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ABSTRACT (350/350) 

Background: One-time screening trials for atrial fibrillation (AF) have produced mixed results; 

however, it is unclear if there is a subset of individuals for whom screening would be effective. 

Identifying such a subgroup would support targeted screening.  

 

Methods: We conducted a secondary analysis of VITAL-AF, a randomized trial of one-time, 

single-lead ECG screening during primary care visits. We tested two approaches to identify 

heterogeneous screening effects. First, we developed an effect-based model for heterogeneous 

screening effects using a potential outcomes framework. Specifically, we predicted the 

likelihood of AF diagnosis under both screening and usual care conditions using LASSO, a 

penalized regression method. The difference between these probabilities was the predicted 

screening effect. Second, we used the CHARGE-AF score, a validated AF risk model, to test for 

a heterogeneous screening effect. We used interaction testing to determine if observed AF 

diagnosis rates in the screening and control groups differed when stratified by decile of the 

predicted screening effect and predicted AF risk.  

 

Results: Baseline characteristics were similar between the screening (n=15187) and usual care 

(n=15078) groups (mean age 74 years, 59% female). On average, screening did not 

significantly increase the AF diagnosis rate (2.55 vs. 2.30 per 100 person-years, rate difference 

0.24, 95%CI -0.18 to 0.67). In the effect-based analysis, in the highest decile of predicted 

screening efficacy (n=3026), AF diagnosis rates were higher in the screening group (6.5 

vs. 3.06 per 100 person-years, rate difference 3.45, 95%CI 1.62 to 5.28, interaction p-value 

0.003). In this group, the mean age was 84 years, 68% were female, and 55% had vascular 

disease. The risk-based analysis did not identify a subgroup where screening was more 

effective. Predicted screening effectiveness and predicted baseline AF risk were poorly 

correlated and demonstrated a U-shaped relationship (Spearman coefficient 0.13). 
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Conclusions:  In a secondary analysis of the VITAL-AF trial, we identified a small subgroup 

where one-time screening was associated with increased AF diagnoses using an effect-based 

approach. In this study, predicted AF risk was a poor proxy for predicted screening efficacy. 

These data caution against the assumption that high AF risk is necessarily correlated with high 

screening efficacy.   
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INTRODUCTION 

The impetus to screen for atrial fibrillation (AF) is clear—AF is common and increases 

the risk of disabling strokes.1,2 Among those 65 years old, the lifetime incidence of atrial 

fibrillation is 33%.3 The goal of screening is to identify cases earlier than usual so stroke-

preventive therapies, notably anticoagulation, can be used in appropriate patients to prevent 

ischemic stroke. However, randomized clinical trials (RCTs) of screening interventions have 

produced mixed results, and in 2022, the United States Preventive Services Task Force 

concluded that there was insufficient evidence to recommend routine screening for AF.4–8  

One-time screening during routine clinical care is appealing because it is practical and is 

thought to identify individuals with high-burden AF.9,10 Nevertheless, all but one RCT testing 

one-time screening in traditional care settings (e.g., primary care offices) have failed to show 

that screening identifies more cases of AF in 6 to 12 months.5–8 However, it is unclear if there is 

a subset of people for whom screening is effective. While randomized trials typically test for 

heterogeneity one subgroup at a time, newer methods allow for the examination of 

heterogeneity across multiple factors.11–15 This approach has been successfully applied in 

clinical decision models such as the Dual Antiplatelet Therapy (DAPT) score, which guides the 

duration of dual antiplatelet therapy after coronary stenting, and the PFO-Associated Stroke 

Causal Likelihood (PASCAL) score, which guides patient selection for PFO closure.16,17 Both 

models use multivariable prediction of treatment effect heterogeneity. Contemporary 

approaches also disentangle treatment effect and baseline disease risk.12 For example, 

screening might be less efficacious for those at high baseline risk since they may also have a 

high probability of being identified through routine clinical care. Identifying a subset of patients 

where screening is effective could support future screening strategies, including targeted 

screening trials.  

