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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demon-
strated impressive and diverse abilities that can
benefit various domains, such as zero and few-
shot information extraction from clinical text
without domain-specific training. However, for
the ICD coding task, they often hallucinate key
details and produce high recall but low preci-
sion results due to the high-dimensional and
skewed distribution of the ICD codes. Exist-
ing LLM-based methods fail to account for
the complex and dynamic interactions among
the human agents involved in coding, such
as patients, physicians, and coders, and they
lack interpretability and reliability. In this pa-
per, we present a novel multi-agent method for
ICD coding, which mimics the real-world cod-
ing process with five agents: a patient agent,
a physician agent, a coder agent, a reviewer
agent, and an adjuster agent. Each agent has a
specific function and uses a LLM-based model
to perform it. We evaluate our method on
the MIMIC-III dataset and show that our pro-
posed multi-agent coding framework substan-
tially improves performance on both common
and rare codes compared to Zero-shot Chain of
Thought (CoT) prompting and self-consistency
with CoT (CoT-SC). The ablation study con-
firms the proposed agent roles’ efficacy. Our
method also matches the state-of-the-art ICD
coding methods that require pre-training or fine-
tuning, in terms of coding accuracy, rare code
accuracy, and explainability.

1 Introduction

The International Classification of Diseases (ICD)
is a standardized system of codes that represent
various clinical activities, such as diagnoses, pro-
cedures, and causes of death. ICD coding is the
process of assigning these codes to clinical notes.
ICD coding is essential for billing, epidemiology,
and quality improvement in health care, as it en-
ables the accurate and consistent representation and
communication of clinical information(Aalseth,

2014). However, ICD coding is a difficult and time-
consuming task that involves reading and compre-
hending the varied and complex clinical notes, and
choosing the suitable codes from a large and hier-
archical code set(Care et al., 2020). The current
ICD-10 has 68,000 diagnosis codes and 87,000 pro-
cedure codes (Organization, 2004). The Medical
Information Mart for Intensive Care III (MIMIC-
III) (Johnson et al., 2016) dataset, a widely used
medical database, has clinical notes that vary in
length from less than 500 words to more than 3000
words. These pose significant challenges for both
humans and machines in understanding clinical
notes and assigning ICD codes correctly. More-
over, ICD coding deals with a large label space
with a long-tail issue. In the MIMIC-III dataset,
the top 10% of all ICD codes cover 85% of all code
occurrences, while about 22% of codes occur no
more than twice (Zhou et al., 2021). In addition,
ICD coding is often subject to errors and inconsis-
tencies, as different coders may interpret and apply
the coding rules and criteria differently, or miss
some relevant codes.

To address these challenges, automatic ICD cod-
ing has emerged as an important and promising re-
search topic in natural language processing (NLP).
Automatic ICD coding aims to develop machine
learning methods that can automatically assign ICD
codes to clinical notes, based on the natural lan-
guage understanding and generation capabilities
of the models (Dong et al., 2022; Soroush et al.,
2023).

Large language models (LLMs), such as GPT-
* models (Achiam et al., 2023), Llama (Touvron
et al., 2023), Gemini (Team et al., 2023), etc., are
powerful neural network models that can perform
various NLP tasks by leveraging the vast amount
of text data on the web. However, early studies on
ICD coding with LLMs reveal the task’s challenges,
such as LLMs’ lack of domain-specific knowledge
and vocabulary, the multi-label and long-tailed



Figure 1: The Assignment of ICD Codes with Multi-Parties. The workflow began when a patient came to the
physician for help. The physician documented the clinical activities in the note. The coder assigned codes according
to the note. The reviewer reviewed the codes. The patient and the physician reviewed the codes and asked the
adjustor to review again if they disagreed with the codes. The adjustor made the final decisions.

code space, and the vulnerability to noisy or ad-
versarial inputs (Clusmann et al., 2023; Yang et al.,
2023; He et al., 2023). In addition, Previous work
has shown that LLMs, such as GPT-4, have high
recall but low precision in medical coding tasks
(Yang et al., 2023), which limits their practical use.
(Soroush et al., 2023) shows that LLMs often hal-
lucinate key details and recommends more robust
LLM augmentation and validation for healthcare
tasks requiring high precision such as ICD cod-
ing. Concerns of the LLMs producing incorrect or
skewed information has motivated researchers to
investigate methods where models can check and
verify each other’s outputs to improve reliability
and precision.

