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Abstract:

Aims

There are substantial geographical variations in obesity prevalence. Sociodemographic and
environmental determinants of health (SEDH), understood as upstream determinants of
obesogenic behaviors, may be contributing to this disparity. Thus, we investigated high-risk
SEDH potentially associated with adult obesity in American counties using machine learning
(ML) techniques.

Materials and methods

We performed a cross-sectional analysis of county-level adult obesity prevalence (=30 kg/m?) in
the U.S. using data from the Diabetes Surveillance System 2017. We harvested 49 county-level
SEDH factors that were used by a Classification and Regression Trees (CART) model to identify
county-level clusters. CART was validated using a "hold-out” set of counties and variable
importance was evaluated using Random Forest.

Results

Overal, we analyzed 2,752 counties in the U.S identifying a national median obesity prevalence
of 34.1% (IQR, 30.2, 37.7). CART identified 11 clusters with a 60.8% relative increase in
prevalence across the spectrum. Additionally, 7 key SEDH variables were identified by CART to
guide the categorization of clusters, including Physically Inactive (%), Diabetes, Severe Housing
Problems (%), Food Insecurity (%), Uninsured (%), Population over 65 years (%), and Non-
Hispanic Black (%).

Conclusion

There is significant county-level geographical variation in obesity prevalence in the United
States which can in part be explained by complex SEDH factors. The use of ML techniques to
analyze these factors can provide valuable insights into the importance of these upstream
determinants of obesity and, therefore, aid in the development of geo-specific strategic
interventions and optimize resource allocation to help battle the obesity pandemic.

Article Highlights:

o Why did we undertake this study? To improve the understanding of the
association between complex sociodemographic and environmental determinants
of health (SEDH) and obesity prevalencein the U.S.

e What isthe specific question(s) we wanted to answer ? What are the SEDH
associated with obesity prevalence?

o What did wefind? Seven key SEDH variables were identified by CART to guide
the categorization of clusters, including Physically Inactive (%), Diabetes, Severe
Housing Problems (%), Food Insecurity (%), Uninsured (%), Population over 65
years (%), and Non-Hispanic Black (%).

e What aretheimplications of our findings? Our study shows the importance of
SEDH for the regional variation of obesity prevalence and aidsin the devel opment
of geo-specific strategies to reduce disparities.
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I ntroduction:

The United States is one of the global leadersin the obesity pandemic.® It has been projected that
by 2030 amost 1 in 2 Americans will have obesity (body mass index (BMI) > 30 kg/m?) and
closeto 1 in 4 will have severe obesity (BMI > 35 kg/m?).? Ultimately, obesity serves as amajor
risk factor for a plethora of medical conditions such as metabolic disorders (i.e. type 2 diabetes
mellitus), cardiovascular diseases, musculoskeletal disease, Alzheimer's Disease, depression and
even some cancer subtypes, making it one of the most important contemporary public health
issues. Although at its core obesity is caused a calorie intake/consumption imbalance, it is
crucial to understand its upstream determinants.® While initial focus was drawn to individual-
level “obesogenic” behaviors like sedentarism and overconsumption of high-caloric food, more
recently, greater attention has been given to the overarching populational-level factors that help
shape the downstream effects and influence individual-level obesogenic behaviors.®*

Moreover, these upstream determinants include various sociodemographic and environmental
determinants of health (SEDH) that could help understand the substantial county, state and
regional-level obesity prevalence variability.>®> However, evaluation of these SEDH variables are
often limited by the use of conventional regression-based models, and many are unable to
contemplate a broad scope of SEDH factors.®® Therefore, in this study we set out to explore the
relationship of SEDH and adult obesity prevalence across U.S. counties using machine learning
(ML) models.

M ethods:

Socioeconomic and environmental data sour ces (Exposur es)

Supplemental Table 1 outlines the 50 variables analyzed in the study which is comprised of
county-level SEDH variables that were harvested from previously published sources.*!® The
environmental indicators were obtained from the Agency's Environmental Justice Screening tool
(EPA-EJSCREEN) 2020 version (Containing data from 2014 to 2020). These indicators,
originally in census block group level, were converted into county-level exposures following the
method described in the technical documentation guide of EJSCREEN.™ The sociodemographic
variables were sourced from the Area Heath Resources Files (AHRF) and County Health
Rankings & Roadmaps (CHR&R) databases. These SEDH indicators encompass a wide array of
fields that include access to healthcare, behavioral risk factors, population characteristics, and
other health-related variables.

