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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Objective: The Emergency Severity Index (ESI) is the most commonly used system in over 70% of all U.S. emer-
gency departments (ED) that uses predicted resource utilization as a means to triage [1], Mistriage, which in-
cludes both undertriage and overtriage has been a persistent issue, affecting 32.2% of total ED visits [2]. Our
goal is to develop a machine learning framework that predicts patients' resource needs, thereby improving re-
source allocation during triage.

Methods: This retrospective study analyzed ED visits from the Medical Information Mart for Intensive Care IV, di-
viding the data into training (80%) and testing (20%) cohorts. We utilized data available during triage, including
patient vital signs, age, gender, mode of arrival, medication history, and chief complaint. Azure AutoML was used
to create different machine learning models trained to predict the 144 target columns including laboratory panels
and imaging modalities as well as medications required during patients' ED visits. The 144 models' performance
was evaluated using the area under the receiver operating characteristic curve (AUROC), F1 score, accuracy, pre-
cision and recall.

Results: A total of 391,472 ED visits were analyzed. 144 Voting ensemble models were created for each target. All
frameworks achieved on average an AUC score of 0.82 and accuracy of 0.76. We gathered the feature importance
for each target and observed that ‘chief complaint’, among others, had a high aggregate feature importance across
different targets.

Conclusion: This study shows the high accuracy in predicting resource needs for patients in the ED using a ma-
chine learning model. This can greatly improve patient flow and resource allocation in already resource limited
emergency departments.
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1. Introduction

In the high-stakes environment of emergency departments (ED), the
triage process plays a pivotal role. This process is not just about directing
patient flow to appropriate treatment areas, but it ensures effective allo-
cation of resources for care delivery. While multiple different triage sys-
tems exist, the Emergency Severity Index (ESI) is the most commonly
used in the US, employed in over 70% of all U.S. EDs [1]. The ESl is a
five-level triage algorithm that categorizes patients into groups from 1
(most urgent) to 5 (least urgent) on the basis of their vital signs and re-
source needs. The ESI has been widely adopted in EDs worldwide due to
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its reliability and validity in predicting hospital admission and resource
utilization [2,3].

Despite advancements in triage methods, significant challenges per-
sist, particularly with the Emergency Severity Index (ESI), leading to fre-
quent mistriage. While these tools rely on objective data for triage
decisions, the inherent subjective judgment of clinicians during triage
plays a critical role, introducing variability and potential bias [4,5].
Mistriage is defined here as the act of giving a patient an inappropriate
level of triage, including both undertriage and overtriage. Undertriage
refers to a situation where a patient who need urgent interventions is
mistakenly assigned a lower ESI level (for example ESI 3 or 4 instead
of a 2). On the other hand, overtriage occurs when a patient who re-
quires minimal resources is assigned a higher ESI level (for example
ESI 3 or 4 instead of a 5). Mistriage has been found to occur in 32.2%
of total ED visits, of which 3.3% were undertriaged and 28.9% were
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overtriaged [4,5]. This issue stems from the subjective nature of the ESI
system, particularly for ESI levels 3, 4, and 5, which require clinicians to
estimate the number of resources patients are expected to need. For ex-
ample, a patient with mild abdominal pain might be overtriaged to ESI
level 3 if the clinician anticipates the need for multiple resources such
as tests and consultations, whereas they might more appropriately be
assigned to ESI level 4 or 5 if fewer resources are needed. Conversely,
a patient with moderate symptoms might be undertriaged to ESI level
4 but may actually require an ESI level 3 due to needing several diagnos-
tic tests and treatments. Incorrectly estimating resource needs can lead
to assigning an inappropriate triage level, potentially delaying necessary
treatment and straining ED resources.

This highlights the need to improve the triage process by providing
more data-driven tools for resource allocation decisions, which will in
turn inform the assignment of a patient's ESI score.

An additional aspect of this endeavor is the early decision-making
regarding patient disposition, especially in cases requiring transfers.
The ability to determine the need for specialized care or transfer to an-
other facility can be vital for patient outcomes and efficient use of ED re-
sources [6,7]. Artificial intelligence (Al) and machine learning (ML)
emerge as potent tools to transcend these challenges, capable of sifting
through complex data to uncover patterns and enhance decision-
making thereby supporting more informed and timely decisions in
emergency care. In addition, they can mitigate the tendency to overuse
diagnostic tools by providing data-driven suggestions [8]. Studies have
already shown the effectiveness of Al in various scenarios including
mortality, admission or need for critical care [9,10].

