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1 Key point
Question: How doesthe performance of machine learning models compare to that of audit filters when
screening for opportunities for improvement (OFI), errorsin care with adverse outcomes, among adult

trauma patients?

Findings: Our registry-based cohort study including 8,220 patients showed that machine learning
models outperform audit filters, exhibiting greater areaunder the curve values and reduced false-positive
rates. Compared to audit filters, these models can be calibrated to balance sensitivity against overall

screening burden.

M eaning: Machinelearning models have the potential to reduce fal se positives when screening for OFl in

adult trauma pati ents and thereby enhancing traumaquality programs.

2 Abstract

2.1 Importance

Identifying opportunities for improvement (OFl), errors in care with adverse outcomes, through
mortality and morbidity conferencesis essential for improving traumaquality. To screen patients for
such conferences, trauma quality improvement programs rely on labor-intensive human reviews and

audit filtersthat exhibit high false positive rates.

2.2 Objective

This study was conducted to devel op machine learning models that predicts OFI in trauma care and
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compare the performances of these modelsto those of commonly used audit filters.

2.3 Dedgn

In thisregistry-based cohort study, we devel oped eight binary classification models using different
machinelearning methodswith 17 predictors. Devel opment used datafrom 2013 to 2022, and
performance was measured between 2017 and 2022 using a add-one-year-in expanding window
approach. We used two calibration strategies: 95% sensitivity (High sensitivity) and optimizing the area

under the curve (Balanced). A bootstrap estimated confidence intervals.

2.4 Setting
Thesetting isalevel one equivalent trauma center with bimonthly mortality and morbidity conferences for
identifying OFIs; a combination of human review of individual patient cases and audit filtersisused to

screen patients for these conferences.

2.5 Participants
A total of 8220 adult trauma patients were screened for OFI. All patients prompted trauma team

activation or were later found to have an injury severity score greater than 9.

2.6 Main outcome measures
Outcome measures were the models and audit filter performances, measured as discrimination,

calibration, true positive and false positive rates.

2.7 Reaults
OFI wereidentified in 496 (6%) patients. The best performing model was XGBoost (High sensitivity:

[auc:0.75, sens:0.904, FPR: 0.599], and Balanced: [auc:0.75, sens.0.502, FPR: 0.186]) followed by
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Random Forest (High sensitivity: auc:0.733, sens.0.888, FPR: 0.617), and Balanced: [auc:0.733,
s$ens0.519, FPR: 0.222]). All machine learning models showed higher AUC and lower FPRs compared to

Audit filters (auc:0.616, sens.0.903, FPR: 0.671).

2.8 Concluson and Relevance
Machine learning models generally outperformed audit filtersin predicting OFl among adult trauma
patients, balancing and reducing overall screening burden for trauma quaity improvement programs while

potentially identifying new OFI types.
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3 Introduction

Traumaisaleading cause of death and disability worldwide (1,2). Mortality and morbidity conferences
are crucial components of traumaqudity improvement programs (3,4). During these conferences,
representatives from the disciplines and professons involved in trauma care discuss the care provided to
specific patientsto identify opportunitiesfor improvement (OFI) (3,5,6). OFI represents errorsin care with

adverse outcomes (7), often related to airway management and hemorrhage control (8-10).

Sel ecting patients for these conferences relies on audit filters, sometimesin combination with individual
human reviews (11). Audit filters represent sentinel eventsin patient care that are associated with
suboptimal care and potentially poor patient outcomes, such asdelaysin conducting key tests or
treatments or unexpected deaths (3,12). When such an event occurs, it triggers review through mortality
and morbidity conferences, and if OFI areidentified, then corrective actions should be instituted (12).
Using audit filtersto select patientsis associated with high false positive rates, ranging from 24% to

80% (8,9,13).

Replacing filters with trauma mortality prediction models has been proposed to potentially improve the
precision, but their performances in this context are poor (13-15), likely becausethey were not devel oped
to predict OFI. No published research has evaluated prediction models for OFI. We aimed to develop
machine learning model s for predicting OFI during trauma care and compare the performances of these

modelsto those of commonly used audit filters.

