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Abstract—Accurately identifying gas mixtures and esti-
mating their concentrations are crucial across various indus-
trial applications using gas sensor arrays. However, existing
models face challenges in generalizing across heterogeneous
datasets, which limits their scalability and practical appli-
cability. To address this problem, this study develops two
novel deep-learning models that integrate temporal graph
structures for enhanced performance: a Graph-Enhanced
Capsule Network (GraphCapsNet) employing dynamic rout-
ing for gas mixture classification and a Graph-Enhanced
Attention Network (GraphANet) leveraging self-attention for
concentration estimation. Both models were validated on
datasets from the University of California, Irvine (UCI)
Machine Learning Repository and a custom dataset, demon-
strating superior performance in gas mixture identification
and concentration estimation compared to recent models.
In classification tasks, GraphCapsNet achieved over 98.00%
accuracy across multiple datasets, while in concentration
estimation, GraphANet attained an R® score exceeding
0.96 across various gas components. Both GraphCapsNet
and GraphANet exhibited significantly higher accuracy and
stability, positioning them as promising solutions for scalable
gas analysis in industrial settings.

Index  Terms—Graph-Enhanced Capsule Network
(GraphCapsNet), Graph-Enhanced Attention Network
(GraphANet), Gas sensor array, Gas mixture identification,
Concentration estimation.

I. INTRODUCTION

N recent years, advancements in gas monitoring tech-

nologies have accelerated rapidly, driven by increasing
industrial and environmental demands for accurate and
real-time gas analysis. These advancements have found
applications across a variety of critical industries, includ-
ing ecological monitoring [[1], [2], healthcare [3], [4],
industrial safety [3], [6], and chemical manufacturing
[7], [8]]. Traditional gas sensors, such as electrochemical
sensors [9], infrared sensors [10], and metal-oxide sensors
[L1], have long been employed for gas detection by
exploiting the specific physical or chemical interactions
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between the sensor material and the target gas. However,
differentiating multiple gases using traditional mathemati-
cal methods with a single sensor is challenging due to the
similar interaction principles between various gases and
sensor materials.

This limitation necessitates the development of multi-
sensor systems and advanced algorithms to distinguish
gas mixtures more effectively. Integrating multiple sensors
combined with machine learning, especially deep learning,
algorithms offers a powerful approach to overcoming the
limitations of traditional single-sensor systems, enabling
more accurate analysis of complex gas mixtures. By
learning patterns from multi-sensor data, these advanced
systems can detect and differentiate gases more precisely,
even in environments with overlapping chemical signa-
tures.

Recent advances in gas identification have increasingly
leveraged deep learning techniques to improve accuracy
and robustness. For example, Pan et al. [12] introduced
a multiscale convolutional neural network with atten-
tion (MCNA) for gas identification using semiconductor
sensors, effectively extracting temporal features and de-
pendencies between sensors. Their model achieves high
accuracy with fewer parameters, making it suitable for
embedded systems. Wang et al. [13] proposed a Long
short-term memory (LSTM) model with a self-attention
mechanism to process gas sensor array data, achieving
99.6% classification accuracy on complex gas mixtures.
The attention mechanism performed better than traditional
convolutional models in extracting temporal correlations
in sensor data. Dai et al. [14] developed a multitask
learning-based model to classify gases and estimate their
concentrations simultaneously. This approach enhanced
generalization and robustness in different environmental
conditions while reducing model complexity. Luo et al.
[15] proposed an electronic nose system based on the
Fourier series for gas identification and concentration
estimation. This method improved the interpretability of
sensor signals and maintained high classification accuracy
across various gas mixtures. However, much of the current
research in gas mixture identification has concentrated
on developing deep-learning models specifically designed
for individual datasets. While these models achieve high
accuracy within their respective datasets, they often re-
quire significant adjustments, including hyperparameters
re-selection, when applied to new datasets. This lack of
generalizability poses a significant limitation, especially in
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industrial applications where large-scale and rapid deploy-
ment of models across diverse conditions is crucial. The
necessity for model retraining and fine-tuning with each
new dataset not only increases the time and computational
resources required but also limits the scalability and adapt-
ability of these models. To address these challenges, our
research focuses on developing robust deep-learning mod-
els capable of generalizing across heterogeneous datasets,
thereby fulfilling the growing industrial demand for effi-
cient and versatile gas mixture identification systems.

