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Abstract

Background: Biomedical entity normalization is critical to biomedical research because the richness of
free-text clinical data, such as progress notes, can often be fully leveraged only after translating words and
phrases into structured and coded representations suitable for analysis. Large Language Models (LLMs),
in turn, have shown great potential and high performance in a variety of natural language processing (NLP)

tasks, but their application for normalization remains understudied.

Methods: We applied both proprietary and open-source LLMs in combination with several rule-based nor-
malization systems commonly used in biomedical research. We used a two-step LLM integration approach,
(1) using an LLM to generate alternative phrasings of a source utterance, and (2) to prune candidate UMLS
concepts, using a variety of prompting methods. We measure results by F3, where we favor recall over

precision, and F1.

Results: We evaluated a total of 5,523 concept terms and text contexts from a publicly available dataset
of human-annotated biomedical abstracts. Incorporating GPT-3.5-turbo increased overall Fg and F1 in nor-
malization systems +9.5 and +7.3 (MetaMapLite), +13.9 and +10.9 (QuickUMLS), and +10.5 and +10.3
(BM25), while the open-source Vicuna model achieved +10.8 and +12.2 (MetaMapLite), +14.7 and +15
(QuickUMLS), and +15.6 and +18.7 (BM25).

Conclusions: Existing general-purpose LLMs, both propriety and open-source, can be leveraged at scale to
greatly improve normalization performance using existing tools, with no fine-tuning.
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INTRODUCTION

Biomedical entity normalization, also known as entity linking or grounding, is the processing of map-
ping spans of text, such as conditions, procedures, or medications, into coded representations, such as Uni-
fied Medical Language System (UMLS) codes. Normalization is critical to biomedical research because the
richness of free-text data, such as information within progress notes, can often be fully leveraged only after
mapping words and phrases into structured, coded representations suitable for analysis. For example, iden-
tifying patients with Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus using free-text narratives could be challenging with keyword
search alone, given the variety of possible phrasings ("T2DM", "Hyperglycemia", "Glucose intolerance",
etc.) Searching instead for a normalized representation (e.g., UMLS "C0011860") simplifies this process
while greatly improving recall. Coded terms can subsequently be linked to related terms within ontologies
and so on. Recent state-of-the-art Large Language Models (LLMs), in turn, have shown great potential and
high performance in a variety of natural language processing (NLP) tasks, but their application for normal-
ization remains understudied. Moreover, while biomedical informaticians and researchers often leverage
rule-based systems, such as MetaMapLite [1] or cTAKES [2] for normalization, few studies have evaluated
the use of LLMSs working in concert with commonly used existing normalization systems.

In this study, we evaluate the use of two widely use LLMs, one closed-source (GPT-3.5-turbo) [3]
and one open (Vicuna-13b [4], a fine-tuned variation of Llama [5]), alongside widely used normalization
techniques and libraries within the informatics community, on a large human-annotated corpus of biomed-
ical abstracts and UMLS concepts [6]. We aim to contribute to improving performance for a common
scenario within biomedical informatics research: the need to extract normalized concepts from a large
corpus of documents, where fine-tuning a domain-specific model for the task is not practical or possible
(for example due to the lack of a gold standard annotation or time). In such cases, many researchers use
applications such as MetaMapLite, QuickUMLS [7], cTAKES [2], CLAMP [8], which tend to be rule-
based and relatively fast and scalable in concept extraction, but often with only moderate recall and rel-
atively low precision. At a basic level, we seek to explore the question: How can comparatively small,
widely available LLMs be leveraged to improve upon baseline biomedical concept normalization perfor-
mance? We examine a variety of prompting strategies with a focus on two specific areas where LLMs

may aid improvement alongside existing normalization systems. All code used in this study is available at



https: //github.com/ndobb/llm—normalization/1.

BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE

The process of concept normalization from biomedical free-text documents has been studied extensively,
and a number of widely used normalization systems exist. Such systems tend to be rule-based, parsing text
and matching based on lexical and syntactic heuristics [1, 2, 7, 9], though more recent systems, such as the
CLAMP toolkit [8], also incorporate machine learning based models for sentence boundary detection and
named entity recognition.

