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Abstract

The COVID-19 Forecast Hub, a repository of COVID-19 forecasts from over 50
independent research groups, is used by the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention (CDC) for their official COVID-19 communications. As such, the Forecast
Hub is a critical centralized resource to promote transparent decision making.
Nevertheless, by focusing exclusively on prediction accuracy, the Forecast Hub
fails to evaluate whether the proposed models have similar performance across
social determinants that have been known to play a role in the COVID-19 pan-
demic including race, ethnicity and urbanization level. In this paper, we carry out
a comprehensive fairness analysis of the Forecast Hub model predictions and we
show statistically significant diverse predictive performance across social deter-
minants, with minority racial and ethnic groups as well as less urbanized areas
often associated with higher prediction errors. We hope this work will encourage
COVID-19 modelers and the CDC to report fairness metrics together with accu-
racy, and to reflect on the potential harms of the models on specific social groups
and contexts.

Keywords: Audit, Bias, Group Fairness, Covid-19 prediction models, Error Parity,
Statistical Analysis
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1 Introduction

The COVID-19 Forecast Hub was founded in 2020 and serves as a “central repository

of COVID-19 forecasts from over 50 independent research groups” [1]. Participant

research groups submit county, state and national US COVID-19 forecasts with a stan-

dardized format; and the Forecast Hub provides an interactive visualization tool to

help decision makers and the general public analyze weekly predictions for COVID-

19 hospitalizations, cases and deaths. The standardized predictions collected from

all research groups, as well as the predictions for an ensemble model that brings

all individual predictions together, are also shared with the Centers for Disease

Control and Prevention (CDC) who uses these results for their official COVID-19

communications [2].

The COVID-19 Forecast Hub has been, and continues to be, a critical centralized

resource to promote transparent decision making. Nevertheless, by focusing exclu-

sively on prediction accuracy at different spatial granularities (e.g., county or state),

the Forecast Hub fails to evaluate whether the proposed models are fair i.e., share

similar prediction performance across social determinants that have been known to

play a role in COVID-19 including race, ethnicity and rurality [3, 4]. Diverse predic-

tion performance across social determinants - for example, higher prediction errors

for a given minority race or ethnicity - could negatively impact resource allocation

and intervention decisions e.g., hospital beds or stay-at-home orders, given that the

CDC appears to be using the Forecast Hub predictions for official communications

that subsequently inform policy decisions [2]. In other words, allocation or interven-

tion harms might occur if models from the Forecast Hub are used to inform decision

making across communities without taking into account fairness metrics [5].

There are many reasons why the COVID-19 prediction performance can be different

across social determinants such as race, ethnicity or urbanization levels. The Forecast

Hub’s COVID-19 prediction models are trained on datasets containing COVID-19
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statistics for hospitalizations, cases or deaths. Nevertheless, researchers have reported

several problems associated to how these datasets are collected [3, 6]. For example, a

lack of consistency in reporting race and ethnicity across jurisdictions, has generated

a lot of missing racial data. That data is often excluded due to its incompleteness,

potentially affecting the actual total hospitalizations, cases or deaths for minority race

and ethnicity groups which might be less reported. In addition, there are occasions

where the race is reported by the medical staff instead of being self-reported, which

is the most accurate source and prevents errors. For example, the CDC reports that

the latest research on race and Hispanic origin misclassification on COVID-19 death

certificates shows that deaths are underreported by 33% for non-Hispanic American

Indian or Alaska Natives, by 3% for non-Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islanders, and by

3% for Hispanic decedents [7]. But more concerning is the fact that testing has been

inadequate for minority groups across the country, such as Latino communities [8],

thus affecting the accuracy of the overall COVID-19 statistics, with under-reporting

bias perpetuating the invisibility of racial and ethnic minorities in general COVID-19

statistics. A similar effect has been observed in rural counties and states, with rural

areas associated to lower testing rates, thus disproportionately detecting fewer cases

of COVID-19 in these regions [4].

To exacerbate this situation even more, COVID-19 prediction performance across

social determinants can also be affected by additional datasets used in the training

of some of the COVID-19 prediction models. Specifically, around 50% of the Forecast

Hub’s models use human mobility data from Safegraph [9], Apple [10] or Google [11]

among others, to complement COVID-19 predictions (see Figure 1a). Human mobility

data can characterize origin-destination trips, visits to specific points of interest (POI),

or the volumes of different types of trips (e.g., car vs. public transit). Research has

shown that mobility data can improve the prediction accuracy of COVID-19 cases,

deaths and hospitalizations [12–14]. Nevertheless, researchers have also identified that
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mobility data suffers from sampling bias across race and age groups [15] with, for

example, elder and Black communities being less represented [16]. Similarly to the

COVID-19 case under-reporting bias, mobility data sampling bias could also affect

the fairness of COVID-19 predictions across social groups.

In this paper, we propose - to the best of our knowledge - the first thorough fair-

ness analysis of the COVID-19 prediction models in the Forecast Hub. Specifically,

we focus on COVID-19 case prediction models at the county level, since these are

closer to local realities and allow for more actionable decision making than state-level

predictions. We propose to measure the group fairness of COVID-19 case prediction

models by assessing the differences in error rates at the county level across groups for

two protected attributes: race or ethnicity, and urbanization level [17, 18]. Accurately

computing this group fairness metric for race and ethnicity would require access to

county-level COVID-19 case data stratified by race or ethnicity, which would allow us

to compare predicted versus actual case county statistics for each racial group. Never-

theless, a systemic failure in COVID-19 data collection has prevented many counties

in the US from collecting this critical data [19]. Hence, to be able to carry out a fair-

ness analysis of the Forecast Hub’s COVID-19 prediction models, we propose several

approaches to associate prediction errors in a given county with race or ethnicity labels

using information from the American Community Survey (ACS) [20]; and evaluate

whether these race association approaches might impact the fairness analysis. Addi-

tionally, to support researchers in the Forecast Hub, we also investigate how group

fairness metrics for race, ethnicity and urbanization level change across model charac-

teristics such as model type (e.g., deep learning versus statistical), training data (e.g,

with or without mobility data), lookaheads (e.g., predicting cases for next week versus

in four weeks) or pandemic phases. Finally, we also describe a dashboard that we have

designed to allow decision makers and researchers explore fairness nutritional cards

for each Forecast Hub model [21]. The main contributions of this paper are:
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• We present a thorough fairness analysis of the CDC Forecast Hub’s COVID-

19 county case prediction models across race, ethnicity and urbanization level.

We carry out statistical analyses identifying differences in performance across

groups and types of models, datasets, lookaheads and phases. Our research shows

statistically significant differences in predictive errors with some minority racial

and ethnic groups as well as rural areas associated with significantly higher errors.

• We propose several approaches to associate county model prediction errors to

race or ethnicity, and evaluate whether different associations produce similar or

different fairness results. Our analysis depicts similar findings across approaches,

with higher prediction errors often associated with minority groups independently

of the race association approach used.

• We present a dashboard where researchers and decision makers at the CDC and

beyond will be able to explore fairness nutritional cards per individual model

across race, ethnicity and urbanization level, and how fairness might vary across

model and data characteristics.

2 Related Work

Over the past four year, numerous research groups from both academia and industry

have focused on developing models to forecast COVID-19 cases, hospitalizations and

deaths in the United States. The COVID-19 Forecast Hub [22] has been instrumental in

collating these efforts, ranging from deep learning methods [23–26] to compartmental

models [27, 28], statistical models [29, 30], or combinations of these via ensemble

models [22, 31].

Human mobility data has been used in the past to model and characterize

human behaviors in the built environment [32–36], to support decision making for

socio-economic development [37–41], for public safety [42, 43], as well as during epi-

demics and disasters [44–49]. During the COVID-19 pandemic, human mobility has
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also played a central role in driving decision making, and more than 50% of the

Forecast Hub models have incorporated mobility data into their prediction models,

acknowledging the impact of human movement on virus propagation [13, 15, 24–26, 50].

A pivotal concern in the development of COVID-19 prediction models is their

fairness and potential bias. The pandemic has highlighted existing disparities in health-

care, with significant differences in COVID-19 infection rates, hospital admissions,

and deaths among different racial and ethnic groups as well as across the urban-rural

spectrum [4, 51]. These disparities risk being perpetuated in model predictions if not

adequately addressed. Research in the area of COVID-19 forecasts has focused on

incorporating socio-economic and demographic data to evaluate model fairness [13, 15]

and employing techniques like reinforcement learning for bias mitigation [52]. How-

ever, fairness analyses have not been carried out for the Forecast Hub models, which is

critical given that model predictions are being shared by the CDC to support decision

making.

Prior work has proposed several regression fairness metrics to assess group fair-

ness in regression-type models like the ones used for COVID-19 predictions [53–55];

and researchers have proposed multiple hypothesis testing frameworks to identify the

presence of statistically significant differences in fairness metrics across various social

determinants [56–60]. In this paper, we focus on error parity as a measure of group

fairness [57] to reveal whether the distribution of prediction errors is statistically sig-

nificantly different, or not, across groups for two social determinants: race or ethnicity

and urbanization level.

