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Methods

Data Collection. 

A literature review was conducted. The purpose of this review was to identify potential covariates
of West Nile virus (WNV) emergence. PubMed and Google Scholar were searched. All research
published between 1999 and 2019 was identified that included “West Nile” in either the title or
abstract. This set of research publications was furthermore filtered. Only those titles or abstracts that
referred  to  geospatial  risk  associations  were  included.  Search  terms  for  this  secondary  filter
included: “risk”, “model”, “predict”, “estimat”, “associat”, “determinant”, “factor” and “review”.
This list was then manually screened to exclude articles that presented neither primary research nor
references to the results of such. The determinants presented were then extracted and compiled.
Time-lag  and  other  interaction  effects  were  noted  separately  and  in  addition  to  the  primary
determinants.  Determinant  specifications  with  respect  to  aggregation,  normalization,  and  other
processing were also noted. This list was then stratified into eight categories based on class and
source of data. Spatial and temporal covariates were included among the eight feature classes.

The selected feature classes included the following broad categories: “climate”, “environmental”,
“economic”, “sociodemographic”, “hosts”, and “vectors”. Public data sources for each feature class
were  identified  and  selected  based  on  the  availability  of  data  that  aligned  with  determinant
specifications. The literature on WNV consistently describes it as “hard to predict”. And this is
reflected in broad uncertainties surrounding the precise mechanistic associations surrounding even
the most basic, and generally accepted, determinants. In many cases, time-lagged climatic features
are included in models to serve as proxy for specific features relevant to vector breeding or disease
transmission. For example,  what does it mean to associate rain  that occurred 4 weeks  prior to a
reported case today? What is the actual biotic or environmental feature that is driving increased risk
today: a) precipitation accumulation, b) soil moisture, c) standing water,  or  d)  increased surface
reflectivity indicative of water presence (MNDWI)? In order to avoid such potentially confounding
effects,  we  expanded  our  inclusion  criteria  to  include  all  climatic  or  environmental  indicators
available from a given selected source – this included some features not present in the literature.     

All data was downloaded and processed using the R platform. Spatial and temporal covariates were
included: one for each of the district-level regions in Europe (NUT3) as well as years 2010-2016
and 2018. Geometries for each of the NUTS3 regions were obtained using the “Eurostats” package
in R. Public sources were sought out for each of the remaining feature classes. See Supplementary
Table 1 for a complete summary of all included features, sources, processing specifications, and
summary statistics. The “earthEngineGrabR”1 package in R was used to obtain environmental and
climate data from Google Earth Engine. Climatic trend data was obtained directly, in preprocessed
form from the International Research Institute for Climate and Society (IRI) at Columbia University
(New York, USA)2. The “Bioclimatic” feature set is a well-cited set of time-varying geoclimatic
metrics applied in the area of ecological niche modeling3. They are derived from standard climatic
variables  such  as  precipitation  and  temperature,  over  time,  for  a  given  region.  The  “dismo”
package4 in R was used to calculate these. In addition, indices for intradecal climatic systems such
as  the  “El  Nino South  Oscillation”  (ENSO) and  the  “North  Atlantic  Oscillation”  (NAO) were
obtained using the “rSOI”5 package in R. Environmental and host data was obtained directed from
the European Environment Agency (EEA)6. This included all Corine Land Cover (CLC) and Natura
2000 Bioregions data7. Geospatial species distribution data was also obtained from the EEA, by
merging  the  Natura  2000  Habitats  and  Species  tables.  This  included  all  species,  to  allow  for
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potentially  unreported  hosts.  Economic  and  sociodemographic  data  was  obtained  using  the
“Eurostat”  package8.  The  European  Center  for  Disease  Control  (ECDC)  provided  mosquito
distribution data; this included all reported vectors in the region. West Nile virus case data was also
obtained from the ECDC. 

To account for time-lag effects, all climatic variables were aggregated into four quarters as done in
similarly scoped studies9. This excluded the Bioclimatic variables which are defined annually.  
 
WNV case data was quality-controlled to exclude cases likely to be subject to regional variation in
reporting or  other  biases.  Excluded were 1)  asymptomatic  cases,  2)  cases  with no syndromatic
description, and 3) cases acquired outside the reporting district. This is consistent with previous
work, in which all but the most severe neuroinvasive manifestations (WNND) were excluded10. 

