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Clinical language models increasingly operate over electronic health records (EHRs), yet
patient records are not stored as temporally grounded trajectories. Clinical notes describe
symptoms, assessments, and disease progression, but often compress or narratively reorder
events. Structured EHR rows provide timestamps for labs, medications, vitals, and pro-
cedures, but capture only part of the clinical story. We formulate clinical timeline recon-
struction as retrieval-augmented temporal grounding: constructing a patient trajectory by
using narrative text for event semantics and structured rows as partial temporal evidence.
We introduce a scaffolded workflow that extracts central narrative events, builds an initial
temporal scaffold, attaches non-central events, and calibrates timestamps using retrieved
structured EHR rows. We evaluate on 40 discharge summaries, including 15 i2b2-derived
and 25 MIMIC-IV summaries, each with manual gold-standard timelines and aligned struc-
tured EHR data. Across models, multimodal calibration left event match rates largely un-
changed and generally improved temporal performance: mean paired case-level multimodal—
unimodal differences were positive in 7 of 12 model-metric comparisons across concordance
and AULTC, with none negative. However, uncertainty was substantial given the 40-case
sample; paired case-level bootstrap intervals excluded zero only for the DeepSeek V3.2
AULTC improvement. A gap analysis shows that 35.1% of text-derived events have no
structured counterpart. These findings support treating structured EHR data as partial
temporal evidence for narrative-derived patient trajectories.

Keywords: Clinical timeline reconstruction; electronic health records; clinical narratives;
retrieval-augmented generation; multimodal alignment; large language models

1. Introduction

Time is central to clinical reasoning in critical care. Patients often follow rapidly evolving
trajectories, requiring symptoms, physiologic measurements, treatments, and outcomes to be
interpreted relative to admission, deterioration, intervention, and recovery. Sepsis trajectories
exemplify this challenge. Although Sepsis-3 remains important for trial eligibility and compu-
tational phenotyping,!? sepsis is better understood as a set of heterogeneous clinical trajec-
tories with a shared dysregulatory response rather than as a single, uniform course. Similar
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Fig. 1.  Motivation for retrieval-augmented temporal grounding using a synthetic stroke-alert case
constructed for illustration. (A) Text-only reconstruction can recover clinically meaningful narrative
events, but intermediate event times may remain ambiguous. (B) Retrieved structured EHR rows
provide partial temporal evidence that can calibrate text-derived events when clinically relevant,
improving temporal placement while preserving narrative event content.

temporal challenges extend across critical illness: risk forecasts depend on when evidence be-
comes available; treatment-response analyses require distinguishing pre- and post-intervention
measurements; and retrospective cohort definitions may change when the timing of symptom
onset, diagnostic testing, or treatment initiation is misaligned. This increasing focus on tempo-
ral structure is evident in early-warning systems,? studies showing that predictive utility varies
with timing,* and research on the temporal characteristics of sepsis subtypes and progression.®

The growing emphasis on time in critical care reveals an important methodological gap:
electronic health records (EHRs) are not organized as temporally grounded patient trajecto-
ries. Critical-care repositories such as MIMIC-IIT/TV%7 make this challenge explicit by combin-
ing structured time-series measurements with narrative clinical documentation. These modal-
ities provide complementary but asymmetric evidence for timeline construction (Figure [1)).
Structured rows offer relatively precise temporal information from laboratory results, medica-
tions, procedures, vital signs, diagnoses, and administrative events. Clinical narratives, by con-
trast, provide richer accounts of the patient course, including symptoms, clinician assessments,
patient-reported histories, functional status, disease progression, and contextual modifiers. For
example, a note describing “increasing lethargy and peripheral mottling” may precede an in-
crease in Sequential Organ Failure Assessment (SOFA) scores. Similarly, documented oliguria
despite stable creatinine may indicate clinically meaningful states that structured measure-
ments do not fully capture.

Recent studies point to both the promise and the difficulty of this problem. Multimodal
annotation of discharge summaries aligned with structured EHR data demonstrated that
access to both modalities can improve the precision of inpatient event timelines, highlighting
the value of structured rows as temporal evidence when aligned with the narrative record.®
At the same time, text-only timeline reconstruction remains challenging in realistic EHR-
style notes, where dense event structure, abbreviations, and semi-structured formatting make
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Fig. 2. Overview of the scaffolded retrieval-augmented timeline reconstruction workflow. The
method first extracts central events from the clinical narrative, estimates pairwise temporal rela-
tions, and builds an initial central-event scaffold. Retrieved structured EHR rows are then used to
calibrate this scaffold. Non-central events are extracted and attached relative to central events, after
which a final retrieval-augmented refinement step calibrates the complete timeline.

both event recovery and time assignment difficult.®!® Together, these findings motivate more
explicit alignment between text-based and tabular approaches, with the goal of improving
temporal precision while preserving the richer event content available in narrative text.'!12

In this work, we investigate whether aligning retrieved structured EHR evidence with
text-derived event timelines can improve the temporal precision of reconstructed patient tra-
jectories. Our retrieval-augmented multimodal approach integrates structured rows directly
into timeline reconstruction rather than treating textual and tabular data as separate views.
The multistep pipeline first identifies temporally informative central events and uses them to
create an initial scaffold of the patient trajectory. It then positions additional events relative
to this scaffold and refines the resulting timeline using retrieved structured evidence. This de-
composition reflects a clinically natural distinction between events that form the backbone of
an encounter and those whose timing is best interpreted relative to that backbone. Using this
framework, we assess whether and where multimodal alignment improves on text-only time-
line reconstruction. Specifically, we examine the effects of introducing structured evidence
at different stages of the reconstruction workflow, determine whether improvements are con-
centrated in temporal metrics rather than event recovery, and analyze which prognostically
relevant information appears in text but is missing or delayed in tabular data.

Contributions. In summary, the paper makes the following contributions. (i) Tem-
poral grounding formulation: We formulate clinical timeline reconstruction as retrieval-
augmented temporal grounding of narrative-derived patient trajectories using structured EHR
evidence. (ii) Multimodal scaffolded reconstruction workflow: We introduce a work-
flow that uses anchor events as a temporal backbone and retrieved structured rows as partial
evidence for timestamp calibration. (iii) Multimodal timeline evaluation: We evaluate
multimodal calibration on 40 discharge summaries with aligned structured EHR rows and
manual gold-standard timelines, testing whether structured evidence improves temporal lo-
calization more than event recovery. (iv) Information missing from tabular data: We
provide an empirical analysis of clinically relevant events that are absent, delayed, or seman-
tically compressed in structured tabular data, motivating why unstructured text is necessary
for constructing clinically meaningful patient trajectories.



