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Abstract
Missing data, inaccuracies in medication lists,
and recording delays in electronic health records
(EHR) are major limitations for target trial em-
ulation (TTE), the process by which EHR data
are used to retrospectively emulate a random-
ized control trial. EHR TTE relies on recorded
data that proxy true drug exposures and out-
comes. We investigate the under-utilized cri-
terion that a patient has indications of pri-
mary care provider (PCP) encounters within
the EHR. Such patients tend to have more
records overall and a greater proportion of the
types of encounters that materialize compre-
hensive and up-to-date records. We examine
the impact of including a PCP feature in the
TTE model or as an eligibility criterion for co-
hort selection, contrasted with ignoring it alto-
gether. To that end, we compare the estimated
effects of two first line antidiabetic drug classes
on the onset of Alzheimer’s Disease and Related
Dementias (ADRD). We find that the estimated
treatment effect is sensitive to the consideration
of a PCP feature, particularly when used as an
eligibility criterion. Our work suggests that this
PCP feature should be further researched.

Keywords: Electronic Health Record, Target
Trial Emulation, Primary Care

Data and Code Availability The study
uses EHR data from the Research Patient
Data Registry (Nalichowski et al., 2007), so-
cial vulnerability index (SVI) data from the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/svi),
and Massachusetts death records from the Registry

of Vital Records and Statistics. Because the data
contain patient information, they cannot be made
available. The code is available in the supplement.

Institutional Review Board (IRB) This re-
search was performed under MGB IRB approval (pro-
tocol 2023P000604).

1. Introduction

The widespread use of electronic health records
(EHR) for collecting healthcare information has gen-
erated large stores of data. Through the target trial
emulation (TTE) framework, these data enable oth-
erwise infeasible studies when traditional randomized
control trials are prohibited due to ethics, recruit-
ment difficulties, or long trial duration. For example,
testing drug repurposing hypotheses to delay ADRD
onset is greatly facilitated by EHR TTE; one such
study found a protective effect on ADRD onset for
patients recorded as initiating the antidiabetic met-
formin vs. sulfonylureas (Charpignon et al., 2022).

In EHR TTE, patients are enrolled based on
records of treatment initiation, and their follow-ups
and censorship dates are derived from records of an
outcome or last visit. Because these are indirect ob-
servations, the estimated risk is that of an outcome
being recorded, given the recorded treatment(s). The
assumption is that such an estimated risk reflects the
risk that relates the true treatment assignment to the
true outcome; for instance, the above result that pa-
tients with an initial metformin prescription record
have a lower risk of recorded ADRD onset relative to
sulfonylureas suggests that patients who truly initiate
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metformin similarly have a lower risk of developing
ADRD, relative to true sulfonylurea initiators.

Under this premise, methodological work has
strengthened the relationship between recorded treat-
ment and recorded outcome. For example, consid-
ering competing risks (e.g. death before the main
outcome) has reduced bias of risk estimates for the
primary recorded outcome (Andersen et al., 1993).

However, these methods do not address the as-
sumption that EHR data are reflective of events that
occur in nature. Therefore, accurate and timely
records are needed to interpret EHR TTE findings as
real-world effects that can inform clinical actions, like
switching a patient’s treatment to metformin because
of a protective effect against ADRD. Unfortunately,
missed or unrecorded diagnoses, inaccurate drug lists,
and severe delays in diagnosis recording are common.
As a result, EHR phenotyping often lacks sensitivity:
a meta-review of algorithms using structured EHR
data to phenotype dementia found that sensitivities
ranged from 8% to 79% compared to expert clini-
cal evaluation or chart review (Walling et al., 2023).
While broadly problematic, this missingness can also
bias results because patients in minority groups or
with lower socioeconomic status are more likely to
have missing records (Getzen et al., 2023).

