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Abstract

Objective: The purpose of this study is to assess variation in first-line type 2 diabetes treatment
empirically using a large clinical dataset. Since metformin, the guideline-recommended first-line
treatment, is contraindicated for severe chronic kidney disease, we examine variation in this
treatment decision on two axes—across estimated glomerular filtration rate (eGFR)
measurements from the patient and across preferences from the prescribing provider.

Study Design and Setting: Using a large insurance claims dataset, we conducted a retrospective
cohort study of patients who were newly initiated on a type 2 diabetes treatment (metformin
versus a DPP-4 inhibitor or sulfonylurea). Three years of observation prior to treatment were
required, and patients with type 1 or gestational diabetes or without eGFR results were excluded.
1) To test whether the choice of treatment is significantly dependent on eGFR level, we
performed a chi-squared test for association between eGFR level and treatment decision. 2) To
test whether practice variation exists among providers that cannot be explained by treatment
guidelines, we fitted restricted cubic spline models to predict treatment from patient age, eGFR,
sex, history of heart failure, and treatment date. Then, we performed a generalized likelihood
ratio test (GLRT) to assess whether a model that included provider-specific random effects is a
better fit than a model without these random effects.

Results: Among 10,643 eligible patients, the choice of metformin versus a DPP-4 inhibitor or a
sulfonylurea was significantly associated with eGFR level (p < 0.0001). Among the 2,271
patients seen by 173 providers with at least 10 patients in the cohort, a GLRT found significant
variation exists across providers even after accounting for age, eGFR, sex, history of heart
failure, and treatment date (p < 0.0001).

Conclusion: Our study found significant variation in first-line type 2 diabetes treatments—some
that can be explained by treatment guidelines and some that may be due to provider preferences.
Further studies can help elucidate whether such variation across providers is appropriate. The
data-driven approaches in our study can also be applied to other disease areas to characterize
variation in real-world clinical practice and potential opportunities for improvement.
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What is New?
Key Findings

e We used a large health insurance claims dataset to show that first-line type 2 diabetes
treatment is significantly associated with estimated glomerular filtration rate (¢GFR).

e We established empirically that significant variation exists in how providers choose
between metformin and DPP-4 inhibitors or sulfonylureas for first-line type 2 diabetes
treatment, even after accounting for eGFR, age, sex, history of heart failure, and
treatment date.

What this adds to what is known?

e We proposed a new statistical approach to test for variation in treatment decisions
across all providers while accounting for patient characteristics.

e We applied this approach to establish that providers may consider eGFR levels
differently when prescribing first-line type 2 diabetes treatments.

What is the implication and what should change now?

e Further work is needed to understand whether the provider variation we discovered
for initial type 2 diabetes treatment is appropriate, and if not, how to remove this
variation by reaching out to providers or improving treatment guidelines

e Our proposed statistical approach can be applied to determine whether provider
variation exists for other diseases after accounting for patient characteristics relevant
to the specific disease.
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1. Introduction

Clinical practice guidelines have been developed to promote evidence-based practice in
medicine and improve quality of care and clinical outcomes.! However, actual practice often
deviates from guidelines. This variation may be due to incomplete or unclear guidelines, barriers
to adoption, different practice styles of individual providers and health systems, or other factors
that influence patient-provider interactions.?* For instance, guidelines may not be applicable for
complex patients with multiple co-morbidities. In this case, providers may deviate from the
guidelines to provide more appropriate care.>’ In other cases though, deviation may be due to
poor dissemination of guidelines or lack of resources to support adoption.>* Such variability in
guideline compliance may result in suboptimal quality of care or clinical outcomes for patients.

Large clinical datasets offer opportunities to empirically study clinical decision-making
and practice variation across providers. In particular, models fit to real-world evidence may be
better at capturing decision-making processes that are not covered by or differ from guidelines.
The motivation for studying variation with observational data is to understand when variation is
captured by guidelines, seems appropriate based on patient characteristics, or may be part of a
consistently flawed decision-making process that needs to be remedied.!® In the latter case, we
must be careful when flagging a provider or a health system as an outlier that needs attention. A
provider who takes on more challenging cases by seeing patients who have more co-morbidities
or are more likely to have contraindications for evidence-based care should not be unduly
punished. Even if their patients have worse outcomes, much of that variation may still be
clinically appropriate.” To account for these nuances, we propose first examining variation that
can be explained by patient characteristics and then accounting for these characteristics when
studying variation across providers. Past works with similar approaches have examined whether
the choice of physician has an impact on cancer treatment and hospice enrollment.!%-12

