


Figure 2: Predicted probability distributions of the different models. The graphs on the left (panels A, C,
E, and G) are the distributions for the 90-day mortality label and the ones on the right (panels B, D, F, and
H) for the complications label. The probability distributions of the baseline models (imbalance ratio =
73.2 and 9.6 for the 90-day mortality and complications labels, respectively) skewed towards 0, i.e. the
majority label. The class imbalance mitigation methods shifted the distributions to be more uniform.
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Figure 3: Effect of different imbalance ratios on the evaluation metrics. Panels A and B show the metrics
for the three models using sampling methods to address class imbalance, for the 90-day mortality and
complications labels, respectively. These results show that perfectly balancing a dataset does not always
yield the best models.
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Figure 4: Calibration curves for the different sampling methods with respect to the imbalance ratio. The
graphs on the left (panels A, C, and E) show the calibration curves for the 90-day mortality label while
those on the right (panels B, D, and F) correspond to the complications label. As the imbalance ratio
decreased, the calibrations skewed and the models over-predicted the risk of events occurring.
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Figure 5: Decision curve analysis graphs for the 90-day mortality label (panel A) and the complications
label (panel B). For both labels, the natural model outperformed the models that applied a class imbalance
mitigation method with the highest net benefit across all thresholds.

13/18

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 5, 2026. ; https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


REFERENCES
[1] Calster, B. V. et al. Evaluation of performance measures in predictive artificial intelligence models to

support medical decisions: overview and guidance. The Lancet. Digital health 7, 100916 (2025).
[2] Faiyazuddin, M. et al. The impact of artificial intelligence on healthcare: A comprehensive review of

advancements in diagnostics, treatment, and operational efficiency. Health Science Reports 8, e70312
(2025).

[3] Narasimhan, P., Iqbal, U. & Li, Y. C. Artificial intelligence in clinical risk prediction: promise,
performance and the path forward? BMJ Health & Care Informatics 32, e101707 (2025).

[4] Liu, Y., Ko, C. Y., Hall, B. L. & Cohen, M. E. American college of surgeons nsqip risk calculator
accuracy using a machine learning algorithm compared with regression. Journal of the American
College of Surgeons 236, 1024–1030 (2023).

[5] Sadeghi, S., Khalili, D., Ramezankhani, A., Mansournia, M. A. & Parsaeian, M. Diabetes mellitus
risk prediction in the presence of class imbalance using flexible machine learning methods. BMC
Medical Informatics and Decision Making 22, 36– (2022).

[6] Mulugeta, G., Zewotir, T., Tegegne, A. S., Juhar, L. H. & Muleta, M. B. Classification of imbalanced
data using machine learning algorithms to predict the risk of renal graft failures in ethiopia. BMC
Medical Informatics and Decision Making 23, 98– (2023).

[7] Luu, J. et al. Practical guide to building machine learning-based clinical prediction models using
imbalanced datasets. Trauma Surgery & Acute Care Open 9 (2024).

[8] He, H. & Garcia, E. A. Learning from imbalanced data. IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data
Engineering 21, 1263–1284 (2009).

[9] Chawla, N. V., Bowyer, K. W., Hall, L. O. & Kegelmeyer, W. P. Smote: Synthetic minority
over-sampling technique. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research 16, 321–357 (2002).

[10] Araf, I., Idri, A. & Chairi, I. Cost-sensitive learning for imbalanced medical data: a review. Artificial
Intelligence Review 2024 57:4 57, 80– (2024).

[11] Altalhan, M., Algarni, A. & Alouane, M. T.-H. Imbalanced data problem in machine learning: A
review. IEEE Access 13, 13686–13699 (2025).

[12] Leevy, J. L., Khoshgoftaar, T. M., Bauder, R. A. & Seliya, N. A survey on addressing high-class
imbalance in big data. Journal of Big Data 5, 42– (2018).

[13] Eugene, N. et al. Development and internal validation of a novel risk adjustment model for adult
patients undergoing emergency laparotomy surgery: the national emergency laparotomy audit risk
model. British Journal of Anaesthesia 121, 739–748 (2018).

[14] Campbell, D. et al. National risk prediction model for perioperative mortality in non-cardiac surgery.
The British journal of surgery 106, 1549–1557 (2019).

[15] Varghese, C. et al. Tabular foundation models as a new portable standard in local surgical risk
prediction. Surgery 192, 110078 (2026).

[16] Miller, S. M. et al. Current use of the national surgical quality improvement program surgical risk
calculator in academic surgery: a mixed-methods study. Surgery in Practice and Science 13, 100173
(2023).

[17] Wells, C. I. et al. Inequities in ‘failure to rescue’ for indigenous māori after gastrointestinal cancer
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS

Figure 6: Number of patients per operation year. The distribution showed that the number of patients
increased between 2010 and 2014 but remained stable afterwards. This distribution confirms the use of a
time-based cross-validation training scheme.

Table 4: Participant characteristics and preprocessing methods.