2. Related Work

Clinical temporal information extraction. Clinical timeline reconstruction builds on a
long tradition of temporal reasoning and temporal information extraction in medicine.!3!4
Early annotation schemes and shared tasks, including i2b2 and THYME, focused on iden-
tifying clinical events, time expressions, and temporal relations such as before, after, over-
lap, and containment.' 8 Systems such as MedTime and ¢cTAKES-temporal operationalized
these ideas for clinical notes by extracting time expressions and temporal relations.'® 2! Pre-
LLM work also studied patient timelines and longitudinal record summarization, including
timeline generation from clinical notes and HARVEST for summarizing longitudinal patient
records.???? These studies established the importance of temporal structure in clinical nar-
ratives, but primarily focused on temporal annotation, relation extraction, or summarization
rather than grounding narrative-derived absolute timelines in structured EHR evidence.

LLM-based clinical timeline reconstruction. Recent work has moved from relation-
centered temporal extraction toward absolute event timelines. Leeuwenberg and Moens stud-
ied absolute event timeline extraction from English clinical reports, while Frattallone-Llado
et al. showed that aligning discharge summaries with structured EHR data can improve in-
patient event timeline precision.®?* Textual time-series work has further shown that clinical
narratives can be converted into event—time tuples for temporal forecasting, but these ap-
proaches are primarily text-only and do not use structured EHR rows as calibration evidence
during reconstruction.?1%:2%26 Recent shared tasks such as ChemoTimelines have renewed in-
terest in patient-level clinical timeline extraction using prompting, fine-tuning, and dictionary-
enhanced LLM systems.?"?® Our work differs from these efforts by treating timeline recon-
struction as multimodal temporal grounding: narrative text supplies event semantics, while
structured EHR rows are retrieved as partial temporal evidence for timestamp calibration.

Asymmetric evidence in structured and narrative EHR data. Clinical machine learn-
ing studies have shown that structured and unstructured EHR data encode complementary in-
formation for phenotyping, prediction, and patient representation.!!12:29 Structured data pro-
vide dense timestamped measurements, but often omit symptoms, functional status, patient-
reported histories, and clinical reasoning. Narrative notes preserve this context, but are often
retrospective and not organized as chronological trajectories. This asymmetry makes clinical
timeline reconstruction different from standard multimodal fusion: the goal is not to merge
two complete views of the same event sequence, but to use structured rows as partial tem-
poral evidence for a narrative-derived patient trajectory. Our retrieval-augmented scaffolded
workflow is designed for this setting, selecting candidate structured rows for each text-derived
event and updating timestamps only when the retrieved evidence is clinically relevant.

3. Methods

3.1. Clinical titmeline task and dataset

Given a clinical narrative T' and associated structured EHR rows R, the goal is to reconstruct a
textual time series S = {(e;,4;)}¥,, where each e; is a standalone clinical event and each #; € R
is its predicted timestamp in hours relative to a case-specific reference time. When hospital
admission is explicitly described, we use admission as ¢ = 0; otherwise, we use the earliest



documented clinical encounter or presentation in the narrative. Events before the reference
time receive negative timestamps, and events after it receive positive timestamps.

A clinical event is any patient-specific health-related mention that is semantically inter-
pretable on its own and temporally locatable, including symptoms and signs, diagnoses, tests,
procedures, treatments, medication administrations, major clinical states, outcomes, pertinent
negatives, and termination or discontinuation events. Our event representation follows prior
textual time-series work,?2?%26:30 but differs from short-span, concept-centric schemes such
as 12b2.1%16 We represent events as standalone clinical findings: spans may include context
needed for clinical specificity, conjunctive mentions are split when doing so improves clarity,
and modifiers such as negation, uncertainty, severity, laterality, and intent are preserved when
they affect event interpretation or temporal placement.

Our evaluation uses 40 discharge summaries with manual gold-standard timelines and
aligned structured EHR rows: 15 i2b2-derived discharge summaries and 25 MIMIC-IV
discharge summaries. All cases have structured EHR rows aligned to the same hospital en-
counter. MIMIC-style critical-care records are well suited for this setting because they pair nar-
rative clinical documentation with timestamped structured data, including laboratory values,
medication administrations, vital signs, procedures, diagnoses, and administrative events.%”
For each case, the narrative note provides the source text for event reconstruction, while the
structured record provides external temporal evidence. We convert structured-row timestamps
to hours relative to the same case-specific reference time used for the narrative timeline. Each
structured row r,, € R is represented as r,, = (Vm, Tm, Sm ), Where v, is the row name or clinical
feature, x,, is the observed value when available, and s,, is the timestamp in hours relative to
the reference time.

The 15 i2b2-derived cases were randomly sampled from eligible cases; the 25 MIMIC-IV
cases were sampled at the patient level, using the first discharge summary for five randomly
sampled patients and one randomly selected summary for 20 others, without enrichment for
diagnosis, temporal richness, or encounter complexity. Three medical experts annotated dis-
joint subsets; every case was annotated once from the note and aligned structured record, so
no adjudication or inter-annotator agreement was available (Supplementary Material §S1J).

We treat structured rows as temporal evidence rather than gold-standard timeline events.
Structured EHR tables contain dense repeated measurements, medication records, and
machine-generated entries, many of which are not standalone narrative events. Conversely,
clinically meaningful narrative events, such as symptoms, functional status, patient-reported
histories, and clinical reasoning, may not have direct structured counterparts. Our method
therefore uses structured rows to calibrate text-derived event times when clinically relevant,
rather than forcing all structured rows into the reconstructed timeline.

3.2. Scaffolded retrieval-augmented multimodal timeline reconstruction

Our workflow is designed around three principles. First, it anchors before expanding: the model
identifies temporally informative anchor events before reconstructing the full event set. Second,
it retrieves candidate structured evidence rather than forcing every narrative event to align
to a structured row. Third, it uses preserve-by-default calibration: event times are updated
only when retrieved structured evidence is clinically relevant and temporally plausible. The



workflow proceeds in seven clinically interpretable steps (Figure E]

(1)

(2)

Step 1: Extract anchor events. The model first identifies temporally informative an-
chor events, also referred to as central events, that define the encounter backbone or
serve as temporal referents for other events. Examples include admission, symptom onset,
treatment initiation, clinical deterioration, procedures, transfers, and discharge.

Step 2: Estimate timing among anchors. The model estimates pairwise time differ-
ences (in hours) between selected anchor events.

Step 3: Build an initial anchor timeline. The pairwise relations between anchor events
are resolved into a provisional timeline backbone in hours relative to the case reference
time. When estimates conflict, the model uses higher-confidence relations and the source
narrative to construct the initial scaffold.

Step 4: Calibrate anchors using structured evidence. For each anchor event, re-
trieved structured EHR rows are provided to the calibration model together with the
narrative and provisional scaffold. The model updates an anchor time only when the
structured row clinically supports the change; otherwise, the text-derived estimate is re-
tained.

