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Abstract
One of the promising opportunities of digital health is its potential to lead to more holistic
understandings of diseases by interacting with the daily life of patients and through the collection of
large amounts of real world data. Validating and benchmarking indicators of disease severity in the
home setting is difficult, however, given the large number of confounders present in the real world
and the challenges in collecting ground truth data in the home. Here we leverage two datasets with
continuous wrist-worn accelerometer data coupled with frequent symptom reports in the home
setting, to develop digital biomarkers of symptom severity. Using these data, we performed a public
benchmarking challenge in which participants were asked to build measures of severity across 3
symptoms (on/off medication, dyskinesia, and tremor). 42 teams participated and performance was
improved over baseline models for each subchallenge.  Additional ensemble modeling across
submissions further improved performance, and the top models validated in a subset of patients
whose symptoms were observed and rated by trained clinicians.
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Introduction
For many diseases, brief clinic visits do not adequately capture the full lived experience of patients.
This is especially true for Parkinson's disease (PD), which is characterized by motor symptoms
such as tremors, slowness of movement as well as a broad set of non-motor symptoms in areas
such as ​​cognition, mood, and sleep. Of these, only a few are easily evaluated during clinicians
exams or captured by patient reports. Because Parkinson’s symptoms can be highly variable1,
short, infrequent physician assessments do not capture fluctuations experienced by patients. In fact,
motor fluctuations are a common side-effect of the drug treatments commonly used for PD.
Additionally, symptoms and assessments that are clinically monitored don’t always overlap with the
symptoms that interfere with the patient's life2. This disconnect is being recognized and, for
example, has been noted by the FDA who recently rejected Verily’s Virtual Motor Exam for PD as a
clinical trial tool because it had “limited capacity to evaluate meaningful aspects of concepts of
interest that are relevant to the patients’ ability to function in day-to-day life."3 The development of
in-home monitoring using digital health tools, ecological momentary assessments (EMAs) and
wearables can offer a way to develop measures of disease that expands the lived experience by
collection of real world data4,5.

Using real world data to better understand the variety and severity of disease requires both
exploratory studies as well as validation in a heterogeneous environment.  Prior work has
demonstrated that digital measures that validate in lab conditions don’t always validate in a home
environment6. Previously, we showed that smartphone sensor measurements from prescribed
activities in the home could be used to distinguish PD from non-PD patients7. In the same exercise,
we also showed that wearable sensors from short, prescribed activities in the clinic could be used to
assess symptom severity in PD. We employed a crowd-sourcing approach to achieve these goals
and benchmark the best methods8. Here we extend our previous work to understand if sensor data,
collected passively during patients’ daily lives, could be used to assess symptom severity and
medication fluctuations. To this end, we ran the Biomarker and Endpoint Assessment to Track
Parkinson’s Disease (BEAT-PD) DREAM Challenge which leveraged data coupling patient-reported
severity measures from EMAs, with accelerometer data from wrist-worn, consumer smartwatches.

The challenge leveraged two datasets: the Clinicians Input Study (CIS-PD)9,10 and REAL-PD which
is also known as the Parkinson@Home Validation Study11. In both studies data from smart watches
(Apple Watch in CIS-PD and Motorola Watch with an Android phone REAL-PD) were collected from
patients as they went through their daily lives. Patients also reported symptom severity at 30-minute
increments using digital Hauser diaries over the course of multiple days of these studies12. The
challenge leveraged 2,476 symptom reports from 16 subjects for CIS-PD and 782 symptom reports
from 12 subjects for REAL-PD.

Challenge participants were asked to build models from wearable data that were able to predict PD
severity labels collected through the Hauser diaries. Given the large amount of heterogeneity in
disease symptoms between PD patients13 and large amounts of data available per study subject,
we opted to design the challenge such that personalized models of disease could be used to
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perhaps better capture the previously observed variation in PD14 and enable a future of
patient-specific long term tracking15.

Results
The BEAT-PD DREAM Challenge
We developed three subchallenges using the three symptoms that were captured in both the
CIS-PD and REAL-PD Hauser diaries: on/off medication (Subchallenge 1 [SC1]), dyskinesia
(Subchallenge 2 [SC2]), and tremor (Subchallenge 3 [SC3]). Challenge participants were free to
participate in any or all subchallenges, and one model was scored per team per subchallenge.
Challenge participants were asked to predict medication status (SC1) or symptom severity (SC2 &
SC3) using non-overlapping 20-minute readings from the sensors associated with the time of the
symptom report, as well as baseline patient demographics and MDS-UPDRS scores assessed in
both the on and off states by a clinician. Training and test partitions were split within subjects to
enable subject-specific models. Test partition labels were withheld from challenge participants, and
they were asked to predict the phenotype severity in the test partition. Weighted mean-square error
(MSE) was used as the scoring metric in each subchallenge and was calculated by a weighted
average of the per subject MSE where the weight was the square-root of the subject-specific
number of observations in the test set. This weighting scheme was chosen in order to downweight
the contributions from subjects with substantially more observations because there was a large
range in the number of test observations across subjects (11-99). Models were compared to a
baseline Null model that generated predictions according to the subject-specific mean of the training
labels, which is the best prediction in the absence of any sensor data.

For SC1(on/off) predictions, we received submissions from 37 teams (Fig 1A and Supplementary
Fig 1A), of which submissions, 9 performed strictly better than the Null model and 6 performed
significantly better at a nominal p-value of 0.05. The best model achieved a weighted MSE of 0.878,
compared to 0.967 for the Null model. For SC2(dyskinesia) , we received 38 submissions, of which
8 performed strictly better than the Null model and 3 were statistically better (Fig 1B and
Supplementary Fig 1B). The best model achieved a weighted MSE of 0.405, compared to 0.437 for
the Null model. For SC3(tremor) , we received submissions from 37 teams, of which 9 strictly
outperformed the Null model and 6 were statistically better (Fig 1C and Supplementary Fig 1C). The
two top models were statistically indistinguishable with weighted MSEs of 0.4003 and 0.4006,
relative to 0.440 for the Null model. For this subchallenge, 9 models strictly outperformed the Null
model and 6 were significantly better.

Among the top 6 teams whose models performed statistically significantly better than the Null
models in at least one subchallenge, all but one team used signal processing for feature extraction
followed by machine learning to build their models. The remaining team, which was the co-winner in
SC3 (tremor) and runner-up in SC2 (dyskinesia), input the sensor data directly into a deep learning
model. Among the signal processing approaches, two teams fit individual models for each
subject:Team dbmi, who won SC1 (on/off) and co-won SC3(tremor), and Team HaProzdor, who was
runner-up in SC1(on/off). The remaining teams fit global models with subject-specific information to
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model both within and across subject effects. Along with the lack of consistency among top models,
we surveyed all challenge participants and found no association between approaches (including
data cleaning and preprocessing, feature extraction, and modeling) and predictive performance.

