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Noninvasive Extraction of Maternal and Fetal
ECG using Periodic Progressive FastICA
Peel-off

Yao Li#, Xuanyu Luo#, Haowen Zhao, Jiawen Cui, Yangfan She, Dongfang Li, Lai Jiang*, Xu Zhang*

Abstract —The abdominal electrocardiogram (AECG) gives a
safe and non-invasive way to monitor fetal well-being during
pregnancy. However, due to the overlap with maternal ECG
(MECQG) as well as significant external noise, it is challenging to
extract weak fetal ECG (FECG) using surface electrodes. In this
study, we introduce a novel periodic progressive FastiICA peel-off
(PPFP) method for noninvasive extraction of weak surface FECG
signals, leveraging the two-step FastICA method and a peel-off
strategy from the progressive FastICA peel-off (PFP) approach.
Specifically, for ECG signals, the periodic constrained FastICA
that integrates ECG signal characteristics enables precise
extraction of MECG and FECG spike trains. Additionally, a
peel-off strategy incorporating SVD waveform reconstruction
ensures comprehensive identification of subtle source signals.
The performance of the proposed method was examined on
public datasets with reference, synthetic data and clinical data,
with an Fl-scores for FECG extraction on public dataset of
99.59%, on synthetic data with the highest noise level of 99.50%,
which are all superior to other comparative methods.
Furthermore, clearly periodic and physiologically consistent
FECG signals were extracted from clinically collected data. The
results indicates that our proposed method has potential and
effectiveness to separate MECG and weak FECG from
multichannel AECG with high precision in high noise condition,
which is of vital importance for ensuring the safety of both the
fetus and the mother, as well as the advancement of artificial
intelligent clinical monitoring.

Index Terms—Multichannel abdominal ECG, fetal ECG,
periodic constrained FastICA

1. INTRODUCTION

ANNUALLY, around 2 million stillbirths occur worldwide

[1]. The monitoring of fetal heart activities which plays a
crucial role in reducing perinatal morbidity and mortality
associated with a wide range of fetal heart anomalies [2]. To
obtain the clinical information on activities of the fetal heart
non-invasively, many electronic devices have been applied for
fetal cardiac assessment, including cardiotocography (CTG)
[3], Doppler ultrasound [4], fetal magnetocardiography
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(FMCGQG) [5], fetal phonocardiography (PCG) [6] and fetal
electrocardiography (FECG) [7]. However, CTG, although
widely used, is susceptible to signal loss and inaccurate heart
rate estimation [8]. Additionally, both CTG and Doppler
ultrasound carry inherent safety concerns due to the use of
high-frequency ultrasound signals directed towards the fetus [9,
10]. Fetal PCG, while useful, is sensitive to sensor placement
and requires extensive data processing to distinguish fetal
cardiac signals from background noise [11]. Considering the
limitations of existing tools, FECG emerges as a recommended
and safe technology for accurately capturing fetal cardiac
activity [12], offering precise beat-to-beat fetal heart rate (FHR)
acquisition and promising prospects for long-term monitoring.

Although FECG collection is relatively safe, convenient and
can non-invasively reflect the fetal heartbeat, it still faces
challenges. As FECG signals propagate from the body to the
surface, they pass through a series of body tissues, therefore
have relatively small amplitudes [13]. Moreover, the
abdominal electrocardiogram (AECG) signals we collect from
the surface of the maternal skins are signals mixed with
various sources and noise, include maternal ECG (MECG)
signal, fetal peristalsis, electromyographic (EMG) signal,
power line interference and motion artifacts, overlapping the
FECG in both frequency and time domains [14-16]. Therefore,
extracting the R-peak from the mixed signal is a crucial step in
using FECG for fetal heart monitoring.

In order to make convenient, non-invasive fetal heart
monitoring available via surface-collected FECG signals,
researchers have explored numerous methods to extract
accurate FECG signals from high-noise surface environments
[17-19]. Methods based on adaptive filtering (AF) [20]
suppresses the influence of MECG with the help of reference
signal recorded on the chest. However, literature [21, 22]
shows that the final FECG still contains the MECG signal after
the above methods. Template subtraction (TS) methods
eliminate MECG components by subtracting MECG template
from original signal. However, the average MECG template
may be distorted by overlapping or false heartbeat detection
cycle, and the MECG morphology is also sensitive to many
factors including electrode configuration and body posture
[19]. The wavelet -based methods [23, 24] make use of
intrinsic multifaceted property to manipulate R-peak
identification. Nevertheless, a suitable wavelet base should be
selected before, showing low robustness. Deep learning (DL)
methods [12, 25, 26] extract nonlinear feature and map FECG
and MECG from AECG simultaneously. Although good
performances are reported in the DL solution, it is very
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time-consuming and the result heavily relies on the training
data.

