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Abstract

In recent years, wearable devices have revolutionized cardiac monitoring by enabling
continuous, non-invasive ECG recording in real-world settings. Despite these advances,
the accuracy of ECG parameter calculations (PR interval, QRS interval, QT interval,
etc.) from wearables remains to be rigorously validated against conventional ECG
machines and expert clinician assessments. In this large-scale, multicenter study, we
evaluated FeatureDB, a novel algorithm for automated computation of ECG parameters
from wearable single-lead signals Three diverse datasets were employed: the
AHMU-FH dataset (n=88,874), the CSE dataset (n=106), and the HeartVoice-ECG-lite
dataset (n=369) with annotations provided by two experienced cardiologists. FeatureDB
demonstrates a statistically significant correlation with key parameters (PR interval,
QRS duration, QT interval, and QTc) calculated by standard ECG machines and
annotated by clinical doctors. Bland-Altman analysis confirms a high level of
agreement. Moreover, FeatureDB exhibited robust diagnostic performance in detecting
Long QT syndrome (LQT) and atrioventricular block interval abnormalities (AVBI),
with excellent area under the ROC curve (LQT: 0.836, AVBI: 0.861), accuracy (LQT:
0.856, AVBI: 0.845), sensitivity (LQT: 0.815, AVBI: 0.877), and specificity (LQT:
0.856, AVBI: 0.845). This further wvalidates its clinical reliability. These results
validate the clinical applicability of FeatureDB for wearable ECG analysis and
highlight its potential to bridge the gap between traditional diagnostic methods and
emerging wearable technologies. Ultimately, this study supports integrating wearable
ECG devices into large-scale cardiovascular disease management and early intervention
strategies, and it highlights the potential of wearable ECG technologies to deliver
accurate, clinically relevant cardiac monitoring while advancing broader applications in

cardiovascular care.

Introduction

Cardiovascular diseases (CVDs) continue to pose a significant global health challenge,
accounting for over 17.9 million deaths annually and representing nearly one-third of
all global deathst'l. Despite advances in diagnostic and therapeutic strategies, the
increasing prevalence of CVDs in aging populations and low- and middle-income
regions underscores the urgent need for early detection and intervention strategies!?!.

As such, early identification and monitoring of cardiac abnormalities are critical to



mitigating the societal and economic impact of these diseases. In recent years,
wearable devices have emerged as transformative tools in healthcare, particularly in
the field of cardiac monitorin!*®., These devices provide non-invasive, continuous
measurement of electrocardiogram (ECG) signals, bridging the gap between traditional
intermittent medical assessments and real-world patient management!®). Their portability
and ability to transmit data in real-time have expanded their use in detecting transient
cardiac abnormalities and improving patient engagement in disease management!'”. The
potential for wearable devices to democratize access to cardiac care makes them
indispensable in modern preventive and personalized medicine. Accurate computation
of ECG parameters—such as heart rate, PR interval, QRS duration, and QT interval—is
essential for diagnosing and predicting arrhythmias, myocardial ischemia, and other
cardiovascular conditions. These parameters are critical not only for risk stratification
but also for guiding therapeutic decisions in clinical practice!'!!. Furthermore, their
precise measurement plays a key role in large-scale population health initiatives and
personalized medicine approaches, where actionable data from wearables can inform
early interventionst'?!, Developing robust computational methods that align with the
accuracy of conventional ECG machines and expert evaluations remains a crucial step

in realizing the full potential of wearable technologies.

Recent advancements in wearable ECG devices have spurred the development of
various methods for calculating ECG parameters, such as heart rate, PR interval, QT
interval, and T-wave amplitude, which are crucial for continuous cardiac monitoring
outside of clinical settings. These devices leverage a range of signal processing and
machine learning techniques to improve accuracy, with studies demonstrating their
ability to extract reliable ECG features even under conditions of motion artifacts and
low signal quality!'*'!. Ho et al.['3 wvalidated the accuracy of Apple Watch and
Garmin Forerunner in prescribing exercise intensity via heart rate, finding high
consistency with ECG measurements in healthy adults. Hwang et al.l'¥ assessed the
accuracy of Apple Watch, Samsung Galaxy, and Fitbit in measuring heart rates during
supraventricular tachycardia (SVT) and found them generally accurate, though
performance varied among devices. Lu et al.l'’l demonstrates a high correlation (r=0.84,
p<0.01) and strong consistency between wearable ECG devices and traditional ECG
machines in measuring heart rate, with a mean difference of -0.97 bpm and 95%
confidence interval (CI) within an acceptable range, indicating reliable usage in
arrhythmia detection and heart rate monitoring. However, while these studies have
made significant progress in enhancing wearable ECG devices' capability for

arrhythmia detection and real-time monitoring!'®'”, there is a gap in comprehensive



evaluations of the accuracy and precision of these devices in calculating various ECG
parameters. Additionally, existing literature often focuses on small-scale or controlled
studies, with limited real-world validation. This highlights the need for further research

into the robustness of wearable devices in diverse and heterogeneous populations.