Furthermore, the utilization of Electronic Health Records (EHR) in
conjunction with Al algorithms has led to the development of predictive
models that can anticipate outcomes like hospitalization needs and crit-
ical care events. These models, which encompass machine learning,
deep learning, and interpretable machine learning, are promising but
require further comparative studies to ensure their reliability and gen-
eralizability [10].

Our research aims to leverage machine learning models to accu-
rately predict patients' resource needs, thus improving the efficacy of
the Emergency Severity Index (ESI) system. This includes predicting
the need for laboratory tests, imaging services, medications, and proce-
dures which are significant contributors to resource utilization and
length of stay in the ED. Accurate prediction of resource needs enables
us to refine the ESI system, leading potentially to better patient alloca-
tion across various ED sections. This improvement not only enhances ef-
ficiency and reduces wait times but also significantly boosts patient
outcomes, particularly for those who are currently misclassified.

2. Methods
2.1. Study design, setting, participant selection

This retrospective cohort study analyzed clinical data from patients
aged 18 and over who visited the ED of Beth Israel Deaconess Medical
Center, an academic medical center in Boston, Massachusetts, between
2008 and 2019. The data, sourced from the Medical Information Mart
for Intensive Care IV (MIMIC-1V) database, included 425,087 ED visits
[11]. Since the MIMIC-IV database does not involve identifiable human
subjects, Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was not required
for this study.

2.2. Data pre-processing

The dataset used for all algorithms was sourced from triage informa-
tion, comprising both structured and unstructured data elements. Struc-
tured data included vital signs such as temperature, blood pressure
(systolic and diastolic), heart rate, respiratory rate, and oxygen satura-
tion, as well as demographic details such as age, sex, and mode of arrival.
Additionally, a categorized list of each patient's medications, organized
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by therapeutic purpose, was incorporated. Unstructured data, such as
the free-text descriptions of patients' chief complaints, was also included.
This type of text allows clinicians to capture the exact symptoms and nu-
ances reported by patients, which can be crucial for accurate diagnosis
and treatment [12]. Furthermore, there is no universal coding for chief
complaints, which could limit the generalizability of the model [13].

To conduct the machine learning analysis, a dataset was created
with a schema consisting of feature columns to serve as inputs and tar-
get columns to serve as outputs.

Encounters with no recorded vital signs were removed from the
dataset, and the missing values in the remaining encounters were im-
puted using mean imputation. The feature columns included structured
data such as age and pulse rate were added with their raw values, cate-
gorical data like medication used at home were one-hot encoded which
converts them into a binary format suitable for machine learning appli-
cations. It achieves this by assigning a unique column in a matrix to each
medication category. Within this matrix, the presence of a medication is
indicated by a 1, while its absence is marked with a 0, thereby
transforming the categorical information into a format that machine
learning algorithms can efficiently process. On the other hand, unstruc-
tured data like chief complaints was manipulated by azure Auto Ma-
chine Learning (AutoML) using different techniques like word
embeddings, TF-IDF vectorization or categorical hash among others
suited for machine learning depending on the model used.

The target columns encompass various resources utilized, including
laboratory testing, imaging techniques, procedures, and medications
administered. Laboratory tests were grouped into detailed panels to as-
sess specific organ systems. For instance, amylase and lipase were col-
lectively categorized under pancreatic enzymes. Imaging techniques
were classified into distinct categories such as MRI, CT, ultrasound,
and X-ray. Procedures (such as interventional radiology) were consoli-
dated to indicate whether a patient underwent any procedure. Lastly,
the medication data in the ED focused on the top 90% most frequently
used medications, excluding the least used 10% due to their minimal
count, which rendered them statistically insignificant for predictive
analysis. These columns were converted into one-hot encoded format,
using 0 s and 1 s to denote whether they were used or not.

The dataset underwent a stratified sampling into an 80% training and
a 20% testing. Furthermore, to address the issue of imbalanced data for
each target due to the sheer number of samples, we employed a
random-balanced under-sampling technique to the training set. This
method balances the class distribution in the dataset by reducing the
size of the more abundant class. Such balancing ensures that the
model can learn effectively from both classes, thereby enhancing its
generalization capabilities and improving its accuracy in making predic-
tions across all classes, not just the predominant one.