Due to the nature of the collected electrophysiological
signals being a superposition of different sources, we can also
consider using blind source separation (BSS) based methods
when extracting FECG signals. Independent component
analysis (ICA) [18], principal component analysis (PCA) and
non-negative matrix factorization (NMF) [27] have been used
to extract FECG signals. Despite traditional BSS methods
operated well in some of records, in some cases these methods
could not detect a clean FECG sufficiently [28]. By
incorporating the reasonable assumption of pseudo-periodicity,
the performance of periodic component analysis (tCA) [29]
have been significantly improved. Unfortunately, even with
the addition assumption of pseudo-periodicity to the basic
blind source separation algorithm, it still struggles to perform
well in high-noise environments due to lack of sufficient
understanding and precise description of the concerned signal
sources.

In recent years, Chen and colleagues[30-33] introduced a
novel method known as progressive FastICA peel-off (PFP)
within the realm of EMG decomposition. This approach
addresses a range of challenges in EMG decomposition by
employing an innovative framework. Their approach involves
refining more accurate motor unit (MU) spikes from the spikes
initially extracted by FastICA, utilizing constrained FastICA.
Furthermore, they employ a peel-off strategy to avoid local
convergence to larger MU spikes. Inspired by their work, we
can learn from their ideas to tackle the challenges we face in
extracting weak FECG signals.

In this study, we present a novel FECG progressive FastiCA
Peel-off framework consists of FastICA, periodic constrained
FastICA, singular value decomposition (SVD) waveform
reconstruction and peel-off strategy to achieve high robustness
and good-quality FECG detection. The combination of
FastICA and periodic constrained FastiCA can correct the
obtained MECG and FECG spikes, resulting in more accurate
MECG and FECG spikes. By estimating the waveforms of
spikes in the corresponding channels using SVD and
subtracting them, a peel-off effect is achieved, preventing the
algorithm from converging to larger MECG and noise, thereby
improving the extraction performance of faint FECG signals.
Our method gives path to reliable non-invasive fetal
monitoring in clinical practice, plays a crucial role in ensuring
the health of the fetus and pregnant women, as well as
promoting intelligent clinical monitoring.

II. METHODS

A. Dataset Description

1) . Public databases

Two public databases were utilized to validate the
effectiveness of the proposed method, which are described as
follows.

1) ADFECG. ADFECG database [34] has 5 multichannel
records, acquired from 5 subjects between 38 and 41 weeks of
gestation. Each record composed four channels abdominal
signals taken from pregnant women’s abdomen with a
sampling rate of 500 Hz and one reference signal taken from

fetal scalp with a sampling rate of 1 kHz. Annotations of fetal
R-peak location for datasets were verified by medical experts
and provided in the dataset. A bandpass filter(1-100Hz) was
applied to the signals during acquisition with filtering of the
power-line interference.

2) NIFECGA. Set-A of the 2013 Physionet/Computing in
Cardiology Challenge [35] has 75 AECG recordings with a
duration of 60s. Each has four-channel abdominal signals
along and one observation obtained from direct fetal scalp
ECG with the reference fetal R-peak annotation obtained from
the proficient cardiologist. The recording signals are observed
at 1 kHz with 16 bits resolution. As suggested in [10, 11,25], a
few records a33, a38, a52, a54, a7l, and a74 are discarded
from the dataset due to inaccurate fetal R-peak annotations,
leaving 69 records for assessment.

Before the actual separation process of AECG signals,
several preprocessing steps were undertaken to reduce noise
contamination. The impulsive artifacts were removed from
each AECG channel, as suggested in [36]. After that, the
AECG was filtered with a bandpass filter with the cut-off
frequencies of 3 Hz and 100 Hz. Power-line interference as
well as its harmonics were removed using a series of notch
digital filters. All records in ADFECG database were divided
into a series of 15-60s segments without overlap. These
segments were upsampled at 1 KHz for subsequent method.
II) . Clinical data

All clinical data used in this paper were collected at Anhui
Provincial Hospital (the first affiliated hospital of University
of Science and Technology of China), China. We collected 5
groups of data from the abdominal surface of five healthy
pregnant women with gestational ages of 36-40 weeks for
subsequent processing and analysis, each collection session
lasted for 15-20 minutes. All the experiment procedures were
approved by the institutional ethics committee of Anhui
Provincial Hospital (the first affiliated hospital of University
of Science and Technology of China), and the participants’ or
their conservators’ informed consent were given before the
experiment.

