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Generalizable deep learning for
photoplethysmography-based blood

pressure estimation– A Benchmarking
Study

Mohammad Moulaeifard, Peter H. Charlton and Nils Strodthoff

Abstract—Photoplethysmography (PPG)-based
blood pressure (BP) estimation represents a promising
alternative to cuff-based BP measurements. Recently,
an increasing number of deep learning models
have been proposed to infer BP from the raw
PPG waveform. However, these models have been
predominantly evaluated on in-distribution test
sets, which immediately raises the question of the
generalizability of these models to external datasets.
To investigate this question, we trained five deep
learning models on the recently released PulseDB
dataset, provided in-distribution benchmarking
results on this dataset, and then assessed out-
of-distribution performance on several external
datasets. The best model (XResNet1d101) achieved
in-distribution MAEs of 9.4 and 6.0 mmHg for
systolic and diastolic BP respectively on PulseDB
(with subject-specific calibration), and 14.0 and 8.5
mmHg respectively without calibration. Equivalent
MAEs on external test datasets without calibration
ranged from 15.0 to 25.1 mmHg (SBP) and 7.0 to
10.4 mmHg (DBP). Our results indicate that the
performance is strongly influenced by the differences
in BP distributions between datasets. We investigated
a simple way of improving performance through
sample-based domain adaptation and put forward
recommendations for training models with good
generalization properties. With this work, we hope
to educate more researchers for the importance and
challenges of out-of-distribution generalization.
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plethysmography, Machine learning algorithms, Time
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series analysis

I. INTRODUCTION

PPG devices represent a promising approach to
monitor vital parameters such as blood pres-

sure, heart rate, and respiratory rate. Their non-
invasive nature and cost-effectiveness in comparison
to alternative approaches makes them popular for
both medical and personal health monitoring pur-
poses [1]–[3]. One of the most widely considered
prediction problems based on PPG data is blood
pressure (BP) estimation.

Traditionally, BP estimation from PPG signals
has involved analyzing features in the PPG data
and connecting them to BP measurements using
different methods, e.g., pulse wave analysis [4].
However, the traditional methods possess certain
limitations in real-world applications, e.g., varia-
tions in physiology [5] and the requirement for
calibration [3], [6].

In light of the limitations of traditional feature-
based approaches, there has been a gradual shift
of interest on the part of researchers towards ma-
chine learning (ML) and deep learning (DL) tech-
niques for predicting BP using PPG signals. These
methods autonomously extract features from PPG
signals [7] and typically reach higher accuracy in
data-rich environments [8], [9]. Despite significant
progress, most existing studies primarily focus on
in-distribution (ID) testing, where the train and test
datasets stem from the same distribution. This ap-
proach does not consider out-of-distribution (OOD)
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evaluation scenarios and thus does not reflect the
reality of real-world applications, where test data
can come from various distributions. Real-world
test sets might differ from the training dataset in
various aspects, such as BP distributions, sensor
hardware used for capturing, signal quality and
subject physiologies.

This study aims to address these gaps by leverag-
ing the PulseDB dataset [10] as a training dataset,
and then evaluating both ID and OOD general-
ization of DL models for the estimation of BP.
The goal is to identify model architectures and
training datasets that give rise to models that show
a robust OOD performance. The PulseDB dataset
was used for training due to its large size. Then,
four external datasets served as test datasets to
assess OOD generalization. Furthermore, we in-
vestigated a simple domain adaptation approach to
improve OOD generalization. This work offers a
comprehensive benchmarking analysis on diverse
datasets, providing insights into the robustness of
these models in real-world scenarios. We close with
practical recommendations on model architectures,
training datasets, and scenarios to achieve good
OOD generalization.

II. RELATED WORKS

Challenges for BP estimation and benchmarking
models Several research studies have indicated that
the effectiveness of learning models in predicting
BP is highly dependent on the quality and quan-
tity of the training data [11]–[13]. For instance,
researchers who worked with the MIMIC-III dataset
underscore the significance of data preparation to
achieve better model outcomes [14]. The aforemen-
tioned challenges result in a growing demand for
reliable benchmark studies to thoroughly evaluate
different ML/DL methods for BP estimation using
PPG, utilizing comprehensive datasets to measure
their efficiency. Consequently, benchmark investi-
gations have been performed in this area to address
the aforementioned demands. We refer to [3] as
a notable and recent benchmark study that used
four different datasets. However, the mentioned
study only considers models trained from scratch

on the respective datasets and evaluates them on in-
distribution test sets, which are known to provide
overly optimistic measures for the generalization
performance on unseen data. The PulseDB dataset,
a large-scale, high-quality dataset containing PPG
signals and reference BP measurements, and as
such is a unique resource for training deep-learning
based BP prediction models, after which they can
be externally validated on external datasets.
Challenges of OOD generalization Most of the
ML/DL techniques usually rely on the subtle statis-
tical patterns that may exist within the training data,
hence functioning under ideal conditions where
both the training and testing data belong to the same
distribution (ID). However, this perfect situation
rarely occurs in real-world scenarios [15], [16].
Previous work has shown that most DL models
perform poorly on tasks induced by data from
distributions other than their training data (OOD)
generalization [17]. The concept of OOD general-
ization and its application to DL models has evolved
with contributions from various researchers, e.g.,
[18]–[20]. The challenges of OOD generalization
in the context of PPG-based BP estimation have
been investigated in a recent publication [21]. They
focused on feature-based approaches, whereas the
present work covers deep learning models oper-
ating on raw time series. This work establishes a
more comprehensive picture by considering a large
number of external datasets and investigating the
potential impact of domain adaptation.
Improving OOD generalization It is worth men-
tioning that OOD generalization is a challenging
task that may result in poor performances since
unseen data very often do not resemble the training
set [22], [23]. Several previous works have inten-
sively addressed such a challenge of mitigating the
influence of OOD signals when analyzing ECG and
EEG data. [17], [24] have shown the effectiveness
of using domain generalization and self-supervised
learning approaches to improve the classification
accuracy of OOD ECG signals. Also, recent work
by [25] has demonstrated promising results in ad-
dressing domain shifts and OOD signals between
diverse EEG datasets, highlighting the potential
of domain adaptation techniques to enhance the
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robustness of EEG signal recognition. According
to previous studies, one of the key approaches to
tackle the challenge of OOD generalization is to
reduce the influence of distribution shifts between
training and test sets by revising the distribution
of training data to mimic the distribution of test
data, aiming to minimize the predictive error on the
test set [26], [27]. In this work, we use a simple
sample-based empirical risk minimization approach
based on sample weights inferred from the label
distribution (i.e., BP reference labels) in the source
and target domains to assess the potential benefits
of incorporating domain adaptation approaches.
Technical contributions In this work, we put for-
ward the following technical contributions:

1) We implemented state-of-the-art DL-based
time series classification algorithms for PPG-
based BP estimation on the large-scale, high-
quality PulseDB dataset and evaluated their
performance in a first comprehensive compar-
ative study.