This study aims to conduct a comprehensive, large-scale, multicenter validation of
ECG parameter calculation methods (Feature Database, FeatureDB) tailored for
wearable monitoring devices in real-world!'®'"! (Figure 1). The primary aim is to
assess the concordance and correlation between ECG parameters obtained from
wearable devices and those measured by standard ECG machines, leveraging a robust
and diverse dataset. Additionally, the research systematically compares the performance
of wearable device-based parameter calculations against clinical expert assessments
across multiple datasets, including a publicly available benchmark dataset and
proprietary data from wearable devices. By conducting these analyses, the study aims
to rigorously establish the clinical wvalidity, reliability, and potential applications of

wearable ECG technologies in advancing cardiovascular health management.
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Figure 1. The framework presents the validation process of ECG parameter calculations. ECG signals
from wearable devices and standard ECG machines are input into FeatureDB for processing. Key
parameters such as PR interval, QRS duration, and QT interval are extracted. These parameters are then
separately compared with measurements from ECG machines and expert annotations to ensure accuracy
and reliability. This dual comparison helps evaluate the performance of wearable device-based ECG

analysis under real-world conditions, highlighting its potential clinical applications and limitations.

Methods

Study design
This study employed a large-scale, multi-center, real-world design to validate ECG

parameter calculation methods of wearable devices by comparing them to standard



ECG machines and clinician assessments. Three distinct datasets were utilized in this
study (Table 1, Figure 2). The first dataset ( AHMU-FH ) was collected from the First
Affiliated Hospital of Anhui Medical University, encompassing 88,874 participants and
representing various clinical conditions and scenarios. The second dataset was the
European Common Standards for Electrocardiography (CSE) dataset, comprising 107
participants, and widely recognized as a benchmark for wvalidating ECG-related
methodologies. The third dataset HeartVoice-ECG-lite consisted of wearable ECG data
collected through the WenXinWuYang!'®'1, which included 369 participants. These
datasets provide complementary perspectives: the hospital dataset reflects real-world
clinical practice, the CSE dataset offers a standardized reference, and the wearable
device dataset emphasizes the practical applications of emerging technologies. By
combining these diverse sources, the study enables a robust evaluation of wearable
ECG parameter calculation methods under both controlled and real-world conditions,
highlighting the potential for wearable devices to contribute to scalable and accessible

cardiac health monitoring.

Tablel. Patient characteristics.

HeartVoice-E HeartVoice-E

All AHMU-FH CSE
Variables CG-lite-A CG-lite-B
(n=89717) (n=88874) (n=105)

(n=369) (n=369)
PR interval 150.9 150.9 163.1 150.6 144.8
(ms) (19.6) (19.6) (30.1) (18.8) (18.9)
QRS duration 89.5 89.3 108.2 105.4 118.3
(ms) 9.8) 9.5) (20.7) (13.5) (17.3)
QT interval 364.0 363.8 398.6 383.0 397.9
(ms) (32.1) (32.0) (45.8) (34.1) (35.5)
404.1 403.9 426.1 443.1

QTc (ms) —
(25.5) (25.3) (25.7) (23.7)



93352 ECG records of 93352 patients from AHMU-FH ‘ | 108 ECG records of 108 patients from CSE 384 ECG records of 384 patients from HeartVoice-ECG-lite

4478 ECG records of 4478 patients were 3 ECG records of 3 patients were 15 ECG records of 15 patients were
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88874 ECG records of 88874 patients were selected ‘ 105 ECG records of 105 patients were selected 369 ECG records of 369 patients were selected
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89348 ECG records from 89348 patients were used in multi-center real-world external validation

Figure 2. Patient flow diagram of this study.

Wearable device and doctor annotation

The HeartVoice-ECG-lite dataset was derived from wearable device data collected
through the WenXinWuYang, focusing on real-world cardiac health monitoring
scenarios. This dataset underwent meticulous annotation by two experienced
cardiologists (Doctor A and Doctor B) using a specialized annotation system designed
for precise identification of ECG waveform positions (Table 1). The annotation
process prioritized the accurate delineation of key waveform features, such as P waves,
QRS complexes, and T waves, ensuring high reliability and clinical relevance of the
annotations. Each cardiologist independently reviewed the data, and any discrepancies
in annotations were resolved through consensus discussions to maintain consistency
and minimize subjective bias. This rigorous approach aimed to provide a gold
standard reference for evaluating the performance of ECG parameter calculation
methods derived from wearable devices. By incorporating expert-level annotations, the
HeartVoice-ECG-lite dataset offers a wvaluable resource for benchmarking algorithm
accuracy in diverse and practical settings, highlighting its importance in advancing the

field of wearable ECG technology for scalable and reliable cardiac health monitoring.

Electrocardiogram data preprocessing

The preprocessing of the ECG signals was a critical step to ensure the accuracy and
reliability of subsequent parameter calculations. Initially, a median filter was applied to
the raw ECG data to eliminate baseline drift and other low-frequency artifacts
effectively. This step is crucial in preserving the integrity of the ECG waveform by
removing noise that could obscure the true signal morphology. Following this, a
bandpass filter was employed to refine the signal by removing non-ECG frequency
interferences, such as muscle noise and electromagnetic interference, thereby isolating

the frequency components pertinent to cardiac activity. In addition, a comprehensive



signal quality assessment was performed on the preprocessed data. This evaluation
utilized a scoring system designed to quantify the overall quality of the ECG signal,
considering factors such as signal-to-noise ratio and the presence of motion artifacts.
For this study, any ECG recordings that received a signal quality score below 0.5
were excluded from further analysis. This rigorous preprocessing pipeline ensured that
only high-quality ECG data were utilized for parameter calculation and subsequent
comparison with standard ECG machines and clinician assessments, ultimately

enhancing the robustness and clinical relevance of the study findings.