Our goal was to determine if one-time AF screening during routine clinical care is 

effective in a subset of older adults. To accomplish this, we conducted a secondary analysis of 
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the VITAL-AF RCT, which demonstrated that single-lead ECG screening for adults 65 years and 

older during their primary care office visits did not significantly change the rate of new AF 

diagnoses.18 In this secondary analysis, we aimed to develop and compare “effect-based” and 

“risk-based” models to identify a subset of people in whom screening is effective.  

 

METHODS 

Study Design and Participants 

This is a secondary, post-hoc analysis of the VITAL-AF trial. The current study was 

designed to identify heterogeneous effects of AF screening. We assessed heterogeneous 

screening effects using effect-based and risk-based approaches. The design and primary 

results from VITAL-AF have been previously published.18,19 In brief, VITAL-AF was a pragmatic, 

cluster-randomized trial that tested the efficacy of single-lead ECG screening during primary 

care visits compared to routine primary care. The trial randomized 16 primary care practices (8 

to screening and 8 to usual care) in the Massachusetts General Hospital Primary Care-Based 

Research Network between July 2018 and October 2019. We did not adjust for the cluster-

randomized design in this study because the intracluster correlation was low (0.0013). For these 

analyses, individuals 65 years and older without a prior diagnosis of AF presenting for a primary 

care appointment were included and participants with missing predictors were excluded 

(Supplemental Figure S1). All analyses were conducted on an intention-to-screen basis (i.e., 

group assignment was based on the patient’s first visit to a study practice during the study 

period). The Mass General Brigham Institutional Review Board approved the research protocol. 

Participants provided informed consent to participate. The study was considered minimal risk, 

and a waiver of documentation of informed consent was granted. 
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Procedure  

 As previously described, screening was conducted when consenting patients placed 

their fingers on a single-lead AliveCor KardiaMobile ECG device (AliveCor Inc, Mountain View, 

CA). The screening resulted in one of five possible results, “Possible AF,” “Normal,” 

“Unclassified,” “No analysis (Unreadable),” and “Patient Declined Screening.” All subsequent 

clinical management was determined by primary care clinicians, including follow-up 12-lead 

ECGs. Independent cardiologists reviewed all AliveCor tracings within 7 days and notified 

primary care clinicians if a prespecified actionable rhythm was identified.  

 

Outcome 

The primary outcome was an adjudicated incident AF diagnosis. Each clinical practice 

was enrolled for 12 months; participants were followed until the primary care practice to which 

they belonged completed participation. Thus, follow-up time was measured from each 

participant’s first visit date until the date their primary care practice completed participation or 

death, whichever came first. Potentially new AF diagnoses were identified from the electronic 

medical record using the same approach in both study arms by a centralized data repository.20 

Specifically, individuals with an International Classification of Diseases, 10th Revision code for 

atrial fibrillation or flutter or a 12-lead ECG with atrial fibrillation or flutter in the diagnostic 

statement were identified. These potential new AF diagnoses were then adjudicated by 2 

research nurses with a cardiologist unaffiliated with the study resolving differences. The 

committee adjudicated events as “incident,” “prevalent,” or “not AF.”21 

 

Predictors  

 We obtained patient characteristics from the electronic medical record, including 

demographics, medical diagnoses, medication use, physiological measures, and prior health 

use. We used measures obtained on the index date (i.e., participant’s first visit date) or the 
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value most immediately prior to index date. Candidate predictors were chosen because of their 

association with AF, cardiovascular disease, or health care utilization. Demographics included 

age, sex, and English language preference. Medical diagnoses included hypertension, 

myocardial infarction, coronary artery disease, diabetes, congestive heart failure, prior stroke, 

vascular disease, anemia, history of bleeding, chronic kidney disease, and tobacco smoking. 

Individual medications were grouped into one of the following categories: oral anticoagulants, 

rate control medications, antihypertensives, or antiarrhythmic medications. Physiological 

measures include systolic blood pressure, diastolic blood pressure, heart rate, height, and 

weight. Healthcare utilization measures included 12 lead ECGs in the prior year, implanted 

cardiac device placement in the prior 3 years, and the number of primary care visit in the prior 

year.  

 

Effect-based approach to heterogeneity 

Our primary objective was to measure the heterogeneity of screening effect using an 

effect-based approach.12 We used the potential outcomes framework to determine the effect of 

screening for each individual conditional on their observed characteristics, i.e., the conditional 

average screening effect.22 Thus, for each individual, we estimate the probability of the outcome 

(i.e., new AF diagnosis) had they been randomized to screening and, separately, had they been 

randomized to control.  

