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Abstract. Healthcare time series data is vital for monitoring patient ac-
tivity but often contains noise and missing values due to various reasons
such as sensor errors or data interruptions. Imputation, i.e., filling in the
missing values, is a common way to deal with this issue. In this study, we
compare imputation methods, including Multiple Imputation with Ran-
dom Forest (MICE-RF) and advanced deep learning approaches (SAITS,
BRITS, Transformer) for noisy, missing time series data in terms of MAE,
F1-score, AUC, and MCC, across missing data rates (10%-80%). Our re-
sults show that MICE-RF can effectively impute missing data compared
to deep learning methods and the improvement in classification of data
imputed indicates that imputation can have denoising effects. Therefore,
using an imputation algorithm on time series with missing data can, at
the same time, offer denoising effects.

Keywords: missing data · time series · imputation · healthcare.

1 Introduction

In healthcare, time series data is essential for monitoring patient activity, offering
insights into movement patterns, daily routines, and overall physical well-being.
This data is often captured using wearable devices like actigraphy monitors,
which provide minute-by-minute recordings of physical activity [8]. However,
such data often includes noise and missing values due to interruptions in data
collection, non-compliance, or sensor errors. Effective imputation of missing val-
ues is crucial to ensure accurate analysis in clinical studies.

Many missing data handling techniques have been proposed in the research
community, from the methods that directly handle missing data [9,2], to im-
putation techniques [11] that fill in the missing values. For time series data, a
variety of methods have been developed as well [6]. Simple methods such as the
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Last Observation Carried Forward (LOCF) technique and linear interpolation
[8] are still frequently used but can introduce bias and inaccuracies. Classical
techniques such as K-Nearest Neighbors (KNN), MICE [11] are still widely used
as well. Also, in recent years, many deep learning-based methods have been de-
veloped for time series missing data, such as Generative Adversarial Networks
(GANs) [10], BRITS [1], due to their ability in modeling complex patterns.

In this paper, we compare the performance of MICE-RF and state-of-the-art
deep learning methods for time series imputation (SAITS [3], BRITS[1], and
Transformer [12]), across various missing data rates (10% to 80%). Note that
mean square error is not suitable as an evaluation measure for noisy data due to
its squaring effect. Therefore, after using classification algorithms like Logistic
Regression, AdaBoost, and KNN, we assessed the imputation quality with met-
rics such as MAE, F1-score, AUC, and MCC to assess the imputation quality.
Through this study, by incorporating seasoned features of time series, MICE-
RF, which is Multiple Imputation by Chained Equations (MICE) using Ran-
domForestRegressor with max iter and random state set to 5 and 0 respectively
(with other hyperparameters as default), effectively utilizes both past and future
values for time series imputation. Also, we illustrate that imputation methods
can have denoising effects. Therefore, for noisy time series with missing values,
imputation not only fills in the missing values but also helps denoise the data.

Our contribution can be summarized as follows: (i) We compare various im-
putation methods for noisy time series imputation; (ii) We show that MICE-RF
can outperform state-of-the-art time series imputation techniques for noisy, miss-
ing data; (iii) We draw the connection between using time period in MICE-RF
with the predicting strategy in Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) where the
predictions are based on both in the past and future time-steps; (iv) We illus-
trate that imputation techniques can have denoising effects for noisy time series
data.

2 Methods under Comparision

2.1 MICE imputation with Random Forest

MICE (Multiple Imputation by Chained Equations) is a statistical method used
to handle missing data by creating multiple complete datasets through iterative
imputation and averaging the results. When Random Forest is used as the pre-
dictive model in MICE (MICE-RF), it allows capturing complex relationships
between variables, models non-linearities and interactions between features and
handles mixed data, which is common in many real-world datasets with missing
values. To use MICE-RF for time series data, we can reshape the time series to
leverage the temporal structure. Suppose that we have a dataset of time series
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Ti
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is the ith time series of the dataset, x
(i)
j ∈ R denotes the jth epoch of x(i),

y(i) ∈ R is the label of the ith time series, T
(i)
i is the length of x(i). To

make the imputation for the dataset, we impute in each time series x(i), for
i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}. We can reshape each x(i) into matrix X (i) as the following:

X (i) =


x
(i)
1 x

(i)
2 . . . x

(i)
Tperiod

x
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(i)
2Tperiod

...
...

