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Abstract

BACKGROUND & AIMS: Wilson’s disease (WD) is a rare genetic disorder causing excessive 

copper accumulation. Research on the natural history of WD is limited. Our objective was to 

identify predictors for WD progression to cirrhosis, liver failure, and death and to predict 

individual risk of progression to these endpoints at 1, 2, 3, and 5 years after WD diagnosis. 

METHODS: A retrospective natural history cohort study of adult patients with first-recorded WD 

diagnosis was conducted using the US Optum EHR data between 1/1/2007 and 6/30/2020. 

LASSO Cox regression, Random Survival Forest (RSF), and XGBoost (XGB) models were used

to identify important predictors for progression to cirrhosis, liver failure, and death. The strong 

predictors for each outcome identified through weighted average rankings across models and 

reviewed by clinical experts were used for patient-level prediction using RSF and XGB models. 

The resulting models were validated with an independent sample cohort. C-index and dynamic 

AUCs were used to evaluate model performance. 

RESULTS: Over the study period, 310 out of 2,901 WD patients developed cirrhosis, 255 out of 

3,251 developed liver failure, and 604 out of 3,559 died. Age at WD diagnosis, alcoholism, AST 

and bilirubin levels within 3 months of WD diagnosis, and neurologic and hepatic conditions 

were the most common predictors for progression to the study endpoints. XGB had a slight 

superior predictive performance compared with RSF and was then used to predict individual 

risks for progression to the study endpoints with the top ensemble predictors. The dynamic AUC

was 0.78 at Year 1, 0.74 at Year 2, 0.72 at Year 3 and 0.72 at Year 5 for cirrhosis; 0.82 at Year 

1, 0.78 at Year 2, and 0.77 at both Year 3 and Year 5 for liver failure; 0.81 at Year 1, 0.83 at 

Year 2, and 0.82 at both Year 3 and Year 5 for death. 

CONCLUSIONS: This study identified the most influential clinical predictors and assessed 

patient-level risk of WD progression using machine learning. Results from machine learning 

prognostic models will increase understanding of disease natural history and may help improve 

clinical trial design and guide individualized clinical care.

Key words: Wilson’s disease, machine learning, natural history, disease progression 
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Wilson’s disease (WD) is a rare genetic disorder caused by the mutations in the copper-

transporting gene, ATP7B.1 Variations of ATP7B causes excessive copper accumulation, 

particularly in liver, brain, and eyes. Accumulation of free copper in the liver induces hepatocyte 

dysfunction, which may initially manifest as steatosis and later progress to hepatitis, cirrhosis, 

fibrosis, liver failure, or death.2

It was estimated that the prevalence of WD was 1 case per 30,000 live births in most 

populations.2An estimate of 40-50% of WD will present with symptomatic hepatic diseases, but 

manifestations range from mild hepatic dysfunction to liver failure in a broad spectrum.3 In the 

absence of straightforward diagnosis or curative treatment for WD, it is essential to understand 

its natural history and progression to advanced stages. Identification of risk factors, prediction of

WD progression, and understanding which patient subgroup(s) may benefit from a particular 

treatment are useful for clinical trials design and for patients to make optimal clinical care 

decisions. 

A machine learning technique enables identifying important features and modeling disease 

progression using real-world data. Machine learning techniques with survival analysis 

automatically incorporate a large array of features in a nonlinear pattern and use multiple 

interactions to effectively improve the performance of traditional proportional hazard models in 

identifying critical features.4-6 RSF, an ensemble tree method developed by Ishwaran H et al in 

2008,7 is one of the most efficient models in survival analysis because of easy parameter 

turning, high data adaptability and absence of model assumptions.8 XGB, a novel and complex 

ensemble algorithm published in 20169,  is widely recognized because of its scalability and fast 

learning. XGB also combines the advantages of bagging and boosting methods and effectively 

improve the accuracy of prediction.10 

In this study, we developed an exploratory framework using machine learning that aims at 

predicting WD progression. Two steps are involved with first to identify important predictors for 

WD progression to cirrhosis, liver failure, and death and second to use these important 

predictors to predict individual risk of progression to these outcomes at 1, 2, 3, and 5 years after

WD diagnosis.

Materials and Methods 

Data Source
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The patients in this study were identified from Optum’s EHR Database derived from the 

electronic health records of a network of healthcare provider organizations across the United 

States that include more than 700 hospitals and 7000 clinics. This database incorporates clinical

and medical administrative data from both inpatient and ambulatory EMRs, practice 

management systems, and numerous other internal systems. The data are processed from 

across the continuum of care, including acute inpatient stays and outpatient visits. Only the 

medical records from the Integrated Delivery Networks (IDNs) were used in this study to better 

capture patients’ continuum of care by linking inpatient and outpatient data.

