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Measurement Cost (Minutes)

Age 0.28
Agency Level from Scene 0.00
Agency Mode from Scene 0.00
Age (Units) 0.00
Cause of Injury 0.85
Ethnicity 0.59
Form from Scene 0.00
Race 0.39
Residence State 0.00
Destination Reason from Scene 0.00
First Blood Pressure on Scene 1.99
First Pulse on Scene 0.81
First Respiration Rate on Scene 1.09
GCS on Scene (Eyes) 1.13
GCS on Scene (Motor) 1.88
GCS on Scene (Verbal) 1.00
Assisted Respirations on Scene 0.00
Sex 0.32
Arrival Date to Scene (Month) 0.00
Arrival Date to Scene (Day) 0.00
Arrival Date to Scene (Weekday) 0.00
Departure Date (Month) 0.00
Departure Date (Day) 0.00
Departure Date (Weekday) 0.00
Injury Date (Month) 0.00
Injury Date (Day) 0.00
Injury Date (Weekday) 0.00
Notification Date to Scene (Month) 0.00
Notification Date to Scene (Day) 0.00
Notification Date to Scene (Weekday) 0.00
Arrival Time to Scene 0.00
Departure Time from Scene 0.00
Injury Time 0.00
Notification Time to Scene 0.00
Injury ZIP Code (km N of hospital) 0.00
Injury ZIP Code (km E of hospital) 0.00
Residence ZIP Code (km N of hospital) 0.00
Residence ZIP Code (km E of hospital) 0.00
Intubation (Procedure) 0.00
Other Splinting/Immobilization (Procedure) 0.00
IV Placement (Procedure) 0.00
Cervical Collar (Procedure) 0.00
Backboard (Procedure) 0.00
Supplemental Oxygen (Procedure) 0.00
Pelvic Binder/Sheeting (Procedure) 0.00
CPR (Procedure) 0.00

Figure 1: Survey Results: Estimated costs for all trauma features
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Feature Group Cost (Dollars)

BUN 4.39
Age 0.00
Alkaline Phosphatase 9.56
CBC w/Diff 8.63
Calcium 5.73
Cholesterol 14.88
Creatinine 5.69
Height 0.00
Hemoglobin 2.63
Physical Activity 0.00
CBC Auto 7.18
Potassium 5.11
Pulse Pressure 0.00
Red Blood Cells 3.35
Sedimentation Rate 3.00
Serum Albumin 5.50
Serum Protein 4.07
Sex 0.00
Sodium 5.35
Systolic BP 0.00
Total BIlirubin 5.57
Uric Acid 5.02
Urine Albumin 6.42
Urine Glucose 4.37
Urinalysis 2.41
Weight 0.00
SGOT 4.83

Figure 2: Numeric costs for outpatient features by group.
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Cost vs Performance of Multiple Optimization
Methods on Trauma Data

Figure 3: Performance of CoAI variants on the trauma data, including a greedy solution to the knapsack
problem where features are added in order of decreasing (importance divided by cost), a method using the
same knapsack solver as the maintext but without model retraining, and a recursive feature elimination based
method where the feature with lowest (importance divided by cost) is removed from the model, the model is
retrained, and the process is repeated until the budget k is satisfied.

4



0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Recall

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Pr
ec

isi
on

Trauma: PR Curves
CoAI (PACT cost):
Time: 7.94 Min AUPRC: 0.35
CoAI (EMT cost):
Time: 0.83 Min AUPRC: 0.30
PACT:
Time: 7.94 Min AUPRC: 0.22
1 TP: 4 FP

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Recall

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Pr
ec

isi
on

ICU: PR Curves
APACHE IV
27 Features,  AUPRC: 0.51
APS
19 Features,  AUPRC: 0.48
APACHE III
21 Features,  AUPRC: 0.50
qSOFA
3 Features,  AUPRC: 0.19
CoAI
3 Features,  AUPRC: 0.38
1 TP: 3.5 FP

Figure 4: Precision-recall plots for the trauma (top) and ICU (bottom) datasets. Performance curves are
shown for CoAI and for the clinical models it was compared against. Horizontal gray lines indicate selected
operating points; in the trauma dataset, we chose an operating point with 4 false-positives for every true
positive. In the ICU dataset, qSOFA had a limited number of operating points so we compared at a 3.5:1
operating point. Vertical colored lines match model performance at given operating points to the x-axis for
easier comparison of recall.
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Figure 5: Summary of feature importance for predicting mortality in the eICU dataset.