Related to normalization, Narayan et al [10] explored the use of LLMs using OpenAI’s GPT-3 [11] on
publicly available datasets to evaluate entity matching between datasets (e.g., determining if two products are
the same based on their descriptions), error detection, and data imputation. Peeters et al [12, 13] similarly
expanded this line of research using GPT-3.5 and systematically explored various prompting strategies.
Other work in this area has been driven by ontology researchers aiming to determine how LLMs may be
leveraged for entity alignment and relation prediction (e.g,. is-a, subsumes) to automate ontology generation
and error checking [14-17].

Within the health domain, Yang ef al [18] used a Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG) based approach
[19] to inject UMLS-derived context within prompts to improve question-answering performance. Specific
to normalization, Soroush et al [20] analyzed the use of GPT models for generating ICD-9, ICD-10, and
CPT codes from text-descriptions, finding both GPT-3.5-turbo and GPT-4 to perform relatively poorly, with
accuracy under 50%. Soroush et al’s findings suggests that LLMs alone may be inappropriate tools for
concept normalization. This challenge may be even moreso for UMLS concepts (as opposed to ICD-10),
which include a far larger number of longer, total codes which themselves carry no inherent meaning and
imply no relation to other codes (for example, the sequence of characters for the UMLS code "C0011860"
are essentially arbitrary, unlike codes which begin with "E" in ICD-10, which relate in some fashion to

diabetes mellitus).

1 Git repository will be made publicly available upon article acceptance
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Key Contributions

As current SOTA LLMs alone perform poorly at normalization, we seek to explore how well they can
improve baseline normalization performance when used alongside and augmenting widely-used exist-

ing normalization software. To do so, we:

1. Establish baseline precision, recall, F1 and Fj performance using several common normalization

applications on a large set of human-annotated, normalized condition mentions.

2. Use both open- and closed-source LLMs for synonym and alternative phrasing generation, which

we further normalize in order to maximize recall.
3. Explore prompting strategies for normalized concept pruning to subsequently balance precision.

4. Utilize combinations of normalization systems and LLMs to robustly evaluate end-to-end normal-
ization strategies aimed at maximizing I3, a harmonic mean of precision and recall weighted to-

wards recall.

We designed our experiments with a focus on practicality and scale, intended to inform biomedical re-
search efforts requiring normalization of large-scale unannotated clinical text repositories while minimizing
potential cost. Our results can be leveraged by researchers with various goals in mind, such maximizing

recall or precision, or in understanding cost and performance strategies in various prompting strategies.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Language Models

Biomedical concept normalization efforts often involve thousands or even millions of documents [21,
22]. In such projects the need for normalization processes at speed and without significant cost (e.g., less
than 1 second and under $0.01 per document) are thus necessary. We chose two language models, one
publicly available and one proprietary, as we believed they achieved a reasonable tradeoff between strong

(though not SoTA [23-26]) performance, inference speed, and cost.

1. GPT-3.5-turbo is the primary model behind ChatGPT [3] at the time of this writing. GPT-3.5-turbo

has been demonstrated to perform well on a variety of tasks within the clinical domain [27, 28],



including authoring letters to patients [29], decision support [30], medical question-answering [31],
interpreting radiology reports [32] and various clinical NLP tasks [33-35]. We used the gpz-3.5-turbo-

0125 model within OpenAl for our experiments.

2. Vicuna is an open-source model fine-tuned from the original LlaMA model [5] using user-shared
responses from ChatGTP [4]. As Vicuna was thus tuned to respond similarly to ChatGPT but is
freely available and also comparatively smaller, we chose Vicuna as a reasonable alternative capable
of running locally without the need for significant infrastructure. We used the quantized vicuna-13b-

v1.5.04_K_M.gguf model® for our experiments.
Normalization Systems

We chose three methods and software libraries as our baseline normalization systems:

1. MetaMapLite [1] is a Java-based implementation of the original MetaMap algorithm [9]. MetaMapLite
uses a Lucene-based [36] dictionary lookup approach for normalizing concepts indexed by UMLS

concept source text, abbreviations, and source term types.