To address this limitation, other approaches must
be employed to improve data quality. Principal fac-
tors associated with higher quality EHR data are 1)
many recorded encounters, 2) types of procedures
that inform thorough medical records (taking patient
history, running regular screens, etc.), and 3) inter-
actions with a provider who actively inputs records
into the EHR (Verheij et al., 2018). Given these con-
ditions, one under-utilized metric is whether a pa-
tient sees a Primary Care Physician (PCP) within
the EHR’s healthcare system. At annual wellness vis-
its, PCPs are likely to document a complete review
and comprehensive history of their patients, and to
update their EHR (Sleath et al., 1999). While prior
work has utilized the total level of healthcare uti-
lization in EHR TTE (Goldstein et al., 2016), this
study adds a complementary method that critically
accounts for the types of encounters.

In this study, we 1) developed a refined defini-
tion of internal PCP utilization by mining the EHR,
2) demonstrated improved data recording quality
among patients that meet the PCP definition, and
3) explored the effects on TTE results of using these
indications in modeling and eligibility criteria. These
changes in the estimated treatment effect stem from

reduced bias because of the more thorough history
and follow-up for patients with PCP encounters.

2. Methods

2.1. Defining the PCP indication

We identified three useful types of PCP indications
present in our EHR system, the Research Patient
Data Registry (RPDR): 1) procedure codes associ-
ated with primary care visits (e.g., annual wellness
exams); 2) encounters under the ‘Primary Care’ ser-
vice line, a categorization for visits performed by a
PCP; and 3) encounters with ‘Annual Wellness Visit’
as the listed reason-for-visit (code attached to en-
counters logged in Epic). Using these indications, we
defined a composite metric: a patient was considered
to have an internal PCP if they had at least one such
indication before treatment initiation.

In our cohort of patients with type 2 diabetes
(T2D), individuals who met the internal PCP defi-
nition had higher healthcare utilization and recorded
disease prevalence rates than those who did not (see
Appendix B). When comparing the comorbidity dis-
tribution of our cohort with that of adults with T2D
in prior observational studies using well phenotyped
medical histories, we found a better alignment be-
tween the PCP group and the literature, while the no-
PCP group had consistently lower prevalence rates.
For instance, while 10%-20% of patients with T2D
were found to also suffer from COPD (Mamillapalli
et al., 2019), the PCP and no-PCP groups had preva-
lence rates of 6.0% and 3.0%, respectively. Simi-
larly, 49.1% of T2D patients are obese (Nguyen et al.,
2010); our PCP and no-PCP groups have obesity
prevalence rates of 56% and 21%. Although the popu-
lations captured in prior studies do not exactly match
our cohort, the better alignment with the PCP group
suggests that patients who have an internal PCP have
a more complete EHR than those who have not.

Notably, PCP patients had half the death rate of
those without a PCP. To investigate this, we com-
pared EHR death records with the MA state death
registry, an accurate source for records of deaths that
occur in MA. We use this source in TTE to offset
missingness in our EHR, which is expected for some
recent deaths. Among the roughly 7,000 patients in
our cohort with a record in the MA death registry,
46.3% of no-PCP patients and 28.6% of PCP patients
are missing corresponding death records in the EHR,
so PCP patients have less missingness in their EHR
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death records. Therefore, the higher recorded death
rate for no-PCP patients implies that their true death
rate is elevated. In fact, the age-specific death rate for
PCP patients aligned closely with those in the public
life tables for the entire MA population (Arias, 2022),
while the no-PCP patients consistently had roughly
twice the death rate (see appendix I).

Finally, we compared our PCP and no-PCP co-
horts to a study reporting age-specific ADRD inci-
dence per person-year using Medicare claims data for
over 8 million patients (Olfson et al., 2021). Although
our population differs in racial demographics and by
being restricted to T2D patients, we expect that if we
had perfect outcome recording, a replication of their
methodology would result in similar incidence rates.
For ages up to 75, both of our cohorts aligned well
with the study. Above 75 – when ADRD is most com-
mon and alignment most critical – the PCP cohort
had similar incidence rates, while the no-PCP cohort
consistently had roughly 60% the reported rates (see
appendix H), suggesting that ADRD diagnosis miss-
ingness is far more common for the no-PCP patients.

