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ABSTRACT

Emergency and intensive care environments require predictive models that are both accurate and computationally efficient, yet
clinical (tabular) data in these settings are often severely imbalanced. Such skewness undermines model reliability, particularly
for rare but clinically crucial outcomes, making robustness and scalability essential for real-world usage.

In this paper, we systematically evaluate the robustness and scalability of classical machine learning models on imbalanced
tabular data from two large-scale clinical datasets (MIMIC-IV-ED and elCU). Class imbalance was quantified using com-
plementary metrics, and we compared the performance of tree-based methods (Decision Tree, Random Forest, XGBoost),
the state-of-the-art TabNet deep learning model, and a custom lightweight residual network (TabResNet). TabResNet was
designed as a computationally efficient alternative to TabNet, replacing its complex attention mechanisms with a streamlined
residual architecture to maintain representational capacity for real-time clinical use. All models were optimized via a Bayesian
hyperparameter search and assessed on predictive performance (weighted F1-score), robustness to increasing imbalance,
and computational scalability. Our objective was to provide evidence-based guidance for model selection in acute care settings.
Our results, on seven clinically vital predictive tasks, show that tree-based methods, particularly XGBoost (an ensemble model
family), consistently achieved the most stable performance across imbalance levels and scaled efficiently with sample size.
Deep tabular models degraded more sharply under imbalance and incurred higher computational costs, while TabResNet
provided a lighter alternative to TabNet but did not surpass ensemble benchmarks.

These findings indicate that in emergency and critical care, robustness to imbalance and computational scalability could
outweigh architectural complexity. Tree-based ensemble methods currently offer the most practical and clinically feasible choice,
equipping practitioners with a framework for selecting models suited to high-stakes, time-sensitive environments.

Keywords: Emergency Medicine, Intensive Care, Clinical Artificial Intelligence, Deep Learning, Machine Learning, Class
Imbalance, Predictive Modeling, Electronic Health Record Data

Introduction

In the emergency department (ED) and intensive care unit (ICU), clinicians often face many challenges of varying magnitude:
high patient turnover, unpredictable workloads, and the need to make rapid decisions for life-threatening conditions!=. In
these high-stakes environments, minutes can determine survival, therefore, there is an impetus for decision support systems to
provide both accurate and computationally efficient predictions*>. Machine learning (ML), a subfield of Artificial Intelligence
(AI), has emerged as a promising tool for enhancing clinical support under such constraints®~'?, with applications ranging from
diagnosis and prognosis to triage and disposition prediction.

Yet, healthcare data predominately present unique challenges. In addition to high dimensionality and heterogeneity, a
defining issue is class imbalance where critical but rare outcomes (e.g., in-hospital death, cardiac arrest; or, in-clinical practice,
septic shock) are represented by far fewer samples than their common counterparts. This can lead to biased models that perform
well on majority classes but fail on minority ones, precisely where predictive accuracy could or would be most clinically
valuable!!- 12,

These challenges have important implications for the choice of learning paradigm. While deep learning (DL), a subfield
of ML, has transformed domains such as computer vision and natural language processing!3~1°, its application to tabular
healthcare data under class imbalance remains limited'®. DL architectures typically require large, balanced datasets to achieve
optimal performance!”-'®. By contrast, traditional ML methods, particularly tree-based ensemble approaches such as random
forests and gradient boosting (e.g., XGBoost), are widely used because of their robustness and interpretability in tabular data
tasks'®20. Prior studies report mixed results: DL can outperform classical approaches with sufficient data and tuning?!, but
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tree-based models often prove more reliable on imbalanced healthcare datasets>>23.

To address these limitations, various strategies have been developed to mitigate the impact of imbalance, including
resampling techniques such as Synthetic Minority Over-sampling TEchnique (SMOTE) and its derivatives’*, cost-sensitive
learning®, and specialized loss functions such as focal loss?>?’. However, systematic evaluations of how these strategies
interact with different model families (i.e., groups of models built on similar architectural principles such as feedforward neural
networks, decision trees, random forests, or encoder-only Transformers, etc) under controlled imbalance remain underexplored.
Moreover, state-of-the-art (SOTA) DL architectures for tabular data, such as TabNet23, are still not well characterized in
emergency and critical care contexts, where time constraints and computational efficiency are in demand.

Against this backdrop, this study has three aims:

1. To empirically quantify class imbalance in ED/ICU data using multiple complementary metrics, and to assess how
consistently these metrics capture imbalance phenomena across different datasets.

2. To systematically evaluate the effect of imbalance on the robustness, i.e., whether a model maintains reliable predictive
performance when the minority class becomes increasingly underrepresented, of different model families.

3. To compare the computational efficiency of these model families as dataset size scales, clarifying the trade-offs that
influence the feasibility of real-time or near real-time utilization in ED and ICU environments.

By addressing these aims, the study contributes (i) a framework for empirically assessing imbalance in large-scale clinical
electronic health record (EHR) databases, (ii) systematic investigation on how imbalance affects the robustness of different
model families, and (iii) an analysis of how computational requirements scale with data size, informing evidence-based guidance
for model selection for this problem domain.

Organization of the Paper

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The Methods section describes the databases, prediction tasks, model
architectures and evaluation approaches utilized, as well as the procedures used to quantify and counteract class imbalance. The
Results section presents our experimental outcomes. The Discussion section highlights our key findings and their implications
for robustness and potential clinical deployment and adoption strategies. It also outlines avenues for further research. Finally,
the Conclusion summarizes the main contributions of this work.

Methods

In this section, we expound on the data utilized: their sources, characterization, preprocessing, and specific predictive tasks
they tackle. Thereafter, we discuss the model architectures and their configurations used. Then, the optimization algorithm,
including the training objectives, is discussed. After that, we explain both the imbalance quantification metrics and classification
performance metrics. Finally, the experimental setup is stated.

Healthcare Prediction Tasks and Datasets

To conduct this study, our goal was to use data that are clinically and contextually relevant to the problem in question. Therefore,
the data sources were chosen because of their ideal fit for this purpose. In that regard, we describe these datasets below
accordingly.

MIMIC-IV-ED

We used the MIMIC-1V-ED database (v2.2), which contains approximately 425,000 ED stays collected between 2011 and
2019 at Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Center in Boston, Massachusetts?®. Tt is hosted on the PhysioNet platform*’ and
includes detailed demographic information, triage measurements, periodic vital signs, medication administrations, and discharge
diagnoses. Its rich clinical coverage makes it a suitable resource for evaluating ML models under realistic conditions such as
class imbalance.

We defined three clinically relevant prediction tasks using this dataset. First, we aimed to predict the primary diagnosis at
discharge, capturing the most pressing clinical issue during the ED stay. Second, we grouped diagnoses into three-character
International Classification of Diseases (ICD 9 and 10) categories to assess model performance at a higher level of disease
semantic abstraction, reducing label sparsity while retaining clinically meaningful distinctions. Third, we predicted ED
disposition outcomes, including admission, discharge, transfer, or death, which reflect critical operational and patient safety
considerations. These tasks span different levels of clinical granularity, enabling a comprehensive assessment of model
robustness across diverse prediction scenarios.

To prepare the data for model training and evaluation, we applied systematic preprocessing and feature engineering steps,
including handling of missing values, normalization of continuous variables, and encoding of categorical variables. We also
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employed stratified sampling to ensure proportional representation of all target classes in the training, validation, and test splits.
Additional details of the preprocessing workflow, feature construction, and dataset assembly are provided in Appendix .1.1.

elCU Collaborative Research Database (elCU-CRD)

To complement the single-center MIMIC-IV-ED data and assess model robustness across multiple institutions, the eICU-CRD
was utilized. It contains circa 200,000 ICU stays collected from multiple hospitals across the United States®!. This multicenter
dataset includes patient demographics, vital signs, laboratory measurements, clinical interventions, and outcomes, providing a
broad context to evaluate the robustness of models across diverse hospital settings and patient demographics.

The prediction tasks closely mirrored those defined for MIMIC-IV-ED to enable cross-dataset comparisons of methods
appropriately. These included mortality risk prediction, and patient disposition, such as ICU discharge, transfer, or death, etc.
Maintaining comparable prediction tasks allows direct assessment of model performance under differing data distributions,
class imbalances, and institutional practices.

Preprocessing and feature engineering followed the same principles applied to the prior dataset, including handling of
missing values, normalization of continuous variables, and one-hot encoding of categorical variables. Stratified sampling
preserved class distributions across training, validation, and test splits. Detailed descriptions of feature extraction, dataset
assembly, and preprocessing for the eICU database are provided in Appendix .1.2.

Models Evaluated

To assess the performance of the chosen ML algorithms, a range of methods was evaluated, spanning classical ML and SOTA
DL approaches. This allowed for comparisons among interpretable tree-based models, modern attention-based architecture, and
custom network design, with the goal of providing insight into their robustness and scalability under the problem being studied.

Traditional ML Models

Classical ML algorithms remain widely applicable to structured data (used interchangeably with tabular data in this present
work) because of their interpretability, robustness, and proven performance across diverse tasks. We chose three representative
classical ML techniques to provide a strong basis for assessing whether more complex architectures yield tangible improvements,
particularly under conditions of class imbalance. The first of these, the decision tree (DT) algorithm?2, organizes data into
a tree-like structure by iteratively partitioning features at thresholds that maximize the reduction in impurity, such as Gini
impurity or entropy. Each internal node encodes a decision rule, and each leaf node corresponds to a predicted class.

Building on the simplicity of individual decision trees, the random forest (RF) algorithm® constructs an ensemble of trees,
each trained on a bootstrap sample of the data with a random subset of features. Predictions are made by a majority voting
across the ensemble, which reduces variance and improves generalizability. By aggregating multiple trees, RFs are reportedly
robust toward noisy or imbalanced datasets.