3 Data

For the purpose of our study, we focus exclusively on the weekly, county-level COVID-

19 case predictions publicly available from the COVID-19 Forecast Hub across all US

counties [1]. The weekly incidence predictions in the Forecast Hub are uploaded by
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participating teams and defined as the newly anticipated COVID-19 cases per county

within the following epidemiological week, extending from Sunday to Saturday. We use

the weekly forecasts during the period from July 2020 to October 2022.

(a) Model types and mobility used counts (b) Phase demarcation

Fig. 1: Prediction fairness will be evaluated across types of models, training datasets
(mobility), lookaheads and phases.

The hub’s data repository offers both point forecasts and quantile-based proba-

bilistic forecasts. Our study employs the latter, leveraging the seven provided quantiles

([0.025, 0.100, 0.250, 0.500, 0.750, 0.900, 0.975]) to gain insights into the uncer-

tainty ranges and confidence intervals posited by the forecasting models. From the

entire cohort of models and teams contributing to the Forecast Hub, we selected 36

teams that met our inclusion criteria: they provided comprehensive quantile forecasts

throughout our period of analysis and they submitted predictions at the county-level.

A Gantt chart depicting the specific quantile forecasts used to evaluate each model is

shown in the Appendix (see Figure A1). The empirical evaluation of the group fair-

ness of these forecasts - modeled as error parity across social groups - is conducted

using the ground truth case data sourced from the JHU CSSE COVID-19 Data [61];

race and ethnicity data from the ACS [20] and urbanization levels from the CDC [62].
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Given our interest in understanding how group fairness metrics for race, ethnicity

and urbanization change across model and data characteristics, we break down the

prediction performance and fairness analyses across four aspects:

• Model Types: Based on information reported in the papers associated to each

of the 36 predictive models, we have manually classified them into five categories,

namely: Statistical, Compartmental, Deep Learning, Baseline, and Ensemble (see

Table A1 in the Appendix). This classification aims to discern the potential influence

of model typologies on forecast performance and to identify any systematic biases

inherent to specific modeling approaches.

• Mobility Used: By distinguishing between models that integrate mobility data and

those that do not, we explore the effect of mobility trends on forecast accuracy and

the possible introduction of biases resulting from this additional data dimension.

Figure 1a displays a categorization of the forecasting models, differentiated by both

the type of model and the incorporation of mobility data, as quantified by their

respective counts.

• Lookaheads: We use forecasts ranging from 1 week to 4 weeks (a.k.a lookaheads),

allowing us to evaluate differences in the predictive accuracy of the hub’s models

across race, ethnicity and the rural-urban spectrum for short and medium-term

horizons: at 7, 14, 21 and 28 days.

• Phases: COVID-19 case numbers differ a lot across pandemic stages. To understand

whether phases play a role in model fairness across race, ethnicity and urbanization

level, we divide the period under study into seven phases, identified based on the

presence of valleys and peaks in the volume of COVID-19 cases (see Figure 1b).

4 Analytical Approach

Our analysis focuses on two thrusts (i) quantifying the fairness of the COVID-19 case

predictions from the Forecast Hub models, with fairness measured as county PBL
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error parity for two protected attributes: race or ethnicity and urbanization level i.e.,

we evaluate whether there exist statistically significant differences between the PBL

errors across racial and ethnic groups as well as across urban-rural codes; and (ii)

quantifying the changes in fairness when county PBL errors are stratified by model

and data characteristics including model type, training data used (w/o mobility),

lookahead and pandemic phases. To carry out this analysis, we follow three steps.

Step One. We focus on county error parity as a measure of fairness. Hence, we

first need to compute the weekly forecast error at the county level for all the counties in

the US. To evaluate the accuracy of COVID-19 case forecasts, and given that forecasts

in the Forecast Hub are uploaded by teams as quantiles, we employ the pinball loss

metric. This metric quantifies the error of a probabilistic forecast by measuring the

distance between observed values and the predicted quantiles, penalizing over- or

under-estimation asymmetrically to reflect the actual cost of errors in the prediction.

The pinball loss Lτ (y, f) is represented as: (τ − 1) · (y − f), if y < f and as τ · (f −

y), if y ≥ f , where Lτ (y, f) denotes a county’s pinball loss for a given quantile τ , y

is the observed value, and f is the forecasted value at quantile τ . For our analysis,

we use the average county pinball loss (PBL), computed across the set of 7 quantiles:

PBLτ = 1
7

∑7
i=1 Lτ (yi, fi), and normalized by the county population.

Step Two. Once weekly average PBLs have been computed per county, we need

to associate counties - and their corresponding prediction errors - with a protected

attribute: race or ethnicity as well as urbanization level; these associations will then

be used to quantify similarities and differences between errors and attributes - error

parity - in Step Three. Associating counties, and their PBL errors, to urbanization

levels is straight forward using the CDC urban-rural classification scheme [62]. This

scheme classifies counties into six urbanization levels, from highly urban (1) to rural

(6). For this paper, we group them into three labels: Large Metropolitan areas (LM,
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which correspond to codes 1 and 2), Small and Medium Metropolitan (SMM, codes 3

and 4) and Micropolitan and Non-core areas (MC, codes 5 and 6).

On the other hand, associating counties, and their PBL prediction errors, with

race and ethnicity would require access to race-stratified predictions. However, due

to systemic data collection failures during the pandemic, the race-stratified COVID-

19 case data necessary to compute race-stratified prediction errors were not collected,

hence limiting the predictions provided by the Forecast Hub to county level predictions

across all racial and ethnic groups [19]. To overcome this limitation, we propose

three different approaches that associate county PBL errors with the county’s race

and ethnicity. Our analysis will also evaluate whether different associations produce

similar or different fairness results. Using race and ethnicity distributions from the

American Community Survey (ACS), we propose three approaches:

• Majority Approach: This method involves categorizing each county based on

its predominant racial group i.e., the county is labeled as being of race or ethnicity

X if that county has more than 50% of the population of group X. The PBL for

that county is then associated with the majority race. Given the county race and

ethnicity distributions in the US, no county can be labeled as Asian majority.

As a result, we create a ‘Non-white’ categorization, where any county where the

White population is 49% or less is classified as ’Non-White’. Overall, this approach

identifies four different labels: Black (Black or African American Non-Hispanic);

Hispanic (Hispanic only from the census), White (White Non-Hispanic); and Non-

White. See Table A2 in the Appendix for specific counts, and Figure A2 for a

map of the county distribution by race.

• Plurality Approach: This approach categorizes each county based on plurality

or in other words, the race percentage that is the highest. For this approach, and

given the US county race and ethnicity distributions, we identify four groups:

10



Asian (Asian American Non-Hispanic), Black (Black or African American Non-

Hispanic), Hispanic (Hispanic only from the census), and White (White Non-

Hispanic). The PBL error for a given county is then associated with one of these

four labels (see Table A3 in the Appendix for specific counts, and Figure A3 for

a map of the county distribution by race).

• Distribution Approach: Rather than assigning counties to one unique race

or ethnicity, this method represents each county by the distribution of race and

ethnic percentages provided by the ACS i.e., a county is labelled as being A%

Asian, B% Black, H% Hispanic and W% White; and we then associate the PBL

county errors to its county race distributions (further details about this process

are covered in Step Three).

Step Three. Once all county forecast errors have been associated with race,

ethnicity and rural-urban codes, we carry out a statistical analysis to measure the pre-

diction error parity across two protected attributes: race and urbanization level i.e.,

we evaluate whether there exist statistically significant differences between the nor-

malized PBL errors across racial and ethnic groups as well as between the PBL errors

across urban-rural codes.

For majority and plurality approaches, as well as for rural-urban codes, we

conduct one-way Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) tests followed by Tukey-HSD

(Honest Significant Difference) post-hoc tests between the PBL error distributions

across racial and ethnic groups as well as between the PBL error distributions across

rural-urban codes to expose whether significant differences exist between these distri-

butions, which could point to unfairly higher errors for certain racial or urban-rural

groups. Differences between error distributions across racial/ethnic groups or rural-

urban codes, could be due to underlying COVID-19 risk factors such as age 65+ or

pulmonary diseases (COPD) i.e., counties with elder individuals or individuals with

underlying respiratory conditions are more prone to COVID-19 infections [63, 64],
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which might in turn affect the volume of cases and the errors associated with their pre-

diction. To account for these confounders, we incorporate the percentage of individuals

age 65+ per race as a control variable in the ANCOVA tests. Although county level

estimates of respiratory disease (COPD) exist at the county level (see the PLACES

survey from the CDC [65]), these are not disaggregate by race and hence we cannot

consider it as a control for the ANCOVA tests.