First, we estimated the likelihood of the outcome conditional on being randomized to the 

screening. Using just the participants randomized to the screening practices, we fit a 

generalized linear model of the outcome as a function of all the aforementioned predictors using 

a Poisson distribution offset by the log of the follow-up time to account for differential follow-up 

time. This model was fit using the least absolute shrinkage and selection operator (LASSO), 

which we used to perform variable selection and regularization.23 Then, we applied this model to 

the control participants to estimate the likelihood of the outcome had they been randomized to 
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the screening. Next, we estimated the likelihood of the outcome conditional on being 

randomized to screening within the screening arm. To limit bias, we estimated the likelihood of 

the outcome within the intervention group using leave-one-out cross-validation.24 That is, the 

likelihood of the outcome for an individual intervention participant was estimated using a model 

that was fit with all intervention observations except that individual. These models were also fit 

using LASSO.  

We repeated the same procedure to estimate the likelihood of the outcome under usual 

care (i.e., control). This process resulted in each participant being assigned a predicted 

likelihood of AF diagnosis under the intervention and a predicted likelihood of AF diagnosis 

under control—the difference between these two is the conditional average screening effect. We 

then tabulated the observed outcome rate by randomization arm stratified by decile of 

conditional average screening effect. 

 

Risk-based approach to heterogeneity 

In a second approach, we measured the heterogeneity of screening effect using a risk-

based approach. We used the CHARGE-AF risk score to estimate the baseline risk of 

developing AF.25 CHARGE-AF is a risk model developed in the Atherosclerosis Risk in 

Communities study, Cardiovascular Health Study, and the Framingham Heart Study to predict 

incident AF. It uses age, race, height, weight, blood pressure, current smoking, use of 

antihypertensive medication, diabetes, myocardial infarction history, and heart failure as 

predictors. The CHARGE-AF model has been externally validated.26  

 

Testing for heterogeneity 

We assessed heterogeneity by testing the interaction between the randomization arm 

and the predicted screening effect. Specifically, we fit a generalized linear model where the 

outcome of new AF diagnosis was a function of the randomization arm, decile of predicted 
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screening effect, and the interaction between the two. The model was fit using a Poisson 

distribution offset by the log of the follow-up time to account for differential follow-up time. We 

tested the statistical significance of the interaction using the likelihood ratio test. For visual 

representation we plotted the observed outcome rate by randomization arm, stratified by decile 

of screening effect. We repeated this procedure to test for heterogeneity by predicted AF risk.  

 

Patient characteristics by predicted effect and predicted risk 

We used heatmaps to visualize participant characteristics by decile of predicted 

screening effect and predicted AF risk. We color-coded characteristics by their z-transformed 

value, where the darkest and lightest shade represents the highest and lowest value of a given 

patient characteristic, respectively.  

 

Correlation of predicted effect and predicted risk 

To determine the correlation between the conditional average screening effect and 

baseline risk, we plotted the percentile of predicted screening effectiveness against the 

percentile of predicted AF risk. We described the relationship using a locally estimated best-fit 

line with a span of 0.75. 

 

RESULTS 

Average effect of screening 

We present the baseline characteristics of 30265 study participants in Table 1. In 10333 

person-years of follow-up, 238 people in the control group were diagnosed with atrial fibrillation 

(2.30 per 100-person years). In 10284 person-years of follow-up, 262 people in the screening 

group were diagnosed with atrial fibrillation (2.55 per 100 person-years). These rates were not 

statistically different (rate difference 0.24 per 100 person-years, 95%CI -0.18 to 0.67). 
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Model performance 

The constituent models used to estimate the effect-based score discriminated well. The 

model to predict AF diagnosis under usual care and the model to predict AF diagnosis in 

screening both had a c-statistic of 0.73 and were well calibrated (Supplemental Figures S1 

and S2). The CHARGE-AF risk model also discriminated well; it had a c-statistic of 0.74 in both 

the control and intervention arms (Supplemental Figures S3 and S4). 