4 Methods

4.1 Desgn


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.01.19.23284654
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.01.19.23284654; this version posted January 17, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
We conducted aregistry-based cohort study using all trauma patientsincluded in both the Karolinska
University Hospital traumaregistry and the trauma care quality database. We used data from 2013 to
2022 to develop eight supervised machine learning models and compared the performances of these models

with the performances of locally used audit filters. The study was approved by the Swedish Ethical Review

Authority (approval numbers 2021- 02541 and 2021-03531).

4.2 Study Setting and Population
The Karolinska University Hospital in Solna, Sweden, isequivalent to alevel 1 traumacenter and

manages approximately 1500 acute trauma patients each year (16).

The KarolinskaUniversity Hospital traumaregistry, part of the Swedish TraumaRegistry (16), includes
all patients admitted to the Karolinska University Hospital with traumateam activation, regardless of
injury severity score (1SS), as well as patients admitted without trauma team activation but found to
have ISS of more than 9. The registry includes data onvital Sgns, times, injuries and interventions and
demographics according to the European consensus statement, the Utstein template (17). The care quality
database includes data relevant to mortality and morbidity conferences, including audit filters, identified

OFI, and proposed corrective actions.

The mortality and morbidity conferences occur regularly, approximately eight times each year. The
conferenceinvites representatives from all professionsinvolved in trauma care— surgery, neurosurgery,
orthopedics, anesthesia and intensive care, nursing, and radiology— and identifies the presence of OFI and
appropriate corrective actions through consensus. Electronic health records, including medical notes,
laboratory parameters, and imaging, are the basisfor these discussions. Selecting patientsfor the

conferenceisamultistage process with escalating levels of review, with separate tracks for patientswho die
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within 30 days and those who survive. Patientswho die are alwaysreviewed in amultidisciplinary

conference, henceforth referred to as a mortality conference. The mortality conference evaluates the

preventability of the death and determines the presence of any OFI.

The process of identifying OFI in patientswho survived was refined during the study period. Between
2013 and 2017, audit filters with high false positive rates in combination with limited human
resources madeindividual review of the entire cohort impossible. Instead, a specialized traumanurse
reviewed as many patients as possi ble each month. Any potential OFI were then discussed among asmall
group of cliniciansinvolved intraumacare. If theidentified OFI was recurrent or particularly crucial,
the patient was reviewed again at a broader multidisciplinary conference, establishing a precursor to the

current conferences.

Startingin 2017, the process was further formalized with a specialized nurse performing a brief initial
individual review and applying anew set of audit filters (Supplement E1) to al patients. Two
specialized nurses perform asecond morein-depth review of all patients flagged, through audit filter
violation or other concern from the first nurse, for potential OFI during thefirst review. If thissecond review
identifiesapotential OFI, the patient isreviewed at a multidisciplinary conference, henceforth referred to as

the morbidity conference, where the final decision on the presence of OFI is made.

4.3 Eligibility Criteria
Weincluded all patients screened for OFI from the traumaregistry and trauma care quality database
between 1 January 2013 and 31 December 2022. Patients younger than 15 years were excluded because

their clinical and review pathways differ from those of adults.
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4.4 Opportunities for improvement

Opportunities for improvement areidentified asavoidable errorsin carewith direct adverse effects on
patient outcomes or recurrent deviations from safe clinical practice, occurring from arrival at the hospital
up until discharge or death within 30 days. Thedifferent OFI are categorized by the mortality and morbidity
conference as judgment errors, ddaysin trestment or diagnosis, missed diagnoses, technical errors,

preventable deaths, or other errors.

4.5 Outcome
The models' outcome is the presence of an OFI, as determined by the mortality and morbidity
conference, and defined as a binary variable with the levels“ Y es - At least one OFI identified.”

and “No - No OFI identified”.