To further extend this ensemble approach, the XGBoost algorithm®* implements gradient boosting, sequentially constructing
trees where each new tree focuses on correcting the residual errors of its predecessors. By optimizing a differentiable loss
function with added regularization, XGBoost captures complex feature interactions while curtailing overfitting. We used
XGBoost as a representative of gradient boosting methods; alternatives such as LightGBM?>> or CatBoost*® primarily introduce
engineering optimizations (e.g., histogram-based growth, leaf-wise splits, categorical handling), but comparative studies
indicate that their robustness and scalability are broadly comparable to XGBoost>’. As the aim of this work is to evaluate the
behavior of model families under class imbalance and scaling, rather than to exhaustively benchmark every implementation,
including additional boosting variants would add redundancy without altering the family-level outcomes.

Together, these classical methods establish a strong basis for predictive modeling in tabular clinical data. With this
foundation in place, we next turned to SOTA DL architectures for structured data, allowing a more comprehensive assessment
of how model complexity, attention mechanisms, and representation learning shape predictive performance, robustness, and
scalability under class imbalance.

SOTA Deep Learning Models

The primary DL model evaluated was TabNet’®, an attention-based deep neural network tailored for tabular data. TabNet
employs sequential attention to selectively focus on relevant features at each decision step, allowing the model to learn inter-
pretable feature masks while capturing complex interactions. This balances predictive power with interpretability, addressing a
key limitation of conventional counterparts when applied to structured datasets. Other advanced tabular architectures, such as
TabPFN>°, was also considered. However, owing to its substantial compute requirements, this class of models was excluded
from the final evaluation, highlighting utilization constraints in real-world resource-limited settings even on a Quadro RTX
8000, 48 gigabytes graphics processing unit (GPU). By including TabNet, our study seeks to capture a representative SOTA
learning approach while remaining mindful of computational feasibility in clinical settings.

t38
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TabResNet

Furthermore, we developed a custom deep neural network (TabResNet) specifically designed as a candidate deep model with
reference to TabNet. Unlike TabNet, which relies on complex attention mechanisms that can be computationally prohibitive in
real-time clinical settings, TabResNet prioritizes computational efficiency while maintaining representational capacity through
strategic architectural choices.

The network architecture, as shown in Figure 1, was motivated by three key considerations for clinical usage: (1) fast
training and inference for real-time or near real-time decision support, (2) stable training on imbalanced data, and (3) sufficient
model capacity to capture complex feature interactions without overfitting on limited minority class samples.

To operationalize these design principles, the input processing layer was structured to combine linear transformation with
batch normalization, Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) activation, and dropout. This sequence addresses common challenges in
clinical tabular data: batch normalization standardizes heterogeneous feature scales typical in EHR data, whereas dropout
provides regularization crucial for small minority class samples.

The core of this architecture lies in the compact residual blocks (blocks 1-3, which are determined via hyperparameter
optimization). Traditional deep networks often struggle with tabular data due to the limited benefit of depth compared with
width. Our residual design enables stable gradient flow through deeper architectures while maintaining computational efficiency.
Each block uses two linear transformations with intermediate normalization and activation, allowing the network to learn
nonlinear feature combinations while the skip connection preserves the original feature information—which is particularly
important when minority class patterns may be subtle.

n’/ \\
( Input Data (N, input dim) )
A

Input LayerLinear + BN + ReLU +
Dropout

Residual Block$ (1-3 max)
v

Residual Block 1
1 Linear + BN + ReLU+ Dropout Linear + BN+ Skip Connection + ReLU

|

o Residual Block 2 . |
” 1 Linear + BN + ReLU+ Dropout Linear + BN+ Skip Connection + ReLU =~ 77~ hidden dim
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Figure 1. Architecture of TabResNet. Sequential structure of the network architecture for tabular data. The Input Layer

(Linear + BatchNorm + ReLU + Dropout) is followed by 1-3 Compact Residual Blocks, each containing two Linear layers
with Batch Norm, ReLU, Dropout, and a skip connection. An optional Reduction Layer precedes the Output Layer, which

produces class predictions.
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The optional reduction layer serves as a learned dimensionality reduction step, condensing representations before classi-
fication. This design choice was motivated by the often high-dimensional nature of clinical features, where dimensionality
reduction can improve the generalizability of imbalanced datasets by focusing on the most discriminative feature combinations.

Compared with TabNet’s sequential attention mechanism, TabResNet achieves similar representational capacity with
significantly reduced computational overhead (see Results), making it more suitable for deployment in resource-constrained
clinical environments where inference speed is critical for patient care workflows.

The implementation leverages PyTorch for TabResNet and TabNet, whereas Scikit-learn is used for decision trees, random
forests, and XGBoost. For final reporting, pre-set random seeds that followed experiment numbers were to ensure reproducibility
across models.

Class Imbalance Handling Strategies
We first introduced the notational framework used throughout this section, which subsequently allowed us to define precisely
how imbalance is quantified and addressed.

Throughout, we write scalars in italics (e.g., n,d, K), vectors in bold lowercase (e.g., X, z), and matrices in bold uppercase
(e.g., X € RV*?)_ Sets and spaces are denoted in calligraphic font (e.g., 2,2, %, %), while functions and mappings are
written in standard math operator style (e.g., f, 0,softmax). In particular, we use x; to denote an individual input vector and X
for the design matrix containing all samples stacked row-wise. This convention ensures a clear distinction between observed
data (x;,y;), latent representations z;, predictions §;, and the mappings that connect them.

Dataset and Input Space
Let a dataset be denoted as & := {(x;,y;) }*.; where N € N is the total number of samples. Each input x; € 2 belongs to the
feature space 2~ C R with d the dimensionality.

Label Space
Each label y; € %, where # = {1,2,...,K} is a discrete variable representing one of K possible classes. For multi-class
classification, y; may be equivalently represented as a one-hot vector in {0,1}X. We denote the vector of all labels as

Y= (y17”'7yN)T-

Latent (Logit) Space

The model, in a general sense, is a function f : 2~ — 2 mapping feature vectors to latent representations. For each input x;, it
produces logits z; € 2, where 2° C RX in the multi-class case and 2 C R for binary classification. We denote vectors of logits
as z; € RX and the stacked matrix as Z € RV*X_ These logits are transformed into probabilities through activation functions:

c:R—[0,1], (sigmoid for binary tasks),

softmax : RK — [0, 1]X, (softmax for multi-class tasks).
The predicted label is then obtained as:

yi = argmax yi k.
keK
We denote the probability vector for sample i as §; € [0, 1]X and the full prediction matrix as ¥ € [0, 1]V*K,

With this formalization in place, we now describe strategies to address class imbalance during training. We focused on
approaches that can be applied consistently across both classical ML algorithms and deep architectures. While alternative
methods such as focal loss? have been proposed specifically for neural networks to emphasize hard-to-classify examples, they
are less straightforward in tree-based models or other classical algorithms. To ensure comparability across model families, we
implemented three complementary weighting strategies derived directly from the label distribution.

The first, Inverse Frequency which is widely adopted, assigns a weight to each class inversely proportional to its number
of samples in that class. For class k, the weight is computed as:

N
WES RN (1)
where N is the total number of training samples, K the number of classes, and N; the number of samples in class k. This ensures
that minority classes contribute more during training.

The second strategy, Effective Number of Samples*’, accounts for the diminishing benefit of additional samples from

frequent classes. Let § € [0, 1] be a smoothing factor. The effective number of samples for class £ is:

1— B
-8
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with the corresponding normalized weight:

1 ZK Neﬂ
Neff K :

Wi =

This reduces the dominance of majority classes while avoiding excessively large weights for rare ones.

The third approach, Median Frequency Balancing, scales the weight of each class by the ratio of the median class
frequency to the class’s frequency:

Wk:median(fl,...,f]() szﬂ
Ji ’ N’
where fj, is the relative frequency of class k. This method balances contributions without allowing rare classes to dominate
excessively.
These computed weights {wk},'f:1 are incorporated directly into the loss functions for both binary and multi-class tasks, ensuring
that minority classes exert proportional influence during optimization. This is supposed to improve detection of rare but
clinically significant outcomes while maintaining training stability.

Class Imbalance Quantification
To evaluate model robustness systematically, we filtered the composition of each dataset to create controlled levels of class
imbalance. This was achieved by varying the minimum number of samples required for each class within that dataset. Lower
thresholds retain rarer classes, producing training and evaluation candidate dataset with pronounced imbalance (i.e., skewed
distributions), whereas higher thresholds favor more common classes, resulting in a nearly more uniform distribution.

To assess these effects, we quantified the degree of imbalance via three complementary metrics, each capturing a property
of class representation.

Coefficient of Variation of Class Frequency (CVCF)

The first metric, the CVCF, measures the relative variability in class frequencies, highlighting whether some classes dominate
the dataset.

For each class k, the relative frequency is calculated as:

N,
fe=7- )
Given these frequencies {f; }X_,, the CVCF is defined as:
1 K
f= Z Jx (mean class frequency),
- 3
or = ? Z (fc — f)? (standard deviation of class frequencies), &)
k=1
Oy . ..
CVCF = ? (coefficient of variation).

A higher CVCF signals pronounced imbalance, with certain classes disproportionately represented, whereas a lower CVCF
reflects more uniform class distributions.