Model interpretation
Team dmbi (winner of SC1 and co-winner of SC3) and Team ROC BEAT-PD (winner of SC2) both
used random forest-based16 machine learning modeling which allows us to explore the model
feature importance. Team dbmi trained a random forest model on manually extracted signal
features from raw data. Separate models were trained for each patient-phenotype combination.  We
computed SHAP values17 for every prediction and SHAP interaction values for a randomly selected
subset of predictions (Methods). In general, we observed that model predictions were multi-factorial
in nature. Effects of individual features were small, and main effects were generally outweighed by
interaction effects (Supplementary Figure 2). However, there was general consistency within the top
features. Nine of the top ten features by SHAP value magnitude correspond to measures of signal
magnitude from the accelerometer, including various data quantiles, signal mean, and the 0Hz
component of the Fast Fourier Transform (Supplementary Figure 3). There was a strong correlation
among the top features (Supplementary Figure 4), potentially diminishing the importance of
individual features and causing stochasticity in feature scores across models. No significant
differences in feature effects were observed when comparing across labels (Supplementary Table
1). Additionally, we observed no association with previously reported features correlating with
Parkinsonian symptoms, such as spectral power in 3-7Hz for tremor or spectral entropy for
dyskinesia18.

For the SC2 (dyskinesia) winning model, model effects were observed to be predominantly linear,
so Gini importance16 was used to explore feature importance in this case. For their models, team
ROC BEAT-PD fit a single model for all subjects, incorporating patient characteristics to capture
patient heterogeneity. In particular, the clinical MDS-UPDRS scores were highly ranked, suggesting
that the predictions were kept grounded by the static/baseline information, then modulated by the
real-time sensor data.  UPDRS question 4.1 relates to dyskinesia burden, and was by far the most
important predictor of dyskinesia level in the CIS-PD cohort, accounting for 45% of the model
(Supplementary Data 1).  A PCA vector based on the UPDRS Part III (motor symptom) questions
was the strongest predictor of dyskinesia in the REAL-PD cohort (37% of the model).  The most
important sensor-based feature in dyskinesia prediction was mean (VM) acceleration.  Additionally,
“counts per minute”, a feature designed to mimic conventional Actigraph reports, was relatively
highly ranked (7% of the dyskinesia model).  Finally, correlation coefficients between the
acceleration axes (i.e. x vs. y, x vs. z, and y vs. z) were well-represented, with each pair generally
accounting for 2-7% of any model.  All of these sensor-derived features were more important in the
REAL-PD cohort; CIS-PD predictions were largely dictated by the static features.  MDS-UPDRS
Parts III and IV accounted for over half of the CIS-PD dyskinesia and tremor prediction models.

Ensemble modeling
To investigate if the overall predictive performance of the challenge could be improved further, we
constructed heterogeneous ensembles19 of the solutions to the three subchallenges submitted by
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the five best-performing teams (ROC, dbmi, HaPrazador, yuanfang.guan and hecky). This
investigation was carried out in two stages. In the first stage, several classes of heterogeneous
ensemble methods5–8 were tested in a nested cross-validation setup applied to the training sets of
SC1-3 to determine the best ensemble method(s) for each subchallenge. The various ensemble
methods showed variable performance across subchallenges when evaluated within the training
data cross-validations (Supplementary Figure 5), though still outperforming the best individual team
model in most cases. This implied that the ensembles were likely to improve the accuracy over the
individual models.

Based on their performance in the training data cross-validations, two models were chosen to be
evaluated on the test data, one from among the unsupervised methods and one from among the
supervised methods. The median of the individual base predictions was the best-performing
unsupervised ensemble method in the training data evaluation for two of the three subchallenges
(Supplementary Figure 5). Among supervised ensemble methods, the Reinforcement Learning
(RL)-based ensemble selection algorithms20,22 were the best-performing methods for all three
subchallenges in the training set evaluation (Supplementary Figure 5). In this case, the optimal
RL-based algorithm was a L2-regularized linear regression function applied to all five teams’
individual predictions. It is important to note that this model selection and optimization was done
entirely on the training data set as would have been available to challenge participants, and, in fact,
the team generating the ensemble predictions were blinded to the test data in the same way
chalenge participants were.

We then evaluated the median and RL-based ensemble models in the test data and compared the
results to the teams’ individual models. The performances of the final ensemble predictors are
shown in Table 1 and Figure 1. The RL ensembles were the best performing models in every case,
performing better than the median ensembles and best teams’ model for every subchallenge.
However, the median ensemble performed better than the best team model in SC3 only. Still, we
observe that ensemble approaches can improve prediction accuracy when applied to models
submitted during the course of a predictive modeling challenge.

Subject-level analysis
Using those models statistically outperforming the Null model (from teams dbmi, HaProzdor, hecky,
Problem Solver, ROC BEAT-PD, and yuanfang.guan for Subchallenges 1 (on/off) and 3 (tremor),
and teams hecky, ROC BEAT-PD, and yuanfang.guan for SC2), we sought to examine whether all
subjects were predictable by these models or whether heterogeneity leads to models working well
for some patients but not others. To do so, we defined

Liftmodel = MSENull - MSEmodel

to be the improvement in MSE of the submitted model over the Null model, where a positive value
indicates an improved prediction. Generally, we observed that the contribution to MSE improvement
over the Null model is largely driven by a small number of subjects, which are well predicted by all
or most of the top models (Supplementary Figs 6-8). For SC1 (on/off), 7 of 22 subjects were
responsible for the majority improvement in MSE. Upon examining the percent scale

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 23, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?yrpEAZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?HyfbS0
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


(Liftmodel/MSENull), we observed additional subjects who have statistically significant lift, but whose
overall contribution to the improvement in performance is low. For SC2 (dyskinesia) and SC3
(tremor), 7 of 16 and 4 of 19 individuals, respectively, account for most of the lift. In rare instances,
we observe individuals that are predictable by some models, but are poorly predicted by others (e.g
subject 1004 supplementary figures 6-8)). In this case, the teams employing individualized models
(dbmi and HaProzdor) perform particularly poorly, suggesting that, in these cases, employing global
models protects against overfitting. This observation is consistent across subchallenges.