Multi-channel AECG signals which contains FECG were
collected from the upper abdomen of the participants, using a
flexible 4x4 grid electrode array, as shown in Figure 1(a). Each
electrode contact has a diameter of 8mm, and the spacing
between electrodes is 17.5mm, as shown in Figure 1(b). A
wireless multichannel surface electromyogram data recording
system (FlexMatrix Inc., Shanghai, China) was used for data
recording. It was built with a two-stage amplifier at a total gain
of 24, a band-pass filter set at 1-500Hz for each channel and an
analog-to-digital converter (ADS1299, Texas Instruments),
with a sampling rate of 200Hz, as shown in Figure 1(c). During
the experiment, we attached the electrodes of the device to the
pregnant women's abdomen, as shown in Figure 1(d) and
transmitted the data to a mobile app via Bluetooth for storage
and processing. All data were divided into segments of 1-3
minutes in length for further processing.
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Figure 1 (a) Data recording system. (b) Illustration of electrode placement.

Several steps were taken to reduce the noise contamination
in the pre-processing procedure. The recorded sSEMGdi signals
were filtered by a Butterworth bandpass filter set at 3-99 Hz to
eliminate the potential low-frequency motion artifacts and
high-frequency interferences. Then, a set of notch filters were
utilized to reduce the effect of power line interference as well
as its harmonics.

III) . Synthetic data

The synthetic data used in this study are sourced from the
Fetal ECG Synthetic Database (FECGSYNDB) [37], obtains
fetal-maternal mixtures by treating each abdominal signal
component (e.g. fetal/maternal ECG or noise signals) as an
individual source, whose signal is propagated onto the
observational points (electrodes). Each recording includes
16-channel AECG signals along with separate ground-truth
MECG and FECG signals, which consists of 1-5 minutes of
data sampled at 250 Hz. For more details, please refer to [38].

In this study, 16 channels ranged in 4 %<4 array distributed
across the abdominal region were utilized. Since the ratio
between MECG and FECG remains relatively constant in
practical cases, five sets of data with signal to noise ratio of the
FECG relative to MECG(SNR#n) of -9dB and signal to noise
ratio of the MECG over noise (SNRm,) 0f 6, 3, 0, -3 and -6 dB,
therefore achieve signal to noise ratio of FECG over all noises
and interference (SNRfn) of -3, -6, -9, -12, -15 dB. These data
were employed to investigate the performance of the methods
under different levels of noise.

B. FECG extraction framework

Figure 2 illustrates the flowchart of framework used in this
study, which includes preprocessing, a FastICA followed by
periodic constrained FastICA, SVD and a peel-off strategy, as
well as necessary component identification and selection
modules.

Original AECG signal

The collected AECG () =1 (), 2(),.... (O] ,
which conform the convolutive model [39] are subjected to
high-pass, low-pass and band-stop filtering, finally acquired
the preprocessed AECG. The AECG is then feed into source
separation module as the initial residual signal. FastICA is
used on extended and whitened residual signal to get
preliminary source signals. With the clustering and selection
module ECG source signals which may be MECG or FECG
signals are selected. Then the spike train of ECG signals get
from QRS detection module is fed into the periodic
constrained FastICA to get verified spike train. SVD is then
used to reconstruct ECG waveforms and be subtracted from
residual signals as peel-off operation. The reliability
judgement module is used to determine whether the output is
FECG or MECG. Then the updated residual signal is used for
next round of source separation.

I) . Two-step FastICA for precise spike detection

The data segment was separated into source signals that
contain information of maternal or fetal ECG using a unmixing
matrix acquired by FastICA describe as [40]:

w' = E{xG'(W x)} - E{G"(W x)}w

(M

w=w"/ | w ,
until| 44— | < , where isthe convergence threshold,
is the unmixing matrix, is the input signal, is a
nonquadratic function where we can use

( )=log(cosh( )) as default. The source signals were
extracted by iterative threshold Otsu algorithm and sampling
points with amplitude lower than threshold were labeled as no
R-peak firing event. Then the initial spike trains were clustered
by successor valley seeking approach to distinguish the spikes
from the same source signal.

The output of FastICA may just be preliminarily separated
source signals which still contain some noise therefore cannot
accurately extract spikes. Based on the characteristics of the
ECG signal, we introduced a periodicity constraint termed
periodic constrained FastICA, which combines equality and
periodicity constraints, achieved convergence to a reliable
spike train.

