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Abstract

Transcatheter Aortic Valve Replacement (TAVR) has emerged as a prominent,
minimally invasive treatment for patients with severe aortic stenosis, a life-
threatening cardiovascular condition. Multiple transcatheter heart valves (THV)
have been approved for use in TAVR, but current guidelines regarding valve type
prescription remain a topic of ongoing debate within the medical community.
We propose a data-driven clinical support tool to identify the optimal valve type
with the objective of minimizing the risk of permanent pacemaker implantation
(PPI), a predominant postoperative complication. We synthesize a novel dataset,
combining U.S. and Greek patient populations, that integrates data from three
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distinct sources (patient demographics, computed tomography scans, echocar-
diograms) while harmonizing the different encoding processes specific to each
country’s record system. We propose leaf-level analysis to leverage the hetero-
geneity of the patient populations and avoid benchmarking against uncertain
counterfactual risk estimates. The final prescriptive model shows a reduction in
PPI rates of 26% and 16% compared to the current standard of care in our inter-
nal U.S. population and external, Greek validation set, respectively. To the best
of our knowledge, this work represents the first unified, personalized prescription
strategy for THV selection in TAVR.

Keywords: Machine Learning, Prescriptive Analytics, Clinical Support Tool,
Data-Driven Decision-Making, Personalized Prescription, Aortic Stenosis,
Transcatheter Aortic Valve Replacement

Highlights

• We develop and validate the first personalized recommendation system for tran-
scatheter heart valve selection during Transcatheter Aortic Valve Replacement
(TAVR), prescribing between Medtronic Evolut and Edwards Sapien to minimize
the risk of permanent pacemaker implantation (PPI), a clinically and operationally
significant complication.

• We train a state-of-the-art prescriptive machine learning model (Optimal Policy
Trees) to learn an interpretable, unified treatment policy using a dataset synthesized
from three different data sources (patient demographics, computed tomography,
echocardiograms) across two countries (U.S. and Greece).

• The method shows significant reduction of permanent pacemaker implantation
(PPI) rate by 26% and 16% in the internal and external datasets relative to observed
standard of care.

• The model’s rule-based structure enables integration into existing care pathways
and aims to assist clinician decision making.
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1 Introduction

Transcatheter aortic valve replacement (TAVR) is a proven treatment option for pa-
tients with severe aortic stenosis across all levels of surgical risk. Since the approval
of TAVR in the United States in 2011, more than 276,000 patients treatments have
occurred from 2011 to 2019 and almost 73,000 in 2019 alone [1]; there is also re-
cent expanding use of TAVR in the younger populations [2]. TAVR operators replace
the damaged aortic valve with an artificial transcatheter heart valve (THV); for pa-
tients not at extreme surgical risk, surgeons are limited to two platform options:
the balloon-expandable Edwards Sapien platform and the self-expanding Medtronic
Evolut platform [3–5]. Selection of valve choice by medical professionals is generally
based on several factors including operator preference, patient characteristics, and
valvular/annular anatomy on a computed tomography (CT) scan [6, 7].

Despite improvement in TAVR devices, implant techniques, and operator experience,
permanent pacemaker implantation (PPI) remains a frequent and clinically significant
complication, associated with higher risk of long-term mortality and heart failure
hospitalization [8–10]. Operationally, post-TAVR PPI increases length of stay in the
hospital and ICU and is associated with statistically significantly higher total and
direct costs [11, 12]. In particular, [11] and [12] estimate that the need for PPI after
TAVR increases total costs (including both inpatient and outpatient downstream care)
by $23,588 and $10,213, respectively.

Machine learning models have recently been employed to address various important di-
agnostic and operational problems in healthcare management. In this work, we propose
and offer an interpretable, ML model using a state-of-the-art prescriptive methodol-
ogy, Optimal Policy Trees (OPT) [13], to prescribe THV platform choice (Medtronic
Evolut or Edwards Sapien) that minimizes patients’ postoperative risk of PPI. Our
model is a novel, data-driven, personalized medicine approach that integrates diverse
demographic, clinical, and echocardiographic data, and demonstrates an improvement
of PPI rate among an internal U.S. validation dataset, as well as an external Greek val-
idation dataset. Indeed, our proposal is the first unified treatment strategy for TAVR
valve prescription, extending beyond existing studies recommending preferred valves
for individuals that meet various, potentially conflicting, criteria [6, 7, 14].

1.1 Related Literature

This section discusses related work on machine learning modeling in healthcare man-
agement, causal inference methods in healthcare, and medical context on personalized
TAVR treatment and PPI outcome estimations.

Machine learning models in Healthcare Management
Machine learning models have become increasingly adopted into clinical practice.
The improved quality of their forecasts has shown to significantly affect impor-
tant operational and managerial aspects of downstream healthcare systems. Among
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the important outcomes include length of stay, short-term discharges, long-stay pa-
tient identification, discharge locations, and flows in and out of intensive care units
[15], wait time [16], and patient scheduling [17]. Beyond traditional operational out-
comes, clinical outcome driven management problems also utilized these methods for
decision making, for example, developing strategies of preventative treatment alloca-
tions in diabetes [18]. Specific to cardiovascular conditions, previous works [19] have
also demonstrated improved time until adverse event using regression models. Our
work is inline with this literature trend, and specifically focuses on the problem of
cardiovasuclar conditions of TAVR.

Causal Inference in Healthcare [20–22]. A wide range of healthcare operations
management literature has studied the problem of identifying the most effective treat-
ment for an outcome. Specifically, Liu et al. [20] study the effects of rescheduling on
no-show behavior in an outpatient appointment system, finding that follow-up pa-
tients are much more sensitive to rescheduling than new patients. Siddique et al. [21]
consider the problem of multiple concurrent medication treatments and apply three
causal estimation approaches (inverse probability of treatment weighting, propensity
score adjustment, and targeted maximum likelihood estimation) to understand the
success of using antimicrobial agents for patients with multidrug-resistant pulmonary
tuberculosis. Similarly, Wang, Li, and Hopp [22] leverage instrumental variable trees, a
subset of causal trees, to evaluate outcomes across hospitals. In our work, we adopted
Optimal Policy Trees [13] which similarly computes counterfatual estimations and then
globally solves for the optimal treatment for an outcome. In comparison to previous
approaches on causal inference, this method provides more transparent decision paths
and thus is more readily available as an interpretable support tool to the physicians.

Personalized TAVR Treatment and PPI Outcome Estimation [6, 7, 14, 23–
25]. Among the few existing guidelines for TAVR, most are not presented as a
step-by-step decision roadmap or concrete recommendations stratified by patient char-
acteristics. Instead, they investigate a subset of possible scenarios and apply current
medical understandings of the device design and possible post-operative patient en-
gagements to infer the choice of preferred valves [6, 7, 14]. These approaches rely
largely on qualitative assessment and are thus not evidence-based or quantitatively
evaluated. Importantly, the design of their recommendations does not aim to minimize
the adverse effects of a specific complication outcome. In contrast, in our case, PPI is
our primary source of complication we aim to minimize. Previous medical literature
has identified significant anatomical, electrocardiographic, and procedural factors such
as right bundle branch block (RBBB) and bifascicular block, chronic kidney disease,
male gender, diabetes mellitus, left anterior fascicular block (LAFB), as important
predictors of PPI. We will leverage these existing medical knowledge to help guide the
design of the machine learning models [23–25].

1.2 Contributions

Our contributions are as follows:
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• We propose the first data-driven recommendation policy for transcatheter heart
valve (THV) selection in TAVR to minimize the risk of a leading post-operative
complication, permanent pacemaker implantation (PPI). In comparison to existing
recommendations which are often conflictive and largely rule-based, our approach
provides unified, patient-specific decision rules.

• We construct a novel dataset integrating two different cohorts from U.S. and Greece.
This dataset, which integrates information from three distinct data sources and
data modalities including patient demographics, computed tomography scans and
echocardiograms, harmonizes distinctive taxonomies, units, and coding processes
used to describe patient clinical features across two different healthcare data record
systems, and allows for an independent external validation study.

• We propose leaf-level analysis that is agnostic of the counterfactual predictions com-
monly used for model evaluation in the literature, thus comparing our policy against
the observed standard of care while avoiding benchmarking against uncertain risk
estimates. Leaf-level comparison also exploits the heterogeneity captured by the
algorithm by allowing for analysis conducted on learned patient sub-populations.

• Our model achieves significant reductions of PPI in comparison to the existing stan-
dard of care across both the internal U.S. and external Greek validation datasets:
26% and 16%, respectively.

This work is laid out in the following sections. In Section 2, we outline the methodology.
This includes patient selection, an overview of the machine learning techniques we
employed, such as the counterfactual estimation process and the OPT model itself,
and the outline of the training of these models. Section 3 presents the qualitative
and quantitative results of the final model, and in particular, we demonstrate the
performance on the internal validation and external validation datasets. Finally, in
Section 4, we provide an intensive discussion on the operational implications of our
model, the clinical insights it offers, and its limitations.

2 Method

In this section, we outline our methodology, beginning with a description of our patient
selection and followed by an overview of the machine learning techniques involved in
learning the OPTs and in quantitatively evaluating their performance.

2.1 Patient Cohort and Characteristics

To create our dataset, we retrospectively identify patients who received a first-time
TAVR procedure between January 2011 and September 2022 at the largest US hospi-
tal network in Connecticut (Hospital A below). Since valves from the Edwards Sapien
and Medtronic Evolut platforms are the only valves approved for standard clinical use,
we restrict attention to patients who received a valve from these platforms. Thus, all
patients who did not receive a Medtronic Evolut Pro, Medtronic Evolut Pro Plus, Ed-
wards Sapien, Edwards Sapien 3, or Edwards Sapien 3 Ultra valve were excluded from
the study. Patients treated with an Edwards Sapien valve are grouped together, collec-
tively described as having received valves from the Sapien platform. Similarly, patients
who received either the Medtronic Evolut Pro or Medtronic Evolut Pro Plus valve
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are jointly described as having received a valve of the Evolut platform. In compari-
son to limiting our attention to patients who received a Sapien 3 Ultra or Medtronic
Pro Plus (the most recent released versions of the respective valve platforms), these
groupings allow for a larger dataset with which to train and test our model while
still respecting the key differences between the Sapien and Evolut valve platforms;
the former comprises balloon-expanding valves manufactured by Edwards Healthcare
whereas the latter comprises self-expanding valves manufactured by Medtronic.

