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BACKGROUND AND AIM: Geospatial analyses integrate location-based sociodemographic data, offering a
promising approach to investigate the impact of social determinants on acute pancreatitis (AP) outcomes. This study
aimed to examine the association of social vulnerability index (SVI) and its constituent 16 attributes in 4 domains
(socioeconomic status, household composition and disability, minority status and language, and housing type and

transportation), with outcomes of patients with AP.

METHODS: This study included AP patients hospitalized between 1/1/2008 and 12/31/2018 and recorded their
demographics and clinical outcomes. Physical addresses were geocoded to determine SVI, a composite variable which

was ranked and divided into quartiles (I to IV: IV representing the highest vulnerability).

RESULT: In 824 patients [age of 53.0£10 years and 48.2% females], with 993 AP-related hospitalizations, we noted
significantly higher prevalence of no/federal/state insurance (P<0.001) and racial minorities (P<0.001) in patients
residing in communities with higher SVI. A non-significant trend of higher 30-day admission rate amongst patients
from higher SVI regions (II/IV: 27(18.0%)/31(18.9%) vs. I/II: 40(13.8%)/36(16.3%); p=0.49) was noted. We
observed a significant association of alcohol withdrawal with residence in areas with higher SVI despite adjustment
for age, body mass index, and comorbidities (OR:1.62[95%CI:1.19-2.22]; p= 0.003). However, we observed no

association of SVI with severity of AP, inpatient opioid use, length of stay, and mortality.

CONCLUSION: We noted significantly higher alcohol withdrawal in patients residing in areas with higher SVI ranks
although AP severity and other outcomes lacked significant association with SVI. Given our findings further

investigation of various social determinants of health in AP is warranted in large sized prospective studies.
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INTRODUCTION:

Acute Pancreatitis (AP) is an inflammatory pancreatic disorder characterized by unpredictable outcomes and in severe
cases, a substantial mortality rate of up to 20%."? Annually, AP accounts for a large proportion of gastrointestinal-
related hospital admissions: 288,220 hospitalizations in the United States as compared to 530,855 cases of
gastrointestinal bleeding. * In the United States alone, AP exerts a substantial economic impact, with annual health
spending exceeding $2.5 billion and rising globally.* The burden of AP is rising, as reflected by the annual percent
change of 3.1% which may be attributable to improved clinical awareness of the condition, better diagnostic
techniques, and exposure to attributable risk factors (e.g. alcohol use, smoking, etc.).> Goal-directed treatment,

including fluid resuscitation, is noted to be most beneficial within the first 12-24 hours of presentation.’

Like other health conditions such as acute coronary syndrome and reactive airway disease, overall severity
and outcomes of AP may be influenced by social determinants of health (SDOH).”-® The World Health Organization
defines SDOH as crucial factors that influence an individual's well-being, as they encompass the conditions in which
people are born, grow, live, work, and age.’ Important examples of SDOH include factors such as financial insecurity,
poor access to health care, neighborhood deprivation, and ethno-racial discrimination which have previously been
associated with adverse health outcomes.!’ Many of the SDOH indicators have complex relationships that are prone
to multicollinearity, making meaningful interpretation difficult. Thus, index-based approaches have emerged as
proxies to assess the impact of SDOH. These approaches incorporate factors intended to capture the multidimensional

nature of social determinants and their consequences for health outcomes.

Geospatial analysis has the potential to integrate location-based sociodemographic data with clinical
information offering a promising approach to better understand the care of AP patients. A geospatial approach may
also enable the identification of healthcare disparities, in part by making use of tools like the Social Vulnerability
Index (SVI), a composite measure of vulnerability to disasters or pandemics developed by the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC).!! The SVI assigns each tract a raw score and a percentile rank (scored 0 to 1, with 1
representing the highest vulnerability). This multi-tiered measurement tool enables a global evaluation of a patient’s
tract-level SDOH based on four thematic subdomains: (1) socioeconomic status, 2) household composition and

disability, 3) minority status and language, and 4) housing type and transportation, in all comprising 16 social
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attributes. Each of these subdomains in turn may impact healthcare access and outcomes. The objective of this study
is to assess the impact of SVI, as determined by tract-level geospatial parameters, on the health outcomes of AP
patients. Through examination of various attributes determining social vulnerability, this study aims to provide

insights into potential areas for future intervention and support for AP patients.

