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Abstract

COVID-19 has had a large scale negative impact on the health of opioid users exacerbating the
health of an already vulnerable population. Critical information on the total impact of COVID-19
on opioid users is unknown due to a lack of comprehensive data on COVID-19 cases, inaccurate di-
agnostic coding, and lack of data coverage. To assess the impact of COVID-19 on small-area opioid
mortality, we developed a Bayesian hierarchical excess opioid mortality modeling approach. We
incorporate spatio-temporal autocorrelation structures to allow for sharing of information across
small areas and time to reduce uncertainty in small area estimates. Excess mortality is defined
as the difference between observed trends after a crisis and expected trends based on observed
historical trends, which captures the total increase in observed mortality rates compared to what
was expected prior to the crisis. We illustrate the application of our approach to assess excess
opioid mortality risk estimates for 159 counties in GA. Using our proposed approach will help
inform interventions in opioid-related public health responses, policies, and resource allocation.
The application of this work also provides a general framework for improving the estimation and
mapping of health indicators during crisis periods for the opioid user population.
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1. Introduction

In March 2020, the World Health Organization declared COVID-19 a global pandemic, prompting
the United States to implement a series of lockdowns to curb its spread. These measures disrupted
the services and treatments available to individuals battling opioid use addiction, i.e., clinics pro-
viding methadone and other addiction treatment medications were forced to close, and access to
addiction support groups became limited (Rossen et al., 2020; Leon et al., 2020). Direct and indi-
rect impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on opioid users resulted in a notable increase in opioid
mortality rates. In Georgia, from 2019 to 2021, the total number of opioid-involved overdose
deaths increased by 101% (Georgia Department of Public Health (GADPH), 2021). Critically, the
total impact of COVID-19 on opioid users in Georgia, resulting from decreased utilization of rou-
tine health services, remains unknown. This information is a key ingredient in the resilience of the
health system, essential for adequate allocation of resources to both ‘crisis response activities’ and
‘core functions’ (Sochas et al., 2017). However, monitoring opioid mortality during crisis periods
is fraught with challenges that undermine a timely and accurate understanding of the crisis. A
significant barrier is incomplete or inaccurate data, often due to underreporting, misclassification,
and inconsistent use of ICD codes in cause-of-death certification (Stokes et al., 2021; Kline and
Hepler, 2021; Hepler et al., 2021). Geographic and demographic disparities further exacerbate
these gaps, leaving small areas, rural regions, and marginalized populations underrepresented in
mortality statistics (Agarwal et al., 2002; Konstantinoudis et al., 2023). Development of robust
and granular methodologies to monitor small-area geographical-temporal trends in opioid mortal-
ity during a crisis period has large-scale implications for informing public health policy, resource
allocation, and public health response strategies (Jon Wakefield, 2007; Kline D and Hepler SA,
2021; Sochas et al., 2017). We present a Bayesian Excess Opioid Mortality Model with hierarchi-
cal spatio-temporal structures to estimate small-area opioid mortality rates during the COVID-19
crisis. Applied to Georgia’s county-level data (2018–2022), the model offers robust and granular
insights into the pandemic’s impact on opioid users in the state.
Excess mortality has been used to assess the total impact of a crisis on public health outcomes when
direct information is either sparse or unavailable, and accuracy is questionable. Excess mortality is
defined as the difference between observed death counts for a given time period and the expected
number of deaths based on historical time trends pre-crisis (Rossen et al., 2020; Woolf et al., 2020;
Wang et al., 2022; Garfield, 2007; Checchi and Roberts, 2008; Stang et al., 2020; Blangiardo et al.,
2020). Previous studies have primarily focused on assessing excess all-cause mortality due to
COVID-19 at the national or sub-national levels. Woolf et al. (2020) analyzed state-specific excess
deaths in the U.S. from COVID-19 and other causes during March–July 2020 using a Poisson re-
gression model to estimate expected mortality. Similarly, Rossen et al. (2020) investigated excess
deaths by age, race, and ethnicity in the U.S. for the period January 26–October 3, 2020, providing
valuable demographic insights. Blangiardo et al. (2020) applied a spatio-temporal disease map-
ping approach to estimate weekly variations in excess mortality at the sub-national level in Italy,
specifically evaluating excess mortality at the municipality level from January 1–April 28, 2020,
and tracking its evolution over time. Vanella et al. (2021) used a principal component analysis to
assess country-level weekkly mortality data by sex and age strata. Banerjee et al. (2020) estimates
excess 1-year mortality associated with COVID-19 based on varying conditions and age. How-
ever, assessment of excess all-cause mortality at national and sub-national levels does not give a
comprehensive understanding of the impact of COVID-19 on opioid users. To address this gap,
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our study focuses on excess opioid mortality, providing a more targeted understanding of the pan-
demic’s impact on the particularly vulnerable population of opioid users. Small area estimation of
excess opioid mortality at the county-level yields several statistical challenges: (1) an excess num-
ber of zeroes in extremely small counties, (2) very small population sizes compared to aggregates
at the national and state levels, and (3) overdispersion in the data, driven by the combination of
rare events and heterogeneity in underlying risk factors. Our approach not enhances the precision
and robustness of opioid mortality estimates in the presence of sparse data, but also offers action-
able insights for public health interventions aimed at mitigating the disproportionate burden of the
opioid crisis.
Our proposed Bayesian Opioid Excess Mortality (BOEM) approach produces model-based county
estimates of the expected number of opioid overdoses based on previous observed spatial-temporal
trends pre-pandemic, which is crucial for evaluating excess opioid mortality rates (Rossen et al.,
2020; Wang et al., 2022). The model framework employs a spatio-temporal disease mapping
approach, which is commonly used to investigate granular geographical-temporal variations of
opioid mortality burden (Kline D and Hepler SA, 2021; Hepler et al., 2021; Hepler SA et al.,
2023; Kline D et al., 2023). The standard Bayesian disease mapping model provides the capabil-
ity to borrow strength and share information across small areas thereby reducing high degrees of
uncertainty associated with smaller population sizes (Waller, L.A. and Gotway, C.A., 2004; Baner-
jee et al., 2020; Andrew B. Lawson, 2013; Jon Wakefield, 2007). This is accomplished through
spatial and temporal autocorrelation terms included within the hierarchical structure informing es-
timates of the unknown true risk of opioid-related death for a given county-time. Within our model
framework, monthly opioid-related death counts between the years 2018-2019 are used to fore-
cast county-month specific opioid mortality relative risk (RR) estimates for the years 2018-2022.
The forecasted estimates capture the expected county-month specific opioid mortality trends in the
absence of COVID-19. We derive estimates of excess mortality for 159 counties in Georgia by
comparing the observed monthly number of opioid-related deaths to corresponding forecasted es-
timates representing the total impact of COVID-19 on opioid mortality rates. We illustrate model
results for selected counties in Georgia to examine differing excess mortality trends across a wide
variety of population sizes, and county characteristics. Using these findings, we aim to identify
areas of greater need that require more intervention procedures, policies, and resource allocation
to effectively address substance abuse, and counties suffering higher negative impact as a result of
COVID-19.
This paper is organized as follows: Section 2.1 describes the data used to obtain excess opioid
mortality estimates. Section 2.3 describes the data model assumed for the observed opioid death
counts. Section 2.4 describes model assumption of the underlying process. Section 2.5 summa-
rizes the process to obtain excess opioid mortality estimates and associated uncertainties. Lastly,
Section 5 illustrates results across small, medium, and large population cases.