Step 5: Extract non-anchor supporting events relative to anchors. After anchor
calibration, the model extracts remaining non-anchor events and attaches each event to
a referent anchor with a relative time offset and confidence score. These events include
symptoms, exam findings, pertinent negatives, severity descriptors, functional status, med-
ication details, and contextual clinical information.

Step 6: Assemble the full timeline. The calibrated anchor times and relative
supporting-event offsets are combined into an initial complete timeline, converting all
events into absolute times in hours relative to the case reference time.

Step 7: Refine the complete timeline using structured evidence. Structured rows
are retrieved again for all reconstructed events, not only anchors. The model performs
a final conservative calibration pass, updating timestamps when retrieved rows provide
clinically consistent temporal evidence and preserving text-derived times otherwise. The
output is a temporally grounded textual time series containing clinically meaningful nar-
rative events with calibrated timestamps when structured evidence is relevant.

Retrieval and calibration module. The same retrieval module is used in Step 4 and Step 7.
Structured rows are represented by concatenating the row event name and value; timestamps
are excluded from the embedding text and passed separately to the calibration model. Rows
with the same event name and value are merged, with timestamps represented in hours rela-
tive to the case reference time. We embed event strings and structured-row representations us-
ing MedTE (mohammadkhodadad/MedTE-c115-step-8000), mean-pool and L2-normalize the
embeddings, and rank rows by cosine similarity. For each event, we retrieve the top k¥ = 5
structured rows with no fixed similarity threshold. The calibration model receives each row as
name | value | time | similarity. Calibration follows a preserve-by-default rule: cosine

aStep-specific prompts and the full reproducibility pipeline are available in our GitHub repository:
https://github.com/SayantanKumar/multimodal_textual_tabular_alignment


https://github.com/SayantanKumar/multimodal_textual_tabular_alignment

similarity ranks candidates, irrelevant rows are disregarded, the initial time is retained when
no relevant evidence justifies a change, and narrative context resolves repeated timestamps or
conflicting rows. The complete decision rule appears in [Supplementary Material §52| We also
evaluated k = 3, k = 5, and k = 10, finding negligible performance differences but increased
runtime for larger k.

This design treats retrieval as evidence selection rather than forced temporal alignment.
Methods such as dynamic time warping assume that two sequences share an approximately
comparable event universe and can be aligned through a monotone path. Clinical narratives
and structured EHR rows often violate this assumption: many narrative events have no struc-
tured counterpart, while structured tables contain dense repeated measurements, medication
records, and charted observations that are not standalone narrative events. Our workflow
therefore allows structured evidence to calibrate event times when appropriate without re-
quiring every narrative event to have a tabular match.

3.3. Experimental setup

Baselines and ablations. We compare the default scaffolded multimodal workflow against
text-only, single-step, stage-specific, and forced-alignment baselines. Text-only reconstruc-
tion uses the same scaffolded workflow but removes both structured-EHR calibration
steps, testing whether retrieved structured evidence improves temporal localization beyond
narrative-only reconstruction. Single-step multimodal reconstruction directly generates
a complete timeline from the narrative and retrieved structured rows without constructing an
anchor-event scaffold, testing whether the staged anchor/non-anchor decomposition is useful
beyond simply adding retrieved evidence to the prompt. To isolate where structured evi-
dence contributes, we compare two stage-specific ablations: anchor-only calibration, which
calibrates the anchor scaffold but omits final full-timeline calibration, and final-only cali-
bration, which reconstructs the full timeline from text before applying structured-EHR cal-
ibration. The default workflow applies both anchor-stage and final-stage calibration. Finally,
dynamic time warping (DTW) serves as a forced temporal-alignment baseline that at-
tempts to align text-derived events with structured rows through sequence alignment rather
than retrieval-based evidence selection followed by clinical calibration.

Evaluation metrics. We evaluate predicted timelines along two complementary dimensions:
event recovery and temporal localization, adapted from prior textual time-series work.??® Be-
cause predicted and reference timelines may differ in length and event wording, we first align
predicted events to manually annotated reference events using a recursive best-match pro-
cedure. This produces a one-to-one alignment between predicted and reference events while
accommodating unequal timeline lengths. Event match rate is the proportion of reference
clinical events successfully aligned to a predicted event. Temporal metrics are computed on the
matched subset. Temporal concordance (c-index) measures whether the predicted timeline
preserves the relative ordering of events in the manual reference. Area Under the Log-Time
Cumulative Distribution Function (AULTC) summarizes absolute timestamp discrep-
ancy on a log-transformed time scale, with higher values indicating smaller timestamp errors
across clinically meaningful ranges. Because concordance and AULTC are computed only over
matched events, they should be interpreted jointly with event match rate. We estimate un-



Table 1. Performance on 40 discharge summaries at event-matching threshold 0.1 for unimodal and
multimodal timeline reconstruction. Values are point estimates with bootstrap 95% confidence intervals
in brackets. Bold indicates the best point estimate within each metric-modality column.

Model Event match rate Concordance AULTC
Unimodal Multimodal Unimodal Multimodal Unimodal Multimodal
DeepSeek R1 0.39 [0.32, 0.47]  0.39 [0.32, 0.47]  0.75 [0.69, 0.79] ~ 0.75 [0.70, 0.80] 0.80 [0.76, 0.82] 0.79 [0.77, 0.82]
KimiK2-Instruct 0.26 [0.21, 0.29]  0.25 [0.22, 0.30]  0.73 [0.69, 0.76] ~ 0.74 [0.68, 0.81]  0.68 [0.61, 0.73]  0.68 [0.62, 0.73]
GPT-0OSS-120B 0.32 [0.27, 0.37]  0.32[0.28, 0.37]  0.74 [0.70, 0.77] ~ 0.75 [0.71, 0.80]  0.76 [0.72, 0.80]  0.77 [0.74, 0.81]
DeepSeek V3.2 0.49 [0.43, 0.56] 0.49 [0.43, 0.56] 0.74 [0.70, 0.80]  0.77 [0.73, 0.81]  0.71 [0.64, 0.78]  0.77 [0.73, 0.81]
GLM5 0.33 [0.27, 0.39]  0.33 [0.27, 0.40] 0.80 [0.78, 0.83] 0.82 [0.75, 0.84] 0.78 [0.73, 0.82]  0.78 [0.73, 0.82]
] ]

Qwen3.5-397B-A17B  0.38 [0.28, 0.47]  0.40 [0.29, 0.51]  0.78 [0.72, 0.81] ~ 0.79 [0.78, 0.82]  0.74 [0.68, 0.77 0.77 [0.74, 0.78

certainty using case-level bootstrap confidence intervals. Each bootstrap sample resamples
discharge summaries with replacement and recomputes event matching and timeline met-
rics, preserving within-case dependence among events. We report 95% confidence intervals for
the reconstruction metrics using 200 bootstrap resamples. For direct multimodal-unimodal
comparisons, we additionally used 10,000 paired case-level resamples and report confidence
intervals for the mean within-case differences in [Supplementary Material §S3| [Table STl All
implementation and reproducibility details are presented in [Supplementary Material §58|

4. Results

4.1. Structured EHR evidence calibrates event timing while preserving
event recovery

Table[l|summarizes timeline reconstruction performance for text-only reconstruction and mul-
timodal reconstruction with retrieved structured EHR evidence. Across models, multimodal
calibration has little effect on event match rate, indicating that structured rows do not pri-
marily expand the set of events recovered from narrative text. Instead, structured evidence
primarily affects temporal localization, with effects that vary by model and metric. These re-
sults support the role of structured rows as temporal evidence for text-derived events, rather
than as a substitute event source.