Features
Train set
(2010 – 2022)
N=1,867,300 (87 %)

Test set
(2023 – 2024)
N=287,123 (13 %)

Preprocessing

Age, median (IQR) 51 (31) 54 (32) Scaled
Sex, count (%)
Female
Male

998,741 (53.5)
868,559 (46.5)

155,515 (54.2)
131,608 (45.8)

Encoded

Ethnicity, count (%)
Asian
European
Māori
MELAA/Other
Pacific Peoples

125,917 (6.7)
1,343,909 (72.0)
259,982 (13.9)
26,340 (1.4)
111,152 (6.0)

26,082 (9.1)
189,653 (66.1)
47,043 (16.4)
5,254 (1.8)
19,091 (6.6)

Encoded & Scaled

Trauma, count (%)
Yes
No

194,772 (10.4)
1,672,528 (89.6)

31,412 (11.0)
255,711 (89.0)

N/A

Prior cancer, count (%)
Yes
No

356,324 (19.1)
1,150,976 (80.9)

66,882 (23.3)
220,241 (76.7)

N/A

Admission acuity, count (%)
Acute
Elective

548,086 (29.4)
1,319,214 (70.6)

97,422 (33.9)
189,701 (66.1)

Encoded

Admission source, count (%)
Routine
Transfer

1,823,582 (97.7)
43,718 (2.7)

279,997 (97.5)
7,126 (2.5)

Encoded

Continued on next page
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Features
Train set
(2010–2022)
N=1,867,300 (87 %)

Test set
(2023 – 2024)
N=287,123 (13 %)

Preprocessing

Operation severity, count (%)
1
2
3
4
5

122,671 (6.6)
936,938 (50.2)
568,881 (30.4)
171,865 (9.2)
66,900 (3.6)

18,370 (6.4)
130,956 (45.6)
98,486 (34.3)
28,525 (9.9)
10,786 (3.8)

Scaled

GCH 2018, count (%)
U1
U2
R1
R2
R3

1,106,500 (56.3)
382,299 (20.5)
248.669 (13.3)
110.237 (5.9)
19,595 (1.0)

166,455 (58.0)
59,333 (20.7)
39,854 (13.9)
18,141 (6.3)
3,340 (1.1)

Encoded & Scaled

M3 score, count (%)
0
(0 – 1]
(1 – 2]
(2 – 3]
≥ 4

1,257,340 (67.3)
436,407 (23.4)
107,301 (5.8)
37,743 (2.0)
28,509 (1.5)

182,124 (63.4)
75,958 (26.4)
17,768 (6.2)
6,205 (2.2)
5,068 (1.8)

Binned & Capped

DEP 2018, count (%)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

154,949 (8.3)
180,262 (9.6)
177,878 (9.5)
178,690 (9.6)
200,352 (10.7)
182,496 (9.8)
204,480 (11.0)
211,040 (11.3)
202,635 (10.9)
174,518 (9.3)

23,731 (8.3)
27,237 (9.5)
27,157 (9.4)
26,916 (9.4)
30,749 (10.7)
27,682 (9.6)
31,164 (10.9)
32,242 (11.2)
32,345 (11.3)
27,900 (9.7)

Scaled

Speciality, count (%)
Cardiac
ENT
General Surgery
Neurosurgery
Obstetrics & Gynaecology
Ophthalmology
Oral & Maxillofacial
Orthopaedics
Other
Plastics
Thoracic
Transplant
Urology
Vascular

34,241 (1.8)
10,9579 (5.9)
467,504 (25.0)
28,090 (1.5)
265,548 (14.2)
29,340 (1.6)
14,729 (0.8)
506,206 (27.1)
573 (0.1)
244,778 (13.1)
13,575 (0.7)
3,427 (0.2)
115,482 (6.2)
34,228 (1.8)

5,131 (1.8)
16,206 (5.6)
80,088 (28.0)
4,797 (1.7)
38,430 (13.4)
4,556 (1.6)
2,072 (0.7)
67,999 (23.7)
122 (0.0)
36,909 (12.9)
2,507 (0.9)
646 (0.0)
22,293 (7.8)
5,367 (1.9)

Encoded & Scaled

Figure 7 shows the calibration curves and predicted probability distributions of the models that used class
imbalance mitigation methods before and after post-hoc calibration. The recalibration was performed
using an isotonic regression model and the test data from the year 2023 and the plots were generated from
the test data from the year 2024, thereby ensuring proper external validation. The probability distributions
were plotted with a log scale on the y-axis.
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Figure 7: Post-hoc calibration of the models using class imbalance mitigation methods and an imbalance
ratio (IR) of 1. The graphs on the left (panels A, C, and E) show the calibration curves for the 90-day
mortality label while those on the right (panels B, D, and F) correspond to the complications label. The
calibration curves followed the perfect calibration line much closer after recalibration. The probability
distributions resembled the natural distribution, which a much higher incidence rate between 0 and 0.1.

18/18

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 5, 2026. ; https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 5, 2026. ; https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 5, 2026. ; https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 5, 2026. ; https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 5, 2026. ; https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 5, 2026. ; https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 5, 2026. ; https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.64898/2026.03.04.26347634
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