Feature Database

The FeatureDB' is a dedicated method developed for the computation of ECG
parameters from single-lead ECG signals acquired by wearable devices [18,19]. This
method employs a multi-stage approach to accurately extract and calculate clinically
relevant ECG parameters. Initially, FeatureDB detects the peak positions of the
primary waveform components, namely the P wave, QRS complex, and T wave, by
employing robust peak detection algorithms. This initial detection is critical for
establishing a reliable foundation for subsequent analyses. Following the identification
of the waveform peaks, the method applies multiple wavelet transforms to accurately
determine the start and end positions of the P wave, QRS complex, and T wave.
Wavelet transforms are particularly advantageous in this context due to their ability to
analyze signals at various frequency scales, thus providing enhanced sensitivity to
subtle changes in the ECG signal morphology. The refined delineation of waveform
boundaries obtained through the wavelet-based approach allows for precise localization
of key features, which is essential for the accurate computation of ECG parameters
such as the PR interval, QRS duration, QT interval, and QTc. Subsequently,
FeatureDB applies established calculation rules to the delineated waveform features to
derive the desired ECG parameters. These calculation rules are based on clinically
validated definitions and ensure that the computed parameters are consistent with
standard diagnostic criteria. The integration of robust peak detection with multi-scale
wavelet analysis enables FeatureDB to effectively handle the inherent noise and
variability present in wearable ECG recordings. Furthermore, the method is designed
to be computationally efficient, making it well-suited for real-time or near-real-time

applications in wearable technology.

' @ https://github.com/PKUDigitalHealth/FeatureDB



Statistical analysis

Continuous variables conforming to normal distribution are presented as mean =+
standard deviation, Continuous variables conforming to abnormal distribution are
presented as medians with interquartile ranges (IQR). Pearson correlation was used for
continuous variables conforming to normal distribution. Spearman correlation was used
for continuous variables conforming to abnormal distribution. Bland-Altman plots were
used to assess the level of consistency between two methods or devices, with mean
and 1.96 standard deviation (SD). The diagnostic performance of FeatureDB were
assessed by using the area under the ROC curve (ROAUC), accuracy, sensitivity, and
specificity. All data were analyzed by Graphpad Prism 9.0.0.
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Results

Diagnostic performance in detecting Long QT and first degree a-v block
between FeatureDB and ECG machines

The relationship between ECG parameters and cardiac diseases is well established.
Critical intervals such as the QT and PR segments are essential biomarkers for
diagnosing conditions like Long QT syndrome (LQT) and atrioventricular block
interval abnormalities (AVBI). These parameters, derived from both standard ECG
machines and wearable devices via FeatureDB, offer quantifiable metrics that correlate
strongly with pathological states. By comparing these values across different modalities,

we can assess the reliability and clinical relevance of wearable device measurements.

The ROAUC was 0.836, indicating good diagnostic characteristics for FeatureDB
in detecting LQT. Meanwhile, FeatureDB also showed high accuracy in the detection
of LQT, with a value was 0.856. The Sensitivity and Specificity were 0.815 and
0.856, respectively (Figure 3A). The QT interval distributions for LQT and non-LQT
patients measured by FeatureDB and standard ECG machines exhibit high consistency.



Both methods yield similar QT interval distributions, indicating that the wearable
device-based approach aligns well with traditional ECG measurements in distinguishing
LQT from non-LQT patients. (Figure 3B and C). In the evaluation of AVBI, we
observed distinct distribution patterns in the PR interval. Standard ECG machines
effectively separated non-AVBI patients from those with AVBI using a 200 ms
threshold. However, FeatureDB’ s PR interval calculations did not conform to this
cutoff. Instead, our distribution analysis indicated that a threshold of 150 ms is more
appropriate for FeatureDB-derived measurements (Figure 3D). Employing this 150 ms
threshold for AVBI determination, the method achieved a ROAUC of 0.861, an
accuracy of 0.845, a sensitivity of 0.877, and a specificity of 0.845, indicating robust

diagnostic performaEnce (Figure 3E).

Overall, the performance of FeatureDB in calculating key ECG parameters is
highly encouraging. Its close agreement with standard ECG measurements in both QT
and PR intervals validates its diagnostic precision. These findings support the adoption
of wearable device-based approaches as effective alternatives for real-time cardiac
monitoring, with significant potential to enhance patient management and clinical

decision-making in diverse healthcare settings.
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Figure 3. Performance evaluation of FeatureDB in detecting LQT and AVBI. (A) presents key evaluation
metrics of LQT, including ROAUC, accuracy, sensitivity, and specificity. (B) and (C) Distribution of QT
intervals in LQT patients, comparing FeatureDB with standard ECG machines. The overlapping histograms
suggest a similar distribution pattern. (D) Distribution of PR intervals in AVBI patients, comparing
FeatureDB with standard ECG machines. Two horizontal lines indicate suitable dividing lines for

FeatureDB (150 ms) and ECG machines (200 ms). (E) presents key evaluation metrics of AVBI,

including ROAUC, accuracy, sensitivity, and specificity.