To identify patients who received pacemakers, we consider those with this complication
reported in-hospital, prior to discharge, as defined in the Transcatheter Valve Ther-
apy (TVT) Registry [26]. We also exclude patients who had received a pre-operative
pacemaker or implantable cardioverter-defibrillator and those whose TAVR proce-
dure was performed in a previously implanted bioprosthetic valve (“valve in valve”).
Among these patients, we do not distinguish between permanent pacemaker and im-
plantable cardioverter-defibrillators, referring to them as pacemakers collectively. This
choice reflects the common properties the two devices share, since all modern im-
plantable cardioverter defibrillators can also function as pacemakers [27]. Also, as
clinical outcomes, they both represent the event of emergent conduction system sup-
port through chronic pacing dependency. We additionally remove patients who had
received repeated/multiple valves, and older valve types, or other miscellaneous con-
ditions (including duplicate patient records, patients without echocardiogram data
recorded, patients with more than one post-operative pacemaker implanted, or pa-
tients who did not have any complications recorded). The final study population
included 1,779 patients, and a full inclusion diagram can be found in Appendix A.

We also utilize a completely distinct patient population to form an external valida-
tion set. We retrospectively identify patients receiving a first-time TAVR procedure
between January 2011 and December 2021 at Hygeia Hospital in Greece (Hospital
B below) using the same criteria for exclusion as in the Hospital A population. We
note that, in this population, only two valves are represented: Edwards Sapien 3 and
Medtronic Evolut Pro; no further grouping was needed. The final patient population
of this external validation set is 151.

Table 1 details the number of patients in the internal cohort that were treated with
each type of valve, as well as the PPI rate among the Edwards Sapien and Medtronic
Evolut patients. Table 2 outlines analogous statistics for the external validation set.
All 47 patient features used in our study, including demographics and medical infor-
mation, can be found in the Appendix. More specifically, Table A2 in Appendix A
offers a more in-depth comparison between the Edwards Sapien and Medtronic Evolut
patients among the internal cohort by comparing summary statistics for each of the
available features. Similarly, Table A3 in Appendix A compares the internal and exter-
nal cohorts, focusing on the most important subset of the features, as later indicated
by our model.
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Valve No. Patients Description Pacemaker Rate (No.)
Edwards Sapien 72

Edwards Sapien 13.63% (178)Edwards Sapien 3 1017
Edwards Sapien 3 Ultra 217
Medtronic Evolut Pro 166

Medtronic Evolut 15.22% (72)
Medtronic Evolut Pro Plus 307

Table 1: The number of patients in the internal cohort that received each type of valve, as well as the
pacemaker rate amongst the Edwards Sapien and Medtronic Evolut populations.

Valve No. Patients Description Pacemaker Rate (No.)
Edwards Sapien 3 118 Edwards Sapien 3.39% (4)

Medtronic Evolut Pro 33 Medtronic Evolut 18.18% (6)

Table 2: The number of patients in the external validation set that received each type of valve, as well as
the pacemaker rate amongst the Edwards Sapien and Medtronic Evolut populations.

2.2 Prescriptive Methodology

This section focuses on the prescriptive methodology we followed for developing the
final prescriptive model.

2.2.1 Problem Setting

Assuming we have a dataset with n observations, a formally defined prescriptive
problem involves three components:

• Observational data xi ∈ Rp, i = 1, . . . , n, which refer to the known covari-
ates (features) of our samples; each vector xi contains the values of p features and
corresponds to sample i. These are used for the full prescriptive pipeline we em-
ploy and they include demographics, prior conditions or procedures of the patient,
medications and features extracted from their echocardiograms.

• Treatments t ∈ T . We consider a set of available treatments T , from which, for
each sample i, one will be prescribed by the model. Treatments in our problem are
discrete and refer to the two possible platforms we consider, Edwards Sapien and
Medtronic Evolut, so T = {Medtronic Evolut, Edwards Sapien}.

• Outcomes yi ∈ {0, 1}, ∀i = 1, . . . n. These refer to the resulting effect after applying
a specific treatment. In the TAVR prescriptive problem, the outcome is binary and
describes whether the patient needed a pacemaker after the TAVR procedure.

The goal of our method is to prescribe a treatment (Evolut or Sapien) to each patient,
so that the risk of needing a PPI is minimized. The whole training process of the
proposed pipeline consists of two separate steps: the counterfactual estimation (Section
2.2.2) and the training of an Optimal Policy Tree that makes the final prescriptions
by leveraging the calculated counterfactuals (Section 2.2.3)
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2.2.2 Counterfactual Estimation

To train a prescriptive model to make fully informed suggestions on the most appro-
priate treatment for each patient, it is natural to use information about the outcomes
of each observation under each potential treatment. In most real-world datasets, how-
ever, only one of the available treatments is applied to each observation and the
hypothetical outcomes that correspond to the remaining treatments (counterfactuals)
are unknown and need to be estimated.

More formally, we need to know for each sample i the potential outcome y(xi, t)
under all available treatments t ∈ T . In the historical dataset, each sample i has
been assigned to only one treatment, denoted as Ti, and thus only the corresponding
observed outcome (factual) is available. The counterfactuals y(xi, t) ∀t ∈ T where
t ̸= Ti, however, remain unobserved. Consequently, the dataset contains information
solely on the outcomes for the administered treatment, underscoring the necessity
for counterfactual estimation to infer the outcomes under other possible treatment
scenarios.

The approach we use for counterfactual estimation is based on causal inference litera-
ture [28]. The result of this process is a counterfactual matrix Γ of dimensions n×nt,
where nt is the number of treatments (in this case nt = 2). The entry Γit corresponds
to the estimated outcome for sample i under treatment t. This matrix will be used for
training our prescriptive model, as described in Section 2.3.

More specifically, we use a doubly robust counterfactual estimation approach that
combines a direct outcome estimator and a propensity score estimator. For the former,
one model is trained for each treatment using the portions of the observational data
that received the treatment. The goal of each model is to directly predict outcomes
under different treatments using machine learning models, namely to learn the outcome
function yt(x). A separate model is trained for each treatment t by using only the
subset of samples that have taken this treatment in the historical data (xi, ∀i : Ti = t).
For each sample i, we get the estimated outcomes ŷt(xi) for all treatments t ∈ T .
Models like random forests or boosted trees are typically used for this task.

A weakness of the direct outcome estimation approach is the potential introduction
of bias into outcome predictions, due to the possibility that data subpopulations re-
ceiving distinct treatments may be inherently different. This is often referred to as
treatment assignment bias. For instance, in a binary treatment case (treatment versus
no treatment), patients with more deteriorated health conditions are typically more
likely to receive the treatment compared to healthier individuals. This often leads
to worse observed outcomes in practice. As a result, a model trained on the subset
that received the treatment may become overly pessimistic, impairing its ability to
generalize effectively.

To mitigate treatment assignment bias, one approach is to scale the estimated out-
comes by the probability of each sample taking the treatment they actually received
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(propensity score). This probability pi,t of sample i receiving treatment t is calculated
by training a classification model, called a propensity estimator, using the observa-
tional data xi, ∀i : Ti = t, that predicts treatment assignments. Again, random forests
or boosted trees are employed for propensity score estimation.

The doubly robust estimator uses this propensity score to re-weight the outcomes
calculated through the direct outcome estimator, resulting in the final counterfactuals
matrix Γ:

Γi,t = ŷi,t + 1{Ti = t} 1

pi,t
(yi − ŷi,t). (1)

2.2.3 Optimal Policy Trees

Given the estimated counterfactuals, we use Optimal Policy Trees (OPT), introduced
by [13], to learn an optimal prescription policy that minimizes postoperative pace-
maker outcomes. OPT is a single-tree-based method that aims to split the input
patient cohort until each subgroup is as homogeneous as possible. It is constructed
by following the framework of Optimal Classification Trees [29] and uses coordinate
descent to optimize the objective function:

min
τ(.)

n∑
i=1

nt∑
t=1

1{τ(xi) = t} · Γi,t, (2)

Note that this corresponds to the sum of the estimated outcomes across all samples
and can be viewed as a weighted classification tree problem, thus making the extension
from the Optimal Classification Trees straightforward.

The tree-based methodology gives the important advantage of interpretability, since
every decision the model makes to arrive at its final treatment policy is clearly doc-
umented as a binary split of patients’ characteristics. OPTs have also been shown to
outperform other prescriptive methodologies [13].

2.3 Model training

The full model training pipeline consists of 3 main steps: the data preparation, the
counterfactual estimation and the training of the prescriptive model.

2.3.1 Data Preprocessing

As already mentioned, our tabular data xi, i = 1, . . . , n include demographics, prior
conditions or procedures, medications and features extracted from echocardiograms
of 1,779 patients. The full set of 47 features used can be found in tables A1 and A2 of
Appendix A.

To study the generalizability of the model’s performance on unseen data, the data set
is randomly divided into a train and test set according to a 50%/50% split. Table A1
in Appendix A offers a summary of the train and test patient cohorts. Note that this
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is different from the more widely accepted 80%/20% splits in predictive tasks since
counterfactual estimation, explained in Section 2.2.2, is separately applied to the train
and test sets. Thus, to guarantee a high-quality counterfactual estimation for both
sets enough data should be reserved for the test set as well.

Of the 1,779 patients in the internal cohort, 496 have no missing values. Thus, following
the division into train and test sets, we use mean imputation to replace missing values
with synthetic values meant to approximate the entries of a complete data set which
has been shown to improve downstream prediction tasks [30]. More specifically, each
incomplete entry of a feature is substituted with the mean of the observed values
for that feature across all other samples. As shown in Figure A4, which summarizes
missingness for each feature, no single variable has more than 40% missing data,
with the vast majority mostly complete. In Appendix C, we also compare our mean
imputation approach with alternatives.

We also use an external validation set to test our results on a distinct patient popula-
tion, as discussed in Section 2.1. For this set, only patient information that is utilized
by our final prescriptive model is retained. There is no missing information, and no
counterfactual estimation is needed to train or evaluate the model.