2) We investigated both ID and OOD general-
ization of models trained on various PulseDB
subsets. These models were evaluated on
different PulseDB subsets and four external
datasets. To contextualize OOD performance,
we compared it with the differences in label
distributions between the training and test
datasets.

3) We assessed the benefit of domain adaptation
by using an importance-weighted empirical
risk minimization approach using importance
weights inferred from the respective label dis-
tributions and put forward recommendations
for training dataset choices that promise good
generalization properties.

III. MATERIALS & METHODS

A. Training and Evaluation Datasets

PulseDB dataset PulseDB is sourced from selected
pre-processed signals from the MIMIC-III [28] and
VitalDB [29] databases. It is one of the most
extensive datasets currently available, containing
5,245,454 10-second segments of ECG, PPG, and
arterial BP (ABP) waveforms across 5,361 subjects.

The dataset includes demographic details such as
age, gender, weight, height, and body mass in-
dex (BMI). Both VitalDB and MIMIC-III repre-
sent samples collected from finger-tip PPG sensors
from patients undergoing surgery and in Critical
Care Units, respectively. It is worth noting that the
PulseDB dataset is categorized into the following
subsets, making it ideal for benchmarking cuff-less
BP estimation models:

• Calib: Created for a calibration-based ap-
proach, where each subject contributes data to
both the training and testing sets. This enables
the model to adapt to patient-specific signal
features in order to improve the prediction
performance. The focus of this scenario is to
train models that show good generalization to
unseen samples of patients encountered during
training.

• CalibFree: Created for a calibration-free ap-
proach, in which training and test sets do not
share any subjects. The focus of this scenario
is to develop models that generalize to entirely
unseen patients.

• AAMI: Created for a second calibration-
free scenario, which complies with the high
standards developed by the Association for
the Advancement of Medical Instrumentation
(AAMI) [30]. The main difference between
this and the CalibFree scenario is a stronger
emphasis on the tails of the BP distribution.
The focus of this scenario is to assess the gen-
eralization to unseen patient with the stricter
protocol of the AAMI for medical device test-
ing.

We generated nine subsets of the PulseDB
dataset, inspired by the instructions in the original
PulseDB publication [10] and the corresponding
code repository. Tables I and II summarise the
utilized PulseDB dataset in this paper (including
data from MIMIC and VitalDB), and the generated
subsets, respectively. We have three major subsets,
Calib, CalibFree, and AAMI, which are derived
from VitalDB or MIMIC, or a combination of
VitalDB and MIMIC (combined) sources, resulting
in nine different subsets. We kept the original test
sets intact to ensure comparability with results in
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TABLE I: Summary of the datasets utilized in this study: Two subsets PulseDB [10] for training and four
external datasets [3] for OOD evaluation.

PulseDB External Datasets

Metric MIMIC VitalDB Sensors UCI BCG PPGBP

No. Subjects 1,474 1,553 1,195 unknown 40 218
Total Duration (h) ∼2357 ∼1793 ∼15 ∼570 ∼4 <1
Segments (number , length) 848,796 , 10s 645,678 , 10s 11,102 , 5s 410,596 , 5s 3,063 , 5s 619 , 2.1s
Age (mean ± SD) 61.16 ± 15.29 58.71 ± 15.14 57.1 ± 14.2 unknown 34.2 ± 14.5 56.9 ± 15.8
Gender 45.94% F, 54.05% M 41.84% F, 58.15% M 40.2% F, 59.8% M unknown 55.5% F, 44.5% M 53.1% F, 46.9% M
SBP (mmHg, mean ± SD) 123.32 ± 23.00 115.62 ± 18.92 134.36 ± 21.78 131.57 ± 11.16 120.99 ± 15.29 128.02 ± 20.50
DBP (mmHg, mean ± SD) 61.58 ± 13.48 63.03 ± 12.05 65.37 ± 10.51 66.79 ± 10.48 67.23 ± 9.30 71.91 ± 11.20

the literature, but we split off additional validation
and calibration sets from the respective training sets
mimicking the way in which the respective test sets
were constructed.
External datasets We used the datasets presented
in a recent benchmark study [3] as external datasets,
as they are qualitatively very different to PulseDB
in terms of sample size, signal quality and patient
collective, and are therefore well-suited to investi-
gate the OOD generalization of models trained on
PulseDB or subsets thereof. [3] provides the pre-
processed versions of each external dataset along
with their pre-processing methods, which serve as
external datasets for the purpose of our study (Table
I). These datasets are comprehensively described in
[3]. Therefore, we refer to the original publication
for details, and now briefly outline the key features
of each dataset:

• Sensors: The Sensors dataset is derived from
MIMIC-III with simultaneous PPG and ABP
waveforms from 1,195 ICU patients. After pre-
processing, it includes two 15-second segments
per record with a 5-minute interval between
them.

• UCI: The UCI dataset is derived from the
MIMIC-II dataset and is the largest dataset in
our external dataset.

• BCG: The BCG dataset contains recordings
from 40 subjects (primarily healthy). Although
the BCG is a smaller dataset after pre-
processing with limited variability, the number
of segments per subject is remarkably high.

• PPGBP: The PPGBP dataset contains data
from 219 subjects, each with cardiovascular
conditions. Following pre-processing, PPGBP
becomes the shortest dataset, containing 218

subjects and 613 segments of 2.1s length,
making PPGBP the smallest dataset in terms
of total duration..

B. Prediction Models

Overview of considered model architectures
The number of DL approaches for time series

classification is immense, and we refer to [31], [32]
for an extensive review of these methods. Since our
work pertains to BP estimation, wherein signal pro-
cessing plays a major role, we leveraged these foun-
dations by evaluating several convolutional neural
network architectures (CNN). Also, in this paper,
we extended our exploration to include structured
state space sequence (S4) models [33], which are
known for their ability to effectively capture long-
range dependencies, and showed promising results
for other physiological time series [34]–[36].