2. Methods

2.1. Data
Georgia Department of Public Health (GADPH) provided monthly opioid-related death counts for
all 159 counties in Georgia for 2018 through 2022 that were aggregated to county-month spe-
cific totals (Georgia Department of Public Health, 2024). The U.S. Census Bureau (USCB) pub-
lishes annual county-level population estimates using a cohort component model based on the last
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available census with adjustments for births, deaths, and net-migrations (Population Estimation
Program, U.S. Census Bureau, 2021). Given the USCB does not report monthly population esti-
mates, we assume that the population size remains constant throughout each respective year (12
months). Dividing the county-month specific opioid-related death total by the corresponding pop-
ulation estimate gives the crude rate of opioid overdoses by county-month from 2018-2022. Figure
1 illustrates the reported total count of opioid-related deaths across Georgia from 2018-2022. The
red line signifies the onset of COVID-19 (Jan. 2020), and each respective color represents year-
specific data. Figure 1 shows a relatively stable trend in reported total number of opioid-related
deaths during pre-pandemic years. In 2020, the number of deaths increased with a significant spike
in March. Between 2020 and 2022, the number of deaths continues to rise over time, not reverting
to pre-COVID-19 levels.
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Figure 1: Monthly observed totals of opioid-related deaths across 159 counties in Georgia between the years
2018-2022. The red line denotes the defined start date of the COVID-19 pandemic (Jan. 2020). X-axis lists
units in months ranging from 0 to 60, 0= Jan 2018, and 60 = Dec 2022. Colors denote years.

Figure 2 contains five maps of Georgia displaying the county-level crude rates of opioid related
deaths (per 100,000 persons) by year. We note that higher rates occur in the years 2021 and 2022,
a mass of higher rates is present mainly in the northwest region. The largest crude opioid mortality
rate pre-pandemic occurred in Taliaferro County (Population: 1,537) in 2019. It is worth men-
tioning that Taliaferro County, being the least populated county in Georgia, results in highly noisy
rate estimates. The largest crude opioid mortality rate during COVID-19 occurred in Wilkinson
County (Population: 8,824) in 2021. These exploratory findings motivate our model assumptions.
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Figure 2: Mapped crude rates of opioid mortality (per 100,000) by year in Georgia between years 2018-
2022. Color denotes the death rate per 100,000 which varies between 0 and 80.

2.2. Summary of model approach
Our Bayesian opioid excess mortality (BOEM) model estimates excess opioid mortality for 159
counties in Georgia to quantify the total (direct plus indirect) impact of COVID-19 on opioid users
within the state. In our model approach we focus on estimating county-month specific opioid
mortality rates, but note our approach could be applied to various spatial and temporal resolutions
and socio-demographic sub-groups. The main features of the BOEM model are as follows:

1. The data model (defining the likelihood function) consists of modeling observed county-
month specific opioid-related death counts for 2018-2019 yim using a Zero-Inflated Poisson
assumption and is further detailed in Section 2.3.

2. The process model captures the latent true value of log-relative risk for county i month m
denoted (θim) which is modeled as a function of spatial and temporal random effects defining
the assumed underlying process. This is further described in Section 2.4.

3. Estimates of latent and true excess opioid mortality denoted χim are derived using poste-
rior predictive distribution estimates of expected opioid overdose counts, further detailed in
Section 2.5.

Appendix A illustrates a graphical representation of the BOEM model set-up, refer to Appendix
B for a summary of notation used.