2.3.2 Counterfactual Training

For the doubly robust counterfactual estimation, we train outcome and propensity
estimators that are independently fit to the train and test sets. This applies to any
train-test split we perform on the data. For each subset, we train two outcome esti-
mators (one using the patients that got an Evolut valve, and one using the patients
that got a Sapien valve) and one propensity estimator. After experimentation, we se-
lect XGBoost models for both estimation procedures. The best hyperparameters for
each model are chosen using cross-validation with the highest Area Under the Re-
ceiver Operating Characteristic Curve (AUC-ROC). We use a min propensity score of
one when combining the outcome and propensity score estimators. In Appendix C.2,
we also explore the effect of training a single outcome estimator instead of two on the
performance of the resulting prescriptive model. We observe that the results are very
similar to the two-estimator pipeline; however, we select the two-estimator approach
because it yields larger differences between the estimated counterfactual outcomes of
the two treatments, which in turn enables clearer and more effective splitting in the
trained OPT.

2.3.3 OPT Training

To combat overfitting, the OPTs are trained with a maximum tree depth of 8 and
restricted such that each leaf contains at least 50 samples (5.6% of training set). More-
over, 15% of the train set is randomly withheld and used as an internal validation
set in order to tune a complexity parameter that appropriately penalizes overly com-
plicated trees. Each node in the tree indicates the number of patients in the train
set that it comprises. The leaf nodes prescribe to all patients in that node a specific
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valve type, either Sapien or Evolut. For more information on our training approach,
including hyperparameter selection, see Appendix C.

In order to ensure that there is no bias towards a specific train-test split and since
the dataset is quite small, we train OPT models across 20 randomized train-test data
splits. For each split, we first train counterfactual estimators for the train and test set
separately. We then use the train set and the corresponding counterfactuals to fit the
OPT model and we evaluate its performance on the corresponding test set. In this
way we end up with trees that are trained on slightly different parts of our data.

The reason behind this choice lies in the fact that using a single split constrains the
exploration for a meaningful and performant tree structure. After this process, the
top three models are selected by balancing both performance and overfitting; based
on performance in the test set that corresponds to each split, we select the top 30
models. After removing duplicates (often, training on different cohort splits results in
equivalent trees) we are left with thirteen unique trees that are further pared down to
three finalists based on the value and the consistency of pacemaker rate improvement
in both the specific train and test sets, signaling that the model does not overfit. Such
an approach is analogous to physicians with different past medical experiences making
real-world decisions and can help capture the potential variability of decision-making.
We then take a clinical approach to select the final OPT from these top three models;
we choose the treatment strategy most consistent with the current medical insight.

3 Results

In the following section, we present our proposed prescriptive policy and offer in-depth
analysis regarding its construction and performance. We note that throughout this
section we use “historical policy” to refer to the actual policy implemented in the data
(i.e. Ti, ∀i = 1, . . . , n), “historical pacemaker rate” to refer to the rate of pacemaker
implantation from this historical data (i.e.

∑
i∈I yi/|I| for some I ⊆ {1, . . . , n}), and

“observed pacemaker rate under OPT” to refer to the rate of pacemaker implantation
observed when an OPT’s prescriptions have been followed (e.g. under the prescription
strategy of an OPT).

3.1 Presentation of Proposed Policy

Figure 1 displays the OPT for optimal valve type prescription. The decision tree first
splits on whether the patient has a conduction defect, defined as a left or right branch
bundle block, sick sinus syndrome, or first, second, or third-degree heart block; and
then on a variety of other variables: the minor aortic annulus diameter, the peak aortic
valve echocardiographic gradient, the left ventricular internal diastolic dimension, and
finally, patient weight. Each leaf node — of which there are six — states the prescribed
valve and the number of patients in the train set comprising the node.
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Figure 1: Proposed Prescriptive Policy: Our proposed prescriptive policy as a decision tree. The policy
splits the patients on a variety of variables extracted from computed tomography scans and echocardiograms
to arrive at a partition of six patient groups represented by nodes 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, and 11 and prescribes each
group one of Edwards Sapien or Medtronic Evolut.

3.2 Validation of Counterfactual Estimation

In this section, we present results related to the counterfactual estimation step of our
methodology as outlined in Section 2.2.2. Recall that our counterfactual estimation
comprises six distinct models since for both the train and test set we individually train
a propensity and two outcome estimators (one for Sapien platform valves and one for
Evolut platform valves).

3.2.1 Quantitative Validation

We begin with a quantitative evaluation of the models. Table B1 in Appendix B.1
gives the AUC-ROC for each of these individual models. Furthermore, Figures B1 and
B2 plot calibration curves for the Edwards Sapien and Medtronic Evolut outcome
estimators for the train and test sets, respectively. In particular, for each valve type,
we calibrate the train set outcome estimator for that valve platform on the testing set
patients who received the valve, and vice versa. We note that the final reward estimates
from the doubly robust method cannot be individually interpreted as probabilities,
since the estimated outcomes are reweighted by the propensity score (see Equation
1). For this reason, we show the calibration curves for the outcome estimators before
the risk predictions are reweighted.

In Table 3 we offer a perhaps more illustrative analysis of counterfactual performance
by comparing the PPI rate estimated by the counterfactual estimators for Edwards
Sapien and Medtronic Evolut patients in each leaf node to the historical PPI rates.
We note that the counterfactual estimates of our models for all actually observed
outcomes match the historical ground truth exactly. That is, our estimate of the pace-
maker probability given Sapien of a patient who actually received Sapien and was
implemented with a pacemaker is one. Beyond these actually observed outcomes, it
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is hard to evaluate the performance of our model on unseen counterfactuals. Never-
theless, we expect that the estimated pacemaker rates for a valve among a group of
patients should be approximately equivalent to the observed rate, at least for nodes
and valves with many observed patients.

Node
Estimated Sapien
Pacemaker Rate (%)

Estimated Evolut
Pacemaker Rate (%)

Historical Sapien
Pacemaker Rate (%)

Historical Evolut
Pacemaker Rate (%)

Train
N=890

4 6.07 17.36 2.5 22.73
5 28.41 15.14 28.57 13.04
6 35.36 20.44 37.88 26.67
8 14.32 6.88 13.43 3.45
10 15.40 10.88 15.62 10.53
11 7.12 17.96 6.91 16.38

Test
N=889

4 19.56 24.48 21.88 36.84
5 20.67 17.86 20.63 25.81
6 32.16 18.59 34.21 7.14
8 5.43 11.17 4.84 5.0
10 4.55 8.53 3.03 0.00
11 8.98 15.48 9.94 14.58

Table 3: Performance of Counterfactual Estimation: The estimated pacemaker rate of Edwards Sapien
and Medtronic Evolut at each node among the train and test set as conjectured by the corresponding
counterfactual estimator compared to the historical pacemaker rate amongst Edwards Sapien and Medtronic
Evolut patients at the node.

We note that the estimated pacemaker rate of the train and test sets at each node
mostly approximate the historical pacemaker rate among the corresponding popu-
lation. Indeed, the counterfactual estimation model built on the training set shows
remarkably consistent approximation, with the biggest deviation coming from the es-
timated and historical pacemaker rates of the Evolut patients in Node 6. The testing
set model exhibits larger discrepancies, but, critically, its estimates preserve the more
successful valve (the valve which observed the lower historical pacemaker rate) for a
majority of nodes, including nodes 4 and 6. The only exceptions are in the counter-
factual estimation of the Evolut pacemaker rate for test set patients in nodes 5, 8,
and 10, which are perhaps explained by the small size of these patient populations
(there were just 31, 20, and 21 test set patients in nodes 5, 8 and 10, respectively, who
received an Evolut). Importantly, the test set counterfactuals are not used in model
training, but rather as one method for evaluating the final OPT (see Section 3.3).

3.2.2 Qualitative Validation

We also validate our counterfactual estimators qualitatively through analysis of their
feature importances. Figure 2 visualizes the ten most important features to the Ed-
wards Sapien outcome estimators by averaging over the train and test set models. An
analogous plot for the Medtronic Evolut estimator is deferred to Appendix B.1. Given
that the goal of the outcome estimators is to predict risk of pacemaker for the Sapien
and Evolut platforms, we expect that many of these features have been identified in
the medical literature as risk factors for PPI following TAVR. Indeed, conduction de-
fect (especially left and right branch bundle blocks), age, and weight have all been
associated with need for PPI for both balloon-expandable and self-expanding valves
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[31]. Furthermore, the anatomic variables featured such as Peak Aortic Valve Gra-
dient, Aortic Valve Area, and Minor Aortic Annulus Diameter may be proxies for
information about the extent of aortic valve calcification, another key risk factor for
PPI [31, 32].

Figure 2: Sapien Feature Importance: Feature importances of the Edwards Sapien valve outcome estima-
tors. Importance scores are averaged over the associated train and test set models. Note that the absolute
importance of any one variable has no interpretation. Instead, it is the relative difference in feature impor-
tances that offer insight into which variables are used by the model.