We evaluated whether subject-specific factors or patient characteristics were associated with better
predictability for each model. The patient characteristics explored were age and disease severity as
measured by the Movement Disorder Society Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale
(MDS-UPDRS)23 instrument parts I, II, and IV, as well as part III assessed in both the on- and
off-medication state. We also explored the effect of data and metadata characteristics including
number of observations (n), the variance of the labels, as well as the mean difference between the
symptom reporting period and the time the report was made (reporting lag), with the hypothesis that
symptom reports made well after the reporting period may be less accurate. Overall, the only
significant association observed was with label variance for on/off medication (Supplementary Table
2). The label variance for on/off medication also showed a trend of positive correlation for all models
with dyskinesia and tremor (Supplementary Tables 3-4).

Validation of severity as determined by clinician assessment
The top teams were also invited to apply their models to sensor data collected during the
completion of short (~30 second) specified tasks in the CIS-PD study. Each of these segments was
assessed for symptom severity by a clinical PD expert in order to ascertain the degree to which
these models recapitulate clinician-rated severity. Four teams (dbmi, HaProzdor, ROC BEAT-PD,
and yuanfang.guan) participated in this exercise and submitted predictions for 1277 segments
across 16 subjects. Within-subject correlation between the predicted value and the symptom
severity label was used as the measure of accuracy, rather than MSE, in order to account for the
fact that patients’ perception of average severity may differ from a physician’s. That is to say, the
distributions may be shifted, but we expect the patient- and physician-derived severity ratings to be
correlated. For on/off medication, all four models showed significant positive correlation with the
clinical ratings for some, but not all, of the subjects (Supplementary Tables 5-7). Cross-subject
meta-analysis was significant for all teams however. As seen with the challenge predictions, there is
a substantial amount of heterogeneity across subjects (4-7 of 14 showing nominal p-value < 0.05)
and across models. For a few subjects we see high positive correlations for some teams (dbmi and
ROC BEAT-PD) and high negative correlations for others (yuanfang.guan). Interestingly, subject
1004, who showed high heterogeneity across models in the challenge predictions, shows strong
positive correlations in the clinical segments.

For tremor (SC3) (Supplementary Table 7) and dyskinesia (SC2) (Supplementary Table 6), the
results were less consistent across models. For tremor, the top scoring model from this
subchallenge (yuanfang.gaun) showed only one nominally significant subject (1046, p-value =
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0.003), and the cross-subject meta-analysis was not significant after multiple test correction
(unadjusted p-value = 0.047). However, the models by dbmi and HaProzdor showed more patients
having significant correlation between predictions and labels (6 and 2 of 13, respectively) as well as
greater overall significance (meta-analysis p-value = 1.97e-10 and 1.27e-04, respectively). For
dyskinesia, only one model (team ROC BEAT-PD) showed nominal significance (unadjusted
p-value = 0.035), and only one out of 6 subjects showed significant correlations with any of the
models (pearson correlation = 0.286 and 0.290 and unadjusted p-value = 0.003 and 0.004, for ROC
BEAT-PD and dbmi, respectively).

Discussion
The BEAT-PD DREAM Challenge  was an open-sourced, collaborative effort to publicly benchmark
the ability to use wearable data collected passively during free-living conditions to predict PD
symptom severity. Utilizing a challenge framework allowed us to very quickly explore a large space
of solutions and engage a community of researchers from around the world to provide solutions.
The open source nature of the DREAM challenge frameworks means that all the methods of the
participants have been shared and are available as a resource to the community
(www.synapse.org/beatpdchallenge). The results of the challenge demonstrate that passive data
from wrist-worn sensors could be used to predict PD symptom severity and motor fluctuations, with
multiple models and their ensembles showing significantly improved prediction over the null model
for each symptom tracked. Many of these models showed significant validation against clinical
ratings for the same patients. Of the four models which were able to be applied to the short, clinical
validation data 4 models in SC1 (on/off), 1 in SC2 (dyskinesia) and 3 in SC3 (tremor) models
showed significant association. This is a necessary proof-of-concept toward the development and
deployment of validated instruments for passive monitoring of PD. Past efforts have primarily
focused on predicting symptom severity from short, well-defined tasks5,7. A few efforts have
attempted to passively monitor PD symptoms in daily life, chiefly tremor and gait impairments5,24.

Consistent with previous efforts7, prediction of dyskinesia was more difficult than prediction of
tremor or medication on/off state. This was supported by the fact that only 3 models significantly
outperformed the null model for SC2 (dyskinesia), and of those, only one model’s predictions
significantly correlated with clinician ratings. This worse performance may be due to the difficulty in
distinguishing choreic movements from certain types of voluntary movements18. Indeed the most
important sensor-derived features from the SC2-winning model appear to capture overall motion,
rather than specific types of motion. Modeling strategies that take activity into account, for example
human activity recognition (HAR) may be more successful in distinguishing movement types,
though it is possible that certain types of activities will always be subject to high error rates in the
prediction of dyskinesia. This is consistent with previous work that has shown good ability to predict
symptom severity in the context of fixed activities7,18.

Most of the top-performing models used signal processing methods, with the exception of the
co-winner of the tremor subchallenge (SC3), which used a deep learning approach. However, it is
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important to note that a bug discovered in the code of team ROC BEAT-PD would have rendered
them the winner in SC3 (tremor) had it been discovered and fixed during the competition (updated
weighted MSE = 0.3990). Still, the sole deep learning approach remained among the top models for
SC3. It was also the runner-up in SC2, and one of only three models statistically outperforming the
null model for prediction of dyskinesia severity (SC2), although it failed to validate in the
clinically-rated segments. While deep learning approaches have performed well for predicting PD
diagnosis or PD symptom severity in the past, it appears to be most successful when trained on
very large data sets, but has performed comparably to signal processing methods in
moderate-sized data sets7. In this exercise, we also noted a general similarity in prediction across
individuals. However, we did observe examples where the deep learning approach performed better
or worse than the signal processing approaches (Supplementary figures 6-8), although it is
presently unclear what factors may drive those differences. In the moderately sized data set used in
this Challenge, subject-specific sample size did not appear to be a mediating factor.

Among the signal processing approaches, the top performing approaches utilized a similar workflow
— splitting the 20-minute recordings into smaller windows, followed by feature extraction and
machine learning; however, there was quite a bit of variability in how these were implemented.
Some teams performed some sort of pre-processing (e.g. resampling, normalization, interpolation,
removal of gravity, etc) though ROC BEAT-PD (the winner of SC2), did not. Segmentation sizes
ranged from 10 to 60 seconds, with varying overlaps. Some used custom features, while several
used the publicly available package tsfresh25. With respect to machine learning approaches, most
teams used random forest16 models, though one team from among the top performers incorporated
these with multiple other models via ensemble approaches to generate their final predictions. There
were also differences among the teams in their choice to build individualized versus global models.
While both types of models performed similarly overall amongst the top models, there appeared to
be examples of patients where individual models performed substantially better or worse than the
global models (Supplementary figures 6-8).