6



0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
SHAP value (impact on model output)

GCS (Verbal)
Injury ZIP: km N

Notification Time to Scene
Backboard

Pelvic Binder/Splint
Oxygen Given

Residence ZIP: km E
GCS (Eye)

Race
Injury Date (Weekday)

GCS (Motor)
Departure Time from Scene

Resp. Rate
CPR

Pulse
Residence ZIP: km N

Cause of Injury
BP

Intubation
Age

Feature Importance Summary for Trauma Dataset

Low

High

Fe
at

ur
e 

va
lu

e

Figure 6: Summary of feature importance for predicting mortality in the trauma dataset.
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Figure 7: Summary of feature importance for predicting mortality in the outpatient dataset.

8



0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0 17.5
Albumin

Admit Source
Bilirubin

Creatinine
White Blood Cells

fiO2
Temperature

Urine
Mean BP

Verbal
Resp Rate

Motor
BUN

Heart Rate
Any Vent

Age
Admit Diagnosis

M
os

t I
m

po
rta

nt
 F

ea
tu

re
s

Feature Importance vs Model Cost in eICU Dataset

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
Feature Importance

Figure 8: Feature importance heatmap for CoAI on eICU dataset.
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Figure 9: Feature importance heatmap for CoAI on outpatient dataset.
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Method 1 Method 2 T-statistic p-value

CoAI (GBM) CoAI (Linear) 27.241980 8.569957e-48
CoAI (GBM) CEGB 9.970269 1.270177e-16
CoAI (GBM) CWCF 18.076428 4.522429e-12
CoAI (Linear) CEGB -26.157262 2.943945e-46
CoAI (Linear) CWCF 14.619751 1.122264e-10

Figure 10: Statistical significance of performance differences between all methods on trauma dataset.

Method 1 Method 2 T-statistic p-value

CoAI (GBM) CoAI (Linear) -6.259210 9.970512e-09
CoAI (GBM) CEGB 5.757907 9.590193e-08
CoAI (GBM) CWCF 6.094629 2.701177e-06
CoAI (Linear) CEGB 7.037159 2.592167e-10
CoAI (Linear) CWCF 7.577163 8.139467e-08

Figure 11: Statistical significance of performance differences between all methods on outpatient dataset.

2 EMS Provider Survey
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Figure 12: Survey form for trauma
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Figure 13: Survey form for trauma
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Figure 14: Survey form for trauma
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Figure 15: Survey form for trauma

Figure 16: Survey form for trauma
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Figure 17: Survey form for trauma

Figure 18: Survey form for trauma
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Figure 19: Survey form for trauma

Figure 20: Survey form for trauma
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Figure 21: Survey form for trauma

17



Figure 22: Survey form for trauma

Figure 23: Survey form for trauma
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Figure 24: Survey form for trauma
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Figure 25: Survey form for trauma
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Figure 26: Survey form for trauma
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3 EMS Provider Survey Results
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Figure 27: Survey results - certifications held by respondents

Figure 28: Survey results - Agencies where respondents were employed.
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Figure 29: Survey results - years of prior EMS experience.
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Figure 30: Survey results - Estimated time costs of gathering each feature
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Figure 31: Survey results - Estimated effort costs of gathering each feature
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Figure 32: Survey results - Time costs of performing and recording each of the following procedures.
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Figure 33: Survey results - Effort costs of performing and recording each of the following procedures.
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Figure 34: Survey results - Percentage of respondents who had used a computerized risk score (0 percent).

Figure 35: Survey results - Amount of time respondents had spent using computerized risk scores in the field
(0 minutes).
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Figure 36: Survey results - Likelihood respondents would be willing to add a new risk score to their workflow.

Figure 37: Survey results - Amount of time in minutes respondents were willing to spend gathering data for a
computerized risk score.
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