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Abstract  24 

Restrictive eligibility criteria for clinical trials may limit the generalizability of treatment 25 
effectiveness and safety to real-world patients. In this paper, we propose a machine learning 26 
approach to derive patient subgroups from real-world data (RWD), such that the patients within 27 
the same subgroup share similar clinical characteristics and safety outcomes. The effectiveness 28 
of our approach was validated on two existing clinical trials with the electronic health records 29 
(EHRs) from a large clinical research network. One is the donepezil trial for Alzheimer’s disease 30 
(AD), and the other is the Bevacizumab trial on colon cancer (CRC). The results show that our 31 
proposed algorithm can identify patient subgroups with coherent clinical manifestations and 32 
similar risk levels of encountering severe adverse events (SAEs). We further exemplify that 33 
potential rules for describing the patient subgroups with less SAEs can be derived to inform the 34 
design of clinical trial eligibility criteria.  35 

Introduction 36 

Randomized controlled trials (RCTs) are the golden standard for investigating drug 37 
effectiveness (1). In designing an RCT, stringent eligibility criteria (EC) need to be applied to 38 
appropriately define a study population so that the drug effectiveness can be reliably and safely 39 
evaluated. In practice, trial designers often adopt eligibility criteria from existing similar trials, 40 
without too much consideration on their applicability and adaptability to the new trials. Moreover, 41 
many pivotal Phase III clinical trials continue to apply the same highly restrictive eligibility criteria 42 
as in the corresponding Phase I and Phase II trials. These oftentimes make the eligible trial 43 
participants not representative of the real-world patient population who will receive the treatment 44 
(2). For example, the elderlies are often excluded from cancer and Alzheimer’s disease drug 45 
development trials and are therefore under-represented among the primary target populations 46 
for these drugs (3, 4).  47 

Although excessive or overly restrictive EC may lower the risk of the study populations for 48 
encountering adverse events (5-7), they usually lead to low population representativeness (thus, 49 
low trial generalizability), and subsequently, treatment effectiveness could be reduced, and the 50 
likelihood of adverse outcomes could increase when the treatment entered real-world clinical 51 
practice (8). Therefore, as recommended by regulatory agencies such as the U.S. Food and 52 
Drug Administration (FDA), broadening eligibility criteria during enrollment to increase the 53 
diversity of the clinical trial population and thus improve generalizability is an important trend (9).  54 

Trial generalizability is largely dependent on the representativeness of the study population with 55 
respect to target population to which the study results are intended to be applied (8). In recent 56 
years, the rapid adoption of electronic health records (EHR) systems has led to large integrated 57 
clinical data warehouses and interoperable data networks, which made it possible for 58 
accumulating large amounts of real-world patient data. Such data provide us a unique 59 
opportunity for simulating the study and target populations of clinical trials. The goal of this study 60 
is to develop machine learning approaches for mining insights from RWD that could be 61 
informative of clinical trial eligibility criteria design. In particular, to account for the heterogeneity 62 
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of the real-world population, we introduce a novel transparent and outcome-guided probabilistic 63 
model to identify the subphenotypes who took a specific medication (Fig. 1). The patients within 64 
the same subphenotype do not just share similar clinical characteristics, but also face a similar 65 
risk of encountering severe adverse events (SAEs) after they take the drug. We assume certain 66 
compositions (co-occurrence patterns) of the clinical events within an individual’s EHR can 67 
determine those subphenotypes and propose a novel weakly supervised clinical topic modeling 68 
approach to identify those subphenotypes. Here each clinical topic represents a certain clinical 69 
event composition pattern learned from the patient EHRs.  70 

 71 
Fig. 1 Model overview. Clinical events including demographics, diagnoses, and medications 72 
were extracted from RWD to represent patients. Supervised Poisson factor analysis (PFA) is 73 
applied to identify patient subgroups with coherent clinical latent topics and outcomes measured 74 
by SAEs. Subgroups with less SAEs can be derived to inform the design of clinical trial eligibility 75 
criteria. 76 

We evaluated our algorithm with two real-world clinical trials: (1) a hallmark randomized Phase 77 
III trial (i.e., NCT00478205) that compares the effects of 23 mg to 10 mg Donepezil in treating 78 
patients with Alzheimer’s disease that led to the FDA approval of the 23 mg Donepezil; and (2) 79 
another randomized Phase III trial studying two different combination chemotherapy regimens 80 
with or without bevacizumab (trade name Avastin) in high-risk stage II/III colon cancer patients. 81 
We used RWD data from the OneFlorida Clinical Research Consortium -- a statewide clinical 82 
data warehouse containing large collections of linked EHR, administrative claims, vital statistics, 83 
and cancer registry data among others, covering more than 15 million (~60%) Floridians (10). 84 
Our results showed that, for both trials, 1) a significant number of real-world patients who 85 
satisfied the ECs and took the drug suffered from SAEs; 2) our model can clearly identify the 86 
patient subgroups who are more likely to suffer or not suffer from SAEs as subphenotypes in a 87 
transparent and interpretable way. We have also inferred the clinical topics from the 88 
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subphenotypes with or without SAEs, which reveal meaningful combinations of clinical features 89 
across multiple data types and provide data-driven recommendations for refining the ECs of 90 
clinical trials. 91 

Results 92 
 93 
Target population of the donepezil clinical trial. NCT00478205 is a double-blind, double-94 
dummy trial that compares different dosages (23 mg vs. 10 mg) of donepezil for treating 95 
patients with moderate to severe Alzheimer’s disease (11). The real-world individual-level EHR 96 
data are from the OneFlorida Clinical Research Consortium. We constrained the target 97 
population as those who (1) were diagnosed with AD, and (2) treated with donepezil. A total of 98 
4,998 unique patients (mean (SD) age, 77.53 (9.9) years) were identified from OneFlorida (Fig. 99 
2b, Table 1).  100 

To determine whether a patient experienced SAEs related to donepezil, we first compiled the list 101 
of SAEs reported in the original trial in ClinicalTrials.gov, and then identified relevant diagnosis 102 
codes (i.e., International Classification of Diseases, Ninth/Tenth Revision, Clinical Modification 103 
[ICD-9/10-CM]) for each SAE. Based on the severity grading scale defined in the Common 104 
Terminology Criteria for Adverse Events (CTCAE) (12), adverse events leading to 105 
hospitalization or mortality are grade 3 and above are considered as SAEs in our study. Further, 106 
we defined that the SAE diagnosis codes have to occur 1) after the first donepezil treatment, 107 
and 2) before 30 days after the last donepezil treatment (Fig. 2a). Among the patients in our 108 
target population, 3,063 (61.3%) had no SAE while 1,935 (38.7%) had at least one SAE. We 109 
dropped the ECs which are not computable (e.g., subjective eligibility criteria such as “written 110 
informed consent” is not computable, but also not going to affect our analysis, since we can 111 
safely assume all patients treated with donepezil in the real-world are consented) and extracted 112 
study traits corresponding to each computable EC from the OneFlorida data (Table 1).  113 