2. QuickUMLS [7] is a lightweight Python-based implementation of the CPMerge algorithm [37].
QuickUMLS is designed to achieve similar recall and precision to MetaMap and cTAKES but much

faster.

3. BM25, or more formally Okapi BM25, is a widely used ranking and retrieval algorithm [38]. We used
a Python implementation of BM25 from the retriv library®>. We indexed BM25 using the preferred

terms of UMLS concepts related to diseases and conditions.
Dataset
MedMentions [6] is a human-annotated dataset of over 4,000 biomedical abstracts. Each abstract con-
tains mentions of biomedical concept terms and their most appropriate corresponding UMLS concept ID.

We chose MedMentions because of both the high-quality of the annotations and the large relative size of the

corpus.

Zhttps://huggingface.co/TheBloke/vicuna-13B-v1.5-16K-GGUF
3https://github.com/AmenRa/retriv



As the focus of this study is to inform low-resource scenarios where researchers are unable to train or
fine-tune models for normalization, we utilized only the test set of MedMentions for evaluation purposes.
The test set consists of 839 abstracts with 70,405 UMLS concepts. As we aimed to evaluate our LLM-
augmented normalization methods rather than exhaustively validate the corpus using the entirety of the

UMLS, we limited our experiments to 5,523 UMLS concept annotations related to disease and conditions.
Normalization Strategy

We aimed to leverage the LLMs described to improve the baseline normalization performance of MetaMapLite,
QuickUMLS, and BM25 in a relatively simple pipeline-like process. Importantly, we assume a scenario
where named entities within a given corpus are already known, but not normalized. In other words, we
imagine a case where a named entity recognition (NER) algorithm has already identified candidate token
spans within a corpus (for example, "cystic fibrosis" at character indices 250-265 in document 1) but UMLS
concepts are not known. We seek to augment traditional normalization processes with the following strate-

gies:

1. Synonym and Alternate Phrasing Generation - We prompt an LLM to generate alternative phras-
ings or synonyms of a given input text span to be normalized. We then use our normalization systems
to attempt to normalize both the source text span, as well as candidate alternative spans. This step

seeks to maximize recall.

2. Candidate Concept Pruning - After normalization, we again prompt an LLM to filter out inappro-
priate concepts, using both the preferred term and semantic type of a given candidate concept as well

as surrounding text context of the original identified span. This step seeks to improve precision.

Figure 1 shows a visual example of this process.
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€0263924
Gluteal tendinitis
Figure 1: Diagram of our multi-stage normalization strategy.

Evaluation

Our evaluation process was as follow:

1. Using all three normalization systems, we established baseline normalization results by individually

executing each on all condition concepts in the test set of the MedMentions corpus.

2. We prompted both LLMs to generate candidate alternative phrasings and synonyms for all test set



concepts, then used our normalization systems to subsequently normalize the additional concepts as

well, focusing on recall.

. Next, we sought to identify an optimal prompting strategy for concept pruning. To do so, we experi-
mented using a random sample of 1,000 test set concepts and the Vicuna model with various prompt

structures. These were:

(a) Multiple Choice - We included all candidate concepts in a single prompt, instructing the LLM
to output a list of appropriate concepts. Within the multiple choice approach, we further experi-
mented with outputting UMLS concept concept IDs (CUISs) versus indices in which they were
presented (e.g., "C0010674" vs. "2"). We hypothesized that simpler index-based output may
may perform slightly better than CUIs. We additionally evaluated chain-of-thought prompting,

instructing the model to "think step-by-step" and provide reasoning for a given output.

(b) Binary Choice - We evaluated each candidate concept independently, with an additional LLM
prompt and response for each concept. We hypothesized that a simpler prompt and question may

also lead to better performance, though at the cost of far more overall prompts needed.

Figure 2 shows examples of these strategies.



