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Abstract. Over the past few decades, electroencephalography (EEG)
monitoring has become a pivotal tool for diagnosing neurological disorders,
particularly for detecting seizures. Epilepsy, one of the most prevalent
neurological diseases worldwide, affects approximately the 1 % of the
population. These patients face significant risks, underscoring the need
for reliable, continuous seizure monitoring in daily life. Most of the
techniques discussed in the literature rely on supervised Machine Learning
(ML) methods. However, the challenge of accurately labeling variations
in epileptic EEG waveforms complicates the use of these approaches.
Additionally, the rarity of ictal events introduces an high imbalancing
within the data, which could lead to poor prediction performance in
supervised learning approaches. Instead, a semi-supervised approach
allows to train the model only on data not containing seizures, thus
avoiding the issues related to the data imbalancing. This work proposes
a semi-supervised approach for detecting epileptic seizures from EEG
data, utilizing a novel Deep Learning-based method called SincVAE. This
proposal incorporates the learning of an ad-hoc array of bandpass filter as
a first layer of a Variational Autoencoder (VAE), potentially eliminating
the preprocessing stage where informative band frequencies are identified
and isolated. Results indicate that SincVAE improves seizure detection in
EEG data and is capable of identifying early seizures during the preictal
stage as well as monitoring patients throughout the postictal stage.

Keywords: Variational Autoencoders · SincNet · Anomaly Detection · Seizure
Detection · Brain Computer Interfaces

1 Introduction

In the last years, the information technology growth had a significant impact on
our daily life. In particular, its impact is evident by observing the quantity of data
produced every day. These vast datasets provide a snapshot of the entities under
observation, offering valuable insights for companies and organizations. These
insights not only enhance understanding but also furnish competitive advantages.
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Consequently, it is crucial that these datasets are meticolously processed [1].
Anomalies (known also as outliers, deviants or rare events in some context [2])
represent unique behaviors within observed phenomena that can significantly
influence the data generation process [2,3]. The presence of anomalies in data
during analysis can be dangerous, as they may lead to erroneous conclusions
during data interpretation. Consequently, it is crucial for the analysts that these
anomalies are meticulously identified and properly addressed of both before and
during the analysis process. The increasing interest in identifying and analyzing
anomalies led scientists to isolate this problem into the active and dedicated
research field of anomaly detection.

In most instances, phenomena are monitored over time using time series data.
Within this framework, not every outlier is pertinent to an analysis. For instance,
some outliers could be attributed to sensor transmission errors or other sources of
noise, while others might represent unusual phenomena, such as those observed
in fraud detection scenarios [2]. In the former scenario, outliers can be eliminated
or corrected to enhance data quality. Conversely, in the latter case, these outliers
transform into anomalies of interest that needs special attention as they often
provide significant and crucial insights across diverse application domains [2].
For instance, anomalies in credit card transaction records may indicate potential
fraud or identity theft [4]. Similarly, an unusual pattern in network traffic could
suggest that a compromised computer is transmitting confidential information to
an unauthorized destination [5]. Additionally, anomalies detected in sensor data
from civil infrastructure might signal structural damage [6,7].

Significantly, healthcare represents a domain where anomaly detection can
have a profound impact [8,9,10,11,12]. For example, the ability to detect abnormal
physiological data through these techniques can expedite emergency responses
and provide new insights into the progression of medical conditions, greatly influ-
encing everyday life. In [13], the authors presented a methodology for identifying
anomalies in heart rate data, leveraging on its value as a noninvasive indicator of
health concerns and physical activity. Meanwhile, the study in [14] explores the
potential of anomaly detection within healthcare analytics, specifically through
IoT systems.

Numerous studies have explored detecting epileptic seizures as abnormal brain
activity using electroencephalography (EEG) data, applicable in various settings,
including Brain-Computer Interfaces (BCI) [15]. In such contexts, accurately
identifying seizures through EEG can trigger hardware interventions designed to
assist patients and enhance their quality of life [16,17,18]. Epilepsy is a chronic
central nervous system disorder characterized by recurrent seizures, affecting
approximately 1 % of the global population [19,20]. Seizures manifest as temporary
disruptions in brain electrical activity, leading to symptoms like attention lapses,
memory gaps, sensory hallucinations, or full-body convulsions. Despite treatment
with various anti-epileptic drugs, about one-third of affected individuals frequently
experience seizures that are challenging to control. These seizures significantly
increase the risk of injury, limit personal independence and mobility, and can
result in social and economic difficulties [21,22]. The brain activity of individuals
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with epilepsy can be categorized into four states: regular brain activity (interictal),
brain activity preceding the seizure (preictal), brain activity during the seizure
(ictal), and brain activity immediately following a seizure (postictal) [23].

Among various methodologies [24,25], Machine Learning (ML) techniques
provide systematic approaches for extracting insights from the vast amounts
of data. These techniques enable researchers to explore the anomaly detection
landscape, proposing solutions to diverse scenarios. In particular, Deep Learning
(DL) methods have consistently outperformed traditional Machine Learning
approaches in the last decades. This success is largely due to their ability to
extract intricate patterns within complex, high-dimensional datasets [26,27]. As
a result, DL has taken a leading role in various fields that leverage data-driven
strategies, especially in the development of anomaly detection methodologies
[28,29,30]. A significant portion of DL approaches for anomaly detection relies on
Autoencoder (AE) architectures [31,32,33]. AEs are neural networks comprising
two main components: an encoder, which compresses the input into a latent
representation, and a decoder, which reconstructs that representation back into
the input space. In anomaly detection, a well-established strategy involves training
Autoencoders (AEs) specifically to minimize reconstruction errors for normal data
instances. This technique results in higher reconstruction errors when processing
anomalous data, making these errors a useful anomaly score. When combined with
a user-defined decision rule, this score becomes an effective tool for classifying
data as normal or anomalous [6]. AEs architectures can be realized in various
forms, including Variational Autoencoders (VAE), that is a generative model
where the encoder and the decoder does not represent a functional mapping as
in standard AEs [34]. Due to their promising performances, there is a growing
interest in using generative models to identify anomalies [35,36,8,37] that, within
the context of AEs, has been manifested through the use of VAEs [38,39,40,41].