We first represent each patient using the extracted traits as a vector and check whether patients 114 
with and without SAEs can be well separated. Fig. 2c shows the 2D embeddings of patient traits 115 
with Uniform Manifold Approximation and Projection (UMAP) (13).  We color each sample 116 
based on whether the patient had SAEs or not. As shown in the figure, the two clusters, patients 117 
with (#SAE>0) vs. without (#SAE=0) are mixed up with each other, which indicates that the trial 118 
ECs cannot guarantee the safety for real-world patients. In addition, we examined the 119 
differences of the study traits value distributions between the two groups through Chi-square 120 
tests and summarized the results in Table 1, from which we observe that many traits were not 121 
significantly different (statistical sense, with p>0.05) including memantine (p=0.145), 122 
antidepressant (p=0.590), basal/squamous cell carcinoma of the skin (p=0.275), galantamine 123 
(p=0.190), severe lactose intolerance (p=0.219), and clinically significant Hepatic (p=0.105). 124 
This suggests that the trial ECs can further be optimized with real-world evidence. 125 

                                                               126 



 

 127 
Fig. 2 The donepezil trial for Alzheimer’s disease. a Definition of key dates; b Selection of 128 
target population; c Traits distribution with UMAP among two patients’ groups with or without 129 
SAE. 130 

Study design of the donepezil clinical trial. The beginning of the treatment is termed the 131 
index date. We set the index date in our donepezil trial to the first (ever) observed prescription 132 
date of donepezil. We refer to the observed time before the index date as the baseline period 133 
and use the information (i.e., demographic, diagnosis and medication history) collected during 134 
that time period for analysis. The period from the index date to the last donepezil prescription 135 
plus 30 days was set as the follow-up period, from which the SAE information is collected. Fig. 136 
2a illustrates the key dates in our study design.  137 

We applied supervised Poisson factor analysis (SPFA) to the collected information and used the 138 
occurrence of SAE as the supervision to guide the learning process of PFA. Similar to other 139 
topic modeling approaches (14), SPFA first compressed the clinical events into a set of 140 
overlapping groups (i.e., topics). Novel patient representations are derived on top of these 141 
topics (which are groups of clinical events that tend to co-appear in the same visit within the 142 
RWD). K-means clustering is then performed on these new patient representations to identify 143 
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the clusters as subphenotypes. To choose the optimal number of topics K, we used all samples 144 
to learn the supervised topic model and then evaluated the topic coherence by normalized 145 
pointwise mutual information (NPMI) value (15), and the classification performance by ROC-146 
AUC. We set K=40 for subsequent analyses as it achieved the highest ROC-AUC with large 147 
topic coherence values (Supplementary Fig. 1). The model robustness with respect to K will be 148 
discussed in the methods.  149 

As discussed in (16), according to the silhouette score (17), we select the most appropriate 150 
number of clusters that provides the largest silhouette score. As a result, six clusters were 151 
derived with K-means for patients who had been diagnosed with AD and treated with Donepezil 152 
(Fig. 3a). Among the six clusters, two patient subgroups emerged: (1) the SAE group (#SAE>0) 153 
containing clusters 4, 5, and 6, and (2) the non-SAE group (#SAE=0) including clusters 1, 2 and 154 
3. As shown in Fig. 4a, the two patient subgroups (i.e., #SAE=0 vs. #SAE>0) are well separated. 155 
Specifically, for the SAE group, 1,915 out of total 1,935 patients (99.0%) encountered SAE 156 
events; for non-SAE group, 3,014 out of 3,063 patients (98.4%) did not have any SAE events. 157 
 158 
We examined the distribution of the 40 topics across the two subgroups (Fig 4b). According to i) 159 
the mean topic weights (MTW) over all samples (evaluation for the usage of each topic on the 160 
cohort) and ii) Mann–Whitney U (MWU) test (18) on MTW of SAE subgroup (#SAE>0) versus 161 
non-SAE subgroup (#SAE=0) (evaluation for difference of topic usage between two groups), 18 162 
typical topics were selected to be analyzed detailly. Specifically, 15 topics (except for T4, T9, 163 
and T13 in Fig 2c) whose MWU p-value of SAE subgroup versus non-SAE subgroup are 164 
smaller than 0.05 (significant difference between two groups) while MTW on all samples are 165 
larger than 0.1 were selected. Of the 15 typical significant-difference topics, 10 topics (T1~T3, 166 
T5~T8, T16~T18, denoted by red in Fig. 3c) were characterized as likely to align with the SAE 167 
subgroup (#SAE>0) and the other 5 topics (T10~T12, T14~T15, denoted by blue in Fig. 3c) 168 
align with the other non-SAE subgroup (#SAE=0). Besides, 3 topics (T4, T9, and T13) whose p-169 
values are larger than 0.05 but MTW on all samples are the top-three largest ones were also 170 
selected. These 3 topics (T4, T9, and T13) are shared by all clusters.  171 

 172 



 