 

Effect-based approach to screening heterogeneity  

Participants whose predicted screening effect fell into the highest decile (as estimated by 

the effect-based model) had a statistically significant increase in AF diagnoses due to their 

primary care practice being randomized to the screening arm (interaction p-value 0.038). 

In Figure 1, we display the distribution of observed absolute rate differences in AF diagnosis in 

each decile of predicted screening effect. In the decile where screening was predicted to be the 

most efficacious, the observed rate of new atrial fibrillation diagnosis was higher in those 

randomized to intervention compared to those randomized to control (6.50 vs. 3.06 per 100 

person-years, rate difference 3.45 per 100 person-years, 95% CI 1.62 to 5.28). In the remaining 

9 deciles, the observed rates of AF diagnosis in the intervention and control groups were not 

significantly different. 

 

Risk-based approach to screening heterogeneity  

The risk model (i.e., CHARGE-AF) did not identify a subgroup in which one-time AF 

screening was effective (interaction p-value 0.46). In Figure 2, we display the distribution of 
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observed absolute rate difference in AF diagnosis in each decile of predicted AF risk. The 

observed rates of AF diagnosis in the intervention and screening groups were not significantly 

different in any decile of predicted AF risk. The estimated effects suggest greater screening 

effectiveness in the highest risk decile but remained statistically indistinguishable from 0. In a 

sensitivity analysis, we determined that an internally optimized risk model did not perform better 

than the CHARGE-AF score (Supplemental Figure S6). 

 

Patient characteristics of effective screening groups 

In Figure 3, we display the patient characteristics by decile of screening effectiveness. 

Patients with an ICD placed in the prior 3 years, higher BMI, and greater number of PCP visits 

in the prior year were overrepresented in the lower deciles of screening effectiveness. Rate 

control medications, high systolic blood pressure, and smoking were more common in the 

highest deciles of screening effectiveness. Notably, several characteristics displayed a U-

shaped relationship, such as age, vascular disease, and congestive heart failure. 

 

Patient characteristics of risk groups 

In Figure 4, we display the patient characteristics by decile of risk estimated using the 

CHARGE-AF score. Black participants, Hispanic participants, and women were overrepresented 

in the lower deciles of risk. As expected, predictors used to calculate the CHARGE-AF score 

were more common in higher risk deciles, including older age; higher height, weight, or blood 

pressure; smoking history; White racial identity; antihypertensive medication use; or diagnosis of 

diabetes, CHF, or prior MI. Among variables not directly used to calculate CHARGE-AF, we find 

that patients in the highest risk deciles were more likely to have had an ICD placed in the prior 3 

years, male sex, chronic kidney disease, and anemia.  
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Relationship between predicted risk and predicted screening effect 

The predicted screening effect and the predicted risk of new AF have a non-monotonic 

relationship. In Figure 5, we show a scatterplot of the relationship between the percentile of AF 

screening effectiveness against the percentile of baseline AF risk measured by the CHARGE-

AF score. Predicted screening effectiveness and predicted baseline risk were poorly correlated 

(Spearman coefficient 0.13). A locally estimated best-fit line demonstrated a U-shaped 

relationship—the predicted risk of AF was high among both those with low and high predicted 

screening effectiveness. 

 
 
DISCUSSION 

In this secondary analysis of the VITAL-AF randomized trial, we identified a small 

subgroup in whom one-time screening was effective using an effect-based modeling approach. 

Conversely, despite a trend toward greater efficacy in the highest risk group, a risk-based 

approach did not identify a subgroup for whom screening was statistically more effective. We 

determined that predicted risk and predicted screening effectiveness were not well correlated. 

Specifically, we identified a U-shaped relationship between predicted baseline risk and 

predicted screening efficacy. The predicted risk of AF was high at both the low and high end of 

the predicted screening effectiveness. This suggests that when screening for AF with a brief 

one-time screen, predicted risk is an inadequate surrogate for predicted screening 

effectiveness. 