Imbalance Ratio (IR)
Complementing the CVCEF, the IR captures the disparity between the most and least represented classes. Let {Nk}f:1 denote
class counts:

maxy Ny

IR = inN; > 0. 4
minka7 1’nkln k> ( )

An IR of 1 indicates perfectly balanced classes, while higher values correspond to increasingly skewed distributions. Unlike
CVCEF, which accounts for all class frequencies, IR focuses specifically on the extremes of the distribution.
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Normalized Entropy of Class Distribution (NECD)

While CVCF captures variability across all classes and IR emphasizes extremes, both are inherently scale-free statistics:
CVCF is a ratio of dispersion to mean, and IR is a ratio of maximum to minimum class counts. Their values are directly
comparable across problems with different numbers of classes. Entropy provides a complementary perspective by quantifying
the uncertainty of predicting a random class label, reaching its maximum under a uniform distribution and decreasing as the
distribution becomes skewed. Unlike CVCF and IR, however, the raw value of entropy depends on the number of classes K,
which makes direct comparisons across tasks misleading. To address this, we normalize entropy by its maximum possible
value, ensuring that the measure consistently reflects class balance irrespective of K.

Using the relative frequencies { fk},'f:1 defined in Equation 2, the Shannon entropy is

K
H=-Y filogf, )
k=1

with filog fr = 0 when f; = 0. The maximum entropy is
Hax = IOg(K)a (6)

corresponding to a perfectly uniform distribution. The normalized entropy is then

H  —YE, filogfi

NECD = =
Hinax log(K)

@)

NECD ranges from 0 (complete imbalance) to 1 (perfect balance), with intermediate values reflecting partial uniformity.
Together with CVCF and IR, it provides a complementary measure for generating datasets with controlled imbalance and
analyzing their impact on model performance.

Model Predictive Performance Evaluation
We evaluated the predictive performance of all models using two complementary metrics: overall accuracy and the weighted
F1 score. Accuracy measures the fraction of correct predictions across all samples as shown in equation 8, providing a
straightforward assessment of overall model correctness. However, in datasets with class imbalance, accuracy can give a
distorted view of performance because it can be dominated by the majority classes, masking poor performance on clinically
important minority classes.

For a dataset with N samples, we denote the ground-truth labels as y; and the model’s predicted class as ;. Overall accuracy
is computed as:

1 ¥ .
Accuracy = N Z {yi =79}, (8)
i=1

where 1{-} is the indicator function, equal to 1 if the condition inside is true and O otherwise.
The F1 score on the other hand provides a balanced measure of precision and recall for each class. For a given class
ke {l,...,K}, we define:

TP, TP,

Precisiony = ————, Recally = ———,
TPy + FPy TPy + FNg

where TPy, FP;, and FN; denote the number of true positives, false positives, and false negatives for class k, respectively.
The F1 score for class k& is then:

2 - Precisiony, - Recally,

Fly = (€]

Precisiony + Recall;

For multi-class tasks, we report the (weighted) F1, defined as the mean of F1; across all K classes:

1 K
Fl1 = — F1,.
Kk; k

By reporting both metrics, our goal is to ensure a more comprehensive and reliable assessment of predictive performance,
capturing both the overall correctness and the model’s ability to correctly identify minority classes.
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In this formulation, y; comes directly from the dataset, and ; is obtained from the model outputs. For binary classification,
the model produces a single logit z; € R, which is transformed into a probability through the sigmoid function

1
I4ea’

A

yi=0o(z) =

For multi-class classification, the model outputs a logit vector z; € RX, which is converted to a probability distribution by the
softmax function:
ehik

softmax(z; )k = ———, k=1,....K.
1€

The predicted label §; is then obtained by selecting the most probable class:

¥i = argmax Y; ;.
ke{l,...K}

These outputs are the direct result of training the models to minimize task-specific loss functions, as described below.

Objective Functions
To generate the predictions used in the metrics above, we optimized models by minimizing standard cross-entropy loss functions,
adapting them to the type of classification task and explicitly incorporating class weights to address imbalance.

Binary Cross-Entropy For Binary Classification Tasks

In binary classification tasks, each sample belongs to one of two classes (e.g., ED disposition: admitted versus discharged). For
each sample i, the ground-truth label is y; € {0, 1}, and the model produces a predicted probability ; € [0, 1] for the positive
class through a sigmoid output layer. To correct for imbalance, we applied class-dependent weights w,, (see Class Imbalance
Handling Strategies). The weighted binary cross-entropy (BCE) loss is thus:

. 1 . .
loee(3n9) = = 2wy [vilog(F) + (1= yi) log(1 - 31)].
i=1

Categorical Cross-Entropy For Multi-Class Classification Tasks

In multi-class classification, each sample belongs to one of K classes (e.g., primary diagnosis at discharge). The ground-truth
label for sample i is encoded as a one-hot vector y; x, and the model outputs logits that are passed to a softmax layer to produce
class probabilities y; ., ensuring the probabilities sum to 1 in accordance with the law of total probability. As in the binary case,
we introduced class-specific weights wy to mitigate imbalance, with minority classes assigned larger values. The weighted
categorical cross-entropy (CCE) loss is therefore:

1 K
Y wiyiklog($i)-
1k=1

[V]z

lece(0,P)

l

In both cases, as it is a standard supervised learning setup, the loss £(y,$) explicitly depends on the ground-truth labels y
provided by the dataset, the predicted probabilities  produced by the model, and the class weights {wy} derived using a class
weighting technique. Incorporating these class weights modifies the effective empirical distribution seen by the optimizer:
samples from minority classes are given proportionally greater influence, while those from majority classes are down-weighted.
This adjustment reshapes the loss landscape by amplifying gradients associated with underrepresented classes and dampening
those from dominant ones, thereby reducing the bias toward majority classes.

From a statistical learning standpoint, this weighting can be viewed through the lenses of risk minimization. The theoretical
goal of supervised learning is to minimize the expected risk:

R(h) =E(xy)p[! /f »,h(x))dP(x,y),
where P is the true but unknown data-generating distribution. In practice, training minimizes the empirical risk:

N 1

R(h) =By ) pl (0 h(x))] = N f(yi,h(xi)),

”MZ
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which approximates R(h) under the empirical distribution P of the observed dataset. In imbalanced settings, however, this
empirical distribution does not faithfully represent P or the clinically meaningful importance of classes: majority classes
dominate, while minority classes are underrepresented.

Class weights provide a principled mechanism to re-weight R(/) so that it better approximates a desired risk R (h) under
some target distribution Q. This re-weighting can be interpreted as analogous to importance sampling, since the weights
wy, adjust the contribution of each class to better reflect Q (e.g., a balanced distribution). In effect, the optimizer no longer
minimizes the risk under the raw empirical distribution but under a re-weighted surrogate distribution that emphasizes rare yet
clinically critical outcomes. While this promotes more equitable learning across classes, excessively large weights can also
inflate gradient variance for minority classes, which may destabilize training—underscoring the need for carefully designed
weighting strategies.

Intuitively, this process can be viewed as a transport of distributions: the observed empirical distribution P is skewed toward
majority classes, while the desired target distribution Q places greater or proportionate mass on minority or clinically critical
classes. Class weights {wy } act as the transport coefficients, redistributing probability mass so that the weighted empirical risk
R, (h) becomes a closer surrogate to the theoretical risk Ro(h). From this perspective, class weighting not only corrects for
dataset imbalance but also realigns the optimization objective with the distribution one wishes to learn under, bridging the gap
between observed data and theoretical desiderata.

Hyperparameter Optimization

To ensure optimal and fair comparisons of model performance, systematic hyperparameter optimization was essential. All the
models were tuned via Optuna*!, a SOTA Bayesian optimization framework that employs tree-structured Parzen estimator (TPE)
sampling to explore hyperparameter spaces efficiently. This approach adaptively focuses computational resources on promising
regions on the basis of previous trials, ensuring comprehensive yet efficient optimization across all model architectures.

For each model, we defined comprehensive search spaces covering key hyperparameters that significantly impact perfor-
mance, as detailed in Appendix .1.5. The optimization process consisted of 100 trials per model-dataset combination, with each
trial evaluated via 5-fold cross-validation to ensure robust hyperparameter selection. The objective function was the F1 score on
the validation set, which was aligned with our primary evaluation metric. Early stopping was implemented for DL models to
prevent overfitting and reduce computational overhead.

Following hyperparameter optimization, the best configuration for each model family was used to train the final models.
These optimized models were then evaluated on the held-out test set to generate the results reported in this study. This
systematic approach ensures that performance differences between models reflect their inherent capabilities rather than
suboptimal hyperparameter choices.

Experimental Setup and Evaluation

All datasets were split into stratified train, validation, and test partitions (60-20-20%) to preserve class distributions. Model
performance was primarily assessed using the weighted F1-Score, which is well-suited for imbalanced classification tasks.
To evaluate computational efficiency, training times were recorded. Each experiment was repeated for 10 runs with different
random seeds. Results are reported as mean =+ standard deviation, ensuring statistical robustness. All experiments were
conducted independently on the MIMIC-IV-ED and eICU datasets.

Results

Here, we present the empirical findings. These results are structured to first get a sense of the overall class distributions and an
assessment of the degree of correlation among the imbalance metrics, followed by an analysis of predictive performance across
models with respective to specific dataset and tasks, and finally, a comparison of training efficiency and scalability. Where
appropriate, extended figures and analyses are provided in the Appendix to complement our main results.