We also found that combining information across models in the form of ensemble modeling
improved prediction accuracy over the best performing model for all three subchallenges. The
RL-based ensemble algorithms20,22 produced the most accurate predictors for all the subchallenges
(Table 1). These near-exhaustive and systematic algorithms are designed to select a parsimonious
and effective ensemble (subset) from a large set of base predictors. However, since these
algorithms were only applied to five base predictors in this study, the best ensemble was found to
be an L2-regularized linear regression function applied to the full set of base predictors. It is also
interesting to note that during the course of this analysis, team ROC BEAT-PD discovered a bug in
their code, which decreased their weighted MSE to 0.8879 and 0.3990 (from 0.8897 and 0.4012) for
SC1 and SC3, though slightly decreasing their MSE in SC2 to 0.4056 from 0.4053. Despite these
modest changes, applying the same algorithms to the improved models resulted in little change in
the performance of the RL-based ensembles (weighted MSE of 0.8686, 0.4043 and 0.3938 for SC1,
SC2 and SC3, respectively, in contrast to 0.8687, 0.4048 and 0.3937 for the RL ensembles of the
original submissions) and no change to the median-based ensembles. This demonstrated the
robustness of the ensembles. In future Challenges, we aim to apply these ensemble algorithms to
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larger sets of submissions, and expect to develop even more accurate and parsimonious
ensembles.

While the results of this challenge showed promise for the vision of passive- low-burden, at-home
monitoring of PD symptoms, the current results are not yet practically useful. Although the
symptoms we analyzed are well established motor outcomes, the severity scores available were
patient-reported. Patient-reported data can be subject to perception and recall bias, however,
researchers have previously observed that patient reporting accuracy is high even in the presence
of depression or cognitive difficulties26. Additionally, we observed good correspondence between
patient and expert severity ratings in the in-clinic (CIS-PD) and at-home clinician visits (REAL-PD).
We also found no association between model accuracy and reporting lag in the models developed
in the course of this challenge. In our previous challenge we observed that large amounts of data
allows for more sophisticated methods7 to be used. Even though we had large amounts of
longitudinal data, it was derived from a small number of subjects (16 to 22 depending on
subchallenge). Utilizing a larger number of subjects in future efforts could improve the performance
of global models by capturing more of the inter-individual variability expected in PD.

Future studies, such as remote longitudinal studies, have the potential to collect data from
thousands of patients1,27. If studies like these can be paired with the corresponding outcome
variables it might be possible to build better models of disease. Large sample sizes become
particularly important as we move away from the basic motor symptoms that are typically measured
in the clinic and address additional symptoms that affect patients in their lived experience but are
consistently experienced across PD patients.

Methods

The CIS-PD Study
The Clinician-Input Study of Parkinson’s Disease (CIS-PD)9,10 was an experiment to assess

the utility of Fox Wearable Companion app and accompanying clinician dashboard for assisting
management of patients with PD9,10. 51 participants with PD were enrolled across 4 US sites, with
39 patients completing the study. During the 6-month study period, participants wore an Apple
Watch Series 2, which continuously collected movement data and streamed it to a cloud server for
storage and later analysis. Participants also used the Fox Wearable Companion app to report
severity of symptoms and complete digital ON/OFF medication status diaries.

All participants were assessed using the MDS-UPDRS at each in-clinic study visit. Those
participating in a substudy completed at the Northwestern University site28,29 or identified as having
significant motor fluctuations, defined in the study as an average of 2 hours a day in an OFF
medication state, also completed additional in-clinic assessments while wearing the smartwatch.
These assessments consisted of a series of functional tasks (e.g. drinking water from a cup, folding
towels) performed while a clinician rated the presence of tremor and dyskinesia for each limb on 0-4
scales. The criteria for these scales were based on those used in the MDS-UPDRS Part III (Motor)
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assessment. An assessment of overall severity of motor symptoms was also made for each task on
a similar 0-4 scale (0: Normal, 1: Slight, 2: Mild, 3: Moderate, 4: Severe). This series of
assessments was performed first while participants were OFF medication (last dose taken the prior
calendar day), 30 minutes following the ingestion of their usual dose of medication, and then four
additional times at 30 minute intervals. This series of assessments was repeated one additional
time at another visit approximately two weeks later, with the patient taking their medication as usual.

All participants completed a paper Hauser diary for the 48 hours prior to the first study visit.
Participants with motor fluctuations or participating in the substudy, were also asked to complete
electronic symptom diaries at half-hour intervals for 48 hours prior to each of the four study visits.
Each diary included self reports, on 0-4 scales, of whether the participant felt they were in an ON or
OFF medication state, as well as the presence of tremor and dyskinesia. Participants received
reminders to complete each diary entry through the Fox Wearable Companion app.

The REAL-PD Study
The REAL-PD Study, also known as the Parkinson@Home validation study11,

was an experiment designed to assess whether sensor-based analysis of real-life gait can be used
to objectively and remotely monitor motor fluctuations in PD. The study recruited 25
neurologist-diagnosed PD patients with motor fluctuations (MDS-UPDRS part IV item 4.3 ≥1) and
gait impairment (MDS-UPDRS part II item 2.12 ≥1 and/or item 2.13 ≥1), along with 25 age-matched
controls. During home visits, participants were evaluated by a trained assessor, and performed
unscripted daily activities while wearing a variety of wearable sensors and while being recorded on
video.

Following the in-home visit, PD patients continued to wear a study-provided smartwatch (Motorola
Moto 360 Sport with a custom application collecting raw sensor data) on their most affected side
and their own Android smartphone in a pant pocket (as available) for two weeks. During this time,
they completed various diaries, including a detailed symptom diary at 30-minute intervals over the
course of 2 days. The detailed symptom diary asked patients to rate medication status (OFF, ON
without dyskinesia, ON with non-troublesome dyskinesia, ON with severe dyskinesia), as well as
tremor severity and slowness of gait on a 1-5 scale.

Ethics
CIS-PD was sponsored by the Michael J. Fox Foundation for Parkinson’s Research and

conducted across four US sites: Northwestern University, the University of Cincinnati, the University
of Rochester, and the University of Alabama at Birmingham. Each site had local Institutional Review
Board (IRB)/Research Ethics Board (REB) approval, and all participants signed informed consent.

REAL-PD was sponsored by the Michael J. Fox Foundation for Parkinson’s Research. The study
protocol was approved by the local medical ethics committee (Commissie Mensgebonden
Onderzoek, region Arnhem-Nijmegen, the Netherlands, file number 2016-1776). All participants
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received verbal and written information about the study protocol and signed a consent form prior to
participation, in line with the Declaration of Helsinki.