2.2. Methods of utilizing the PCP indication

To investigate the sensitivity of TTE results to the
approach used to handle the PCP indication, we
replicated the prior metformin vs. sulfonylureas em-
ulation. In the original study, 13,191 participants
from the Research Patient Data Registry (RPDR)
with incident antidiabetic prescriptions between Jan-
uary 2007 and September 2018 were selected. In our
replication, we used the same indication code lists, el-
igibility criteria, and covariates, all of which are listed
in appendix C. From this starting point, we tested
three sensitivity analyses comparing methods of using
the PCP indication to increase data quality: a base-
line strategy ignoring PCP indications (B), a model-
ing strategy adding a PCP covariate in the propen-
sity model (M), and an exclusion strategy requiring a
PCP indication for inclusion in the cohort (E). Aside
from using the PCP indication, our study diverged
by including data through April 2024. (B) and (M)
had a cohort of N=54,440 (17,118 PCP patients and
37,322 no-PCP patients) and (E) had N=17,118, both
larger than the original study’s.

The PCP strategy was evaluated across these three
methodologies by comparing the hazard ratio (HR)
obtained from a Cox proportional hazards model and
cumulative incidence functions (CIF) that account for
the competing risk of death (Getzen et al., 2023).

Figure 1: Hazard ratios and 95% confidence intervals for
the treatment effect on ADRD incidence, esti-
mated from Cox models.

3. Results

We found that the HR estimates for the effect of ini-
tiating metformin were similar in (B) and (M): .87
(95% CI: .78 - .96, p=.006) and .85 (95% CI: .77 -
.95, p=.003), respectively. In (E), the HR estimate
was .76 (95% CI: .61 - .95, p=.016), an expected in-
crease in confidence interval width, given the much
smaller cohort size after selecting on the PCP indi-
cation. The stronger effect in (E), which is outside
the confidence intervals of both other experiments,
may be due to reducing confounding by eliminating
patients with less complete and accurate EHR data.

Figure 2: Cumulative incidence functions for ADRD
(top) and death before ADRD (bottom) for
each strategy, comparing the sulfonylurea
(red) and metformin (blue) arms.

To quantify the treatment effect accounting for the
competing risk of death, the risk difference across
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treatment arms at ten years after baseline (RD10)
was examined. The death-without-dementia (DØD)
curves for the two arms are slightly closer in (M) than
(B): the RD10 of DØD were -8.1% (95% CI: -9.5% -
-7.0%) and -6.7% (95% CI: -8.0% - -5.4%), respec-
tively. As the competing risk outcome model does
not use covariates, this effect is from the propensity
model. The distribution of PCP indications is dis-
proportionately higher in metformin patients, so this
suggests that decreasing the weight of metformin pa-
tients with a PCP indication attenuates the mortality
survival-time effect. For the ADRD curves, the RD10

are -.39% (95% CI: -.91% - .19%) in (B) and -.58%
(95% CI: -1.4% - .17%) in (M), attributing a minor
increase in the effect of metformin.
In (E), the ADRD curves for both treatments in-

crease, which is far more likely to be the result
of higher outcome ascertainment in the entire co-
hort than of a higher rate of actual cognitive decline
among patients with a PCP indication. As observed
in the Cox model, the smaller sample size results in
much larger confidence intervals. In this experiment,
the RD10 of DØD is -7.7% (95% CI: -11% - -4.5%),
between that of the other experiments. Notably, the
RD10 of ADRD is -1.3% (95% CI: -3.2% - .55%), more
than three times that found in (B).

4. Discussion

To formulate our definition of internal PCP en-
counter, we chose indications based on a manual re-
view of the available codes. Other US EHRs may
require a different definition; we are exploring this
in a California EHR. We found that the PCP indi-
cation significantly impacted the results of an EHR
TTE, especially when used as an eligibility criterion.
Here, this exclusion strategy is desirable because the
ADRD CIFs are less noisy when lower quality data
are removed instead of balanced between arms. Other
TTEs may prefer the modeling strategy, e.g., if ap-
plying stricter eligibility criteria excludes too many
patients.
Notably, our PCP criterion is not the only

utilization-based method to improve data quality and
it should preferably be used in conjunction with
other methods. For instance, Goldstein et al. (2016)
demonstrated with simulated and EHR data that out-
come adjustment on a patient’s number of encounters
in the EHR meaningfully changes the odds ratio be-
tween the recordings of two conditions. However, the
authors note that one cause of incomplete recording

is patients moving between healthcare systems, which
motivates more work to identify ways of ensuring data
quality. Combining adjustment for healthcare utiliza-
tion with the PCP criterion can be beneficial, partic-
ularly as the PCP criterion accounts for visit types.