2.3. Data model for observed opioid-mortality counts
In a standard disease mapping model, we commonly assume the relationship between the observed
mortality counts and the true relative risk (i.e., the data model for observed cases) is given by a
Poisson distribution which implicitly assumes cases in nearby areas are similar and the variance of
response is equal to the mean not accounting for over-dispersion (Waller, L.A. and Gotway, C.A.,
2004; Jon Wakefield, 2007; Andrew B. Lawson, 2013; Knorr-Held and Julian Besag, 1998; Parker
PA et al., 2024). Given the nature of our observed county-level opioid mortality count data, which
contains an excess of zero values particularly for smaller counties, we model observed counts us-
ing a Zero-Inflated Poisson (ZIP) model in Eq. 1, which accounts for over-dispersion due to the
presence of excess zeros in the data (Agarwal et al., 2002; Ugarte et al., 2004; Feng, 2021). Let
yim denote the observed counts for county i and month m (labeled [im] for readability). The con-
tribution of the Poisson likelihood is governed by the mixing parameter πim, which represents the
proportion of excess zeros. The county-month mixing parameter πim follows a Bernoulli distribu-
tion with global probability ρ , where ρ is restricted to the interval [0,1]. It is important to note that
yim represents the observed data from years 2018 and 2019, excluding data from 2020-2022. The
full data model is given by:
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f (yim|θim,Xim)∼

{
πim +(1−πim)e−(Ximθim) if yim = 0
(1−πim)

exp(−Ximθim)(Ximθim)
yim

yim! if yim > 0
, for i = 1, ...,159, ,m = 1, ...,24

(1)

πim ∼ Bern(ρ)
ρ ∼ Unif(0,1)

The expectation E(yim|θim,Xim,πim), shown in Eq. 2, is expressed as a function of the expected
count Xim, the log relative risk θim, and one minus the mixing parameter πim. The offset Xim is equal
to the product of the reference rate R and the population-at-risk Nim, both of which are considered
fixed and known quantities. The reference rate is derived from a larger population base, resulting
in substantially lower relative uncertainty compared to local estimates.

E(yim|θim,Xim) = µim = (1−πim)Ximθim (2)

Var(yim|θim,Xim) = µim +
πim

1−πim
µ

2
im

Xim = R ·Nim

R =
∑im yim

∑im Nim

2.4. Process model for unobserved latent opioid mortality log-relative-risks
We model the latent log relative risk θim incorporating both spatially and temporally structured
and unstructured random effects shown in Eq. 3. To incorporate spatial terms in our model, we
consider the Besag-York-Mollie (BYM) Model (J Besag et al., 1991), which allows us to estimate
the relative risk of death weighting trends in the neighboring counties. We denote vi to represent a
spatially unstructured random effect term that is independent, identically, and normally distributed
centered around zero, i.e., vi ∼ N(0,σ2

v )). The spatially structured term, denoted ui is modeled
assuming an Intrinsic Conditional Auto-Regressive (ICAR) prior, which assumes complete corre-
lation between neighboring areas. The spatial covariance matrix, W is written as a function of an
N×N adjacency matrix where entries {i, i} are zero and the off-diagonal elements are 1 if counties
i and j are neighbors and 0 otherwise. D is the N ×N diagonal matrix where entries {i, i} are the
number of neighbors of county i and the off-diagonal entries are 0. Lastly, τ denotes the smoothing
parameter. It is important to note that our spatial parameters do not change over time. Correlated
time trends are captured using a time structured random effect κm modeled with a random walk or-
der 1 which assumes a constant trend in forecasted estimates. To capture the non-separable process
of space-time, we introduce ωim which captures the interaction between terms u and κ. As such
the interaction term captures the deviations away from the separable space-time trend (Knorr-Held
and Julian Besag, 1998). We model the interaction term as a Markov Random Field (MRF) where
both first order and second order terms of neighbors are included, which assumes the temporal
trend in county i is similar to the average temporal trends of its neighbors (Knorr-Held, 2000).
Using the complete process model, we obtain estimates of county-month specific log-transformed
relative risks for years 2018-2022 including those months in which data has been excluded (during
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COVID months), i.e., 2020,...,2022.

log(θim) = α +ui + vi +κm +ωim,

α ∼ N(0,σ2
α)

vi ∼ N(0,σ2
v )

u∼ N(0, [τ(D−W )]−1)

κm ∼ N(κm−1,σ
2
κ)

ωim = ωi,m−1 + ∑
j∈N(i)

ω j,m + ∑
j∈N(i)

ω j,m−1 + εim

εim ∼ N(0,σ2
ω)

for i = 1, ...,159,m = 1, ...,60
Intercept
Unstructured Spatial Noise
(ICAR) prior for spatial auto-correlation
Random Walk(1) for temporal autocorrelation
Space-time interaction (Type 4)
Space-time deviations

(3)

2.5. Derivation of Excess mortality and associated uncertainties
To derive excess mortality estimates, we use the posterior predictive distribution (PPD) to ob-
tain predicted counts of opioid related death for each county-month (Konstantinoudis et al., 2023;
Blangiardo et al., 2020). The PPD is represented by Eq. 4, where p(ỹ|y) represents the poste-
rior distribution of expected counts ỹ given the observed data y, and the posterior estimates of the
log-relative risk p(θim|yim).

p(ỹ|y) =
∫
θ

p(ỹim|θim,yim)p(θim|yim)dθim (4)

Using posterior predictive sample estimates of opioid death counts, denoted ỹ(s) for samples s =
1, ...,S, excess mortality sample estimates χ

(s)
im are equal to the difference between the observed

and predicted values shown in Eq. 5. Median and 95% uncertainty intervals are calculated by
taking the median, and 95% quantile estimates of the sample values χ

(s)
im across all S samples.

χ
(s)
im = ỹ(s)im − yim for m = 1, ...,60 (5)

3. Model Simulation

In this simulation exercise, we generate 100 synthetic data sets based on the proposed model
structure given by Eqs. 1- 5 and compare the estimated parameters and excess mortality rates from
the BOEM model outputs to the true values to assess model accuracy and robustness. Specifically,
we generate county-month-specific opioid-related death counts using the predefined log-relative
risk surface that incorporates spatial, temporal, and interaction effects given in Eq. 3 which as-
sumes trends to remain consistent with pre-COVID levels. As such, the simulated data mimic real
county-level time trends pre COVID-19 years. The BOEM model is then fit to the simulated data
only for years 2018-2019. We calculate the difference between the model-based and true excess
deaths (error = χ̂im− ˜χim for years with left-out data 2020-2022. Our ability to recover the true ex-
cess mortality estimates is evaluated using metrics such as bias, root mean squared error (RMSE),
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and credible interval coverage. This approach allows us to assess the model’s accuracy, robustness,
and sensitivity under varying levels of data sparsity, zero inflation, and noise. The full description
of the simulation exercise and results can be found in Appendix C.