Mean paired case-level temporal differences generally favored multimodal calibration: 4
of 6 models showed higher concordance and 3 of 6 showed higher AULTC, while no model
showed lower performance on either temporal metric. However, uncertainty was substantial:
no paired confidence interval for the multimodal-unimodal concordance difference excluded
zero, and only DeepSeek V3.2 showed an AULTC interval entirely above zero ((Supplementary|
IMaterial §S3| [Table S1))). Performance was generally higher on the i2b2-derived subset, but
modality effects were source-dependent ((Supplementary Material §S5 Tables [S3HS4))).

Because event match rate depends on the semantic matching threshold used to align pre-
dicted and reference events, we also vary the event-matching threshold and examine the re-
lationship between event recovery and temporal quality. Figure [3| shows AULTC and concor-
dance as functions of event match rate across thresholds. Across operating points, multimodal
reconstruction generally occupies a similar event-recovery range as text-only reconstruction
while changing temporal performance, especially AULTC, for several models. This supports
the same broad conclusion as Table [I} retrieved structured rows primarily affect temporal
calibration rather than event discovery.
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Fig. 3. Temporal performance versus event match rate across event-matching thresholds for uni-
modal and multimodal variants of each model on the 40-summary evaluation set. (Left) AULTC
versus event match rate. (Right) Temporal concordance versus event match rate.

Scaffold ablations. Table evaluates whether the staged scaffolded workflow is necessary,
or whether similar performance can be obtained by generating a complete timeline in one step
with retrieved structured rows. The single-step formulation performs worse than the full scaf-
folded variant, suggesting that clinical timeline reconstruction benefits from first identifying
temporally informative anchor events before reconstructing the full event set. The stage at
which structured evidence is introduced also matters. Final-stage calibration yields the highest
event match rate, but the strongest temporal metrics are obtained when structured evidence
is used both to calibrate the anchor scaffold and to refine the final assembled timeline. This
supports the design choice of using structured rows first to stabilize the temporal backbone
of the encounter and then to recalibrate the expanded trajectory.

Table 2.  (A) DeepSeek V3.2 scaffold and calibration-stage ablations with bootstrap 95% confidence
intervals. (B) Retrieval calibration compared with sentence-embedding and lexical Dynamic Time
Warping (DTW) alignments.

A. Scaffold and calibration-stage ablations

Ablation Event match rate Concordance AULTC

Unimodal Multimodal Unimodal Multimodal Unimodal Multimodal
single-step 0.39 [0.35, 0.45] 0.39 [0.35, 0.44] 0.70 [0.65, 0.74] 0.71 [0.65, 0.75] 0.78 [0.74, 0.83] 0.77 [0.73, 0.83]
central only — 0.46 [0.42, 0.51] — 0.72 [0.66, 0.77] — 0.75 [0.71, 0.80]
final only 0.51 [0.46, 0.56] 0.52 [0.46, 0.58] 0.68 [0.64, 0.72] 0.69 [0.64, 0.72] 0.72 [0.67, 0.78] 0.73 [0.69, 0.78]

central + final  0.49 [0.43, 0.56] 0.49 [0.43, 0.56]  0.74 [0.70, 0.80] 0.77 [0.73, 0.81] 0.71 [0.64, 0.78]  0.77 [0.73, 0.81]

Note: Central-only, final-only, and central + final correspond to updating the anchor scaffold only, the final timeline only, or both stages,
respectively. The central-only condition yields a single final timeline and is undefined for the unimodal setting.

B. Retrieval calibration vs. explicit temporal alignment (Dynamic Time Warping)

Model Event match rate Concordance AULTC
Retrieval DTW (Sent) DTW (Lex) Retrieval DTW/(Sent) DTW/(Lex) Retrieval DTW(Sent) DTW (Lex)

DeepSeek R1 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.75 0.75 0.74 0.79 0.80 0.79
KimiK2-Instruct 0.25 0.26 0.26 0.74 0.74 0.73 0.68 0.68 0.68
GPT-0SS-120B 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.75 0.73 0.73 0.77 0.77 0.77
DeepSeek V3.2 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.77 0.76 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77
GLMb5 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.82 0.81 0.81 0.78 0.78 0.77
Qwen3.5-397B-A17B 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.77 0.77 0.77

Explicit temporal alignment. We also compare retrieval-based calibration with dynamic
time warping (DTW), an explicit temporal-alignment baseline that aligns text-derived events
with structured rows as sequences (Table ) The two approaches achieve broadly compa-
rable accuracy: DTW is slightly higher for some model-metric pairs, while retrieval-based
calibration is slightly higher for others, and the differences are small relative to the variability
reflected by the bootstrap confidence intervals in Table [I} Retrieval and DTW therefore show



Table 3. Structured-data gap analysis. Each text-derived event is compared with structured
EHR counterparts from the same encounter.

Category Definition Count (%)
Well captured Semantically adequate structured counterpart within the temporal window 2,827 (33.5%)
Complete absence No structured counterpart identified 2,963 (35.1%)
Temporal mismatch  Semantically related structured row exists but occurs outside the temporal window 1,463 (17.3%)
Semantic distance Retrieved row is not clinically equivalent to the narrative event 801 (9.5%)
Detail gap Structured row omits clinically important attributes such as severity, laterality, duration, 385 (4.6%)
progression, or functional status
Total textual events  — 8,439

comparable aggregate accuracy rather than quantitative superiority. Their principal distinc-
tion is structural: retrieval presents event-specific candidates and can retain a text-derived
estimate when no adequate counterpart exists, whereas DTW imposes monotone sequence
alignment across modalities with incomplete and asymmetric event coverage.