Study Endpoints

We analyzed the county-level prevalence of obesity in the United States. Our outcome was
defined as the percentage of the adult population (aged >18 years) that reports a body mass index
>30 kg/m® (age-adjusted). This metric was obtained from the Diabetes Surveillance System
(DSS) from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) — 2017. We adopted 2017 data to harmonize
with the other 49 variables included in the study. Counties which lacked data were excluded.
The descriptive reporting of obesity prevalence was done using the median and interquartile

range (IQR).
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Machine L earning and Data Analysis

We employed the Classification and Regression Tree (CART) method. CART is ML technique
that was used to delimitate groups of counties that share SEDH characteristics and had similar
levels of obesity prevalence ("clusters'). CART is capable of sequentially divide data into
smaller, homogeneous groups using binary conditional inferences (“if-then” rules).? To control
the splitting of data, we adopted the stopping criteria of a statistical significance (p < 0.05) at
each branching point obtained by Pearson's correlation test, a maximum of depth of 6 splits and
aminimum of 150 counties in each terminal node. We then labeled the terminal nodes, or county
clusters, with alphabet letters from lowest to highest median obesity prevalence. We validated
the CART model using a 20% hold-out sample of the counties.

We evaluated the relative importance of a variable's association obesity prevalence using
Random Forest (RF). RF, another ML technique, aggregates multiple trees using random
variable selection and bootstrap sampling.’ It then produces an average of the outputs from
these trees as a prediction, which we then calculated the relative importance of variables
included according to the mean decrease in the node impurity.

We used R v 4.3.0 was used for statistical and ML analyses and QGIS v 3.22.3 for mapping.
Statistical significance was determined using a p-value of less than 0.05. No Institutional Review
Board approval was needed due to the publicly available nature of the data.

Results:

The study examined 2,752 counties in the United States identifying an overall median obesity
prevalence of 34.1% (IQR, 30.2, 37.7). Based on a training dataset comprising 80% of the
counties (n = 2204), CART was able to determine 11 terminal nodes (or clusters) of counties that
share similar obesity prevalence and SEDH characteristics based on splitting branches (Figure
1). Labeling of these clusters was done in alphabetical order according to their increasing median
obesity prevalence (A-K). A 60.8% relative increase in obesity prevalence was observed across
the spectrum (from: 25% to 40.2% comparing clusters A and K). To guide county-cluster
stratification, CART identified 7 key variables (Physically Inactive, Diabetes, Severe Housing
Problems, Food Insecurity, Uninsured, Population over 65 years and Non-Hispanic Black)
among the 49 potential SEDH to serve as splitting points, each with a statistically significant
splitting value. A detailed description of each variableis available in Supplemental Table 1.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.12.13.23299918

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.12.13.23299918; this version posted December 14, 2023. 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Physically Inactive
p<0.001

e ——— e ——

PR £22.9% >22.9% e
Physically Inactive Diabetes
p< 0.001 p<0.001
£18.3% >18.3% =11.8% >11.8%
~ il —
. Severe Housing s
Diabetes Problems Food Insecurity
p< 0.001 < 0,001 p<0.001
| Y
=14.5% > 14.5% =18% >18%
— Pty
Uik Physlc:gyoll;l::ctwe
p< 0.001 e
£9.1% >9.1%
/‘\___\
£30.1% >30.1%
/
Popula;l:anr:var Lo Non-Hispanic Black
< 0.001 P UEs
s121 >12.1% /\ /\
/ \ <20.9% > 20.9% s7.1% >7.1%
60 60 — 60 — 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 o
50 - 50 | 50 4 g 50 4 ¢ 50 50 504 g 50 g 504 _ 504 & 50 T
w- g 04 % w0 T 0 40 © w04 = 40 4 40 01 5 40 =5 w043
304 04 3 30 - E3 304 »{ B 30 4 B3 30 a4 & 304 04 & 304
=] : - ‘ i v 5 o i ®
20 4 5 20 4 L~ 204 ¥ 20 20 - 204 & 20 20 ® 20 + 20 20
10 © 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
A B D G E Cc H F I J K
25% 28.7% 31.6% 34.8% 33.5% 31.4% 35.7% 33.6% 36.8% 38.1% 40.2%
Cluster A Cluster B Cluster D Cluster G Cluster E Cluster C Cluster H Cluster F Cluster| Cluster J Cluster K
N =155 N =150 N = 266 N =230 N =158 N=179 N =334 N =153 N =234 N =150 N =195

COUNTY CLUSTER MEDIAN OBESITY PREVALENCE (%)

Figure 1. Classification and regression tree (CART) analysis to predict county-level obesity prevalence. Notes:
Each path down to aterminal node represents SEDH cluster of counties. Box plots in the terminal nodes represent
the median percentage of the adult population (aged >18 years) that reports a body massindex > 30 (age-adjusted).
The minimum number of countiesin aterminal node was set to 150. Clusters were labeled alphabetically based on
median obesity prevalence, from lowest to highest.