4. Computation

We extract PEP reported population estimates for 159 counties in Georgia, years 2018-2022, using
the tidycensus package (Walker, K., 2020). For model processing and output, a Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm samples from the posterior distribution of the parameters via the
software Nimble (de Valpine et al., 2018). Eight parallel chains were run with a total of 80,000
iterations in each chain. Of these, the first 40,000 iterations in each chain are discarded so the
resulting chains contain 40,000 samples. Additionally, we thinned the samples to retain every 10th
iteration after burn-in. Thus for each parameters there was a total 32,000 saved posterior samples.
Standard diagnostic checks using traceplots were used to check for convergence (de Valpine et al.,
2018; Gelman A. et al., 2013; Vehtari et al., 2017; Gabry et al., 2019).

5. Results

5.1. Simulation Results
Predictive performance results illustrate the BOEM model can robustly capture spatio-temporal

trends in excess opioid mortality. In Table 1, we summarize the error measures between BOEM
model-based estimates of the number of excess opioid deaths χ̂i,m and the true number of excess
deaths χ̃i,m generated from the procedure described in Section Appendix C. We derive out-of-
sample predictive performance summary metrics for years 2020-2022 corresponding to years with
removed data in which forward projections would be estimated based on past monthly data. The
mean and median error were estimated at 0.07 and 0.052, respectively, corresponding to a rel-
ative error of 0.03% and 0.04%, respectively. This suggests robust BOEM model performance
in estimating 2020-2022 forward projections. Coverage 95% prediction intervals were slightly
conservative with inside coverage probability of 93%.

Error Relative Error (%) Inside 95% CI
N left-out ME MDE MAE MSE MRE MDRE MARE

5,724 0.070 0.052 0.067 0.020 0.03 0.04 0.51 0.93
Table 1: Simulation results. The outcome measures are: Number of left-out observations (N left-out), mean
error (ME), median error (MDE), median absolute error (MAE), mean squared error (MSE), mean relative
error (MRE), median relative error (MDRE), median absolute relative error (MARE), as well as proportion
left-out observations inside the respective 95% prediction intervals (PS) based on the training set.

5.2. Global Parameter Estimates
Global and hyper parameters consist of the global variance terms σ2

() and the global level α . Table
2 shows posterior model-estimates and credible intervals for the global and hyper parameters. The
global level α , based on the global dataset of county opioid mortality counts was estimated to
be -0.110, with a 95% credible interval (CI) spanning -0.237 to -0.011, which corresponds to the
global average of the global dataset on the transformed scale. Posterior estimates of variance, and
correlation components are also given in Table 2.
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Parameters Mean SD 95% CI Lower Bound Median 95% CI Upper Bound

α -0.114 0.057 -0.237 -0.110 -0.011
σα 0.195 0.032 0.071 0.213 0.364
σv 0.176 0.061 0.068 0.174 0.293

σu = 1/τ2 0.445 0.131 0.179 0.446 0.699
σκ 0.014 0.012 0.001 0.011 0.047
σξ 0.058 0.016 0.030 0.060 0.086
σε 0.022 0.009 0.012 0.025 0.031

Table 2: Global and hyper parameters included in the random effect terms of the (BOEM) model.

5.3. State trends of excess mortality in Georgia
Figure 3 presents five maps of Georgia showing posterior median excess opioid deaths per county
by year. Compared to 2018-2019, the 2021-2022 maps reveal increased opioid deaths in Metro
Atlanta, particularly in DeKalb, Fulton, and Gwinnett counties, following COVID-19. In 2018-
2019, excess deaths ranged from -1 to -3, indicating observed deaths were lower than predicted.
By 2022, DeKalb and Fulton had 10 excess deaths each, while Gwinnett saw similar increases in
2020 and 2021. These findings highlight the stark shift in opioid deaths after the onset of COVID-
19 in these high-risk areas.
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Figure 3: Mapped excess opioid deaths broken down by year in Georgia between years 2018-2022. The
divergent color scale highlights areas with varying levels of excess mortality.

Figure 4 presents five maps of Georgia displaying posterior median excess opioid mortality
rates (EMRs) per 100,000 persons by year. EMRs account for the relative size of the population-
at-risk by dividing excess deaths by the population size. Pre-COVID years (2018-2019) show low
or negative EMRs in many counties, indicating fewer deaths than expected (e.g., Appling County
had an EMR of 0). Post-COVID (2020-2022) reveals significant increases in EMRs, especially
in 2021-2022. For instance, Baker County reached a median EMR of 35 (95% credible bounds:
30–40) in 2021, and Berrien County recorded a median EMR of 22 (95% credible bounds: 18–27),
reflecting extreme localized crises.
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Figure 4: Mapped excess opioid deaths broken down by year in Georgia between years 2018-2022. The
divergent color scale highlights areas with varying levels of excess mortality.

5.4. Large County Population Cases
Figure 5 illustrates excess opioid mortality trends for selected largely populated counties within
Georgia including DeKalb, Fulton, and Gwinnett County. Each respective county plot represents
the predicted (blue), observed (red), and excess (orange) rates of opioid mortality rate (per 100,000)
by month for years 2018-2022.

In DeKalb County (Population: 754,906 - 764,420), the observed monthly opioid-related death
rates per 100,000 range between 0 and 1.06 for years 2018-2019. The monthly opioid death rate
rose to 1.97 in December 2022. The lowest predicted rate, which was 0.53 (95% CI: 0.27, 0.79)
in May 2018, increased to 0.66 (95% CI: 0.27, 1.70) in 2022. These predictions for 2020-2022
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were influenced by the observed trend from 2018-2019. The 95% uncertainty bounds around the
predictive estimates widen as the predictions extend further from December 2019. This increase in
uncertainty is expected because the predictions are based on data that becomes progressively older,
making future estimates more uncertain. DeKalb County experienced its highest excess death rate
of 1.45 (95% CI: 0.66, 1.84) in May 2021 and its lowest excess death rate of -0.40 (95% CI: -0.66,
-0.27) in February 2018. There is a notable trend in excess opioid mortality rates, which are con-
sistently banded around 0 pre-COVID and consistently larger than 0 during the COVID period.