The BEAT-PD DREAM Challenge
The Biomarker and Endpoint Assessment to Track Parkinson's Disease (BEAT-PD)  DREAM

Challenge was launched in January 2020 with the goal of understanding whether passive
monitoring with a smartwatch wearable device could be used to monitor PD symptom severity.
Challenge participants were provided with a training and a test data set consisting of smartwatch
accelerometer data from the REAL-PD and CIS-PD motor fluctuator substudy subjects collected at
home during the course of their daily activities. For the subjects in the REAL-PD study, smartwatch
gyroscope and smartphone accelerometer data were also provided. Symptom labels for on/off
medication (SC1), dyskinesia (SC2) and tremor (SC3) were provided for the training portion of the
data, and participants were asked to predict symptom severity in the test portion of the data.
Participants could opt to participate in any or all of the subchallenges.

The sensor data were provided as non-overlapping 20-minute segments, each of which
corresponded to a patient symptom report. For each segment, the time series data were reported
relative to the start of the segment in order to obscure the relative ordering of the segments. The
intervening 10-minutes of sensor recordings between each segment were not provided to
participants, to prevent reconstruction of segment ordering. Segments showing less than 2 minutes
of activity were removed. The training and test data were split for each individual separately,
keeping the same within-subject label distributions, in order to facilitate subject-specific modeling.
Subjects were filtered on a phenotype-specific basis if they had an insufficient number of
observations or label variance. Subjects were included only if they had at least 40 non-missing
observations, and at least 2 label categories with 10 or more observations each, or at least 3 label
categories with 5 or more observations each. Participants were also provided with minimal
demographic information about the patients (age, gender, and race/ethnicity (CIS-PD only)), as well
as their MDS-UPDRS scores in the form of totals for Parts I and II, and individual questions for
Parts III and IV. For MDS-UPDRS Part III, scores were provided for both the on- and off-medication
states.

The training and test sets were split in a 75/25 ratio for each individual separately. For on/off
medication, the training set consisted of 1,767 segments from 15 individuals from CIS-PD and 329
segments from 7 individuals from REAL-PD. For dyskinesia, the training set consisted of 1,188
segments from 11 individuals from CIS-PD and 256 segments from 5 individuals from REAL-PD.
For tremor, the training set consisted of 1,462 segments for 13 individuals from CIS-PD and 312
segment from 6 individuals from REAL-PD. Participants were also provided with an additional 352
segments for 5 individuals from CIS-PD and 490 segments from 10 individuals from REAL-PD that
did not have enough data or variability to be included in the test set, as described above. For
testing, the on/off medication data consisted of 587 and 108 segments from CIS-PD and REAL-PD,
respectively, the dyskinesia set consisted of 396 and 86 segments from CIS-PD and REAL-PD,
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respectively, and the tremor set consisted of 487 and 101 segments from CIS-PD and REAL-PD,
respectively.

Data Harmonization
Severity scores were harmonized between the two studies. REAL-PD tremor scores were

rescaled to a 0-4 scale from the original 1-5 scale by subtracting one. REAL-PD medication status
was converted to binary ON/OFF medication (0/1), and dyskinesia to a 0-3 scale, as shown in
Supplementary table 8.

Submission scoring
Due to the large variation in number of test observations across subjects, we employed a

weighted scoring scheme, so that challenge performance wasn’t driven primarily by good
performance for only a few subjects with large amounts of data. For each subject, k, the MSEk was
computed across the test data for that subject. The weighted MSE was then computed as:

WMSE= ,𝑘=1

𝑁

∑ 𝑛
𝑘
 𝑀𝑆𝐸

𝑘

𝑘=1

𝑁

∑ 𝑛
𝑘

where nk is the number of test observations for individual k. Submissions were compared to a
baseline “Null” model created using the subject-specific mean of the training labels, which is the
best possible prediction in the absence of any sensor data.

Description of winning methods

Subchallenges 1 & 3: Team dbmi
Team dbmi implemented a subject-specific ensemble model using generic time series

features. Raw triaxial accelerometer signals were combined using root mean square and partitioned
into 30-second windows. We used 552 generic signal features extracted using the tsfresh Python
package25 as model inputs. Windows were assigned the label from the original observation. We
used random forest to model the window labels, and predicted the observation label to be the
median of its window predictions. Separate models were tuned and trained for each subject-label
combination. We tuned the model hyperparameters using random search over 5-fold
cross-validation, and subsequently trained the final contest models using all of the available training
data. The same approach was applied to both subchallenges. We also computed SHAP values17 to
estimate the local effects of features on each prediction17. We calculated standard SHAP values for
each training window, as well as SHAP two-way interaction values for a randomly selected subset
of 1000 training windows for each model. To summarize these local effects at a model level, we
computed the mean of the magnitude of the SHAP values. We then determined the top 10 features
overall by considering the average model-level feature effect over all models.

Subchallenge 2: Team ROC BEAT-PD
The 20-minute accelerometer recordings were broken into 30-second windows.  16 features, such
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as the mean acceleration and dominant frequency, were extracted from each window.  Gyroscope
data were not used.  Simultaneous smartphone and smartwatch sessions were treated as separate
recordings, rather than being merged/synchronized.  Patient characteristics such as age, gender,
and UPDRS scores were also included as features.  This way, a general model could be developed,
while still allowing personalization for certain (groups of) patients.  In total, about 50 features were
generated per window.  This could be reduced to ~20 using recursive feature elimination30, but this
did not have much impact on model performance, and thus wasn’t used.  Two random forest
regression models were trained: one for CIS-PD and one for REAL-PD.  Some overfitting was
allowed, so that the models would utilize the sensor data; otherwise, the models tended to lock on
to the UPDRS features, yielding relatively static outputs for each participant.  The predictions for the
30-second windows were averaged to yield the final prediction for a recording.

Subchallenge 3: Yuanfang Guan
This team built a one-dimensional convolutional neural network consisting of five blocks. In each
block, there were two convolution layers, each with a filter size of 3, followed by a max pool layer.
The last layer used sigmoid activation, and each middle layer used ReLU activation. Cross-entropy
was used as the loss function. This model was trained for 100 epochs. 3D rotation augmentation
and magnitude augmentation were applied with a factor of [0.8-1.2]. A separate model was built for
each individual.

Analysis of methods used by participants
Challenge participants were sent a survey inquiring about the use of pre-processing and

segmentation of the sensor data, feature extraction packages and methods used (if any), machine
learning algorithm(s) used, as well as whether individual or global models were used. We received
responses from 18 participating teams, all of whom participated in all 3 subchallenges, and tested
for associations between the categorical responses and performance using a single-variable linear
model for each factor in turn. We found no significant association with any of the factors examined.