 173 
Fig. 3 Clustering results of AD target population. a Data visualization with UMAP; b Topic 174 
distributions of each cluster; c Top clinical features from certain disease topics, where the red, 175 
blue, and green topics represent the commonly used topics for clusters 4, 5, 6 (most of samples 176 
are with SAE>0), clusters 1, 2, 3 (most of samples are with SAE=0), and all clusters, 177 
respectively. 178 
 179 
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 180 
Fig. 4 Donepezil clinical trial. a Visualization of clustering results; b Mean topic weight (MTW) 181 
of all topics on two groups, where x-axis is the topic index and y-axis is the MTW of each topic 182 
on two subgroups.  183 
 184 
We then examined the relevance of our learned disease topics by qualitatively assessing the 185 
coherence of the five most prevalent clinical events (i.e., diagnosis and medication codes) for 186 
each topic (19). We interpreted these 18 topics based on these clinical events and found that 187 
many of them were specific to different diseases (Fig 3c). These 18 topics can be divided into 188 
three categories. Specifically, i) T4, T9, and T13 includes dementia, memory loss and cognitive 189 
impairment related events, which are commonly used among all clusters. These topics 190 
represent the common diseases and drugs in the cohort. ii) T1 is related to cardiovascular 191 
diseases. T2 is related to gastrointestinal diseases. T3 is about respiratory disorders. T5 is 192 
related to psychotic disorders, especially Schizophrenia and relevant treatments (anticholinergic 193 
agents) (20). T6 is related to endocrine disorders. T7 is about metabolism disorders such as 194 
mineral metabolism disorder. T8 includes lipoid metabolism and secondary malignant neoplasm 195 
or cancer of the liver. There have been prior studies showing the relationship between these two 196 
types of diseases (21). T16 includes various conditions or disorders of brains, which is closely 197 
related to AD. T17 talks about the diseases and treatments of esophagus such as 198 
gastroesophageal reflux disease (GERD). T18 is about obesity and some related complications 199 
and drugs. Six clusters were derived which is characterized by some related clinical topics: 200 
cluster 1 (N=1811; 36.23%), patients with disorders of ears or eyes (T11 and T14); cluster 2 201 
(N=939; 18.79%), patients with diseases of urinary system (T12 and T15); cluster 3 (N=331; 202 
6.62%), patients with depression or mood disorder (T10 and T13); cluster 4 (N=667; 13.35%), 203 
patients with disorders of endocrine and metabolism (T6, T7, and T8); cluster 5 (N=548; 204 
10.96%), patients with different diseases of brain (T1, T5, and T16); cluster 6 (N=702; 14.05%), 205 
patients with diseases of digestive and respiratory systems (T2, T3, and T17). 206 

The topics, commonly used in the SAE subgroup, may have close relation with exclusion criteria 207 
in EC. T11 and T14 are related to diseases of ears such as hearing loss in T11 and otitis media 208 
in T14 with related drugs, which have some shared characteristics with AD (22). T12 and T15 209 
related to various diseases are about male genital organs such as hyperplasia of prostate and 210 

a Visualization of clustering results b Mean topic weight



 

urinary tract disorder. T10 is associated with mood disorders and depression, where their 211 
relationship to dementia and AD is unclear (23). These topics are mostly related to relatively 212 
mild conditions with no direct connection to the diagnosis of AD. In other words, most 213 
phenotypes associated with the non-SAE subgroup are mild aging-related chronic comorbidities 214 
that are common in older adults and do not lead to serious adverse effects. Therefore, diseases 215 
which are more associated with the non-SAE patient subgroup may have a lower probability of 216 
causing adverse serious events. 217 

We further analyzed the association between the inferred topics with the SAE subgroup and the 218 
extracted computable eligibility criteria. We will explain why our model is more powerful in 219 
distinguishing two subgroups compared to traits.  220 

Align with exclusion criterion in clinical trials. Firstly, we found that topics (T1~T8) aligned 221 
with the SAE patient subgroup (#SAE>0) are highly associated with the exclusion criteria of the 222 
donepezil trial. Here, [Ex] represents the “exclusion criterion” of clinical trials. 223 

● “[Ex] Patients with evidence of clinically significant, active gastrointestinal, renal, hepatic, 224 
respiratory, endocrine, or cardiovascular system disease (including history of life-225 
threatening arrhythmias).” 226 
We found T1 (cardiovascular), T2 (gastrointestinal), T3 (respiratory), T6 (endocrine) are 227 
highly related to this exclusion criterion. Disorders of lipoid metabolism (i.e., T8) is a 228 
major contributing factor that mediates the development of cardiovascular diseases, 229 
especially atherosclerosis (24). 230 

● “[Ex] Patients with dementia complicated by other organic diseases or Alzheimer's 231 
disease with delirium.” 232 
We found T4 (delirium) is related to this criterion. Although T4 is a topic shared by non-233 
SAE subgroup (cluster 1) and SAE subgroup (clusters 4, 5, 6), its proportion and MTW 234 
are higher in SAE group (Fig 3b and 4b).  235 

● “[Ex] Patients with psychiatric disorders affecting the ability to assess cognition such as 236 
schizophrenia, bipolar or unipolar depression. Patients with clinically significant sleep 237 
disorders will also be excluded unless these are controlled by treatment and clinically 238 
stable for > 3 months prior to screening.” 239 
We found T5 (psychotic disorders) is related to this criterion. 240 

● “[Ex] Patients with any conditions affecting absorption, distribution, or metabolism of the 241 
study medication (e.g., inflammatory bowel disease, gastric or duodenal ulcers, hepatic 242 
disease, or severe lactose intolerance).” 243 
We found T7 is related to this criterion. T7 is characterized as other disorders of 244 
metabolism include disorders of fluid, electrolyte, and acid-base balance. Acid-base and 245 
electrolyte homeostasis is essential for the proper functioning of many metabolic 246 
processes and organ functions in the body (25). Phenotypes in T7 seem to have effects 247 
on absorption or metabolism of the study medication. 248 

● “[Ex] Patients with a history of cancer (does not include basal or squamous cell 249 
carcinoma of the skin) treated within 5 years prior to study entry, or current evidence of 250 



 

malignant neoplasm, recurrent, metastatic disease. Males with localized prostate cancer 251 
requiring no treatment would not be excluded.” 252 
Although we annotated T8 to the disorder of lipoid metabolism, it also includes 253 
secondary malignant neoplasm or cancer of the liver. As the disorder of lipid metabolism 254 
plays an important role in carcinogenesis and development, we concluded T8 is also 255 
related to this criterion.  256 

Different from and move beyond exclusion criteria in clinical trials. Secondly, we found 257 
that some topics (T16~T18) have no direct connections with exclusion criteria. These topics 258 
describe some diseases, such as disorders of the brain in T16, diseases of esophagus in T17, 259 
and obesity in T18, which may have a severe impact for older people. For example, in (26), 260 
authors discussed associations of obesity with numerous life-threatening diseases. In (27), 261 
authors discussed the potential life-threatening gastroesophageal reflux disease (GERD). In 262 
other words, our method may discover some diseases that have potential outcomes of serious 263 
adverse events for elder patients, but are ignored by the original EC. This is the first reason why 264 
our method, learning knowledge from more abundant features, can separate SAE and non-SAE 265 
subgroups well compared with original traits from EC. Furthermore, even for one disease that 266 
appears in both SAE-associated topics and EC, more abundant features provide more detailed 267 
insights. For example, for gastrointestinal disease, EC only said “[Ex] Patients with evidence of 268 
clinically significant active gastrointestinal disease”, which may be a coarse description. 269 
However, the learned topics, T2 and T17, discover more detailed diseases or drugs about 270 
gastrointestinal disease. 271 