Additionally, to understand whether the similarities and differences in the error

distributions across race, ethnicity or urbanization levels might change when model

or data characteristics are taken into account (model type, the use of mobility data

during training, lookahead or phase) we use two-way ANCOVA tests. The two-way

ANCOVA, followed by Tukey-HSD, will allow us to identify whether statistically sig-

nificant differences in error distributions for a given race, ethnicity or rural-urban

code hold across modeling and data choices or whether the performance differences

are more prevalent for specific types of models or datasets. To achieve this, we run

two-way ANCOVA tests between the PBL error distributions of all race and ethnic-

ity groups and the PBL distributions of one model or data characteristic at a time;

and we replicate this approach for the rural-urban codes. ANCOVA tests have been

shown to be an adequate choice even in violation of normality, and in the presence of

unequal sample sizes, like our racial and urbanization level distributions (see Tables

A2, A3, A4); thus, we choose this parametric test due to its superior strength. Simi-

larly to the one-way ANCOVA, we control for the percentage of individuals who are

age 65+ per race when running the two-way ANCOVA tests between the errors across

race/ethnicity or urban-rural codes and model or data characteristics.

For the distribution approach, we need a different process to evaluate the fair-

ness of the predictions across racial and ethnic groups. In fact, unlike the majority

and plurality approaches that associate counties with a unique racial or ethnic group,

the distribution approach associates counties with the percentages of all the racial
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and ethnic groups present in its territory. Hence, to evaluate whether there exist

differences between PBL error distributions across racial and ethnic groups, we pro-

pose to conduct a regression analysis where county PBL errors are regressed against

the racial and ethnic percentage distributions within each county (with White race

as the reference group to avoid collinearity). An analysis of the resulting regression

coefficients can provide insights into how different racial compositions might be posi-

tively or negatively associated with forecast accuracy, potentially identifying unfairly

higher errors for certain racial or ethnic groups. Similarly to the ANCOVA tests,

we include controls in the regression to account for the potential role of age and

underlying respiratory conditions in the prediction errors. Given that counties are rep-

resented by a distribution of the percentages of all of its racial and ethnic groups, we

include as control variables the percentage of individuals in a county who are 65+

(across races) as well as the percentage of individuals in a county that suffer from

COPD (across all races in the county). Both statistics are available at the county

level from the ACS and from PLACES [65]. The final regression for the fairness

analysis using the distribution approach for race assignment can be formalized as:

PBL = α+ β1 ·Asian+ β2 ·Black + β3 ·Hispanic+ β4 · COPD + β5 · age65+.

On the other hand, to evaluate whether the relationship between PBL error

distributions and race or ethnicity (defined using the distribution approach) might

change when model or data characteristics are taken into account, we regress the

county PBL errors against racial and ethnic percentages for that county (with the

White group as a baseline) while controlling for one categorical model or data char-

acteristic at a time, for the percentage of individuals in the county that are 65+

and for the percentage of individuals in the county that suffer from COPD. For

example, to understand the relationship between errors, race and ethnicity control-

ling for model type, we would carry out a coefficient analysis for this regression:

PBL = α+
∑

i βi ·Racei +
∑

j γj ·ModelTypej + σ · COPD + θ · age65+ with race
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(a) Normalized PBL distributions stratified by
racial and ethnic groups.

(b) PBL and race: regression approach. (***) indicates
coefficient significance.

Fig. 2: Relationship between race, ethnicity and normalized errors for associations
using the (a) majority and (b) plurality approach.

being Asian, Black, Hispanic (White as reference) and Model Type being Statistical,

Compartmental, Deep Learning, or Ensemble (Baseline as reference since model type

is also a categorical variable). In the rest of the paper, we present our main findings

following the methodology described in this section.

5 Results

5.1 Fairness of COVID-19 case predictions across race and

ethnicity

Next, we discuss differences in error distributions (PBL) across racial and ethnic groups

using each of the three race association approaches described in section 4.

Majority Approach. In Figure 2a, we present the error distributions (PBL)

normalized by county population for each of the four racial and ethnic groups, incor-

porating predictions from all 36 models in the Forecast Hub. The data exhibit clear

variations in prediction accuracy among different racial demographics. Specifically,

majority Hispanic counties incur notably higher median prediction errors (around

29% higher), and larger standard deviations, in comparison to counties with a White
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majority. This disparity suggests a potential systematic bias in model performance,

disproportionately affecting predictions for Hispanic majority counties.

A one-way ANCOVA was conducted to assess the statistical significance of the

observed differences in mean PBL values across the racial groups while controlling for

the percentage of individuals with age 65+. The test yielded a significant result for race

(F3,3129 = 23.75, p < 0.001) after controlling for age 65+ population percentages. Fur-

ther examination using Tukey’s HSD test for multiple comparisons, revealed a large,

significant difference in PBL errors between Hispanic and White majority counties,

with a mean difference in prediction error of -0.000066. In practical terms, for a county

with a population of one million, this equates to a PBL difference in the hundreds of

more erroneous cases in Hispanic majority counties relative to White counties. Signif-

icant PBL errror differences were also detected between Hispanic vs. Non-White and

Black vs. Hispanic groups, with mean differences of 0.000060 and 0.000046 respectively,

reflecting statistically significant biases with less accurate predictions for counties

with Hispanic majorities with respect to Black and Non-white counties (see detailed

statistics in the Appendix in Figure A4). These findings point to a prevalent,

albeit non-uniform, bias in predictive accuracy across racial lines, under-

scoring the need to report fairness metrics together with performance in

the Forecast Hub.

Plurality Approach. Similarly to the majority race approach, the plurality race

assignment also identified significant disparities in PBLs across race and ethnicity in

the one-way ANCOVA tests, while controlling for age 65+ population percentages

(F3,3129 = 21.60, p < 0.001). The Tukey-HSD test results underscored a significant dif-

ference in the PBL error for the Hispanic group when compared to other racial groups,

similar to the majority approach. Specifically, the test identified a mean difference of
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0.000059, 0.000017, 0.00011 with respect to White, Black and Asian plurality coun-

ties, respectively, pointing to significantly higher errors for Hispanic counties. Detailed

statistical results can be found in the Appendix, Figure A5b.

Distribution Approach. Figure 2b shows the coefficients of the regression anal-

ysis to evaluate the relationship between PBL errors and county race and ethnicity,

defined using the distribution approach. In this context, the regression coefficients

provide insights into how different racial and ethnic groups (with White as a refer-

ence) might be associated with prediction errors, while controlling for the presence of

elder population (65+) and underlying respiratory illnesses (COPD). As shown, all

coefficients, are statistically significant, pointing to a relationship between PBL and

race and ethnicity. Consistent with the previous approaches, the Hispanic ethnicity

is positively associated with the PBL error, with a 1% increase in Hispanic popula-

tion associated with a higher error (0.0003 higher) than the White race. In addition,

the Asian race is negatively correlated with the pinball loss (-0.0006) signifying that

increases in Asian population with respect to the White baseline are related to lower

PBLs. This finding was not revealed in the plurality approach, possibly due to the

small number of Asian counties. The R-squared value for the regression is low (0.001)

indicating that a very small variance in PBL is explained by this model, which is

understandable as there are many factors significantly impacting the error values other

than the racial percentages.

Summary. Statistically significant higher mean PBLs are identified for Hispanic

counties (compared to all other racial groups) across the three race association

approaches; and lower mean PBLs for Asian counties are identified with the distribu-

tion approach, when compared to White, pointing to a lack of error parity between

these two groups.

16



5.2 Fairness of COVID-19 case predictions across urbanization

levels

In assessing the fairness of the Forecast Hub COVID-19 case prediction models, a strat-

ification of counties by rural-urban codes also revealed some consequential disparities.

As depicted in Figure 3, the normalized PBL distributions present a clear gradient

in prediction errors correlated with urbanization scale. Notably, Large Metropoli-

tan (LM) areas demonstrate a significantly lower mean error compared to Small and

Medium Metropolitan (SMM) and to Micropolitan (MC) areas. This trend suggests

an inverse relationship between the level of urbanization and the mag-

nitude of predictive error, with less urbanized areas experiencing higher

PBL errors. The median PBL for SMMs, while lower than that of MCs, still exceeds

that of LMs, reinforcing the notion of a disparity gradient. The interquartile ranges

indicate a broad variability in errors within MC and SMM categories, implying a less

consistent prediction model performance in these regions.

Fig. 3: Normalized PBL Distributions by
urbanization levels

Statistical analysis through one-way

ANCOVA refuted the null hypothesis of

equal mean PBL across the rural-urban

spectrum while controlling for age 65+

(F2,3128 = 241.3, p < 0.001). Subse-

quent application of the Tukey HSD

test revealed that both SMM as well as

LM areas exhibit PBLs that are statisti-

cally distinct from those of Micropolitan

(MC) areas (see Appendix, Figure A6).

The mean differences indicated by the Tukey HSD test affirm that LM regions have a

significantly lower PBL compared to MCs regions with a mean difference of 0.000073,

pointing to a disparity in prediction model performance that aligns with urbanization
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(a) Race and model types. (b) Race and mobility used during training.

Fig. 4: Normalized PBL distributions across model types and the use of mobility data
stratified by race.

levels. Put in context, for a LM area of 1M people this would imply a PBL difference

in the hundreds with less erroneous cases when compared to a MC region. Addition-

ally, SMMs were also significantly associated with lower PBLs than MC areas (mean

difference of 0.000044), revealing that the most unfair predictions are associated with

the least urbanized areas.