Study Design and Study Population

This was a retrospective cohort study of WD natural history between January 1, 2007 and 

September 30, 2020. Study population consisted of individuals aged 18 years over with a WD 

diagnosis code (ICD 10 code: E83.01 or ICD 9 code: 275.1) associated with at least one 

inpatient visit or at least two outpatient visits (at least 30 days apart). Eligible patients were 

required to have at least 12 months baseline period prior to the first-recorded WD diagnosis and

were excluded for any prior WD diagnosis or any prior events of interest during the baseline 

period. Patients were followed from the first-recorded WD diagnosis (index date) to the earliest 

date of first occurrence of each study event, end of database observation, and end of study 

period (September 30, 2020). Potential predictors and WD features were collected in terms of 

demographics, comorbidities, treatments, lab results and health care utilization. 

This study using deidentified structured data from a secondary database and, hence, 

independent ethics committee and/or institutional review board review was not required.

Outcome Measures

We assessed patient’s progression from WD diagnosis to cirrhosis, liver failure and all-cause of 

death. Cirrhosis and liver failure were identified using diagnosis codes; all-cause of death was 

determined via linkage to the Social Security Administration’s Death Master File or as indicated 

within the medical record. 

Statistical Analysis

Data pre-processing 

There were a wide range of potential predictors (~180) for selection on a priori hypothesis 

based on the literature and clinical knowledge, including demographics, comorbidities, 

treatments, lab results and health care utilization as well as the 30 most frequent diagnoses, 
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procedures, and medications. Detailed data pre-processing is provided in the supplemental 

materials. 

Ensemble Variable Selection

Feature selection for each outcome was performed using least absolute shrinkage and selection

operator (LASSO) regression, RSF, and XGBoost (XGB) models (Detailed model parameters 

are provided in the supplemental materials). The importance of the candidate predictors 

associated with cirrhosis, liver failure, and death respectively was ranked based on the values of

absolute coefficients from LASSO, variable importance from RSF, and gain information from 

XGB. Given the potential bias resulting from a single feature section method, an ensemble 

method using weighted average ranking was applied to incorporate the results across the three 

models and to quantify the ensemble importance in an overall ranking of the important 

predictors for each outcome.14 The top 50 resulting predictors from the ensemble selection for 

each outcome were reviewed by clinical experts for biological plausibility. The final predictors 

(17 features for cirrhosis, 16 for liver failure, and 26 for death) considered to be statistically and 

clinically meaningful were used for patient-level progression prediction. 

Predicting Models

The time-to-event analysis of RSF and XGB was leveraged to predict the individual risk of 

developing cirrhosis, liver failure, and death within time windows of 1 year, 2 years, 3 years, and

5 years from diagnosis of WD (detailed modeling process is provided in the supplemental 

material). A random sample of 70% of the study cohort were selected for training the model and 

the 30% holdout set were used for validation. Harrell’s concordance index (C-index) was 

calculated to evaluate the model performance in the validation set.7 C-index, a global measure 

of discriminative power of a survival model, is defined as the fraction of pairs of patients who 

have a longer survival time are also predicted with lower risk score by the model. The model 

with a better performance will be used to predict individual risks of outcomes. Area under the 

receiver operating characteristics curve (AUC) was also calculated, which measures the 

probability that a higher score was assigned to a random positive outcome than a random 

negative one. Dynamic AUCs at Year 1, Year 2, Year 3, and Year 5 were generated and 

illustrated. All analyses were performed using R Studio with packages specified in the 

supplemental materials. 

Data Availability
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The data that support the findings of this study are available from Optum but restrictions apply 

to the availability of these data, which were used under license for the current study, and so are 

not publicly available. Data are however available from the authors upon reasonable request 

and with permission of Optum.

Results

Baseline Characteristics 

Table 1 shows the descriptive distribution of select baseline covariates by study cohorts and 

outcomes of interest. In the cirrhosis cohort, 2,901 patients were diagnosed with WD, of whom 

310 developed cirrhosis. Compared with patients without cirrhosis, cirrhosis patients had more 

males (54.8% vs 41.1%); had a higher proportion of having chronic hepatitis (12.6% vs 1.9%), 

alcoholism (15.2% vs 4.4%), acute hepatitis (9.4% vs 1.7%), presence of both neurologic and 

hepatic conditions (14.2% vs 8.8%), hepatic steatosis (19.7% vs 7.7%), diabetes (28.1% vs 

17.9%), obesity (21.0% vs 16.0%), and coronary artery disease (19.0% vs 11.2%); and were 

more likely to have elevated bilirubin levels (12.6% vs 4.6%) and AST>=70 U/L (15.5% vs 

5.2%). 

In the cohort for liver failure, 3,251 patients had WD diagnosis, among whom 255 developed 

liver failure. Compared with patients without liver failure, liver failure patients had more males 

(46.7% vs. 43.7%); were more likely to have a history of cirrhosis (44.3% vs. 7.2%), alcoholism 

(27.8% vs. 6.1%), ascites (31.8% vs. 5.5%), liver fibrosis (32.2% vs. 5.8%), chronic hepatitis 

(12.5% vs. 4.4%), diabetes (31.0% vs. 20.1%), hepatic steatosis (19.2% vs. 10.5%), and renal 

dysfunction (25.5% vs. 17.6%); and had a higher proportion of having elevated bilirubin levels 

(27.1% vs. 5.4%), elevated AST levels (22.0% vs. 6.2%), and low albumin levels (38.4% vs. 

15.4%). 