There are also eligibility criteria that have no apparent relations with these inferred topics likely 272 
due to two main reasons: (1) since we did not use procedure codes and laboratory tests in the 273 
topic modeling process, eligibility criteria related to procedures and lab tests were missing in 274 
these inferred topics; and (2) there are eligibility criteria that are not used to ensure patient 275 
safety but to ensure treatment efficacy. 276 

Target population of the bevacizumab (Avastin) clinical trial. To demonstrate the 277 
generalizability of our approach, we analyzed another RCT (NCT00112918) which studied a 278 
combination chemotherapy with or without bevacizumab in treating patients who have 279 
undergone surgery for high-risk stage II or stage III colon cancer. Specifically, the trial studied 280 
three combination chemotherapies: (1) the control arm, a standard-of-care (SoC) treatment, 281 
FOLFOX4 (i.e., intermittent fluorouracil/leucovorin with oxaliplatin), (2) FOLFOX4 plus 282 
bevacizumab, and (3) XELOX (i.e., capecitabine with oxaliplatin) plus bevacizumab.  In our 283 
RWD analysis, we set the target population as patients who (1) were diagnosed with colorectal 284 
cancer (CRC), and (2) treated with FOLFOX4 (Fig. 5(b), Table 2). Since FOLFOX4 was the SoC 285 
treatment, patients who were treated with FOLFOX4 in the real-world could potentially benefit 286 
from the new combination chemotherapies investigated in this trial. A total of 739 patients 287 
(mean age, 57.49 with a standard deviation of 11.2 years old) were identified (out of a total of 288 
47,492 CRC patients) from OneFlorida.  289 

Similar to the Donepezil trial, we defined the index date as the date of first FOLFOX4 treatment 290 
after CRC diagnosis. The baseline period was defined as the time period before the index date, 291 



 

and the follow-up period was defined as the time period between index date and the last 292 
FOLFOX4 treatment date plus 30 days. SAE events were collected from the follow-up period. 293 
This study design is depicted in Fig. 4(a). Among all CRC patients who received FOLFOX4 after 294 
diagnosis, 347 (47.0%) had no SAE, while 392 (53.0%) had at least one SAE. We examined the 295 
computability of each eligibility criterion and constructed queries to extract study traits 296 
corresponding to the computable ones based on the OneFlorida data. The identified traits 297 
included patient demographics (e.g., age) and medical history (e.g., medication, treatment). We 298 
conducted Chi-square tests on the two patient subgroups, i.e., patients had SAEs (#SAE>0) vs 299 
patients who did not (#SAE>0). We found that the p values of most study traits are larger than 300 
0.05, except for metastatic disease (p=0.026), parenteral anticoagulants (p<0.001), myocardial 301 
infarction (p<0.001) and significant and thrombolytic agent (p=0.003). The p value of the trait 302 
related to “inability to take oral medication” was smaller than 0.05 after adjusting for 303 
demographics (Table 2).  304 

 305 
 306 

Fig. 5 The Bevacizumab (Avastin) clinical trial for colon cancer. a Definition of key dates; b 307 
Selection of the target population; c Traits distribution with UMAP among the two patients’ 308 
groups with or without SAEs. 309 
 310 
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Similar to the donepezil trial, we applied SPFA to the CRC target population. The patient 311 
features we collected from the baseline period include demographics, diagnosis (as phecodes) 312 
and medications (as ATC classes)). Similar to what we have done in analysis of Donepezil trail, 313 
we evaluated the topic coherence by NPMI value (15), and the classification performance by 314 
ROC-AUC to decide the number of topics. We set the number of topics K=40 since it achieves 315 
higher ROC-AUC and NPMI (Supplementary Fig. 1). Fig. 6a shows the UMAP embeddings of 316 
new patient representations induced by SPFA. From the figure we can observe two well-317 
separated patient subgroups, which can be identified by K-means clustering. One group (red) is 318 
mostly associated with SAE (317 of 347 patients, or 91.4% of the patients in this subgroup 319 
encountered SAE) and the other group (blue) is free of SAE (393 patients). We checked the 320 
patient group proportions for 40 topics in the two clusters (Fig. 6b). Of the 40 topics in the model, 321 
patients’ proportion in 9 topics were larger than 0.075 and visually very different in two patient 322 
subgroups. Of these 9 typical topics, 6 topics (T1~T6) were characterized as likely to align with 323 
the SAE subgroup (#SAE>0) and the other 3 topics (T7~T9) align with the non-SAE subgroup 324 
(#SAE=0). We annotated the 9 topics based on the top EHR codes and found that most of the 325 
inferred topics were specific to different diseases or treatments (Fig.7, Supplementary Fig. 3).  326 

Among all 40 topics, similar to the topic selection method for donepezil trial, we selected 13 327 
topics for detailed analysis (Fig. 7). According to the MTW on two groups (Fig. 6b, 328 
Supplementary Table 2), these topics can be divided into three categories: i) T1~T6 and 329 
T12~T13, represented as red, are associated with SAE subgroup; ii) T7~T9, represented as 330 
blue, aligned with the non-SAE subgroup, contain relatively mild diseases and were not directly 331 
related to the diagnosis of colon cancer; iii) T10~T11, represented as green, are often shared 332 
on two subgroups. Specifically, T1 is annotated to the use of corticosteroids, with the three of 333 
the top five codes being specific corticosteroids treatments. T2 is related to antithrombotic 334 
agents. T3 is about malignant neoplasm, where the first three main codes are all correlated with 335 
secondary malignant neoplasm and one code is about cancer, and one code is hormones and 336 
related preparations drug class which is used to treat cancer. T4 is related to clinically 337 
significant (i.e., active) cardiovascular disease. T5 is also related to cancer, but more specific to 338 
the liver. Phenotypes in T6 include various kinds of disorders related to intestine, e.g., drugs for 339 
peptic ulcer and gastro-oesophageal reflux disease (GORD), hemorrhage of gastrointestinal 340 
tract, gastritis and duodenitis and gastric ulcer. T7 includes some commonly used drugs. T8 341 
talks about the disease and treatments about urinary tract infection, which is extremely common 342 
in the elderly (28). T9 is associated with gastrointestinal diseases such as nausea and vomiting. 343 
T10 and T11 are some common diseases such as or hyperlipidemia or hypertension. T12 344 
includes different diseases or treatments about the intestine. For example, authors in (29) 345 
discussed the relations between CRC and chronic intestinal inflammation. T13 is about the 346 
cancer or malignant neoplasms of digestive organs. Next, we analyze the connections of SAE-347 
group related topics (the red one) with the EC in trial. 348 
 349 
 350 
 351 