Correlation of Class Imbalance Metrics

The distributions of the targets across both datasets are presented in Figure 2. The MIMIC-IV-ED dataset exhibits a strong
imbalance across all three prediction targets, most especially for diagnosis and ICD groupings, whereas the eICU dataset showed
similar skewed patterns for mortality risk, length of stay, severity, discharge disposition, and resource utilization. To quantify
imbalance, we computed the CVCE, IR, and NECD across weighting strategies per prediction target. Correlation analyses
of these metrics are shown in Figure 3 for MIMIC-1V-ED and Figure Figure 11 for eICU (see Appendix .3.1). Consistent
associations were observed across metrics and prediction tasks, confirming that the selected measures capture complementary
but related aspects of class distribution skew. As expected, NECD showed strong inverse correlation with IR and CVCF,
highlighting its ability to provide an interpretable, bounded measure of class balance.
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Figure 2. Class distribution of of target outcomes. Class distribution of target variables in the MIMIC-IV-ED (top row) and
eICU (bottom row) datasets. The histograms illustrate the frequency of samples across various clinical prediction tasks.
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Figure 3. Correlation of class imbalance metrics (MIMIC-IV-ED). Correlation heatmaps of class imbalance metrics for
different prediction tasks on the MIMIC-IV-ED dataset. Pairwise correlations are shown between the CVCF, IR, and NECD
metrics across weighting strategies (inverse, effective, median) for three prediction tasks.
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Notably, the strength of association among imbalance metrics varied by prediction target. For outcomes with only a
few categories (i.e., low-cardinality settings, where the number of possible outcomes is small, such as ED disposition in
MIMIC-IV-ED), all three measures were highly correlated. This is because when there are only a handful of outcomes, skew in
the class distribution could be simple and, if pronounced, IR, CVCF, and NECD all capture essentially the same imbalance
pattern.

By contrast, for outcomes with many possible categories (i.e., high-cardinality settings, such as diagnosis prediction, where
many categories exist), correlations between CVCF and the other two measures were somewhat weaker. This reflects its
greater sensitivity to distributional spread across many moderately rare classes, whereas IR emphasizes extremes (largest vs.
smallest class) and NECD captures overall bounded distributional uncertainty. Nevertheless, CVCF remained directionally
consistent with the other two metrics, complementing them. IR and NECD tended to remain more tightly coupled, whereas
CVCF added nuance by highlighting variability across a wider range of classes. This pattern was also observed in the eICU
dataset (Appendix .3.1), indicating that the behavior of CVCF in high-cardinality tasks is reproducible across datasets.

Classifier Performance Comparison

We evaluated classifier performance in terms of the weighted F1 across increasing levels of imbalance. Figures 4—6 present
the results for primary diagnosis, ICD grouping, and discharge disposition prediction in the MIMIC-IV-ED dataset, and
Appendix .3.2 Figures 13-17 reports the corresponding eICU results. Weighted F1 scores, unsurprisingly, declined as
imbalance increased, but the extent of degradation varied by task and classifier type.
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Figure 4. Effect of class imbalance on discharge diagnosis. Weighted F1 performance across varying levels of class

imbalance for primary diagnosis prediction. The performance curves for 20 classifiers are shown, with the weighted F1 value
decreasing as the imbalance severity increases.
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Figure 5. Effect of class imbalance on ICD Code prediction. Weighted F1 performance across varying levels of class

imbalance for ICD code group prediction. Compared with fine-grained diagnosis prediction, grouped ICD categories reduce
label sparsity, and classifiers generally maintain greater stability.
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Effect of Class Imbalance Metrics on Test F1 Weighted -- Disposition Grouped
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Figure 6. Effect of class imbalance on disposition prediction. Weighted F1 performance across varying levels of class
imbalance for patient disposition prediction. The prediction of discharge outcomes shows moderate robustness to imbalance,
with tree-based ensembles consistently outperforming deep learning models.

Performance decreased most sharply for fine-grained diagnosis prediction, where the large number of rare outcome
categories amplified the effects of skewness. ICD Code prediction target showed more stable performance because aggregating
codes reduced label sparsity to a certain extent. Disposition prediction exhibited intermediate sensitivity: the outcome space
contained only a few categories, yet uneven class frequencies still led to measurable decline.

Across all tasks, degradation patterns were consistent across the three imbalance metrics. Specifically, increases in IR and
CVCEF, or decreases in NECD (approaching 0 from its maximum of 1 under perfect balance), were associated with monotonic
declines in weighted F1. In high-cardinality tasks such as diagnosis prediction, curves based on CVCF were directionally
aligned with those from IR and NECD but appeared slightly more variable, reflecting CVCF’s heightened sensitivity to
distributional spread across moderately rare classes. In contrast, for low-cardinality outcomes such as disposition, all three
metrics produced nearly indistinguishable degradation curves. Together, these results confirm that while the metrics emphasize
imbalance from different perspectives, they ultimately converge on the same conclusion: predictive performance declines
predictably as imbalance severity increases.

20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
NP I I I AN A I A O A P AP 11
TabNet + Inverse 199336 30444 XGBoost + Noweighting
TabNet + Median 18,0067 L 3511 TabResNet + Noweighting
TabNet + Effective ———2>°° L 357 Decision Tree + Noweighting

17.1333 5.3333

TabNet + Noweighting
Random Forest + Noweighting
Random Forest + Effective

Decision Tree + Effective
XGBoost + Effective
XGBoost + Inverse

15.6000 6.0222

13.4667 6.2222

Random Forest + Inverse 132000 66000 Decision Tree + Inverse

Random Forest + Median 131778 68000 Decision Tree + Median
TabResNet + Median 121778 72889 TabResNet + Effective
TabResNet + Inverse 118222 82444 XGBoost + Median

Figure 7. Critical difference analysis of classifier performance. This shows the average ranks of 20 classifiers on the basis
of their weighted F1 performance across experimental blocks. Lower ranks indicate better predictive performance. The
classifiers connected by a horizontal bar are not significantly different from each other according to Wilcoxon signed-rank tests
with Holm correction.

To assess whether these performance differences across classifiers were statistically significant, we conducted a Friedman
test, which confirmed significant differences in predictive performance among classifiers for both datasets (MIMIC-1V-ED:
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2%(19,N = 45) = 737.91, p = 3.30 x 107144, eICU: x?(19,N = 40) = 506.85, p = 2.04 x 10~%%). Here the 19 degrees of
freedom correspond to the k — 1 comparisons among the 20 classifiers (5 model families x 4 weighting strategies). The number
of blocks N reflects the distinct prediction tasks crossed with training sample sizes (MIMIC-IV-ED: 3 targets x 15 filter sizes =
45 blocks; eICU: 5 targets x 8 filter sizes = 40 blocks), with performance values averaged across 10 experimental runs within
each block. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon signed-rank tests with Holm correction are summarized in Figure 7
for MIMIC-1V-ED and Figure 12 for eICU (Appendix .3.2).

On the MIMIC-1V-ED dataset, XGBoost variants consistently achieved the lowest ranks, followed by Decision Tree and
TabResNet, while TabNet and Random Forest variants exhibited higher ranks. On the eICU dataset, XGBoost variants again
dominated in performance, with Random Forest and Decision Tree following, whereas TabResNet and TabNet generally
occupied higher ranks.

Across both datasets, we further observed that weighting strategies based on the effective number of samples were never
outperformed by alternative schemes (inverse or median frequency weighting), and often matched or exceeded their performance.
This suggests that effective weighting provides a robust baseline for mitigating imbalance, regardless of model family or dataset.

Having established these performance differences, we next examine the efficiency of model training as dataset size and
imbalance scale.

Training Time Comparison

To this end, training efficiency was compared across models via both rank-based comparisons and scaling curves. We evaluated
the training times of the 20 classifiers across their respective experimental blocks, each corresponding to a unique combination
of a target variable and a training set size. A Friedman test revealed a statistically significant difference in training times among
classifiers (MIMIC-IV-ED: x*(19,N = 45) = 321.66, p = 7.12 x 1077; eICU: x?(19,N = 40) = 244.54, p = 3.93 x 10~4!).
Post hoc pairwise comparisons via Wilcoxon signed-rank tests with Holm correction (Figure 8 for MIMIC-1V-ED and Figure 18
for eICU) revealed that classical ML variants achieved the lowest average ranks (fastest training times), followed by random
forest and TabResNet variants, whereas TabNet variants consistently required the longest times primarily due to its utilization
of iterative attention-based feature selection and layer-wise sequential processing. The results on the eICU dataset mirrored
this pattern, with traditional ML again achieving the lowest ranks, followed by TabResNet and random forest, and TabNet
variants exhibiting the highest training times (Appendix .3.3). Extended analyses of training time scaling with dataset size are
presented in Figures 10 (Appendix .2.1) and 19 (Appendix .3.4).
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Figure 8. Critical difference analysis of classifier training times. This shows the average ranks of 20 classifiers based on
their training times across 15 experimental blocks (each block is a unique combination of target variable and training set size).
Lower ranks indicate faster training. Classifiers connected by a horizontal bar are not significantly different from each other
according to Wilcoxon signed-rank tests with Holm correction.

Discussion

In this section, we interpret our main findings. We discuss three main themes: (i) the associative relationship between imbalance
metrics and performance degradation, (ii) the computational scaling behavior of different architectures, and (iii) the relative
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advantages of ensemble methods compared with deep tabular models. We then consider broader implications, including
cross-institutional robustness and generalization, clinical deployment, and equity considerations.

Quantifiable Performance Degradation Under Imbalance

Our evaluation revealed consistent, often monotonic relationships between imbalance severity and performance degradation
across model types and prediction targets of varying complexity. Critically, we found that IR, NECD, and CVCF exhibited
strong correlations with one another across all targets and datasets, suggesting these metrics capture fundamentally related
aspects of class distribution, albeit through different mathematical formalizations.

IR emphasizes the extremes by quantifying the ratio between the most and least frequent classes, NECD captures overall
distributional uncertainty across all classes on a bounded [0, 1] scale (with 1 indicating perfect balance and 0 complete
imbalance), and CVCF measures the relative dispersion of class frequencies, emphasizing variability in the distribution.
Despite their distinct computational approaches, all three metrics proved monotonically related to performance degradation:
as imbalance severity increased (reflected by higher IR and CVCF or lower NECD), model performance systematically
declined. The strong correlations between these metrics, particularly between IR and NECD confirm they are measuring similar
underlying phenomenon of class skewness from complementary mathematical perspectives. CVCF showed similarly strong
correlations, though with slightly weaker associations in extremely high-cardinality targets where its sensitivity to moderate
class frequency variations becomes more pronounced relative to the extreme-focused IR.