An inspection of patient characteristics provides insights into a few possible reasons 

behind the observed discordance between AF risk and screening effect. First, the effect model 

may identify people who do not fit physicians’ heuristic for AF, so-called representation bias.27,28 

For example, those in the high-efficacy group were more likely to be non-white women with a 

non-English language preference. These same characteristics were more prevalent in low-risk 
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groups. Second, screening efficacy may be a function of healthcare access and 

connectedness.29 The average number of PCP visits in the prior year was lowest in the high-

screening efficacy group. This indicates that individuals who are often seen by their PCP may 

benefit less from one-time screening despite being at high risk for developing AF, presumably 

because physicians have an increased opportunity to detect heart rhythm abnormalities. Since 

the degree of access to “usual care” varies, one-time screening may be more effective for 

people with limited healthcare access. Third, it is possible that those in the high-efficacy group 

are more likely to develop asymptomatic AF, a hypothesis that could not be tested with the 

available data. 

The results of this study can inform future efforts at targeting screening in at least three 

ways. First, this study identifies a subgroup in which screening appears particularly effective. 

While VITAL-AF, D2AF, and Morgan & Mant found no average benefit of one-time screening, 

SAFE found an increase in AF diagnosis rate of 0.55% over 12 months.6–8,18 In this study, we 

identified a subgroup in whom screening was 3 to 10 times more effective than the average 

effect observed in SAFE. To demonstrate the value of one-time screening, future trials should 

consider targeting screening to the high-efficacy phenotype—e.g., women in their 80s, with high 

systolic blood pressure, and vascular disease. There are shortcomings to this approach, namely 

that the subset in whom screening is effective is small, and any targeting approach creates 

implementation challenges. To facilitate identification of high effectiveness patients, we have 

published a supplemental online code that can be incorporated into electronic medical records 

or screening trials.30 Second, our findings that AF risk and screening effect are not well 

correlated indicate that screening trials targeting high-risk individuals may not be fruitful. Indeed, 

multiple trials are underway to test the value of screening by enrolling high-risk individuals.31–34 

Third, our findings highlight the potential for inequity using a risk based approach, particularly a 

risk equation like CHARGE-AF that uses race as a predictor. In this study, while non-white and 

female participants were concentrated in the low-risk deciles, both groups were more evenly 
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distributed across the spectrum of screening efficacy. Thus, well-meaning efforts to target 

screening to high-risk individuals may widen disparities. 

Finally, this study adds to the ongoing development of effect-based approaches to 

measuring the heterogeneous effect of cardiovascular interventions.12–15 For the treatment and 

prevention of many cardiovascular conditions, like statins to prevent atherosclerotic heart 

disease and anticoagulants to prevent stroke in AF, clinicians are asked to identify a subset of 

people for whom treatment is particularly effective.35,36 The conventional approach has been to 

model risk—that is, to develop an outcome model in untreated individuals and assume that this 

risk is tightly correlated with the effectiveness of the intervention, the true value of interest. This 

study demonstrates the vulnerability of this assumption. Prior studies have shown that risk-

based models can effectively measure variation in treatment effect.37,38 This study suggests 

that, when possible, both risk-based and effect-based approaches should be tested when 

determining if an intervention should be targeted to a subset of individuals.  

Our study design and data source have important limitations. First, the high-efficacy 

subgroup identified in this study needs to be externally validated. While we took caution when 

identifying the subgroup (i.e., using regularized regression models and leave-one-out cross-

validation), external validation in a separate RCT is necessary to test the robustness of the 

findings. Second, this analysis was not pre-specified in the statistical analysis plan of the main 

trial. Thus, the results should be regarded as exploratory and hypothesis-generating. Third, 

screening for atrial fibrillation is important in so far as it prevents ischemic strokes. While one-

time screening tends to identify individuals with high-burden AF, the full study was not powered 

to detect the effect of screening on strokes and bleeding. This concern is further magnified if 

one were to attempt to test the effect of screening on strokes and bleeding within a small 

subgroup.  