This study introduces a Graph-Enhanced Capsule Net-
work (GraphCapsNet) for gas mixture identification and
a Graph-Enhanced Attention Network (GraphANet) for
estimating the concentrations of individual components
within a gas mixture. Our approach begins by representing
sensor signals as a temporal graph, capturing a more
nuanced data structure. Subsequently, a Graph Convolu-
tional Network (GCN) is employed to extract relevant
features from these signals. In GraphCapsNet, we utilize
a dynamic routing mechanism [16], while in GraphANet,
we integrate a self-attention mechanism [[17] to analyze the
extracted features within the graph framework, enhancing
both identification and concentration estimation accuracy.
To assess the model’s robustness with heterogeneous
data, we conducted extensive experiments on both a UCI
Machine Learning Repository dataset (UCI dataset) [21]
and a custom dataset. The results demonstrate that our
model not only outperforms existing methods in overall
accuracy for gas mixture identification but also achieves
superior concentration estimation, highting its potential for
broad industrial applications. The significant contributions
of this study are as follows:

1) We developed two novel deep-learning mod-
els for transforming sensor signals: GraphCapsNet and
GraphANet. These models were rigorously validated on
two datasets with distinct data structures using identi-
cal hyperparameters. Both models achieved classification
accuracies exceeding 98%, with R? values consistently
above 0.96 for concentration estimation across all datasets.
These results demonstrate exceptional performance and
robust generalization, setting a new benchmark in sensor
data analysis.

2) We demonstrated that the models are highly adapt-
able and robust when applied to heterogeneous datasets
with varying structures, collection conditions, and data
types. Despite these differences, the models consistently
delivered high performance, minimizing the need for cus-
tomization and enhancing their practicality and scalability
in diverse sensor data environments. Furthermore, to ad-
dress variations in recognition difficulty across gas-related
datasets, we introduced a cross-dataset weighted accuracy
metric for gas identification, providing an effective mea-
sure of model performance across multiple datasets.

3) Our models process raw sensor signals directly,
eliminating the need for complex preprocessing steps such
as filtering or normalization. This streamlined workflow
reduces computational overhead and operational costs
compared to models requiring extensive preprocessing.
By preserving data integrity, this approach enables more
reliable and efficient gas composition estimation, address-

ing industry demands for real-time monitoring and rapid
decision-making while maintaining high accuracy.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows:
Section II introduces the gas sensor array signal acqui-
sition system and the data collection process. Section III
details the architectures of GraphCapsNet and GraphANet.
Section IV outlines the experimental settings, while Sec-
tion V presents the experimental results and their analysis.
Finally, the conclusions are summarized in Section VI.

II. GAS SENSOR ARRAY SIGNAL ACQUISITION
SYSTEM AND DATA COLLECTION

A. Gas sensor array and signal acquisition

1) The overview of sensor array from UCI dataset and
our lab: The experimental setups in this study involve
two distinct data collection systems: one from an open-
source dataset in the UCI repository [21], which employs
16 sensors housed in a 60 mL chamber, and the other
from our laboratory, shown in Fig. [Tl which employs eight
different sensors inside a larger 5-liter metal chamber. In
our setup, gas samples are introduced by calculating the
desired concentration and injecting the gas through an
injection port using a syringe. The Table [l summarizes
critical differences between the two systems, including
sensor count, chamber size, gas injection method, and
control mechanism.

TABLE 1. Comparison between the UCI and our custom sensor array
system.

Feature UCI hardware Our Lab’s hardware
Number of sensors 16 8
TGS2600 *4 MQI135, TGS813
Sensor types TGS2602 *4 TGS2602, TGS2610
TGS2610 *4 TGS2611, TGS2620
TGS2620 *4 TGS2602, MP503
Chamber size 60 mL 5L
Control method Automated Manual Control
Gas injection 300 mL/min Syringe
Sampling rate 100Hz 10Hz

2) Data acquisition protocol: Our system’s systematic
data collection follows a well-defined sequence to ensure
accurate and repeatable measurements. It consists of four
key steps:

(i) Calculation of target gas volume: To determine the
volume V;,, of gas to be injected into the chamber,
we calculate it based on the desired concentration of
the target gas C'. The following formula is employed
for this calculation:

Ct X ‘/cav
B

where 8 denotes the proportional coefficient of the
target gas in the gas cylinder, and V,,, is the volume
of the chamber, which is 5 L in our case.

Target gas injection: After the sensor signals have
stabilized, the target gas is extracted from the cylinder
using a pressure-reducing valve and transferred into
a gas collection bag. A syringe is then employed to
draw the calculated volume of gas from step 1, which
is injected into the chamber through an injection port

Vin = x 1076

(i)
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TABLE II. Dataset information including gas type, sample number, concentration range, and data splitting conditions for concentration estimation

and gas classification tasks.

