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[bookmark: _Toc81244812]Introduction
In this Supplement, we describe details on this study following chronological order of our analysis pipeline on association test or predictive modelling for prelabor rupture of membranes (PROM). There are four sections corresponding to the same sections in the main text, which are respectively Introduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion. Along with this PDF document, we also provide R Markdown (.Rmd) containing the same texts with this document but including the programming codes for the data analysis in-between of these texts. An exception is subsection of "Comparison to previous studies". The codes for core steps in the analysis pipeline are also provided exclusively in an R Script (.R). The codes beyond the core steps were used for analytic decision or creating tables or figures. These are shown to provide details on how data are processed to construct all tables and figures in both the main text and this Supplement, including those in Appendix of this Supplement (eTables 1 to 5, and 13) and those shown only in the R Markdown due to the complexity (eTables 6 to 12 and 14 to 21). A 5-minute video was provided in the protocol1 to briefly explain technical details on deep-insight visible neural network (DI-VNN) pipeline.
[bookmark: methods][bookmark: _Toc81244813]Methods
[bookmark: research-guidelines][bookmark: _Toc81244814]Research guidelines
To ensure that we conducted rigorous research, we carried out and reported this study by applying three sets of standard guidelines, specifically designed for a multivariable prediction model applying a machine learning algorithm that is suitable for healthcare.2-4 The checklists for all the guidelines are shown (eTables 1 to 3 in Appendix). For a fair comparison to previous models, we also followed methods in the preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses (PRISMA) 2020 expanded checklist.5 The checklist and the comparable models are also described (eTables 4 and 5 in Appendix). We also applied four approaches based on previous methods6-13 to develop the pipeline with several modifications to provide a framework for improving interpretability of a deep learning model.1 All of the aforementioned procedures were comprehensively described in a human and machine learning pipelines we developed for responsible clinical prediction.14
[bookmark: programming-environment][bookmark: _Toc81244815]Programming environment
We set up a programming environment for this study. Bioconductor was utilized as described in the main text. There were 198 R packages which are 9 base packages, 53 other packages, and 136 dependencies (eTable 6 in R Markdown).
[bookmark: sampling-procedures-of-the-data-source][bookmark: _Toc81244816]Sampling procedures of the data source
The data source was a sample dataset of the whole health insurance database during 2015 and 2016 by cross-sectional design. Stratified random sampling was applied. The strata variable was constructed from 66,072 combinations of all the healthcare facilities (n=22,024) and category of family, which were: (1) a family of which members never visit the healthcare facilities; (2) a family of which members have visited only primary care; and (3) a family of which members have visited all levels of care. For each stratum, one to ten families were randomly included. This means only ten families were randomly included if more than that number, resulting 586,969 families with 1,697,452 subjects.
[bookmark: X43888bfd079b150ccc0df6015a225cafb1fb285][bookmark: _Toc81244817]The sampling procedures of the dataset in this study
We conducted non-essential data cleaning, e.g. revising the inconsistent name of states, estimating the healthcare identifiers, et cetera. These procedures were parts of our R package of medhist 0.1.0. No sampling was conducted.
After the non-essential data cleaning, we applied retrospective cohort design, as described in the main text. For pregnant women, we use several codes for determining delivery or immediately after delivery care. The 220 codes are described (eTable 7 in R Markdown).
[bookmark: data-preprocessing][bookmark: _Toc81244818]Data pre-processing
We conducted data pre-processing after defining the target population and sampling it retrospectively. Demographics were included as categorical variables for association tests. Then, we applied systematic human learning, as described in the main text, to determine what were latent candidate predictors that can be inferred from our dataset. We also computed a number of days for a code in the latest encounter before the time of prediction, including those by codes as a latent candidate predictor.
[bookmark: data-partition][bookmark: _Toc81244819]Data partition
To ensure all inference or derivation using training set only, we need to conduct data partition before continuing the downstream analysis. We described data partition for model validation in the main text (see Methods).
[bookmark: _Toc81244820]Association tests
We conducted association tests as described in the main text. This will help us to include only the confirmed associated predictors as latent candidate predictors before conducting pre-selection of those candidates to fulfill quality control of predictors in the main text. We included latent candidate predictors of which the data were available in training set. Details on this information and International Classification of Disease version 10 (ICD-10) codes or demographical variables for each candidate of latent candidate predictors are shown in the next section. A protocol of systematic human learning was followed for these association tests.15
[bookmark: quality-control-of-candidate-predictors][bookmark: _Toc81244821]Quality control of candidate predictors
For determining candidate predictors, we utilized nationwide medical histories, excluding those for validation. But, for the downstream analysis, medical histories were provider-wise by estimation. This means our prediction models only used medical histories recorded by a healthcare provider, which was blinded to those recorded by others. This reflects most real-world situations in which a healthcare provider does not have access to medical records of other providers.
All candidate predictors, including non-demographical associated factors, have non-zero variances (eTable 8 in R Markdown). There were 460 candidate predictors fulfilling this criterion. We also showed in the same eTable that there are 426 candidate predictors without perfect separation.
To prevent outcome leakage, we removed the maternal or baby diagnosis/procedure codes that demonstrated the delivery or after delivery care (typically up to 6 weeks following childbirth; eTable 9 in R Markdown). We only used the existing codes in the training set to determine outcome-leaker codes based on the previous codes for determining delivery or immediately after delivery care (eTable 7 in R Markdown). There were 54 codes that may leak the outcome.
To avoid redundancy, we computed pair-wise Pearson correlation coefficients (eTable 10 in R Markdown). None of the estimates showed a perfect correlation (r=1). High correlations (i.e., >~0.70) were reasonably identified between latent candidate predictors and the code components. We did not remove those pairs of predictors. 
By systematic human learning and association tests using available data, we also determined latent candidate predictors (eTable 11 in R Markdown). There were 27 first- and 10 second-level factors that are considerably associated with PROM. Only data for 12 out of 27 factors were available in training set. Either the diagnosis/procedure codes, or demographical variables (not included as candidate predictors), for latent candidate predictors are also described (eTable 12 in R Markdown).
[bookmark: feature-extraction-as-historical-rates][bookmark: _Toc81244822]Feature extraction as historical rates
To deal with a problem in which a healthcare provider does not have access to medical records of other providers, medical histories were quantified as Kaplan-Meier (KM) estimators for each candidate predictors, so called historical rates.  We inferred these rates given the day number from a code encounter to current visit for each candidate predictor, derived only from the same nationwide medical histories, as previously described.16 This used irredundant candidate predictors with non-zero variances and no perfect separation in training set only. The candidate predictors were transformed into the historical rates in all data partitions.
[bookmark: Xfeefcdcd26f85ca652f086d30f5f71b3c00594e][bookmark: _Toc81244823]Feature representation as principal components by 10-fold cross validation
The historical rates of all candidate predictors were fitted to a principal component (PC) model. Only nationwide medical histories in training set were used for the model fitting. We applied 10-fold cross validation to estimate weights for all candidate predictors in each PC. A protocol for resampled dimensional reduction was followed for feature representation in this study.17
[bookmark: _Toc81244824]Set up tuning-training-calibrating configuration and internal validation
Previous data partition had not held out instances for calibration yet. This took 80% of training set. We also gave different weights for event and non-event by including censored outcome, as described in the main text. For hyperparameter tuning, we applied 5-fold cross validation, instead of 10-fold as applied for PC modeling. Meanwhile, the final training and calibration for each model were conducted by bootstrapping for 30 times. The same resampling methods were applied for both classification and estimation tasks. Parallel computing by multiple central processing units (CPUs) were applied for training all models.
[bookmark: X57f407cdcce83dd5c09cb27c2afe6d7d990a624][bookmark: _Toc81244825]Hyperparameter tuning, final training, and calibrating
We applied the tuning grids and the training configurations for all models, except DI-VNN which required several modifications. This is already described in a protocol we followed for these procedures, as previously described.14 More details for DI-VNN will be described in the next section.
[bookmark: X83aaa7e90e95d5f55e12496ae79d03c11592b6d][bookmark: _Toc81244826]Deep-insight visible neural network (DI-VNN)
We applied different pre-processing pipelines for feature selection and representation in DI-VNN. Instead of PCs, we used the historical rates of the candidate predictors. A 5-minute video explaining DI-VNN pipeline is available in the protocol.1 Only pre-calibration training set was used for the downstream pipeline. We followed a protocol for this model.1,14 Briefly, we applied differential analysis for feature selection. Then, 1-bit stochastic gradient descent transformation was applied using the post-normalization, feature-wise average based on nationwide training set to determine if a value is lower, equal to, or higher than the average respectively as -1, 0, and 1. Using a feature-to-feature Pearson correlation matrix, we created a feature map t-stochastic neighbor embedding (t-SNE) with Barnes-Hut approximation. We also subset this map hierarchically by clique-extracted ontology (CliXO) algorithm based on the same correlation matrix. We constructed convolutional neural network (CNN) model using the hierarchy with input of feature map onto which transformed, candidate predictors were projected. We trained the CNN model to get the learning representation.
[bookmark: X5f6149f5b00823c2b1c414172af2118c52da985][bookmark: _Toc81244827]Evaluating the best model for classification and estimation
Model evaluation is already clearly described in the main text. Practical costs of prediction errors were considered when evaluating the models. Under-prognosis may cause pregnancy monitoring to be off-guard. A pregnant woman with a preterm delivery may not reside in an area with a readily available NICU, particularly in low-resource settings. Over-prognosis may lead to unnecessary enrollment of patients into a cohort study in an early intervention for preventing PROM or complications, e.g., an antibiotic administration. This may also lead to unnecessary tests for more-specific prognostications.
In addition, unlike other time-varying outcomes, e.g., cancer, we did not predict a survival rate for the estimation task because the time interval for a pregnancy period is definitely known. It is also more intuitive for clinicians if the given information is the estimated days from the current visit to the day a pregnant woman will deliver a baby, as such normal delivery estimations are based on the last menstrual period and ultrasound examination.
We started from evaluating the calibration measures of all models for classification task. Then, we chose the best model for classification by AUROC using only internal validation (calibration split) bootstrapped for 30 times. Using the same subset, the best estimation model was also chosen.
[bookmark: external-validation][bookmark: _Toc81244828]External validation
We also confirmed the robustness of the best models using external validation sets. By stratified random splitting, we provided three non-overlapping splits comprising ~20% for external validation: (1) geographical split; (2) temporal split; and (3) geotemporal split. We set these subsets challenging to predict by our models, in which the geotemporal split was the most difficult. This way we can estimate robustness of our model generalizability. In addition, uncertainty intervals were also computed by bootstrapping for 30 times. But, these do not reflect common situations nationwide; thus, the ~20% of the remaining was held out by simple random splitting for external validation, which is called external random split. For association tests and predictive modeling, including calibration, we only used the remaining ~64% of all the selected visits. A clear description on model validation is given in a protocol we followed for these procedures, as previously described.14 
[bookmark: exploring-the-best-model][bookmark: _Toc81244829]Exploring the best model
Model exploration method is also described in the main text (see Model evaluation in Methods). In this Supplement (see R Markdown and R Script), we directly explored the best model for classification task. None of the remaining models were explored.
[bookmark: _Toc81244830][bookmark: preparing-web-application]Comparison to previous studies
Previous prognostic models were developed for preterm PROM. Meanwhile, we also did not have data on gestational ages. Therefore, we had to develop both PROM prognostic prediction and the time of delivery estimation in days from the time of prediction. For simplicity, we did not compare our estimation model to those for estimating the time of delivery. Instead, we compared our PROM prediction model to previous models which were developed for preterm PROM. To find comparable models, we applied PRISMA 2020 guidelines to evaluate success criteria.5 To achieve that purpose, following the PICOTS framework, eligibility criteria included: (1) population, either pregnant or non-pregnant women without specifying their medical conditions; (2) index, the best prediction model in this study; (3) comparator, prediction models or rules; (4) outcome, either preterm or term PROM as a binary outcome (event or nonevent) with ≥20 EPVs; (5) time, prognostic prediction from days to weeks; and (6) setting, either primary care or hospital patients. We excluded any article types beyond original articles, including conference abstracts but not full papers. The studies were not grouped since no synthesis was conducted.
We searched for studies up to April 3, 2021. Unlike human learning that only used PubMed, we also included Scopus and Web of Science as literature/bibliographic databases in which we searched for previous models, because prediction studies were also extensively reported beyond life-science journals (i.e., computer-science journals). The keyword was “prelabor rupture of membranes prediction”. We limited the records to within the last 5 years and the English language. We applied a similar, but not exactly the same, search strategy to the three databases considering their different interfaces (eTable 4 in the Supplement). One researcher, HS, searched the literature and loosely filtered these by title and abstract. Then, HS manually assessed the eligibility by examining the full texts and identified ambiguous ones. HS and YWW independently assessed ambiguous studies. If no consensus was reached between HS and YWW, a final decision was made by ECYS. HS collected data from each full text. We only extracted the sensitivity and specificity of the best model with the most similar outcome definition from each study to that of our study. The AUROCs were also included. We followed the previous protocol for the remaining procedures to find these comparable models.14
[bookmark: _Toc81244831]Preparing web application
For web application, we prepared an example dataset, user interface, and processing script at the side of server computer. No line of codes for the web is included in the R Markdown or R Script. Description for this web application is already clearly described in the main text.
[bookmark: result][bookmark: _Toc81244832]Results
In the R Markdown, we show data for Figure 1 in the main text. Up to the latest date for uncensored outcome and after splitting if >1 pregnancies, the total visit was the sum of totals from all subsets, while the total subject was the sum of totals from all subsets with attention for the overlaps (d to j in footnote of data for Figure 1 in the R Markdown). For association tests, visits and subjects of the censored outcome were those after external random splitting (k and j in footnote of data for Figure 1 in the R Markdown). We also explicitly show PROM prevalence for each subset.
[bookmark: causal-diagram][bookmark: _Toc81244833]Association diagram
For latent candidate predictors whose data were available, we created the association diagrams (eFigures 1 to 12 in Appendix). We excluded all common effects of PROM that we found during the systematic human learning. These are not needed for association tests. Instead, inclusion of these variables will cause collider-stratification bias. In the association diagrams, we apply different colors based on the types of nodes representing several factors: (1) type A is a first-level factor (with variable prefixed by A) that has a role as a confounder; (2) type I is a first-level factor (with variable also prefixed by A) that has a role as a candidate factor of interest; (3) type U is an unmeasured variable that can affect measure variable of type-A/I/Y variable; and (4) type Y is a target or dependent factor which is PROM. Node, of which variable denoted by asterisk, represents a type-A/I/Y variable that can be represented by several diagnosis or procedure codes. In each of the diagrams, we also show adjustment formulas which were used for association tests. Conceivably, all variables of type A/I/Y with asterisk may be included in each formula, but, some of these variables cannot be included because these were not available in our data, particularly in the training set (likely because of low prevalence). All measurement errors that may be affected by Type-U variables in this study were assumed as independent non-differential errors, because all data were measured from electronic medical records. As the main text, results of the association tests were also described (eTable 13 in Appendix), either by outcome regression or inverse probability weighting (IPW).
We would describe each association diagram. Fifty-six studies were found from PubMed (eTable 11 in R Markdown).18-73 Since only some factors are possible to include in the association tests, only some of these studies were explained below. After verifying the assumption using our data, we constructed a final association diagram consisting all the confirmed latent candidate predictors.
[bookmark: multiple-pregnancy][bookmark: _Toc81244834]Multiple pregnancy
Association model of multiple pregnancy on PROM18 included only maternal age as a confounder.19,20 However, several confounders were not blocked yet: (1) Assisted reproduction;21,22 and (2) Race.20,23 These are shown in the association diagram (eFigure 1 in Appendix). Assisted reproduction can be represented by diagnosis/procedure codes but unavailable in our training set. For race, it is conceivably not able being represented by those codes.
[bookmark: chorioamnionitis][bookmark: _Toc81244835]Chorioamnionitis
There were two assumptions regarding relationship between chorioamnionitis and PROM. Chorioamnionitis may affect or be affected by PROM. We applied chorioamnionitis as the former one (eFigure 2 in Appendix), as previously demonstrated.24 Similar assumptions were also regarded between chorioamnionitis and intra-amniotic infection (IAI), but, we only treated chorioamnionitis as being affected by IAI.25 Except cigarette smoking,18,26 data for all confounders were available in the training set: (1) influenza;26,27 (2) asthma;28 and (3) IAI.18,25
[bookmark: intra-amniotic-infection-iai][bookmark: _Toc81244836]Intra-amniotic infection (IAI)
Similar to chorioamnionitis, IAI may affect or be affected by PROM. Consistently, we treated IAI as the former one (eFigure 3 in Appendix).18,25 We did not have data for these confounders, especially in training set: (1) cervical shortening;18,29 and (2) race.23,30 Therefore, we used these factors as the confounders: (1) GTI;25,31-33 (2) periodontal disease;34,35 (3) pneumonia;35,36 and (4) multiple pregnancy.18,37
[bookmark: ante-partum-hemorrhage-aph][bookmark: _Toc81244837]Ante-partum hemorrhage (APH)
Most data for confounders of ante-partum hemorrhage (APH) and PROM18 were not available in the training set (eFigure 4 in Appendix). Only two confounders were adjusted: (1) low socioeconomic status (SES);18,38 and (2) maternal age.19,39 The other confounders were: (1) cigarette smoking;18,38 (2) illicit drug use;18,38 (3) race;23,40 (4) assisted reproduction;21,41 and (5) placenta on anterior wall.39,42
[bookmark: genital-tract-infection-gti][bookmark: _Toc81244838]Genital tract infection (GTI)
Association between GTI and PROM31,32 was only confounded by tuberculosis.43,44 We did not have data for tuberculosis in the training set. Thus, GTI is the only variable in the association model (eFigure 5 in Appendix).
[bookmark: periodontal-disease][bookmark: _Toc81244839]Periodontal disease
We also found association between periodontal disease and PROM.34 An association model was constructed by adding these confounders: (1) asthma;28,45 and (2) maternal age.19,46 Because of data availability, we could not include these common confounders into the model: (1) stress;46,47 (2) low education;46,47 and cigarette smoking (eFigure 6 in Appendix).18,46
[bookmark: polyhydramnios][bookmark: _Toc81244840]Polyhydramnios
Polyhydramnios was also an associated factor of PROM.48 The confounders were: (1) assisted reproduction;21,22 and (2) multiple pregnancy.18,49 Only multiple pregnancy data were available in our training set; thus, a PROM association model was constructed using polyhydramnios and multiple pregnancy (eFigure 7 in Appendix).
[bookmark: pneumonia][bookmark: _Toc81244841]Pneumonia
Association model of pneumonia on PROM36 was confounded by two factors. The first confounder was influenza,27,50 while the second one was asthma.28,50 Both were included in the association model (eFigure 8 in Appendix).
[bookmark: asthma][bookmark: _Toc81244842]Asthma
As shown in the association model of pneumonia and PROM, asthma was also an associated factor of PROM.28 Influenza was the only confounder.27,51 Therefore, we included this confounder in the association model of asthma on PROM (eFigure 9 in Appendix).
[bookmark: low-socioeconomic-status-ses][bookmark: _Toc81244843]Low socioeconomic status (SES)
Low SES was also indicated as an associated factor of PROM18. We could not find the confounder. The association model only included low SES. We represented several demographical factors as low SES (eFigure 10 in Appendix).
[bookmark: maternal-age][bookmark: _Toc81244844]Maternal age
We could find maternal age as a confounder of PROM and multiple pregnancy/APH/ periodontal disease. Obviously, there is no confounder of PROM in an association model with maternal age as the variable of interest.19 We included this variable exclusively in the association model (eFigure 11 in Appendix).
[bookmark: influenza][bookmark: _Toc81244845]Influenza
Similar to maternal age, obviously there is no confounder of PROM in an association model with influenza as the variable of interest 27. This disease has a specific agent. Therefore, the PROM association model only included this disease (eFigure 12 in Appendix).
[bookmark: _Toc81244846]Final association diagram
Chorioamnionitis (odds ratio [OR] 1.351, 95% confidence interval [CI] 1.33 to 1.372), intra-amniotic infection (OR 1.118, 95% CI 1.083 to 1.153), and genital tract infection (OR 1.116, 95% CI 1.101 to 1.132) were the top three highest effects estimated by IPW. Polyhydramnios was not verified as being associated with PROM by either IPW (OR 0.998, 95% CI 0.989 to 1.006) or the outcome regression (OR 1.238, 95% CI 0.851 to 1.801) using our data. Outcome regression showed the same ranks for chorioamnionitis and genital tract infection (GTI), while the effect estimate of intra-amniotic infection on PROM was not statistically significant by this method (OR 2.134, 95% CI 1 to 4.555). Three of 11 factors were assigned as associated factors by IPW but not by outcome regression. These included intra-amniotic infection and two variables: (1) pneumonia (OR 0.91, 95% CI 0.538 to 1.539); and (2) influenza (OR 0.957, 95% CI 0.863 to 1.061). Effects by outcome regression were mostly larger than those by IPW (eTable 13 in Appendix).
In the final association diagram (eFigure 13 in Appendix), infection- and immune-related conditions were seen: (1) influenza; (2) asthma; and (3) pneumonia. Maternal factors were also observed: (1) maternal age; (2) low socio-economic status; (3) multiple pregnancy; and (4) ante-partum hemorrhage. Both groups are shown colliding on periodontal disease in the final association diagram (eFigure 13 in Appendix), then collided with genital tract infection on intra-amniotic infection continuing to either chorioamnionitis or PROM.
[bookmark: Xa78ba1d4f8ea01e45794d42aa41cfc40782dfed][bookmark: _Toc81244847]Prognostic prediction of premature rupture of membranes
Predictive performances for classification task were already clearly described in the main text. In this Supplement, parameter estimates in each model is described. However, these were not always straightforward because of the complexity of several models.
For ridge regression (RR), the estimates were weights or beta values, as commonly described in a regression model (eTable 14 in R Markdown). For classification task, top three highest weights were assigned for chorioamnionitis, IAI, and GTI. This is similar to the effect ranks in association tests by IPW.
Three models used principal components (PCs), including PC elastic net regression (PC-ENR). To transform predictors into a PC, each predictor has a weight to multiply with. These weights were also shown (eTable 16 in R Markdown). For the PCs themselves, the parameter estimates in PC-ENR were similar to those in RR. The weights in PC-ENR were also shown (eTable 16 in R Markdown).
For PC random forest (PC-RF) and PC gradient boosting machine (PC-GBM), the parameter estimates may be represented by variable importance. It is a proportion of learners (trees) that include a predictor. These numbers were also shown (eTables 17 and 18 in R Markdown).
For DI-VNN, we filtered predictors by differential analysis which consisted of multiple univariable linear regressions. The parameter estimates were expressed as log of fold changes. These were equivalent to log of odds ratios. This number and others, including false discovery rate (FDR), were also shown for the selected predictors by FDR <0.05 (eTable 19 in R Markdown).
Parameter estimates of the DI-VNN were extremely enormous. To get similar sense with those of the other models, we used an intermediate output at a layer after being fed to Inception v4 for each ontology. This showed a learning representation by DI-VNN on a predictor. How these were computed had been described in a protocol we followed for these procedures.1 The intermediate outputs were shown (eTable 20 in R Markdown). We would point out several meanings of these outputs after the next section. In addition, connections between ontologies under the root are also shown (eTable 21 in R Markdown).
For comparison of our models with those of previous studies, we applied methods in the preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses (PRISMA) 2020 expanded checklist (eTable 4 in Appendix). From three literature databases and several steps, we found two prediction models as described in the main text (eTable 5 in Appendix). The steps are shown (eFigure 14 in Appendix).
[bookmark: estimation-of-the-time-of-delivery][bookmark: _Toc81244848]Estimation of the time of delivery
Estimation performances were already clearly described in the main text. Parameter estimates of the estimation models were also shown in the same eTables with those of the classification models (eTable 14 in R Markdown). For estimation task, which implicitly related to preterm delivery, the lowest (negative) weights in the RR were also assigned to chorioamnionitis, IAI, and GTI, but, the second lowest rank was shifted up by multiple pregnancy. Lower-rank weight means earlier time of delivery, which is, likely having more chance to be a preterm delivery. It turns out our decision to choose IAI and chorioamnionitis as the associated factors, instead of those being affected of PROM, is consistent with these findings.
Although the RR mostly had achieved highest proportion of criteria fulfilled among the models by external validation sets, we noticed this only applies for the predicted non-events based on visual assessment. The associated factors may be well-generalized to estimate the time of delivery under non-events predicted (modeled) by DI-VNN. Nevertheless, we selected PC-RF as the best model for estimation task of the time of delivery.
Challenge on estimation task is reasonable considering different distributions among internal and external validation sets. In internal validation set, of which we only utilized the calibration set for model evaluation, predicted events by DI-VNN happened 15 weeks (95% CI 11 to 18; n=760) on average from the time of prediction. This was similar to those in external random (18, 95% CI 14 to 21; n=973) and temporal splits (15, 95% CI 12 to 19; n=687), but later than those in external geographical (9, 95% CI 6 to 13; n=500) and geotemporal splits (3, 95% CI 1 to 5; n=157). Meanwhile, the pregnancies predicted as non-events by DI-VNN ended at 40 weeks (95% CI 39 to 41; n=20,746) on average from time of prediction. This was earlier than those in external random (42, 95% CI 40 to 43; n=25,959), temporal (52, 95% CI 50 to 53; n=17,533), and geotemporal splits (60, 95% CI 54 to 65; n=2,067), but later than that in external geographical split (37, 95% CI 35 to 38; n=15,318).
[bookmark: X24b4d5b445403f7e0540718c4ad02fb74a51e74][bookmark: _Toc81244849]Exploring deep-insight visible neural network
Population-level data exploration is described in this Supplement. For interactive figure and table of DI-VNN, we provide these in our web application (https://predme.app/promtime). Technical details for exploring DI-VNN were already described in a protocol we followed for these procedures.1
The network architecture of the DI-VNN is data-driven (eFigure 15b in Appendix). Using the clique-extracted ontology (CliXO)74 algorithm, we constructed an architecture for the convolutional neural network (CNN) using only a training set (see Methods). We can consider this algorithm as an agglomerative hierarchical clustering algorithm, but there could be more than one parent-child connection. A child ontology array has a similar value distribution with the parent one is because a neural network applies a backpropagation algorithm that updates the model parameters consecutively from the surface to the deeper layer following the path, which is the ontology network of DI-VNN. But, unlike other neural network models, DI-VNN isolates the backpropagation effect; therefore, we can trace the array values to interpret the possible meaning.
We explored each node of the DI-VNN at the population level. The diagnosis/procedure codes constructing the feature members were ICD-10 codes. We began from the most visually distinguished array (eFigure 15b in Appendix) which was ONT:171. These were N760 (acute vaginitis) and B379 (unspecified candidiasis). A positive output does not necessarily refer to an event. Nevertheless, positive and negative (color-coded) outputs tend to contribute to opposite outcomes, which are interpreted based on external contextual knowledge. Another distinguished array, ONT:144, was connected to the same node as that of the previous array. The feature member (9059, other microscopic examination of blood) tended to contribute to the same outcome as that of “unspecified candidiasis”. Unlike “acute vaginitis”, which is a local infection, both B379 and 9059 may be related to systemic infections. To this point, we gained insights into describing coincidences between systemic vs. local infection and PROM. Another array, ONT:154, was also visually distinguished. Although the value of the feature member assoc_A03 (chorioamnionitis) was zero, it was next to higher values that supported the same outcome as that of “acute vaginitis”. We traced the node on the upper layer to ONT:171. This array had a similar value distribution on the same channel (=2) to that of ONT:154.
The feature position within any ontology array was determined using t-SNE with the Barnes-Hut approximation (see Methods).7 It mapped features on high dimensional to lower dimensional space, as multiple localities. This algorithm spreads small clusters instead of making a large bubble of clusters; thus, we expected our CNN algorithm can be better extracting predictive features from these localities. If a feature nearer to one than another, this means there is a closer relationship between both features. The localities clustered by t-SNE are grouped together at the root node on the most superficial layer (eFigure 15b in Appendix). Deeper layers have different subsets of features separated by the ontology grouping. By understanding how this algorithm works, we assumed assoc_A03 (ONT:154), i.e., “chorioamnionitis”, was closer to “acute vaginitis” than was “unspecified candidiasis” since both were in the same channel, the positions of the first and second dimensions were adjacent, and t-SNE preserved the neighborhood identity. Acute vaginitis is semantically a genital tract infection (GTI). By external contextual knowledge inferred from systematic human learning and confirmed by IPW using our data, GTI and chorioamnionitis were determined to be associated factors of PROM.
A node on more superficial layer, which is ONT:155, consisted a feature that prefers the same outcome that N760 (acute vaginitis) and assoc_A03 (chorioamnionitis) prefer, which is 598 (urethral catheterization). This feature is semantically related to acute vaginitis because the anatomical sites are adjacent. But, since ONT:155 is on a more superficial layer, this node will connect to the same node with many features from other ontology terms. This means more factors may need to interact with urethral catheterization (598) to be predictive for PROM. In addition, within the same ontology term, there is also 8602 (injection or tattooing of skin lesion or defect). Apparently, the CliXO algorithm have clustered these features together semantically, which are similarly invasive procedures. In addition, local infection from acute vaginitis may be related to chorioamnionitis, such that prefers the same outcome, as opposed to the possible systemic infection by the unspecified candidiasis.
Exploring this DI-VNN should be done with caution, since we developed the model using medical histories, which are diagnosis or procedure codes provided by medical doctors. We may or may not be modeling a human pathophysiology, but, we are definitely modeling the doctors’ behaviors of coding a diagnosis or procedure.75 By providing an interface to the internal properties of this model, a human user can assess each prediction case-by-case. From ONT:167 and ONT:149 on the deeper layer, we can find unusual features in the context of PROM, which are H527 (unspecified disorder of refraction) preferring non-events while 734 (flat foot), H521 (myopia), and H522 (astigmatism) preferring events. These codes might be responses to the subject symptoms of edema in the feet and blurry vision. Both symptoms in a pregnant woman may be typically associated with severe preeclampsia. But, a doctor may avoid this association if the context does not support the symptoms, e.g. symptoms by a non-pregnant subject. This may lead a doctor to assign these codes responding to those symptoms. For each prediction, a human user may need to explore the model to avoid misclassification by ignoring the prediction if it counters the clinical reasoning. More pragmatically at individual level, the predictive value may not be sufficient or the estimation may not be quite precise based on the corresponding subpopulation data with respectively the same predicted outcome or estimated time of delivery. In addition, albeit all of the population-level patterns from this exploration, every subject may reveal a different pattern using the same DI-VNN model, as described in the next section.
[bookmark: web-application][bookmark: _Toc81244850]Web application
Briefly, we uploaded a record of 20 visits by a 19-year-old female subject from December 2, 2015 to July 30, 2016, consisting of 28 code entries. After determining the prediction date, which was set to July 30, 2016, we ran the application in 5.14 minutes (95% CI 5.11 to 5.18 minutes when we repeated it 10 times). We downloaded the report after the application was completed (eFigure 16 in Appendix). The predicted outcome was PROM, and the estimated time of delivery was 11 weeks after the time of prediction. The predicted probability was 0.867.
Furthermore, after the application was done (eFigure 16 in Appendix), we tried to adjust the threshold to the maximum value, such that the data for population-level performances are still available and the predictive value is also maximized depending on the prediction result. The population-level data was the same with internal validation (calibration split; n=21,506) which was used to plot the ROC curve (Figure 2b in the main text). The threshold was 0.67 with positive predictive value of 0.809 (95% CI 0.798 to 0.82). The sensitivity was reasonably low (0.107, 95% CI 0.104 to 0.11) if using this threshold. But, from a standpoint of prediction at individual level, a precise estimation is important to determine whether a decision corresponding to this prediction can be made with a good confidence. By default, the threshold is set at an optimum value of 0.14 (sensitivity 0.494, 95% CI 0.489 to 0.5). Based on the predicted probability case-by-case, a user can decide the threshold to adjust at.
From the reported timeline (eFigure 6 in Appendix), this subject is shown predicted to deliver on October 18th 2016, approximately. If the predicted outcome is not PROM, the shaded area would be red; otherwise, turquoise color is applied to the area as shown. It depicted population-level estimation of true time of delivery for subjects that were also estimated to deliver within 11 weeks and predicted as PROM by the same threshold. The population-level data was the same with internal validation (n=107,536) which was used to plot the PC-RF estimation window (Figure 3b in the main text). By population-level estimation, the time of delivery might be at the beginning up to the end of October. Using threshold at 0.67, this population-level estimation was shifted earlier for a week compared to that at 0.14. In addition, for illustration purpose, just like a real-world setting, say we know the gestational age was 22-23 weeks’ gestation based on last menstrual period and ultrasound examination. If this estimation model is precise for this case, the subject would deliver at 33-34 weeks’ gestation, which is a preterm PROM.
We also saw the medical history of this subject from the reported timeline (eFigure 16 in Appendix). Up to the date of prediction, the prediction model used these features: (1) A09 (diarrhea and gastroenteritis of presumed infectious origin); (2) J069 (unspecified acute upper respiratory infection); (3) K30 (dyspepsia); and (4) 8878 (diagnostic ultrasound of gravid uterus). On the timeline, these were ordered from the most positive (top) to the most negative (bottom) based on each output in the ontology array.
In the prediction model, any of these features were classified in the ontology arrays of ONT:158, ONT:169, ONT:176, and root, as depicted by the ontology network (eFigure 16 in Appendix). We also identified the deepest ontology that includes all features in the timeline, which is ONT:169, but the predicted outcome based on this ontology is not PROM using the same threshold with that of the root. A user also can see a predictive performance of any ontologies, just like AUROC of the root (0.714, 95% CI 0.712 to 0.716). It is computed for the pre-calibrated DI-VNN only, since the calibrated one only used the predicted probability that was the output convoluted from the root ontology array.
Negative values at population level tend to event, as described in the previous section. From the ontology array (eFigure 16 in Appendix), J069 (unspecified acute upper respiratory infection) tends to event in that array, as shown as mostly negative outputs in the timeline. This feature was also surrounded by more negative outputs. A09 (diarrhea and gastroenteritis of presumed infectious origin) also had a negative value, but, this feature and K30 (dyspepsia) were surrounded by more positive outputs in the ontology array. If we apply the same illustrative gestational age, these infectious diseases (J069 and A09) were diagnosed respectively ten and four weeks the start of pregnancy, as shown on the timeline. Root is the only ontology that predicted PROM and included all features in this subject. This is implied all of these features should be taken together for the prediction. In addition, one may question why J069 (unspecified acute upper respiratory infection) tends to event while influenza have the opposite effect (OR 0.995,95% CI 0.993 to 0.997; eTable 13 in Appendix). We found that influenza, which is assoc_A28, did not include J069 (eTable 12 in R Markdown). This implied specific acute upper respiratory infection, such influenza, may not have the same effect with that by the unspecified one on PROM.
Beyond the root, the array of ontology ONT:169 is also shown (eFigure 17 in Appendix). A09 and J069 had negative values. As described in the main text, these features tend to an event. Respectively, the surrounding positive and negative values were subtler in this ontology array. Since this filtered array is fed forward to convolutional layers to be reduced each time passing a layer (see video in the protocol1), the value of A09 and J069 were averaged along with the adjacent values toward zero, opposite to event. In turn, this coincides with lower AUROC in ONT:169 compared to that in root.
Eventually, a user may want to know if the PROM prediction and estimated time of delivery are similar to true values. One can save this model online and return later to the web application to enter the true outcome and time of delivery. In this way, a user can collect data for external validation purposes, specifically describing the model performances based on local data distributions. In our case, the true outcome was also PROM and the time of delivery was 12 weeks after the time of prediction, a week later than the predicted time of delivery.
[bookmark: _Toc81244851]Discussion
From association tests and feature extraction to model selection and exploration, we only used an internal validation set. But, the model is evaluated using four external validation sets with a large sample size. This has found the DI-VNN prediction was robust and the PC-RF estimation was precise within a reasonable time window. All of these models used only a medical history of a patient, which is easily extracted from the electronic medical record systems of most healthcare providers worldwide. Neither a biomarker testing nor even a laboratory test is needed. Eventually, the best models are ready to use for any healthcare providers using an open-access web application without changing their electronic health record systems and revealing private data.
To gain insights into PROM antecedents, we showed how this was achieved by exploring the model at both the population (eFigure 15b in Appendix) and individual levels (eFigure 16 in Appendix). If we assume that PROM is a subclass of preeclampsia, this may explain why population-level exploration implied an insight of systemic vs. local infection by competing risks. A hematogenous infection may be associated with reproductive-tract microbial dysbiosis and can affect several pregnancy outcomes, including PROM, preeclampsia, and fetal growth restriction.76 Both hematogenous and ascending infections from reproductive tract are found in PROM.33,77 Hematogenous infections included those from digestive and respiratory organs. Similar to the population-level exploration (eFigure 15 in Appendix), we also found a possibility of hematogenous infection at the individual level (eFigure 16 in Appendix), and these were from infectious gastroenteritis and unspecified acute upper respiratory infection. Both population- and individual-level explorations also implied a period surrounding the beginning of pregnancy as the onset of the optimal time to predict PROM. Several features in the DI-VNN were counterintuitive, e.g., H527 (unspecified disorder of refraction), 734 (flat foot), H521 (myopia), and H522 (astigmatism). Yet, these describe blurry vision and swelling in the feet, which are also symptoms of preeclampsia. Similar eye-related codes, i.e., myopia and astigmatism, were also found to be important in predicting preeclampsia in an RF model.78
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[image: D:\#Herdian\d610107005@tmu.edu.tw\Publication\prom\supp_figure13.png]
[bookmark: _Toc81245594]eFigure 14. Flow diagram to find comparable models from previous studies

