sampled (Figure 5). Only168

three countries hover around the margin of error to prevalence ratio of one:169
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Malawi, the Democratic Republic of Congo, and Togo. Note that true ran-170

dom sampling is difficult to achieve in any setting, but open testing policies171

can approximate random sampling more closely than symptomatic testing.172

Togo

Malawi
DRC

South Africa India

Bangladesh

Rwanda

Figure 5: Margin of error for random sampling of 1% prevalence plotted by 95th percentile

of national testing rate and population of each country in our dataset. See Appendix D

for details on standard error calculations.

3.4. Change detection rates and NPI alignment frequency vary across LMICs.173

Figure 6A shows the wide variation of epidemiological change detection rates174

across LMIC countries, with Rwanda the highest and Ethiopia the lowest.175

The percentage of NPIs that are aligned with a detected epidemiological176

change is shown in Figure 6B, again led by Rwanda. Rwanda performs well177
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by these metrics regardless of change detection parameterization, Appendix178

A.4. Nearly all countries in our analysis show at least one detected epi-179

demiological change. Conversely, approximately half of the countries in our180

analysis show zero alignment of any type of NPI with an epidemiological181

change, although the number of NPIs implemented in these countries spans182

a wide range.183
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Figure 6: Epidemiological change detection rates (A) and NPI alignment rates (B) by

country.
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3.5. NPI alignment with detected epidemiological changes is bimodal and sig-184

nificant.185

We test the significance of NPI alignment with detected epidemiological186

changes through comparison with alignment rates when NPIs are assigned a187

random date. We find all types of NPIs measured in this study have signifi-188

cant rates of alignment with epidemiological changes when the zero-alignment189

mode is excluded (max p-value = 1.38e-10). We calculate the distributions190

of random NPI alignment by re-assigning random dates to NPIs by type and191

then finding alignment rates for N=150 bootstrapping. Across NPIs, the192

rate of random NPI alignment with epidemiological change has a mean of193

11.6% and a standard deviation of 3.64% (gray violin distributions, Figure194

7). When analyzed by country, nearly all NPI alignment rates are either195

higher or lower than the random date distributions (cyan circles, Figure 7).196

This indicates two modes of detected NPI alignment. Excluding the mode of197

zero NPI alignment, mean NPI alignment ranges from 50% for restrictions on198

internal movement, to 33% for restrictions on gathering (black squares, Fig-199

ure 7). Differences in alignment rates between NPI types are not significant.200

Potential differences in NPI alignment rates are confounded by synchronous201

implementation of NPIs, although there is some evidence to support the ef-202

fect strength of workplace closing and stay at home requirements (Appendix203

E).204
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Figure 7: Percentage of each type of NPI that is aligned with a detected epidemiological

change. Cyan circles are data for individual countries, sized by total number of NPIs by

type and country. Gray violins are distributions of NPI alignment for random NPI dates.

Black squares indicate weighted mean of country data for NPI alignment greater than

zero; error bars indicate standard error. NPIs include both easing and tightening of policy

restrictions.
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3.6. National-level results obscure sub-national heterogeneity in epidemiolog-205

ical dynamics and surveillance.206

To investigate sub-national heterogeneity, we conduct the same analyses as207

above, but at the province level in South Africa. Figure 8A shows substantial208

variability in provinces both by NPI alignment rate and by epidemiological209

change detection rate. In line with results from national-level data, epidemi-210

ological change detection rate is not correlated with mean tests per thousand211

people. Because of reporting limitations, the NPIs here are national policies212

only.213

We select three edge cases from the scatter plot in Figure 8A (Limpopo,214

Northern Cape, and Western Cape) to compare time series of positivity,215

COVID-19-confirmed deaths, and total estimated excess mortality (Figure216

8B). The differences in the timing and trajectories of the time series illustrate217

strong sub-national variability in underlying epidemiological dynamics that218

are may be overlooked when time series are aggregated to the national level.219

Variation among provinces in the difference in magnitude between excess220

mortality and COVID-19 deaths points to differences in their surveillance221

systems. Western Cape is the only province where the magnitude of excess222

deaths resembles that of COVID-19-confirmed deaths throughout the time223

series. In Northern Cape, the peak of excess deaths is roughly a factor of224

three higher than the COVID-19-confirmed deaths, suggesting substantial225

under-reporting.226
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Figure 8: A) South African provinces by aligned NPI fraction versus epidemiological

detection rate with color indicating the mean over time of tests per thousand people.