Comparison of FeatureDB with ECG machines: electrocardiographic parameters
The correlation between FeatureDB and ECG machines (AHMU-FH) was statistically
significant of PR
interval, QRS duration, QT interval, and QTc interval were 0.634, 0.169, 0.729, and
0.623, respectively, indicating that the detection results of FeatureDB and ECG

in electrocardiographic parameters. The correlation coefficients

machines with electrocardiographic parameters had a significant positive correlation
(Table 2). There were correlation coefficients of electrocardiographic parameters for

different ECG rhythms between FeatureDB and ECG machines (Table S1).



Bland-Altman plots showed that measurements of PR interval, QRS duration, QT
interval, and QTc interval were distributed withinthe limits of agreement for 95.74%,
90.88%, 92.72%, and 92.73% data, respectively, indicating a high degree of agreement
between FeatureDB and ECG machines (Figure 4).

Table 2. Comparison of electrocardiographic parameters between FeatureDB and ECG machines from

AHMU-FH.
FeatureDB ECG machines
Paramenters r p
(n = 88874) (n = 88874)
PR interval 130.0 (117.0, 144.0) 150.0 (136.0, 164.0) 0.634 <0.001
QRS duration 103.0 (94.0, 114.0) 90.0 (84.0, 96.0) 0.169 <0.001
QT interval 372.0 (354.0, 394.0) 364.0 (344.0, 384.0) 0.729 <0.001
QTc interval 415.0 (395.0, 436.5) 404.0 (387.0, 421.0) 0.623 <0.001

Values were presented as Median (IQR).

r for Spearman correlation.
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Figure 4. Bland-Altman plot showing agreement between FeatureDB andECG machines in PR interval (A),



QRS duration (B), QT interval (C), and QTc interval (D). Mean was presented by red dashed line; +1.96

SD and -1.96 SD were presented by black dashed line. SD = standard deviations.

Comparison of FeatureDB with clinician assessments from the CSE dataset:
electrocardiographic parameters

The correlation between FeatureDB and clinician assessments from the CSE dataset
was statistically significant in electrocardiographic parameters. The correlation
coefficients of PR interval, QRS duration, and QT interval were 0.733, 0.553, and
0.626, respectively, indicating that the detection results of FeatureDB and -clinician

assessments withelectrocardiographic parametershad a significant positive correlation

(Table 3).

Bland-Altman plots showed that measurements of PR interval, QRS duration, and
QT interval were distributed within the limits of agreement for 98.10%, 94.29%, and
92.38% data, respectively,indicating a high degree of agreement between FeatureDB

and Clinician assessments (Figure 5).

Table 3. Comparison of electrocardiographic parameters between FeatureDB and clinician assessments

from CSE
FeatureDB Clinician assessments
Paramenters r p
(n = 105) (n = 105)
PR interval 142.0 (124.0, 171.0) 156.0 (142.0, 180.0) 0.733 <0.001
QRS duration 110.0  (92.0, 132.0) 102.0  (92.0, 122.0) 0.553 <0.001
QT interval 382.0  (354.0, 429.0) 398.0  (366.0, 430.0) 0.626 <0.001

Values were presented as Median (IQR).

r for Spearman correlation.
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Figure 5. Bland-Altman plot showing agreement between FeatureDB and Clinician assessmentsin PR
interval (A), QRS duration (B), and QT interval (C). Mean was presented by red dashed line; +1.96 SD

and -1.96 SD were presented by black dashed line. SD = standard deviations.

Comparison of FeatureDB with Doctor A's and Doctor B's assessments from
the HeartVoice-ECG-lite dataset: electrocardiographic parameters

The correlation between FeatureDB and Doctor A's or Doctor B's assessments from
the HeartVoice-ECG-lite dataset (HeartVoice-ECG-lite) was statistically significant in
electrocardiographic parameters. The correlation coefficients of PR interval, QRS
duration, QT interval, and QTc interval were 0.793, 0.305, 0.935, and 0.892,
respectively, indicating that the detection results of FeatureDB and Doctor A's
assessments with electrocardiographic parameters had a significant positive correlation
(Table 4). The correlation coefficients of PR interval, QRS duration, QT interval, and
QTc interval were 0.897, 0.807, 0.953, and 0.916, respectively, indicating that the
detection results of FeatureDB and Doctor B's assessments with electrocardiographic

parameters had a significant positive correlation (Table 4). Meanwhile, the correlation



coefficients of PR interval, QRS duration, QT interval, and QTc interval were 0.872,
0.501, 0.940, and 0.889, respectively, indicating that the detection results of Doctor
A's and Doctor B's assessments with electrocardiographic parameters had a significant

positive correlation (Table S2).

Bland-Altman plots showed that measurements of PR interval, QRS duration, QT
interval, and QTc interval were distributed within the limits of agreement for most
data, indicating a high degree of agreement between FeatureDB and Doctor A's or

Doctor B's assessments (Figure 6 and 7).

Table 4. Comparison of electrocardiographic parameters betweenFeatureDB and Doctor A's or Doctor B's

assessments from the HeartVoice-ECG-lite.

