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Abstract

Objective: To determine whether the addition of a primary aldosteronism (PA) predictive model to a secondary hypertension decision support
tool increases screening for PA in a primary care setting.

Materials and Methods: 153 primary care clinics were randomized to receive a secondary hypertension decision support tool with or without
an integrated predictive model between August 2023 and April 2024.

Results: For patients with risk scores in the top 1 percentile, 63/2,896 (2.2%) patients where the alert was displayed in model clinics had the
order set launched while 12/1,210 (1.0%) in no model clinics had the order set launched (P = 0.014). 19/2,896 (0.66%) of these highest risk
patients in model clinics had an ARR ordered compared to 0/1,210 (0.0%) patients in no model clinics (P = 0.010). For patients with scores
not in the top 1 percentile, 438/20,493 (2.1%) patients in model clinics had the order set launched compared to 273/17,820 (1.5%) in no model
clinics (P < 0.001). 124/20,493 (0.61%) in model clinics had an ARR ordered compared to 34/17,820 (0.19%) in the no model clinics (P <
0.001).

Discussion: The addition of a PA predictive model to secondary hypertension alert displays and triggering criteria along with order set dis-
plays and order preselection criteria results in a statistically and clinically significant increase in screening for PA, a condition that clinicians
insufficiently screen for currently.

Conclusion: Addition of a predictive model for an under-screened condition to traditional clinical decision support may increase screening for

these conditions.
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1. Introduction

P rimary aldosteronism (PA) is a treatable cause of secondary hy-
pertension that requires targeted screening tests to detect; tests
that are performed with suboptimal frequency. Current hyperten-
sion guidelines recommend health care providers consider secondary
hypertension in all patients with a new diagnosis of hypertension.
PA is thought to be present in 5-10% of patients with hypertension,
although there is considerable uncertainty as to the true prevalence.'

Itis challenging to determine how many patients with hypertension
have been screened for all forms of secondary hypertension as discrete
documentation about the consideration of causes like medication-
induced hypertension and alcohol-induced hypertension are rarely
present in the medical record. There is, however, clear data that PA
is screened for in only a small fraction of patients even with resistant
hypertension.® Identifying patients with PA is important as perform-
ing an adrenalectomy on patients with PA has significant therapeutic
advantages over medical treatment® and surgical treatment would
not even be considered without an appropriate diagnosis.

Screening for PA is performed by measuring an aldosterone to
plasma renin activity ratio (ARR). Many commonly prescribed antihy-
pertensives will impact the measurement of the ARR, but only a small
number of antihypertensives are contraindicated when measuring
the ARR.® Treatment of confirmed PA consists of either a unilateral
adrenalectomy or a mineralocorticoid antagonist depending on later-
ality of the disease and whether the patient is amenable to a surgical
approach.!® Given the complex diagnosis and management of PA,

clinical decision support tools have the Potential to imsprovee%%al‘iatr}rmed

of care, paH?(:TuEl'aTrTy iFlrgpﬁiﬂgﬁ?&r%sa?gmée?ﬁ%agr%ﬁ%%%hr%og?th%lper%en-

sion is managed,!! but where physicians face intense time pressure!?
which hinders their ability to perform more complex screening tests.

The value of non-interruptive alerts to help remind health care
providers to perform screening for PA via order sets has been
demonstrated.!® Predictive risk models have been published to help
identify patients at risk of having PA,”!* to make a diagnosis of PA
when screening data is available,’ to identify patients who have
unilateral PA,'18 and to predict resolution of hypertension after
adrenalectomy in PA.?2! With the proliferation of risk models related
to PA, the next important problem to solve becomes the communica-
tion of the risk model results and the effective integration of the risk
model into the clinical workflow. A risk model was integrated with
a comprehensive secondary hypertension clinical decision support
system to determine incremental value of adding a risk model to
decision support.