For equality constraint, the initial spike trains served as an
equality constraint to guarantee the convergence toward the

(a) two-step FastICA for precise spike detection

Collacted Preprocessin Residual
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Peel-off v
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Figure 2. Flowchart of proposed method for FECG and MECG extraction based on general PFP framework consist of: (a) two-step FastICA for precise spike
detection, (b) ECG source signal waveform estimation, and (c) a peel-off strategy. The red boxes indicating our innovative designs specific for MECG and

FECG extraction.
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component. For periodicity constraint, autocorrelation was
used as a loose constraint so that the algorithm tends to
converge toward the high periodic component.

Considering constraints mentioned above, the general
problem of periodic constrained FastICA is given as:

max J,(w) =[E{GW x)}~ E{GO)}T
st g()=&-EYri<0
(=& -E/y<0
Hw) =" ~1=0
() is the same objective function defined as Eq. 2;

)

where
1( ) is an equality constraint that measures the correlation
between the estimated independent component = and
the reference spike train ; ,( ) is the periodicity constraint
with respect to the signal y and its delay signal ~ for time lag
=01,., —1; ( =12) denotes the threshold for the
lower bound of the constraints. The optimization problem was
solved by augmented Lagrangian method. After the periodic
constrained FastICA converged, the calibrated spike train was
obtained using R-peak detection procedure proposed in [41].

1I) . Waveform estimation using SVD

Considering the variable beat to beat interval and periodic
ECG waveform, SVD was introduced to estimate the new
identified ECG spike train waveform from the spike train.

For each channel in signal with q beat period, we utilize the
reliable ECG spikes estimation from constrained FastICA to
calculate the mean RR interval value p to construct a X

( > )signal matrix .And then, was divided by SVD to
obtain the singular value matrix and two orthogonal matrices:

X=Usr" 3)
(1 200 0)] 1> 2>..>

Algorithm 1. Framework of PPFP for FECG extraction
1:Initialize residual signal as AECG. Initialize candidate spik«

where = [

trainset @ = . Flag=1.
2:Extend and whiten then perform FastICA to extract spike
tram 1, o,...,
3:while Flag=1 do
Flag=0

for i=1;i<N+1;i++ do
Apply periodic constrained FastICA on using as
constraint to obtain calibration version (termed as ) of
if Fr( )<l.11Hzor Fr( )>3.33Hz
continue
end if
while @ !=None:
if COR( ., )>0.5
continue
end if
if IOQ( )>6 or SC( )<5
Flag=1
add into @
estimate the waveform of

update = — and continue
end if
end for
Extend and whiten then perform FastICA to extract spike
tram 1, o,...,

4:Select maternal and fetal ECG spike train from @.

Table 1 The determination of modules in the ablation study

Method equality periodigity SVD
constraint constraint
cfICA J - -
pcfICA N N -
Proposed
metli)lod Y Y v
denotes singular value matrix; =[ 1 2000 1,
= [ 2 ] denotes the left and right singular matrix.
can be indicated by the multiplication of , and , while

represents the energy distribution of different matrix.
Empirically, a subspace of dimension 3 was selected.
11D . Peel-off Strategy for Weak FECG Separation

By using the two-step combination of FastICA and periodic
constrained FastICA, we can separate the desired sources from
the signals. However, considering that FastICA is easily
affected by initialization and usually converges to local
optimal value, it is difficult for FastICA to find weak FECG.
The peel-off strategy was introduced to mitigate the influence
of identified ECG spike trains. In each iteration, we first
calculate the accurate MECG or FECG spike, and then use
SVD to obtain its estimated waveform in each channel. Then
the residual signal = — can be updated, where
represents the residual signal from the previous iteration and
represents the estimated waveform of MECG or FECG in this
iteration.

IV) . ECG Spike Train Reliability Judgement

To ensure the separated spike train is true ECG spike train or
not, the successive judgement was designed for our clinical
PFP method. First, we defined a candidate spike train set @ at
the start of procedure. Then, after the convergence of periodic
constrained FastICA, the following criteria was considered: (1)
If the R-peak firing rate (denote as Fr) of candidate spike train
was lower than 1.11Hz or higher than 3.33Hz, we abandoned
the spike train to avoid potential interference. (2) If the
correlation (denoted as COR) between two spike trains higher
than 0.5, we processed the duplicated spike train by discarding
one of them. (3) If the spike train with the index of quality
(denoted as I0Q) for the best MECG component identification
higher than 6, we added the spike train into @. (4) The stability
coefficient (denoted as SC) which composed of the variation of
R-R interval (denoted as ) and the variation of ECG
spike amplitude (denoted as ) was defined as follows:
SC= 4 + 5 , where 1, , were set to 100,1
respectively. If SC was lower than 5, we added the spike train
into @.

For the above criteria, once a validity spike train was added
into @, the residual AECG signals were update by employing
peel-off procedure to subtract the waveform of the identified
spike train from itself. The pseudocode of the proposed FECG
extraction framework is illustrated in Algorithm 1.