4.2. Complementary coverage of narrative and structured records

The main reconstruction results show that structured rows can improve event timing when
used as calibration evidence. We next ask why structured records cannot simply replace nar-
rative text and then characterize which narrative-derived events are poorly represented in
structured EHR data; because this text-to-structure analysis does not assess structured-only
events, it supports complementarity rather than completeness of either modality. We compare
text-derived timelines against tabular records from the same encounters. The analysis uses the
best-performing LLM-generated event timelines as the textual view, MIMIC structured data
as the tabular view, and admission or the case reference time as the shared temporal anchor.
For each text-derived event, we retrieve a candidate tabular counterpart using embedding-
based similarity matching and evaluate it along two dimensions: semantic adequacy and tem-
poral alignment. Semantic adequacy is assessed using retrieval-augmented scoring on a 0-1
scale, while temporal alignment is measured as the absolute difference in hours between the
text-derived timestamp and the matched tabular timestamp. Based on these criteria, each
event is classified as well captured, complete absence, temporal mismatch, semantic
distance, or detail gap. Table [3| summarizes the distribution of these categories.

Across 8,439 text-derived events, only 33.5% are well captured by structured data, while
35.1% have no structured counterpart at all. When a structured counterpart exists, its times-
tamp is often useful: the median temporal discrepancy is 4.3 hours, with 58.4% of matched
events within 6 hours, 69.5% within 12 hours, and 79.3% within 24 hours. The missing events
are not merely low-value narrative detail; they include symptoms, functional status, temporal
qualifiers, patient-reported information, severity descriptions, and clinical context. Represen-
tative complete-absence examples include symptom descriptions such as “substernal chest
pain for 1 day” and “developed chest pain”; denial statements such as “no seizure-like
activity” and “no deformity”; temporal patterns such as “pain resolved” and “improving
clots on LE”; severity descriptors such as “EF 55%” and “non-small cell lung cancer stage
IITA”; and causal or procedural context such as “intubated for several days after second
surgery” and “repair of leak from pouch.” These findings explain why structured rows are
useful for temporal calibration but incomplete as representations of patient trajectories.

4.3. Qualitative case study: text supplies phenotype, tables calibrate time
Figure [1] illustrates the qualitative behavior of the pipeline using a synthetic stroke-alert
case. The narrative supplies clinically decisive phenotype details, including lobar hemorrhage



location, hematoma volume, aphasia, plegia, command following, absence of intraventricular
hemorrhage or hydrocephalus, and repeat-CT stability. The structured rows provide sparse
but precise temporal anchors, including admission time and IV andexanet alfa administration.
The text-only scaffold recovers the reversal event but places it shortly after the initial CT
at approximately +1.5h; retrieval-augmented calibration links the event to the medication-
administration row and shifts reversal to +6.5h relative to admission.

Pipeline output: calibrated event timeline

Event Time (h) Source / calibration note
Last known well at 0730 -5.5 Text clock time relative to admission
Found down at home -1.0 Text-derived estimate
67 years old 0.0 Text, admission context
Atrial fibrillation 0.0 Text, admission context
Admitted /brought in as stroke alert 0.0 Table, anchored by admission row at 1300
Dense right arm plegia 0.0 Text, anchored to admission
Follows commands 0.0 Text, anchored to admission
Initial CT showed intracerebral hemorrhage 0.5 Text-derived estimate
Estimated hematoma volume ~55 mL 0.5 Text, anchored to initial CT
Left frontal lobar location of hemorrhage 0.5 Text, anchored to initial CT
Reversal agent was administered 6.5 Table, corrected by IV andexanet alfa at 1930
Repeat CT was stable 8.5 Text, inferred sequentially post-reversal
V_

This case illustrates the asymmetry motivating the workflow. Text is necessary to re-
cover clinically meaningful phenotype information, while structured rows calibrate selected
time-sensitive events when relevant counterparts exist. The resulting trajectory could sup-
port human-reviewed cohort definition or eligibility logic by preserving narrative-only clinical
details while grounding treatment timing in structured evidence. For example, the 2024 EN-
RICH trial comparing surgical evacuation versus medical management had eligibility criteria
beyond what would be available in structured data alone.3! Structured data could show admis-
sion indication (hemorrhagic stroke), medication events (a confirmation proxy), and functional
status scores (neurologic and disability level), but the notes contain key additional ENRICH
eligibility features and timing: 55 mL hematoma volume (30 < z < 80), left frontal lobar loca-
tion (lobar/anterior basal ganglionic), aphasia/plegia (new onset of neurological symptoms),
no IVH/hydrocephalus and stable repeat imaging (feasibility), as well as localization of the
eligibility timing window (within 24 hours of last known well time).

5. Discussion and Conclusion

Our results suggest that the primary benefit of multimodal alignment is temporal calibration
rather than event discovery. Across models, structured evidence changed event recovery little,
while mean paired case-level temporal differences generally favored multimodal calibration:
7 of 12 model-metric comparisons across concordance and AULTC were positive and none
were negative. However, uncertainty in the magnitude of these improvements was substantial
given the 40-case sample; paired confidence intervals excluded zero only for the DeepSeek
V3.2 AULTC improvement. Source-stratified estimates also differed between i2b2-derived and
MIMIC-IV cases (Supplementary Material §S3|and [§S5]). Within the text-primary formulation,
narrative text defines the candidate event set and structured rows provide partial temporal
evidence; the results therefore establish the value of narrative content for events represented
in the note, not that narrative is the primary source of all clinically meaningful events.




The structured-data gap analysis explains why this distinction matters. Structured EHR
data is not merely a noisier version of the narrative record; it offers a different view of the
patient trajectory. When relevant counterparts exist, their timestamps can anchor timeline cal-
ibration. However, many clinically meaningful narrative events are absent, delayed, or semanti-
cally compressed in tabular form, including symptoms, functional status, temporal qualifiers,
patient-reported information, and clinical context. These findings characterize asymmetric
coverage within the present text-primary analysis; they do not assess structured-only events
or establish that either source is complete.

The ablation results also support the scaffolded design. One-shot timeline generation re-
quires a model to identify clinical events, infer relative timings, resolve vague temporal ex-
pressions, and decide how to use structured evidence in a single step. By first constructing an
anchor-event scaffold, the workflow separates the temporal backbone of the encounter from
supporting narrative details. This mirrors clinical reasoning, where events such as admission,
diagnostic testing, treatment initiation, deterioration, procedures, and discharge provide tem-
poral reference points for interpreting the rest of the patient course. Staged calibration then
allows structured evidence to stabilize the backbone before refining the full trajectory.