METHODS

Study Design and Setting

We conducted a retrospective, observational cohort study of patients diagnosed with AP and hospitalized at a tertiary
care center in the Boston area between January 1, 2008, and December 31, 2018. This study was approved by the
Institutional Review Board (Protocol ID: 2018P000613). This study is reported in accordance with the Strengthening

the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE) reporting guideline (Supplement 1). '?

Study Population:

Adult patients (aged 18 years or more) were identified through International Classification of Diseases, Ninth and
Tenth Revision codes 577.1 and K85.9. 1314 Electronic health records (EHRs) were then manually reviewed to confirm
the diagnosis of AP. The diagnosis of AP was based on Revised Atlanta classification (2 of the following during
hospitalization: typical abdominal pain, elevation of serum lipase level three times upper limit of normal, or evidence
of pancreatitis on cross-sectional imaging).!* Patients who were excluded were those who (1) carried a diagnosis of

chronic pancreatitis or pancreaticobiliary malignancy (2) lacked physical address, thus preventing geospatial coding.

Variable Definitions:

We reviewed the EHR to collect a wide range of data, including demographic, clinical, laboratory, radiological and
treatment information for patients with AP.!% 7 The demographic characteristics considered for each patient included
age, sex, race and ethnicity, active smoking or alcohol use, etiology of AP, insurance type and address. To accurately
locate each patient, we identified and geocoded their local street address. Additionally, we quantified the comorbidity
burden for each participant using the Charlson Comorbidity Index (CCI), which considered pre-existing conditions
such as diabetes, kidney disease, pulmonary, and cardiovascular comorbidities.!® The severity of presentation was

assessed using the BISAP score, a scoring system that utilizes blood urea nitrogen, impaired mental status, systemic
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inflammatory response syndrome (SIRS), age, and the presence of a pleural effusion to predict in-hospital mortality
in AP.'> 2% The severity of AP was based on the Revised Atlanta classification and graded as: mild AP (no local or
systemic complications), moderately severe AP (transient organ failure, local complications, or exacerbation of co-
morbid disease) and severe AP (characterized by persistent (>48 hours) organ failure).!> We also collected data on
various outcomes, including the length of hospital stay for each patient, magnitude of pain upon presentation and
discharge quantified by visual analog scale (VAS), opioid use quantified through morphine equivalent units (MME)
required during the entire hospitalization, and the presence of local complications such as pseudocysts, peripancreatic
collection, pancreatic necrosis, and splenic vein thrombosis.

Additionally, we recorded systemic complications, including renal failure, respiratory failure, bacteremia,
and sepsis. We recorded the disposition of patients, including discharges to extended care facilities, the number of
readmissions within 30 days, as well as mortality within one year of original hospitalization. Furthermore, we collected

data on extra-pancreatic complications such as alcohol withdrawal, gastrointestinal bleeding, and delirium.

Geocoding and Social Vulnerability Index estimation:

We geocoded the residence of each patient and combined the resulting locations with the SVI metrics of the census
tracts in which they are located (Figure 1A; Supplement 2).!! Developed and published by the CDC, the SVI assigns
each tract a composite score which is then ranked based on percentile (ranging from 0 to 1 with 1 representing the
highest vulnerability). This tool enables an evaluation of four thematic subdomains: (1) socioeconomic status, 2)
household composition and disability, 3) minority status and language, and 4) housing type and transportation, in all
comprising 16 social attributes (Figure 1B). A comparison of patient demographics and health behaviors was
conducted across SVI quartiles I-IV, with quartile IV representing the highest vulnerability. Similarly, AP outcomes

were also analyzed based on SVI quartiles. Maps were created using ArcGIS Pro 2.7.0 (ESRI, Red-lands, CA).

Statistical Analysis:

Categorical data were presented as proportions, while continuous variables were reported as medians with interquartile
ranges. Statistical differences in categorical variables were assessed using Chi-square tests, while continuous variables
were analyzed using Kruskal-Wallis tests. AP outcome variables were the dependent variables and underwent

univariate logistic regression analysis to delineate their association with SVI. Using a significance threshold of p-
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values < 0.1we built a multivariable logistic regression model adjusting for age, BMI, and CCI. Among variables with
significant association, we analyzed the association of SVI subdomains with AP outcomes which was expressed as
odds ratios (OR). The statistical analysis was carried out using STATA software (StataCorp LLC, Version 17.0, College

Station, TX). A p-value < 0.05 was considered statistically significant.