Concentration range

Concentration estimation Gas classification

Dataset Gas type  Sample size (ppm)
pp Train-val set Test set Train-val set  Test set
Air 89 - 74 15 74 15
CO 71 200-533.33 59 12 59 12
G
P GHy 111 6.67-20 93 18 93 18
Mixture 100 CO0:200-520 CHy4:6.67-20 84 16 84 16
Ucl Total 371 - 310 61
Air 98 - 82 16 82 16
Group CHy 76 66.66-296.67 63 13 63 13
B CoHy 89 6.67-20 74 15 74 15
Mixture 86 CHy4:66.66-220 CyH4:6.67-18.33 72 14 72 14
Total 349 - 291 58 601 119
H, 150 10-1000 126 24 126 24
Custom CyHy 150 10-1000 126 24 126 24
Dataset Mixture 300 H;:10-980 C,H4:30-1000 252 48 252 48
Total 600 - 504 96 504 96
to ensure the correct concentration of the target gas —  1GS2602———TGS2610
for each experiment. 2500 TGS2600 TGS2620

(iii) Dynamic response signal acquisition: Following the
gas injection, gas sensor array is activated via the
LabVIEW interface to record the sensors’ dynamic
response. This process continues for approximately
200 seconds, during which the system continuously
monitors and captures the sensor signals as the gas
interacts with the sensor array.

Cavity environment cleaning: After the recording,
an air pump removes the remaining gas from the
chamber. This process continues until the sensor
array’s readings return to baseline, indicating that the
chamber has been refilled with clean air and is ready
for the next experiment.

(iv)

Steps ii to iv are repeated for each gas sample until
all experimental data have been collected, ensuring a
comprehensive dataset.

Control
Cabinet

Fig. 1. (a) Standard gas configuration system. (b) Custom-developed
gas sensor array.

B. UCI and self-developed sensor array datasets

1) UCI sensor array dataset: UCI dataset contains two
groups: C,H4-CO (group A) and C,Hs-CHy4 (group B).
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Fig. 2. (a) Data segment of UCI dataset. (b) Custom data sample.

The C,H4, CO, and CH4 concentrations range from 0 to 20
ppm, 0 to 533.33 ppm, and 0 to 296.67 ppm, respectively.
The concentration distribution heat map can be found in
Fig.[3l (a) and Fig. 3] (b). The sensor data are continuously
recorded for 12 hours at a sampling frequency of 100
Hz. There are 8387665 total time points. This dataset
is downsampled by 5 Hz to remove the redundant data.
The downsampled data segment can be found in Fig.
(a). In different environments, sensors’ responses are
different. In addition, the initial 100 s of the heating
phase and the last 100 s of the air phase were skipped.
The detailed information on groups A and B of the UCI
dataset, including gas type, sample size, and concentration
range, is presented in Table [l The data processing of
the UCI data can be found in Fig. @l The data was then
divided into graphs of different forms depending on the
composition and concentration of the gas. Each time point
can be considered a node in the graph, and the sensing data
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acquired by each sensor at each instant can be regarded as
its attribute. There are sixteen sensors, each corresponding
to one of the sixteen features associated with each node.
The longest graph in the dataset contains 4351 nodes,
corresponding to sensor data spanning 14 minutes, while
the shortest graph contains only five nodes, corresponding
to sensor data spanning one second.
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Fig. 3. The heat map of data distribution. (a) CO-C,Hy from UCI
dataset (b) CH4-CoHy4 from UCI dataset (¢) Hy-CoHy from custom
dataset.

2) self-developed sensor array dataset: We developed
an eight-sensor array to collect signals for H,, C;Ha,
and their mixtures. A sample of custom dataset could be
found in Fig. 2] (b). The sampling frequency was set to
10 Hz, with a collection duration of 200 seconds. Six
hundred samples were collected, including 150 samples
of pure Hy, 150 samples of pure C,Hy, and 300 samples
of gas mixtures. The concentrations of H, and C,H4
were uniformly distributed between 0 and 1000 ppm. The
detailed information on the dataset collected from our
self-developed sensor array, including gas type, sample
size, and concentration range, is presented in Table [
The concentration distribution heat map can be found in
Fig. [ (c). Compared to the UCI dataset, processing the
custom data is more straightforward, as each sample is
collected independently, requiring only the same graph-
based transformation method applied to the UCI data, as
seen in Fig. @l Each time point is treated as a node in
the graph, and the sensor readings at each moment are
considered node attributes. The main distinction in the
custom dataset lies in the number of features per node,
with each node containing eight attributes corresponding
to the eight sensors.
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Fig. 4. The data processing of UCI data and custom data.

III. METHODOLOGY
A. The architecture of GraphCapsNet

As illustrated in Fig. Bl GraphCapsNet comprises three
main modules: the graph encoding module, the dynamic
routing module, and the graph reconstruction module.
The graph encoding module consists of two blocks: the
graph block and the attention block. The sensor data is
represented as a chain graph before being processed by
the graph block, which utilizes a Graph Convolutional
Network (GCN) [22]. The outputs from various layers of
the GCN are stacked together. An attention block is then
applied to further refine the graph by adjusting weights
based on the learned attention values. The dynamic routing
module includes two dynamic routing blocks. The first
block routes the attended graph capsules to feature cap-
sules, which are subsequently routed dynamically to class
capsules. The graph reconstruction module is responsible
for calculating the reconstruction loss, which is then
weighted and combined with the classification loss to yield
the final loss.