Importantly, this convergence across metrics strengthens rather than diminishes their practical utility. The fact that three
derived imbalance measures consistently associated similar performance degradation patterns provides robust evidence that
class distribution imbalance is a quantifiable, predictable challenge. This raises a practically important question: if dataset
imbalance can be reliably quantified using any of these metrics, can model performance under imbalance be anticipated in
advance without exhaustive experimentation?

Our results suggest some light on that. The monotonic, predictable relationships between imbalance metrics and performance
degradation indicate that simple, computationally inexpensive imbalance scores can serve as reliable predictors of expected
model robustness. While the three metrics are highly correlated, examining multiple metrics provides methodological robustness
and could enable practitioners to select the most interpretable measure for their context—whether IR for clear min—max intuition,
NECD for information-theoretic interpretation on a bounded scale, or CVCEF for statistical dispersion. This convergent evidence
enables practitioners to make evidence-based decisions about model suitability, training strategies, and expected performance
ranges before committing to full-scale training and evaluation.

Traditional models showed gradual, approximately linear performance decline as imbalance increased, especially for
high-cardinality targets, while deep models exhibited sharper, non-linear degradation patterns. Specifically, XGBoost variants
consistently achieved the lowest ranks in our Friedman tests across both datasets (MIMIC-IV-ED: x?(19,N = 45) = 737.91,
p=3.30 x 10714, eICU: x2(19,N = 40) = 506.85, p = 2.04 x 10~%3), with performance degradation curves that maintained
stability even at severe imbalance levels. These degradation patterns were consistent across all imbalance metrics, whether
expressed as increasing IR and CVCF or decreasing NECD.

These performance decay patterns were reproducible across both datasets despite their differences. This cross-institutional
consistency suggests that the relationship between model architecture and imbalance robustness reflects algorithmic properties
rather than dataset-specific artifacts. The predictability of these patterns could enable proactive assessment of model suitability
based on dataset characteristics, moving beyond trial-and-error approaches to evidence-based model selection.

An additional observation was that models trained without explicit weighting often achieved performance that was
competitive with, and occasionally superior to, those using inverse or median frequency weighting. This can be attributed to
two factors. First, ensemble methods such as XGBoost and Random Forest already mitigate imbalance through their recursive
partitioning mechanisms, reducing the need for external reweighting. Second, aggressive weighting of very small classes
may amplify noise, producing instability that offsets any gains in sensitivity. In contrast, the “effective number of samples’
scheme consistently provided robust benefits across both datasets, likely because it moderates class contributions without
overemphasizing extremely rare outcomes. These findings suggest that while effective weighting represents a reliable anchor
point, forgoing weighting strategies remain a surprisingly strong baseline in high-data regimes where minority classes still have
adequate representation.

]

Empirical Scaling Relationships for Computational Efficiency

Training time analyses highlighted consistent differences in computational efficiency across model families. Tree-based
methods, such as decision trees and random forests, remained computationally efficient, with training times increasing fairly
steadily with dataset size (MIMIC-IV-ED: x2(19,N = 15) = 321.66, p = 7.12 x 107%7; eICU: x2(19,N = 15) = 244.54,
p =3.93 x 10~*!). In contrast, neural architectures such as TabNet and TabResNet exhibited substantially higher training
times, with evidence of higher growth that becomes prohibitive as dataset size grows. Weighting strategies did not materially
alter computational cost, indicating that efficiency is largely determined by model architecture rather than class reweighting.
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These scaling patterns have practical implications for deployment. In acute care environments, models often require
retraining or continual learning as patient populations shift periodically, during public health emergencies, or when clinical
practices evolve. Our results suggest that while deep tabular models may be computationally feasible in smaller pilot studies,
their training requirements escalate rapidly at larger scales, in contrast to the relatively stable scaling of tree-based methods.
This distinction provides healthcare systems with a basis for anticipating resource demands, moving beyond rough estimates or
vendor specifications toward principled capacity planning.

An Examination of Assumptions About Architectural Complexity

TabResNet architecture frequently outperformed TabNet while requiring significantly fewer computational resources across all
prediction tasks and datasets. This finding questions the prevalent assumption (and hype) in DL research that more sophisticated
architectures necessarily yield better performance, particularly in healthcare applications.

The sequential attention mechanism in TabNet, while theoretically elegant, appears to provide limited practical benefit
for tabular healthcare data relative to its computational cost. TabResNet’s residual connections without attention achieved
comparable or superior representational capacity while maintaining computational efficiency compatible with real-time clinical
workflows. This suggests that the architectural principles successful in computer vision and natural language processing may
need further considerations before transfer directly to structured healthcare data.

From a clinical deployment viewpoint, TabResNet occupies a valuable middle ground: it offers the flexibility of DL archi-
tectures for potential multimodal integration while avoiding the computational penalties that make TabNet nearly economically
prohibitive for large-scale deployment especially in low-resource settings.

Cross-Institutional Generalizability and Its Implications

The consistency of performance patterns we have observed between MIMIC-IV-ED (single-center) and eICU (multicenter)
databases point towards potential for clinical Al utility. Healthcare Al systems frequently fail when deployed outside their
training environment due to population drift, documentation differences, or institutional practices. Our results suggest that the
relative advantages of different model architectures—particularly ensemble robustness to class imbalance—generalize well and
could pave the way towards muti-cohort validation, i.e., training on MIMIC-IV-ED and testing on eICU or vice versa. However,
such a scenario would require considerable standardization and harmonization of the databases to enable such evaluations.

This could have implications for federated learning approaches and multi-institutional Al collaboratives. Rather than
requiring extensive local validation for each model type, healthcare systems can leverage real-world evidence from other
institutions to inform architecture selection. The reproducibility we showed could potentially reduce the barrier to adoption and
supports the development of standardized approaches to clinical Al deployment.

However, this applies to relative performance patterns rather than absolute performance levels. While XGBoost consistently
outperformed TabNet across institutions, the absolute F1 scores varied between datasets or even tasks on the same dataset,
reflecting differences in patient complexity, outcome prevalence, and data quality. Local calibration and validation remain
complementary and indispensable even when leveraging cross-institutional evidence for architecture selection.

Clinical and Translational Implications for Emergency and Critical Care

Our findings suggest that traditional ensemble tree-based methods demonstrate comparatively robust performance under class
imbalance, which may support more reliable detection of rare but clinically important outcomes. In the disposition prediction
task, for example, improved recognition of patients at risk of in-hospital death or requiring urgent transfer could help reduce
missed escalations. Similarly, in diagnosis prediction, where many categories are sparsely represented, robustness under
imbalance may reduce the likelihood of overlooking uncommon yet serious conditions. In the eICU setting, the relatively
stable performance of ensembles on mortality and severity tasks suggests potential utility in identifying patients who might
benefit from intensified monitoring or prioritized allocation of resources. These potential implications remain speculative, as
our analyses are retrospective and would need prospective validation in live clinical environments.

Beyond acute deterioration, predictive accuracy may also carry operational implications. Fewer false discharges could, in
principle, lower the risk of avoidable readmissions, while more consistent identification of low-risk patients may help optimize
admissions and resource allocation. The cross-institutional consistency observed in our experiments indicates that such patterns
might be reproducible across different hospitals, but further work is required to establish generalizability in diverse clinical
settings.

To place these results in context, it is useful to compare them with established clinical scoring systems. For mortality
prediction, our optimized models achieved F1 scores of 0.75-0.90, which are numerically comparable to published discrimina-
tion for Acute Physiology and Chronic Health Evaluation IT (APACHE II, AUC 0.80-0.85)*>%3 and Sequential Organ Failure
Assessment (SOFA, AUC 0.69-0.92), as well as delta SOFA (AUC 0.51—0.83)4446. Unlike manual, episodic scoring systems,
ML models can in principle leverage continuously updated EHR data for dynamic risk assessment. For disposition prediction,
performance (F1 0.70-0.80) was broadly aligned with reported accuracies for clinician gestalt (60-75%). These parallels should
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not be interpreted as direct head-to-head comparisons, since the underlying cohorts, covariates, and evaluation metrics differ
substantially between our study and those used in the development of APACHE II and SOFA. Rather, they provide approximate
contextual benchmarks to situate the magnitude of our results within established clinical practice.

Looking beyond benchmarks, the potential benefits of robustness and computational efficiency may not be restricted to single
institutions. The consistent relative performance patterns observed across MIMIC-IV-ED and eICU suggest that certain model
families might generalize across healthcare systems, though this requires confirmation in non-U.S. and prospective contexts.
The scalability of ensemble methods, in particular, may make them attractive for scenarios requiring frequent retraining or
continual learning (e.g., seasonal variation or practice changes) or deployment in resource-constrained environments.

At the same time, predictive accuracy and computational scalability alone are insufficient to guarantee clinical utility.
Successful translation into practice requires integration into complex workflows. Figure 9 illustrates one possible system
architecture in which real-time data streams feed into predictive models, but this remains conceptual rather than validated.
Safe and effective deployment will depend on integration with existing Information Technology (IT) systems, alignment with
clinician workflows, and governance structures that ensure continuous monitoring, (re)calibration, and safety oversight.