VAEs can be implemented using a variety of processing strategies documented
in literature, including Multilayer Perceptrons (MLP) [42] and Recurrent Neural
Networks (RNN) [43]. Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs), widely utilized for
processing time series data [44,45,46,47,48], operate through a series of trainable
filters. These filters are inspired by the biological mechanisms of visual perception,
enabling the recognition of informative patterns from the input data [49]. In
the field of speaker recognition, Ravanelli and Bengio introduced SincNet [50],
a CNN whose filters are structured as a learnable array of parametrized sinc
functions that are designed to operate as bandpass filters.

Numerous ML methods have been applied to detect epileptic seizures, with the
aim of not only mitigate risks for patients but also enhance their ability to seek
timely assistance and reduce the likelihood of injury [23,51,52,53]. Although the
physiological activity involved in epilepsy is inherently multiclass, many studies,
such as [21,22], approach seizure detection as a binary supervised classification
problem. In this framework, the two classes to be identified are seizure activity
(ictal) and non-seizure activity (interictal). This reduction to two classes is due to
the challenges and impracticalities associated with an expert’s ability to identify
and label transitional states between ictal and interictal states. Conversely, having
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an expert categorize brain electrical activity into seizure and non-seizure aligns
with standard clinical protocols [22].

This work proposes SincVAE, a DL architecture that introduces SincNet
in the VAE framework to process EEG data for seizure detection in a semi-
supervised setting. Bandpass filters are crucial for isolating meaningful frequency
bands from input signals, especially in BCI applications [54,55,56,57]. However,
the application of bandpass filters typically involves two stages: (i) selecting
well-known informative band frequencies pertinent to the specific context, and (ii)
conducting an analysis where the analyst identifies and isolates relevant frequency
bands from the data. SincNet offers an efficient solution in this process, providing
a compact and precise method to develop custom bandpass filters optimized for
specific applications. Applications of seizure detection could benefit from this
improvement since it could allow to enhance (or eventually, eliminate), preliminary
phases dedicated to the study and extraction of frequency bands from the data
and, thus, achieve a more refined and precise extraction of frequency bands,
leading to an acceleration and improvement of the whole processing pipeline
development. A semi-supervised approach is particularly advantageous as it allows
to fit a model on training sets that contain only normal instances [2,58,59,6]. This
choice is motivated by the flexibility this approach offers, especially in scenarios
with imbalanced datasets, where anomalous data points are scarce or even absent.
This is particularly relevant in healthcare, where the prevalence of normal data
contrasts with the rarity of abnormal data.

2 Related Works

This section reviews existing research that employs AEs and VAEs for detecting
seizures from EEG data.

Khan et al. in [60] shows a novel seizure detection method by integrating AEs
with traditional classifiers in an hybrid model. Specifically, the AE is used to
extract features from the input data through its encoder. These latent represen-
tations are then fed into a classifier, such as an Support Vector Machine (SVM)
[61] or k-Nearest Neighbors (k-NN) [61], to perform a supervised classification.
Yuan et al. in [62] proposed a novel approach that employs an AE model to
extract multi-view features from multi-channel EEG data. Then, the features
extracted are used for supervised seizure detection. Abdelhameed et al. in [63]
proposed a methodology based on convolutional VAE to extract features from
EEG input data with the goal of eliminating the need of an engineered feature
extraction phase previous to the model fitting. Then, the extracted features are
fed in a supervised classifier to detect seizures. The same authors in [64] improved
the feature extraction phase by using a two-dimensional Deep Convolutional
Autoencoder (2D-DCAE). The extracted features are then used to train a neural
network-based classifier for seizure detection in a supervised manner. In [65]
instead, the same authors proposed a methodology based on a convolutional VAE
trained in a supervised manner to perform simultaneously automatic feature
learning and classification on the data latent representations. Daoud et al. in
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[66] compared two methodologies, both having the automatic features extraction
as main goal. The first method utilizes a deep convolutional AE, where features
extracted from the encoder are classified using a Multilayer Perceptron (MLP)
classifier. The second method consists in an unsupervised pipeline integrating a
deep convolutional VAE with the K-Means [61] clustering algorithm fitted on
the latent representations of data. Wang et al. in [67] introduced the Residual
Convolution VAE (RCVAE) method to extract features from EEG recordings.
The extracted features are used to train a supervised neural network classifier
for the seizure detection. The same research group in [68] proposed an improved
version called Residual Convolution VAE with Randomly Translation Strategy
(RTS-RCVAE) to solve issues related to introduce data augmentation strategies.
Wen et al. in [69] proposed the AE-CDNN method to extract the feature previous
to a supervised classification stage performed using MLPs. Similarly, Shoeibi et
al. in [70] employed autoencoders for dimensionality reduction. Latent represen-
tations of data were used to fit several methods to classify seizures including
adaptive neuro-fuzzy inference system (ANFIS) and its variants.

Most of the works on seizure detection leverages on AEs or VAEs primarily for
feature extraction, which are then utilized in conjunction with supervised methods
for classifying EEG data. There exists a relatively small subset of methodologies
that rely exclusively on AEs and VAEs for the entire process of seizure detection,
using only the reconstruction error metrics for the classification stage. Huang et
al. in [71] used AEs for feature extraction in epilepsy detection, comparing their
performance against traditional Principal Component Analysis (PCA) [61]. Then,
the authors employed three metrics, i.e. original-to-reconstructed signal ratio
(ORSR), MSE and Cosine Similarity (CS), to evaluate the signal reconstruction
and identify these metrics as sensitive indicators for epilepsy. Also, the authors
utilize permutation importance and SHapley Additive exPlanations (SHAP) [72]
for model interpretability, confirming the better efficacy and rationale of the AE-
based feature extraction compared to the PCA one. The authors in [73] leveraged
on a three-layered convolutional VAEs trained exclusively on non-seizure EEG
recordings to detect seizures. Reconstruction error was used to identify seizure
activity. In particular, they adopted the median reconstruction error as a metric to
distinguish between seizure and non-seizure events. You et al. in [12] used a VAE
to model the latent representations of non-seizure EEG signals. They then used
deviations from these baseline representations in conjunction with reconstruction
loss to devise a personalized anomaly score for each patient. De Sousa et al. in
[74] used AEs and VAEs to detect Interictal Epileptiform Discharges (IEDs) by
treating these events as anomalies within EEG data. The comparative analysis in
their study revealed that VAEs outperformed traditional AEs, likely due to their
enhanced ability to model the distribution of EEG data and handle anomalies
more effectively. Potter et al. in [75] proposed an architecture based on AE with
a transformer encoder to reconstruct EEG recordings of non-seizure activity.
Then, reconstruction error is served as anomaly score to detect EEG recordings
containing seizures,
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3 Proposed Method

In this section, we will introduce the SincNet model to the reader, followed by an
overview of the VAE framework. Finally, we will present SincVAE, the proposed
method of this work.