1) Graph encoding module: The core of the graph
encoding module consists of four GCN layers. Specifically
designed for graph-structured data, GCNs are widely
employed in temporal studies [23] [24] for their ability
to effectively capture spatiotemporal dependencies. By
integrating graph structures with temporal information,
they significantly enhance prediction accuracy. In this
study, we transform the array sensor data D € RNXF
into a unidirectional chain ¢ = {{i} |i=1,2,...,T}U
{{i,i+1} |i=1,2,...,7 — 1}, giving D a temporal
topological structure, which is also could be expressed
as G = (X,A). X denotes the feature matrix, while A
denotes the adjacency matrix, the two components of the
input for the GCN block. After passing through four GCN
layers, the outputs from each layer are stacked to form
Graph Capsules S € RLa*N*d where L, is the number of
GCN layers, N is the number of nodes, and d denotes the
number of GCN filters. Afterward, the attention module
processes the S by flattening it and passing it through
two fully connected layers to obtain the attention value,
then multiplied by S; and reshaped into attentioned graph
capsules X 4g¢. Graph encoding module has parameters
of Ly =4,d=2_8.

2) Dynamic routing module: Dynamic routing, de-
signed to improve the representation of spatial hierarchies
and object transformations [[16], involves updating routing
coefficients to maximize agreement between low-level
and high-level capsules’ outputs. This method enhances
the network’s ability to capture complex patterns and
relationships in the data.

This study employs the dynamic routing mechanism
twice in the dynamic routing module. The first instance
is employed to process attentioned graph capsules Xagc,
which have been processed by the graph encoding module,
into feature capsules X € RP*? where P is the total
number of feature capsules and d’ is the dimensionality
of each feature capsule. This step involves embedding the
feature information from different GCN layers, establish-
ing connections and weight allocations, and eliminating
redundant information to form the feature capsules. The
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Fig. 5. Architecture of the GraphCapsNet model for gas recognition.

second instance of dynamic routing further processes the
feature capsules X, capturing richer and more mean-
ingful graph structural information, ultimately creating the
final class capsules X¢¢ € RE*" where C represents the
number of gas types. The argmax function determines the
final result. Dynamic Routing Module has parameters of
P =32,d =16.

3) The loss: The loss is the weighted sum of classifi-
cation and reconstruction losses [[16].

Loss = Loss. + 0Loss, @))]
where Loss. and Loss, denote classification loss and
reconstruction loss, respectively. 6 is set to 0.0005. The
following formula can be used to calculate the classifica-
tion loss Loss,:

Loss. = Y, {Twmaz(0,m* — |le]))? + M1 — Ti)maz(0, ||ex || — m™)%}

2
where the modulus length of the capsule output vector is
denoted by c¢;. This value denotes the magnitude of the
class probability. The variable A is the down-weight of the
loss for the non-existent object class. The values m™ and
m~ denote the set penalty term thresholds. If the input
graph belongs to class k, then the value of T} is 1. To
prevent initial learning from shortening all class capsules,
A is used, especially when £ is high. In this work, the
values of m™* and m™ are set to 0.9 and 0.1, respectively,
and A is set to 0.5.

The reconstruction loss is based on the discrepancy
between the reconstruction and original graphs. The re-
construction validates the model’s ability to learn and
accurately represent input features by transforming high-
level capsule outputs into original images. This process
enhances the model’s robustness against variations in input
data, such as transformations and distortions, ultimately
improving its performance in complex visual tasks. The

following formula is employed to determine the system
reconstruction loss:

_Xhidimm)? 3 (1 P)(di —my)?
Eipi Zz‘lfpi 3)
(

where m; denotes the number of nodes with the attribute &
appearing in the input graph, d; denotes the corresponding
decoded value. If there are nodes in the input graph with
the attribute 4, P; = 1. The equation is employed to avoid
reducing reconstruction loss by setting all decoded values
to 0, particularly when most of the ground truth are 0.

