arXiv:2312.05959v1 [cs.LG] 10 Dec 2023

VAE-IF: Deep feature extraction with averaging for unsupervised artifact detection in routine acquired ICU time-series

Hollan Haule, Ian Piper, Patricia Jones, Chen Qin, Tsz-Yan Milly Lo, and Javier Escudero, Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract—Artifacts are a common problem in physiological time-series data collected from intensive care units (ICU) and other settings. They affect the quality and reliability of clinical research and patient care. Manual annotation of artifacts is costly and time-consuming, rendering it impractical. Automated methods are desired. Here, we propose a novel unsupervised approach to detect artifacts in clinical-standard minute-by-minute resolution ICU data without any prior labeling or signal-specific knowledge. Our approach combines a variational autoencoder (VAE) and an isolation forest (iForest) model to learn features and identify anomalies in different types of vital signs, such as blood pressure, heart rate, and intracranial pressure. We evaluate our approach on a real-world ICU dataset and compare it with supervised models based on long short-term memory (LSTM) and XGBoost. We show that our approach achieves comparable sensitivity and generalizes well to an external dataset. We also visualize the latent space learned by the VAE and demonstrate its ability to disentangle clean and noisy samples. Our approach offers a promising solution for cleaning ICU data in clinical research and practice without the need for any labels whatsoever.

Index Terms—Unsupervised learning, Autoencoders, Artifact detection, Intensive care unit data, Isolation forests.

I. INTRODUCTION

C^{ONTINUOUS monitoring of vital signs in Intensive Care}

Units (ICU) is essential for patient management and treatment. These vitals typically include signals such as blood pressure, heart rate, and temperature. The clinical practice in most ICU involves the routine acquisition of these signals at low temporal resolution (minute-by-minute samples). This data can become a very useful resource for medical research, as it could advance knowledge about disease processes and patient care [1]. However, extracting useful insights from this data is a big challenge due to artifacts.

This research was funded in part by an EPSRC Doctoral Training Partnership PhD studentship to HH and The Carnegie Trust for the Universities of Scotland (RIG009251) to JE. For the purpose of open access, the author has applied a Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) licence to any Author Accepted Manuscript version arising from this submission.

H. Haule and J. Escudero are with the Institute for Imaging, Data and Communications (IDCOM), School of Engineering, University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh EH9 3FB, U.K. (e-mail: hhaule@ed.ac.uk).

T.-Y.M. Lo and I. Piper are with the Centre of Medical Informatics, Usher Institute, University of Edinburgh, U.K., and also with the Royal Hospital for Children and Young People, Edinburgh, U.K.

C. Qin is with Department of Electrical and Electronics Engineering & I-X, Imperial College London, U.K.

P. Jones is with Department of Child Life and Health, University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, U.K.

Manuscript submitted December 2023.

Routine collection of ICU data is done in uncontrolled conditions. The focus is clinical care rather than medical research [2], which often affects data quality. By way of illustration, probe changes and accidental probe displacement, position changes, and clinical interventions [3] can manifest as “spikes” or “flat-line” artifacts in the collected data, among other forms of artifacts. Therefore, re-purposing this data for offline clinical research risks getting misleading results if artifacts are not dealt with.

The gold standard for dealing with data artifacts is manual annotation by experienced researchers, but this is costly and non-scalable [4]. Therefore, developing techniques to help automate this task is an active and important area of research. There are several approaches for detecting artifacts in diverse types of physiological time series. Some of these approaches include Signal Quality Indices (SQI) [5]–[9] based on template matching, frequency-based methods [10], and machine learning (ML) [11]–[17]. Unsupervised ML techniques are of special interest in this domain because of the scarcity of labeled data. However, existing approaches either are signalspecific or work only on high-temporal resolution, quasiperiodic physiological signals, which leaves a gap for methods that work on non-periodic, routinely collected physiologic data from ICU clinical practice.

We aim to develop unsupervised ML methods for automated artifact detection in minute-by-minute ICU time series. Building upon a labeled real-world dataset, we initially explore supervised ML techniques known for their reliable performance with labeled data. Then, we introduce a novel completely unsupervised ML approach that exhibits comparable performance to the fully supervised one. We validate the generalizability of this approach on recordings from an external dataset. Our methods leverage concepts from LSTMs, variational autoencoders (VAE), and decision trees. In particular, our contributions are:

1) A completely unsupervised approach to detect artifacts in minute-by-minute ICU data samples based on VAE and isolation Forest model (VAE-IF) that does not require previous labelling of artifacts and exploits averaged latent sample representations for enhanced accuracy.

2) A supervised model based on LSTM with self-attention (LSTM-ATTn) as an alternative for artifact detection when labels are available in a training set.

3) Experiments with a real-world ICU dataset to compare the performance of the alternative models for artifact detection and visualise the latent representations by the unsupervised approach.