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc81245595]eFigure 15. Exploratory data analysis. (a) area under the receiver operating characteristic curve (AUROC) of DI-VNN every 4 weeks; (b) ontology (ONT) network and arrays of the DI-VNN. Showing the best time window for the prediction by the DI-VNN (a) and AUROCs of >0.55 for prediction using parts of the network architecture up to each layer on which a node resides (b). Each node is a CliXO term. We only show distinguished output arrays for a particular channel denoted by ‘z’. A feature in the array may tend to positive or negative output, color-coded based on the gradient as shown, including the feature description. Yellow squares in an array refer to a feature if only its output is non-zero. A feature may not have this square, e.g. assoc_A03 and 8602. ONT:154 is an example of a backpropagation effect from ONT:171. CliXO, clique-extracted ontology; DI-VNN, deep-insight visible neural network.
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[bookmark: _Toc81245596]eFigure 16. A case example. This is an example for predicting prelabor rupture of membranes (PROM) by DI-VNN and estimating of the time of delivery by PC-RF. An ontology term in the timeline is prefixed by ONT, followed by the number and one of the feature members. 8878, diagnostic ultrasound of gravid uterus; A09, diarrhea and gastroenteritis of presumed infectious origin; AUROC, area under receiver operating characteristics curve; DI-VNN, deep-insight visible neural network; J069, unspecified acute upper respiratory infection; K30, dyspepsia; PC, principal component; RF, random forest.
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[bookmark: _Toc81248449]eTable 1. TRIPOD checklist for prediction model development and validation
	Section/ topic
	Item
	Checklist item
	Page