4.6 Predictors

We considered all variables from the traumaregistry as potential predictors. Thefinal predictors were
based on current audit filters, standard demographics, previous publicationsin the setting and expert
opinion (18). The categorical predictorswere gender, type of emergency procedure, highest level of care,
reprioritization, type of traumaalarm, discharge destination and death within 30 days. The continuous
featuresincluded age, vital signson arrival, timeto CT and intervention, 1SS and length of stay. These
comprise 17 variables with 45 corresponding parameters. eTable 1 (Supplement E3) showsall 17

predictors.

4.7 Sample Size Consderations
The relationship between the number of predictors and required sample size for different learners has
not been well researched, but recommendationsexist for logistic regression (19,20). According to these

guidelines, we estimated that with asample size of 3452, which isequivalent to 80% of the available data
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from 2017-2020, would support 45 parameters, assuming a 6% event rate, ar2 of 0.11 and a target

shrinkage of 0.9.

4.8 Statistical Analysis Methods

The statistical analyses were conducted using R (21). To evaluate the models, we used an add-one-year-
in (AQY 1) expanding window as wdl as aleave-one-year-out (LOY O) gpproach. In the main results, we
present the AQY | results because they best represent how the models would have performed if they had
been implemented prospectively. For each year (referred to asasplit), we generated avalidation sample
using the holdout year. For AOY I, all years prior to the current validation sample were used as training
data; for LOY O, the training data constituted all years, prior and future, excluding the current validation
sample. Thetraining datawere then split, and 80% of the data were used for training and 20% for

calibration.

Data preprocessing and imputation. A preprocessor was developed, rescaling continuous features
using Y eo-Johnson's power transformation (22) and recoding categorical festuresinto dummy variablesvia
one-hot encoding. Predictorswith near-zero variances were excluded. Missing continuous predictors
wereimputed using the mean of the predictor, and amissing indicator feasture was created for each.
Categorical predictors were imputed by introducing an ‘unknown’ category. If blood pressure or respiratory
rate data were missng but corresponding revised trauma score categorical valueswere available, we

imputed the missing datausing the mean of all patientsin that category.

The preprocessor wasinitially run on the training samplefor each split to learn metricsand prevent data
leakage. Thetrained preprocessor model was then applied independently to both the training and

validation samples. To balance the training samples, we used the adaptive synthetic algorithm (23),
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which generates synthetic data, enabling us to upsample OFI outcomes at a balanced 1:1 ratio.

Model development. Eight ML models were built using the Tidymodels framework (24). We used
logistic regression (LR), random forest (RF) (25), decision tree (DT) (26), support vector machine with
aradia basskernd (SVM) (27), XGBoost (XGB) (28), LightGBM (LGB) (29), CatBoost (CAT) (30),
and k-nearest neighbor (k-NN) (31). Each learner is briefly described in the online supplement
(Supplement E2). All model hyperparameters were optimized on thetraining sample of each split using
five-fold cross-validation through iterative Bayesan optimization, encompassing al the parameters provided

by the tidymodels framework.

Perfor mance measurements. The models and audit filters performance were assessed and compared in
terms of false negative rates, false postivesrates, discrimination, and cdibration in each validation samples.
Discrimination was measured using the areaunder thereceiver operating characteristic curve (AUC),
and calibration was measured using the integrated calibration index (ICl) (32). The ICl was not

calculated for the audit filter system due to itsinability to produce a probability for OFI.

To determine the class probability cutoff for each model, we first calibrated each model using Platt
scaling on a20% holdout sample from the training samples. We then determined the cutoff that produced
a95% senditivity on the calibration sample and applied it to the holdout validation sample, called “High
sensitivity”. Additionally, we conducted an analysisto establish an “optimal” cutoff threshold by
identifying the point on the ROC curve that maximizes the trade-off between sengitivity and specificity,
called “balanced calibration”. We estimated 95% confidence intervals (Cls) for al performance metrics

through abootstrap of 1000 resamples for each validation sample.
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Featureimportance. We calculated the feature importance for all models and predictors using
permutation feature importance on the nonresampled validation samples (33). The importanceof a

feature was thus cal culated by taking the average AUC performance when shuffling afeature’ s datafive

times and comparing it to the model’ s performance on nonshuffled data.