Limitations: This study has several limitations. First, event match rates remain modest, so
concordance and AULTC measure temporal quality conditional on successful event recovery
rather than accuracy over the complete trajectory. Matched events were clinically hetero-
geneous, but unmatched events more often contained later-course and granular numerical
documentation (Supplementary Material §54| [Table S2|). Second, the 40-case sample provides
only high-uncertainty evidence about stability across data sources and clinical settings; more-
over, each case was annotated once by one of three medically trained annotators, without
duplicate annotation or inter-annotator agreement. Third, the framework emits one contin-
uous timestamp per event; when timing is vague or absent, it infers a point estimate from
context, and the model-generated certainty flag is uncalibrated (Supplementary Material §56],
[Table S5). Fourth, the text-primary design may omit clinically meaningful structured-only
events. Structured timestamps also have source-specific semantics and may represent collec-
tion, ordering, administration, result availability, device recording, or documentation rather
than clinical onset. Finally, the seven-call workflow has substantially higher inference cost
than the single-step baseline.

Practical use and clinical impact: This framework is not intended for autonomous clinical
decision-making, but for temporally grounded research and clinician-reviewed workflows. Re-
constructed trajectories could support retrospective cohort construction, treatment-window
definition, temporal phenotyping, leakage auditing, and downstream trajectory modeling. Fu-
ture work should evaluate larger, independently annotated cohorts; support interval-valued
timestamps, qualitative relations, and explicit time-unknown outputs; develop bidirectional
event discovery that preserves source provenance and timestamp semantics; and test stage-
specific cost-quality tradeoffs. Overall, the findings support a retrieval-augmented view in
which narrative text supplies candidate-event semantics, structured rows provide partial and
source-dependent temporal evidence, and preserve-by-default calibration can improve tempo-
ral grounding for some events when relevant evidence is available.
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Supplementary Material

This supplement provides additional methodological details and analyses. Unless otherwise
stated, analyses use the event-matching threshold of 0.1 and the event definitions and temporal
metrics described in the main manuscript. Higher concordance and AULTC indicate better
temporal performance. Calculations use unrounded values and displayed metric values are
rounded to two decimal places.

S1. Evaluation cohort and reference timeline construction

The evaluation set contains 15 i2b2-derived discharge summaries and 25 MIMIC-IV discharge
summaries. The i2b2-derived summaries were randomly sampled from eligible cases. The
MIMIC-IV summaries were selected in two patient-level batches: for five randomly sampled
patients, the first discharge summary was used; for 20 additional randomly sampled patients,
one discharge summary was randomly selected. Each MIMIC-IV case therefore represents a
distinct patient. Sampling was not conditioned on diagnosis, temporal richness, encounter
complexity, or model performance. Eligibility required a discharge summary and structured
EHR rows aligned to the same hospitalization; no additional clinical enrichment criteria were
applied.

Three clinically trained annotators created the reference timelines across the 40 cases. Each
case was assigned to one annotator, who reviewed the discharge summary and structured EHR
record aligned to the same hospitalization, identified standalone clinical events using the event
definition in the main manuscript, and assigned each event a time in hours relative to admission
or the case-specific reference time. Event identity and timestamp were annotated jointly. Each
case was annotated once; therefore, there was no overlapping independent annotation set,
formal adjudication, or inter-annotator agreement calculation.

S2. Preserve-by-default calibration rule

The same retrieval and calibration logic is used for anchor calibration and final full-timeline
refinement. For each narrative-derived event, the calibration model receives the event, its
initial text-derived time, the source narrative, and the top-k retrieved structured rows. Each
row is provided as name | value | time | similarity. Calibration proceeds as follows:

(1) Exclude retrieved rows that are not clinically relevant to the event.

(2) If no clinically relevant row remains, retain the initial text-derived time.

(3) If a relevant merged row contains multiple timestamps, use the narrative context to select
the most plausible occurrence.

(4) If relevant rows conflict, select the most clinically relevant and confident candidate.

(5) Update the event time only when the selected evidence justifies a change; otherwise,
preserve the initial time.

Cosine similarity determines which rows are retrieved and their order, but it is not an auto-
matic update criterion. The procedure returns one final timestamp per event and does not
force every narrative event to align to a structured row.



S3. Paired case-level bootstrap analysis

Methods. We compared multimodal and unimodal reconstruction using a paired case-level
bootstrap with 10,000 resamples. In each replicate, the same 40 discharge-summary case 1Ds
were sampled with replacement for both conditions. Event matching and all three evaluation
metrics were recomputed within the sampled cases at threshold 0.1. For each metric, we
recorded Delta = multimodal - unimodal and calculated the percentile 95% confidence interval
from the 10,000 paired differences. Resampling whole cases preserves dependence among events
from the same discharge summary.

Results. The paired differences were generally small and model-dependent. No concordance
confidence interval excluded zero. Event match rate decreased slightly for KimiK2-Instruct
and increased slightly for Qwen3.5-397B-A17B; the unrounded intervals for these two changes
excluded zero, although the displayed bounds round to 0.00. For AULTC, only DeepSeek V3.2
had a confidence interval entirely above zero. Qwen3.5-397B-A17B had a positive AULTC
point estimate, but its interval included zero.

Supplementary Table S1. Paired case-level bootstrap differences between multimodal and uni-
modal timeline reconstruction at event-matching threshold 0.1. Values are multimodal minus uni-
modal point estimates with paired bootstrap 95% confidence intervals in brackets; positive values
favor multimodal reconstruction.

Model Delta Event match rate Delta Concordance Delta AULTC
DeepSeek R1 0.00 [0.00, 0.00] 0.00 [-0.02, 0.01] 0.00 [0.00, 0.00]
KimiK2-Instruct -0.01 [-0.01, 0.00] 0.00 [-0.07, 0.06] 0.00 [-0.01, 0.01]
GPT-0SS-120B 0.00 [-0.01, 0.01] 0.01 [-0.01, 0.03] 0.01 [0.00, 0.03]
DeepSeek V3.2 0.00 [0.00, 0.00] 0.03 [-0.01, 0.08] 0.06 [0.02, 0.13]
GLMb5 0.00 [0.00, 0.01] 0.01 [-0.02, 0.03] 0.00 [-0.01, 0.01]
Qwen3.5-397B-A17B 0.02 [0.00, 0.05] 0.02 [0.00, 0.05] 0.03 [0.00, 0.07]

Note: Each interval is based on 10,000 paired case-level bootstrap resamples. Bold indicates that the
unrounded 95% confidence interval excludes zero. A displayed bound of 0.00 may be slightly above
or below zero before rounding. The paired analysis is the primary inferential comparison between
modalities.

S4. Characterization of matched and unmatched reference events

Methods. We analyzed all 8,066 manually annotated reference events in the DeepSeek V3.2
multimodal match file. A reference event was classified as matched when a predicted counter-
part was present and the semantic error rate was at most 0.1; events with a missing counterpart
or error rate greater than 0.1 were classified as unmatched. Description length was counted
using alphanumeric tokens. Temporal position was summarized among events with an avail-
able reference time: within 24 hours denotes an absolute time no greater than 24 hours from
the case reference, and at least 7 days after denotes a reference time of at least 4168 hours.
An event was considered numerical when its reference-event text contained at least one digit.
We also reviewed matched and unmatched event descriptions qualitatively. Temporal metrics
were not calculated for unmatched events because they have no aligned predicted timestamp.