Prior trials of one-time screening have demonstrated mixed results. In a secondary 

analysis, we identified a small subgroup where one-time screening was associated with 
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increased AF diagnoses using an effect-based modeling approach. Also, we determined that 

risk is a poor proxy for the effectiveness of AF screening. These data caution against the 

assumption that high risk is necessarily correlated with high efficacy. Future screening efforts 

should focus on people for whom screening is projected to be most effective.   
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TABLES and FIGURES 

Table 1: Patient characteristics by randomization arm 

Characteristic 

Screening 

(n=15187) 

Control 

(n=15078) 

Age, mean (SD), yrs 74 (7) 74 (7) 

Female sex, n (%) 9,068 (60%) 8,766 (58%) 

Race, n (%)   

    White 12,554 (83%) 12,490 (83%) 

    Black 791 (5.2%) 697 (4.6%) 

    Hispanic 331 (2.2%) 299 (2.0%) 

    Other 1,511 (9.9%) 1,592 (11%) 

Systolic blood pressure, mean (SD), mmHg 131 (16) 131 (17) 

Diastolic blood pressure, mean (SD), mmHg 75 (9) 74 (9) 

Heart rate, mean (SD), bpm 75 (13) 74 (13) 

Weight, mean (SD), kg 76 (18) 76 (18) 

Height, mean (SD), cm 165 (10) 165 (10) 

English language preference, n (%) 13,832 (91%) 13,411 (89%) 

Current smoking, n (%) 717 (4.7%) 782 (5.2%) 

Hypertension, n (%) 11,516 (76%) 11,443 (76%) 

Coronary artery disease, n (%) 3,206 (21%) 3,128 (21%) 

Diabetes, n (%) 3,620 (24%) 3,578 (24%) 

Congestive heart failure, n (%) 1,586 (10%) 1,553 (10%) 

Prior stroke, n (%) 1,269 (8.4%) 1,274 (8.4%) 

Vascular disease, n (%) 2,983 (20%) 2,959 (20%) 

Anemia, n (%) 3,736 (25%) 3,765 (25%) 

Bleeding history, n (%) 5,587 (37%) 5,870 (39%) 

Chronic kidney disease, n (%) 2,110 (14%) 2,374 (16%) 

Antihypertensive medication, n (%) 10,632 (70%) 10,684 (71%) 

Oral anticoagulant use, n (%) 340 (2.2%) 352 (2.3%) 

Rate control medication use, n (%) 7,240 (48%) 7,275 (48%) 

Antiarrhythmic medication use, n (%) 54 (0.4%) 55 (0.4%) 

12 lead ECG in prior year, n (%) 4,884 (32%) 4,894 (32%) 

ICD implantation in prior 3 years, n (%) 305 (2.0%) 304 (2.0%) 

PCP visits in the prior year, mean (SD) 4.1 (4.6) 4.6 (4.6) 

CHARGE-AF score, mean (SD) 13.47 (0.95) 13.48 (0.96) 

 
Legend 
bmp – beats per minute, ECG – electrocardiogram, ICD – implantable cardioverter defibrillator, PCP – primary care 
physician. 
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Figure 1: Heterogeneity of Screening Effect using an Effect-based Model  
 

 
 
Legend 
py–person-years. Model interaction p-value = 0.038 
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Figure 2: Heterogeneity of Screening Effect using a Risk-based Model 
 

 
Legend 
py–person-years. The baseline risk of incident AF was predicted using the CHARGE-AF score. Model interaction p-value = 0.46 
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Figure 3: Heatmap of patient characteristics by decile of predicted screening efficacy  

 
 

Legend: ECG – electrocardiogram, ICD – implantable cardioverter defibrillator, PCP – primary care 
physician. CHARGE-AF - Cohorts for Heart and Aging Research in Genomic Epidemiology atrial 
fibrillation. For continuous measures, we present the average, and for categorical measures, we present 
the percent. We color-coded characteristics by their z-transformed value where the darkest and lightest 
shade represents the highest and lowest value of a given patient characteristic, respectively.