RESULTS:

The study enrolled 824 patients with AP, with a median age of 53.0(10) years and 48.18% of patients were female.
There were 993 AP-related hospitalization events, for which residential locations were divided into four SVI ranking

quartiles: Quartile I (n=338), Quartile II (n=271), Quartile IIT (n=182), and Quartile IV (n=202)

Patient Characteristics

Baseline demographic and clinical characteristics of the study cohort and in four SVI neighborhood quartiles have
been summarized in Table 1 and (Figure 1C. The study cohort exhibited ethnoracial diversity, with 146 (17.7%)
non-Hispanic Black, 108(13.1%) Hispanic, and 28(3.4%) non-Hispanic Asian patients. We noted that 8 (1.0%) patients
were Native Americans, 7(0.9%) were of mixed/uncategorized race, and 20(2.4%) patients lacked ethnoracial details.
Most patients self-identified as non-Hispanic White (n=507; 61.7%). Neighborhoods ranked in higher SVI quartiles
had a greater representation of ethnoracial minorities (P < 0.001), which was expected as racial and ethnic minority
status is a component of the SVI. Patients residing in areas with higher SVI scores relied more on federal/state
insurance or were uninsured as compared to those with private insurance (P<0.001; Figure 1C). Age and sex
distribution did not differ significantly in the four residential SVI rank quartiles. Furthermore, across the SVI quartiles,
there were no significant differences in self-reported healthcare behaviors, such as smoking (p=0.23) and alcohol use
(p=0.23), or etiology of AP (p=0.20). We also noted similar comorbidity burden in the patients across all SVI quartile

ranks.

Clinical Course and Management:

1._.AP severity: As an indicator of the clinical severity of AP, median (interquartile range-IQR) BISAP score was 1(1),

without significant difference in residential SVI quartile ranks [I:1(1); IT:1(1), II:1(0.5), IV: 1(0.5); p=0.06]. The
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prevalence of moderately severe and severe AP based on revised Atlanta classification lacked significant association
with SVI [I: 75(22.19%)/72(21.30%); 1I: 55(20.29%)/46(16.97%), 111: 32(17.58%)/37(20.32%), IV: 28(13.86%)/
31(15.34%); p=0.06]. The occurrence of AP-related systemic complications, including respiratory failure, acute
kidney injury, and bacteremia and sepsis lacked statistical significance across the patients residing in regions with

different SVI quartiles (Table 1).

2. Management: The magnitude of pain quantified by VAS in the groups with progressive degree of social vulnerability
were similar on admission [1:7(3.5), II: 7(3), II1:7(5), IV:7(5); p= 0.11] (Table 1). AP patients from all the SVI quartiles
demonstrated non-significant difference in the VAS upon discharge [1:0(2), II: 0(2), I1I: 0(3), I'V: 0(2); p=0.49]. Their
opioid use quantified by MME requirements during the hospital stay lacked statistical significance [1:14.0(63.5),
I1:15.15(58.3.0), II:11(17.8), IV: 15(27.0); p=0.70] (Table 1). Early enteral feeding was initiated at 2 (1) days of
presentation in the overall AP population and was comparable in SVI quartiles [1:2(2), 11:2(2). III:1(2), IV: 2(2);
p=0.46]. Notably, in patients residing in higher SVI areas, the incidence of alcohol withdrawal rate was higher, and

this trend approached statistical significance[I:15(4.5), IT: 16(5.9), III: 17 (9.3), IV: 19 (9.4), p=0.058].

Disposition outcome:

Of the 169(17.0%) AP-related readmissions, we noted a non-significant trend of higher 30-day admission rate among
patients from higher SVI regions [III/IV: 27(18.0%)/31(18.9%) vs. I/II: 40(13.8%)/36(16.3%); p=0.49] (Table 1).
Most patients were discharged to home, with only 27 patients requiring care at the rehabilitation center [Quartile I:
5(2%), I1:13 (6%), 111:4 (3%), IV:5 (3%); p=0.15]. One year mortality also lacked significant difference in mortality

across the four residential SVI quartiles [I: 14(4.8%), II: 10(4.5%), I1I: 13(8.6%), IV: 14(5.4%); p=0.39].

