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Abstract

Objective: Use real word data to evaluate the performance of the electrocardiographic markers of GEH1 as
features in a machine learning model with Standard ECG features and Risk Factors in Predicting Outcome
of patients in a population referred to a tertiary cardiology hospital.

Methods: Patients forwarded to specific evaluation in a cardiology specialized hospital performed an ECG
and a risk factor anamnesis. A series of follow up attendances occurred in periods of 6 months, 12 months
and 15 months to check for cardiovascular related events (mortality or new nonfatal cardiovascular events
(Stroke, MI, PCI, CS), as identified during 1-year phone follow-ups.

The first attendance ECG was measured by a specialist and processed in order to obtain the global electric
heterogeneity (GEH) using the Kors Matriz. The ECG measurements, GEH parameters and risk factors were
combined for training multiple instances of XGBoost decision trees models. Each instance were optmized for
the AUCPR and the instance with higher AUC is chosen as representative to the model. The importance of
each parameter for the winner tree model was compared to better understand the improvement from using
GEH parameters.

Results: The GEH parameters turned out to have statistical significance for this population specially the
QRST angle and the SVG. The combined model with the tree parameters class had the best performance.
Conclusion: The findings suggest that using VCG features can facilitate more accurate identification of
patients who require tertiary care, thereby optimizing resource allocation and improving patient outcomes.
Moreover, the decision tree model’s transparency and ability to pinpoint critical features make it a valuable
tool for clinical decision-making and align well with existing clinical practices.

Keywords: Cardiology , Survival Prediction, Machine Learning , Vectorcardiogram, Electrocardiogram,
Global Electric Heterogeneity , Tertiary Care

1. Introduction

Cardiovascular diseases are the main cause of
death around the world [1]. In 2022, 28% of the
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1Abbreviations: GEH: Global Electric Heterogeneity;

ECG: Electrocardiogram; MI: Myiocardial Infarction; PCI:
Percutaneous Intervention; CS: Cardiac Surgery; AUCPR:
area under the Precision-Recall curve; AUC: Area Under
the Curve; SVG: Spatial Ventricular Gradient;VCG: Vecto-
cardiogram; IQR: Interquartile interval

deaths in Brazil had cardiovascular causes [2]. Be-
ing able to detect and predict cardiovascular events,
since one third of the deaths due to heart attacks
and strokes occur in people under 70 years [3], is ex-
tremely positive and life-saving, particularly when
it is done using non-invasive exams.

The past decade was full of technological ad-
vances, specially the advances on computation and
machine learning, with some of these having similar
or better accuracy than specialists when diagnosing
a disease. However a lot still need to be done in or-
der to improve the quality of the models and their
validation in clinical practice [4].
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The importance of ECG features when predict-
ing cardiovascular outcomes was pointed by previ-
ous studies [5, 6] as well as using ECG markers of
global electric heterogeneity added to clinical char-
acteristics can improve the detection of heart dis-
ease. [7][8][9]

Therefore, it would be interesting to evaluate the
contribution that the GEH markers could give in
a different scenario. This analysis was done using
standard statistical tools and a machine learning
model in order to evaluate the relevance of the GEH
models in predicting the patient’s outcome. The
goal is to provide an improved diagnostic tool hav-
ing a high Sensitivity with the biggest sensibility
possible. Therefore, no patient with a severe con-
dition will be left with no medical care and the use
of the resources of the health system will be opti-
mized.

2. Materials and Methods

Population

This study was performed in a population at-
tended from May to August 2017 in a first atten-
dance ambulatory in Dante Pazzanese Institute of
Cardiology (IDPC), a tertiary/quaternary public
healthcare center in São Paulo. Local institutional
and national review boards approved the data
collection protocols(CAAE 76085317.5.000.5462).
The ambulatory in question is focused in triage
patients referred from primary and secondary care
centers.

All patients that attended the ambulatory during
the specified time period were contacted through
phone calls during the follow ups and all patients
that didn’t answer it for any of the follow-ups (and
therefore the outcome was unavailable) were ex-
cluded from the study’s population. 303 subjects
underwent a first attendance; after the 6 months
follow-up 293 subjects’ outcomes were confirmed by
phone-call. For the 1 year follow-up 274 subjects’
outcomes were confirmed by phone-call.