2. Methods

2.1. PA predictive model

Alogistic regression model?? was created to predict the probability of a
patient having an increased ARR (value > 35) resulting in 10% positive
rate. A total of 27 features including age, sex, problem-list diagnoses,
prescriptions, lab parameters, and blood pressure were considered for
the model. These features were selected for consideration based on
other models for aldosteronism subtype classification'®!® and known
factors important in hypertension management and subtype classifi-
cation. Data was extracted from 3,746 patients and missing data was
imputed by K-Nearest Neighbors where k=4 and neighbor weight
is determined by distance.?* From these 27 candidate features, 18
features were selected using Hilbert-Schmidt independence criterion
ReaBF Sbsottife Shiiiage %%%"Se eetion%operator %i@ﬁssoy‘* that
best independently discriminated between increased and normal
ARR values. The model had an AUROC of 0.77, an AUPRC of 0.3,
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and an expected calibration error® of 0.03. Fairlearn analysis was
utilized to ensure that there was little to no prediction bias across sen-
sitive patient attributes. The model was found to produce equitable
predictions across sex, race, and age groups.

2.2. Alert design

A non-interruptive was built for potential secondary hypertension in
Novant Health’s EHR triggered based on the quantitative elements of
the 2017 ACC hypertension guidelines along with predictive model
scores in the top 1 percentile (Figure 1). The selected triggers from
the guideline were 1) age less than 30 with a blood pressure above
140/90 or a diagnosis of hypertension, 2) a blood pressure above
180/110, 3) a diastolic blood pressure above 90 mmHg in a patient
aged 65-years-old or older, 4) both a current and recent average blood
pressure above 140/90 despite being on three or more different classes
of antihypertensive agents. The alert displays the reason or reasons
why it was triggered to display and in patients with predictive model
scores in the top 1 percentile displays, “Patient may have a greatly
increased risk of an abnormal aldosteronism screening test based on
a predictive model” (also a trigger) while for patients in the top 5
percentile, but not the top 1 percentile displayed, “Patient may have
an increased risk of an abnormal aldosteronism screening test based
on a predictive model” (not a trigger). This alert includes a link to a
dynamic secondary hypertension order set.

Secondary Hypertension:
@ Consider evaluation for
secondary hypertension.

+ Accept (1) X A

This patient has the following risk factors for secondary
hypertension

- Patient may have a greatly increased risk of an
abnormal aldosteronism screening test based on a
predictive model (see SmartSet for details)

Secondary Hypertension Evaluation Preview

Open SmartSet

Acknowledge Reason

Do Not Open

Workup completed Not indicated Defer to Other Provider

Patient condition ~ Patient Refused

+ Accept (1)

Figure 1. Non-interruptive alertexample based on synthetic data.

2.3. Order set design

The order set contains two main sections, a summary of key recom-
mendations specific to the patient and evaluation tools for individual
causes of secondary hypertension (Figure 2). The key recommen-
dations section contains the aforementioned text from the alert de-
noting whether a patient had an “increased” or “greatly increased”
risk of abnormal aldosteronism screening but does not contain any
additional text when the risk score was below the 95th percentile.
When any increased risk was denoted, the three most significant fac-
tors contributing to this risk estimate were listed. Other secondary
hypertension recommendations that conditionally display include
guidance for suspected alcohol-induced hypertension,?® unevaluated
hypercalcemia, untreated hyperparathyroidism,?” an unevaluated
elevated ARR, or an ARR suggestive of pseudoaldosteronism.

Secondary Hypertension Evaluation &
~ Evaluation Recommendations
- Evalu recommendations

Open the topics below 1o iniliate a work-up for clinically relevant causes of hypertension
- This patient has. an greatly increased chance of having an abnormal aldosterone | plasma renin aciivity

ratio. Consider an evaluation from the aldosteronism section below. This risk is based on a prediciive madel
that considers laboratory results and clinical factors from prior to this visit. The most significant factors.
leading to this nsk estmae are

Patient Age = 78

= Baseline hypertension testing
¥ Urinalysis Click for mene
PECG Click for mcre
~ Common causes of secondary hypertension
 Aldosteronism
The patient is taking medications that can affect the aldesterone to renin ratio, but these do not need to be
discontinued phar 10 measuring the aklosterane to renin ratio. If the results are not diagnostic, the
medications may be reptaced with mediCations less likely o impact the aldosterone o renin rafio ke slaw-
release verapamil, hydralazine, prazosin, doxazosin and terazosin
ACE intibitors can decrease the ARR causing faise negatives
- Dihydrogyridne calcaum channel blockers can decrease the ARR causing false negatives