Results. Of the 8,066 reference events, 3,931 were matched and 4,135 were unmatched. Among
unmatched events, 3,319 had no assigned predicted counterpart and 816 had a candidate
counterpart with semantic error greater than 0.1. Both subsets had a median description length
of three tokens. Matched events covered diverse clinical categories rather than only admission,
discharge, or procedure anchors. Unmatched events were more often located at least seven
days after the case reference time and more often contained a numerical value. Qualitative
review identified recurring unmatched laboratory and imaging details, medication doses and
discharge prescriptions, pertinent negatives, follow-up and functional or social details, and
context-dependent fragments that were difficult to recover as standalone events.

Supplementary Table S2. Descriptive comparison of matched and unmatched reference events
for DeepSeek V3.2 at event-matching threshold 0.1.

Characteristic Matched Unmatched
Reference events, n 3,931 4,135
Description length, median [IQR] tokens 3 [2, 5] 3 [2, 6]
Within 24 h of the case reference time 52.4% 46.5%
At least 7 d after the case reference time 19.7% 28.6%
Contains a numerical value 18.0% 36.8%

Note: Among unmatched events, 3,319 (80.3%) had no assigned predicted counterpart and 816
(19.7%) had a candidate counterpart with semantic error greater than 0.1. Temporal-position
percentages are calculated among events with an available reference timestamp. This is a
descriptive coverage analysis; timestamp error, concordance, and AULTC are undefined for
unmatched events.

S5. Dataset-stratified performance

Methods. We repeated the primary evaluation separately for the 15 i2b2-derived cases and
25 MIMIC-IV cases using event-matching threshold 0.1. Event match rate, concordance, and
AULTC were recomputed within each source and reported separately for unimodal and mul-
timodal reconstruction. Source-specific 95% confidence intervals were obtained by resampling
cases with replacement within each source using the same 200-resample case-level bootstrap
procedure as the marginal confidence intervals in the main analysis. These tables provide de-
scriptive source-specific estimates; they are not paired tests of the multimodal-minus-unimodal
difference.

Results. Multimodal calibration changed event match rate little within either source. Per-
formance was generally higher on the i2b2-derived subset: five of six models had higher event
match rates and all six had higher AULTC than on MIMIC-IV. Temporal shifts were hetero-
geneous. On i2b2, multimodal calibration produced mostly small AULTC gains and modest
concordance changes. On MIMIC-IV, multimodal temporal point estimates were generally
unchanged or lower in the supplied source-stratified outputs, with the largest decreases for
DeepSeek V3.2 and Qwen3.5-397B-A17B. The broad overlap of the marginal intervals warrants
cautious interpretation.



Supplementary Table S3. Performance on the i2b2-derived subset (n = 15) at event-
matching threshold 0.1 for unimodal and multimodal timeline reconstruction.

Event match rate Concordance AULTC

Model Unimodal Multimodal Unimodal Multimodal Unimodal Multimodal

DeepSeek R1 0.51 [0.42, 0.61] 0.51 [0.42, 0.61] 0.77 [0.71, 0.84] 0.77 [0.70, 0.83] 0.82 [0.80, 0.85] 0.82 [0.80, 0.85]
KimiK2-Instruct 0.40 [0.33, 0.50] 0.40 [0.32, 0.50] 0.73 [0.69, 0.81] 0.74 [0.70, 0.80] 0.78 [0.75, 0.80] 0.78 [0.75, 0.81]
GPT-0OSS-120B 0.53 [0.48, 0.60] 0.53 [0.48, 0.60] 0.80 [0.76, 0.84] 0.77 [0.75, 0.83] 0.80 [0.77, 0.83] 0.81 [0.79, 0.84]
DeepSeek V3.2 0.62 [0.55, 0.70] 0.62 [0.55, 0.70] 0.77 [0.73, 0.82] 0.79 [0.70, 0.82] 0.82 [0.79, 0.84] 0.82 [0.79, 0.85]
GLM5 0.28 [0.21, 0.38] 0.28 [0.21, 0.38] 0.80 [0.72, 0.88] 0.81 [0.76, 0.85] 0.83 [0.79, 0.86] 0.84 [0.80, 0.87]
Qwen3.5-397B-A17B 0.61 [0.54, 0.68] 0.61 [0.54, 0.68] 0.78 [0.75, 0.84] 0.78 [0.72, 0.85] 0.80 [0.78, 0.83] 0.81 [0.79, 0.84]

Note: Values are point estimates with source-specific case-level bootstrap 95% confidence intervals in
brackets. Bold indicates the largest unrounded point estimate within each metric-modality column.
All displayed values are rounded to two decimals.

Supplementary Table S4. Performance on the MIMIC-IV subset (n = 25) at event-
matching threshold 0.1 for unimodal and multimodal timeline reconstruction.

Event match rate Concordance AULTC

Model Unimodal Multimodal Unimodal Multimodal Unimodal Multimodal

DeepSeek R1 0.36 [0.28, 0.45] 0.36 [0.28, 0.45] 0.70 [0.68, 0.80] 0.70 [0.66, 0.80] 0.79 [0.75, 0.82] 0.78 [0.75, 0.82]
KimiK2-Instruct 0.22 [0.19, 0.26] 0.21 [0.19, 0.25] 0.71 [0.59, 0.82] 0.67 [0.56, 0.82] 0.64 [0.56, 0.71] 0.63 [0.56, 0.70]
GPT-0SS-120B 0.27 [0.24, 0.34] 0.27 [0.23, 0.34] 0.70 [0.64, 0.75] 0.70 [0.65, 0.77] 0.76 [0.72, 0.80] 0.74 [0.69, 0.79]
DeepSeek V3.2 0.46 [0.38, 0.55] 0.46 [0.38, 0.55] 0.77 [0.70, 0.83] 0.71 [0.62, 0.77] 0.76 [0.71, 0.81] 0.67 [0.58, 0.76]
GLM5 0.34 [0.26, 0.41] 0.33 [0.26, 0.40] 0.82 [0.77, 0.85] 0.80 [0.73, 0.83] 0.77 [0.71, 0.83] 0.76 [0.71, 0.82]
Qwen3.5-397B-A17B 0.35 [0.24, 0.48] 0.32 [0.22, 0.45] 0.81 [0.78, 0.83] 0.78 [0.67, 0.81] 0.75 [0.72, 0.77] 0.70 [0.65, 0.75]

Note: Values are point estimates with source-specific case-level bootstrap 95% confidence intervals in
brackets. Bold indicates the largest unrounded point estimate within each metric-modality column.
All displayed values are rounded to two decimals.

