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Abstract—In the intensive care unit, the capability to predict
the need for mechanical ventilation (MV) facilitates more timely
interventions to improve patient outcomes. Recent works have
demonstrated good performance in this task utilizing machine
learning models. This paper explores the novel application of a
deep learning model with multi-head attention (FFNN-MHA) to
make more accurate MV predictions and reduce false positives
by learning personalized contextual information of individual
patients. Utilizing the publicly available MIMIC-IV dataset,
FFNN-MHA demonstrates an improvement of 0.0379 in AUC and
a 17.8% decrease in false positives compared to baseline models
such as feed-forward neural networks. Our results highlight
the potential of the FFNN-MHA model as an effective tool for
accurate prediction of the need for mechanical ventilation in
critical care settings.

Index Terms—Multi-head attention, feed-forward neural net-
work, mechanical ventilation

I. INTRODUCTION

Mechanical ventilation (MV) is often required when hos-
pitalized patients face respiratory distress or failure and are
unable to breathe on their own [1], [2]. Accurate prediction
of MV may have an important role in influencing treatment
strategies, improving patient outcomes, and optimizing re-
source utilization [3]–[5]. Timely initiation of MV [6], [7]
can prevent complications and improve patient outcomes,
while unnecessary interventions can lead to resource wastage
and potential patient discomfort. The inherent complexity of
clinical data, marked by dynamic interactions with different
patients, presents significant challenges to the development
and use of machine learning systems to predict the need for
MV.

Recent works in this field have explored deep-learning
approaches and traditional machine-learning models for pre-
dicting MV. Wang et al. [8] comprehensively analyzed neural
networks and traditional machine learning models for esti-
mating the MV duration in acute respiratory distress syn-
drome patients. Bendavid et al. [9] proposed an XGBoost-
based model to determine the need to initiate invasive MV
in hypoxemic patients. Hsieh et al. [10] demonstrated that
Random Forest models performed better in comparison to
artificial neural networks for the prediction of mortality of
unplanned extubation patients.

Attention-based models have been shown to improve the
performance of deep learning models in various domains [11]–
[13]. The efficacy of attention-based mechanisms is due to
their ability to focus on a small subset of the input features
relevant to outcome prediction. To this end, our paper intro-
duces the FFNN-MHA model, a feed-forward neural network
(FFNN) with a multi-head attention mechanism (MHA) [11],
designed to navigate the correlations between clinical data.
By incorporating multi-head attention mechanisms, the FFNN-
MHA model intelligently weighs the relevance of different
features, fostering a nuanced understanding of contextual
dependencies.

Here, we investigate the addition of attention mechanisms,
particularly cross-attention, to enhance the performance of
deep learning models for predicting the need for MV. In the
following sections, we describe the dataset used in our study,
the architecture of the FFNN-MHA model, details regarding
model training and evaluation, and a comparative benchmark
against various baselines.

II. METHODS

A. Dataset

An observational, multicenter cohort consisting of all adult
patients of at least 18 years of age admitted to the ICU was
considered in this study from the freely accessible MIMIC-IV
dataset [14]. Patients were excluded if (1) their length of stay
was less than 4 h or greater than 20 days, or (2) the start of
invasive MV occurred before hour 4 of ICU admission, or (3)
if they received noninvasive MV. Institutional review board
approval for the data was given by the Beth Israel Deaconess
Medical Center (IRB Protocol #2001P001699) with a waiver
of informed consent.

The input features consisted of 8 vital signs measurements
(such as heart rate, temperature, etc.), 42 laboratory measure-
ments (such as bicarbonate, pH, calcium, etc.), 6 demographic
variables (such as age, gender, etc.), 11 medication categories
(such as on-anesthesia, on-anticoagulants, etc.) and 62 co-
morbidities (such as liver cirrhosis, malignancy, etc.) binned
into hourly timestamps. Patients with MV were labeled using
a composite score: invasive MV ≤24 hours (1 point), and
invasive MV >24 or ≤24 hours with mortality (1 point). For
model evaluation, a composite score of ≥1 was defined as the
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(a) Feed Forward neural network (b) Proposed FFNN-MHA model architecture

Fig. 1. Schematic diagrams for the baseline FFNN and FFNN-MHA models. (a) Baseline feed-forward neural network with the weighted TSLM layer
incorporated from the COMPOSER model. (b) Proposed FFNN-MHA architecture with cross-attention implemented across the clinical features, TSLM features,
and comorbidities. The cross-attention module in (b) includes a cross-attention layer followed by a layer normalization applied to the attention output. In both
figures, the final output is a value between 0 and 2 indicating the risk score in a patient.

positive class. Invasive MV was defined as the first occurrence
of simultaneous recording of a fraction of inspired oxygen
(FiO2) and positive end-expiratory pressure (PEEP).