C. Performance evaluation

For public dataset and synthetic data, statistical analyses
were conducted to evaluate the performance of proposed
method and comparison methods of FECG extraction.
Following the detection of R-peaks in both reference and
extracted FECG signals, positive predictive value (PPV),
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sensitivity (Sen), accuracy (ACC) and F1 score to assess the

performance of different methods which are defined as:
TP

Sen = x100%
TP + FN
prv =—T2 . 100%
TP+ FP (4)
ACC:LMOO%
TP+ FP+ FN
1= 2><PPV><SenX100%
PPV + Sen

where TP, FP, and FN denote true positives, true negatives,
false positives, and false negatives, respectively. TP denote the
number of correctly detected R-peak, FN denote the number of
missed R-peak and FP denote the number of incorrect detected
R-peak. According to [37], if the extracted ECG spike is within
50 ms from the fetal R-peak annotation, it is counted as a fetal
R-peak prediction.

For the synthetic signals, due to the ground truth FECG
waveform is available, we also use SNR to evaluate the level
of noise suppression after applying different methods on
synthetic data with different noise levels, which is defined as:

FECG|
Jrecal ©

SNR =10log——— >
\VECG—PECGH

For synthetic data, FECG root mean square error
(RMSE¥Feco) is also used to assess the degree of difference
between the waveform of extracted FECG and the ground truth.
RMSE-Fece is defined as:

Z:;I[[m, —FECGIT

RMSE =\/ x100% ()

represents the

n

where th point of ground truth FECG

(a)Original signals , pcG3

AECG4

(b)Preprocessed signals
AECG3

AECG4

(¢) Separated MECG
MECG spike train

(d) Preliminary FECG

Preliminary ECG spike train

(e) Verified FECG

waveform, represents the th point of estimated FECG
waveform, and  represents the total sample number. The
smaller the RMSE value, the closer the estimated FECG is to
the reference, demonstrating the method's greater accuracy.

Three representative comparison methods were selected
besides proposed method, which includes FastICA,
representing traditional blind source separation methods, LMS,
representing adaptive filtering, and CycleGAN, a commonly
used method.

In addition, we used ablation experiments on public datasets
to determine the necessity of each component in the proposed
FECG extraction framework. As shown in Table 1, the
ablation experiments included two different constraint
modules and two different waveform estimation modules.
Firstly, for each method, FastiCA was used to output
preliminary separations of MECG and FECG spike trains.
Based on this, we first devised the PFP method, with the
constrained FastICA (cfICA) module, which employed
equality constraints for reliability assessment, while the
waveform estimation method remained the least squares
method originally used in PFP to estimate the averaged
waveform of spike locations. The second method, with the
periodic constrained FastiCA module (PCFICA), utilized
periodicity constraints for reliability assessment, while
keeping other parts unchanged. For all methods, the final
FECG extraction performance was evaluated.

D. Statistical Analysis

In order to better examine the performance of different
FECG extraction methods in clinical conditions, a one-way
repeated-measure ANOVA was applied on the PPV, Sen, ACC
and F1 score with the three comparative methods: FastICA,
LMS, CycleGAN, two ablation method: PFP, PCFICA and
proposed method. If necessary, multiple pairwise comparisons
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Figure 3. An example of result of FECG extraction on public dataset. (a) Two channels of original signals of 15 second. (b) Two channels of preprocessed signals.
(c) Extracted MECG. (d) Preliminary extracted FECG with its spike train. (¢) Verified FECG using periodic constrained FastICA with its spike train.



>REPLACE THIS LINE WITH YOUR PAPER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (DOUBLE-CLICK HERE TO EDIT) < 6

with LSD corrections were performed. The level of significant
difference was set as p < 0.05. All statistical analyses were
performed using SPSS software (version 27.0, SPSS Inc.
Chicago, IL, USA) in this study.

III. RESULTS

A. Results of public databases

For public databases, Figure 3 illustrates an example of
15sec raw multi-channel AECG of two channels from
ADFECG, estimated MECG and FECG. In Figure 3 (a), two of
the four-channel AECG signals from public dataset used in this
study are represented. MECG (Figure 3 (c)) and preliminary
FECG (Figure 3 (d)) were extracted from preprocessed AECG
(Figure 3 (b)) using FastICA. FECG spike in Figure 3 (d)
represents the spike train of the preliminary FECG, which
obviously have some miss or inaccurate spikes. Figure 3 (e)
represents the verified FECG and corresponded spike train

obtained by periodic constrained FastiICA module. It can be
observed that miss or incorrect spikes in the preliminary FECG
are corrected, resulting in a more accurate spike train.

