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Abstract

Background: Clinical decision support tools for atrial fibrillation (AF) should include CHA2DS-

VASc scores to guide oral anticoagulant (OAC) treatment.

Objective: We compared automated, electronic medical record (EMR) generated CHA;DS,-
VASc scores to clinician-documented scores, and report the resulting proportions of patients in

the OAC treatment group.

Methods: Patients were included if they had both a clinician documented and EMR-generated
CHA:DS,-VASc score on the same day. EMR scores were based on billing codes, left
ventricular ejection fraction from echocardiograms, and demographics; documented scores
were identified using natural language processing. Patients were deemed “re-classified” if the
EMR score was 22 but the documented score was <2, and vice versa. For the overall cohort
and subgroups (sex and age group), we compared mean scores using paired t-tests and re-
classification rates using chi-squared tests.

Results: Among 5,767 patients, the mean scores were higher using EMR compared to
documented scores (4.05 [SD 2.1] versus 3.13 [SD 1.8]; p<0.01) for the full cohort, and all
subgroups (p<0.01 for all comparisons). If EMR scores were used to determine OAC treatment
instead of documented scores, 8.3% (n=479, p<0.01) of patients would be re-classified, with
7.2% moving into and 1.1% moving out of the treatment group. Among 2,322 women, 4.7%
(n=109, p<0.01) would be re-classified, with 4.1% into and 0.7% out of the treatment group.
Among 3,445 men, 10.7% (n=370, p<0.01) would be re-classified, with 9.2% into and 1.5% out
of the treatment group. Among 2,060 patients <65 years old, 18.1% (n=372, p<0.01) would be
re-classified, with 15.8% into and 2.3% out of the treatment group. Among 1,877 patients 65-74
years old, 5.4% (n=101, p<0.01) would be re-classified, with 4.4% into and 1.0% out of the
treatment group. Among 1,830 patients =75 years old, <1% would move into to the treatment

group and none would move out of the treatment group.

Conclusions: EMR-based CHA;DS,-VASc scores were, on average, almost a full point higher
than the clinician-documented scores. Using EMR scores in lieu of documented scores would
result in a significant proportion of patients moving into the treatment group, with the highest re-

classifications rates in men and patients <65 years old.
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Introduction

Atrial fibrillation (AF) is the most common heart arrhythmia and is associated with an
increased risk of stroke and other thromboembolic events. While oral anticoagulation (OAC)
significantly decreases this risk, treatment comes with an increased risk of bleeding. Therefore,
risk stratification using the CHA2DS,-VASc score is used to ensure that only patients with a high
risk of stroke—enough to warrant the bleeding risk— receive anticoagulation.! The CHA;DS-
VASc score ranges from 0 to 9, and includes age, sex, and five comorbid conditions: heart
failure, hypertension, diabetes mellitus, vascular disease, and prior thromboembolic event.
Calculating the CHA;DS»-VASc score, however, can be challenging for clinicians due to time
constraints; manually scoring patients one by one makes population level characterization
impractical. A more efficient method to generate CHA>DS>-VASc scores at the point of care and
across populations is needed.

Previous studies have shown that 50% to 60% of AF patients at an increased risk of
stroke (CHA:DS,-VASc score 22) are not treated with OAC.%3 Moreover, inappropriate
treatment with OAC exposes patients to unnecessary, increased risk of bleeding. By accurately
determining the population at risk, more meaningful and targeted interventions can be made in
order to optimize clinical outcomes for these patients. Electronic medical records (EMRS)
include a substantial amount of data that could be used to automatically calculate CHA;DS,-
VASc scores across large patient populations, and help improve OAC treatment rates. The goal
of these analyses was to: (1) assess agreement between EMR-based (EMR) and clinician-
documented (documented) scores; (2) determine if EMR scores were more likely to be higher or
lower than documented CHA2DS,-VASc scores; and (3) assess the potential impact on OAC

treatment rates by using EMR versus documented scores.

Methods

This was a retrospective study comparing two different methods of calculating the
CHA:DS,-VASCc score. The candidate population included AF patients at University of Utah
Health with at least one EMR, automated (EMR score) and one clinician, documented
(documented score) CHA2DS,-VASc score from the same day. If patients had more than one
score documented on the same day, the higher of the two scores was used. If patients had
more than one set of scores from different days, we included the one closest in time to the first

AF diagnosis.
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Our health system previously developed a process to automatically generate CHA;DS,-
VASc scores for AF patients using demographics, International Classification of Diseases (ICD)
diagnosis billing codes, and additional echocardiographic. 4° ICD Version 9 and 10 codes from
the patients’ entire record within the system were mapped to each of the conditions in the
CHA:DS,-VASCc score. In addition to ICD codes, patients with a left ventricular ejection fraction
<40% (by echocardiogram) within the 365-day period prior to the date of the patient visit under
consideration were considered to have heart failure. Comorbidity component scores were
tabulated where the earliest date of comorbidity diagnosis was less than or equal to the date of
the patient visit under consideration. Age and gender component scores were added to the
corresponding comorbidity component scores to arrive at the final EMR score for each patient
visit.