5.3 Fairness of COVID-19 case predictions across race,

ethnicity and model-data characteristics

Our prior analysis has showed that some racial and ethnic groups are associated with

statistically significant higher median PBLs, pointing to unfair performance across

the Forecast Hub models. In this section, we explore more in depth whether these

associations hold or change we also consider model types, the use (or not) of mobility

data during training, lookaheads and pandemic phases.

5.3.1 Model Type

Majority Approach. Figure 4a presents the normalized Pinball Loss (PBL) distri-

butions across model types and stratified by racial and ethnic groups - defined using

the majority approach. As can be observed, ensemble and baseline models are the ones
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with the lowest PBL errors - with median PBL values of 0.00018 and 0.00019, respec-

tively across races. The lower PBL errors for ensemble models are likely due to the

synergistic integration of diverse modeling techniques. Intriguingly, baseline models

register the second lowest median PBL across all model types. This is counterintu-

itive as baseline models, often simpler in design, are typically expected to serve merely

as a comparative standard. The observed accuracy of these models could be indica-

tive of their capacity to capture fundamental epidemiological trends more effectively

than their more complex counterparts, or it may suggest a potential overfitting within

the advanced models. The figure also shows that compartmental, statistical and deep

learning models are in general associated with higher PBL values.

Looking into the statistical effect of majority race and model types on the PBL

error distribution, the two-way ANCOVA revealed significant differences after control-

ling for age 65+ (F3,15649 = 138.36, p < 0.001 for race and F4,15649 = 767.1, p < 0.001

for model type). Delving deeper into the pairwise differences, the Tukey-HSD test

uncovered significant disparities. Figure A7a in the Appendix depicts all Tukey-HSD

test results. Hispanic majority counties, in particular, exhibit higher PBLs across all

five model types compared to the other racial and ethnic groups (mean increase of

0.0001), with the exception of Black majority counties, where no significant difference

was found for ensemble models. Looking into the interaction effect of types of models

and race, the Tukey-HSD tests show that deep learning models are associated with the

highest significant mean PBL error differences between Hispanic and all other races

(≈ 0.0001), pointing to the lowest fairness; while ensemble models were associated

with the highest fairness (most similar prediction errors). These results suggest

that it would be specially critical to audit the distribution of errors across

races and model types, with a special focus on Hispanic ethnicity and deep

learning models, given that our analysis has revealed statistically significant

unfair predictions that are perpetuated across predictive models.
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Plurality Approach. The Tukey-HSD results align closely with those observed

using the majority approach, revealing significant disparities across all model types for

Hispanic groups when compared to both White and Black groups. Notable exceptions

include comparisons between Hispanic and Black groups for Ensemble and Compart-

mental models. Interestingly, the mean PBL differences observed were higher when

using the plurality approach, revealing Hispanic counties associated with mean PBL

differences of 0.00005, compared to 0.00001 for the majority approach. Detailed test

results are documented in the Appendix, under Figure A9a.

Distribution Approach. Similarly to the majority and plurality approaches,

higher percentages of Hispanic population are statistically significantly associated

with higher forecast errors (PBL) when compared to the White population (reference

group); with a significant regression coefficient of 0.0003, while controlling for model

type, age 65+ and COPD. The Asian population showed a significant, negative coef-

ficient (−0.0006), signaling better performance that the White reference group. This

finding was not revealed in the majority or plurality approaches, possibly due to the

small number of Asian counties (see Table A3). The regression coefficients are reported

in detail in the Appendix, Figure A10a.

5.3.2 Mobility Data

Majority Approach. Figure 4b examines the distribution of normalized PBL errors

across predictive models using mobility data during training - or not - stratified by race

and ethnicity, computed using the majority approach. Contrary to expectations [66],

incorporating mobility data does not uniformly enhance the accuracy of predictions

across all races, and in general, the median error remains the same when compared

to non-mobility models. This could be due to the lack of quality or granularity of the

mobility data which could lead to noise rather than useful signals. More importantly,

racial disparities are observed across mobility- and non-mobility based models, with
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Hispanic majority counties consistently exhibiting the highest Pinball Loss (PBL)

irrespective of whether mobility data was used in the predictive model.

Statistical analysis employing a two-way ANCOVA highlighted significant effects of

race and ethnicity on the predictive errors (F3,6260 = 55.19, p < 0.001), while mobility

being used in model training did not reveal a significant effect (F1,6260 = 2.17, p = 0.14)

after controlling for age 65+. Further exploration through the Tukey-HSD test results

revealed significant disparities among racial and ethnic groups when considering the

use of mobility data. Notably, model predictions exhibited higher error rates for His-

panic populations compared to other groups, regardless of the inclusion of mobility

data in model training. Interestingly, the incorporation of mobility data in model

training improved prediction accuracy within the Hispanic group, when compared to

White, Non-White and Black majority counties, by at most 0.000057, while still being

statistically significant. Tests details can be found in the Appendix (Figure A7b).

Overall, these findings underscore the critical need for scrutinizing predic-

tion performance across racial and ethnic groups, especially when mobility

data is not integrated during the training phase, due to pronounced error

discrepancies observed predominantly between Hispanic and other racial

majorities.

Plurality Approach. We obtained similar results using the plurality approach.

Hispanic counties were associated with statistically significantly higher errors when

compared to White and Black for mobility-based and non-mobility based predictions;

and when compared to Asian group for non-mobility-based predictions. Similarly to

the majority approach, the inclusion of mobility data reduced the difference in errors

between Hispanic and other races, while still being statistically significant. Further

test details are in Figure A9b in the Appendix.

Distribution Approach. Similarly to the majority and plurality approaches, the

Hispanic coefficient in the regression approach was significant and positive (0.0004),
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(a) Race and Lookaheads (b) Race and Phases

Fig. 5: Normalized PBL distributions across lookaheads and by pandemic phases
stratified by race.

while controlling for the presence of mobility data, age 65+ population and the

prevalence of COPD, corroborating that higher Hispanic population percentages are

associated with an increase in prediction error when compared to White population

percentages. The distribution approach also revealed a significant, large negative coef-

ficient for Asian population (-0.0007), signifying that increases in Asian population

with respect to the White group are related to lower PBLs. This finding was not

revealed in the plurality or majority approach, possibly due to the small number of

Asian counties. Interestingly, the use of mobility data when holding race and ethnicity

constant has a positive, significant coefficient (0.0001), indicating slightly worse predic-

tions when mobility is incorporated into models. It is important to highlight that this

finding is a general finding when considering all races constant, and that the two-way

ANCOVA tests for the majority and plurality approaches provide a more disaggregate

insight showing that for Hispanic ethnicity the use of mobility data improved the pre-

dictions when compared to other races. All regression coefficients are reported in the

Appendix, Figure A10b.

5.3.3 Lookaheads

Majority Approach. Figure 5a illustrates the distribution of the normalized Pin-

ball Loss (PBL) across different lookaheads (7, 14, 21, and 28 days) for COVID-19
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case predictions, disaggregated by race using the majority approach. We can observe

that, as the lookahead increases, the median PBL increases across all racial groups,

suggesting a decrease in prediction accuracy over longer time horizons, as previously

shown in the literature [13]. Throughout the different lookahead periods, the His-

panic majority counties consistently show higher median PBLs compared to the White

majority counties, indicating that predictions for these racial category are consistently

less accurate.

Further analysis through a two-way ANCOVA, identified significant disparities

among racial groups and lookahead periods after controlling for age 65+; with both

factors significantly affecting prediction accuracy (F3,12528 = 83.04, p < 0.001 for race

and F3,12528 = 1118.19, p < 0.001 for lookahead). The post-hoc Tukey HSD anal-

ysis reveals significant disparities between Hispanic and all other groups across all

lookahead, whereby Hispanic counties are associated with higher PBL errors. Under-

standably, the lookahead 7 was consistently associated to lower PBL values compared

to other lookaheads. All other significant interactions of the Tukey-HSD test are illus-

trated in A7d in the Appendix. This variation in predictive accuracy across

racial and ethnic groups, particularly the consistently higher errors in His-

panic majority counties regardless of the lookahead period, indicates a

potential systematic bias in the performance of predictive models. This sug-

gests an urgent need to address these disparities to ensure fairer outcomes

in predictive analytics.

Plurality Approach. Consistent with findings from the majority approach, the

plurality approach also indicates an increase in mean Pinball Loss (PBL) values with

extended lookahead periods across all racial groups. Furthermore, counties with a His-

panic plurality consistently exhibited higher PBLs compared to those with a majority

of White or Black populations. See Figure A9d in the Appendix for further details.
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Distribution Approach. The regression analysis revealed a significant, positive

coefficient for Hispanic percentage population (0.0003), which aligns well with the

results discussed for the majority and plurality approaches. This result highlights

that an increase of the Hispanic county population percentage is associated with an

increase in prediction error when compared to White population percentages and after

controlling for the lookahead, age 65+ and the prevalence of COPD. In addition,

the distribution approach also revealed a significant, negative regression coefficient

for the county percentage of Asian population i.e., lower prediction errors for the

Asian population when compared to the reference group (White). This finding was not

revealed in the majority or plurality approaches. These race associations were observed

together with positive coefficients for all lookaheads with respect to the reference group

(lookahead 7), signaling increased forecast errors for lookaheads 14, 21 and 28, while

holding race percentages constant. See Figure A10c in the Appendix for full details.