. . .
...

x
(i)
(k−1)Tperiod+1 x

(i)
(k−1)Tperiod+2 . . . x

(i)
Ti

 , (2)

where Tperiod is chosen as not only the the period of x(i) but also a divisor of
Ti , k = Ti

Tperiod
. Then, we apply MICE-RF on the resulted matrix X (i) in (2)

to impute missing data. After that, we reshape X (i) back to the original size to
have the imputed version of x(i).

So, from equation 2, we can see that utilizing MICE-RF to impute missing
data for the time series means we are using the past and future time values to
infer the current value. Moreover, reshaping time series like this helps us take
advantage of the temporal information in the time series while using MICE with
Random Forest.

2.2 SAITS

The Self-Attention-Based Imputation for Time Series (SAITS) [3] is a novel al-
gorithm for imputing missing values in multivariate time series data. It uses self-
attention mechanisms to capture complex temporal relationships, with two main
components: Diagonally Masked Self-Attention (DMSA) blocks and a Weighted
Combination Block.

DMSA blocks are specifically designed to enhance the model’s understanding
of time dependencies. The model uses a stack of two DMSA blocks, refining the
representation of time-series data with each layer. Following the DMSA blocks,
the Weighted Combination Block combines the outputs of the DMSA layers.
It dynamically weighs different learned representations, adapting the model to
the data’s unique characteristics. This ensures that the model can balance the
influence of different time steps based on their relevance to the imputation task.

SAITS employs a joint-optimization strategy with two tasks: the Masked
Imputation Task (MIT) and the Observed Reconstruction Task (ORT). In MIT,
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a portion of the observed values is masked, and the model learns to impute them
accurately, training for robust imputation. The ORT, on the other hand, focuses
on reconstructing observed values, ensuring that the model retains consistency
with the original data. The combined loss from both tasks allows the model to
achieve a balance between accurate imputation and data consistency.

2.3 BRITS

Bidirectional Recurrent Imputation for Time Series (BRITS) [1] is an approach
that leverages bidirectional RNNs for imputing missing data by learning tempo-
ral relationships in both forward and backward directions. This dual processing
enables BRITS to capture the dynamics of time series data more comprehen-
sively, making it effective for real-world applications without imposing strict
assumptions about data generation processes.

BRITS uses a bidirectional RNN with LSTM units, where the forward LSTM
processes data from start to end, and the backward LSTM processes it in reverse,
allowing both past and future observations to estimate missing values. Missing
values are treated as learnable parameters, and updated during training. The
model combines predictions from both directions to fill in gaps effectively.

To ensure that forward and backward estimates are aligned, BRITS includes
a consistency constraint. This encourages the two sets of predictions to match,
leading to more coherent imputations. The training process involves minimizing a
loss function that balances the accuracy of the imputations with this consistency
constraint. By learning from both past and future observations, BRITS makes
a great solution for handling missing values in time series data.

2.4 Transformer

The Transformer for time series imputation [12] uses self-attention to capture
both local and long-range dependencies within the data, making it suitable for
handling time series data with missing values. Its self-attention mechanism as-
sesses relationships between data points, allowing the model to weigh the im-
portance of different time steps, focus on the most relevant information, and
understand dependencies across time steps. By doing so, the Transformer can
understand the dependencies and interactions between time points, even when
some values are missing.

The Transformer generates imputed values by using the contextual informa-
tion derived from the self-attention layers. Each time step is represented by a
context-aware vector, which is used to predict the missing values. The model’s
ability to combine information from both nearby and distant time steps ensures
accurate imputations.