58% 39%37% 31% 26% 23% 21% 26% 29% 34%

37% 40%24% 21% 18% 18% 19% 20% 23% 28%

1% 1%0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%

85% 98%74% 62% 52% 48% 46% 63% 82% 94%

6% 5%4% 4% 5% 4% 4% 5% 6% 6%

41% 45%36% 34% 34% 35% 35% 39% 40% 40%

25% 31%13% 10% 8% 8% 9% 12% 14% 19%

34% 17%10% 7% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 10%

36% 37%20% 16% 13% 13% 12% 16% 20% 27%

5% 4%6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 6%

44% 25%31% 25% 19% 16% 16% 19% 21% 21%

95% 85%93% 93% 90% 90% 90% 89% 88% 87%

27% 68%35% 46% 59% 69% 75% 71% 69% 69%

1% 2%2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2%

95% 91%89% 79% 68% 58% 52% 64% 77% 84%

16% 0%2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

73% 32%65% 54% 41% 31% 25% 29% 31% 31%

5% 3%3% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 2% 2%

6% 11%7% 9% 10% 12% 12% 11% 12% 12%

13% 15%7% 7% 5% 5% 6% 7% 8% 10%

43% 97%24% 23% 20% 24% 30% 52% 76% 91%

26% 55%13% 9% 9% 8% 10% 14% 20% 31%

87% 82%87% 84% 83% 82% 81% 81% 80% 81%

75 8472 71 71 71 71 73 74 76

34.3 24.731.6 29.8 28.2 26.9 25.7 26 26 25.6

3.98 4.783.21 3.01 2.92 2.86 2.92 3.19 3.48 3.94

14.16 14.613.49 13.2 13.04 12.95 12.94 13.19 13.4 13.75

72 7374 75 75 75 75 75 75 75

79 7178 76 76 75 74 73 73 72

170 163168 167 165 163 163 163 163 163

7.4 4.35 4.2 3.9 3.6 3.3 3.6 3.9 4

129 137130 130 130 129 129 131 133 135

99 6589 82 77 72 69 70 70 68

Diastolic blood pressure, mmHg

Other race

Female

Hispanic

Systolic blood pressure, mmHg

Rate control medication use

Current smoker

Age, yrs

Vascular disease

Antihypertensive medications

CHA2DS2−VASc score

Bleeding history

Antiarrhythmic medication use

CHARGE−AF score

Chronic kidney disease

Hypertension

Black

Prior stroke

Anemia

Coronary artery disease

English language preference

Heart rate, beats per minute

White

Male

Height, cm

Body mass index, kg/m²

Weight, kg

12 lead ECG in prior year

Diabetes

Oral anticoagulants

Congestive heart failure

PCP visits in the pr ior year

ICD implantation in pr ior 3 years

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Decile of Screening Effect (1=lowest effect, 10=highest effect)

Z−Score

−2

−1

0

1

2

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 18, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.17.24307559doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.17.24307559


 25 

Figure 4: Heatmap of patient characteristics by decile of CHARGE-AF score, predicted 
risk of AF 

 
 
Legend: ECG – electrocardiogram, ICD – implantable cardioverter defibrillator, PCP – primary care 
physician. CHARGE-AF - Cohorts for Heart and Aging Research in Genomic Epidemiology atrial 
fibrillation. For continuous measures, we present the average, and for categorical measures, we present 
the percent. We color-coded characteristics by their z-transformed value where the darkest and lightest 
shade represents the highest and lowest value of a given patient characteristic, respectively.  
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Figure 5: Scatter plot of individuals' predicted screening effect by predicted AF risk 

 

 

Legend: Each dot represents a study participant and their percentile of screening effectiveness by their 
percentile of baseline risk. The blue line, is a locally estimated best fit line (i.e., LOESS) with a span of 
0.75.  
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL 

Figure S1: Consort diagram  
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Figure S2: Calibration of constituent models used to calculate effect scores using leave one out cross validation 
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Figure S3: Receiver operator curves of constituent models used to calculate effect scores using leave one out cross 
validation 
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Figure S4: Calibration of CHARGE-AF risk model in control and intervention arm  
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Figure S5: Receiver operator curves of CHARGE-AF risk model in control and intervention arm 
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Supplement Figure S6: Heterogeneity of Screening Effect using an Internally Developed Risk-based Model 
 
 

 

Legend: The CHARGE-AF score has a potential disadvantage because it was developed externally, while the effect-based score was developed 
within the study. We tested the robustness of our primary finding by using an internally optimized risk model. Recall that we created a risk model to 
estimate the likelihood of AF under usual care when estimating the effect-base score (a “VITAL-AF risks score”). We find that the VITAL-AF risk 
score and the CHARGE-AF score are highly correlated (Spearman coefficient 0.85). Further, when we repeat the analysis, we find no 
heterogeneity of screening effect when using the internally developed risk score. 
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