5.3.4 Phases

Majority Approach. Figure 5b depicts the normalized PBL distributions across

seven distinct phases of the COVID-19 pandemic, segmented by racial group using the

majority approach. The visualization reveals dynamic fluctuations in mean PBL both

between racial groups and temporally, through different pandemic stages. Initially,

phases 0 and 1 are characterized by a heightened PBL across all racial groups with

mean values of 0.00012 and 0.00029, respectively, likely indicative of the uncertain-

ties and limited data inherent in the early pandemic response. Progressing to phases

2 and 3, a decline and subsequent stabilization in mean PBLs are observed, hinting

at the enhanced precision of predictive models as they adapt to accumulating data

and evolving pandemic trends. A resurgence in PBL in phase 4 interrupts this trend,

followed by a reduction during phases 5 and 6, which may reflect the models’ recali-

bration in response to pandemic developments. Disparities within the first pandemic
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phases (0–3) are apparent, with Hispanic and Black majority counties consistently

exhibiting higher PBLs.

The two-way ANCOVA analysis, identified significant disparities among racial

groups and phases after controlling for age 65+ population (F3,21923 = 15.1, p < 0.001

for race and ethnicity and F6,21923 = 586.93, p < 0.001 for phases). The subsequent

Tukey-HSD analysis, revealed statistically significant intra-phase differences across

PBLs and race, specifically for phases 0, 1 and 4. During the initial phases (0 and 1)

Hispanic counties are associated with significantly higher median PBL when compared

to White and non-White majority groups (mean differences between 0.00014–0.00017);

while similar higher median PBLs were observed for Black majority counties when

compared to White during phase 1 only. Interestingly, this result changes for phase 4,

when Black majority counties display significantly lower PBLs compared to the White

groups (0.00015). Figure A7c in the Appendix shows a comprehensive visualization of

all the statistical tests. These results suggest that unequal PBL distributions

might be associated with more unstable, harder to model periods due to

either lack of training data (phases 0 and 1) or large changes in COVID-19

case spreading (phase 4). We encourage researchers to report prediction

fairness specially during periods when training accuracy might be low.

Plurality Approach. Utilizing the plurality approach to examine the distribution

of Pinball Loss (PBL) values across seven distinct phases of the COVID-19 pandemic,

segmented by racial group, yielded results consistent with the majority approach.

Notably, Hispanic and Black counties exhibited statistically higher PBLs compared to

White and groups during phase 0 (0.00012−−0.00015); and the trend continued during

phase 1 for Hispanic plurality counties. During phase 4, and similarly to the majority

approach, PBLs were notably higher in White plurality counties compared to Black

groups. As in other analyses, the results for Asian counties did not show significant
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differences, which may be due to the smaller sample size of counties categorized under

the Asian group. Detailed results can be found in Figure A9c in the Appendix.

Distribution Approach. A positive coefficient for Hispanic percentage (0.0003),

confirms the results from the majority and plurality approaches pointing to higher

Hispanic population percentages associated with an increase in prediction error when

compared to White population percentages and after controlling for the phase, per-

centage of 65+ population and COPD prevalence. New to the majority and plurality

approaches, the distribution approach also revealed a significant, large negative coeffi-

cient, pointing to a decrease in prediction errors when compared to the reference group

(White race). These race associations were observed together with positive coefficients

for Phases 1, 3 and 4 with respect to Phase 0, signaling increased forecast errors for

these phases, while holding percentage races constant. See Figure A10d in Appendix

for all results.

5.3.5 Summary.

When looking into model and data specifics, we show that (i) deep learning models

are less fair i.e., produce higher errors for some racial and ethnic groups, (ii) using

mobility data can help reduce the disparities associated with certain racial and ethnic

groups, (iii) longer lookaheads are associated with higher PBL errors for some racial

and ethnic groups and (iv) early and recalibration pandemic phases are associated

with higher PBLs for some groups. And, more importantly, we show that these results

hold across different race assignment approaches.

5.4 Fairness of COVID-19 case predictions across urbanization

level and model-data characteristics

Our prior analysis in section 5.2 showed that less urbanized areas are associated with

statistically significant higher prediction errors (PBLs). In this section, we explore

26



(a) Urban-Rural Codes and Model Types (b) Urban-Rural Codes and Mobility Used

Fig. 6: Normalized PBL Distributions across model types and mobility data stratified
by urban-rural codes.

whether that association holds or changes across predictive model types, the use of

mobility data during training, lookaheads and pandemic phases.

5.4.1 Model Type

Figure 6a illustrates the normalized Pinball Loss (PBL) values across various COVID-

19 pandemic modeling approaches, stratified by urbanization levels. As discussed in

section 5.2, the Figure shows a consistent trend: regions with higher levels of urbaniza-

tion exhibited lower PBL values, signaling enhanced predictive precision within these

areas. ANCOVA statistical analyses to quantify the effect of urbanization levels and

model types on the prediction error, while controlling for population age 65+, revealed

that both variables have a significant effect (F2,15650 = 909.7, p < 0.001 for urban-

ization level and F4,15650 = 834.24, p < 0.001 for model type). Post-hoc Tukey-HSD

tests revealed significant differences between urbanization levels across all model types,

with less urbanized areas experiencing higher PBL errors across all five model types

i.e., prediction errors for micropolitan areas (MS) were higher than those of small and

medium areas (SMM), which were higher than those for large metro areas (LMs) across

all model types. Looking into differences per model types, we observe that, irrespec-

tive of urbanization categorization, deep learning and statistical models consistently
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exhibited elevated PBLs in contrast to ensemble, baseline, and compartmental models.

This trend aligns with previous findings correlating racial demographics and model

types, where elevated PBLs were prevalent for statistical and deep learning models.

The highest statistically significant disparity in the post-hoc tests was between large

metro areas (LMs) and micropolitan areas (MCs) for the statistical models, with a

mean difference of 0.0001, followed by deep learning models with a mean difference of

0.00008. All test results are detailed in Figure A11a in the Appendix. Overall, these

results highlight the imperative to evaluate fairness and accuracy across

different urbanization levels, independent of model selection, but with a

special focus on deep learning and statistical models.

5.4.2 Mobility Data

The boxplot representations in Figure 6b detail PBL distributions for models trained

with or without mobility data across varying levels of urbanization. We can observe

that the presence of mobility data in the training process does not significantly

alter the PBL values. However, the models trained without mobility data exhibit a

marginally wider interquartile range, which suggests a greater variance in prediction

errors. Consistently with prior findings, a trend is evident wherein higher urbanization

is related with reduced PBL values, demonstrating more precise predictions, regardless

of the inclusion of mobility data in model training. ANCOVA tests between urban-

ization levels and the inclusion (or not) of mobility data revealed a significant effect

of the urbanization levels (F2,6261 = 352.47, p < 0.001) and no effect of mobility data

(F1,6261 = 2.36, p = 0.12), after controlling for population of age 65+. Nevertheless,

the examination of the Tukey-HSD test pairwise mean differences between urbaniza-

tion levels and the inclusion of mobility data revealed an interesting nuance. When

mobility data is integrated into model training, we observe a marginal reduction in

PBL values for models pertaining to LM compared to MC and SMM, by mean dif-

ferences of 0.000011 and 0.000012, respectively. This denotes a slight improvement
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(a) Urban-Rural Codes and Lookaheads (b) Urban-Rural Codes and Phases

Fig. 7: Normalized PBL Distributions across lookaheads and phases stratified by
urban-rural codes.

in prediction accuracy for more urbanized areas with the inclusion of mobility data.

Figure A11b in the Appendix contains a complete description of these tests.

5.4.3 Lookaheads

Figure 7a depicts the normalized COVID-19 case prediction errors for the intersec-

tion of rural-urban codes with lookahead periods. We observe that LMs consistently

exhibit the lowest PBL values compared to MC and SMM areas, highlighting a clear

gradient of predictive accuracy that favors more urbanized regions. More importantly,

this hierarchy in PBL values is observed for each lookahead; and higher looka-

heads are associated with higher PBLs across urbanization levels. This rise in PBL

across lookaheads suggests a widespread increase in predictive errors for longer-term

predictions, a trend similarly observed for racial and ethnic groups in section 5.3.

ANCOVA tests confirm the significance of these disparities, with both urbanization

levels (F2,12529 = 736.83, p < 0.001) and lookaheads (F3,12529 = 1221.59, p < 0.001)

being statistically significant after controlling for population 65+. Tukey-HSD tests

revealed significant pairwise differences between urbanization levels and lookaheads,

with two interesting nuanced findings. While small metropolitan areas (SMMs) have

larger error differences for longer-term lookaheads, when compared with large metro
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areas (LMs); micropolitan regions show the opposite trend, with larger prediction

errors for short-term lookaheads when compared to large metro areas, Further details

for the Tukey-HSD test results can be found in Figure A11d in the Appendix.