The dataset was uploaded to Azure AutoML for preprocessing and
feature engineering, which automated the transformation of raw data
into a machine learning-ready format. During this phase, AutoML un-
dertook the imputation of missing values by substituting them with
the feature's mean, ensuring that no data points were discarded due
to incomplete information.

2.3. Model development

After preprocessing the initial dataset, it was then split into several
datasets, each corresponding to a single target column. This resulted
in different subsets, each with their own unique training dataset.
These datasets were then uploaded to Azure Blob storage in a tabulated
format with each column data type predefined. Following this, an ex-
periment was created for each prediction target with its dataset speci-
fied in the configuration. Azure AutoML was then triggered to execute
training for each experiment.

Following the initial preprocessing, Azure AutoML proceeds to the
model selection and training phase, specifically within the context of a
classification task. Utilizing its extensive repository of algorithms,
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Table 1
Demographic and clinical characteristics of training and testing sets.
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Demographic Training Set Testing Set p-value
(N =313,177) (N = 78,295)
Male, n (%) 141,761 (45.27) 35,947 (45.91) <0.001
Age, mean (SD) 50.00 (20.00) 50.04 (20.03) 0.62
Race
White, n (%) 168,296 (53.74) 42,300 (54.03) 0.07
Black, n (%) 57,406 (18.33) 14,377 (18.36) 37
Acuity Level, n (%)
1 11,323 (3.62) 2889 (3.68) 0.21
2 104,933 (33.51) 26,179 (33.43) 0.33
3 174,023 (55.57)) 43,483 (55.53) 0.42
4 22,081 (7.05) 5530 (7.1) 0.35
5 817 (0.25) 214 (0.26) 0.31
Mode of Arrival, n (%)
Walk-in 193,100 (61.66) 48,205 (61.57) 0.32
Ambulance 110,186 (35.18) 27,569 (35.21) 0.43
Vital Signs
Heart Rate (beats/min), mean (SD) 84.97 (17.76) 84.50 (17.50) <0.001
Systolic Blood Pressure (mmHg), mean (SD) 135.12 (41.56) 134.93 (22.43) 0.08
Diastolic Blood Pressure (mmHg), mean (SD) 81.50 (11.89) 79.58 (17.81) <0.001
Body Temperature (F), mean (SD) 98.02 (4.03) 98.00 (2.56) 0.09
Respiratory Rate (breaths/min), mean (SD) 17.57 (9.36) 17.53 (4.02) 0.07
Oxygen Saturation (percents), mean (SD) 98.51 (19.04) 98.43 (5.08) 0.04

AutoML selects a diverse array of classification models that range from
traditional methods, such as logistic regression and decision trees, to
more complex ones like gradient boosting, SVM and LightGBM. It then
applies these models within a robust validation framework, employing
a 5-fold cross-validation technique to rigorously evaluate model perfor-
mance. Cross-validation is a resampling procedure used to assess the
predictive capabilities of a model by partitioning the original sample
into a training set to train the model, and a test set to evaluate it. In
each of the five iterations, a different subset of the data is held out as
the test set while the remaining data is used for training, ensuring that
every data point is used for both training and validation exactly once.
The performance metrics from these folds are then aggregated to pro-
vide a comprehensive measure of model efficacy. Upon completion of
the model training and validation process, Azure AutoML synthesizes
the insights gathered from various individual classifiers to construct a
superior predictive model.

This is achieved through the implementation of a voting ensemble
method among 12 trained machine learning models, which leverages
soft voting. In soft voting, predictions from each constituent model are
weighted and combined based on the predicted probabilities of the
class labels, rather than a simple majority vote. This probabilistic ap-
proach allows for a more nuanced aggregation of model predictions,
giving higher weight to the confidence level of each model's predictions.
The resulting ensemble model capitalizes on the strengths of its mem-
bers while mitigating individual weaknesses, culminating in a robust
and often more accurate final model.