CART identified Physically Inactive to act as the first node, splitting the tree into the left and
right side. The left side of the tree (Physically Inactive < 22.9%) is comprised of 3 clusters (A,
B, D). Furthermore, Physically Inactive ( < 18.3%) was used again to identify the cluster with
the lowest obesity prevalence (Cluster A- 25%, IQR: 21.7, 27.7) and separate it from Clusters B
and D that had the 2™ and 4™ lowest obesity prevalence. The latter differed only in relationship
to the percentage of Diabetes that was < 9.1% in Cluster B (28.7%, IQR: 25.4, 31.2) and > 9.1%
in Cluster D (31.6%, IQR: 29.3, 34.3).

The right side of the tree (Physically Inactive > 22.9%) contained 8 clusters (G, E, C, H, F, I, J,
K). Diabetes was used a second time at the threshold of 11.8% to set apart clusters G, E and C
(Diabetes < 11.8%) from clustersH, F, I, J, K (Diabetes > 11.8%). Severe Housing Problems >
14.5% was used to delimitate Cluster C (31.4%, IQR: 28.5, 34.2) from Clusters G and E. The
latter were differentiated by the percentage of Uninsured that was < 12.1% in Cluster G (34.8%,
IQR: 32.4, 37.5) and greater than > 12.1% in Cluster E (33.5%, IQR: 30.1, 36.6%). When
analyzing the ramifications of Diabetes > 11.8% (H, F, I, J, K), Food Insecurity >18% could
single out Cluster K as the county cluster with the highest obesity prevalence (40.2%, IQR: 36.8,
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43.4). Next, Physically Inactive was used the third time to separate Clusters H and F ( < 30.1%)
from Clusters | and J (> 30.1%). While Cluster H (35.7%, I1QR: 33.2, 37.9%) was characterized
by a lower Population over 65 years (< 20.9%) when compared to Cluster F (33.6%, IQR: 30.5,
36.5), Cluster 1 (36.8%, IQR: 33.7, 39.9) was characterized by a lower percentage of Non-
Hispanic Black (< 7.1%) when compared to Cluster J (38.1%, IQR: 35.6, 40.1).

Obesity Prevalence in Adults (%)
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Figure 2. Map of the county-level prevalence of obesity (%) in the United States, divided by natural breaks (A). (B)
County clustersidentified by CART (A-K), labeled according to lowest to highest obesity prevalence (%).
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Based on the splitting points and the respective threshold values obtained from the regression
tree created using the training data, we labeled (Clusters A-K) the remaining 548 counties (test
data). We then compared the median obesity prevalence across the training and testing set which
showed no substantial differences across the 11 clusters (Supplemental Figure 1). Figure 2A and
2B map the geographic distribution of county-level obesity prevalence and the CART-identified

county clusters (A-K), respectively.

Random Forest

Variables

1.Physically Inactive
2.Diabetes *
3.Adult Smokers *
4. Access to Exercise Opportunities
5.Low Birthweight
6.Broadband Access
7.Non-Hispanic Black
8. Population over 65 years
9.Insufficient Sleep
10.Population under 18 years
11.Food Insecurity
12.Access to Primary Care Physicians
13.0zone
14.Severe Housing Cost Burden
15. Proximity to RMP Facilities
16.Children in Single-Parent Households
17.Excessive Drinking
18.Unemployment
19.Severe Housing Problems
20. Hispanic Population
21.Uninsured
22.Diesel Particulate Matter Level in Air
23. Food Stamp Recipients
24.Some College Degree
25_Asian and Pacific Islander Population
26. Air Toxics Cancer Risk
27 .Frequent Mental Distress
28.Traffic Proximity and Volume
29.Female Population
30.Rural Residents
31.Income Inequality
32.Social Association
33.Long Commute/Driving Alone
34.Particulate Matter 2.5 Level in Air
35.Injury Death
36.Median Household Income
37 Limited Access to Healthy Food
38.Frequent Physical Distress
39.Nen-Hispanic White
40.Proximity to NPL Sites
41.Poor Mental Health Days
42. Homeownership
43.High School Completion
44 Poor Physical Health Days
45.Children in Poverty
46.Flu Vaccine
47.Poverty
48. Under 200% Poverty (18-64 years)
49.Food Environment Index
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Figure 3. Dot chart of Random Forest analysis displaying variable importance for predicting county-level obesity
prevalencein the United States. Notes: the most important variable is at the top and scaled to 100%. The importance
of therest of the variablesis shown relative to the top one. Abbreviations: PM, fine particulate matter; RMP, Risk