In Figure 4 (a), the quantitative metrics for the proposed
method and the comparative methods on ADFECG and
NIFECGA databases are listed, showing that the proposed
method achieves the highest level of performance, with the
SEN of 99.66 £ 0.37%, PPV of 99.53 & 0.10%, ACC of
99.19 £0.44% and an F1 score of 99.59 % 0.22%(p<0.05),
compared to other comparative methods. Compared to the two
ablation methods PFP and PCFICA, proposed method
integrating periodic constrained FastiICA module and SVD ,
module also achieves superior extraction performance.

B[ MS EFastiICABCycleGAN BPFP EPCFICA EProposed method

(a) Public dataset

Percentage(%) Percentage (%)
100

100

80

6dB

60

SNR=

40

20

0
SEN

Percentage (%) Percentage (%)

i(b) Synthetic data

100 100
80} 80
[=-]
2 oo} S 60
L 4
% 4o} Z 40
20} 20 HiEE
B
0
SEN PPV ACC F1 SEN
(©) [ sxraBisy
10}
5.
0
S5F
-1ob— : : : :
9+6 943 940 9+(-3) -9+(-6)
SNR;, +SNR,,,(dB)

Percentage (%)

100
80
=)
% 60
Z
& 40t
20
0
PPV ACC F1 SEN PPV ACC F1
Percentage (%)
100
80
-]
$ 60
il
=4
Z 40
20
0
PPV ACC F1 SEN PPV ACC F1
I RMSE(%)
30F
25F
20F OSVD
15k [ELeast squares
10F
g S = g 2
L |5 T b H il
TEE EEl R 2R |2
0

9+6  -9+3  -9+0  -9+(-3) -9+(-6)
SNR,,+SNR,,,(dB)

Figure 4. The results of statistical analysis on the processing efficacy using different methods on public datasets and synthetic data. (a) The statistic metrics on public
dataset. (b) The statistic metrics on synthetic data with different noise level. (c) Comparation of SNR and RMSE of different methods at different noise level.
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Figure 5 (a) Pure MECG. (b) Pure FECG. (¢) AECG with SNRmn of 6dB, corresponded extracted MECG and extracted FECG. (d) AECG with SNRmn of 3dB,

corresponded extracted MECG and extracted FECG. (¢) AECG with SNRmn of 0dB, corresponded extracted MECG and extracted FECG. (f) AECG with
SNRmn of -3dB, corresponded extracted MECG and extracted FECG. (g) AECG with SNRmn of -6dB, corresponded extracted MECG and extracted FECG

B. Results of synthetic data represent the mixed signal of MECG, AECG and noise, with
) noise levels of 6, 3, 0, -3, and -6dB, respectively. After each set
Figure 5 shows an example of synthetic data with different  of mixed AECG signals, the corresponding extracted MECG
SNR. Figure 5 (a) represents the pure MECG, (b) represents and FECG using the proposed method were displayed. Note
the pure FECG, and mixed AECG in (c), (d), (¢), (f) and (2) that the FECG and MECG contained in each set of noise level
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Figure 6. (a) A group of the overall clinical data. (b) Two channels of a 50 second segment from clinical data. (c) Extracted MECG with its spike. (d) Two channels
from the 16-channel residual signal obtained through MECG peel-off. (e) Extracted FECG from residual signals. (f) An example of FHR from clinical data.
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signals are specific and are not directly synthesized by (a) and
(b), which are just pure signals display and do not represent a
specific waveform of a certain group of signals.

Figure 4 (b) shows the quantitative metrics of different
methods in extracting FECG on synthetic signals, with the
pure FECG of each group of simulated signals as the ground
truth. It can be observed that for data with higher SNR,
although the proposed method outperforms other methods, the
other methods still achieve acceptable results. However, as the
SNR decreases, the performance of morphology-based
processing methods such as LMS significantly declines. The
performance of FastICA is less affected by the SNR. However,
excessive FP and FN resulting from incomplete separation still
have a certain impact on its accuracy, especially in high-noise
situations where noise is more difficult to remove completely.
CycleGAN, as a representative of deep learning methods, still
performs well when the FECG is somewhat overlapped.
However, it still cannot achieve good extraction results when
the entire data segment is covered by significant noise and
artifacts, thereby affecting the overall extraction performance.
The proposed method, which integrates PCFICA and SVD,
achieved superior results compared to all comparative methods
and ablation methods, reaching the SEN of 99.42 +0.48%,
PPV 0f 99.59+0.48%, ACC of 99.02%+0.68% and F1 score of
99.50%0.34%.