For comparison, we used natural language processing (NLP) to extract clinician
documented CHA;DS,-VASc scores from the clinical notes (e.g. “CHA:DS,-VASc score is 4,
continue warfarin”). We did not target or include CHADS; scores, an older method of stroke risk
assessment. We identified a list of target terms that clinicians use to reference CHA;DS,-VASc
scores and the computer algorithm parsed each phrase within a note for every patient, using
regular expression matching to find occurrences of target terms. For each target term, the
algorithm looked for a number in the text that occurred within 15 characters after the identified
target term. This number was captured as the CHA2DS,-VASc score documented by the
clinician. If an additional CHA;DS,-VASc target term was identified within 15 characters,
numbers were extracted only up to the next target term. To assess the accuracy of the NLP
system, we randomly selected 33 phrases that included references to a CHA;DS>-VASc score.
We manually reviewed these phrases and found that the algorithm was incorrect in 2 of 33

cases, for an accuracy of 94%.

We compared EMR and documented scores using a paired t-test. We also calculated
the number of patients who would move into and out of the guideline-directed OAC treatment
group (“re-classification”) if using automated scores, CHA>DS>-VASc score of 22, which was the
prevailing cut-off over the study period.® Chi? tests of significance were used for all categorical
variables. Additionally, subgroup analyses were performed evaluating differences in CHA2DS»-
VASc score between the two methods, stratified by sex and age group (<64, 65-74, 275 years
old). Analyses were performed using Stata and the Python programming language. This
retrospective, quality improvement study was approved by the Institutional Review Board at the

University of Utah.
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Results

We identified 5,767 adult AF patients seen between 2010 and 2017 with an EMR and a
documented CHA;DS,-VASc score on the same day. The mean age of the population was 67.7
years old (SD 12.8), 40.3% were female, and 90.2% were White (Table 1). Overall, the
agreement between the exact EMR and documented scores was 42.3%. However, when the
scores were classified into two treatment groups, 0-1 or =22, the scores agreed 91% of the time.
The mean EMR CHA;DS,-VASc score was about one point higher than the mean documented
score (4.05 [SD 2.1] versus 3.13 [SD 1.8]; p<0.01; Figure 1).

The scores differed among the subgroups, and were higher with EMR scores versus
documented scores for all subgroups (Table 2). For women, the mean scores were 4.73 (SD
0.04) for the EMR score and 3.68 (SD 0.03) for the documented score (p<0.01 for comparison).
For men, the corresponding values were 3.60 (SD 2.1) and 2.76 (SD 1.72; p<0.01). For patients
<64 years old, the mean EMR score was 2.68 (SD 1.9) compared to 1.89 (SD 1.4) for the
documented score (p<0.01). Corresponding values for patients aged 65 to 74 years old were
4.21 (SD 1.9) versus 3.29 (SD 1.5; p<0.01 for comparison). For patients 275 years old, the
mean EMR score was 5.45 (SD 1.7) compared to the mean documented score of 4.37 (SD 1.4;
p<0.01). The mean difference between the two scoring methods was higher for women (1.04
[SD 1.4] for women versus 0.84 [SD 1.27] for men; p<0.01) and younger patients (0.79 [SD 1.2]
for age <64 years vs 0.91 [SD 1.3] for age 65-74; p<0.002).

Using a CHA;DS,-VASc score of 22 as the cut-off for OAC treatment, 86.9% (n=5,010)
of patients would be treated using the EMR score compared to 80.7% (n=4,663) of patients
using the documented scores. If EMR scores were used in lieu of documented scores, 8.3%
(n=413) of patients would be re-classified into or out of the treatment group, with 7.2% (n=413)
moving up and 1.1% (n=66) of patients moving out of the treatment group (Figures 2 and 3).

In our subgroup analyses, we found that higher proportions of men and younger patients
(<64 years old) would be re-classified if EMR scores were used in lieu of documented scores.
Among 2,322 women, 4.7% (n=109, p<0.01) would be re-classified, with 4.1% (n=95) moving
into and 0.7% (n=14) moving out of the treatment group. Among 3,445 men, 10.7% (n=370,
p<0.01) would be re-classified, with 9.2% (n=318) moving into and 1.5% (n=52) out of the
treatment group. Among 2,060 patients <64 years old, 18.1% (n=372, p<0.01) would be re-

classified, with 15.8% (n=325) moving into and 2.3% (n=47) moving out of the treatment group.
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Among 1,877 patients 65-74 years old, 5.4% (n=101, p<0.01) would be re-classified, with 4.4%
(n=82) moving into and 1.0% (n=19) moving out of the treatment group. Among 1,830 patients
275 years old, <1% would move into to the treatment group and none would move out of the

treatment group. (Figure 3).