Patient & Data Sources (ICU/ED) Machine Learning System Clinical Interface (ICU/ED)

® Real-time vital signs & waveforms Data Pipeline (Acute Care) e Predictive models: sepsis, cardiac ar- e Bedside dashboards & central com-
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o Ventilator settings & infusion pumps putation o Triage prioritization & early deteriora- o Risk scores, alerts, tailored recommen-
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Figure 9. Conceptual system architecture for Al-enabled clinical decision support. An overview of a ML—enabled clinical
decision support system for ICU and ED care. Archival and/ or real-time data streams from monitors, ventilators, infusion
pumps, and EHRs feed into predictive models for tasks such as mortality prediction, disposition, and triage prioritization.
Model outputs are delivered through clinician-facing dashboards with feedback and governance mechanisms to support safe,
equitable, and workflow-aligned deployment.

Interpretability and clinician trust are also central considerations. Amongst ML model families, tree-based ensembles
produce decision rules that can be more readily explained to stakeholders such as clinicians and regulators. Nonetheless,
robustness alone is insufficient: poorly integrated systems risk contributing to alert fatigue or workflow disruption. Human-
centered design, clinician feedback, and organizational change management must accompany algorithm development.

Finally, equity considerations are inseparable from technical ones. Class imbalance often reflects disparities in disease
prevalence or access to care, and models that degrade under imbalance risk amplifying such inequities. By maintaining
more stable performance across imbalance levels, ensemble approaches may help mitigate this risk. Their reproducibility
across datasets further supports the potential for federated or collaborative approaches, although the equity implications of
cross-institutional deployment remain to be systematically assessed.

Taken together, these observations highlight that model choice in clinical Al cannot be based on accuracy alone. Robustness
to imbalance, computational scalability, interpretability, and governance considerations should all be treated as prerequisites for
safe, equitable, and clinically meaningful deployment in emergency and critical care.

Building on these conceptual requirements, it is equally important to examine the practical realities of translating such
models into routine use. Beyond demonstrating predictive accuracy in retrospective datasets, real-world deployment raises
operational, technical, and regulatory challenges that must be addressed to ensure safety and sustainability.

Operational Deployment and Implementation Considerations

Successful clinical deployment of these models requires addressing several operational and regulatory considerations beyond
predictive performance. Model maintenance in clinical environments demands automated monitoring for concept drift as
patient populations, clinical practices, and documentation patterns evolve. The computational efficiency of ensemble methods
facilitates more frequent model retraining or iferative finetuning (e.g., freezing earlier layers and updating only the penultimate
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or output layers, or adding new trainable layers on top of a fixed backbone) compared to ML approaches that may require
substantial computational resources for updates.

Beyond maintenance, integration with existing hospital IT infrastructure presents both technical and workflow challenges.
Models must interface with heterogeneous EHR platforms, respect institutional governance policies, and provide outputs in
formats compatible with clinical decision support systems. The interpretability advantages of tree-based methods also align
with regulatory requirements for algorithmic transparency in healthcare, potentially streamlining approval processes compared
to “black-box” DL alternatives.

Even when technically integrated, models can fail if they disrupt workflows. Alert fatigue remains a critical deployment
barrier: excessive or poorly calibrated warnings risk undermining clinician trust and efficiency*’-*8. Our models’ performance
on minority classes could reduce false alerts, but implementation will require careful threshold tuning to balance sensitivity for
critical events against specificity to minimize inappropriate notifications. The demonstrated cross-institutional consistency
suggests that threshold settings established at one institution may transfer to others with minimal recalibration, though this
requires prospective confirmation.

Beyond technical adjustments, organizational readiness and change management are essential. Clinicians need training
on how to interpret Al outputs, with emphasis that predictions are designed to augment rather than replace clinical judgment.
Governance frameworks should establish clear protocols for oversight, performance monitoring, and human override capabilities.
Here again, the computational efficiency of ensembles supports rapid updates in response to performance degradation or
evolving clinical needs, enabling a responsive rather than static approach to Al deployment.

Finally, privacy and security considerations cut across all stages of implementation. Models operating on streaming
clinical data require robust safeguards for data handling and storage. The current efficiency of ensemble methods enables edge
deployment options that minimize data transmission while maintaining real-time predictive capacity, potentially addressing
institutional concerns about reliance on cloud-based Al services in healthcare settings.

Equity, Fairness, and Bias Considerations

Class imbalance in healthcare data often reflects underlying disparities in access, disease prevalence, or clinical recognition
patterns that can amplify existing inequities if not carefully addressed. Our evaluation provides evidence that ensemble methods
maintain more consistent performance across different imbalance levels, which may translate to more equitable outcomes
across patient subgroups.

However, overall robustness to class imbalance does not guarantee equitable performance across demographic groups. The
minority classes in our prediction tasks (rare diagnoses, adverse outcomes) may themselves be distributed unequally across
patient populations defined by race, sex, socioeconomic status, or geographic location. A model that performs well on aggregate
imbalanced data might still exhibit significant disparities when evaluated within demographic subgroups.

Thus, a potential future avenue could be explicitly evaluating subgroup-specific performance and incorporating fairness-
aware metrics into model development and validation processes. The computational efficiency advantages of ensemble methods
we demonstrate could facilitate more comprehensive fairness evaluation by enabling rapid retraining and testing across different
demographic stratifications.

Roadmap for fairness evaluation and mitigation. Building on this motivation, a roadmap for fairness evaluation and
possible bias mitigation could include several steps. Subgroup analyses may not always be feasible in initial model development,
but efficiency advantages of ensemble methods make them well-suited for rapid retraining across multiple stratifications once
additional data become available. In practice, fairness assessment could involve (i) reporting group-wise discrimination (e.g.,
AUROC, AUPRC) and error rates (FNR/FPR), (ii) evaluating calibration and threshold-dependent equity criteria (e.g., equal
opportunity), (iii) analyzing intersectional strata (e.g., sex X age, race/ethnicity x insurance status) to surface compound
disparities, and (iv) iteratively applying mitigation strategies such as group-aware thresholding, or post-hoc calibration with
continuous drift monitoring in deployment.

At the same time, technical fairness evaluations must be interpreted within the broader context of health equity, as
algorithmic fairness metrics alone cannot capture the structural and institutional drivers of disparity**—2. The deployment
advantages of ensemble methods—computational efficiency, cross-institutional generalizability—highlight their potential for
broad adoption. However, systemic risks remain: if deployment decisions are shaped primarily by institutional resources rather
than clinical appropriateness, inequities could emerge. For example, if resource-constrained hospitals systematically receive
“lighter” models while better-funded centers deploy more experimental or bespoke systems, differences in access to innovation
and long-term support could inadvertently reinforce disparities, even if the immediate predictive performance of ensemble
models is strong.

Contextualization With Existing Literature
This study builds on and aligns with prior research underscoring the effectiveness of tree-based methods on tabular data
Our contribution extends this work by systematically evaluating models under controlled imbalance conditions and quantifying
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scaling relationships specifically in ED/ICU care clinical contexts.

Whereas earlier comparisons of DL and traditional methods on healthcare data have often been restricted to specific clinical
domains or single datasets>'-33, our cross-institutional validation across both emergency department and intensive care settings
provides broader evidence for the generalizability of ensemble advantages under imbalance.

In addition to these comparative results, we introduce an architectural contribution. The TabResNet model builds on
established principles of residual learning®* but adapts them specifically for tabular healthcare data under computational
efficiency constraints. While not a theoretical breakthrough, this design represents a practical addition to the toolkit of clinical
Al practitioners who require DL capabilities without the resource demands of trendy transformer-based counterparts.

We also advance methodological clarity through our systematic approach to imbalance quantification. By combining
multiple complementary metrics (CVCF, IR, NECD), we provide a more comprehensive framework. This allows a more
nuanced understanding of how different aspects of class distribution affect model performance.

Limitations and Future Research Directions
A few limitations constrain the generalizability of our study and suggest potential directions for future work.

Scope of Data Modalities

This study focused exclusively on structured EHR data, where ensemble methods have established advantages. Healthcare Al
is increasingly evolving towards multimodal data integration, combining structured records with medical imaging, gnomic,
clinical notes, and physiological time series. Deep architectures may recover their advantages when applied to these richer data
modalities, and the scaling relationships we observed may not hold for multimodal systems.

Imbalance Mitigation Strategies

Our approach to addressing class imbalance decidedly utilized class weighting strategies that can be applied consistently
across model architectures. This methodological choice enabled fair comparison but may have inadvertently disadvantaged
DL methods that could benefit from specialized techniques like focal loss*®, progressive resampling, or adversarial training
approaches designed for neural networks.

Temporal Dynamics and Streaming Data

Our evaluation used static datasets that do not capture the temporal dynamics of real clinical environments. Patient popula-
tions evolve continuously, seasonal patterns affect disease prevalence, and clinical practices change over time. The scaling
relationships and performance patterns we observed may differ when models must adapt to streaming data with evolving class
distributions.

Clinical Integration and Human Factors

While we discussed deployment considerations, our evaluation was conducted entirely in retrospective settings. The performance
advantages of ensemble methods may be offset by other factors such as clinician acceptance, workflow integration challenges,
or regulatory requirements that favor different architectural approaches.

Fairness and Subgroup Analysis

Our current analysis focused on overall performance across clinical tasks and did not examine potential disparities across
demographic subgroups. A clear direction for future research is to evaluate whether the robustness advantages of ensemble
methods also translate into equitable performance across patient populations defined by race, sex, age, socioeconomic status, and
other relevant characteristics. Such investigations could involve stratified fairness audits with group-wise metrics, intersectional
analyses, calibration checks, and mitigation strategies (e.g., cost-sensitive reweighting, group-aware thresholding), leveraging
the retraining efficiency of ensemble models to iterate rapidly across subgroups. We therefore acknowledge the absence of
subgroup-specific analyses as a limitation of the present study and highlight fairness evaluation as an important next step.