For the propensity estimators, we similarly average feature importances for the train
and test set models to identify the most important variables. Figure 3 compares the
standardized and truncated distributions of Sapien and Evolut patients for these fea-
tures. We observe that many of these features such as Area of Aortic Annulus, Left
Ventricular Internal Systolic Dimension, Sinus of Valsalva Diameter, and Major Aortic
Annulus Diameter, have distributions that are noticeably different for the two pa-
tient cohorts, indicating that they can indeed be used to differentiate between cohorts
historically prescribed Sapien and Evolut platforms valves. Indeed, by performing a
simple independent t-test (significance threshold psig = 0.05) comparing the distribu-
tion of each of the ten most important features among Edwards Sapien and Medtronic
Evolut patients, we find that six of the ten features have significantly different distri-
butions among the two cohorts (Area of Aortic Annulus, p < 0.001; Left Ventricular
Internal Diastolic Dimension, p = 0.002; Left Ventricular Internal Systolic Dimension,
p < 0.001; Aortic Root Angle, p = 0.001; Sinus of Valsalva Diameter, p < 0.001,
Major Aortic Annulus Diameter, p < 0.001). Though there exists limited literature
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Figure 3: The standardized distributions of patients prescribed the Edwards Sapien and Medtronic Evolut
platforms with tails cut-off after three standard deviations for each of the ten most important features for
the propensity estimators. Feature importance scores are averaged over the train and test set models.

retrospectively identifying differences in patient populations fitted with Sapien and
Evolut valves, personalized recommendation approaches [6, 7, 14] advise using balloon-
expanding Sapien valves on patients with larger aortic annulus sizes and self-expanding
Evolut valves on patients with smaller ones, potentially explaining the statistically
significant differences observed in key variables like Area of Aortic Annulus and Ma-
jor Aortic Annulus Diameter seen in Figure 3. We briefly note that these significant
differences further justify our use of doubly robust estimation, as discussed in Section
2.2.2.
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3.3 Analysis of Proposed Policy

Turning to the OPT itself, Table 4 details the historical pacemaker rate at each of
the six leaf nodes among patients fitted with the Sapien and Evolut platforms valves
in each of the three sets (total, train, and test) as well as the valve prescribed by the
OPT. Note that only for nodes 5 and 8 does the OPT mistakenly prescribe the valve
that performs worse in the test set; the right valve is always prescribed for the train
set. Given that the more “successful” valve for these nodes (the valve with the smaller
pacemaker rate) is different in the training and testing sets, this discrepancy makes
intuitive sense; the model selected the valve that performed better on patients it had
seen. Ideally, the splits would be correctly optimized such that the successful valve
remains consistent from training to testing among each node, but we note that both
nodes 5 and 8 comprise a small percentage of our total population and have similar
pacemaker rates for Sapien and Evolut patients over the total population (that is,
combining the testing and training sets). As such, as we will soon see, this discrepancy
does not seriously affect the performance of our model on the test set.

To quantify the improvement in pacemaker rate associated with this appealing pre-
scription pattern we assume that, at any node, if the patients who received an Evolut
valve were instead fitted with Sapien, they would observe the same pacemaker rate
as the patients who did receive a Sapien valve and vice versa. We then calculate the
observed pacemaker rate under our prescribed policy for each set. The results are il-
lustrated in Table 5, which shows that the OPT offers an improvement in both the
train and the test set, decreasing the pacemaker rate by close to 4% in the combined
patient population which amounts to a 26.5% reduction in the need for PPI. We also
observe that the differences between train and test set performances are relatively close
in percent improvement, meaning that our model did not overfit or underfit and can
generalize well in unseen datasets. In Section 3.4, we further investigate this general-
izability by evaluating the performance of the OPT on an external validation dataset.
Additionally, in Appendix B.2, we perform a subgroup analysis of our model on pa-
tients of different age ranges to isolate populations for which our model is more or less
performant.

We can also evaluate the model using the counterfactual estimators discussed in
Sections 2.2.2 and 3.2. The results, summarized in Table 6, offer more evidence that
the policy prescribed by the OPT significantly outperforms the existing treatment
strategy. It should also be noted that the actual relative improvement percentages
(31.7% and 16.92% for train and test set respectively) are similar to the percentages
obtained by the node-based analysis of Table 5.

Finally, through bootstrap samples of the test set, we can create confidence intervals
around the estimated improvement reported in Tables 5 and 6. In particular, we
create B = 1000 bootstrap samples of 95% of the test set (sampled with replacement)
and evaluate the observed improvement in pacemaker rate through the node analysis
technique of Table 5 and through the trained counterfactual estimators. Figure 4 shows
the resulting distribution over the 1000 trials; the 95% confidence interval of the node
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Node Prescribed Treatment
No. Implanted
Edwards Sapiens

Historical Sapien
Pacemaker Rate (%)

No. Implanted
Medtronic Evoluts

Historical Evolut
Pacemaker Rate (%)

Total
N=1779

4 Edwards Sapien 104 14.42 41 29.27
5 Medtronic Evolut 133 24.81 54 20.37
6 Medtronic Evolut 142 35.92 29 17.24
8 Medtronic Evolut 129 9.3 49 4.08
10 Medtronic Evolut 65 9.23 40 5.0
11 Edwards Sapien 733 8.32 260 15.38

Train
N=890

4 Edwards Sapien 40 2.5 22 22.73
5 Medtronic Evolut 70 28.57 23 13.04
6 Medtronic Evolut 66 37.88 15 26.67
8 Medtronic Evolut 67 13.43 29 3.45
10 Medtronic Evolut 32 15.62 19 10.53
11 Edwards Sapien 391 6.91 116 16.38

Test
N=889

4 Edwards Sapien 64 21.88 19 36.84
5 Medtronic Evolut 63 20.63 31 25.81
6 Medtronic Evolut 76 34.21 14 7.14
8 Medtronic Evolut 62 4.84 20 5.0
10 Medtronic Evolut 33 3.03 21 0.0
11 Edwards Sapien 342 9.94 144 14.58

Table 4: Historical Outcome Performance: The size and PPI rate of the historical Edwards Sapien and
Medtronic Evolut patient implants in (i) the combined train and test set, (ii) the train set, and (iii) the
test set for each node, as well as the treatment prescribed by the OPT.

Historical Pacemaker Rate Observed Pacemaker Rate under OPT Percent Improvement
Total 14.05% 10.32% 26.54
Train 13.6% 8.87% 34.74
Test 14.51% 11.39% 21.5

Table 5: Pacemaker Rate Improvement: The historical pacemaker rate of the total patient population, the
train set, and the test set compared to the pacemaker rate observed under the OPT’s prescription strategy.

Actual Pacemaker Rate Observed Pacemaker Rate under OPT Percent Improvement
Train 13.6% 9.29% 31.7
Test 14.51% 12.05% 16.92

Table 6: Pacemaker Rate Improvement (CE): The historical pacemaker rate of the training and tests set
compared to the pacemaker rate of the policy prescribed by the OPT as evaluated by the counterfactual
estimators.

analysis and counterfactual evaluation techniques are (0.037, 0.378) and (0.0395, 0.279)
respectively. Outliers associated with the node analysis technique are probably a result
of bootstrapped samples where some nodes comprise few patients, thus skewing the
historical pacemaker rate we use to calculate the observed pacemaker rate under the
OPT. Even so, both evaluation techniques show that our proposed policy outperforms
the historical policy with high confidence.

3.4 Performance on External Dataset

We perform a similar analysis on an external cohort. Table 7 lists the real pacemaker
rate of each leaf node as well as the valve prescribed by the OPT. In analyzing the
performance of the OPT, it is important to note that in many of the leaf nodes
there are too few patients to draw conclusions about the model’s prescription policy.
However, in Node 11, where there are significant amounts of both Edwards Sapien
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Figure 4: The percent improvement in pacemaker rate induced by our proposed policy over 1000 bootstrap
test sets as evaluated by our node analysis technique and by the counterfactual estimators. The means
are denoted by white lines. The 95% confidence intervals of the techniques are (0.036, 0.377) and (0.0646,
0.275) respectively.

and Medtronic Evolut patients, the OPT prescribes the valve with a significantly
lower rate of PPI. Since Node 11 is also the most populous node in the internal
cohort, it is particularly important that the OPT generalizes well for the patients
assigned to that node. Table 8 compares the historical pacemaker rate of the out-of-
sample population with the pacemaker rate observed under the OPT. Despite this set
observing a significantly smaller true pacemaker rate in comparison with the internal
cohort, the OPTs prescription strategy still offers a significant improvement. The
16.62% percent reduction is comparable to the 21.5% reduction observed in the test
set.

Node Prescribed Treatment
No. Implanted
Edwards Sapiens

Historical Sapien
Pacemaker Rate (%)

No. Implanted
Medtronic Evoluts

Historical Evolut
Pacemaker Rate (%)

Greek
N=151

4 Edwards Sapien 5 0.00 0 0.00
5 Medtronic Evolut 5 0.00 4 0.00
6 Medtronic Evolut 4 25.00 3 3.33
8 Medtronic Evolut 12 0.00 2 0.00
10 Medtronic Evolut 8 0.00 3 0.00
11 Edwards Sapien 84 3.57 21 19.05

Table 7: External Cohort Performance: The size and PPI rate of the actual Edwards Sapien and Medtronic
Evolut patient implants in the external validation set as well as the treatment prescribed by the OPT.

Actual Pacemaker Rate Observed Pacemaker Rate under OPT Percent Improvement
Greek 6.62% 5.52% 16.62

Table 8: External Cohort Improvement: The historical pacemaker rate of the training, and the test set
as well as the pacemaker rate of the policy prescribed by the OPT as evaluated by the counterfactual
estimators.

18



These results demonstrate the viability of the model on an unseen cohort with im-
portant differences to the patient population on which it was trained. As discussed in
Section 2.3.3, the results of both the training and testing sets were used to evaluate
and select our proposed policy. Its performance on an external validation set, therefore,
is important to affirm that our final model does not perform disproportionately well
on its training and testing set as a byproduct of our model selection process. Further-
more, we note that though the external validation set’s patient population is similar
in pre-operative characteristics (see Table A3), the outcomes of the TAVR surgeries
are quite different. As Table 1 and 2 demonstrate, the historical pacemaker rate of
surgeries with Edwards Sapien and Medtronic Evolut platforms valves are notably
different than the analogous procedures at participating U.S. Hospital.

3.5 Comparison to Other Candidate Models

Finally, we present results related to our model selection process as outlined in Section
2.3. In particular, we seek to understand our model’s relationship to the other twelve
best-performing OPTs, and especially the two other finalists, in both treatment policy
and actual performance.

We begin by calculating the concordance of our model and the other twelve best-
performing OPTs, including the other two finalists (Fin1 and Fin2), where we define
concordance as the fraction of patients for which both models prescribe the same
treatment. As shown in Table 9, our model agrees on more than 70% of all patients
with all other high-performing OPTs, pairwise. Similarly, we further calculate that our
model and the other two finalists agree unanimously on 70.4% of all patients. Thus,
among performant OPTs, and especially among the trees which we distinguished only
through a clinical approach, we see consistent agreement on a majority of patients.

Fin1 Fin2 OPT1 OPT2 OPT3 OPT4 OPT5 OPT6 OPT7 OPT8 OPT9 OPT10
0.81 0.72 0.75 0.72 0.85 0.71 0.75 0.74 0.74 0.72 0.78 0.74

Table 9: Concordance between our chosen model and the twelve other high-performing OPTs, including
the other finalists, Fin1 and Fin2.