The manuscript is organised as follows. Section II covers literature review. Section III introduces our methodology and benchmark techniques. Section IV then presents the experiments and results. Finally, Sections V to VII discuss and conclude our study.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

Some of the earliest works on artifact detection and removal in ICU physiological time series data used a combination of statistical rule-based methods [18] and wavelet transform [10]. Jakob et al. [18] compared Rosner statistic, median detection, and a rule-based slope detection method to detect artifacts in physiological data from a paediatric ICU. On average, the three methods achieved sensitivity of 66%, 72%, and 64% respectively. The authors concluded that median filtering is efficient against spikes/outliers but not suitable for artifacts spanning a long duration. Saeed et al. [10] used the Haar wavelet transform to detect artifacts and physiological trend changes in multivariate physiological signals. The method used normalised wavelet coefficients to detect significant trend changes in the signals. Using scale 4, which represented changes in 160-second intervals, and XOR logic the method could detect physiological implausible changes as artifacts. 12 out of 15 segments containing artifacts were detected with no false positives. However, the method relies on trend changes and may make it ineffective against flatline artifacts.

SQI is among the most prominent techniques encountered in the literature about physiological time series artifact detection and removal [5]–[9]. SQI estimates signal quality based on the morphology of a pulsatile physiological signal. SQI helps identify and exclude segments corrupted by noise when deriving vital signs. Zong et al. [19] developed an SQI combining waveform morphological features and fuzzy logic to estimate the quality of arterial blood pressure (ABP) waveform, a continuous value ranging between 0 and 1, which was then used to estimate and reduce blood pressure false alarms. Sun et al. [8] developed a binary-valued SQI for ABP combining morphological features and physiologic constraints, where 0 and 1 indicate clean and noisy beats, respectively. Apart from SQI for blood pressure signal, Yaghouby et al. [5] developed an SQI for electrocardiogram signals that uses a correlation coefficient between a beat detected in a segment and template beat as an indicator for signal quality. Silva et al. [6] developed an SQI for multi-channel physiologic recordings using a multichannel adaptive filter and applied it to photoplethysmogram (PPG) signal. Though this SQI offers some flexibility, it is important to note that, in general, SQI are tuned to work on specific signals and are designed to be highly specialized. More importantly, they require high-temporal resolution data.

ML techniques have also been used to detect and remove artifacts ICU physiology data. One of the earliest ML-based work in artifact detection for ICU minute resolution time series data is Tsien et al. [11]. This study formulated the task as a supervised learning problem using a decision tree model and a dataset with annotations by an expert. The time series were segmented into overlapping segments for which a feature vector was computed. Labels were assigned to each segment depending on whether more or less than 50% of samples were artifacts. However, this approach potentially wastes data especially for long window sizes.

More recently, numerous ML techniques for artifact detection in ICU physiological time-series have been explored [12]– [17]. Mataczynski et al. [12] used a deep learning model based on ResNets to classify Intracranial Pressure (ICP) waveform pulses as: normal, possibly pathological, likely pathological, pathological or artifact. Subramanian et al. [13] compared unsupervised ML models: k-nearest neighbours, isolation forests, and 1-class support vector machines (OCSVM) to detect artifacts in electrodermal activity data sampled at 256Hz. The time series were transformed into 0.5s windows and 12 features were extracted. The unsupervised models computed scores reflecting the presence of artifacts in the window. Chen et al. [14] use a convolutional neural network (CNN) on 10s short-time Fourier transformed segments of a PPG signal to classify them as good or bad. Edinburgh et al. [17] used an unsupervised model based on variational autoencoders (VAE) to detect artifacts in 10s windows of invasive arterial blood pressure. All of these techniques work on high-resolution data and detect artifacts at window/segment level. Hence, they are not directly applicable to routinely collected low-resolution clinical signals.

In contrast, Wu et al. [16] worked on relatively lowresolution invasive blood pressure time series with 1 sample every 15s and predicted the presence of artifacts at the sample level. The authors compared forecasting methods (ARIMA, exponential smoothing), XGBoost, isolation forest, and OCSVM, and found that XGBoost significantly outperformed other methods with over 99% sensitivity and specificity. However, XGBoost being a fully-supervised model requires labeled data to train. In addition, the study showed that multivariate models which take in mean, systolic and diastolic blood pressure outperformed univariate models which take in systolic blood pressure only.

It is worth considering techniques developed for detecting anomalies in other kinds of time series as well since this problem closely resembles artifact detection in physiological time series. Munir et al. [20] developed a CNN-based model with a predictor and anomaly detector module. The predictor module predicts the next timestamp sample, which is then fed into the anomaly detector module. The anomaly detector module computed the Euclidian distance between actual sample and predicted sample, which determined if a sample is an outlier based on a set threshold. The method could detect both point and contextual anomalies in periodic time-series.