The order for aldosterone | plasma rerin activty [@lio s preselected due 10 elevated sk of an abnormal test
based on a predictive model. This test may be deselected i testing is not desired

» Renovascular disease
» Renal parenchymal disease
¥ Drug or alcohol induced hypertension

 Uncommen causes of secondary hypertension
¥ Thyroid disorders
¥ Primary hyperparathyroidism
¥ Cushing's syndrome
¥ Non-adosterone mineralocorticold excess
¥ Aertic coarctation
¥ Pheochromocytoma
¥ Acromegaly

Figure 2. Order set example based on synthetic data.

The remainder of the order set contains the major categories of
secondary hypertension from the ACC guidelines.! When expanded,
each section contains brief explanatory text as well as any necessary
orders. The “drug or alcohol induced hypertension” section contains
a dynamic list of any drugs the patient is currently taking that can
contribute to secondary hypertension.?? In the aldosteronism sec-
tion, the text will indicate whether the patient is on a medication
that must be discontinued prior to screening or whether they are
on a medication that does not need to be stopped but may impact
screening results. The order for an ARR was automatically selected
in patients with “increased” or “greatly increased” risk score.

2.4. Study design

The study evaluated whether a predictive model identifying a patient
at risk of having an abnormal ARR result communicated via an alert
and order set could alter ordering practices. Four departments that
had physicians who were in informatics leadership were part of a pilot
study, and these departments were excluded from the main study.
All other adult primary care departments, those departments in the
health system primarily providing primary care services staffed by
family physicians, internists, nurse practitioners, and/or physician
assistants, were randomized into a model group and a no model group.
There were 77 departments in the model group and 76 in the no model
group. These departments were in North Carolina and proximate
regions of surrounding states. Since those patients with a risk score
that was in the “greatly increased risk” range could have the alert
triggered based solely on the risk model, patients were further divided
based on whether they had a “greatly increased risk” score or not
since this is expected to change the characteristics of the patients in
the greatly increased risk model inclusion group.

Providers in both groups were identically informed of the avail-
ability of the secondary hypertension alert and order set via a weekly
email that summarizes updates and changes to the electronic health
record system. Beyond the initial email, there was no other proactive
outreach to providers in either group. Data was collected for a period
of eight months from September 2023 through April 2024.

2.5. Data collection

Each display of the alert and actions taken on the alert, including
orders placed for secondary hypertension screening through the asso-
ciated order set, were recorded in the electronic health record (Epic-
Care Ambulatory, Epic Systems, Verona, WI). Data extraction was
performed with approval from the institutional review board of No-
vant Health which granted a waiver of informed consent given the
nature of the study (22-2214).
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2.6. Data analysis

The data was exported to Databricks for analysis using Python, ver-
sion 3.13 (Python Software Foundation). The data was then summa-
rized at a patient level, recording all actions taken on the alert across
all times the alert was displayed. This summarization was necessary
as the alert could be displayed multiple times within a single clinic
encounter or across several encounters.

Information was summarized at the patient level in several steps.
First, all entries associated after a patient’s first change were removed.
This would either be a patient who switched from the no model to
model clinic (or vice versa) or switched from the greatly increased
risk to normal risk (or vice versa). Then for any patients who had an
ARR ordered at some point (in their remaining entries), the first order
was retained. Patients who did not have an ARR ordered retained the
last entry before the above change occurred. The same process was
repeated for the opening of the order set.

The percent of patients where the target actions, the launching
of the order set and the ordering of an ARR, were taken was com-
puted for both patients in the model and no model condition and was
computed separately for patients in the highest risk group given that
this group has a different logic for triggering the alert in the model
group. Chi-squared tests were performed to determine whether the
completion of the target actions was dependent on the model.