Ensemble model building
To investigate if the overall predictive performance of the challenge could be improved further, we
constructed heterogeneous ensembles19 of the solutions to the three challenge problems (SC1-3)
submitted by the five best-performing teams (ROC, dbmi, HaPrazador, yuanfang.guan and hecky).
Heterogeneous ensembles aggregate diverse base predictive models, such as those developed by
the five individual teams for the subchallenges, to build potentially more accurate predictive
models19,21. To achieve this goal in this challenge, we followed the methodology shown in
Supplementary Figure 9 in order to select the best ensemble models and optimize them, using only
the training data. The resulting ensembles were then evaluated on the test set in order to compare
them to the models generated by challenge participants. To do so, we implemented a nested
cross-validation procedure on each subchallenge separately. In particular, we split the training data
into six folds. Five of the folds were used in a traditional cross-validation (CV) framework to
generate base predictions from the individual teams and optimize the parameters of each of the
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ensemble models. The optimized ensemble models were then evaluated on the 6th (“evaluation”)
fold in order to select the best models.

Using this approach, a variety of ensemble models were built from CV-generated base predictions
from the teams’ models:

● Simple unsupervised aggregation using the mean and median of the base predictions.
● Stacking: This family of methods learns a meta-predictor over the base predictions. We

used 19 standard regression methods from the Python scikit-learn library31, e.g., LASSO,
elastic net, Random Forest, Support Vector Machine and XGBoost, to construct ensembles.
In addition to constructing ensembles on the raw predictions, we also trained and evaluated
stacking-based ensembles using the following modifications of the raw predictions:

○ Normalized values using Z-scores to account for variations in scales of the
predictions.

○ Building separate stacking models for each individual in the training data.
○ Combination of the above modifications.

● Caruana et al’s ensemble selection (CES) algorithm32,33: Ensemble selection methods use
an iterative strategy to select a parsimonious (small) subset of the base predictors into the
final ensemble. Specifically, the CES algorithm considers the complementarity and
performance advantage of candidate base predictors to select which one(s) to add to the
current ensemble, and terminate the process when there is no improvement in performance.

● Reinforcement Learning (RL)-based ensemble selection20,22: One of the challenges of the
CES algorithm is its greedy, ad-hoc nature, which makes it difficult to generate consistently
well-performing ensembles. To address this challenge, members of our team developed
several RL34-based algorithms22 that systematically search the space of all possible
ensembles to determine the final one. We constructed a variety of supervised ensembles
using these RL-based ensemble selection algorithms. Specifically, for each run of this
algorithm, we split the training data into 80% to build the RL environment (i.e., the ensemble
search space) and used the remaining 20% to learn the RL reward function. Using the
information learned during this search process, these algorithms determined the best
ensemble.

The parameters of the stacking- and RL-based ensemble algorithms were optimized by executing
CV within the first 5 folds using the CVs generated on the participants’ models. All the ensemble
models were then predicted and evaluated on the evaluation fold. Based on these results, we
selected one unsupervised (from among mean and median aggregation) and one supervised (from
among the stacking, CES and RL methods) ensemble model to evaluate on the test data. The
median aggregation and RL ensembles were the best performing predictors across the three
subchallenges. Predictions for these models were then generated on the test set using the full
training set, and the performance was evaluated in the test set for comparison against the individual
team submissions. The whole ensemble process was implemented in Python.

Subject-specific analysis
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For each model and subject, we computed the Lift measure as follows:
Liftmodel = MSENull - MSEmodel.

Liftmodel refers to the improvement in MSE of the submitted model over the Null model, where a
positive value indicates an improved prediction. 100 bootstrap resamples were used to assess the
variance in the Lift, as shown in Supplementary Figures 6-8. Kendall’s tau was used to assess the
correlation of lift with the number of test observations (n), reporting lag (mean difference between
the reporting time and the time at which the report was made), patient age, MDS-UPDRS parts I, II,
and IV, as well as part III assessed in both the on- and -off medication state. Meta-analysis across
models was performed by first converting Kendall's tau to Pearson’s r35, and using the metacor
function in the “meta” R library36. Specifically, the correlations were z-transformed prior to performing
a fixed-effect meta-analysis.

Validation using clinically rated tasks
The in-clinic functional task assessments from the CIS-PD study were used to evaluate

whether the models developed by the challenge participants were reflective of clinician-assessed
symptom severity. The smartwatch accelerometer data from each subject were segmented into ~30
second segments based on the start and stop time annotations for each activity. This resulted in
1277 segments across 16 subjects, which were provided to the top performing teams in order to
generate predictions from their models. The top six teams that statistically outperformed the Null
model in at least one subchallenge (dbmi, HaProzdor, hecky, Problem Solver, ROC BEAT-PD, and
yuanfang.guan) were invited to participate in this evaluation. One team, Problem Solver, declined to
participate, and team hecky was unable to apply their model to such short segments. The remaining
teams (dbmi, HaProzdor, ROC BEAT-PD and yuanfang.guan) provided predictions for on/off
medication, dyskinesia and tremor severity for the provided segments, which were compared to the
clinician ratings. For each subject, the clinician severity ratings for the side (left or right) on which
the smartwatch was worn were compared to the participants’ predictions. Since the clinicians did
not specifically rate on/off medication, overall severity was used as a surrogate against which to
compare to the on/off medication predictions. Dyskinesia and tremor predictions were compared
against clinician assessments of those symptoms. Accuracy was evaluated within-subject using
Pearson’s correlation to account for potentially different perceptions of severity between patients,
whose ratings were used to train the models, and clinicians. One-sided p-values with HA =
correlation > 0 were reported. For each model, a meta-analysis was performed across subjects
using Fisher’s log p-value method37.
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Code Availability

Team dbmi repo: https://github.com/huangy6/beat_pd/tree/final_sub

Yuanfang Guan: https://www.synapse.org/#!Synapse:syn22041729

Haprozdor repo: https://github.com/ibglab/BEATPD-HaProzdor

Ensembles: https://github.com/GauravPandeyLab/datasink and

https://github.com/GauravPandeyLab/lens-learning-ensembles-using-reinforcement-learning.

Data Availability

The challenge data are also available for researchers who want to improve on models developed
during the challenge (https://www.synapse.org/beatpdchallenge).

Acknowledgements
The BEAT-PD Challenge was funded by the Michael J. Fox Foundation.

The ensemble computations were partly enabled by Scientific Computing resources at the Icahn
School of Medicine at Mount Sinai, and YL and GP were supported by NIH R01HG011407-01A1.

YG is funded by the Michael J. Fox Foundation. BKBJ was supported by a grant from NIH NINDS
(award #: K99NS114850). MSK is supported by a grant from NIH (award #: 5T32HG002295-18).
CSV, GS, and RZ received research support  funded by the NIH NINDS under award number
P50NS108676.