3.1 SincNet

Ravanelli and Bengio in [50] introduced SincNet in the context of speaker recog-
nition. The convolution operation in a standard CNN layer is represented as
follows [50]:

y[n] = x[n] ∗ h[n] =
L−1∑
l=0

x[l] · h[n− l], (1)

where x[n] is the input signal segment, h[n] is the filter of length L, ∗ denotes
the convolution operation, and y[n] is the output. Typically, each element of the
filter h[n] is learned during the training phase.

SincNet modifies this process by using a pre-defined function g that depends
on a limited number of learnable parameters θ:

y[n] = x[n] ∗ g[n, θ] (2)

This function g is designed to implement a filterbank consisting of rectangular
bandpass filters. The magnitude of a generic bandpass filter, in the frequency
domain, can be expressed as the difference between two low-pass filters as follows
[50]:

G[f, f1, f2] = rect
( f

2f2

)
− rect

( f

2f1

)
, (3)

with f1 and f2 representing the learned low and high cutoff frequencies, respec-
tively. The rect(·) function denotes the rectangular function in the frequency
domain. In the time domain, the function g is defined as:

g[n, f1, f2] = 2f2sinc(2πf2n)− 2f1sinc(2πf1n) (4)

where sinc(x) = sin(x)/x.
The cutoff frequencies are initialized randomly within the range [0, fs/2],

where fs is the sampling frequency of the input signal. To ensure that f1 ≥ 0
and f2 ≥ f1, the parameters are adjusted as:

fabs
1 = |f1| (5)

fabs
2 = f1 + |f2 − f1|. (6)

The authors in [50] points out that the training process naturally keeps f2 below
the Nyquist frequency [76], eliminating the need for explicit constraints.

Additionally, SincNet applies a windowing function [77] to smooth the dis-
continuities at the ends of g. This is achieved by multiplying g with a Hamming
window [78]:

g[n, f1, f2] = g[n, f1, f2] · w[n], (7)
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where w[n] is defined as:

w[n] = 0.54− 0.46 · cos
(2πn

L

)
. (8)

All operations within SincNet are differentiable, allowing the optimization of
cutoff frequencies alongside other neural network parameters through gradient-
based methods.

3.2 Variational Autoencoder

A Variational Autoencoder (VAE) is a generative model made of two principal
components: a probabilistic decoder and a probabilistic encoder. The decoder,
with parameters θ, models the likelihood function pθ(x|z) and generates new data
x given a latent variable z. The encoder, with parameters ϕ, models the posterior
distribution qϕ(z|x) to approximate the true intractable posterior pθ(z|x) [34].
During the training of a VAE, both θ and ϕ are optimized through the following
generative process [79]:

max
ϕ,θ

Eqϕ(z|x)[log pθ(x|z)] (9)

which can be re-written as:

log pθ(x|z) = DKL(q(z|x)||p(z)) + L(θ, ϕ;x, z) (10)

where DKL(·) is the non-negative Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence and p(z)
represents the prior distribution over the latent variables z [79]. Since the KL
divergence is non-negative, the term L(θ, ϕ;x, z) is called Evidence Lower Bound
(ELBO) of log pθ(x|z), and it can be rewritten as below:

log pθ(x|z) ≥ L(θ, ϕ;x, z) = −DKL(qϕ(z|x)||p(z)) + Eqϕ(z|x)[log pθ(x|z)] (11)

where the second term is an expected reconstruction error between the input and
generated data.

The VAE optimization can be focused on maximizing the ELBO [79]. A key
challenge in this process is the need to sample random latent variables z from
qϕ(z|x), which makes the training intractable. The reparametrization trick is
employed to avoid this problem: by assuming both the prior p(z) and the posterior
qϕ(z|x) to be Gaussian distributions with a diagonal covariance matrix, with
the prior p(z) set to the isotropic unit Gaussian N (0, I), each random variable
zi ∼ qϕ(zi|x) = N (µi, σi) is reparametrized as differential transformation of a
noise variable ϵi ∼ N (0, 1) as follows [79]:

zi = µi + σiϵi (12)

Under this framework, the ELBO can be differentiated and optimized with
respect to the parameters θ and ϕ. Specifically, the ELBO can be maximized
using gradient based methods. This approach allows for considerable flexibility
in the design of both the probabilistic encoder and the probabilistic decoder.
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3.3 SincVAE

This work proposes SincVAE, which integrates SincNet as the first layer in
the VAE’s probabilistic encoder. This model is specifically designed to enhance
anomaly detection in time series data. In particular, this design is aimed at
learning an ad-hoc array of bandpass filters, facilitating the decomposition of
the input time series and enhancing the feature extraction within the time series
processing.

The reconstruction error, computed in terms of Mean Squared Error (MSE)
[27], between the input data and its reconstruction is involved into the classifi-
cation process given a threshold t. A graphical representation of the proposed
pipeline is shown in Figure 1.

Fig. 1: Graphical representation of the SincVAE architecture. An input time
series x is given as input to the VAE that generates its reconstruction x̂. The
first layer of the VAE’s probabilistic encoder employs the SincNet layer, that
filters the data by using an ad-hoc array of bandpass filters learned during the
training stage. Then, both the input time series and its reconstruction are used
to compute the reconstruction error (in this picture, illustrated in terms of MSE).
Finally, a threshold t is involved to classify the input time series as anomalous or
not.