To overcome the above-mentioned problems, we
propose a multi-agent system for ICD coding and
explore its performances under different settings.
Multi-agent systems, as one of the recent advances,
have shown their advantages in employing LLMs to
create “interactive simulacra” that replicate human
behaviors (Park et al., 2023). Our method consists
of five agents: a patient agent, a physician agent, a
coder agent, a reviewer agent, and an adjuster agent.
Each agent has a specific role and task and they can
collaborate or compete strategically to maximize
their best interest, and uses a LLM-based model to
perform its function. Our method aims to capture
the complex and dynamic interactions among the

patients, the physicians, and the coders, and to
provide explainability and robustness for the ICD
coding process.

We provide an illustrative visualization of our
multi-agent ICD coding framework in Figure 1. It
shows how each agent has a specific role and task,
and how they cooperate or compete strategically
using a LLM-based model for their best interest
and the ICD coding accuracy.

Inaccurate ICD codes can be regarded as a hal-
lucination problem, which is a common issue of
LLMs. In this work we leverage the SOAP (Subjec-
tive, Objective, Assessment, and Plan) structure of
EHRs that providers commonly use to address this
issue. Instead of directly asking LLMs to output
the ICD codes, we feed them the subjective and
objective sections, and prompt them to generate
the assessment and plan sections. Then we instruct
them to compare their own generation with the gold
standard, and self-correct any hallucinations. Fi-
nally, we output the diagnosis code. We designed
multi-agents to accomplish the whole process. We
observe that this reasoning and self-correction pro-
cess improves the ICD prediction performance

In addition, existing research has shown that
LLMs can achieve better results with integration
of external tools, such as a Python interpreter to
broaden its applicability and utility (Suzgun and
Kalai, 2024), we added external knowledge of code



description for the LLM’s reference and the results
demonstrated boost in performance.

The main contributions of our paper are as fol-
lows:

- We propose a novel multi-agent system for
automatic ICD coding, which simulates the real-
world coding process and captures the complex
and dynamic interactions among the patients, the
physicians, and the coders.

- We use the SOAP structure of EHR notes to
help LLM self-correct its hallucinations and im-
prove its performance. We employ confrontation
strategy for the agents and also add external knowl-
edge of code description to enhance its perfor-
mance further.

- Our methods substantially improve LLM’s ICD
coding performance over Chain of thought (CoT)
prompting and self-consistency CoT prompting,
achieving comparable performance with state-of-
art ICD coding models. The ablation study vali-
dates the efficacy of the proposed agent roles and
the effectiveness of our proposed strategy. We an-
alyze the results and and discuss the insights and
limitations of our method and the existing methods,
and provide some directions and suggestions for
future work and improvement.

2 Related Work

In this section, we discuss the previous work on
ICD coding and multi-agent systems that inspires
this study.

2.1 ICD Coding

ICD coding predicts expert labeled ICD codes from
discharge summaries using NLP models. Previ-
ous methods can be categorized as follows: Rule-
based methods use hand-crafted rules to assign
codes (Farkas and Szarvas, 2008). Feature extrac-
tion methods use bag-of-words (BoW), word2vec
(W2V)(Mikolov et al., 2013), or large pre-trained
NLP models to represent the notes and the codes
(Shuai et al., 2022; Kaur et al., 2021). Deep learn-
ing methods use CNNs to encode and classify the
notes and the codes(Mullenbach et al., 2018; Xie
et al., 2019). Some methods capture the sequen-
tial information with attentive LSTM or tree-of-
sequences LSTM(Xie and Xing, 2018; Shi et al.,
2017). Some methods enhance the feature extrac-
tion with attention mechanisms, dense connections,
residual connections, or dilated convolutions(Vu
et al., 2020; Li and Yu, 2020; Ji et al., 2020). Fine-

tuning methods use pre-trained language models
(PLMs) that are fine-tuned on the medical-specific
and special language of clinical notes (Huang et al.,
2022). Knowledge injection methods use medical
domain-specific knowledge such as hierarchy and
synonym to improve ICD coding (Yang et al., 2022;
Wang et al., 2022; Falis et al., 2022; Lu et al., 2020;
Song et al., 2021; Cao et al., 2020). Active learning
methods using extra human labeling are also stud-
ied to address the rare code issue (Mottaghi et al.,
2020).