In Fulton County (Population: 1,050,131 - 1,069,370), the observed monthly opioid-related death
rates per 100,000 range between 0.38 and 1.22 for years 2018-2019. The monthly opioid death rate
increased to 2.16 in May 2021 showing a stark increase in the number of opioid deaths in 2021-
2022. The lowest predicted rate 0.47 (95% CI: 0.28, 0.75) occurred in July 2019, which increased
to 0.75 (95% CI: 0.37, 1.95) in 2022 based on 2018-2019 observed trends. The estimated highest
excess death rate of 1.45 (95% CI: 0.66, 1.84) occurred in May 2021 and its lowest excess death
rate of -0.29 (95% CI: -0.57, 0) in July 2018.

In Gwinnett County (Population: 927,337 - 975,353), the observed monthly opioid-related death
rates per 100,000 range between 0 and 1.4 for years 2018-2019. The monthly opioid death rate
increased to 1.84 in October 2022 showing a similar increasing trend in opioid deaths in years
2021-2022. The lowest predicted rate 0.43 (95% CI: 0.32, 0.65) occurred in May 2018, which
increased to 0.62 (95% CI: 0.20, 1.53) in 2022. The estimated highest excess death rate of 1.23
(95% CI: 0.41, 1.64) occurred in October 2022 and its lowest excess death rate of -0.43 (95% CI:
-0.65, -0.32) in May 2018.

A comparison of excess mortality rates across the selected large counties reveals a consistent trend
of rising opioid mortality rates following the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. Each county
experienced a peak in excess deaths during the pandemic period, highlighting its significant impact.
Notably, negative EMRs indicate periods where the predicted number of deaths was higher than
the observed value.
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Figure 5: Monthly predicted, observed, and excess (and associated 95% confidence intervals) rates of opioid
mortality (per 100,000) across DeKalb, Fulton, and Gwinnett County. The dashed line denotes the defined
start of the COVID-19 pandemic in the model. Line colors distinguish the data source, red = observed
deaths, blue = predicted deaths, orange = excess deaths, and green = horizontal line at 0.

5.5. Moderate County Population Cases
Figure 6 illustrates selected cases of moderate (medium) populated counties within Georgia in-
cluding Bartow, Cherokee, and Clayton County.

In Bartow County (Population: 106,378 - 112,816), the observed monthly opioid-related death
rates range between 0 and 4.64 for 2018–2019. This increases to 8.11 in February 2021. The
larger variability in observed opioid death rates compared to larger counties illustrates the impact
of smaller population sizes on observed fluctuations. Smaller populations suffer from stochastic
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variability in which a small increase in deaths results in substantial changes in observed rates. The
lowest predicted rate 0.79 (95% CI: 0.45, 1.29) occurred in February 2018. The predicted rate in-
creased to 1.25 (95% CI: 0.50, 3.27) in 2022. Bartow County experienced its highest excess death
rate of 6.85 (5.34, 7.52) in February 2021 and its lowest excess death rate of -1.25 (95% CI: -2.29,
-0.68) in January 2020.

In Cherokee County (Population: 253,914 - 281,278), the observed monthly opioid-related death
rates per 100,000 range between 0 and 0.77 for years 2018-2019. The monthly opioid death rate
increased to 2.13 in May 2022. The lowest predicted rate 0.66 (95% CI: 0.39, 1.045) occurred in
July 2019, which increased to 0.90 (95% CI: 0.40, 2.10) in 2022. The estimated highest excess
death rate of 2.33 (95% CI: 1.32, 2.88) occurred in March 2018 and its lowest excess death rate
of -0.89 (95% CI: -1.56, -0.49) in January 2020. The spike in excess opioid deaths in March 2018
resulted from an increase in opioid deaths from 3 in February to 10 in March, illustrating the sen-
sitivity of small and moderate-sized counties to changes in monthly death counts.

In Clayton County (Population: 289,197 - 297,623), the observed monthly opioid-related death
rates range between 0 and 1.03 for 2018–2019. The observed monthly death rate increased to 2.36
in April 2022. The predicted opioid mortality rate stayed consistently around 0.50 (95% CI: 0.20,
0.70). The estimated highest excess death rate of 1.85 (95% CI: 1.12, 2.15) occurred in April 2022
and its lowest excess rate of -0.51 (-1.28, -0.20) occurred in August 2022. Excess opioid death
rates in Clayton County exhibited erratic fluctuations over time, with notable spikes in rates for
years 2020-2022 showing a substantial increase in deaths during the COVID-19 pandemic.

In all three counties, excess mortality rates increased following the onset of COVID-19, reflecting
trends observed in larger counties, as shown in Figure 5. However, smaller and moderate-sized
counties experience greater variability in both observed and predicted estimates due to their smaller
population sizes. The sharp increase in opioid death rates in Cherokee County in March 2018
deviates from the overall trend in observed counts, highlighting how minor increases in deaths can
lead to substantial fluctuations in death rates for smaller counties. These findings underscore the
advantage of the BOEM approach, which leverages information sharing across counties to reduce
uncertainty in estimates for smaller populations and introduces a level of smoothing to mitigate
erratic fluctuations.

13



CLAYTON

CHEROKEE

BARTOW

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

−3

0

3

6

−2

0

2

4

−1

0

1

2

Time

O
pi

oi
d 

M
or

ta
lit

y 
R

at
e 

pe
r 

10
0,

00
0

Legend

Excess Deaths

Model Deaths

Total Deaths

Figure 6: Monthly predicted, observed, and excess (and associated 95% confidence intervals) rates of opioid
mortality (per 100,000) across Bartow, Cherokee, and Clayton County. The dashed line denotes the defined
start of the COVID-19 pandemic in the model. Line colors distinguish the data source, red = observed
deaths, blue = predicted deaths, orange = excess deaths, and green = horizontal line at 0.