This work explores the impact of SincVAE on anomaly detection challenges
within the healthcare sector, with a focus on seizure detection in EEG data. It is
expected the integration of SincNet within the VAE framework in the seizure
detection problem can enhance the learning of normal patterns within EEG
data, thus leading to a more robust identification of anomalous patterns. The
SincVAE’s ability to learn custom bandpass filters could not only to boost the
overall efficacy of the seizure detection process but also to potentially reduce or
even eliminate the preprocessing currently required to identify band frequencies
where informative content is more present.
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4 Experimental Assessment

In this work, the effectiveness of SincVAE for seizure detection was analyzed
through experimental results obtained from two datasets, i.e. the Bonn dataset
[80] and the CHB-MIT dataset [81]. These datasets have been widely utilized in
numerous studies, including [82,83,84,85,86,87,88,70,89]. The seizure detection
problem was tackled with a semi-supervised approach, thus models were trained
exclusively on non-seizure data. The classification of data into seizure or non-
seizure categories is determined by analyzing the reconstruction error generated
by the model.

For a robust comparative analysis, the experiments employed a fixed base
VAE architecture in two distinct configurations: (i) the VAE with a SincNet layer
on top of the encoder network, referred as SincVAE, and (ii) the VAE without
the SincNet layer, referred as VAE. Specifically, the AE-CDNN architecture
detailed in [69] was adopted, with modifications applied to the specific needs
of VAE operations, particularly in the latent space and training configurations.
This methodological choice facilitates a clear examination of the SincNet layer’s
contribution to the VAE’s performance. In accordance with [50], the SincNet
layer was followed by a Layer Normalization and an activation function.

The model selection stage, performed separately on each dataset, was aimed at
optimizing the hyperparameters of the SincNet layer to enhance its effectiveness
in seizure detection. Simultaneously, the latent space was tuned and consistently
applied on both the VAE and SincVAE models. The best hyperparameter set was
chosen to strike an optimal balance between model complexity and inference speed,
i.e. by reducing the number of parameters while maintaining robust performance.

Grid search [90] was used as the method for automatic hyperparameter tuning,
employing specific search spaces outlined in the respective dataset sections. The
Adam optimizer was selected for weights optimization, with a learning rate of
0.0005. Data were processed in random batches of 128 samples each. The training
stage was limited to a maximum of 1000 epochs, and early stopping [91] was used
as convergence criterion, with a patience of 20 epochs. These hyperparameters
were established through manual preliminary assessment and fixed through all
the experiments.

4.1 The Bonn Dataset

Dataset description. The Bonn dataset [80], acquired by the Bonn University
in Germany, consists in five distinct collections of EEG signals. Each collection
includes 100 single-channel EEG segments, each lasting 23.6 seconds, derived from
continuous multi-channel EEG recordings. These segments were selected after a
visual inspection to eliminate artifacts. Each EEG segment was captured using a
128-channel amplifier system paired with a 12-bit analog to digital converter at a
sampling rate of 173.61Hz. The dataset is organized into five groups:

– Sets A and B contain EEG recordings from healthy volunteers. In particular,
Set A contains data acquired during eyes-open condition, and Set B data
acquired during eyes-closed conditions;
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Case Training set Test set
Set A vs Set E 1840 2760
Set B vs Set E 1840 2760

Table 1: Details on the training and test sets sizes involved in the experimental
session on the Bonn dataset.

– Sets C and D consist of interictal EEG signals from patients post-successful
epilepsy surgery. Signals in Set C were recorded from the hippocampal forma-
tion opposite the epileptogenic zone, and Set D from within the epileptogenic
zone;

– Set E contains only ictal segments.

Since this work focuses on the seizure detection as a binary anomaly detection
problem, only Sets A, B, and E were utilized for analysis, following the method-
ology outlined in Table 1 of [88]. Specifically, the efficacy of the proposed method
was tested through the following comparisons:

1. Set A vs Set E
2. Set B vs Set E

It is important to remark that the proposed method exclusively utilizes non-
seizure data (Sets A and B) during the training stages.

Data preprocessing. The final 20 % of each training dataset is kept apart for
testing the models on non-seizure data instances. Then, the data were segmented
into one-second frames, resulting in 1840 samples each with a length of 173 data
points. Subsequently, the dataset underwent filtering with a 40 Hz low-pass filter
following [80]. Z-score normalization [92] was then applied. A summary of the
Bonn dataset, including details on the preprocessing and data partitioning, is
presented in Table 1.

Model selection. The model selection stage was performed through the search
space defined in Table 2. The total number of configuration explored was 2295.

Hyperparameter Search Space
Kernel Size {3, 5, 7}

⋃
{11, 21, . . . , 131}

Filters {2n}, 1 ≤ n ≤ 9
Activation Function { ReLU, Tanh, Identity }

Latent Space Dimension {2n}, 3 ≤ n ≤ 7

Table 2: Search spaces for the grid search conducted during the model selection
process on the Bonn dataset.
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10-fold Cross Validation [61] was employed as the resampling method, with
the mean MSE across the 10 folds used as the criterion for selecting the best
architecture. In this setup, for each fold of the Cross Validation, 20 % of the
training data was sampled and designated as the validation set. This analysis was
done separately on the Set A and Set B. For the sake of clarity, the methodology
in this paragraph is explained through the results obtained on the Set A only.

From the Cross Validation analysis, it was observed that the configuration
with the lowest mean MSE across the folds showed a distribution of results that
overlapped with several other configurations . This indicated that while this
configuration performed well in terms of MSE, it was not distinctly superior to
others. Thus, other analyses were done.

Initially, configurations with a mean MSE that did not fall within one standard
deviation of the lowest mean MSE were excluded from further analysis. This
filtering process narrowed down the selection to the top 244 configurations.

Then, the normality of the results for each configuration was evaluated using
the Shapiro-Wilk test [93]. By setting the significance level at α = 0.05, it was
found that 42 out of the 244 configurations yielded a p-value lower than α,
indicating that their result distributions do not conform to a normal distribution.

Consequently, the Kruskal-Wallis test [94] was applied to compare all configu-
rations, using the same significance level α = 0.05. This test produced a p-value
lower than α, confirming significant differences among the distributions of the
configurations.