In this work, we develop a completely unsupervised approach utilizing β-VAE [21] and Isolation forest [22] to detect artifacts at sample level in minute-resolution vital signs data, including mean blood pressure (BPm), heart rate (HRT) and mean intracranial pressure (ICPm), aiming to completely eliminate the need for labeled data when building models for artifact detection. Unlike previous studies utilizing VAEs to detect artifacts/anomalies by first training on clean data, our method trains on raw data containing both clean samples and artifacts. We also develop a fully supervised classifier based on LSTM with attention as a proposed benchmark [23], [24]. We also implement isolation forest on its own and XGBoost as benchmarks. We perform an ablation study to demonstrate the significance of feature extraction with a VAE and the importance of the self-attention component in the LSTM classifier. We also train an LSTM classier without the self-attention component to demonstrate its significance. Additionally, we explore the latent space of real-world data containing artifacts. In contrast with previous techniques, we train our model on a dataset of all the mentioned vital signs mixed. We show that the model learns and generalizes the dynamics of artifacts across the different vital signs. We validate our method using gold-standard annotations by an experienced expert and demonstrate the generalizability of the method on the MIMIC-IV [25] dataset without retraining.

III. METHODOLOGY In this Section, we present a novel unsupervised approach for artifact detection in minute-by-minute physiological ICU recordings, addressing the challenge of limited labeled data. As highlighted in Section I, the scarcity of labeled data makes our approach particularly valuable. While we recognize the scarcity of labeled data, we first establish a performance benchmark using supervised models. Then, we present and evaluate our novel unsupervised approach, showcasing its generalizability to an external dataset. However, before delving into the details of the models, we describe the dataset, preprocessing, and problem formulation.

A. KidsBrainIT dataset

We have access to a research dataset from the KidsBrainIT project [26] that was collected prospectively and extracted for research purposes from Paeditric Intensive Care Units (PICU). We use the KidsBrainIT pilot dataset, which contains about 98 patients from 2 PICU in the UK and about 27 patients that were added later on, making up a total of 125. Each patient in the dataset has around 14 physiological signals that were collected at minute-by-minute intervals, a routine clinical setup in ICU. It also includes annotations on artifacts by an expert researcher. For our experiments, we used the BPm, ICPm, and HRT as these signals have the least amount of missing values across all patients recordings. Fig. 1 shows the distribution of artifacts and good signal for the selected vital signs.

B. Data preprocessing

We selected 64 patients out of the 125, with at least 90% data in BPm, ICPm, and HRT recordings. We then randomly split these patients into 47 and 17 as training and testing sets respectively. We standardised all patient recordings individually by subtracting the median followed by division with the Interquartile range of the recording. Standardizing each recording individually ensures that the differences in vital sign dynamics between patients are preserved. We also applied quadratic interpolation to fill in the missing values in the standardized recordings. We created a sequence of sample

Fig. 1: Distribution of amplitude values for artifactual and nonartifactual samples in KidsBrainIT dataset.

Fig. 2: Sample patient standardised recording, containing three signals (BPm, ICPm, HRT) and their corresponding artifact labels, (BPm label, ICP label, HRT label), as annotated by an expert researcher.

labels from each patient recording based on annotations by the expert, i.e. 1 for “artifact” and 0 otherwise. We use these labels as ground truth to measure the performance of different models. To preserve privacy, we shifted the actual timestamps of the recordings to midnight 1^{st} Jan, 2010. Fig. 2 shows an example of a pre-processed patient recording. We then applied an overlapping sliding window of size W minutes, and step size of 1 minute (1 sample) on the recordings across all patients in the training set. W is a hyperparameter, that is tuned during the experiments.

C. Problem formulation

We consider a preprocessed dataset of size N, D := {(x_i, y_i)} such that x ∈ R^W , y ∈ {0, 1}^W , i ∈ {1 . . . N}, where x_i is a segment of length W of the time-series and y_i is the corresponding label for each sample in the segment as described in Section III-B. Additionally, we define z ∈ R^H , a vector of size H, as the latent representation of a sample x in the segment x. The latent representation for a signal of length L is represented by a matrix Z ∈ R^{L×H} .

D. Proposed benchmarks

In this section, we describe the supervised models to be used as a performance benchmarks for the unsupervised approach. For this task, we build two models: a neural-network model based on LSTM with self-attention, and XGBoost.

1) LSTM with self-attention (LSTM-ATTn): LSTM [23] is a type of recurrent neural network architecture for learning sequential data. An LSTM can learn temporal information over long sequences through a hidden state. The hidden state at a time step is given by the following equation,

h_t = LST M(x_t, h_{t−1}), (1)

where h_t ∈ R^H is the hidden state vector and x_i ∈ R is a sample in segment x as defined in III-C. A Bidirectional LSTM [27] has access to past and future information. Its hidden state has an effective size of h_t ∈ R^{2H} .

We stack two LSTM layers with hidden size H followed by a scaled dot-product attention [24], given by

h^′_i = W∑ j softmax ( h^T_i h_j √ H ) h_j , (2)

where h^′_i is the final hidden state and W is the window size as defined in Section III-B. We also explore the effect of using a bidirectional LSTM during hyper-parameter tuning. Next, we add a dense layer with a sigmoid activation function to give a probability estimate y^′_i of sample x_i being an artifact. We train the model using Adam optimizer [28]. Fig 3 shows the architecture diagram of the LSTM-Attn classifier.