 

 352 
Fig. 6 Bevacizumab (Avastin) clinical trial. a Visualization of clustering results; b Mean topic 353 
weight for 40 topics where x-axis is the topic and y-axis is the proportion of each group in that 354 
topic.  355 
 356 

 357 
Fig. 7 Top clinical features from disease topics in Bevacizumab (Avastin) clinical trial. 358 

Association analysis between topics and the eligibility criteria of bevacizumab (Avastin) 359 
trial. Firstly, we analyzed the association between the inferred topics and extracted eligibility 360 
criteria. We compared each typical topic with the criteria. We found that topics, T1~T6, aligned 361 
with the SAE subgroup (#SAE>0) are highly associated with some of the exclusion criteria in the 362 
original trial. 363 

● “[Ex] Chronic treatment with corticosteroids (dose of ≥ 10 mg/day methylprednisolone 364 
equivalent) (excluding inhaled steroids).” 365 
We found T1 (corticosteroids) is highly related to this exclusion criterion.  366 

a Visualization of clustering results b Mean topic weight
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● “[Ex] Current or recent (within 10 days prior to study treatment start) use of full-dose oral 367 
or parenteral anticoagulants or thrombolytic agents for therapeutic purposes.” 368 
We found T2 (antithrombotic) is related to this criterion. 369 

● “[Ex] Macroscopic or microscopic evidence of remaining tumour. Patients should never 370 
have had any evidence of metastatic disease (including presence of tumour cells in the 371 
ascites). The isolated finding of cytokeratin positive cells in bone marrow is not 372 
considered evidence of metastatic disease for purposes of this study. 373 
[Ex] Other malignancies within the last 5 years (other than curatively treated basal cell 374 
carcinoma of the skin and/or in situ carcinoma of the cervix). 375 

[Ex] Previous anti-angiogenic treatment for any malignancy; cytotoxic chemotherapy, 376 
radiotherapy or immunotherapy for colon cancer.” 377 

We found T3 (malignant neoplasm) and T5 (disorders of liver) are related to these 378 
exclusion criteria. Although we annotated T5 as the disorder of liver, it also included 379 
malignant neoplasm of liver or antineoplastic agents. 380 

● “[Ex] Clinically significant (i.e., active) cardiovascular disease. This includes, but is not 381 
limited to, the following examples: cerebrovascular accidents (≤ 6 months prior to 382 
randomization), myocardial infarction (≤ 1 year prior to randomization) ...” 383 
We found T4 (cardiovascular) is characterized by myocardial infarction, coronary 384 
atherosclerosis, angina pectoris, which is very related to this criterion. 385 

● “[Ex] Lack of physical integrity of the upper gastro-intestinal tract, malabsorption 386 
syndrome, or inability to take oral medication.” 387 
We found T6 is related to this criterion.  388 

Secondly, we analyzed the difference of learned topics with EC and discussed why our methods 389 
can separate SAE and non-SAE well. Some topics, T12 and T13, are beyond the exclusion 390 
criteria in trial, which provide more discriminant features to separate two subgroups. For 391 
instance, T12 is about intestinal diseases, which may bring a high mortality rate and often 392 
related to multiple comorbidities (30). Even for the topics that have relation with exclusion 393 
criteria as discussed above, the learned clinical topics provide more detailed information. For 394 
example, EC provides a rough description about corticosteroids as “Current or recent (within 10 395 
days prior to study treatment start) use of full-dose oral or parenteral anticoagulants or 396 
thrombolytic agents for therapeutic purposes”. Compared with it, the topic T2 contains more 397 
detailed drugs about corticosteroids. Therefore, these two benefits make our method provide a 398 
better separation for two subgroups. 399 

Similar to the findings in the donepezil trial analysis, there are some criteria which have no 400 
relations with the learned topics. Some of these criteria have potential to be adjusted. For 401 
example, for the exclusion criterion “History or evidence upon physical examination of central 402 
nervous disease (CNS) disease (e.g., primary brain tumour, seizure not controlled with standard 403 
medical therapy, any brain metastases),” Exclusion of patients with brain metastases (BMs) in 404 
clinical trials is common. Although life expectancy may be reduced for some patients with BMs, 405 
and there are concerns about a potentially greater risk of neurotoxicity, our results did not 406 
indicate CRC patients experience a higher rate of SAEs due to having history or evidence upon 407 



 

physical examination of central nervous disease (CNS) disease. If these patients are excluded, 408 
justification for such exclusion should be provided alongside the exclusion criteria (31). 409 

Discussion 410 
 411 
Rigorous eligibility criteria for RCTs may make the trial participants not representative of real-412 
world patients. When the trial drugs are on market and prescribed for patients, severe adverse 413 
events could happen. In this paper, we developed a machine learning approach to identify the 414 
patient subgroups from RWD which are more or less likely to encounter SAEs after the 415 
treatment. We consider patient demographics and all clinical events, including diagnosis and 416 
medications, in the baseline period for deriving the subgroups. To account for the high-417 
dimensionality and SAE information, we proposed a novel supervised topic modeling approach 418 
(SPFA) to achieve this goal. Our approach identified a set of clinical topics and derived novel 419 
patient representations based on them, such that the patient subgroups with or without SAEs 420 
can be well separated with these representations. 421 

We validated our method on two RCTs from different disease domains: (1) NCT00478205 for 422 
AD; and (2) NCT00112918 for colorectal cancer.  Tested on both trials, patient subgroup 423 
(#SAE=0) and patient subgroup (#SAE>0) can be separated well by k-means clustering using 424 
the inferred topics. The inferred topics characterized as likely to align with the patient subgroup 425 
(#SAE>0) revealed meaningful combinations of clinical features and can provide data-driven 426 
recommendations for refining the exclusion criteria of clinical trials. 427 

In a recent study from Liu et al. (32) which aims at evaluating ECs for oncology trials using 428 
RWD and AI, the authors quantified the representability of each study trait with SHAP (33), and 429 
they tried to relax the range of each EC for broadening the participation. Only traits with 430 
continuous values are considered in a one-by-one manner. Our proposed approach in this 431 
paper mainly considered binary traits (continuous traits can also be incorporated with 432 
appropriate discretizations followed by one-hot representations) and modeled the high-order 433 
interactions of these traits as clinical topics. In addition, we also considered adding extra traits to 434 
improve the representability and safety of the trial in real-world data. 435 