Then, a pairwise comparison of the remaining configurations was conducted
using the Mann-Whitney U-test [95]. The results are shown in Figure 2, where
the 244 configurations are ordered in ascending order of mean MSE over the folds.
Assuming a significance level of α = 0.05, this analysis was designed to identify
configurations that do not significantly differ from the one exhibiting the lowest
mean MSE across the 10 folds. Configurations yielding a p-value lower than α in
these comparisons were excluded. This process effectively isolated the top 131
configurations that demonstrated no significant difference in MSE performance
compared to the best-performing configuration.

As stated above, the best configuration was chosen prioritizing the lowest
model complexity among these 131 configurations. Thus, the latent space was
first fixed to 32, the Identity activation function was chosen as activation function
of the SincNet layer, and 16 filters were selected with a kernel size of 41.

As mentioned before, the same procedure was applied to Set B. The analyses
resulted in similar results and to the same configuration.

4.2 The CHB-MIT Dataset

Dataset description. The CHB-MIT dataset [81] was acquired by the Children’s
Hospital Boston (CHB) and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT).
It features EEG recordings from pediatric patients diagnosed with intractable
seizures. These patients were observed over multiple days following the discontin-
uation of anti-seizure medications, to assess their seizure activity and evaluate
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Fig. 2: Graphical representation of the Mann-Whitney U-test of multiple con-
figurations over the best 244 configuration on Set A. The left heatmap details
pairwise comparisons between configurations, with color intensity reflecting the
p-value magnitude. The right heatmap displays these p-values thresholded by the
significance level α = 0.05; red denotes p-values below α, highlighting statistically
significant differences, whereas gray indicates p-values above α, indicating non-
significant differences between configurations. In both of the plots, configurations
are represented by their ID.

their suitability for surgical treatment. The dataset includes recordings from 24
subjects (see Table 3 for subjects’ details).

All EEG signals in the CHB-MIT dataset were recorded at a sampling rate
of 256Hz with a 16-bit resolution. These recordings conform to the International
10-20 system for EEG electrode placement and naming conventions. The number
of channels recorded varied among subjects, with a minimum of 23 channels used.
In the cases of subjects 4 and 9, the dataset includes additional channels for
ECG and vagal nerve stimulus. In this work, the experiments are based only the
data acquired from the 23 channels used by all the subjects. Subjects’ recordings
are organized into tracks, which are labeled according to whether they contain
seizure activity. For tracks with seizures, the specific time intervals of the seizure
occurrences are meticulously documented3.

Data preprocessing Data were segmented into frames of one second of length 256
with 23 channels. Then, the dataset was filtered using a bandpass filter of 0.5Hz
to 25Hz, following [22]. Following this, Z-score normalization was applied. Finally,
for each subject, a random sample consisting of 1-second windows totaling 10
minutes was drawn from the non-seizure tracks to test the models’ ability to

3 For further details on the CHB-MIT dataset, see
https://physionet.org/content/chbmit/1.0.0/



13

Subject Gender Age # Tracks # Seizures Tracks

1 F 11 42 7
2 M 11 36 3
3 F 14 38 7
4 M 22 42 3
5 F 7 39 5
6 F 1.5 18 7
7 F 14.5 19 3
8 M 3.5 20 5
9 F 10 19 3
10 M 3 25 7
11 F 12 35 3
12 F 2 24 13
13 F 3 33 8
14 F 9 26 7
15 M 16 40 14
16 F 7 19 7
17 F 12 21 3
18 F 18 36 6
19 F 19 30 3
20 F 6 29 6
21 F 13 33 4
22 F 9 31 3
23 F 6 9 3
24 N/A N/A 22 12

Table 3: Summary of CHB-MIT patients data

detect non-seizure cases. The remaining data were used to train the models.
Details on the CHB-MIT dataset are provided in Table 4.

Model selection. The model selection procedure for the CHB-MIT dataset follows
the methodology applied to the Bonn dataset, with a critical adjustment to
accommodate the specific structure of the CHB-MIT dataset. Each subject in
the CHB-MIT dataset is associated with multiple tracks, each approximately
one hour in length. Thus, the 10-fold Cross Validation was substituted with a
leave-one-out strategy tailored for this context, that will be referred as Leave-
One-Track-Out. In this approach, five randomly selected non-seizure tracks are
used; four tracks are employed for training the model, and the remaining track
serves as the test set. To maintain clarity and focus in the analysis, detailed
results will be provided exclusively for Subject 1.

The search space involved in this stage is reported in Table 5. To manage the
increased computational effort of the model selection stage, necessitated by the
larger dataset size, the search space was limited based on insights gained from
the Bonn dataset analysis. Specifically, only larger kernel sizes were chosen, and
the Tanh activation function was excluded due to its observed negative impact
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Subject Training set Test set
1 114230 1042
2 110969 691
3 103777 1002
4 107686 760
5 114578 1158
6 156677 669
7 181777 925
8 46187 1519
9 208250 726
10 114604 1047
11 107368 1406
12 60628 664
13 133796 815
14 64182 727
15 89375 1944
16 38989 638
17 35390 893
18 96573 917
19 85776 836
20 78707 741
21 96572 799
22 92985 804
23 68109 713
24 38989 929

Table 4: Details on the training and test sets extracted from the CHB-MIT
dataset for each subject.

Hyperparameter Search Space
Kernel Size {71, 81, 111, 131, 151}

Filters {2n}, 2 ≤ n ≤ 8
Activation Function { ReLU, Identity }

Latent Space Dimension {2n}, 5 ≤ n ≤ 7

Table 5: Search spaces for the grid search conducted during the model selection
process on the CHB-MIT dataset.

on performance. In particular, the total number of configuration explored was
210.

Similar to the results obtained on the Bonn dataset, the configuration with
the lowest mean MSE across the tracks showed notable overlap with several other
configurations. Thus, only those configurations whose mean MSE falls within one
standard deviation of the lowest mean MSE were retained for further analysis.
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After this filtering, the top 67 configurations were selected for further detailed
analysis.

By applying the Shapiro-Wilk test to the results of each configuration, and
using a significance level of α = 0.05, none of the configurations rejected the null
hypothesis, suggesting that the data from all configurations can be considered
normally distributed. Consequently, an ANOVA test [96] was conducted using
the same significance level. This test also did not reject the null hypothesis,
indicating that there were no significant differences among the configurations. This
result implies that the performance across different configurations is statistically
comparable under the conditions tested.