Multiple Choice Strategy
(single prompt)

Binary Choice Strategy
(multiple prompts, 1 per candidate concept)

You are an expert system for determining appropriate UMLS concepts (YOU are an expert system for determining appropriate UMLS concepts \
from context. from context.
Here are the possible concepts: Is the term {{UC; Ulcerative Colitis (Disease or Syndrome}}
the same as {{UC}} in this context?
[UC; Ulcerative Colitis (Disease or Syndrome) ]
Respond in a JSON object of the form { “answer”: <true|false> } /
[UC confined to rectum (Disease or Syndrome) ] / \
You are an expert system for determining appropriate UMLS concepts
from context.
[CD — Crohn'’s disease; Crohn’s disease (Disease or Syndrome) ]
Is the term {{UC confined to rectum (Disease or Syndrome}}
the same as {{UC}} in this context?
Respond in a JSON object of the form { “answers”: <concept_ids> } Respond in a JSON object of the form { “answer”: <true false> } /
[You are an expert system for determining appropriate UMLS concepts \
from context.
Is the term {{CD — Crohn’s disease; Crohn’s disease (Disease or Syndrome}}
the same as {{UC}} in this context?
Respond in a JSON object of the form { “answer”: <true|false> }

J

Figure 2: Visual example of our Multiple Choice and Binary Choice prompting strategies.

In addition, for each prompt strategy combination, we also experimented with a post-processing step
to always accept the first candidate concept, even if rejected in the concept pruning phase. We refer

to this strategy hereafter as Top1.

For scoring purposes, we make the explicit assumption that recall is ultimately more important than
precision in this task. For example, many downstream analyses of normalized, extracted data often
look for specific CUI values (e.g., identifying patients with heart failure "C0018801" as clinical trial
candidates). Thus false positive CUIs may be ignored in such cases with relatively low harm. We

therefore consider I3 as our metric to optimize, with recall having greater weight than precision

(B =2

precision * recall

Fg=(1+p
=147 (82 * precision) + recall

For context we also provide the traditional F1 harmonic mean of precision and recall:

10



Fl— 9 precision * recall

precision + recall
RESULTS

Table 1 shows results of our baseline and synonym and alternate phrasing phrasing experiments. As our
results at this stage include candidate concepts from our LLM-generated alternate phrasings without pruning,
the improvements shown are thus the upper bound of recall. We prompted each LLM to return at most 3
alternate phrasings. For each alternate phrasing, we accepted only the first normalized concept returned, if
any. While both LLMs showed recall improvement over baseline results with each normalization system,
GPT-3.5-turbo showed a greater recall improvement for each over Vicuna. With the exception of BM25
(which already had a reasonably high recall of 77.7% at baseline), each normalization system showed an
improvement in recall of over 10% for both LLMs.

Baseline Vicuna GPT-3.5-turbo
Norm. System P R F1 Fgs P R F1 Fg P R F1 Fgs
MetaMapLite | 32.2 665 434 548 | 62 76.6 11.5 234 | 108 787 19.0 348

QuickUMLS 219 490 303 392 | 70 629 127 242 | 82 662 146 274
BM25 17.7 7777 28.1 463 | 122 823 214 382 | 13.0 848 225 402

Table 1: Results of our first experiments using LLMs to generate and normalize synonyms and alternative phrasings of an initial
utterance. We aimed to improve recall over baseline results.

Next, we aimed to determine optimal prompt and scoring strategies for concept pruning, using variants
of our prompt strategies. Given the large number of potential LLM responses needed due to various combi-
nations of prompt strategies, we chose to use only the Vicuna LLM and a random subset of 1,000 examples
from the test set. Results are shown in Table 2.