Our study has several limitations. First, our study only leveraged the RWD from OneFlorida, 436 
which is a regional clinical research network. Future investigation on larger and more diverse 437 
RWD is needed to enhance the generalizability of the identified subgroups. Second, we only 438 
explored structured information in RWD in this study. Lots of important information, such as 439 
symptoms, clinical assessments (e.g., from radiology and pathology reports) and socioeconomic 440 
status, are encoded in clinical notes. Extracting and incorporating unstructured information in 441 
our study is another important direction to pursue. Third, only discrete traits have been 442 
considered in this study. Continuous traits, such as lab tests, are also crucial for many RCTs. 443 
Their corresponding computable counterparts in RWD should be explored as well.  444 

 445 

 446 



 

Methods 447 
 448 
Clinical trials: We selected two phase III clinical trials from ClinicalTrials.gov — a registry 449 
maintained by the National Library of Medicine (NLM) in the United States. 450 

NCT00478205 is a double-blind, double-dummy trial aims to compare different dosages of 451 
donepezil for treating patients with moderate to severe AD (11). We identified AD patients from 452 
OneFlorida using ICD-9/10-CM codes (i.e., ICD-9: 331.0; ICD-10: G30.0, G30.1, G30.8, and 453 
G30.9). Then, we used the RxNorm concept unique identifier (RXCUI) and National Drug Code 454 
(NDC) codes to identify AD patients who took donepezil.  455 

NCT00112918 is a randomized trial studying different combination chemotherapies (i.e. with or 456 
without bevacizumab) in treating CRC patients. Our study focused on the control arm (i.e., 457 
patients who were treated with the SoC, FOLFOX4).  We identified CRC patients using ICD-458 
9/10-CM codes (i.e., ICD-9: 153.*, 154.*, 159.0; ICD-10: C18.*, C19.*, C20.*, C26.0). Within the 459 
CRC patients, we then used the RXCUI and NDC codes of three drugs (i.e., 5-fluorouracil, 460 
leucovorin, and oxaliplatin) (Supplementary Table 3) to further identify the CRC patients who 461 
took FOLFOX4 after their CRC diagnosis.  462 

Real-world patient data (RWD) from OneFlorida: We obtained individual-level patient data from 463 
the OneFlorida Clinical Research Consortium (10), which contains robust longitudinal and linked 464 
patient-level RWD of ~15 million (>60%) Floridians, including data from Medicaid claims, cancer 465 
registries, vital statistics, and EHRs from its clinical partners. As one of the Clinical Data 466 
Research Networks (CDRNs) contributing to the national Patient-Centered Clinical Research 467 
Network (PCORnet), OneFlorida includes 12 healthcare organizations that provide care through 468 
4,100 physicians, 914 clinical practices, and 22 hospitals, covering all 67 Florida counties.  469 
OneFlorida follows the PCORnet Common Data Model (CDM) including patient demographics, 470 
enrollment status, vital signs, conditions, encounters, diagnoses, procedures, prescribing (i.e., 471 
provider orders for medications), dispensing (i.e., outpatient pharmacy dispensing), and lab 472 
results (8).  473 

We extracted the clinical events from OneFlorida data, which include demographics (i.e., age, 474 
sex, race), diagnoses (i.e., ICD 9/10), and drugs (i.e., NDC/RXNorm). We calculated age based 475 
on the birth date and first donepezil treatment date for AD patients, or first FOLFOX4 treatment 476 
date for CRC patients. Uniform-sized bins were used to discretize the age and one-hot encoding 477 
was adopted to encode age, gender and race variables. We mapped diagnosis codes to 478 
Phecode which is designed to facilitate phenome-wide association studies (PheWAS) in EHRs 479 
(34). Drug codes (i.e., NDC/RXNorm) were mapped to the Anatomical Therapeutic Chemical 480 
(ATC) Classification System 3rd level. Finally, we concatenated all the features (demographics, 481 
diagnosis and medications) to represent each patient as a binary vector.  482 
 483 
Defining serious adverse events (SAEs). To define an SAE, we followed the Food and Drug 484 
Administration (FDA) Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 21 definition of SAE (35).  An 485 
adverse event (AE) is considered serious if, in the view of either the investigator or sponsor, it 486 
results in any of the following outcomes: 1) death; 2) a life-threatening adverse event, 3) 487 
inpatient hospitalization or prolongation of existing hospitalization, 4) disability or permanent 488 



 

damage, 5) congenital anomaly/birth defect and 6) important medical events (IME) that may not 489 
result in death, be life threatening, or require hospitalization may be considered a serious 490 
adverse drug experience when, based upon medical judgment, they may jeopardize the patient 491 
or subject and may require medical or surgical intervention to prevent one of the outcomes 492 
listed in this definition.  Another resource for defining SAE is the Common Terminology Criteria 493 
for Adverse Events (CTCAE) - a descriptive terminology for AE reporting (36).  CTCAE 494 
categorizes AE into Grade 1 (mild), Grade 2 (moderate), Grade 3 (severe or medically 495 
significant but not immediately life-threatening), Grade 4 (life-threatening consequences), and 496 
Grade 5 (death). Considering both the definition from FDA CFR title 21 and CTCAE, we defined 497 
an AE as SAE if it results in hospitalization or death. 498 
In this study, to identify SAEs for patients treated with Donepezil or FOLFOX4, we first identified 499 
the reported SAEs in the Result section of the selected trials from ClinicalTrails.gov.  For each 500 
SAE, we first collected the ICD-9/10-CM codes to identify corresponding health conditions 501 
(Supplementary Table).  To further identify SAEs, we mapped these terms to the CTCAE terms 502 
and categorized them as SAEs based on the grading scale above (i.e., CTCAE Grade 3/4 and 503 
5).  504 

Poisson factor analysis. By collecting all patient vectors, we can construct a binary data matrix 505 
𝑋 ∈ {0, 1}!×# , with 𝑉  corresponding to the number of features and 𝑁  being the number of 506 
patients. Poisson factor analysis (PFA) (37) assumes 𝑋 following a Poisson likelihood as 507 

𝑋~𝑃𝑜𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑜𝑛(ΦΘ) 508 
where Φ = [𝜙$, ⋯ , 𝜙% 	] ∈ 𝓡&

𝑽×𝑲 is the topic matrix with each column 𝜙)  being the 𝑘-th clinical 509 
topic, and 𝜙) is a distribution over features; Θ = [𝜃$, ⋯ , 𝜃#	] ∈ 𝓡&

𝑲×𝑵 is the topic weight matrix 510 
and each column 𝜃+ represents the topic weights of the 𝑛-th patient. Based on the expectation 511 
rule, we have the equation: 512 