CNNs have been part of time series analysis for
a long time by offering flexibility and scalability
in model design. In this work, we evaluated the
performance of three main CNN architectures:
Simple feed-forward CNN architectures The
most straightforward convolutional neural network
is a neural network without cycles since it includes
data flow only in one direction through its lay-
ers. A prototypical example of such architecture
is the LeNet1D [37]. Our work builds on the one-
dimensional adaption put forward in [38].
ResNet-based Architectures The ResNet model
has made a crucial stride in DL by proposing
skip connections, which enabled easy gradient
flow via backpropagation. Here, we draw on one-
dimensional ResNet variants, such as XResNet1d50
and XResNet1d101, proposed in [39].
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TABLE II: Summary of generated PulseDB subsets (Samples / Subjects)

Source Subset Train Validation Calibration Test

Combined
Calib 811,955 / 2,494 78,899 / 2,494 11,306 / 2,494 100,240 / 2,494
CalibFree 801,720 / 2,217 66,960 / 186 33,480 / 93 111,600 / 279
AAMI 902,160 / 2,494 230,145 / 149 148,989 / 93 1340 / 242

Vital
Calib 418,986 / 1,293 40,673 / 1,293 5821 / 1,293 51720 / 1,293
CalibFree 416,880 / 1,158 32,400 / 90 1000 / 45 57,600 / 144
AAMI 465,480 / 1,293 43,820 / 71 26,392 / 45 666 / 116

MIMIC
Calib 392,969 / 1,213 38,226 / 1,213 5,485 / 1,213 48,520 / 1,213
CalibFree 384,840 / 1,069 34,560 / 96 17,280 / 48 54,000 / 135
AAMI 436,680 / 1,213 186,325 / 78 122,597 / 48 674 / 126

Inception-based Architectures Inception models,
originally proposed in computer vision [40], include
several convolutional filters with different kernel
sizes to capture a broader spectrum of feature
patterns. Furthermore, such a hierarchical feature
extraction approach has benefited physiological sig-
nal analysis, where intricate generalized patterns are
to be captured for proper interpretation. Specifically,
several previous studies have applied Inception1D
[41] in time series classification tasks and reported
its excellent performance owing to its good repre-
sentation capability with comprehensive and diverse
features [39], [41].
Structured State Space Sequence (S4) Models
As an alternative model category, we considered
a structured state space sequence model, which
has been successfully applied to physiological time
series [34], [35] and is known for its ability to
capture long-range dependencies in input sequences
[42]. Here, we use a S4 model as a prediction model
as in [34].

C. Training and evaluation procedures

Training procedure
For each of the experiments, an effective batch

size of 512 was used through gradient accumula-
tion. The learning rates were either found using a
learning rate finder [43] or set to 0.001. Models
were trained for 50 epochs. Also, the training rou-
tine was implemented with the AdamW optimizer
[44] and mean squared error as loss function. In all
cases, consistent with previous studies, e.g., [45],
we employed two output nodes to jointly predict

SBP and DPB, leveraging possible shared phys-
iological features to enhance model performance
among SBP and DBP to improve model perfor-
mance. We used the validation set score for hyper-
parameter tuning. As a simple measure to reduce
overfitting, we performed model selection based on
the validation set score, i.e., during training we
kept track of the validation set score and selected
the model with the best validation set score for
evaluation on ID or OOD test sets.

All of the considered datasets used a sampling
frequency of 125 Hz. Models were trained using
the samples full input resolution, i.e., 1250 time
steps in the case of PulseDB. The fact that all
considered model architectures involve a global
average-pooling, allows to evaluate models also for
other input sizes, such as the native input sizes
of the external datasets (625 time steps for BCG,
UCI, and Sensors datasets, and 262 time steps for
PPGBP) while still leveraging the model trained on
PulseDB.
Performance metrics As primary performance
metric referenced by BP standards [46], [47], we
report the mean absolute error (MAE) defined by

MAE =
1

n

n∑
i=1

|Predictedi − Referencei|, (1)

where n is the number of predictions, i is the
index, Predictedi and Referencei indicate the pre-
dicted and reference BP, respectively. As a scale-
independent, relative performance measure, we also
report the mean absolute scaled error (MASE) [48],
which is defined as
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MASE =
MAE

MAEBaseline
, (2)

where MAEBaseline represents the median value of
the BP of the training set. MASE allows to assess
the model performance relative to the simplest, non-
parametric predictor.

D. A simple baseline for domain adaptation

Approaches to domain adaptation The chal-
lenge of dealing with an inevitable mismatch be-
tween training and test set distributions is a long-
standing one and attracted a lot of interest in
the machine learning community, see [49] for a
recent review. Conventionally, one distinguishes
sample-based, feature-based, and inference-based
approaches. In this work, we explore the potential
benefit of domain adaptation methods in a simple
sample-based approach, where we deviate from the
paradigm of target-free domain adaptation, through
the use of the target domain label distribution. Most
importantly, we only make use of the target domain
label distribution but not of individual labels, which
represents a piece of information that we envision
to be typically available in practical use cases. The
main motivation is to assess the potential benefit of
domain adaptation on the model performance.
Reweighting based on label distributions More
specifically, we propose to use an empirical risk
minimization approach using sample weights de-
rived from the difference of the label distributions
of the respective source domain and target domain
test datasets. To this end, we summarize both label
distributions in terms of (normalized) histograms,
see Figure 1. For a given training sample that
belongs to the bin i, we identify the empirical
output probability htrain,i(htest,i) assessed from the
corresponding test set histograms. From that, we
define sample weights via

wi =

{
max(τ ,

htest,i
htrain,i

) if htrain,i > 0

τ if htrain,i = 0 ,
(3)

where the hyperparameter τ is used to prevent
excluding training samples for which the relative
weight htest,i/htrain,i is small entirely from the train-
ing process. In our experiments, we fixed τ = 1, but
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Fig. 1: Schematic comparison of normalized label
distributions (e.g., SBP or DBP) across training and
test datasets.

found that the results (validation set scores) were
not very sensitive to the choice of τ .

Finally, we utilize the sample weights wi for the
loss calculation. More specifically, we use impor-
tance weights derived from the SBP distribution
for the loss calculated based on the SBP output
and importance weights derived from the DBP
distribution for the loss calculated based on the DBP
output and sum both contributions to obtain the final
importance weighted loss.