	Title and abstract

	Title
	1
	D;V
	Identify the study as developing and/or validating a multivariable prediction model, the target population, and the outcome to be predicted.
	1

	Abstract
	2
	D;V
	Provide a summary of objectives, study design, setting, participants, sample size, predictors, outcome, statistical analysis, results, and conclusions.
	3

	Introduction

	Background and objectives
	3a
	D;V
	Explain the medical context (including whether diagnostic or prognostic) and rationale for developing or validating the multivariable prediction model, including references to existing models.
	4

	
	3b
	D;V
	Specify the objectives, including whether the study describes the development or validation of the model or both.
	5

	Methods

	Source of data
	4a
	D;V
	Describe the study design or source of data (e.g., randomized trial, cohort, or registry data), separately for the development and validation data sets, if applicable.
	5

	
	4b
	D;V
	Specify the key study dates, including start of accrual; end of accrual; and, if applicable, end of follow-up. 
	5

	Participants
	5a
	D;V
	Specify key elements of the study setting (e.g., primary care, secondary care, general population) including number and location of centers.
	5

	
	5b
	D;V
	Describe eligibility criteria for participants. 
	6

	
	5c
	D;V
	Give details of treatments received, if relevant. 
	(not relevant)

	Outcome
	6a
	D;V
	Clearly define the outcome that is predicted by the prediction model, including how and when assessed. 
	6

	
	6b
	D;V
	Report any actions to blind assessment of the outcome to be predicted. 
	5 to 6

	Predictors
	7a
	D;V
	Clearly define all predictors used in developing or validating the multivariable prediction model, including how and when they were measured.
	6

	
	7b
	D;V
	Report any actions to blind assessment of predictors for the outcome and other predictors. 
	5 to 6

	Sample size
	8
	D;V
	Explain how the study size was arrived at.
	5, 7

	Missing data
	9
	D;V
	Describe how missing data were handled (e.g., complete-case analysis, single imputation, multiple imputation) with details of any imputation method. 
	6

	Statistical analysis methods
	10a
	D
	Describe how predictors were handled in the analyses. 
	7

	
	10b
	D
	Specify type of model, all model-building procedures (including any predictor selection), and method for internal validation.
	7

	
	10c
	V
	For validation, describe how the predictions were calculated. 
	7 to 8

	
	10d
	D;V
	Specify all measures used to assess model performance and, if relevant, to compare multiple models. 
	8

	
	10e
	V
	Describe any model updating (e.g., recalibration) arising from the validation, if done.
	7

	Risk groups
	11
	D;V
	Provide details on how risk groups were created, if done. 
	6

	Development vs. validation
	12
	V
	For validation, identify any differences from the development data in setting, eligibility criteria, outcome, and predictors. 
	7

	Results

	Participants
	13a
	D;V
	Describe the flow of participants through the study, including the number of participants with and without the outcome and, if applicable, a summary of the follow-up time. A diagram may be helpful. 
	9, 19

	
	13b
	D;V
	Describe the characteristics of the participants (basic demographics, clinical features, available predictors), including the number of participants with missing data for predictors and outcome. 
	9, 17

	
	13c
	V
	For validation, show a comparison with the development data of the distribution of important variables (demographics, predictors and outcome). 
	9, 17, 19

	Model development 
	14a
	D
	Specify the number of participants and outcome events in each analysis. 
	9, 19

	
	14b
	D
	If done, report the unadjusted association between each candidate predictor and outcome.
	9, 17, 18

	Model specification
	15a
	D
	Present the full prediction model to allow predictions for individuals (i.e., all regression coefficients, and model intercept or baseline survival at a given time point).
	9

	
	15b
	D
	Explain how to the use the prediction model.
	11

	Model performance
	16
	D;V
	Report performance measures (with CIs) for the prediction model.
	9 to 11, 20 to 21

	Model-updating
	17
	V
	If done, report the results from any model updating (i.e., model specification, model performance).
	9 to 10, 20

	Discussion

	Limitations
	18
	D;V
	Discuss any limitations of the study (such as nonrepresentative sample, few events per predictor, missing data). 
	12

	Interpretation
	19a
	V
	For validation, discuss the results with reference to performance in the development data, and any other validation data. 
	11 to 12

	
	19b
	D;V
	Give an overall interpretation of the results, considering objectives, limitations, results from similar studies, and other relevant evidence. 
	11 to 12

	Implications
	20
	D;V
	Discuss the potential clinical use of the model and implications for future research. 
	12

	Other information

	Supplementary information
	21
	D;V
	Provide information about the availability of supplementary resources, such as study protocol, Web calculator, and data sets. 
	5, 13 to 14

	Funding
	22
	D;V
	Give the source of funding and the role of the funders for the present study. 
	13




[bookmark: _Toc81248450]eTable 2. Guidelines for developing and reporting machine learning predictive models in biomedical research and prediction model risk of bias assessment tools (PROBAST)
	Item number
	Section
	Topic
	Checklist item with the description and/or the corresponding text

	1
	Title
	Nature of study
	
	
	Identify the report as introducing a predictive model

	
	
	
	 
	
	Prognostication for prelabor rupture of membranes and the time of delivery in nationwide insured women: development, validation, and deployment

	2
	Abstract
	Structured summary
	
	
	Background

	
	
	
	
	
	Prognostic predictions of prelabor rupture of membranes (PROM) lack proper sample sizes and external validation. 