B) Time series from three example provinces. Positivity shown in green on left y-axis.

Deaths per thousand people shown on the right y-axis: excess mortality in black; COVID-

19-confirmed deaths in brown.
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4. Discussion227

We have demonstrated a standardized and quantitative approach to ana-228

lyzing epidemiological surveillance time series that can be automated for229

improved interpretation and comparison between countries. We find that in-230

terpretation of epidemiological trajectories are more informative when cases231

are normalized by tests and highlight the disadvantages of symptomatic test-232

ing for outbreak tracking and public health purposes. These findings align233

with literature emphasizing the importance of positivity and test sampling234

strategies (Pearce et al. 2020; Hilborne et al. 2020). Our finding of strong235

alignments of NPIs with epidemiological changes is consistent with existing236

literature on global NPI impacts (Islam et al. 2020; Haug et al. 2020; Liu237

et al. 2020). When we apply our analysis of change types to evaluate the238

efficiency of national surveillance systems, we find that Rwanda stands out as239

a country with a strong surveillance system, which is consistent with current240

qualitative evaluation (WHO Regional Office, Africa 2020).241

Our approach substantially broadens the scope of previous analyses of COVID-242

19 surveillance data in LMICs. We use statistical change detection methods243

on COVID-19 surveillance time series from 31 LMICs to differentiate epi-244

demiological changes from changes related to stochasticity, data quality and245

non-epidemiological dynamics. This maximizes the insights gained from lim-246

ited data, reduces erroneous interpretations of epidemiological time series,247

and enables quantitative comparisons of disease surveillance approaches. We248
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use epidemiological change detection rate as a proxy for surveillance system249

efficiency, and show that epidemiological change detection is not as strongly250

associated with testing rate as with open testing policies. There is substan-251

tial variation in epidemiological and surveillance dynamics across countries252

and in our sub-national analysis.253

There are limitations in our analysis related to the data themselves as well254

as our methods. Simultaneously, these data challenges are precisely the mo-255

tivation for developing our methods: maximizing information with limited256

data. Our data are potentially biased by unmeasured factors such as fluctu-257

ations in testing capacity and undocumented population sampling strategies258

over time, delays and temporal uncertainty due to reporting systems, and259

incentives for case-finding. Defining co-occurrence when working with im-260

precise time series is a challenge, which we partially mitigate by considering261

uncertainty bounds when defining change groups. We emphasize, of course,262

that co-occurrence does not establish causality. In PELT change detection,263

the changes detected are influenced by the choice of the sparsity parameter.264

In a sensitivity analysis of our novel parameterization approach, however,265

we find that Rwanda remains the leader in surveillance system performance,266

regardless of the parameterization choice.267

Results from this analysis highlight that surveillance data must be used care-268

fully to ensure proper programmatic responses. As a sufficient and less269

resource-intensive approximation of random sampling, open testing would270

enable better estimation of disease prevalence and examination of NPI im-271
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pacts in geographies without reliable hospitalization data, death records, or272

seroprevalence surveys. NPIs without epidemiological changes may indicate273

inefficacy of policy, but may also indicate shortfalls of surveillance systems,274

which undermines policy makers’ ability to make evidence-based decisions.275

Our methods could be further developed and applied not just to COVID-19276

but also to surveillance interpretation for other poorly measured diseases, en-277

abling more informed decision-making and targeted improvements in surveil-278

lance systems.279
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Appendix A. Methods374