Metformin is the guideline-recommended initial treatment for type 2 diabetes. It is
effective at improving glycemic control and promoting weight loss without increasing risk of
hypoglycemia.!® The medication is also cost-effective. American Diabetes Association (ADA)
guidelines recommend starting metformin unless “there are contraindications.”'* However, the
guidelines do not list most contraindications and only suggest, rather than explicitly recommend,
that metformin is safe in chronic kidney disease (CKD) so long as eGFR is at least 30
mL/min/1.73m?2.'* For patients with mild renal impairment, defined as eGFR levels between 30
and 60, metformin only started being recommended in 2016 after several large-scale cohort
studies found that metformin did not increase the risk of lactic acidosis in these patients.!>!7
Because there is uncertainty around the specific eGFR threshold at which the risk of metformin
in CKD outweighs the benefits in diabetes, the decision to prescribe another medication because
metformin is contraindicated falls on the individual provider, leading to practice variation.

Using a large insurance database, we examined how providers decided to initiate
metformin versus another diabetes medication for patients with type 2 diabetes. First, we
assessed whether there is significant dependence between the choice to initiate metformin and
eGFR levels. This allowed us to verify that the patient characteristics used to define treatment
guidelines indeed play a role in real-world decision-making. Second, we modelled how eGFR
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and other factors influenced the likelihood of prescribing metformin in general and for each
individual provider. We then used these models to assess whether significant variation exists
across providers. This part of our analysis established the existence of variation that cannot be
explained by treatment guidelines and relevant patient characteristics. We hope this work will
encourage future studies that examine how this variation affects patient outcomes and, if needed,
how to issue better guidance to reduce harmful variation.

2. Methods
2.1. Dataset and Cohort

We performed a retrospective cohort study using insurance claims data from a large
insurance provider in the northeast United States, spanning from 2012 to 2021. The database
includes laboratory test results when the insurance company has a contract with the laboratory
center filling the claim. Similar insurance claims datasets have been used before for prediction of
many health outcomes, including onset of type 2 diabetes, abnormal eGFR results,
hospitalization, and mortality.!3-20

Patients who received an initial medication fill for metformin, a sulfonylurea, or a
dipeptidyl peptidase-4 (DPP-4) inhibitor were included in the cohort. Patients who were
prescribed multiple treatment classes on the first, did not have exactly one provider associated
with the prescription, were not observed for at least 3 years prior to the initial medication fill, or
did not have an eGFR measurement in the past 6 months were excluded. See Appendix A for
definitions of the treatment classes and number of patients after applying each exclusion
criterion. For the analysis on provider-based variability, we limited our cohort to patients who
were seen by providers who had at least 10 patients who met the inclusion and exclusion criteria.
Treatment decisions were attributed to the provider listed on the insurance claim for the
medication fill.

The outcome of interest was a binary variable for whether the patient was prescribed
metformin versus a sulfonylurea or a DPP-4 inhibitor. Our primary exposure was eGFR, which
was based on the last measurement obtained in the 6 months prior to the initial medication fill.
As described in Appendix A, the appropriate race-adjusted eGFR concept was prioritized when
available, and patients without eGFR measurements were excluded. Other variables included
age, sex, and the presence of a diagnosis for heart failure. These variables were chosen as they
may contribute to variation in decision making related to use of metformin.?!-?2 We also included
treatment date as a covariate since metformin usage increased over time, particularly when
metformin was no longer contraindicated for patients with moderate renal failure in 2016.5-17

2.2. Statistical Approach to Test for Variation

Because first-line diabetes treatment guidelines are heavily dependent on eGFR, we first
verified that the general treatment policy observed in real-world data aligned with guidelines. We
created the following 5 eGFR categories based on the definitions for the different stages of CKD:
below 30, 30-44, 45-59, 60-89, and at least 90.> We calculated the number of patients in each
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eGFR category who were prescribed each medication class. These counts were used in a chi-
squared test to determine if there was a difference in rates of metformin use by eGFR category.