However, employing healthcare utilization features
requires care, as they can act as colliders. Utilization
is often affected by treatments and outcomes, so con-
ditioning on such features can induce a selection bias
(Weiskopf et al., 2023). Fortunately, the PCP fea-
ture should result in minimal bias, as primary care
encounters are less correlated to specific medical con-
ditions or events (Weiskopf et al., 2023).

When using the PCP criterion, there is potential
for bias because patients with a PCP have higher edu-
cational attainment and socioeconomic status overall
(Getzen et al., 2023). However, nearly all patients in
the US who receive a drug prescription for a chronic
disease – such as metformin or sulfonylureas for T2D
– will have a PCP, so members of a drug repurposing
TTE excluded by the internal PCP criterion likely
receive primary care outside of the EHR’s network.
In our cohort, patients with and without an internal
PCP had similar educational attainment, suggesting
that the selection bias associated with considering
only patients with an internal PCP may be limited.
Additionally, the findings of this TTE are clinically
relevant for patients eligible to receive an antidiabetic
prescription and reachable, so a cohort restricted to
patients with a PCP may better represent the popu-
lation of interest.

While EHR data are a valuable source of infor-
mation, EHR studies are inherently unrepresenta-
tive of the general population. A key step in work-
ing towards generalizability is reporting demographic
data more comprehensively (Boyd et al., 2023), which
can be worked towards with the PCP feature. Be-
cause EHR data are disproportionately missing for
less privileged groups, the distribution of patients
who appear at all in the EHR is not reflective of those
with thorough recording, so ignoring the PCP crite-
rion may obscure the latent bias. Future work to im-
prove data quality should further refine the PCP cri-
terion, e.g., by incorporating unstructured provider
notes in the EHR. To mitigate biases in the EHR and
fully benefit from the PCP criterion, studies should
expand generalizability through replications in other
EHRs, and more broadly with public efforts to pro-
mote healthcare accessibility for marginalized groups.
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Appendix A. Venn diagram visualizing the number of patients in the full
cohort with each type of internal PCP utilization indication prior
to baseline.

Percentages listed under the names are proportions of the full cohort; percentages within the circles are
proportions of all PCP patients.
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Figure 3: Venn Diagram of Patients with each PCP Indication
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Appendix B. Expanded Table of Summary Stats

B.1. Table by PCP Status

Table 1: Full comparison of baseline summary statistics, stratified by whether a patient has a record of an
internal primary care encounter prior to baseline.

Feature No PCP PCP
Total (N) 37, 322 17, 118
AD 6.0% 5.0%
Death 21.0% 10.0%
Age (mean) 66.520 (sd: 9.6) 64.480 (sd: 8.9)
Sex Female 50.0% 53.0%
Education Secondary 32% 37%
Education College 35% 39%
Education Graduate 08% 9%
Education Missing 25% 16%
Socioeconomic Vulnerability Score (0-1) 0.32 (sd: .21) 0.36 (sd: .24)
Home Life Vulnerability Score (0-1) 0.44 (sd: .20) 0.47 (sd: .21)
Racial Ethnic Vulnerability Score (0-1) 0.41 (sd: .21) 0.48 (sd: .23)
Housing Vulnerability Score (0-1) 0.50 (sd: .18) 0.54 (sd: .18)
Hypertension Diagnostic Code 56% 81%
Stroke Diagnostic Code 4% 6%
Cancer Diagnostic Code 30% 39%
COPD Diagnostic Code 3.0% 6.0%
Overweight Diagnostic Code 4.0% 22%
Obesity Diagnostic Code 21.0% 56.0%
Cardiovascular Disease Diagnostic Code 17.0% 26.0%
Visits Before Baseline (mean) 34 (sd: 50) 128.200 (sd: 123)
Visits Year Before Baseline (mean) 6.230 (sd: 11) 17.250 (sd: 17)
Outpatient Visits Before Baseline (mean) 27.820 (sd: 44) 116.180 (sd: 115)
Outpatient Visits Year Before Baseline (mean) 5.270 (sd: 10) 16.500 (sd: 17)

B.2. Table by Treatment Arm
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Table 2: Full comparison of baseline summary statistics, stratified by treatment arm. Includes both PCP
and no-PCP patients.