This final data set was then divided into a training set (2010-2016) and test/validation set (2018).
The statistical effect of large-scale climatic systems and associated downstream covariation may
potentially overlap year-to-year. To mitigate, 2017 was omitted from training.

Analysis. 

The West Nile virus outbreak season typically runs July through September. 2018 was an exception
in that  cases were reported from June into October.  A prospective early warning model  would
therefore be required to base predictions on data preceding this time frame. Two prospective early
warning models were constructed: an explanatory model (Y1) and an early warning model (H1).
The  former  included  all  data  from 2018  for  which  time  was  not  specified.  This  included  all
environmental, economic, sociodemographic, host, and vector covariates. This model also included
all climatic data from January through June as well as time-varying bioclimatic data that referred to
the coldest month or coldest quarter. The later included the full year’s data, including climatic data
from periods overlapping and extending beyond the outbreak season (i.e., January - December). 

The official implementation for XGBoost in R11 was used. For each model, cross-validation was
used to set the initial iteration limits. A training data set was generated for each using data from
years 2010-2016, according to the specification of each model. For cross validation, a hold out
subset is specified and then used to evaluate the performance of a model trained with the remaining
data. Here, given the cyclical nature of our predictive task, the hold out set was specified to be a
single year. For each model, the training set was therefore split according to year and a model was
trained using  six  of  the  seven years.  The  seventh,  hold  out  year  was  then  used  to  test  model
performance. This process was repeated seven times, using each of the included years once as the
hold out set. This process generates several benchmarks, one of which is an optimal number of
iterations. For classification tree models, iteration limitations are commonly set so as to avoid over-
fitting. A second model was trained using the entire seven years of training data, with the iteration
limit set based on the limit assessed by the cross-validation run. An additional criteria was set to
stop model training after 10 iterations with no reduction in log-loss error. Once this second training
round was complete, covariates determined to be insignificant were dropped and the model was
rerun. This mode of feature selection is consistent with a common use case for XGBoost12 and it is
furthermore recommended for this class of model13. In our case, covariates found to be insignificant
with  respect  to  three  importance  criteria  –  marginal  contribution  to  predictive  output  (“gain”),
internal predictive prevalence (“frequency”), and case-wise predictive relevance (“cover”) – were
removed.

For each model specification, a final model was therefore generated that included an independently
determined subset of features. In a departure from established machine learning norms14,15, model
hyperparameters were not subject to automated optimization procedures. Models such as XGBoost
are notoriously sensitive to hyperparameter settings16 – a problem we wished to avoid outright.
Inspired by the work of Blagus and Lusa (2017)17 and Brieman (2001)13, hyperparameters were
therefore  set  to  ensure  internal  experimental  robustness:  1)  95%  was  set  as  the  internal
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discriminatory threshold, 2) each submodel was limited to half of the total feature space, and 3)
maximum tree size was set to twice the number of included feature classes (i.e., 16). Consistent
with guidance put forth in the seminal paper by Elith J. et al (2008), step size was reduced to .03
(10% of the default) to ensure covariate interactions were robustly assessed within the ensemble. 

For each model, the respective set of predictors for 2018 was applied to generate a probability of
event. This was conducted on an out-of-sample basis, in prospective time: no data used to train the
model was used to evaluate the model and all data corresponded to time points preceding the event. 

Two  sets  of  binary  predictions  (presence  or  absence)  were  derived  using  the  standard  50%
classification  threshold  and  a  more  discriminating  10% threshold.  The  choice  of  classification
threshold directly affects predictive performance and several methods exist to optimize18. However,
as with manual or automated tuning of hyperparameters in XGBoost, the effect of such methods on
out-of-sample  performance  is  often  unpredictable19.  Out-of-sample  performance  was  therefore
evaluated  at  the  specified  thresholds.  In-sample  performance  was  likewise  estimated  using  the
2010-2016 training set. For each model, four sets of evaluations were therefore produced: 1) out-of-
sample at  50%, 2) out-of-sample at  10%, 3) in-sample at  50%, and 4) in-sample a 10%. Each
included the following (reported) metrics: 1) AUC, 2) sensitivity, 3) specificity, and 4) balanced
accuracy. AUC indicates how well the model discriminates between positive and negative classes
irrespective of classification threshold. The remaining three metrics are threshold-dependent and
vary  accordingly.  Sensitivity,  also  referred  to  as  true  positive  rate,  measures  the  probability  of
detecting event occurrence. Specificity, also referred to true negative rate, measures the probability
of correctly identifying non-occurrence. Balanced accuracy is the average of the prior two metrics;
it  measures  the  probability  of  detection  assuming  negative  and  positives  classes  are  equally
represented in the data set. In the present study, positive classes represent only 0.05% of the total
sample. A model that optimizes balanced accuracy irrespective of threshold is therefore preferable.