	
	
	
	
	
	Objectives

	
	
	
	
	
	To develop, validate, and deploy statistical and/or machine learning prediction models using medical histories for prelabor rupture of membranes and the time of delivery.

	
	
	
	
	
	Data sources

	
	
	
	
	
	A retrospective cohort design within 2-year period (2015 to 2016) of a single-payer, government-owned health insurance database covering 75.8% individuals in a country

	
	
	
	
	
	Nationwide healthcare providers (n=22,024) at primary, secondary, and tertiary levels

	
	
	
	
	
	12-to-55-year-old women that visit healthcare providers using the insurance from ~1% random sample of insurance holders stratified by healthcare provider and category of family: (1) never visit; (2) visit only primary care; and (3) visit all levels of care

	
	
	
	
	
	Performance metrics of the predictive model or models, in both point estimates and confidence intervals

	
	
	
	
	
	The best prognostication achieved area under curve 0.73 (0.72 to 0.75), sensitivity 0.494 (0.489 to 0.500), specificity 0.816 (0.814 to 0.818), and likelihood ratio being positive 2.68 (2.63 to 2.75) and negative 0.62 (0.61 to 0.63).

	
	
	
	
	
	Meanwhile, the best estimation achieved ± 2.2 and 2.6 weeks respectively for predicted events and non-events. Our web application only took 5.14 minutes (5.11 to 5.18) per prediction.

	
	
	
	
	
	Conclusion including the practical value of the developed predictive model or models

	
	
	
	 
	
	Prelabor rupture of membranes and the time of delivery were predicted by medical histories; but, an impact study is required before clinical application.

	3
	Introduction
	Rationale
	
	
	Identify the clinical goal

	
	
	
	
	
	Preterm prelabor rupture of membranes (PROM) is widely used as an inclusion criterion for predictions of other conditions. The disease precedes 40%~50% of all preterm deliveries and arises from multiple disease pathways. Yet, the antecedent remains unclear, and prognostic predictions lack proper sample sizes and external validation.

	
	
	
	
	
	Predicting this disease, estimating the time of delivery, and tracing possible root causes would enable development of preventive strategies and improve efficiency of conducting a prospective cohort study of associated complications.

	
	
	
	
	
	Review the current practice and prediction accuracy of any existing models

	
	
	
	
	
	Prediction of PROM is mostly diagnostic. For prognostications, a model of preterm PROM was recently developed using maternal factors during the first trimester. Based on a training set (n=10,280), the area under receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve (AUROC) was 0.667. Predictions of all-cause spontaneous preterm deliveries are also poor (AUROCs 0.54 to 0.70; <37 weeks’ gestation; n=118/2540), and they are exposed to high risks of bias based on a systematic review. However, there has been no development or external validation of a prognostic prediction model for PROM. In addition, because it is reasonably challenging, no studies have developed a model to estimate the time of delivery before the day.

	
	
	Objectives
	
	
	State the nature of study being predictive modelling, defining the target of prediction

	
	
	
	
	
	This study aimed to develop, validate, and deploy a prognostic prediction model for PROM and an estimator of the time of delivery using a nationwide health insurance database.

	
	
	
	
	
	Identify how the prediction problem may benefit the clinical goal

	
	
	
	
	
	Nonetheless, solving PROM problems requires predictions and causal modeling to develop better preventive strategies at both the population and individual levels. To address this issue, we applied both human and machine learning tools. Using only medical histories, the model deployment could be accessible worldwide via a web application.  

	5
	Methods
	Describe the setting
	
	
	Identify the clinical setting for the target predictive model

	
	
	
	
	
	Clinical setting: primary, secondary, and tertiary care

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	This dataset was the second version published on August 2019 (access approval no.: 5064/I.2/0421) covering ~1% (n=1,697,452) of insurance holders in 2015 and 2016 from nationwide, affiliated healthcare providers (n=22,024; primary, secondary, and tertiary care).

	
	
	
	
	
	Identify the modelling context in terms of facility type, size, volume, and duration of available data

	
	
	
	
	
	Facility type: primary care and hospital

	
	
	
	
	
	Size: 1,697,452 insurance holders

	
	
	
	
	
	Volume: 22,024 healthcare providers

	
	
	
	
	
	Duration: 2 years (2015 and 2016)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	This dataset was the second version published on August 2019 (access approval no.: 5064/I.2/0421) covering ~1% (n=1,697,452) of insurance holders in 2015 and 2016 from nationwide, affiliated healthcare providers (n=22,024; primary, secondary, and tertiary care).

	6
	Methods
	Define the prediction problem
	
	
	Define a measurement for the prediction goal (per patient or per hospitalization or per type of outcome)

	
	
	
	
	
	Prediction goal: pregnancy outcome (PROM or not) and the time of delivery per visit (or hospitalization)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	We developed prediction models to classify if a visit was made by a subject for which the pregnancy period ended with PROM, and to estimate the time of delivery.

	
	
	
	
	
	Determine that the study is retrospective or prospective

	
	
	
	
	
	Study design: retrospective study

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	We applied a retrospective design to select subjects from a nationwide health insurance dataset provided by a government-owned health insurance company in Indonesia.

	
	
	
	
	
	Identify the problem to be prognostic or diagnostic

	
	
	
	
	
	Prediction problem: prognostic

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	The outcome for the classification task was an event for a subject that had encountered the O42 code, which is the International Classification of Disease version 10 (ICD-10) code for PROM. Otherwise, a subject was assigned as a nonevent if the pregnancy ended within the dataset period using the same codes for pregnancy termination.

	
	
	
	
	
	Determine the form of the prediction model: (1) classification if the target variable is categorical, (2) regression if the target variable is continuous, (3) survival prediction if the target variable is the time to an event.

	
	
	
	
	
	Prediction model form: classification (PROM or not) and regression (a number of days)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	The outcome for the classification task was an event for a subject that had encountered the O42 code, which is the International Classification of Disease version 10 (ICD-10) code for PROM. Otherwise, a subject was assigned as a nonevent if the pregnancy ended within the dataset period using the same codes for pregnancy termination.

	
	
	
	
	
	Meanwhile, the outcome for the estimation task was the number of days from the latest visit encountering of the outcome code to a visit when the prediction model was used.

	
	
	
	–
	 
	Translate survival prediction into a regression problem, with the target measured over a temporal window following the time of prediction.

	
	
	
	
	
	Not applicable because we did not use survival rate for target variable.

	
	
	
	
	
	Explain practical costs of prediction errors (e.g., implications of under-diagnosis or over-diagnosis)

	
	
	
	
	
	Under-prognosis: unavailable resources for the premature baby

	
	
	
	
	
	Over-prognosis: unnecessary intervention and test

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) Practical costs of prediction errors were considered when evaluating the models. Under-prognosis may cause pregnancy monitoring to be off-guard. A pregnant woman with a preterm delivery may not reside in an area with a readily available NICU, particularly in low-resource settings. Over-prognosis may lead to unnecessary enrollment of patients into a cohort study in an early intervention for preventing PROM or complications, e.g., an antibiotic administration. This may also lead to unnecessary tests for more-specific prognostications.

	
	
	
	
	
	Defining quality metrics for prediction models

	
	
	
	
	
	Quality metrics: well-calibrated by internal validation for the classification model, maximum interval of ± x weeks when predicting > x weeks on each predicted outcome for the regression model

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Calibration (plot, intercept, and slope) and discrimination (i.e. AUROC) were computed for classification tasks. We also computed sensitivity, specificity, positive likelihood ratio (LR+), and negative likelihood ratio (LR-).

	
	
	
	
	
	For estimation, we computed a proportion of weeks in which each predicted time, in weeks, was included within an interval estimate of the true one. The interval had to be the maximum ± x weeks when predicting > x weeks, e.g., for any women predicted to deliver in 6 weeks, this number should fall into the true time of delivery within ± 6 weeks.

	
	
	
	
	
	Define the success criteria for prediction (e.g., based on metrics in internal validation or external validation in the context of the clinical problem)

	
	
	
	
	
	Success criteria: The AUROC is higher or not lower than recent models for preterm PROM, respectively if using predictors in low-resource or high-resource setting

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	 
	
	Success criteria of the modeling were an AUROC greater than those of recent models (last 5 years) of PROM prognostic predictions using simple predictors (e.g., maternal factors), or greater or equal to those using high-resource predictors (e.g., biophysical or biochemical markers).

	7
	Methods
	Prepare data for model building
	
	
	Identify relevant data sources and quote the ethics approval number for data access

	
	
	
	
	
	Data source: a nationwide health insurance dataset

	
	
	
	
	
	Ethic waiver number: N202106025

	
	
	
	
	
	Data access approval number: 5064/I.2/0421

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Ethical clearance was waived by the Taipei Medical University Joint Institutional Review Board (TMU-JIRB number: N202106025).

	
	
	
	
	
	We applied a retrospective design to select subjects from a nationwide health insurance dataset provided by a government-owned health insurance company in Indonesia.

	
	
	
	
	
	This dataset was the second version published on August 2019 (access approval no.: 5064/I.2/0421) covering ~1% (n=1,697,452) of insurance holders in 2015 and 2016 from nationwide, affiliated healthcare providers (n=22,024; primary, secondary, and tertiary care).

	
	
	
	
	
	State the inclusion and exclusion criteria for data

	
	
	
	
	
	Inclusion criteria: the health insurance holders of 12-to-55-years-old females who had ever visit the affiliated healthcare providers within the dataset period

	
	
	
	
	
	Exclusion criteria: visits after delivery

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	We included health insurance holders of 12~55-year-old females who had visited affiliated healthcare providers. We excluded visits after delivery. For a person who was pregnant twice within the period, we labeled the same person as a different subject for each pregnancy period. A complete list of codes for determining delivery or immediately after delivery care is available in eTable 7 of the Supplement.

	
	
	
	
	
	Describe the time span of data and the sample or cohort size

	
	
	
	
	
	Time span of data: 2 years (2015 and 2016); from pre-pregnancy period to the end of pregnancy

	
	
	
	
	
	Sample size: internal pre-calibration split (n=86,030); internal calibration split (n=21,506); external random split (n=26,932); external geographical split (n=15,818); external temporal split (n=18,220); external geotemporal split (n=2,224)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Figure 1. Subject selection by applying a retrospective design and data partitioning for internal and external validations.

	
	
	
	
	
	This dataset was the second version published on August 2019 (access approval no.: 5064/I.2/0421) covering ~1% (n=1,697,452) of insurance holders in 2015 and 2016 from nationwide, affiliated healthcare providers (n=22,024; primary, secondary, and tertiary care).

	
	
	
	
	
	Define the observational units on which the response variable and predictor variables are defined

	
	
	
	
	
	Response variable for classification task: event (PROM) and non-event (not PROM until the end of pregnancy)

	
	
	
	
	
	Response variable for estimation (regression) task: a number of days

	
	
	
	
	
	Predictors: historical rates (Kaplan-Meier estimates)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	The outcome for the classification task was an event for a subject that had encountered the O42 code, which is the International Classification of Disease version 10 (ICD-10) code for PROM. Otherwise, a subject was assigned as a nonevent if the pregnancy ended within the dataset period using the same codes for pregnancy termination.

	
	
	
	
	
	Meanwhile, the outcome for the estimation task was the number of days from the latest visit encountering of the outcome code to a visit when the prediction model was used.

	
	
	
	
	
	Candidate predictors consisted of medical histories defined by one or more codes of diagnosis and procedure.

	
	
	
	
	
	Define the predictor variables. Extra caution is needed to prevent information leakage from the response variable to predictor variables.

	
	
	
	
	
	Medical histories: all of the ICD-10 codes for either diagnoses or procedures, except codes that demonstrate delivery or immediately after delivery care, including a code for the events

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Candidate predictors consisted of medical histories defined by one or more codes of diagnosis and procedure.

	
	
	
	
	
	Describe the data pre-processing performed, including data cleaning and transformation. Remove outliers with impossible or extreme responses; state any criteria used for outlier removal.

	
	
	
	
	
	Data cleaning: assign censoring labels, remove codes that can leak the outcome, remove perfect-separation candidate predictors

	
	
	
	
	
	Data transformation: transform the candidate predictors into historical rates (KM estimates), transform the historical rates into PCs, transform the historical rates into -1, 0, or 1 by 1-bit stochastic gradient descent using the averages in differential analysis

	
	
	
	
	
	Outlier removal: not applicable because there was no continuous candidate predictor

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	If neither having pregnancy nor delivery, we assigned censoring labels. Based on the protocol, we used these labels to preserve outcome distribution in the target population and resolve class imbalance by inversely weighting the uncensored outcomes considering both the censored and uncensored ones.

	
	
	
	
	
	Steps to determine candidate predictors were described in the protocol, to avoid zero variance, perfect separation problem, outcome leakage, and redundancy, and to mimic real-world setting.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) All candidate predictors, including non-demographical associated factors, have non-zero variances (eTable 8 in R Markdown). There were 460 candidate predictors fulfilling this criterion. We also showed in the same eTable that there are 426 candidate predictors without perfect separation.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) To prevent outcome leakage, we removed the maternal or baby diagnosis/procedure codes that demonstrated the delivery or after delivery care (typically up to 6 weeks following childbirth; eTable 9 in R Markdown). We only used the existing codes in the training set to determine outcome-leaker codes based on the previous codes for determining delivery or immediately after delivery care (eTable 7 in R Markdown). There were 54 codes that may leak the outcome.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) To avoid redundancy, we computed pair-wise Pearson correlation coefficients (eTable 10 in R Markdown). None of the estimates showed a perfect correlation (r=1). High correlations (i.e., >~0.70) were reasonably identified between latent candidate predictors and the code components. We did not remove those pairs of predictors.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) To deal with a problem in which a healthcare provider does not have access to medical records of other providers, medical histories were quantified as Kaplan-Meier (KM) estimators for each candidate predictors, so called historical rates.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) The historical rates of all candidate predictors were fitted to a principal component (PC) model.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) Then, 1-bit stochastic gradient descent transformation was applied using the post-normalization, feature-wise average based on nationwide training set to determine if a value is lower, equal to, or higher than the average respectively as -1, 0, and 1.