𝑥+ = Φ𝜃+ = 𝜙$𝜃+$ + 𝜙,𝜃+, +⋯+ 𝜙%𝜃+%. 513 
Clearly, each patient vector is composed of weighted summation of all topics, where values in 514 
𝜃+ denotes the weights. Therefore, we call 𝜃+ as topic weights, a new representation for 𝑥+, 515 
since it exhibits the weight (or proportion after normalization) of each topic in representing the 516 
patient 𝑥+. We will perform clustering on the learned new representations.  517 
 518 
Compared with latent Dirichlet allocation (LDA) (38), which models the distribution of topic 519 
weights as Dirichlet distribution, PFA models it as Gamma distribution. The advantage of 520 
Gamma distribution for topic weight is that it introduces the shrinkage mechanism to prune 521 
inactive factors and enhances the model interpretability (39). From Fig. 4b and Fig. 6b we can 522 
see that although we set the number of topics as 40 for both cases, after learning, our model 523 
automatically truncates it to 35 for AD and 26 for CRC. It is in accordance with the fact that CRC 524 
has less samples which thus can be described with less topics.   525 



 

Clustering with supervised PFA models. The original PFA is purely unsupervised. In order to 526 
incorporate the outcome information (i.e., having SAE or no) into the topic learning process, we 527 
extended the original PFA model to a supervised setting which uses the occurrence of SAE as 528 
the supervision information to guide the learning process of PFA. Specifically, for the 𝑛-th 529 
patient, if he/she did not encounter any SAE in the follow-up period, we set 𝑦+ = 0; otherwise, 530 
we set 𝑦+ = 1. Then we adopted the mean-field variational Bayes method (40) to maximize the 531 
evidence lower bound (ELBO) of the data likelihood as 532 

𝐸𝐿𝐵𝑂 = ∑ 𝔼-(/!)[𝑙𝑜𝑔	𝑝(𝑥+|Φ, 𝜃+)]- ∑ 𝔼 K -(/!)
1(/!|3)

L#
+4$

#
+4$ , 533 

where 𝑝(𝑥+|Φ, 𝜃+) and 𝑝(𝜃+|r) are the Poisson likelihood and Gamma prior as in PFA, 𝑞(𝜃+) is 534 
the variational posterior to be learned. Currently, we built 𝑞(𝜃+)  as an encoder network 535 
𝑞5(𝜃+|𝑥+)  , where 𝑊  represents learnable parameters of the encoder network, and 𝑞(∙)  is 536 
modeled as a Weibull distribution that makes 𝜃+ positive and sparse (41).   537 

To perform supervised learning, we added a supervised regularizer in the original ELBO 538 
objective as  539 

𝐿 = 𝐸𝐿𝐵𝑂 + ∑ 𝑙𝑜𝑔	𝑝5"(𝑦+|𝜃+)
#
+4$ , 540 

where the second term can be viewed as the label likelihood implemented by cross entropy loss. 541 
The model structure of supervised PFA is shown in Figure 1. As a result, we built a probabilistic 542 
auto-encoding supervised topic model, whose parameters were encoder parameters 𝑊 , 543 
decoder parameters Φ (topics), and classifier 𝑊6. We deployed stochastic gradient descent to 544 
learn 𝑊 and 𝑊6, and stochastic gradient based Monte Carlo Markov Chain sampling to infer Φ 545 
(41). Our proposed model can be learned in a mini-batch style, which is easily amenable for 546 
large-scale data analysis. 547 

Mean topic weight (MTW) and Mann–Whitney U (MWU) test. In our analysis, we use MTW to 548 
select typical topics and plot the topic distributions on each cluster (pie plot in Fig. 3b). 549 
According to the data generation process of PFA and equation (1), topic weight of 𝑛-th patient 550 
𝜽𝒏  represents the weights of all topics in representing one patient. For fair evaluation, we 551 
normalize 𝜽𝒏 as 𝜃R+ = 𝜽𝒏/∑ 𝜃+))   to a Dirichelt distribution (38). As a result, 𝜃R+ can be regarded 552 
as topic proportions. Given a group with 𝑁′ patients, the MTW of 𝑘-th topic within this group is 553 

calculated as ∑ 𝜃R+)/𝑁′#′
+4$ .  For each topic, after calculation of MTW on SAE subgroup and 554 

non-SAE subgroup, we use MWU test (18) to calculate the p-value of each topic for evaluating 555 
the significant difference of topic weights on two subgroups. 556 

Data availability 557 
 558 
The real data analyzed in this article were provided by OneFlorida Clinical Research 559 
Consortium and restrictions apply to the availability of these data. Requests for access to the 560 
data should be submitted to and approved by OneFlorida Clinical Research Consortium.  561 

Code availability  562 
 563 



 

The implementation of the proposed algorithm in python are publicly available from 564 
https://github.com/haozhangWCM/Submission-to-NC-SPFA-for-EC.  565 
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Figure Legends 693 
 694 
Fig. 1: Model overview. Clinical events including demographics, diagnoses, and medications 695 
were extracted from RWD to represent patients. Supervised Poisson factor analysis (PFA) is 696 
applied to identify patient subgroups with coherent clinical latent topics and outcomes measured 697 
by SAEs. Subgroups with less SAEs can be derived to inform the design of clinical trial eligibility 698 
criteria. 699 
 700 
Fig. 2: The donepezil trial for Alzheimer’s disease. a Definition of key dates; b Selection of 701 
target population; c Traits distribution with UMAP among two patients’ groups with or without 702 
SAE. 703 

Fig. 3: Clustering results of AD target population. a Data visualization with UMAP; b Topic 704 
distributions of each cluster; c Top clinical features from certain disease topics, where the red, 705 
blue, and green topics represent the commonly used topics for clusters 4, 5, 6 (most of samples 706 
are with SAE>0), clusters 1, 2, 3 (most of samples are with SAE=0), and all clusters, 707 
respectively. 708 
 709 
Fig. 4: Donepezil clinical trial. a Visualization of clustering results; b Mean topic weight (MTW) 710 
of all topics on two groups, where x-axis is the topic index and y-axis is the MTW of each topic 711 
on two subgroups.  712 
 713 
Fig. 5: The Bevacizumab (Avastin) clinical trial for colon cancer. a Definition of key dates; b 714 
Selection of the target population; c Traits distribution with UMAP among the two patients’ 715 
groups with or without SAEs. 716 
 717 
Fig. 6: Bevacizumab (Avastin) clinical trial. a Visualization of clustering results; b Mean topic 718 
weight for 40 topics where x-axis is the topic and y-axis is the proportion of each group in that 719 
topic.  720 
 721 
Fig. 7: Top clinical features from disease topics in Bevacizumab (Avastin) clinical trial. 722 
 723 
 724 