2) XGBoost: XGBoost [29], or Extreme Gradient Boosting, is a decision tree ensemble based on CART (Classification and Regression Trees) models trained using the gradient boosting algorithm [30]. The algorithm trains additively by fitting new trees to the residuals. XGBoost is known for its excellent performance [16], and we use it as a second benchmark.

E. Fully unsupervised approach: VAE-IF

In this section, we present our proposed unsupervised approach for artifact detection in minute-by-minute physiological recordings. Notably, this approach is particularly valuable as it does not rely on labeled data. At a high level, our approach involves pre-training a VAE [31] model on the preprocessed training dataset, which includes both noisy and clean segments, x_i, as described in Sections III-B and III-C. Subsequently, we utilize the encoder of the trained VAE to extract features from a test signal. Once the features are extracted, we directly employ the Isolation Forest [22] anomaly detection algorithm to classify samples in the signal as normal or artifact (anomaly). In the following subsections, we give a detailed description of the main components of this approach.

Fig. 3: Architectual diagram of the supervised LSTM-Attn benchmark

Fig. 4: Architectural diagram of the VAE

1) Training the VAE: Our model is based on β-VAE [21], a variant of VAE with the following loss function (Evidence Lower Bound, ELBO) in Eq. 3:

L(θ, ϕ; x) = E_{qϕ (z|x)} [log p_θ(x|z)] − βD_{KL}(q_ϕ(z|x)||p_θ(z)), (3) where θ, ϕ are the parameters of the decoder p(x|z) and encoder q(z|x) and β is a parameter that can be tuned to encourage the model to learn disentangled representations in the latent space. The encoder consists of two stacked LSTM layers, followed by attention and a dense layer. Similarly, the decoder has a comparable architecture, except for the absence of the attention block. The first three layers of the encoder are similar to that of the LSTM-Attn model in Fig 3. The full architecture for the VAE can be seen in Fig. 4.

We train the VAE with a mix of clean and artifact-containing data segments x. We use Bayesian optimization (BO) [32] to tune model hyper-parameters listed in Table Ia.

2) Feature extraction and averaging: We use the encoder of a trained VAE to extract features from a target physiological time series. We apply a sliding window with unit step size on the target signal, resulting in overlapping segments. Passing these overlapping segments through the encoder to extract features will result in some samples having more than one embedding vector. This is crucial since averaging these embeddings gives a more accurate representation of the sample. This operation is summarized in Fig. 5. Essentially, each sample in the original signal is converted into a vector that represents the state of the sample given the previous samples. The transformed sample windows are then averaged to obtain a sequence of state vectors Z̄.

3) Artifact detection with iForest: Isolation Forest (iForest) [22] is an algorithm for anomaly detection which uses an ensemble of isolation trees to partition data based on the assumption that anomalies exhibit distinct characteristics that set them apart from normal data points. Consequently, anomalies are expected to be isolated closer to the root node of the trees compared to normal data points. Compared to other algorithms like OCSVM, iForest is computationally faster and scales well to high-dimensional datasets [22].

We use Sklearn’s [33] implementation of iForest with its default hyperparameters for artifact detection. iForest produce a sequence with output values corresponding to clean and artifactual samples, represented by the vector sequence Z̄. We first train the iForest model on the extracted features of all patients and the corresponding target signals in training set before using it on the testing set.

F. Ablation study

We also perform an ablation study to investigate the individual contributions and significance of various components in our proposed methods. By systematically removing specific elements and evaluating their impact on the performance, we gain insights into the effectiveness of each component.

1) Feature extraction ablation: To assess the importance of feature extraction using β-VAE [21], we compare the performance of model with a vanilla Isolation Forest model trained directly on the patient recordings. By excluding the VAE-based feature extraction step, we examine whether the extracted features significantly contribute to the detection of artifacts in minute-resolution vital signs data.

2) Self-Attention Ablation: We also analyze the significance of the self-attention component in the encoder of the VAE. We exclude the self-attention component in the encoder of the VAE and train the model with the same set of hyperparameters estimated by BO. This ablation study helps us understand the added benefit of incorporating self-attention for accurate artifact detection.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

We used BO to tune model hyperparameters for the VAE part of the VAE-IF, LSTM-ATTn, and XGBoost, using Geometric Mean as the objective function. We also explored training hyperparameters such as window size (W ), learning rate, and number of epochs. The range of hyperparameters explored for the three models is summarised in Table I.

Using the test set, we evaluate the performance of VAE-IF and compare it to the supervised models; LSTM-ATTn and XGBoost. To measure performance, we compute sensitivity and specificity on a sample-by-sample basis. We compute the performance metrics from each recording in the test set separately and report the mean and standard deviation scored by each model.

We visualize the latent space learned by the VAE using t- SNE [34] to show how clean signals and artifactual signals are represented in the latent space. We use default parameters for t-SNE, with the exception of perplexity which we set to 5.

We use Pytorch and Pyro [35] to implement the VAE. BO was performed using ax.dev [36], an open-source platform for managing adaptive experiments. We trained our models on Nvidia’s GeForce RTX 3080 GPUs.