The study population comprised 274 individuals,
with a median age of 59 years (interquartile inter-
val: 51.0 to 67.0) and a body mass index of 26.9
(IQR: 24.2 to 30.4). Of these individuals, 52.2%
were female. In terms of comorbidities, 69.0% of the
individuals presented with hypertension, emphasiz-
ing the high prevalence of this condition within the
study population. Moreover, 27.7% of the par-
ticipants had diabetes. Within this cohort, it is

noteworthy that a significant proportion had expe-
rienced previous cardiac events. Specifically, 28.1%
of the participants had a documented history of
Previous Myocardial Infarction (MI), indicating a
considerable burden of ischemic heart disease. Ad-
ditionally, 14.6% had undergone previous Percu-
taneous Coronary Intervention (PCI), highlighting
the need for coronary revascularization procedures.
Furthermore, 11.3% had a history of Previous Car-
diac Surgery, reflecting the prevalence of complex
cardiovascular conditions needing surgical interven-
tions.

These findings emphasize the importance of
targeted triage and comprehensive management
strategies for individuals with cardiovascular dis-
eases, particularly considering the substantial
prevalence of risk factors such as hypertension and
diabetes, as well as the notable occurrence of prior
cardiac events in this population.

Data Collection
All data from each patient was collected from 2

main sources: an 12-lead ECG exam and the pa-
tients previous cardiovascular events’ history. The
electrocardiography signals were obtained in 7 sec-
onds acquisition of a 12-lead exam at a sampling
rate of 240Hz, the traces were stored so they could
be properly pre-processed and every exam was an-
alyzed by a cardiology specialist that was also re-
sponsible for measuring the standard parameters
from the ECG, as well as marking the baseline
and peaks necessary for GEH computation. Pa-
tients’ background was obtained during the sub-
ject’s anamnesis and all data was saved in table
format.

Data Pre-processing
The raw ECG traces needed to be pre-processed

so that they could be used to estimate the patient’s
vectorcardiogram through the Kors’ transformation
method [10]. The VCG would then be used to cal-
culate the Global Electric Heterogeneity markers as
was done by Waks et al [7].

The ECG waves intervals were measured by a
cardiology specialist using an in house developed
ECG specialized software that marked the times-
tamp of the baseline, beginning, peak and ending of
each wave of, at least, 3 cardiac cycles. Then, the
median timestamp were submitted to an adapted
version Tereshchenko’s GEH Analysis algorithm[11]
that converts the ECG to VCG and then extract the
GEH parameters (Figures 1 and 2).
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Figure 1: Process for obtaining the GEH parameters. 12-
lead ECG (A), measurement of the wave intervals and av-
erage beat computation. Kors matrix is applied to generate
the Frank leads and Vectocardiogram (B) Computation of
the vectocardiographic features and Spatial Vector Gradient
(C)

Parameter sets

To investigate the effect of each type of param-
eter, we trained 4 machine learning models with
different parameters sets. Three of those models

Figure 2: Representation of SVG Elevation and Azimuth
angles.

contained only one category of features: Risk fac-
tors (R), Standard Electrocardiographic measure-
ments (S) or Global heterogeneity measurements
(G). The first three models serve as performance
reference to how well a model with only that pa-
rameters set could perform while the fourth model
(SRG) is a combinations of all the categories to
evaluate if knowing the GEH parameters could lead
to better predictions.

XGBoost
The choice to use a decision tree with XGBoost

as machine learning model is due to its simple ar-
chitecture and ease of interpretation of results while
having a great performance especially when work-
ing with tabular data[12, 13].

Data were randomly divided into 70% for train-
ing and 30% for test. Due to the training data
being unbalanced by a ratio of 5 negative outcomes
to 1 positive, they needed to pass by both boot-
strap oversampling and under-sampling before the
learning process in order to avoid biases.

In order to obtain the optimal performance
for the quality analysis[14], each XGBoost model
passed a cross-validation process using multiple
learning factors and the optimal values were se-
lected using the minimal difference between the
mean and the standard deviation of the AUCPR
test. Through this method, both the optimal learn-
ing factor and the number of rounds associated to
them were found to prevent overfitting.

To avoid the randomness influence on the mod-
els performance, 50 instances of XGBoost tree were

3



Figure 3: Overall process to obtain the model representative. (A) The parameter set that will be used for training (B) 50
different instances of XGBoost tree were trained to mitigate the randomness influence. Each instance using the AUCPR as
metric (C) The instance with higher AUC is chosen as representative to the model.

created for each model. All instances were trained
with the optimal learning factor, number of rounds,
and using the AUCPR as the evaluation metric, as
detecting positive results is a higher priority than
negative outcomes for a triage application[15].