	
	
	
	
	
	State how missing values were handled

	
	
	
	
	
	Missing value handling: missing outcome was labelled as censoring and accounted for weighting; not applicable for medical histories since the positive value was defined as existence of a code entry, while otherwise determined the negative value

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	If neither having pregnancy nor delivery, we assigned censoring labels. Based on the protocol, we used these labels to preserve outcome distribution in the target population and resolve class imbalance by inversely weighting the uncensored outcomes considering both the censored and uncensored ones.

	
	
	
	
	
	Candidate predictors consisted of medical histories defined by one or more codes of diagnosis and procedure.

	
	
	
	
	
	Describe the basic statistics of the dataset, particularly of the response variable. These include the ratio of positive to negative classes for a classification problem and the distribution of the response variable for regression problem.

	
	
	
	
	
	Classification outcome ratio: internal pre-calibration split (74,019 negatives; 12,011 positives); internal calibration split (18,504 negatives; 3,002 positives); external random split (23,240 negatives; 3,692 positives); external geographical split (13,698 negatives; 2,120 positives); external temporal split (15,484 negatives; 2,736 positives); external geotemporal split (1,994 negatives; 230 positives)

	
	
	
	
	
	Regression outcome distribution: if the outcome was predicted as event by DI-VNN, these were PROM times as average weeks from the time of prediction in: (1) internal validation set (calibration set) (15, 95% CI 11 to 18; n=760); (2) external random split (18, 95% CI 14 to 21; n=973); (3) external geographical split (9, 95% CI 6 to 13; n=500); (4) external temporal split (15, 95% CI 12 to 19; n=687); and (5) external geotemporal split (3, 95% CI 1 to 5; n=157). If the outcome was predicted as non-event by DI-VNN, these were the ends of pregnancies from the time of prediction in: (1) internal validation set (calibration set) (40, 95% CI 39 to 41; n=20,746); (2) external random split (42, 95% CI 40 to 43; n=25,959); (3) external geographical split (37, 95% CI 35 to 38; n=15,318); (4) external temporal split (52, 95% CI 50 to 53; n=17,533); and (5) external geotemporal split (60, 95% CI 54 to 65; n=2,067).

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Figure 1. Subject selection by applying a retrospective design and data partitioning for internal and external validations.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) Challenge on estimation task is reasonable considering different distributions among internal and external validation sets. In internal validation set, of which we only utilized the calibration set for model evaluation, predicted events by DI-VNN happened 15 weeks (95% CI 11 to 18; n=760) on average from the time of prediction. This was similar to those in external random (18, 95% CI 14 to 21; n=973) and temporal splits (15, 95% CI 12 to 19; n=687), but later than those in external geographical (9, 95% CI 6 to 13; n=500) and geotemporal splits (3, 95% CI 1 to 5; n=157). Meanwhile, the pregnancies predicted as non-events by DI-VNN ended at 40 weeks (95% CI 39 to 41; n=20,746) on average from time of prediction. This was earlier than those in external random (42, 95% CI 40 to 43; n=25,959), temporal (52, 95% CI 50 to 53; n=17,533), and geotemporal splits (60, 95% CI 54 to 65; n=2,067), but later than that in external geographical split (37, 95% CI 35 to 38; n=15,318).

	
	
	
	
	
	Define the model validation strategies. Internal validation is the minimum requirement; external validation should also be performed whenever possible.

	
	
	
	
	
	Internal validation: hyperparameter tuning by 10-fold cross-validation; final training, calibration, and external validation set by bootstrapping for 30 times

	
	
	
	
	
	External validation: simple random splitting; stratified random splitting by geographical, temporally, and geotemporal variables

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	We split the dataset for internal and external validation. As recommended, we split out a dataset for external validation by geographical, temporal, and geotemporal splitting, approximately covering ~20% of visits. This reflected the situation in some real-world settings but not that in nationwide, which represented by ~20% random split of the remaining set; thus leaving ~64% of the original sample size for internal validation.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) For hyperparameter tuning, we applied 5-fold cross validation, instead of 10-fold as applied for PC modeling. Meanwhile, the final training and calibration for each model were conducted by bootstrapping for 30 times.

	
	
	
	
	
	Specify the internal validation strategy. Common methods include random split, time-based split, and patient-based split.

	
	
	
	
	
	Internal validation: hyperparameter tuning by 10-fold cross-validation; final training, calibration, and external validation set by bootstrapping for 30 times

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) For hyperparameter tuning, we applied 5-fold cross validation, instead of 10-fold as applied for PC modeling. Meanwhile, the final training and calibration for each model were conducted by bootstrapping for 30 times.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) In addition, uncertainty intervals were also computed by bootstrapping for 30 times.

	
	
	
	
	
	Define the validation metrics. For regression problems, the normalized root-mean-square error should be used. For classification problems, the metrics should include sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value, negative predictive value, area under the ROC curve, and calibration plot.

	
	
	
	
	
	Validation metrics: calibration plot, intercept and slope; AUROC; sensitivity, specificity, positive likelihood ratio (LR+), and negative likelihood ratio (LR-); proportion of predicted time that includes true one; RMSE within time window with acceptable precision per outcome

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Calibration (plot, intercept, and slope) and discrimination (i.e. AUROC) were computed for classification tasks. We also computed sensitivity, specificity, positive likelihood ratio (LR+), and negative likelihood ratio (LR-).

	
	
	
	
	
	For estimation, we computed a proportion of weeks in which each predicted time, in weeks, was included within an interval estimate of the true one. The interval had to be the maximum ± x weeks when predicting > x weeks, e.g., for any women predicted to deliver in 6 weeks, this number should fall into the true time of delivery within ± 6 weeks.

	
	
	
	
	
	We determined the minimum and maximum predicted times of delivery with acceptable precision for each predicted outcome of PROM based on a visual assessment using internal validation. Root mean square error (RMSE) was computed within this acceptable range. We also evaluated the best time window using the best model for PROM prognostic predictions.

	
	
	
	
	
	For retrospective studies, split the data into a derivation set and a validation set. For prospective studies, define the starting time for validation data collection.

	
	
	
	
	
	Data partition: 64% derivation set and 36% validation set

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	We split the dataset for internal and external validation. As recommended, we split out a dataset for external validation by geographical, temporal, and geotemporal splitting, approximately covering ~20% of visits. This reflected the situation in some real-world settings but not that in nationwide, which represented by ~20% random split of the remaining set; thus leaving ~64% of the original sample size for internal validation.
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	Methods
	Build the predictive model
	
	
	Identify independent variables that predominantly take a single value (e.g., being zero 99% of the time)

	
	
	
	
	
	Number of independent variables with zero variance: none; outcome-wise variances are shown in eTable 8 in the Supplement

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Details of the candidate predictors and selection are described in eTable 8 of the Supplement.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) All candidate predictors, including non-demographical associated factors, have non-zero variances (eTable 8 in R Markdown). There were 460 candidate predictors fulfilling this criterion. We also showed in the same eTable that there are 426 candidate predictors without perfect separation.

	
	
	
	
	
	Identify and remove redundant independent variables

	
	
	
	
	
	Number of redundant independent variables: none; Pearson correlation estimates are shown in eTable 8 in the Supplement

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Details of the candidate predictors and selection are described in eTable 8 of the Supplement.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) To avoid redundancy, we computed pair-wise Pearson correlation coefficients (eTable 10 in R Markdown). None of the estimates showed a perfect correlation (r=1). High correlations (i.e., >~0.70) were reasonably identified between latent candidate predictors and the code components. We did not remove those pairs of predictors.

	
	
	
	
	
	Identify the independent variables that may suffer from the perfect separation problem

	
	
	
	
	
	Perfect-separation variables: removed; shown in eTable 8 Supplemental Information

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) We also showed in the same eTable that there are 426 candidate predictors without perfect separation.

	
	
	
	
	
	Report the number of independent variables, the number of positive examples, and the number of negative examples

	
	
	
	
	
	Number of independent variables: shown in eTable 8 in Supplemental Information

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Details of the candidate predictors and selection are described in eTable 8 “Supplementary Material”.

	
	
	
	
	
	Table 1. Baseline characteristics of subjects for association tests and internal validation set.

	
	
	
	
	
	Assess whether sufficient data are available for a good fit of the model. In particular, for classification, there should be a sufficient number of observations in both positive and negative classes.

	
	
	
	
	
	Classification problem (bootstrapping for 30 times for final training): internal pre-calibration split (non DI-VNN: 12,011 events per 9/372/60 variables = 1,335/32/200 EPV; DI-VNN: 80% ´ 12,011 = 9,609 events per 144 variables = 67 EPV); internal calibration split (3,002 events per 1 variable = 3,002 EPV)

	
	
	
	
	
	Regression problem (bootstrapping for 30 times for final training): internal validation set (non DI-VNN: 107,536 visits per 9/372/60 variables = 11,948/289/1792 EPV; DI-VNN: 86,029 visits per 144 variables = 597 EPV)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Figure 1. Subject selection by applying a retrospective design and data partitioning for internal and external validations.

	
	
	
	
	
	Briefly, the first model was a statistical, i.e., ridge regression (RR), on 9 of 12 latent candidate predictors selected by the systematic human learning. One of them was not associated with PROM (see Results), and we did not select low SES and maternal age for reducing use of private data and preventing social and economic discrimination. Opposite to systematic human learning, we applied unsupervised machine learning to transform candidate predictors into principal components (PCs). These were used for supervised machine learning algorithms of an elastic net regression (PC-ENR), random forest (PC-RF), and gradient boosting machine (PC-GBM). The latter two algorithms outperformed other algorithms for pregnancy outcomes. Based on the PC-ENR model, the PCs were reduced into 60 PCs (see the protocol) to pursue 200 events per variable (EPV) for the PC-RF and PC-GBM, as recommended by the prediction model risk of bias assessment tools (PROBAST). The fifth model was the DI-VNN. It was developed to achieve moderate predictive performance but interpretable results based on recent studies. The DI-VNN allows deep exploration of how this algorithm works. For this model, there were 144 candidate predictors after differential analyses with multiple testing corrections.

	
	
	
	
	
	We split the dataset for internal and external validation. As recommended, we split out a dataset for external validation by geographical, temporal, and geotemporal splitting, approximately covering ~20% of visits. This reflected the situation in some real-world settings but not that in nationwide, which represented by ~20% random split of the remaining set; thus leaving ~64% of the original sample size for internal validation.

	
	
	
	
	
	Determine a set of candidate modelling techniques (e.g., logistic regression, random forest, or deep learning). If only one type of model was used, justify the decision for using that model.

	
	
	
	
	
	Candidate modelling techniques: logistic regression (ridge regression), logistic regression (elastic net regression), random forest, gradient boosting machine, and deep learning (deep-insight visible neural network, DI-VNN; which is a convolutional neural network, CNN)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Briefly, the first model was a statistical, i.e., ridge regression (RR), on 9 of 12 latent candidate predictors selected by the systematic human learning. One of them was not associated with PROM (see Results), and we did not select low SES and maternal age for reducing use of private data and preventing social and economic discrimination. Opposite to systematic human learning, we applied unsupervised machine learning to transform candidate predictors into principal components (PCs). These were used for supervised machine learning algorithms of an elastic net regression (PC-ENR), random forest (PC-RF), and gradient boosting machine (PC-GBM). The latter two algorithms outperformed other algorithms for pregnancy outcomes. Based on the PC-ENR model, the PCs were reduced into 60 PCs (see the protocol) to pursue 200 events per variable (EPV) for the PC-RF and PC-GBM, as recommended by the prediction model risk of bias assessment tools (PROBAST). The fifth model was the DI-VNN. It was developed to achieve moderate predictive performance but interpretable results based on recent studies. The DI-VNN allows deep exploration of how this algorithm works. For this model, there were 144 candidate predictors after differential analyses with multiple testing corrections.

	
	
	
	
	
	Define the performance metrics to select the best model

	
	
	
	
	
	Performance metrics for model selection: highest AUROC in most of external validation, highest proportion of predicted time that includes true one highest AUROC in most of external validation

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Calibration (plot, intercept, and slope) and discrimination (i.e. AUROC) were computed for classification tasks.

	
	
	
	
	
	For estimation, we computed a proportion of weeks in which each predicted time, in weeks, was included within an interval estimate of the true one. The interval had to be the maximum ± x weeks when predicting > x weeks, e.g., for any women predicted to deliver in 6 weeks, this number should fall into the true time of delivery within ± 6 weeks.

	
	
	
	
	
	Specify the model selection strategy. Common methods include K-fold validation or bootstrap to estimate the lost function on a grid of candidate parameter values. For K-fold validation, proper stratification by the response variable is needed.

	
	
	
	
	
	Model selection strategy: all models using grid search and including censored outcome to compute censored outcome weighting; hyperparameter tuning for non DI-VNN by k-fold cross validation (minimum 12,011 events must considerably exist in each fold); hyperparameter tuning of DI-VNN and final training by bootstrapping for 30 times

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	If neither having pregnancy nor delivery, we assigned censoring labels. Based on the protocol […], we used these labels to preserve outcome distribution in the target population and resolve class imbalance by inversely weighting the uncensored outcomes considering both the censored and uncensored ones.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) For hyperparameter tuning, we applied 5-fold cross validation, instead of 10-fold as applied for PC modeling. Meanwhile, the final training and calibration for each model were conducted by bootstrapping for 30 times.

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) In addition, uncertainty intervals were also computed by bootstrapping for 30 times.

	
	
	
	
	
	(A desirable but not mandatory item) For model selection, include discussion on (1) balance between model accuracy and model simplicity or interpretability, and (2) the familiarity with the modelling techniques of the end user

	
	
	
	
	
	Modelling balance between accuracy and interpretability: DI-VNN was developed to balance these aspects

	
	
	
	
	
	Familiarity with the modelling techniques: RR was provided as a comparator and the most familiar modelling technique in this study

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Briefly, the first model was a statistical, i.e., ridge regression (RR), on 9 of 12 latent candidate predictors selected by the systematic human learning. One of them was not associated with PROM (see Results), and we did not select low SES and maternal age for reducing use of private data and preventing social and economic discrimination.