Loss,

B. The achitecture of GraphANet

As shown in Fig. GraphANet consists of three
main modules: the graph module, the token embedding
module, and the encoder module. The graph module first
processes sensor data graph G = (X,A) using GCN to
extract structural information, producing graph matrix,
X, € RNXP where N denotes the number of nodes
in the graph, and D denotes the product of L, and
Fy, Ly is the number of GCN layers and F, is the
number of GCN filters. Then, N nodes are pooled into
300 nodes, forming the shape of each graph uniformly.
A trainable concentration token v, is then stacked with
graph matrix, where V.., € R1*?, forming graph matrix
with concentration token X, for the encoder. Then X, fed
into the encoder module, which consists of L identical
blocks with two-head multihead attention and multilayer
perceptron. Multihead attention is employed to capture
the dependencies between elements across the sequence
[L7], which has shown effective results in various gas
recognition applications [18]-[20], plays a key role in
improving the performance of GraphANet for gas mixture
concentration estimation. After extracting the class token
Veon into a fully connected layer’s final head classifier, the
concentration is determined. GraphANet has parameters of
D=48, L, =16, F, =3, L =18.
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We employ root mean square error (RMSE) as the loss
function for the GraphANet model.

s 2
1 i g
RMSE = | - >N (C -c)? )

i=1 g=1

A lower RMSE value indicates a more accurate result,
which also better fits the actual concentration regression
curve, where s denotes the number of samples in a batch,
and C;,g and C}Y denote the prediction concentration and
target concentration of the g-th gas component in the ¢-th
sample, respectively.

IV. EXPERIMENT
A. Experimental setup

We employed the same splitting method for both
datasets. First, 16% of the samples were set aside as the
test set. The remaining samples were employed as the
training and validation sets, employing a five-fold cross-
validation method. The details of the dataset splitting are
shown in Table [[ll The model with the highest validation
accuracy was selected for testing. To address the issue
of sampling imbalance, stratified sampling was employed.
The UCI test set contains 119 samples, while the custom
dataset includes 96 samples.

In addition, since different gas has different concentra-
tion ranges, the concentrations are normalized by using
the following formula:

ys

max(y)

= )
where y° and max(y) denote the i-class initial gas con-
centration and the maximum concentration of each gas in
the entire dataset, respectively.

B. Hyperparameter

The hyperparameters for both models are displayed in
Table [[ITl We set the training and validation batch sizes to
16 to accelerate the computation process. The test batch
size is set as 4. Consistent hyperparameters were applied
for training across both datasets.

C. Evaluation metrics

1) Classification Evaluation Metrics: This study eval-
uates our multi-class classification model using accuracy,
weighted precision, weighted recall, and weighted F1
score. Accuracy reflects the overall correctness of the

TABLE III. Hyperparameter.

Hyperparameter GraphCapsNet/GraphANet
Epochs 200/1000
Training Batch Size 16

Validation Batch Size 16

Test Batch Size 4

Learning Rate 0.001
Optimizer Adam

Weight Decay 10~

model. Weighted precision and recall assess true positives
relative to predicted and actual positives, respectively,
averaging these metrics across classes and weighting them
by the number of actual instances in each class. The
weighted F1 score, calculated as the harmonic mean of
precision and recall, provides a balanced evaluation by
accounting for both false positives and false negatives,
offering a comprehensive measure of the model’s perfor-
mance across all classes.

In addition, to comprehensively evaluate the classifi-
cation model, we calculated the support-weighted accu-
racy by combining the accuracies of different datasets
through sample weights. However, this approach does not
fully reflect the model’s performance, as the difficulty
of identifying different datasets varies. The complexity
arises from the number of gas types in the datasets and
the presence of gas mixtures. Some datasets contain only
pure gases, while others include mixtures, making them
more challenging to classify. This complexity can be
approximated by the increasing number of identifiable gas
types, both pure and mixed. We proposed a comprehensive
accuracy metric incorporating a gas variety weight into the
support-weighted accuracy to address this. The formula
for comprehensive accuracy is shown below:

0 (F(G) % VS5 < Aj)
Z][‘):I (f(cj) x \/ST)

where W is the comprehensive accuracy, D is the number
of datasets, C; is the number of gas types in the j-th
dataset, S; is the support of the j-th dataset, and A; is
the accuracy of the j-th dataset. The function f(C;) is the
degree of difficulty of the j-th dataset, it is defined as:

(6)

Cj
(chig Ny xk) x (253 —c;)
c; (29971 1)

29

if only pure gas

f(C5) = + Cj, if partial mixtures

if all mixtures

O]
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The parameteris employed for datasets with only pure
gas, while 27 applies to datasets includding all possi-
ble gas mixtures, and a more complex quadratic form
is utilized for datasets containing partial mixtures, with
values ranging between C; and 2¢7. Here, k represents
the number of gases in a particular mixture. For example,
when considering ternary mixtures, £ = 3. IN; denotes
the number of actual mixtures that contain exactly k
gases. The denominator of the formula represents the
total number of possible gas components in all possible
mixtures. At the same time, the numerator indicates the
number of gas components present in the dataset’s actual
mixtures.