From all the 50 instances in one model, the one
with the higher AUC was selected to be the final
XGBoost tree for the model. With this selection
method, it is possible to have a model that prior-
itizes the positive outcomes, but without ignoring
the prediction of negative outcomes.

Model’s performance

Traditionally, the way to choose the best model is
using the area under the receiver operator charac-
teristic (AUROC) as a criterion. However, in view
of the fact it is easier for the clinician to interpret
a binary output, we used the same principle as in
the study published by Pollard et al. [16] which
aimed for maximum sensitivity threshold from the
AUROC since the goal was to screen for all the
positive cases. Since that study had a bigger popu-
lation this didn’t necessarily implied on a high false
positive rate. In our study, due to relatively small
number of outcomes in order to have a practical
value of sensitivity the choice of 90% instead of
100% was necessary so the threshold couldn’t be
low enough to consider all predictions as positive,
overloading the healthcare system. The threshold
can be chosen as a bare minimum or as a maximum
to the prediction be considered as positive, depend-
ing of which case will lead to a higher AUC. The
F2 score was used to compare the models since it is
a suitable and effective metric for unbalanced data,

especially when the goal is to maximize recall, such
as in medical triage applications. We also checked
the importance gain of each parameter used in each
model. The Gain implies the relative contribution
of the corresponding feature to the model calculated
by taking each feature’s contribution for each tree
in the model. A higher value of this metric when
compared to another feature implies that it is more
important to generate a prediction.

3. Results

Table 1 presents the demographic characteristics,
risk factors, and ECG parameters of the study co-
hort, stratified by the outcome groups (negative
and positive). The study included 274 patients,
with 52.2% being female. The median BMI was
26.9 kg/m² (IQR: 24.2, 30.4). No significant differ-
ences in sex distribution or BMI were observed be-
tween the negative and positive outcome groups (p
= 0.121 and p = 0.290, respectively). The median
age of the cohort was 59.0 years (IQR: 51.0, 67.0)
with p=0.001. A significant difference was observed
in the prevalence of previous myocardial MI and
previous PCI between the outcome groups. The
prevalence of previous MI was significantly higher
in the positive outcome group (51.0%) compared to
the negative outcome group (22.9%) with a p-value
of <0.001. Similarly, previous PCI was more com-
mon in the positive group (39.2%) compared to the
negative group (9.0%) with a p-value of <0.001.

4



Outcome
Total Negative Positive p-value

N 274 223 51
Sex = F 143 (52.2) 122 (54.7) 21 (41.2) 0.112
Age, y 59.0 [51.0, 67.0] 58.0 [48.5, 66.0] 63.0 [57.5, 69.5] 0.001

BMI, kg/m² 26.9 [24.2, 30.4] 26.5 [24.1, 30.5] 27.5 [25.0, 30.4] 0.290
Risk factors
Previous cardiac surgery 31 (11.3) 19 (8.5) 12 (23.5) 0.005

Previous MI 77 (28.1) 51 (22.9) 26 (51.0) <0.001
Previous PCI 40 (14.6) 20 (9.0) 20 (39.2) <0.001

Previous stroke 18 (6.6) 13 (5.8) 5 (9.8) 0.471
Hypertension 189 (69.0) 151 (67.7) 38 (74.5) 0.436

Diabetes 76 (27.7) 51 (22.9) 25 (49.0) <0.001
Standard ECG parameters

P-wave interval, ms 102.2 [96.0, 112.0] 102.0 [95.3, 111.2] 104.0 [97.0, 113.7] 0.364
PR segment interval, ms 163.0 [146.8, 181.7] 163.0 [146.9, 182.3] 165.0 [145.7, 180.7] 0.757

QRS interval, ms 92.0 [83.0, 100.6] 91.3 [82.7, 100.2] 92.3 [83.8, 104.7] 0.283
QT interval, ms 386.0 [364.6, 410.1] 385.3 [364.8, 407.5] 387.3 [361.8, 421.0] 0.741

Corrected QTi, ms 408.7 (33.7) 407.7 (34.1) 413.0 (31.8) 0.312
RR interval, ms 920.8 [793.7, 1047.9] 915.3 [805.2, 1035.4] 933.3 [745.8, 1075.0] 0.744