A. Unsupervised approach

We performed BO to tune hyperparameters listed in Table Ia. Tuning hyperparameters was done in 60 iterations, whereby in each iteration, 70% of the training set was used for training and 30% for validation. The best-performing hyperparameters were then used to train the VAE and the final evaluation was done on the test set. The best-performing hyperparameters can be seen in the Supplementary materials. Table IIa shows the performance results of VAE-IF on the test set. The table shows that VAE-IF achieves the highest sensitivity in two of the three signals.

B. Benchmarks

Similarly, we tune the hyperparameters for the LSTM- ATTn and XGBoost using BO. The best hyperparameters for the benchmark models also included in the supplementary material. Table IIb and IIc show the best performance on test set for LSTM-ATTn and XGBoost, respectively. Results show that LSTM-ATTn achieve the highest sensitivity for HRT signal. The benchmark models achieved higher specificity compared to VAE-IF across all three signals.

C. External validation

We tested the generalizability of VAE-IF model on sample patients from the MIMIC-IV [25] waveform dataset. Here, we present results for the ICP signal of patient p15649186. Given the difference in sampling rates between the datasets, we downsampled the ICP signal from 250Hz to 0.0167Hz (one sample per minute). We then applied the VAE-IF without any retraining. Fig. 6 shows the model’s artifact prediction and the patient recording. Additional examples are included in the supplementary material.

D. Latent space visualization with t-SNE

We performed an exploration of the latent space embeddings z based on one of the patients in KidsBrainIT (N004) by projection to 2D with t-SNE. Using W = 15, we first extract embeddings as illustrated in Fig. 5. Each embedding x_1x_2. . .x_wx́2x3. . .xw+1 zH_1zH_2. . .zH_wź^H_2ź^H_3. . .ź^H_{w+1} z^2_1z^2. . .z^2_wź^2ź^23. . .ź^2w+1 z^1z^1_2. . .z^1_wź^12ź^13. . .ź^1w+1

Encoder Feature Extraction ź^H_2. . .ź^H_w . .. . . . .ź^12. . .ź^1ẃz^{12}. . .ź^{1w}+ z^H_1z^H_2. . .z^H_wz^H_{w+1} . . . .. . . . . . . z^2_1z^2. . .z^2_wz^2_{w+1} z^1z^1_2. . .z^1_wz^1_{w+1} Z̄ Isolation Forest Artifact detection Artefact 01

Fig. 5: Feature extraction via overlapping sliding-window on target signal x. This process employs a trained VAE for encoding, leading to multiple latent representations (e.g., z and z^′) for some signal samples based on their position. These representations are averaged to produce a consistent signal representation, Z̄, which is subsequently input to the iForest model for artifact detection.

TABLE I: Hyperparameters and ranges included in the BO

(a) VAE-IF

Hyperparameter Range lr [1e-4, 0.001] (log scale) latent dim [2, 90] β [1e-3, 1e2] (log scale) n epochs [8, 30] window size [15, 60] bidirectional {True, False}

(b) LSTM-ATTn

Hyperparameter Range lr [1e-4, 0.001] (log scale) n epochs [8, 30] window size [15, 60] bidirectional {True, False}

(c) XGBoost

Hyperparameter Range lr [0.01, 0.5] n estimators [100, 1000] window size [15, 60]

Fig. 6: VAE IF prediction on patient p15649186 from MIMIC- IV waveform dataset, showing automatic detection of spikes and flatline artifacts without any retraining.

z_i is given a numeric label of value between 0 and 15 (the optimal window length) depending on how many samples in its corresponding segment x_i are artifacts. We visualise the

Fig. 7: t-SNE visualization of a sample recording, showing disentangled latent representation of clean data from artifacts.

embeddings in 2D using t-SNE, shown in Fig. 7.

TABLE II: Artifact Detection Performance on the KidsBrainIT dataset. Best performance for each signal is highlighted in bold

(a) VAE-IF

Signal Metric Mean Std BPm Sensitivity 0.802 0.219

Specificity 0.921 0.041 ICPm Sensitivity 0.700 0.388

Specificity 0.926 0.052 HRT Sensitivity 0.549 0.425

Specificity 0.855 0.227

(b) LSTM-ATTn

Signal Metric Mean Std BPm Sensitivity 0.767 0.175 Specificity 0.991 0.010 ICPm Sensitivity 0.695 0.361 Specificity 0.993 0.007 HRT Sensitivity 0.592 0.400 Specificity 0.916 0.243

(c) XGBoost

Signal Metric Mean Std BPm Sensitivity 0.774 0.163 Specificity 0.995 0.007 ICPm Sensitivity 0.672 0.355 Specificity 0.990 0.015 HRT Sensitivity 0.465 0.414 Specificity 0.915 0.210

E. Ablation study

We first evaluated the importance of feature extraction using the VAE. For this, we compared the performance of our model with a standard Isolation Forest model trained directly on the patient recordings. Before training, we transformed each sample into a feature vector containing the current sample and 14 previous samples, forming a feature vector of size 15 (i.e., W = 15 as was used to train the VAE). Next, we analyzed the significance of the self-attention component in the encoder of the VAE. To do so, we removed the self-attention component and trained the model with the same set of hyperparameters estimated by BO. The results of these ablation studies are presented in Table III.