Code availability. The code used in this study is publicly available online:

https.//github.com/noacs-i o/predicting-ofi-in-trauma under the MIT License.

5 Resaults

5.1 Participants

Out of the 13879 patientsin the registry collected between January 2013 and December 2022, 8220
(59.87%) patients had been reviewed regarding the presence of OFI, which were identified in 496 (6%)
patients. The mortality conference reviewed 710 (8.54%) patients and classified 42 (5.92%) deaths as
preventable (n=4, 0.56%) or possibly preventable (n=38, 5.35%) with OFI. Of the 7510 patientswho
survived for 30 days, 1760 (23.44%) patients were selected for inclusion at amorbidity conference, and
OFI wasidentified in 454 (6%) patients. Figure 1 showsthe flow of patientsthroughout the review

Process.

Patients with OFI (mean=49 years, SD=21) were older than patients without OFl (mean=45 years,
SD=21). The ISS was greater in patients with OFI (mean=19, SD=11) than in patients without OFI
(mean=12, SD=13), and patients with OFI had longer times (mean=271 minutes, SD=323) from
hospital arrival to definitive treatment than patients without OFl (mean=251 minutes, SD=353).
Treatment frequencies also differed, with the biggest difference being radiological interventions, where

patients with OFI (n=32 [6%]) had more interventions than those without OFI (n=69 [1%]). Table 1
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shows the characteristics of al reviewed patients.

The variable “ Other emergency procedures’ had the highest frequency of missing data (n=6783)
followed by “Time to definitive treatment” (n=5898). This can be explained by the absence of a needed
intervention, which isregistered asamissing variable. Complete details are provided in eTable 1

(Supplement E3).

5.2 Mode Development

Theyears 2017-2022 were all used as separate hold-out test sets. The OFI frequency varied, the highest
occurringin 2017 (n=112, [9%)]) and the lowest in 2018 (n=36, [ 3%]). Annual characteristics are provided
in eTable 2 (Supplement E3). Figure 2 providesthe number of patientsand OFI for each year and

corresponding training datasets for the AOY |-analysis.

5.3 Model Specification and Performance

Figure 3 shows the average feature importance for all years between 2017 and 2022 for all predictors.
Overall, ISS was the most important predictor, followed by highest level of care. All models showed higher
performancesin terms of AUC and false positiverates, and a sensitivity within 0.029, compared to Audit
filters (auc:0.616, sens.0.903, FPR: 0.671). The overall best mode was X GBoost (auc:0.75, sens.0.904,
FPR: 0.599, ICI: 0.033, pairwise difference from audit filter: auc:0.134, sens:0.001, spec:0.073, FPR:
0.073). Table 2 shows the AQY | analysis for the three best models, as well as logistic regression and
audit filters, including pairwise performance differences compared to the audit filters. Figure 2 shows
annual AUC values between 2017 and 2022. The LOY O-analysis showed additional increased
performance and stable calibration, with several models outperforming audit filtersin all aspects. See

the supplementary material, eTable 3 (complete AOY | analysis), eTable 4 (complete LOY O analysis),
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eFigurel (Annual ROC-curves), eFigure 2 and eFigure 3 (annual specificity and sensitivity) for

additional information.
6 Discussion

We found that machine learning models generally outperformed audit filters, with superior in
predicting OFI among adult trauma patients, with the potential to reduce the screening burden in trauma
quality improvement programs. Compared to audit filters, these models are scalable to meet different
contexts and needs where we tested two cdibration strategies, one with higher sengitivity and amoderate
reduction in false positives, and onewith amoderatelossin sensitivity and asubstantial reductionin false
positives. Hence, these models could systematize and quantify the balance between OFI identification

and general screening burden.