Geographic and Healthcare System Generalizability
Questions of fairness intersect closely with questions of context. While subgroup analyses address which patient populations
models serve equitably, geographic and institutional diversity determines where such models can be trusted. Both MIMIC-IV-
ED and eICU represent academic medical centers in the United States with specific patient populations, clinical practices, and
documentation standards. The generalizability of our findings to community hospitals, international healthcare systems, or
resource-constrained settings remains to be established.

Future research should address these limitations holistically: through prospective validation studies that evaluate model
performance in live clinical workflows, comprehensive fairness analyses across demographic subgroups, and extension to
multimodal healthcare Al systems. Additionally, investigation of hybrid architectures that combine the robustness of ensemble
methods with the representational capacity of deep learning for specific modalities represents a promising direction for clinical
Al development.
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Conclusion

This study systematically evaluated the robustness and scalability of classical and deep learning approaches for imbalanced
tabular data in emergency and critical care. Across two large-scale EHR datasets, ensemble methods, especially XGBoost,
consistently maintained superior predictive performance and computational efficiency under increasing imbalance, while
deep tabular models showed sharper degradation and higher training costs. The proposed TabResNet architecture offered a
computationally lighter alternative to attention-based models, but did not surpass ensemble benchmarks.

By quantifying imbalance with three complementary metrics, we demonstrated that predictive degradation patterns are
reproducible across datasets and consistent across metrics, with CVCF adding nuance in high-cardinality tasks. Importantly,
the purpose of this work is not methodological novelty, but to provide practitioners with an evidence-based framework for
selecting models that balance predictive robustness, scalability, and clinical feasibility.

Our findings suggest that ensemble methods currently represent the most practical choice for ED and ICU deployment,
where reliability and computational efficiency are paramount. Future work should extend this framework to multimodal data
integration, prospective validation, and cross-institutional collaborations to ensure that Al systems for acute care remain robust,
equitable, and aligned with clinical workflows.
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.1 Data Preprocessing and Feature Engineering

.1.1 MIMIC-IV-ED

For the MIMIC-IV-ED cohort, we extracted structured electronic health records encompassing patient stays, triage assessments,
diagnoses, and vital sign measurements. The initial cohort definition leveraged the MIMIC-CXR™ core table to identify eligible
patients and establish potential linkages with radiographic data. In this study, however, we focused our analysis to structured
tabular information from the emergency department (ED), while noting that the multimodal potential of this resource remains
valuable for future investigations.

Within this structured dataset, diagnostic information was standardized by reducing ICD codes to the three-character level,
thereby capturing broader diagnostic categories in a clinically interpretable manner. For each ED stay, the first recorded
diagnosis was designated as the primary label, and patient disposition at discharge was harmonized into four outcome categories
(admitted, transferred, discharged, deceased) through a standardized mapping procedure.

In addition to diagnostic and outcome information, vital sign measurements were aggregated at the stay level to summarize
temperature, heart rate, respiratory rate, oxygen saturation, and systolic/diastolic blood pressure. This approach reduced
redundancy from repeated recordings while retaining clinically relevant signals. Demographic and ED-related variables (e.g.,
age, sex, race, mode of arrival, and acuity) were also preserved as predictors, providing contextual information about patient
presentation.

To maintain data integrity, records were restricted to those with valid ICD codes and complete linkages between ED stays
and diagnoses, and duplicate identifiers were removed to avoid overrepresentation. The resulting curated dataset consisted of
identifiers, target variables (diagnoses, grouped ICD codes, discharge disposition), demographic attributes, ED-related features,
and aggregated vital signs. After preprocessing, this streamlined and clinically interpretable EHR cohort provided a robust
foundation for predictive modeling, while its multimodal structure points to future opportunities for integrating imaging with
EHR data.

.1.2 elCU Collaborative Research Database

For this dataset, we constructed the cohort with careful attention to temporal leakage prevention. Core patient information,
admission characteristics, diagnostic data, laboratory measurements, and periodic vital sign recordings were extracted. To
ensure that models relied only on information available at clinically relevant decision points, we restricted measurements to the
first 24 hours of ICU admission. Vital signs and laboratory results were filtered using time offsets, preventing any leakage from
future observations.

Building on this temporal window, vital sign features were aggregated at the patient-stay level, with summary statistics
(mean, standard deviation, minimum, maximum, and count) computed for variables such as temperature, oxygen saturation,
heart rate, respiration rate, and blood pressure. Laboratory measurements were similarly constrained to the 20 most frequently
ordered tests and summarized with equivalent statistics. Admission diagnoses were limited to those recorded at or before
admission, and these were represented both as concatenated diagnosis strings and as diagnosis counts.

From these features, we derived a set of clinically meaningful target variables. Mortality risk was defined by combining
ICU and hospital discharge status with length-of-stay thresholds, yielding outcome classes such as ICU death, hospital death,
critical survivor, and routine discharge. Length of stay was categorized into five ordinal classes, ranging from very short (<24 h)
to prolonged (>4 weeks). Clinical severity was operationalized via a composite score integrating indicators of organ support
(e.g., ventilation, dialysis), circulatory compromise, neurological status (Glasgow Coma Scale), and metabolic derangement.
Discharge disposition was harmonized into interpretable categories, including home/hospice, extended care facilities, ICU
transfers, and death. Resource utilization was characterized by combining length of stay with high-intensity interventions,
stratifying patients into four utilization tiers.

The final merged dataset brought together demographic variables, severity scores, interventions, aggregated vital signs,
laboratory summaries, and diagnostic features alongside the constructed target variables. Data quality checks were applied
to remove potential leakage columns (e.g., hospital discharge status), and records with missing target labels were excluded.
Categorical variables, including gender, ethnicity, and diagnosis strings, were retained in their raw form to allow flexible
encoding strategies. To facilitate downstream modeling, the processed datasets were saved in modular format, separating
features, targets, and the complete merged dataset for streamlined machine learning pipelines.

.1.3 Feature Normalization and Handling Missing Values

To ensure comparability across heterogeneous clinical variables, continuous features were standardized to zero mean and
unit variance prior to model training. Categorical features, including demographic indicators and diagnostic codes, were
transformed via one-hot encoding to preserve discrete class membership without imposing ordinal assumptions. Missing values
were addressed through simple but robust imputation strategies: continuous variables were imputed with the median, whereas
categorical variables were imputed with the mode. To maintain data integrity, features with more than 50% missing data were
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excluded from the analytic dataset. This procedure balances the trade-off between retaining as much information as possible
and avoiding the introduction of excessive noise from sparsely observed features.

.1.4 Train-Validation-Test Splits

For both the MIMIC-IV-ED and eICU cohorts, we partitioned each into training, validation, and test sets with proportions
of 60%, 20%, and 20%, respectively. Stratified sampling was applied to preserve the distribution of outcome classes across
all subsets, thereby ensuring that rare but clinically important categories remained represented in both model development
and evaluation. This strategy facilitated reliable performance assessment while guarding against biased estimates due to class
imbalance.

.1.5 Hyperparameter Optimization

This section summarizes the hyperparameter search spaces, optimization procedures, and evaluation strategies applied across
all the models. Optimization was performed with Optuna via the tree-structured Parzen estimator (TPE; seed=42) and the
MedianPruner to terminate unpromising trials. Each model-dataset pair was tuned over 100 trials, and performance was
consistently measured by the average F1 score on the validation set.

.1.6 Traditional Machine Learning Models

Decision trees were tuned over maximum depth (2-32), minimum samples per split (2-50), minimum samples per leaf (1-20),
and splitting criterion (gini or entropy). Random forests varied in number of estimators (100-1000), depth (3-25), splitting
parameters as above, and maximum features (sqrt, log2, or fixed fractions). XGBoost models were optimized for estimators
(200-1200), learning rate (0.01-0.3), depth (3—12), subsampling (0.6—1.0), column sampling (0.5-1.0), and regularization
terms (o and A, 0-5).

.1.7 Deep Learning Models

TabNet was tuned over learning rate (1 x 107°~1 x 10~!), weight decay (1 x 10~7—1 x 1072), and batch size (32—-1024). The
custom neural network (TabResNet) included these parameters plus the number of residual blocks (1-4), hidden dimensions
(from half to twice the input size, bounded at 8—16), and an optional reduction layer.

.1.8 Evaluation and Convergence

For traditional models, hyperparameters were selected by training on the training split and evaluating on the validation split.
Deep learning models followed the same scheme with early stopping: training halted after 15 epochs without validation
improvement for TabResNet (configurable for TabNet), with the best checkpoint restored. A ReduceLROnPlateau scheduler
reduced learning rates by a factor of 0.5 after three stagnant epochs.

.1.9 Class Imbalance Handling

To address class imbalance, weighting strategies were incorporated during optimization. For traditional models, class or sample
weights were applied directly through implementation parameters. For deep learning, class weights were embedded in the loss
function. We compared inverse frequency, median frequency, and effective number of samples (with f = 0.9999), as well as
unweighted baselines.

.2 MIMIC-IV-ED Results

.2.1 Training Time Scaling Plots

Figure 10 provides extended analysis of training time scaling with dataset size for the MIMIC-IV-ED dataset. Each panel
corresponds to one of the three prediction tasks: disposition outcomes, ICD code categories, and primary diagnosis. The
training time is plotted on a logarithmic scale against the number of training samples, with curves shown for all classifiers and
class weighting strategies. These plots complement the rank-based comparisons presented in the main text by highlighting
absolute training time differences and scaling behavior across models. In particular, they illustrate the widening efficiency gap
between tree-based ensembles and attention-based deep learning models as the dataset size increases.