The patients in the model and no model departments were then
compared to determine whether there were differences in sex, race
and ethnicity, age, provider type, and department specialty using Chi-
squared tests. Finally, propensity score matching®*3! was performed
to determine whether any differences between patients and providers
in the model and no model groups would explain the differences
in target action taken. Propensity score matching using K-Nearest
Neighbors without replacement balanced the dataset for the relevant
covariates listed below and then matched patients across the model
and no model groups based on a patient‘s probability of being in
the treatment group.? Statistical tests were conducted on both the
unmatched and matched datasets with «=0.05 and effect size ¢ (0.1
is considered small, 0.3 medium, and 0.5 large).*

3. Results

3.1. Order set launches and ARR orders

Among patients who had predictive risk scores not in the top 1 per-
centile, 20493 patients had alerts displayed in the model clinics, the
while 17820 patients had alerts displayed in the no model clinics.
Of these patients, 438 (2.14%) in model clinics had the order set
launched while 273 (1.53%) in no model clinics had the order set
launched (P<0.001, $=0.02). A total of 124 (0.61%) of these patients
in model clinics had an ARR ordered and 34 (0.19%) patients in no
model clinics had an ARR ordered (P < 0.001, $=0.03).

Among patients who had predictive risk scores in the top 1 per-
centile, 2896 patients had alerts displayed in clinics where the risk
score was displayed and used in triggering the alerts, the model clinics,
while 1210 patients had alerts displayed in clinics where the risk score
was neither displayed nor used for triggering alerts, the no model
clinics. Of these patients, 63 (2.18%) in model clinics had the order
set launched while 12 (0.99%) in no model clinics had the order set
launched (P = 0.014, $=0.04). A total of 19 (0.66%) of these highest
risk patients in model clinics had an ARR ordered and zero patients
in no model clinics had an ARR ordered (P=0.010, $=0.04). Out of
these 19 orders, 11 (57.89%) have results available with 3/11 (27.27%)
of them returning an ARR > 35 while no results are available for the
no model clinics. (Figures 3 & 4)

3.2. Group similarity

The patients included in the model and no model group were com-
pared on the basis of sex, race and ethnicity, specialty of the visit
department, visit provider type, and the calculated risk score at the

given encounter, and independence was tested using the Chi-squared
test. Additionally, the ages and risk scores represented in each group
were compared using a T-test. There were no significant differences
in sex representation between groups, but there were statistically
significant differences in all other measures (Table 1).

When propensity score matching was performed to account for the
differences between the model and no model group, a statistically
significant difference was maintained for the difference in both order
set usage (P<0.001) and ARR ordering (P<0.001) between the model
and no model group for in the patients with risk scores not in the top
1 percentile. A statistically significant difference between the model
and no model group was maintained for ARR ordering (P<0.001) and
was established for order set usage (P<0.001) for patients with risk
scores in the top 1 percentile. Quality of the propensity matching can
be seen in figures 5 and 6.

4. Discussion

The goal of this study was to explore whether the addition of a predic-
tive model to a clinical decision support system could help increase
PA screening within the context of an already robust clinical decision
support system. More generally, the integration of predictive models
into clinical decision support systems is an important use case for
a predictive model if the inclusion of the predictive model makes a
meaningful impact on the desired use of the system.

Recommended PA screening is frequently missed in both the pri-
mary care®3+3 and specialty care setting.” While screening for PA
lags behind many other recommended screenings, this is not likely
to be out of malice or carelessness, but rather due to the variety of
clinical findings that can suggest primary aldosteronism being stored
in disparate areas of the chart along with the complexity of incorpo-
rating secondary hypertension screening guidelines into an already
busy office visit. Ascertaining the risk of secondary hypertension
requires elements from the vital signs, lab values, social history, and
medication list which are generally stored in multiple parts of the
health record.

The fundamental theorem of biomedical informatics states that “A
person working in partnership with an information resource is ‘better’
than that same person unassisted”.® Previously described clinical
decision support tools support using clinical decision support tools
to increase screening for PA, but there is still significant room for
improvement in increasing PA screening rates.!® This work supports
the addition of a predictive model to the clinical decision support
system to further increase the rate of PA screening. The work of
gathering data from multiple parts of the chart and forming a risk
estimation can be performed by the risk model, thus decreasing the
cognitive burden of the clinician. A potential adverse impact of any
call to improve screening for any condition is the increased cognitive
burden associated with the decision to screen and the act of screening.
Increased cognitive burden is associated with burnout in physicians®
and medical errors in nursing.*

The addition of risk models to the electronic health record has
the potential to further increase the cognitive burden of healthcare
providers. This work demonstrates that incorporating the risk model
into existing clinical decision support tools may increase the uptake
of those tools but does not explicitly address the cognitive burden of
the model and the CDS tools. Using predictive analytic models to au-
tomatically select further screening tests within a CDS tool limits the
clinician’s decision making to identifying times where the model may
not accurately represent the patient’s risk rather than requiring the
clinician to read the results of the predictive model and independently
order appropriate additional testing.