In recent years, Large Language Models (LLMs)
have significantly enhanced the ability of machines
to understand and generate natural language. LLM-
based methods for ICD coding use LLMs such as
GPT or T5 etc. to encode and generate the clinical
notes and the ICD codes. (Soroush et al., 2023)
assessed GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 in Generating ICD
Codes and conclued that while the models appear
to exhibit a general conceptual understanding of the
codes and their descriptions, they have a propensity
for hallucinating key details, suggesting underly-
ing technological limitations of the base LLMs.
They suggest a need for more rigorous LLM aug-
mentation strategies and validation prior to their
implementation in healthcare contexts, particularly
in tasks such as ICD coding which require signif-
icant digit-level precision. (Yang et al., 2023)’s
findings suggest that the GPT-4 LLM predicts an
excessive number of ICD codes for medical coding
tasks, leading to high recall but low precision. To
tackle this challenge, they introduced LLM-codex,
a two-stage approach to predict ICD codes that first
generates evidence proposals using an LLM and
then employs an LSTM-based verification stage.

Our method is different from these previous
methods, as we use the multi-agent system and
inject external knowlege of code description to the
LLM without any pre-training or fine-tuning.

2.2 Multi-agent Systems

With LLMs showing remarkable promise in achiev-
ing human-like intelligence (Du et al., 2024;
Bubeck et al., 2023; Hauptman et al., 2023; Wang
et al., 2023), it also increased the interest in context-
aware multi-agent systems (MAS). These are sys-
tems of multiple agents that can act, perceive, and
communicate in a shared environment, and that can
adapt their knowledge to the perceived context and
optimally solve assigned tasks. MAS have vari-
ous applications in domains such as autonomous



driving, disaster relief, utility management, supply
chain management, human-AI interaction, cyber-
security, and other complex problems(Du et al.,
2024). MAS has long been studied in healthcare
applications for improving the accuracy of diag-
noses and treatment plans and hence leading to
better patient outcomes (Dhasarathan et al., 2024;
Shakshuki and Reid, 2015). (Tu et al., 2024) em-
ployed task-specific fine tuning and self-play to
enhance conversational AI’s ability in diagnosis.
Our method is novel as it is the first to use a multi-
agent based on LLMs for ICD coding.

3 Method

In this section, we describe the details of our multi-
agent method and its components, the roles and
behaviors of each agent and how they interact with
each other.

The multi-agent system consisted of five partic-
ipants as stated above: a patient, a physician, a
coder, a reviewer, and an adjustor. It mimics the
coding procedure in a large healthcare system.

1. The Patient agent is the one who receives the
medical service and the corresponding ICD
codes at the healthcare facilities. They can
review the codes and appeal to the adjustor
agent if they find any errors or overcharges.

2. The Physician agent is the one who provides
the service, documents observations, interven-
tions, and outcomes in the discharge summary,
They also check the codes generated by the
coder agent and the reviewer agent, and can
raise an issue to the adjustor agent if they find
any errors or discrepancies.

3. The Coder agent is the one who generates the
ICD codes based on the clinical notes written
by the physician agent. They also try to op-
timize the code coverage for the health care
facilities by choosing the most appropriate
codes.

4. The Reviewer agent is the one who verifies
and modifies the ICD codes produced by the
coder agent. They play a vital role as their
reviewed codes will be scrutinized by the pa-
tients and the physicians. They aim to mini-
mize the patient’s complaints and ensure the
accuracy and quality of the codes.

5. The Adjustor agent is the final arbiter of the
ICD codes when the patient or the physician

disagrees with the reviewer agent. They are
only invoked in case of such conflicts and they
can adjust the codes as needed.

After defining the roles of the five agents, we de-
signed two work flow modes for them, called Multi-
Agent Coding I (MAC-I) and Multi-Agent Coding
II (MAC-II). Figure I shows the work framework
of MAC-I. The process is as follows:

1. The coder receives the discharge summary and
generates codes.

2. The reviewer gets the discharge summary and
codes and makes adjustments if needed.

3. The patient and physician review the dis-
charge summary and the revised codes.

4. The patient and/or physician can appeal to the
adjustor if they object to the codes; otherwise,
the codes are final.

5. The adjustor checks the codes and summary
and assigns the final codes.

Hallucination has been studied as a prevalent
problem for LLMs in automatic ICD coding
(Soroush et al., 2023). To mitigate this challenge,
we propose MAC-II, which leverages the clinical
knowledge embedded in the structure of EHRs,
especially the SOAP (subjective, objective, assess-
ment, and plan) format.physicians write notes fol-
lowing the subjective, objective, assessment, and
plan (SOAP) structure, where the assessment and
plan sections can be inferred from the subjective
and objective sections (Yang and Yu, 2020). Our
method consists of two steps: first, we use an LLM
to convert the discharge summary notes into the
SOAP format; second, we apply our agents to per-
form the ICD coding task based on the following
workflows.