The parameter C; is employed for datasets containing
only pure gases, while 2¢7 applies to datasets including all
possible gas mixtures. For datasets with partial mixtures,
a more complex quadratic form is employed, with values
ranging between C; and 2. The variable & denotes the
number of gases in a specific mixture (e.g., for ternary
mixtures, £ = 3). N denotes the number of actual
mixtures containing exactly k£ gases. The denominator
in the formula reflects the total number of possible gas
components across all potential mixtures, while the nu-
merator corresponds to the number of gas components
present in the actual mixtures within the dataset. For
example, in the UCI dataset employed in this study, there
are three gases: CO, CHy, and C;H4. The total number of
possible gas components across all mixtures is calculated
as 3 x (23’1 — 1) = 0, resulting in a denominator of
9. However, since the dataset includes only the mixtures
CO-C,H,4 and CH4-C,Hy4, the numerator is 4.

This distinction arises from the observation that for pure
gases, the number of gas types increases linearly with the
addition of each new gas. In contrast, for datasets contain-
ing all possible gas mixtures, including a new gas adds 2"
potential combinations, reflecting the combinatorial nature
of gas mixtures. For datasets with only partial mixtures,
the complexity of the mixtures is quantified by counting
the occurrences of gas components across all possible
combinations. Moreover, since the effect of sample size on
model performance is not linear and the marginal benefits
decrease as the sample size increases, the square root is
employed to more accurately capture the actual impact
of sample size. This approach prevents datasets with
larger sample sizes from disproportionately influencing the
overall accuracy and ensures a more balanced contribution
from each dataset to the comprehensive accuracy.

2) Gas concentration estimation evaluation metrics:
This study employs multiple metrics to comprehensively
evaluate the model’s performance, including the Coeffi-
cient of Determination (R?), Root Mean Squared Error
(RMSE), Mean Absolute Error (MAE), Mean Absolute
Percentage Error (MAPE), and Explained Variance Score
(EV). The (R?) metric quantifies the proportion of vari-
ance in the dependent variable that can be explained by the
independent variables, with values closer to 1 indicating a
better model fit. RMSE measures the differences between
predicted and actual values by calculating the square
root of the mean squared errors; smaller values indicate
higher prediction accuracy. MAE, which computes the

average absolute differences between predicted and ac-
tual values, provides a straightforward measure of error
size without amplifying larger errors. MAPE assesses
prediction accuracy by expressing errors as a percentage
of the actual values, making it particularly useful for
comparing datasets with different scales, though it can be
sensitive to small actual values. The EV score evaluates
the model’s ability to explain variability in the data, with
higher scores reflecting superior explanatory power. By
leveraging these metrics, the study offers an objective and
multidimensional assessment of the regression model’s
predictive and explanatory performance.

V. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

To validate the performance of our models, we con-
ducted a comprehensive comparative evaluation involv-
ing GraphCapsNet and GraphANet. For the gas mixture
identification task, we compared our models with re-
cently published approaches, including PSCFormer [25]
and TeTCN [26]. For the concentration identification
task, we benchmarked against two-channel TCN (2TCN)
[27] and LSTMA [28]. Additionally, ablation experiments
were conducted using the vision transformer (ViT) model
[29] to assess the contributions of individual components.
Beyond deep learning models, we also incorporated tra-
ditional machine learning approaches, including Support
Vector Machines (SVM), Random Forests (RF), and K-
Nearest Neighbors (KNN), to evaluate both tasks, provid-
ing a thorough performance comparison.

A. Overview of classification results

As presented in Table the proposed GraphCapsNet
model demonstrated exceptional performance on both the
UCI and custom datasets, achieving high accuracy rates of
0.983 and 0.990, respectively. In comparison, the two deep
learning models, PSCFormer and TeTCN, showed slightly
lower performance on the UCI dataset, with accuracy
rates of 0.958 and 0.832, respectively. On the custom
dataset, PSCFormer achieved an accuracy of 0.979, while
TeTCN performed slightly lower at 0.969. Overall, their
weighted accuracies were also lower than those of Graph-
CapsNet, with PSCFormer attaining 0.967 and TeTCN
0.888. Meanwhile, the three traditional machine learning
models demonstrated relatively consistent performance
across both datasets but failed to match the accuracy levels
of GraphCapsNet.

B. Classification results analysis

Fig. [l illustrates the training, validation, and test ac-
curacies and losses for the models on both the UCI
and custom datasets. On the UCI dataset, the accuracy
curve shows a sharp increase during the initial epochs,
followed by a plateau. The test accuracy is slightly lower
than the training and validation accuracies, suggesting
strong generalization with minimal overfitting. Similarly,
the loss curve exhibits a rapid decline in the initial
epochs before stabilizing, indicating efficient learning and
good convergence. The close alignment of test loss with
training and validation losses further supports the model’s
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TABLE IV. Gas mixture classification performance comparison of different models on UCI and custom datasets.