In the cohort for death, 3,559 patients had WD diagnosis, among whom 604 patients died. 

Compared with patients who survived, patients who died were older (62.1 vs 46.7 years); had 

more males (50.3% vs 42.8%); had a higher proportion of having cancer (23.0% vs 8.9%), 

renal/kidney failure (33.1% vs. 12.9%), cirrhosis (21.5% vs 12.9%), alcoholism (16.9% vs. 

9.6%), hypertension (63.7% vs 37.3%), anemia (57.3% vs. 35.0%), presence of both neurologic 

and hepatic conditions (21.4% vs. 12.7%), coronary artery disease (27.6% vs. 10.2%), gait 

disturbance (17.4% vs. 10.2%), dysphagia (10.1% vs. 6.1%), cardiovascular disease (38.1% vs.

17.3%), and chronic kidney disease (38.1% vs. 18.2%). Additionally, they were more likely to 

use loop diuretics (29.0% vs. 10.3%); have elevated bilirubin levels (16.4% vs. 8.8%), elevated 
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creatinine levels (16.9% vs. 4.7%), low albumin levels (37.9% vs. 16.3%), elevated WBC levels 

(16.6% vs. 5.5%), elevated AST levels (12.1% vs. 8.6%); and have more inpatient visits and 

stay longer in the hospital.

Ensemble Features

The top 20 most important features determined by each model for each study outcome is 

illustrated in Supplemental Figure 1. The weighted average ranking was calculated for each 

feature retained by each model. The resulting top 50 ensemble features incorporating the 

importance ranking across three models for each outcome were reviewed by the clinical 

specialists and the final ensemble features for each outcome are presented in Table 2. Overall, 

the increased age at WD diagnosis, history of alcoholism, elevated AST levels, and bilirubin 

levels within 3 months of WD diagnosis, and presence of neurologic and hepatic conditions 

were the most common predictive features for progression to cirrhosis, liver failure, and death. 

Chronic hepatitis, hepatic steatosis, and diabetes were predictive for cirrhosis and liver failure 

while ascites, albumin levels, anemia, and history of cirrhosis were associated with liver failure 

and death. The crude hazard ratios of the final ensemble features are reported in Table 1. 

Model performance and Patient-level Prediction 

Table 3 reveals that XGB model improved the discrimination ability with a favorable C-statistics 

value of 0.73 (vs 0.71 for RSF) for cirrhosis; 0.78 (vs 0.77for RSF) for liver failure; and 0.80 for 

both XGB and RSF for death. Individual patient risks were then assessed for progression to 

cirrhosis, liver failure, and death using the XGB model with the ensemble features from Table 2. 

The dynamic AUC was 0.78 at Year 1, 0.74 at Year 2, 0.72 at Year 3 and 0.72 at Year 5 for 

cirrhosis; 0.82 at Year 1, 0.78 at Year 2, and 0.77 at both Year 3 and Year 5 for liver failure; 

0.81 at Year 1, 0.83 at Year 2, and 0.82 at both Year 3 and Year 5 for death (Figure 1). Figure 2

shows the individual survival probability of each outcome at 1, 2, 3, 5 years in the validation set. 

Discussion 

To our best knowledge, this is the first study to predict WD disease progression using a large 

US EHR database. In this study, we identified 17 independent predictors for cirrhosis, 16 for 

liver failure and 26 for all-cause of death among WD patients. This study indicates that checking

patient’s medical history of alcoholism, neurologic and hepatic conditions, diabetes and 

monitoring the laboratory indicators (e.g. AST, bilirubin, creatinine, WBC, albumin) can predict 

patients at high risk of progression to cirrhosis and liver failure. In addition, age at diagnosis, 
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history of cancer, kidney dysfunction, cirrhosis, hepatic encephalopathy, and cardiovascular 

disease and use of loop diuretics can predict patient’s all-cause mortality after WD diagnosis. 

This study also predicts individual survival probability of cirrhosis, liver failure and death at 1, 2, 

3, and 5 years since WD diagnosis, which identifies patients with specific profiles who might be 

at high risk of progression to these outcomes of interest. 

There are few studies predicting WD progression. Chen et al 16 using XGB to predict liver 

cirrhosis in WD found that platelet large cell count (P-LCC), red cell distribution width CV (RDW-

CV), serum ceruloplasmin, age at diagnosis, and mean corpuscular volume (MCV) were the top 

five important predictors of liver cirrhosis; in contrast, the top five important features for liver 

cirrhosis in our study were chronic hepatitis, alcoholism, bilirubin level, AST level and acute 

hepatitis. Also, Chen et al found D-penicillamine treatment was inversely associated with 

cirrhosis while we found zinc treatment is more relevant. Consistently, age at diagnosis and 