.3 EICU Results

Here, we present extended results for the eICU dataset, complementing the main text findings by providing detailed analyses of
class imbalance metrics, classifier performance, and training time behavior across diverse prediction tasks. The figures included
here are intended to provide additional depth, showing how different models and weighting strategies perform across mortality
risk, length of stay, severity, discharge disposition, and resource utilization outcomes.
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Figure 10. Computational scaling across model architectures. Training time as a function of dataset size for different
prediction tasks. Each panel shows the training time (seconds, log scale) versus the total number of training samples for a
specific target variable. The results are reported across all classifiers and class weighting strategies.

.3.1 Correlation of Class Imbalance Metrics

Figure 11 shows the pairwise correlations between the CVCEF, IR, and NECD for different weighting strategies. NECD
was inversely correlated with IR and CVCEF, providing a bounded and interpretable measure of overall class distributional
uncertainty. The patterns were consistent across tasks, confirming that these measures capture related but complementary
aspects of imbalance severity.
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Figure 11. Correlation heatmaps of class imbalance metrics for five prediction tasks. As in MIMIC, all three measures
were strongly aligned in low-cardinality outcomes (mortality, LOS, severity). In higher-cardinality tasks (discharge, resource
utilization), correlations between CVCF and the other two measures were somewhat weaker, reflecting its greater sensitivity to
distributional spread across many moderately rare classes. Nevertheless, CVCF remained directionally consistent with IR and
NECD, indicating that all three metrics provide a coherent characterization of imbalance severity across diverse label spaces.

.3.2 Classifier Performance Comparison

We compared the predictive performance (weighted F1 score) of 20 classifiers across multiple experimental blocks, with each
block corresponding to a unique combination of a target variable and a training set size. A Friedman test indicated significant
differences among classifiers (x>(19,N = 45) = 506.85, p = 2.04 x 10~%%). Post-hoc pairwise comparisons with Wilcoxon
signed-rank tests and Holm correction (Figure 12) showed that XGBoost variants consistently achieved the lowest average ranks,
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reflecting superior predictive performance, followed by Random Forest and Decision Tree variants. By contrast, TabResNet
and TabNet variants obtained higher ranks, indicating comparatively poorer performance on the elCU dataset. Across all tasks,
performance degradation curves were consistent across imbalance measures: higher IR and CVCEF values, or lower NECD
values (approaching O from 1), were associated with declines in weighted F1.

20 19 18 17

Lol

6 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
[ I T T I I T

TabResNet + Median 1q700 23125

XGBoost + Effective
14.5250 26875

TabResNet + Inverse

TabNet + Median

TabNet + Inverse

Decision Tree + Median
Decision Tree + Inverse
TabResNet + Effective
TabNet + Effective

TabNet + Noweighting
Decision Tree + Noweighting

16.2250

15.8500

12.3000

12.3000

12.1250

4.5500

6.9000

3.1250

8.5750

10.0250

11.6250

10.1750

11.5500

10.4250

11.1125

10.8625

XGBoost + Noweighting
XGBoost + Inverse

XGBoost + Median

Random Forest + Effective
Random Forest + Noweighting
Random Forest + Inverse
Random Forest + Median
TabResNet + Noweighting
Decision Tree + Effective

Figure 12. Classifier performance rankings across experimental conditions. Critical difference diagram showing the
average ranks of 20 classifiers on the eICU dataset on the basis of their weighted F1 scores across experimental blocks. Lower
ranks indicate better predictive performance. The classifiers connected by a horizontal bar are not significantly different
according to Wilcoxon signed-rank tests with Holm correction.

Extended results for individual prediction tasks are shown in Figures 13—17, highlighting how model performance varies
with imbalance severity across discharge disposition, length of stay, mortality risk, resource utilization, and clinical severity.

Effect of Class Imbalance Metrics on Test F1 Weighted -- Discharge Category

0.6 0.6 0.6
o - Weighting Strategy
Y] [ Effective
E 05 E 05 05 Inverse
o o Median
Q Q Noweighting
=04 =04 0.4 Model
E E Decision Tree

Random Forest
0 0.3 0 0.3 0.3 -+ TabNet
|2 & -+ TabResNet
. XGBoost
0.2 2 0.2 0.2
0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 0 100 200 300 0.65 0.70 0.75
CVCF IR NECD

Figure 13. Impact of class imbalance on discharge disposition prediction. Weighted F1 outcomes for five model families
(Decision Tree, Random Forest, TabNet, TabResNet, XGBoost) under four weighting strategies (none, inverse, effective
number, median). Performance trends are shown with respect to three imbalance measures. Tree-based ensemble approaches,
particularly XGBoost, displayed the most robust performance across imbalance levels, while deep models showed steeper
declines. CVCF trends were directionally consistent with those from IR and NECD.

.3.3 Training Time Comparison

We compared the training times of 20 classifiers across 40 experimental blocks, where each block corresponds to a unique
combination of a target variable and a training set size. A Friedman test revealed a statistically significant difference in training
times among the classifiers (y2(19,N = 40) = 244.54, p = 3.93 x 10~*!). Post-hoc pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon
signed-rank tests with Holm correction (Figure 18) showed that the Decision Tree variants achieved the lowest average ranks
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Effect of Class Imbalance Metrics on Test F1 Weighted -- Los Category
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Figure 14. Class imbalance and length-of-stay prediction. Weighted F1 trajectories for the same model families across
different weighting strategies, plotted against CVCEF, IR, and NECD. Although performance gradually decreased with stronger
imbalance, overall F1 scores remained relatively high. XGBoost and Random Forest retained stable accuracy, while TabNet
and TabResNet were more affected at higher skew levels. The three imbalance metrics produced closely aligned degradation
curves, with NECD decreasing monotonically as imbalance increased.

Effect of Class Imbalance Metrics on Test F1 Weighted -- Mortality Risk Category
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Figure 15. Class imbalance effect on mortality risk prediction. Weighted F1 results across model families and reweighting
schemes, examined under CVCF, IR, and NECD. Mortality prediction tasks showed marked vulnerability to imbalance, with
sharper degradation for neural models (especially TabNet). Tree-based ensembles, and XGBoost in particular, demonstrated

comparatively greater resilience. All three metrics captured the same downward trajectory, with NECD declining as imbalance
severity increased.
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Effect of Class Imbalance Metrics on Test F1 Weighted -- Resource Category
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Figure 16. Influence of imbalance on resource utilization prediction. Weighted F1 values for five model families (Decision
Tree, Random Forest, TabNet, TabResNet, and XGBoost) using four weighting schemes. Results are tracked across three
imbalance metrics. While most models experienced only gradual declines in performance, deep learning methods were more
susceptible to skew, whereas ensemble methods maintained stronger robustness. CVCF produced slightly more variable curves
but remained consistent with IR and NECD, with NECD reliably decreasing as imbalance increased.

Effect of Class Imbalance Metrics on Test F1 Weighted -- Severity Category
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Figure 17. Performance under class imbalance for severity prediction. Weighted F1 results comparing all model families
and weighting strategies against CVCEF, IR, and NECD. Severity classification was less sensitive to imbalance than other tasks,
with tree-based ensembles, especially XGBoost, exhibiting stable performance, while neural architectures such as TabNet and
TabResNet showed modest but consistent degradation. The three imbalance metrics yielded highly similar performance curves,
with NECD monotonically decreasing as imbalance increased.
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(fastest training times), followed by TabResNet and Random Forest variants, while TabNet variants consistently had the highest
ranks (slowest training times).
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Figure 18. Critical difference diagram for classifier performance. Critical difference diagram of the average ranks of 20
classifiers on this dataset, based on weighted F1-scores across experimental blocks. Lower ranks indicate better predictive
performance. Horizontal bars connect classifiers that are not significantly different under Wilcoxon signed-rank tests with
Holm correction.

.3.4 Training Time Scaling Plots

Figure 19 presents extended analyses of training time scaling with dataset size across the five prediction tasks in the eICU
dataset. Training time is reported on a logarithmic scale and shown for all classifiers and weighting strategies. These plots
complement the rank-based comparisons by illustrating absolute training durations and highlighting the scaling gap between
tree-based ensembles and deep learning models as sample size increases.

Target = Mortality Risk Category Target = Los Category Target = Severity Category Target = Discharge Category Target = Resource Category

-
o
W

o ) ] o . ) 5
£ £ i | E - E €. o
£ E E E £ 10 "
(=) (= o (= (= 4
£ £ £ £ £ L a est
c c c ¢ c < - = ~#- Decision Tre
g g s g1 8o
2 e p . £ =10 r TobResNet
[———_——— p - TabMet
10! . 1558
125k 130k 135k 130k 132k 134k 136k 133k 134k 135k 125k 130k 135k 133k 134k 135k
Total Training Samples Total Training Samples Total Training Samples Total Training Samples Total Training Samples

Figure 19. Training time scaling across prediction tasks. Training time as a function of dataset size for different prediction
tasks. Each panel shows the training time (seconds, log scale) versus the total number of training samples for a specific target
variable (mortality risk, length of stay, severity, discharge disposition, and resource utilization). The results are reported across
all classifiers and class weighting strategies.

A Summary of Supplementary Results

The extended results presented here provide additional depth to the main findings. Across both datasets, the supplementary
analyses confirmed three consistent trends:

1. Class imbalance metrics (CVCE, IR, and NECD) provide complementary but correlated perspectives on dataset skew. As
imbalance increases, IR and CVCF rise, while NECD decreases from 1 toward 0, offering a bounded and interpretable
measure of class balance.
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2. Tree-based ensembles such as XGBoost maintain superior predictive performance under imbalance compared with deep
tabular models.

3. The computational efficiency differences widen as dataset size increases, with simpler models scaling more predictably
and deep learning models incurring substantially greater training times.

Together, these extended results reinforce the conclusion that robustness to imbalance and computational scalability are
more consequential for deployment in ED and ICU settings than model complexity alone.
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