Regression Analysis:

Univariate unadjusted regression analysis was performed to assess the relationship between AP outcomes and SVI
quartiles, with an adjustment model made for baseline factors such as age, BMI, and comorbidities (quantified using
CCI), as summarized in Table 2. After adjustment for age, BMI, and CCI, we noted no significant association of
residence in areas with high SVI with severity of AP [0.87(95%CI: 0.75-1.02); p= 0.09] as well as 30-day readmission
rates [1.09(95%CI: 0.90-1.33); p= 0.37]. The incidence of alcohol withdrawal had significant association with

residence in areas with higher SVI after adjustment for age, BMI, and CCI (OR: 1.62[95%CI:1.19-2.22]; p=0.003;
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Figure 2A). Further analysis revealed a substantial association between alcohol withdrawal and SVI measures of
socioeconomic status after adjustment for age, BMI, and CCI (OR: 7.36[95%CI:2.21-24.47]; p=0.001; Figure 2B),
minority status, language (OR: 9.87[95%CI:2.55-38.30]; p=0.001; Figure 2C), housing and transportation status

(6.10 [95%CI:1.44-25.79]; p=0.014; Figure 2D).

DISCUSSION:

The morbidity of patients with AP, its complications, and overall mortality emphasize the need for conducting
comprehensive SDOH-based geospatial investigation.' 2 In this study, we employ a novel approach of geocoding and
stratifying patients based on the SVI scores and ranked quartiles of their residential locations, a validated SDOH
grading tool, to assess unmeasured factors which may have an impact on patients hospitalized with AP. ** Across SVI
quartiles, we evaluated geospatial disparities in clinical outcomes including disease severity, management, disposition,
and hospital readmissions.

In this retrospective cohort study, we noted that severity of clinical presentation lacked significant association
with residence in communities with social vulnerability, especially after adjusting for confounders (p=0.09). We
observed no significant difference in the local and systemic complications (e.g., respiratory failure, acute kidney injury,
and bacteremia) mortality, length of hospital stays, and rehabilitative requirements across SVI quartiles, but a trend
towards increased 30-day readmissions in the higher SVI quartiles. However, we observed higher odds of alcohol
withdrawal among patients with residing in communities with higher social vulnerability. A significant association of
alcohol withdrawal was noted with subdomains of SVI i.e. socioeconomic status, underrepresented minority status,
language, housing and transportation status. This finding is consistent with prior reporting of higher community
prevalence of alcohol withdrawal syndrome in single male patients in the lowest socioeconomic strata.?!?

Additionally, the subjective nature of assessing alcohol withdrawal (Clinical Institute Withdrawal Assessment
protocol) can impede timely identification of this entity among patients with language barriers, further amplifying this
problem.?2* The impact of the physical environment and sociodemographic data based on the address of the patients
with AP has previously been investigated in national electronic healthcare record linkage cohort studies. In the UK,
the Social Deprivation Index, a multimodal marker involving seven demographic factors (poverty, education, single-

parent households, rented housing units, overcrowding, transport, unemployment), has been studied when considering
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AP outcomes.”® SVI, by comparison, may enable better capture of heterogeneity in health care coverage and
geospatial/physical infrastructure systems which may impact AP outcomes, as it includes additional parameters.

Our study is strengthened by a unique design for determining clinical outcomes of AP patients and well-
annotated clinical data. We relied on a manual review of individual charts, thus having high certainty of AP diagnosis.
We also geocoded the exact locations of each patient, which would not be possible using publicly available databases
due to privacy issues. Our conservative analysis investigated each trend with regression models which were adjusted
for demographics to reduce confounding. Aggregate geospatial socioeconomic variables have been compared with
individual-level data, and were confirmed to have internal validity.?® This was demonstrated through higher minority
representation and percentage of uninsured/reliant on federal insurance in the patients with higher social vulnerability.
This was done since geographical aggregation of AP patients may predispose such studies to an ecological bias.?’2¢
Although we used insurance status, absence of individual socioeconomic data such as annual income constrained our
ability to account for this ecological fallacy.