5.6. Small County Population Cases
Figure 7 contains selected cases of small populated counties within Georgia including Toombs,
Upson, and Walker County.

In Toombs County (Population: 26,830 - 27,081), the observed monthly opioid-related death rates
stays at 0 for years 2018-2019. The observed trend erratically increases for years 2020-2022, with
the highest observed death rate at 7.45 in September 2022. The predicted monthly opioid-related
death rate maintains around 0.60 (95% CI: 0.20, 1.50). Toombs County experienced its highest
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excess death rate of 6.86 (5.75, 7.26) in September 2022 and its lowest excess death rate of -0.76
(95% CI:-1.32, -0.41) in March 2018. Toombs County serves as an example of a county with an
excess number of zero deaths across the 24 months included in the data. Consequently, the pre-
dicted trend under the Zero-Inflated Poisson likelihood model is heavily influenced by the high
frequency of zero counts. As a result, the predicted trend remains close to 0 across the complete
time series.

Similar to Toombs County, Upson County (Population: 26,185 - 28,086) is another county with
an abundance of observed zeroes across the complete time series. In contrast to Toombs County,
there are spikes in the observed death rate both pre and post the onset of COVID-19. The largest
observed death rate 3.18 occurred in August 2018. The predicted opioid mortality rate ranged
from 0.49 (95% CI: 0.26, 1.43) in February 2018 to 0.62 (95% CI: 0.18, 1.76) in December 2022
showing a very slight increased in predicted trends from 2018 to 2022. The largest estimated EMR
3.28 (95% CI: 2.81, 3.55) occurred in August 2018.

In comparison Walker County (Population: 67,742 - 69,761) experienced fluctuating deaths rates
from 2018 to 2022. The largest observed death rate 4.35 occurred in May 2022. The predicted
opioid death rates ranged from 0.62 (95% CI: 0.36, 1.05) in January 2018 to 0.92 (95% CI: 0.33,
2.65) in January 2022. The highest predicted rate 1.03 (95% CI: 0.61, 1.74) occurred in March
2018. The largest estimated EMR of 3.46 (95% CI: 2.18, 3.98) occurred in May 2021. The lowest
estimated EMR -0.92 (95% CI: -1.95, -0.44) occurred in June 2020. Unlike Toombs and Upson
counties, which exhibit consistently low or zero opioid-related deaths, Walker County experienced
more pronounced fluctuations in both observed and predicted rates, highlighting the greater vari-
ability and sensitivity to changes in opioid-related mortality in counties with small population sizes.

Figure 7 illustrates the stark and rapid changes in observed death rates that often occur due to
singular deaths during particular times. Additionally, in these smaller counties, there are zero
deaths for the majority of months. As such, excess mortality estimates obtained from the BOEM
model capture the negative excess mortality rates in periods where there are zero deaths, and the
increase in excess mortality in months where there are deaths present.
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Figure 7: Monthly predicted, observed, and excess (and associated 95% confidence intervals) rates of opioid
mortality (per 100,000) across Toombs, Upson, and Walker County. The dashed line denotes the defined
start of the COVID-19 pandemic in the model. Line colors distinguish the data source, red = observed
deaths, blue = predicted deaths, orange = excess deaths, and green = horizontal line at 0.

6. Discussion

Evaluating the impact of COVID-19 on opioid drug use is difficult due to the lack of real time
cause-specific death data and inaccurate record keeping of COVID-19 cases. To address this, we
have presented a Bayesian hierarchical excess opioid mortality model in which: (1) we explore the
spatio-temporal variations in opioid deaths for 159 counties in Georgia, and (2) we assesses excess
opioid mortality pre- and post- the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. The general findings suggest
that COVID-19 did act as a catalyst in excess opioid mortality. Pre-COVID-19, Georgia’s monthly

16



excess opioid related deaths did not exceed fifty. Post-COVID-19, Georgia’s monthly excess opioid
related deaths have spiked over fifty and forecasts to continue to increase. The county population
size cases display key features of our model’s performance and reactions to death counts, which
vary based on the county’s population size. In large counties, findings showed that they experi-
enced an increase in their excess death rates post-COVID-19. In moderate size counties, larger
variability is observed in their excess death rates due to the impact of deaths on their smaller pop-
ulation size. In smaller counties, the erratic nature of opioid mortality deaths illustrated the stark
change in death rates due to a small number of individual events. Our findings guide understanding
of the total impact of COVID-19 on opioid users within each county.

The contributions of this work to statistical modeling and excess opioid mortality are two-fold.
Firstly, we expanded upon existing work that was done to evaluate excess mortality geograph-
ically as a result of COVID-19 to produce model-based excess mortality estimates at granular
levels. Secondly, our developed methodology can be applied to assist in small area excess mor-
tality estimation in other applications including other epidemics/pandemics, natural disasters, law
regulations, mental health disorders, and more.

We also note the limitations of our study. Firstly, we observed a high number of zero values, which
resulted in stationary estimates over time. In an attempt to address this issue, we replaced the use
of a Poisson distribution in the standard disease mapping approach with a Zero-Inflated Poisson
distribution. Secondly, in general, there is variability in forecasting and predicting time trends
based on limited data.

Funding This work was supported by the Injury Prevention Research Center at Emory University
Rollins School of Public Health under Grant Number R49CE003072.

17



Bibliography

Agarwal, D.K., Gelfand, A.E., Citron-Pousty, S., 2002. Zero-inflated models with application to
spatial count data. Environmental and Ecological statistics 9, 341–355.