WBC level were important features in both studies. The discrepancies between both studies 

could be explained by the following reasons. First, our study was a retrospective cohort study 

with a larger sample size (>3,000 WD patients) using machine learning with time-to-event 

analysis, while Chen et al conducted a case-control study of 346 WD patients based on the 

analysis without considering the length of time until the occurrence of cirrhosis, which is critical 

for predicting disease progression. Second, we leveraged a variety of features (about 180 

features) including demographics, comorbidities, medical history, lab results, treatment, and 

health care utilization that are potentially associated with WD progression, while Chen et al 

mainly focused on the blood-based lab results at the time of WD diagnosis. Although lab results 

are important predictors, they are considered short-term indicators that could be affected by 

treatments or other supportive care. Third, feature selection in our study was not driven by a 

single model, but ensembled from three different models (LASSO, RSF, and XGB), 

incorporating the review feedbacks from clinical specialists. In Chen et al’s study, the important 

predictors were identified by XGB only and the AUC of the XGB was 0.79 given a number of 37 

features identified. Instead, the dynamic AUC for cirrhosis in our study was 0.78 at Year 1, 0.74 

at Year 3, and 0.72 at Year 5 with only 17 independent features. Fourth, overfitting seems to be 

an issue in Chen et al’s study (an AUC of 0.9998 in the training set and 0.7873 in the testing 

set), either because of the small sample, narrow variety of features, or lack of bootstrap 

sampling or cross-validation. In a study of Chaudhuri et al17 with a sample of 52 WD patients, 

gait and age at diagnosis identified by random forest (accuracy was 0.58) were important 

features for ATP7B gene mutations. In presenting study, these two features were identified to 

be strong predictors of all-cause of death in WD patients. Zinc therapy has been reported to 

 . CC-BY 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 August 4, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.28.23293309doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.28.23293309
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


have similar effects to D-penicillamine on preventing or reducing hepatic or neurological WD 

symptoms. Zinc therapy has also been shown to be safer and inversely impact mortality.18 In our

study, Zinc therapy was negatively associated with cirrhosis (crude hazard ratio: 0.51 [0.3-

0.88]). Devarbhavi et al19 found hepatic encephalopathy and total bilirubin were significantly 

associated with mortality among WD patients, consistent with our results.

Prediction of disease progression is a critical challenge. Meeting this challenge would allow 

appropriate planning for individualized care (e.g. identifying patients at high risk for rapid 

progression). More importantly, individual-level prediction would facilitate the efficient execution 

of clinical trials by properly deciding the inclusion and exclusion criteria, recruiting patients that 

are at high risk and who are most beneficial for the potential treatment. Kanwal et al developed 

and compared 3 machine learning algorithms to identify predictors and predict individuals with 

cirrhosis at high risk of mortality at 1, 2, and 3 years (AUCs, 0.78, 0.76, and 0.71, 

respectively).20 In this study, we developed machine learning models to predict individual risk of 

progression to cirrhosis, liver failure and death. The dynamic AUCs (>0.7) at 1, 2, 3 and 5 years 

provide insight into how performance can change over time. For cirrhosis and liver failure, the 

performances at Year 3 and Year 5 slightly decrease compared with Year 1 and Year 2, 

however for death, the performances are consistent over time. This can be considered natural 

as in the early years, it may be more powerful to predict an earlier future, which cirrhosis and 

liver failure tended to develop earlier, while all-cause of death may happen in a later year. In this

study, our results suggested that XGB had a slight superior performance compared with RSF, 

consistent with Moncada-Torres et al’s study.21 These two models are both ensemble methods 

but handling the predictions differently. RSF builds classification trees based on out-of-bag data 

and aggregates the results from all the trees.7,22 XBG iteratively train an ensemble of decision 

trees, with each iteration using the error residuals of the previous model to fit the next model

.15 Random forest utilizes bagging to minimize the variance and overfitting, while XGB 

minimizes the bias and underfitting via bagging and boosting.8,10

The study results should be interpreted with these limitations. First, our study was a 

retrospective cohort study that identified the first-recorded WD diagnosis during the study period

using EHR data. Although we removed patients with prior history of WD or outcomes of interest,

it is possible that WD diagnosis or outcomes of interests might have occurred at an earlier time 

than captured in this study, either because took place outside of the study period or outside of 

the provider network. Additionally, a diagnosis code may not actually indicate the presence of a 
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disease in EHR data, as the diagnosis codes could be incorrectly coded or used as a rule-out 

criterion. Uncertainty of the first diagnosis date of WD and its first occurrence of cirrhosis and 

liver failure could lead to the deviation of the temporality. Second, the missing data in this study 

were classified in a separate category, especially in the lab results. Multiple imputation or 

imputation using machine learning could provide a better estimation. Also, a significant amount 

of missing data in the lab results limits the power of prediction. The copper level and INR were 

missing about 70-90%. These two indicators are strongly associated with WD disease 

progression.24 A well-capture of these two indicators would improve the model prediction. 