The study is limited by its retrospective design and reliance on participants’ physical address, which fails to
capture change in residence or migration. Geocoding residential address also limits assessment of homeless population
which may be more at risk of adverse health outcomes. ?*?° The study also lacks details on alcohol drinking behavior
and nutritional assessment of our patients, thus limiting the inference of its impact on the trend seen for alcohol
withdrawal. SVI though beneficial is not perfect. It is summation of various social attributes akin to principal
component analysis and may have some critical shortcomings regarding theoretical and internal consistency.>

Also, it was not unexpected that in our study AP patients residing in more socially vulnerable communities
did not have worse outcomes during their hospitalization, as the care provided to all is completely based on evidence-
based guidelines and decision tools, as previously reported.! However, as noted, alcohol withdrawal rates were higher
in these patients, as this is dependent on drinking patterns outside the control of medical care givers. Moreover, being
aware of patients being discharged to areas with higher social vulnerability may be particularly important for their
recovery process. While we recommend careful consideration of the factors elevating community SVI scores in
optimizing discharge planning and follow-up strategies, we caution against oversimplified applications of SVI in risk
reduction efforts or healthcare policy aimed at addressing social determinants of health.*

In conclusion, this study highlights the importance of geospatial analyses in investigating the impact of social

determinants on AP outcomes. SVI can be used to identify sociocultural, economic, and institutional processes that
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shape socioeconomic differentials in the management of AP. Communities with higher social vulnerability, as
indicated by their placement in higher SVI quartiles, exhibited elevated rates of alcohol withdrawal. The integration
of geospatial considerations into future AP research can contribute to a more holistic approach to the disease, enable
investigations into SDOH that may influence AP outcomes, and provide opportunities for more tailored public health

interventions.
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FIGURES:
Figure 1: (A) Description of the patients with acute pancreatitis (AP) and areas with various social vulnerability
in the greater Boston and surrounding area. (B) Description of domains and subdomains of Social Vulnerability

Index (C) Description of SVI distribution and socioeconomic demographics of patients with AP.
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Figure 2: Association of incidence of alcohol withdrawal rate with (A) SVI and (B-D) SVI subindices.
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Table 1: Description of baseline demographics, clinical features and outcomes in acute pancreatitis (AP)

BASELINE DEMOGRAPHICS OF PATIENTS WITH AP (N=679)

Parameters Total SVI I quartile: | SVIII™ quartile: | SVI I quartile: | SVI V" quartile: | P value
N=824 (n=289) (n=221) (n=150) (n=164)

Female sex [n (%)] 3907(48.18) | 130(44.98) 107(48.42) 78(52.0) 82(50) 0.52

Race:  Ethnicity: ~ White/  Black/ | 507/146/108/ | 204/17/48/9/2/7 | 151/22/33/8/1/3/3 | 82/36/20/6/2/1/3 | 70/71/7/5/3/1/7 <0.001

Hispanic/Asian/Native American/ | 28/8/7/20

Mixed/ unknown* [n (%)]

Age [median (IQR in years)] 53.1(10) 55(23.1) 51(27.3) 56.1(18.1) 50.4(18.8) 0.24

Lifetime history of Smoking [n (%)] 367(43.7) 111(40) 102(44) 65(42) 89(50) 0.23

Lifetime history of Alcohol [n (%)] 451(53.8) 151(54) 128(55) 72(47) 100(56) 0.23

Frequency of patients with 30-day re- | 134(16.3) 40(13.8) 36(16.3) 27(18.0) 31(18.9) 0.49

admission [n (%)]

Private/Federal-State/No Insurance 280/436/277 122/126/90 83/115/73 46/84/52 29/111/62 <0.001

[n (%0)]

CCI [median (IQR)] 20) 1(1) 1(1.5) 2(1.5) 2(1.5) 0.81
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CLINICAL COURSE AND OUTCOMES OF AP-RELATED HOSPITALIZATION