Feature Metformin Sulfonylurea
Total (N) 46, 613 7, 826
PCP (N) 15, 910(34.1%) 1, 208(15.4%)
AD 4.9% 8.8%
Death 14.0% 36.6%
Age (mean) 65.1 (sd: 9.0) 70.7 (sd: 10.7)
Sex Female 51.6% 47.0%
Education Secondary 32.9% 36.4%
Education College 37.6% 30.5%
Education Graduate 8.3% 5.3%
Education Missing 21.3% 27.4%
Socioeconomic Vulnerability Score (0-1) 0.33 (sd: .22) 0.33 (sd: .21)
Home Life Vulnerability Score (0-1) 0.45 (sd: .20) 0.46 (sd: .21)
Racial Ethnic Vulnerability Score (0-1) 0.44 (sd: .22) 0.42 (sd: .22)
Housing Vulnerability Score (0-1) 0.51 (sd: .18) 0.51 (sd: .18)
Hypertension Diagnostic Code 63% 66%
Stroke Diagnostic Code 4.6% 6.4%
Cancer Diagnostic Code 32% 34%
COPD Diagnostic Code 3.7% 4.1%
Overweight Diagnostic Code 10.4% 4.6%
Obesity Diagnostic Code 33.6% 20.5%
Cardiovascular Disease Diagnostic Code 18.2% 28.1%
Visits Before Baseline (mean) 66.3 (sd: 94.3) 47.4 (sd: 72.1)
Visits Year Before Baseline (mean) 9.86 (sd: 14.2) 8.75 (sd: 14.5)
Outpatient Visits Before Baseline (mean) 58.6 (sd: 87.5) 37.5 (sd: 63.5)
Outpatient Visits Year Before Baseline (mean) 9.12 (sd: 13.7) 6.95 (sd: 12.9)
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Appendix C. TTE Details

C.1. Outcome Definitions

ADRD outcomes were defined as the first occurrence of any of the following ICD9, ICD10, internal diagnosis
codes, or medications indicating cognitive decline. These sets were developed by consultation with expert
clinicians.

The ICD9 codes used were the following:
294.8, 290.40, 294.20, 294.21, 290.0, 294.10, 331.83, 331.9, 294.0, 294.9, 290.13, 331.3, 331.0, 331.5, 331.2,
331.82, 290.43, 290.21, 290.10, 780.93, 290, 331, 294, 294.1, 290.41, 290.3, 294.11, 290.20, 290.42, 290.4,
291.2, 290.11, 331.11, 331.89, 290.9, 331.1, 331.19, 331.7, 290.12, 290.0.1, 290.21.1, 290.20.1, 290.40.1, 290.1,
294.80.1, 294.10.1, 290.10.1, 292.82, 290.3.1, 331.2.3, 331.0.3, 290.42.1, 331.81, 290.8, 294.9.1, 290.43.1, 290.2

The ICD10 codes used were the following:
F03.90, F03.91, F01.50, G31.84, F01.C0, G30.9, G30.1, F02.80, G31.83, G31.89, F01.51, F02.B0, F02.81,
F01.518, G30.0, F03.918, F03.A0, G31.9, F10.27, G30.8, I69.311, F02.818, G31.09, F01.A0, F02.A0, F03.911,
F03.C0, F01.B0, F02.C11, G31.2, F03.B0, F03.B18, F10.97, I69.911, F03.B11, G31.85, F03.92, F02.C0,
I69.811, F02.811, F03.C11, F03.A4, F01.A18, G31.01, G31.81, F01.B11, G31.1, F02.C18, F01.52, F03.9,
F03.C18, F02.B2, F01.B4, I69.211

The other codes used were the following:
LPA99, YHAL6, WLAG8, WHMT3, LPA1009, WLEN6, LPA1404, LPA730, LPA867

The medications used were the following:
Galantamine (Razadyne, Razadyne ER) Donepezil (Aricept) Rivastigmine (Exelon) Memantine (Namenda)

Death outcomes were determined by death records within the EHR, supplemented with data from the MA
death registry (https://www.mass.gov/vital-records-data-and-publications).
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C.2. Consort Diagram

Figure 4: Consort diagram showing the number of metformin and sulfonylurea patients excluded at each
step in the eligibility criteria filtering. This diagram is for the (B) and (M) variants; for (E), there
is a final step applied at the end removing all patients without a PCP indication.