1. The physician generates the assessment and
plan sections based on the subjective and ob-
jective sections.

2. The physician compares the generated assess-
ment and plan with the original gold standard
assessment and plan section to check for accu-
racy and completeness, identify inconsisten-
cies and generate the ICD codes.

3. The patient and physician review the codes
and report any discrepancies or disagreements
to the adjustor.



4. The adjustor reviews the discharge summary
and the assigned ICD codes, and resolves any
conflicts or errors for the final decision.

In MAC-II, the physician takes over the coder’s
role. The physician generates the assessment and
plan sections based on the subjective and objec-
tive sections, and compares them with the origi-
nal assessment and plan sections to conduct self-
correction. Then, the physician assigns the ICD
codes.

For both methods, the agents were equipped with
the following strategy and external knowledge to
enhance their functions for better ICD coding ac-
curacy:

1. Confrontation Strategy: The coder (or the
physician in method II) is instructed to as-
sign as many codes as possible to reflect all
the services rendered and also optimize the
payment for the health care facilities, while
the patient is encouraged to review the codes
to prevent being overbilled.

2. External Knowledge: The agents use the can-
didate codes and their code descriptions as
references to enhance their ICD coding per-
formance. This approach is widely used by
previous work on ICD coding (Yang et al.,
2023),

4 Experiments

In this section, we evaluate our methods on the
MIMIC-III dataset and compare it with the state-
of-the-art methods. We use the GPT-4 api in Azure
OpenAI Service which is recommended by phys-
ionet to process MIMIC dataset 1.

4.1 Dataset and Metrics
1. MIMIC-III top 50: We use the public

MIMIC-III dataset (Johnson et al., 2016) of
ICU discharge summaries with expert ICD
codes. As in (Mullenbach et al., 2018), we
only keep instances with one or more of the
top 50 ICD codes. This gives 1,729 test in-
stances with the same splits as (Mullenbach
et al., 2018).

2. MIMIC-III rare: In line with previous work
(Yang et al., 2023), we create the rare code
dataset from MIMIC-III to test our method’s

1https://physionet.org/news/post/gpt-responsible-use

performance on rare disease codes, which
could be of equal importance as common dis-
ease codes.

3. MDACE Profee: For explainability evalua-
tion, we use the MDACE dataset (Cheng et al.,
2023), which provides code evidence for a
subset of the MIMIC-III clinical records. Pro-
fessional medical coders annotate a short text
span for each ICD code, indicating the ratio-
nale for the code assignment. The MDACE
Profee datasets are annotated following the
professional fee billing rules. We use the sen-
tences that contain the annotated text spans as
the evidence for evaluation. The evaluation
dataset consists of 172 sentence-ICD pairs.

For comparison, we followed previous work and
report a variety of metrics, focusing on the micro-
averaged and macro-averaged F1 and area under
the ROC curve (AUC). Micro-averaged values are
calculated by treating each (text, code) pair as a sep-
arate prediction. Macro-averaged values, are calcu-
lated by averaging metrics computed per-label thus
plays much more emphasis on rare label prediction.

4.2 Comparison with State-of-the-Art
Methods

We evaluate our proposed multi-agent coding
method MAC-I and MAC-II against the Zero-shot
CoT prompting method and other state-of-the-art
methods for ICD coding:

1. Zero-shot CoT prompting (Kojima et al.,
2022) Inspired by the chain-of-thought
method(Wei et al., 2022), this zero-shot
prompting approach adds “Let’s think step by
step” to the input query, making the model
think more carefully and gradually before
solving the problem or task.

2. CAML (Mullenbach et al., 2018) employs a
convolutional attention network that adapts to
different segments of the clinical note for each
code.

3. MSMN (Yuan et al., 2022) applies code de-
scription synonyms with multi-head atten-
tion and outperforms existing methods on the
MIMIC-III common task.