 

Table 1. Demographic characteristics and selected traits of the target population of the 725 
donepezil trial for Alzheimer’s disease. 726 
 
Characteristic 

Overall 
(N=4,998) 

# SAEs = 0 
(N=3,063) 

# SAEs > 0 
(N=1,935) 

𝝌𝟐 
p-value Adjust Demo* 

      
Age, Mean (SD), yr 77.53 (9.9) 76.98 (9.8) 78.41 (9.9)   
Sex, No. (%)      
  Female 3,123 (62.5) 1,923 (62.8) 1,200 (62.0)   
Race/Ethnicity, No. (%)      
  White 3,537 (70.8) 2,262 (73.8) 1,275 (65.8)   
  Black 965 (19.4) 484 (158) 481 (24.9)   
  Asian 34 (0.6) 25 (0.8) 9 (0.5)   
  Others & Unknown 462 (9.2) 292 (9.5) 170 (8.8)   
Study traits, No. (%)      
  Memantine 1,511 (30.2) 950 (31) 561 (28.9) 0.129 0.145 
  Psychiatric disorders 1,396 (27.9) 754 (24.6) 642 (33.1) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  Cardiovascular (CS*)  1,082 (21.6) 492 (16) 590 (30.4) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  Endocrine (CS*)  813 (16.2) 353 (11.5) 460 (23.7) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  Cancer 808 (16.1) 468 (15.2) 340 (17.5) 0.032 0.091 
  Dysphagia 649 (12.9) 302 (9.8) 347 (17.9) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  Gastrointestinal (CS*) 631 (12.6) 289 (9.4) 342 (17.6) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  Drug or alcohol abuse 
 or dependence 627 (12.5) 283 (9.2) 344 (17.7) 

 
≤0.001 

 
≤0.001 

  Respiratory (CS*) 586 (11.7) 249 (8.1) 337 (17.4) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  AD with delirium 389 (7.7) 161 (5.2) 228 (11.7) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  Hepatic disease 361 (7.2) 180 (5.8) 181 (9.3) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  Renal (CS*) 342 (6.8) 135 (4.4) 207 (10.6) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  Parkinson disease 329 (6.5) 176 (5.7) 153 (7.9) 0.003 0.001 
  Menopausal 230 (4.6) 128 (4.1) 102 (5.2) 0.073 0.040 
  Antidepressant 226 (4.5) 143 (4.6) 83 (4.2) 0.530 0.590 
  Basal/squamous  
  cell carcinoma of the skin 216 (4.3) 128 (4.1) 88 (4.5) 

 
0.532 

 
0.275 

  Gastric ulcers 163 (3.2) 75 (2.4) 88 (4.5) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  Inflammatory bowel disease 154 (3) 82 (2.6) 72 (3.7) 0.038 0.024 
  Rivastigmine 153 (3) 121 (3.9) 32 (1.6) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  Multi-infarct dementia 151 (3) 72 (2.3) 79 (4) ≤0.001 0.001 
  Acupressure 119 (2.3) 54 (1.7) 65 (3.3) ≤0.001 0.002 
  Fecal incontinence 107 (2.1) 48 (1.5) 59 (3) ≤0.001 0.001 
  Galantamine 35 (0.7) 18 (0.5) 17 (0.8) 0.230 0.190 
  Severe lactose intolerance 24 (0.4) 12 (0.3) 12 (0.6) 0.255 0.219 
  Hepatic (CS*) 20 (0.4) 9 (0.2) 11 (0.5) 0.134 0.105 
       CS*: Clinically significant. If the disease causes hospitalization, we consider it as "clinically 727 
significant". Demo*: Demographics (i.e., age, gender and race). 728 



 

Table 2. Demographic characteristics and selected traits of the target population of the   729 
bevacizumab (Avastin) clinical trial for colorectal cancer. 730 
 
Characteristic 

Overall 
(N=739) 

# SAEs = 0 
(N=347) 

# SAEs > 0 
(N=392) 

𝝌𝟐 
p-value Adjust Demo* 

      
Age, Mean (SD), yr 57.49 (11.2) 59.13 (11.2) 56.0 (11.1)   
Sex, No. (%)      
  Female 328 (44.3) 141 (40.6) 187 (47.7)   
Race/Ethnicity, No. (%)      
  White 488 (66.0) 237 (68.3) 251 (64)   
  Black 172 (23.3) 79 (22.8) 93 (23.7)   
  Asian 10 (1.4) 5 (1.4) 5 (1.2)   
  Others & Unknown 69 (9.3) 26 (7.5)  43 (10.9)   
traits, No. (%)      
  Colon carcinoma 616 (83.3) 296 (85.3) 320 (81.6) 0.182 0.058  
  Metastatic disease 499 (67.5) 221 (63.6) 278 (70.9) 0.036 0.026  
  parenteral anticoagulants 240 (32.4) 77 (22.1) 163 (41.5) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  immunotherapy 146 (19.7) 75 (21.6) 71 (18.1) 0.233 0.130 
  anti-angiogenic treatment 137 (18.5) 72 (20.7) 65 (16.5) 0.146 0.081 
  myocardial infarction 90 (12.1) 25 (7.2) 65 (16.5) ≤0.001 ≤0.001 
  Significant traumatic injury 40 (5.4) 16 (4.6) 24 (6.1) 0.365 0.379 
  thrombolytic agent 38 (5.1) 9 (2.5) 29 (7.3) 0.003 0.003 
  central nervous disease 37 (5) 12 (3.4) 25 (6.3) 0.070 0.099 
  inability to take oral medication 33 (4.4) 10 (2.8) 23 (5.8) 0.050 0.034 
  Open biopsy 30 (4) 17 (4.8) 13 (3.3) 0.277 0.282 
  radiotherapy 24 (3.2) 10 (2.8) 14 (3.5) 0.598 0.790 
  bone fracture 21 (2.8) 8 (2.3) 13 (3.3) 0.410 0.392 
  coagulopathy 20 (2.7) 8 (2.3) 12 (3) 0.528 0.672  
  oophorectomy 17 (2.3) 7 (2) 10 (2.5) 0.630 0.956 
  cerebrovascular accidents 14 (1.8) 5 (1.4) 9 (2.2) 0.396 0.428 
 731 

 732 