To assess whether providers have different treatment policies with respect to eGFR, we
needed to account for how eGFR and other factors affected the likelihood of prescribing
metformin. This is important for two reasons: 1) Some providers see more challenging patients.’
For example, patients with severe CKD are more likely to seek out specialists than general
practitioners for treatment. Modeling patient features accounts for these differences in patient
populations across providers. 2) We are interested not just in how providers prescribe the
treatments at different rates but in how providers differ in how they take these factors into
account when making treatment decisions. Thus, these features need to be included when
predicting the likelihood of prescribing metformin.

To account for these features when modeling the treatment decisions, we first found the
best model in each of the following two model families: 1) A generalized linear model with
restricted cubic spline features for eGFR, age, and treatment date and binary indicators for heart
failure and sex. The cubic spline features allow us to model non-linear relationships.?* For details
on how the restricted cubic spline features are defined, see Appendix B. 2) A generalized linear
model with the previously mentioned features, random intercepts, and random slopes for the
eGFR features. The random intercepts and random slopes account for differences in how
providers account for eGFR and weigh the risks and benefits of each treatment when making
decisions.

Then, we used the best models in these two families to examine whether there was
variation across all providers. We assessed this by performing a generalized likelihood ratio test
(GLRT) for whether model family 2 is a better fit for the observed samples than model family
1.2+23 By evaluating the likelihood only at the observed samples, this test focused on decisions
for the types of patients who were actually seen by each provider. As an additional analysis, we
also examined whether any individual provider deviated significantly from the average treatment
policy. For this part, we conducted separate GLRTs using only the samples from patients seen by
a particular provider. We used the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure to keep the expected false
discovery rate at 5%.2

The method we propose joins a large body of work on identifying outlying providers
described in Appendix C, including mixture models of provider effects, hierarchical and
Bayesian approaches to modeling random effects, and Markov chain Monte Carlo simulations of
normal behavior.?’-3* Unlike these prior works, our method tests whether variation exists across
all providers rather than whether a single provider is an outlier. This is particularly useful when
there are few samples per provider. While there may be insufficient power to identify individual
providers as outliers, the total number of samples across all providers may provide sufficient
power to identify whether variation exists across all providers.

To visualize how the treatment decisions made by each provider vary with eGFR, we first
plotted the treatments observed for patients in the dataset against each eGFR value, with the
decisions for each provider in a separate row. Then, we plotted the treatment policies learned by
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the models fit for the GLRT. The model predicts the likelihood of prescribing metformin given
eGFR level, age, sex, treatment date, and history of heart failure. We held all features besides
eGFR constant, so the policy shown is for a 50-year-old female given treatment on 2014-05-25
with no history of heart failure. These features were chosen arbitrarily to fall within the observed
population. To create this second plot, we varied the eGFR value from the minimum to the
maximum observed (3 to 155) and plotted the predicted likelihood of prescribing metformin in
general and for each provider. Unlike the observed decisions in the first plot, the second figure
shows the policy a provider may follow at any eGFR value.

Data was extracted using SQL from a postgres database. Models were fit using R. All
other statistical procedures were carried out using Python.

3. Results
3.1. Descriptive Statistics and Variation across eGFR levels

A total of 10,643 patients met the inclusion and exclusion criteria. Metformin was
prescribed to 83.0% of these patients, and the other 17.0% were prescribed a sulfonylurea or a
DPP-4 inhibitor. The mean age was 60.6 (standard deviation 12.9). 52.8% of patients were male.
6.7% of patients had heart failure in the past 730 days. Metformin was prescribed for only 63.9%
of patients who had heart failure, compared to 84.4% of patients who did not have heart failure.
The mean eGFR level was 84.0, with a standard deviation of 20.5.

As demonstrated in Table 1, both categories of medications were prescribed across the
range of eGFR values. However, there was a noticeable and significant increase in the
prevalence of metformin prescriptions as eGFR values increased (p<0.0001 from chi-squared
test). Only 14.1% of patients with eGFR less than 30 were prescribed metformin. This rate
increased to 31.1% among patients with eGFR 30-44 and 66.6% among patients with eGFR 45-
59. For patients whose eGFR measurements indicated no sign of kidney damage, metformin
prescription rates were 85.3% among patients with eGFR 60-89 and 88.8% among patients with
eGFR > 90. See Table 1 in Appendix A for the number of patients in each category.