TABLE III: Performance Comparison of iForest and VAE-IF without attention, showing that both models achieve low performance compared with the VAE-IF with attention approach.

iForest VAE-IF (no attention) Signal Metric Mean Std Mean Std BPm Sensitivity 0.294 0.221 0.602 0.227 Specificity 0.973 0.020 0.920 0.040 ICPm Sensitivity 0.274 0.321 0.545 0.358 Specificity 0.959 0.030 0.937 0.042 HRT Sensitivity 0.270 0.366 0.395 0.391 Specificity 0.885 0.255 0.863 0.206

V. DISCUSSION In this study, we proposed an unsupervised approach leveraging the power of VAE and iIForest for the detection of artifacts in physiological time series collected at minute-by-minute resolution in ICU settings. To assess its effectiveness, we conducted a comparative analysis against LSTM-Attention (LSTM-ATTn) and XGBoost, both of which are supervised models. Our results demonstrate that our proposed VAE-IF method achieves sensitivity levels comparable to LSTM-ATTn and XGBoost while maintaining high specificity. Notably, it can operate in circumstances where no labels about artifacts are available. Our results clearly demonstrate the ability of VAE-IF to accurately detect artifacts. Furthermore, we visualize the learned latent space representation using t-SNE, revealing that a VAE trained on raw data containing both clean and artifactual samples effectively disentangles clean from noisy instances. These findings highlight the potential of unsupervised methods for artifact detection in physiological time series data, offering a promising solution to the scarcity of labeled data.

In our approach, we employ feature extraction with averaging. Understanding that the latent state of a sample might be influenced by its neighboring samples and their relative positions, we utilized an overlapping sliding-window. When combined with accessing both past and future states via bidirectional LSTM, averaging leads to a more accurate latent representation by taking into account multiple neighborhood contexts.

In comparison to the existing literature [11]–[14], [17], which detects artifacts at segment/window level, our VAE- IF approach detects artifacts on a sample-by-sample basis. It is, however, critical to acknowledge that most of these studies focused on waveform data. Here, the primary task involves the identification of deformed morphology in a periodic waveform pulse. In such contexts, it is logical to filter out the entire segment if it is deformed. By contrast, our sample-by-sample strategy is particularly relevant for lowresolution, non-periodic signals. Nonetheless, our approach achieves sensitivity levels similar to XGBoost, a model known for achieving high performance as demonstrated in a previous study [16], which also used a sample-by-sample strategy.

Our approach contributes to the existing literature by presenting a compelling case training a VAE on raw data comprising both normal (clean) and abnormal (artifacts) data. In the domain of unsupervised anomaly detection using autoencoders, which is closely related to artifact detection, the conventional practice entails training the model solely on clean data [37], [38] and subsequently detecting anomalies during testing by measuring the deviation from the normal data using a distance metric. However, this training strategy becomes counterproductive when labeled data is scarce. In contrast, our approach offers a more practical solution for cleaning ICU data in clinical research. By training the model directly on raw data, we avoid the need for labeled data while still achieving comparable performance. This highlights the potential of our approach as an effective tool for cleaning ICU data, enabling more efficient and reliable clinical research.

In terms of practical utility, multiple factors contribute to the effectiveness of a model for artifact detection. These factors encompass performance, ease of model training, and availability of training examples. Notably, all the models developed in this study exhibit fast training times when utilizing a GPU. Regarding performance, our unsupervised approach demonstrates sensitivity levels comparable to other models, albeit with slightly lower specificity. An additional advantage of our approach is that it does not necessitate any labeled data for training, enhancing its practical applicability.

VI. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORK One noteworthy finding of this study is that all models achieved lower sensitivity values when detecting artifacts in the ICPm and HRT signals compared to the BPm signal. A possible explanation for this observation is that a considerable proportion of artifacts in the ICPm and HRT signals share values within the range of normal data, as illustrated in Fig. 1. Fig. 2 presents an illustrative example of an ICPm recording with an artifact exhibiting the same value range as normal data, illustrating the challenges associated with accurately detecting such artifacts.

The results of our study reveal a potential limitation of our approach, as it demonstrates a slightly lower specificity compared to the supervised models. However, it is important to consider a counter-argument in the context of artifact detection. This lower specificity may still be deemed acceptable, as it could indicate the presence of missed artifacts during the manual annotation process. It highlights the possibility of capturing additional instances that human annotators might have overlooked. Another limitation of our approach is that the model cannot be trained end-to-end, which may hinder the potential for improved performance. Nevertheless, this limitation presents an interesting avenue for future research, specifically in the development of a “deep” isolation forest model tailored specifically for artifact detection. Exploring such a direction could potentially enhance the performance and effectiveness of our approach in identifying artifacts with greater accuracy and reliability.