5.4.4 Phases

Figure 7b delineates a significant variation in normalized PBL across phases and

urbanization levels, with patterns very similar to what we observed in the analysis

of the variation of PBL with respect to race and phase. Looking into the interaction

between phases and rural-urban codes, Figure 7b shows that the disparity gradient

favoring more urbanized regions is distinctive across all phases, with the exception

of phases 2 and 5. In fact, in phase five, there seems to a small inversion of the dis-

parity gradient favoring the rural regions, although the differences seem very small.

This inversion could reflect specific regional challenges, potential data anomalies, or

varying impacts of the pandemic that may have temporarily disrupted the predictive

models’ accuracy.

Statistical analysis using two-way ANCOVA, indicates a significant interaction

between the pandemic’s phases and urbanization levels, after controlling for the age

65+ demographic (F2,21924 = 186, p < 0.001 for urbanization levels and F6,21924 =

595.32, p < 0.001 for phase). Subsequent Tukey-HSD post-hoc tests highlight signif-

icant differences in PBL between large metropolitan (LM) and micropolitan (MC)

areas in all phases except for 2 and 5; with the highest PBL differences for phases 1

and 4, possibly pointing to higher errors due to lack of limited data during the early

pandemic or during resurgence periods that required model recalibration. Similarly,

small and medium metropolitan (SMM) areas show significant PBL variations com-

pared to MC areas in all phases except for phase 0, 2 and 5. Complete results for

the statistical tests are shown in Figure A11c in the Appendix. These results high-

light the need to measure the distribution of COVID-19 case prediction

errors across urbanization levels, with special attention to periods when
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the training data might be less accessible (early pandemic like phase 1) or

changing (recalibration period phase 4).

5.4.5 Summary.

When looking into model and data specifics, our results show that (i) models produce

higher errors for rural areas, with statistical and deep learning models exhibiting the

highest disparities, (ii) using mobility data does not significantly impact the mean

errors across urban-rural codes when compared to non-mobility models, however, using

mobility helps reduce the error disparity between highly urbanized areas and less

urbanized areas, (iii) the lower the urbanization level, the higher the prediction errors

across lookaheads, and (iv) early and recalibration pandemic phases produce higher

prediction errors for micropolitan areas, when compared to more urbanized regions.

These results point to more unfair results for rural areas, and convey the need to

report accuracy results across urbanization levels, and to address unfairness via, for

example, de-biasing approaches.

6 Dashboard

This paper has revealed significant disparities in COVID-19 case prediction accuracy

across race, ethnicity and urbanization level. Our statistical analyses aggregate the

performance of Forecast Hub models by racial, ethnic and urban-rural groups, as well

as by model type, the use of mobility data, lookahead, or phase to provide general

recommendations for researchers working in COVID-19 prediction models and for

decision makers using case predictions to inform pandemic policies. For example, we

have revealed that deep learning models are associated with higher errors for some

minority groups and for rural areas. This finding can inform modelers to deepen into

the reasons why deep learning models are failing more for certain racial groups, and
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Fig. 8: Forecast Hub Fairness Dashboard.

can also guide decision makers to take predictions from deep learning models with a

grain of salt when making decisions for rural areas.

Nevertheless, it is important to acknowledge that researchers and decision mak-

ers might also want to assess the specific performance of each COVID-19 county case

prediction model individually, exploring PBL error differences between racial and eth-

nic groups or urbanization levels for a given model, their statistical significance, or

whether these differences persist when considering specific lookaheads or phases. To

enable individual model evaluation, we have created an interactive dashboard (see

Figure 8), that will be made publicly available upon the publication of this paper. The
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dashboard displays a model’s performance error (PBL) for a given protected attribute

- race and ethnicity or urbanization level - that can be selected by the user from the

user interface.

To allow for meaningful explorations, the individual model errors are displayed

using the Accuracy Equality Ratio (AER) [67], which measures the difference in

error distributions between protected and unprotected groups for a given protected

attribute.

Fig. 9: Model fairness card for the model
CDDEP SEIR MCMC, from the Center
for Disease Dynamics, Economics & Policy,
examining racial and ethnic differences in
prediction errors.

The AER is computed as a quo-

tient between the model’s performance

error (PBL) for a given protected

group g across all counties and the

model’s performance error for the

unprotected group across all coun-

ties: AERg = PBL(protected group g)
PBL(unprotected group)

where PBL(protected group g) and

PBL(unprotected group) are the pin-

ball ball loss metric for protected and

unprotected groups respectively. For the

race and ethnicity protected attribute we define the following protected groups with

respect to White: Black, Hispanic and Non-White for the majority approach; and

Asian, Black and Hispanic for the plurality approach. For the urban rural code pro-

tected attribute, we define the following protected groups with respect to Large

Metropolitan Areas: Micropolitan and Non-core as well as Small and Medium Metro

Areas. Similar error distributions between the protected and the unprotected groups

will produce AER values close to one. AER values larger than one point to higher

errors for the protected group, and AER values smaller than one point to higher errors

for White majority counties.
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Figure 8 shows an example of the dashboard for the exploration of individual model

performance by race and type of model, with a focus on the relationship between the

prediction errors for Hispanic and White counties (AERHispanic). The box plots for

each model represent its AER distribution across all counties; and a user can explore

the mean AER as well as its quantiles for each predictive model. Hovering over the

model points displays all the information in the format of a ‘fairness nutritional card’

as shown in Figure 9, and inspired by the work of Stoyanovich and Howe [21].

The fairness nutritional card provides detailed information, including the model

name, whether the differences between the protected (Hispanic) and unprotected

(White) groups are statistically significant (indicated by ***), and the specific dif-

ferences in prediction errors, including their lower and upper bounds in terms of

the Pinball Loss (PBL) value, and the corresponding AER metric value. The dash-

board also facilitates dynamic exploration of how the AER may vary with changes in

pandemic phases and lookaheads, which can be selected through the user interface.

Additionally, the nutritional card displays relevant information regarding the selected

lookahead and phase when exploring these variables.

7 Discussion

This study highlights the critical need to audit COVID-19 prediction models due to

significant disparities in prediction accuracy. Our findings reveal that certain minority

groups, especially within Hispanic communities, and less urbanized areas consis-

tently experience higher prediction errors. This trend holds true across various model

types, data inputs, lookaheads, and pandemic phases. The race and ethnicity analysis

revealed that Hispanic counties exhibit significantly higher mean errors compared to

other racial and ethnic groups, and that these disparities are consistent across major-

ity, plurality, and distribution race assignment methods, confirming the robustness of

our results. Our analyses also showed that Asian counties generally see lower errors
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than White counties, albeit only when using the distribution approach. The analysis

on urbanization levels, on the other hand, revealed an inverse relationship between the

level of urbanization and the magnitude of prediction errors underscores the unique

challenges encountered by rural areas. Rural counties consistently face higher predic-

tion errors than their urban counterparts, a pattern that persists across various model

types and forecast windows.

The implications of these findings are significant, since systematic disparities in

model performance could lead to unfair distribution of public health resources or

to less effective pandemic response efforts in Hispanic counties and in less densely

populated regions, when compared to White and urban regions. Our definition of pre-

diction fairness is focused on achieving similar prediction errors across racial, ethnic

and urban-rural groups because COVID-19 cases have been used to make resource

allocation and intervention decisions e.g., hospital beds or stay-at-home orders. Hence,

higher prediction errors for minority racial groups or rural regions could in turn trans-

late into unfair resource allocation for communities that have borne the brunt of the

pandemic. Ultimately, we want to ensure our findings serve as a critical call to action

for researchers and decision makers to analyze model performance disaggregated by

racial/ethnic and urban-rural variables.

Our intersectional analysis provides a more multifaceted understanding of fairness

in COVID-19 modeling. We find that deep learning models produce the highest dis-

parities in errors across racial, ethnic and urban-rural groups, while the use of mobility

data helps reduce disparities for racial and ethnic groups as well as across urbanization

levels. Long-term lookaheads and certain pandemic phases (early stages and recalibra-

tion periods) are also associated with higher prediction errors for some minority racial

groups and rural areas. These findings highlight the complex interplay between model

characteristics, data inputs, and social determinants in shaping prediction fairness. As

a result, researchers and modelers must carefully examine their data sources, model
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assumptions, and potential biases that could lead to unfair predictions for certain

population groups. Incorporating fairness considerations into the model development,

validation, and deployment processes is essential to ensure equitable outcomes. Pub-

lic health officials and policymakers should be aware of the potential disparities in

the accuracy of COVID-19 prediction models and work closely with modelers to mit-

igate these disparities. Failure to address these issues could lead to the perpetuation

of health inequities and could eventually undermine the effectiveness of pandemic

response efforts.