Andrew B. Lawson, 2013. Bayesian Disease Mapping: Hierarchical Modeling in Spatial Epidemi-
ology. 2nd ed., CRC Press Tayloy & Francis Group.

Banerjee, A., Pasea, L., Harris, S., Gonzalez-Izquierdo, A., Torralbo, A., Shallcross, L., Nour-
sadeghi, M., Pillay, D., Sebire, N., Holmes, C., Pagel, C., Wong, W.K., Langenberg, C.,
Williams, B., Denaxas, S., Hemingway, H., 2020. Estimating excess 1-year mortality associated
with the COVID-19 pandemic according to underlying conditions and age: a population-based
cohort study. The Lancet 395, 1715–1725. URL: https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/
S0140673620308540, doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30854-0.

Blangiardo, M., Cameletti, M., Pirani, M., Corsetti, G., Battaglini, M., Baio, G., 2020. Estimating
weekly excess mortality at sub-national level in Italy during the COVID-19 pandemic. PLOS
ONE 15, e0240286. URL: https://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0240286, doi:10.1371/
journal.pone.0240286.

Checchi, F., Roberts, L., 2008. Documenting Mortality in Crises: What Keeps Us from Do-
ing Better? PLoS Medicine 5, e146. URL: https://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.0050146,
doi:10.1371/journal.pmed.0050146.

Feng, C.X., 2021. A comparison of zero-inflated and hurdle models for modeling zero-inflated
count data. Journal of statistical distributions and applications 8, 8.

Gabry, J., Simpson, D., Vehtari, A., Betancourt, M., Gelman, A., 2019. Visualization in Bayesian
workflow. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series A (Statistics in Society) 182,
389–402. URL: https://rss.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/rssa.12378, doi:10.1111/
rssa.12378. eprint: https://rss.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/rssa.12378.

Garfield, R., 2007. Measuring Humanitarian Emergencies. Disaster Medicine and Public
Health Preparedness 1, 110–116. URL: https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/
S1935789300000410/type/journal article, doi:10.1097/DMP.0b013e318158a436.

Gelman A., Carlin J.B., Stern H.S., Dunson D.B., Vehtari, A., Rubin, D.B., 2013. Bayesian Data
Analysis. Third ed., Chapman & Hall/ CRC texts in statistical science.

Georgia Department of Public Health, 2024. Drug surveillance. URL: https://dph.georgia.gov/
epidemiology/drug-surveillance. accessed: 2025-01-08.

Georgia Department of Public Health (GADPH), 2021. Drug Surveillance Unit: Drug Overdose-
Mortality Web Query. URL: https://oasis.ga.us/oasis/webquery/qryDrugOverdose.aspx.

Hepler, S.A., Waller, L.A., Kline, D.M., 2021. A multivariate spatiotemporal change-point model
of opioid overdose deaths in Ohio. The annals of applied statistics 15, 1329. Publisher: NIH
Public Access.

18

https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140673620308540
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140673620308540
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30854-0
https://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0240286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0240286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0240286
https://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.0050146
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.0050146
https://rss.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/rssa.12378
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/rssa.12378
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/rssa.12378
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S1935789300000410/type/journal_article
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S1935789300000410/type/journal_article
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/DMP.0b013e318158a436
https://dph.georgia.gov/epidemiology/drug-surveillance
https://dph.georgia.gov/epidemiology/drug-surveillance
https://oasis.ga.us/oasis/webquery/qryDrugOverdose.aspx.


Hepler SA, Kline DM, Bonny A, McKnight E, Waller LA, 2023. An integrated abundance model
for estimating county-level prevalence of opioid misuse in Ohio. Journal of the Royal Statistical
Society Series A: Statistics in Society 186, 43–60.

J Besag, J York, A Mollie, 1991. Bayesian image restoration, with two applications in spatial
statistics. Annals of the Institute of Statistical Mathematics 43, 1–20.

Jon Wakefield, 2007. Disease mapping and spatial regression with count data. Biostatistics 8,
158–183. doi:10.1093/biostatistics/kx1008.

Kline, D., Hepler, S.A., 2021. Estimating the burden of the opioid epidemic for adults and adoles-
cents in Ohio counties. Biometrics 77, 765–775. Publisher: Wiley Online Library.

Kline D, Hepler SA, 2021. Estimating the burden of the opioid epidemic for adults and adolescents
in Ohio counties. Biometrics 77, 765–775.

Kline D, Waller LA, McKnight E, Bonny A, Miller WC, Hepler SA, 2023. A Dynamic Spatial
Factor Model to Describe the Opioid Syndemic in Ohio. Epidemiology 34, 487–494.

Knorr-Held, L., Julian Besag, 1998. Modelling risk from a disease in time and space.
Statistics in Medicine 17, 2045–2060. doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)
1097-0258(19980930)17:18<2045::AID-SIM943>3.0.CO;2-P.

Knorr-Held, L., 2000. Bayesian modelling of inseparable space-time variation in disease
risk. Statistics in Medicine 19, 2555–2567. URL: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/
10.1002/1097-0258%2820000915/30%2919%3A17/18%3C2555%3A%3AAID-SIM587%
3E3.0.CO%3B2-%23, doi:10.1002/1097-0258(20000915/30)19:17/18<2555::
AID-SIM587>3.0.CO;2-. eprint: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/1097-
0258%2820000915/30%2919%3A17/18%3C2555%3A%3AAID-SIM587%3E3.0.CO%3B2-
%23.
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Appendix A. Graphical representation of the BOEM model
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Figure A.8: Directed graphical representation of the BOEM hierarchical model. Shaded rectangles denote
observed data quantities, and circles denote latent variables (shaded circles for global hyper-parameters).
Solid arrows denote stochastic dependency. Boxes group quantities by indices, i.e., (1) Bottom box contains
observed population data, stratified by county-month for years 2018-2019, (2) Middle box contains esti-
mated parameters stratified by county-month, for years 2018-2022, (3) Top box contains global parameters.
Subscripts refer to county i, month m.
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Appendix B. Notation Table

Parameter Notation Description

Data Quantities
R Reference risk

Nim Population for county i, month m.
yim Opioid mortality counts for county i, month m.
θim Log relative risk for county i, month m.
Xim Population at risk for county i, month m.
πim Poisson likelihood mixing parameter for county i, month m.