VII. CONCLUSION We have successfully developed an unsupervised approach for artifact detection in minute-by-minute physiological recordings, utilizing real-world, routinely collected ICU data. Our approach has demonstrated performance on par with fully supervised methods, highlighting its efficacy and potential for practical implementation as it does not require any data labelling. Furthermore, we have validated the generalizability of our approach by testing it on sample patients from an external dataset, and the model predictions align closely with visual observations. Future studies involving diverse datasets will provide valuable insights and ensure the robustness of our approach in various clinical settings. Overall, our findings present a promising direction for advancing artifact detection methodologies in physiological time series data, with potential applications in clinical research.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT The authors thank Rob Donald for the discussions on artifact detection using the KidsBrainIT-pilot dataset.

REFERENCES

[1] B. Depreitere, F. Güiza, G. Van den Berghe, M. U. Schuhmann, G. Maier, I. Piper, and G. Meyfroidt, “Can optimal cerebral perfusion pressure in patients with severe traumatic brain injury be calculated based on minute-by-minute data monitoring?” Acta Neurochirurgica, Supplementum, vol. 122, pp. 245–248, 2016.

[2] D. Shillan, J. A. Sterne, A. Champneys, and B. Gibbison, “Use of machine learning to analyse routinely collected intensive care unit data: A systematic review,” Critical Care, vol. 23, no. 1, 2019.

[3] A. E. Johnson, M. M. Ghassemi, S. Nemati, K. E. Niehaus, D. Clifton, and G. D. Clifford, “Machine Learning and Decision Support in Critical Care,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 104, no. 2, 2016.

[4] A. Alkhachroum, K. Terilli, M. Megjhani, and S. Park, “Harnessing Big Data in Neurocritical Care in the Era of Precision Medicine,” 2020.

[5] F. Yaghouby, C. Daluwatte, and C. G. Scully, “Variability analysis for noisy physiological signals: A simulation study,” in 2016 IEEE Signal Processing in Medicine and Biology Symposium, SPMB 2016 - Proceedings, 2017.

[6] I. Silva, J. Lee, and R. Mark, “Photoplethysmograph quality estimation through multichannel filtering,” in Proceedings of the Annual International Conference of the IEEE Engineering in Medicine and Biology Society, EMBS, 2011.

[7] Q. Li and G. D. Clifford, “Suppress false arrhythmia alarms of ICU monitors using heart rate estimation based on combined arterial blood pressure and ECG analysis,” in 2nd International Conference on Bioinformatics and Biomedical Engineering, iCBBE 2008, 2008, pp. 2185– 2187.

[8] J. X. Sun, A. T. Reisner, and R. G. Mark, “A signal abnormality index for arterial blood pressure waveforms,” in Computers in Cardiology, vol. 33, 2006, pp. 13–16.

[9] W. Zong, G. B. Moody, and R. G. Mark, “Reduction of false arterial blood pressure alarms using signal quality assessment and relationships between the electrocardiogram and arterial blood pressure,” Medical and Biological Engineering and Computing, vol. 42, no. 5, 2004.

[10] M. Saeed and R. G. Mark, “Multiparameter trend monitoring and intelligent displays using wavelet analysis,” Computers in Cardiology, pp. 797–800, 2000.

[11] C. L. Tsien, I. S. Kohane, and N. McIntosh, “Building ICU artifact detection models with more data in less time.” Proceedings / AMIA ... Annual Symposium. AMIA Symposium, pp. 706–710, 2001.

[12] C. Mataczynski, A. Kazimierska, A. Uryga, M. Burzynska, A. Rusiecki, and M. Kasprowicz, “End-to-End Automatic Morphological Classification of Intracranial Pressure Pulse Waveforms Using Deep Learning,” IEEE Journal of Biomedical and Health Informatics, vol. 26, no. 2, 2022.

[13] S. Subramanian, B. Tseng, R. Barbieri, and E. N. Brown, “Unsupervised Machine Learning Methods for Artifact Removal in Electrodermal Activity,” in Proceedings of the Annual International Conference of the IEEE Engineering in Medicine and Biology Society, EMBS, 2021.

[14] J. Chen, K. Sun, Y. Sun, and X. Li, “Signal Quality Assessment of PPG Signals using STFT Time-Frequency Spectra and Deep Learning Approaches,” in Proceedings of the Annual International Conference of the IEEE Engineering in Medicine and Biology Society, EMBS, 2021.

[15] S. B. Lee, H. Kim, Y. T. Kim, F. A. Zeiler, P. Smielewski, M. Czosnyka, and D. J. Kim, “Artifact removal from neurophysiological signals: Impact on intracranial and arterial pressure monitoring in traumatic brain injury,” Journal of Neurosurgery, vol. 132, no. 6, 2020.

[16] M. Wu, P. Branco, J. X. C. Ke, and D. B. MacDonald, “Artifact Detection in Invasive Blood Pressure Data using Forecasting Methods and Machine Learning,” in Proceedings - 2020 IEEE International Conference on Bioinformatics and Biomedicine, BIBM 2020, 2020.