Parameters Total I* quartile: 11" quartile I quartile: IV®" quartile: p-

N=993 (n=338) (n=271) (n=182) (n=202) value
Etiology of the pancreatitis: | 300/206/22/1 | 96/66/7/8/57/28 | 90/50/5/7/48/17/3 | 63/43/5/0/34/11/ | 51/47/5/4/53/12/ | 0.20
Biliary/alcoholic/post- 8/192/68/145/ | /62/6/4 9/8/5 21/3/2 23/5/2
ERCP/HTG/idiopathic/anatomic/other/ 22/13
genetic/drug [n (%)]
BISAP [median (IQR)] 1(0.5) 1(1) 1(1) 1(0.5) 1(0.5) 0.06
Severity (Revised Atlanta Criteria) 617(62.1) 191(56.5) 170(73.6) 113(62.1) 143(70.8) 0.06
[n (%)] 190(19.1) 75(22.2) 55(23.8) 32(17.6) 28(13.9)

186(18.7) 72(21.3) 46(17.0) 37(20.3) 31(15.3)
Length of stay [median (IQR)] 4.1(2.5) 4.92.5) 4.6(0.8) 4.6(3.0) 4.02.0) 0.27
Total MME during hospitalization | 8(6) 14.0(63.5) 15.15(58.3) 11(17.8) 15(27.0) 0.70
[median (IQR)]
VAS at Presentation/Discharge [median | 7(4)/0(2) 7(3.5)/0(2) 7(3)/ 0 (2) 7(5)/ 0(3) 8(4)/ 0(2) 0.11/
(IQR)] 0.49
Days to advancement to solid diet | 2(1) 2(2) 2(2) 1(2) 2(2) 0.46
[median (IQR)]
Respiratory failure requiring mechanical | 79(8.0) 30(8.9) 17(6.3) 17(9.3) 15(7.4) 0.40
ventilation [n (%)]
Acute Kidney Injury [n (%)] 27 (2.7) 10(3.0) 5(1.8) 7(3.8) 5(2.5) 0.24
Bacteremia/Sepsis [n (%)] 52(5.2) 13(3.8) 16(5.9) 12(6.6) 11(5.4) 0.55
GI bleeding [n (%)] 39(3.9) 16(4.7) 4(1.5) 7(3.8) 12(5.9) 0.07
Delirium [n (%)] 51(5.1) 19(5.6) 17(6.3) 11(6.0) 4(2.0) 0.10
Alcohol withdrawal [n (%)] 67(6.8) 15(4.5) 16(5.9) 17 (9.3) 19 (9.4) 0.058
Discharge to rehabilitation centers [n | 27 (3) 5(12) 13 (6) 43 503) 0.15

()]

CCI: Charlson Comorbidity Index, MME: Minimal Morphine Equivalents, VAS: Visual Analog Scale.
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Table 2. Odds ratios for the association of Social Vulnerability Index (SVI) quartiles with acute pancreatitis

(AP) outcomes:

PARAMETERS Un-adjusted odds Adjusted odds

Odds Ratio P-value | Odds Ratio P-value
AP Severity (Modified Atlanta Criteria) 0.84[95%CI: 0.76-0.95] 0.004 0.87[95%CI: 0.75-1.02] 0.09
30 days hospital readmissions 1.13[95%CI: 0.96-1.33] 0.13 1.09[95%CT: 0.90-1.33] 0.37
Mortality 1.12[95%CI: 0.86-1.45] 0.39 1.19[95%CI: 0.77-1.84] 0.44
BISAP Score 0.83[95%CI: 0.83-0.04] 0.001 0.91[95%CI: 0.79-1.04] 0.20
Length of stay 0.94[95%CI: 0.85-1.03] 0.85 0.91[95%CI: 0.81-1.02] 0.12
Alcohol withdrawal 1.33[95%CI:1.07-1.65] 0.01 1.62[95%Cl1:1.19-2.22] 0.003
Association of AP Outcomes with Thematic Subindices
Alcohol withdrawal
Socioeconomic status subindex 3.14[95%CI:1.35-7.25] 0.007 7.36[95%CI:2.21-24.47] 0.001
Household and disability subindex 1.24[95%CI:0.56-2.76] 0.60 1.92[95%CT:0.62-5.91] 0.26
Minority status and language subindex 3.48[95%CI:1.41-8.59] 0.007 9.87[95%CI:2.55-38.30] 0.001
Housing and transportation subindex

3.14[95%Cl:1.22-8.13] 0.018 6.10 [95%CI:1.44-25.79] 0.014
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Adjusted for age, Body Mass Index (BMI), and Charlson Comorbidity Index (CCI)