Importantly, the models' performances arefalsely low due to two limitations. First, themain analysis
used the AOY | approach to smulate a prospective implementation. Hence, between 2017 and 2020,
model performance decreased due to the small sample size. Thistheory is supported by the LOY O-
analysis, which verified that the mode s could exhibit stable calibration and overall higher performance,
with several models outperforming audit filtersin all aspects. The current sample size calculations wherea
compromise acrossthe AQY I-analysis and to present arealistic model for future implementation. Second,
these models are only evaluated against OFI identified within the current screening system and not the
actual OFI frequency. Hence, any OFI found with these models and not audit filterswould yield increased
model performanceand decreased audit filter performance. The low OFI frequency compared to

previous studies supports that theory (8,9,13).

Whilethe performance differences between the model s and audit filters could appear small and the

potential sensitivity drop for some models could be discouraging, the low incidence of OFI generates
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large differencesin actual patient numberswith relatively small specificity changesand low numbers
despite significant sensitivity loss. The model performancethat most differed from that of the audit filters
inthe High sengitivity-analysiswas that of XGBoost, which had a similar sensitivity but a reduced
screening burden, yielding 90 (11%) false-positive patients annually. These numbers scale when calibrated
toward balanced performance, where X GBoost reduced the screening burden by 572 (72%) with 28 (46%)
fewer identified OFI annually. While areduction in sengitivity is suboptimal, one must remember that
the performance isfalsely low, and many hospitals opt out of general screenings dueto their false-

positive volumes. Hence, this substantial reduction offers possibilitiesfor settings with limited human

resources.

While defined asabinary variable, the OFI includes adiverse set of outcomes ranging from preventable
deaths to lacking communication. The heterogeneity of these outcomes represents a range of clinical
events, each likely correlating to different predictors. In addition, machine learning models struggle to
handle rare events, and despite being an aggregate of al previoudy identified errors, the OFI frequency is

only 6%; asaresult, OFl isacongderable predictive challenge.

Another potential risk isa“datashift”. First, quality improvement efforts and clinical advanceslikely
mean that different mistakes occurred for different reasonsin 2022 compared to 2013. Second, dueto
feasibility, mortality and morbidity conferences and corresponding corrective actions can focus only on
a subset of OFI at any given time, partly due to false positives, which causes modelsto learn older, less
relevant OFIs. Hence, a correctly selected OFI might not beregistered since the conference must
prioritize other areasin need of correction. If human resources could be removed from basic screening
tasks by reducing false positives, they could possibly be allocated toward morein-depth reviews,

reducing the need to prioritize OFl subgroups and instead enabling the conferenceto befocused on all,
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including potentially new, subtypes.

Previous research successfully applied some of thelearnersused in our study for predicting mortality and
other more homogeneous outcomesin trauma, were equal performance where often found using logistic
regression compared to other learners (35). While OFI presentsa moredi Jicult prediction challenge, our
study showed similar resultswherelogistic regression had average performance. To substantially
increase the performance, both higher quantity and quality of data are likely needed, e.g., higher-
resolution data such as vital sign series or imaging information and higher OFI quality, e.g., defined,
complete and consistent OFI classifications. However, that would sacrifice externa validity and general
feasibility compared to the study modelsthat are easily applicablein settingswith registriesfollowing the

Utstein template.

Importantly, perfect performanceisfar from expected. Comparing these modelsto entire sysemsusing a
combination of quantitative screening and several human reviews, including a multidisciplinary review, is
unfair and not the goal of this paper. Instead, we strive to facilitate efforts through acombination of
human and artificial intelligence where thisisthefirst time an alternative to audit filters has been
presented. Future research should focus on prospective testing to estimate true performance, but
importantly, our results are probably falsely low due to unknown fal se negatives and limitationsin data
guantity. Compared to audit filters, these models are scalable in the sense that one can balance and
optimize screening burden and sengtivity goals, giving each trauma quality improvement program the

potentia to standardize and automate part of the review system while assisting human resources.
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10 Figure Legends

Figure 1. Flowchart describing the exclusions made and the process of accessing trauma patients from
arrival until the decision for OFI.

Legend: OFl = Opportunity for improvement. * Survival/death was defined as death by day 30.
Figure 2. Annual AUC values for each model. Sample sizes and OFI number for each training and
test set.