To improve its performance, the model is trained on data with simulated
missing patterns. This helps the Transformer gain robustness and generalize
better to real-world data, where missing values may occur in unpredictable ways.
The result is a model for handling missing data for time series that effectively
bridges the gaps in complex sequences.
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3 Experiments

3.1 Datasets

We evaluate the methods on the following three datasets:

– Psykose [7]: This is a univariate time series data in healthcare for schizophre-
nia prediction. The dataset comprises actigraph data measuring gravitational
acceleration units per minute collected from 22 patients with schizophrenia
and 32 healthy controls.

– Depresjon [4]: This is a univariate time series data for depression predic-
tion. The dataset contains actigraphy data from 23 patients with unipolar
and bipolar depression (condition group), including 5 who were hospital-
ized during the data collection period and 18 outpatients. Additionally, it
includes actigraphy data from 32 non-depressed individuals (control group).

– HTAD [5]: The HTAD (Home-Tasks Activities Dataset) is a multi-source,
multivariate time series dataset for predicting essential home tasks. It in-
cludes wrist-accelerometer and audio data from three individuals performing
activities like sweeping, brushing teeth, washing hands, and watching TV.
This dataset aids in developing assistive technologies, particularly for elderly
care and mental health.

3.2 Experimental setup

For all the datasets, we first classify using full data and get the metrics as the
ground truth. For the Psykose and Depresjon datasets, which are univariate time
series datasets, with MICE-RF, based on the seasoned characteristic of time
series, we reshape the univariate time series to multivariate based on Tperiod

values of 1440, 60, 30, and 15 minutes indicating the time of one day and the
decreased time. We also use corresponding n steps for deep learning methods.
After tuning, the best result for MICE-RF is at Tperiod of 15 minutes, and for
deep learning, n steps of 15 or 30 minutes yield similar results. Thus, we select
15 minutes for both Tperiod and n steps. With the HTAD dataset, which includes
multivariate time series performing various household activities without seasonal
information and lacks a common divisor across the lengths of time series, we
do not reshape the time series for MICE-RF and set n steps to 1 to maintain
consistency in parameter selection. SAITS and Transformer are evaluated with
both the parameter n layers equal to 1 and 2.

For each dataset, we generate missing data with missing rates increasing from
10% to 80%, with a spacing of 10%. For evaluation, we calculate the Mean Abso-
lute Error (MAE) between the imputed and original data and use classification
accuracy metrics such as F1-score, Area Under the Curve (AUC), and Matthews
Correlation Coefficient (MCC). For each of the datasets in the experiments, we
use one of the classification techniques utilized as the baseline evaluation ac-
cording to the comparison of the original dataset papers [7,4,5]. Therefore, the
classification methods utilized in Psykose, Depresjon, and HTAD datasets are
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Logistic Regression [7], Ada Boost [4] and KNN [5], respectively. The code is op-
erated in Python with the sklearn package for MICE-RF and the pypots package
for the deep learning methods.

3.3 Experiment results

For both the Psykose dataset and the Depresjon dataset (Figure 1a, Figure 1b,
Figure 2a, and Figure 2b), with missing rates under 60%, MICE-RF shows the
best overall imputation accuracy, followed by SAITS, Transformer, and BRITS,
for both the experiments with the parameter n layer equal to 1 and 2. However,
for missing rates greater than 60%, MICE-RF begins to increase MAE compared
with the other methods. Additionally, deep learning methods with n layer = 1
yield lower MAE than those with n layer = 2. For the HTAD dataset (Figure

(a) n layers=1 (b) n layers=2

Fig. 1: The performance of methods on Psykose Dataset for different layers

3a, Figure 3), at 10% missing rate, all methods show fairly similar performance.
The MAE remains low, with SAITS and MICE-RF showing a slight edge over
the others. As the missing rate increases, MICE-RF shows the most noticeable
rise in MAE, implying that its performance degrades with more missing data.
SAITS consistently maintains a lower error, indicating its robustness.