B. FFNN-MHA Model

The FFNN-MHA model builds upon the architecture of
COMPOSER [15], incorporating a novel approach to leverage
the Time Since Last Measured (TSLM) features in a more
refined manner, as shown in Figure 1. While COMPOSER
was initially designed for sepsis prediction, our focus shifted
to utilizing FFNN-MHA for predicting the need for MV
in patients. In COMPOSER, the TSLM layer consists of a
weighted input layer designed to scale the latest measured
value of a clinical variable based on the duration since its
last measurement. This scaling is controlled by a parameter
learned from the data, to appropriately account for the age of
an imputed feature while preventing the model from directly
exploiting the frequency of measurements.

In this work, we utilize the popular multi-head attention
mechanism to apply attention across the input clinical vari-
ables at any given time. In the FFNN-MHA model, we
use the extracted TSLM features from the weighted TSLM
layer as queries to the attention module. We further augment
the queries with the comorbidities of each patient to allow
the FFNN-MHA model to capture contextual dependencies
between clinical features, TSLM features, and patient co-
morbidities. By integrating this nuanced relationship into the
attention mechanism, the FFNN-MHA model goes beyond the
conventional use of the TSLM layer, enhancing its ability
to discern temporal and personalized patient patterns while
mitigating the risk of overfitting institutional-specific workflow
practices and care protocols.

C. Model development and training

In our evaluation of attention-based training strategies,
we explored various combinations of inputs to the attention
module to achieve optimal prediction performance. In partic-
ular, we assessed self-attention (SA) and cross-attention (CA)
mechanisms. For the FFNN-MHA model, we used the TSLM
features along with patient comorbidities as the query vector
with the input clinical data serving as key and value.

All of the FFNN models (FFNN, FFNN+SA, FFNN+CA,
FFNN-MHA) used in this study consisted of a three-layered
feedforward neural network (of size 100, 80, and 60) trained
to predict the onset of MV up to 24 hours in advance. For
the FFNN-MHA model, we set the key dimension to 150 and
used a total of 3 heads for the attention module. The final
output of the FFNN-MHA model for each patient is a risk
score, a numerical prediction between 0 and 2, where a risk
score close to 0 indicates a healthy patient and a score close
to 2 indicates a high necessity for MV in the patient.

The parameters of the FFNN models were randomly initial-
ized and trained on the training data with L1-L2 regularization
and dropout to avoid overfitting. The FFNN-MHA model was
trained with RMSE loss for 300 epochs using Adam optimizer
[16] with a batch size of 3000 and a learning rate of 0.006.
The model with the best performance, measured by Area
Under the Receiver Operating Character Curve (AUC) on the
validation dataset, was selected. All of the hyperparameters
were optimized using Bayesian hyperparameter optimization.
The entire cohort was randomly split into training (80%) and
testing (20%) cohorts.

D. Evaluation metrics

For all continuous variables, we have reported the median
and interquartile ranges. For binary variables, we have reported
percentages. The AUC, Area Under the Precision-Recall Curve
(AUCpr), Specificity (SPC), Positive Predictive Value (PPV),
and number of False positive (FP) alarms at 80% Sensitivity
level were used to measure model performance. All of the
above metrics were measured at the 1-hour window level. The
AUC was calculated under an end-user clinical response policy
in which the model was silenced for 6 hours after an alarm
was fired. The significance between the AUCs was determined
using DeLong’s test [17].

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

A. Patient characteristics

After applying the exclusion criteria, a total of 54,636
ICU patients were included in the study of which 80.74%
were non-ventilated and 19.26% required ventilation. The
median [interquartile] length of stay in the ICU for patients



TABLE I
PATIENT CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDY COHORT

Characteristic Nonventilated Ventilated
Patients 44,112 (80.74%) 10,524 (19.26%)

Age, (years) 64 (52-76) 65 (54-75)
Male sex 24,013 (54.44%) 6,513 (61.89%)

Race
White 29,985 (67.97%) 6,950 (66.04%)

Hispanic 1,761 (3.99%) 384 (3.65%)
Black 5,140 (11.65%) 916 (8.70%)
Asian 1,359 (3.08%) 281 (2.67%)

Native American 81 (0.18%) 19 (0.18%)
Unknown/Declined to answer 4,063 (9.21%) 1,544 (14.67%)

Other 1,723 (3.91%) 430 (4.09%)
ICU LOS, (hours) 42.6 (25-74.7) 92 (49-173.8)

CCI 4 (2-7) 4 (3-6)
SOFA 2 (1-4) 3 (2-4)

Inpatient mortality 3,944 (8.94%) 1,656 (15.74%)
Time from ICU admission

to start of ventilation, (hours) N/A 16 (8-41)

on MV was higher compared to non-ventilated patients, 92
[49 - 173.8] hours vs 42.6 [25 - 74.7] hours. The in-patient
mortality rate was 15.74% for ventilated patients and 8.94%
for non-ventilated patients. Table I summarizes the patient
characteristics of the cohort used in our study.