In conclusion, this study identified the most influential clinical predictors and assessed individual

risk of WD progression using machine learning. As clinical evidence evolves to include more 

real-world data, results from machine learning prognostic models will increase understanding of 

disease natural history and etiology and may help improve clinical trial design and guide 

individualized clinical care. Future studies with large sample are encouraged to validate the 

results presented in this study.
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Table 1. Descriptive Distribution of Select Baseline Covariates by Study Cohorts and Outcomes of Interest

Characteristics

Cirrhosis Liver Failure Death

Yes No HR (95 %CI) Yes No HR (95 %CI) Yes No HR (95 %CI)
Total N 310 2,591 255 2,996 604 2,955
Demographics
Age 49.6 ± 17.3 48.7 ± 19.9 1.0(1.0-1.0) 50.4 ± 16.0 49.4 ± 19.5 1.0(1.0-1.0) 62.1 ± 15.4 46.7 ± 18.7 1.0(1.0-1.1)
Gender (Reference level:
Female)

   Male
170(54.8%)

1,066(41.1%
) 1.7(1.4-2.1) 119(46.7%)

1,308(43.7%
) 1.1(0.9-1.5) 304(50.3%)

1,265(42.8%
) 1.3(1.1-1.5)

Medical 
History/Comorbidities
Chronic hepatitis 39(12.6%) 49(1.9%) 6.3(4.5-8.8) 32(12.5%) 132(4.4%) 3.1(2.1-4.5) 43(7.1%) 164(5.5%) 1.4(1.1-2.0)
Alcoholism 47(15.2%) 114(4.4%) 3.6(2.7-5.0) 71(27.8%) 182(6.1%) 5.7(4.4-7.6) 102(16.9%) 285(9.6%) 2.2(1.8-2.7)
Acute hepatitis 29(9.4%) 45(1.7%) 5.3(3.6-7.7) 18(7.1%) 105(3.5%) 2.1(1.3-3.5) 34(5.6%) 135(4.6%) 1.4(1.0-2.0)
Neurologic or hepatic 
conditions (Reference 
level: No neurologic or 
hepatic conditions)
    ≥ 1 hepatic condition 
but no neurologic 
conditions 100(32.3%) 397(15.3%) 2.9(2.2-3.7) 124(48.6%) 605(20.2%) 5.7(4.1-7.8) 157(26.0%) 766(25.9%) 1.6(1.3-2.0)
    ≥ 1 neurologic 
condition but no hepatic 
conditions 36(11.6%) 575(22.2%) 0.8(0.5-1.1) 20(7.8%) 591(19.7%) 1.0(0.6-1.7) 110(18.2%) 501(17.0%) 1.6(1.3-2.1)
    ≥ 1 neurologic 
condition and ≥ 1 hepatic
conditions 44(14.2%) 227(8.8%) 2.6(1.8-3.6) 56(22.0%) 333(11.1%) 5.3(3.7-7.7) 129(21.4%) 374(12.7%) 3.1(2.5-3.8)
Elevation of lactic acid 
dehydrogenase level 76(24.5%) 300(11.6%) 2.7(2.1-3.5) 53(20.8%) 406(13.6%) 1.8(1.3-2.4) 89(14.7%) 459(15.5%) 1.2(0.9-1.5)
Hepatic steatosis 61(19.7%) 200(7.7%) 3.0(2.3-4.0) 49(19.2%) 314(10.5%) 2.2(1.6-3.0) 69(11.4%) 393(13.3%) 1.1(0.9-1.4)
Diabetes 87(28.1%) 464(17.9%) 1.8(1.4-2.3) 79(31.0%) 603(20.1%) 1.8(1.4-2.4) 216(35.8%) 554(18.7%) 2.2(1.9-2.6)
Obesity 65(21.0%) 414(16.0%) 1.5(1.2-2.0) 63(24.7%) 524(17.5%) 1.7(1.3-2.2) 113(18.7%) 570(19.3%) 1.2(1.0-1.4)
Kayser-Fleischer rings 7(2.3%) 11(0.4%) 4.0(1.9-8.5) 6(2.4%) 18(0.6%) 3.7(1.7-8.4) 2(0.3%) 31(1.0%) 0.3(0.1-1.4)
Choreiform movements 0(0.0%) 14(0.5%) 0.0(0.0-0.0) 1(0.4%) 14(0.5%) 1.1(0.2-7.8) 5(0.8%) 14(0.5%) 2.3(1.0-5.6)
Coronary artery disease 59(19.0%) 289(11.2%) 1.9(1.5-2.6) 29(11.4%) 379(12.7%) 1.0(0.7-1.4) 167(27.6%) 300(10.2%) 2.9(2.4-3.5)
Cirrhosis 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 113(44.3%) 215(7.2%) 9.6(7.5-12.3) 130(21.5%) 380(12.9%) 2.2(1.8-2.7)
Ascites 32(10.3%) 87(3.4%) 3.4(2.4-4.9) 81(31.8%) 164(5.5%) 7.8(6.0-10.2) 130(21.5%) 306(10.4%) 2.8(2.3-3.4)

Anemia
118(38.1%) 908(35.0%) 1.2(1.0-1.5) 140(54.9%)

1,048(35.0%
) 2.3(1.8-3.0) 346(57.3%)