Appendix A.1. Data and definitions375

The case rate is defined as the number of individuals confirmed positive376

for the SARS-CoV-2 virus per population, regardless of symptoms. The377

testing rate per population is defined as the number of people tested (i.e.378

excluding duplicate confirmatory tests) divided by the population, regardless379

of the test outcome. To address the dependence of case rate on testing rate,380

we normalize case counts by the number of tests conducted, creating the381

alternate metric of test positivity rate.382

For the purposes of comparing between countries and over time, we define the383

‘mean testing policy’ as the average over time of the ordinal value represent-384

ing the national testing policy. Thus, lower values represent more restricted385

testing over longer periods of time. Social distancing policies tracked in the386

dataset include the following: closing schools, closing workplaces, cancelling387

public events, restricting gathering sizes, closing public transport, stay at388

home requirements, restricting in-country mobility, and restricting interna-389
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tional travel.390

Weekly cases, testing, and death data are interpolated using a cubic spline.391

All daily cases, testing and death data are smoothed using a centered seven-392

day rolling average. Error bars on plots show standard error.393

Appendix A.2. PELT change detection394

The naive approach to generating an exact solution to time series segmenta-395

tion is to test all possible solutions. For an unknown number of changes, this396

also requires testing a sufficiently large set of possible number of changes.397

We use the Pruned Exact Linear Time (PELT) change detection method to398

address these computational tractability issues.399

PELT minimizes the sum of costs from a criterion function across time series400

segments while balancing model complexity by implementing a linear penalty401

function and change point pruning. At each iteration of cost minimization402

for a potential set of change points, time points that cannot be a global min-403

ima are removed from future consideration. The PELT method, developed404

with applications in genetics and finance in mind, is increasingly used for405

climate and epidemiological applications (Killick et al. 2012; Sissoko et al.406

2017; Ouedraogo et al. 2018).407

To detect changes in slope of the epidemiological time series, we use the408

first derivative as input for the PELT algorithm. For detection of discrete409

step changes of policy time series, we feed the data directly into the change410
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detection algorithm without taking a derivative. For all time series, we use411

the radial basis function kernel for the PELT detection algorithm.412

Appendix A.3. PELT parameterization413

To date, there is no established method for parameterizing the PELT change414

density penalty across time series when the number of changes is not known.415

One of the ways to choose penalty values across time series would be to unify416

the number of changes detected in each time series. This, however, imposes417

the assumption that all time series exhibit the same general change frequency418

and it is only the point in time of a change that is unknown, rather than the419

number of changes.420

We present here a novel approach for systematic parameterization when iden-421

tifying an unknown number of changes in slope over many time series, as in422

our case with multiple epidemiological time series across countries. To ac-423

complish this, we first conduct change detection in a sweep over parameter424

space. The change points detected using a given value in parameter space425

slice the time series into segments, each of which is input into a linear re-426

gression. The standard error for each of those linear regressions is calculated427

and then averaged, weighted by segment length.428

The mean standard error associated with each penalty value, when plotted429

over parameter space, is characterized by a series of plateaus that correspond430

to plateaus in the number of changes found with each penalty value, Figure431
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A.9, top row. Descending through penalty values in the penalty parameter432

space, the lowest penalty associated with each plateau is selected to represent433

that plateau.434

Each time series is thus associated with a sparse set of penalty values, ordered435

from largest penalty (low change point density) to smallest penalty (high436

change point density). The penalty values are unique to each time series,437

but represent the same ordered progression of plateaus. To illustrate, change438

detection with different ranked penalties for South Africa and Bangladesh439

are shown in green in Figure A.9.440

Penalty values for each unique time series can then be chosen based on their441

order in the ranked plateau list. This enables a principled approach to pa-442

rameterization that creates change density parity across time series, allowing443

for the likelihood that some time series are characterized by more changes444

than others. Among all time series and countries in our analysis, the min-445

imum number of plateaus detected is four. We therefore choose the fourth446

penalty value for all time series.447
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Figure A.9: Top row: change detection results over parameter space for the positivity time

series of South Africa (left) and Bangladesh (right). For each penalty value, the associated

number of changes is plotted in purple on the left y-axis and the mean standard error of

linear regressions of the time series segments are plotted on the right y-axis. The parameter

values selected to represent plateaus are shown as brown dotted vertical lines. Bottom

row: positivity time series for South Africa (left) and Bangladesh (right) plotted with

detected changes as vertical lines for each of the four penalty values selected to represent

plateaus in the top row.
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Appendix A.4. Parameterization sensitivity analysis448