Next, regarding classification results, from Tables 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, one
can notice that most of metrics are either greater than or not too low compared
with ground truth. For the comparison of methods, with the Psykose dataset and
the HTAD dataset, MICE-RF outperformed the remaining methods. However,
BRITS and Transformer perform the improvement in the imputation of the
Depresjon dataset. Interestingly, MICE-RF is not good in terms of MAE for
the HTAD dataset but has the best result in terms of downstream tasks for this
time series. This illustrates that MAE may not be a good measure of imputation
quality for noisy data.
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(a) n layers=1 (b) n layers=2

Fig. 2: The performance of methods on Depresjon Dataset for different layers

(a) n layers=1 (b) n layers=2

Fig. 3: The performance of methods on HTAD Dataset for different layers

Interestingly, from Table 1, we can see that the baseline, which is the results
of classification on the original data (before missing data simulation), is 0.848.
Meanwhile, the results on imputed data at a missing rate of 10%-30% by MICE-
MF is higher than that. Imputed data using BRITS and SAITS sometimes also
gives higher accuracy, although less occasionally than MICE-RF. Similar things
can be observed for AUC and MCC on this dataset and across the other tables.
So, in general, the values of metrics go up when the missing rate increases (and
sometimes it may decrease after certain points). This is most evident in the case
of the classification of the HTAD dataset. This illustrates that imputation can
also denoise the data, in addition to filling in the missing entries, and this also
has positive effects on imbalanced data, as F1-score and MCC give insights into
the performance of imbalanced data.
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4 Discussion

Random Forests, by design, are less prone to overfitting due to their ensemble
nature, especially when the number of trees is large. In the context of MICE-RF,
the multiple imputation process adds further robustness, as the model is itera-
tively refined, and multiple imputations account for uncertainty. Deep learning
models are highly flexible and powerful, but this flexibility comes with an in-
creased risk of overfitting, particularly when data is scarce or has noisy patterns.
Regularization techniques and careful tuning are required to prevent overfitting
in SAITS and other deep-learning models. However, MICE-RF also has its own
limitations. Specifically, Random Forest is computationally expensive, especially
when applied in an iterative manner as in MICE. For long time series with many
missing values, the imputation process can become slow.

The performance of these imputation methods is highly dependent on sev-
eral parameters. For MICE-RF, the number of iterations and the choice of period
Tperiod have a significant impact on both the accuracy and the computational
time required. The smaller Tperiod is, the more computational time is required as
more sub-series are created. Next, note that SAITS, BRITS, and Transformer,
being neural network-based methods, are sensitive to hyperparameters. As men-
tioned in section 3.3, imputation results with n layer = 1 and n layer = 2 have
a difference. Moreover, n steps is also an important value to the performance of
methods in terms of not only the accuracy of the imputation but also computing
time.

5 Conclusion

By evaluating MICE-RF, BRITS, Transformer, and SAITS on three noisy health-
care time series datasets with different characteristics, it is evident that MICE-
RF consistently gives the best MAE in two univariate time series datasets for
missing rates under 60%. This highlights its effectiveness as a robust tool for
univariate time series imputation, especially when adapted to leverage temporal
dependencies through seasonal information. MICE-RF offers flexibility in cap-
turing complex, non-linear relationships and interactions between observations.
However, care must be taken to balance the computational cost and handle large
gaps in missing data.

In the case of the multivariate time series dataset HTAD, which does not
contain the periodicity, when the data is not reshaped, deep learning methods
such as SAITS, BRITS, and Transformer give better MAE than MICE-RF.

Additionally, all evaluated imputation methods have been effective in ensur-
ing stability and even improving downstream classification with all time series
data containing missing values evaluated due to noise. This demonstrates that
these imputation methods can simultaneously impute and denoise time series
data. Additionally, the method with the lowest MAE does not always yield the
best classification outcomes. In summary, some imputation methods not only im-
pute missing data but also help reduce noise when dealing with noisy, incomplete
healthcare time series data.
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