IV. RESULTS

Organization of the experiments In Section IV-A,
we evaluated classifiers for all nine generated
PulseDB subsets, which is the core of our analysis.
Section IV-B supplements the above analysis by
performing ID and OOD generalizations within
PulseDB datasets. Also, the OOD generalization on
external datasets is investigated in Section IV-C.
Finally, in Section IV-D, we conducted similar
analyses as in Sections IV-B and IV-C, however,
using the importance weighting for domain adapta-
tion. We computed and evaluated the results with
a focus on reducing the distribution shift between
the training and test sets by incorporating a special
weight value for each training sample.
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A. Model comparison on PulseDB

Overview We carried out all experiments for the
nine subsets in Table I using all models presented in
Section III-B. All experiment results (SBP/DBP) are
shown in Table III. The three best-performing mod-
els according to MAE are marked in bold-face for
each of the experiments. The best-ranked models,
either based on ResNet or Inception architectures,
achieved MAEs between 9mmHg (6mmHg) in the
Calib Vital subset to approximately 12mmHg (8
mmHg) in the CalibFree Vital and up to 18mmHg
(14mmHg) in the AAMI tasks for both the Com-
bined and MIMIC subsets for systolic (diastolic)
blood pressure. These results already provide first
insights into the relative complexity of the different
prediction tasks across all considered scenarios.
Not surprisingly, the scores achieved for the Calib
tasks are comparably lower (compared to CalibFree
and AAMI tasks) as the model is able to exploit
subject-specific information about test set samples
through samples from the corresponding subjects
seen during training. Also, the results of MASE
evaluation (Fig. 2) also confirmed that although the
MAE values of DBP are inherently smaller than
SBP, the MASEs are higher, which at first sight
counterintuitively indicates a better performance
in the SBP category compared to DBP. A key
reason for this is that DBP varies less across the
entire dataset, and therefore, the median predictor
represents a stronger baseline result. These findings
emphasize the importance of not relying entirely on
absolute performance metrics such as MAE but also
considering relative metrics such as MASE.
Best-performing models Aggregating model per-
formance by counting best-performing models
across all different setups, we conclude that ResNet
and Inception-based frameworks generally represent
the best-performing models. The shallow Lenet1D
models are competitive in the CalibFree category
and partly also in the AAMI category, but fail
to achieve competitive results in the Calib sce-
nario, which profits to a certain degree from model
capacity to memorize specific patients. For in-
stance, according to Table III, Lenet1D is posi-
tioned in the same range as state-of-the-art archi-
tectures such as ResNet and Inception in distinct

subsets (e.g., CalibFree Combined, CalibFree Vi-
tal, AAMI Combined, and AAMI MIMIC), e.g.,
on the subset of CalibFree Combined, Lenet1D
has a MAE of 13.88mmHg (8.52 mmHg), which
is very close to XResNet1d101 performance with
13.97mmHg (8.51 mmHg), and outperforms XRes-
Net1d50 with 14.12mmHg (8.56 mmHg). This
means that Lenet1D, although the simpler archi-
tecture, can provide robust results for the esti-
mation of BP in certain scenarios, as similarly
reported in [38] for ECG analysis. Furthermore, it
is worth noting that the S4 model does not show
the outstanding performance it demonstrated in the
ECG/EEG domain [34]–[36]. As a final general ob-
servation, throughout most subsets, XResNet1d101
consistently ranks among the top-performing mod-
els. Therefore, we select XResNet1d101 as the DL
model for the further sections of this paper.

B. Performance evaluation within PulseDB

In this section, we present the performance of
our selected model, XResNet1d101, trained and
tested on various subsets of PulseDB. The results
are shown in Table IV, where the train and test
sets are represented in the vertical and horizontal
columns, respectively. We organize the results by
data source (Combined/Vital/MIMIC) and scenario
(Calib/CalibFree/AAMI) in order to provide a com-
prehensive analysis of the results.
Dependence on training dataset For all consid-
ered datasets and training scenarios, models trained
and tested on the same data (MIMIC, Vital, and
Combined) exhibited the lowest errors due to fa-
miliarity with the data. However, we stress that
the ID performance is an overly optimistic measure
of the model’s generalization performance to other
datasets. Comparing the performance between Cal-
ibFree MIMIC and CalibFree Vital shows that the
MIMIC model generalizes better overall. While the
ID performance for CalibFree Vital is quite strong,
the (OOD) evaluation on MIMIC is poor.
Dependence on training scenario The results re-
veal that the lowest MAE for the Calib subsets is
when the training set contains patients from the
same dataset, i.e., when corresponding (or com-
bined) Calib training sets are used. This is the
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TABLE III: Performance of PPG DL models on PulseDB dataset in terms MAE (SBP / DBP) measured
in units of mmHg. For each of the experiments, the three best-performing models are marked in bold-face
and the overall best-performing model is underlined. The count column enumerates the number of times
where the model achieved a result among the top three across all considered scenarios, again differentiating
SBP/DBP scenarios.

Combined Vital MIMIC Count

Calib ↓ CalibFree ↓ AAMI ↓ Calib ↓ CalibFree ↓ AAMI ↓ Calib ↓ CalibFree ↓ AAMI ↓

Baseline (Median) 16.66 / 9.85 16.48 / 9.75 25.48 / 17.29 14.92 / 9.52 14.88 / 9.43 29.85 / 17.84 18.16 / 10.07 17.69 / 9.94 21.23 / 16.82 0/0
Lenet1D 12.47 / 7.85 13.88 / 8.52 18.57 / 13.37 11.61 / 7.70 12.37 / 7.89 19.59 / 11.87 14.37 / 8.22 15.41 / 8.92 17.56 / 14.51 4/4
XResNet1d50 9.96 / 6.34 14.12 / 8.56 20.49 / 15.11 9.49 / 6.33 12.40 / 7.84 17.71 / 11.43 10.14 / 6.18 15.36 / 9.09 19.02 / 15.94 6/6
XResNet1d101 9.42 / 5.97 13.97 / 8.51 19.38 / 14.04 9.08 / 6.08 12.70 / 8.05 19.31 / 12.33 9.52 / 6.64 15.47 / 9.26 18.35 / 15.56 8/7
Inception1D 10.37 / 6.98 13.71 / 8.26 18.21 / 13.83 9.65 / 6.52 14.97 / 8.98 19.79 / 12.30 10.52 / 6.52 12.25 / 7.81 17.33 / 15.00 7/8
S4 13.93 / 8.48 14.43 / 8.54 19.57 / 15.43 13.65 / 8.47 13.92 / 8.57 18.40 / 12.19 13.62 / 8.38 13.96 / 8.50 17.83 / 14.88 2/1

TABLE IV: Performance of ID and OOD generalization on all subsets of PulseDB dataset for an
XResNet1d101 model in terms of MAE (SBP / DBP) given in units of mmHg. Vertical and horizontal
subsets represent the train and test sets, respectively. For each of the experiments, the three best-performing
scenarios are marked in bold-face, and the overall best-performing scenario is also underlined.