To evaluate the influence of penalty selection on our analysis results, we con-449

duct a parameterization sensitivity analysis. We compare results of country450

ranking by epidemiological change detection rate for different penalty plateau451

selections. Skipping penalty rank one for which no changes may be detected452

(see examples in Figure A.9), we find that regardless of which penalty rank453

we use, Rwanda appears at the top of the list with the highest epidemiological454

change detection rate.455
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Figure A.10: Countries ranked by epidemiological change detection rate, as in Figure 6,

shown for different choices of penalty parameterization. Order top to bottom follows order

of time series of Figure A.9, without rank one for which there are often no changes.

Appendix B. Change categorization456

Appendix B.1. Heuristic interpretation457

Detected change points across cases, testing, and positivity time series are458

combined into groups by temporal co-occurrence. These groups are then459
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categorized by their constituent time series, Figure 2. Dynamical interpreta-460

tion of the constituent time series aids in the characterization of each change461

group category, as follows:462

A) Single variable change: Because positivity is defined according to the463

arithmetic relationship, Positivity = Cases/Tests, a change in any one464

of the variables should be accompanied by a change in at least one of the465

other variables. A single change in only one of the variables indicates that466

the change arises from issues in the data or noise. These single variable467

changes often occur early in the time series, when the numbers of cases468

and tests are smaller, signal to noise ratios are lower, and confidence469

intervals are larger.470

B) Cases and tests change: Tests and cases move up or down together.471

What might look like a significant change in cases is associated with a472

change in testing, likely not a change in epidemiology. Factors affecting473

testing include testing capacity, care-seeking behavior, and testing sam-474

pling policy. With this change category, the change in testing could be475

a change in capacity or care-seeking, but the lack of change in positiv-476

ity indicates testing is still sampling the same population the same way,477

without changes in epidemiology.478

C) Tests and positivity change: Positivity change is driven by testing change,479

not a change in cases. An increase or decrease in testing does not impact480

absolute numbers of detected cases, which suggests a change in test sam-481

pling. Dynamics that would produce this pattern include, for example,482

adding population with lower prevalence in the case of open testing, or483
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limiting testing to a higher-prevalence population in the case of symp-484

tomatic testing. It is also possible, however, that a change in testing485

sampling masks a simultaneous change in epidemiology. In this situa-486

tion, the change in testing would have to precisely offset the change in487

epidemiology to observe this category of change association. Category C488

is thus designated to likely indicate a non-epidemiological change.489

D) Cases and positivity change: Positivity change is driven by a change in490

cases without a change in testing. This suggests a change in epidemiology,491

but the significance may be different under random vs. symptomatic test-492

ing. Under random testing, this type of change arises only with a change493

in SARS-CoV-2 epidemiology. Under symptomatic testing, the restric-494

tion of sampling to CLI means that a change in the epidemiology may495

be confounded by a change in CLI epidemiology. Note also that symp-496

tomatic testing captures changes only in symptomatic SARS-CoV-2 (i.e.497

cases of COVID-19). Another possible explanation for this combination498

of changes is a change in sampling without a change in the absolute num-499

ber of tests. This might occur, for example in a switch from symptomatic500

to open testing. For this reason, we categorize this change combination501

as likely instead of certainly epidemiological.502

E) All three variables change: With a change in cases, tests, and positivity, it503

remains difficult to disentangle epidemiological from non-epidemiological504

factors. Category E can be considered a combination of categories C and505

D, and the testing and case changes may or may not be independent. To506

capture all changes that may be epidemiological, we consider categories507
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D and E to be epidemiological changes, and categories A, B, and C to508

be non-epidemiological changes.509

A principal component analysis (PCA) supporting the separability of change510

categories is detailed in Appendix B.2.511

Appendix B.2. PCA analysis of change categories512

12 3

Figure B.11: PCA of countries by change category detection rate (i.e. number of changes in

each category divided by total changes detected for each country). A) Explained variance

ratio by PCA component number; B) PCA factor loadings by change categories.