The “SHapley Additive exPlanations” (SHAP) engine is  an AI-driven deductive framework for
imputing local feature effects20. The underlying algorithm is derived from a military intelligence
application based on cooperative game theory. This algorithm determines individual contributions
for group outcomes and has been mathematically proven to be optimal with respect to his task21.
The SHAP implementation applies this framework to an XGBoost model to determine the degree to
which individual features influence the computed event probability for a given case. The output of
this process is a meta-model, consisting of an effect matrix dimensionally identical to the original,
nominal value data (matrix): one complete set of feature effect estimations for each case. Each term
reflects the local change in log relative risk associated with a given feature with respect to the
global, baseline probability of event. This global baseline risk is computed along with the effect
matrix and is the same for all cases. This transformation effectively recenters the predictive output
at  zero,  implying a predictive threshold equivalent to the computed baseline probability.  Values
greater  than  zero  indicate  increased  relative  risk  of  event  and  vice  versa.  This  transformation
provides for several useful analytical modalities that are presented later and in the main text. The
inputs for this process are the computed XGBoost model and the original, nominal value data (set).  

The SHAP engine was therefore applied to each respective model to generate a SHAP meta-model
for each, for 2018. Predictive performance was evaluated in a manner identical to that described for
the XGBoost model. However, as previously described, threshold selection is implicit to the SHAP
generation  process  and  was  therefore  omitted.  The  SHAP-implied  classification  threshold  was
likewise computed and applied to the original XGBoost model to confirm additive and predictive
equivalence. For each of the SHAP models, one set of evaluations were therefore produced.

For each model, the SHAP effect matrix was visually summarized and geospatially mapped. We
furthermore  conducted  means  tests  (p  < .05)  and  calculated  standardized  means  differences  to
determine which effects most strongly discriminated between between a) regions with positive and
negative outbreak risk and b) 2018 and the control period (2010-2016) with respect to regions with
positive outbreak risk. Supervised clustering is the application of a traditional unsupervised cluster
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analysis to effect estimates derived from a supervised learning process. This was introduced by
Lundberg et al (2020)20 who used it to demonstrate case-wise interaction effects. Previous studies
have suggested underlying non-climatic risk factors to be strong predictors of WNV risk, provided
suitable climate. We therefore applied a revised methodology to a subset of features corresponding
with  environmental,  host,  and  vector  related  covariates.  The  resulting  geospatial  clusters  and
associated outbreak risk statistics were visually summarized and geospatially mapped.   

The “XGBoost”22 package in R was used for all modeling, including generation of the local SHAP
meta-models. The “ggplot2”23 package in R was used for visual summarization and the “tmap”24

package  in  R  was  used  for  geospatial  mapping.  Geospatial  polygons  were  obtained  from the
Statistical Office of the European Commission using the R package, “eurostat”8. All computations
as well as as necessary data processing were conducted in R, using the “data.table”25 package.  

Limitations

Several a priori assumptions and modeling choices were required. Such choices naturally influence
the  final  model  and output  in  various  ways,  not  limited  to  overall  predictive  performance and
imputed associations with respect to individual features. Most notably, the final feature set size for
any  given  model  is  in  no  way  deterministic  and  could  very  well  be  a  function  of  model
hyperparameters, namely “tree-depth” and “eta”. These two hyperparameters effectively control the
degree  to  which  the  model  explores  causal  alternatives  and  complexity  of  causation,  and it  is
plausible to presume some effect. Furthermore, the data set used to derive this model was in no way
comprehensive or statistically refined and outputs are sure to change given additional fine-tuning in
this  regard.  That  having  been  said,  exploring  the  performance  of  these  methods  with  data  of
uncertain or uneven quality was an implicit goal of this work.
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