Author Contributions

SKS, AJ, LJWE, LF, AM, NS, PS and LO devised and/or ran the challenge.

SKS HB, YG, YH, AM, AP, IBG, BBJ, YEH, JG, MJ, MSK, YL, CSV, MS, GS, AS, RZ, AM, GP, NS
and the BEAT-PD DREAM Challenge Consortium analyzed the data.

SKS, HB, YG, YH, AP, BBJ, JG, AS, GP, LJWE, NS and LO drafted the manuscript.

SKS, HB, YG, YH, AM, AP, IBG, BBJ, YEH, JG, MJ, MSK, YL, CSV, MS, GS, AS, RZ, LJWE, LF,
AM, GP, NS, LO edited the manuscript.

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 23, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://github.com/huangy6/beat_pd/tree/final_sub
https://www.synapse.org/#!Synapse:syn22041729
https://github.com/ibglab/BEATPD-HaProzdor
https://github.com/GauravPandeyLab/datasink
https://github.com/GauravPandeyLab/lens-learning-ensembles-using-reinforcement-learning
https://github.com/GauravPandeyLab/lens-learning-ensembles-using-reinforcement-learning
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


The BEAT-PD DREAM Challenge Consortium

Anastasia Adriano19, Varun Aggarwal20, Jay Alberts21, Izhar Bar-Gad5, Brett Beaulieu-Jones4,8,
Maedeh Beheshti20, Saurabhchand Bhati22, Henryk Borzymowski2, Alma Cantu23, Nanxin Chen22,
Silvia Del Din24, Amey Desai 25, Yuval El-Hanani5, Luc J.W. Evers13,14, Luca Foschini15, Nilav
Ghosh26, Marie-Philippe Gill22, Enrico Glaab27, Jann Goschenhofer2,Yuanfang Guan3, Jonathan
Hampton28, Yidi Huang4, Monica Javidnia6,9, Arun Jayaraman12, Bruno Jedynak19, Sonal Joshi22,
Mark S. Keller4, Sheraz Khan29, Jeff Knisley28, Abhiroop Kumar26, Christoph Kurz30, Yan-chak Li10,
Alex Mariakakis16, Ayala Matzner5,*, Lars Lau Raket31, Encarna Micó Amigo24, Laureano
Moro-Velaquez22, Adonay S. Nunes32, Larsson Omberg1, Alex Page6,7, Gaurav Pandey10, Jiajie
Peng33, Jagdeep T. Podichetty20, Alidivinas Prusokas35, Augustinas Prusokas34, Rana Zia Ur
Rehman24, Renata Retkute36,  Sakshi Sardar20, Mohammed Saqib4,Nicholas Shawen17,18, Solveig K.
Sieberts1, Greta Smith6,9, Phil Synder1, Ana Stanescu11, Charles S. Venuto6,9, Yuxian Wang33,
Robbie Zielinski6,9,

19 Fariborz Maseeh Department of Mathematics + Statistics, Portland State University, Portland,
OR, USA, 97201
20 Critical Path Institute, Tucson, AZ, USA, 85718
21 Department of Biomedical Engineering, Cleveland Clinic, Cleveland, OH, USA 44195
22 Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, MD,
USA, 21218
23 School of Computing, Newcastle University, Newcastle upon Tyne, UK, NE4 5TG
24 Translational and Clinical Research Institute, Newcastle University, Newcastle upon Tyne, UK,
NE4 5TG
25 Lifespark Technologies, Bombay, Mumbai India 400076
26 Optum Global Solutions, Hyderabad, India 122101
27 Luxembourg Centre for Systems Biomedicine, University of Luxembourg, Esch-sur-Alzette,
Luxembourg GW2X+XF
28 Department of Mathematics and Statistics, East Tennessee State University, Johnson City, TN,
USA, 37659
29 Department of Radiology, Massachusetts General Hospital, Harvard Medical School, Boston, MA,
USA, 02114
30 Helmholtz Zentrum München, Institute of Health Economics and Health Care Management,
Neuherberg, Germany 85764
31 Department of Data Science, H. Lundbeck A/S, Valby, Denmark MG58+6P
32 Department of Neurology, Massachusetts General Hospital, Harvard Medical School, Boston, MA,
USA, 02114
33 School of Computer Science, Northwestern Polytechnical University, Xi’an, China, 710072
34 Department of Life Sciences, Imperial College London, UK FRXG+G3
35 School of Natural and Environmental Sciences, Newcastle University, UK, X9HP+M4

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 23, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


36 Department of Plant Sciences, University of Cambridge, UK 642C+XM

Competing Interests

YG serves as scientific advisor for Eli Lilly and Company and Merck & Co.; serves as scientific
advisor and receives grants from Merck KGaA. YH has grant funding through BBJ from Sanofi S.A.
and UCB for unrelated projects. BBJ has grant funding from Sanofi S.A. and UCB for unrelated
projects. AJ is funded by MJ Fox Foundation for data curation.

All other authors report no competing interests.

References

1. Omberg, L. et al. Remote smartphone monitoring of Parkinson’s disease and individual response

to therapy. Nat. Biotechnol. 1–8 (2021) doi:10.1038/s41587-021-00974-9.

2. Stecher, B. & Bloem, B. R. Now you see me: The voice of people with Parkinson’s in clinical

trials. (AD/PD, 2019).

3. FDA rejects Verily’s filing for wearable Parkinson’s disease clinical trial tool. MobiHealthNews

https://www.mobihealthnews.com/news/fda-rejects-verilys-filing-wearable-parkinsons-disease-cli

nical-trial-tool (2021).

4. Sherman, R. E. et al. Real-World Evidence - What Is It and What Can It Tell Us? N. Engl. J. Med.

375, 2293–2297 (2016).

5. Morgan, C. et al. Systematic Review Looking at the Use of Technology to Measure Free-Living

Symptom and Activity Outcomes in Parkinson’s Disease in the Home or a Home-like

Environment. J. Park. Dis. 10, 429–454 (2020).

6. Webster, D. E. et al. Smartphone-Based VO2max Measurement With Heart Snapshot in Clinical

and Real-world Settings With a Diverse Population: Validation Study. JMIR MHealth UHealth 9,

e26006 (2021).

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 23, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


7. Sieberts, S. K. et al. Crowdsourcing digital health measures to predict Parkinson’s disease

severity: the Parkinson’s Disease Digital Biomarker DREAM Challenge. 2020.01.13.904722

https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2020.01.13.904722v2 (2020).

8. Meyer, P. & Saez-Rodriguez, J. Advances in systems biology modeling: 10 years of

crowdsourcing DREAM challenges. Cell Syst. 12, 636–653 (2021).