Test Sets

Combined Vital MIMIC

Train Sets Subgroup Calib ↓ CalibFree ↓ AAMI ↓ Calib ↓ CalibFree ↓ AAMI ↓ Calib ↓ CalibFree ↓ AAMI ↓

Combined
Calib 9.42 / 5.97 15.54 / 9.28 19.2 / 14.22 9.27 / 6.08 13.98 / 8.65 18.57 / 12.46 9.58 / 5.86 17.2 / 9.95 19.82 / 15.97
CalibFree 13.87 / 8.53 13.97 / 8.51 20.09 / 14.73 12.34 / 8.23 12.58 / 8.10 21.73 / 14.41 15.5 / 8.85 15.44 / 8.94 18.47 / 15.04
AAMI 13.61 / 8.50 13.96 / 8.52 19.38 / 14.04 12.19 / 8.12 12.56 / 8.02 20.47 / 13.60 15.11 / 8.90 15.45 / 9.04 18.30 / 14.47

Vital
Calib 14.69 / 9.74 16.7 / 10.8 21.31 / 13.95 9.08 / 6.08 13.92 / 8.74 19.17 / 11.99 20.66 / 13.64 19.67 / 13.00 23.44 / 15.89
CalibFree 15.37 / 8.81 16.38 / 9.20 20.21 / 13.30 10.90 / 7.24 12.70 / 8.05 17.45 / 11.56 20.14 / 10.49 20.29 / 10.42 22.94 / 15.02
AAMI 15.12 / 9.13 14.83 / 8.89 20.21 / 13.43 11.84 / 7.90 12.18 / 7.87 19.31 / 12.33 18.61 / 10.37 17.65 / 9.98 21.11 / 14.53

MIMIC
Calib 12.91 / 8.63 16.6 / 10.34 22.94 / 16.27 16.08 / 10.5 16.24 / 10.27 26.04 / 17.04 9.52 / 6.64 16.99 / 10.42 19.87 / 15.51
CalibFree 14.69 / 9.02 15.16 / 9.28 21.36 / 15.86 14.24 / 9.12 14.87 / 9.3 24.04 / 16.68 15.16 / 8.92 15.47 / 9.26 18.71 / 15.04
AAMI 14.23 / 9.29 14.59 / 9.47 21.54 / 16.99 13.7 / 9.96 14.2 / 10.04 24.77 / 18.34 14.79 / 8.57 15.01 / 8.57 18.35 / 15.56

expected behavior, as in this case, the models can
profit from memorized patient-specific signal pat-
terns observed during training. Surprisingly, Calib
models show a reasonable generalization to unseen
patients from the CalibFree or AAMI test sets even
though they were not trained from this purpose.
Furthermore, Table IV shows an exceptional per-
formance on the Calib datasets of MIMIC but is
significantly heterogeneous; in other words, though
performing very strongly, it gave highly variable
results, indicative of its performance variability
across different scenarios. AAMI shows the largest
overall errors, both in the intra- and inter-data
source comparisons; (e.g., for the AAMI Combined,
MAE is 13.26mmHg (8.24mmHg)). This is again
the expected behavior since AAMI assesses the
generalization to unseen patients (as CalibFree) but
at the same time for a population covering a broad
selection of BP values, i.e., with an inherent mis-
match in label distribution compared to the training
set distribution.

C. OOD Performance evaluation on external
datasets

This section investigates the OOD performance
of models trained on different PulseDB subsets and
tested on various external datasets, i.e., Sensors,
UCI, PPGBP, and BCG. The results are compiled
in Table V.
Dependence on training dataset A first superficial
analysis of Table V reveals that with the exception
of two BCG results, only models trained on Vital or
Combined show good generalization, in the sense
of achieving results within the best three results.
This suggests that the Vital subset of PulseDB,
which is also part of Combined, seems to be an
important component for good generalization. This
results stands at tension with the result from the
previous section, which seemed to indicate that
MIMIC-based models show a better generalization
performance on Vital than Vital-based models when
tested MIMIC.
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Fig. 2: MASE scores of different models trained on different PulseDB subsets and training scenarios:
(top) SBP and (down) DBP.

Dependence on training scenario The CalibFree
subsets, particularly ”CalibFree Vital”, demonstrate
strong performances with some of the lowest MAE
values across metrics: 18.46 mmHg (8.6 mmHg) for
Sensors and 10.05 mmHg (6.92 mmHg) for BCG.
Moreover, the performance of CalibFree subsets is
more coherent when tested across different sources,
often outperforming Calib models, especially for
Vital datasets. This aligns with expectations as per
training objective Calib models were not incen-
tivized to generalize to unseen patients but rather to
overfit to patient-specific patterns from the training
set. The count column further highlights their ro-
bustness, with ”CalibFree Vital” achieving top-three
performances 3 times for SBP and 4 times for DBP.
Also, AAMI Vital shows strong performance on
external datasets, achieving three top-three results
for SBP and two for DBP. AAMI MIMIC shows a

poor performance, which should most likely rather
be attributed to the dataset and not to the training
scenario.
Better generalization due to dataset similar-
ity At this point, one might hypothesize that the
generalization capabilities of models trained on
different PulseDB subsets is primarily driven by
the similarity between the respective training and
evaluation datasets. We investigate this hypothesis
for the case of CalibFree Vital as training dataset
and test on external datasets that do not share any
data with CalibFree Vital, i.e., the four external
datasets as well as CalibFree MIMIC.. In Figure 3,
we present a scatterplot of the OOD MAE versus
dataset similarity quantified via the Earth Mover’s
Distance (EMD) [50] calculated based on the SBP
distribution.

Figure 3 indeed shows a correlation between
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TABLE V: OOD generalization on external datasets using XResNet1d101 (SBP / DBP). Vertical and
horizontal subsets represent the training and test sets, respectively. For each of the experiments, the three
best-performing results are marked in bold-face, and the overall best-performing result is underlined. A
Count column summarizes the number of top-three results for SBP and DBP.

Test Sets Count

Train Sets Subgroup Sensors ↓ UCI ↓ PPGBP ↓ BCG ↓ (SBP / DBP)

Combined
Calib 50.9 / 103.3 21.24 / 12.2 18.77 / 9.44 13.37 / 8.12 1 / 1
CalibFree 21.18 / 9.78 24.76 / 10.37 25.07 / 8.2 15.01 / 7.08 2 / 3
AAMI 28.7 / 11.41 32.51 / 11.79 27.39 / 9.72 16.93 / 7.43 0 / 0

Vital
Calib 19.57 / 14.55 22.41 / 13.34 19.72 / 9.85 18.16 / 12.6 2 / 2
CalibFree 18.46 / 8.6 25.07 / 10.83 18.69 / 8.66 10.05 / 6.92 3 / 4
AAMI 16.28 / 10.66 19.7 / 10.36 26.86 / 11.68 14.35 / 7.66 3 / 2

MIMIC
Calib 32.89 / 23.76 43.75 / 28.3 33.36 / 15.64 26.98 / 12.33 0 / 0
CalibFree 35.7 / 13.43 40.64 / 13.74 35.7 / 11.09 17.17 / 5.89 1 / 3
AAMI 40.97 / 15.65 44.96 / 16.28 35.79 / 10.59 21.05 / 6.54 0 / 1
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Fig. 3: Relationship between Dissimilarity Measure
(EMD) and OOD Performance for SBP. The scatter
plot shows the correlation between EMD and OOD
MAE for SBP. Lower EMD reflects greater similar-
ity to the baseline dataset (CalibFree Vital training
set).

dataset dissimilarity (quantified via EMD) and OOD
MAE. This suggests that a mismatch between the
blood pressure distributions might represent a dom-
inant factor contributing to the domain mismatch
between the respective datasets.