Model UCI dataset Custom dataset ' Support Comprehensive
Accuracy  Precision  Recall  Flscore Acc Precision  Recall  Flscore weighted accuracy aceuracy
GraphCapsNet (ours) 0.983 0.984 0.983 0.983 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.986 0.986
PSCFormer [25]] 0.958 0.960 0.958 0.957 0.979 0.979 0.979 0.979 0.967 0.967
TeTCN [26] 0.832 0.832 0.832 0.831 0.969 0.971 0.969 0.969 0.893 0.888
SVM 0.931 0.934 0.931 0.931 0.969 0.970 0.969 0.969 0.948 0.946
KNN 0.931 0.934 0.931 0.931 0.958 0.964 0.958 0.958 0.943 0.942
RF 0.922 0.926 0.922 0.923 0.979 0.979 0.979 0.979 0.948 0.945
TABLE V. Performance metrics of various concentration estimation models on different groups.
UCI Group A
Algorithm R? (CO) R? (C;Hy) R2 MAE RMSE  MAPE (%) EV
Pure Mixed Total Pure Mixed Total
GraphANet(ours) 0.986 0.913 0.975 0.960 0.956 0.959 0.965 0.023 0.030 4.24 0.965
2TCN [27] 0.288 0.316 0.326 0.988 0.525 0.901 0.782 0.036 0.062 7.37 0.795
LSTMA [28] 0.623 0.326 0.633 0.617 0.738 0.651 0.665 0.057 0.085 10.72 0.666
ViT [29] 0.660 -0.318 0.518 0.513 -0.104 0.349 0.407 0.079 0.124 14.48 0.420
SVR 0.603 0.059 0.617 0.829 0.632 0.810 0.716 0.062 0.079 11.80 0.717
KNN 0.479 -0.087 0.365 0.494 0.637 0.568 0.520 0.053 0.109 9.35 0.546
RF 0.933 0.220 0.761 0.970 0.744 0.907 0.839 0.040 0.073 6.69 0.847
UCI Group B
Algorithm R? (CHy) R? (GHy) R2 MAE RMSE  MAPE (%) EV
Pure Mixed Total Pure Mixed Total
GraphANet(ours) 0.997 0.964 0.992 0.988 0.980 0.989 0.991 0.014 0.019 3.11 0.991
2TCN [27] 0.987 0.493 0.981 0.984 0.927 0.936 0.952 0.023 0.044 5.97 0.956
LSTMA [28] 0.823 0.678 0.788 0.919 0.116 0.898 0.870 0.049 0.061 10.90 0.870
ViT [29] 0.893 0.352 0.794 0.796 0.351 0.843 0.833 0.053 0.074 12.54 0.840
SVR 0.813 0.453 0.803 0.391 -0.392 0.546 0.689 0.070 0.113 16.19 0.694
KNN 0.799 0.983 0.873 0.992 0.842 0.978 0.919 0.022 0.051 4.66 0.922
RF 0.950 0.870 0.948 0.993 0.882 0.983 0.962 0.022 0.037 5.62 0.963
Custom Dataset
Algorithm R? (Hy) R? (CHy) R2 MAE RMSE  MAPE (%) EV
Pure Mixed Total Pure Mixed Total
GraphANet(ours) 0.990 0.989 0.990 0.971 0.907 0.933 0.960 0.037 0.054 11.53 0.961
2TCN [27] 0.986 0.972 0.978 0.929 0.888 0.904 0.940 0.047 0.066 14.79 0.942
LSTMA [28] 0.997 0.974 0.984 0.996 0.756 0.854 0.918 0.043 0.077 12.55 0.918
ViT [29] 0.988 0.992 0.991 0.984 0.846 0.901 0.945 0.039 0.064 11.02 0.945
SVR 0.481 0.850 0.724 0.366 0.459 0.423 0.571 0.131 0.175 35.28 0.612
KNN 0.699 0.937 0.854 0.830 0.687 0.746 0.800 0.084 0.120 24.48 0.804
RF 0.794 0.932 0.885 0.696 0.733 0.719 0.801 0.079 0.119 20.79 0.808

robust generalization capabilities. Comparable trends are
observed in the accuracy and loss curves for the custom
dataset, demonstrating that the model performs well and
generalizes effectively on this dataset.

As shown in Fig. 8l a comparison of the confusion
matrices for the GraphCapsNet, PSCFormer, and TeTCN
models reveals that GraphCapsNet achieves the high-
est classification accuracy. GraphCapsNet demonstrates
strong diagonal dominance, indicating more accurate pre-
dictions across various gases and fewer misclassifica-

tions, as evidenced by lower off-diagonal values. While
PSCFormer performs reasonably well, it exhibits more
noticeable misclassifications, particularly in distinguishing
between CH4 and CO-C,Hy4, as well as between CO and
CO-C,H4. Additionally, isolated cases of misclassification
occur, such as Air-C,Hy being predicted as C,H4 and CHy
being identified as air. TeTCN shows the weakest perfor-
mance, with higher confusion rates, particularly between
CO and CO-C;,Hy, and C,Hy4 and air. These results clearly
demonstrate GraphCapsNet’s superior performance in gas
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recognition tasks, achieving higher accuracy and stronger
generalization compared to PSCFormer and TeTCN.