To evaluate also the difference in performance across our model pool, we list the per-
cent improvement of each of our other twelve candidates on their respective test sets
(see Table 10). As expected, our chosen model (recall, improvement 21.5%) outper-
forms all other candidates. Nevertheless, we see that all models in our pool demonstrate
some improvement over the historical policy with the other two finalists in particular
reaching similar levels as our chosen model. For completeness, the full results for these
two finalists can be found in Appendix D.

We can also quantify the estimated improvement in pacemaker rate of the other fi-
nalists on the same test set used for our final model. Since each model was trained
on a different split of data, we note that some of the patients on the test set of our
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Fin1 Fin2 OPT1 OPT2 OPT3 OPT4 OPT5 OPT6 OPT7 OPT8 OPT9 OPT10
16.36% 16.96% 6.33% 5.49% 6.01% 3.52% 16.46% 11.35% 9.14% 16.86% 10.39% 10.8%

Table 10: Estimated improvement (as compared to historical policy) of other trees on their respective test
sets. Recall that the estimated improvement of our chosen model was 21.5%.

Figure 5: Visualization of the online algorithm user interface

final model will have been seen as training examples for other models. Nevertheless,
we believe comparing model performance on the same cohort of patients is perhaps
more insightful than just evaluating performance of each model on its own test set,
especially since the latter metric was in part used during the selection process. In par-
ticular, we find that Fin1 observed an estimated improvement of 13%, and Fin2 an
estimated improvement of 27%.

3.6 Interactive, Publicly Available Prescription Calculator

We demonstrate the feasibility of integrating the proposed tree model into an inter-
active, publicly available prescription calculator (available here) that can be easily
adopted either in physicians’ mobile devices or existing hospital infrastructures, as
shown in Figure 5. The calculator provides different risk estimations of pacemaker im-
plantation given different valve choices and allows physicians and patients to interpret
and understand the decision-making process of the model.
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4 Discussion

4.1 Operational Implications for Patients and Hospital Entities

Widely used cardiovascular risk calculators are predominantly used as tools to pre-
dict estimates of complications following the TAVR surgery. However, these tools are
offered a posteriori to evaluate the patient’s condition. A significant advantage of the
proposed prescriptive AI method is to offer interventions prior to TAVR surgery to di-
rectly affect outcomes. This approach shifts the focus from reactive to proactive care,
allowing healthcare providers to make informed decisions before surgery rather than
merely assessing risks afterward.

The decision and procurement process of valve prescription prior to the surgery is
complex and cost consuming. After the patient undergoes comprehensive evaluation,
often involving a set of imaging studies, a team of heart experts consisting of interven-
tional cardiologists, cardiac surgeons, and others must convene to discuss the findings
and make a final, collective decision on the most appropriate valve. However, these
processes often involve a large amount of patient-specific data on anatomical, clini-
cal, and electrocardiographic factors in a short period of time, and thus it remains
challenging for physicians to truly incorporate all aspects of information simultane-
ously. In addition, the valve choice still can be influenced by operator bias such as
their past experience with a particular valve type, thus contributing to sub-optimal
valve type selection for patients. As of now, there are no clear clinical guidelines or
recommendations on how to best integrate clinical judgement, patient data, and opera-
tional considerations to optimize valve prescription. Notably, our automated ML-based
prescriptive method is the first such proposed guideline, with concrete decision path-
ways and data-driven evidence for physicians to optimally select valve choice for each
individual patient.

Given its more accurate valve choice recommendations, our algorithm can further im-
prove downstream operational efficiency by allowing surgical planning team to prepare
for TAVR surgery more readily; by setting up appropriate delivery surgical systems
and equipment, the proposed tool can potentially reduce procedure time in the operat-
ing room and lower complications associated with prolonged surgery, such as infection
or bleeding.

Most importantly, evidence from both the U.S. cohort and the external Greek cohort
indicates a significantly reduced rate of permanent pacemaker implantation, at 26%
and 16% respectively. This would materially improve patient quality of life in part by
shortening the length of hospital stay attributed to additional post-operative patient
monitoring and recovery. From the hospital perspective, this allows quicker patient
turnover to free up hospital beds, thus reducing potential ingestions in patient flow.
The financial implication of the reduced risk is also significant. With average costs
ranging from $10,000 to $50,000 pre-insurance, and $2800 to $4500 post-insurance,
PPI imposes a serious financial barrier and unfairly penalizes demographics of un-
derprivileged backgrounds. In addition, costs related to follow-up procedures during
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readmissions can also pose challenges for both patients and hospitals to manage and
can introduce further unnecessary constraints on critical hospital resources.

4.2 Clinical Insights

The transparent, interpretable decision pathways of the tree-based models also offer
some important clinical insights. Numerous pre-procedural, procedural and valve re-
lated factors have been shown to be predictive of PPI such as pre-existing conduction
defects. In addition, left bundle branch block (LBBB) and high grade atrioventricu-
lar (AV) block are common post TAVR surgery. However, our study shows that the
occurrences of these defects are not only predictors of postoperative PPI or common
complications, but can be used as factors to influence choice of valve type.

4.3 Limitations

We note a few limitations of the study. Our model training patient population is
not representative of the general U.S. population as it comes from a single hospi-
tal. Although we have indicated the model’s generalizability using an external Greek
validation dataset, further external testing in other institutions should precede the
application of the proposed model in different healthcare settings. We also mention
that there is room for improvement in model performance, although our model is
estimated to outperform the existing standard of care. Future studies should con-
sider including additional features known to affect complication outcomes, including
anatomic/morphometric information regarding the LVOT, the aortic valve, the coro-
nary arteries, the calcium load, its extent, and distribution. In addition, given the
emergence of a wealth of multimodal learning literature, we note the potential to in-
clude a more diverse profile of other data modalities, such as radiology notes, images,
electrocardiograms, and even genomics once they become available.

We also note that the counterfactual outcomes are not directly observable and are
estimated. A more rigorous testing of our findings should thus come from the im-
plementation of a randomized control trial, where patients are randomly assigned to
different treatment groups. For this reason, our model also cannot directly provide
causality evidence. The causal relationship between valve prescription and peacemaker
rate is uncertain, as it remains unclear if the valve type reflects the underlying patient
characteristics, unobservable technical factor, or other unobservable confounders that
can impact pacemaker implantation.

5 Conclusion

We provide the first study and recommendation guideline that leverages artificial
intelligence-based techniques to tackle the ongoing debate regarding the optimal tran-
scatheter valve prescription for patients with aortic stenosis. Our OPT results show
the importance of conduction defect as well as other factors in prescribing the op-
timal valve type to reduce the risk of PPI, a clinically and operationally significant
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post-operative complication. These insights are derived and validated using an inter-
pretable machine learning approach. It is important to keep in mind that the projected
reductions in PPI from applying optimal valve prescriptions are statistical in nature
and would benefit from real-world validation. The consistency of the results in both
the train and test set in our internal dataset, as well as in a completely different ex-
ternal cohort, suggests the unbiased prescriptive power and the generalizability of our
approach. Our study highlights the potential positive clinical benefits of deploying
interpretable machine learning models into healthcare systems.

Funding Statement: The author(s) received no financial support for the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Competing interests: The author(s) has/have no competing interests to declare.

Ethics Statement: All independent organizations and the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology institutional review boards approved this protocol as minimal-risk research
using data collected for standard clinical practice and waived the requirement for
informed consent. The survey was anonymous and confidentiality of information was
assured.

Data Availability: All datasets that are used in this study come from an academic
medical center that applies to the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability
Act. Due to the data protection laws, the dataset cannot be directly released to another
organization.

23



References

[1] Carroll, J.D., Mack, M.J., Vemulapalli, S., Herrmann, H.C., Gleason, T.G.,
Hanzel, G., Deeb, G.M., Thourani, V.H., Cohen, D.J., Desai, N., Kirtane, A.J.,
Fitzgerald, S., Michaels, J., Krohn, C., Masoudi, F.A., R.G., B., Bavaria, J.E.: Sts-
acc tvt registry of transcatheter aortic valve replacement. Journal of the American
College of Cardiology 76(21), 2492–2516 (2020) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.
2020.09.595

[2] Nelson, J.S., Maul, T.M., Wearden, P.D., Najm, H.K., Baloglu, O., Johnston,
D.R., Karamlou, T.: Aortic valve replacement in young and middle-aged adults:
Current and potential roles of tavr. The Annals of Thoracic Surgery 112(1),
132–138 (2021) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.athoracsur.2020.05.180

[3] Zaid, S., Atkins, M.D., Kleiman, N.S., Reardon, M.J., Tang, G.H.: What’s new
with tavr? an update on device technology. Methodist DeBakey Cardiovascular
Journal 19(3), 4 (2023)

[4] Vinayak, M., Leone, P.P., Tanner, R., Dhulipala, V., Camaj, A., Makhija, R.R.K.,
Hooda, A., Kini, A.S., Sharma, S.K., Khera, S.: Transcatheter aortic valve re-
placement: current status and future indications. Journal of Clinical Medicine
13(2), 373 (2024)

[5] Sethi, A., Russo, M.: Novel transcatheter aortic valve replacement devices.
JTCVS Structural and Endovascular 5 (2025)

[6] Mitsis, A., Yuan, X., Eftychiou, C., Avraamides, P., Nienaber, C.A.: Personalised
treatment in aortic stenosis: A patient-tailored transcatheter aortic valve implan-
tation approach. Journal of Cardiovascular Development and Disease 9(11) (2022)
https://doi.org/10.3390/jcdd9110407

[7] Leone, P.P., Scotti, A., Ho, E.C., Assafin, M., Doolittle, J., Chau, M., Slipczuk,
L., Levitus, M., Regazzoli, D., Mangieri, A., et al.: Prosthesis tailoring for patients
undergoing transcatheter aortic valve implantation. Journal of Clinical Medicine
12(1), 338 (2023)

[8] Wang, T., Ou, A., Xia, P., Tian, J., Wang, H., Cheng, Z.: Predictors for the risk of
permanent pacemaker implantation after transcatheter aortic valve replacement:
a systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal of Cardiac Surgery 37(2), 377–405
(2022)
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tors for permanent pacemaker implantation in patients undergoing transfemoral
aortic valve implantation with the edwards sapien 3 valve. Clinical Research in
Cardiology 106, 590–597 (2017)

[33] Jäger, S., Allhorn, A., Bießmann, F.: A benchmark for data imputation methods.
Frontiers in big Data 4, 693674 (2021)

27



A Patient Characteristics

In the following section, we present summaries of patient characteristics comparing
(i) the train and test set patient cohorts (see Table A1), (ii) the Medtronic Evolut
and Edwards Sapien cohorts (see Table A2), and (iii) the U.S. (in-sample) and Greek
(out-sample) patient cohorts (see Table A3). In Table A4, we also summarize the
missingness of each patient characteristic.