1,034(35.0%
) 2.5(2.1-2.9)
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Parkinson's disease 8(2.6%) 45(1.7%) 1.7(0.8-3.4) 5(2.0%) 51(1.7%) 1.3(0.5-3.1) 14(2.3%) 53(1.8%) 1.6(0.9-2.7)
Liver fibrosis 4(1.3%) 14(0.5%) 3.8(1.4-10.1) 82(32.2%) 175(5.8%) 6.7(5.2-8.8) 100(16.6%) 279(9.4%) 1.9(1.6-2.4)
Psychosis 11(3.5%) 104(4.0%) 0.9(0.5-1.7) 21(8.2%) 119(4.0%) 2.2(1.4-3.5) 44(7.3%) 125(4.2%) 1.9(1.4-2.6)
Personality disorders 4(1.3%) 47(1.8%) 0.9(0.3-2.4) 9(3.5%) 48(1.6%) 2.6(1.4-5.2) 10(1.7%) 56(1.9%) 1.4(0.7-2.6)
Renal dysfunction 59(19.0%) 442(17.1%) 1.3(1.0-1.7) 65(25.5%) 527(17.6%) 1.8(1.4-2.4) 225(37.3%) 515(17.4%) 3.1(2.6-3.6)
Disorders of fluid, 
electrolyte, and acid-
base balance 63(20.3%) 464(17.9%) 1.3(1.0-1.7) 87(34.1%) 528(17.6%) 2.5(1.9-3.3) 239(39.6%) 526(17.8%) 3.0(2.6-3.5)
Cancer (except non 
melanoma skin cancer) 28(9.0%) 299(11.5%) 0.8(0.6-1.2) 26(10.2%) 345(11.5%) 1.0(0.6-1.4) 139(23.0%) 263(8.9%) 2.7(2.2-3.3)
Renal/kidney failure 47(15.2%) 343(13.2%) 1.3(1.0-1.8) 52(20.4%) 406(13.6%) 1.8(1.3-2.4) 200(33.1%) 380(12.9%) 3.3(2.8-3.9)
Hepatic encephalopathy 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 58(9.6%) 150(5.1%) 2.6(2.0-3.5)

Hypertension
143(46.1%) 998(38.5%) 1.4(1.1-1.7) 124(48.6%)

1,213(40.5%
) 1.4(1.1-1.8) 385(63.7%)

1,103(37.3%
) 2.7(2.3-3.1)

Gait disturbance 34(11.0%) 281(10.8%) 1.2(0.8-1.7) 37(14.5%) 323(10.8%) 1.6(1.1-2.3) 105(17.4%) 301(10.2%) 2.2(1.7-2.7)
Dysphagia 14(4.5%) 162(6.3%) 0.8(0.5-1.4) 17(6.7%) 191(6.4%) 1.2(0.7-1.9) 61(10.1%) 179(6.1%) 2.0(1.5-2.6)
Cardiovascular disease 74(23.9%) 498(19.2%) 1.4(1.1-1.8) 55(21.6%) 592(19.8%) 1.2(0.9-1.6) 230(38.1%) 511(17.3%) 2.6(2.2-3.1)
Chronic kidney disease 70(22.6%) 473(18.3%) 1.4(1.1-1.8) 70(27.5%) 563(18.8%) 1.7(1.3-2.3) 230(38.1%) 539(18.2%) 2.7(2.3-3.2)
Lab results

Bilirubin level (Reference
level:  0.3-1.2 MG/DL) 

  <0.3 15(4.8%) 247(9.5%) 0.6(0.3-1.0) 18(7.1%) 261(8.7%) 1.1(0.6-1.8) 47(7.8%) 240(8.1%) 0.8(0.6-1.1)
  >1.2 39(12.6%) 119(4.6%) 2.9(2.0-4.2) 69(27.1%) 163(5.4%) 6.2(4.4-8.6) 99(16.4%) 259(8.8%) 1.7(1.4-2.2)

  Missing
143(46.1%)

1,224(47.2%
) 1.0(0.7-1.2) 95(37.3%)

1,408(47.0%
) 1.0(0.7-1.3) 201(33.3%)

1,406(47.6%
) 0.6(0.5-0.7)

AST level (Reference 
level: normal [<35 U/L])
    Greater than normal to
2x upper limit [ 35-<70 U/
L] 57(18.4%) 250(9.6%) 3.4(2.4-4.8) 59(23.1%) 331(11.0%) 3.9(2.7-5.8) 99(16.4%) 353(11.9%) 1.2(0.9-1.5)
    ≥2x upper limit [≥ 70 
U/L] 48(15.5%) 135(5.2%) 5.8(4.0-8.5) 56(22.0%) 185(6.2%) 7.3(4.9-10.8) 73(12.1%) 254(8.6%) 1.4(1.1-1.8)

Missing
143(46.1%)

1,198(46.2%
) 1.8(1.3-2.4) 94(36.9%)

1,380(46.1%
) 1.5(1.1-2.1) 193(32.0%)

1,385(46.9%
) 0.6(0.5-0.7)

ALT level (Reference 
level: normal [<35 U/L])
    Greater than normal to
2x upper limit [ 35-<70 U/
L] 48(15.5%) 285(11.0%) 2.1(1.4-3.0) 56(22.0%) 350(11.7%) 2.1(1.5-3.0) 89(14.7%) 364(12.3%) 0.9(0.7-1.1)
    ≥2x upper limit [≥ 70 
U/L] 47(15.2%) 184(7.1%) 3.2(2.2-4.6) 31(12.2%) 237(7.9%) 1.8(1.2-2.7) 49(8.1%) 278(9.4%) 0.7(0.5-0.9)
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Missing
144(46.5%)