For each normalization system, as the binary prompt strategy with chain-of-thought showed the best
performance by Iz among our test set sample using LLM-chosen UMLS concepts, we chose to use this in
our final experiment. As automatically including the first candidate concept also improved recall (though at
the expense of some precision), we also included the "Topl" strategy in our final experiment. Results are

shown in Table 3.
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Vicuna
LLM-chosen only LLM-chosen+Top1
Norm. System Prompt Strategy P R F1 Fgs P R F1 Fjs
Multiple-Choice+Index+CoT | 45.7 654 53.8 60.2 | 46.1 69.7 555 632
Multiple-Choice+Index 439 639 520 58.6| 448 704 548 632
MetaMapLite Multiple-Choice+CUI+CoT 426 70.6 531 624 | 416 726 529 632
Multiple-Choice+CUI 393 696 502 603|390 723 507 618
Binary-Choice+CoT 4477 702 546 630 | 419 742 536 643
Binary-Choice 46.8 67.1 551 61.7 | 443 740 554 653
Multiple-Choice+Index+CoT | 39.9 547 46.1 509 | 404 572 474 528
Multiple-Choice+Index 39.7 562 465 519 | 397 580 47.1 53.1
QuickUMLS Multiple-Choice+CUI+CoT 40.5 57.8 476 533 | 40.1 587 476 53.7
Multiple-Choice+CUI 37.5 577 455 521 | 373 59.0 457 529
Binary-Choice+CoT 386 593 46.8 536 | 360 637 46.0 552
Binary-Choice 39.1 566 462 519 | 370 635 468 555
Multiple-Choice+Index+CoT | 36.8 52.1 43.1 48.1 | 37.1 535 43.8 492
Multiple-Choice+Index 36.7 521 431 48.1 | 37.1 539 439 494
BM2S Multiple-Choice+CUI+CoT 404 544 464 509 | 404 552 467 514
Multiple-Choice+CUI 39.5 548 459 509 | 392 553 459 5l1.1
Binary-Choice+CoT 337 762 467 609 | 314 80.1 451 61.1
Binary-Choice 350 733 474 60.1 | 328 79.0 464 61.6

Table 2: Results of experiments to determine an optimal prompting strategy for concept pruning. We used a randomly-chosen subset
of 1,000 test set concepts and contexts.

Somewhat surprisingly, with higher precision than GPT-3.5-turbo for each normalization system, the
smaller Vicuna model achieved the highest F1 scores over GPT-3.5-turbo in all experiments. Fj3 scores were
generally closer with the exception of BM25, where Vicuna achieved notably better £z than GPT-3.5-turbo
(CoT: +3.9 and CoT+Topl: +5.1). Compared to baseline normalization Fj results in our first experiment
(shown in Table 1), the addition of the Vicuna model for end-to-end alternative phrasing and best pruning
strategy led to over 10% improvement in all normalization systems (MetaMapLite: +10.8, QuickUMLS:
+14.7, BM25: +15.6).

Full prompts for all experiments are included in the Appendix.
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Vicuna GPT-3.5-turbo

Norm. System  Strategy P R F1 Fjs P R F1 Fps

. Binary-Choice+CoT 464 683 553 624 | 381 756 507 63.1
MetaMapLite

Binary-Choice+CoT+Topl | 443 746 556 656 | 375 783 50.7 643

. Binary-Choice+CoT 38.6 563 458 51.5 | 308 635 415 523

QuickUMLS

Binary-Choice+CoT+Topl | 35.8 61.7 453 539 | 300 658 412 53.1

BM2S Binary-Choice+CoT 352 73.6 476 604 | 256 81.1 389 565

Binary-Choice+CoT+Topl | 33.2 79.1 468 619 | 249 837 384 5638

Table 3: Results of our final experiment to apply our best-performing prompting strategy using all normalization systems and LLMs.

DISCUSSION

Our results demonstrate that existing LLMs can be leveraged to greatly increase performance of widely-
used biomedical normalization systems without fine-tuning. Our two-step process of leveraging LLMs for al-
ternate phrasing generation and subsequent concept pruning demonstrates improvements to Fig (best: +15.6)
and F1 (best: +19.5) in each combination LLM and normalization system we experimented with, as well
as higher recall in all experiments with the exception of one (BM25 using Vicuna with Binary-Choice+CoT
prompting strategy).