C. Overview of concentration estimation results

This study evaluated the performance of concentration
estimation models across three datasets: UCI group A,
UCI group B, and a custom dataset. As shown in Table
[Vl the GraphANet model consistently outperformed other
models, achieving the highest R? values and the lowest
MAE, RMSE, and MAPE across all groups. These results
demonstrate GraphANet’s exceptional accuracy and relia-
bility in concentration estimation tasks.

Other models produced varying levels of performance
depending on the group. The RF model performed well
in group A, achieving an R? of 0.839 and an MAE of
0.040, but overall, it fell short compared to GraphANet.
The 2TCN and LSTMA models showed strong perfor-
mance but were slightly less effective than GraphANet.
In contrast, the ViT model exhibited more variability,
with lower R? values and higher MAPE in certain cases.
These findings underscore the advanced capabilities of
deep learning models, particularly GraphANet, in deliv-
ering high-precision concentration estimations, setting a
benchmark for future research in this domain.

D. Concentration estimation results analysis

To further analyze these results, we created error charts
for the gas components in each group, as illustrated in Fig.
and error distribution charts for different components
across various groups, as shown in Fig.

Fig. illustrates the overview of the error distri-
bution of various models across three groups. Notably,
the GraphANet model consistently achieves the lowest
error in most scenarios compared to other models and
demonstrates superior performance with more stable and
lower error distributions. GraphANet excels in scenarios
involving pure and mixed hydrogen, particularly in the
custom dataset, highlighting its robustness and general-
ization capabilities in complex gas detection tasks.

In Fig. [0l the distribution of errors can be observed in
more detail. From a horizontal perspective, we can observe
that the GraphANet model demonstrates its advantages
compared to other models, with narrower confidence and
prediction intervals. Although some models achieve high
accuracy in estimating the concentrations of different
gases within specific datasets, their results often exhibit an
unbalanced distribution, usually at the expense of accuracy
for another gas in the same group. For instance, the
LSTMA model performs well in identifying H, com-
ponents in the custom dataset, but its performance in
recognizing C;H4 components is significantly lower than
that of other models.

A vertical comparison of the error charts in Fig.
reveals the inherent limitations of gas mixture concen-
tration estimation models. Across all models, the CHy-
C,H4 group consistently achieves better results. This is
likely because the CH4-C;H, pair exhibits more simi-
lar reductive properties compared to the CO-C,Hy and
H,-C,Hy4 groups. When using metal-oxide-semiconductor
sensors, gas components with similar reductive or ox-
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idative properties tend to yield more balanced results.
Among these gas groups, H, demonstrates the strongest
reductive properties, which explains why H, recognition in

the custom dataset consistently dominates across different
models. However, this discrepancy is largely attributed to
hardware system limitations, highlighting the need for a
more generalized algorithm as a future research direction.

In addition, an ablation study was conducted to evaluate
the impact of the graph module in GraphANet. As shown
in Table [V] the ViT model performs comparably to other
deep learning models on the custom dataset and UCI
Group B. Notably, for the H, component in the custom
dataset, ViT achieves better concentration estimation re-
sults than GraphANet. However, significant inconsisten-
cies emerge in UCI Group A. A closer examination of
UCI Group A reveals that the R? values for mixed gas
detection are low and even negative, indicating that ViT’s
performance on mixed gases is adversely affected by the

inclusion of pure samples,

which obscure its inability

to model complex mixtures accurately. The absence of
a dedicated feature extraction component in ViT often
leads to unstable performance—yielding strong results
for H, detection but weaker performance for CO and
C,Hy. For the CH4-CyHy group, due to the relatively
concentrated data distribution, ViT performs comparably

to other models.

VI. CONCLUSION

This study successfully tackled the challenge of devel-
oping deep learning models for gas mixture identifica-
tion that generalize across heterogeneous datasets. Our
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proposed models, GraphCapsNet and GraphANet, con-
sistently performed on diverse datasets without requiring
retraining for each new dataset, a limitation in current
methods. This highlights the models’ adaptability and
scalability, which are crucial for real-world applications.
Although validation was performed on specific datasets
under controlled lab conditions, the results indicate signif-
icant potential for broader applications. Further research
is required to test robustness in more varied, real-world
situations and explore extensions to other sensor types.

By introducing adaptable and scalable models, this
research contributes to developing more versatile gas mix-
ture identification systems. These findings offer practical
solutions for industries needing real-time, accurate gas
monitoring. Future efforts will aim to refine these models
for large-scale deployment in industrial settings.
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