4. EffectiveCAN with supervised attention
(Cheng et al., 2023) uses a convolutional at-
tention network to learn from document-level



Role Output
Coder "code": "401.9","explanation": "Hypertension"

"code":"569.81","explanation":"Discharge Diagnosis: Peptic ulcer" ...
Reviewer "code": "401.9","explanation": "Hypertension"

"code":"569.81","explanation":"Discharge Diagnosis: Peptic ulcer" ...
Physician "code": "401.9","explanation": "Patient has a history of hypertension and was continued on

losartan during hospitalization."
"code":"569.81","explanation":"Discharge Diagnosis: Peptic ulcer"...

Patient "code": "401.9","explanation": "No evidence of hypertension found in the text."
"code":"569.81","explanation":"Discharge Diagnosis: Peptic ulcer"...

Adjustor "code": "401.9", "explanation": "Mr. [**Known lastname 85439**] was initially
managed in [**Location (un) 20338**],FL for a CHF exacerbation with milrinone and dopamine.
Diuresis was deferred due to hypotension."
"code":"569.81","explanation":"Discharge Diagnosis: Peptic ulcer" ...

Figure 2: A snippet of the output of each agent in MAC-I, prepossessed for better readability. The patient complained
about the hypertension ICD code, and the adjustor decided this code is related based on the healthcare note.

labels and evidence annotations with super-
vised attention. Their evidence annotations
are from clinical coding experts.

5. LLM-codex,(Yang et al., 2023) a two-stage
approach to predict ICD codes that first gener-
ates evidence proposals using an LLM and
then employs an LSTM-based verification
stage.

5 Results

5.1 Results on MIMIC-III top 50 Codes
Table 1 shows the results of MAC methods and the
state-of-the-art methods on the test set. We can see
that our proposed MAC-I method outperforms the
state-of-the-art methods on Macro-F1 with a score
of 0.741.

Especially we observed 76.8% improvement
over CoT in Macro-F1 and 200% improvements
on Micro-F1. The multi-agent systems have shown
significant improvements in performing such com-
plex tasks, comparing to CoT style reasoning,

The MAC-I achieves a Micro-F1 score of 0.467,
which is lower than the fine-tuned models and the
two-stage LLM-codex method, but higher than the
CoT and CAML methods. This suggests that our
methods can assign more accurate and complete
codes to the clinical notes with less data than the
baselines. On the other hand, the well-designed
task-specific fine-tuned models show their superi-
ority in data-rich scenarios, as expected.

The MAC-II in general outperforms MAC-I
demonstrating the effectiveness in utlizing the
SOAP structure of clinical notes.

Table 1: Results on the test set, MIMIC-III top 50

Method Macro-F1 Micro-F1
CoT 0.419 0.156
CAML 0.258 0.364
MSMN 0.489 0.561
EffectiveCAN 0.434 0.556
LLM-codex 0.468 0.611
Self-Consistency 0.623 0.371
MAC-I 0.741 0.476
MAC-II 0.740 0.482

5.2 Results on MIMIC-III rare Codes

For the rare codes, we achieve significant improve-
ments on all metrics. Our method obtains a Micro-
F1 of 0.35 and a Macro-F1 of 0.285, outperforming
all baselines, even the well-designed task-specific
fine-tuned ones. This demonstrates the advantages
of our method for classification with scarce data.
It also implies that fine-tuned systems can benefit
from more data of these uncommon categories.

Table 2: Results on the test set, MIMIC-III rare

Method Macro-F1 Micro-F1
CoT 0.030 0.233
CAML 0.072 0.083
MSMN 0.169 0.173
LLM-codex 0.279 0.302
MAC-I 0.281 0.330
MAC-II 0.285 0.350



5.3 Results on MDACE Profee
Table 3 presents the results on the MDACE Pro-
fee dataset. The proposed methods achieve on
par results with fine tuned systems in terms of F-
1 score. However, we observe that the proposed
methods have higher precisions and lower recalls
than the fine-tuned models. This could be due to
the prompts that we use to guide the model to be
accurate. It could also be related to the model’s
inherent characteristics. The underlying reason re-
quires further investigation.

Table 3: Results on the test set, MDACE Profee

Method F1 Precision Recall
EffectiveCAN 0.542 0.408 0.806
LLM-codex 0.713 0.608 0.861
MAC-I 0.712 0.875 0.601
MAC-II 0.702 0.836 0.605

5.4 Ablation Study
We performed an ablation study and presented the
results in Table 4 for our MAC-II method. The
results show that both the Confrontation Strategy
and the External Knowledge improve the ICD cod-
ing performance. The Confrontation Strategy has a
greater effect than the External Knowledge when re-
moved from the prompts. Our analysis reveals that
the Confrontation Strategy helps to assign more
codes (mainly increasing recalls). This suggests
that the strategies can be further explored for better
performance of MAC methods. Given the fact that
not all ICD codes are equally important, we can
inject knowledge like code billing costs into the
system for better performances.