	
	
	
	
	
	The fifth model was the DI-VNN. It was developed to achieve moderate predictive performance but interpretable results based on recent studies. The DI-VNN allows deep exploration of how this algorithm works.
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	Results
	Report the final model and performance
	
	
	Report the predictive performance of the final model in terms of the validation metrics specified in the methods section

	
	
	
	
	
	Predictive performance report: calibration plot, intercept and slope (Figure 2a); AUROC (Figure 2c); proportion of predicted time that includes true one (Figure 3a); RMSE within time window with acceptable precision per outcome (Figure 3b)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Figure 2. Model evaluation.

	
	
	
	
	
	Figure 3. Estimation plots.

	
	
	
	
	
	If possible, report the parameter estimates in the model and their confidence intervals. When the direct calculation of confidence intervals is not possible, report nonparametric estimates from bootstrap samples.

	
	
	
	
	
	Parameter estimates: shown by eTable 14 to 20 in Supplemental Information

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Weights, variable importance values, and intermediate outputs, which indicated the extent a predictor contributes to a prediction, are respectively shown for (1) the RR and PC-ENR (eTables 14 to 16 in the Supplement); (2) the PC-RF and PC-GBM (eTables 15, 17, and 18 in the Supplement); and (3) the DI-VNN (eTables 19 and 20 in the Supplement).

	
	
	
	
	
	Comparison with other models in the literature should be based on confidence intervals

	
	
	
	
	
	Other models in the literature: the models were systematically selected, and unfortunately, did not report the predictive performances by interval estimates; but, we used interval estimates of the predictive performances to compare those of our models with those of the other models from previous studies.

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Figure 2. Model evaluation.

	
	
	
	
	
	Interpretation of the final model. If possible, report what variables were shown to be predictive of the response variable. State which subpopulation has the best prediction and which subpopulation is most difficult to predict.

	
	
	
	
	
	Predictive variables: N760 (acute vaginitis), B379 (unspecified candidiasis), and 9059 (other microscopic examination of blood)

	
	
	
	
	
	Subpopulation with the best prediction: visits from 46 weeks before the end of pregnancy

	
	
	
	
	
	Subpopulation that was most difficult to predict: visits more than 46 weeks before the end of pregnancy

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	For an exploratory data analysis, most of the AUROC intervals were greater than 0.5 from 44 ± 2 weeks before the end of the pregnancy (eFigure 15a in the Supplement).

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) We began from the most visually distinguished array (eFigure 15b in Appendix) which was ONT:171. These were N760 (acute vaginitis) and B379 (unspecified candidiasis).

	
	
	
	
	
	(Supplement) Another distinguished array, ONT:144, was connected to the same node as that of the previous array. The feature member (9059, other microscopic examination of blood) tended to contribute to the same outcome as that of “unspecified candidiasis”.
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	Discussion
	Clinical implications
	
	
	Report the clinical implications derived from the obtained predictive performance. For example, report the dollar amount that could be saved with better prediction. How many patients could benefit from a care model leveraging the model prediction? And to what extent?

	 
	 
	 
	
	
	Potential cost efficiency: cost reduction for prognostic testing and future studies on PROM complications

	
	
	
	
	
	Potential healthcare impact: potential improvement on patient safety 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	The DI-VNN model in this study outperformed previous models; it used a large training set and external validation sets (8778 visits and 3352 subjects for events only) and did not require biomarker testing.
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	Discussion
	Limitations of the model
	
	
	Discuss the following potential limitations: • Assumed input and output data format; • (Desirable but not mandatory items) Potential pitfalls in interpreting the model; • Potential bias of the data used in modelling; • Generalizability of the data

	 
	 
	 
	
	
	Assumed input and output data format: consider diagnose conditions or determine procedures are similar to those whose codes are used in DI-VNN as the predictors

	
	
	
	
	
	Potential pitfalls in interpreting the model: a user needs specific competences in medicine, statistics, and machine learning

	
	
	
	
	
	Potential bias of the data used in modelling: population in the dataset covered Asian and Austronesian

	
	
	
	
	
	Generalizability of the data: limited as a preliminary model to select candidate for a more sensitive biomarker test that needs high-resource setting

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	However, we noted several limitations in our study. Although the DI-VNN outperformed those from previous studies, we could only apply it as a preliminary model for PROM because clinical acceptance requires an AUROC of ≥0.8.50 More-sensitive models are still needed for use as second-line models. As recommended in a clinician checklist for assessing the suitability of machine learning applications in healthcare (eTable 3 in the Supplement), external validation and determining an optimal threshold using local data are needed.
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	Discussion
	 
	
	
	(Desirable but not mandatory items) Report unexpected signs of coefficients, indicating collinearity or complex interaction between predictor variables

	 
	 
	 
	
	
	Unexpected signs of coefficients: H527 (unspecified disorder of refraction), 734 (flat foot), H521 (myopia), and H522 (astigmatism)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	 
	
	(Supplement) From ONT:167 and ONT:149 on the deeper layer, we can find unusual features in the context of PROM, which are H527 (unspecified disorder of refraction) preferring non-events while 734 (flat foot), H521 (myopia), and H522 (astigmatism) preferring events. These codes might be responses to the subject symptoms of edema in the feet and blurry vision. Both symptoms in a pregnant woman may be typically associated with severe preeclampsia. But, a doctor may avoid this association if the context does not support the symptoms, e.g. symptoms by a non-pregnant subject. This may lead a doctor to assign these codes responding to those symptoms.



	DOMAIN 1: Participants

	Risk of Bias

	Describe the sources of data and criteria for participant selection:

	
	
	We applied a retrospective design to select subjects from a nationwide health insurance dataset provided by a government-owned health insurance company in Indonesia.

	
	
	We included health insurance holders of 12~55-year-old females who had visited affiliated healthcare providers. We excluded visits after delivery. For a person who was pregnant twice within the period, we labeled the same person as a different subject for each pregnancy period. A complete list of codes for determining delivery or immediately after delivery care is available in eTable 7 of the Supplement.

	
	
	The outcome for the classification task was an event for a subject that had encountered the O42 code, which is the International Classification of Disease version 10 (ICD-10) code for PROM. Otherwise, a subject was assigned as a nonevent if the pregnancy ended within the dataset period using the same codes for pregnancy termination.

	
	
	If neither having pregnancy nor delivery, we assigned censoring labels. Based on the protocol, we used these labels to preserve outcome distribution in the target population and resolve class imbalance by inversely weighting the uncensored outcomes considering both the censored and uncensored ones.

	
	
	Meanwhile, the outcome for the estimation task was the number of days from the latest visit encountering of the outcome code to a visit when the prediction model was used.

	
	
	Candidate predictors consisted of medical histories defined by one or more codes of diagnosis and procedure.

	 
	
	We split the dataset for internal and external validation. As recommended, we split out a dataset for external validation by geographical, temporal, and geotemporal splitting, approximately covering ~20% of visits. This reflected the situation in some real-world settings but not that in nationwide, which represented by ~20% random split of the remaining set; thus leaving ~64% of the original sample size for internal validation.

	 
	 
	Dev
	Val

	1.1  Were appropriate data sources used, e.g. cohort, RCT or nested case-control study data?
	Y
	Y

	1.2  Were all inclusions and exclusions of participants appropriate?
	Y
	Y

	Risk of bias introduced by selection of participants
	RISK:
	Low
	Low

	
	(low/ high/ unclear)
	
	

	Rationale of bias rating:

	
	
	This study used retrospective cohort from health insurance dataset consisting medical histories. Medical history only used ICD-10, a standardized coding system, that is, do not have a wide range of possibility for an error in term of codifying what a doctor expects conditional on the gather information about a subject. The models were intended to predict what a doctor codes for a patient in the future, whether it will be included as an event or non-event as defined in this study, not what will be happened in a subject’s physiology. In addition, the classification outcome was weighted by taking censored outcome into account. This enabled correct estimation of baseline risk, which obtained corrected absolute values for the predicted probability and calibration measures of the models.

	
	
	The intended population is represented by the selection criteria. The models will mostly use medical histories from the health insurance claim data in providers at any levels of care. This means only those who visits the providers will be applied using the models, as included in the inclusion criteria. The subject is not necessarily pregnant; thus, the model application will be not limited to pregnant women. The selection criteria did not increase or decrease risk of developing PROM, that may introduce selection bias. As a preliminary model, a wide range of population for the prediction is needed.

	 
	
	Validation used the same data source but different visits. The same design and selection criteria were applied. Therefore, the assessment results are the same with the development ones.



	DOMAIN 2: Predictors

	Risk of Bias

	List and describe predictors included in the final model, e.g. definition and timing of assessment:

	
	
	We included health insurance holders of 12~55-year-old females who had visited affiliated healthcare providers. We excluded visits after delivery.

	
	
	Candidate predictors consisted of medical histories defined by one or more codes of diagnosis and procedure.

	
	
	Steps to determine candidate predictors were described in the protocol, to avoid zero variance, perfect separation problem, outcome leakage, and redundancy, and to mimic real-world setting.

	
	
	Details of the candidate predictors and selection are described in eTable 8 of the Supplement.

	 
	
	We split the dataset for internal and external validation. As recommended, we split out a dataset for external validation by geographical, temporal, and geotemporal splitting, approximately covering ~20% of visits. This reflected the situation in some real-world settings but not that in nationwide, which represented by ~20% random split of the remaining set; thus leaving ~64% of the original sample size for internal validation.

	 
	 
	Dev
	Val

	2.1  Were predictors defined and assessed in a similar way for all participants?
	PY
	PY

	2.2 Were predictor assessments made without knowledge of outcome data? 
	Y
	Y

	2.3  Are all predictors available at the time the model is intended to be used?
	Y
	Y

	Risk of bias introduced by predictors or their assessment
	RISK:
	Low
	Low

	
	(low/ high/ unclear)
	
	

	Rationale of bias rating:

	
	
	All predictors were derived from medical history. Albeit the same diagnosis or procedure was determined with different quality, this was determined in one country. There is only a single professional association for each medical specialty in this country, that has an authority for developing diagnosis and procedure guidelines; thus, each diagnosis or procedure was determined based on a single consensus. The codification was also standardized based on ICD-10. In addition, associated factors were derived from the medical histories.

	
	
	In health insurance dataset, the future outcome is unknown for each visit when the diagnosis or procedure codes were entered. The codes, that may easily infer outcome, were already removed and transparently reported.

	
	
	For medical history, the day intervals were computed from the code entries up to the time of prediction; thus, these are available at the time of prediction. 

	 
	
	Validation used the same predictors. The same predictor/feature extraction was applied. Therefore, the assessment results are the same with the development ones.



	DOMAIN 3: Outcome

	Risk of Bias

	Describe the outcome, how it was defined and determined, and the time interval between predictor assessment and outcome determination:

	
	
	For a person who was pregnant twice within the period, we labeled the same person as a different subject for each pregnancy period. A complete list of codes for determining delivery or immediately after delivery care is available in eTable 7 of the Supplement.

	
	
	We developed prediction models to classify if a visit was made by a subject for which the pregnancy period ended with PROM, and to estimate the time of delivery.

	
	
	The outcome for the classification task was an event for a subject that had encountered the O42 code, which is the International Classification of Disease version 10 (ICD-10) code for PROM. Otherwise, a subject was assigned as a nonevent if the pregnancy ended within the dataset period using the same codes for pregnancy termination.

	
	
	If neither having pregnancy nor delivery, we assigned censoring labels. Based on the protocol, we used these labels to preserve outcome distribution in the target population and resolve class imbalance by inversely weighting the uncensored outcomes considering both the censored and uncensored ones.

	
	
	Meanwhile, the outcome for the estimation task was the number of days from the latest visit encountering of the outcome code to a visit when the prediction model was used.

	 
	
	We split the dataset for internal and external validation. As recommended, we split out a dataset for external validation by geographical, temporal, and geotemporal splitting, approximately covering ~20% of visits. This reflected the situation in some real-world settings but not that in nationwide, which represented by ~20% random split of the remaining set; thus leaving ~64% of the original sample size for internal validation.

	 
	 
	Dev
	Val

	3.1  Was the outcome determined appropriately?
	PY
	PY

	3.2  Was a pre-specified or standard outcome definition used?
	Y
	Y

	3.3  Were predictors excluded from the outcome definition?
	Y
	Y

	3.4  Was the outcome defined and determined in a similar way for all participants?
	PY
	PY

	3.5  Was the outcome determined without knowledge of predictor information?
	Y
	Y

	3.6  Was the time interval between predictor assessment and outcome determination appropriate?
	Y
	Y

	Risk of bias introduced by the outcome or its determination
	RISK:
	Low
	Low

	
	(low/ high/ unclear)
	
	

	Rationale of bias rating:

	
	
	The models were intended to predict what a doctor codes for a patient in the future, whether it will be included as an event or non-event as defined in this study, not what will be happened in a subject’s physiology. PROM definition is well-established based on a point-of-care, amnion fluid leak test and the assessment of labor onset. This is considerably simple to determine.

	
	
	The outcome was defined by an ICD-10 code for diagnosis of PROM. This code is straightforward. The definition was not favorably adjusted to achieve the best estimate of model performances.

	
	
	Only a single ICD-10 code was used for events. This code was already removed; thus, the predictors from medical histories did not include this code.

	
	
	Albeit PROM was determined with different quality, this was determined in one country. There is only a single professional association for obstetrics and gynecology in this country, that has an authority for developing diagnosis and procedure guidelines of PROM; thus, each diagnosis or procedure was determined based on a single consensus. The codification was also standardized based on ICD-10. In addition, PROM is simple to determine.

	
	
	In health insurance dataset, the outcome may be determined based on the results of previous diagnostic tests but these results were not explicitly revealed by the previous diagnosis or procedure codes. Meanwhile, the codes, that may easily infer non-events (typically happen only during the delivery or post-delivery period), were already removed and transparently reported.

	
	
	The models were developed for both prediction and predictor exploration; thus, a wide time interval between predictors and outcome was obtained up to the time of outcome to find the earliest time PROM can be predicted with acceptable performances. To help a user for interpreting the classification models regarding the timing of the outcome, the estimation models were also developed.

	 
	
	Validation used the same outcomes. The outcome was determined the same way. Therefore, the assessment results are the same with the development ones.



	DOMAIN 4: Analysis

	Risk of Bias

	Describe numbers of participants, number of candidate predictors, outcome events and events per candidate predictor:

	
	
	Figure 1. Subject selection by applying a retrospective design and data partitioning for internal and external validations.