Discussion

This study demonstrates that, among AF patients, EMR-based, automated CHA;DS,-
VASc scores matched exactly with clinician-documented scores less than half the time, with the
mean EMR score about one point higher than the documented score. When the scores were
grouped into low (0-1) and high (=2) risk, however, agreement between the two methods was
over 90%. If the EMR method were used to direct OAC treatment instead of the documented
scores, 8.3% of patients would change treatment groups. For the full cohort and sex- and age-
based subgroups, the predominant direction was moving up into the OAC treatment group.
Specifically, the highest proportion of upward reclassification was for men (almost 1 in 10) and
patients <64 years old (almost 1 in 5). The proportion of downward reclassification with EMR

scores was small, at 1.1% for the whole cohort.

OAC under-treatment in AF is a considerable, widely recognized problem.?3” The EMR,
with its wealth of data, could streamline CHA2DS,-VASc score assessment by facilitating
automated data aggregation to create points for each component of the score, and thus
automatically generate an overall score. On one hand, a well-implemented decision support tool
that uses EMR data could help close the treatment gap in AF, although this effect has yet to be
proven in limited trials®°. On the other hand, our study raises concerns about EMR-based
methods. First, while we reported reclassification rates for the EMR scores compared to
documented scores, we do not know which method is correct; the EMR scores could be overly
sensitive, capturing “rule-out” diagnoses, or the documented scores could be insensitive
because clinicians cannot comprehensively capture the full history. Based on our subgroup

analyses, these biases most likely vary between patient groups.

Second, while the scores from the two methods match in some cases, the components
of the scores could still differ. For example, the documented score for a 66 year old male could
be 2 due to age and hypertension, whereas the EMR score could be 2 due to age and vascular
disease. While the importance of component-specific accuracy is uncertain, refinement of EMR-

based CHA;DS,-VASCc risk stratification is probably a prerequisite to widespread acceptance
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and implementation. In these analysis, vascular disease and hypertension were the most
prevalent, ICD-based conditions counted in the EMR score, at 56.4% and 76.9%, respectively.
While we do not have the specific components that comprised the documented score, these
observations suggest that vascular disease and hypertension are good starting points to
understand the source of the disparity because false positives in the EMR score may be a

concern.

While the EMR and documented score discrepancy was higher for females compared to
men, the EMR method would have a greater impact on men: a higher proportion (nearly double
the absolute number of men) would move into the OAC treatment group. Similarly, the score
discrepancy between the two methods was lower for younger patients, <64 years old, but the
proportion of patients who would be impacted by EMR based score was higher. These
observations imply that an EMR-driven approach would impact treatment among patients
without demographic risk factors (older age and female sex) by moving patients into the
treatment group. If the goal of a decision support tool is to increase treatment rates, and in light
of known “alert fatigue,”'° one approach may be to target implementation to these specific

subgroups for whom the treatment choice is more likely to change.

Our study is consistent with prior work which suggests that clinician-based stroke risk
assessment is lower than risk derived from structured data. A prior report from the Outcomes
Registry for Better Informed Treatment of Atrial Fibrillation (ORBIT-AF) Registry found that 72%
were classified as high risk when the scores were tallied from the documented conditions,
whereas only 16% were deemed high risk by clinician assessment.!! An additional issue raised
by our work is identifying the “best practice” method to automatically generate CHA>DS»-VASc
scores for AF populations. Older studies using ICD codes suggest >12% misclassification
rates,® and ICD coding practices vary between institutions and over time. An alternative may be
to extract a value for each component of the score using NLP,*? but this approach seems
computationally intensive and less practical. Ultimately, a hybrid approach may be best, with a
combination of structured data (e.g. ICD codes) and unstructured data (e.g. clinical text).

This study includes several limitations. First, we performed a was a single center
analysis; other centers may have less (or more) variation between EMR and documented
CHA:DS,-VASc scores. Second, we relied on clinician documented CHA>DS,-VASc scores,
which biases the population; not all AF patients have a documented CHA2DS,-VASc target
term. Still, we were able to identify over 5,000 patients, which is far greater than could be

accomplished with manual chart review to calculate scores. Third, we did not extract each
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component of the score using NLP, so we could not compare the components of each method
to explore the source of discrepancy. Finally, we are reporting theoretical re-classification rates.
The actual number of patients who would move up into the treatment group with EMR scores

could be smaller due to valid clinical concerns (e.g. bleeding events) or patient preference.