6 Analysis and Discussion

In this section, we summarize the main findings
and contributions of our experiments, and discuss
the implications and applications of our method
for ICD coding and other clinical NLP tasks. We
also discuss the limitations and drawbacks of our
method and the state-of-the-art methods, and pro-
vide some directions and suggestions for future
work and improvement.

6.1 Main Findings and Contributions
Our experiments show that our method achieves
competitive performances on ICD coding, and out-
performs the existing methods on rare codes map-
ping and interpretability.

• Our method simulates the real-world coding
process using multi-agents, and captures the
complex and dynamic interactions among the
patients, the physicians, and the coders. This
is a novel and realistic approach, which has
not been explored before in the literature, and
which enables our method to assign more ac-
curate and complete codes to the clinical notes,
and to handle the uncertainty and ambiguity
in the coding process.

• Our method provides informative and relevant
explanations for each code, and justifies the
coding decisions and adjustments. This en-
hances the explainability and transparency of
our method, and helps the users to understand
and verify the codes, and to make complaints
and corrections if necessary. This also ad-
dresses the need and demand for explainable
and trustworthy AI systems in the health care
domain, and complies with the ethical and
legal standards and regulations.

• Our method explores the strengths and possi-
bilities of the LLM-based models for ICD cod-
ing. Previous work that used prompts to guide
LLMs for ICD coding suffered from low preci-
sion and hallucination issues. Our multi-agent
method, which does not require any training
or fine-tuning, achieves competitive perfor-
mance with the state-of-the-art methods. This
demonstrates the potential of LLMs for ICD
coding and other healthcare tasks that we plan
to investigate further.

6.2 Implications and Applications
Our method has several implications and applica-
tions for ICD coding and other clinical NLP tasks.
Our method can:

• Improve the quality and efficiency of ICD cod-
ing, which is essential for billing, epidemiol-
ogy, and quality improvement in the health
care domain. Our method can reduce the man-
ual effort and error of the coders, and increase
the accuracy and completeness of the codes.
Our method can also provide explanations
and feedback for the codes, and facilitate the
communication and collaboration among the
stakeholders. This can benefit the health care
providers, the patients, the insurers, and the
policy makers, and improve the health care
outcomes and services.



Table 4: Ablation results on the test set with MAC-II, MIMIC-III rare 50

Method Macro-F1 Micro-F1
MAC-II without Confrontation Strategy 0.280 0.340
MAC-II without External Knowledge 0.281 0.342
MAC-II 0.285 0.350

Method Macro-F1 Micro-F1
Coder 0.575 0.14
+Reviewer 0.734 0.472
+Reviewer+Patient 0.586 0.383
+Reviewer+Physician 0.741 0.476
+Reviewer+Physician+Adjuster 0.741 0.476

Table 5: Results on MIMIC-III top-50

• The designed system mimic the health care
systems in the real-world. From the results
in Table 5, our analysis reveals that both the
Reviewer and Adjuster roles significantly en-
hance final performance metrics. Conversely,
the Patient role appears to negatively influ-
ence the F1 scores, suggesting potential issues
with over-billing. The observed discrepancy
between the Patient and Physician roles under-
scores the importance of effective communi-
cation. Real-world validation is necessary to
confirm these findings.

• Extend to other clinical NLP tasks, such as
diagnosis prediction, treatment recommen-
dation, and adverse event detection, which
share similar characteristics and objectives
with ICD coding. Our method can adapt to
these tasks by changing the agents, the dia-
logue, and the instruction data, and by using
different evaluation metrics and criteria. This
can broaden the scope and applicability of
our method, and address more problems and
needs in the health care domain.

7 Limitations and Drawbacks

Our method also has some limitations and draw-
backs, which we acknowledge and plan to address
in the future work. Some of the limitations and
drawbacks are:

• Our method relies on the LLM-based mod-
els, which require a large amount of memory
and computation, and may suffer from the
pretraining-finetuning discrepancy, the out-of-
domain generalization, and the ethical and

social issues. We plan to explore more effi-
cient and robust LLM-based models, and to
incorporate more domain knowledge and ex-
ternal resources, and to ensure the fairness
and privacy of our method. We also plan to
investigate the impact and influence of the
LLM-based models on the coding process and
the outcome, and to evaluate the quality and
validity of the generated dialogue and instruc-
tion data.