GEH Parameters
Peak QRST angle,° 44.8 [25.7, 90.2] 37.9 [25.6, 81.1] 69.9 [35.4, 120.4] 0.001
Area QRST angle,° 66.1 [41.2, 111.0] 60.4 [38.8, 103.3] 92.2 [52.7, 137.5] 0.007

Peak SVG Azimuth,° 4.4 [-6.4, 21.3] 4.7 [-6.5, 19.6] 4.4 [-4.2, 34.1] 0.347
Area SVG Azimuth,° -11.6 [-22.8, 3.8] -9.7 [-20.8, 4.3] -16.1 [-24.7, -2.1] 0.179
Peak SVG Elevation,° 69.7 [60.9, 77.5] 68.6 [60.2, 76.8] 71.9 [64.0, 81.3] 0.046
Area SVG Elevation,° 63.9 [54.0, 77.8] 63.5 [55.0, 77.7] 67.6 [47.8, 78.7] 0.864

Peak SVG, mV 1.7 [1.3, 2.1] 1.7 [1.3, 2.1] 1.5 [1.3, 1.8] 0.107
VmQTI, mVms 98.3 [78.9, 118.2] 100.1 [77.6, 118.8] 89.6 [80.9, 111.7] 0.551
SVG, mV*ms 61.1 [40.3, 83.7] 65.0 [42.4, 85.9] 45.6 [29.5, 61.9] 0.001

Table 1: Values are n (%) for categorical variables, median [IQR] for continuos non normal variables and mean (SD) for continuos
normal variables. BMI indicates Body Mass Index; MI ,Myocardial Infarction; PCI, Percutaneous Coronary Intervention; SVG,
Spatial Ventricular Gradient; VmQTI, Vector Magnitude QT Integral
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Previous cardiac surgery and diabetes also had
a higher prevalence in the positive outcome group
with 23.5% versus 8.5% for the Previous CS and
49% versus 22.9% for diabetes with p-values of
0.005 and <0.001 respectively. No significant dif-
ferences were found for previous stroke or hyper-
tension between the two groups. The ECG param-
eters, including P-wave interval, PR segment inter-
val, QRS interval, QT interval, corrected QTi, and
RR interval, showed no significant differences be-
tween the negative and positive outcome groups.
For instance, the QRS interval was 92.0 ms (IQR:
83.0, 100.6) in the total cohort, with no signifi-
cant difference between groups (p=0.283). Among
the Global Electrical Heterogeneity (GEH) parame-
ters, significant differences were observed in several
measures. The peak QRS-T angle was significantly
higher in the positive outcome group (69.9° [IQR:
35.4, 120.4]) compared to the negative group (37.9°
[IQR: 25.6, 81.1]) with a p-value of 0.001. The area
QRS-T angle also showed a significant difference,
being higher in the positive group (92.2° [IQR: 52.7,
137.5]) compared to the negative group (60.4° [IQR:
38.8, 103.3]) with a p-value of 0.007. The peak
SVG elevation was significantly greater in the pos-
itive group compared to the negative group, with
p-values of 0.046 . Additionally, the SVG were sig-
nificantly different between the groups 65.0 [IQR:
42.4, 85.9] vs 45.6 [IQR: 29.5, 61.9] for the positive
group , with p-values of 0.001. This SVG value for
the population without events is consistent with the
ones published in [17] for normal beats of the partic-
ipants in the Multi-Ethnic Study of Atherosclerosis.

Model F2 Score AUC (%) Sensitivity (%) Specificity (%)
S 0.59 59.5 94.12 20.00
G 0.54 54.0 94.12 3.08
R 0.55 62.5 94.12 6.15

SRG 0.62 67.6 94.12 30.77

Table 2: Scores for each one of the built models. Each model
used one or more set of the following parameters: Standard
ECG parameters (S), GEH calculated (G) and Risk Factors
(R).