Management Plan; NPL, National Priorities List.
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Finally, we employed RF to assess the relative variable importance in respect to the county-level
obesity prevalence and the results are displayed in Figure 3. Overal, from the 49 SEDH
variables available, the 7 variables selected by CART were ranked as 1% (Physically Inactive),
2" (Diabetes), 7" (Non-Hispanic Black), 8" (Population over 65 years), 11" (Food Insecurity),
19™ (Severe Housing Problems), 21% (Uninsured).

Discussion:

Obesity has been an escalating public health issue and point of discussion for several decades,
given its increasing prevalence among Americans. According to the CDC, the age-adjusted
prevalence of obesity in U.S. adults was 42.4% in 2017-2018 and continues to rise despite a
temporary plateau seen in 2009-2012.* By 2030, most adults are projected to be overweight or
have obesity and approximately 50% of adults will have obesity.* Recognizing that obesity
contributes to a growing prevalence of chronic disease such as cardiovascular disease, diabetes,
gastrointestinal disease and arthritis, and some types of cancer, obesity is regarded as one of the
greatest threats to public health of the century.>*® Despite the American Medical Association
recognizing obesity as a disease with multiple pathophysiological aspects requiri n%
interventions, little progress has been made in reversing the obesity epidemic.'”*
Implementation of prevention strategies have largely focused on risk factors related to food
supply, physical activity, and behavior changes, which likely reflect the complexity of the
disease that continues to chalenge healthcare professionals and researchers® In this
investigation, ML techniques were used to explore the associations between SEDH and adult
obesity. CART was subsequently used to provide a clinically applicable visual representation of
county-level obesity prevalence. In our assessment, Physically Inactive, Diabetes, Non-Hispanic
Black, Population over 65 years, Food Insecurity, Severe Housing Problems, and Uninsured
were identified as associated to obesity prevalence. CART implemented these variables to
identify 11 clusters of counties with 60.8% relative increase in prevalence between the lowest
and highest risk county clusters. Additionally, Random Forest—an aternative ML approach—
illuminated CART’ s ability to classify complex SEDH by determining the relative importance of
each variable.

CART identified Physically Inactivity as the starting node, which was also the most important
variable according to Random Forest. “Physically Inactive’ was utilized twice more as a hode
further downstream, highlighting the importance of activity as a variable accounting for large
variations in obesity prevalence. Studies have shown a positive risk association between physical
inactivity as well as sedentary lifestyle with obesity prevalence. Higher rates of sedentary
behavior and physical inactivity exist among people with obesity.”® Irrespective of BMI, higher
physical activity intensity levels and lower sedentary time are associated with lower risk of
mortality, and based on these relationships, a combination of lifestyle alterations revolving
around being active and reducing time spent sedentary contribute to prevention of abdominal
Obesity.21‘22

In addition to Physically Inactivity, Diabetes held significance by CART, being utilized twice in
the dratification of clusters. This finding coincides with the Random Forest, which identified
Diabetes as the 2™ most important variable in predicting obesity prevalence among adults. There
are significant associations between obesity and diabetes among other chronic conditions
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including high blood pressure, cardiovascular disease, high cholesterol, asthma, and arthritis.*>#

Likewise, obesity and overweight represent modifiable risk factors for type 2 DM and as many
as 80% people are overweight when diagnosed.™

Demographic factors seemed to play an important role in predicting obesity prevalence.
Specifically, CART identified Non-Hispanic Black and Populations Over 65 Years as two
demographic SEDH variables. Although variations have been reported across studies, obesity
prevalence in the United States varies by ethnicity. One study demonstrated that non-Hispanic
Black individuals were most likely to have obesity (prevalence of 36.1%) and that individuals
living in communities with >25% non-Hispanic Black or Hispanic had significantly higher BMIs
and were more likely to have obesity.® Meanwhile, another study showed that highest
prevalence of relative fat mass (RFM)-defined obesity was observed in Mexican American men
and women and highest prevalence of BMI-defined obesity was highest in African American
women.? Previous studies have shown also demonstrated age-related disparities across obesity
digtribution. While it is unclear whether there is a definite positive correlation with older age
and obesity, which can vary depending on the surrogate of body fat percentage, age-related
trends in obesity are likely explained by age-related changes in body composition. 2% After ~60
years, the proportion intra-abdominal fat progressively increases and energy intake and total
energy expenditure declines primarily due to decreases in physical activity and basal metabolic
rate. Regardless of age, obesity is still associated with disorders that increase functional .