B. Performance Evaluation
The baseline FFNN model achieved an AUC of 0.8634

on the testing set (AUC of 0.8794 on the training set) with
the specificity (SPC) and positive predictive value (PPV) of
76.51% and 9.8% respectively (Table II). The feed-forward
neural network with self-attention achieved a testing set AUC
of 0.8647 (AUC of 0.8801 on the training set). Including a
cross-attention module as opposed to a self-attention module
resulted in a substantial performance improvement (testing set
AUC of 0.8894 vs 0.8647). The TSLM features were used as
query vectors and clinical features were used as key vectors
for the cross attention module. The final FFNN-MHA model
consisted of a cross-attention module with TSLM features
and comorbidities used as query vectors and clinical features
used as key vectors. We observed that the FFNN-MHA model
achieved the highest performance in comparison to all the
models with an AUC of 0.9013 (AUC of 0.9312 on the training
set), SPC, and PPV of 85.10% and 12.04% respectively. AUC
plots for all the models are shown in Figure 2, highlighting the
outperformance of FFNN-MHA compared to other models.

The AUC from the FFNN-MHA model was significantly
higher than the FFNN model (0.9013 vs 0.8647, p < 0.0001).
The FFNN-MHA model demonstrated a remarkable 17.8%
reduction in the number of false positives in comparison to
the baseline FFNN model (39,639 FPs vs 48,233). Utilizing a
cross-attention module resulted in a decrease in false positives
in comparison to using a self-attention module (41,479 FPs vs
48,301 FPs).

C. Interpretability analysis
We facilitated model interpretation by computing relevance

scores [15] for each input variable with respect to the predicted

TABLE II
COMPARISON OF MODEL PERFORMANCE.

Model AUC SPC (%) PPV (%) #FP
FFNN 0.8634 78.02 10.15 48233

FFNN + SA 0.8647 77.95 10.13 48301
FFNN + CA 0.8894 83.77 11.55 41479
FFNN-MHA 0.9013 85.10 12.04 39639

FFNN: Feedforward neural network, FFNN+SA: FFNN with self-
attention, FFNN+CA: FFNN with cross attention, FFNN-MHA: Proposed
model
AUC: Area Under the Curve, SPC: Specificity, PPV: Positive predictive
value, #FP: Number of False positives.
SPC, PPV and #FP was measured at 80% Sensitivity

Fig. 2. AUC plots for FFNN variations considered in this study.

Fig. 3. Heatmap showing population level plot of contributing factors to
the increase in model risk score. For example, O2Sat was identified as top
contributing factor in ∼50% of ventilated patients 12 hours prior to T0 while
it was a top contributing factor in ∼60% of ventilated patients 1 hour prior
to T0. The x-axis represents hours before the onset time of MV. The y-axis
represents the top factors (sorted by the magnitude of relevance score) across
the patient populations.



risk score. In Figure 3, a heatmap is presented, highlighting
the top 15 variables contributing to the escalation of the risk
score up to 12 hours before intubation in the testing cohort. It
can be seen that clinical variables such as O2Sat, PaO2, and
Calcium [18] prominently contribute to the increase in risk
score. The heatmap specifically showcases the fact that the
contribution of clinical variables toward risk score can vary
temporally in the hours leading up to the time of MV.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this study, we demonstrated that a feedforward neural
network (FFNN) with a multi-head cross-attention module
achieved significantly higher performance for the prediction of
the need for MV in comparison to a baseline FFNN. We ob-
served that utilizing comorbidity features in addition to TSLM
features for query vectors improved model performance. Thus,
the final FFNN-MHA model consisted of the combined TSLM
features and comorbidity features as query vectors, and the
clinical features as key vectors. The utilization of multi-head
attention allowed the model to efficiently extract temporal and
patient-specific information by understanding the contextual
dependencies within the clinical data.

The inclusion of comorbidity features to improve the perfor-
mance of the FFNN-MHA model strongly suggests that patient
comorbidity is a pivotal feature to incorporate in the cross-
attention mechanism, emphasizing its importance in refining
contextual dependencies and enhancing the model’s predictive
capabilities. The FFNN-MHA model, by leveraging patient
comorbidities alongside TSLM features, showcases its capac-
ity to capture individualized risk factors and demonstrates the
significance of attention in predicting the need for MV.

While the FFNN-MHA model demonstrated good results
in predicting the need for MV in the MIMIC-IV cohort, its
performance across other cohorts has not been validated. An
additional limitation is the possibility of mislabeling MV using
the simultaneous recording of FiO2 and PEEP as MV has
to be inferred from these measurements in the MIMIC-IV
dataset. Future work includes external validation of FFNN-
MHA on other MV datasets and assessing how well the model
architecture performs on other clinical prediction tasks.
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