	
	
	Briefly, the first model was a statistical, i.e., ridge regression (RR), on 9 of 12 latent candidate predictors selected by the systematic human learning. One of them was not associated with PROM (see Results), and we did not select low SES and maternal age for reducing use of private data and preventing social and economic discrimination. Opposite to systematic human learning, we applied unsupervised machine learning to transform candidate predictors into principal components (PCs). These were used for supervised machine learning algorithms of an elastic net regression (PC-ENR), random forest (PC-RF), and gradient boosting machine (PC-GBM). The latter two algorithms outperformed other algorithms for pregnancy outcomes. Based on the PC-ENR model, the PCs were reduced into 60 PCs (see the protocol) to pursue 200 events per variable (EPV) for the PC-RF and PC-GBM, as recommended by the prediction model risk of bias assessment tools (PROBAST). The fifth model was the DI-VNN. It was developed to achieve moderate predictive performance but interpretable results based on recent studies. The DI-VNN allows deep exploration of how this algorithm works. For this model, there were 144 candidate predictors after differential analyses with multiple testing corrections.

	
	
	Weights, variable importance values, and intermediate outputs, which indicated the extent a predictor contributes to a prediction, are respectively shown for (1) the RR and PC-ENR (eTables 14 to 16 in the Supplement); (2) the PC-RF and PC-GBM (eTables 15, 17, and 18 in the Supplement); and (3) the DI-VNN (eTables 19 and 20 in the Supplement).

	
	
	Figure 2. Model evaluation.

	
	
	Candidate predictors consisted of medical histories defined by one or more codes of diagnosis and procedure.

	 
	
	Details of the candidate predictors and selection are described in eTable 8 of the Supplement.

	Describe how the model was developed (for example in regards to modelling technique (e.g. survival or logistic modelling), predictor selection, and risk group definition):

	
	
	If neither having pregnancy nor delivery, we assigned censoring labels. Based on the protocol, we used these labels to preserve outcome distribution in the target population and resolve class imbalance by inversely weighting the uncensored outcomes considering both the censored and uncensored ones.

	 
	
	Briefly, the first model was a statistical, i.e., ridge regression (RR), on 9 of 12 latent candidate predictors selected by the systematic human learning. One of them was not associated with PROM (see Results), and we did not select low SES and maternal age for reducing use of private data and preventing social and economic discrimination. Opposite to systematic human learning, we applied unsupervised machine learning to transform candidate predictors into principal components (PCs). These were used for supervised machine learning algorithms of an elastic net regression (PC-ENR), random forest (PC-RF), and gradient boosting machine (PC-GBM). The latter two algorithms outperformed other algorithms for pregnancy outcomes. Based on the PC-ENR model, the PCs were reduced into 60 PCs (see the protocol) to pursue 200 events per variable (EPV) for the PC-RF and PC-GBM, as recommended by the prediction model risk of bias assessment tools (PROBAST). The fifth model was the DI-VNN. It was developed to achieve moderate predictive performance but interpretable results based on recent studies. The DI-VNN allows deep exploration of how this algorithm works. For this model, there were 144 candidate predictors after differential analyses with multiple testing corrections.

	Describe whether and how the model was validated, either internally (e.g. bootstrapping, cross validation, random split sample) or externally (e.g. temporal validation, geographical validation, different setting, different type of participants):

	
	
	Figure 1. Subject selection by applying a retrospective design and data partitioning for internal and external validations.

	
	
	We split the dataset for internal and external validation. As recommended, we split out a dataset for external validation by geographical, temporal, and geotemporal splitting, approximately covering ~20% of visits. This reflected the situation in some real-world settings but not that in nationwide, which represented by ~20% random split of the remaining set; thus leaving ~64% of the original sample size for internal validation.

	
	
	(Supplement) For hyperparameter tuning, we applied 5-fold cross validation, instead of 10-fold as applied for PC modeling. Meanwhile, the final training and calibration for each model were conducted by bootstrapping for 30 times.

	 
	
	(Supplement) In addition, uncertainty intervals were also computed by bootstrapping for 30 times.

	Describe the performance measures of the model, e.g. (re)calibration, discrimination, (re)classification, net benefit, and whether they were adjusted for optimism:

	
	
	Calibration (plot, intercept, and slope) and discrimination (i.e. AUROC) were computed for classification tasks. We also computed sensitivity, specificity, positive likelihood ratio (LR+), and negative likelihood ratio (LR-).

	
	
	For estimation, we computed a proportion of weeks in which each predicted time, in weeks, was included within an interval estimate of the true one. The interval had to be the maximum ± x weeks when predicting > x weeks, e.g., for any women predicted to deliver in 6 weeks, this number should fall into the true time of delivery within ± 6 weeks.

	 
	
	We determined the minimum and maximum predicted times of delivery with acceptable precision for each predicted outcome of PROM based on a visual assessment using internal validation. Root mean square error (RMSE) was computed within this acceptable range. We also evaluated the best time window using the best model for PROM prognostic predictions.

	Describe any participants who were excluded from the analysis:

	
	
	We included health insurance holders of 12~55-year-old females who had visited affiliated healthcare providers. We excluded visits after delivery. For a person who was pregnant twice within the period, we labeled the same person as a different subject for each pregnancy period. A complete list of codes for determining delivery or immediately after delivery care is available in eTable 7 of the Supplement.

	 
	
	If neither having pregnancy nor delivery, we assigned censoring labels. Based on the protocol, we used these labels to preserve outcome distribution in the target population and resolve class imbalance by inversely weighting the uncensored outcomes considering both the censored and uncensored ones.

	Describe missing data on predictors and outcomes as well as methods used for missing data:

	
	
	Candidate predictors consisted of medical histories defined by one or more codes of diagnosis and procedure.

	 
	
	If neither having pregnancy nor delivery, we assigned censoring labels. Based on the protocol, we used these labels to preserve outcome distribution in the target population and resolve class imbalance by inversely weighting the uncensored outcomes considering both the censored and uncensored ones.

	 
	 
	Dev
	Val

	4.1  Were there a reasonable number of participants with the outcome?
	Y
	Y

	4.2  Were continuous and categorical predictors handled appropriately?
	Y
	Y

	4.3  Were all enrolled participants included in the analysis?
	Y
	Y

	4.4  Were participants with missing data handled appropriately?
	Y
	Y

	4.5 Was selection of predictors based on univariable analysis avoided? 
	Y
	 

	4.6  Were complexities in the data (e.g. censoring, competing risks, sampling of controls) accounted for appropriately?
	Y
	Y

	4.7  Were relevant model performance measures evaluated appropriately?
	Y
	Y

	4.8  Were model overfitting and optimism in model performance accounted for?
	Y
	 

	4.9 Do predictors and their assigned weights in the final model correspond to the results from multivariable analysis? 
	Y
	 

	Risk of bias introduced by the analysis
	RISK:
	Low
	Low

	
	(low/ high/ unclear)
	
	

	Rationale of bias rating:

	
	
	Classification problem (bootstrapping for 30 times for final training): internal pre-calibration split (non DI-VNN: 12,011 events per 9/372/60 variables = 1335/32/200 EPV; DI-VNN: 80%  12,011 = 9609 events per 144 variables = 67 EPV); internal calibration split (3002 events per 1 variable = 3002 EPV). EPV of 200 or more were determined for support vector machine, random forest, and shallow, fully-connected neural network (a single hidden layer with ten nodes). DI-VNN is not a vanilla neural network. Instead, it is a convolutional neural network with inputs (features) selected by convolution. There is no consensus for EPV in deep learning. Since EPV is an approach to prevent overfitting, we can assess this by comparing internal and external validations among models. DI-VNN have better agreement between internal and external validations compared to random forest and gradient boosting machine that achieved 200 EPV or more.

	
	
	Regression problem (bootstrapping for 30 times for final training): internal validation set (non DI-VNN: 107,536 visits per 9/372/60 variables = 11,948/289/1792 EPV; DI-VNN: 86,029 visits per 144 variables = 597 EPV)

	
	
	Outcome ratio for external validation: external random split (23,240 negatives; 3692 positives); external geographical split (13,698 negatives; 2120 positives); external temporal split (15,484 negatives; 2736 positives); external geotemporal split (1994 negatives; 230 positives)

	
	
	Age at admission was categorized using widely accepted cut points (by national consensus for high-risk pregnancy based on maternal age). Other categorical predictors were predefined. Medical histories were kept as continuous variables and optimized by mapping these to the corresponding KM estimates. These were determined using training set only.

	
	
	Validation used the same format for predictors. The medical histories for validation were mapped to the corresponding KM estimates determined using the training set. Weights used for transforming features into PCs in validation sets were also ones that were determined using the training set. This was also applied when transforming features by 1-bit stochastic gradient descent in validation sets. The average values based on differential analysis were determined using the training set.

	
	
	All visits and subjects were included in analysis after selection criteria. The predictive performances for model selection were determined using all of these visits. Therefore, no exclusion was conducted because of uninterpretable findings, outliers, or missing data in predictors. Although visits with censoring outcomes were removed, we took into account these for weighting the uncensored outcome when training the models. The removal was completely random, because the censoring outcomes happened because the subjects were not pregnant or delivered within the dataset period. It is independent to the event of pregnancy and delivery.

	
	
	There is no missing data in medical histories because of the nature of the feature extraction. As described above, censored outcomes were independent and took into account for weighting the uncensored outcome when training the models.

	
	
	Feature selection in RR was based on existing knowledge (association diagram) followed by association tests with confounder adjustment. For 2nd to 4th models, principal components were computed and selected from the highest proportion of variance explained to pursue EPV requirement. Random forest and gradient boosting machine models also used a multivariable predictor selection by the elastic net regression by bootstrapping for 30 times. Eventually, DI-VNN applied quantile-to-quantile normalization that involves all candidate predictors before applying differential analysis (fitting a univariable regression for each pair of a candidate predictor and outcome). In this method, predictors were selected in context with other predictors via quantile-to-quantile normalization. In addition, multiple testing corrections were also applied.

	
	
	Although time-to-event analysis, such as a Cox regression, was recommended for prediction with censored participants, this restricts us to apply other machine learning algorithms. Thus, we took into account the censored outcome for weighting each uncensored outcome by the half of inverse probability when training the models. Potential competing risks, e.g. preeclampsia, were already accounted as the candidate predictors because of the nature of medical histories as the predictors. There is no need for sampling of controls because of retrospective design in this study.

	
	
	There were calibration plot and AUROC to evaluate the predictive performances. These were also adjusted for optimism by resampling. All evaluation metrics were expressed as 95% confidence intervals determined using the resampling subsets.

	
	
	Internal validation was applied. Shrinkage technique by elastic net regression was also applied. For DI-VNN, bootstrapping for 30 times was applied when hyperparameter tuning and the final training.

	
	
	Assigned weights in the final models of RR and PC-ENR were already fitted using the final set of predictors since the iterative processes were conducted by the programming, instead manually by human. For PC-RF and PC-GBM, feature selection by PC-ENR was only used to determine candidate predictors for both models. The parameters were then fitted, and those in the final models were also fitted using the final set of predictors. For DI-VNN, this also applies but using differential analysis for feature selection and backpropagation algorithm to fit the weights.

	 
	
	Validation applied the same procedure regarding post-enrolled data handling, missing data, censoring, competing risks, and evaluation metrics, with those of development. This is because of the same dataset but split carefully for external validation. Therefore, the assessment results are the same with the development ones.



	Overall judgement about risk of bias of the prediction model evaluation

	Overall judgement of risk of bias
	RISK:
	Low

	
	(low/ high/ unclear)
	

	Summary of sources of potential bias:

	–
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	Item
	Response

	Q1.
	What is the purpose and context of the algorithm?
	
	We developed a prognostic prediction algorithm (prognostication) of prelabor rupture of membranes (PROM) and an estimation algorithm for the time of delivery. 

	
	
	
	The target population is 12-to-55-years-old females regardless whether they will be pregnant or not, but, precisely, these algorithms are applied for pregnant women only.

	
	
	
	These algorithms are intended to implement on each visit of a patient to a healthcare provider at any levels (primary, secondary, and tertiary care).

	Q2.
	How good were the data used to train the algorithm?
	
	 

	Q2a.
	To what extent were the data accurate and free of bias?
	
	We utilized electronic medical records to develop our algorithms. The records were retrospectively selected from ~1% sampling of health insurance holders registered in all healthcare providers affiliated to a nationwide, government-owned health insurance company, the badan penyelenggara jaminan sosial (BPJS) kesehatan, in Indonesia. Population of this country covered races of Asian and Austronesian.

	
	
	
	The health insurance claim data may be inaccurate, and this, in turn, decreases algorithm performances. Nevertheless, given the similar quality of input, we demonstrated our algorithms were in agreement between internal validation set (calibration set) and an external validation set. Therefore, we can expect similar results on average for future application.

	
	
	
	The selection criteria were visits by the health insurance holders of 12-to-55-years-old females. We excluded visits after delivery. The pregnancy can be the first time or not.

	
	
	
	From 3,756,292 visits and 1,697,452 insurance holders, we selected 883,376 visits and 219,272 insurance holders. Since these females may be pregnant or not, finally we used data of 170,730 visits and 49,219 women with recorded pregnancy outcome for internal and external validation sets.

	
	
	
	However, we took into account of the subjects with unknown (missing) outcome for weighting the known outcome (PROM vs. not PROM) over both unknown and known outcomes when developing the algorithms. All predictor data were completed.

	Q2b.
	Were data labelled correctly?
	
	Our algorithms were intended to predict what a doctor codes for a patient in the future, whether it will be O42 (ICD-10 code for PROM) or other codes related to the end of pregnancy, and how many days after current visit that code will be encountered. The prediction is not what will be happened in a subject’s physiology and regardless of how accurate the diagnosis of the doctor. This is considerably similar to a consensus adjudication by panels of clinicians that are blind to these predictions, as likely happening in real-world practice.

	Q2c.
	Were the data standardized and interoperable?
	
	A clinician only uploads a deidentified, two-column spreadsheet of admission dates (yyyy-mm-dd) and either diagnosis or procedure ICD-10 codes from a patient. This coding system is widely used worldwide.

	Q3.
	Were there sufficient data to train the algorithm?
	
	We utilized 86,030 visits (12,011 PROM) to train and 21,506 visits (3002 PROM) to calibrate our algorithms. Using pre-calibrated set with 144 variables to predict PROM and both sets with 60 variables estimate the time of delivery, this is respectively 67 events per variable (EPV) and 1792 EPV.

	
	
	
	For predicting PROM, we applied a common method, originally used in genomics, to deal with high dimensionality problem. It means using many predictors in relative to the sample size, that may cause poor prediction using data beyond training set. By differential analysis, we reduced candidate predictors from 372 to 144 variables. This analysis and other techniques in deep-insight visible neural network (DI-VNN) algorithm were shown having the best agreement in predicting PROM between development and an external validation set, compared to other state-of-the-art algorithms with 200 EPV. Meanwhile, estimating the time of delivery with 1792 EPV is considerably sufficient.