3.2. Variation across Providers

There were 173 providers who saw at least 10 patients in the dataset. Among these 173
providers, the mean number of patients per provider was 13.1 with a range of 10 to 41. The total
number of patients in this restricted cohort was 2,271. The mean per-provider metformin
prescription rate was 82.2% with a range from 22.7% to 100.0%. The maximum likelihood
model with and without random effects both had 4 knots each for eGFR, age, and treatment date.
The GLRT comparing the data likelihood under the model with random effects and the model
without random effects indicated significant variation metformin usage across providers even
when accounting for eGFR, age, sex, prior heart failure, and treatment date (G-statistic 387.3,
p<0.0001).

While there was variation across all providers, we were not able to identify any single
provider as an outlier because each provider only had a few samples. In the tests we performed
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with only a single provider's patients, we found that no particular provider significantly deviates
from the average treatment policy. The smallest p-value for a single provider was 0.059.

Figure 1 illustrates that metformin use increased as eGFR increases. However, there was
heterogeneity among providers. Most of this variation among providers occurred at low eGFR
values. Some providers still prescribed metformin when eGFR was low, while other providers
did not use metformin even when eGFR was high. Providers at the top of the figure prescribed
no metformin. Those at the bottom prescribed entirely metformin.

The black line in Figure 2 that depicts the model learned without provider-specific
random effects illustrates how the metformin prescription probability started around 20% for
small eGFR values and increased to around 90% as eGFR levels started to indicate normal
kidney function. The blue lines in Figure 2 depict the policies learned for each provider. Again,
when eGFR was low, some providers still prescribed metformin with high probability, while
other providers were less inclined to give metformin. Other values for patient age, sex, and
treatment date yielded similar plots.

4. Discussion

Using a large insurance claims dataset, we studied how the choice of first-line treatment
for type 2 diabetes varies with different levels of kidney damage and with prescribing provider.
The 83.0% metformin prescription rate in our cohort is fairly consistent with the 58-77%
metformin use rate found in prior studies.*>-3® We also observed that metformin was prescribed
significantly more frequently among patients with higher eGFR levels, as would be expected
based on treatment guidelines. However, eGFR level, age, sex, history of heart failure and
treatment date did not fully explain variation in metformin prescription. We also found
significant variation across providers. This suggests that if a patient sees different providers, they
may receive different care, be prescribed different treatments, and ultimately have different
outcomes.

The degree of provider level variation is particularly interesting because of its novelty
and the potential for interventions to improve patient care. To our knowledge, this is the first
study that uses a large observational dataset to empirically assess how first-line type 2 diabetes
treatment varies across providers while accounting for patient characteristics. Using the
observational dataset allowed us to evaluate variation with the decisions that were actually made.
Most prior research in this area relied on self-reported interviews and surveys, which may not
always reflect clinical practice.’® One study demonstrated that providers are not always aware of
the appropriate timing for and contraindications to metformin.*® Another survey found that only
a third of providers are aware that the eGFR cutoff typically used for prescribing metformin is
30.2! Other work discussed in Appendix C focused on process-of-care indicators, such as
whether annual assessments were performed.*!-#

Because this study demonstrated that variation exists across providers who prescribe
first-line type 2 diabetes treatments, it raises the question of whether this variation needs to be
addressed. If the variation is inappropriate, how can the negative effects be mitigated? A non-
specific intervention would be to provide brief education about first-line diabetes treatments to
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providers whose treatment decisions do not align with the guidelines related to eGFR and
metformin. More data-driven and individualized interventions such as reviewing provider
practice patterns to identify areas for improvement or imposing financial penalties for
unwarranted variation would require accurate assessment of the performance of individual
clinicians, identification of outlying providers, and good intervention design.*>° For such
interventions, there must be sufficient evidence based on decisions for a large number of patients
that the provider is indeed making poor treatment decisions to avoid incorrectly penalizing
providers.>!-3

Our study should be interpreted in the context of its limitations. First, this study was
limited to a single insurance provider whose beneficiaries are primarily located in the northeast
United States. As a result, the findings may not be generalizable. Second, while our models
included several patient characteristics, they may not have accounted for all patient-level factors
that contribute to treatment decisions. Third, while we chose to evaluate the performance of
individual providers, variation may also be studied at the level of provider groups or health care
facilities.>