Legend: Year wise model performance and sample sizes for the expanding window add one year
in analysis. A) Mean area under the curve (AUC) per model and year. Lines represent 95%
confidence intervals. For any given year, the AUCs were calculated with that year as the test set
and all preceding years, starting with 2013, as the training set. For example, for 2019 the AUCs
were calculated using 2019 as the test set and 2013-2018 as the training set. B) Opportunities for
improvement (OFI) and sample sizes per year. The training sample and the test sample sizes
includes the OFI in each sample respectively. For any given year, the training OFI and training
sample size rows are the total number of patients with OFI and total number of patientsin all
preceding years respectively. The test OFI test sample size rows are the number of patients with
OFI and the total number of patientsin a specific year. For example, for 2019 the training OFI is
the total number of patients with OFI 2013-2018, the training sample size is the total number of
patients 2013-2018, the test OFI is the number of patients with OFI in 2019 and the test sample

size the number of patientsin 2019.

Figur e 3. Average parmuted variableimportance for eech modd duringthe AOY |-andysis

Legend: The calculated, model-agnostic, permuted featureimportance calculated using the AUC asthe
scoring metric. Variableimportance is measured as AUC change when avariable is permuted. The model
values are the average within that model between the years 2017 and 2022. The “Mean” value isthe
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mean of all models.
Definition of abbreviations: PH = pre-hospital; ED = emergency department, GCS = Glasgow Coma
Scale, GOS = Glasgow Outcome Scale, RF=random forest, LR = logistic regression, XGB =

XGBoost, CAT = CatBoost.
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Table 1. Demographic and clinical characteristics of patients screened for OFI
OFlI No OFI Overall
(N=496) (N=7724) (N=8220)
Age
Mean (SD) 49 (22) 45 (21) 45 (21)
Median [Min, Max] 49 [15, 97] 43 [15, 100] 43 [15, 100]
Sex
Female 136 (27%) 2388 (31%) 2524 (31%)
Male 360 (73%) 5336 (69%) 5696 (69%)
Dead at 30 days
Yes 41 (8% 677 (9% 718 (9%)
No 453 (91%) 7038 (91%) 7491 (91%)
Missing 2 (<1%) 9 (<1%) 11 (<1%)
Hilghest level of care
mergency department 22 (4%) 1467 (19%) 1489 (18%)

General ward
Operation Theatre
Specialist ward/Intermediate ward
Intensive care unit
Injur severlt score
Ik/le)én (sb Y
Med|an [M|n Max]
Missing
Respirator
Mean (SD)
Median [Min, Max]
Missing
ED GCS
Mean (SD)
Median [Min, Max]
Missing
ED Systolic Blood Pressure
Mean (SD)
Median [Min, Max]
Missing
Time to first CT
Mean (SD)
Median [Min, Max]
Missing
Time to definitive treatment
Mean (SD)
Median [Min, Max]
Missing
Emergency procedure
Thoracotomy
Laparotomy
Pelvis Packing
Revascularization
Radiological intervention
Craniotomy
Intracranial pressure measurement
Other

Missing

rate

116 (23%)
141 (28%)
50 (10%)

167 (34%)

19 (11)
17 [0, 75]
0 (0%)

19 (5)
18 [0, 40]
51 (10%)

14 Ea)
15 [3, 15]
49 (10%)

133 634)
135 [0, 237]
0 (0%)

76 (129)
40 [6, 1339]
42 (8%)

271 (323)
143 [3, 1420]

230 (46%)

8 (2%)

28 (6%)

0 (0%)

12 (2%)
32 (6%)
42 (8%)
13 (3%)
131 (26%)
230 (46%)

2920 (38%)
1438 (19%)
336 (4%)

1563 (20%)

12 (13)
9 [0, 75]
10 (<1%)

18 (5)
18 [0, 60]
812 (11%)

14 EZ)
15 [3; 15]
811 (11%)

133 533)
135 [0, 285]
13 (<1%)