D. Sample-Weighting Approach for OOD General-
ization

Overview The findings of the previous subsection
suggest that the results presented in Table V might
be biased by dataset similarity, which might obfus-
cate the search for the training dataset and train-
ing scenario that leads to the best generalization.
Therefore, this section investigates this hypothesis
using the domain adaptation approach introduced in
Section III-D.
Overall impact of importance weighting The re-
sults of this analysis are compiled in Tables VI and
VII, highlighting evaluation results within PulseDB
and on external datasets. The tables in the main
text highlight the difference between the weighted
and unweighted MAE values, whereas the corre-
sponding Tables IX and X in the supplementary
material indicate absolute MAE scores achieved via
importance weighting. The results represent direct
analogues of Table IV and Table V, however, using
sample weights during training. In 86 of 153, i.e.,
in 56% of the cases, the importance weighting
leads to improved scores. The mean improvement
achieved through importance weighting across all
scenarios is given by 0.43 mmHg for SBP and
0.31 mmHg for DBP. Under AAMI vital test sets,
our importance weighting approach improved blood
pressure estimation accuracy by up to 4mmHg. Al-
though modest, these improvements are noteworthy
given the strict accuracy requirements of AAMI and



PREPRINT 11

TABLE VI: Difference in MAE (weighted - unweighted) for ID and OOD generalization on all categories
of PulsedDB dataset using XRes Net1d101 (SBP / DBP). Positive values (red) indicate a degradation
(increase in MAE), while negative values (green) indicate an improvement (decrease in MAE). The mean
improvement through importance weighting across all scenarios is given by 0.43 mmHg for SBP and
0.31 mmHg for DBP.

Test Sets

Combined Vital MIMIC

Train Sets Subgroup Calib CalibFree AAMI Calib CalibFree AAMI Calib CalibFree AAMI

Combined
Calib 0.00 0.00 +0.01 +0.32 +0.35 -0.36 -0.22 -0.12 -0.21 +0.06 -0.28 -0.88 -0.30 -0.01 +0.21 -0.15 +0.38 +0.84

CalibFree +0.55 +0.12 0.00 0.00 -1.44 -1.62 -0.39 -0.34 -0.28 -0.26 -3.91 -3.64 -0.18 +0.01 -0.09 -0.02 +0.34 +0.34

AAMI -0.19 +0.22 +0.23 +0.32 0.00 0.00 -3.08 -2.11 +0.28 +0.53 -1.62 -1.12 -0.05 +0.10 +0.26 +0.69 +0.08 +0.70

Vital
Calib +0.39 -0.77 +0.33 -0.77 -1.01 -0.60 0.00 0.00 -0.22 -0.13 -2.47 -1.39 -10.49 -7.20 -0.61 -0.91 -1.10 +0.27

CalibFree +1.30 +0.35 -1.30 -0.43 -0.08 -0.49 -0.39 +0.12 0.00 0.00 -0.92 -1.25 -0.29 -0.41 -2.12 -0.76 -2.91 -0.49

AAMI -0.13 -0.09 +0.26 -0.04 +0.27 +0.23 -0.28 -0.09 +0.40 +0.29 0.00 0.00 +0.12 -0.44 +0.42 -0.47 -0.86 -0.42

MIMIC
Calib -0.15 +0.27 +0.29 +0.58 -1.02 -0.84 +0.13 +1.03 -0.33 +0.74 0.00 +0.09 0.00 0.00 +0.22 -0.36 +0.24 +0.63

CalibFree +0.20 +0.17 -0.42 +0.61 -0.38 -1.67 +0.32 +1.18 -0.32 -0.04 -0.62 -4.41 +0.20 +0.02 0.00 0.00 -0.20 -0.38

AAMI -0.28 +0.48 +1.06 +0.97 -0.56 -0.57 +1.26 +1.29 +1.04 -0.31 +0.73 +0.13 -1.46 -0.65 +0.65 +0.74 0.00 0.00

represent an important step toward clinical viability.
As before, we proceed by analyzing the results from
Table VI in more detail.
Dependence on training dataset when compar-
ing across different datasets, Combined and Vital-
based models profit most from importance weight-
ing. Before importance weighting (Table IV) and
after applying it (Table IX), the best-performing
models change: importance weighting seems to
slightly shift from Vital-based models to Combined-
based models. However, it is worth noting that
Combined-based models when evaluated on Vi-
tal or MIMIC are always evaluated ID, as the
two are proper subsets of Combined. Additionally,
while importance weighting partially alleviates the
aforementioned performance deficiencies of Vital-
based models evaluated on MIMIC, it cannot fully
completely overcome them.
Dependence on training and testing scenarios In
terms of training scenarios, there is no clear trend
in the sense of models that profit particularly from
importance weighting. However, it is noteworthy,
that evaluation on AAMI (with the sole exception
of AAMI Combined) profits most consistently from
importance weighted training. This aligns with ex-
pectations since AAMI is typically furthest from the
Calib/Calibfree distributions.
OOD generalization for models trained with im-
portance weighting The impact of the importance
weighting approach on OOD generalization on the
external datasets is shown in Table VII and X. In
42 of the 2 × 9 × 4 = 72 cases, i.e., in 58%

of the cases, the approach improved the scores.
However, this statistic obfuscates the true picture as
it does not take into account the magnitude of the
improvement/degregation. The mean improvement
through importance weighting across all scenarios
is given by 3.39 mmHg for SBP and 3.43 mmHg for
DBP and therefore, substantially larger than the im-
provements within PulseDB, see Table VI. The table
shows that the importance of weighting significantly
improves the performance of all MIMIC datasets.
As before, we proceed with a more detailed analysis
of Table X.
Dependence on training dataset These results
underscore that choosing the right training data
can significantly enhance generalization on specific
test sets. For example, training on the Vital dataset
achieved 14 best-performing scenarios (highlighted
in bold) out of 24 cases, whereas training on the
MIMIC and Combined datasets resulted in only
6 and 3 best-performing models, respectively. In-
terestingly, the largest and most diverse training
dataset, namely Combined, does not lead to the best
generalization.
Dependence on training scenario AAMI sub-
sets, especially “AAMI Vital”, report lower MAE
compared to other subsets, such as 17.03mmHg
(7.56 mmHg) (Sensors), 19.76mmHg (8.97 mmHg)
(UCI), and 17.18mmHg (8.16 mmHg) (PPGBP),
and it acquired one of the best performances on
BCG at 10.01mmHg (7.51 mmHg). This might
relate to the broad blood pressure distibution of
AAMI, which serves as a basis for importance
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TABLE VII: Difference in MAE (Weighted - unweighted) for OOD generalization on external datasets
(SBP / DBP). Positive values (red) indicate a degradation (increase in MAE), while negative values (green)
indicate an improvement (decrease in MAE). The mean improvement through importance weighting across
all scenarios is given by 3.39 mmHg for SBP and 3.43 mmHg for DBP.