2.4. Model performance evaluation

To provide a comprehensive assessment of model performance on
the test set, several key metrics were utilized. After retrieving the best
performing models, the voting ensemble runs again on the test set
and retrieves the F1 score, AUC, accuracy, precision score, and recall
score. The Accuracy metric measures the proportion of correct predic-
tions, including both true positives and true negatives, among the
total number of cases examined, serving as a straightforward and intu-
itive gauge of overall model performance. The AUC (Area Under the
Curve) reflects the model's ability to discriminate between positive
and negative classes, with values closer to 1 indicating better discrimi-
nation. The F1 Score combines precision and recall into a single metric,
offering a balance between the model's precision in predicting positive
instances and its ability to recall all positive instances. Precision Score
focuses exclusively on the model's accuracy in predicting positive
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instances, whereas the Recall Score measures the model's ability to
identify all actual positives [14].

3. Results

A total of 391,472 ED visits were included in this analysis, with
313,177 visits in the training set and 78,295 visits in the testing set
(Table 1). The input features used in model development are shown in
Table 2, with each variable in our study database having <6% missing
values. We created 144 voting ensemble models for each target.

3.1. Statistical analysis

3.1.1. Performance Metrics of the voting ensembles of several resources

Fig. 1 displays the performance metrics of voting ensemble classi-
fiers used in medical settings to predict various patient needs, including
hospital admission, imaging and procedure requirements, laboratory
testing, and medication use in the ED. The model predicting hospital ad-
missions shows promising results, with an accuracy of approximately
0.75 and an AUC close to 0.8, indicating strong overall performance
and discriminative power. The F1 score, at 0.7, signifies an excellent bal-
ance between precision and recall, confirming the model's reliability.
Precision at nearly 0.65suggests that the positive predictions are correct,
while a recall around 0.7 underscores the model's ability to identify
most actual cases that require admission.

The model's capability in forecasting the need for imaging and proce-
dures is similarly proficient in general accuracy (0.78) and identifying
cases (AUC of 0.85). However, the lower F1 (0.15) and precision (0.09)

Table 2
Patient features and the percentage of missing values.

Feature Data type Missing values, n (%)
Gender Categorical 0 (0%)

Age Continuous 0 (0%)

Race Categorical 0 (0%)

Mode of Arrival Categorical 0 (0%)

Chief Complaint Text 0 (0%)

Systolic Blood Pressure Continuous 18,291 (4.03%)
Diastolic Blood Pressure Continuous 19,091 (4.49%)
Body Temperature Continuous 23,415 (5.51%)
Heart Rate Continuous 17,090 (4.02%)
Respiratory Rate Continuous 20,353 (4.79%)
Oxygen Saturation Continuous 20,596 (4.85%)
Home Medications Categorical 0 (0%)
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Fig. 1. Average Performance of the voting ensembles that predicts the laboratory testing, imaging and procedures, Medications used in the ED and admission.

scores point to a significant area for enhancement, especially in minimiz-
ing false positives. For laboratory tests, the classifier's accuracy (0.75)
and AUC (0.81) imply effective discrimination between necessary and
unnecessary tests. Nevertheless, the lower F1 score (0.22) and precision
score (0.2) reveal a propensity for over-predicting positive cases. In
predicting medication use in the ED, the classifier mirrors the overall
high accuracy (0.77) and AUC (0.81) seen in the performance of other
models. However, the model's low F1 score (0.06) and precision score
(0.03) highlight a skewed emphasis on recall over precision.

3.2. Closer examination of some voting ensembles

Upon closer examination of the predictive models, we find a note-
worthy that the model predicting hospital admissions assigns the
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greatest importance to chief complaints (as illustrated in Fig. 2).
Among the chief complaints, Fig. 3 illustrates some of the words in
the chief complaints that were associated with a higher likelihood
of admission.

Further analysis reveals that age is the second most influential factor,
with admission rate increasing with age, as shown in Fig. 4. Additionally,
blood pressure readings significantly impact the likelihood of admis-
sion; patients with extremely low (50-100) or high (200-250) readings
are more likely to be flagged for admission (Fig. 5).

Focusing on imaging classification, the model predicting the utiliza-
tion of CT scans assigns high feature importance to chief complaints
such as “alcohol status post fall” at 1.75 and “right lower quadrant ab-
dominal pain” at 1.57, indicating these as strong predictors for the
need of a CT scan, as illustrated in Fig. 6.

All data

Fig. 2. Aggregate Feature importance for admission.
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Feature importance: Class 1
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Fig. 3. Plot showing the detailed feature importance of the chief complaint for admission.