Due to systemic data collection failures during the pandemic, county-level COVID-

19 case data stratified by race and ethnicity is not available. Nevertheless, we posit that

evaluating the relationship between COVID-19 case prediction errors and racial and

ethnic groups is critical to reveal prediction inequalities than can negatively impact

policy decisions. Hence, we have presented three proxies to associate prediction errors

to racial and ethnic groups: majority, plurality and distribution approach. The regres-

sion approach attempts to model a linear relationship between error, race/ethnicity

and model-data characteristics; while the majority and plurality approaches remove

the linear assumption and associate errors with a unique race/ethnicity. Using these

three different association approaches allows us to assess the robustness of our find-

ings across approaches. Indeed, for all three, we find statistically significant higher

mean errors associated with racial and ethnic minority groups, which could negatively

impact these communities in terms of resource allocation or pandemic interventions

based on case predictions. While these three approaches to associate prediction errors

with race and ethnicity provide valuable, robust results, there might be alternative

approaches that we did not consider in this paper.

We posit that future research in COVID-19 case prediction models should focus

on developing and validating bias mitigation strategies that account for performance

disparities across race, ethnicity and urbanization levels. This may involve exploring
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alternative data sources, refining model architectures, and incorporating techniques to

ensure fairness across different population groups. Additionally, more comprehensive

and standardized race and ethnicity data collection in public health surveillance sys-

tems is crucial to enable accurate assessments of model fairness and to guide equitable

decision-making.

8 Conclusions

Our paper shows significant diverse predictive performance across social determinants

for the Forest Hub COVID-19 models, with some minority racial and ethnic counties

as well as less urbanized counties often associated with statistically significant higher

prediction errors. We also show that these higher errors are often times present for spe-

cific model types, lookaheads and pandemic phases; and that these findings generally

hold across different race associations. We hope this paper will encourage Fore-

cast Hub modelers, the CDC and COVID-19 modelers to report fairness

metrics together with accuracy, and to reflect on the potential negative

impacts of the models on specific social groups and contexts.
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Appendix A

An appendix contains supplementary information that is not an essential part of the text itself

but which may be helpful in providing a more comprehensive understanding of the research

problem or it is information that is too cumbersome to be included in the body of the paper.

Fig. A1: Timeline Overview of COVID-19 Model Forecasts by County. This
Gantt chart captures the forecast submission frequency from the 36 research teams’
models analyzed in this paper, delineating the evolution of modeling efforts throughout
the pandemic.

47



Fig. A2: Map Showing Racial Distribution Based on Majority Group Assignments

Fig. A3: Map Showing Racial Distribution Based on Plurality Group Assignments
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Model Name Model Type Mobility Used?

CU-nochange Compartmental Yes (Census)
CMU-TimeSeries Statistical No

COVIDhub CDC-ensemble Ensemble Not Applicable
COVIDhub-trained ensemble Ensemble Not Applicable

COVIDhub-ensemble Ensemble Not Applicable
IEM MED-CovidProject Compartmental No

LNQ-ens1 Ensemble No
JHU IDD-CovidSP Compartmental No

CUBoulder-COVIDLSTM Deep Learning Yes (Facebook)
Google Harvard-CPF Deep Learning Yes (Descartes Labs)

FRBSF Wilson-Econometric Compartmental Yes (Google and Safegraph)
UMass-MechBayes Statistical No
LANL-GrowthRate Compartmental No

UCLA-SuEIR Compartmental No
COVIDhub-4 week ensemble Ensemble Not Applicable

CEID-Walk Statistical No
RobertWalraven-ESG Statistical No
OneQuietNight-ML Statistical Yes(Apple, Google)
CU-scenario high Compartmental Yes (Census)

IUPUI-HkPrMobiDyR Statistical Yes (Google)
CDDEP-SEIR MCMC Compartmental No

UpstateSU-GRU Deep Learning Yes (Google)
CU-scenario mid Compartmental Yes (Census)
CU-scenario low Compartmental Yes (Census)

UChicagoCHATTOPADHYAY-UnIT Statistical No
PandemicCentral-USCounty Statistical Yes (Facebook)

JHUAPL-Bucky Compartmental Yes (Safegraph)
COVIDhub-baseline Baseline Models Not Applicable

PandemicCentral-COVIDForest Statistical Yes (Facebook)
LUcompUncertLab-VAR 3streams Statistical No

FAIR-NRAR Deep Learning Yes (Facebook, Google)
JHU UNC GAS-StatMechPool Ensemble Yes

CU-select Compartmental Yes (Census)
IowaStateLW-STEM Compartmental Yes (Descartes Labs, US DOT)
MITCovAlliance-SIR Compartmental Yes (Safegraph)

UVA-Ensemble Ensemble Yes

Table A1: List of the 36 COVID-19 forecast models analyzed in this paper,
together with their model type and whether they used mobility data or not,
including the source of that mobility data. Information about model type and the
use of mobility data was manually extracted from the paper(s) for each model by
the authors of this paper.
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Majority Count
Black 95

Hispanic 106
Non-white 198
White 2745

Table A2: County
counts for each
racial and ethnic
group using the
majority approach.

Plurality Count
Asian 6

Hispanic 128
Black 129
White 2879

Table A3:
County counts
for each racial
and ethnic group
using the plurality
approach.

Urban-Rural Code Count
1 (Large central metro) 68
2 (Large fringe metro) 368
3 (Medium metro) 372
4 (Small metro) 358
5 (Micropolitan) 641
6 (Non-core) 1335

Table A4: County counts
for each urbanization level.
We represent Micropolitan and
Non-core as MC, Small and
Medium Metro as SMM, and
Large Metro as LM.

Fig. A4: Tukey-HSD mean differences for majority race approach. Graphical
representation of statistically significant pairwise mean differences in forecast accuracy
across race and ethnicity (B-Black, H-Hispanic, NW-Non-white, W-White). Each point
denotes the mean difference for a specific comparison group, listed on the y-axis as R1-
R2, meaning that R1 and R2 racial groups are being compared. The horizontal lines
for each point represent the confidence intervals. The mean difference value represents
the difference in mean PBL errors (normalized by county population) between the
first and the second racial groups being compared. For example, W-NW represents
the difference between the mean normalized PBL for W minus the mean normalized
PBL for NW. Negative values reflect that the first racial group in R1-R2 is associated
with lower PBL mean errors, while positive values reflect that the first racial group in
R1-R2 is associated with higher PBL errors.
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(a) Pairwise Mean Differences Between Races (b) Tukey-HSD mean differences for plurality
race approach

Fig. A5: Analysis of PBL distributions across race and ethnicity with the
plurality race approach. Graphical representation of statistically significant pair-
wise mean differences in forecast accuracy across race and ethnicity (A-Asian, B-Black,
H-Hispanic, W-White). For the Tukey-HSD tests, each point denotes the mean differ-
ence for a specific comparison group, listed on the y-axis as R1-R2, meaning that R1
and R2 racial groups are being compared. The horizontal lines for each point repre-
sent the confidence intervals. The mean difference value represents the difference in
mean PBL errors (normalized by county population) between the first and the second
racial groups being compared. For example, W-NW represents the difference between
the mean normalized PBL for W minus the mean normalized PBL for NW. Negative
values reflect that the first racial group in R1-R2 is associated with lower PBL mean
errors, while positive values reflect that the first racial group in R1-R2 is associated
with higher PBL errors.

Fig. A6: Tukey-HSD mean differences for urban-rural Code. Graphical rep-
resentation of statistically significant pairwise mean differences in forecast accuracy
across urban-rural code (MC-Micropolitan and Non-core, SMM-Small and Medium
Metro, LM-Large Metro). Each point denotes the mean difference for a specific com-
parison group, listed on the y-axis as U1-U2, meaning that U1 and U2 urbanization
levels are being compared. The horizontal lines for each point represent the confidence
intervals. The mean difference value represents the difference in mean PBL errors (nor-
malized by county population) between the first and the second urbanization level
being compared. For example, MC-LM represents the difference between the mean
normalized PBL for MC minus the mean normalized PBL for LM. Negative values
reflect that the first urbanization level in U1-U2 is associated with lower PBL mean
errors, while positive values reflect that the first urbanization level in U1-U2 is asso-
ciated with higher PBL errors.