	Q4.
	How well does the algorithm perform?
	
	For predicting PROM, our algorithm has achieved area under receiver operating characteristics curve (AUROC) of 0.73 (95% CI 0.72 to 0.75) using in-sample or internal validation (n=21,506) by bootstrapping for 30 times. By systematically searching previous models within the last five years, this is higher than AUROC of 0.67 achieved by the best existing model to predict preterm PROM using maternal factors during first trimester based on a training set only (n=10,280).14 This is even higher than AUROC of 0.641 achieved by a previous model that uses a biomarker testing (serum alpha-fetoprotein) based on a training set only.

	
	
	
	We also conducted out-of-sample or external validation. The AUROC is 0.71 (95% CI 0.70 to 0.72) by external random split (23,240 not PROM; 3692 PROM). This subset reflects common situations nationwide. To demonstrate the robustness of the algorithm performance, we also included external validation sets with geographically and/or temporally different populations. But, these may only reflect the worst possible scenario, but may not reflect the common situations. The AUROCs were 0.53 (95% CI 0.52 to 0.54) by external geographical split (13,698 not PROM; 2,120 PROM), 0.56 (95% CI 0.55 to 0.57) by external temporal split (15,484 not PROM; 2736 PROM); and 0.60 (95% CI 0.56 to 0.64) by external geotemporal split (1994 not PROM; 230 PROM). External validation is intended to show the robustness by giving a stress test, but, it cannot be used for generalization considering the smaller size.

	
	
	
	We recommend 0.14 for initial threshold while determining another threshold based on local data. By this threshold, our model achieved sensitivity of 0.494 (95% CI 0.489 to 0.5) and specificity of 0.816 (95% CI 0.814 to 0.818). Compared to the previous model with AUROC of 0.67, our model achieved sensitivity of ~0.39 which is higher than 0.25 by that model at 90% specificity. The sensitivity and specificity of our model at threshold 0.14 was also slightly higher than those of the previous model using serum alpha-fetoprotein testing.

	
	
	
	For estimating the time of delivery, if the prediction is PROM, then the time of delivery is precisely estimated (±2.6 weeks) when the result is 6 to 22 weeks’ gestation. If the prediction is not PROM, then the time of delivery is precisely estimated (±2.2 weeks) when the result is 9 to 34 weeks’ gestation. This is internally validated using a large dataset (n=107,536) by bootstrapping for 30 times.

	
	
	
	In a nationwide external validation set (n=26,932), the RMSEs are ±9.0 and ±6.3 weeks respectively for PROM and not PROM, as predicted by DI-VNN. In other external validation sets, the RMSEs for the respective predicted outcomes were ±13.4 and ±13.2 weeks in geographical split (n=15,818), ±12.6 and ±13.6 weeks in temporal split (n=18,220), and ±13.9 and ±16.5 weeks in geotemporal split (n=2224).

	
	
	
	An open-access web application is provided on a public repository (https://predme.app/promtime) to use our algorithms. We invite any investigators to independently validate our algorithms using their own data.

	Q5.
	Is the algorithm transferable to new clinical settings?
	
	By the web application, a clinician can recalibrate our algorithms using data with a specific population to choose a threshold that maximize the performances in local setting. While finding the best threshold, a clinician can estimate the algorithm performances at population level given a threshold, including one with the most precise number for positive/negative predictive values (the population-level proportion of the predicted PROM/not PROM that are true rather than false), depending on the prediction outcome and time of delivery of subject case-by-case.

	Q6.
	Are the outputs of the algorithm clinically intelligible?
	
	Our algorithm for PROM prediction allows a clinician to critically appraise how the algorithm ends up with the prediction. By the timeline in the report, a clinician can see a chronological visualization of a patient’s medical history used to infer the prediction, including the tendencies of the conditions in the medical history to the event (PROM) and non-event (not PROM). A clinician can also identify the nodes in the network, that include these conditions and see these on the saliency maps. Therefore, a clinician knows to what extend the algorithm taking each condition in the medical history in shifting its decision closer to event or non-event.

	Q7.
	How will this algorithm fit into and complement current workflows?
	
	Our algorithms can be applied in a routine antenatal visit when the work pace is hours to days (outpatient, not emergency setting).

	
	
	
	We recommend the implementation to be the same with ordering a routine laboratory test. If ordered by a clinician in a visit, a unit equipped with access to electronic medical records can execute our algorithms to predict PROM and estimate the time of delivery. The unit needs a staff that has a proficient knowledge in diagnostic or prognostic method evaluation (i.e. adjusting threshold to pursue a particular sensitivity, specificity, or predictive values). This may be a clinical informatician, an existing clinical pathologist, an existing biostatistician, or a trained physician.

	
	
	
	No significant change may happen on the existing clinical workflow. In addition, a diagnosis or procedure code entry at that visit with the previous ones is needed to execute these algorithms. In our simulation, an execution using a record (medical history) of 20 visits consisting 28 code entries from a patient needs 5.14 minutes (95% CI 5.11 to 5.18 minutes when we repeated for ten times).

	
	
	
	After executing the algorithms, a staff can use subpopulation-level estimation of the time of delivery given the same predicted time and outcome. If our algorithms are used as a preliminary test to decide if a specific laboratory test is needed, we recommend to set the threshold to get 95% sensitivity. Alternatively, a threshold can be set to pursue the highest positive or negative predictive value (depending on the prediction result), such that the data for population-level performances are still available.

	Q8.
	Has use of the algorithm been shown to improve patient care and outcomes?
	
	We call a pilot study, a prospective clinical trial, and a clinical impact study (effectiveness and cost-effectiveness) for these algorithms. Future investigators can simply use an open-access web application we provided to use our algorithms. We expect these algorithms to prevent PROM by early intervention for 50% better than simple guessing. But, such intervention may need further investigations. These algorithms can improve the efficiency of such investigation. If antibiotic is used for the prevention, we expect to reduce the unnecessary use by half than if a treat-all intervention is given. We also expect these algorithms can reduce a need for a specific laboratory test requiring high-resource setting by 95%.

	Q9.
	Could the algorithm cause patient harm?
	
	Unnecessary use of antibiotic may be induced by false positive of these algorithms. A clinician need to assess carefully the need of antibiotic based on conventional guidelines beyond consideration related to the result of these algorithms. A clinician should also advise a patient to watch the delivery within the population-level estimated time although the prediction gives a negative result for PROM. The negative result may cause pregnancy monitoring off-guard. To prevent the harms, repeating the prediction more frequent are needed toward the end of pregnancy. A clinician should also continuously questioning counterintuitive internal properties of  a prediction by our algorithms.

	Q10.
	Does the algorithm raise ethical, legal or social concerns?
	
	We consider ethical, legal, and social issues when developing these algorithms and the recommended setting to apply the algorithms.

	
	
	
	No privacy issue will be raised since this algorithm only needs two-column medical history (admission date and ICD-10 code) without identity or even demographic information.

	
	
	
	Our algorithms are also equitable and inclusive because of no need of high resources, including those for the electronic medical record system.

	
	
	
	Apart of availability of an independent validation and a clinical trial for any algorithms, a local recalibration of our algorithms are warranted, because a perfect consistency of predictive performances is difficult if not impossible. A responsibility to ensure the recalibration is on the healthcare provider. A competent staff for adjusting the local or individual threshold (i.e. a clinical informatician, a clinical pathologist, an existing biostatistician, or a trained physician) is also needed. Failed to provide both efforts may raise legal issues using these algorithms.

	
	
	
	Non-commercial use is permitted. Local recalibration and a competent is preferable before these algorithms are commercialized in a healthcare provider. Any commercialization need to apply permission to the developer of these algorithms. 

	
	
	
	Social issue may be raised if the commercialization is applied, especially in non-insured healthcare service. Worthiness of the prediction over the cost is needed to assess by a patient equipped with sufficient information. A patient education is needed when offering a prediction service by these algorithms. Sufficient information about the limitations of these algorithms should be given.
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	Section and topic
	Item #
	Elements recommended for reporting

	Eligibility criteria
	5
	
	Following PICOTS framework, the eligibility criteria were: (1) Population, either pregnant or non-pregnant women without specializing the medical conditions; (2) Index, the best prediction model in this study; (3) Comparator, prediction models or rules; (4) Outcome, either preterm or term PROM as a binary outcome (event or non-event) with 20 EPV or more; (5) Time, prognostic prediction from days to weeks; and (6) Setting, either primary care or hospital patient. 

	
	
	
	We excluded any article types beyond original article, including conference abstract but not the full paper.

	
	
	
	The studies were not grouped since no synthesis was conducted.

	Information sources
	6
	
	We searched the studies up to April 3rd 2021.

	
	
	
	Bibliographic databases were searched, which were PubMed, Scopus, and Web of Science.

	Search strategy
	7
	
	The keyword was ‘prelabor rupture of membranes prediction’.

	
	
	
	In PubMed, we used the keyword and filtered by article type (i.e. journal article), publication date (i.e. five years), and language (i.e. English).

	
	
	
	In Scopus, we used the keyword within article title, abstract, and keywords, published from 2016 to present. Then the results were limited by document type (i.e. article) and language (i.e. English). The configuration resulted in this syntax: TITLE-ABS-KEY (prelabor AND rupture AND of AND membranes AND prediction) AND PUBYEAR > 2015 AND (LIMIT-TO (DOCTYPE, "ar")) AND (LIMIT-TO (LANGUAGE, "English"))

	
	
	
	In Web of Science, we used the keyword for topic with timespan of last five years. Then the results were refined by document types (i.e. article, early access, and proceedings paper) and language (i.e. English).

	
	
	
	For each database, we also applied dual filter, which is, filtering review and exclude the results from the existing ones. This is because the search platform still included review even though the documents were already filtered for only original articles.

	Selection process
	8
	
	HS searched for the literatures and loosely filtered these by title and abstract. Then, HS manually assessed the eligibility by the full texts and identified the ambiguous ones. Independently, HS and YWW assessed the ambiguous studies. If no consensus made between HS and YWW, final decision was made by ECYS.

	Data collection process
	9
	
	HS collected data from each full text.

	Data items (outcomes)
	10a
	
	We only extracted a sensitivity and a specificity of the best model with the most similar outcome definition from each study to that of our study. A summary ROC curve was constructed using the sensitivities and specificities, overlaid by those of our models for PROM prediction.

	
	
	
	The AUROCs were also included to compare with the models in this study (with or without 95% CI). If not reported, the AUROC was inferred by trapezoidal rule utilizing the sensitivity (Sn.) and specificity (Sp.): (Sn×(1-Sp))/2+Sn×Sp+((1-Sn)×Sp)/2.

	Data items (other variables)
	10b
	
	We also extracted the study design, population, setting, outcome definition, sample size, including details on events and non-events, number of candidate predictors, EPV, predictors in the best final model, and the most recommended validation techniques (external over internal validation; bootstrapping over cross validation, or cross validation over test split).

	Effect measures
	12
	
	The plots of sensitivities and specificities would overlay those of our models for PROM prediction. We also plotted the sensitivity and specificity for each of our models at optimum threshold, on each ROC curve.

	
	
	
	AUROCs were compared with the models in this study (with or without 95% CI).
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	Study/model
	Metrics (95% CI)
	Other variables

	El-Achi, et al.
	Sensitivity:
	
	Study design: retrospective cohort

	LR using maternal factors
	0.25
	
	Population: pregnant women at 11–<14 weeks’ gestation, singleton, and excluded if loss to follow-up, termination of pregnancy, or carrying a multiple pregnancy.

	
	
	
	Setting: hospital

	
	Specificity:
	
	Outcome definition: event (preterm PROM) and non-event (not preterm PROM)

	
	0.9
	
	Sample size: event (n=144) and non-event (n=10,136)

	
	
	
	Predictors in the best final model: parity (nulliparous/parous), pre-existing diabetes mellitus (no/ type 1/type 2), maternal age (<25/25–≤30/30–≤35/>35; years), and body mass index (<20/20–≤25/25–≤30/>30; kg/m2)

	
	AUROC:
	
	The most recommended validation technique: no internal validation

	 
	0.667
	
	 

	Başbuğ, et al.
	Sensitivity:
	
	Study design: retrospective cohort

	Prediction rule using a serum biomarker
	0.419
	
	Population: pregnant women at 16–20 weeks’ gestation, singleton, underwent triple blood testing (serum alpha-fetoprotein, human chorionic gonadotropin, and unconjugated estriol), and excluded if congenital anomalies, hematoma, loss to follow-up, or carrying a multiple pregnancy.

	
	
	
	Setting: primary care

	
	Specificity:
	
	Outcome definition: event (preterm PROM) and non-event (not preterm PROM)

	
	0.863
	
	Sample size: event (n=31) and non-event (n=1146)

	
	
	
	Predictors in the best final model: serum alpha-fetoprotein

	
	AUROC: *
	
	The most recommended validation technique: no internal validation

	 
	0.641
	
	 

	* Inferred from sensitivity and specificity
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[bookmark: _Toc81248454]eTable 13. Association tests
	Latent candidate predictors
	Outcome regression
	Inverse probability weighting (IPW)

	Multiple pregnancy
	1.325 (95% CI 1.118 to 1.569)*
	1.062 (95% CI 1.055 to 1.068)*

	Chorioamnionitis
	5.77 (95% CI 3.823 to 8.707)*
	1.351 (95% CI 1.33 to 1.372)*

	IAI
	2.134 (95% CI 1 to 4.555)
	1.118 (95% CI 1.083 to 1.153)*

	APH
	0.413 (95% CI 0.287 to 0.594)*
	0.929 (95% CI 0.924 to 0.933)*

	GTI
	2.138 (95% CI 1.368 to 3.342)*
	1.116 (95% CI 1.101 to 1.132)*

	Periodontal disease
	0.383 (95% CI 0.26 to 0.566)*
	0.967 (95% CI 0.96 to 0.973)*

	Polyhydramnios
	1.238 (95% CI 0.851 to 1.801)
	0.998 (95% CI 0.989 to 1.006)

	Pneumonia
	0.91 (95% CI 0.538 to 1.539)
	1.037 (95% CI 1.025 to 1.049)*

	Asthma
	0.649 (95% CI 0.514 to 0.82)*
	0.971 (95% CI 0.966 to 0.977)*

	Low SES
	0.837 (95% CI 0.808 to 0.867)*
	0.979 (95% CI 0.978 to 0.98)*

	Maternal age
	0.761 (95% CI 0.73 to 0.793)*
	0.969 (95% CI 0.969 to 0.97)*

	Influenza
	0.957 (95% CI 0.863 to 1.061)
	0.995 (95% CI 0.993 to 0.997)*

	* Statistically significant by 95% CI
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