• Our method uses a fixed and predefined set of
agents, dialogue, and instruction data, which
may not cover all the possible scenarios and
cases in the coding process, and may not be
flexible and adaptable to the user’s prefer-
ences and needs. We plan to design more
dynamic and customizable agents, dialogue,
and instruction data, and to use reinforcement
learning and active learning techniques to op-
timize and update our method. We also plan
to involve the users more actively and interac-
tively in the coding process, and to solicit and
incorporate their feedback and suggestions.

• Our method evaluates the performance and
quality of our method using the metrics and
the feedback from the experts and the users,
which may not fully reflect the real-world cod-
ing scenarios and criteria, and may not be
consistent and reliable. We plan to conduct
more comprehensive and rigorous evaluation
and user study, and to use more objective and
diverse metrics and feedback, and to involve
more stakeholders and participants. We also
plan to compare and contrast our method with
the existing coding systems and practices, and
to assess the usability and acceptability of our
method in the real-world settings.
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A Appendix

A.1 Implementation Details
We use GPT4-8k version (Achiam et al., 2023)
as the LLM for this study. We access it securely
via the Azure OpenAI API with the responsible
use requirement. We truncate the EHRs to fit the
8k token limit and sample with a temperature of
0.1. We also set and test the number of candidate
codes Nc to 50, which could change for different
applications.

A.2 Prompts
SOAP format Prompt:
You are an assistant who convert the EHR note into
SOAP format. Please format the note in the SOAP
(subjective, objective, assessment, plan) format.
The output is a valid JSON as is shown below.

{
"Subjective": content,
"Objective": content,
"Assessment": content,
"Plan": content

}

Patient Prompt: You are a patient who receieved
treatment at the hospital. You cooperate fully with
the health care system to receive the best service
possible. You also check the ICD-9 codes to avoid
being overbilled. You check all assigned ICD-9
codes and explain the reasons for each code.

Physician Prompt:
v1 (in MAC-I):
You are a physician who treats patients. You strive
to provide the best service to each patient. You
document your findings, interventions and results
in the discharge summary note. You check all as-
signed ICD-9 codes and explain the reasons for
each code.
v2 (in MAC-II, AP generation):
You are a physician who treats patients. You strive
to provide the best service to each patient. Based
on the Subjective and Objective, you will generate
the assessment and plan for the EHR note.

v3 (in Method MAC-II, code assignment):
You are a physician who treats patients. Please
check the generated assessment and plan against
the gold standard assessment and plan. Please pay
attention to the inconsistencies You assign ICD-9
codes to the note. You assign as many as possible
ICD-9 codes and explain the reasons for each code.

Coder prompt:
You are an ICD-9 coder. You assign ICD-9 codes
to the discharge summary based on the clinical care
that the patients received. You cite the discharge
summary as evidence when needed. You assign
as many as possible ICD-9 codes and explain the
reasons for each code.

Reviewer Prompt:
You are a reviewer. You will check the ICD-9
codes assigned by the coder. You can use the
ICD-9 dictionary for guidance. Your role is to
ensure that the assigned ICD-9 codes are correct.
You assign all possible ICD-9 codes and explain
the reasons for each code.

Adjustor Prompt:
When a patient or a physician has different thoughs
about the ICD-9 codes, you will review the dis-
charge summary and the ICD codes assigned by
the coder and checked by the reviewer. You can
add, remove the assigned codes to make them ac-
curate. You can consult the ICD-9 dictionary for
assistance. Your duty is to ensure that the assigned
ICD-9 codes are valid and exact. You assign all
possible ICD-9 codes and explain the reasons for
each code.

External Knowledge:
Please only use ICD-9 codes that are listed below:
Candidate Codes:
401.9 : Unspecified essential hypertension
38.93 : Venous catheterization, not elsewhere clas-
sified
428.0 : Congestive heart failure, unspecified
427.31 : Atrial fibrillation
414.01 : Coronary atherosclerosis of native coro-
nary artery
96.04 : Insertion of endotracheal tube
96.6 : Enteral infusion of concentrated nutritional
substances
...