51



(a) Race and Model Type

(b) Race and Mobility Used

Fig. A7: Tukey-HSD mean differences for majority approach. Graphical rep-
resentation of statistically significant pairwise mean differences in forecast accuracy
for (a) race and phase and (b) race and lookahead. Each point denotes the mean
difference for a specific comparison group, listed on the y-axis as V1-V2, meaning
that the mean PBLs for V1 and V2 groups are being compared, with V representing
label phases (P0 to P6) and races (B-Black, H-Hispanic, NW-Non-white, W-White)
in Figure (a) and lookaheads (L7, L14, L21, L28) and races (B-Black, H-Hispanic,
NW-Non-white, W-White) in Figure (b). The horizontal lines for each point repre-
sent the confidence intervals. The mean difference value represents the difference in
mean PBL errors (normalized by county population) between the first and the sec-
ond groups being compared. For example, P0W-P0H represents the difference between
the mean normalized PBL for White majority in Phase 0 minus the mean normalized
PBL for Hispanic majority in Phase 0. Negative values reflect that the first group in
V1-V2 is associated with lower PBL mean errors, while positive values reflect that the
first group in V1-V2 is associated with higher PBL errors. Bolded comparisons repre-
sent mean differences across races for the same phase (a) or lookahead (b), while not
bolded comparisons are mean differences for the same race across different phases (a)
or lookaheads (b).
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(c) Race and Phase

(d) Race and Lookaheads

Fig. A7: Tukey-HSD mean differences for majority approach. Graphical rep-
resentation of statistically significant pairwise mean differences in forecast accuracy
for (c) race and model type, and (d) race and mobility. Each point denotes the mean
difference for a specific comparison group, listed on the y-axis as V1-V2, meaning
that the mean PBLs for V1 and V2 groups are being compared, with V representing
model types (MT-C is compartmental, MT-S statistical, MT-E is ensemble, M-DL is
deep learning and MT-B baseline) and races (B-Black, H-Hispanic, NW-Non-white,
W-White) in Figure (c) and mobility used (MU-Yes or MU-No) and races (B-Black,
H-Hispanic, NW-Non-white, W-White) in Figure (d). The horizontal lines for each
point represent the confidence intervals. The mean difference value represents the dif-
ference in mean PBL errors (normalized by county population) between the first and
the second groups being compared. For example, (MT-C)W-(MT-C)H represents the
difference between the mean normalized PBL for White majority in compartmental
models minus the mean normalized PBL for Hispanic majority in compartmental mod-
els. Negative values reflect that the first group in V1-V2 is associated with lower PBL
mean errors, while positive values reflect that the first group in V1-V2 is associated
with higher PBL errors. Bolded comparisons represent mean differences across races
for the same model type (c) or mobility used (d), while not bolded comparisons are
mean differences for the same race across different model types (c) or mobility used
(d).
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(a) Race and Model Type (b) Race and Mobility Used

(c) Race and Lookaheads (d) Race and Phase

Fig. A8: PBL distributions across model types, mobility used, lookaheads and phases,
stratified by race defined using the plurality approach.
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(a) Race + Model Type

(b) Race + Mobility Used

Fig. A9: Tukey-HSD mean differences for plurality approach. Graphical rep-
resentation of statistically significant pairwise mean differences in forecast accuracy
for (a) race and model type, and (b) race and mobility. Each point denotes the mean
difference for a specific comparison group, listed on the y-axis as V1-V2, meaning that
the mean PBLs for V1 and V2 groups are being compared, with V representing model
types (MT-C is compartmental, MT-S statistical, MT-E is ensemble, M-DL is deep
learning and MT-B baseline) and races (A-Asian, B-Black, H-Hispanic, W-White) in
Figure (a) and mobility used (MU-Yes or MU-No) and races (A-Asian, B-Black, H-
Hispanic, W-White) in Figure (b). The horizontal lines for each point represent the
confidence intervals. The mean difference value represents the difference in mean PBL
errors (normalized by county population) between the first and the second groups
being compared. For example, (MT-C W)-(MT-C H) represents the difference between
the mean normalized PBL for White plurality in compartmental models minus the
mean normalized PBL for Hispanic plurality in compartmental models. Negative val-
ues reflect that the first group in V1-V2 is associated with lower PBL mean errors,
while positive values reflect that the first group in V1-V2 is associated with higher
PBL errors. Bolded comparisons represent mean differences across races for the same
model type (a) or mobility used (b), while not bolded comparisons are mean differ-
ences for the same race across different model types (a) or mobility used (b).
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(c) Race and Phase.

(d) Race and Lookahead.

Fig. A9: Tukey-HSD mean differences for plurality approach. Graphical rep-
resentation of statistically significant pairwise mean differences in forecast accuracy for
(c) race and phase and (d) race and lookahead. Each point denotes the mean difference
for a specific comparison group, listed on the y-axis as V1-V2, meaning that the mean
PBLs for V1 and V2 groups are being compared, with V representing label phases
(P0 to P6) and races (A-Asian, B-Black, H-Hispanic, W-White) in Figure (c) and
lookaheads (L7, L14, L21, L28) and races (A-Asian, B-Black, H-Hispanic, W-White)
in Figure (d). The horizontal lines for each point represent the confidence intervals.
The mean difference value represents the difference in mean PBL errors (normalized
by county population) between the first and the second groups being compared. For
example, P0W-P0H represents the difference between the mean normalized PBL for
White majority in Phase 0 minus the mean normalized PBL for Hispanic majority in
Phase 0. Negative values reflect that the first group in V1-V2 is associated with lower
PBL mean errors, while positive values reflect that the first group in V1-V2 is asso-
ciated with higher PBL errors. Bolded comparisons represent mean differences across
races for the same phase (c) or lookahead (d), while not bolded comparisons are mean
differences for the same race across different phases (c) or lookaheads (d).56



(a) Race and Model Type (b) Race and Mobility Used

(c) Race and Lookaheads (d) Race and Phases

Fig. A10: Regression analysis between PBL (DV), race (IV) and model
and data characteristics (IV) using the distribution approach to assign race
and ethnicity county labels. The bar chart illustrates the regression coefficients
for each racial and ethnic group, as well as for model and data variables. One regres-
sion per model and data variables is run at a time. The races analyzed are A-Asian,
B-Black, H-Hispanic and W-White; additional variables are (a) model types, (b) the
use of mobility data, (c) lookaheads and (d) phases. Control variables are the percent-
age of population age 65+ per county, and the prevalence of the respiratory disease
COPD. The baseline variables for each regression are Baseline model for model type,
no mobility for mobility data, lookahead 7, phase 0 and White race. Bars above and
below the zero line indicate positive and negative associations, respectively, with the
forecast outcome, with statistical significance denoted by asterisks (*** p < 0.001).
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(a) Urban-Rural Code and Model Type

(b) Urban-Rural Code and Mobility Used

Fig. A11: Tukey-HSD mean differences for urban-rural codes. Graphical rep-
resentation of statistically significant pairwise mean differences in forecast accuracy
for (a) urban-rural code and model type, and (b) urban-rural code and mobility.
Each point denotes the mean difference for a specific comparison group, listed on the
y-axis as V1-V2, meaning that the mean PBLs for V1 and V2 groups are being com-
pared, with V representing model types (MT-C is compartmental, MT-S statistical,
MT-E is ensemble, M-DL is deep learning and MT-B baseline) and urban-rural codes
((MC-Micropolitan and Non-core, SMM-Small and Medium Metro, LM-Large Metro)
in Figure (a) and mobility used (MU-Yes or MU-No) and urban-rural codes ((MC-
Micropolitan and Non-core, SMM-Small and Medium Metro, LM-Large Metro)) in
Figure (b). The horizontal lines for each point represent the confidence intervals. The
mean difference value represents the difference in mean PBL errors (normalized by
county population) between the first and the second groups being compared. For exam-
ple, (MT-C)MC-(MT-C)LM represents the difference between the mean normalized
PBL for micropolitan (rural) areas (MC) in compartmental models minus the mean
normalized PBL for large metropolitan areas (LM) in compartmental models. Nega-
tive values reflect that the first group in V1-V2 is associated with lower PBL mean
errors, while positive values reflect that the first group in V1-V2 is associated with
higher PBL errors. Bolded comparisons represent mean differences across urbanization
level for the same model type (a) or mobility used (b), while not bolded comparisons
are mean differences for the same urbanization level across different model types (a)
or mobility used (b).
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(c) Urban-Rural Code and Phase

(d) Urban-Rural Code and Lookaheads

Fig. A11: Tukey-HSD mean differences for urban-rural codes. Graphical rep-
resentation of statistically significant pairwise mean differences in forecast accuracy for
(a) urban-rural code and lookaheads, and (b) urban-rural code and pandemic phases.
Each point denotes the mean difference for a specific comparison group, listed on the
y-axis as V1-V2, meaning that the mean PBLs for V1 and V2 groups are being com-
pared, with V representing lookaheads ((L7, L14, L21, L28)) and urban-rural codes
(MC-Micropolitan and Non-core, SMM-Small and Medium Metro, LM-Large Metro)
in Figure (c) and phases (P0 to P6) and urban-rural codes (MC-Micropolitan and
Non-core, SMM-Small and Medium Metro, LM-Large Metro) in Figure (d). The hor-
izontal lines for each point represent the confidence intervals. The mean difference
value represents the difference in mean PBL errors (normalized by county population)
between the first and the second groups being compared. For example, (P-4 MC)-
(P-4 LM) represents the difference between the mean normalized PBL for phase 4 in
micropolitan (rural) areas (MC) minus the mean normalized PBL in phase 4 for large
metropolitan areas (LM). Negative values reflect that the first group in V1-V2 is asso-
ciated with lower PBL mean errors, while positive values reflect that the first group
in V1-V2 is associated with higher PBL errors. Bolded comparisons represent mean
differences across urbanization level for the same lookahead (c) or phase (d), while
not bolded comparisons are mean differences for the same urbanization level across
different lookaheads ca) or phases (d).
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