4.1. Limitations

There are multiple etiologies of secondary hypertension, and this
study only looks at PA. While the efficacy of a predictive model in
increasing PA was demonstrated, the efficacy of predictive models for
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23389 Patients seen in clinics where predictive risk
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19030 Patients seen in clinics where predictive risk
scores do not display

v

.

2896 Patients receiving alert due to
risk scores in the top 1 percentile +/-
traditional risk factors

20493 Patients receiving alert due to
traditional risk factors only with scores
not in the top 1 percentile

1210 Patients receiving alert due to
traditional risk factors only but with
risk scores in the top 1 percenile

17820 Patients receiving alert due to
traditional risk factors only but with
risk scores not in the top 1 percentile

y
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63 Patients with order set launched

438 Patients with order set launched

12 Patients with order set launched

273 Patients with order set launched
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19 Patients with ARR ordered
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Figure 3. Study population with order set launch rates and ARR ordering rates.
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Figure 4. Impact of predictive model on order set opening and ARR ordering.

Table 1. Table 1. Differences in patient composition between model and no model group

Category Group % patientsin % patients in # patients in # patients in Pvalue Chi-Squared
model group nomodel group model group no model group
Male 44.063 44.50 10,306 8,469
Sex Female 55.94 54.49 13,083 10,560
Unknown 0.00 0.00 0 1 0.36 2.06
Black Non Hispanic ~ 31.39 2743 7,342 5,220
.. White Non Hispanic ~ 61.28 65.78 14,332 12,517
Raceand Bthnicity  — Sy 3.02 3.05 706 581
Other 4.31 3.74 1,009 712 0.001 97.64
Family Medicine 78.67 84.75 18,400 16,128
Department Specialty — Internal Medicine 19.99 14.05 4,675 2,674
Geriatric Medicine 1.34 1.20 314 228
Physician 63.23 58.21 14,789 11,077
Provider Type APP 36.45 41.27 8,525 7,853
Other 0.321 0.526 75 100 0.001 319.9
Model group No model group Model group No model group P-value T-statistic
mean mean standard deviation standard deviation
Age 63.50 62.90 18.06 18.15 0.001 3.42
Risk Score 9.68 8.88 7.36 6.59 0.001 11.75
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Figure 5. Propensity score matching results (order set).
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Figure 6. Propensity score matching results (ARR ordering).
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screening for other etiologies of secondary hypertension was not eval-
uated. A comprehensive suite of risk models for multiple causes of
secondary hypertension incorporated into a secondary hypertension
clinical decision support tool has the potential to provide additional
value for identifying multiple etiologies of secondary hypertension,
but this has not been clearly identified by this study.

The path from identification of possible PA to confirmation of PA
to lateralization of aldosterone secretion to definitive management
with surgery® will take several months at minimum and may take a
year or more when applied practically, particularly when scheduling
of elective adrenalectomy is limited based on both patient availability
for an elective surgery and the availability of subspecialty surgeons
to perform adrenalectomies. For these reasons, this study did not
examine the impact of adding a risk model to clinical decision support
systems on long-term blood pressure control as the impact on long-
term blood pressure control may not be realized for a year or more.

Additionally, this intervention is expected to make a significant
impact on a relatively small fraction of patients with hypertension,
but since most patients with hypertension do not have PA, the over-
all impact on hypertension control in the study population may be
minimal.

5. Conclusions

The addition of a predictive model to a PA clinical decision support
tool significantly increases the rate of screening for PA, an under-
screened condition. With the current proliferation of predictive mod-
els for PA, operationalizing these models through decision support
tools should be a key priority. The integration of predictive models
with clinical decision support tools may help to increase screening for
other under-screened conditions. Future studies should examine the
generalizability of this approach to a wider range of under-screened
conditions.
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