Doctor A's Doctor B's
FeatureDB
Paramenters assessments assessments r I jou Jod
(n = 369)
(n = 369) (n = 369)
147.0 148.0 142.0
PR interval 0.793  0.897 <0.001 <0.001
(136.0, 164.0) (138.0, 162.0) (133.0, 156.0
110.0 106.0 118.0
QRS duration 0.305 0.807 <0.001 <0.001
(102.0, 118.0) (97.0, 113.5) (107.0, 128.0)
382.0 378.0 392.0
QT interval 0.935  0.953 <0.001 <0.001

(362.5, 408.5)  (358.0, 403.0)  (372.0, 422.0)

QTc interval ~ 432.5 (26.1)  426.8 (25.7) 4432 (23.7) 0892 0916 <0.001  <0.001

Values were presented as Mean (SD) or Median (IQR).
r for Pearson correlation or Spearman correlation.
r* and p* were the comparison between FeatureDB and Doctor A's assessments; r* and p® were the

comparison between FeatureDB and Doctor B's assessments.



p-d
w

100

50—

Difference between FeatureDB
and Doctor D's assessments

Difference between FeatureDB
and Doctor D's assessments

_50_
T T -100 T T T
0 100 200 300 0 50 100 150 200
Mean PR Mean QRS
D s
L] _ L]
50— 50
B2 ) Be +1.96 SD
[ c Q o= S ORI T SR A~ ST o
s =N .
T B T @
Q » Q 0
L u Q Mean
=0 S hepetaadh I It e - - - - - = -
g8 g e
= e
Z0 B Qa
25 o5 -1.96 SD
8<g 8‘% ..;.;........’., ......... e
§ [=) E (=] - L] . [ ]
QT Qo T
£5 5
50— -50
I I | I [ I
300 400 500 600 350 400 450 500 550
Mean QT Mean QTc

Figure 6. Bland-Altman plot showing agreement between FeatureDB and Doctor A's assessments from the
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SD = standard deviations.
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Discussion

This study validates the accuracy of wearable devices in calculating ECG parameters
by comparing FeatureDB with ECG machines and clinician assessments. FeatureDB is
a method specifically proposed for calculating single-lead ECG parameters in wearable
devices. In this study, the FeatureDB algorithm was used to compute ECG parameters,
including PR, QRS, QT, and QTc intervals. In this study, FeatureDB was compared
with standard ECG machines and different clinician assessments, respectively
(AHMU-FH, CSE, HeartVoice-ECG-lite). The results indicate that the ECG parameters
calculated by FeatureDB demonstrate acceptable reliability. Although the correlation

coefficient for QRS was below 0.2 in some cases, particularly in comparisons between



FeatureDB and standard ECG machines, the correlation coefficients for PR, QT, and
QTc were all above 0.6, indicating acceptable reliability. Additionally, in the
consistency tests between FeatureDB and standard ECG machines and different
clinician assessments, more than 90% of the data fell within the 95% limits of
agreement. Reliable parameter calculation enhances the potential for arrhythmia
detection. In this study, FeatureDB achieved ROAUC values of 0.836 and 0.861 for
LQT and AVBI arrhythmias, respectively, demonstrating that it offers robust support
for the early clinical identification of these conditions. This suggests that the
evaluation results of FeatureDB and standard ECG machines or clinician assessments
are consistent, enhancing the potential of wearable devices for routine cardiovascular
monitoring in out-of-hospital settings. It also demonstrates the feasibility of using

wearable devices in non-critical care scenarios.

In clinical practice, there is limited validation of the reliability of wearable
devices, and existing studies predominantly compare wearable devices with the
assessment results of standard ECG machines, lacking comparisons withclinician
assessments?*?'!. In this study, while comparing with standard ECG machines, we for
the first time compared FeatureDB with the parameter assessments of multiple
clinicians, thereby validating the accuracy of FeatureDB in calculating ECG parameters
from different perspectives. Additionally, large sample studies were used in all three
comparative analyses, ensuring the reliability of the research!*>*). More importantly,
the consistency of ECG parameters calculated by FeatureDB with the results
demonstrated in previous studies. In the comparison between FeatureDB and ECG
machines, although the correlation coefficients for some PR intervals, QT intervals,
and QTc intervals were slightly lower than those of the Apple Watch (AW) and the
AliveCor Kardia Mobile (KM) device, FeatureDB showed a higher proportion of
agreement than AW and KM[P**! Since the data sample size used in the comparison
between FeatureDB and ECG machines is large and covers a relatively broad
population, whereas AW and KM cover a relatively narrow population, the
comparability is relatively poor. Future studies should be conducted under the same
conditions to enhance the comparability of these results. In the comparisons between
FeatureDB and clinician assessments from the CSE dataset as well as Doctor A's and
Doctor B's assessments from the HeartVoice-ECG-lite dataset, the correlation
coefficients for PR intervals, QT intervals, and QTc intervals were similar to those of
AW and KM. At the same time,in the consistency tests between FeatureDB and
standard ECG machines and different clinician assessments, most data fell within the

95% limits of agreement., which is higher than that of AW and KM. This study also



compared the assessment results of Doctor A and Doctor B, showing good correlation,
which indirectly indicates that FeatureDB has acceptable reliability in calculating ECG

parameters.