71 (159)
33 [0, 7073]
945 (12%)

251 (353)
102 [0, 2036]
5668 (73%)

97 (1%)
213'(3%)

5 (<1%)
37 (<1%)
69 (1%)
240 (3%)
90 (1%)
1305 (17%)
5668 (73%)

3036 (37%)
1579 (19%)
386 (5%)

1730 (21%)

12 (13)
9 [0, 75]
10 (<1%)

18 (5)
18 [0, 60]
863 (10%)

14 fz)
15 [3, 15]
860 (10%)

133 533)
135 [0, 285]
13 (<1%)

71 (157)
33 [0, 7073]
987 (12%)

253 6349)
106 [0, 2036]

5898 (72%)

105 21%;
241 (3%
5 (<1%)
49 (1%)
101 (1%)
282 (3%)
103 (1%)
1436 (17%)
5898 (72%)

Definition of abbreviations: OFI

Department; GCS = Glasgow Coma Scale.
Time to first CT and time to definitive treatment: Measured in minutes from arrival at

the hospital.
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Table 2. Performance Metricsfor AOY |-analysis

Model AUC Sensitivity FPR ICI
Calibrated to high sensitivity
XGBoost 0.75(0.747-0.753) 0.904(0.901-0.907) 0.599(0.598-0.6) 0.033(0.032-0.033)
Random Forest 0.733(0.73-0.736) 0.888(0.884-0.891) 0.617(0.616-0.619) 0.031(0.031-0.032)
CatBoost 0.721(0.718-0.724) 0.874(0.871-0.878) 0.615(0.613-0.616) 0.029(0.028-0.029)
Logistic Regression 0.72(0.717-0.723) 0.885(0.881-0.888) 0.636(0.635-0.638) 0.032(0.032-0.032)
Audit filters 0.616(0.614-0.618) 0.903(0.9-0.906) 0.671(0.67-0.672) -
Performance differences between audit filters and high sensitivity models
XGBoost 0.134(0.132-0.137) 0.001(-0.003-0.005) 0.073(0.074-0.071) -
Random Forest 0.117(0.115-0.12) -0.016(-0.02--0.011) 0.054(0.055-0.052) -
CatBoost 0.105(0.102-0.108) -0.029(-0.033--0.024) 0.057(0.058-0.055) -

Logistic Regression 0.104(0.101-0.107) -0.019(-0.023--0.015) 0.035(0.036-0.033) -

Balanced Calibration

XGBoost 0.75(0.747-0.753) 0.502(0.496-0.507) 0.186(0.185-0.187) 0.033(0.032-0.033)
Random Forest 0.733(0.73-0.736) 0.519(0.514-0.524) 0.222(0.221-0.223) 0.031(0.031-0.032)
CatBoost 0.721(0.718-0.724) 0.401(0.396-0.407) 0.166(0.165-0.167) 0.029(0.028-0.029)
Logistic Regression 0.72(0.717-0.723) 0.501(0.496-0.507) 0.218(0.217-0.219) 0.032(0.032-0.032)
Audit filters 0.616(0.614-0.618) 0.903(0.9-0.906) 0.671(0.67-0.672) -

Performance differences between audit filters and balanced models
XGBoost 0.134(0.132-0.137) -0.401(-0.407--0.396) 0.485(0.486-0.484) -
Random Forest 0.117(0.115-0.12) -0.384(-0.39--0.379) 0.449(0.451-0.448) -
CatBoost 0.105(0.102-0.108) -0.502(-0.507--0.496) 0.505(0.507-0.504) -

Logistic Regression 0.104(0.101-0.107) -0.402(-0.407--0.396) 0.453(0.455-0.452) -

Average performance measures for the three best models, logistic regression, and audit filters for the expanding window add on year in
approach. The performance differences are calculated by subtracting the audit filter performance values from the corresponding model
value. ICl is not calculated for audit filters since they don’t output prediction probabilities.

Definition of abbreviations: AUC = Area under the ROC Curve; FPR = False positive rate; ICI = Integrated calibration index
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