In Figure 4a and Table 2 it is shown the ROCs
and the performance metrics of four different ma-
chine learning models used for triage, including F2
Score, AUC, sensitivity, and specificity. Model SRG
achieved the highest F2 score of 0.62, indicating a
better balance between precision and recall com-
pared to the other models. Model SRG also had the
highest AUC at 67.6%, suggesting superior overall
performance in distinguishing between positive and

negative cases. All models maintained the same
sensitivity of 94.12%, indicating a high true posi-
tive rate across the board. Model SRG again out-
performed the other models with a specificity of
30.77%, which is significantly higher than Model S
(20.00%), Model R (6.15%), and Model G (3.08%).
Overall, Model SRG showed the best performance
for triage, with the highest F2 score and AUC,
and the best balance between sensitivity and speci-
ficity among the models evaluated. Figure 4b show
that the results indicate that the winning model
(Model SRG) relies heavily on Global Heterogene-
ity features, with the highest gain importance be-
ing attributed to SVG (8.6%), Area SVG Eleva-
tion (7.3%), and Area SVG Azimuth (6.9%).Demo-
graphics and Risk features, particularly Age (9.4%),
Previous PCI(5.1%) also have a significant impact
on the model. Standard ECG features contribute
less to the overall model’s performance even though
some intervals like with QTc (7.5%) and PRi (5.8%)
were the third and sixth most important values.

4. Discussion

Cardiovascular disease is a significant and costly
public health challenge. Determining the appro-
priate level of healthcare attention for each pa-
tient within a high-demand system is a complex
task. In this context, the development of compu-
tational methods to support medical decisions has
shown considerable promise. Besides, given that
the referred population already has a history or sus-
picion of cardiovascular disease, with most ECGs
showing abnormalities, it is challenging for clini-
cians to identify those who genuinely need tertiary
care. Therefore, incorporating additional param-
eters derived from the ECG can significantly im-
prove this triage process in a cost-effective man-
ner. Implementing these methods using real-world
hospital data introduces significant challenges due
to data imbalances. Hospital datasets often ex-
hibit a disproportionate representation of certain
demographic groups or types of cardiovascular con-
ditions, leading to biased models that may not gen-
eralize well to the broader patient population.

The study identified significant differences in sev-
eral risk factors and GEH parameters between pa-
tients with negative and positive outcomes, high-
lighting the potential importance of these mea-
sures in predicting clinical outcomes. Notably, the
present study found that VCG features obtained
by post-processing standard ECG signals exhibit
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(a) Final AUC of each model as described in 2. S: Standard ECG
model, R: Risk factors model, G: Global heterogeneity model,
SRG: Combined model with all the S, R and G model features

(b) Importance (gain) for all parameters used to build the SRG
model

Figure 4: Comparison of the ROC of the models and importance of the features for the winner model

higher statistical significance than traditional ECG
parameters for triage positive cardiovascular out-
comes in a referred population.

In particular, global heterogeneity parameters
demonstrated higher statistical significance com-
pared to standard ECG parameters in this popu-
lation. Machine learning models using individual
parameter types (S, R, and G) revealed that R and
G models outperformed the S model. When all
parameters were combined, the model achieved a
higher Area Under the Curve (AUC) of 76.3%, an
F1 score of 0.48, and a specificity of 49.25%, while
maintaining a fixed sensitivity of 94.12% across all
models. The choice of a decision tree model ful-
filled its purpose of identifying the most contrib-
utory features and relating them to clinical prac-
tice. The decision points and thresholds used in
the model can be clearly visualized, making this
machine learning model transparent and allowing
for medical scrutiny. This transparency aligns well
with findings from other studies, facilitating good
clinical agreement. Notably, the three most impor-
tant features of the model were related to the SVG.
The most critical features included the peak of the
SVG magnitude, the SVG itself, and the SVG az-
imuth calculated using the area. Reinforcing the
model results, SVG also showed strong statistical
significance (p<0.001), with values of 66.0 [43.4,

86.2] for the population without events and 45.6
[31.4, 64.4] for those who experienced cardiovascu-
lar events. However, the model’s performance can
be further enhanced by increasing the sample size
and testing its feasibility in clinical settings. Even
with the restrictions mentioned, when we use a
comparative model it is possible to show that these
measurements can improve the triage process point-
ing the patients that can be referred back with less
false positives. This is important to reduce public
healthcare costs.

5. Conclusion

In conclusion, incorporating VCG features de-
rived from standard ECG signals significantly en-
hances the triage and prediction of cardiovascular
outcomes in a referred population. Future research
should focus on increasing the sample size and con-
ducting feasibility tests in clinical settings to fur-
ther validate and refine the model. This approach
promises to enhance cardiovascular disease manage-
ment cost-effectively, ultimately improving public
health outcomes.
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