[17] T. Edinburgh, P. Smielewski, S. Eglen, M. Czosnyka, and A. Ercole, “DeepClean - self-supervised artefact rejection for intensive care waveform data using generative deep learning,” 2019.

[18] S. Jakob, I. Korhonen, E. Ruokonen, T. Virtanen, A. Kogan, and J. Takala, “Detection of artifacts in monitored trends in intensive care,” Computer Methods and Programs in Biomedicine, vol. 63, no. 3, pp. 203–209, 2000.

[19] W. Zong, G. B. Moody, and R. G. Mark, “Reduction of false arterial blood pressure alarms using signal quality assessment and relationships between the electrocardiogram and arterial blood pressure,” Medical and Biological Engineering and Computing, vol. 42, no. 5, pp. 698–706, 2004.

[20] M. Munir, S. A. Siddiqui, A. Dengel, and S. Ahmed, “DeepAnT: A Deep Learning Approach for Unsupervised Anomaly Detection in Time Series,” IEEE Access, vol. 7, 2019.

[21] I. Higgins, L. Matthey, A. Pal, C. Burgess, X. Glorot, M. Botvinick, S. Mohamed, and A. Lerchner, “B-VAE: Learning basic visual concepts with a constrained variational framework,” in 5th International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2017, 2017.

[22] F. T. Liu, K. M. Ting, and Z.-H. Zhou, “Isolation Forest,” in 2008 Eighth IEEE International Conference on Data Mining, 2008, pp. 413–422.

[23] S. Hochreiter and J. Schmidhuber, “Long Short-Term Memory,” Neural Computation, vol. 9, no. 8, 1997.

[24] A. Vaswani, N. Shazeer, N. Parmar, J. Uszkoreit, L. Jones, A. N. Gomez, Å. Kaiser, and I. Polosukhin, “Attention is all you need,” in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 2017-December, 2017.

[25] B. Moody, S. Hao, B. Gow, T. Pollard, W. Zong, and M. Roger, “MIMIC-IV Waveform Database.”

[26] T. Lo, I. Piper, B. Depreitere, G. Meyfroidt, M. Poca, J. Sahuquillo, T. Durduran, P. Enblad, P. Nilsson, A. Ragauskas, K. Kiening, K. Morris, R. Agbeko, R. Levin, J. Weitz, C. Park, and P. Davis, “KidsBrainIT: A new multi-centre, multi-disciplinary, multi-national paediatric brain monitoring collaboration,” in Acta Neurochirurgica, Supplementum, 2018, vol. 126.

[27] M. Schuster and K. K. Paliwal, “Bidirectional recurrent neural networks,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 45, no. 11, 1997.

[28] D. P. Kingma and J. L. Ba, “Adam: A method for stochastic optimization,” in 3rd International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2015 - Conference Track Proceedings, 2015.

[29] T. Chen and C. Guestrin, “XGBoost: A scalable tree boosting system,” in Proceedings of the ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, vol. 13-17-August-2016, 2016.

[30] J. H. Friedman, “Greedy function approximation: A gradient boosting machine,” Annals of Statistics, vol. 29, no. 5, 2001.

[31] D. P. Kingma and M. Welling, “Auto-Encoding Variational Bayes,” 2nd International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2014, 12 2013.

[32] J. Mockus, V. Tiesis, and A. Zilinskas, “The application of Bayesian methods for seeking the extremum,” Towards Global Optimisation, vol. 2, no. 2, 1978.

[33] F. Pedregosa, G. Varoquaux, A. Gramfort, V. Michel, B. Thirion, O. Grisel, M. Blondel, P. Prettenhofer, R. Weiss, V. Dubourg, J. Vanderplas, A. Passos, D. Cournapeau, M. Brucher, M. Perrot, and Ã. Duchesnay, “Scikit-learn: Machine learning in Python,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 12, 2011.

[34] L. Van Der Maaten and G. Hinton, “Visualizing data using t-SNE,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 9, 2008.

[35] E. Bingham, J. P. Chen, M. Jankowiak, F. Obermeyer, N. Pradhan, T. Karaletsos, R. Singh, P. Szerlip, P. Horsfall, and N. D. Goodman, “Pyro: Deep universal probabilistic programming,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 20, 2019.

[36] E. Bakshy, L. Dworkin, B. Karrer, K. Kashin, B. Letham, A. Murthy, and S. S. Facebook, “AE: A domain-agnostic platform for adaptive experimentation,” Tech. Rep., 2018.

[37] Z. Xiong, D. Zhu, D. Liu, S. He, and L. Zhao, “Anomaly Detection of Metallurgical Energy Data Based on iForest-AE,” Applied Sciences (Switzerland), vol. 12, no. 19, 2022.

[38] N. Merrill and A. Eskandarian, “Modified Autoencoder Training and Scoring for Robust Unsupervised Anomaly Detection in Deep Learning,” IEEE Access, vol. 8, 2020.