C.3. Covariate List

The covariates used in the propensity model and in the Cox PH model were the following:

• Age at baseline

• Sex

• Hypertension prior to baseline

• Stroke prior to baseline

• Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease prior to baseline

• Overweight diagnosis prior to baseline

• Obesity diagnosis prior to baseline

• Cardiovascular disease prior to baseline

• Cancer (defined with a strict set of ICD codes) prior to baseline

11
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• Cancer (defined with a broad set of ICD codes) prior to baseline

• Educational attainment level (pre-college, college, graduate, or missing)

• Socio-economic vulnerability score (accounts for income, employment, debt, education, etc.)

• Home life vulnerability score (accounts for age of family members, size of family, language proficiency
in family, other family vulnerabilities, etc.)

• Racial/Ethnic vulnerability score (accounts for racial and ethnic minority status)

• Housing vulnerability score (accounts for home type, vehicle access, etc.)

• BMI classification (0− < 25, 25− < 30, 30+)

These covariates were used as main effects.
The social vulnerability index score values were determined by the mean SVI values from all the census

tracts within the patient’s zip code, using data from the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/svi). Scores range from 0 to 1, where higher scores indicate
more vulnerability.
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Appendix D. Full Forest Plots from the Cox PH Models

Forest plots depicting the estimated hazard ratios from the Cox proportional hazards models for all three
variants. The first line shows the estimated treatment effect; following lines show estimated hazard ratios
for the covariates in the model.

Figure 5: Forest Plot of Cox PH Model (B)
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Figure 6: Forest Plot of Cox PH Model (M)
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Figure 7: Forest Plot of Cox PH Model (E)
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Appendix E. Full-size Individual CIFs

Figure 8: CIFs accounting for competing risks (B)
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Figure 9: CIFs accounting for competing risks (M)
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Figure 10: CIFs accounting for competing risks (E)
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Appendix F. Risk Difference Plots

Figure 11: Risk Differences over time for ADRD and DØD (B)

Figure 12: Risk Differences over time for ADRD and DØD (M)
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Figure 13: Risk Differences over time for ADRD and DØD (E)

Appendix G. Propensity Score Distributions

Plots showing the distribution of propensity scores grouped by treatment arm. When a score is closer to
1, the model is more confident that the patient is in the metformin arm. The distribution for metformin
patients (red) is closer to the right than that of the sulfonylurea patients (blue), but there is significant
overlap, suggesting that the two arms are composed of comparable populations. To calculate weights from
the propensity scores, we use stabilized average treatment effect weighting (as did the original metformin vs.
sulfonylureas TTE).
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Figure 14: Propensity Distributions (B)
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Figure 15: Propensity Distributions (M)
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Figure 16: Propensity Distributions (E)
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Appendix H. Age-specific ADRD Incidence per Person-year

The age-specific ADRD incidence per person year. Black trend line is constructed by interpolating between
data points extracted from a figure reported in a study of over 8 million patients using medicare claims data
(Olfson et al., 2021). For the ADRD incidence rates in our cohort, we use the same ICD9 code set as the
reference paper with the addition of the analogous ICD10 codes.

Figure 17: Age-specific ADRD Incidence per Person-year

24



Investigating Primary Care Indications to Improve Electronic Health Record in Dementia Target Trial Emulation

Appendix I. Age-specific mortality Incidence per Person-year

The age-specific mortality incidence per person year, stratified by whether a patient has an internal PCP
utilization indication prior to study initiation, only post study initiation, or never. Black trend line illustrates
the incidences reported in the Massachusetts life tables (Arias, 2022).

Figure 18: Age-specific mortality Incidence per Person-year
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