Finally, the statistical approach in this study is more broadly applicable to treatment
decisions for other diseases as well. The models in our method can be built with relevant patient
characteristics for those diseases. All code is publicly available at
https://github.com/clinicalml/t2dm_provider variation_analysis.
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Table 1. Number of patients in each eGFR category who are prescribed metformin or DPP-4i /
sulfonylurea as their initial diabetes medication.

eGFR level Metformin DPP-4i / Sulfonylurea Total
eGFR <30 9 55 64

30 <eGFR <45 92 204 296

45 < eGFR <60 709 356 1,065
60 <eGFR <90 3,851 662 4,513
90 < eGFR 4,178 527 4,705
Total 8,839 1,804 10,643
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Figure 1. Individual provider choice of initial treatment for diabetes, by most recent eGFR on x-
axis. Each row is one provider. Providers ordered by metformin prescription rates. A subset of
the 173 providers with at least 10 patients are shown: 10 with smallest rates, 10 with largest
rates, and every third in between. A blue dot indicates the provider prescribed metformin to a
patient with that eGFR value. An orange X is the corresponding decision to prescribe DPP-4i /
sulfonylurea.
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Figure 2. Predicted probability of prescribing metformin versus eGFR for a 50-year-old female
without heart failure whose first-line treatment is initiated on 2014-05-25. Metformin
probabilities estimated from models without random effects (black) and with provider-specific
random effects (blue).
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Appendix A: Cohort Definition

b

Diabetes drugs were defined as drugs that are descendants of the “drugs used in diabetes’
concept in the Observational Medical Outcomes Partnership (OMOP) Common Data Model
(CDM) and contain at least one of the following ingredients: metformin, sitagliptin, vildagliptin,
saxagliptin, linagliptin, gemigliptin, anagliptin, teneligliptin, acetohexamide, carbutamide,
chlorpropamide, glycyclamide, tolcyclamide, metahexamide, tolazamide, tolbutamide,
glibenclamide, glyburide, glibornuride, gliclazide, glipizide, gliquidone, glisoxepide,
glyclopyramide, or glimepiride.

Estimated glomerular filtration rate (¢GFR) measurements were defined by all lab
concepts that started with “Glomerular filtration rate/1.73 sq M”. This included both CKD-EPI
that was commonly used through 2017 and MDRD that became more predominant starting in
2018. Because some eGFR measurements are race-adjusted, for black or African American
patients, we prioritized measurement concepts that specified “among blacks” over concepts that
did not specify race and only used concepts that specified “among non-blacks” if no other
measurements were available. For patients of other races or without race specified, the priorities
of concepts that specified “among blacks” and “among non-blacks” were flipped. If multiple
measurement values at the same priority level exist on the most recent measurement date, the
maximum value was taken. Heart failure was defined by concepts that are descendants of the
SNOMED concept “Heart failure”.

As shown in Figure 4, we started by including the first prescription of one of the
specified diabetes drugs. Then, we excluded any patients who are prescribed both metformin and
a drug in the sulfonylurea or DPP-4 inhibitor class. Because we are studying variation across
providers, the treatment decision must be clearly attributed to a single prescribing doctor. The
prescribing providers were identified as the providers listed on the insurance claim for the
medication fill. We excluded patients who have 0 or multiple providers associated with the first-
line treatment. These drugs were typically only prescribed to patients with some form of
diabetes. Because not all patients had a type 2 diabetes diagnosis code associated with the
prescription, we did not require a type 2 diabetes code. Instead, to focus on type 2 diabetes, we
excluded patients who had a type 1 diabetes, gestational diabetes, neonatal diabetes, or
pregnancy-related code at any point in their history to remove other common use cases for these
medications. Then, to ensure that the prescription is the first diabetes drug a patient receives, the
patient must be observed for at least 95% of the 3 years preceding the treatment date. Although
this requirement significantly reduced the cohort size, it is important for guaranteeing we are
indeed studying first-line treatment decisions.