1,200(46.3%
) 1.4(1.1-1.9) 94(36.9%)

1,383(46.2%
) 0.9(0.6-1.2) 196(32.5%)

1,384(46.8%
) 0.5(0.4-0.6)

WBC level (Reference 
level: 4.5-11.0 *10^9 /L)

  <4.5 34(11.0%) 226(8.7%) 1.6(1.1-2.3) 51(20.0%) 273(9.1%) 2.5(1.8-3.5) 78(12.9%) 301(10.2%) 1.3(1.0-1.6)
  >11.0 13(4.2%) 203(7.8%) 0.5(0.3-1.0) 17(6.7%) 212(7.1%) 1.0(0.6-1.6) 100(16.6%) 162(5.5%) 1.8(1.4-2.2)

  Missing
155(50.0%)

1,115(43.0%
) 1.2(1.0-1.6) 96(37.6%)

1,312(43.8%
) 0.9(0.7-1.2) 166(27.5%)

1,341(45.4%
) 0.5(0.4-0.6)

Creatinine level  
(Reference level: 0.7-1.3 
MG/DL)
  <0.7 52(16.8%) 438(16.9%) 1.1(0.8-1.5) 53(20.8%) 491(16.4%) 1.3(0.9-1.8) 100(16.6%) 502(17.0%) 0.8(0.6-1.0)
  >1.3 20(6.5%) 157(6.1%) 1.3(0.8-2.2) 23(9.0%) 183(6.1%) 1.7(1.1-2.6) 102(16.9%) 139(4.7%) 2.6(2.0-3.2)

  missing
143(46.1%)

1,076(41.5%
) 1.2(0.9-1.5) 90(35.3%)

1,264(42.2%
) 0.8(0.6-1.1) 153(25.3%)

1,296(43.9%
) 0.5(0.4-0.6)

Albumin level  
(Reference level: 35-55 
G/L)
  <35 53(17.1%) 393(15.2%) 1.2(0.9-1.7) 98(38.4%) 460(15.4%) 3.9(2.8-5.3) 229(37.9%) 483(16.3%) 2.8(2.3-3.4)
  >55 0(0.0%) 3(0.1%) 0.0(0.0-0.0) 0(0.0%) 3(0.1%) 0.0(0.0-0.0) 0(0.0%) 3(0.1%) 0.0(0.0-0.0)

  Missing
144(46.5%)

1,195(46.1%
) 1.0(0.8-1.3) 94(36.9%)

1,384(46.2%
) 1.2(0.8-1.6) 202(33.4%)

1,381(46.7%
) 0.9(0.7-1.0)

Treatments
WD treatment 
(Reference level: No 
treatment)
  D-penicillamine 10(3.2%) 32(1.2%) 1.9(1.0-3.7) 5(2.0%) 48(1.6%) 1.0(0.4-2.4) 3(0.5%) 58(2.0%) 0.2(0.1-0.7)
  Trientine 15(4.8%) 55(2.1%) 2.0(1.2-3.3) 8(3.1%) 81(2.7%) 1.0(0.5-2.1) 4(0.7%) 96(3.2%) 0.2(0.1-0.5)
  Zinc 14(4.5%) 220(8.5%) 0.5(0.3-0.9) 16(6.3%) 248(8.3%) 0.7(0.4-1.2) 80(13.2%) 245(8.3%) 1.4(1.1-1.8)
Loop diuretics 34(11.0%) 230(8.9%) 1.5(1.0-2.1) 65(25.5%) 289(9.6%) 3.5(2.7-4.7) 175(29.0%) 303(10.3%) 3.8(3.2-4.6)
Health Care Utilization
Number of outpatient 
visits 1.8 ± 1.2 1.9 ± 1.1 1.0(0.9-1.1) 2.0 ± 1.1 1.9 ± 1.1 1.1(1.0-1.3) 2.1 ± 1.1 1.8 ± 1.1 1.3(1.2-1.4)
Number of inpatient visits 0.4 ± 0.6 0.4 ± 0.6 1.0(0.8-1.2) 0.7 ± 0.7 0.4 ± 0.6 1.9(1.6-2.2) 0.8 ± 0.7 0.4 ± 0.6 2.2(2.0-2.4)
Length of hospital stay 0.6 ± 1.0 0.7 ± 1.1 1.0(0.9-1.1) 1.2 ± 1.2 0.7 ± 1.1 1.4(1.3-1.5) 1.4 ± 1.3 0.7 ± 1.1 1.6(1.5-1.7)
Number of prescriptions 1.9 ± 1.1 1.9 ± 1.1 1.1(1.0-1.2) 2.2 ± 1.0 1.9 ± 1.1 1.3(1.2-1.5) 2.1 ± 1.1 2.0 ± 1.1 1.3(1.2-1.4)
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Table 2. Final Ensemble Features for Individual Risk Prediction  