In addition to the dynamical interpretation of constituent time series (Ap-513

pendix B), we show the separability of change categories with a principal514

component analysis (PCA). The surveillance results of different countries are515

quantitatively characterized by a PCA of the relative frequency with which516
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they detect different categories of changes. The PCA establishes how cate-517

gories do or don’t represent axes of difference across countries.518

Based on the curve of explained variance ratio by PCA components (Figure519

B.11A), we choose the first three PCA components to examine factor loadings520

(Figure B.11B). Each component is dominated by a single category, in PCA521

component order: category D (epidemiological change); category B (testing522

artifacts); and category E (confounded). Each of these PCA components523

is anti-correlated with category A (noise). These relationships among the524

different change categories is consistent with our dynamical interpretation.525

Figure B.12 shows the frequencies of change categories for those categories526

that dominate the factor loadings for all countries in our dataset.527
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Figure B.12: Change category frequencies by country for categories D, B, and E, chosen

according to the dominant categories in the PCA factor loadings.

Appendix C. Surveillance considerations528

Below we lay out in basic terms considerations for three components of SARS-529

CoV-2 epidemiological surveillance: population, testing, and their role in530

surveillance metrics. We demonstrate that the testing strategy of random531

testing with the surveillance metric of positivity is the combination that best532

represents SARS-CoV-2 prevalence. Here we use the terminology of SARS-533
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CoV-2 to include all asymptomatic and symptomatic infections.534

Population is composed of people with and without SARS-CoV-2. Of those535

with SARS-CoV-2, some are asymptomatic, some are symptomatic. Of those536

without SARS-CoV-2, some are non-symptomatic, others have symptoms of537

non-COVID-like-illness, and some have COVID-like-illness (CLI) symptoms.538

Relevant components of testing include eligibility for testing under a given539

testing framework, as well as testing rate and capacity. Under random sam-540

pling, the general population is eligible for testing; symptomatic testing re-541

stricts eligibility to people with CLI symptoms. Testing rate is a measure542

of tests conducted per total population, while testing capacity indicates the543

proportion of eligible individuals who are actually tested.544

Detected cases as a surveillance metric is a function of number of tests, the545

eligible testing pool, and the total cases within the testing pool. Positivity546

is defined as detected cases per tests conducted.547

Applying these formulations to surveillance metrics, we can see that detected548

cases under symptomatic testing is not only a function of number of tests549

conducted, but also of the number of individuals exhibiting CLI symptoms.550

CLI in turn is a function of non-SARS-CoV-2 CLI and symptomatic SARS-551

CoV-2.552

Positivity under symptomatic testing is normalized for number of tests con-553

ducted, measuring not general prevalence in the population, but the portion554
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of CLI that is symptomatic COVID-19. Metrics derived from symptomatic555

testing do not account for asymptomatic SARS-CoV-2 and are confounded556

by non-SARS-CoV-2 CLI.557

As with symptomatic testing, detected cases under random testing are a558

function of number of tests. The sampling, however, is taken from the gen-559

eral population, and thus positivity under random testing is a metric that560

represents prevalence.561

As tests approach eligible under symptomatic testing, cases detected equals562

CLI COVID-19 cases. Note, however, that testing coverage (i.e. tests/eligible)563

is not only influenced by the number of tests processed, but also reporting564

rate. Who shows up for testing is a subset of the people who would be eligible565

for testing.566

Assuming capacity to test all eligible individuals and perfect reporting rates,567

symptomatic testing would still yield only the number of symptomatic COVID-568

19 cases. For random testing, testing rate is equivalent to testing coverage,569

and case counts depends on testing. The random testing positivity metric570

does not depend on testing rate, and captures both symptomatic and asymp-571

tomatic COVID. The relationship shown empirically in Section 3.3 wherein572

increasingly open testing policies are associated with increasingly effective573

epidemiological change monitoring supports the equation-based result that574

random testing is more suited to epidemiological surveillance.575
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Population components:

Population = SARS -CoV -2 + Non-SARS -CoV -2

SARS -CoV -2 = SARS -CoV -2 asympt + SARS -CoV -2 sympt

Non-SARS -CoV -2 = Non-SARS -CoV -2 non-sympt

+ Non-SARS -CoV -2 sympt non-CLI

+ Non-SARS -CoV -2 sympt CLI

Testing components:

Eligiblerand = Population = SARS -CoV -2 + Non-SARS -CoV -2

Eligiblesympt = CLI = Non-SARS -CoV -2 sympt CLI + SARS -CoV -2 sympt

testing rate = Tests/Population

testing coverage = Tests/Eligible
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Surveillance metrics:

Casestotal = SARS -CoV -2

Casesdetected = Tests ∗ Cases

Eligible

Positivity =
Casesdetected

Tests
=

Cases

Eligible

Symptomatic testing:

Casesdetected sympt = Testssympt ∗
Casessympt

CLI

Positivitysympt =
Casessympt

CLI

Random testing:

Casesdetected rand = Testsrand ∗
Casestotal
Population

Positivityrand =
Casestotal
Population

= Prevalence

Appendix D. Summary statistics576

For the purposes of understanding the sensitivity of a given level of testing,577

we define the standard error for positivity, as number of positive tests per578

total number of tests, we calculate standard error as follows:579

SE =

√
p(1 − p)

N
∗ N − n

N − 1

45

 . 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 preprint this version posted July 20, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.11.21251590doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.11.21251590
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Where n equals total number of tests, N equals population, and p equals the580

number of positive tests per the total number of tests. The corresponding581

margin of error equals one-half the confidence interval, and when calculated582

at the 95% confidence level is as follows:583

ME (95 %) = 1.96 ∗ SE

Note that this formulation of confidence interval is not reliable when number584

of tests is very small, or probabilities are very close to zero or one. Un-585

der the condition of true random testing, positivity is a direct measure of586

prevalence. At any given prevalence, margin of error can be calculated for587

the number of tests administered and the total population. This calcula-588

tion is carried out for all LMIC countries in our dataset. Margin of error is589

then normalized by the given prevalence rate. Based on these relationships,590

ME (95 %)/Prevalence is higher at lower prevalence. In other words, precise591

measurement becomes increasingly more difficult as prevalence decreases.592

Appendix E. NPI correlation593

Figure E.13 illustrates aligned NPI co-occurrence. Correlation score is an594

indicator of how often a given type of aligned NPI is implemented simulta-595

neously with another aligned NPI. Although alignment of an NPI with an596

epidemiological change can be established, in the case of co-occurrence of two597

or more aligned NPIs, it is challenging to separate possible effects between the598

two types. Nonetheless, low correlation score accompanied by high frequency599
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may be indicative of NPIs more likely to be the dominant forcing. This is600

the case with stay at home requirements and workplace closing, bottom plot601

of Figure E.13. Conversely, high correlation associated with low frequency602

indicates NPIs that do not often align with epidemiological change indepen-603

dently from other aligned NPI types. The NPIs of cancelling public events604

and restrictions on internal movement are examples of this case.605
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Figure E.13: Top: Correlation matrix of co-occurrence of NPIs aligned with epidemiolog-

ical changes. Correlations are normalized along the y-axis: counts of co-occurring NPIs

are divided by NPI counts on the diagonal. Bottom: Correlation score and frequency

of aligned NPIs by type. Correlation score is the sum of the correlation matrix along

the y-axis, normalized to one. Normalized frequency is the count of aligned NPI by type

normalized to one.
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