The next set of exclusion criteria was based on the eGFR measurement. Because only
recent eGFR measurements were taken into consideration when making treatment decisions, we
excluded patients who did not have an eGFR lab in the 6 months prior to the initial medication
fill. Because the most recent measurement was used for decision-making, if the result was not
available for the most recent measurement, the patient was also excluded from the cohort. After
applying all these criteria, the cohort included 10,643 patients. We used this cohort to obtain
descriptive statistics regarding prescribing practices and the relation to eGFR.
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Finally, to characterize the policy for a specific provider, the provider must have
sufficient patients. For the analysis on provider-driven variation, we limited our population to
patients who were seen by providers with at least 10 patients who met the inclusion and
exclusion criteria. This limited the final cohort to a total of 2,271 patients seen by 173 providers.
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Figure 4. Inclusion-exclusion criteria for cohort.
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Appendix B: Details on Statistical Models and Tests for Variation

We assessed whether the initial treatment class is significantly associated with eGFR
level using a chi-squared test. The null hypothesis is metformin prescription and eGFR level are
independent, that is, metformin prescription rates are the same across all eGFR levels. The chi-
squared test statistic is 280,356.3. With 4 degrees of freedom, p-value < 0.0001. The test rejects
the null, and we can conclude metformin prescription rates vary significantly across different
eGFR levels.

Then, we performed a generalized likelihood ratio test (GLRT) to assess whether the
initial treatment decision is significantly different across providers even after accounting for
patient characteristics. This GLRT compared the data likelihood under two generalized linear
models that predict treatment from patient characteristics—one with provider-specific random
effects and another without provider-specific random effects. There is significant provider
variation if the model with provider-specific random effects is a much better fit.

For this test, we first fitted a generalized linear model with binary indicators for heart
failure and sex and restricted cubic spline features for eGFR, age, and treatment date. We chose
restricted cubic splines to allow for non-linearities and avoid extrapolation issues. A restricted
cubic spline is defined by knots, which can be viewed as the turning points. The curve is smooth
and continuous. Between each pair of knots, the function is cubic. Before the first knot and after
the last knot, the function is linear. For k knots placed at t; < t, < --+ < ¢y, this is achieved by
adding the following features constructed from the original feature x fori =1, ...,k — 2:

te — & -1
=E- )i -ttt (=)
k k-1

te — k-1
Note that a, = aifa > 0and a, = 0ifa < 0. The continuous features x are normalized to
have mean 0 and standard deviation 1 prior to constructing the restricted cubic spline features.
Then, the new features are again placed on the same scale by dividing by (t;, — t;)?2.

A standard reference for restricted cubic splines suggests tuning the number of knots but
not the positions of the knots as the latter does not make much of a difference.>?> For eGFR, age,
and treatment date, we tried linear functions (no restricted cubic spline features) and 3 or 4 knots
set at their suggested quantiles.

Table 2. Knot positions for each feature.

eGFR Knot 1 Knot 2 Knot 3 Knot 4

3 knots 56 85 106

4 knots 49 77 93 112
Age Knot 1 Knot 2 Knot 3 Knot 4

3 knots 47 62 80

4 knots 42 57 66 83
Treatment date Knot 1 Knot 2 Knot 3 Knot 4

3 knots 2013-07-17 2016-09-14 2019-09-06

4 knots 2013-02-18 2015-08-29 2017-09-26 2020-10-21
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We used the glm method in R to fit generalized linear models without random effects and
glmer to fit generalized linear models with provider-specific random intercepts or correlated
random intercepts and slopes for the eGFR features. glmer estimates random effects from the
frequentist perspective. Let X, ¢rgr € R™*@eG6FR include both the normalized eGFR level and any
restricted cubic spline features created for eGFR for all n patients. X4, and X4 are defined
analogously for age and date. Xy and X;,, are binary indicators for heart failure and sex. The
fixed slopes are denoted by £, and the random slope for eGFR is denoted by bgG g for provider

j. The fixed intercept is denoted by y, and the random intercept is denoted by g’ for provider j. p
is the probability of prescribing metformin. The random effects model can be specified as

p .
ln( ) = XeGFR X (ﬁeGFR + béGFR) + Xage X ﬁage + Xdate X lgdate + XHF X ﬁHF

1-p
+Xsex xﬁsex + (y+g1)

The random effects follow the structure [béGFR , g’ ]~N (0,%), where X €
R(@ecrr+Dx(decFr+D) js g parameter that is estimated alongside the fixed effects via maximum
likelihood estimation. X is a symmetric covariance matrix, so the number of additional
parameters introduced is %‘mﬂ). Once the parameters are estimated, bgG #r and g’ can be
predicted deterministically for each provider j and used to predict the probability of prescribing

metformin to a particular patient. b é{(; rr 1s omitted in a model with only random intercepts.