Conclusions

In conclusion, we found that the EMR-based, automated CHA2DS,-VASc scores were
higher than clinician documented scores, and classified more patients into the OAC treatment
group. Ultimately, the painstaking evaluation process described here is required to produce high
fidelity EMR-based tools that improve patient outcomes. The discrepancy between scoring
methods was particularly notable for men, where almost 1 in 10 patients would be reclassified,
and for patients <64 years old, where almost 1 in 5 patients would be reclassified. The
predominant direction was upward reclassification, such that a substantial proportion of the full
AF population would be added to the OAC treatment group; few patients would move out of the
treatment group. These results may help tailor targeted interventions for the improvement of

population health and research.
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Table 1: Basic characteristics of 5,767 atrial fibrillation patients with a clinician
documented and EMR generated CHA:DS,-VASc score on the same day

Characteristic? Prevalence, n (%)
Female 2,322 (40.3)
Age mean, (SD) 67.7 (12.8)
Age <64 years old 2,060 (35.7)
Age 65-74 years old 1,877 (32.5)
Age 275 years old 1,830 (31.7)
Race
White 5,199 (90.2)
Black 44 (0.7)
Asian 63 (1.1)
Other/missing 461 (8.0)

Comorbidities?

Acute myocardial infarction 502 (8.7)
Coronary artery disease 1,922 (33.3)
Congestive heart failure 1,499 (26)
Diabetes mellitus 1,723 (29.9)
Cerebrovascular disease 952 (16.5)
Hypertension 3,673 (63.7)

values are n (%) unless otherwise specified.

2Comorbidites were determined from International Classification of Disease billing codes present at the time of the
first AF diagnosis, looking back as far as January 1, 2010. Codes were aggregated according to the AHRQ’s clinical
classification software.

AHRQ=Agency for Healthcare Research & Quality; AF=atrial fibrillation; SD=standard deviation
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Table 2: Clinician documented versus EMR automated mean CHA;DS,-VASc scores
among all patients and in selected subgroups

Documented Score, | Automated score, p-value
Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Overall 3.13(1.8) 4.05 (2.1) <0.001
Gender
Men 2.8 (1.7) 3.6 (2.1) <0.001
Women 3.7(1.7) 4.7 (2.1) <0.001
Age Categories
Age <65 1.9 (1.4) 2.7 (1.9) <0.001
Age 65-74 3.3(1.5) 4.2 (1.9) <0.001
Age 75+ 4.4 (1.4) 5.4 (1.7) <0.001
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Figure 1. Graphical representations of CHA2DS2-VASc scores for patients with atrial
fibrillation using two methods: EMR automated and clinician documented
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Figure Legend:
The mean CHA:DS;-VASc score based on the EMR, automated method was 4.05 (SD 2.1,

orange bars) compared to 3.13 (SD 1.8, blue bars) based on clinician documentation from the
same day (p<0.01). EMR=electronic medical record
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Figure 2: EMR, automated CHA>DS»-VASc scores plotted against clinician documented
CHA:DS,-VASc scores, with color stratification based a treatment threshold of 22. The
size of the marker is proportional to the number of patients in that group.
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Figure Legend:

This figure plots the EMR, automated CHA2DS2-VASc scores against the clinician document
scores, with the size of the circle corresponding to the number of patients in that group. The
blue circles indicates agreement, in which the CHA2DS2-VASc scores 22 with both methods.
The gray circles indicates agreement, in which the CHA2DS2-VASc scores 22 with neither
method. The orange circles indicates disagreement, in which the CHA2DS2-VASc scores =2
with the EMR automated method, but not the clinician documented method (“up classification”
with the EMR method). The green circles indicates disagreement, in which the CHA2DS2-VASc
scores 22 with the clinician documented method, but not the EMR automated method (“down
classification” with the EMR method).
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Figure 3: Overall and subgroup re-classification rates if EMR CHA.DS>-VASc scores were

used in lieu of documented scores
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Figure Legend:

If the EMR CHA2DS2-VASc scores were used lieu of clinician documented scores, 7.2% of
atrial fibrillation patients would move from a CHA2DS2-VASc of 0 or 1 to a score of 22, meaning
they would move up into the group for whom oral anticoagulation treatment is recommended.
Among the patient subgroups, men and patients <64 years old would be most affected, with
9.2% and 15.8% of patients moving up onto the treatment group, respectively. Movement down
and out of the treatment group would be infrequent if the EMR scores were used in lieu of the

documented scores.
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