Estimates Quantities
α Overall Intercept.
σ2

α Variance of the intercept.
vi Spatially unstructured random effect term.
σ2

v Variance of the spatially unstructured random effect.
u Spatial auto-correlation (ICAR prior).
τ Smoothing parameter of the ICAR prior.
D Diagonal matrix containing the number of neighbors of each area on

the diagonal.
W Adjacency matrix containing 1 for neighboring & 0 for non-

neighboring counties.
κm Temporal autocorrelation (RW(1)).
σ2

κ Variance of the temporal structured random effect .
ωim Space-time interaction term (Type 4 spatio-temporal interaction).
σ2

ω Variance of the interaction between temporal and spatial effects.
εim Space-time deviation term modeled as independent and identically

distributed normal distribution.
σ2

ω Space-time deviation variance term.

Appendix C. Simulation Description

Data Generation. We first generate log-relative risks for each county-month from the true latent
process described in Eq. 3, incorporating fixed global parameter values. As such, we generate
true log-relative-risks assuming no change due to the onset of COVID-19. The generated log-
relative-risks capture the ”truth” under the assumption that trends in 2018-2019 continue for years
2020-2022. The true process model includes the global level α , the temporal term, κ̃m, which
follows a random walk (RW(1)) structure, the spatial structured and unstructured terms ũi+ ṽi, and
the space-time interaction term, ω̃i,m, which is modeled as the product of spatial and temporal main
effects. Additionally, a random noise term, ε̃i,m, is included. The true underlying process model is
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defined in Eq. C.1, which is used to derive true annual county-specific opioid mortality relative-
risk θ̃i,m for all months from 2018 to 2022. Additionally, we derive the simulated county-month
values of the mixing parameter π̃i,m assuming a Bernoulli distribution with a fixed global value for
the probability ρ . Generated data quantities are denoted by x̃. A summary of the data generation
process is provided below:

log(θ̃i,m) = α + ũi + ṽi + κ̃m + ω̃i,m + ε̃i,m (C.1)
α = 0.1 the global mean across the complete dataset

ũ1:C ∼ ICAR(τ = 1)

ṽi ∼ N(0,0.12)

κ̃m ∼ RW (1)

ω̃i,m ∼ N(0,0.52)

π̃i,m ∼ Bern(ρ = 0.2)

We generate the ”true” opioid mortality counts for county i month m ỹi,m assuming the zero-inflated
Poisson data generating model given in Eq. 1. The expectation is equal to the product of the true
log-relative-risk θ̃i,m, the observed offset Xi,m = R ·Ni,m, and the generated mixing parameter π̃i,m
obtained from Eq. C.1, i.e., θ̃i,m ·Xi,m · π̃i,m. From the generated true opioid mortality counts ỹi,m,
we can derive the true number of excess opioid deaths defined as the difference between the ob-
served number of deaths after the onset of Covid-19 yi,m and the true number of deaths generated
under the assumed true data generating assumption without a change due to COVID-19 ỹi,m, i.e.,
χ̃i,m = yi,m− ỹi,m which captures the true number of excess opioid deaths for a given county-month.

Model Fitting. In our simulation exercise, we generate 100 datasets of simulated county-month
specific relative risks and corresponding opioid mortality counts using the model described in Eq.
C.1, which assumes temporal trends differ across counties, but trends in adjacent counties are more
similar. We restrict the generated population counts to be available only for years 2018-2019. We
fit the BOEM model summarized in Sections 2.1-2.4 to the 100 generated datasets of true opioid
mortality counts (2018-2019) to obtain model-based errors defined as the difference between the
BOEM estimated excess mortality rate χ̂i,m and the true excess mortality rate χ̃i,m. We assess
model performance using summary metrics of mean error, median error, median absolute error,
mean squared error, relative errors, and 95% coverage intervals. The summary of the model fitting
and model performance assessment is given in Figure C.9.
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Calculation of outcome measures in the validation exercise

1. Model fitting: Fit the BOEM model to the training data (m = 1, ...,24) for years 2018-
2019 and obtain posterior samples θ

(s)
i,m for county-months with left-out data in the test set

(m = 25, ...,60) for years 2020-2022.
2. Derive the estimated number of excess deaths for months (m = 25, ...,60) defined as the

median of the posterior predictive distribution (PPD) across posterior samples s = 1, ...,S.

ŷi,m = median(ŷ(s)i,m) for m = 25, ...,60

3. Calculate the estimated number of excess opioid deaths defined as the difference between
the observed number of opioid deaths and the posterior median of the PPD.

χ̂i,m = yi,m − ŷi,m for m = 25, ...,60

4. Error calculation: Calculate the difference between estimated number of excess deaths
and the true number of excess deaths based on simulated data.

errori,m = χ̂i,m − χ̃i,m for m = 25, ...,60

Various summaries of the errors are reported.
5. Calibration: Calculate the proportion of observed excess deaths counts above and below

their respective 95% prediction interval.
Figure C.9: Overview of calculation of errors and coverage of prediction intervals in out-of-sample valida-
tion exercises.

25


	Introduction
	Methods
	Data
	Summary of model approach
	Data model for observed opioid-mortality counts
	Process model for unobserved latent opioid mortality log-relative-risks 
	Derivation of Excess mortality and associated uncertainties

	Model Simulation
	Computation
	Results
	Simulation Results
	Global Parameter Estimates
	State trends of excess mortality in Georgia
	Large County Population Cases
	Moderate County Population Cases
	Small County Population Cases

	Discussion
	Bibliography
	Graphical representation of the BOEM model
	Notation Table
	Simulation Description