Abnormal cardiac rhythms are inevitably accompanied by abnormalities in ECG
waveforms!*®l. For example, LQT syndrome is characterized by prolonged QT intervals
and abnormal T waves!?”). Therefore, the accuracy of ECG waveform detection by
algorithms based on wearable devices is crucial for identifying cardiac rhythm
abnormalities. In this study, the accuracy, sensitivity, and specificity of detecting LQT
in the comparison between FeatureDB and ECG machines were acceptable (Figure 3A).
From the correlation comparison results between FeatureDB and ECG machines under
different disease conditions, the correlations of various parameters showed relatively
significant differences across different rhythms and disease states. The PR interval and
QT interval exhibited overall high correlations, the QTc interval showed moderate
correlation, while the QRS interval had lower correlation, particularly in cases of rapid
or pathological arrhythmias (Table S1). However, these calculation errors are not
entirely negative; in some cases, they can serve as clues for "abnormality" alerts. By
combining trends in ECG parameter changes over different time periods, these errors
may reveal potential fluctuations or sudden abnormalities in cardiac health status,
thereby providing references for early intervention (Table S1). For instance, significant
changes in the QT interval or abnormal prolongation of the PR interval during
long-term monitoring may indicate potential electrolyte imbalances or conduction

abnormalities.

The PR interval represents the time between the onset of atrial depolarization and
ventricular activation, serving as a crucial indicator in diagnosing atrioventricular
conduction abnormalities®®!. Prolongation of the PR interval is closely linked to AVBI,
which increases the risk of arrhythmias and other complications!*-*". Clinically, a
prolonged PR interval may signal an underlying conduction delay that can predispose
patients to significant cardiovascular events, including syncope or even sudden cardiac
death in severe cases. Traditionally, standard ECG machines have effectively
distinguished between non-AVBI and AVBI patients using a 200 ms PR interval
threshold, a benchmark grounded in extensive clinical experience (Figure 1D).
However, when evaluating the PR intervals calculated by FeatureDB, the values appear
less aligned with these traditional expectations, suggesting a potential discrepancy in
measurement accuracy. Despite this, an analysis of FeatureDB’ s own distribution
indicates that a 150 ms threshold may be more appropriate for categorizing AVBI

versus non-AVBI patients (Figure 1D). This adjustment emphasizes the need to tailor



new computational methodologies to align with clinically relevant markers, ensuring
that these innovative tools remain both sensitive and specific in risk stratification.
Despite the divergence in numerical thresholds between FeatureDB and standard ECG
machines, our large-scale sample analysis demonstrates that FeatureDB can still
reliably differentiate AVBI patients from non-AVBI patients. The observed shift in
threshold does not detract from its overall diagnostic performance; rather, it reflects
the intrinsic differences in algorithmic processing that can be optimized with extensive
datasets. This finding highlights the power of large-scale, real-world validation studies
in refining and calibrating Al-based diagnostic tools, ultimately supporting their

integration into clinical practice for effective and timely cardiovascular risk assessment.

Signal quality is crucial for obtaining accurate analysis results, and ECG signals
with poor quality are unreliable. Poor signal quality is often associated with noise
interference. For acquired ECG signals, filtering is necessary before signal analysis, or
low-quality signals that cannot be repaired should be discarded'?!. In this study, we
included ECG samples with signal quality scores above 0.5. In the comparison
between FeatureDB and ECG machines, we examined the correlation coefficients of
PR intervals, QRS durations, QT intervals, and QTc intervals across different signal
quality ranges. The results showed that higher ECG signal quality corresponded to
higher correlation coefficients for PR intervals, QRS durations, QT intervals, and QTc
intervals, indicating greater reliability of FeatureDB's calculations (Figure S1). In data
with poor signal quality (signal quality scores of 0.5 to 0.6), due to significant
waveform variations, the parameters calculated by the algorithm had lower correlations
with the reference values (Figure S1). This may be the main reason for the larger
deviations between the algorithm-calculated parameters and the reference values. In
data with high signal quality (signal quality scores of 0.9 to 1.0), the waveforms were
clear and stable, and the parameters calculated by the algorithm were highly correlated
with the reference values, verifying the reliability of the algorithm under high-quality
signal conditions (Figure S1). This demonstrates that signal quality significantly
impacts computational performance and annotation consistency, necessitating further
optimization of low-quality signal processing capabilities. Therefore, it is essential to
enhance signal quality control when using wearable devices for ECG analysis to

minimize the impact of signal quality on the results.

QRS duration is an important ECG parameter, and its detection involves R-peak,
Q-wave, and S-wave detection***¥, In this study, the correlation coefficients for QRS
duration in the comparative analysis between FeatureDB and standard ECG machines

as well as different clinician assessments were generally low. The presence of noise



significantly reduces signal quality, which may be one of the reasons affecting QRS
duration detection. Additionally, the wearable device itself, on which the FeatureDB
algorithm is based, may have influenced the QRS duration detection results. Future
efforts should focus on improving the performance of wearable devices. Lastly, the
sensitivity of the FeatureDB algorithm for QRS intervals is limited, and further
optimization of the algorithm should be considered. However, the Bland-Altman scatter
plots for QRS duration showed strong agreement between FeatureDB and both
standard ECG machines and different clinician assessments. Therefore, we consider the

reliability of the FeatureDB algorithm in detecting QRS duration to be acceptable.