Supplement 1: STROBE Statement—checklist of items for reporting of observational studies

Item No Page
Recommendation No
Title and 1 (a) Indicate the study’s design with a commonly used term in the title or the abstract 1
abstract (b) Provide in the abstract an informative and balanced summary of what was done and what was found 1
Introduction
Background 2 Explain the scientific background and rationale for the investigation being reported 2
Objectives 3 State specific objectives, including any prespecified hypotheses 2
Methods
Study design 4 Present key elements of study design early in the paper 3
Setting 5 Describe the setting, locations, and relevant dates, including periods of recruitment, exposure, follow-up, and | 3
data collection
Participants 6 (a) Cohort study—Give the eligibility criteria, and the sources and methods of selection of participants. Describe | 3
methods of follow-up
Variables 7 Clearly define all outcomes, exposures, predictors, potential confounders, and effect modifiers. Give diagnostic | 4

criteria, if applicable
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Data source/ 8* For each variable of interest, give sources of data and details of methods of assessment (measurement). Describe | 4
measuremen comparability of assessment methods if there is more than one group
t
Bias 9 Describe any efforts to address potential sources of bias 4
Study size 10 Explain how the study size was arrived at -
Quantitative 11 Explain how quantitative variables were handled in the analyses. If applicable, describe which groupings were | 4
variables chosen and why
Statistical 12 (a) Describe all statistical methods, including those used to control for confounding 4
methods (b) Describe any methods used to examine subgroups and interactions 4
(c) Explain how missing data were addressed -
(d) Cohort study—If applicable, explain how loss to follow-up was addressed NA
(e) Describe any sensitivity analyses NA
Results
Participants 13*  (a) Report numbers of individuals at each stage of study—eg numbers potentially eligible, examined for | 5
eligibility, confirmed eligible, included in the study, completing follow-up, and analysed
(b) Give reasons for non-participation at each stage 5
(c) Consider use of a flow diagram 5
Descriptive data  14*  (a) Give characteristics of study participants (eg demographic, clinical, social) and information on exposures | 5
and potential confounders
(b) Indicate number of participants with missing data for each variable of interest
(c) Cohort study—Summarise follow-up time (eg, average and total amount) 5
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Outcome data 15*  Cohort study—Report numbers of outcome events or summary measures over time 5
Case-control study—Report numbers in each exposure category, or summary measures of exposure
Cross-sectional study—Report numbers of outcome events or summary measures
Main results 16 (a) Give unadjusted estimates and, if applicable, confounder-adjusted estimates and their precision (eg, 95% | 6-7
confidence interval). Make clear which confounders were adjusted for and why they were included
(b) Report category boundaries when continuous variables were categorised
(c) If relevant, consider translating estimates of relative risk into absolute risk for a meaningful time period
Other analyses 17 Report other analyses done—eg analyses of subgroups and interactions, and sensitivity analyses NA
Discussion
Key results 18 Summarise key results with reference to study objectives 7-8
Limitations 19 Discuss limitations of the study, taking into account sources of potential bias or imprecision. Discuss both | 9
direction and magnitude of any potential bias
Interpretation 20 Give a cautious overall interpretation of results considering objectives, limitations, multiplicity of analyses, | 9
results from similar studies, and other relevant evidence
Generalizability 21 Discuss the generalizability (external validity) of the study results 9
Other information
Funding 22 Give the source of funding and the role of the funders for the present study and, if applicable, for the original | 1

study on which the present article is based

Continued on next page*Give information separately for cases and controls in case-control studies and, if applicable,

for exposed and unexposed groups in cohort and cross-sectional studies.

SUPPLEMENT 2: Social Vulnerability Index estimation

1. Social Vulnerability Index The SVI is derived from 16 social attributes, which measures overall vulnerability of a

census tract and vulnerability across four thematic subdomains (1) Socioeconomic Status (below poverty,

unemployed, income, no high school diploma), (2) Household composition and disability (aged >65 years, aged < 17,

disability, single-parent households), (3) Minority status and language (minority, speak English “less than well”), and

(4) Housing type and transportation (multi-unit structures, mobile homes, crowding, no vehicle, group quarters such

as worker dormitories, skilled nursing facilities, or college dorms).
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