9. Daeschler, M. et al. Clinician-Input Study (CIS-PD): how the Fox Wearable Companion

Application can influence treatment and care in Parkinson’s disease (P3. 048). (AAN Enterprises,

2018).

10. Elm, J. J. et al. Feasibility and utility of a clinician dashboard from wearable and mobile

application Parkinson’s disease data. NPJ Digit. Med. 2, 1–6 (2019).

11. Evers, L. J. et al. Real-Life Gait Performance as a Digital Biomarker for Motor Fluctuations:

The Parkinson@Home Validation Study. J. Med. Internet Res. 22, e19068 (2020).

12. Hauser, R. A. et al. A home diary to assess functional status in patients with Parkinson’s

disease with motor fluctuations and dyskinesia. Clin. Neuropharmacol. 23, 75–81 (2000).

13. Ending Parkinson’s Disease. (2020).

14. Chaibub Neto, E. et al. Detecting the impact of subject characteristics on machine

learning-based diagnostic applications. Npj Digit. Med. 2, 1–6 (2019).

15. Mishra, S. R. et al. Supporting Coping with Parkinson’s Disease Through Self Tracking. in

Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems 1–16

(Association for Computing Machinery, 2019). doi:10.1145/3290605.3300337.

16. Breiman, L. Random Forests. Mach. Learn. 45, 5–32 (2001).

17. Lundberg, S. M. et al. From local explanations to global understanding with explainable AI

for trees. Nat. Mach. Intell. 2, 56–67 (2020).

18. Powers, R. et al. Smartwatch inertial sensors continuously monitor real-world motor

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 23, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


fluctuations in Parkinson’s disease. Sci. Transl. Med. 13, (2021).

19. Whalen, S., Pandey, O. P. & Pandey, G. Predicting protein function and other biomedical

characteristics with heterogeneous ensembles. Methods 93, 92–102 (2016).

20. Stanescu, A. & Pandey, G. Learning parsimonious ensembles for unbalanced computational

genomics problems. Pac. Symp. Biocomput. 22, 288–299 (2017).

21. Wang, L., Law, J., Kale, S. D., Murali, T. M. & Pandey, G. Large-scale protein function

prediction using heterogeneous ensembles. F1000Research 7, (2018).

22. Stanescu, A. & Pandey, G. Developing parsimonious ensembles using predictor diversity

within a reinforcement learning framework. http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.07344 (2021).

23. Goetz, C. G. et al. Movement Disorder Society-sponsored revision of the Unified Parkinson’s

Disease Rating Scale (MDS-UPDRS): Scale presentation and clinimetric testing results. Mov.

Disord. 23, 2129–2170 (2008).

24. San-Segundo, R. et al. Parkinson’s Disease Tremor Detection in the Wild Using Wearable

Accelerometers. Sensors 20, (2020).

25. Christ, M., Braun, N., Neuffer, J. & Kempa-Liehr, A. W. Time Series FeatuRe Extraction on

basis of Scalable Hypothesis tests (tsfresh – A Python package). Neurocomputing 307, 72–77

(2018).

26. Brown, R. G., MacCarthy, B., Jahanshahi, M. & Marsden, C. D. Accuracy of Self-Reported

Disability in Patients With Parkinsonism. Arch. Neurol. 46, 955–959 (1989).

27. Bot, B. M. et al. The mPower study, Parkinson disease mobile data collected using

ResearchKit. Sci. Data 3, 160011 (2016).

28. Lonini, L. et al. Wearable sensors for Parkinson’s disease: which data are worth collecting

for training symptom detection models. NPJ Digit. Med. 1, 1–8 (2018).

29. Shawen, N. et al. Role of data measurement characteristics in the accurate detection of

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 23, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Parkinson’s disease symptoms using wearable sensors. J. Neuroengineering Rehabil. 17, 1–14

(2020).

30. Guyon, I., Weston, J., Barnhill, S. & Vapnik, V. Gene Selection for Cancer Classification

using Support Vector Machines. Mach. Learn. 46, 389–422 (2002).

31. Pedregosa, F. et al. Scikit-learn: Machine Learning in Python. J. Mach. Learn. Res. 12,

2825–2830 (2011).

32. Caruana, R., Niculescu-Mizil, A., Crew, G. & Ksikes, A. Ensemble selection from libraries of

models. in Proceedings of the twenty-first international conference on Machine learning 18

(Association for Computing Machinery, 2004). doi:10.1145/1015330.1015432.

33. Caruana, R., Munson, A. & Niculescu-Mizil, A. Getting the Most Out of Ensemble Selection.

in Sixth International Conference on Data Mining (ICDM’06) 828–833 (2006).

doi:10.1109/ICDM.2006.76.

34. Sutton, R. S. & Barto, A. G. Reinforcement Learning: An Introduction. (A Bradford Book,

1998).

35. Walker, D. A. JMASM9: Converting Kendall’s Tau For Correlational Or Meta-Analytic

Analyses. J. Mod. Appl. Stat. Methods 2, 525–530 (2003).

36. Balduzzi, S., Rücker, G. & Schwarzer, G. How to perform a meta-analysis with R: a practical

tutorial. Evid. Based Ment. Health 22, 153–160 (2019).

37. Fisher, R. A. Statistical Methods for Research Workers. (Oliver and Boyd, 1932).

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 23, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?GTstPE
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.20.21265298
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Tables

Table 1: Prediction performance (weighted MSE) of the final supervised and unsupervised
ensemble methods on the SC1-3 test sets. For reference, the performance and name of the winning
team in each sub-challenge are also shown.

Prediction method SC1 SC2 SC3

Supervised ensemble (RL) 0.8687 0.4048 0.3937

Unsupervised ensemble (Median) 0.8835 0.4065 0.3978

Winning team’s performance 0.8778
(dbmi)

0.4053
(ROC

BEAT-PD)

0.4003
(yuanfang.guan)
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Figures

Figure 1: Bootstraps (n = 1000) of submissions for (A) SC1: on/off, (B) SC2: dyskinesia, and (C)
SC3: tremor. Team models (black) and their ensembles (blue) are ordered by rank. Boxes
correspond to the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentiles, and individual points are displayed beyond
1.5*IQR (interquartile range) from the edge of the box.  For each sub-challenge, a null model
(shown in red) estimated as the subject-specific mean of the training labels was used as a
benchmark. Models submitted by teams Lifespark and Sydney Neurophysics were outliers, and
have not been displayed in order to present greater definition among the top models. For SC2, the
UT BEAT-PD TEAM bootstraps have been truncated for the same reason. The non-truncated
figures are available in the Supplementary materials.
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