Generally, this study enhances the practicality of the FeatureDB algorithm as a
complementary tool to traditional ECG examination methods, laying the groundwork
for integrating wearable ECG devices into broader clinical workflows. Additionally,
compared to traditional ECG methods, wearable devices offer lower cost-effectiveness,
and the introduction of FeatureDB provides wearable devices with the potential to
reduce healthcare costs through early intervention. Furthermore, the validation in this
study demonstrates that the combination of FeatureDB and wearable devices enhances
scalability in remote diagnosis and treatment processes, reducing reliance on intensive
clinician diagnostics. For example, during public health emergencies, users can obtain
medical support at home using wearable devices, enabling remote diagnosis by doctors
and facilitating early warning and timely intervention. Finally, this study, combined
with large-scale models, features a substantial sample size and is related to
Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) technology. By integrating RAG technology,
FeatureDB can support the generation of personalized diagnostic recommendations,
merging data-driven parameter calculations with expert knowledge to achieve more
intelligent ECG analysis and clinical decision support, thereby improving the model's

adaptability to diverse populations and scenarios.

This study has several limitations. First, the study population primarily originates
from China. Although large-scale, real-world data from multiple centers were included,
the regional constraints of the sample may affect the generalizability of the findings.
Significant differences in ECG parameter distributions, cardiac physiological
characteristics, and disease spectra may exist among populations of different ethnicities
and regions. Therefore, the extrapolation of these results to international populations
requires further validation. Second, this study was primarily validated on static ECG
(30-second recordings) and has not yet covered dynamic ECG (24-hour Holter
monitoring). Dynamic ECG encompasses more complex temporal dynamics, including

arrhythmias and heart rate variability, which are crucial components of clinical ECG



analysis. Thus, future research needs to extend into the domain of dynamic ECG to

verify the reliability and practicality of the algorithm in more complex scenarios.

Conclusion

The comprehensive results indicate that FeatureDB exhibits a high level of agreement
with both standard ECG machines and clinician assessments. In the future, wearable
devices can be integrated with electronic health records and digital health platforms to
enhance patient engagement through real-time health monitoring. This integration
enables real-time data analysis, serves as a stepping stone for other wearable health
innovations, and advances the paradigm shift toward personalized and decentralized

care.
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Supplementary material

Table S1. The correlation coefficients andpvalues of electrocardiographic parameters between FeatureDB

and ECG machines for different ECG rhythms

A
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
PR  interval 0.638#***
Normal ECG [ QRS 0.148%#**
duration
QT  interval 0.724%%**
QTc  interval 0.640%***
B
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
PR  interval 0.642%***
Sinus Rhythm | QRS 0.170%*+*
duration
QT  interval 0.737%***
QTc  interval 0.631%***
C
Disease Paramenters PR  interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
PR  interval 0.63 %%
Sinus QRS 0.243%***
Arrhythmia duration
QT  interval 0.783%***
QTc  interval 0.626%***
D
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT interval QTc  interval
duration
PR interval 0.607****
Sinus QRS 0.190%#**
Tachycardia duration




QT  interval 0.475%%**
QTc  interval 0.327%*%*
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT interval QTc  interval
duration
PR interval 0.626%***
Sinus QRS 0.13 %
Bradycardia duration
QT  interval 0.691 ****
QTc  interval 0.646%***
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Ventricular PR  interval 0.533%4x%
Premature QRS 0.206%***
Contractions duration
QT  interval 0.619%***
QTc  interval 0.404****
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Supraventricula | PR interval 0.594 %%
r Premature QRS 0.213%*%*
Contractions duration
QT  interval 0.683%***
QTc interval 0.430%***
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT interval QTc  interval
duration
Junctional PR interval 0.470%***
Premature QRS ns
Contractions duration
QT  interval 0.683%***

QTc  interval

0.492% 3%




Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Atrial PR  interval 0.591%***
Premature QRS 0.214%***
Contractions duration
QT  interval 0.683%***
QTc  interval 0.428***%*
Disease Paramenters PR  interval QRS QT interval QTc  interval
duration
PR interval ns
Ventricular QRS ns
Tachycardia duration
QT  interval ns
QTc  interval ns
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
PR interval 0.333H%%
Supraventricula | QRS 0.215%*
r Tachycardia | duration
QT  interval 0.691****
QTc  interval 0.222%%*
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
PR interval ns
Atrial Flutter [ QRS ns
duration
QT  interval 0.387%*
QTc  interval -0.379**
M
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration

PR  interval

ns




Atrial QRS 0.153%**
Fibrillation duration
QT  interval 0.560%***
QTc interval 0.162%***
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Wolff-Parkinso | PR interval 0.294**
n-White QRS 0.193*
Syndrome duration
QT  interval 0.448****
QTc  interval 0.302%*
0)
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT interval QTc  interval
duration
PR interval 0.564%*
Ventricular QRS ns
Escape Beats | duration
QT  interval ns
QTc  interval ns
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
PR  interval 0.210%*
Supraventricula | QRS 0.188%%*
r Escape Beats | duration
QT  interval 0.663****
QTc  interval 0.379%***
Q
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT interval QTc  interval
duration
PR  interval ns
Junctional QRS ns
Escape Beats | duration
QT  interval 0.498%****