Moreover, we demonstrate that these results can be achieved using non-SoTA, smaller models, both
open-source and proprietary. Our results show that the publicly-available Vicuna 13b quantized model can
achieve results that surpass GPT-3.5-turbo in Fg and F1 under certain circumstances. As these smaller mod-
els can respond relatively quickly and at relatively low cost (the gpt-3.5-turbo-0125 model costs $1.50 per
1M tokens at the time of this writing), they also lend themselves to scalability, in concert with normalization

systems.
Limitations

This study had a number of limitations. First, we used only a single dataset, MedMentions, and only
concepts related to diseases and conditions. It is possible that other datasets, textual contexts, domains and
concept semantic types (e.g., medications) may show different results. As the MedMentions test set in-
cludes over 5,000 concepts from a large variety of biomedical abstracts, however, we argue that the dataset

is nonetheless useful and reasonable for establishing the efficacy of our methods. Next, we evaluated only
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two large language models, and potentially there are a growing list of others that may be included. As we
intended to demonstrate that existing, readily-available, smaller models encode sufficient biomedical knowl-
edge while also remaining inexpensive and highly responsive, we argue these models are highly suitable
to common research situations where a large corpora of documents require normalization at scale while
model fine-tuning is not possible or desirable. Additionally, we assume a situation where named entities
within a corpus are already identified but not yet normalized, which may not always be the case. As reason-
ably well-performing NER models, including open-source, are readily-available, we feel this is a reasonable
assumption.
Future work

In future work, we intend to apply these approaches to existing corpora of other domains (such as

progress notes), as well as evaluate cost and scaling factors in greater detail.
CONCLUSION

This study demonstrates that smaller, widely-available large language models can be readily leveraged
alongside existing normalization software to achieve greater precision, recall, i3 and F1 in clinical docu-
ments. We empirically evaluated two language models in combination with three widely-user normalization
systems using a variety of prompting and processing strategies. The methods discussed here can be readily

adapted and used by research teams.
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APPENDIX

Prompt for Synonym and Alternate Phrasing

You are an expert system for providing synonyms of phrases which appear in
medical abstracts and clinical notes to aid in normalizing phrases to UMLS
concepts. Given a surrounding text context, respond with up to 3 relevant
synonyms to the bracketed term in bullet points.

If there is an anatomical word, type of disorder, or behavior the bracketed
term may be referring to, include that reference in your synonyms.

The specific term to find synonyms for will be surrounded by double-brackets,
like {{term}}.

Please find synonyms given this context: "{context_and_term}"

Figure 3: Prompt used for synonym and alternate phrasing generation.
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Prompt for Multi-Choice Concept Pruning

You are an expert system for determining appropriate UMLS concepts for a
given term. Given a surrounding text context and list of possible UMLS
concepts, filter the possible UMLS concepts to only those which could
possibly be appropriate, at most 2.

Be flexible and generous in your interpretation, and general concepts as
well as specific appropriate concepts should be included. Reason step-by-
step about why concepts are appropriate.

Respond only in a JSON object of concept IDs like

{"answer": <concept IDs>, "reason": <reason>}

Strictly output only concept IDs in your <answer>.

The specific term to filter UMLS concepts for will be surrounded by double-
brackets, like {{term}}.

Here is the context:
"{context}"

{candidate_concepts}

Figure 4: Prompt used for concept candidate pruning. Multi-candidate concepts are presented in a single prompt, and a list of appro-
priate concepts expected in the response. This example shows the chain-of-though prompt variant.
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Prompt for Binary Concept Pruning

You are an expert system for determining appropriate UMLS concepts for a
given term. Given a surrounding text context and a term, determine whether
a given UMLS concept means the same thing as {{term}}.

Here is the context:
"{context}"

Is the concept "{concept}" the same as {{term}} in this context? Answer true is
yes, false if no. Reason step-by-step about why a concept is appropriate.
Structure your output in JSON as

{"answer": <true|false>, "reason": <reason> }

Figure 5: Prompt used for binary concept candidate pruning. A single candidate concept is presented in a single prompt, with a single
LLM response needed for all candidate concepts. This example shows the chain-of-though prompt variant.
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