Characteristic Train, No. (%) Test, No. (%)

Sex
Female 435 (48.88%) 416 (46.79%)
Male 455 (51.12%) 473 (53.21%)

Weight (kg), median (IQR) 77.1 (66.0-88.98) 77.0 (66.0-90.9)
Porcelain Aorta
False 875 (98.31%) 877 (98.65%)
True 15 (1.69%) 12 (1.35%)

Prior Peripheral Arterial Disease
False 700 (78.65%) 706 (79.42%)
True 190 (21.35%) 183 (20.58%)

Transient Ischemic Attacks
False 842 (94.61%) 821 (92.35%)
True 48 (5.39%) 68 (7.65%)

Prior Myocardial Infarction
False 714 (80.22%) 690 (77.62%)
True 176 (19.78%) 199 (22.38%)

Prior CABG
False 764 (85.84%) 764 (85.94%)
True 126 (14.16%) 125 (14.06%)

Prior Percutaneous Coronary
Intervention
False 658 (73.93%) 657 (73.9%)
True 232 (26.07%) 232 (26.1%)

Supplemental Home Oxygen
False 840 (94.38%) 845 (95.05%)
True 50 (5.62%) 44 (4.95%)

Current Dialysis
False 859 (96.52%) 872 (98.09%)
True 31 (3.48%) 17 (1.91%)

Hypertension
False 91 (10.22%) 83 (9.34%)
True 799 (89.78%) 806 (90.66%)

Left Ventricle EF, median (IQR) 60.0 (54.0-65.0) 60.0 (53.0-65.0)
Diabetes
False 576 (64.72%) 613 (68.95%)

Continued on next page
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Table A1 – continued from previous page
Characteristic Train, No. (%) Test, No. (%)

True 314 (35.28%) 276 (31.05%)
Diabetes Control Therapy

Diet 39 (4.38%) 29 (3.26%)
Insulin 108 (12.13%) 85 (9.56%)
No 586 (65.84%) 627 (70.53%)
Oral 157 (17.64%) 148 (16.65%)

Age, median (IQR) 82.0 (76.0-87.0) 82.0 (76.0-87.0)
BMI, median (IQR) 27.78 (24.26-32.03) 27.83 (24.38-32.11)
Atrial Fibrillation Classification

No 583 (65.51%) 596 (67.04%)
Paroxysmal 144 (16.18%) 146 (16.42%)
Persistent 163 (18.31%) 147 (16.54%)

Aortic Valve Area,
median (IQR)

0.7 (0.6-0.83) 0.7 (0.59-0.81)

Peak Aortic Valve Gradient,
median (IQR)

69.29 (58.0-79.0) 69.58 (58.0-81.0)

Carotid Artery Stenosis
False 707 (79.44%) 714 (80.31%)
True 183 (20.56%) 175 (19.69%)

Coronary Artery Disease
False 747 (83.93%) 758 (85.26%)
True 143 (16.07%) 131 (14.74%)

Chronic Lung Disease
False 550 (61.8%) 545 (61.3%)
True 340 (38.2%) 344 (38.7%)

Prior Aortic Valve Procedure
False 876 (98.43%) 874 (98.31%)
True 14 (1.57%) 15 (1.69%)

Immunosuppressive Medication
False 818 (91.91%) 797 (89.65%)
True 72 (8.09%) 92 (10.35%)

Prior 2 Weeks Heart Failure
False 272 (30.56%) 271 (30.48%)
True 618 (69.44%) 618 (69.52%)

Left Main Coronary Disease
False 829 (93.15%) 834 (93.81%)
True 61 (6.85%) 55 (6.19%)

Luminal Narrowing of
Prox LAD > 70%

False 754 (84.72%) 768 (86.39%)
True 136 (15.28%) 121 (13.61%)

Aortic Valve Annular Calcification
Continued on next page
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Table A1 – continued from previous page
Characteristic Train, No. (%) Test, No. (%)
False 168 (18.88%) 198 (22.27%)
True 722 (81.12%) 691 (77.73%)

Hostile Chest
False 856 (96.18%) 846 (95.16%)
True 34 (3.82%) 43 (4.84%)

Conduction Defect
False 654 (73.48%) 622 (69.97%)
True 236 (26.52%) 267 (30.03%)

Aortic Insufficiency, No. (%)
None 197 (22.13%) 203 (22.83%)
Trace/Trivial 188 (21.12%) 171 (19.24%)
Mild 393 (44.16%) 393 (44.21%)
Moderate 102 (11.46%) 115 (12.94%)
Severe 10 (1.12%) 7 (0.79%)

Aortic Valve Morphology, No. (%)
Bicuspid 33 (3.71%) 32 (3.6%)
Other 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.11%)
Tricuspid 778 (87.42%) 801 (90.1%)
Uncertain 73 (8.2%) 51 (5.74%)
Unicuspid 6 (0.67%) 4 (0.45%)

Etiology of Aortic Valve Disease, No. (%)
Congenital 9 (1.01%) 10 (1.12%)
Degenerative 814 (91.46%) 820 (92.24%)
Other 66 (7.42%) 55 (6.19%)
Rheumatic fever 1 (0.11%) 4 (0.45%)

Number of Diseased Vessels, No. (%)
None 391 (43.93%) 427 (48.03%)
One 221 (24.83%) 180 (20.25%)
Two 121 (13.6%) 121 (13.61%)
Three 157 (17.64%) 161 (18.11%)

Left Ventricular Internal
Diastolic Dimension, median (IQR)

4.47 (4.3-4.5) 4.47 (4.2-4.8)

Left Ventricular Internal
Systolic Dimension, median (IQR)

3.13 (2.8-3.3) 3.13 (2.8-3.3)

Right Coronary Artery Height,
median (IQR)

17.61 (16.0-18.6) 17.61 (16.1-18.6)

Left Coronary Artery Height,
median (IQR)

15.66 (14.7-16.3) 15.66 (14.7-16.0)

Aortic Root Angle, median (IQR) 48.58 (45.52-51.0) 48.58 (46.0-51.0)
Sinotubular Junction Diameter,
median (IQR)

28.38 (27.6-29.0) 28.38 (27.0-29.0)

Sinus of Valsalva Diameter, median (IQR) 34.57 (33.4-35.7) 34.57 (33.0-35.4)
Continued on next page

30



Table A1 – continued from previous page
Characteristic Train, No. (%) Test, No. (%)
Major Aortic Annulus Diameter,
median (IQR)

27.83 (27.0-28.8) 27.83 (26.6-28.7)

Minor Aortic Annulus Diameter,
median (IQR)

21.9 (21.1-22.6) 21.9 (20.6-22.6)

Mean Diameter of Aortic Annulus,
median (IQR)

24.73 (24.01-25.65) 24.73 (23.75-25.55)

Calculated Perimeter of Aortic Annulus,
median (IQR)

77.67 (75.52-80.54) 77.67 (74.58-80.23)

Measured Perimeter of Aortic Annulus,
median (IQR)

78.33 (75.6-80.8) 78.33 (75.0-80.5)

Area of Aortic Annulus, median (IQR) 4.72 (4.35-4.97) 4.72 (4.29-4.92)
Valve Type, No. (%)

Medtronic Evolut 224 (25.17%) 249 (28.01%)
Edwards Sapien 666 (74.83%) 640 (71.99%)

PPI Rate, median (IQR) 0.0 (0.0-0.0) 0.0 (0.0-0.0)

Table A1. A summary of the train and test patient cohorts. For quantitative variables,
the median and inter-quartile range of both sets is presented. For categorical variables, the
number and percentage of patients assigned to each category.

Characteristic Medtronic Evolut Edwards Sapien
Sex, No. (%)

Female 275 (58.14%) 576 (44.1%)
Male 198 (41.86%) 730 (55.9%)

Weight (kg), median (IQR) 75.0 (64.0-86.36) 78.0 (66.5-91.0)
Porcelain Aorta, No. (%)

False 466 (98.52%) 1286 (98.47%)
True 7 (1.48%) 20 (1.53%)

Prior Peripheral Arterial Disease, No. (%)
False 378 (79.92%) 1028 (78.71%)
True 95 (20.08%) 278 (21.29%)

Transient Ischemic Attacks, No. (%)
False 441 (93.23%) 1222 (93.57%)
True 32 (6.77%) 84 (6.43%)

Prior Myocardial Infarction, No. (%)
False 375 (79.28%) 1029 (78.79%)
True 98 (20.72%) 277 (21.21%)

Prior CABG, No. (%)
False 411 (86.89%) 1117 (85.53%)
True 62 (13.11%) 189 (14.47%)

Prior Percutaneous
Coronary Intervention, No. (%)

Continued on next page
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Characteristic Medtronic Evolut Edwards Sapien
False 349 (73.78%) 966 (73.97%)
True 124 (26.22%) 340 (26.03%)

Supplemental Home Oxygen, No. (%)
False 457 (96.62%) 1228 (94.03%)
True 16 (3.38%) 78 (5.97%)

Current Dialysis, No. (%)
False 461 (97.46%) 1270 (97.24%)
True 12 (2.54%) 36 (2.76%)

Hypertension, No. (%)
False 55 (11.63%) 119 (9.11%)
True 418 (88.37%) 1187 (90.89%)

Left Ventricle EF, median (IQR) 60.0 (55.0-65.0) 60.0 (53.0-65.0)
Diabetes, No. (%)
False 317 (67.02%) 872 (66.77%)
True 156 (32.98%) 434 (33.23%)