Features for Cirrhosis
Features for Liver 
Failure Features for Death

Chronic hepatitis Cirrhosis Loop diuretics
Alcoholism Alcoholism Ethnicity

Bilirubin level* Ascites
Disorders of fluid, electrolyte, and acid-
base balance

AST level* Bilirubin level*
Cancer (except non melanoma skin 
cancer)

Acute hepatitis AST level* Bilirubin level 
Neurologic or hepatic 
conditions 

Albumin level* Ascites

Age at WD diagnosis Anemia Creatinine level 
Elevation of lactic acid 
dehydrogenase level

Parkinsons disease Age at WD diagnosis

Hepatic steatosis Liver fibrosis Albumin level 
Diabetes Psychosis Renal/kidney failure
Obesity Chronic hepatitis Cirrhosis  

Number of prescriptions 
Neurologic or hepatic 
conditions 

Number of inpatient visits

WBC level* Personality disorders Hepatic encephalopathy
Kayser-Fleischer rings Diabetes Alcoholism
Choreiform movements Hepatic steatosis WBC level*
WD treatment Renal dysfunction Hypertension
Coronary artery disease  AST level*
  Anemia

Neurologic or hepatic conditions
  Length of hospital stay
  Coronary artery disease
  Gait disturbance
  Male
  Dysphagia
  Cardiovascular disease
  Chronic kidney disease
*Within 3 months of WD diagnosis

Table 3. C-index for XGB and RSF    
Model Cirrhosis Liver Failure Death

RSF 0.71 0.77 0.8
XGB 0.73 0.78 0.8
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Figure 1. Dynamic AUCs using XGB model for Individual-level Prediction (A. Cirrhosis; B.
Liver Failure; C. Death).

Figure 1A

Figure 1B
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Figure 1C
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Figure 2. Prediction of Individual Survival Probability (A. Cirrhosis; B. Liver Failure; C. 
Death).

Figure 2A
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Figure 2B
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Figure 2C
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Supplemental Materials

Data Preprocessing 

There were a wide range of potential predictors (~180) for selection on a priori hypothesis 

based on the literature and clinical knowledge, including demographics, comorbidities, lab 

results and health care utilization as well as the 30 most frequent diagnoses, procedures, and 

medications. Demographics included age, gender, race, ethnicity, and region. Comorbidities 

identified from the 12 months baseline period prior to the WD diagnosis included neurologic or 

hepatic conditions as well as other ~60 diagnoses related to alcoholism, chronic or acute 

hepatitis, diabetes, obesity, cardiovascular disease, liver disease, renal disease, hypertension, 

depression and so on. Lab results were also extracted in terms of serum levels of bilirubin, 

albumin, creatinine, alanine aminotransferase (ALT), and aspartate aminotransferase (AST), 

and white cell counts within 3 months before and after the WD diagnosis. All laboratory results 

were categorized as lower than normal, normal, and above normal. Health care utilization was 

defined by the number of inpatient visits, outpatient visits, length of hospital stay and number of 

prescriptions during 12 months prior to the WD diagnosis. Dummy variables were used for 

categorical variables. Missing data (if applicable) were coded as a separate category for the 

particular variable.  

Ensemble Selection

LASSO is powerful in feature selection because it automatically selects crucial features by 

penalizing the magnitude of features coefficients while minimizing the error between predictions 

and actual observations.11 A 20-fold cross validation method was applied to find the 

regularization parameter lambda which gave the minimum mean cross-validated errors. 

Predictors with nonzero coefficients in the LASSO regression model were chosen. RSF and 

XGB had been widely applied in identifying critical features .6,12 A combination of 

hyperparameters with 500 trees, 10 splits and a node size of 10 were used to build RSF model 

and identify the important features. The hyperparameters of XGB included 1000 rounds of 

iterations, 5-fold cross validation, and a learning rate of 0.06.

Modeling

The R package of randomForestSRC was used to construct the RSF model using the final 

ensemble features for each outcome. Classification trees were built on bootstrap samples from 

the training set. Each bootstrap sample excludes on average 37% of the training data, called 
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out-of-bag data (OOB data). For each bootstrap sample, a survival tree is grown based on a 

splitting criterion. For each tree, a cumulative hazard function (CHF) is calculated. The CHF 

from all trees were averaged to obtain the ensemble CHF. The prediction performance is then 

calculated using OOB data in the training set and later in the validation set. The number of trees

grown, optimal node size and number of candidate features selected at each split were tuned to 

find the best model performance.

The R package of xgboost was used to build the XGB model using the final ensemble features 

for each outcome. In the XGB prediction model, the hyperparameters were tuned via 1000 

iterations and 5 cross-validation to get the best accuracy and avoid overfitting. Different from the

RSF that aggregates the results from all the trees, XGB estimated the target function by 

adapting the gradient boosting with maximum partial likelihood in the function space. At each 

iteration, the target function is updated on the direction of its negative gradient fitted through a 

regression-tree based on a random subsample of the training set. The final estimated function is

chosen at the iteration when optimal out-of-bag prediction performance is achieved.15  
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Figure 1A. Top 20 Most Important Features for Cirrhosis. 
Cir
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Figure 1B. Top 20 Most Important Features for Liver Failure. 
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Figure 1C. Top 20 Most Important Features for death. 
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