Also for this dataset, the best configuration was identified from the 67 config-
urations selected by prioritizing a low model complexity. Thus, the latent space
was fixed to 128, The Identity function was chosen as activation function, and 4
filters were used with a kernel size of 71 was chosen.

Interestingly, the analyses conducted on the first five subjects, under identical
conditions, led to the identification of the same optimal configuration using the
same selection criterion. As a result, this configuration was adopted for subsequent
experiments across all subjects.

5 Results

In this section, the results of the seizure detection experiments conducted on
both the Bonn and CHB-MIT datasets are presented. For each dataset, the
models were trained using the configurations identified during their respective
model selection stages. During each training phase, 20 % of the training data
was randomly sampled and used as the validation set.

It is reminded that for each results, the model without the SincNet layer is
referred to as VAE; whereas, the model incorporating a SincNet layer on top the
encoder network, which is the proposal of this work, is referred to as SincVAE.
It is crucial to note that the primary focus of these experiments is to integrate
SincNet into the VAE framework and evaluate its effectiveness in the tackled
problem, rather than achieving new state-of-the-art results on the datasets used.

5.1 The Bonn Dataset

The results of the seizure detection for both declared comparisons, i.e. Set A
vs Set E and Set B vs Set E, will be discussed. In both scenarios, the test set
includes 2760 samples, which exhibits a significant imbalance with 460 samples
labeled as non-seizure and 2300 labeled as seizure. This disparity was taken in
account during the evaluations.

Figure 3 shows the MSE distributions for the seizure data (top-left) and
non-seizure data from (top-right) in the test sets, as well as for the validation
data (bottom), comparing both the VAE and SincVAE models. The summary
statistics for these MSE distributions are detailed in Table 6.
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Fig. 3: Graphical representation of seizure (top-left) and non-seizure (top-right)
test data, and validation (bottom) MSE distribution for SincVAE and VAE.
Non-seizure test data are drawn from Set A.

Method Seizure Test MSE Non-Seizure Test MSE Validation Set MSE
Mean Min Max Mean Min Max Mean Min Max

SincVAE 43.149± 42.930 0.170 253.480 0.208± 0.121 0.060 1.100 0.194± 0.123 0.048 0.992
VAE 10.663± 15.315 0.106 123.913 0.137± 0.064 0.036 0.406 0.128± 0.084 0.028 0.651

Table 6: Summary statistics of the distributions shown in Figure 3.

It is observed that, on non-seizure test data, the SincVAE model exhibits a
mean MSE of 0.208± 0.121, while the VAE shows a slightly lower mean MSE of
0.137± 0.064. Both results align with the statistics from the validation set.

Conversely, on the seizure test data, SincVAE shows a mean MSE of 43.149±
42.930, indicating significant variability among cases, whereas VAE presents a
lower mean MSE of 10.663± 15.315. SincVAE’s larger discrepancy between its
seizure and non-seizure MSE values could indicate a better distinction between
the seizure and non-seizure conditions, which could ease the threshold-based
classification. In contrast, the narrower MSE range of VAE could make this
differentiation more challenging. Similar conclusions can be drawn on Set B (see
Figure 4 and Table 7).

To assess the classification performance of the models, a classification threshold
must be determined. This threshold is typically based on the MSE values derived
from the trained model on the validation or training set, as suggested by various
studies [97,98,99,100], and tailored to meet specific user requirements. For this
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Fig. 4: Graphical representation of seizure (top-left) and non-seizure (top-right)
test data, and validation (bottom) MSE distribution for SincVAE and VAE.
Non-seizure test data are drawn from Set B.

Method Seizure Test MSE Non-Seizure Test MSE Validation Set MSE
Mean Min Max Mean Min Max Mean Min Max

SincVAE 18.534± 19.078 0.092 114.236 0.175± 0.086 0.045 0.676 0.152± 0.086 0.045 0.937
VAE 4.511± 6.197 0.070 56.848 0.121± 0.052 0.038 0.395 0.098± 0.056 0.023 0.342

Table 7: Summary statistics of the distributions shown in Figure 4.

study, aiming to reduce the number of false positives, the classification threshold
was selected using the following criteria:

– The maximum MSE from the validation set, defined as t1;
– The 95th percentile of validation MSE, defined as t2;

Figure 5 shows the confusion matrices for both SincVAE and VAE, evaluated
under the two thresholds t1 and t2, on the test data for the Set A vs Set E
case. Both models demonstrate to correctly identificate non-seizure instances, as
reflected by high values of true negatives across both thresholds. VAE slightly
outperforms SincVAE in this aspect, primarily due to its tendency to generate
fewer false positives. Notably, SincVAE shows fewer false negatives compared to
the VAE model. This suggests that SincVAE may be more precise in predicting
seizures, aligning with the observations made in 6. Table 8 shows F1, precision and
recall metrics [61] related to this set of experiments. The performance of SincVAE
appears to be superior to that of VAE on this experimental case: SincVAE
demonstrates higher recall, crucial for ensuring no seizure goes undetected, and
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Threshold set to t1 Threshold set to t2

SincVAE

VAE

Fig. 5: Classification results shown as confusion matrices of SincVAE (first row)
and VAE (second row) under the two selected thresholds t1 (first column) and t2
(second column) on the test data of the case Set A vs Set E.

Method Threshold set to t1 Threshold set to t2
F1 Precision Recall F1 Precision Recall

SincVAE 0.998 1 0.996 0.994 0.989 1
VAE 0.956 1 0.917 0.992 0.992 0.992

Table 8: Classification metrics related to the results of SincVAE (first row) and
VAE (second row) under the two selected thresholds t1 (first column) and t2
(second column) on the test data of the case Set A vs Set E.

F1 scores, indicating it is the more reliable for the seizure detection across the
chosen thresholds.