Like many other public health concerns, socioeconomic status (SES) varies with obesity
prevalence. Traditional SES variables identified by CART included Food Insecurity, Severe
Housing Problems, and lack of insurance. SES affects both the quantity and quality of food
consumed. Low-cost foods are highly processed and contain refined grains, sugars, and added
fats, which are linked to rising obesity rates. Not only do these food options seem to be of best
value by combining low cost with high energy density, but they may also be the most accessible,
particularly in “food deserts’. In fact, lower-income households tend to consume more
“obesogenic” foods while “ protective” foods such as whole grains, lean meats, fish, low-fat dairy
products, fresh vegetables, and fruit are more likely to be consumed by groups with higher
SES?® High housing costs similarly have potential to worsen the obesity epidemic.
Populations living in areas of high rent burden are more likely to have obesity, which has been
demonstrated by modelling investigations in Chicago, IL. When households spend >50% of their
income on housing, access to healthy foods once again becomes a burden.**? Beyond food and
housing insecurity, lack of health insurance represents an additional risk factor associated with
adult obesity. Analyses have revealed disparities in obesity prevalence in disadvantaged
neighborhoods and conversely, people with obesity constitute one population that are more often
uninsured. 3

The current regime of obesity treatment entails a “treatment pyramid”. Lifestyle interventions
serves as the base of the pyramid followed by pharmacological agents, endoscopic procedures,
and ultimately bariatric surgeries.* Despite the limitations of both low- to high-intensity lifestyle
modifications, the represent the foundation of any weight loss. Several resources such as the
USDA and HHS Dietary Guidelines for Americans 2020-2025 and CDC’'s Recommended
community strategies and measurement to prevent obesity in the United States target these
potential lifestyle modifications. The former relies on the premise that “no matter their age, race,
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or ethnicity, economic circumstances, or health status, can benefit from shifting food and
beverage choices to better support healthy dietary patterns’.’® The latter provides strategies to
promote availability of affordable healthy food and beverages, encourage breastfeeding, and
support physical activity or limit sedentary activity.*’ These targeted interventions are
represented in this study by Physical Inactivity and to some extent, Food Insecurity. While
lifestyle risk factors are of vital importance, our study demonstrates that other SEDH-related
factors can aid in identification of areas with higher obesity prevalence, and therefore, deserve
more attention in future investigations. Moreover, use of tree-based ML approaches such as
CART provides a practical representation of the intricate web of SEDH and geographic variation
in obesity prevalence.'**

This study has limitations. Newer research suggests that BMI is not an adequate surrogate for
visceral adiposity. BMI does not distinguish between visceral fat and subcutaneous fat, which
varies with age, gender, and ethnicity. For example, women have more subcutaneous fat than
men on average and Asians have more viscera adiposity than Caucasians and typically have
much smaller BMI’S. BMI is not surprisingly less predictive in many populations with higher
visceral adiposity including elderly populations. Direct measurement of visceral adiposity could
provide much needed specificity in the obesity and will help clarify historic relationships or lack
thereof.? Another limitation is the cross-sectional characteristic of this study which is
associative by nature. This study focused only on risk factors represented by the 49 SEDH
variables in the model, and therefore other factors such as genetics, family history, and
medi cations were not incorporated. We excluded counties with no data and future methods may
consider consolidation. However consolidation together with county level analysis may discount
significant within county variation.***

Conclusion:

The application of machine learning techniques to a nationwide prevalence data identified
Physically Inactivity, Diabetes, Non-Hispanic Black, Population over 65 year, Food Insecurity,
Severe Housing Problems, and lack of insurance as key SEDH variables that delineated clusters
of U.S. counties sharing similar rates of obesity prevalence. Comprehensive visualization of
these clusters using Classification and Regression Tree (CART) demonstrated significant county-
level geographic variation of obesity prevalence in the United States, which provides the
potential to advance public health initiatives and policies surrounding obesity.
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