Figure 4 (c) I illustrates the change in SNR after processing
synthetic signals with different noise levels using various
methods. Compared to other methods, the proposed method
shows significant SNR improvement across all noise levels,
while other methods exhibit limited SNR enhancement. In
some cases, they even have a negative impact on SNR due to
poor signal reconstruction performance, leading to inaccurate
noise calculation during computation. At lower levels of noise,
CycleGAN demonstrates denoising performance similar to,
and at times surpassing, that of the proposed method. However,
at the highest noise levels, its effectiveness does not match that
of the proposed method. Figure 4 (c) II illustrates RMSEFrecG

different signal-to-noise ratios using different waveform
reconstruction methods: SVD and least squares method used in
PFP. It can be observed that waveforms reconstructed using
SVD outperform least squares under any noise conditions.

C. Results of clinical data

For clinical data, although the lack of precise ground truth
prevents us from quantitatively calculating metrics, we process
and display a segment of clinical signal. As shown in Figure 6,
(a) is a long period of clinical data, (b) is a selected segment of
50 seconds from (a). We displayed two representative channel
waveforms from it. (c¢) is the extracted MECG and its
corresponding spike train. (d) is the residual signal obtained by
subtracting (c) from (b). Further execute FastICA and periodic
constrained FastICA on (d), we can yield accurate FECG and
spike train in (e). Figure 6 (f) displays the extracted FHR of the
signal over a fifteen-minute interval, indicating values
consistently within the range of 120-140, which align with
normal fetal heart rates.

IV. DISCUSSIONS

FECG measurement plays a crucial role in fetal activity
monitoring. In this study, we present a novel FastiCA-based
FECG extracting framework to extract the weak FECG signals
from compound signals acquired from high noise environment.
In the proposed framework, the periodic constrained FastiCA
module, which incorporates the physiological characteristics
of FECG signals, can utilize the prior information obtained
from FastICA to extract more precise FECG spike trains and
ensure the accuracy of FECG extraction. Moreover, the
peel-off strategy with SVD waveform reconstruction ensures
that the algorithm does not converge locally to large
components such as MECG and noise, thus guaranteeing that
smaller amplitude FECG can be accurately detected.

Figure 4 (a) represents the FECG extraction performance
with different methods on public datasets. Our method
achieves the highest level of performance among these

Table 2. Comparative evaluation for the FECG detection performance of different methods on public dataset

Method Year Channel ~ Database Recordings SEN (%) PPV (%) ACC (%) F1 (%)
NIFECGA 14 94.7 96 - 95.4
TS+PCA[20] 2014 1 .
Private data 89.9 88.8 - 89.3
NIFECGA 69 97.4 97.2 96 97.3
Extended Kalman Smoother[42] 2014 3 .
private data 24 85.8 85 82.8 85.4
FastICA+SVD[41] 2014 4 NIFECGA 69 99.1 98.9 - 98.99
2017 1 ADFECG 2 99.37 99.49 98.90 99.45
ANC+SVD[43] .
Private data 98.31 98.86 97.21 98.58
NMF[27] 2020 1 ADFECG 5 953 94.6 - 94.8
. . ADFECG 5 93.8 98.48 92.41 96.04
nonlinear estimation[44] 2019 1
NIFECGA 15 98.63 99.52 97.77 98.85
ADFECG 4 96.6 96.6 100 98.27
ST+Shannon Energy[16] 2022 1
NIFECGA 20 97.37 98.61 98.72 98.67
ADFECG 5 99.4 99.6 - 99.7
CycleGAN[25] 2021 1
NIFECGA 68 96.8 97.2 - 97.9
ADFECG 22 97.3 98.09 95.53 97.7
DP-LSTM network[10] 2022 1
NIFECGA 69 94.2 96.5 91.34 953
ADFECG 5 99.58 99.67 - 99.62
PANet[26] 2022 1
NIFECGA 68 98.9 98.83 - 98.86
ADFECG 5 98.4 97.6 - 98.0
CA-KICA[45] 2023 4
NIFECGA 69 99.3 99.6 - 99.5
ADFECG 5 99.71% 99.44% 99.16% 99.58%
Proposed Method 2024 4
NIFECGA 68 99.25% 99.50% 98.77% 99.38%
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methods. As shown in Figure 3 and Figure 5, the FECG signals
in the public datasets are still clearly visible. This is an ideal
scenario in practical applications. For instance, Table 2 shows
the result of different method for FECG extraction. While the
methods in [20] and [42] achieve acceptable results on public
datasets, their performance decreases on private data.