S6. Sensitivity analysis by model-generated temporal certainty

Methods. We performed a post hoc DeepSeek V3.2 analysis using the event-level is_certain
flag derived from the model-generated confidence scores returned with relative-time estimates
in the temporal-relation and event-attachment stages. We set is_certain = 1 for confidence
scores from 6 through 9 and is_certain = 0 otherwise. Within each predicted-event stratum,
we calculated the proportion of predicted events that matched a reference event and calculated
AULTC over the matched events in that stratum. The matched proportion therefore has a
different denominator from the reference-event match rate in the main manuscript. We did
not report stratum-specific concordance because filtering to separate certainty strata produces
different event-pair populations and does not support a direct comparison.

Results. The within-stratum matched proportion was 0.67 for model-labeled uncertain events
and 0.64 for model-labeled certain events. Among matched events, AULTC was 0.76 for the
uncertain stratum and 0.84 for the certain stratum. Thus, the certainty flag was associated
with better absolute timestamp accuracy conditional on successful matching, but not with a
higher probability of matching. The flag is an uncalibrated operational signal and should not
be treated as a complete measure of temporal uncertainty.



Supplementary Table S5. DeepSeek V3.2 sensitivity analysis stratified by the model-generated
is_certain flag.

is_certain stratum Within-stratum matched AULTC
proportion

0 (model-labeled uncertain) 0.67 0.76

1 (model-labeled certain) 0.64 0.84

Note: is_certain = 1 denotes model-assigned confidence scores from 6 through 9; is_certain = 0
denotes all other scores. AULTC is calculated over matched events within each stratum.
Concordance is omitted because the filtered strata yield different event-pair populations.

S7. Paired matched-mention sensitivity analysis

Methods. This secondary analysis paired the same manually annotated reference mention
across unimodal and multimodal reconstruction. Event recovery was evaluated over all 8,066
reference mentions with exact two-sided McNemar tests. For temporal accuracy, we retained
only reference events matched under both conditions, compared paired absolute timestamp
errors with two-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank tests, and recomputed AULTC on the same shared
matched subset. Wilcoxon calculations used tie correction and dropped zero differences. No
multiplicity adjustment was applied. Because mentions are clustered within 40 discharge sum-
maries and event-rich cases contribute more observations, the reported p values are nominal
and may be anti-conservative. These analyses are exploratory and secondary to the paired
case-level bootstrap in |[Supplementary Table S1|

Results. Event-recovery differences were small: DeepSeek R1 and DeepSeek V3.2 were
unchanged, GPT-OSS-120B changed negligibly, GLM5 and Qwen3.5-397B-A17B increased
slightly, and KimiK2-Instruct decreased slightly. On the shared matched subset, AULTC point
estimates favored multimodal calibration for DeepSeek V3.2, GPT-OSS-120B, GLM5, and
Qwen3.5-397B-A17B; DeepSeek R1 changed negligibly and KimiK2-Instruct decreased. The
nominal mention-level p values should not be interpreted as confirmatory evidence because
they do not model within-case dependence.

Supplementary Table S6. Paired matched-mention event-recovery sensitivity analysis at event-
matching threshold 0.1. Values use the same pooled reference mentions under both conditions, with
Delta = multimodal minus unimodal.

Model Unimodal Multimodal Delta Nominal McNemar p
DeepSeek R1 0.39 0.39 0.00 1.000
KimiK2-Instruct 0.26 0.25 -0.01 < 0.001
GPT-OSS-120B 0.32 0.32 0.00 0.558
DeepSeek V3.2 0.49 0.49 0.00 1.000

GLM5 0.33 0.33 0.00 < 0.001
Qwen3.5-397B-A17B 0.38 0.40 0.02 < 0.001

Note: Exact two-sided McNemar tests compare paired match status over all 8,066 reference mentions.
Values are rounded to two decimals, so a displayed Delta of 0.00 may reflect a small nonzero un-
rounded difference. The nominal p values do not account for clustering of mentions within discharge
summaries and are reported only as an exploratory sensitivity analysis.



Supplementary Table S7. Paired temporal-accuracy sensitivity analysis on reference events
matched under both unimodal and multimodal reconstruction. Delta AULTC = multimodal minus
unimodal.

Model Shared matches, n AULTC (UM) AULTC (MM) Delta AULTC Nominal Wilcoxon p
DeepSeek R1 3,134 0.80 0.79 0.00 0.364
KimiK2-Instruct 1,999 0.68 0.68 -0.01 < 0.001
GPT-0OSS-120B 2,532 0.76 0.77 0.01 < 0.001
DeepSeek V3.2 3,930 0.71 0.77 0.06 < 0.001

GLM5 2,650 0.78 0.78 0.00 0.003
Qwen3.5-397B-A17B 3,025 0.74 0.77 0.03 < 0.001

Note: Nominal p values are from paired two-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank tests of absolute timestamp
error among events matched in both conditions; AULTC is reported on the same shared subset. The
tests do not account for clustering within discharge summaries and may be anti-conservative. UM =
unimodal; MM = multimodal.

S8. Implementation and reproducibility details

All evaluated models are open-weight models run locally through llama.cpp; no proprietary
APIs are used. The evaluated models include DeepSeek V3.2, DeepSeek R1, GLM5, Kimi K2
Instruct, GPT-OSS-120B, and Qwen3.5 397B. The full multimodal workflow requires seven
LLM calls per discharge summary in the no-retry setting, compared with one call for the
single-step baseline. On discharge summaries averaging approximately 15k characters, average
prompt-plus-output lengths were approximately 64k—72k tokens, with end-to-end runtimes
of approximately 10-18 minutes per summary depending on model and hardware. Models
were run on NVIDIA A100 GPUs, with GPU count varying by model size. The stages differ
in complexity: constrained extraction and assembly may be amenable to smaller models or
deterministic processing, whereas relation estimation and ambiguous calibration likely require
stronger models; this stage-specific cost—quality tradeoff remains to be evaluated.

S9. Overall interpretation of the supplementary analyses

Taken together, the supplementary analyses support a qualified interpretation of multimodal
calibration. Structured evidence changes event recovery little and does not produce a consis-
tently supported concordance improvement. The clearest paired case-level result is an AULTC
gain for DeepSeek V3.2, indicating improved absolute timestamp placement for that model.
Source-stratified estimates and the matched-mention sensitivity analysis show that effects vary
by model, dataset, metric, and analysis population. Temporal metrics remain conditional on
successful event recovery, and the model-generated certainty flag does not fully represent tem-
poral uncertainty. These results therefore support describing the multimodal effects as modest
and model-dependent rather than uniform.