Diabetes Control Therapy, No. (%)
Diet 20 (4.23%) 48 (3.68%)
Insulin 51 (10.78%) 142 (10.87%)
No 324 (68.5%) 889 (68.07%)
Oral 78 (16.49%) 227 (17.38%)

Age, median (IQR) 82.0 (77.0-88.0) 82.0 (76.0-87.0)
BMI, median (IQR) 27.6 (24.1-31.8) 28.0 (24.4-32.2)
Atrial Fibrillation Classification, No. (%)
No 321 (67.86%) 858 (65.7%)
Paroxysmal 92 (19.45%) 198 (15.16%)
Persistent 60 (12.68%) 250 (19.14%)

Aortic Valve Area, median (IQR) 0.71 (0.6-0.84) 0.7 (0.59-0.81)
Peak Aortic Valve Gradient,
median (IQR)

68.0 (56.0-81.0) 69.58 (58.0-80.0)

Carotid Artery Stenosis, No. (%)
False 377 (79.7%) 1044 (79.94%)
True 96 (20.3%) 262 (20.06%)

Coronary Artery Disease, No. (%)
False 396 (83.72%) 1109 (84.92%)
True 77 (16.28%) 197 (15.08%)

Chronic Lung Disease, No. (%)
False 319 (67.44%) 776 (59.42%)
True 154 (32.56%) 530 (40.58%)

Prior Aortic Valve Procedure, No. (%)
False 467 (98.73%) 1283 (98.24%)
True 6 (1.27%) 23 (1.76%)

Immunosupressive Medication, No. (%)
Continued on next page
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Characteristic Medtronic Evolut Edwards Sapien

False 421 (89.01%) 1194 (91.42%)
True 52 (10.99%) 112 (8.58%)

Prior 2 Weeks Heart Failure, No. (%)
False 120 (25.37%) 423 (32.39%)
True 353 (74.63%) 883 (67.61%)

Left Main Coronary Disease, No. (%)
False 443 (93.66%) 1220 (93.42%)
True 30 (6.34%) 86 (6.58%)

Luminal Narrowing of
Prox LAD > 70%, No. (%)

False 411 (86.89%) 1111 (85.07%)
True 62 (13.11%) 195 (14.93%)

Aortic Valve
Annular Calcification, No. (%)

False 137 (28.96%) 229 (17.53%)
True 336 (71.04%) 1077 (82.47%)

Hostile Chest, No. (%)
False 459 (97.04%) 1243 (95.18%)
True 14 (2.96%) 63 (4.82%)

Conduction Defect, No. (%)
False 654 (73.48%) 622 (69.97%)
True 236 (26.52%) 267 (30.03%)

Aortic Insufficiency, No. (%)
None 103 (21.78%) 297 (22.74%)
Trace/Trivial 100 (21.14%) 259 (19.83%)
Mild 220 (46.51%) 566 (43.34%)
Moderate 47 (9.94%) 170 (13.02%)
Severe 3 (0.63%) 14 (1.07%)

Aortic Valve Morphology, No. (%)
Bicuspid 7 (1.48%) 58 (4.44%)
Other 1 (0.21%) 0 (0.0%)
Tricuspid 412 (87.1%) 1167 (89.36%)
Uncertain 51 (10.78%) 73 (5.59%)
Unicuspid 2 (0.42%) 8 (0.61%)

Etiology of Aortic Valve Disease, No. (%)
Congenital 1 (0.21%) 18 (1.38%)
Degenerative 452 (95.56%) 1182 (90.51%)
Other 20 (4.23%) 101 (7.73%)
Rheumatic fever 0 (0.0%) 5 (0.38%)

Number of Diseased Vessels, No. (%)
None 233 (49.26%) 585 (44.79%)
One 97 (20.51%) 304 (23.28%)

Continued on next page
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Characteristic Medtronic Evolut Edwards Sapien
Two 55 (11.63%) 187 (14.32%)
Three 88 (18.6%) 230 (17.61%)

Left Ventricular Internal
Diastolic Dimension, median (IQR)

4.47 (4.3-4.5) 4.47 (4.2-4.8)

Left Ventricular Internal
Systolic Dimension, median (IQR)

3.13 (2.8-3.13) 3.13 (2.8-3.5)

Right Coronary Artery Height,
median (IQR)

17.61 (16.0-17.61) 17.61 (16.2-19.0)

Left Coronary Artery Height,
median (IQR)

15.66 (14.6-15.66) 15.66 (14.9-16.8)

Aortic Root Angle, median (IQR) 48.58 (46.0-49.0) 48.58 (46.0-52.0)
Sinotubular Junction Diameter,
median (IQR)

28.38 (26.4-28.38) 28.38 (27.6-29.25)

Sinus of Valsalva Diameter, median (IQR) 34.57 (32.0-34.57) 34.57 (33.8-36.0)
Major Aortic Annulus Diameter,
median (IQR)

27.83 (26.1-27.83) 27.83 (27.0-29.2)

Minor Aortic Annulus Diameter,
median (IQR)

21.9 (20.2-21.9) 21.9 (21.1-23.0)

Mean Diameter of Aortic Annulus,
median (IQR)

24.73 (23.2-24.73) 24.73 (24.1-26.1)

Calculated Perimeter of Aortic Annulus,
median (IQR)

77.7 (72.9-77.7) 77.7 (75.7-82.0)

Measured Perimeter of Aortic Annulus,
median (IQR)

78.33 (73.5-78.33) 78.33 (76.2-82.07)

Area of Aortic Annulus, median (IQR) 4.72 (4.07-4.72) 4.72 (4.4-5.13)
Valve Type, No. (%)
Medtronic Evolut 473 (100%) 0 (0.0%)
Edwards Sapien 0 (0.0%) 1306 (100.00%)

PPI Rate, median (IQR) 0.0 (0.0-0.0) 0.0 (0.0-0.0)

Table A2. A summary of the Medtronic Evolut and Edwards Sapien patient cohorts. For
quantitative variables, the median and inter-quartile range of both sets is presented. For
categorical variables, the number and percentage of patients assigned to each category.
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Characteristic Hospital A Hospital B
Age, median (IQR) 82.0 (76.0-87.0) 81.0 (74.3-85.0)
Sex, No. (%)
Female 851 (47.84%) 71 (40.8%)
Male 928 (52.16%) 103 (59.2%)

Weight (kg), median (IQR) 77.0 (66.0-90.0) 78.0 (68.0-89.0)
Conduction Defect, No. (%)
False 1276 (71.73%) 147 (84.48%)
True 503 (28.27%) 26 (14.94%)

Minor Aortic Annulus Diameter,
median (IQR)

21.9 (20.8-22.6) 21.0 (20.0-23.0)

Peak Aortic Valve Gradient, median (IQR) 69.58 (58.0-81.0) 70.0 (60.0-88.0)
Left Ventricular Internal
Diastolic Dimension, median (IQR)

4.47 (4.2-4.8) 4.7 (4.2-5.22)

Table A3. A comparison between the patient cohorts of U.S. Hopsital and Greek Hospital
(used for external validation) with respect to the patient demographics and the variables
used by the proposed OPT. For quantitative variables, the median and inter-quartile range
of both sets is presented. For categorical variables, the number and percentage of patients
assigned to each category.

Characteristic % Missing
Sex 0.0
Weight (kg) 0.06
Porcelain Aorta 0.0
Prior Peripheral Arterial Disease 0.0
Transient Ischemic Attacks 0.0
Prior Myocardial Infarction 0.17
Prior CABG 0.0
Prior Percutaneous Coronary Intervention 0.0
Supplemental Home Oxygen 0.11
Current Dialysis 0.06
Hypertension 0.0
Left Ventricle EF 1.57
Diabetes 0.0
Diabetes Control Therapy 0.0
Age 0.0
BMI 0.11
Atrial Fibrillation Classification 0.67
Aortic Valve Area 2.02
Peak Aortic Valve Gradient 5.73
Carotid Artery Stenosis 5.96
Coronary Artery Disease 0.34
Chronic Lung Disease 1.35
Prior Aortic Valve Procedure 0.0

Continued on next page
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Characteristic % Missing
Immunosupressive Medication 0.06
Prior 2 Weeks Heart Failure 0.56
Left Main Coronary Disease 1.01
Luminal Narrowing of Prox LAD greater than 70% 1.29
Aortic Valve Annular Calcifaction 2.19
Hostile Chest 0.06
Conduction Defect 0.0
Aortic Insufficiency 1.57
Aortic Valve Morphology 1.07
Etiology of Aortic Valve Disease 0.11
Number of Diseased Vessels 0.51
Left Ventricular Internal Diastolic Dimension 29.79
Left Ventricular Internal Systolic Dimension 30.13
Right Coronary Artery Height 32.72
Left Coronary Artery Height 32.83
Aortic Root Angle 32.66
Sinotubular Junction Diameter 38.84
Sinus of Valsalva Diameter 36.65
Major Aortic Annulus Diameter 31.98
Minor Aortic Annulus Diameter 32.04
Mean Diameter of Aortic Annulus 31.59
Calculated Perimeter of Aortic Annulus 31.82
Measured Perimeter of Aortic Annulus 32.72
Area of Aortic Annulus 32.77

Table A4. A summary of the missingness for each feature present in our dataset.
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Figure A1. Inclusion criterion detailing all criterions used to define the final participating
cohort

B Additional Figures & Results

We include some additional figures and results not presented in the main body.

B.1 Counterfactual Estimation

Table B1 gives the AUC-ROC for the six XGBoost models that comprise the train
and test counterfactual estimators. In Figures B1 and B2 we plot calibration curves
for the Edwards Sapien and Medtronic Evolut outcome estimators for the training
and testing sets, respectively. In particular, for Figure B1, we deploy the training
set Edwards Sapien (Medtronic Evolut) estimator on test set patients who received
a Sapien (Evolut) valve, before comparing the generated risk estimate to the actual
pacemaker rate of Sapien (Evolut) patients in the test set. In Figure B2, we do the
analogous for our testing set outcome estimators, calibrating them on the training set
population who received the appropriate valve. For each calibration curve, we use 10
buckets and exclude 5% outliers in predicted probability. Finally, Figure B3 lists the
ten most important features for the Medtronic Evolut outcome estimators.
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Figure B1. Calibration Curves for Training Set Outcome Estimators. We calibrate the
train set outcome estimators for Edwards Sapien and Medtronic Evolut on patients in the
testing cohort who received Sapien and Evolut, respectively. We leave out 2.5% outliers on
either side of the predicted probability.