Test Sets

Train Sets Subgroup Sensors UCI PPGBP BCG

Combined
Calib -29.28 -89.09 -0.41 +0.66 +1.50 -1.10 -0.57 +1.02

CalibFree +9.68 +1.72 -3.89 +3.28 +7.92 +3.39 -2.37 +0.27

AAMI +11.21 +0.93 +13.32 +1.01 +11.86 +1.68 -0.29 -1.05

Vital
Calib -1.49 -2.21 -0.74 -3.04 +1.77 +1.31 -6.69 -4.11

CalibFree +1.61 -0.18 -1.04 +0.25 +3.06 +1.92 +0.67 -0.35

AAMI +0.75 -3.10 +0.06 -1.39 -9.68 -3.52 -4.34 -0.15

MIMIC
Calib -13.10 -14.52 -23.36 -16.86 -10.63 -4.86 -11.92 -4.59

CalibFree -12.66 -2.82 -13.61 +3.30 +10.05 +6.36 -7.42 -0.04

AAMI -11.51 -0.02 -22.94 -6.48 +1.71 +7.44 -9.22 +1.43

weighting approaches.
Comparison to literature results A side-by-side
comparison between our OOD generalization per-
formance and ID (ML) evaluation results provided
by [3] would provide important insight into the
strengths and weaknesses of our approach. Table
VIII presented the ID results based on ResNet
and SpectroResNet [51] models, which are similar
architectures to our XResNet1d101 for feature ex-
tractions. It is worth noting that the SpectroResNet
model integrates a ResNet-GRU architecture that
will capture both temporal and spectro-temporal
information effectively. It is important to stress
that these results report in-distribution performance
evaluation and are compared to models trained on
PulseDB subsets. To this end, we compiled results
for “AAMI vital” and “CalibFree MIMIC” were
selected since within the tables IV,V, IX and X,
as the best-performing models from the previous
analysis. Most notably, models show a solid OOD
evaluation performance reaching the performance
level of models trained on these dataset, i.e. ID
performance. This is the case for AAMI Vital, both
with and without importance weighting, on Sensors
and for AAMI Vital and CalibFree MIMIC with
importance weighting on BCG.

V. DISCUSSION

ID performance does not reflect OOD general-
ization A common trend across all tables is that

models achieve a consistently lower MAE score
when evaluated on the respective matching test
set, i.e. when evaluated ID. However, this is typ-
ically largely exceeded when evaluating on OOD
datasets or even in other training scenarios based
on the same training dataset. This message nicely
aligns with the findings of [21], who investigated
generalization issues between PPGBP and MIMIC
leveraging feature-based models. The magnitude
of the performance degradation depends heavily
on the training dataset and scenario, but in par-
ticular MIMIC-based models show a poor OOD
generalization performance. On the hand, there are
also combinations of training dataset and scenarios
such Calibfree Vital or AAMI Vital that show a
particularly good generalization performance. Most
importatnly, these observations reinforce that ID
scores should not be considered as representative
for the generalization capabilities of the model to
unseen data.

Effect of domain adaptation For a fixed training
dataset, the OOD performance showed a correlation
with the similarity between training and test datasets
assessed via their BP distributions. This lead to the
exploration of domain adaption through importance
weighting with importance weights inferred from
the difference between the two respective BP distri-
butions. The importance weighting approach leads
to improved OOD performance.

In general, importance weighting seems to rep-
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TABLE VIII: Unweighted OOD evaluation vs. importance-weighted OOD evaluation, both trained using
XResNetd101 model, in comparison to in-distribution results achieved on the external dataset. For each of
the experiments, the three best-performing models are marked in bold-face and the overall best-performing
model is underlined.

Test Sets

Experiment Type Approach Sensors ↓ UCI ↓ PPGBP ↓ BCG ↓

ID ( [3]) ResNet 17.46 / 8.33 16.59 / 8.30 13.62 / 8.61 12.20 / 7.76
SpectroResNet 17.29 / 9.73 21.92 / 10.21 11.01 / 8.46 9.89 / 6.29

OOD evaluation (Ours) Trained on AAMI Vital 16.28 / 10.66 19.70 / 10.36 26.86 / 11.68 14.35 / 7.66
Trained on CalibFree MIMIC 35.7 / 13.43 40.64 / 13.74 35.7 / 11.09 17.17 / 5.89

Importance weighting (Ours) Trained on AAMI Vital 17.03 / 7.56 19.76 / 8.97 17.18 / 8.16 10.01 / 7.51
Trained on CalibFree MIMIC 23.04 / 10.61 27.03 / 17.04 45.75 / 17.45 9.75 / 5.85

resent an appropriate method to enhance the gener-
alization on unseen external datasets, especially on
subsets that represent more variability, such as the
CalibFree and AAMI datasets. At this point, it is
worth stressing that the presented approach using
reweighting based on the BP distribution obviously
only captures differences in the BP distributions,
whereas the datasets will typically differ according
to many other criteria such as patient characteristics,
sensor equipment, and/or signal quality. It is an
interesting question for future research if reweight-
ing using a predefined, fixed label distribution such
as a flat or a label distribution inferred from a
population cohort would improve the robustness
of the model we encountering an unknown target
distribution (without prior knowledge of its label
distribution).

Future research directions While the presented
models showed competitive performance even in
comparison to in-distribution performance measures
reported in the literature, BP estimation from PPG
data remains a challenging task. This can be seen by
putting the achieved MAE scores into the perspec-
tive of the IEEE standard for cuffless BP estimation
[52], where MAEs above 7mmHg are considered
as grade D and hence unsuitable for clinical use. In
this sense, all presented methods have still a long
way to go. However, it is also important to stress
that we only report MAE scores averaged across
entire datasets. The absolute error distribution itself
is typically a bimodal distribution with a substantial
fraction of samples in the acceptable grades A-B

according to the aforementioned IEEE standards
and a second group of samples in grade D. Un-
covering patterns for the assignment of an unseen
sample to one of these groups, for example, based
on clinical metadata, would be a large step forward.
Next to that, one might rely on the inclusion of
additional clinical metadata, more strict data quality
control, or pretraining paradigms as proposed in
the context of self-supervised learning to eventually
shift the entire MAE distribution in a clinically
acceptable range. It is worth mentioning that the
leveraging of pretrained (foundation) models [53],
[54] might represent a promising path to alleviate
these issues. The study of the OOD generalization
of such models is deferred to future work.