QTc  interval

ns

Disease Paramenters PR  interval QRS QT interval QTc  interval
duration
PR interval 0.235%
Atrial Escape | QRS 0.194%*
Beats duration
QT  interval 0.722%%*%*
QTc  interval 0.644%***
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
First-Degree PR interval 0.2] 2%
Atrioventricula | QRS 0.280%***
r Block duration
QT  interval 0.634 %%
QTc  interval 0.612%***
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Second-Degree | PR interval ns
Atrioventricula | QRS ns
r Block duration
QT  interval ns
QTc  interval 0.620*
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Third-Degree | PR interval ns
Atrioventricula | QRS ns
r Block duration
QT  interval ns
QTc  interval ns
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT interval QTc  interval




duration

Intraventricular | PR interval 0.608%***
Conduction QRS 0.338#***
Delay duration
QT  interval 0.668****
QTc  interval 0.553 %
W
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Left Bundle PR  interval 0.610%*
Branch Block | QRS ns
duration
QT  interval 0.704*
QTc  interval ns
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Right Bundle | PR interval 0.601%***
Branch Block | QRS 0.469%***
duration
QT  interval 0.725%***
QTc  interval 0.628****
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT interval QTc  interval
duration
Left Anterior | PR interval 0.614%**
Fascicular QRS 0.255%%**
Block duration
QT  interval 0.618%***
QTc  interval 0.515%%**
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
PR interval 0.565%***
Left QRS 0.135%%**




Ventricular duration
Hypertrophy QT  interval 0.647%***
QTc  interval 0.623%***
AA
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Right PR interval 0.503%***
Ventricular QRS 0.239%*
Hypertrophy duration
QT  interval 0.597%***
QTc  interval 0.482%**%*
AB
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Left Atrial PR  interval 0.675%***
Enlargement QRS 0.245% %
duration
QT  interval 0.516%***
QTc  interval 0.457%***
AC
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Right Atrial PR interval 0.673****
Enlargement QRS 0.151*
duration
QT  interval 0.617%***
QTc  interval 0.407%***
AD
Disease Paramenters PR  interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
ST Segment PR  interval 0.615%***
Abnormality [ QRS 0.183%***
duration
QT  interval 0.634%***

QTc  interval

0.436%++




AE

Disease Paramenters QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
PR  interval
T Wave QRS 0.199%***
Abnormality duration
QT  interval 0.573 %%
QTc  interval 0.378****
AF
Disease Paramenters QRS QT interval QTc  interval
duration
PR  interval
Q Wave QRS 0.259%#**
Abnormality duration
QT  interval 0.543 %%
QTc  interval 0.397%***
AG
Disease Paramenters QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
PR  interval
Myocardial QRS 0.260**
Infarction duration
QT  interval 0.35]%***
QTc  interval ns
AH
Disease Paramenters QRS QT  interval QTc interval
duration
ST-T PR  interval
Abnormality [ QRS 0.180%***
with Q Wave | duration
Abnormality QT  interval 0.618%***
QTc  interval 0.420%***
Al
Disease Paramenters QRS QT interval QTc  interval

duration




PR  interval

Pacemaker QRS 0.370%*
Rhythm duration
QT  interval
QTc  interval 0.440**
AJ
Disease Paramenters QRS QTc  interval
duration
PR interval
Left Axis QRS 0.248%***
Deviation duration
QT  interval
QTc  interval 0.580%**%*
AK
Disease Paramenters QRS QTc  interval
duration
PR interval
Right Axis QRS 0.146%***
Deviation duration
QT  interval
QTc  interval 0.518***%*
AL
Disease Paramenters QRS QTc  interval
duration
Clockwise PR  interval
Rotation of QRS 0.246%***
the Heart duration
QT  interval
QTc  interval 0.563%***
AM
Disease Paramenters QRS QTc  interval
duration
Counterclockwi [ PR interval
se Rotation of | QRS ns
the Heart duration




QT  interval 0.890**
QTc  interval 0.769*
AN
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT interval QTc  interval
duration
Low Voltage | PR interval 0.513*
in Limb Leads | QRS ns
duration
QT  interval 0.749%**
QTc  interval ns
AP
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Early PR  interval 0.609%***
Repolarization | QRS ns
duration
QT  interval 0.703%***
QTc  interval 0.655%***
AQ
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
PR Interval PR  interval 0.175*
Abnormality QRS ns
duration
QT  interval 0.775%%*%*
QTc interval 0.678%***
AR
Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT interval QTc  interval
duration
QT Interval PR interval 0.647%***
Abnormality QRS 0.227%*4%
duration
QT  interval 0.606%***

QTc  interval

0.196%*+*

AS



Disease Paramenters PR interval QRS QT  interval QTc  interval
duration
Long QT PR  interval 0.637%***
Interval QRS 0.233%*%*
duration
QT  interval 0.598%***
QTc  interval 0.174%***

r for Pearson correlation or Spearman correlation.

ns = no significance, p > 0.05; *p< 0.05; *p< 0.01; **p < 0.001; ***p < 0.0001.

Table S2.Comparisonof electrocardiographic parameters between Doctor A's and Doctor B's assessments

from the HeartVoice-ECG-lite dataset

Paramenters Doctor D's | Doctor L's r p
assessments (n = 369) | assessments (n = 369)

PR  interval 148.0 (138.0, 162.0) | 142.0 (133.0, 156.0 | 0.872 <0.001

QRS duration 106.0 (97.0, 113.5) 118.0 (107.0, 128.0) | 0.501 <0.001

QT  interval 378.0 (358.0, 403.0) | 392.0 (372.0, 422.0) [ 0.940 <0.001

QTc interval 426.8 (25.7) 4432 (23.7) 0.889 <0.001

Values were presented as Mean (SD) or Median (IQR).

r for Pearson correlation or Spearman correlation.
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Figure S1. The correlation coefficients for different signal quality index between FeatureDB and ECG

machines in PR interval, QRS duration, QT interval, and QTc interval (A).