Propensity Outcome- Medtronic Evolut Outcome- Edwards Sapien
Train Estimator 0.6149 0.4674 0.5942
Test Estimator 0.6823 0.6288 0.5970

Table B1. AUC Performance: The AUC-ROC of the propensity and outcome models used to estimate the
counterfactual pacemaker rate. The estimations across the train and test sets are largely equivalent/close
to each other.

B.2 Subgroup Analysis

We divide our testing cohort into five subgroups based on patient age: 75 and younger
(N = 195), 76 to 80 (N = 195), 81 to 85 (N = 216), 86 to 90 (N = 193), and 91
and older (N = 95). Table B2 details the percent improvement of our model over the
historical policy for each cohort using the counterfactual estimator. We elect not to
use the node analysis because the proportionally smaller cohorts yield fewer patients
per node, complicating the technique’s extrapolation of pacemaker rates based on
historical averages.

We observe consistent improvement across the five subgroups, with younger patients
benefiting the most from our proposed policy. For older patients, it may be the case
that post-operative complications are more a function of decreased health rather than
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Figure B2. Calibration Curves for Testing Set Outcome Estimators. We calibrate the test
set outcome estimators for Edwards Sapien and Medtronic Evolut on patients in the training
cohort who received Sapien and Evolut, respectively. We leave out 2.5% outliers on either
side of the predicted probability.

Age Range Cohort Size Percent Improvement (CE)
< 75 195 18.78

76− 80 195 19.89
81− 85 216 20.13
86− 90 193 9.77
91+ 95 12.55

Table B2. Subgroup Analysis. A summary of the estimate pacemaker rate improvement of the proposed
policy as evaluated by the counterfactual estimator for patients of different age ranges. We observe consistent
improvement, with the model offering increased benefit to younger patients.

valve choice, allowing our model less room to improve outcomes. Regardless of the
potential reason, our results indicate that our model can lead to even larger improve-
ments over historical treatment policies as TAVR is more widely adopted for use in
younger patients [2].
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Figure B3. Evolut Feature Importance: Feature importances of the Medtronic Evolut valve
outcome estimators. Importance score are averaged over the associated train and test set
models.
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C Model Training

In this section, we offer some more information on our training pipeline, including a
comparison of our imputation approach with a few others and more details on our
hyperparameter selection process.

C.1 Imputation

To validate our imputation approach, we compare our model’s sensitivity to varying
imputation techniques in the test set. That is, we reconstruct our test set using (i)
random forest imputation, (ii) conditional mean, conditioned on historical valve pre-
scription, and imputation before evaluating our model’s performance on each [33]. As
seen in Table C1, our performance remains consistent on these data, especially as
evaluated by our counterfactual estimator.

Imputation Method Percent Improvement Percent Improvement (CE)
Mean 21.5 16.92

Random Forest 21.58 16.57
Conditional Mean 21.50 16.92

Table C1. Imputation Method Comparison. A summary of the estimate pacemaker rate improvement of
the proposed policy for different imputation strategies. For each method, we train an imputation model
on the training set and apply it to the test set before evaluating our model using both the node analysis
technique and counterfactual estimation (CE). Thus, we investigate the model’s robustness to test sets of
varying data quality.

C.2 Counterfactual Estimation

Our main approach for estimating counterfactuals involves training two separate out-
come estimators, one on the patients that got the Edwards Sapien valve and one on
the patients that got the Medtronic Evolut valve, and a propensity score estimator on
the full training set of the cohort. In this section, we explore the effect of training a
single outcome estimator instead of two in terms of final performance of the resulting
trees. The single estimator is trained using the full training set, and the valve type
is appended as an extra feature to the dataset. We report the percent improvement
using node analysis, as well as counterfactual estimation, using the counterfactuals
coming from both the single and the two model approaches. To ensure fairness of the
comparison, we generate trees across 20 different training-test splits under the two
counterfactual approaches and we compare their average performance.

We observe that the two model approach results in comparable performance to the
single model approach under every evaluation method. This indicates that employing
one instead of two models does not critically affect our results and increases our
confidence in the robustness of the method.
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Counterfactual Estimation Method Percent Improvement Percent Improvement (CE, 1 model) Percent Improvement (CE, 2 models)
Single Model 9.04± 0.37 11.31± 0.52 7.79± 0.58
Two Models 8.61± 0.42 11.10± 0.59 7.52± 0.56

Table C2. Average performance and standard error of trees trained on 20 training test splits under different
counterfactual estimation approaches, as evaluated by the node analysis and each counterfactual estimation
approach.

C.3 OPT Training Hyperparameters

Moving onto our OPT training approach, we briefly justify our choice of hyperpa-
rameters and discuss the tuning of the OPT complexity parameter. As discussed in
Section 2.3.3, we use a max depth of 8 and restrict each leaf to contain at least 50
samples. During the training process, we observed that trees trained with stricter re-
quirements — shorter depth and/or more samples in each leaf — often result in the
trivial tree of depth zero which prescribes Edwards Sapien to all patients. To avoid
such issues, we fix these requirements. In addition to the max depth and minimum-
leaf-size hyperparameters, our final model also utilizes a complexity parameter which
is automatically selected by the OPT approach [13]. For a detailed description of this
selection process, which searches over many different hyperparameter values based on
the model’s performance on the validation set, we recommend Section 3 of [29].
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D Performance of Alternative Candidate Models

We present the full results of our other finalists, Fin1 (Figure D1) and Fin2 (Figure
D2). In particular, Tables D1, D2, and D3 detail Fin1’s policy and performance as
estimated by the node analysis technique and the counterfactual estimators. Tables
D4, D5, and D6 do the analogous for Fin2.

Figure D1. Alternative Candidate Model 1: An alternative high performing OPT developed
during model training.

Node Prescribed Treatment
No. Implanted
Edwards Sapiens

Historical Sapien
Pacemaker Rate (%)

No. Implanted
Medtronic Evoluts

Historical Evolut
Pacemaker Rate (%)

Total
N=1779

3 Edwards Sapien 155 18.06% 56 23.21%
4 Medtronic Evolut 224 31.7% 68 22.06%
5 Edwards Sapien 927 8.52% 349 12.61%

Train
N=890

3 Edwards Sapien 78 20.51% 22 27.27%
4 Medtronic Evolut 106 36.79% 32 25.0%
5 Edwards Sapien 485 8.04% 167 10.78%

Test
N=889

3 Edwards Sapien 77 15.58% 34 20.59%
4 Medtronic Evolut 118 27.12% 36 19.44%
5 Edwards Sapien 442 9.05% 182 14.29%

Table D1. Historical Outcome Performance: The size and PPI rate of the historical Edwards Sapien and
Medtronic Evolut patient implants in (i) the combined train and test set, (ii) the train set, and (iii) the test
set for each node, as well as the treatment prescribed by Alternative Candidate Model 1 (see Figure D1).

Actual Pacemaker Rate Observed Pacemaker Rate under OPT Percent Improvement
Total 14.05% 11.88% 15.49
Train 14.16% 12.07% 14.73
Test 13.95% 11.67% 16.36

Table D2. Pacemaker Rate Improvement: The historical pacemaker rate of the total patient population,
the train set, and the test set compared to the pacemaker rate observed under the policy prescribed by
Alternative Candidate Model 1 (see Figure D1).
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Actual Pacemaker Rate Observed Pacemaker Rate under OPT Percent Improvement
Train 14.16% 11.71% 17.28
Test 13.95% 11.17% 19.9

Table D3. Pacemaker Rate Improvement (CE): The historical pacemaker rate of the training and test sets
compared to the pacemaker rate observed under the policy prescribed by Alternative Candidate Model 1
(see Figure D1) as evaluated by the counterfactual estimators.

Figure D2. Alternative Candidate Model 2: An alternative high performing OPT developed
during model training.

Node Prescribed Treatment
No. Implanted
Edwards Sapiens

Historical Sapien
Pacemaker Rate (%)

No. Implanted
Medtronic Evoluts

Historical Evolut
Pacemaker Rate (%)

Total
N=1779

3 Edwards Sapien 86 11.63% 21 23.81%
5 Medtronic Evolut 189 33.33% 66 13.64%
6 Edwards Sapien 104 25.0% 37 37.84%
7 Edwards Sapien 927 8.52% 349 12.61%

Train
N=890

3 Edwards Sapien 43 16.28% 10 30.0%
5 Medtronic Evolut 95 40.0% 34 11.76%
6 Edwards Sapien 48 18.75% 20 35.0%
7 Edwards Sapien 470 7.66% 170 11.18%

Test
N=889

3 Edwards Sapien 43 6.98% 11 18.18%
5 Medtronic Evolut 94 26.6% 32 15.62%
6 Edwards Sapien 56 30.36% 17 41.18%
7 Edwards Sapien 457 9.41% 179 13.97%

Table D4. Historical Outcome Performance: The size and PPI rate of the historical Edwards Sapien and
Medtronic Evolut patient implants in (i) the combined train and test set, (ii) the train set, and (iii) the test
set for each node, as well as the treatment prescribed by Alternative Candidate Model 2 (see Figure D2).

Actual Pacemaker Rate Observed Pacemaker Rate under OPT Percent Improvement
Total 14.05% 10.75% 23.52
Train 13.82% 9.62% 30.43
Test 14.29% 11.86% 16.96

Table D5. Pacemaker Rate Improvement: The historical pacemaker rate of the total patient population,
the train set, and the test set compared to the pacemaker rate observed under the policy prescribed by
Alternative Candidate Model 2 (see Figure D2).
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Actual Pacemaker Rate Observed Pacemaker Rate under OPT Percent Improvement
Train 13.82% 10.08% 27.06
Test 14.29% 12.43% 13.02

Table D6. Pacemaker Rate Improvement (CE): The historical pacemaker rate of the training and test sets
compared to the pacemaker rate observed under the policy prescribed by Alternative Candidate Model 2
(see Figure D2) as evaluated by the counterfactual estimators.
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