In laboratory testing, the machine learning model for pleural
fluid metabolic panel (i.e. PH, proBNP, LDH, protein etc) accurately
identifies patients with O2 saturation below 95% as needing pleural
fluid analysis, typically associated with pleural effusions (Fig. 7).

To illustrate the rationale behind our model's classification process,
we chose “Emtricitabine/Tenofovir” from the list of predicted

0.6

0.4

0.2

10

Feature importance

medications as an example. This model identifies patients prescribed
home antiretroviral as indicator for administering Emtricitabine Teno-
fovir in the ED with a feature importance reaching 2.4 (Fig. S8).
Highlighting the capabilities of other medication prediction models,
a prime illustration is the model developed for forecasting the necessity
of norepinephrine. This model pinpoints individuals whose systolic

100

Age

Fig. 4. Detailed Analysis of age as a Key Feature in admitting a patient as indicated by the voting ensemble.
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300

Systolic Blood Pressure

Fig. 5. Detailed Analysis of systolic blood pressure (sbp) as a Key Feature in admitting a patient as indicated by the voting ensemble.

blood pressure (SBP) falls below 100 mmHg as likely candidates in need
of norepinephrine (Fig. S9).

4. Discussion

In our study, we developed 144 machine learning models to antici-
pate the need for various resources in the ED, using data from patient
triage. These models, informed by historical data on resource allocation,
learn to recognize patterns and make objective predictions about re-
source needs. Our model's performance is comparable to previous
work in this domain, such as the study by Hunter-Zinck et al., which
used multilabel machine learning framework to predict clinical orders

simultaneously [15]. In comparison, our study employed a different ap-
proach by using a separate model for each target instead of a multilabel
classification. This method provided us with clearer insights into how
the models classify the necessity for each order based on the triage in-
formation and thus the clinical profile of the patient. However, both
studies reached the same conclusion that machine learning holds signif-
icant potential for predicting resources and supporting decision-making
in emergency departments.This study's evaluation of the performance
of voting ensembles in predicting medication usage in ED settings re-
veals a multifaceted picture of the different model's efficacy (Figs. 1).
Notably, the high accuracy observed indicates a general reliability of
the models in making correct predictions about imaging, laboratory

Feature importance: Class 1
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Fig. 6. Detailed Analysis of chief complaint as a Key Feature in performing a Computed tomography (CT) as indicated by the voting ensemble.
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Fig. 7. Detailed Analysis of O2sat as a Key Feature in performing a pleural fluid analysis as
indicated by the voting ensemble.

tests and medication to be ordered in the ED. Such a level of accuracy is
reassuring, given the critical nature of decision-making in emergency
medicine. Complementing this, the high AUC scores demonstrate the
model's robust capability to discriminate effectively between instances
where medication is required and where it is not. This characteristic is
particularly vital in the ED context, where the accurate identification
of medication necessity can significantly impact patient outcomes.

However, the study also uncovers areas needing improvement, par-
ticularly regarding precision metrics. The lower precision score indi-
cates a reduced confidence in the model's positive predictive power.
This reduced precision could lead to challenges in distinguishing true
positives from false positives, raising concerns about the potential for
over-prescription or unnecessary medication administration in the ED.
The lower F1 score, representing the harmonic mean of precision and
recall, points to an imbalance in the models' performance. The tendency
of the models to favor recall over precision suggests a proclivity towards
identifying cases that require medication at the expense of generating
more false positives. In practical terms, this could result in the recom-
mendation of medications for patients who do not need them, leading
to unwarranted treatment interventions. Lastly, the precision score fur-
ther underscores the issue of the models mistakenly labeling negative
instances (cases where no medication is needed) as positive.

While the models demonstrate strong predictive accuracy and recall,
thus effectively identifying patients in need of a medication, the lower
precision-related metrics highlight a crucial area for enhancement.
However, it is important to emphasize that the models are trained
based on patterns observed in the behaviors of emergency physicians
in the ED, particularly regarding their resource ordering practices,
which is concordant with the literature [16].