In Figure 4 (b), we observe that both our proposed method
and other comparative methods achieve high performance on
synthetic data when the signal quality is relatively good, in
other words, when the SNRmn is high. However, as the noise
level increases, we observe that FECG signals gradually
become submerged in noise and are no longer observable from
Figure 5(c) to Figure 5(g). At an MECG to noise SNR of -6dB,
even the MECG cannot be observed. In such cases, the
performance of LMS which based on the morphology of
reference signals significantly deteriorates, from acceptable
performance at 6dB to almost no extraction effect at -6dB. The
performance of FastICA is also significantly affected, as well
as PFP with equally constraint. Previous studies have
addressed the issue of preliminary separation by proposing the
use of constrained FastICA [35]. By using the sources
preliminarily separated as constraints, more accurate spikes
can be extracted. However, PFP was originally developed for
EMG decomposition. Unlike ECG signals, EMG signals lack
regularity and periodicity. Therefore, in this study, considering
the physiological characteristics of extracting FECG and
MECG signals, we applied a periodic constrained FastICA

module, further adapting it for extracting periodic ECG signals.

We also observe that although CycleGAN, a deep learning
method, outperforms traditional LMS and FastICA, is
data-driven and thus susceptible to the quality of training data.
Additionally, they require large amounts of data and complex
training progress. Moreover, this method uses single-channel
signals, so when information in the channels is submerged by
significant noise and artifacts, the algorithm cannot extract
useful information. In contrast, our proposed method, based on
BSS principles, integrates spatiotemporal information from
multiple channels, resulting in better extraction performance
under significant noise without the need for training.

It is worth mentioning that through two sets of ablation
experiments involving PFP and PCFICA as well as the result
shown in Figure 4 (c), we not only demonstrated the
effectiveness of the periodic constrained FastiICA module, but
also validated the efficacy of SVD. By replacing least squares
with SVD in the PCFICA method, the performance was further
enhanced. This is because it is difficult to satisfy the
assumption in the original data model that the sum of noises is
white Gaussian noise with zero mean, as the AECG is
interfered by various unpredictable noises like EMG noise and
fetal movement. When directly estimating the waveform using
the ECG spike train, the noise around the spike may be
considered as the desired waveform, leading to inaccurate
extraction. When using SVD, we applied a trapezoidal window
(whose length depended on the mean RR-interval on the whole
record) to select and weight the signal around each detected
maternal QRS. This operation allows us to avoid artifacts due
to abrupt signal truncation [41]. Therefore, the extracted signal
has a better degree of reconstruction, leading to a better FECG
extraction performance.

For clinical data shown in Figure 6, we can also observe that
Figure 6 (b) represents two out of sixteen channels, where the
FECG in these channels is not prominent, and there is
significant baseline fluctuation. Consequently, even after
removing MECG to get residual signals (d), the signals
initially separated by FastICA still cannot accurately identify
FECG. By utilizing the proposed method to refine the initially
extracted signals with periodic constrained FastICA, the
extracted FECG becomes more accurate and periodic. Figure 6
() shows a group of FECG-derived FHR from a 15-minute
dataset, falling within the clinically normal range and
validating the efficacy of our approach with clinical data.

Regarding the algorithm's peel-off strategy, its effect in
avoiding local convergence of the algorithm is challenging to
quantitatively describe. In experiments, for the preprocessed
signals, when we initially execute FastiCA for preliminary
separation, the separated source signals often do not contain
weak FECG sources (although sometimes FECG is extracted
in the first round of peel-off). As shown in Figure 6, in the
preprocessed original signals Figure 6 (b), the amplitudes of
MECG and noise are much larger than FECG. Therefore, after
the first round of separation, we obtain the MECG signal and
its spikes. When we estimate waveforms using SVD and
execute the peel-off to subtract them from the initial signals,
we obtain the residual signals shown in Figure 6 (d) where
FECG signals not discovered in the first round can be extracted
from it. This is because removing larger components improves
the problem of local convergence of the algorithm. [33] also
explains the mechanism of peel-off and emphasizes its
significant role in enabling the algorithm to identify weak
signals.

Currently, the limitation of our study is that it's an offline
algorithm, hence unable to monitor fetal heart in real-time.
However, inspired by Zhao et al.'s recent development of an
online algorithm for EMG decomposition [30], in the future,
we can design an online FECG extraction algorithm for
real-time fetal heart monitoring.

V. CONCLUSION

This research reported a FastICA based peel-off framework
for ECG extraction from the AECG signal. By incorporating
the periodic constrained FastiCA and peel-off strategy, the
proposed framework show efficiency in FECG extraction from
the AECG. The framework was validated on public datasets,
synthetic data and clinical data. It is indicated that our method
is a promising technique for maternal and fetal ECG
monitoring application, which offers a new method for
non-invasive clinical monitoring.
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