VI. SUMMARY

In this study, we conducted a benchmark study on
BP prediction from PPG signals using different DL
models. In addition, the ID and OOD generalization
capability of the DL model for BP prediction is
examined across various subsets and data sources.
In line with expectations, it can be concluded that
the models performed best when trained and tested
on the same subset. However, the performance level
reached during ID evaluation typically turned out to
be an overly optimistic measure of the generaliza-
tion capabilities when applied to unseen data from
unseen sources. In this work, we identified training
datasets and scenarios that lead to good OOD gener-
alization. Within PulseDB, it is the Vital subset (in
CalibFree and AAMI scenarios) that leads to good
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generalization performance, whereas MIMIC-based
models show poor OOD generalization. This puts
into question the use of MIMIC as the predominant
training dataset for generalizable BP estimation. We
identified mismatches in the BP distributions as
one important aspect contributing to dataset drifts
and explored importance weighting as a domain
adaptation technique to mitigate its effect. These
techniques establish, in particular, AAMI Vital-
based models with good generalization capabilities.

However, as the most important take-away mes-
sage, we hope to sensibilize the community to the
importance of performance evaluation on external
datasets and the need for continued work on domain
adaptation techniques. This work is exclusively
based on publicly available datasets and we release
the source code for preprocessing and model train-
ing under https://https://github.com/AI4HealthUOL/
ppg-ood-generalization.
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APPENDIX A
SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURES AND TABLES

Tables IX and X show absolute performance met-
rics (as opposed to relative changes in the main text)
within PulseDB and on external datasets. In Figures
4 and 5, we visualize the SBP/DBP distributions
across the datasets considered in this work.
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TABLE IX: Weighted ID and OOD generalization on all categories of PulsedDB dataset using XRes-
Net1d101 (SBP / DBP). Vertical and horizontal categories represent the training and test sets, respectively.
For each of the experiments, the three best-performing scenarios are marked in bold-face and the overall
best-performing scenario is also underlined.

Test Sets

Combined Vital MIMIC

Train Sets Subgroup Calib ↓ CalibFree ↓ AAMI ↓ Calib ↓ CalibFree ↓ AAMI ↓ Calib ↓ CalibFree ↓ AAMI ↓

Combined
Calib 9.42 / 5.97 15.55 / 9.50 19.65 / 13.86 9.05 / 5.96 13.77 / 8.71 18.91 / 11.52 9.28 / 5.85 17.41 / 9.80 20.20 / 16.81
CalibFree 14.42 / 8.65 13.97 / 8.51 18.65 / 13.11 12.06 / 7.97 13.14 / 8.08 17.82 / 10.77 15.32 / 8.86 15.35 / 8.92 18.81 / 15.78
AAMI 13.42 / 8.72 14.19 / 8.84 19.38 / 14.04 9.11 / 6.01 12.84 / 8.55 18.85 / 12.48 15.06 / 9.00 15.71 / 9.73 18.38 / 15.17

Vital
Calib 15.08 / 8.97 17.03 / 10.03 20.32 / 13.35 9.08 / 6.08 13.70 / 8.61 16.70 / 10.60 10.17 / 6.44 19.06 / 12.09 22.34 / 16.16
CalibFree 16.67 / 9.16 15.08 / 8.77 20.13 / 13.42 10.51 / 7.15 12.70 / 8.05 16.53 / 10.31 19.85 / 10.08 18.17 / 9.66 20.03 / 14.53
AAMI 14.99 / 9.04 15.09 / 8.85 19.94 / 13.67 11.83 / 7.81 12.58 / 8.16 19.31 / 12.33 18.73 / 9.93 18.07 / 9.51 20.25 / 14.11

MIMIC
Calib 12.76 / 8.90 16.89 / 10.92 21.96 / 15.43 16.21 / 11.53 15.91 / 11.01 26.04 / 17.13 9.52 / 6.64 17.21 / 10.06 20.11 / 16.14
CalibFree 14.89 / 9.19 14.74 / 9.89 20.98 / 14.19 14.56 / 10.3 14.55 / 9.26 23.42 / 12.27 15.36 / 8.94 15.47 / 9.26 18.51 / 14.66
AAMI 13.95 / 9.72 15.65 / 10.44 20.98 / 16.42 14.96 / 11.25 15.24 / 9.73 25.50 / 18.47 13.33 / 7.92 15.66 / 9.61 18.35 / 15.56

TABLE X: OOD generalization on external datasets for models trained using importance weighting
with XResNet1d101 (SBP / DBP). Vertical and horizontal categories represent the training and test sets,
respectively. For each of the experiments, the three best-performing scenarios are marked in bold-face,
and the overall best-performing scenario is also underlined. A Count column summarizes the number of
top-three results for SBP and DBP.

Test Sets Count

Train Sets Subgroup Sensors ↓ UCI ↓ PPGBP ↓ BCG ↓ (SBP / DBP)

Combined
Calib 21.62 / 14.21 20.83 / 12.86 20.27 / 8.34 12.80 / 9.14 1 / 1
CalibFree 30.86 / 11.50 20.87 / 13.65 32.99 / 11.59 12.64 / 7.35 0 / 0
AAMI 39.92 / 12.30 45.83 / 12.80 39.25 / 11.40 10.64 / 6.38 1 / 1

Vital
Calib 18.08 / 12.34 21.67 / 10.3 21.49 / 11.16 11.47 / 8.49 2 / 1
CalibFree 20.07 / 8.42 24.03 / 11.08 21.75 / 10.58 10.72 / 6.57 1 / 3
AAMI 17.03 / 7.56 19.76 / 8.97 17.18 / 8.16 10.01 / 7.51 4 / 3

MIMIC
Calib 19.79 / 9.24 20.39 / 11.44 22.73 / 10.78 15.06 / 7.74 2 / 1
CalibFree 23.04 / 10.61 27.03 / 17.04 45.75 / 17.45 9.75 / 5.85 1 / 1
AAMI 29.46 / 15.63 22.02 / 9.80 37.5 / 18.03 11.83 / 7.97 0 / 1
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Fig. 4: SBP distribution plots for all datasets
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Fig. 5: DBP distribution plots for all datasets
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