As we investigate and explore the mechanism through which the
voting ensemble model predicts admissions, we find that it bases its de-
cisions on various ‘chief complaints,” as well as ‘age’ (Fig. S2-5) aligning
with current literature [17]. Moreover, as blood pressure readings
below 100 are typically regarded as an unstable condition, Fig. S4
shows that the model is effectively predicting hospital admissions for
this specific patient group. Furthermore, Fig. S9 underscores the model's
proficiency in accurately recommending the use of norepinephrine for
patients with low blood pressure, particularly in cases where blood
pressure falls below 90. This demonstrates the model's effectiveness in
critical clinical decision-making scenarios. In addition, an examination
of the voting ensemble model predicting the need for CT scans, as illus-
trated in Fig. S6, reveals that ‘chief complaint’ ranks highly in terms of
feature importance influencing its decision-making. Notably, specific
complaints like ‘alcohol status post-fall’, ‘right lower quadrant abdomi-
nal pain’, and ‘altered mental status’ are among the key reasons
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indicating the necessity for a CT scan. On the other hand, the model
also identifies scenarios where a CT is not required, such as in patients
presenting with finger laceration and other cases. This distinction aligns
with clinical expectations, as conditions like ‘alcohol status post-fall’ is
often associated with various bodily injuries that could necessitate a
CT scan [18].

Fig. S8 shows that patients who take at home an antiretroviral are
more likely to get prescribed “Emtricitabine Tenofovir” in the ED;
which is an antiretroviral especially used in HIV patients [19]. This un-
derlines the performance of one of the models dedicated to predict an-
tiretroviral administration in the ED.

In summary, a comprehensive evaluation of selected voting ensem-
bles reveals their reliability in classifying the necessity of resources. This
detailed analysis confirms the models' capability in making dependable
decisions about resource allocation in clinical settings. It's important to
emphasize that these models do not rely on a single parameter to pre-
dict the use of specific resources. Instead, they incorporate a compre-
hensive view of the patient's context, including vital signs,
demographics, medication history, and chief complaint. This holistic ap-
proach allows for a more accurate and tailored prediction of resource
utilization.

Enhancing the model's accuracy and predictive power could be
achieved by incorporating a greater volume and variety of data points,
particularly those gathered post-admission. Such additional data
would enable the training of the model on a broader range of patient
outcomes, thereby improving its predictive capabilities for those who
are admitted to the hospital.

Issues such as sociodemographic biases and tendencies like over-
triaging to an ESI of level 2 or under-triaging older patients [20,21] sug-
gest the necessity for a more data-driven approach. Our machine learn-
ing models, by analyzing patient data at admission, can effectively
predict patient needs, thereby substantially minimizing variability in
the ESI's framework [22].

By integrating these models into the ESI process, we can signifi-
cantly enhance the system's objectivity. Leveraging objective data de-
rived from patterns identified by machine learning models, the ESI
will become more robust, thus optimizing patient flow and
empowering clinicians with more informed decision-making during
triage [23]. Moreover, the potential for automation in triage with
these models adds another layer of efficiency. Finally, the dynamic
nature of machine learning models means they continuously learn
and improve with new data. As they encounter more patient cases,
they refine their predictive accuracy, adapting to evolving clinical en-
vironments.

4.1. Limitations

Our study has certain limitations, one of which is using mean impu-
tation to replace missing data. This method can reduce the variance of
variables and affect their relationships [24]. Additionally, it can intro-
duce bias, especially if the data is not missing at random, leading to in-
accurate estimates and predictions [25].

In future work, we plan to explore more advanced approaches, such
asregression or deep learning imputation, to address these issues. In ad-
dition, the absence of certain essential resources such as consultations
with specialists, EKG and use of monitors which were not documented
in the database. Furthermore, the observed low F1 and precision scores
of the voting ensemble suggest a reduced efficiency in recognizing false
positives, potentially due to the characteristics of the training dataset.
Additionally, the models were trained solely on data from a tertiary ac-
ademic medical center, potentially limiting their generalizability to sim-
ilar hospitals. To address this, we plan to incorporate data from multiple
institutions in future work, enhancing the model's accuracy and applica-
bility across diverse healthcare settings.
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5. Conclusions

This study acts as a demonstrative framework, showcasing how
data can be utilized by a suite of machine learning models to predict
the entire spectrum of resources a patient might require in the ED.
This data-driven approach aims to eliminate bias and minimize
error, forecasting potential admissions and standardizing the triage
process. Further research is planned to broaden the scope of these
models, incorporating more comprehensive data sets and increasing
the number of models.
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