Regarding the case Set B vs Set E, Table 9 shows the same classification
metrics, while Figure 6 shows the confusion matrices. In this case, SincVAE
consistently maintains high performance across both thresholds, demonstrating a
lower number of both false positives and false negatives. This indicates a robust
ability of SincVAE to accurately differentiate between seizure and non-seizure
events. The SincVAE model consistently outperforms in terms of F1 score
and recall across both scenarios and thresholds, indicating robust predictive
capabilities, particularly in minimizing missed seizures, which could be a critical
aspect for clinical applications, due to its impact on enhancing patient safety
and treatment efficacy.

Figure 7 displays the EEG recording reconstructions for three randomly
selected non-seizure samples from Set A, using both the SincVAE and VAE models.
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Threshold set to t1 Threshold set to t2

SincVAE

VAE

Fig. 6: Confusion matrices obtained from the classification results of SincVAE
(first row) and VAE (second row) under the two selected thresholds t1 (first
column) and t2 (second column) on the case Set B vs Set E.

Method Threshold set to t1 Threshold set to t2
F1 Precision Recall F1 Precision Recall

SincVAE 0.967 1 0.936 0.989 0.985 0.994
VAE 0.948 1 0.902 0.980 0.980 0.979

Table 9: Classification metrics related to the results of SincVAE (first row) and
VAE (second row) under the two selected thresholds t1 (first column) and t2
(second column) on the case Set B vs Set E.

The reconstructions of these non-seizure samples appear similarly accurate across
both networks, suggesting that each model is effectively capturing and replicating
EEG patterns associated with non-seizure states.

Figure 8 shows the EEG signal reconstructions performed by both the VAE
and SincVAE models on seizure samples from Set E. Notably, the VAE model
exhibits superior reconstruction fidelity for these seizure signals compared to
SincVAE, which results in a higher number of false negatives. Consistent with
the classification results, this difference in reconstruction quality suggests varying
performance between the two models in processing seizure-related EEG data.
The SincVAE’s difficulty in reconstructing seizure signals, suggests its ability to
distinguish between normal and seizure states, thereby establishing it as a more
reliable solution for seizure detection.
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Fig. 7: Graphical representation of three randomly selected non-seizure samples
drawn from Set A, reconstructed using SincVAE (first row) and VAE (second
row). In each plot, the original input is represented by a solid blue line, while its
reconstruction is represented by a dashed orange line.

Fig. 8: Graphical representation of three randomly selected seizure samples drawn
from Set E, reconstructed using SincVAE (first row) and VAE (second row).
In each plot, the original input is represented by a solid blue line, while its
reconstruction is represented by a dashed orange line.

5.2 The CHB-MIT Dataset

The analyses conducted for the CHB-MIT dataset followed the binary semi-
supervised classification approach used for the Bonn dataset. Specifically, the
training dataset included only non-seizure data, and to evaluate the seizure class
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detection, only windows that occurred during the ictal periods, as denoted by the
dataset’s authors, were included in the test. Thus, preictal and postictal periods
were excluded from the analyses.

Based on the findings from the experiments with the Bonn dataset, the
analyses on the CHB-MIT dataset will be presented in terms of F1 score, precision,
and recall performances of both the SincVAE and VAE models for each subject
in the CHB-MIT dataset. The decision threshold was chosen to be unique and
equal to the 95th percentile of the validation set’s MSE for all subjects Results
are shown in Table 10.

Subject F1 Precision Recall
SincVAE VAE SincVAE VAE SincVAE VAE

1 0.919 0.918 0.900 0.909 0.939 0.928
2 0.756 0.708 0.651 0.627 0.901 0.813
3 0.950 0.943 0.927 0.922 0.975 0.965
4 0.718 0.645 0.644 0.617 0.812 0.675
5 0.956 0.934 0.946 0.942 0.966 0.927
6 0.108 0.069 0.208 0.167 0.072 0.043
7 0.962 0.931 0.981 0.980 0.945 0.886
8 0.768 0.799 0.808 0.847 0.731 0.756
9 0.849 0.923 0.747 0.896 0.984 0.952
10 0.959 0.878 0.998 0.994 0.924 0.785
11 0.975 0.968 0.986 0.987 0.964 0.949
12 0.175 0.161 0.438 0.304 0.109 0.109
13 0.157 0.165 0.704 0.714 0.088 0.093
14 0.308 0.308 0.509 0.509 0.220 0.220
15 0.660 0.606 0.926 0.922 0.513 0.452
16 0.055 0.053 0.042 0.040 0.079 0.079
17 0.207 0.096 0.944 0.833 0.116 0.051
18 0.853 0.854 0.946 0.950 0.776 0.776
19 0.859 0.881 0.779 0.828 0.958 0.941
20 0.698 0.670 0.872 0.884 0.582 0.539
21 0.266 0.091 0.547 0.500 0.176 0.050
22 0.927 0.902 0.953 0.951 0.902 0.858
23 0.817 0.854 0.895 0.946 0.752 0.779
24 0.670 0.683 0.708 0.752 0.635 0.626

Table 10: The F1, precision and recall results for detecting seizure and non-
seizure EEG recordings on the CHB-MIT dataset for each subject. Classification
employed a fixed threshold at the 95th percentile of the validation set’s MSE.

Observing the F1 scores, SincVAE performs comparably or slightly better
than VAE for the majority of the subjects in the CHB-MIT dataset. Specifically,
for subjects 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, and 22, SincVAE
either matches or exceeds the performance of VAE. Notably, there are cases
where VAE has an higher F1 score than SincVAE, specifically for subjects 8, 9,
13, 18, 19, 23, and 24. These variations suggest that VAE might be better suited
for certain cases.
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It’s noteworthy that the F1 scores for some subjects, such as 6 and 13, are
low, which may be influenced by factors such as the inherent quality of the
EEG recordings, the need of specific data preprocessing or the need of more
sophisticated model architectures. However, the main aim of this study is to
explore the effectiveness of integrating a SincNet layer within a VAE framework,
rather than establishing new state-of-the-art results on the CHB-MIT dataset.
Thus, discussions on specific architectural enhancements to improve EEG data
quality are outside the scope of this work, which focuses instead on assessing the
added value of the SincNet layer within the VAE architecture.