A generalized likelihood ratio test for goodness-of-fit of random effect models assesses
the following hypotheses:?>

H,: The data distribution can be fit by a model in family M|, without provider-specific
random effects. M, is defined as the class of generalized linear models predicting the probability
of prescribing metformin from eGFR, age, treatment date, sex, and heart failure with 0, 3, or 4
knots in eGFR, age, and treatment date and no provider-specific random effects. In other words,

[bgGFR , gj] = 0. M, is defined by 12 parameters.

H;: The data distribution is better fit by a model in family M; with provider-specific
random effects. M is defined as the class of generalized linear models with the same possible
covariate sets as M, and either only provider-specific intercepts or both provider-specific
intercepts and provider-specific slopes for the eGFR features. In other words, bgG rr = 0and

g’ ~N(0,02) or [béGFR , 97]~N(0,%). My is defined by 18 parameters.
The G-statistic is

max P (Y | X; 6,)

G= —2log—2Fo
max P |X; 6,)
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The best number of knots for eGFR, age, and treatment date are selected in each model
family based on maximum likelihood. This G-statistic follows a y? distribution with 6 degrees of
freedom under the null hypothesis.?* Predictions were obtained from the models in R, and the
GLRT was run in Python.

Appendix C: Connections to Related Work

Past studies related to variation in clinical practice for type 2 diabetes focused on process-
of-care indicators. These procedures included annual assessments of labs such as estimated
glomerular filtration rate (¢eGFR) and hemoglobin Alc (HbAlc), annual examinations for
diabetic retinopathy or neuropathy, and self-management training from nurses.*!*** These studies
found that poor adherence to these process-of-care indicators was associated with worse patient-
reported outcomes. Another study looked at how well different providers were able to maintain
blood glucose levels as measured by HbAlc.*

As mentioned in Section 2.2, our method to test for variation across providers can be
viewed in the context of other approaches for identifying outlying providers.?’-** We focused on
testing whether variation exists across all providers rather than testing whether a single provider
is an outlier. While the detection of outlying providers would imply that variation exists across
all providers, testing for variation across all providers is feasible in more contexts. With limited
data, there may be insufficient power to identify individual providers as outliers, but there may
be sufficient power to identify variation exists across all providers. This difference in power is
due to having few samples per provider, whereas the total number of samples across all providers
is much larger. To make an analogy to a more common statistical procedure, when testing
whether the means of individual groups are significantly non-zero, a t-test may not have the
power to detect a non-zero mean in any single group if all groups have few samples. However,
when testing whether the mean of any group in a large collection of groups is non-zero, a F-test
has more power to detect the existence of a non-zero mean using the samples from all groups.

The generalized linear models fitted in our method can be used to test whether an
individual provider is an outlier by running a GLRT using only samples from that provider. Our
method also differs from existing approaches in this regard. To place our approach in the
classification of methods reviewed by Ohlssen et al,?” our method falls under the category of
estimating and testing with an explicit alternative. The approach Ohlssen et al?’ propose also
falls in this category. They fitted Bayesian models with provider-specific random effects. Then,
they simulated expected outcome rates for a provider under the null hypothesis that the patients
were seen by a provider who is somewhat extreme but would still be considered normal. Next,
they assessed if the observed rate for a potential outlying provider was more extreme than this
simulated rate. Similar to our method, this simulation also accounts for the distribution of patient
features seen by a particular provider. In contrast though, our method evaluates the likelihood of
the outcome for each patient, while their method evaluates the overall prescription rate for each
provider. Our method is also more conservative for small per-provider sample size, which is
important when labeling a provider as an outlier leads to severe consequences. To illustrate why,
suppose a provider only has 10 patients and never prescribes metformin. As we found, the GLRT
does not produce small p-values with only 10 samples. In contrast, their approach would run a
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large number of simulations. These simulations are likely to yield non-zero metformin
prescription rates because the Bayesian approach regularizes the provider-specific effects to be
smaller than observed, especially when sample size is small. As a result, the observed rate of 0
metformin prescriptions will almost always be more extreme than the simulation, so the p-value
will be extremely small from a large number of simulations. This exaggerates the significance
that could be attained from such a small sample size.
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