As stated above, the seizure tracks in the CHB-MIT dataset are included of
preictal, ictal, and postictal phases. Figure 9 shows the MSE values obtained
for each second of track number 19 from subject 9, a track identified by the
dataset’s authors as including a seizure event from seconds 5299 to 5361. These
specific seconds are visually demarcated with two dashed vertical blue lines. The
horizontal red line on the plot indicates the decision threshold, set at the 95th
percentile of the MSE values obtained from the validation set. Blue dots on the
plot represent EEG recordings that have been classified as non-seizure, while red
dots indicate those classified as seizure.

It can be noted that several recordings are classified as anomalous by both
of the models either in the preictal and in postictal phase. Figure 10 shows the
percentage of anomalous point detected by SincVAE and VAE in the preictal,
ictal and postictal phases. Both models exhibit detect seizures during the ictal
phase with a high rate, and demonstrate effectiveness in recognizing the interictal
phase with a low rate of false positives. It is interesting to notice that both of the
models are able to recognize anomalies during the preictal and postictal phases.

Specifically, SincVAE identifies 18.04 % of anomalies in the preictal phase
compared to 7.49 % by VAE, and it detects 50 % of anomalies in the postictal
phase, against the 27.81 % by VAE. This enhanced capability to detect anomalies
during the preictal and postictal phases suggests that SincVAE could be partic-
ularly advantageous for applications that require an early warning system for
seizures and consistent monitoring during the recovery phase following a seizure.
Table 11 extends the analysis shown in Figure 10 covering all subjects but

specifically focusing on the preictal and postictal phases. The anomalies detected
during these phases are averaged across the seizure tracks for each subject, since
vary in numerosity. The findings from Figure 10 are consistent across the majority
of subjects, indicating that SincVAE detects a higher rate of anomalies during
the preictal and postictal phases.

6 Conclusions

This work proposed the SincVAE architecture, integrating SincNet within the
VAE framework to perform semi-supervised anomaly detection on time series
data. In particular, the framework was explored through the seizure detection
problem on EEG data. From the experimental session, SincVAE has demon-
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Fig. 9: Graphical representation of MSE values obtained using SincVAE and
VAE for each second on the track number 19 of the subject 9. The two vertical
dashed blue lines indicate, from left to right, the ictal phase annotated by the
dataset authors. In both of the plots, the horizontal red line indicate the decision
threshold used to classify the EEG recordings. The horizontal red line represents
the decision threshold, set at the 95th percentile of the MSE values from the
validation sets. Blue dots indicate EEG recordings classified as non-seizure, while
the red dots indicate EEG recordings classified as seizure.

strated considerable potential in improving the reliability and accuracy of seizure
detection in EEG data compared to a standard VAE.

This method not only simplifies the preprocessing steps by effectively utilizing
the bandpass filters of SincNet but also enhances the overall detection process by
focusing on significant EEG frequency bands detected by the neural network dur-
ing the training stage. The experiments conducted on various datasets validated
the effectiveness of SincVAE, showcasing its superiority in various scenarios and
making it a valuable approach for real-world applications in seizure detection.

Also, the capability of SincVAE to discern subtle anomalies in EEG data
indicates SincVAE as a tool to detect early signs of epilepsy in the preictal stage
and to monitor the patients status during the postictal stage. This aspect can
profoundly affect patient monitoring.

Furthermore, the semi-supervised nature of SincVAE, requiring only non-
seizure data for training, addresses challenges associated with the scarcity of
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Fig. 10: Graphical representation of the detection rates of anomalies by SincVAE
and VAE on the track number 19 of the subject 9. The detection is shown across
Preictal, Ictal, Postictal, and Interictal phases.

Subject Preictal Postictal
SincVAE VAE SincVAE VAE

1 1.91± 1.48 1.94± 1.87 2.27± 2.67 1.55± 0.64
2 6.39± 0.23 5.1± 1.25 35.48± 8.41 35.99± 9.71
3 3.41± 3.77 3.5± 3.82 9.11± 5.76 8.78± 5.41
4 54.07± 40.03 54.16± 39.96 6.21± 0.98 6.07± 0.72
5 5.14± 4.64 5.33± 4.42 4.63± 1.7 4.06± 1.28
6 3.89± 4.38 3.38± 4.35 14.79± 21.39 13.32± 21.96
7 4.34± 1.16 3.36± 1.11 15.55± 11.59 13.88± 10.45
8 21.62± 9.76 17.71± 9.01 19.2± 24.17 19.94± 24.28
9 18.18± 0.14 9.96± 2.46 27.78± 22.22 14.76± 13.05
10 10.82± 14.71 9.72± 13.76 10.01± 16.37 9.62± 15.75
11 21.09± 10.45 18.96± 9.55 8.88± 9.13 8.82± 9.17
12 2.38± 1.77 2.21± 1.75 5.85± 0.27 5.57± 1.97
13 2.09± 1.65 1.95± 1.82 2.19± 2.24 2.53± 2.5
14 6.14± 2.81 6.25± 3.19 5.76± 2.39 6.34± 2.95
15 14.14± 19.81 12.7± 17.86 6.26± 7.78 6.11± 7.52
16 7.25± 4.53 7.78± 4.79 7.2± 4.57 7.53± 4.81
17 2.72± 1.41 2.47± 1.45 0.76± 0.72 0.43± 0.41
18 6.61± 5.14 6.36± 5.16 25.17± 16.73 23.6± 16.52
19 6.58± 2.77 4.01± 2.37 70.67± 21.8 63.13± 23.1
20 0.97± 1.37 0.77± 1.07 0.74± 0.48 0.68± 0.48
21 6.44± 2.9 7.14± 3.27 6.14± 5.26 6.77± 5.5
22 4.63± 0.48 4.77± 0.46 19.41± 16.04 18.63± 14.98
23 2.95± 0.0 2.98± 0.0 2.64± 0.0 2.29± 0.0
24 3.75± 8.83 3.35± 7.71 4.24± 10.44 3.84± 9.46

Table 11: Average percentage of EEG readings identified as anomalous by SincVAE
and VAE during the preictal and postictal phases across tracks containing seizures
for each subject.
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labeled anomaly data in medical datasets, making it an efficient solution in
real-world applications where anomalies are rare but critical to detect.

Future work could explore the application of SincVAE in other types of time-
series anomaly detection tasks, potentially broadening its utility in healthcare
and other fields.
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